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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Executive Summary

Background

The 2020 HUD Annual Homeless Assessment Report to Congress, which aggregates
Point-in-Time (PIT) Counts from across the nation, estimated that on any given night,
over 160,000 people were experiencing homelessness in California, the maijority (70
percent) unsheltered.! California had the third-highest homelessness rate relative to its
population, behind New York and Hawaii, and the highest total number of people
experiencing homelessness.

Addressing this humanitarian crisis is a key priority for the state. Since 2018, California
has committed unprecedented levels of funding to prevent and end homelessness.
Between the three-year study period of Fiscal Years 2018-19 and 2020-21, the state
directed $9.6 billion in homelessness-focused programs, encompassing 35 programs
administered by nine state agencies or departments, all acimed at expanding access to
housing, health, and social services for people experiencing or at risk of homelessness.

Recognizing the need to better understand the implementation of these programs,
Assembly Bill No. 140 (Chapter 111, Statutes of 2021), hereafter AB 140, was enacted
into law. The legislation requires the California Interagency Council on Homelessness
(Cal ICH) to conduct a comprehensive assessment of state-administered programs that
serve people experiencing or atrisk of homelessness, with the purpose of analyzing
program funding, populations served, and the resulting outcomes for the people
served. CallICH partnered withresearchers at UC Berkeley, UC San Francisco, and Abt
Associates to undertake the Statewide Homelessness Landscape Assessment
(Landscape Assessment) required by Welfare and Institutions Code 8257.1 and 8257.2.

This report presents quantitative findings from the Landscape Assessment covered
through the study’s three-year reporting period of July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2021.
Specifically, the report focuses on answering five questions detailed in AB 140:

e How were state funds used? The report presents fiscalinformation for 35 state-
administered programs designed to address homelessness, hereafterrefered to as
the Landscape Assessment programs, showing how much funding was allocated
and for what purposes.?

e Who was served by Landscape Assessment programs? The report presents data on
the demographic characteristics of people served by these programs, including
their age, race/ethnicity, and gender. It also presents data on subpopulations, such
as veterans, children unaccompanied by adults, and people experiencing chronic

! Meghan Henry et al. “The 2020 Annual Homeless Assessment Report (AHAR) to Congress.” The U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development.
https://www.huduser.gov/portal/sites/default/files/pdf/2020-AHAR-Part-1.pdf

2 This sectionresponds to Welfare and Institutions Code §§ 8257.1(a)(1)(A)(i)—(v).

Xi
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homelessness.? The report also highlights racial and ethnic disparities in homelessness
and oufcomes. 4

e Whattypes of services were provided, and how did people navigate those services?
The report details the types of services that were provided to people atrisk of or
experiencing homelessness.>

e How much housing—both temporary and permanent—was created? The report
documents the impact of efforts to expand interim and permanent housing
options.¢

e What were the outcomesfor people who received assistance? The report presents
data on observed outcomes for people in programs as of June 30, 2021, including
how many people fransitioned to permanent housing after enrolling in services, as
well as what share remained or returned to homelessness.”

The analysis draws on a variety of quantitative data sources, most notably CalICH's
Homeless Data Integration System (HDIS). HDIS synthesizes locally reported information
from Homeless Management Information Systems (HMIS) that are maintained by alll
Continuums of Care (CoCs). Cal ICH created HDIS in 2021 to improve statewide data
collection and policy coordination. However, HDIS does notinclude data on every
state-funded program. This report supplements HDIS data with quantifiable fiscal and
programmatic data collected from state agencies and programs.

There are severalimportant caveats to note. First, the report covers select programs
and outcomes between July 1,2018, and June 30, 2021, the three-year study period.
This period includes the height of the COVID-19 pandemic, which profoundly impacted
efforts to address homelessness. On the one hand, the COVID-19 pandemic
heightened the urgency to respond to the crisis, and led to a large increase in federal
resources, which the state leveraged to rapidly stand-up innovative programs such as
Project Roomkeyand Homekey. On the other hand, the pandemic also contributed to
challengesin delivering assistance, particularly as lockdowns made it more difficult to
reach and interact with people experiencing homelessness and as organizations across
the state grappled with how to adjust to an altered service environment. Second, the
report does not address policies or programsinitiated or funded after June 30, 2021.

3 This sectionresponds to Welfare and Institutions Code §§ 8257.1(a)(1)(C)(i)-(vi) and Welfare and
Institutions Code §§ 8257.1(a)(1)(D)(i) os it relatesto population served.

4 This sectionresponds to Welfare and Institutions Code §§ 8257.1(a)(1)(C)(i)-(vi) as itrelates to disparities
among subpopulations relative to the general population.

5> This sectionresponds to Welfare and Institutions Code §§ 8257.1(a)(1)(D)(i)=(v). (vii) as it relates to the type
of services utilized, duration, and frequency disaggregated by demographic characteristics.

6 This sectionresponds to Welfare and Institutions Code §§ 8257.1(a)(1)(B)(i)-(iii) as it relates to permanent
housing, rental subsidies, and emergency shelter beds made available.
7 This sectionresponds to Welfare and Institutions Code §§ 8257.1(a)(1)(D)(iii)—(vi), (viii) as it relates to

services associated with exits from homelessness, the results of housing programs, and the number of
individuals whose homelessness was prevented.
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Several of the Landscape Assessment programs are ongoing and/orhave seen
additional rounds of funding beyond what is documented in this report based on the
three-year study period. Third, as described above, HDIS does notinclude all services,
shelter, and housing provided in California. AB 977, passed in September 2021 and
effective after January 1, 2023, expands the list of programs that require additional
grantees to enter datainto HMIS .8

The report points to two important frends. First, local programs across the state are
helping an increasing number of people experiencing homelessness access services
and housing. Between July 1, 2018 and June 30, 2021, 571,246 unique people across
Cdliforniawere enrolled in homelessness services, shelter, and housing programs
reportedin HDIS. The number of people served by homelessness interventions, including
people receiving homelessness prevention services and formerly-homeless people who
exited homelessness to permanent housing, reported in HDIS increased over time, from
272,583 in Fiscal Year 2018-19 to 331,825 in Fiscal Year 2020-21. Second, state-
administered funds are increasing the number of people who are being helped. During
the reporting period, more than 273,000 people were served by projects supported at
least in part by state-administered Landscape Assessment Programs, comprising 48
percent of the total population served. The Landscape Assessment also provides
important insights info who is experiencing homelessness, what types of assistance they
are receiving, and how many of them are successfully exiting homelessness into
permanent housing. These data and findings are aimed to help inform policy efforts to
prevent and address homelessness across California.

Report Findings

This section highlights the main findings from the report, focusing on the statutory
questions outlinedin AB 140.

Racial Disparitiesin Homelessness

Cal ICH's Action Plan for Preventing and Ending Homelessness in California explicitly
emphasizes racial equity and the importance of understanding racial and ethnic
disparities in homelessness.? Black, Indigenous and People of Color comprise a
disproportionate share of the population experiencing homelessness. In 2020, Black
people comprise 5.8 percent of California’s overall population, but 30.7 percent of
people experiencing homelessness. The share of Black people experiencing
homelessness was 5.3 times greater than their share of the state’s overall population.
The share of American Indian, Alaska Native, or Indigenous people experiencing

8 California Legislative Information. *AB 977 Homelessness program data reporting: Homeless Management
Information System.” September 29, 2021.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient xhtml2bill_id=202120220AB%977

? Cal ICH. *Action Plan for Preventing and Ending Homelessness in California.” Updated September 2022.
https://bcsh.ca.gov/calich/documents/action plan.pdf
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homelessness was 5.0 times greater than their share of the state’s overall population,
and the share of Native Hawaiians and Pacific Islanders experiencing homelessness was
2.8 times greater. Although people identifying as Hispanic/Latinx were lesslikely to
experience homelessness relative to their share of the population, research has shown
that they are often underestimated in homeless counts, are more likely to live in
overcrowded conditions (e.g., doubling up), and tend to use public services atlower
rates than otherracial and ethnic groups.

Figure ES.1: Percent Change in the Number of People Experiencing Homelessness in California,
2015-2020, by Race/Ethnicity
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Source: HUD Pointin Time Counts, 2015-2020.

Rates of homelessness have also beenincreasing faster for People of Color, as shownin
Figure ES.1. Between 2015 and 2020, the number of Hispanic/Latinx Californians
experiencing homelessness increased by é4.7 percent, and for Black Californians, it
increased by 53.8 percent—both much greaterthan the increase of 40.1 percentin the
overallhomeless population in California. These tfrends are mirrored at the nationall
level. Increases were also relatively large for Asians and Native Hawaiians or Pacific
Islanders.101

10 Analysis of HUD Point-in-Time Count data from 2015 to 2020.

1 Jeffrey Olivet et al., “Racial Inequity and Homelessness: Findings from the SPARC Study,” The ANNALS of
the American Academy of Political and Social Science 693, no. 1 (January 1,2021):82-100,
https://doi.org/10.1177/0002716221991040; Matthew Z. Fowle, "Racialized Homelessness: A Review of
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Fiscal Analysis

In recent years, the state has expanded itsrole in addressing homelessness by investing
in new programs designed to expand the system’s capacity to provide housing and
services across the state’s diverse communities. Between Fiscal Years 2018-19 and
2020-21, Cadlifornia directed $9.6 billion in programs aimed at expanding the supply of
affordable housing and providing housing and services to people experiencing
homelessness.

e Over $5.5billion of the total $9.6 billion of funding allocated to Landscape
Assessment programswere targeted at expanding the supply of affordable
housing, including more units dedicated to people experiencing homelessness. 2

e The Homeless Emergency Aid Program (HEAP) and the Homeless Housing,
Assistance and Prevention (HHAP) program provided $1.2 billion in funding over
the reporting period. These programs provided flexible, multi-year grant funding
to localities, extending the ability of local providers to offer a wide range of
services, including homelessness prevention, case management, supportive
services, emergency shelter, and investments in institutional capacity like data
management systems.

e Just over $1 billion went to support the 25 Whole Person Care pilot programs
across the state.!3 The primary goal of Whole Person Care was to strengthen the
coordination of health, behavioral health, and social services to improve
outcomes for Medi-Cal high-risk beneficiaries whose complex needs oftenresult
in frequent or avoidable use of crisis or inpatient services in hospitals or other
settings.

e The COVID-19 pandemic led to an expansion of resources (from both the state
and federal governments) to protect people experiencing homelessness and
reduce the spread of COVID-19, including Project Roomkey, Homekey, and the
COVID-19 Emergency Grant Fund.'4

e Importantly, counties had the option of pairing or augmenting certain programs
identified in this assessment with an estimated total of $17.3 billion between 2018-
19 and 2020-21 in funding from Realignment, MHSA, and behavioral health-
related federal block grants. Counties could also leverage additional Medi-Cal

Historical and Contemporary Causes of Racial DisparitiesinHomelessness,” Housing Policy Debate, March
30, 2022, 1-28, https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2022.2026995.

12 These programsinclude the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC), No Place Like Home (NPLH), the
Multifamily Housing Program (MHP), Homekey, the Veterans Housing and Homelessness Prevention Progrom
(VHHP), Housing for a Healthy California (HHC) (Article | and Il), the Supportive Housing Multifamily Housing
Program (SHMHP), and the Special Needs Housing Program (SNHP).

13 Whole Person Care Pilots were launched in 2016 and continued through 2021. They were supported by
federal funding through a 5-year Medicaid waiver proposed by the State of Californiaand approved by
the federal Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services (CMS).

141n 2020, the state allocated $100 millioninemergency funding from SB 89 to local governments to
provide shelter and immediate housing options for people experiencing homelessness.
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funding. As of August 2022, it is estimated that counties could leverage over $11
billion annually via public community behavioral health funding to pair or
augment certain programs identified in this assessment. The scope of this
assessment focuses on three fiscal years (July 1, 2018 — June 30, 2021), during
which time Californiainvested $9.6 billion and these funds were part of a $15.3
billion multi-year investment that carried forward into 2021-2022.

Population Served

Between July 2018 and June 2021, 571,246 unique people across Californiawere
enrolled in homelessness services, shelter, and housing programs reportedin HDIS. The
number of people served by homelessness interventions, including people receiving
homelessness prevention services and formerly-homeless people who exited
homelessness to permanent housing, reported in HDIS increased over time, from 272,583
in Fiscal Year 2018-19 to 331,825 in Fiscal Year 2020-21, shown in Figure ES.2.

Figure ES.2: Number of Unique People Served by Homelessness Interventions Recorded in HDIS
by Fiscal Year
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Source: Cal ICH Homeless Data Infegration System

Note: The dark blue bars show the numbers of people served by projects with identified funding from
Landscape Assessment programs. Because people’s enrollments in programs can span multiple fiscal
years, the total for the three fiscalyearsis higher than the total count of unduplicated people represented
in HDIS (571,246).

During the reporting period, more than 273,000 people were served by projects
funded at least in part by a Landscape Assessment program, comprising
approximately 48 percent of the total population served. The number of people
served by programs with state funding also increased over time (Figure ES.1.2),
from approximately 125,000 in Fiscal Year 2018-19 to almost 173,000 in Fiscal Year
2020-21. These data likely underestimate the reach of state investments, because
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not all grantees of Landscape Assessment programs are required to enter data
into HDIS, and not all projects in HDIS include information about funding sources.!®
Additionally, there is a lag between the time housing productionis funded and
when buildings open and clients are recorded being served in HDIS. Nevertheless,
the data shows that Landscape Assessment programs, braided together with
local, federal, and private sources of funding, expanded assistance for people
experiencing homelessness across the state overthe yearsincludedin the
reporting period. Future research with HDIS data will be able to assess long-term
trends against the baseline established in this report.

The majority of people (55.6 percent) served by programsreporting datato HDIS were
individual adults over the age 25. However, Figure ES.3 shows that almost one-in-four
people served—approximately 130,000 people—were children under the age of 18, the
majority of them in families. Approximately six percent of people served, or 31,516
individuals, were unaccompanied young adults.

Figure ES.3: Percent of People Served by Homelessness Interventions Recorded in HDIS by Age
and Household Status

40% ® Families * Individuals
°
<|>> 307 29.8%
5 A 25.8%
Qo 22.3%
Q
S 20%
(a1
< 11.2%
° 10%
2 57%
S 1.4% 2:6% 1.3%
[0} _ I
a 0%
Children Young Adults Adults Older Adults
(under age 18) (ages 18-24) (ages 25-49) (ages 50+)

Age at Entfry
Source: Cal ICH Homeless Data Integration System

As a result of racial disparities in homelessness, Black people are over-represented in
programs reporting to HDIS comparedto their share of California’s overall population.
Approximately 28 percent of people in programs during the reporting period were
Black or African American, 28 percent were White Non-Hispanic/Non-Latinx, and 28
percent were White Hispanic/Latinx. American Native, Alaska Native, or Indigenous
people (2.7 percent) and Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islanders (1.2 percent) were also

15 Of the 35 programsincluded in the Landscape Assessment, 16 required grantees to reportinformationin
HDIS. AB 977 (Chapter 397, Statutes of 2021), operative January 1, 2023, expanded the list of specified
programs that require grantees to enfer data into theirlocal HMIS.
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presentin HDIS data at a greater share thanin California’s overall population. Asian or
Asian American people (2.2 percent) and multiracial people (4.2 percent) were a
smaller share of the total population served compared to California’s overall
population.

Approximately 20 percent of people enrolled in programs reporting to HDIS
experienced chronic homelessness during the reporting period, defined as
experiencing homelessness for at least one year over the course of three yearswhile
living with a serious mentalilliness, substance use issue, or physical disability. People
experiencing chronic homelessness often have multiple co-occurring physical and
mental health conditions. Not only can these conditions contribute to homelessness,
but homelessness can also trigger or worsen health conditions.’ Chronic patterns of
homelessness were much more common for adult individuals than for families,
particularly for older adults; approximately 40 percent of people overthe age of 50 in
HDIS experienced chronic patterns of homelessness during the reporting period.

The majority of people served by programs reporting to HDIS, 66.4 percent, were newly
experiencing homelessness. Nearly 380,000 people served in California during the
reporting period were newly experiencing homelessness.!” Although it is not possible to
say that these people were experiencing homelessness for the first fime, the numbers
nevertheless show that one of the largest challenges facing the state is the inflow of
new people info homelessness, even as efforts to help people experiencing
homelessness expand.

Service Utilization

Between 2018 and 2021, there were 1,116,741 enrolimentsin homelessness services,
shelter stays, and housing projects across the state amongthe 571,246 unique people
with HDIS records over the reporting period. Each of these enroliments was associated
with a specific program recorded in HDIS and was funded by one or more federal,
state, orlocal source (s) of funding.'® The same person can enrollin multiple programs,
so the number of enroliments reflects the number of times services are provided, rather
than a count of people served. Of total enroliments, 38.6 percent identified funding
from at least one of the Landscape Assessment programs, eitheralone orin
combination with other sources of funding. The share of enroliments using at least one

16 National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine, Permanent Supportive Housing: Evaluating
the Evidence for Improving Health Outcomes Among People Experiencing Chronic Homelessness.
(Washington, D.C.: The National Academies Press, 2018), https://doi.org/10.17226/25133.

17 “Newly experiencing homelessness” is defined by having no recorded use of homelessness services,
shelter, or housing in HDIS in the previous two years. As a result, some people in this category may be
returning to homelessness after being housed for at least two years.

181n HDIS, the services that people access are called “projects”, not “programs.” However, because
projects can be misinterpreted to mean physical projects or buildings, we use “programs” when discussing
enrollmentsinHDIS.
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Landscape Assessment program grew over time, from approximately 35 percent of
enrollmentsin Fiscal Year 2018-19, to over 43 percentin Fiscal Year 2020-21.

The majority of people (60.9 percent) in HDIS were enrolledin only one program during
the reporting period. The other 39.1 percent of people enrolled in multiple programs.
However, only 4.4 percent of people were enrolled in more than five different programs
over the three fiscal years. People with multiple enroliments tended to move between
similar types of programs (e.g., multiple shelters, or multiple street outreach programs).
People also enrolled in multiple housing programs at the same time, for example,
enrolling in both a rapid re-housing and a permanent housing program.

The types of services people enrolled in depended on theirhousehold composition.
Figure ES.4 shows the percent of enrollments in different programs reporting to HDIS by
age and household type. Homelessness prevention and rapid re-housing were more
commonly targeted to family households. In contrast, adult individuals were more likely
to be enrolledin street outreach and emergency shelter programs. The data do not
show a “typical” pathway of service utilization or linear steps to exiting homelessness.

Figure ES.4: Distribution of Enroliments in HDIS Reporting Programs during July 1, 2018 - June 30,
2021, by Household Type and Age
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Expanding the Supply of Interim and Permanent Housing

Between 2018 and 2021, the state added more than 17,000 emergency shelter beds.
Much of this increase was due to Project Roomkey, which deployed state and federal
funds to quickly lease up hotel and motelrooms during the COVID-19 pandemic to
provide non-congregate shelter to people experiencing homelessness. Project
Roomkey helped to offset reduced capacity in existing shelters that closed or reduced
occupancy during 2020. Between March 2020 and October 2022, Project Roomkey
secured over 16,000rooms and sheltered over 61,000 individuals. This increase in shelter
capacity s likely to decrease, however, as some Project Roomkey grantees have
ramped down programming in accordance with community need andresources.

Over $5.5 billion of the total $9.6 billion of state-administered funding assessed in this
study were directed at eight programs specifically designed to facilitate the production
or acquisition and rehabilitation of subsidized units. These investments are projected to
produce or preserve 58,714 units of affordable housing in the coming years, including
10,451 set aside for people experiencing homelessness or those most at risk of
becoming unhoused.

The state’s Homekey program was also launched during the pandemic to convert
underused hotels and motels into permanent supportive housing. Homekey added
2,245 units of permanent supportive housing, 2,894 units operating as interim shelter and
undergoing plans for conversion to permanent supportive housing, and another 790
units that willremain interim shelter, almost all in under six months and at a lower cost
than typical affordable housing units.

Public housing authorities are increasingly prioritizing people experiencing
homelessness for housing, either through their tenant-based voucher program (which
allows people to rent unitsin the private market) or by providing project-based
vouchers for new affordable housing developments. Although vouchers are not
administered by the state, they are an important component of overall effortsto
provide deep housing assistance to households at risk or experiencing homelessness.

Recent state laws that have streamlined entitlement processes, as well as increased
efforts to strengthen and hold cities accountable to their Regional Housing Needs
Allocation targets, are important elements of the state’s overall response to expanding
the supply of affordable housing.

Ovutcomes

Figure ES.5 summarizes data for people based on the final observed outcome in HDIS,
up through June 30, 2021. Of the total number of unique people (571,246) observedin
HDIS data over the reporting period, 168,974 people (29.6 percent), were still enrolled in
a service, shelter, or housing program as of June 30, 2021. The other 402,272 people
(70.4 percent) served over the reporting period exited programs that report data to
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HDIS before June 30, 2021, and did not enrollin another program before the end of the
reporting period.

The data show that 19.8 percent of people served (96,417 people) were placed in
permanent housing, with either a temporary or permanent subsidy. Of these, 55,263
people were still enrolled in programs reporting data to HDIS, such as rapid re-housing
programs and permanent supportive housing projects. The other 40,884 were no longer
enrolled, but were recorded as moving to some form of subsidized housing at the end
of theirlast enrollment. A larger share of people exited homelessness by moving into
housing without a form of public subsidy (132,874, or 23.3 percent), including movingin
with family or friends.

Among people who exited programs reported in HDIS, the final outcome for 141,294
people (24.7 percent of total people served) was recorded as “unknown,” meaning
that program staff did not know what happened to their client or did not enter the
data. Some of these people may have found housing on their own, while others may
have enrolled in programs that do not report data to HDIS. However, unknown
destinations were more common among people enrolled in street outreach and interim
housing programs (such as emergency shelters), suggesting that many of these people
may still be experiencing or at risk of homelessness.

Figure ES.5: Final Observed Outcomes (ongoing enroliments and destinations) for Unique People
Served, through June 30, 2021

Final Observed Outcome for Population Served Number of People Perceni.of el
Population Served

Exited Programs Reporting to HDIS 402,272 70.4%
Exited to Homelessness 57,616 10.1%
Eereq to Housing with a Temporary or Permanent 40,884 7 0%
Subsidy

Exne.d fo ngsmg without a Subsidy (including with 132,874 23.3%
Family or Friends)

Exited to Other Destinations 29,604 5.2%
Exited to Unknown Destination 141,294 24.7%
Enrolled in Program Reporting Data to HDIS as of June 168.974 29.6%
30, 2021

Enrolled and Living in Permongn’r Housing (with a 55263 979
Temporary or Permanent Subsidy)

Enrolled in Permqnen’r Housw_wg Progrom (but not 50,540 8.9%
recorded as having moved into unit)

Enrolled in Interim Housing (e.g., Emergency Shelter) 38,816 6.8%
Enrolled in Services* 24,335 4.3%
Total | 571,246 100.0%

Source: Cal ICH Homeless Data Integration System
Noftes: Data include people with enrollments during July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2021. “Other” includes the
following destinations recordedin HDIS: other, medical, or correctionalfacilities, temporary - host home,
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temporary - not homeless, and deceased. * Includes 1,477 people enrolled in programs of unknown type or
multiple programs.

The data also show that many people remained homeless at the end of the reporting
period. Nearly 17 percent of the total population served (96,432 people) were either
enrolledininterim housing (38,816 people) as of June 30, 2021, or had exited the system
with a recorded destination of either sheltered or unsheltered homelessness (57,616
people). Many people also returned to homelessness aftermoving into housing,
partficularly people who received a temporary housing subsidy (22.6 percent) or those
who moved in with family or friends (16.5 percent).

Finally, many people observed in HDIS were stillbeing served at the end of the reporting
period. Almost nine percent (50,560 people) were enrolled in a housing program (like
rapid re-housing or permanent supportive housing) but had yet to move-in. Another 4.3
percent (24,335 people) were still enrolled in a non-housing program such as street
outreach, homelessness prevention, or other services, at the end of the reporting
period.

Conclusion

Through the Statewide Homelessness Landscape Assessment, CalICH is investing in
data and analysis that can help to support state efforts to prevent and end
homelessness across the state’s diverse communities. This effort supports Cal ICH’s
Action Plan for Preventing and Ending Homelessness, which emphasizes the importance
of measuring outcomes to promote equity and accountability.’ HDIS will be a powerful
tool for moving the field forward, particularly with ongoing efforts to provide technical
assistance and capacity building to improve data quality at the locallevel. The
Landscape Assessment thus lays the groundwork for futureresearch that can help
guide the state in its efforts to address homelessness.

It is important to note that it may be too early to fully realize the impact of the
investments made in Fiscal Years 2018-19 through 2020-21. There are oftenlags
between the time funds are appropriated, when those funds are spent locally, and
when outcomes are possible to measure. Housing and shelter take time to build, and
programs take time to hire and train staff, particularly while navigating disruptions
caused by the COVID-19 pandemic. In addition, investments made in subsequent fiscal
years will continue to build on and amplify the efforts described in thisreport. Local
pilots—in service delivery, coordination, andin driving down the time and cost to build
new housing—may also spur lessons that can be expanded at scale.

19 Cal ICH. “Action Plan for Preventing and Ending Homelessness in California.” Updated September 2022.
https://bcsh.ca.gov/calich/documents/action plan.pdf
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The research presented in this report describes the efforts that have been made to
expand access to services and housing for people experiencing or at risk of
homelessness.
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1. About This Report

SECTION 1: ABOUT THIS REPORT

1.1 Aboutthe Landscape Assessment

Between Fiscal Years 2018-19 and 2020-21, California increased its investment in
homelessness-focused programs by more than $1.5 billion (Figure 1.1). The state did so
by funding, administering, and/or implementing 35 programs, hereafter referred to as
the Landscape Assessment programs. These programs are administered by nine state
agencies and departments, and all cimed at expanding access to housing, health,
and social servicesfor people experiencing or at risk of homelessness.

Figure 1.1: State-Administered Funding Dedicated to Addressing Homelessness
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Recognizing the need to understand the implementation and impact of these 35
programs, the Legislature passed Assembly Bill No. 140 (Chapter 111, Statutes of 2021),
hereafter AB 140, which Governor Gavin Newsom signed in July 2021. The legislation
required that the California Interagency Council on Homelessness (Cal ICH) conduct a
comprehensive assessment of programs that serve people experiencing or atrisk of
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homelessness to understand program funding, populations served, and the resulting
outcomes for the people served. Cal ICH partnered withresearchers at UC Berkeley,
UCSF, and Abt Associates to undertake this Statewide Homelessness Landscape
Assessment.

This report presents data on the 35 Landscape Assessment programs that were in place
between July 1, 2018, and June 30, 2021, the three-year study period. This three-year
reporting period saw unprecedented changes and disruptions in efforts to address
homelessness. The COVID-19 pandemic, in particular, had a profound effect on those
efforts. It heightened the urgency to address California’s homelessness crisis,
recognizing the ways that people experiencing homelessness were more vulnerable to
contracting COVID-19 and/or suffering severe consequences of the disease. Federal
resourcesincreased substantially in response, which the state deployed ininnovative
ways. Eviction moratoria and emergency rental assistance may have blunted a
pandemic-induced increase in homelessness. COVID-19 also made delivering
assistance more challenging, particularly as lockdowns made it more difficult toreach
and interact with people experiencing homelessness and as organizations across the
state grappled with how to adjust to an altered service environment.

Within this context, the Legislative Report presents initial findings about how state funds
were used in combination with other resources to address homelessness in California
over the study's three-year reporting period, July 1, 2018 — June 30, 2021. It focuses on
five main questions:

e How were state funds used? The report presentsfiscal information for all 35
Landscape Assessment programs, showing how much was allocated and for what
pUrposes.

e Who was served by Landscape Assessment programs? The report presents data on
the demographic characteristics of people served by Landscape Assessment
programs designed to prevent and end homelessness, including their age,
race/ethnicity, and gender. It also presents data on subpopulations, such as
veterans, unaccompanied minors, and those experiencing chronic homelessness.

e Whattypes of services were provided, and how did people navigate those services?
The report details the types of services that were provided to people atrisk of or
experiencing homelessness.

e How much housing—both temporary and permanent—was created? The report
documents the impact of state efforts to expand the amount of interim and
permanent housing options available.

e What were the outcomesfor people who received assistance? The report presents
data on observed outcomes for people in programs as of June 30, 2021, including
how many people fransitioned to permanent housing after enrolling in services, as
well as what share remained or returned to homelessness.
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To answer these questions, the report draws on a variety of data sources, most notably
Cal ICH’s Homeless Data Integration System (HDIS). Cal ICH created HDIS in 2021 to
improve statewide data collection and coordination on homelessness, and this report
demonstrates its potential to answer questions about who is being served by programs
and their outcomes. The number of people experiencing homelessness is not static—
people experience varying degrees of housing instability and become homeless, and
others are being rehoused daily. HDIS allows the state to better understand the
dynamic nature of homelessness, and the Legislative Report provides a first look at the
power of being able to frack people experiencing homelessness over tfime.

This report presents data and analysis of efforts to address homelessness across the
state, and provides the first detailed look at the data in HDIS.

1.2 Aboutthe California Interagency Council on Homelessness

The Homeless Coordinating and Financing Council (HCFC) was authorized by Senate
Bill (SB)1380 in 2017, creating a statewide council to oversee the implementation of
Housing First policies, guidelines, and regulations to reduce the prevalence and
duration of homelessness in California. In 2021, Governor Newsom signed AB 1220 into
law, whichrenamed HCFC to the California Interagency Councilon Homelessness (Cal
ICH). AB 1220 also restructured the Council composition to support California’s broader
vision for greater statewide leadership and coordination around its response to the
homelessness crisis.

Cal ICH’s activities, including implementation of its Action Plan, are designed to fulfill its
role to oversee implementation of California’s Housing First requirements and to
achieve 18 statutory goals, including five youth-related goals identified through SB 918
(2018). Cal ICH pursues those statutory goals through both a Council of state leaders
and a team of Cal ICH staff within the Business, Consumer Services and Housing Agency
(BCSH). The Council, co-chaired by the Secretary of the BCSH and the Secretary of the
Health and Human Services Agency (CalHHS) is comprised of 18 leaders from State
agencies and departments, one community leader appointed by the Speaker of the
Assembly, and one community leader appointed by the Senate Rules Committee.?

The Councilis supported by a team administratively housed within the BCSH. This team
plays a pivotalrole in providing funding to address homelessness across the state. It
administers funding for the Homeless Housing, Assistance, and Prevention (HHAP)

0 Agencies and departments represented on the Interagency Councilinclude: the Business, Consumer
Services, and Housing Agency; the Health and Human Services Agency; the Department of Corrections
and Rehabilitation; the Department of Public Health; the Department of State Hospitals; the Department of
Health Care Services; the Department of Aging; the Governor’s Office of Emergency Services; the
Department of Veterans Affairs; the Department of Social Services; the Housing Finance Agency; the
Department of Education; the Tax Credit Allocation Committee; Califomia Community Colleges; the
Department of Transportation; the Department of Housing and Community Development;the Department
of Rehabilitation.
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program, which as of November 2022 has allocated over $1.9 billionin one-fime, flexible
grants to local Continuums of Care (CoCs; regional homelessness service coordination
and planning bodies), counties and large cities, to support regional coordination and
expand or develop local capacity to address homelessnessin their communities. Other
key programsrun by Cal ICH include the Encampment Resolution Funding Program and
the Family Homelessness Challenge (FHC) Grants.

Cal ICH staff developed, and are continually working to expand and improve, the
state’s HDIS, a data warehouse that integrates data from the state’s 44 CoCs’ locally
implemented Homelessness Management Information Systems (HMIS).2! HDIS provides
longitudinal data on people served by programs across the state. These data are
critical forinforming the state’s policy-making and strategic decisionsto prevent and
end homelessness by measuring and understanding critical information, such as how
many people were permanently housed. By collecting this information from California’s
44 CoCs in one statewide system, California continues to broaden its understanding of
the fullrange of services offered across the state—including whether there are regional,
service-level, or subpopulationdevel differences that lead to more people becoming
permanently housed.

1.3 Outline of Report

The remaining sections of this report proceed as follows:

Section 1: About this Report continues below to provide an overview of the
methodology used to generate the findings in this Legislative Report.

Sections 2through 7 of the report respond to the questions posed in the statutory
language of AB 140.

Section 2: An Overview of Homelessness in California describes the increase in the
number of people experiencing homelessness across the state over the past several
years. It also describes demographic disparities in homelessness by age, gender, and
race/ethnicity.22

Section 3: Fiscal Analysis presents financial data for the 35 Landscape Assessment
programs. Datainclude the total allocated funds for each program during each fiscall
year, the awarded budgets for each recipient, and the infended use of money
awarded to the programs.z

21 The Federal Department of Housing and Urban Developmentrequires that each CoC implement HMIS to
collectclient-level data on the provision of housing and services to people experiencing or at risk of
homelessness.

22 Section 2 responds to Welfare and Institutions Code §§ 8257.1(a)(1)(C)(i)—(vi) as it relates to disparities
relative fo the general population.

23 Section 3 responds to Welfare and Institutions Code §§ 8257.1(a)(1)(A)(i)—(v).
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Section 4: Population Served presents information from HDIS to describe how many
people were served by homelessness services, shelter, and housing, as well as their
characteristics. The section also describes the estimated number of people who were
served by the Landscape Assessment programs.24

Next, Section 5: Service Utilization examines how people used homelessness services,
shelter, and housing (based on whatis capturedin HDIS data). This sectionreports the
types and number of service enroliments during the assessment period, as well as how
long these enrollments lasted and progressions from one enrollment to the next. This
section also reports the number and type of services provided with support from state
programs.2

Section 6: Expanding the Supply of Interim and Permanent Housing covers issuesrelated
to the supply of interim and permanent housing across the state. It discusses general
frends in the provision of shelter and permanent housing, including Project Roomkey
and Homekey. The section also presents data from the eight Landscape Assessment
programs designed to produce affordable housing (including units dedicated to
serving people experiencing homelessness) and discusses the role that housing
vouchers play in supporting state efforts to address homelessness. 2

Section 7: Outcomes examines people’s housing status following periods of service use
in HDIS, including returns to homelessness following housing placements. 27

The Legislative Report’s statutory analysis concludes in Section 8 with a brief summary of
the overall contributions of Landscape Assessment programs to homelessness services,
shelter, and housing provision across the state.

Section 9: State Program Descriptions contains a series of profiles for Landscape
Assessment programsnot already discussed in preceding sections. These profiles
describe the purpose and uses for each program, along with available data for the
number of people served by the programs and the services they received.

Section 10: Special Focus Areas providesbackground information or greater detail for
topicsrelevant to local homelessness systems across the state. The Special Focus
sections describe key concepts and intersections between homelessness and other
systems (health care, exiting-12 education, and correctional facilities).

24 Section 4 responds to Welfare and Institutions Code §§ 8257.1(a)(1)(C)(i)-(vi) and Welfare and Institutions
Code § 8257.1(a)(1)(D)(i)as it relates to population served.

25 Section 5 responds to Welfare and Institutions Code §§ 8257.1(a)(1)(D)(i)—(v). (vii) as it relates to service
utilization, duration, and frequency.

26 Section 6 responds to Welfare and Institutions Code §§ 8257.1(a)(1)(B)(i)—(iii) s it relates to permanent
housing, rental subsidies, and emergency shelter beds made available.
27 Section 7 responds to Welfare and Institutions Code §§ 8257.1(a)(1)(D)(iii), (vi), (viii) as it relates to services

associated with exits from homelessness, the results of housing programs, and the number of individuals
whose homelessness was prevented.
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1.4 Methodology

The Landscape Assessment draws heavily on HDIS data. It also uses fiscal and program
data collected from state agencies and programes. This section provides an overview of
the methodology used to generate the findings in this Legislative Report. For more on
the study’s methodology, including technical documentation and research instruments,
see Appendix A: Detailed Methodology.

1.4.1 Fiscal Data

This report covers 35 programs across nine agencies and departments that the state
funded, administered, orimplemented for the purpose of serving people at risk of or
experiencing homelessness (Figure 1.2). To identify these programs, Cal ICH staff
reviewed documentsand met withrepresentatives at each of the state agencies or
departments to determine which programs to include in the assessment. The resulting
list of programs all provided services or housing to people at risk of or experiencing
homelessness during Fiscal Years 2018-19, 2019-20, and 2020-21, the three-year study
period.

Cal ICH staff administered a survey to state agencies to collect budget data for each
program spanning Fiscal Years 2018-19 to 2020-21. The survey requested information
about the total allocated funds for each program during each fiscal year; the awarded
budgets for eachrecipient; and the infended use of funds, including eligible uses,
eligible applicants, target populations, target project types, and match requirements.

Fiiure 1.2 Proirams Included in the Study's Fiscal Survey, by State Deparimen'r/Aiency

California Community Colleges
Chancellor's Office (CCCCO)
California Department of
Corrections and Rehabilitation Long Term Offender Reentry Recovery Program (LTORRP)
(CDCR)

College Homeless and Housing Insecure Pilot Program (CHHIPP)

Bringing Families Home (BFH) Program

CalWORKs Homeless Assistance (HA)
CdliforniaDepartment of Social  [CalWORKs Housing Support Program (HSP)
Services (CDSS) Home Safe Program

Housing and Disability Advocacy Program (HDAP)
Project Roomkey and Rehousing Strategy

Domestic Violence Housing First (XD) Program

Homeless Youth and Exploitation (HX) Program

Cdlifornia Governor's Office of Homeless Youth Emergency Services & Housing (YE) Program
Emergency Services (Cal OES) Homeless Youth Innovative Services (HI) Program
Specialized Emergency Housing (KE) Program

Transitional Housing (XH) Program

CaliforniaHousing Finance

S ial Needs Housing P SNHP
Agency (CalHFA) pecial Needs Housing Program ( )
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COVID-19 Emergency Grant Fund

Cdlifornialnteragency Council onf[Homeless Emergency Aid Program (HEAP)

Homelessness (Cal ICH) Homeless Housing, Assistance, and Prevention Program (HHAP) Rounds 1
and 2

CadliforniaTax Credit Allocation

Low-Income Housing Tax Credit Program (LIHTC
Committee (TCAC) S gram ( )

Homeless Mentallylll Outreach and Treatment Program (HMIOT)

Department of Health Care

Services (DHCS) Projects for Assistance in Transition from Homelessness (PATH)

Whole Person Care (WPC) Pilot Program

California Emergency Solutions and Housing (CESH) Program

Community Development Block Grant Program (CDBG)

Emergency Solutions Grants—Coronavirus (ESG-CV)2

Emergency Solutions Grants (ESG) Program

Homekey

Housing for a Healthy California (Articles| & 1)

Department of Housing and

Housing Navigators Program (HNP
Community Development (HCD) 9 9 9 ( )

Multifamily Housing Program (MHP)

No Place Like Home (NPLH)

Pet Assistance and Support (PAS) Program

Supportive Housing Multifamily Program (SHMHP)

Transitional Housing Program (THP)

Veterans Housing and Homelessness Prevention Program (VHHP)

Source: Cal ICH Survey of State Agencies

1.42 CallCHHomeless Data Integration System

This report draws significantly on data analysis from Cal ICH's Homeless Data Integration
System (HDIS). The database integrates data from homelessness service providers that
participate in the local HMIS in each of the 44 California CoCs.2 Records from HMIS are
then standardized, cleaned, and de-duplicated, aggregating the localrecords into a
single database of people served by homelessnessservice providers across the state
over time. % HDIS provides statewide data on the dynamic inflows and exits from
programs designed to address homelessness. It provides a powerful platform to analyze
service coordination across the state, as well as to identify service use, outcomes, and
gaps for people experiencing homelessness.

28 The official nameis Emergency Solutions Grants-CARES Act. The CARES Act appropriated $4 billion
through the Emergency Solutions Grants (ESG) Program “to prevent, prepare for, and respond to
coronavirus,among individuals and families who are homeless orreceivinghomeless assistance and to
support additional homeless assistance and homelessness prevention activities to mitigate the impacts
created by coronavirus under the Emergency Solutions Grants program (42 U.S.C. 11371)."

29 Data elementsin the HMIS are defined by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. For
more information about HDIS, see https://bcsh.ca.gov/calich/hdis/technical information.pdf.

30 Data across CoCs might contain multiple records belonging to the same client. HDIS uses a system of
exact and probabilistic rules to compare pairs of records. Records with a high level of similarity are
matched and mergedtogether, ensuring that people are counted accurately in HDIS analyses.
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For this report, we analyzed the records of people who used programs reported in HDIS
during the three-year study period from July 1, 2018, to June 30, 2021. From those
records we extracted:

e the characteristics of people who enrolled in programs (including their age, gender,
race/ethnicity, household composition, veteran status, and new or chronic
experiences of homelessness);

e the totalnumber and types of programs they used, including enroliment frequency
and duration;

e and the outcomes associated with those programs, including whether the people
remained homeless or moved to permanent housing.

Where possible, we identified which programs were funded by a Landscape
Assessment program. Not all programs require that grantees enter datainto their locall
HMIS system, meaning that they would not appear in HDIS. Of the 35 programs
evaluated for the Landscape Assessment, only 16 required HMIS participationin at least
one fiscal year, meaning that the impact of many state programs is unaccounted for in
the data. AB 977, passedin September 2021, expands the list of programs that will
require additional grantees to enter data into their local HMIS as well as the
requirement of data standards, which takes effect after January 1, 2023.3' Even when
programs require that grantees enter datainto the system, many flagged the record
with the broad category “Other Funding,” making it difficult to link the grantee to the
specific Landscape Assessment program funding source. Finally, most service providers
do notrely on just one source of funding for their programs. Instead, local, state, and
federal funds are often "braided” together to fund everything from the provision of
oufreach and Coordinated Entry to permanent housing. All these factors make it
difficult to isolate the impact of Landscape Assessment programs from the housing,
services, and outcomes generated by the system as a whole.

To provide the state legislature with the best information possible, we undertook several
steps to identify Landscape Assessment programs within HDIS. Using pattern matching
recognition, we searched for a wide variety of text strings within the different HDIS fields
to identify the use of Landscape Assessment program funds (see Appendix A: Detailed
Methodology). We were able to identify funding from at least one Landscape
Assessment program, either onits own or in combination with local and/or federal
funding streams, for 37 percent of programs. As AB 977 isimplemented and more
programs report data into their local HMIS, the data within HDIS willbecome more
comprehensive in helping to document the impact of state investments.

In total, people enrolled in 6,584 service, shelter, or housing programs (called *“projects”
in HMIS) between July 1,2018, and June 30, 2021. Many of these programs are very

31 California Legislative Information. “AB 977 Homelessness program data reporting: Homeless
Management InformationSystem.” September 29, 2021.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient xntml2bill_id=202120220AB977

Legislative Report: Statewide Homelessness Landscape Assessment



SECTION 1: ABOUT THIS REPORT

small: 38.2 percent of programs enrolled fewer than 25 participants over the reporting
period. Over half (56.1 percent) enrolled between 25 and 500 participants. Only 5.8
percent enrolled more than 500 participants. Street outreach, Coordinated Entry, and
emergency shelter programs in the large, urban CoCs tend to have the highest number
of enrollments.

There are some important limitations and caveats to the analysis of HDIS data. People
experiencing homelessness who do not use or are unable to access interim housing,
permanent housing, or outreach programs are not capturedin local HMIS systems and
therefore notin HDIS. In addition, some programs—such as those dedicated to serving
victims of domestic violence, veterans, or unaccompanied youth—are not required to
submit data to theirlocal CoCs and therefore are not always reflected in HDIS .32

Finally, despite ongoing efforts to cleanrecords within HDIS, the ultimate data quality
depends on the accuracy and consistency of the local HMIS data. Homelessness
service, shelter, and housing providers do not always have the resources or capacity for
consistent and detailed HMIS data entry. CoCs could also be delayed in their reporting
of data to Cal ICH; for example, in HDIS data extracted for the Landscape Assessment,
the data for Yuba/Sutter CoC was incomplete .33

Where applicable, the HDIS analysis follows HUD's methods for calculating System
Performance Measures (SPM), which estimate the number of people experiencing
homelessness and exiting homelessness over fime. Cal ICH amended the SPM methods
for use with HDIS. These methods adjust the dates of service, shelter, and housing
enroliments for extended information gaps (e.g., at least 60 days without information on
people’s homelessness status). The SPM definitions also only retain enrollments in non-
shelter and non-housing services (e.g., street outreach, Coordinated Entry, day shelter,
services only, and "other”) programs for people who are recorded as currently
experiencing homelessness.

1.4.3 Other Sources of Quantitative Data

In addition to analyzing HDIS data, this report draws on quantitative data from a variety
of other sources, including data from U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD). These other sources, listed below, complement HDIS and enhance
our understanding of homelessnessin California.

e HUD Point-in-Time (PIT) Count Data. PIT count data estimate the number of people
experiencing homelessnessin a CoC, generally on asingle night in January at least

32 Independent providers that do not receive federal funding or certain state funding can opt out of
participationin local HMIS. Dedicated domestic violence victim service providers are barred by federal law
from entering their clients’ data into HMIS and so maintain separate data systems. Certainunaccompanied
youth providers might not be allowed to share complete client data with HMIS. In addition, some
permanent housing programs for veterans are captured in a data system separate from HMIS.

33 While HDIS is regularly updated with new data coming from the CoCs, the data analyzed for the
Landscape Assessmentreflect the submitted and cleaned data as of April 2022.
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every two years. The PIT count complements HDIS because it counts people
experiencing homelessness regardless of whetherthey are currently receiving
services. The PIT count data can also be used to frack trends in the number of
people experiencing sheltered and unsheltered homelessness, as well as compare
data across states. However, PIT count data are different from HDIS datain
important ways. The PIT data provide a snapshotin fime of who is experiencing
homelessness, whereas HDIS datalook at the dynamic nature of people movingin
and out of homelessness over time .34 The PIT relies on an annual or biennial count
conducted on a particular night or nights by organizations and community
volunteers, and includes data on sheltered homelessness provided by service
providers. In contrast, HDIS data are entirely administrative, entered by housing and
service providers. Due to COVID-19, most CoCs in California and across the nation
postponed their 2021 PIT counts until 2022, so statewide PIT counts are available only
through 2020.

e HUD Housing Inventory Count (HIC) Data. The HIC is conducted concurrently with
the sheltered PIT, and it is designed to represent the inventory of dedicated beds for
people who are currently homeless in interim housing, as well as those who are
formerly homeless in permanent housing projects. To obtain these data, CoCs rely
largely on HMIS reports, supplemented with project- and client-level surveys. Like the
PIT, the HIC data provide asnapshot of permanent housing and interim housing
resources, and can be used to analyze changes in the inventory of beds over time.

e HUD Voucher and Public Housing Data. Housing vouchers, as well as public housing
units, are an important resource for addressing the housing needs of people at risk of
or experiencing homelessness. Vouchers and public housing units are funded by the
federal government and are administered by local Public Housing Authorities
(PHASs). Vouchers are often braided together with other sources of funds to provide
permanent supportive housing. We obtained and analyzed budget allocation,
voucher utilization, and public housing data from HUD to assess how PHAs are
working with localities to provide housing for people atrisk of or experiencing
homelessness.

e Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) Data. LIHTC is one of the mostimportant
sources of funding for the creation of new affordable housing units. LIHTC is funded
by the U.S. Department of the Treasury; the California Tax Credit Allocation
Committee (TCAC) sets policy priorities through its Qualified Allocation Plan, reviews
tax credit applications, and makes project awards. California also implements a
State Tax Credit program to supplement the federal funds. LIHTC funds are often
braided together with other Landscape Assessment programs—such as No Place
Like Home—to build or rehabilitate affordable housing, including units dedicated to
people at risk of or experiencing homelessness. Because LIHTC is not routinely
reportedin HDIS, we analyzed LIHTC applications for 2018-2021 to identify how

34 Research has highlighted the limitations of the PIT count in capturing the total number of people
experiencing homelessness.See forexample, Smith, C., & Castaneda-Tinoco, E. (2019). Improving Homeless
Point-In-Time Counts: Uncovering the Marginally Housed. Social Currents, 6(2), 91-104.
https://doi.org/10.1177/2329496518812451 . Mast, Brent D. “Measuring Homelessness and Resources to
Combat Homelessness withPITand HIC Data.” Cityscape, vol. 22, no. 1, 2020, pp. 215-26.

https://www jstor.org/stable/26915494.
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many units were created by the program, as well as the share of those units
dedicated to people at risk of or experiencing homelessness.

e State Program Data. For Landscape Assessment programs that were notreportedin
HDIS data, we used program evaluation reports, as well as data collected from the
state agencies and departments, to help describe how the program used the funds
to address homelessness. When describingservices supported through a specific
state program, the reportrelies on the administering agency’s or department’s
published numbers.

11
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2. An Overview of Homelessness in
California

Highlights

e Accordingto the 2020 HUD Annual Homeless Assessment Report to Congress, which
aggregates Point-in-Time (PIT) Counts from across the nation, in 2020, California had
the third-highest homelessnessrate relative to its population, behind New York and
Hawaii, and the highest total number of people experiencing homelessness overall.

e Point-in-Time (PIT) Counts of homelessness are intended to be a census of people
experiencing homelessness on a single night of January. California’s 2020 PIT Count
reported 161,548 people experiencing homelessness, of whom 70 percent were
unsheltered. Between 2014 and 2020, the annual count of people experiencing
homelessnessincreased by 41.8 percent.

e The share of Black, African American, or African (hereafter, Black) people
experiencing homelessness was 5.6 times greater in the PIT Count than their share of
the state’s overall population. The share of American Indian, Alaska Native, or
Indigenous (hereafter, Indigenous) people experiencing homelessnesswas 10.0
times greater than their share of the state’s population, and the share of Native
Hawaiians and Pacific Islander people experiencing homelessness was 2.8 times
greater.

e In 2020, 65.5 percent of people experiencing homelessnessin California were men.
Transgender or gender non-conforming people are also at higherrisk of
homelessness, and the majority (80.8 percent) were unsheltered.

e Veterans experience aheightenedrisk of homelessness nationally andin California.
In 2020, 7.1 percent of adults (at least 18 years old) experiencing homelessness were
veterans compared to 4.8 percent of all adults in California.

2.1 Homelessness in California

The 2020 HUD Point-in-Time (PIT) Count (the mostrecently published data at the time of
writing) estimated that 161,548 people were experiencing homelessness in California.3s
The PIT Count isintended to be a census of people experiencing homelessness ona
single night in January.3 Figure 2.1 shows the tfrend in California’s PIT Counts from 2007

35 Meghan Henry et al. “The 2020 Annual Homeless Assessment Report (AHAR) to Congress.” The U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development.
https://www.huduser.gov/portal/sites/default/files/pdf/2020-AHAR-Part-1.pdf

36 The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Developmentrequires Continuums of Care (CoCs) to
conduct and submit counts of homelessness regularly. CoCs submit annual counts of sheltered
homelessness based on Homeless Management Information System data and surveys of emergency
shelters, transitional housing, and Safe Havens. CoCs also must conduct unsheltered counts at least once
every two years. Unsheltered counts typicallyinvolve feams of volunteers canvassing either an entire
jurisdiction or a sample of locations, tallying people experiencing homelessness.Inyears when an
unsheltered count is not conducted, the CoC carries forward the unsheltered count from the previous year
inits data submission.
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to 2020. Between 2014 and 2020, the PIT Countincreased by 41.8 percent, from 113,952
to 161,548.

Figure 2.1: Trend in the Point-in-Time Counts of Homelessness in California, by Shelter Status
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The majority of people in California experiencing homelessness are unsheltered,
meaning they are sleeping in places such as tents, vehicles, or on the street. In 2020,
70.4 percent of people counted as experiencing homelessness in California were
unsheltered. As shownin Figure 2.2, the share of unsheltered homelessness was higherin
California thanin any other state, and almost twice the nationalrate.

Figure 2.2: States with the Highest and Lowest Rates of Unsheltered Homelessness in 2020

Catifornia [N 70.4%
Nevada [N ¢1.0%
oregon [N <0.6%

United States [ 35 4%

North Dakota [l 6.3%
Nebraska - 5.9%
New York - 5.0%

0% 25% 50% 75%
Percent Unsheltered

Source: 2020 HUD Point-in-Time Counts
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Homelessness remains a significant challenge for the state’s largest urban areas, such
as Los Angeles and the Bay Area. Even so, despite having smaller numbers of people
experiencing homelessness, several largely rural and suburban areas also have high
rates of homelessness relative to the size of their local populations.

By design, PIT Counts are a snapshot of how many people experience homelessness on
a single night, intended to provide a year-to-year point-in-tfime comparison. The
number of people who experience homelessness over the course of ayearis much
greater. For example, while the 2020 HUD PIT Count indicated that, on any given night
in California, there were 161,548 people experiencing homelessness, California’s
Homeless Data Integration System (HDIS) recorded 310,809 people engaging with
homelessness services during Fiscal Year 2019-20. The PIT and HDIS data are
complementary: people counted in the PIT data may not be served by homelessness
programs and thus not reflected in HDIS, and data from HDIS provide a fuller picture of
how the systemis reaching into the community throughout the year.?”

One of the key drivers of homelessness in Californiais a shortage of affordable housing.
California has the second-lowest number of housing units per capita of the 50 U.S.
states.’ As aresult, housing costs have risen much faster thanincomes in Californiain
recent years. California has only 23 affordable and available rental units per 100
households with extremely low income, defined as less than 30 percent of area median
income.? Funding for affordable housing at the federal level has also not kept pace
withrising cost burdens, and prior to the pandemic, many programs such as public
housing, HOME, and Housing Choice Vouchers saw substantial cuts to their budgets
over time.“ Of an estimated 3.3 million low-income households in the state in 2016, just
one quarter, about 800,000, lived in subsidized housing or received a housing voucher
to help withrent.4!

37 More expansive definitions of homelessness, like the McKinney-Vento definitionused by education
departments, include people livingin motels, or “doubled up” with multiple families in asingle housing unit.
The Cadlifornia Department of Education reported 269,269 students experiencinghomelessnessinthe 2018—-
19 academic year. California Department of Education, “2019-20 Homeless Youth Educational Outcomes,”
https://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/hs/homelessoutcomes1920.asp

38 Numerous factors play into this dynamic, including restrictive zoning and the costs of development. For a
detailed examination of these factors, see Shane Phillips et al., “The Future of Housing and Community
Development: A California 100 Report on Policies and Future Scenarios, Facts-Origins-Trends Detailed
Report.” California 100. March 10, 2022. https://californial 00.org/research/future-of-housing/

3% Andrew Aurand et al., “The Gap: A Shortage of Affordable Homes” (National Low Income Housing
Coalition, 2022), https://nlihc.org/gap

40 Douglas Rice (2016). “Cuts in Federal Assistance Have Exacerbated Families’ Struggles to Afford
Housing,” Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, April 12,2016. Available online at
https://www.cbpp.org/research/housing/cuts-in-federal-assistance-have-exacerbated-families-struggles-
to-afford-housing.

41 Uhler, B. (2016). Perspectives on Helping Low-Income Californians Afford Housing. Legislative Analyst’s
Office. https://lao.ca.gov/Publications/Report/3345.
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Research hasrepeatedly found that local rates of homelessness are higher in places
with higher housing costs.#2 Figure 2.3 shows that states with higher median rents for two-
bedroom apartments also had higher homelessnessrates in 2020. California, highlighted
in blue, had the highest medianrentin the country. California also had the third-highest
homelessness rate relative to its population, behind New York and Hawaii, and the
highest total number of people experiencinghomelessness.

Figure 2.3: Homelessness Rates by Median Rent for Two-Bedroom Apartments across the 50 U.S.
States, 2020

60 New York ..
Hawaii

50
//_\
40 Oregon . I California
W ashington U

Homelessness / 10,000 Population

30 Alaska
20 Massachusetts
10
0
$500 $1,000 $1,500 $2,000

Median Two-Bedroom Rent

Sources: Populations experiencing homelessness are from the 2020 HUD Point-in-Time Counts, 2019 state
populations are from the U.S. Census Bureau, and median rents are from the 2015-19 American Community
Survey.

Nofe: Bubble size represents the total population experiencing homelessness, with Californiain blue. To
approximate market rents, median rents are among renter households that moved into two-bedroom
apartments/houses withinthe previous year.

People begin to experience homelessness for a wide range of reasons that differ from
person to person. As aresult, it remains difficult to predict which specific households will
enter homelessness and to gauge the impact of homelessness prevention efforts.43

42 william N. Evans, David C. Phillips, and Krista Ruffini, “Policies to Reduce and Prevent Homelessness: What
We Know and Gaps in the Research,” Journal of Policy Analysisand Management 40, no. 3 (2021): 914-63,
https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.22283; Chris Glynn, Thomas H. Byrne, and Dennis P. Culhane, “Inflection Points
in Community-Level Homeless Rates,” The Annals of Applied Statistics 15,no. 2 (June 2021): 1037-53,
https://doi.org/10.1214/20-AOAS1414 https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9906.2012.00643 x; Journal of Urban
Affairs 35, no. 5 (December 1, 2013):607-25,; Gregg Colburn and Clayton Page Aldern, HomelessnessIs a
Housing Problem: How Structural Factors Explain US Patterns (University of California Press, 2022).

437il van Wachter et al. “Predicting and Preventing HomelessnessinLos Angeles,” California Policy Lab,
September2019. https://www.capolicylab.org/wp-

content/uploads/2019/12/Predicting and Preventing Homelessness in Los Angeles.pdf. Marybeth Shin
and Rebecca Cohen. "Homelessness Prevention: A Review of the Literature.” Center for Evidence-Based
Solutions to Homelessness.” January 2019. http://www.evidenceonhomelessness.com /wp-
content/uploads/2019/02/Homelessness Prevention Literature Synthesis.pdf.
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Unemployment, physical health conditions and disabilities, mentalilliness, and
substance use can all increase the risk of homelessness. Substance use and mental
health challenges may result from, rather than cause, homelessness. Additionally, they
may be intertwined with other hardships in people’s lives that contribute to
homelessness.* Homelessnessis more common for people who have beeninvolved
with institutions like the criminal justice system or foster care. Systemic racism conftributes
to disproportionately high rates of homelessness for Black and Indigenous people.

Though the specific factors leading to homelessness for any given person can be varied
and complex, homelessnessis more common in California because, in the context of
high housing costs, the above factors can more easily lead to homelessness. It can also
make it more difficult for people with low incomes to find and sustain housing that they
can afford.

2.2 Demographic Disparitiesin Homelessness

People of all ages, genders, andracial/ethnic groups experience homelessness in
California. However, the risk of homelessness is uneven in the population. AB 140
requests a description of demographic disparities in homelessnessrelative to the state’s
overall population.4 To describe these disparities, this section presents the
demographic composition of people experiencing homelessnessin California from the
2020 PIT Count (the mostrecently available published data at the time of writing),
compared to the demographic composition of California’s overall population.
Estimates for California’s overall demographics come fromthe 2019 American
Community Survey (ACS), alarge, representative sample of the population conducted
annually by the U.S. Census Bureau.# These same data also estimate the demographic
composition of people in poverty, measured with the Census Bureau’s Supplemental
Poverty Measure.4

2.2.1 Race and ethnicity

Racial and ethnic disparities in homelessnessresult from many systemic processes, and
the specific factors vary between groups. Systemic racism and discrimination limit
educational and labor market opportunities for People of Color and pervade alll

44 Duncan McVicar, Julie Moschion, and Jan C. van Ours, “From Substance Use to Homelessness or Vice
Versa?,” Social Science & Medicine 136-137 (July 1,2015): 89-98,
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2015.05.005

45 Section 2 responds to Welfare and Institutions Code §§ 8257.1(a)(1)(C)(i)-(vi) as it relates to disparities
relative fo the general population.

46 Data collection for the 2020 American Community Survey was substantially disrupted by the COVID-19
pandemic.

47 The Supplemental Poverty Measure establishes a poverty line estimating the annual post-tax income
needed for families to afford basic needs like food, housing, transportation, and healthcare. The poverty
line adjusts for familysize and composition, public benefits, and regional differencesin costs of living,
including housing.
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elements of the housing market. Racialinequalities in intergenerational wealth and
access to credit and favorable lending terms, historical and ongoing residential
segregation, direct mortgage and landlord discrimination, and disparities in evictions
and home foreclosures systemically undermine homeownership and housing stability for
People of Color, particularly Black people. Disproportionate involvement with systems
like the criminal justice system also increases the risk of homelessness for Black people
and other People of Color.48

These disparities are apparent in California when comparing the racial and ethnic
composition of people experiencing homelessness to the state’s population overall,
shownin Figure 2.4. Next, Figure 2.5 presents the relative increase in homelessness by
race and ethnicity between 2015 and 2020. The PIT Count provides data by race and
ethnicity separately; the racial categoriesin Figures 2.4 and 2.5 include both
Hispanic/Latinx (hereafter “Hispanic”) and Non-Hispanic/Non-Latinx (hereafter “Non-
Hispanic”) people. The Hispanic category includes people of allracial groups, including
people who identify as White Hispanic/Latinx.

Black people comprise 5.8 percent of California’s overall population, but 30.7 percent
of people experiencing homelessness. The share of Black people was 5.3 fimes greater
in the PIT Count than their share of the state’s overall population. The share of
Indigenous people experiencing homelessness was 5.0 fimes greater than their share of
the population, and the share of Native Hawaiians and Pacific Islanders experiencing
homelessness was 2.8 times greater.

Despite relatively high poverty among Hispanic/Latinx people, the percentage of
Hispanic/Latinx people experiencing homelessness was lower than among the state’s
overall population. However, research has shown that people identifying as
Hispanic/Latinx are likely to be underestimated in homeless counts, are more likely to
live in overcrowded conditions (e.g., doubling up), and tend to use public services at
lower rates than other racial and ethnic groups.#’ In addition, PIT data show that the
rate of homelessness among Hispanic people has grown over time, suggesting that this
group is increasingly vulnerable to becoming unhoused.

Although Asians and Asian Americans are a smaller fraction of people experiencing
homelessness than their proportionin the state’s population, homelessnessamong
Asians has increased in Californiain recent years. Relatively little research has examined

48 Jeffrey Olivetet al., “Racial Inequity and Homelessness: Findings from the SPARC Study,” The ANNALS of
the American Academy of Political and Social Science 693, no. 1 (January 1,2021):82-100,
https://doi.org/10.1177/0002716221991040; Matthew Z. Fowle, “Racialized Homelessness: A Review of
Historical and Contemporary Causes of Racial DisparitiesinHomelessness,” Housing Policy Debate, March
30, 2022, 1-28, https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2022.2026995.

49 Melissa Chinchillaand Sonya Gabrielian (2019). “Stemming the rise of Latinx homelessness: Lessons from
Los Angeles County,” Journal of Social Distress and the Homeless, 29(4):1-5.
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SECTION 3: FISCAL ANALYSIS

factors influencing homelessness among Asians, which this recent increase highlights as
an important gap.

Figure 2.4: Racial and Ethnic Composition of People Experiencing Homelessness (2020 PIT Count),
Below Poverty, and in California's Overall Population
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Sources: 2020 Point-in-Time Counts and 2019 American Community Survey
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Figure 2.5: Percent Change in the Number of People Experiencing Homelessness in California,
2015-2020, by Race/Ethnicity
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Source: Point-in-Time Counts, 2015-2020.

222 Age

The risk and experience of homelessness differs by age. Homelessness among children
(under 18 years old) and young adults (18 to 24 years old) is often part of persistent
housing instability throughout their lives. Youth homelessness—ages 12 to 24 years old
without the presence of an adult 25 years old or older—is often closely linked to
substantial family instability, such as the death of a parent or guardian. Stigma,
discrimination, and parental rejection contribute to the relatively high proportion of
LGBTQ+ youth experiencing homelessness. Youth can also become homeless following
institutionalinvolvement, like release fromthe juvenile justice system or aging out of the
foster care system.%

The consequences of homelessness for children and young adults, whether part of a
family or unaccompanied, are long lasting. Childhood experiences of homelessness
undermine educational attainment, economic resources, and health throughout

50 Ging E. Miranda Samuels, Susanna R. Curry, and Christine Cerven, “Theorizing a Social Ecology of
Displacement: Structural-, Relational-, and Individual-Level Conditions of Homelessness among Young
People,” Social Service Review 95,n0. 4 (December2021): 561-615, https://doi.org/10.1086/717434; Gina
Samuels et al., *‘Nothing Is for Free...": Youth Attitudes about Engaging Resources While Unstably Housed,”
Cityscape 20, no. 3 (2018): 35-68,
https://www.huduser.gov/portal/periodicals/cityscpe/vol20num3/article2.html.
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adulthood.s' These challenges heighten the risk of further housing instability and
homelessness. Even among adults in a permanent housing intervention, people who
experienced childhood homelessnesswere less likely to stay permanently housed. 2

Figure 2.46: Percentages of Children (under 18), Young Adults (18-24), and Adults (25+)
Experiencing Homelessness (PIT Count), Below Poverty, and in California's Overall Population

PIT Count REJOAN:F74 81.7%

California,

24.8% 13.8% 61.4%
below poverty

California,

. 22.5% 9.3% 68.2%
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Sources: 2020 Point-in-Time Counts and 2019 American Community Survey

Children were a smaller percentage of people experiencing homelessness (10.0
percent) than their percentage among California’s overall population in 2019 (22.5
percent), as shownin Figure 2.6. Although about one-in-four children (under the age of
18) were in poverty in Californiain 2019, they were less likely to experience literal
homelessness.s3 This relatively low rate of homelessness is in part due to children and
families having access to awider range of safety net programs than adults without
children. For example, research has shown lower homelessness among public school
studentsin places where the federal Temporary Assistance to Need Families (TANF)
program—or the California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids (CalWORKSs)

51 Deborah A. Cobb-Clark and Anna Zhu, “Childhood Homelessness and Adult Employment: The Role of
Education, Incarceration, and Welfare Receipt,” Journal of Population Economics 30, no. 3 (July 1,2017):
893-924, https://doi.org/10.1007 /s00148-017-0634-3; Timothy Stablein and Allison A. Appleton, “A
Longitudinal Examination of Adolescentand Young Adult Homeless Experience, Life Course Transitions, and
Health,” Emerging Adulthood 1, no. 4 (December 1, 2013):305-13,
https://doi.org/10.1177/2167696813495682.

52 Milad Parpouchi, Akm Moniruzzaman, and Julian M. Somers, “The Association between Experiencing
Homelessness in Childhood or Youth and Adult Housing Stability in Housing First,” BMC Psychiatry 21,no. 1
(March 8,2021): 138, https://doi.org/10.1186/512888-021-03142-0.

53 Literal homelessness is defined by HUD as an individual or family who lacks a fixed, regular, and
adequate nighttime residence, meaning one of the following: 1) has a primary nighttime residence that is
not meant forhuman habitation, 2) islivingin a shelter, or 3) is exiting an institution where s(he) has resided
for less than 90 days and residedin either category 1 or 2 immediately before that.
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program—serves a larger share of families in poverty.>4 Higher TANF participation was
linked to lower rates of homelessness, as well as lower rates of living “*doubled up” with
friends and family.5s (See Section 10.5: Homelessness Among Public School Students).

Approximately eight percent of people experiencing homelessnesswere young adults
(ages 18-24), lower than their relative share of people in poverty or their share of
California’s overall population. Eighty-two percent of people experiencing
homelessness were adults over the age of 25.

Figure 2.7 shows the numbers and percentages of children and young adults
experiencing homelessness in families (households with both adults and children) and
as individuals, as well as whether they were counted in shelters or in unsheltered
locations. Most children experiencing homelessnessin 2020 were in families and in
shelters. Seventy-four percent of the 16,141 children identified as experiencing
homelessness in the PIT Count data were part of families in shelter programs. Relatively
few children (3.7 percent) were unaccompanied by an adult and unsheltered.

Figure 2.7: Numbers of Children (under 18) and Young Adults (Ages 18-24) in the 2020 PIT Count
by Household Type and Shelter Status, Presented with Percentages among All Children or All
Young Adults
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54 H Luke Shaefer et al., “The Decline of Cash Assistance and the Well-Being of Poor Households with
Children,” Social Forces 98, no. 3 (February 10, 2020): 1000-1025, https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/s0z020.

55 Zachary Parolin, *Income Support Policies and the Rise of Student and Family Homelessness,” The
ANNALS of the American Academy of Political and Social Science 693, no. 1 (January 1, 2021):46-63,
https://doi.org/10.1177/0002716220981847.
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In contrast, young adults are less likely to be in families, and more likely to experience
unsheltered homelessness.>¢ As described later in the report, many organizations and
programs focus specifically on youth experiencing homelessness. Young adults often
prefer to participate in services with other young people, and individually tailored
services may be especially important for this group.5”

2.2.3 Gender

Men experience homelessness more commonly than women.8 Figure 2.8 shows the
gender composition of people experiencing homelessness in the PIT Count, people
below poverty in California, and California’s overall population. The PIT Count found
nearly twice as many men (65.5 percent) as women experiencing homelessness, a
share that has stayed generally consistent over time.>

Figure 2.8: Gender Composition of People Experiencing Homelessness (PIT Count), Below
Poverty, and in California's Overall Population

PIT Count 65.5% 33.1% 1.4%
Cadalifornia,
below poverty 47.0% SR

California,

total population 49.7% 50.3%

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Percent in Gender Category
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Sources: 2020 HUD Point-in-Time Counts and 2019 American Community Survey

Women are more likely to experience homelessnessin families. Almost 28 percent of
women (of all ages) experiencing homelessnesswere in families, compared to 10.3
percent of men and 2.2 percent of fransgender or gender non-conforming people.

56 Colette Auerswald et al., “Hidden in Plain Sight: An Assessment of Youth Inclusionin Point-in-Time Counts
of California’s Unsheltered Homeless Population” (Sacramento, CA: CA Homeless Youth Project, 2013).

57 Young adults experiencing homelessness as individuals are also likely to be undercounted in the data,
since they are more mobile throughout the day and receive servicesless often. BenjaminF. Henwood, Brian
Redline, and FEric Rice, *“What Do Homeless Transition-Age Youth Want from Housing Interventions?,”
Children and Youth Services Review 89 (June 1,2018): 1-5, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2018.04.014.

58 Meghan Henry et al., “The 2020 Annual Homeless Assessment Report (AHAR) to Congress” (Washington,
D.C.: US. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2021),
https://www.huduser.gov/portal/sites/default/files/pdf/2020-AHAR-Part-1.pdf.

59 publicly available PIT Count data do not provide separate counts by both gender and age. This analysis
describes “women” and “men” of all ages.
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Women experiencing homelessness in families more often also contributed to gender
differencesinrates of shelter usage. Families experiencing homelessness were sheltered
more often than individuals (76.2 percent and 20.8 percent, respectively). Thirty-nine
percent of all women experiencing homelessness were sheltered compared to 25.1
percent of allmen and 19.2 percent of all transgender or gender non-conforming
people. Although all people experiencing unsheltered homelessness confront dangers
from the elements, theft, and assault, women are the primary victims of sexual violence
and exploitation.¢

Research has shown that fransgender people and other gender minorities experience
disproportionately high risks of homelessness, particularly among youth.s' The ACS does
not include gender options beyond “male” or “female,” so Figure 2.8 cannot compare
the percentage of transgender and gender non-conforming people experiencing
homelessness to California’s overall population. However, national surveys have found
that fransgender adults have experienced homelessness more than twice as often as
cisgender adults, with even higher rates of homelessness for transgender People of
Color.¢2These heightenedrates of homelessness stem from many factors, including
family rejection and ongoing discrimination against fransgender and gender non-
conforming people.

Gender minorities also encounter barriersto access shelter and other services, including
sex-segregated sleeping spaces andrestrooms, as well as stigma, discrimination, and
potential violence.®® As described above, transgender and gender non-conforming
people in the PIT Count experienced unsheltered homelessness more frequently than
cisgender men or women, reflecting these kinds of barriers.

2.2.4 Veteran Status

Veterans experience a heightenedrisk of homelessness nationally and in California. In
2020, 7.1 percent of adults (at least 18 years old) experiencing homelessness were
veterans compared to five percent of all adults in California. Most veterans
experiencing homelessness are individual adult men—89.5 percent of veterans
experiencing homelessness in California were men in 2020. Research on the factors
contributing to higher homelessness among veterans has yielded mixed results. Some

60 Monigque Phipps et al., “Women and Homelessness, a Complex Multidimensional Issue: Findings from a
Scoping Review," Journal of Social Distress and Homelessness 28, no. 1 (January 2,2019): 1-13,
https://doi.org/10.1080/10530789.2018.1534427; Jana Jasinski et al., Hard Lives, Mean Streets: Violence in
the Lives of Homeless Women (Boston, MA: Northeastern University Press, 2010).

61 Bianca Wilson et al., “Homelessness Among LGBT Adultsin the US” (Los Angeles: Williams Institute, 2020),
https://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/publications/Igbt-homelessness-us/; Matthew H. Morton et al.,
"Prevalence and Correlates of Youth Homelessnessinthe United States,” Journal of Adolescent Health 62,
no. 1 (January 1, 2018):14-21, https://doi.org/10.1016/jjodohealth.2017.10.006.

62 Wilson et al., *Homelessness Among LGBT Adultsin the US.”

63 Brandon Robinson, Coming Out to the Streets: LGBTQ Youth Experiencing Homelessness (Berkeley, CA:
University of California Press, 2020).
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studies have found that veterans experiencing homelessness have substance use
challenges and physical and mental health challenges more often than non-veterans,
but other studies have found no difference.¢ Whether or not veterans face these
challenges more often than other people experiencing homelessness, veterans
experiencing homelessness have high physical and behavioral health service needs. As
described in later sections of this report, many services and programs are intended to
meet veterans’ specific needs. For example, the HUD-Veterans Affairs Supportive
Housing (HUD-VASH) program has helped reduce homelessness among veterans across
the countryinrecentyears.s

2.3 Local Homelessness Services, Shelter, and Housing Systems

Local systems for providing homelessness services, shelter, and housing are complex
and vary across the state (see Section 10.1: Understanding Shelter and Housing
Terminology). These localhomelessness systemsinclude many public and private
entities with varying roles and responsibilities. Continuums of Care (CoC) are
administrative entities defined by HUD—all but three of the 44 CoCs in California are
geographically defined by counties or collections of counties—that coordinate
homelessness services, administer some federal and state funding, and operate
Homeless Management Information Systems (HMIS) and Coordinated Entry Systems.
However, CoCs are organized in different ways. Many CoC agencies are parts of local
governments, some are nonprofit coordinating entities, and others are joint-powers
authorities between city and county governments.

City and county governments and tribal agencies, some of which have departments
dedicated to homelessness, are also key parts of localhomelessness systems. Local
governmentsset policies around housing unsheltered homelessness in their jurisdictions,
and they typically fund and contract nonprofit service providers to operate shelters and
provide services. County governments are responsible for health and social services,
and they may also operate sheltersand regulate unsheltered homelessness in
unincorporated areas and smaller cities.

The make-up of alocalhomelessness system and the degree of coordination between
entities caninfluence how funding is deployed locally and the effectiveness of local
homelessness interventions. The needs of people experiencing or at risk of homelessness
span many systems—housing, healthcare, social welfare, employment, education,
criminal justice—but the extent to which these systems coordinate with homelessness
services varies. Benefits of stronger coordination include more accurately matching

64 Jack Tsai and Robert A. Rosenheck, “Risk Factors for Homelessness Among US Veterans,” Epidemiologic
Reviews 37, no. 1 (January 1, 2015):177-95, https://doi.org/10.1093/epirev/mxu004.

85 William N. Evans et al., “Housing and Urban Development-Veterans Affairs Supportive Housing Vouchers
and Veterans’ Homelessness, 2007-2017," American Journal of Public Health 109, no. 10 (October 2019):
1440-45, https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2019.305231.
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people with interventions that suit their needs, better integration between services for
different needs (e.g., behavioral health services for people in interim housing
programs), streamlined connections between homelessness interventions (e.g., faster
and easier movement from interim to permanent housing programs), and stronger
consensus on how homelessness funding should be spent.
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3. Fiscal Analysis

Highlights

e BetweenFiscal Years 2018-19 and 2020-21, the three-year study period, the state
directed $9.6 billion to programs aimed aft ending homelessness.

e Over $5.5bilion of the total $9.6 billion of funding allocated to Landscape
Assessment programswere targeted at expanding the supply of affordable housing,
including units dedicated to people experiencing homelessness.s¢

e The Homeless Emergency Aid Program (HEAP) and the Homeless Housing, Assistance
and Prevention (HHAP) Program provided $1.2 billion in funding over the reporting
period. These programs provided flexible, multi-year grant funding to localities,
extending the ability of local providersto offer awide range of services, including
homelessness prevention, case management, supportive services, emergency
shelter, andinvestments in institutional capacity like data management systems.

e Following the start of the COVID-19 pandemic, resourcesto protect people
experiencing homelessness andreduce the spread of COVID-19 expanded from
both the state and federal government. This expansion included new programs such
as Project Roomkey, Homekey, and the COVID-19 Emergency Grant Fund.¢” The
federal Emergency Solutions Grant and Community Development Block Grant
programs also provided additional COVID-19 resourcesin addition to their usual
allocations.

e Homelessness programs in California distributed funding to a diverse range of
recipient types throughout the state, including Continuums of Care (CoCs),
Counties, Cities, Tribes and Tribally Designated Housing Entities (TDHEs), Housing
Authorities, Developers, Community Colleges, and a wide range of service
providers. Out of the 16 different recipient types, counties received the highest
amount of allocated funds, totaling $3.8 billion (41 percent).

3.1 Introduction

This section presents financial data for the 35 Landscape Assessment Programs (Figure
3.1).¢8 These programs varied in their specific intended use, but all provided services or
housing to people experiencing or at risk of homelessness during the three-year study
period comprising Fiscal Years 2018-19, 2019-20, and 2020-21. The data for this section
came from asurvey administered by the California Inferagency Council on
Homelessness (Cal ICH) requesting information about:

66 These programsinclude the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit, No Place Like Home, the Multifamily Housing
Program,Homekey, the Veterans Housing and Homelessness Prevention Program (VHHP), Housing for a
Healthy California (HHC) (Article I and II), the Supportive Housing Multifamily Housing Program (SHMHP), and
the Special Needs Housing Program (SNHP).

67 In 2020, the state allocated $100 millioninemergency funding from SB 89 to local governments to
provide shelter and immediate housing options for people experiencinghomelessness.

68 Section 3 responds to Welfare and Institutions Code §§ 8257.1(a)(1)(A)(i)—(v).
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e the fotal allocated funds for each program during each fiscal year,

e the awarded budgets for eachrecipient, and

e the intended use of money awarded to the programs including the eligible uses,
eligible applicants, target populations, match requirements, and target project
types (see the complete Methodology document for an extended discussion of the

survey and methods).

While thisreport focuses on the 35 Landscape Assessment programs, other state
programs have eligible uses that are not primarily designed to serve people
experiencing or at risk of homelessness but can provide assistance as part of their
broad, flexible uses. The Permanent Local Housing Allocation and Mental Health
Services Act (described in more detail below) are two such funding sources that fit
these criteria but are distinct from the Landscape Assessment programs that have a
primary focus on providing resources directly to people experiencing or atrisk of

homelessness.

Figure 3.1: Programs Included in Fiscal Survey, by Department/A

Department/Agency

Cadlifornia Community Colleges Chancellor’s
Office (CCCCO)

Program

College Homeless and Housing Insecure Pilot (CHHIP)
Program

California Department of Corrections and
Rehabilitation (CDCR)

Long Term Offender Reentry Recovery Program
(LTORRP)

California Department of Social Services (CDSS)

Bringing Families Home (BFH) Program

CalWORKs Homeless Assistance (HA)

CalWORKs Housing Support Program (HSP)

Home Safe Program

Housing and Disability Advocacy Program (HDAP)

Project Roomkey and Rehousing Strategy

California Governor's Office of Emergency
Services(Cal OES)

Domestic Violence Housing First (XD) Program

Homeless Youth and Exploitation (HX) Program

Homeless Youth Emergency Services & Housing (YE)
Program

Homeless Youth Innovative Services (HI) Program

Specialized EmergencyHousing (KE) Program

Transitional Housing (XH) Program

Cadlifornia Housing Finance Agency (CalHFA)

Special Needs Housing Program (SNHP)

COVID-19 Emergency Grant Fund
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Department/Agency | Program ‘

Homeless Emergency Aid Program (HEAP)

Homeless Housing, Assistance, and Prevention
Program (HHAP) Rounds 1 and 2

California Tax Credit Allocation Committee
(TCAC)

Low-Income Housing Tax Credit Program (LIHTC)

Department of Health Care Services (DHCS)

Homeless Mentally lll Outreach and Treatment
Program (HMIOT)

Projects for Assistance in Transition from Homelessness
(PATH)

Whole Person Care (WPC) Pilot Program

Department of Housing and Community
Development (HCD)

California Emergency Solutions and Housing (CESH)
Program

Community Development Block Grant Program
(CDBG)

Emergency Solutions Grants—Coronavirus (ESG-CV)

Emergency Solutions Grants (ESG) Program

Homekey

Housing for a Healthy California (Articles| & II)

Housing Navigators Program (HNP)

Multifamily Housing Program (MHP)

No Place Like Home (NPLH)

Pet Assistance and Support (PAS) Program

Supportive Housing Multifamily Housing Program
(SHMHP)

Transitional Housing Program (THP)

Veterans Housing and Homelessness Prevention
Program (VHHP)

Source: Cal ICH Survey of State Agencies

3.2 Funding by Year

Historically, across the country, states have not committed large-scale investments
towards addressing homelessness in local communities.¢? Most of the funding

69 Shinn, Marybeth, and Jill Khadduri. In the Midst of Plenty: Homelessness and What to Do About I1.

Hoboken, NJ: Wiley Blackwell, 2020.
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specifically targeted for homelessnesshas come from the federal government. While it
remains the case that federal funding is critical fo addressing homelessness, inrecent
years, the State of California has increased its role in funding homelessness programs.
Between Fiscal Years 2018-19 and 2020-21, the three-year study period, California
directed $9.6 billionin funding for programs aimed af ending homelessness (Figure 3.2).

Figure 3.2: Funding Amounts by State Agency and Fiscal Year

| Total Funding

Total Funding

Total Funding

Total Funding

Agency

California Community
Colleges Chancellor’s
Office (CCCCOQ)

$0

$9,000,000

$9.000,000

FY 2018-19 FY 2019-20 FY 2020-21 All Years

$18.000,000

California Department of
Corrections and
Rehabilitation (CDCR)

$0

$0

$5,222,660

$5,222,660

California Department of
Social Services (CDSS)

$150,000,348

$268,894,240

$205,863,914

$624,758,502

California Governor's
Office of Emergency
Services (Cal OES)

$34,974,012

$55,492,786

$77.359.096

$167,825,894

CaliforniaHousing
Finance Agency (Cal
HFA)

$20,467,800

$32,859,565

$25,861,291

$79.188,656

Cdlifornialnteragency
Councilon Homelessness
(Cal ICH)

$500,000,000

$750,000,000

$300,000,000

$1,550,000,000

CadliforniaTax Credit
AllocationCommittee
(TCAC)

$377,205,008

$646,228,768

$1,002,606,389

$2,026,040,165

Department of Health
Care Services (DHCS)

$381,978,199

$352,228,151

$380,769,296

$1.114,975,646

Department of Housing
and Community
Development (HCD)

$806,027,537

$1,363,280,042

$1,842,422,692

$4,011,730,271

Total

$2,270,652,904

$3,477,983,552

$3,849,105,338

$9.597,741,794

Source: Cal ICH Survey of State Agencies
Nofte: The total in this figure refers to the total amount allocated to the programsreviewed as part of the
Landscape Assessment. Amounts have been rounded to the nearestdollar. Please see Appendix A:

Detailed Methodology for details.

Of the nine agencies and departments in this analysis, programs administered by the
Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) received the largest
allocation of funding in this period, totaling just over $4 billion (41.9 percent of all
funding among Landscape Assessment programs). The second largest total allocation
was for the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit program, for a total of $2 billion, including
both state and federal funding. These investments reflect the state’s prioritization of
funding for increasing the supply of affordable housing.
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3.3 Funding Sources (July 1, 2018 - June 30, 2021)

The Landscape Assessment programs draw on three major sources of funding.

1.

First, the state receives funding from the federal government. These sources often
come in the form of block grants such as the Community Development Block Grant
(CDBG) and the Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG). During the three fiscal years
coveredin thisreport, the state received over $3.8 billion from the federal
government. This amount does not reflect funding that flows directly fromthe
federal government to local Continuums of Care, counties, cities, or direct service
providers.

Second, the state allocates funding from its annual budget. Over the three fiscal
years featuredin this report, more than $3.5 billion of the homelessness funding
administered by the state were allocated solely from the state’s budget (Figure 3.3).
The state funding was directed by executive order or by state legislation.

Third, Californiainitiatives have mandated the allocation of over $2.2 billion. The
ballot initiatives that allocated state funding to homelessness programs include:

- Proposition 1: Veterans and Affordable Housing Bond Act of 2018: Authorized
funding for housing-related programs, loans, grants, and projects for veterans.

- Proposition 2: Use Millionaire's Tax Revenue for Homelessness Prevention Housing
Bonds Measure:In 2018, California voters authorized the state to use revenue
from Proposition 63 (the Mental Health Services Act) for the No Place Like Home
Program (NPLH). NPLH provides funding for permanent housing for individuals
with mentalillness who are homeless or at risk for chronic homelessness.

- Proposition 46: Allocated state funding toward various housing programs.

- Proposition 1C: Housing and Emergency Shelter Trust Fund Act of 2006 :
Authorized the state to issue bonds for housing programes.

Figure 3.3 shows the amount of funding that the state-administered to respond to
homelessness. In Fiscal Year 2020-21, there was a surge in funding from the federal
governmentinresponse to the COVID-19 pandemic. The state used these funds to
launch new, innovative statewide programs like Project Roomkey and Homekey, and to
provide flexible funding to local communities under programs like Cal ICH's COVID-19
Emergency Grant Fund.
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Figure 3.3: Sources of Funding Administered by the State
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Other Funding Sources Not Included

Although the report focuses on 35 programs intended to serve people experiencing or
at risk of homelessness, we acknowledge that there are additional programs that have
broad eligible uses that also serve this population although the uses are not exclusive to
people experiencing or at risk of homelessness. Two ongoing sources of funding include
Permanent Local Housing Allocation (PLHA) and Mental Health Services Act (MHSA).
While the revenue fluctuatesyear to year, initialrevenue collection for the PLHA
program has averaged $295 million per year, and MHSA has averaged approximately
$2.2 billion per year (see Figure 3.4).70 In total, these programs generate approximately
$2.5 billion per yearin ongoing resources.

Permanent Local Housing Allocation (PLHA)

In 2017, SB 2 was enacted (Chapter 364, Statutes of 2017), establishing the PLHA
program to provide a permanent source of funding to increase the affordable housing
stock in California. The PLHA program is funded through a portion of the revenues
collected through a $75 fee on eachrecordedreal estate document, per parcel of
land, with total revenues varying year to year based on the fluctuations inreal estate
fransactions.

HCD administers the PLHA program, which includes assistance through formula- and
competitive-based components to eligible local governments. Both components
authorize eligible uses thatincrease the supply of affordable housing for low-income

70 Average MHSA revenue calculated using the following data: MHSA Expenditure Report, May Revise
2020-21 (Table 1, FY 2018—9 Total Estimated Revenue), May Revise 2021-22 (Table 1, FY 2019-20 Total
EstimatedRevenue), and May Revise 2022-23 (Table 1, FY 2020-21 Total Estimated Revenue).
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individuals with incomes at or below 60 percent of the area medianincome, increase
assistance to affordable owner-occupied workforce housing, and assist persons
experiencing or at risk of homelessness. Eligible activities include rapid rehousing, rental
assistance, street outreach, supportive services/case management and capital costs
for navigation centers, new construction, rehabilitation, and preservation of permanent
and transitional housing.

While the primary intent of the PLHA programis to support the development of
affordable housing, the flexible eligible uses can serve people experiencing or at risk of
homelessness. For jurisdictions that receive a formula-based allocation, PLHA resources
can be an effective funding tool in providing ongoing operational support for
permanent supportive housing, specifically for jurisdictions that receive a comparatively
small allocation, thereby limiting the use of PLHA funding to provide direct capital
subsidies to produce affordable housing. Accordingly, the program supports efforts
towardreducing homelessness through the overall increase in affordable housing
production and through the flexible use of resources to directly assist persons
experiencing or at risk of homelessness.

Mental Health Services Act (MHSA)

MHSA was approved by votersin 2004 and is funded by a one percentincome tax on
personalincome more than $1 million per year. The overall goal of MHSA is to fransform
the behavioral health systems across the state and better serve individuals with, and at
risk of serious mental healthissues. MHSA has five required components: community
services and supports, prevention and early intervention, innovation, capital facilities
and technological needs, and workforce education and fraining. Each month the
State distributes MHS A funds to counties, who are thenrequired to expend funds for the
required five components. Figure 3.4 shows the total amount of MHSA revenue in each
fiscal year.

Figure 3.4: Mental Health Services Act (MHSA) to Counties by Fiscal Year

FY 2018-19 FY 2019-20 FY 2020-21

State Controller’s Office

Actual Distribution to Counties $1,968,468,456 $1,770,347,335 $2,891,684,823

Source: California State Confroller, “Monthly Mental Health Service Fund.”
https://www.sco.ca.gov/ard payments mentalhealthservicefund.html

Funding Provided to Local Communities: Funding administered by the state is one part
of the total funding that local communities have available to dedicate towards
homelessness and housing programs. The United States Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD) provides funding directly to local Continuums of Care
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(CoCs) and homeless service organizations to support the coordination of homeless
service systems and the programs within those systems.”!

In addition to state and federal dollars, many communities across California use their
local general funds or have passed ballot initiatives to dedicate local funding to
homelessness and housing programs. For example, in March 2017, Los Angeles County
voters passed Measure H, alocal fax measure dedicated to funding homelessness
programs, (including housing production and services) andin November 2016, votersin
Santa Clara County passed Measure A which created a bond to build affordable
housing. Philanthropic sources of funding, both from large foundations and private
donations, are also critical to providing housing and services at the local level.

In summary, communities across California use a variety of funding sources (federal,
state, local) to address homelessness.

3.4 Funding Mechanisms

The Landscape Assessment programs used a combination of three funding types:
grants, tax credits, and loans. Each type is described below.”2

e Grants are awards given to arecipient with the stipulation of meeting certain
reporting requirements and program activities. Among the programs analyzed, 31
distributed $7.3 billion (76.5 percent of all funding) in the form of grants over the
course of the three fiscal years analyzed in this report.

e Tax credits provide investors in affordable housing with a non-refundable credit on
their tax obligation which can be sold to generate equity for subsidizing the creation
or preservation of affordable housing.” The Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC)
Program made approximately $2 billionin tax credit awards (21.1 percent) over the
course of the fiscal years analyzed in thisreport, including approximately $1.2 billion
of federal funding and $860 million of state funding.

e Loans are awards given to arecipient with the stipulation of meeting certain
reporting requirements, program activities, and that the recipient willreturn a
percentage of the award to the state at a date stipulated within the award
contract. Loans can be unsubsidized or subsidized. Two Landscape Assessment

71 The United States Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) also administers the Transitional Living
Program for Youth; grants are given directlyto local providers. There are also some programs out of other
federal Departments (such as the Department of Agriculture) that support homelessness services such as
food banks.

72 See Appendix B: Additional Fiscal Information for a complete breakdown of the funding amounts
allocatedto programs between Fiscal Years 2018-19 and 2020-21 and theirmechanism.

73 Investorsin LIHTC projects are corporations that have sufficientincome tax liability to fully use
nonrefundable tax credits. Financial institutions fraditionally have been majorinvestors, because they have
substantial income tax liabilities, have a long planning horizon, and often receive Community Reinvestment
Act credit from their regulators for such investments. Taxpaying investors cannot claim credits until the
project is placed into service.
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programs distributed $228 million (2.4 percent) in the form of loans over the course of
the fiscal years analyzed in this report. These programs are the Multifamily Housing
Program and the Supportive Housing Multifamily Housing Program.

3.5 Non-State Funding Matches

Some Landscape Assessment programs require that recipients match a percentage of
the funds they receive with outside sources of funding such as local funding, federal
funding, or philanthropic dollars. Ten homelessness programs in California required their
recipients to match a percentage of the awarded funds between Fiscal Years 2018-19
and 2020-21. The percentage of funds programs require their recipients to match
ranges from 25 percent to100 percent (see Appendix B: Additional Fiscal Information).
Additionally, Homekey had match requirements for applicants that varied based on
the details of their projects’ capital and operating plans.’#

3.6 Intended Uses of Funding

Cal ICH staff analyzed the budget information submitted by state entities to determine
all the eligible uses. Of the funding across the Landscape Assessment programs, Cal ICH
staff identified 154 unique eligible uses, which were then grouped into seven
categories:

1. Administration: Funding intended to support administrative activities, rather than
direct services to clients. Some of the specific budget categories reported by agencies
or departments were: personnel services (salaries/employee benefits), staff equipment,
and other administrative costs.

2. Construction, Rehabilitation and Preservation: Funding infended to acquire,
construct, and rehabilitate property and buildings to house direct services. Some of the
specific budget categoriesreported by agencies or departments were: capital
improvements, new construction, acquisition, and rehabilitation.

3. Homelessness Prevention: Funding infended to prevent families and individuals
from entering homelessnessin the first place. Some of the specific budget categories
reported by agencies or departments were: rental assistance or subsidies and
homelessness prevention.

4. Interim Housing: Emergency Shelter and Transitional Housing: Funding intended
to support the delivery and operation of emergency shelter and transitional housing
and services. Some of the specific budget categories reported by agencies or
departments were: congregate shelter and non-congregate shelter.

74For details, see: Department of Housing and Community Development. “Notice of Funding Availability:
Homekey Program,” July 16, 2020. https://www.hcd.ca.gov/grants-funding/active-
funding/homekey/docs/2020 hcd homekey-nofa 07-15-2020.pdf
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5. Permanent Housing: Supportive Housing, Rapid Rehousing, Deeply Affordable
Housing: Funding intended to support the delivery and operation of permanent housing
(including medium-term and long-term rental assistance) and services. Some of the
specific budget categoriesreported by agencies or departments were: prevention and
shelter diversion to permanent housing; rental assistance and rapid rehousing; and
utilities payments.

6. Services: Funding intfended to support the delivery of non-residential servicesto
people experiencing or atrisk of homelessness. Some of the specific budget categories
reported by agencies or departments were: street outreach, pet support, case
management, and housing navigation.

7. Strategic Planning, Coordinated Entry System, and HMIS: Funding intended to
expand and improve local homelessness response systems. Some of the specific
budget categories reported by agencies or departmentswere: local grant
administration, HMIS, data collection, and systems support to create regional
partnerships.

While these seven categories may seem distinct, grantees experience overlap when
dedicating funding toward a specific program or purpose. For example, case
management services often accompany a person’s enrollment in permanent
supportive housing or rapid rehousing and construction, rehabilitation, and preservation
adds to the supply of inferim and permanent housing. Because of the inherent overlap
between these categories, the funding noted in each category should be considered
an approximation. These categories are not precise enough to be used for accounting
or evaluation purposes.

Additionally, many budgets analyzed were proposed budgets rather than final
budgets. The amounts also do not represent how funds were ultimately used at the
locallevel. Some approximations were created by analyzing budgets from one sample
Fiscal Year, and variation may have occurred from year-to-year. As aresult, these
amounts represent estimates of infended use. For a detailed explanation of the
methodology used, see Appendix A: Detailed Methodology.

Figure 3.5 presents the distribution of Landscape Assessment program funds across
these seven categories. The infended use thatreceived the most funding was the
Construction, Rehabilitation, and Preservation category, totaling 61.9 percent of total
funding.”s The second highest funding amount was budgeted to Services, totaling 10.0
percent. The third highest funding amount was budgeted to Interim Housing (including
Emergency Shelter and Transitional Housing), totaling 9.5 percent.”¢

75 Note that this total is somewhat different from the total funding calculated for the eight programs that
are focused on the production and preservation of affordable housing supply due to differencesinhow
funds were allocated acrossintended uses.

76 See Appendix B.3 for funding by categories.
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Figure 3.5: Distribution of State-Administered Funding by Intended Use Category
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Source: Cal ICH Survey of State Agencies

Note: The intended use categories are approximations and may overlap. These estimates illustrate the
general distribution of activities supported by the Landscape Assessment programs and are not meant for
precise accounfing.

3.7 Targeted Uses

Agency and department staff from each of the state’s Landscape Assessment
programs, as part of the Cal ICH survey, identified the activities (including program
typesreported in HDIS) that their funding targets.

Figure 3.6 shows the number of Landscape Assessment programs that identified each
project type. The most common allowable intervention identified across all 35 programs
was homelessness prevention (19), followed by street outreach (15), emergency shelter
(14), and rapid rehousing (14). These numbers do not necessarily reflect the funding
priorities for Landscape Assessment programs, since many of the smaller programs are
dedicated to prevention for specific populations (e.g., youth, survivors of domestic
violence), while some of the larger programs (such as No Place Like Home and LIHTC)
focus largely on expanding the supply of affordable and permanent supportive
housing. For example, although homelessness prevention was the most common
allowable target project type identified, it received the least amount of funding across
all fiscal years, totaling only $136 million. However, other funding not captured also
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aided prevention efforts; most notably, California’s COVID-19 Rental Relief Program??,
which was launchedin March 2021 (Housing is Key), provided significant financial
assistance to renters who were behind on their payments due to COVID-19.78 As
described below, interventions commonly braid together multiple funding sources with
the same allowable intervention types.

Figure 3.46: Allowable Project Types Identified by Programs
Number of Landscape Assessment

‘ A Programs by Targeted Use

Homeless Prevention 19
Street Outreach 15
Emergency Shelter 14
Rapid Rehousing 14
Permanent Supportive Housing 11
Other Permanent Housing 8

Supportive Services

Transitional Housing

Capacity Building
Housing Development

N|Ww|ov| 0|00

HMIS
Source: Cal ICH Survey of State Agencies

3.8 Funding Recipients

Homelessness programs in California distributed funding to a diverse range of recipient
types throughout the state. Cal ICH staff identified 16 different types of recipients that
were dllocated funding by state homelessness programs. These recipient types include:
44 Continuums of Care (CoCs), 58 Counties, 39 Cities, one City/County, 14 Tribes and
Tribally Designated Housing Entities (TDHEs), one County/Tribe (applying jointly), 678
Developers, 189 Providers, 29 Nonprofits, 22 Administrative Entities, 14 Community
Colleges, 11 Housing Authorities, one Housing Commission, 66 Sponsors, and 43
Sponsor/Developers. Sponsors and Sponsors/Developers refer to the entities that apply
for and are awarded tax credits for the development of affordable housing.”?

Out of the 16 different recipient types, counties received the highest amount of
adllocated funds, totaling $3.9 billion (40.6 percent). Los Angeles County received the

77 The federal AmericanRescue Plan Act of 2021 providedrental relief funds for California’s Covid-19 Rental
Relief Program.

78 An early evaluation of the program found that as of July 6, 2021, California’s rental assistance program
receivedover $870 millioninrequests for assistance, approved over $270 million, and expended over $114
millioninassistance. Vincent Reina and Sydney Goldstein, “An Early Analysis of the California COVID-19
Rental Relief Program,” Housing Initiative at Penn Research Brief, July 2021. Available online at
https://www.housinginitiative.org/uploads/1/3/2/9/132946414/hip_car_7.9_final.pdf.

79 A sponsoron a LIHTC project is defined as an entity that materially participates or has a defined role that
is essential to the development and operations of the property.
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highest allocation, receiving $1.4 billion. Alameda County received the second highest
allocation of homelessness program funding, totaling $321 million. Santa Clara County

received the third highest allocation, receiving $238 million.

Affordable housing developers received the second highest amount of funds, receiving
$2 billion (21.3 percent). Continuums of Care (CoCs) received the third highest amount
of allocated funds, receiving $914 million (9.6 percent) of funding from Landscape

Assessment programs.

Figure 3.7 shows homeless program funding by region across all recipients and fiscal

years in this analysis.so

Figure 3.7: Regional Funding across California

Less than $10 million
Alpine, Inyo, Mono Region Total: 8 million

(Belween $10 - $50 million

Colusa, Glenn, Trinity Region Total: 12 million
Tehama Region Total: 20 million

Amador, Calaveras, Mariposa, Tuolumne Region Total: 23 million
Lake Region Total: 23 million

El Dorado Region Total: 25 million

Nevada Region Total: 27 million

Napa Region Total: 33 million

Merced Region Total: 34 million

Davis, Woodland, Yolo Region Total: 47 million

Source: Cal ICH Survey of State Agencies

80 See Appendix B.4 for funding by region, recipient, and fiscal year.
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Between $50 - $100 million

Roseville, Rocklin, Placer Region Total: 52 million

Mendocino Region Total: 54 million

Humboldt Region Total: 56 million

Marin Region Total: 60 million

Santa Maria, Santa Barbara Region Total: 63 million

Watsonville, Santa Cruz Region Total: 65 million

Yuba, Sutter Region Total: 69 million

Imperial Region Total: 74 million

Turlock, Modesto, Stanislaus Region Total: 74 million

Vallejo, Solano Region Total: 84 million

Redding, Shasta, Siskiyou, Lassen, Plumas, Del Norte, Modoc,
Sierra Region Total: 86 million

San Luis Obispo Region Total: 88 million

Salinas, Monterey, San Benito Region Total: 95 million

7
Between $100 - $500 million

Chico, Paradise, Butte Region Total: 116 million

Stockton, San Joaquin Region Total: 124 million

Bakersfield, Kem Region Total: 132 million

San Bemardino Region Total: 139 million

Oxnard, San Buenaventura, Ventura Region Total: 151 million

Visalia, Kings, Tulare Region Total: 173 million

Santa Rosa, Petaluma, Sonoma Region Total: 209 million

Daly City, San Mateo Region Total: 212 million

Fresno, Madera Region Total: 240 million

Riverside Region Total: 290 million

Santa Ana, Anaheim, Orange Region Total: 293 million

Richmond, Contra Costa Region Total: 322 million

L Sacramento Region Total: 389 million

(" Between $500 - $1 billion

San Jose, Santa Clara Region Total: 510 million

San Francisco Region Total: 567 million

San Diego Region Total: 630 million

Oakland, Berkeley, Alameda Region Total: 694 million

Greater than $1 billion
Los Angeles, Pasadena, Long Beach, and

L Glendale Region Total: 3 billion
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3.9 Tribal Nation Funding

California's Tribal Nations play an importantrole in preventing and ending homelessness
in the state. These Tribal Nations have unique needs and resources that are not
comparable to other recipient types throughout this assessment. Many programs have
only recently identified Tribal Nations as eligible recipients. In total, Tribal Nations
(including TDHEs) received $13.5 million from state agencies and departments between
Fiscal Years 2018-19 and 2020-21.
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4. Population Served

Highlights

e Between July 2018 and June 2021, the three-year study period, 571,246 unique
people across California were enrolled in homelessness services, shelter, and housing
programs reportedin HDIS.

e Over 273,000 of these people received housing or services funded at least in part by
state-administered Landscape Assessment programs. The number of people served
by interventions supported by Landscape Assessment Programs grew from almost
125,000 in Fiscal Year 2018-19 to nearly 173,000 in Fiscal Year 2020-21.

e Trackingracial disparities in homelessness in California, 28.3 percent of people
served overthe reporting period were Black.

e Thirty-seven percent of all people served werein families (households including both
adults and children), including 130,000 children under the age of 18.

e One-quarter of all people served were older adult individuals (people age 50 and
older in households without children), 5.7 percent were unaccompanied young
adults (ages 18-24 in households without children), and 1.4 percent were
unaccompanied children (under age 18in households without adults).

e Chronic patterns of homelessness (homelessness for at least one cumulative year
over athree-year period plus a disability) were most common for older adult
individuals.

4.1 Introduction

The population served by programs providing services, shelter, and housing is large and
diverse. To better understand who homelessness systems serve, this section describes
the demographic composition of people who enrolled in a homelessnessintervention
reporting to the California Inferagency Council on Homelessness (Cal ICH)'s Homeless
Data Integration System (HDIS) between July 1, 2018, and June 30, 2021, the three-year
study period.The information presented in this section responds to Assembly Bill (AB)
140’s request for the demographics of people served by homelessness systems across
the state.8’ AB 140 further requests a description of specific subpopulations using
homelessness services, shelter, and housing, including families and individuals, youth,
and older adults (at least 50 years old, as defined by AB 140), comparisons by
race/ethnicity and gender, and veterans. This section also presents patterns of newly or
chronic homelessness among the population served.

81 Section 4 responds to Welfare and Institutions Code §§ 8257.1(a)(1)(C)(i)—(vi) and Welfare and Institutions
Code §§ 8257.1(a)(1)(D)(i) as it relatesto population served.
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Key Terms for Populations Served

The data presented in this section describe every person who was enrolled in a program
reported inthe Homeless Data Integration System (HDIS) between July 1, 2018, and June 30,
2021, including people who entered the system priorto July 1, 2018, and were sfill accessing
services during the reporting period. The datfa include people served by all types of services,
shelter, and housing in HDIS, including prevention and permanent housing interventions. As
such, not all people served in these data were experiencing literal homelessness while enrolled
in the system.

Demographics such as age and household type are measured when people first enrolled in
the system.

Race/ethnicity in this section distinguishes between White Non-Hispanic/Non-Latinx and White
Hispanic/Latinx people. People identifying as other races might be Hispanic/Latinx or not; in
other words, Black, African American, or African people will be either Hispanic/Latinx or a
different, Non-Hispanic ethnicity. These categories differ from those in Section 2 because the
Point-in-Time Count reports data for White Hispanic and White Non-Hispanic people in the
“"White" category; and the Hispanic category includes people of all races.

Families are people in households with adults (age 18 and older) plus children (younger than
18). Individuals are people not in families, including people in households that include parents
and their adult children.

There are multiple subpopulations for children (younger than 18) and young adults (ages 18-
24):

e Unaccompanied minors/children or individuals under 18 who enroll in a program without
an accompanying parent or guardian.

e Unaccompanied young adults are individuals between the ages of 18 and 24.
Unaccompanied youth are individuals between the ages of 12 and 24.
Parenting youth are youth (children plus young adults) who identify as the parent orlegal
guardian of one or more children who are present with or sleeping in the same place as
the youth parent, where there is no person older than age 24 in the household. Parenting
youth households include the youth parents plus their children.

Newly experiencing homelessness refers o entrances to enrollments in services, shelter, or
housing among people without HDIS records in the previous two years.

Chronic homelessness is defined by the presence of a disability plus experiencing
homelessness for one year either continuously or cumulatively over the previous three years.
For people in families, chronic homelessness is defined by the status of the household head.
This section categorizes people by whether they are ever recorded as experiencing chronic
pafterns of homelessness over the entire reporting period.

4.2 Total PopulationServed

In the three-year study period of July 2018 through June 2021, a total of 571,246 people
across California were enrolled in homelessness services, shelter, and housing programs
reportedin HDIS. Although a person might appear in HDIS multiple times as they access
different programs, each personis counted only once in the results presented below.
HDIS data also include people at imminent risk of homelessness and people who
previously experienced homelessness. For example, homelessness prevention services
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target people at risk of homelessness, and people living in permanent housing have
exited homelessness. The numbers served in each of the three fiscal years add up to
more than the total population over the three-year study period because a person
servedin multiple fiscal yearsis counted only once in the total.

Figure 4.1 shows the number of unique people in programs reported to HDIS in each
fiscal year. During the reporting period, more than 273,000 people were served by
projects funded at least in part by a state-administered Landscape Assessment
program, representing 48.0 percent of the entire population foundin HDIS data over
the three-year study period. The number of people served by programs that included
funding from Landscape Assessment programs also increased over time. The dark blue
bars in Figure 4.1 show the number of people served by these projectsin each fiscal
year, which grew from almost 125,000 in Fiscal Year 2018-19 to nearly 173,000 in Fiscal
Year 2020-21. Services, shelter, and housing funded by the Homeless Emergency Aid
Program (HEAP) and the Homeless Housing, Assistance, and Prevention (HHAP) Grant
Program served the largest numbers of people. As previously described, not all
Landscape Assessment programs report to HDIS, and not all programs record their
funding sourcesin HDIS. As a result, these numbers undercount the frue numbers of
people served overall as well as those served by interventions supported by Landscape
Assessment programs. Additionally, most of the funding appropriated to Landscape
Assessment programs between Fiscal Years 2018-2020 was to build permanent housing,
and it often takes several years for new units to be built and occupied (Section é:
Expanding the Supply of Interim and Permanent Housing). The impact of those
programs will not be measurable in HDIS data until after the units are occupied.

Figure 4.1: Number of Unique People Served, by Fiscal Year

400,000
331,825
272,583 total 310,809
'3 300,000 people served
c
[0}
(%]
Qo
Q200,000
o
o}
o
2 124,406
o 100,000 :
B with any 157,667 172,926
state
funds
0
FY 2018-19 FY 2019-20 FY 2020-21
Fiscal Year

Source: Cal ICH Homeless Data Infegration System
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4.3 Race and Ethnicity

The racial and ethnic disparities in people experiencing homelessness in California
presentedin Section 2.2: Demographic Disparities in Homelessness also manifest in the
populationrecordedin HDIS. Figure 4.2 presents the percentage of people servedin
eachracial/ethnic group, further distinguished by household type and age. For this
analysis, people recorded as White (race) are distinguished by whether they identified
as Hispanic/Latinx or not (ethnicity). People in the other racial categories might be
Hispanic/Latinx or not but are not similarly distinguished.82

Figure 4.2: Percentage of All People Served in Each Race/Ethnicity, Age, and Household Type

Black, African American, or African - I _ 28.3%
White Non-Hispanic/Non-Latinx - I _ 27.7%
White Hispanic/Latinx _ I _ 27.6%
Multiple Races l ‘. 4.2%
American Indian, Alaska
Native, or Indigenous I l 2.7%
Asian or Asian American I I 2.2%

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander |I 1.2%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30%
Percent of All People Served
B Children in Families Adults in Families B Unaccompanied Minors
(under age 18) (ages 18+) (under age 18)
Young Adult Individuals B Adult Individuals B Older Adult Individuals
(ages 18-24) (ages 25-49) (ages 50+)

Source: Cal ICH Homeless Data Integration System

82See Appendix C.2. for the number of people servedin HDIS data by race/ethnicity in each fiscal year.
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Approximately 155,000 Black people were served by programs reporting data to HDIS
over the three fiscal years, 28.3 percent of the total population served. These numbers
were similar fo the number and share of White Non-Hispanic/Non-Latinx (hereafter,
White Non-Hispanic), and White Hispanic/Latinx (hereafter, Hispanic) people who were
served during the reporting period, as shownin Figure 4.2. All other groups represent
smaller percentages of the total population served, but American Indian, Alaska
Native, or Indigenous people and Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islanders are presentin
HDIS data at a greater share than in California’s overall population, consistent with the
higher rates of homelessness among these groups.

The data also show differences by race and ethnicity in the types of households who
were served. As the next section discusses, whether people experience homelessness as
individuals or in families affects the types of services, shelter, or housing that might be
available to them. Hispanic people and Black people in HDIS were more likely to be in
families. In contrast, White Non-Hispanic people were disproportionately adult
individuals, particularly individuals age 50 or older.

Experiences of chronic homelessness also differ by race and ethnicity. Figure 4.3 shows
the percentage of adultindividuals in HDIS data experiencing chronic homelessness by
race/ethnicity. Among adult individuals, chronic homelessness was most common for
multiracial, Indigenous, and White Non-Hispanic people; it was least common for Asian
or Asian American (hereafter, Asian) and Hispanic people. Chronic homelessness was
much less common among people in families for all groups but was most common for
Indigenous people in families.&

Racial/ethnic differences inrates of chronic homelessness can result from many factors,
including those that cause disparities in the first place. Systemic racism increases the risk
of homelessness for Black people and other People of Color. As aresult, homelessness is
higher among People of Color in families, particularly Black and Hispanic people. In
confrast, homelessness among White Non-Hispanic people is more concentrated
among adult individuals, and White Non-Hispanic people meet the criteria for chronic
homelessness more frequently.

Homelessness services in California are taking steps to identify and address racial
inequity in services and outcomes. Cal ICH's Action Plan for Preventing and Ending
Homelessness explicitly emphasizes racial equity efforts throughout, including the
formation of a Racial Equity Working Group bringing together members from state
agencies, external stakeholders, and people with lived experience of homelessness.s

83 Chronic homelessness was relatively low among families in all racial/ethnic groups, ranging from two
percent among Asian families to six percent of Indigenous families.

84 Cal ICH. “Action Plan for Preventing and Ending Homelessness in California.” Updated September 2022.
https://bcsh.ca.gov/calich/documents/action plan.pdf
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Figure 4.3: Percentage of Adult Individuals in Each Racial/Ethnic Group Experiencing Chronic
Patterns of Homelessness

Multiple Races 42.0%

American Indian, Alaska

Native, or Indigenous 39.1%

White, Non-Hispanic/Non-Latinx 38.0%

Black, African American, or African 33.3%

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 32.0%

White, Hispanic/Latfinx 28.6%

Asian or Asian American 24.1%
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Source: Cal ICH Homeless Data Integration System

4.4 Familiesand Individuals

Experiences of homelessness, services, and needs differ for families versusindividuals.
Figure 4.4 shows the percentage of all people served, by age and whether they were
individuals orin families when they first entered HDIS .85

The majority of people (55.6 percent) served by programs reporting data to HDIS were
individual adults over the age 25. However, the data also show that alimost one in four
people served—approximately 130,000 people—were children under the age of 18,
many of them in families. The 31,516 unaccompanied young adults in HDIS were 5.7
percent of the total population served.

85See Appendix C.1 for a breakdown by numbers instead of percentages.
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Figure 4.4: Percentage of All People Served in Each Age Group and in Family versus Individual
Households
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The resources and programs serving families—and by extension, children—are often
distinct from those serving individuals. Some Landscape Assessment programs explicitly
serve families, such as California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids
(CalWORKSs)'s Housing Support Program and Bringing Families Home. Among peoplein
families in HDIS, 53.7 percent were everserved by a Landscape Assessment program.

Nearly 380,000 people servedin California during the reporting period, 66.4 percent,
were newly experiencing homelessness. “Newly experiencing homelessness” is defined
by having no recorded use of homelessness services, shelter, or housing in HDIS in the
previous two years. Although itis not possible to say that these people are experiencing
homelessness for the first fime, the numbers nevertheless show that one of the
challenges facing the state is the inflow of new people into homelessness, even as
efforts to help people experiencing homelessness expand.sé

Approximately 20 percent of people enrolled in programs reporting to HDIS
experienced chronic patterns of homelessness during the reporting period. Almost 14
percent of all people in HDIS met the criteria for chronic homelessnessin their first
enrollment in the system, and another seven percent met the criteriain alater
enrollment. Almost 60 percent of all people in HDIS who experienced chronic patterns
of homelessness were served by a Landscape Assessment program.

86 Statistics on new experiences of homelessness from HDIS should be interpreted cautiously. New
experiences of homelessnessinHDIS can include some people during long and/or repeated experiences
of homelessness, but who have not accessedservices that enter data intfo HDIS. HDIS data also can miss
many people experiencing unsheltered homelessness, whichis more common among adult individuals
than among families.
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People experiencing chronic patterns of homelessness confront overlapping hardships
that undermine their ability to find and maintain housing. In addition to having a
disability by definition, people experiencing chronic homelessness often have multiple
co-occurring physical and mental health conditions. Not only can these conditions
conftribute to homelessness, but homelessness can also trigger or worsen health
conditions.&”

Chronic patterns of homelessness were much more common for adult individuals—
particularly older adult individuals—than for people in families or for unaccompanied
children.sé Figure 4.5 shows the percentage of people in each group who experienced
chronic patterns of homelessness during the reporting period. Among all adult
individuals (age 18 or older), 33.0 percent ever experienced chronic patterns of
homelessness. Adultindividuals over the age of 50 have the highest rate of chronic
homelessness in HDIS data (39.6 percent).

Resolving chronic homelessness is most impactful for reducing healthcare and
emergency response burdens later, in line with the evidence-based principles for
Housing Firstinterventions. People experiencing chronic homelessness commonly rely on
emergency services—such as hospital emergency roomsor 211 calls—for regular
healthcare, which bothis costly and undermines continuity of care .8

87 National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine, Permanent Supportive Housing: Evaluating
the Evidence for Improving Health Outcomes Among People Experiencing Chronic Homelessness.
(Washington, D.C.: The National Academies Press, 2018), https://doi.org/10.17226/25133.

88 This is consistent with data on chronic homelessness nationally. Meghan Henry et al., “The 2019-2020
Annual Homeless Assessment Report (AHAR) to Congress” (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development, 2022), https://www.huduser.gov/portal/sites/default/files/pdf/2020-AHAR-Part-
2.pdf.

8 Hemal K. Kanzaria et al., “Frequent Emergency Department Users: Focusing Solely On Medical Utilization
Misses The Whole Person,” Health Affairs 38, no. 11 (November2019):1866-75,
https://doi.org/10.1377/hithaff.2019.00082.
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Figure 4.5: Percentage of People Served in Each Household Type and Age Group Who
Experienced Chronic Patterns of Homelessness
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Source: Cal ICH Homeless Data Integration System

4.5 Childrenand Young Adults

A substantial fraction of the population served during the reporting period were
children (23.6 percent) or young adults (8.4 percent) when they first enrolledin a
service, shelter, or housing program, as shown in Figure 4.4. In HDIS data, 51.2 percent of
unaccompanied young adults and 29.8 percent of unaccompanied children were
served by aLandscape Assessment program.

Like the composition of California’s overall population experiencing homelessness from
the 2020 PIT Count, in HDIS, most young adults served in HDIS data were individuals
whereas nearly all children served were in families. Many youth experiencing
homelessness are also parents. In HDIS, 16.9 percent of young adults and 7.3 percent of
children were in youth parent households.

Youth experiencing homelessness—unaccompanied people between ages 12 and
24—have distinct needs and resources available to them. Youth often preferto
parficipate in services with their peers.? Organizations that focus on all adults, where
some participants willbe much older, may not be able to meet the specific needs of
the youth population. Asshownin Figure 4.5, 17.9 percent of unaccompanied young

?0 Benjamin F. Henwood, BrianRedline, and Eric Rice, "What Do Homeless Transition-Age Youth Want from
Housing Interventions?2,” Childrenand Youth Services Review 89 (June 1, 2018):1-5,
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2018.04.014.
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adults and only 2.0 percent of unaccompanied minors were classified as experiencing
chronic patterns of homelessness during the reporting period.

4.6 Older Adults

As the nation’s population ages, older adults (age 50 or older, as defined by AB 140)
have become a growing share of people experiencing homelessness.”! Amongadult
individuals using services, shelter, and housing in HDIS, 42.0 percent were 50 years old or
older when they entered the system. Among all people in HDIS, 27.0 percent were at
least 50 years old.?2 Almost half of older adult individuals in HDIS were served by a
Landscape Assessment program during the reporting period.

Forty percent of older adult individuals in HDIS experienced chronic patterns of
homelessness, the highest of all age groups in Figure 4.5. Most older adult individuals
(60.4 percent) had a disabling condition at the time of entry to HDIS. Older adults
experiencing homelessness commonly need assistance with activities of daily living, like
using the restroom or managing medications, but these needs usually go unmet.?
People experiencing homelessness tend to die at younger ages than the overall
population, and mortality is particularly high among older adults experiencing
homeless.?*

Due to premature development of cognitive and functional limitations (such as
requiring help with bathing, dressing, and toileting), older adults may require personal
care assistance to remain housed and out of institutional care. While Medicaid can
provide funding for these needs through its Home and Community Based Services
(HCBS) component, it can be difficult to access these resources for people who
experience homelessness.?

?1 Dennis P. Culhane et al., “The Age Structure of Contemporary Homelessness: Evidence and Implications
For Public Policy,” Analyses of Social Issues and Public Policy 13, no. 1 (2013): 228-44,
https://doi.org/10.1111/asap.12004.

?2When looking specifically at older adults in HDIS, over half were between 50 and 58 years-old, and 81
percent were between 50 and 64 years-old. The relativelylow number of people age 65 and olderis likely
drivenby accelerated mortality among older adults experiencinghomelessness, as documented in the
HOPE HOME study.

23 Wagahta Semere et al., “Caregiving Needs Are Unmet for Many Older Homeless Adults: Findings from
the HOPE HOME Study,” Journal of General internal Medicine, February 15, 2022,
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11606-022-07438-z; RebeccaT. Brown et al., “Geriatric Conditionsina Population-
Based Sample of Older Homeless Adults,” The Gerontologist 57,no. 4 (August 1,2017): 757-66,
https://doi.org/10.1093/geront/gnw011.

?4Rebecca T. Brown et al., “Factors Associated With Mortality Among Homeless Older Adults in California:
The HOPE HOME Study,” JAMA Internal Medicine, August 29, 2022,
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamainternmed.2022.3697.

?5 Claire Ramsey et al., “California Offers In-Home Support, and Homeless Older Adults Should

Have AccessToo,” California Health Report_(blog), October 24, 2017
https://www.calhealthreport.org/2017/10/24/califomia-offers-home-support-homeless-older-adults-access/.

49
Legislative Report: Statewide Homelessness Landscape Assessment


https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?93tl3W
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?93tl3W
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?93tl3W
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?93tl3W
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?93tl3W
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?NymNsa
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?NymNsa
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?NymNsa
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?NymNsa
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?NymNsa
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?NymNsa
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?NymNsa
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?NymNsa
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?NymNsa
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?yDXvLf
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?yDXvLf
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?yDXvLf
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?yDXvLf
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?yDXvLf
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?tb5rrr
about:blank
about:blank

SECTION 5: SERVICE UTILIZATION

4.7 Gender

Most people using homelessness services, shelter, and housing as reported in HDIS were
men (55.4 percent), similar to the gender composition of 2020 PIT Count. Figure 4.6
shows the gender composition of the population served in HDIS, also separated by
household type and age.?

Consistent with the PIT Count, the gender composition of the population served differed
by household type. Most adults in families were women (71.0 percent), while most adult
individuals were men (63.9 percent). Two-thirds of older adult individuals were men.

The impact of family rejection on tfransgender youth homelessness is clearly visible in the
population served overthe reporting period.?” Though only 0.5 percent of all people
served identified as fransgender or questioning/non-singular, this percentage was five
times greater among unaccompanied children and young adults (2.5 percent). About
one-third of fransgender and questioning/non-singular people served were
unaccompanied children or young adults. Only 4.4 percent of transgender and
questioning/non-singular people using homelessness services, shelter, and housing did
soin families.

Figure 4.4: Percentage of All People Served in Each Gender, Age Group, and Household Type

Transgender or |
Questioning/Non-Singular 0.5%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

Percent of all People Served

B Children in Families Adults in Families B Unaccompanied Minors
(under age 18) (ages 18+) (under age 18)
Young Adult Individuals B Adult Individuals B Older Adult Individuals
(ages 18-24) (ages 25-49) (ages 50+)

Source: Cal ICH Homeless Data Integration System

?6 See Appendix C.2 for the number of people served by gender in each fiscal year.

?7 Brandon Robinson, Coming Out to the Streets: LGBTQ Youth Experiencing Homelessness (Berkeley, CA:
University of California Press, 2020).
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These gender differences in household types contribute to differences in chronic
patterns of homelessness. Among people of allages, 17.8 percent of women served
experienced chronic patterns of homelessness, compared to 23.5 percent of men and
34.6 percent of transgender and questioning/non-singular people. Even among adult
individuals, however, tfransgender, and questioning/non-singular people experienced
chronic patterns of homelessness (38.5 percent) more often than cisgender women
(32.5 percent) or men (33.5 percent).

Transgender people and other gender minorities encounter barriers to accessing shelter
and other services, including gender-segregated sleeping spaces andrestrooms, as
well as discrimination and threats to their physical safety.?” These challenges layer onto
the challenges like family rejection andrelatively more common chronic patterns of
homelessness for fransgender and questioning/non-singular people.

Cal ICH requires grantees to ensure their homelessness services do not discriminate by
gender or sexual identity, including by tailoring services to the needs of fransgender
and non-binary people.?”?

4.8 Veterans

Veterans experience elevatedrates of homelessness compared to the overall
population. Veterans were similarly a higher percentage of the population served—10.1
percent of all adults using homelessness services, shelter, and housing reported in HDIS
compared to 4.8 percent of California’s adult population. ' This share is also higher
than the 7.1 percentreportedin the 2020 HUD PIT Count (see Chapter 2).

Veterans also differ fromthe population servedin their demographic composition. Most
veterans (82.7 percent) were adult men and individuals. More specifically, more than
half (55.9 percent) of veterans were older adult men individuals. Eleven percent of
adult veterans were women. Only 8.6 percent of veterans were in families. One-third of
veterans experienced chronic patterns of homelessness.

Several programs and services specifically serve veterans. Many veterans canreceive
healthcare from the Veterans Health Administration. Programs like HUD's Veterans
Affairs Supportive Housing (HUD-VASH) have substantially reduced veteran
homelessness across the country.'0! California HCD's Veterans Housing and
Homelessness Prevention (VHHP) program similarly supports the creation of permanent

?8 Brandon Robinson, Coming Out to the Streets: LGBTQ Youth Experiencing Homelessness (Berkeley, CA:
University of CaliforniaPress, 2020).

?? Julie Lo, “Protections of Gender Identity and Expressionin California’s Homelessness Services,” California
Inferagency Council on Homelessness (April 6,2022).
https://bcsh.ca.gov/calich/documents/gender_id_protections.pdf

100 See Appendix C.3 for the number of veterans servedin HDIS data by fiscal year.

10T william N. Evans et al., “"Housing and Urban Development-Veterans Affairs Supportive Housing Vouchers
and Veterans’ Homelessness, 2007-2017," American Journal of Public Health_109, no. 10 (October 2019):
1440-45, https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2019.305231.
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housing for veterans with extremely low incomes. Nearly 30 percent of veteransin HDIS
were served by a Landscape Assessment program.

4.9 Conclusion

The population using homelessness services, shelter, and housing in Californiais diverse,
including several subpopulations with distinct experiences and needs. More than one-
third of people served were in families, most of whom were children and adult women.
Most people who were served as adult individuals were men, and many were older
adults, veterans, and people experiencing chronic patterns of homelessness.
Unaccompanied children and young adults were also a notable fraction of the
population served—disproportionately including transgender and questioning/non-
singular people—whose needs can be met most effectively by services tailored to their
subpopulation. The following sections of this report describe patterns of service, shelter,
and housing use in more detail, as well as outcomes for people in these interventions.
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Service Utilization

Highlights

5.1

Between July 1, 2018 and June 30, 2021, the three-year study period, 571,246
people across California had 1,116,741 enroliments in homelessness services,
shelter stays, and housing projects reported in the Homeless Data Integration
System (HDIS).
More than 431,000 enroliments were in programs funded at least in part by a
state-administered Landscape Assessment program (38.6 percent of all
enrollments), including more than 273,000 people (48.0 percent of all people
served).
Many interventions are designed to target specific types of people experiencing
homelessness, and patterns of service enrollment largely align with those forms of
targeting:
o Rapid re-housing and homelessness prevention programs mostly served
families with children
o Streetoutreach and emergency shelter programs mostly served adult
individuals
o Permanentsupportive housing programs were more likely to serve older
adults
o Transitional housing was more likely to serve young adults
The majority of people (60.9 percent) in HDIS had only one enrollment
throughout the reporting period. Those who had more than one enroliment often
used multiple programs for the same type of assistance.

Introduction

Local homelessness systems provide a wide range of services, shelter, and housing
interventions. Who uses these interventions and how (i.e., service utilization) can
depend on availability (how many units, placements, or subsidies are available),
accessibility (how easy or difficultitis to connect with these interventions), who the
interventions are designed to serve (families, youth, adults), and the circumstancesin
which people experience or are at risk of homelessness (sheltered/unsheltered, newly
experiencing homelessness, or chronic patterns of homelessness).

The most common types of interventions reflected in HDIS are:

Street outreach: services for unsheltered people experiencinghomelessness to

connectthem with emergency shelter, urgent care, or other critical services

Homelessness prevention: services and/or financial assistance to prevent a person

from experiencing homelessness
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e Rapidre-housing: housing relocation and stabilization services and short- to
medium-termrental assistance

e Interim housing, which includes emergency shelters, non-congregate shelters,
transitional housing, and other forms of temporary lodging for people experiencing
homelessness (also see Section 10.1: Understanding Shelter and Housing
Terminology)

e Permanent housing, which includes housing with a permanent rent subsidy or
permanent housing linked to supportive services

This section describes service utilization by reporting the types and numbers of service
enroliments in HDIS between July 1, 2018, and June 30, 2021, as requested by California
Assembly Bill (AB) 140.'92 Service enrollments refersto when a person enrolls in a specific
program; one person who experiences homelessness could have multiple enroliments
(e.g., multiple shelter stays) or no enrollments at all (e.g., if they do notreceive services
from programs that report to HDIS. Enrollment durations and costs can vary by type of
service provided, soitis important not to assume that all enrollments are equalin
resource expenditures or how long a personreceives assistance. Rather, this section
shows the range of interventions for people experiencing homelessness across the state,
and provides insights into how different interventions serve different groups of people.

The section proceeds as follows: First, enrollment by service type is reported overall.
Second, more detailis provided on enrollmentsin interim housing, street outreach,
homelessness prevention, and permanent housing services over the reporting period.
This section ends by discussing service navigation and typical service pathways,
including the number of times people enrolled in services, shelter, and housing
recordedin HDIS and the average duration of enrollment over the reporting period.

Key Terms for Service Utilization

The data presented in this section include every enrollment in a homelessness service, shelter, or
housing program in HDIS over the study period (July 1, 2018, fo June 30, 2021).

An enrollment refers 1o a period in which a person isrecorded as receiving services, staying ina
shelter, or living in a permanent housing project (or working with a housing provider to move into a
permanent housing project).103 The same person can enroll in multiple programs, so the number of
enrollments is best interpreted as the number of times services are provided, rather than a count of
separate people served.

All demographic and subpopulation data, including chronic homelessness status, are defined at the
time of enrollment. Definitions of age, household type, race/ethnicity, families, individuals, young
adults, and children are all the same as in Section 4.

102 Section 5 responds to Welfare and Institutions Code §§ 8257.1(a)(1)(D)(i)—(v). (vii) as it relates to service
utilization, duration, and frequency.

103 |n HDIS, the services that people access are called “projects”, not “programs.” However, because
projects can be misinterpretedto mean physical projects or buildings, we use “programs” when discussing
enrollmentsinHDIS.
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Enroliment duration is defined differently depending on the program. For those enrolled in shelter,
street outreach, orhomelessness prevention, enrollment duration is the number of days until a person
exits the program. For those enrolled in a permanent housing program, enrollment duration is the
number of days unfil move-in or until a person exits the program.

5.2 OverallService Enroliment

Between 2018 and 2021, there were 1,116,741 enrollmentsin homelessness services,
shelter stays, and housing programs across the state among the 571,246 unique people
with HDIS records over the reporting period (Figure 5.1). The same person can enrollin
multiple programs, so the number of enroliments reflects the number of times services
were provided, rather than a count of separate people served. In addition, it is
important to keep in mind that different types of programs treat enroliments differently
(see Appendix A: Detailed Methodology). For example, a person might visit different
shelters for just a couple of nights each (resulting in multiple enroliments), whereas
another person might enroll and live in the same permanent supportive housing unit
throughout the duration of the reporting period (resulting in just a single enrollment).
Permanent housing enroliments—which include rapid re-housing in HDIS—also
distinguish between when a person enrolls in the program and when they move into the
housing unit. Given these differences, this section presentsinformation on the different
programs separately below.

Enrolimentsin emergency sheltersincluded 41.5 percent of total enrolliments during this
period, followed by street outreach (18.8 percent), and rapid re-housing (16.5 percent).
Enroliments in programs designed to provide permanent housing other than rapidre-
housing made up a relatively small share (8.0 percent) of the total recorded
enrollments, but this low proportionis due to how enroliments are structured—a
permanent housing placement is recorded as one ongoing enrollment, while
intermittent shelter stays are recorded as many separate enroliments.04 HDIS data show
nearly 90,000 enroliments in permanent housing programs other than rapid re-housing
over the reporting period. Section 10.1: Understanding Shelter and Housing Terminology
explains the differentinterim and permanent housing types in greater detail, and
Appendix D: Service Utilization details the number of enrollments across service types by
age, race/ethnicity, gender, household type, and chronicity.

Of total enrollments over Fiscal Years 2018-19, 2019-20, and 2020-21, 38.6 percent
identified funding from at least one of the Landscape Assessment programs, either
alone orin combination with other sources. The share of enrollments using at least one
Landscape Assessment program grew over time, from 32.4 percent of enrollments in
Fiscal Year 2018-19 to 41.3 percentin Fiscal Year 2020-21. These percentages are likely

104 permanent housing includes enroliments in permanent supportive housing, permanent housing with
services, and permanent housing without services.
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underestimates of the numbers of enroliments that were supported by Landscape
Assessment programs. As described in Secfion 1, not all Landscape Assessment
programs require grantees to enter data into HMIS. For approximately 25 percent of
enrollments, we were unable to identify the funding source used. AB 977, which takes
effectin January 2023, coupled with ongoing efforts to provide technical assistance for
data entry, willimprove the coverage and quality of data over time.

Figure 5.1: HDIS Enroliments by Service Type, July 1, 2018 to June 30, 2021
Number of Percentage of

Enroliments Total Enroliments
Services and Coordinated Enfry
Street outreach 210,262 18.8%
Homelessness prevention 85,252 7.6%
Coordinated Entry 28,805 2.6%
Services only 6,787 0.6%
Day shelter 600 0.1%
Interim Housing
Emergency shelter 463,814 41.5%
Transitional housing 44,743 4.0%
Safe Haven 1,303 0.1%
Permanent Housing
Rapid re-housing 184,401 16.5%
Permanent supportive housing 75,502 6.8%
Permanent housing with services 11,028 1.0%
Permanent housing without services 2,349 0.2%
Unknown or Other 1,895 0.2%
Total 1,116,741 100.0%

Source: Cal ICH Homeless Data Integration System

With these caveatsin mind, the data provide important insights into how state-
administered Landscape Assessment programs were used to support services for
people at risk of or experiencing homelessness. Figure 5.2 shows the distribution of
program enrolliments that used at least one identified source of funding from
Landscape Assessment programs. Landscape Assessment programs were associated
with almost 50 percent of rapid re-housing and 46.8 percent of emergency shelter
enrollments. Nearly 40 percent of homelessness prevention enrollments also used at
least one Landscape Assessment program. Landscape Assessment programs were less
likely to be identifiedinrecords for street outreach and services enroliments.

While one-in-five permanent housing enroliments were identified as using funding from
one or more Landscape Assessment programs, the majority of permanent housing
programs covered by the Landscape Assessment do notrequire HDIS participation,
underestimating their likely contrioutions to permanent housing enrollments in HDIS .
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Instead, these enroliments tend to reflect people who are receiving federal assistance,
such as VASH or Housing Choice Vouchers.

Figure 5.2: Percentage of Enroliments with Identified Landscape Assessment Program Funding, by
Program Type

Rapid Re-Housing _ 49.9%
Emergency Shelter _ 46.8%
Homelessness Prevention _ 38.7%
Permanent Housing _ 22.0%
Street Outreach _ 21.9%
Services Only _ 18.4%

Other or Unknown - 5.5%
Coordinated Entry I 1.3%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%
Percent of Enrollments

Source: Cal ICH Homeless Data Integration System
Note: “"Emergency shelter” includes day shelter, Safe Haven, and transitionalhousing projects. “Permanent
housing” includes housing only, housing with services, and permanent supportive housing.

The targeted or eligible uses of various funding streams influence how they support
different types of interventions. For example, Project Roomkey supported emergency
shelter enrollmentsin HDIS. Interventions reporting CalWORKs Homeless Assistance
program (HA) and Housing Support Program (HSP) funding in HDIS were primarily rapid
re-housing and emergency shelter (see Section 9.9: California Department of Social
Services: CalWORKs Homeless Assistance (HA) program and Housing Support Program
(HSP)). Two of the state’s flexible grant programs—Homeless Emergency Aid Program
(HEAP) and Homeless Housing, Assistance, and Prevention Grant Program (HHAP)—
reported a greater variety of project types (Figure 5.3).
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Figure 5.3: Types of Projects Supported by California’s Homeless Emergency Aid Program (HEAP)
and Homeless Housing, Assistance, and Prevention Grant Program (HHAP)

100% —05% —03%
13.7% m Services Only
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75% 0.6% Street Outreach
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5 55.4% Prevention
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° Emergency Shelter
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Source: Cal ICH Homeless Data Integration System
Nofte: “Emergency shelter” includes day shelter, Safe Haven, and fransitional housing projects. “Permanent
housing” includes housing only, housing with services, and permanent supportive housing.

5.3 Patterns of Enrollment by Program Type

Many interventions are designed to target specific groups of people experiencing
homelessness, such as families, older adults, or people living on the street. Age and
household type differences in program enroliments are also associated with observed
differencesby race and ethnicity. For this reason, we focus on enrollment patterns by
these factors, with additional data in Appendix D.

Figure 5.4 shows enroliment rates by age and household type overall and across the six
most common intervention types. Rapid re-housing and prevention interventions most
frequently served families with children. In comparison, street outreach and emergency
shelter interventions are designed to serve people experiencing unsheltered
homelessness, and therefore primarily served adult individuals (because adult
individuals are more likely to experience unsheltered homelessness). Permanent
supportive housing is designed to reach the most vulnerable, including people with
disabilities, and served a higher proportion of older adults. Transitional housing is
designed to help people transition out of homelessness and into permanent housing
with less intensive support; transitional housing served a higher proportion of
unaccompanied young adults than other interventions.
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Figure 5.4: Enroliments in Homeless Data Integration System, by Age and Household Type
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Source: Cal ICH Homeless Data Integration System

5.3.1 SireetOutreach

Street outreach connects people experiencing unsheltered homelessness to support for
basic needs, emergency shelter, healthcare, local Coordinated Entry Systems, other
critical services, and sometimes directly to permanent housing. Over the three-year
reporting period, there were 210,262 enroliments in street outreach in HDIS. Street
oufreachis undercountedin administrative data sources such as HDIS.

People experiencing unsheltered homelessness are disproportionately adult individuals
and men.!% As such, street outreach enrollments include a higher proportion of adult
individuals and men compared to total enrollments in HDIS. Men made up 62.2 percent
of enrollmentsin street outreach, compared to 56.8 percent of overall enrollments in
HDIS. As demonstrated in Figure 5.5, adult individuals of all ages made up nearly all
(6.9 percent) enroliments in street outreach; children and adults in families accounted
foronly 2.8 percent.

105 Sixty-seven percent of unsheltered people in the 2020 HUD Point-in-Time Count were men and
individuals, almost all of whom were adults.
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Figure 5.5: Street Outreach Enrolilment, by Household Type and Age
Children in Families (under age 18) I 1.3%

Adults in Families (age 18+) I 1.5%

Unaccompanied Children
(under age 18)

Young Adult Individuals -
(ages 18-24) 6.8%

(ages 25-49) 50.3%
Older Adult Individuals
ogessony - [ NG - -~

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%
Percent of Street Outreach Enroliments

| 0.4%

Source: Cal ICH Homeless Data Integration System

People experiencing chronic homelessness are more likely to be unsheltered and the
focus of attention from street outreach.%¢ Approximately 29 percent of people in street
outfreach enrollmentswere experiencing chronic patterns of homelessness.

5.3.2 Homelessness Prevention

Homelessness prevention services aim to stop people from losing their current housing or
needing to stay in an emergency shelter or place not meant for human habitation.
Services caninclude emergency financial or rental assistance, family mediation
counseling, or case management. Over the three-yearreporting period, there were
85,252 enrollments in homelessness prevention programs recorded in HDIS.

Prevention efforts vary depending on available resources.

Prevention services typically target families with children, so these enroliments more
commonly included women and children compared to total enroliments in HDIS.
Almost two-thirds of prevention enrolments were for people in families (Figure 5.6),
compared to only 29.5 percent of all HDIS enroliments being for people in families.
Women (who are more likely to be part of household types with children) made up 54.8
percent of enrolimentsin homelessness prevention programs, compared to 41.7
percent of allHDIS enroliments.

106 |n the 2020 Point-in-Time Count, 81.5 percent of people experiencing chronic patterns of homelessness
were unsheltered, compared to 70.4 percent of people without chronic patterns of homelessness.
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Figure 5.6: Prevention Enroliment, by Household Type and Age

Children in Families (under age 18) _ 36.7%
Adults in Families (age 18+) _ 28.9%
Unaccompanied Children I 1 6%
(under age 18) e
Young Adult Individuals .
(ages 18-24) 3.3%
Adult Individuals _
(ages 25-49) 14.4%
Older Adult Individuals _ 15.1%
(ages 50+)
0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

Percent of Prevention Enroliments

Source: Cal ICH Homeless Data Integration System

5.3.3 Additional Service Enroliments

The enrollments listed in Figure 5.1 do not include enrollments in services programs
(street outreach, Coordinated Entry, day shelter, services only, “other”) for people who
were notrecorded as currently experiencing homelessness. In most cases, these
enroliments were missing clients’ current living situation entirely. Asdescribed in Section
1.4: Methodology, this exclusion follows the methods for calculating Cal ICH's System
Performance Measures (SPM).

There were 524,873 service enrollments during the assessment period that did not meet
the SPM criteria for inclusion, and 125,191 of these enrollments identified funding from a
Landscape Assessment program in HDIS. These enrollments served 342,365 unique
people—168,096 of these people were not otherwise included in the total population
served describedin Section 4: Population Served.

“Servicesonly” was the most common program type for these excluded services
enrollments (38.1 percent), which includes case management, housing navigation, and
other social services. Street outreach (27.8 percent) and Coordinated Entry (22.4
percent) were also common program types, while day shelters (7.8 percent) and
“other” services (4.0 percent) were relatively less common among these excluded
enrollments. Although notrecorded as experiencing homelessness or receiving direct
homelessness prevention services, these services were at least in part funded by state
programs. Of the 168,096 people who are notincluded in the Landscape Assessment
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totals, 38,462 were served by an intervention that reported funding from a Landscape
Assessment program.

5.4 Interim Housing

Interim housing in HDIS includes emergency shelter, transitional housing, day shelter,
and Safe Havens (supportive housing for people with asevere mentalillness).
Enroliments in these interim housing types account for 45.6 percent of total enrollments
in HDIS.

Project Roomkey added significant non-congregate shelter capacity inresponse to the
COVID-19 pandemic—over 16,000 rooms serving over 61,000 people since March
2020—but the majority of the Project Roomkey siteswere notintended to remainin
place over the long term. Homekey also expanded the supply of inferim housing,
including in some rural areas with very little or no emergency shelter priorto Homekey.
See Section 6: Expanding the Supply of Interim and Permanent Housing for further
information on Project Roomkey and Homekey.

The two most common types of interim housing in HDIS are emergency shelter and
transitional housing.

5.4.1 Emergency Shelter

Emergency shelter provides temporary lodging for people experiencing homelessness
and was the most common enroliment type in HDIS. Over the three-yearreporting
period, there were 463,814 enrollments in emergency shelters, accounting for more
than 40 percent of all enroliments in HDIS. The term emergency shelter covers a broad
range of temporary interventions, including shared or private rooms, tiny homes,
hotel/motel programs, and population-specific shelters (youth, family, women,

etc.). There are varying levels of services provided within emergency shelters in the
state, but many provide case management and other services to fry to support people
to exit homelessness.

Emergency shelter enrollments were common across all demographic groups (age,
race/ethnicity, gender, household type, and chronicity). However, emergency shelter
enrollments much more commonly included adult individuals (75.6 percent) than
people in families (22.6 percent), as shownin Figure 5.7.
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Figure 5.7: Emergency Shelter Enroliment, by Household Type and Age
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Source: Cal ICH Homeless Data Integration System

5.4.2 Transitional Housing

Transitional housing typically provides temporary living arrangements for alonger period
than emergency shelter, with the intention of supporting people to move into
permanent housing. It also is typically a more expensive program than emergency
shelter, andincludes a higher-level of case management and other supportive services
(such as healthcare, life skills training, and transportation). Over the reporting period,
there were 44,743 enrollments in transitional housing.

Most enroliments in transitional housing (88.5 percent) were for people without chronic
patterns of homelessness. Transitional housing served young adults more often than
otherinterventions, and enrollments included a higher proportion of young adult
individuals (ages 18-24) compared to overall enrollments in HDIS. Unaccompanied
young adults accounted for 5.7 percent of all HDIS enroliments, but as shown in Figure
5.8, they made up 13.5 percent of enrollmentsin tfransitional housing.
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Figure 5.8: Transitional Housing Enroliment, by Household Type and Age
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5.5 PermanentHousing

Permanent housing programs in HDIS include rapid re-housing, permanent supportive
housing, permanent housing with services, and permanent housing without services.
Over the reporting period, 24.5 percent of all enrollments in HDIS were for one of these
four types of permanent housing programs.

This percentage, however, comes with important caveats. First, not all permanent
housing programs currently report datainto HMIS. Second, as described above, all
enrollments are not equal: other interventions (e.g., emergency shelters and street
oufreach) tend to have more people receiving services for short periods of time and
oftenrepeatedly, which can lead to higher counts overall. In contrast, successful
permanent housing interventions would show a single enrollment. In addition, not alll
people experiencing homelessness will enter a permanent housing project, if prevention
services or otheroutreach can help them to resolve their homelessness (e.g., by
providing short-term rental assistance or reuniting them with friends and family). Enrolling
in a permanent housing program also does not necessarily signify a successful housing
placement. Rather itindicates that a personis enrolled with a housing provider that
expects aunit to become available within areasonable period of time.

5.5.1 Rapid Re-Housing

Rapid re-housing is a permanent housing intervention that aims to quickly move people
experiencing homelessness into rental housing in the private market. It can include
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housing relocation and stabilization services, typically provided through a case
manager, and short- to medium-term rental assistance or until housing stability is
achieved. There has been considerable momentum inrecent yearsto expand the
availability of rapid re-housing, especially for family households, since not all people
experiencing homelessness need long-term supportive housing solutions.197

Over the reporting period, there were 184,401 enrollments in rapid re-housing programes.
People in families accounted for 64.9 percent of rapid-rehousing enrollments (Figure
5.9). Given that these interventions commonly serve families, enrolmentsin rapid re-
housing include relatively high proportions of children (38.6 percent), women (50.7
percent), and people without chronic patterns of homelessness (88.6 percent)
compared to all HDIS enrollments.

Figure 5.9: Rapid Re-Housing Enroliment, by Household Type and Age
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Source: Cal ICH Homeless Data Integration System
Of these enrollments, approximately 34.3 percent were recorded in HDIS as having a

move-in date by June 30, 2021. For those who were recorded as successfully moving
info a unit, the average number of days to move-in was 63.2, or just over two months.

107 Gabriel Pifa and Maureen Pirog (2019) The Impact of Homeless Prevention on Residential Instability:
Evidence from the Homelessness Prevention and Rapid Re-Housing Program, Housing Policy Debate, 29:4,
501-521,DOI: 10.1080/10511482.2018.1532448.Thomas Byrne, Dan Treglia, Dennis P. Culhane, John Kuhn &
VincentKane (2016) Predictors of Homelessness Among Families and Single Adults After Exit from
Homelessness Prevention and Rapid Re-Housing Programs: Evidence From the Department of Veterans
Affairs Supportive Services for Veteran Families Program, Housing Policy Debate, 26:1, 252-275,DOI:
10.1080/10511482.2015.1060249.

65
Legislative Report: Statewide Homelessness Landscape Assessment



SECTION 5: SERVICE UTILIZATION

5.5.2 Permanent Supportive Housing

Permanent supportive housing provides housing to people experiencing homelessness
who have complexservice needs. In addition to a long-term housing placement and
subsidy, permanent supportive housing typically also includes case management and
other supportive services (such as healthcare, counseling, transportation, etc.).
Permanent supportive housing offers more intensive support compared to other
inferventions. It has been shown to keep highly vulnerable, chronically homeless
individuals housed.!® Over the reporting period, there were 75,502 enrollments in
permanent supportive housing.

Permanent supportive housing typically targets people with alonger history of
homelessness. Compared to total enrollments in HDIS, permanent supportive housing
enrollments included a higher proportion of older adults (ages 50 and older) and
people with chronic patterns of homelessness (Figure 5.10). People experiencing
chronic patterns of homelessnessmade up 34.5 percent of enroliments in permanent
supportive housing, compared to only 22.0 percent of total HDIS enroliments.

Figure 5.10: Permanent Supportive Housing Enroliment, by Household Type and Age
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Source: Cal ICH Homeless Data Integration System
Approximately seventy percent of enrolments for permanent supportive housing

included a move-in date. At the median, most permanent housing programs begin the
enroliment the same day the client moves into the unit. Clients who did not have a

108 Maria C. Raven, Matthew J. Niedzwiecki, and Margot Kushel, *A Randomized Trial of Permanent
Supportive Housing for Chronically Homeless Persons withHigh Use of Publicly Funded Services,” Health
ServicesResearch 55, no. S2 (2020): 797-806, https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6773.13553.
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move-in date and exited the system before the reporting period ended (about 10
percent) spent much longer enrolled (a median of 730 days). The remaining 20.5
percent of permanent supportive housing enrollments were still ongoing at the end of
the reporting period, without any indication that the enrolled person had movedinto a
unit.

These data provide some insights info how difficult it can be to help someone secure
housing in California’s tight housing market, but these initial findings also should be
interpreted with care. The HMIS guidance on how to tfreat housing enrollments is
complicated, and not all service providers might know that they need to enter the
housing “move-in" date when they successfully place a client. An “exit” froma
program is also not always negative—the client might have enrolled in another rapid
re-housing project or resolved homelessness through another service.

5.6 Enrollment Duration for Non-Permanent Housing Programs

Enroliments vary in their duration, with some people receiving very brief servicesand
othersreceiving services long-term. For people enrolled in shelter, street outreach, or
homelessness prevention, enroliment duration is measured as the number of days until
they exit the project or program. People enrolled in fransitional housing had the longest
median enrolliment duration (134 days), likely because the interventionis designed to
provide temporary lodging for up to two years (Figure 5.11). The median duration for
homelessness prevention was about two months, reflecting the time period that a case
manager was working with the client to secure assistance.

Figure 5.11: Enroliment Duration in Non-Permanent Housing Services for Those Who Exited Prior to
June 30, 2021

|Progrom Type Median Days Enrolled

Emergency Shelter 17
Transitional Housing 134
Street Outreach 15
Homelessness Prevention 57

Source: Cal ICH Homeless Data Integration System

In contrast, the median enroliment in an emergency shelter programwas about two
weeks, which was also how long the typical street outreach engagement lasted. An
exit from either of these programs can mean many different things: for example, the
person could have moved to a different shelter or outreach program, or the street
oufreach worker could not find or contact the person for an “extended period of fime,”
at which point they willrecord an exit date. Determining exactly when a person has
exited a program—and to where—is often more difficult for shelter and outreach
programs because of the inconsistent and irregular nature of service use and contact
with the clients.
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5.7 Multiple Enrolilments

AB 140 requested information on typical system pathways that lead to someone
moving intfo permanent housing or ending homelessness.'?? This research did not
uncover any typical pathways among people accessing servicesreported in HDIS. The
majority of people (60.9 percent)in HDIS had only one enrollment throughout the three-
year reporting period. Figure 5.12 shows the percentage of people in HDIS by their
number of enroliments over the reporting period.

Figure 5.12: Number of Enroliments Per Person in HDIS
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Source: Cal ICH Homeless Data Integration System

Of people with more than one enrollment, 35.9 percent were experiencing chronic
patterns of homelessness. Appendix D.6 breaks down the number of enrollments per
person by race and ethnicity, gender, and veteran status. The data show that:

e For Race/Ethnicity: Asian people were the least likely to have multiple enrolimentsin
HDIS (31.1 percent), compared to all other race/ethnicity groups.

e For Gender: People who are transgender or questioning/non-singular gender were
more likely to have multiple enroliments (49.0 percent), compared with men (40.2
percent) and women (38.4 percent).

e For Veterans: Veterans were more likely to have multiple enrolliments (48.0 percent),
compared to the overall populationin HDIS (39.1 percent).

Of the 39.1 percent of people in HDIS with more than one enrollment, the most

common “pathway” from the first to second enroliment was emergency shelter to

emergency shelter. As discussed, this pattern could simply reflect emergency shelter

being the most common enrollment type overall. In addition, emergency shelter stays

109 Welfare and Institutions Code §§ 8257.1(a)(1)(D)(ii).
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might be more commonly entered into HDIS as multiple enroliments; for example, if a
person visits multiple shelters for a few nights at a time or stays in the same emergency
shelter repeatedly with short breaks. Figure 5.13 shows the ten most common pathways
from first to second enrollment for people in HDIS.

Figure 5.13: Ten Most Common Pathways from First to Second Enroliment in HDIS

Emergency Shelter —» Emergency Shelter

Street Outreach — Street Outreach

Emergency Shelter — Rapid Rehousing

Street Outreach — Emergency Shelter

Rapid Rehousing — Emergency Shelter

Rapid Rehousing — Rapid Rehousing

Emergency Shelter — Street Oufreach

Prevention — Prevention

Emergency Shelter — Transitional Housing

Permanent Supportive Housing — Permanent Supportive Housing
Source: Cal ICH Homeless Data Integration System

The data show the complexity and churn within the system, and the ways in which
people experiencing homelessness often need to navigate multiple programs, even for
the same type of assistance.
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6. Expanding the Supply of Inferim and
Permanent Housing

Highlights

e Between July 1,2018 and June 30, 2021, the three-yearreporting period, the state
added more than 17,000 emergency shelter beds. Much of thisincrease was due to
Project Roomkey, which deployed state and federal funds to quickly lease up hotel
and motelrooms during the COVID-19 pandemic to provide non-congregate
shelter to people experiencing homelessness who are at high risk for medical
complications if they contract the virus. Project Roomkey grantees, in partnership
with local public health and emergency services agencies, have either continued
operations or since ramped down programming in accordance with community
need and resources.

e In 2021, permanent housing in the Housing Inventory Count made up 63.6 percent of
the inventory, asignificantincrease since 2014 when it made up only 54.0 percent.
Though all forms of permanent housing have grown over time, the increase in
permanent housing options isin large part due to the rise of rapid re-housing
strategies, which grew from about 3,600 units in 2014 to more than 25,000 in 2021.

e The state’slargest housing production program—the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit
(LIHTC) program—funded 683 projects over the reporting period, which willadd or
preserve more than 58,714 units of affordable housing in the coming years.
Approximately 10,450 of those units will be set aside for people experiencing
homelessness or those most at risk of becoming unhoused.

e The firstround of Homekey added more than 2,245 units of permanent supportive
housing, 2,894 units operating as interim shelter and undergoing plans for conversion
to permanent supportive housing, and another 790 units that willremain interim
shelter.

6.1 Introduction

This section of the Legislative Report focuses on efforts to expand the supply of
emergency and permanent housing across the state.'° Both shelter and permanent
housing have a role to play in addressing homelessness. Emergency shelters can help to
stabilize people experiencing homelessness and reduce the number of nights spent
living on the street. During the pandemic, the increase in non-congregate shelter
options—for example, the leasing of motel and hotel rooms—prevented the spread of
COVID-19.Shelters also can serve as animportant entry point for connecting people
experiencing homelessness to other services and permanent housing. However, shelters
on their own do not end homelessness. Inrecent years, the state has prioritized

110 Section 6 responds to Welfare and Institutions Code §§ 8257.1(a)(1)(B)(i)—(iii) as it relates to permanent
housing, rental subsidies, and emergency shelter beds made available.
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investments in affordable housing solutions that can provide a pathway to permanent
housing and reduce the number of people atrisk of or experiencing homelessness.

California has made significant progressin expanding both shelter and permanent
housing options. Between 2018 and 2021, the state added more than 17,000
emergency shelter beds. Much of this increase was due to Project Roomkey, which
deployed state and federal funds to quickly lease up hotel and motelrooms during the
pandemic. Project Roomkey helped to offset reduced capacity in existing shelters that
closed orreduced occupancy during 2020. According to CDSS, between March 2020
and October 2022, Project Roomkey secured over 16,000 rooms and sheltered over
61,000 individuals. Since then, Project Roomkey grantees, in partnership with local
public health and emergency services agencies, have ramped down programming in
accordance with community need and resources.

The state’s Homekey program was also launched during the pandemic to convert
underused hotels and motels into permanent housing. The first round of Homekey
projects added 2,245 units of permanent supportive housing (PSH), 2,894 units operating
as interim shelter and undergoing plans for conversion, and another 790 interim units,
almost all in under six months, and at a lower cost than typical affordable housing
units.

During this period, the state’s largest housing production program—the Low-Income
Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) program—funded 683 projects over the reporting period,
which will add or preserve nearly 59,000 units of affordable housing to California’s
diverse communities in the coming years. Approximately 10,000 of those units will be
specifically set aside for people experiencing homelessness. State investmentsin
programs such as No Place Like Home (NPLH) and the Veterans Housing and
Homelessness Prevention program (VHHP), as well as local initiatives such as Los
Angeles’s Proposition HHH, allincreased the ability of developers to add PSH units to
their projects by providing the deeper subsidies needed to support the housing and
service needs of people experiencing homelessness. 112

This section begins with a presentation of data from the Housing Inventory Count
(HIC), which depicts general frends in the provision of shelter and permanent
housing. It then focuses on the expansion of emergency housing and highlights the
role of Project Roomkey in providing much needed shelter during the pandemic.
Next, it presents data on the eight Landscape Assessment programs that are
dedicated to the expansion of permanent housing supply. The section concludes

T CarolinaReid, Ryan Finnigan, and Shazia Maniji (2022). California’s Homekey Program: Unlocking
Housing Opportunities for People Experiencing Homelessness, Terner Center for Housing Innovation, March
17,2022. Available online at https://ternercenter.berkeley.edu/blog/homekey-unlocking-housing-
opportunities-homelessness/.

12 passed in November 2016, the ballot measure authorized the city of Los Angeles to issue up to $1.2
billioningeneral obligationbonds to develop or acquire supportive housing.
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with a discussion of the federal Housing Choice Voucher program, and the role that
vouchers play in supporting state efforts to address homelessness.

6.2 Overview of Housing Inventory Trends in California

The HIC, whichis conducted alongside the Point-in-Time (PIT) Count, seeks to capture
the total number of beds available for people experiencing homelessness, as well as
people in permanent housing who were homeless at the time of entry, at a single point
in fime. Though not all new beds and housing units are reflectedin the HIC, the data
provide insights into how California’s housing options for people at risk of or
experiencing homelessness have changed overtime.

Efforts during the pandemic to reduce the risk of COVID-19 among people
experiencing homelessness increased the inventory of shelter beds in California.
Between 2014 and 2019, prior to the pandemic, the number of beds in the HIC
remained largely unchanged, hovering between 40,000 and 45,000 (see Figure 6.1).
These beds include emergency shelters, transitional housing, and Safe Havens.31n 2020
and 2021, however, localities greatly expanded their emergency shelter capacity. By
2021, the HIC reported 60,582 beds for people experiencing homelessness, anincrease
of 30.8 percentsince 2019, before the pandemic began. Almost 75 percent of these
beds were emergency shelterbeds, including some in hotel/motelrooms providing
non-congregate shelter beds (such as through Project Roomkey). This increase in interim
housing capacity is likely to decrease as Project Roomkey grantees, in partnership with
local public health and emergency services agencies, have since ramped down
programming in accordance with community need andresources.

113 Safe Havens are temporary housing for people experiencing homelessness with a severe mentaliliness.
Safe Haven beds make up less than one percent of the total HIC shelter bed inventory.
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Figure 6.1: Trends in Emergency Shelter, Transitional, and Safe Haven Housing in the Housing
Inventory Count, 2014-2021
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Nofe: Total bed count includes emergency shelter, fransitional housing, and Safe Haven beds that are
available year-round (and excludes beds that are available on a seasonal basis or only when demand is
highest).!4 Safe haven beds make up less than one percent of the HIC inventory of shelter beds.
“Emergency shelter” beds include beds in emergency shelters funded by federal, state, or local public or
private sources, as well as beds provided through hotel/motel voucher projects, Veterans Affairs (VA)-
funded Contract Residential Services, VA-funded Supportive Services for Veteran Families Emergency
Housing Assistance projects, and U.S. Department of Health and Human Services—funded Runaway and
Homeless Youth Basic Center programs. “Transifional shelter beds” include all those in transitional housing
projects for homeless persons funded by federal, state, orlocal public or private sources, including U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Continuum of Care—funded rapid re-housing
projects with joint transitional housing/rapid re-housing funding. “Safe Haven beds” include all those in HUD-
funded Safe Haven programs and VA-funded Health Care forHomeless Veterans and Grant and Per Diem
programs.

The HIC data also show anincrease in permanent housing options. In 2021, permanent
housing options in the HIC made up 63.6 percent of the inventory, asignificantincrease
since 2014, when they made up only 54.0 percent. Though all forms of permanent
housing have grown over time, the increase in permanent housing optionsis inlarge
part due to the rise of rapid re-housing strategies, which grew from about 3,600 beds in
2014 to more than 25,000 in 2021 (Figure 6.2). However, the data also show the state’s
growing emphasis on expanding the supply of permanent housing (not all of which'is
reportedin the HIC), including permanent supportive housing. The number of other
permanent housing options (which can still provide services, but are often less intensive
than permanent supportive housing) also has grown.

114 HUD/PIT Count Data CollectionNotice (Department of Housing and Urban Development, November
2021) https://www.hud.gov/sites/dfiles/ OCHCO/documents/2021-12cpdn.pdf
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Figure 6.2: Trends in Permanent Housing in the Housing Inventory Count, 2014-2021
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Note: Total unit count includes permanent supportive housing, rapid re-housing, and other permanent
housing. “"Permanent supportive housing” (PSH) beds include all those in PSH projects funded by federal,
state, or local public or private sources, including U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development-
funded projects using Veterans Affairs Supportive Housing vouchers. “Rapid re-housing” beds include all
those in projects funded by federal, state, orlocal public or private sources, including those with joint
fransitional housing/rapid re-housing funding. “Other permanent housing” beds include those in permanent
housing projects that provide housing and services or housing only and do not require disability for entry.

6.3 Emergency Shelter and Transitional Housing

Emergency shelter and transitional housing are the primary sources of nightly housing
for people experiencing homelessness. The provision of shelter beds can vary
significantly across communities. In some places, the majority of shelter beds are
provided by smaller service providers and charitable organizations, but particularly in
larger urban counties, sources can include city-administered systems of shelters, hotels,
and master-leased buildings with substantial public financing.!''s Emergency shelters
generally are intfended for stays of less than six months and transitional housing is
intended for stays of six months to two years.

Providing emergency shelter or transitional housing is expensive, and it requires
ongoing financial support to pay for operating the program. Projectlevel data from the
Homeless Data Integration System (HDIS) show that many sources of funding are used
to support emergency and transitional housing. Government grants, including funding
from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)'s Contfinuum of
Care (CoC) program, are the single most important source of funding for emergency

115 Dennis P. Culhane & Seongho An (2022) Estimated Revenue of the Nonprofit Homeless Shelter Industry in
the United States: Implications for a More Comprehensive Approachto Unmet Shelter Demand, Housing
Policy Debate, 32:6, 823-836,DOI: 10.1080/10511482.2021.1905024
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and fransitional housing. Federal grants contributed to 21 percent of shelter projects
reportedin HDIS. (This high percentage could be in part due to more established
practices about entering shelter stays and federal funding into local HMIS system:s.)

About half of shelter programs indicated that they used multiple sources of funding to
support their programs. Among state-funded or state-administered programs, the
Homeless Emergency Aid Program (HEAP), Homeless Housing, Assistance, and
Prevention Grant Program (HHAP), and Emergency Solutions Grants (ESG) were most
commonly recorded as core funding sources used for shelter projects, contributing to
funding for more than 40 percent of shelter projects across the state. Shelters also often
rely on private and local sources of funding, especially to pay for services provided to
people staying at the shelters.

The most substantial expansion of shelters during the reporting period was the result of
Project Roomkey. Project Roomkey was launched in March 2020 to save lives by getting
medically vulnerable people experiencing homelessness into safe, non-congregate
shelter during the COVID-19 pandemic and to minimize hospital surge. Project Roomkey
provided individuals with COVID-19 or have been exposed to COVID-19 a place to
recuperate and properly quarantine outside of a hospital. It also provided a safe place
forisolation for people who are experiencing homelessness and at high risk for medical
complications should they to become infected.

Administered by the California Department of Social Services (CDSS) in collaboration
with the California Department of General Services (DGS), Project Roomkey deployed
funding to localjurisdictions to lease underused hotel and motelrooms and to convert
them to temporary shelter and provide wraparound supports such as meals, security,
and custodial services. The state also provided trailers to some jurisdictions to use as
non-congregate shelter. Funds also could be used to provide financial assistance such
as rapid rehousing.''¢

CDSS provided $50 millionin Project Roomkey funds in Fiscal Year 2019-20 and $59
million in Fiscal Year 2020-21. Following the reporting period, CDSS provided $150 million
in Fiscal Year 2021-22.17 The Fiscal Year 2020-21 funding came from the state Disaster
Response Emergency Operations Account. As of January 2021, the federal government
(through the Federal Emergency Management Agency [FEMA]) indicated that it will

116 County Letter: Project Roomkey and Rehousing Strategy Funding Announcement and Guidance (Cal
DSS, November 18,2020) https://www.cdss.ca.gov/inforesources/cdss-programs/housing-
programs/project-roomkey

117 CDSS provided funding to communities based on their need as established by the 2019 PIT. It provided
competitive fundingif they demonstrated full use of other state and local funding streams for emergency
response efforts, the abilityto implement the program quickly and effectively, and an approach consistent
with state recommended practices and guidance. County Letter: Project Roomkey Initiative Guidance
(Cal DSS, June 1, 2020) https://www.cdss.ca.gov/Portals/?/Additional-Resources/Letters-and-
Notices/ACWDL/2020/ACWDL Project Roomkey Initiative.pdf
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reimburse costs incurred for eligible Project Roomkey programs. Granteesreported that
$30 million had beenreimbursed by March 2021, and $160 million had been reimbursed
by November 2022.1'8¢ The maijority of localities also braided other funding to support
Project Roomkeysites, including HUD CoC funding, as well as funds from ESG and ESG-
Coronavirus (ESG-CV) programs.'1?

Project Roomkey prioritized shelter options for people experiencing homelessness who
had contracted COVID-19, who had been exposed to someone who was sick, or who
were at high risk of complications or severe iliness from the virus.'20 Within the first month
of the program, Project Roomkeywas providingmore than 5,000 occupied rooms per
night for people experiencing homelessness, which rose to more than 12,000 occupied
rooms during much of the height of the pandemic (Figure 6.3). Project Roomkey
increased the number of shelter beds in California by almost 50 percent compared to
prior to March 2020 and exceeded the statewide goal of securing 15,000 rooms to
support eligible individuals.

118 Dating back to January 2020 and through at least September 2021. *Governor Newsom Statement on
Increased Federal Support from Biden-Harris Administrationfor COVID-19 Relief Programs in California”
(Office of Governor GavinNewsom, February 5, 2021)https://www.gov.ca.gov/2021/02/05/governor-
newsom-statement-on-increased-federal-support-from-biden-harris-administration-for-covid-19-relief-
programs-in-california/, “Agencies Participatingin Project Roomkey Can Seek FEMA Reimbursement” (Cal
OES News, March 30, 2021) https://news.caloes.ca.gov/project-roomkey-fema-reimbursement/

119 The official name is Emergency Solutions Grants-CARES Act.

120 County Letter: Project Roomkey Initiative Guidance (Cal DSS, June 1, 2020)
https://www.cdss.ca.gov/Portals/9/Additional-Resources/Letters-and-
Notices/ACWDL/2020/ACWDL Project Roomkey Initiative.pdf
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Figure 6.3: Number of Occupied Project Roomkey Rooms per Night
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Source: Cal DSS COVID-19 Homeless Impact (accessed through CA Open Data)

6.4 The Production of New Permanent Housing

In this section, we focus on efforts to increase the supply of housing. HDIS data do not
provide insights into the production of housing, since the programs that produce and
provide permanent housing, such as the LIHTC program, are not HMIS reporters. There is
also a lag between the time when housing production is funded and when buildings
open and clients are recorded as served in HDIS data. For instance, LIHTC projects that
were fundedin Fiscal Year 2020-21 won't be completed andready for occupancy for
at least two years after being funded.

That said, expanding the supply of affordable housing—including the number of units
directed at people at risk of or experiencing homelessness—is a state priority, one that is
reflectedin the focus of many of the Landscape Assessment programs. Over $5.5 billion
of the total $9.6 billion of funding for Landscape Assessment programs was directed at
eight programs specifically designed to facilitate the production or acquisition and
rehabilitation of affordable housing, including but not limited to housing set aside for
people experiencing homelessness (Figure 6.4). Other programs, such as HHAP, HEAP,
and Community Development Block Grants, also contribute to the production of new
housing, though to a lesser extent, and can be combined with the sources of capital
funding listed below to pay for the services provided to residents living in the units.

Animportant caveatis that not all of these programs focus specifically on building units
for people experiencing homelessness. The LIHTC program and Multifamily Housing
Program (MHP), for example, support investments in new construction and the
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acquisition and rehabilitation of affordable housing serving a wider range of low-
income households. Critically, programs such as NPLH and Homekey have expanded
the ability of affordable housing developers to add more units of permanent supportive
housing to the supply. Without these programs, the maijority of new affordable housing
units would be targeted to lower-income households, but not necessarily to those
directly atrisk of or experiencing homelessness or to those who need supportive services
alongside housing assistance.

Figure 6.4: Major State Programs Focused on Expanding the Production of Housing

State Agency Program Name

California Tax Credit
Allocation Committee
(TCAC)

Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC)

Total Funding ($)
FY 2018-19 through 2020-21

$2,026,040,165

No Place Like Home (NPLH) $1,345,074,418
Homekey $797,000,000
Multifamily Housing Program (MHP) $778,576,713
Department of Veterans Housing and Homelessness
Housing and . $285,002,114
Community Prevention Program (VHHP)
Development (HCD) Housing for a Healthy California (HHC) $126,173,838
(Article 1and 1) T
Supportive Housing Multifamily Housing
Program (SHMHP) $125,950.630
California Housing
Finance Agency (Cal | Special Needs Housing Program (SNHP) $53,327,365
HFA)
Total $5,537,145,243

Source: Cal ICH Survey of State Agencies

It is not possible to figure out precisely how many new units each of these programs will
produce. This difficulty stems from the complexity of how affordable housing is financed
and the ways in which different funding sources need to be braided over many years
before aprojectis “shovelready.” Those sources caninclude grants from public or
private sources, local or state government agency loans (which are often structured as
softloans that have lower interest rates and where payment is due only when there is
sufficient cash flow), project-based Housing Choice Vouchers, historic tax credits, and
inclusionary zoning fees. The number of additional sources of funding is influenced by
various factors, including total development costs, the price a developer can get forits
allocated tax credits, the targeted resident population, and the affordability levels for
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the project.’? These factors also can change over time, so funding applications do not
always represent the final costs or development outcomes.

Figure 6.5 shows the funding sources combined for a single housing project, illustrating
the difficulty of identifying precisely how many units have been supported by
Landscape Assessment programs over the reporting period. This particular project, a
permanent housing project with 53 units, was initially funded by three Landscape
Assessment programs: LIHTC, NPLH (which s providing both funding for development
and 20 years of capitalized operating reserves), and the Supportive Housing Multifamily
Housing Program (SHMHP). The project also received funding from the state’s
Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities program (not part of the Landscape
Assessment programs) as well as city and county funds. It also applied for and received
a Housing for a Healthy California award, which was notreflected in the original LIHTC
application sources or budget. To support long-term operations, the project also
layeredin federal project-based vouchers from the local housing authority.

Figure 6.5: Sources of Funds for One Permanent Housing Project, Northern California, 2018

Affordalle
_ Housing
Su ppc'_rhve Sustainable
Housing Communities
Multifamihy
LIHTC 4% Tax Credit Housing Program EEEE] HER =

Source: Analysis of Low-Income Housing Tax Credit Application data

Nofte: Landscape Assessment programsin blue.

“Unbraiding” these different funding sources for and identifying exactly how many units
will be built by the Landscape Assessment programs reviewed in this report was not
possible: Some projects awarded NPLH or Veterans Housing and Homelessness
Prevention (VHHP) program funds were still applying for other sources of funds outside

121 Elizabeth Kneebone and CarolinaReid (2021). The Complexity of Financing Low-Income Housing Tax
CreditHousing. Terner Center for Housing Innovation: UC Berkeley. Available online at:
https://ternercenter.berkeley.edu/blog/lihtc-complexity/.
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the fiscal year reporting period in this study, meaning that we were unable to calculate
the relative share of units that Landscape Assessment programs were funding inrelation
to overall costs. Othersreceived funds from state programs outside of the Landscape
Assessmentreporting period (e.g., receiving funds from earlierrounds of VHHP or later
funds from the Housing Accelerator program). Adding the units reported by different
Landscape Assessment programs leads to an over counting of total unit production:
Between Fiscal Year 2018-19 and Fiscal Year 2020-21, more than 75 percent of LIHTC
projects we reviewed used four or more different funding sources to finance the
development; nearly 20 percent of projectsused eight or more. At the same time,
without resources such as NPLH and the MHP, would not have included as many deeply
subsidized units or, alternatively, would not have been built at all.

In the sections below, we highlight some of the important findings for each of the
programs listed above. We begin with the LIHTC program because it is the biggestin
total awards and units and because it often serves as the foundation for other state
housing production programs.

6.4.1 Low-Income HousingTax Credit

Since it was established by the Tax Reform Act of 1986, LIHTC has become the most
important source of funding for affordable housing in the United States.'2 Though not
designed specifically to address homelessness, LIHTC provides critical funding to support
the construction and rehabilitation of affordable units. These units can help to prevent
homelessness among low-income households who might otherwise not be able to
afford marketrents, or they can be dedicated specifically for people who are atrisk of
or experiencing homelessness.

The program offerstwo types of federal tax credits—referred to as the “9 percent” and
the “4 percent” tax credits.'2 California also runs a state tax credit program alongside
the federal. Authorized by Chapter 1138, Statutes of 1987, the state creditis available
only to a project that has previously received, or is concurrently receiving, an allocation
of federal credits. State credits are instrumental in providing additional equity to
projects when federal tax credits fall short of a project’s needed financing.

122 | ow-Income Housing Tax Credits, U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. Retrieved from:
https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/lihtc.html.

123 The 9 percent credit providesroughly 70 percent of a project’s eligible cost basis over a 10-year period.
The 4 percent credit fraditionally has covered 30 percent of the present value of a project’s qualified basis
(and closer to 40 percent now, after Congress adopted a fixed floorrate for 4 percent deals in the second
federal COVID-19 relief package). Deals using 4 percent LIHTC pair credits with federally funded debt in the
form of tax-exempt private activity bonds.
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Figure 6.6 presents the federal ? percent, federal 4 percent, and state tax credits
allocated to projects for each fiscal year covered in the Legislative Report.'24 These
award allocations went to 683 projects, adding or preserving 58,714 units of affordable
housing to California’s diverse communities.25

Figure 6.6: Amount of LIHTC Awards Allocated to Housing Projects, California

| FY 2018-19 FY 2019-20 FY 2020-21
Federal 9 Percent Credits $120.6 million $108.5 million $208.8 million
Federal 4 Percent Credits $184 million $209.6 million $332.3 million
State Credits $72.5 million $328.1 million $461.5 million

Source: Cal ICH analysis of LIHTC awards. Note: LIHTC does not follow the state fiscal year. Cal ICH staff
allocated specific project awards to fiscalyears based on the award round. As a resultf, these numbers will
not line up with CaliforniaTax Credit Allocation Committee annual reports.

Tax credit projects generally are grouped by housing type. For 9 percent tax credit
projects, these include Large Family (three-bedroom or larger units accounting for at
least 25 percent of total project units), Senior (directed at people age 62 and older),
Special Needs (e.g., designed to serve people with developmental, physical, or mental
health disabilities; physical abuse survivors; people who are experiencing homelessness;
or people with chronic illness), and Af-Risk (affordable projects at risk of conversion to
market rate).

Figure 6.7 shows the distribution of LIHTC awards over fime, demonstrating a growing
share of Special Needs projects. Prior to 2009, less than 10 percent of awards went to
Special Needs projects; this share grew to nearly 28 percent in 2021. This shift is due to
numerous factors, including a definitional change in how the California Tax Credit
Allocation Committee designates the Special Needs category.'26 But it also reflects an
increased emphasis on building more permanent supportive housing, including funding
set aside specifically within the ? percent LIHTC program for projects that include units
for populations with special needs and those experiencing homelessness.'?” In addition,
the availability of other sources of funds, such as Proposition HHH in Los Angeles and the

124 As a tax credit program, LIHTC does not follow the state fiscal budget cycle, and allocations are made
on an annual basis. To align the annual CaliforniaTax Credit Allocation Committee (TCAC)TCAC
allocations of tax credits to the state fiscal years, Californialnteragency Council on Homelessness Cal ICH
staff worked with TCAC staff to place project approval dates within the fiscal year calendar. The complete
list of projects and their associated fiscal years are providedin Appendix A: Detailed Methodology.

125The total number of units in these projectsis 60,835, but this total includes manager units. In addition,
some projects include a percentage of market-rate units.

126 |n 2017, TCAC reduced the minimum percentage of Special Needs units in a Special Needs project from
50 percent to 25 percent. It alsoremoved Single Room Occupancy as one of the housing types, folding it
into the Special Needs housing type.

127 California Tax Credit Allocation Committee, Regulations Implementing The Federal And State Low-
Income Housing Tax Credit Laws, California Code Of Regulations, Title 4, Division 17, Chapter 1, December
12,2018, available online at https://www.treasurer.ca.gov/ctcac/programreg/2018/20181212/clean.pdf
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state’s NPLH program, further influences how many units in an affordable housing
project are set aside for people experiencing homelessness.

Figure 6.7: Distribution of LIHTC Awards Going Towards Special Needs Projects
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Source: Analysis of TCAC LIHTC ProjectDatabase. Note: Does not include data for 12 projects where data
on type was not available.

Among LIHTC projectsincluded in the Landscape Assessment reporting period, 142
were classified as Special Needs (20.7 percent).’28 These Special Needs properties will
produce or preserve atotal of 8,932 subsidized units, of which 6,270 were set aside for
people experiencing homelessness. However, even within non-Special Needs LIHTC
buildings, developers are infegrating more housing units dedicated to addressing
homelessness. An additional 4,181 units in non-Special Needs buildings were flagged as
being set aside for people experiencing homelessness. This franslates into 10,451 units,
the majority permanent supportive housing, that will be funded by LIHTC awards made
between Fiscal Year 2018-19 and Fiscal Year 2020-21.

6.42 No Place Like Home

On its own, the funding through the LIHTC program is rarely sufficient to provide the
deep subsidies needed to build permanent supportive housing. This is where other
Landscape Assessment programs play a critical role in expanding access to resources
that can make the production of new permanent supportive housing viable. Of the 683
LIHTC projects assessed for the Landscape Assessment, 91 projects (13.3 percent),
layeredin No Place Like Home (NPLH) funding. The NPLH program funds permanent

128 We were unable to classify 8 properties due to data errorsin the application form.
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supportive housing units for children and adults who are living with a serious mental
illness (as defined by Proposition 63's Mental Health Services Act) and who are
experiencing homelessness.'? The program provides funds for new construction or
acquisition/rehab as well as operating reserves (which provide funding to support
ongoing operations) for a minimum of 20 years. Counties also must commit to making
mental health services available to NPLH tenants over that time period. Because these
funds come from the Mental Health Services Act, NPLH has no ongoing costs to the
state’'s General Fund.

NPLH funds are distributed through three different allocation processes. Counties with
5 percent or more of the state’s homeless population can be approved by the
California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) to directly
administer their own allocations of NPLH funds, giving them a greater role in project
selection, underwriting, and long-term monitoring. These countiesinclude Los Angeles,
San Diego, San Francisco, and Santa Clara. Second, HCD administers a competitive
allocation process. Counties are grouped by size to ensure that all regions of the state
have the opportunity to successfully compete for funds. Third, NPLH includes a
noncompetitive process available to all 58 counties as well as to cities that are direct
recipients of Mental Health Services Act (MHSA) funds.

Between Fiscal Year 2018-19 and 2020-21, NPLH made $1.3 billionin awardsto 115
different projects.

6.4.3 Veterans Housing and Homelessness Prevention Program

A collaboration of California’s Department of Veteran Affairs and Department of
Housing and Community Development and the California Housing Finance Agency, the
Veterans Housing and Homelessness Prevention Program (VHHP) uses Proposition 41
general obligation bonds to fund affordable multifamily rental, supportive, and
transitional housing for veterans and their families.

Between Fiscal Year 2018-19 and Fiscal Year 2020-21, VHHP made awards to 29 housing
projects, totaling $285 million.'3° The majority of VHHP units are built as part of LIHTC
properties. They often include additional subsidies in the form of HUD-Veterans Affairs
Supportive Housing (HUD-V ASH) or project-based vouchers. Of the LIHTC projects
includedin the Landscape Assessment, 23 used VHHP funds to help fund more deeply
subsidized units for veterans. Although not all the VHHP projects funde d during that time
frame have been completed, these funds are projected to produce slightly more than
920 units of veteran housing.

129 Those leaving institutions with a history of homelessness prior to entry into the institution are also eligible.

130 The VHHP program does not alignwith state fiscal years. Cal ICH placed Round 4 awards, which were
announced in November 2018, in Fiscal Year 2018-19, and Round 5 awards, which were announced in
May/June 2019, in Fiscal Year 2019-20.Round 6 awards were announced in November 2021 and thus
outside of the purview of this assessment.
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6.44 Housingfor a Healthy California

Authorized by Assembly Bill 72, Housing for a Healthy California (HHC) directs federall
Housing Trust Fund dollars to local grantees to create supportive housing for people
who are recipients of or eligible for healthcare provided through the Medi-Cal program.
The goal of the HHC program is to reduce the costs incurred by the healthcare system
(including the overuse of emergency departments, inpatient care, and nursing home
stays) from people who are experiencing homelessness and high-cost healthcare users.
Over the reporting period for the Landscape Assessment, HHC made 15 awards, for a
total of $126 million, under both Article |and Il. The projects being developed under
Article | are projected to provide 236 units of HHC-assisted housing, the majority of
which will be part of LIHTC projects. Article Il awards largely went to paying for rental
assistance and operating reserves, rather than providing capital for the construction of
new units.

6.4.5 Supportive Housing Multifamily Housing Program

In Fiscal Year 2017-18, the California Department of Housing and Community
Development made approximately $77 millionin funds available for SHMHP. 13! This
funding, using recaptured Propositions 46 and 1C funding, provided loans for the
development of multifamily rental housing containing PSH units. Data on 13 of the 17
awards made show that on average, SHMHP conftributed approximately 15 percent of
total development costs; other key sources of funding applied to these projects
included LIHTC, NPLH, and local measures (specifically Proposition HHH in Los Angeles).
SHMHP was rolled into MHP, described below.

6.4.6 Multifamily Housing Program

In 2018, Senate Bill 3 (Chapter 365, Statues 2017) authorized the Veterans and
Affordable Housing Bond Act of 2018 (Proposition 1), which authorized the issuance of
bondsin the amount of $1.5 billion for MHP. Between Fiscal Year 2018-19 and Fiscall
Year 2019-20, HCD made 65 project awards under the MHP program. Thirty-two of
those projects also received LIHTC funding over the reporting period, though all of them
willrely on tax credit financing to begin construction. (Some projectsreceived LIHTC
awards outside the Landscape Assessment reporting period whereas others were still
pursuing additional funding.) The data show the importance of the MHP program in
expanding the supply of affordable housing: For the awards made in Fiscal Year 2019-
20, MHP funds accounted for an average of about 30 percent of total development
costs, allowing developers to build more units than would otherwise have been
possible. Approximately 15 percent of these projects included all or a portion of units set
aside for people experiencing homelessness.

131 Final funding allocations did not equal the NOFA amounts for this program, and some funds were rolled
overto MHP. Please see Data Notes Item 5B.

84
Legislative Report: Statewide Homelessness Landscape Assessment



SECTION é: EXPANDING THE SUPPLY OF HOUSING

6.4.7 Special Needs Housing Program

Run by the California Housing Finance Agency, the Special Needs Housing Program
was designed to provide local governments with funding to develop supportive housing
for MHSA—eligible people, replacing the expired Mental Health Services Act Housing
Program.’32In Fiscal Year 2018-19, the Agency financed seven projects, totaling 584
units. In Fiscal Year 2019-20, it financed 14 projects, for a planned total of 726 units. 133
However, these total unit countsinclude all the units in the proposed project, not just
the share supported by the Special Needs Housing Program. The majority of program-
funded projects also received LIHTC funding, as well as support from other Landscape
Assessment programs.

6.4.8 Homekey

Among the Landscape Assessment programs intended to increase the supply of
permanent housing for people experiencing homelessness, Homekey is unique. It stands
as a signature state effort during the pandemic to purchase underused and
undervalued buildings—especially hotels and motels—and convert them into interim
and permanent supportive housing.'34The state allocated $750 million in federal
Coronavirus Relief Funds and $50 million from the state’s General Fund to the program,
bringing the total state support for the first round of Homekey to $800 million. 35 Kaiser
Permanente, Blue Cross/Blue Shield of California, and the Chan Zuckerberg Initiative
confributed an additional $46 million in philanthropic support.

The firstround of Homekey allowed for three uses of the purchased properties:
permanent housing, interim housing with a plan to convert into permanent housingin
the future, or interim housing with a clear strategy for transitioning residents to
permanent housing over time. Homekey also allowedrecipientsto purchase other
types of properties that could be converted into housing, such as apartments, homes,
manufactured housing, or other commercial buildings. 36

132 The Special Needs Housing Program allows local governments to roll over their unused MHSA housing
funds.

133 On November 3, 2019, the California Department of Health Care Services notified California Housing
Finance Agency of the discontinuation of the Special Needs Housing Program as of January 3, 2020.The
Agency was instructed to confinue to process project loan applications under the program through
January 3, 2020, for projects with a construction financing close of no Iater than June 30, 2022.

134 California Department of Housing and Community Development (2021). Homekey: A Journey Home,
2021 Legislative Report, April 1,2021. Accessed online at_https://www.hcd.ca.gov/policy-research/plans-
reports/docs/hcd100 homekeyreport v18.pdf. MaryTingerthal (2021).

135 The $150 billion Coronavirus Relief Fundwas established by the Coronavirus Aid, Relief, and Economic
Security (CARES) Act, see https://home.treasury.gov/policy-issues/coronavirus/assistance-for-state-local-
and-tribal-governments/coronavirus-relief-fund.

136 Homekey also allowed for the masterleasing of properties and the purchase of affordability covenants
on existing residential units. Only about 2 percent of funds were expended in any of the other eligible
categoriesincluding masterleasing, conversion from nonresidential to residential purposes, purchase of
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The firstround of Homekey added 2,245 units of PSH, 2,894 units operating as interim
shelter and undergoing plans for conversion, and another 790 units that willremain
interim shelter, almost all in less than six months (Figure 6.8). Homekey also expanded
the capacity of jurisdictions in the state’s inland regions to add to their PSH stock.

Figure 6.8: Homekey Acquisitions, by Region and Housing Type
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Source: Homekey Round 1 applications and expenditure reports
Note: Regions are defined by the Department of Housing and Community Development.

6.5 Housing Choice Vouchers

Animportant resource for preventing and ending homelessnessis the Housing Choice
Voucher (HCV) program, often colloquially referred to as “Section 8.” Though this
program is funded by the federal government (through HUD) and operated by local
Public Housing Authorities (PHAS), vouchers are often usedin concert with state
administered programs to help individuals and families at risk of or experiencing
homelessness. Tenant-based vouchers—which are allocated to individuals and families
to allow them to rent a unit in the private market but paying only 30 percent of their
monthly family income—allow aservice provider or housing navigator program to
connect aclientto permanent housing. Project-based vouchers (PBVs)—which are

affordable covenants, and relocation costs. California Department of Housing and Community
Development (2021). Homekey: A Journey Home, 2021 Legislative Report, April 1, 2021. Accessed online at
https://www.hcd.ca.gov/policy-research/plans-reports/docs/hcd100 homekeyreport v18.pdf.
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linked to a unitin order to provide long-term operating funds—are a critical component
of efforts to expand the supply of permanent supportive housing.

Statewide, anincreasing number of vouchers are being used to support households at
risk of or experiencing homelessness (Figure 6.9). Between 2019 and 2021, the share of
new admissions into the HCV program that were among people experiencing
homelessness went up from 24.6 to 34.5 percent, even as the total number of new
admissions went down. 137

Figure 6.9: Percent of New Voucher Admissions Going to Households Experiencing Homelessness
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Source: HUD Housing Choice Voucher Dashboard

The extent to whichlocal PHASs are integrated within CoC strategies to address
homelessness varies. In accordance with HCV program regulations, PHAs may establish
a system of local preferences that reflect local housing needs and priorities, including
addressing homelessness. In 2017, approximately a third of California’s PHASs said that
they had a homeless preference.'3

PHAs only receiverenewal funding based on what they were able to spendin the prior
year plus an inflation factor. If a PHA is not using all their allocated vouchers or if their
actual per unit subsidy cost exceeds the inflation adjustment, their funding could go
down or be insufficient to support their full program. This funding system makes it difficult

137 There were 26,000 new admissions into the voucher programin 2019; 20,280in 2020; and 21,670in 2021.
138 HUD’s 2017 CoC Program application asked CoCs to indicate whether each of the five largest PHAs in
their geographic area had a homeless admission preference intheirits public housing and/or HCV
program:. 31.3% percent of the 83 PHAs were reported as having a “general or limitedhomeless
preference.” "California Public Housing Agencies and Homeless Admission Preference.” (Hub for Urban
Initiatives, February 21, 2018) https://homelessstrategy.com/califomia-public-housing-agencies-homeless-
admission-preference/.) https://homelessstrategy.com/california-public-housing-agencies-homeless-
admission-preference/
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for a PHA to grow their voucher programfor new initiatives without additional federal
funding.'??

Without a significant expansion of federal budget authority, the total number of
vouchers in California that can be used to move a household experiencing
homelessness into permanent housing is likely to decrease. One challenge s rising rents
in the private market. As market rentsrise, the amount of subsidy that is required per
householdincreases. Between 2015 and 2022, the average cost per voucherin
Cadliforniaincreased from $812 to $1,259. In countiesin the Bay Area, the average costs
per voucher have risen even faster (Figure 6.10).

Figure 6.10: Average Monthly Cost per Voucher, Selected Counties
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Source: HUD Housing Voucher Dashboard, January 2015 through June 2022

Another challenge is that many households with a voucher face challenges in finding a
unit torent. As market pressures in California have increased, there is a shortage of
rental units that fall within the Fair Market Rents established by HUD. 40

139 |n late August 2022, HUD announced $200 millionin new general purpose vouchers (approximately
19,700 vouchers nationwide), whichis the first allocation of regular vouchersin years. HUD also announced
in mid-August 2022, $43 million for approximately 4,000 "“Stability” Vouchers to be used to end homelessness
through a coordinated Housing First approach.

140 HUD’s methodology confributed to this situation because Fair Market Rents (FMRs) consistentlylagged
the rental market (both up and down). PHAs can establish their payment standards above the FMRs (up to
110 percent, or with HUD authorization up to 120 percent with HUD authorization) to attempt to make the
vouchers more competitive inthe rental markeft, but that increases per unit voucher cost. PHAs can also
appeal fo HUD forrevisions o the FMR levels through a costly and fime-consuming process that fewer than
20 PHAs do each year. The methodology for the Fiscal Year 2022-23 FMRs, which was published on October
1,2022, has been revised, utilizing different inflation factor data, including private rental market data. It is
too soon to assess whether these new FMRs have increased households’ ability to secure a unit with a
voucher.
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6.5.1 Project-BasedVouchers

In addition to tenant-based vouchers, which allow people to rent units on the private
market, the HCV program includes the option for PHAs to use some of their voucher
allocation to provide project based vouchers (PBVs). These vouchers are tied to a unit,
oftenin a LIHTC or other subsidized housing project. The use of PBVs is growing because
the long-term subsidy provided by the voucher canimprove operations and access to
supportive services by paying for costs that cannot be covered by tenantrent
confributions. PBVs also can help to expand the supply of affordable housingin
communities where the stock of available units renting under FMR limits is low.

The allocation of PBVsis particularly important for PSH projects, where the subsidy is
needed to cover the difference between the rents people formerly experiencing
homelessness can pay and long-term operating costs. However, under federal
regulations, a PHA may provide PBV rental assistance only for up to 20 percent of its
HCV program allocation, with an additional 10 percent of units that can be used to
house people experiencing homelessness.'# Many PHAs in California are close to their
cap, limiting their ability to apply PBVs to new projects.

6.6 Conclusion

Overall, the data show that the expansion of state support for housing production is
adding meaningfully to the supply of affordable housing, including units set aside for
people experiencing homelessness. However, the complexity of the financing structure
for affordable housing, coupled with the number of projects that are still waiting for tax
credit allocations, makes it difficult to provide a total estimate of the number of
affordable and permanent supportive units that are in the pipeline, or their overall
Cosfs.

141 PHAs participating in HUD’s Moving to Work Demonstration Program get flexibility to increase or waive
the 20 percent PBV regulatory cap.
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7. Outcomes for People Served by
Homelessness Systems Across California
Highlights

Of the total number of unique people (571,246) observedin HDIS data over the
three-year reporting period, 168,974 people (29.6 percent), were stillenrolledin a
service, shelter, or housing program as of June 30, 2021. The other 402,272 people
(70.4 percent) served over the reporting period exited programs that report data
to HDIS before June 30, 2021, and did not enrollin another program before the
end of the three-year reporting period.

Nearly 17 percent of people served (96,417 people) were placed in permanent
housing, with either a temporary or permanent subsidy. Of these, 55,263 people
were still enrolled in programs reporting data to HDIS, such as rapid re-housing
programs and permanent supportive housing projects, as of June 30, 2021. The
other 40,884 were no longer enrolled but were recorded as moving to some form
of subsidized housing at the end of their last enroliment.

o Of people with ongoing enrollments, a greater share of White non-
Hispanic/non-Latinx (39.9 percent) and Black people (37.8 percent) had
secured housing placements. The fraction with a permanent housing
placement was lowest for White Hispanic/Latinx people (24.7 percent).
Significant shares of multiracial (38.8 percent), White Hispanic/Latinx (37.3
percent), and Black people (31.6 percent) were enrolled but not yet
recorded as moved into permanent housing.

Almost one-quarter of people exited homelessness by moving into housing
without a form of public subsidy (132,874, or 23.3 percent), including movingin
with family or friends.

Many people remained homeless at the end of the three-year reporting period.
Nearly 17 percent of the total population served (96,432 people) were either
enrolled ininterim housing (38,816 people) as of June 30, 2021, or had exited the
system with a recorded destination of either sheltered or unsheltered
homelessness (57,616 people).

o Adultindividuals continued experiencing homelessness at the highest
rates (39.3 percent of adult individuals ages 25-49). Continued
experiences of homelessness were also common for people who last
exited emergency shelter or street outreach programs.

Returns to homelessness within sixmonths were most common for people in
housing with a tfemporary subsidy (22.6 percent) and those who had movedin
with family or friends (16.5 percent).
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7.1 Introduction

This section of the Legislative Report presents data on the outcomes for people
experiencing homelessness who enrolled in programs between the three-yearreporting
period between July 1, 2018, and June 30, 2021.42 The data for this analysis include one
record for each personin the population served throughout the reporting period,
571,246 people total. Outcomes are based on the last known destination or ongoing
program enrolliment on June 30, 2021. As shown in Figure 7.1, these outcomes are
measured differently for people who were still enrolled in a service, shelter, or housing
program at the end of the reporting period compared to those who had exited all
programs before the end of the reporting period.

For people stillenrolledin a program, we present data on the type of program in which
they were enrolled. For people who had exited all programs reporting in HDIS by June
30, 2021, we present data on their last known living situation, or “destination,” as
recorded by the service, shelter, or housing provider for the program they exited last.

Figure 7.1: Outcomes for the Population Served by Whether They Were S$till Enrolled in a Program
Recorded in HDIS on June 30, 2021

Total Population
Served

n=571,246 (100%)

Still enrolled on Exgefd ollJprogrgoms
June 30,2021 efore June 30,

2021
n=168,974(29.6%) n = 402,272 (70.4%)

Stillenrolledina

Movedinto a - Known destination Unknown
permanent housing ?oleéring;nr?or after last destination after
unit, and stillin HDIS raovgedin”ro a unit enrollment last enrollment

n=>55263 n=260,978 n=141,294

n=113,711

Source: Cal ICH Homeless Data Integration System
Nofte: Data include people with enrollments during July 1, 2018, through June 30, 2021. All percentages are
calculated among the total population served, 571,246 people.

142 Section 7 responds to Welfare and Institutions Code §§ 8257.1(a)(1)(D)(iii), (vi), (viii) as it relates to
services associated with exits from homelessness, the results of housing programs, and the number of
individuals whose homelessness was prevented.
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Of the total unique people served, 29.6 percent (168,974) were stillenrolled in a service,
shelter, or housing program at the end of the three-year reporting period. The analysis
separates these enrollments by whether they record that a person movedinto a
permanent housing unit—thus ending their experience of homelessness—or that they
were stillenrolled in a program without moving into permanent housing, continuing to
experience homelessness.'43

The remaining 70.4 percent of people observedin HDIS (402,272) over the three-year
reporting period had exited all enroliments by June 30, 2021. The analysis measures their
outcomes with the reported destination from their final enroliments, which are their
enrollments with the latest exit date.’#4 The destinations correspond to people’s living
situations at the time that their last enrollment ended. Animportant caveatis that often
program staff do not know a client’s destination—for example, a person staying in an
emergency shelter might simply not show up the next night, a caseworkerin an
oufreach program might not find the personin their usual unsheltered location, or a
person could have movedto aservice that doesn’'treportinto HDIS. As aresult, the
outcome for 141,294 people (35.1 percent of the 402,272 people who had exited alll
enroliments) was an unknown destination.

Key Terms for Outcomes

As in Section 5, an enrollment refers to the period in which a person isrecorded as receiving
services, staying in a shelter, orliving in a permanent housing project (or working with a housing
provider fto move into a permanent housing project). The data include enroliments in a
homeless service, shelter, or housing program in HDIS over the reporting period.

For permanent housing programs, a move-in date corresponds to the recorded date that a
person is successfully housed and the subsidy begins. As described in Section 5, enroliments for
permanent housing programs often precede move-in dates, reflecting the time that the
organization begins working with people to arrange their housing placement. Enrollments in

143 Of those 55,263 people enrolled and movedinto permanent housing programs at the end of the
reporting period, 3,544 had multiple ongoing permanent housing enroliments withmove-indates. Many of
these overlapping enroliments reflect services or ahousing subsidy paired with a permanent housing
program.To identify the outcome for people with multiple permanent housing enrollments withmove ins,
the analysis selected, in this order: the enrollmentwith the latest move-indate, the enrollment with the
latest entry date if move-indates matched, permanent supportive housing enroliments over other types.
For people with ongoing enroliments at the end of the reporting period other than being movedinto
permanent housing, the analysis selects the enroliments withthe latest entry date. Of the 113,711 people
with these ongoing enroliments, 3,202 were enrolledin multiple projects with the same latest entry date. Of
these 3,202 people, 1,701 people were enrolledin multiple projects of a single type. These people are
classified as being enrolledin that project type atf the end of the reporting period. Of the 3,202 people with
multiple ongoing enrollments at the end of the reporting period, 1,301 people were enrolledin projects of
multiple types. These people are classified witha new category for being “enrolledin multiple project
types” at the end of the reporting period.

144 Of the 402,272 people who had exited all enroliments by June 30, 2021, 8,658 people had multiple
enrollments withthe same last exit date. Of people with multiple ongoing enroliments, 6,825 people had
only one reportedtype of known destination and their outcome is that destinationtype. The remaining
people with multiple enroliments were assigned to an unknown destination because they either had no
known destination (1,234 people), or because they had conflicting known destinations (599).
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permanent housing programs may never have a move-in date if a placement does not
materialize.

Outcomes are measured as either: (a) an ongoing permanent housing placement or other
program enroliment recorded in HDIS af the end of the reporting period (June 30, 2021), or (b)
the recorded destfination for last program enrollment for people who had exited all e nrollments
in HDIS by the end of the reporting period. Destinations are the living situations for people exiting
programs recorded by the service, shelter, or housing providers.

All demographic and subpopulation data are defined as of the beginning of the given
enrollment. Definitions of age, household type, race/ethnicity, family, individual, young adult,
and child are all the same as in previous sections of the report. Chronic homelessness is defined
by whether the person was ever classified as experiencing chronic homelessness, as in Section 4.

7.2 Ongoing Enrollments

As of June 30, 2021, 168,974 people were still enrolled in a program reporting data to
HDIS. Figure 7.2 shows the distribution of the ongoing enroliments for these people. One-
third (32.7 percent) had been successfully placed into permanent housing, eitherwith a
temporary or permanent subsidy. Although they are still enrolled in a program reporting
data to HDIS and are receiving ongoing assistance (both in terms of the housing
subsidy, but also likely case management andresident services), these 55,263 people
have successfully exited homelessness. This number includes people who moved into
permanent housing before the reporting period and were stillrecorded as enrolled in
that placement at the end of the reporting period. Approximately 10.2 percent, or
17,312 people, were enrolled in homelessness prevention services.

The majority of people who were sfill enrolled in programs as of June 30, 2021, were still
experiencing homelessness. Just over 50,000 people were enrolled in permanent
housing programs, including 32,441 in rapid re-housing programs, but had not yet
recorded a move-in date, suggesting that they have not yet been successfully housed,
but were on the path to housing.’ Another 38,816 people were enrolled ininterim
housing, including emergency shelters, fransitional housing, or safe haven programs. In
total, approximately 96,000 people who were still enrolled in programs reporting to HDIS
were still experiencing homelessness.

145 As noted in Section 5, missing move-in dates may reflect data entry errorsif a service provider does not
realize they have to enter a move-indate when they secure a successful placement for a client.
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Figure 7.2: Number of People Still Enrolled in Services, Shelter, or Housing Recorded in HDIS on

June 30, 2021

Total Number

Percent of Total

Moved into a Permanent Housing Unit 55,263 32.7%
Permanent Supportive Housing 35,676 21.1%
Rapid Re-Housing 12,798 7.6%
Housing with Services 5,930 3.5%
Housing Only 859 0.5%
Enrolled in Permanent Housing Program, Not Yet Moved In 50,560 29.9%
Rapid Re-Housing 32,441 19.2%
Permanent Supportive Housing 13,791 8.2%
Housing with Services (no disability required for entry) 2,063 1.2%
Coordinated Entry 1,468 0.9%
Housing Only 797 0.5%
Enrolled in Interim Housing 38,816 23.0%
Emergency Shelter 30,136 17.8%
Transitional Housing 8,527 5.0%
Safe Haven 153 0.1%
Enrolled in Services 22,858 13.5%
Homelessness Prevention 17,312 10.2%
Street Outreach 5,119 3.0%
Services Only 404 0.2%
Day Shelter 23 0.0%
Enrolled in a Program of Unknown Type 176 0.1%
Enrolled in Multiple Programs 1,301 0.8%
Total 168,974 100.0%

Source: Cal ICH Homeless Data Integration System

Nofte: Includes data for people who receivedservices atany time during the study period (including those
that enrolled prior to July 2018 but who were still enrolled over the reporting period) through June 30, 2021.

7.2.1 Ongoing Enroliments by Demographic Characteristics

Figure 7.3 shows the distribution of people in ongoing program enrollments by
race/ethnicity. There are some notable differences across demographic groups. White
Non-Hispanic/Non-Latinx people and Black people were most likely to be enrolledin a
permanent housing program with a move-in date. Enrollment in a permanent housing
program without having secured a placement was most common for Black, White
Hispanic/Latinx, and multiracial people. This was particularly frue for rapid re-housing
enroliments, for which 25.1 percent of White Hispanic/Latinx people, 24.4 percent of
multiracial people, and 19.7 percent of Black people were enrolled but not yet
recorded as having been placedin housing. A higher share of Asian people (30.3
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percent) were enrolled in homelessness prevention programs than any of the other
racial or ethnic groups.

Figure 7.3: Number of People Still Enrolled in Services, Shelter, or Housing Recorded in HDIS on
June 30, 2021, by Race/Ethnicity

American

Native
White q Indian, Asian or -
Muliiple Alaska Asian Hawaiian

Hls.pamc/ Races . s or Pacific
Latinx Native, or American T

Indigenous

Black,

White Non- African

Hispanic/
Non-Latinx

American,
or African

Movedinto a

Permanent Housing Unif 39.9% 37.8% 24.7% 27.8% 33.1% 27.2% 30.0%
Permanent Supportive

Housing 28.3% 24.0% 14.8% 17.9% 20.7% 18.0% 17.3%
Rapid Re-Housing 6.4% 9.5% 7.5% 6.6% 6.8% 4.5% 7.0%
Housing with Services 4.6% 3.6% 2.0% 3.0% 51% 4.4% 5.3%
Housing Only 0.5% 0.7% 0.4% 0.3% 0.4% 0.3% 0.4%
Enrolled in Permanent

Housing Program, Not 21.7% 31.6% 37.3% 38.8% 30.4% 20.1% 36.2%
Yet MovedIn

Rapid Re-Housing 13.1% 19.7% 25.1% 24.4% 18.1% 10.8% 21.2%
Permanent Supportive 6.3% 9.6% 9.8% 11.3% 7.1% 6.3% 8.4%
Housing

Housing with Services

(no disabilityrequired 0.9% 1.0% 1.0% 1.7% 4.3% 21% 5.2%
for entry)

Coordinated Entry 1.2% 0.8% 0.7% 0.9% 0.6% 0.6% 0.9%
Housing Only 0.2% 0.6% 0.6% 0.5% 0.3% 0.2% 0.5%
Enrolled in Interim

Housing 25.6% 22.0% 21.5% 22.0% 261% 19.9% 22.1%
Emergency Shelter 20.2% 16.8% 16.6% 16.5% 21.5% 16.5% 16.6%
Transitional Housing 5.2% 51% 4.9% 5.5% 4.5% 3.4% 5.4%
Safe Haven 0.2% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1%
Enrolled in Services 11.9% 7.7% 15.7% 10.6% 9.9% 32.3% 10.8%
Homelessness 7.6% 51% 12.6% 8.3% 5.5% 30.3% 7.9%
Prevention

Street Outreach 4.0% 2.4% 2.8% 21% 4.1% 1.8% 2.5%
Services Only 0.3% 0.2% 0.3% 0.2% 0.3% 0.2% 0.3%
Day Shelter 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Enrolled in a Program of

Unknown Type 0.2% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1%
Enrolled in Multiple

Programs 0.7% 0.8% 0.8% 0.7% 0.5% 0.4% 0.8%

Source: Cal ICH Homeless Data Integration System
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Figure 7.4: Number of People Still Enrolled in Services, Shelter, or Housing Recorded in HDIS on
June 30, 2021, by Age and Household Type

Families

Adultsin
families (18
and older)

Childrenin
families
(under 18)

Individuals

Older adult

Unaccomp- Unaccomp- Adult
individuals

anied aniedyoung
children adults (25-49) (50 and

individuals

(under 18) (18-24) older)

Movedinto a

Permanent Housing 35.3% 3.4% 14.5% 32.7% 41.4% 47.9%
Unit

Permanent

supportive Housing 15.4% 0.9% 2.8% 14.9% 28.8% 35.3%
Rapid Re-Housing 16.6% 2.0% 5.0% 14.3% 7.1% 6.7%
Housing with

Services 2.4% 0.5% 6.1% 3.1% 4.9% 5.3%
Housing Only 1.0% 0.0% 0.7% 0.3% 0.6% 0.6%
Enrolled in

Permanent Housing

Program, Not Yet 32.7% 67.7% 34.9% 17.1% 14.0% 13.0%
MovedIn

Rapid Re-Housing 25.4% 43.1% 29.9% 9.6% 7.7% 7.3%
Permanent

supportive Housing 5.3% 19.8% 2.9% 51% 4.2% 4.1%
Housing with

services no 1.0% 3.0% 1.3% 0.5% 0.5% 0.6%
disability required for

entry)

Coordinated Entry 0.6% 0.3% 0.1% 1.5% 1.5% 0.9%
Housing Only 0.3% 1.5% 0.8% 0.3% 0.1% 0.1%
Enrolled in Interim

Housing 11.9% 12.0% 28.2% 35.8% 31.4% 28.9%
Emergency Shelter 8.4% 8.5% 21.4% 17.4% 25.1% 24.6%
Transitional Housing 3.5% 3.5% 6.8% 18.4% 6.2% 4.0%
Safe Haven 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.2%
Enrolled in Services 18.9% 15.8% 21.4% 13.2% 12.5% 9.5%
Homelessness 18.6% 15.6% 20.3% 9.8% 58% 50%
Prevention

Street Outreach 0.3% 0.2% 1.0% 2.6% 6.3% 4.2%
Services Only 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.7% 0.5% 0.3%
Day Shelter 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0%
Enrolled in a

Program of Unknown 0.1% 0.2% 0.5% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
Type

S CUEHIIL RN 10% 1.0% 0.5% 11% 0.6% 0.6%
Programs

Source: Cal ICH Homeless Data Infegration System
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There are many possible explanations for these differences. They may reflectregional
differencesin where people of different race/ethnicity backgrounds live and the
amount of housing available in those regions, or they may reflect differencesin
household composition or chronic homelessness that could influence the targeting of
different types of programs.

Asin Section 5: Service Utilization, data on ongoing enrollments by age and household
type show how programs are targeted differently depending on whether someone isin
a family with children or an individual. Figure 7.4 shows that people over the age of 50
were most likely to be enrolled and moved into a permanent supportive housing unit,
consistent with that intervention’s goal of housing people with the most intensive service
needs. In contrast, unaccompanied young adults (ages 18-24) were more likely to sfill
be enrolled ininterim housing programs than other groups. The data for families are
skewed by differences in family size (e.g., rapid re-housing assistance for a family of
three isrecorded as three enroliments), but they suggest that rapid re-housing
enrollments were more common for families with children, and that a significant share
of these families had yet to secure housing units. More research is needed to
understand the factors underlying the differencesin move-ins across groups,
accounting for household size and the type of housing program.

Figure 7.5 shows differences in ongoing enroliments by whether an individual or family
was experiencing chronic homelessness over the course of their program enrollments in
HDIS. The data clearly reflect how local Coordinated Entry Systems prioritized people
experiencing chronic homelessness for enrollments and move-ins to permanent
housing. For families not experiencing chronic homelessness, more than 50 percent
were enrolledin a permanent housing program that had yet to record amove-in date.
Approximately one-in-three individuals not experiencing chronic homelessness were still
enrolled in interim housing.
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Figure 7.5: Percent of People Still Enrolled in Services, Shelter, or Housing Recorded in HDIS on
June 30, 2021, by Patterns of Chronic Homelessness

100% . .
6.4
& 14.8% ﬁ 18.0% Enrolled in Services
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= 13.8%
g 50% 13.6%
Q 55.5% Enrolled in Permanent
2 58.7% vetMovedim
s % 47.3% 1.7%
% B Moved into a
o 13.4% Permanent Housing
0% , . Unit
Ever Chronic Never Ever Chronic Never
Chronic Chronic
Individuals People in Families

Source: Cal ICH Homeless Data Integration System

In summary, the data presented in this section show that at the end of the Landscape
Assessment three-year reporting period, there were significant numbers of people still
enrolled in programs reporting data to HDIS, and that many of these people required
ongoing assistance. While over 55,000 people across the state were movedinto
permanent housing placements by June 30, 2021, more than 50,000 additional people
were enrolled in permanent housing programs and waiting to secure a housing unit with
either atemporary or permanent subsidy. Another 39,000 were enrolled in interim
housing programs.

7.3 Ouvutcomes for People Exiting Programsin HDIS

The majority of people observed in HDIS during the reporting period exited the system
(70.4%), ending their program enrollment and not having another observed enrolment
before June 30, 2021. A total of 402,272 unique people served over the reporting period
exited all programs reporting data to HDIS by this date.

For 141,294 people (35.1 percent), the data do notidentify what happened to them
after they exited the program because the destination for their last enrollment was
recorded as “unknown,” shownin Figure 7.6. Though it isimpossible to know whether
these people resolved their homelessness on their own (e.g., by moving in with friends or
family), the likelihood is high that they are still experiencing homelessness or are atrisk of
returning to homelessness, because unknown destinations were most common for adult
individuals and people in street outreach programs—groups forwhom unsheltered
homelessness is most common.

98
Legislative Report: Statewide Homelessness Landscape Assessment



SECTION 7: OUTCOMES

Figure 7.6: Outcomes for People Exiting Programs Reporting Data to HDIS by June 30, 2021
Total Number Percent

Total with Known Destination (% among Known) 260,978 100.0%
Homelessness 57,616 22.1%
Unsheltered 43,147 16.5%
Sheltered 14,469 5.5%
Permanent Housing with Any Subsidy 40,884 15.7%
Permanent Housing with Subsidy 32,663 12.5%
Permanent Housing with Temporary Subsidy 4,246 1.6%
Permanent Supportive Housing 3,975 1.5%
Housing without a Subsidy 90,088 34.5%
Family/Friends 42,786 16.4%
Other Destinations 29,604 11.3%
Unknown Destinations (% among Total) 141,294 35.1%
Total 402,272

Source: Cal ICH Homeless Data Integration System.

Nofes: Data include people with enrollments during July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2021. "Other” includes the
following desfinations recordedin HDIS: other, medical, or correctionalfacilities, temporary - host home,
temporary - not homeless, and deceased.

Among those with a known destination, 57,616 people (22.1 percent) were recorded as
exiting the program into homelessness. Approximately one-third (34.5 percent) were
recorded as moving intfo housing without a subsidy, and 16.4 percent moved in with
family or friends. Permanent housing with a long-term subsidy, which includes both PSH
and other forms of subsidized housing (e.g., a voucher, public housing, or an affordable
housing unit that doesn’t require a disability), made up 15.7 percent of allknown
destinations. Other destinations (11.3 percent) included a mix of medical and
correctionalinstitfutions, temporary home stays, undefined "“other” destinations, or if the
personwas deceased.

One caveatis that there is a mismatch between “enrollments” in permanent housing
(with a move-in date) and “destinations” to permanent housing that are not
subsequently observedin HDIS. This difference may reflect that many programs that
provide permanent supportive housing (such as LIHTC) do not require HDIS reporting. It
may also reflect errors in data entry, with service providers over-representing exits to
permanent housing.

7.3.1 Outcomesby Demographic Characteristics

Despite the many people for whom the destination at program exit is unknown, HDIS
data are valuable for showing how destinations differ by the characteristics of program
partficipants. The analysis presented in this section shows how outcomes differby race
and ethnicity, as well as by age and household type.
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Figure 7.7 shows differences inrecorded destinations by race and ethnicity. All groups

SECTION 7: OUTCOMES

confinued experiencing homelessness or returned to homelessness after exiting
programs reporting to HDIS. Just under a third of White Non-Hispanic/Non-Latinx people
exited the system back into homelessness, the highest rate of any racial or ethnic
group. Black people had a slightly higher rate of exit to permanent housing with a
subsidy (20.8 percent) compared to other groups. In contrast, White Hispanic/Latinx
and Asian people were more likely to exit to housing without a subsidy, or to move in
with friends or family. As noted above, alarge share of these differences can be

explained by the subpopulation characteristics (e.g., individuals vs. families, chronic vs.

non-chronic homelessness) of different racial and ethnic groups and by the types of
housing and services they accessed. More research is needed to explain why these

differences exist.

Figure 7.7: Outcomes for People Exiting Programs Reporting Data to HDIS by June 30, 2021, by

Race/Ethnicity

White Non-

Hispanic/Non-
Latinx

Black,
African
American,
or African

White

Hispanic/Lafinx

Multiple
Races

American
Indian,
Alaska
Native, or
Indigenous

Asian or
Asian
American

Native
Hawaiian
or Pacific
Islander

Known Destinations

(% among Known) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Homelessness 29.5% 18.8% 19.3% 17.6% 25.9% 17.1% 18.1%
Unsheltered 23.4% 13.0% 14.4% 12.5% 19.2% 11.9% 12.0%
Sheltered 6.1% 5.8% 4.9% 5.1% 6.7% 5.2% 61%
Permanent Housing

with Any Subsidy 13.8% 20.8% 13.8% 17.7% 15.0% 11.5% 15.9%
Permanent Housing

with Subsidly 11.0% 16.4% 11.0% 14.8% 12.1% 9.8% 13.3%
Permanent Housing

with Temporary Subsidy 1.3% 2.3% 1.6% 1.6% 1.5% 0.7% 1.3%
Permanent Supportive

Housing 1.5% 2.1% 1.2% 1.4% 1.5% 1.0% 1.3%
Housing without a

Subsidy 26.9% 33.7% 40.6% 371% 30.6% 46.6% 37.0%
Family/Friends 15.8% 16.1% 17.7% 17.5% 18.9% 15.0% 19.6%
Other Destinations 14.1% 10.6% 8.5% 10.0% 9.6% 9.8% 9.4%
Unknown Destinations

(% among Total) 37.5% 36.2% 30.5% 28.5% 34.6% 29.6% 32.1%
Total 111,712 109177 112,947 16,048 10,389 7,807 4,741

Source: Cal ICH Homeless Data Integration System.
Notes: Data include people with enrolliments during July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2021. “Other” includes the
following destinations recordedin HDIS: other, medical, or correctionalfacilities, temporary - host home,

temporary - not homeless, and deceased.
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Destinations by Household Type and Age

Both the risk of becoming homeless and the nature of the homelessness experience
differ sharply by a person’s age. Most children younger than age 18 experiencing
homelessness do so as part of a family that includes at least one adult. Figure 7.8
presents the outcomes at program exit disaggregated by household type and age. The
share of unknown destinations was significantly higher for unaccompanied young
adults and individual adults than for people in families.

Figure 7.8: Outcomes for People Exiting Programs Reporting Data to HDIS by June 30, 2021, by
Household Type and Age

Individuals
Unaccomp-
Unaccomp- anied Adult
anied children young individuals
(Under 18) adults

Families

Older adult
individuals
(50 and
older)

Adultsin
families (18
and older)

Childrenin
families
(under 18)

(25-49)

Known Destinations

(% among Known) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Homelessness 8.1% 7.9% 6.6% 261% 39.3% 31.5%
Unsheltered 48% 42% 3.1% 17.9% 31.4% 24.4%
sheltered 3.2% 37% 3.4% 8.2% 7.9% 7.0%
Permanent Housing

with Any Subsidy 18.2% 19.6% 1.5% 9.3% 10.1% 18.3%
Permanent Housing

with Subsidy 14.9% 16.1% 1.1% 6.9% 7.6% 14.5%
Permanent Housing

with Temporary Subsidy 2.1% 2.3% 0.1% 1.1% 1.0% 1.4%
Permanent Supportive

Housing 1.2% 1.2% 0.3% 1.4% 1.5% 2.4%
Housing without a

Subsidy 52.5% 49.5% 5.3% 25.1% 21.8% 21.5%
Family/Friends 15.3% 16.9% 68.2% 28.2% 15.2% 11.2%
Other Destinations 5.9% 6.1% 18.5% 11.2% 13.7% 17.6%
Unknown Destinations

(% among Total) 16.1% 16.3% 11.4% 41.0% 49.0% 39.7%

Source: Cal ICH Homeless Data Integration System.

Noftes: Data include people with enrollments during July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2021. "Other” includes the
following destinations recordedin HDIS: other, medical, or correctionalfacilities, temporary - host home,
temporary - not homeless, and deceased.

HDIS data included almost 90,000 children (under the age of 18) in California between
July 1, 2018, and June 30, 2021. Ninety-three percent of those children were part of a
family household. The outcome for almost half of childrenin families with known
destinations was the family’s own, unsubsidized housing. Another 16.9 percent movedin
with family or friends. About 20 percent of children and adults in families exited to
permanent housing with a subsidy, significantly higher than the share of individual
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adults ages 25-49.74¢ This difference couldreflect arelatively greaterlikelihood of
families with children getting onto waiting lists for housing, or it may reflect preferences
established by public housing authorities for families experiencing homelessness.

Among people experiencing homelessness as individuals, people between ages 25 and
49 were most likely to continue experiencing homelessness, especially unsheltered, after
accessing homelessness services. More than two-thirds of unaccompanied children
moved in with family or friends, and very few exited enrollments to their own housing,
particularly housing with a subsidy. Unaccompanied young adults were also more likely
than other adults to move with families or friends. Adults ages 50 and older were more
likely than younger individuals to exit into permanent housing. Older adults could be
more likely to qualify for permanent housing than adults between ages 25 and 49
because of higher rates of disability and greater need for supportive services.

7.3.2 Ovutcomesfor People with Chronic Patterns of Homelessness

Understanding chronic patterns of homelessness is important for estimating the number
of people who need PSH. Greater understanding also helps define a group that should
be given high priority if one of the purposes of a community’s homelessness services
system s to reduce public costs overall. People with chronic patterns of homelessness
have been shown to be disproportionately involved with healthcare and criminal
justice systems.'#” (See Section 10.4: Links between the Criminal Justice System and
Homelessness).

Chronic patterns of homelessness are defined as an adult with a disability who has
experienced homelessness (sheltered or unsheltered) for a total of at least one year
over athree-year period.*® Asdiscussed in Section 4: Population Served, more than 20
percent of all people served by programs reporting to HDIS demonstrate chronic
patterns of homelessness. Chronic patterns of homelessness are much more common
for people experiencing homelessness as adult individuals than for people experiencing
homelessness as part of a family. The percentage of unknown destinationswas much
greater for chronically homeless individuals than for chronically homeless adults in
families (42.3 percent compared to 14.5 percent) (Figure 7.9).

146 The differences betweenthe percentages for childrenin families and adults in families reflect
differencesinhousehold size—that is, families with more children are more likely to go to theirown
unsubsidized housing than are families withfewer children. They also reflect differences inhousehold size by
race/ethnicity. Ultimately, a full understanding of these outcomes would have to account for how
household type, age, race/ethnicity, chronicity, and intervention type intersect.

147 Culhane, D. P., Gross, K. S., Parker, W. D., Poppe, B., & Sykes, E.” Accountability, Cost-Effectiveness, and
Program Performance: Progress Since 1998.” University of Pennsylvania, School of Social Policy and
Practice. (2008). https://repository.upenn.edu/spp papers/114

148 HDIS does not report unsheltered homelessness directly but includes enroliments in programs that
provide oufreach to unsheltered people. Recent developmentsin HMIS reporting that provide data over
several years now support using these data to identify chronicity.
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Figure 7.9: Outcomes for People Exiting Programs Reporting Data to HDIS by June 30, 2021,
Chronic Homelessness Status

Known Destinations (% among Known) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Homelessness 42.8% 31.3% 16.7% 7.8%
Unsheltered 34.1% 24.1% 11.7% 4.3%
Sheltered 8.6% 7.1% 4.9% 3.5%
Permanent Housing with Any Subsidy 15.4% 12.7% 27.6% 18.9%
Permanent Housing with Subsidy 11.4% 10.1% 23.5% 15.4%
Permanent Housing with Temporary

Subsidy 1.3% 1.1% 2.7% 2.2%
Permanent Supportive Housing 2.7% 1.5% 1.5% 1.2%
Housing without a Subsidy 9.9% 27.0% 30.2% 51.1%
Family/Friends 12.3% 15.9% 16.8% 16.3%
Other Destinations 19.6% 13.2% 8.6% 6.0%
Unknown Destinations (% among Total) 42.3% 45.5% 14.5% 16.3%
Total 66,222 170,857 3,736 139,546

Source: Cal ICH Homeless Data Integration System.

Noftes: Data include people with enrollments during July 1, 2018 through June 30, 202 1. "Other” includes the
following destinations recordedin HDIS: other, medical, or correctionalfacilities, temporary - host home,
temporary - not homeless, and deceased.

Not all people experiencing chronic homelessness are reflected in HDIS; people with
chronic patterns of homelessness are more likely to be unsheltered, meaning that they
would not be capturedin most programs that report data, except for street outreach.
But among individuals experiencing chronic homelessness recorded in an HDIS program
with a known destination at exit, 15.4 percent were successfully placed in permanent
housing, as were about 12.7 percent of individuals without chronic patterns. The low
share of permanent supportive housing destinations among people experiencing
chronic homelessness is likely due to many of these placements beingrecorded as
ongoing “enrollments” in the previoussection. It may also reflect the challenges service
providers face in knowingwhether a destination is officially designed as permanent
housing or permanent supportive housing.

Comparatively, a small percentage of individuals with chronic patterns of homelessness
resolve homelessness by moving in with family or friends or by moving into housing
without a subsidy. Nearly 43 percent of chronically homeless adults with known
destinations remained homeless at their last program exit. However, a third of individual
adults without chronic patterns of homelessness continued experiencing homelessness
at the end of the reporting period.
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Families were much more likely to exit program use into housing without a subsidy or by
moving in with friends or family. Families were also more likely to be placedin
permanent housing with a subsidy.

7.3.3 Ovutcomesfor People Who Were Newly Experiencing Homelessness

HDIS data support a definition of people who have newly become homeless based on
whether the person has been enrolled in a program reporting to HDIS at any time in the
past two years. If not, they are considered to be newly experiencing homelessness.

Approximately 130,000 adult individuals who were recorded as “newly homeless™ during
the three-year reporting period between July 1, 2018, and June 30, 2021, exited
programs reporting data to HDIS. Over forty percent of those individuals with known
destinations were recorded as remaining homeless (Figure 7.10). Less than ten percent
were recorded as exiting to housing with either a short- or long-term subsidy.

Figure 7.10: Outcomes for People Exiting Programs Reporting Data to HDIS by June 30, 2021,
Newly Homeless

AYe U @ @ U =

Known Destinations (% among Known) 100.0% 100.0%
Homelessness 41.1% 11.5%
Unsheltered 32.3% 6.4%
Sheltered 8.8% 5.2%
Permanent Housing with Any Subsidy 9.8% 18.7%
Permanent Housing with Subsidy 7.9% 14.7%
Permanent Housing with Temporary Subsidy 1.1% 2.7%
Permanent Supportive Housing 1.5% 1.4%
Housing without a Subsidy 16.5% 39.1%
Family /Friends 17.6% 22.6%
Other Destinations 15.0% 8.1%
Unknown Destinations (% among Total) 52.2% 19.7%
Total 128,545 65,728

Source: Cal ICH Homeless Data Integration System.

Notes: Data include people with enroliments during July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2021. “Other” includes the
following destinations recordedin HDIS: other, medical, or correctionalfacilities, temporary - host home,
temporary - not homeless, and deceased.

For “newly homeless” adults in families with children, only 11.5 percentremained
homeless at the end of their program use. However, amost two-thirds (61.7 percent)
resolved homelessness by moving in with family or friends or into private housing without
any rental assistance.

7.3.4 Ovutcomesby Enrollmentin a non-Housing Program

Many programs that serve people experiencing homelessness are not housing
programs. Instead, they provide shelter (emergency shelter, transitional housing, or Safe
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Havens) or servicessuch as case management and cash assistance for people atrisk of
homelessness. Even though a program might not provide housing directly, the program
might focus on housing navigation or provide otherservices that help people find or
retain housing.

HDIS data on emergency shelter programsreported a destination for 63.6 percent of
enrollments, shownin Figure 7.11. People who last enrolled in emergency shelters most
commonly remained homeless at exit. Among known destinations, the most common
were unsheltered homelessness (28.8 percent) or another shelter (10.5 percent). Just
over eight percent of people leavingshelter went to any type of subsidized housing;
only 1.6 percent of people who last enrolled in emergency shelter programs moved
directly into PSH. About 37 percentresolved homelessness by moving in with family or
friends or intfo housing without a subsidy.

Street outreach programs often do not know what happened to the people they are
no longer serving, with almost 80 percent of destinations recorded as unknown. Over
two-thirds of enrolimentsin street outreach programs (67.7 percent) resulted in ongoing
homelessness, mostly unsheltered.

By contrast, HDIS data from prevention programs usually recorded the destination (only
4.1 percentunknown). The goal of prevention programs oftenis to stabilize people in
their current housing, whichis reflected in the data. Among known destinations, by far
the most common destination was housing without a subsidy (77.2 percent).

However, itis hard to know exactly what types of prevention services lead to better
outcomes for people atrisk of homelessness, especially given the diversity of
interventions that are counted as “prevention.”

Research also has shownitis difficult to know who will become homeless versus who will
be able to resolve homelessness on their own, for example, with family support.14?

149 Shinn, Marybeth, and Jill Khadduri. In the Midst of Plenty: Homelessness and What to Do About It.
Hoboken, NJ: Wiley Blackwell, 2020.
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Figure 7.11: Outcomes for People Exiting Programs Reporting Data to HDIS by June 30, 2021, by

non-Housing Program Enroliment

Known Destinations (% among Known) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Homelessness 39.3% 67.7% 1.0%
Unsheltered 28.8% 56.2% 0.5%
Sheltered 10.5% 11.5% 0.5%
Permanent Housing with Any Subsidy 8.1% 3.8% 15.6%
Permanent Housing with Subsidy 5.3% 2.0% 14.6%
Permanent Housing with Temporary Subsidy 1.2% 0.5% 0.7%
Permanent Supportive Housing 1.6% 1.3% 0.4%
Housing without a Subsidy 12.1% 3.4% 77.2%
Family/Friends 25.0% 9.5% 4.8%
Other Destinations 15.5% 15.5% 1.3%
Unknown Destinations (% among Total) 36.4% 79.1% 4.1%
Total 136,897 88,695 50,275

Source: Cal ICH Homeless Data Integration System.

Notes: Data include people with enrollments during July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2021. "Other” includes the
following destinations recordedin HDIS: other, medical, or correctionalfacilities, temporary - host home,
temporary - not homeless, and deceased.

7.4 Returns to Homelessness

One of the lessons learned from this report is that many people cycle in and out of
homelessness overtime. Of key concernis the extent to which people return to
homelessness. Some studies have shown high rates of return to homelessness even after
being placedin PSH. In Los Angeles, for example, the California Policy Lab found that
between 2010 and 2019, one in four (25 percent) Black, single adult residents returned
to interim housing or street homelessness after being placed in PSH.150

The data suggest the importance of housing assistance in preventing returns to
homelessness. Among people who exited into housing with a temporary subsidy, 22.6
percent returned to homelessness within six months.!s' People who resolved
homelessness by moving in with friends or family also returned at high rates within six
months (16.5 percent). Rates of return were lower for those who received along-term

150 Milburn, Norweeta., Edwards, Earl., Obermark, Dean., Rountree, Janey. “Inequity in the Permanent
Supportive Housing System in Los Angeles:Scale, Scope and Reasons for Black Residents’ Refurns to
Homelessness.” California Policy Lab. (2021). https://www.capolicylab.org/wp-
content/uploads/2021/10/Inequity-in-the-PSH-System-in-Los-Angeles.pdf

151 Gubits, Daniel, Shinn, Marybeth, Wood, Michelle, Bell, Stephen, Dastrup, Samuel, Solari, Claudia, Brown,
Scoftt, Mclnnis, Debi, McCall, Tom, and Kattel, Utsav. “Family Options Study: 3-YearImpacts of Housing and
Services Interventions for Homeless Families.” US Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of
Policy Development and Research. (2016). https://www.huduser.gov/portal/sites/default/files/pdf/Family-
Options-Study-Full-Report.pdf.

106
Legislative Report: Statewide Homelessness Landscape Assessment


https://www.capolicylab.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/10/Inequity-in-the-PSH-System-in-Los-Angeles.pdf
https://www.capolicylab.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/10/Inequity-in-the-PSH-System-in-Los-Angeles.pdf
https://www.huduser.gov/portal/sites/default/files/pdf/Family-Options-Study-Full-Report.pdf
https://www.huduser.gov/portal/sites/default/files/pdf/Family-Options-Study-Full-Report.pdf

SECTION 7: OUTCOMES

subsidy (8.7 percent). Slightly more than eight percent of people who movedinto a
permanent supportive housing unit were observed in a new, non-PSH enrollment in HDIS
within six months, compared to 6.4 percent of those who moved into other forms of
private housing without a subsidy. The higher rate of return for PSH over private housing
without a subsidy is likely due to the higher acuity and needs of the PSH population. 152

Figure 7.12: Returns to Homelessness within Six Months, by Destination at Program Exit
25%

20% 22.6%
15% 16.5%
10%
8.7% 8.2%
5%
0%

Private Housing Family/Friends Private Housing Permanent  Private Housing
—Temporary —withSubsidy Supportive —No Subsidy
Subsidy Housing

Percent Return to Homelessness

Source: Cal ICH Homeless Data Integration System.

Noftes: Data include people with enrollments during July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2021. Returns to
homelessness analysis was based on spells (enfries fo and exits from enrollments in HDIS reporting programs)
and not individuals.

Just over six percent of those who moved into private housing (without a subsidy)
returned to homelessness within six months, less often than those who received a
temporary subsidy. This relatively low rate of returnsto homelessness is an area for future
research. Onthe one hand, it could mean that prevention efforts that keep people
housed, even without a subsidy, could have a meaningfulimpact onreducing
homelessness. On the other hand, as noted above, it could mean that prevention
programs remain poorly targeted, helping people who would have been able to avoid
homelessness on their own.

7.5 Conclusion

The factors that contribute to someone exiting homelessness are multifaceted. Race,
ethnicity, gender, age, health status, household type, and chronicity of homelessness all
intersect to shape the type of assistance that someone receives, as does the level of

152 petry, Laura, Chyna Hill, Phebe Vayanos, Eric Rice, Hsun-Ta Hsu, and Matthew Morton. “Associations
Between the Vulnerability Index-Service Prioritization Decision Assistance Tool and Returns to Homelessness
Among Single Adults in the United States.” Cityscape 23,no. 2 (2021): 293-324.
https://www.jstor.org/stable/27039944.
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resources and housing options within alocal community. The subsequent outcomes of
those interventions are also shaped not only by individual factors but by the duration,
cultural competency, and appropriateness of the intervention itself.

The rate of returns to homelessness varied between types of permanent housing and
housing subsidies, with returns being less common among people with long-term
housing subsidies compared with short-term subsides. However, returns to homelessness
were also less common for people without a subsidy. These differences inreturns to
homelessness might reflect differences in these housing situations and the subsides
people did or did not receive, as well as differences in the other circumstances for
people receiving different housing interventions. Not allhomelessness prevention, rapid
re-housing, or even PSH programs look alike or provide the same levels of assistance.
Receiving atenant-based voucher, especially in California’s tight rental market, might
be less stable of an outcome than moving into a new affordable housing property, or it
might be exactly what the household needs to stabilize their housing and have more
choice over where they live.

The data presented in this section should not be viewed as an evaluation of the success
of different approaches to providing homelessness assistance. Rather, this section simply
describes patterns in HDIS data, providing initial insights into how many individuals and
families have been able to move into subsidized housing, how many were able to
resolve homelessness by moving in with family or friends or into a housing unit of their
own, and how many contfinued experiencing homelessness.
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8. Conclusion to the Statutory Analysis

This reportresponds to AB 140’'s requests for information about state-administered
funding to address homelessness in the three-year study period comprising Fiscal Years
2018-19 through 2020-21 (July 1, 2018, through June 30, 2021).1% Over the three-year
study period, the state administered $9.6 billionthrough 35 programs selected for this
assessment, which supported a wide range of interventions for people experiencing or
at risk of homelessness: homelessness prevention, interim and permanent housing,
street outreach to people experiencing unsheltered homelessness, and health and
social services. The number of people served by homelessness interventionsreportedin
HDIS increased overtime, from 272,583 in Fiscal Year 2018-19 to 331,825 in Fiscal Year
2020-21. Interventions supported by the state-administered Landscape Assessment
programs served over 273,000 people recordedin HDIS, and more than 571,000
unduplicated people were served overall during the three-year study period. This
population served disproportionately included Black people, Indigenous people, and
Native Hawaiians and Pacific Islanders. By the end of the reporting period, about 45
percent of these 571,000 people were permanently housed, over 30 percent continued
experiencing homelessness, and there was no information on the outcome for almost
one-quarter of these people. Almost 114,000 people were stillenrolled in a service,
shelter, or housing program and had not yet been moved into permanent housing.

The report’s findings highlight the substantial efforts being made to address
homelessness in California. The time period for this assessment saw unprecedented
changes in efforts to address homelessness locally, statewide, and federally. The
COVID-19 pandemic in particular had a profound impact. It heightened the urgency to
respond to the crisis of homelessness, given that people experiencing homelessness
were more vulnerable to contracting COVID-19 and having severe consequences of
the disease. The pandemic created challenges delivering assistance to people
experiencing or at risk of homelessness, but the state also leveraged the large increase
in federalresourcesto rapidly stand up programs like Project Roomkey and Homekey.
As aresult, inferim and permanent housing capacity has expanded in recent years,
and a growing number of people were served over the course of the three-year
assessment period.

It is also important to note that it may be too early to fully realize the impact of the
investments made in Fiscal Years 2018-19 through 2020-21. There are oftenlags
between the time funds are appropriated and when those funds get spent locally.
Investmentsin Homekey, the Housing Accelerator Fund, and HHAP, as well as the roll-
out of CalAIM, will continue to build on and amplify the efforts described in this report.

153 Welfare and Institutions Code §§ 8257.1(a)(1).
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Local pilots—in service delivery, coordination, and in driving down the fime and cost to
build new housing—may also spur lessons that can be expanded at scale.
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9. State Program Descriptions

9.1 Overview

Section 9 provides a series of profiles for Landscape Assessment programs, focusing
primarily on those that have not already been analyzed in preceding sections. These
profiles further address AB 140’s requests forinformation on the numbers of people
served and interventions supported by the Landscape Assessment programs. As
describedin Section 1.4: Methodology, many programs do not require participationin
HDIS, and some programs, like those serving victims of domestic violence, do notreport
to HDIS to protect the participants. To supplement the information from HDIS presented
above, the program profiles below describe the purpose and uses for each program,
available data for the number of people served by the programs, and the services,
shelter, and housing provided through these programs.

The following programs are described in Section 4: Service Utilization, and therefore do
not have a program description included in this section:

e Cdlifornialnteragency Council on Homelessness (Cal ICH):
o COVID-19 Emergency Grant Fund
e Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD):
o Cadlifornia Emergency Solutions and Housing (CESH) program

The Whole Person Care (WPC) Pilot Program through the Department of Health Care
Services (DHCS) is describedin Section 10.2: Health System Investments in Solutions to
Homelessness, along with the fransition to CalAIM.
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9.2 Federal Programs: Emergency Solutions Grants (ESG) and
Community Development Block Grants (CDBG)

Some of the Landscape Assessment programs are federal funds administered by the
state, as described in Section 3: Fiscal Analysis. These federal funds include the
Emergency Solutions Grants (ESG) program from the U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD), as well as the supplementary Emergency Solutions Grants-
Coronavirus (ESG-CV) funds. HUD distributes most ESG funds directly to localities;
between 2018 and 2021, 29 cities and 16 counties in Californiareceived ESG awards
directly from HUD. The Landscape Assessmentincludes over $21 million of ESG funding
and $310 million of ESG-CV funding allocated to the state government, which
California’s Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) awarded to
localities.

HUD's Community Development Block Grants (CDBG) similarly flow to both the state
and localities. Between 2018 and 2021, 163 cities and 20 countiesin Californiareceived
CDBG funding directly from HUD. The Landscape Assessmentincludes the portion of
CDBG funds administered by HCD and awarded to localities: almost $98 million of
federal CDBG funding and $280,070 of additional state funding.

The populations served and services/shelter/housing provided with ESG, ESG-CV, and
CDBG are includedin the HDIS analysis in Sections 4, 5, and 7. However, the data are
not able to disentangle interventions supported by awards from the state’s allocation of
these federal programs versus localities’ own direct awards from HUD. Appendix E:
Detailed Program Summaries shows most ESG funds were allocated for emergency
shelter and permanent housing. Local stakeholders often described ESG being their
most reliable source of ongoing funding for emergency shelters, and many systems
used the influx of ESG-CV funding to expand rapid re-housing programs. Appendix E
also shows most CDBG funding was allocated for construction and interim housing.
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9.3 Interim and Permanent Housing Programs

The majority of funding for the Landscape Assessment programs was intfended for
housing construction, rehabilitation, and preservation—$5.9 billion. Section 6: Expanding
the Supply of Interim and Permanent Housing documents the supply associated with
funding from eight Landscape Assessment programs focused on housing production
(see Figure 6.4).

e CdliforniaTax Credit Allocation Committee (TCAC):

O

Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC)

e Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD):

o O O O

O

No Place Like Home (NPLH)

Homekey

Multifamily Housing Program (MPH)

Veterans Housing and Homelessness Prevention (VHHP) Program
Housing for a Healthy California (HHC) (Article | and Il)
Supportive Housing Mulfifamily Housing Program (SHMHP)

e CadliforniaHousing Finance Agency (Cal HFA):

O

Special Needs Housing Program (SNHP)

Section 6 also describes Project Roomkey's contributions to expanding local shelter
capacity during the COVID-19 pandemic.
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9.4 California Office of Emergency Services: Domestic Violence
Housing First (XD) Program

The Domestic Violence Housing First (XD) Program, administered by the California
Governor's Office of Emergency Services (Cal OES), helps for victims of domestic
violence achieve or maintain housing stability through direct housing assistance
followed by ongoing supportive services. Supportive services can include fransportation
subsidies, employment assistance, legal assistance, counseling, and childcare. Prior to
January 1, 2020, there were two separate but similar programs: the Domestic Violence
Housing First (XD) program and the Domestic Violence Housing First (KD) program. The
two programs merged in 2020.

Survivors of domestic violence often fall outside the traditional pathways by which the
localities provide services for people atrisk or experiencing homelessness. Between
Fiscal Year 2018-19 and Fiscal Year 2020-21, Cal OES provided over $20 million fo 65
organizations through its XD and KD programs. In Fiscal Year 2018-19 and Fiscal Year
2019-20, these programs were supported largely by federal funds.54155 In Fiscal Year
2020-21, the state confributed general funds through its Victims of Crime Act
Supplemental (SGF-VCGF) allocation.’s¢ These funds are often combined with other
sources to ensure that providers can provide a comprehensive suite of services.

Available data for the Domestic Violence Housing First Program show nearly 11,000
people received assistance in Fiscal Year 2020-21, ranging from shelter/housing to
personal advocacy and emotional support (Figure 9.1).157.158

154 These federal funds came from the Victims of Crime Act (VOCA) Victim Assistance Formula Grant
Program and the Family Violence Preventionand Services Act (FVPSA) AmericanRescue Plan
Supplemental Funding Program.

155 Joint Legislative Budget Committee. Joint Legislative Budget Committee Report 2020. California
Governor's Office of Emergency Services. https://www.caloes.ca.gov/wp-
content/uploads/Grants/Documents/2020-JLBC-Report.pdf; Joint Legislative Budget Committee. Joint
Legislative Budget Committee Report 2021 . California Governor's Office of Emergency Services.
https://www.caloes.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/Grants/Documents /2021 -JLBC-Report.pdf

156 CaliforniaInteragency Council on Homelessness. Department and Federal Partner Updates - January
27,2022. hitps://www.bcsh.ca.gov/calich/meetings/materials/20220127 dept updates.pdf

157 This program does not have sufficientrecords in HDIS to report other metrics of population served,
outputs, or outcomes.Because of a shift in programs and reporting structure, the data for Fiscal Year 2018-
19 and Fiscal Year2019-20 are overlapping, preventing us from providing numbers for previous years. More
data on these programs can be found in the Joint Legislative Budget Committee reports for Fiscal Year
2018-19 and Fiscal Year 2019-20.

158 Joint Legislative Budget Committee. Joint Legislative Budget Committee Report 2022. California
Governor's Office of Emergency Services. https://www.caloes.ca.gov/wp-
content/uploads/Grants/Documents/2022-JLBC-Report.pdf
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https://www.caloes.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/Grants/Documents/2022-JLBC-Report.pdf

SECTION 9: STATE PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS

Figure 9.1: Population Served by the Domestic Violence Housing First Program, Fiscal Year 2020~
21

Services Number of People

Emotional Support or Safety Services 6,149
Shelter/Housing Services 5,621
Personal Advocacy/Accompaniment 5,056
Criminal/Civil Justice System Assistance 1,278
Assisted with a Victim Compensation Application 727

Source: Cal OES Joint Legislative Budget Committee Report 2022.
Note: People can access multiple services.
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9.5 California Governor’s Office of Emergency Services: Youth
Homelessness Programs

The California Governor’s Office of Emergency Services (Cal OES) administers three
separate programs designed to support youth experiencing or at risk of homelessness.

The Homeless Youth Emergency Services & Housing (YE) Program helps youthin
emergency situations solve immediate crises by providing access to housing, crisis
intervention services, and stabilization services. The program focuses on youth ages 12—
24 years old experiencing or at risk of homelessness. Two hallmarks of YE projects are
that they should be low barrier-to-entry and use trauma-informed and culturally
competent strategies to facilitate healing. The program provided $6.3 million from the
state General Fund to four grantees: the Bill Wilson Center, the Larkin Street Youth
Center, San Diego Youth Services, and Volunteers of America Los Angeles.

Figure 9.2 shows the breadth and number of services provided through the program.
The COVID-19 pandemic prompted grantees to expand shelter options andincrease
their provision of meals and health services. COVID-19 related programming was
supported by both state and other sources of funding, including federal COVID-19
aid.'®

The Homeless Youth and Exploitation (HX) Program helps homeless youth “exit street
life” through access to food, shelter, counseling, basic health provisions, and other
services. Between Fiscal Year 2018-19 and Fiscal Year 2020-21, the program disbursed
$3.2 million to service providers in four counties: San Francisco, Los Angeles, Santa
Clara, and San Diego. These funds came from both the state and the federal
government’s Victims of Crimes Act (VOCA) Victim Assistance Formula Grant Program.
Available data show that the program assisted around 4,000 youth each year (4,012 in
Fiscal Year 2019-20 and 3,864 in Fiscal Year 2020-21) with a wide variety of supports,
including individual counseling sessions, support group sessions, and transitional
housing.'¢ Shelter and transitional housing were provided 3,856 times in Fiscal Year
2018-19 and 1,989 timesin Fiscal Year 2020-2. The Homeless Youth Innovative Services
(HI) Program provided one time-funding to organizations to develop innovative projects
designed to help homeless youth exit street life. The state awarded $1 millionin total
from the General Fund to three recipients: Huckleberry Youth Programs, Volunteers of
America of Los Angeles, and YMCA of San Diego County. The program served several
hundred youthin the 2019 and 2020 calendar years, fully covering Fiscal Year 2019-20
and parts of Fiscal Year 2018-19 and Fiscal Year 2020-21. In Fiscal Year 2019-20, 833
youthreceived outreach services, 727 received shelter, 778 received healthcare
services, 359 received counseling services, and 861 were assisted with along-term

159 Bjll Wilson Center, Consolidated Financial Statements and Supplementary Information. June 30, 2021.
160 Joint Legislative Budget Committee Reports for 2021 and 2022 (https://www.caloes.ca.gov/wp-
content/uploads/Grants/Documents/2021-JLBC-Report.pdf, https://www.caloes.ca.gov/wp-
content/uploads/Grants/Documents/2022-JLBC-Report.pdf)
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stabilization plan and follow-up services. The program also provided 3,525 meals in that
fiscalyear.1¢!

Figure 9.2: Services Provided by the Homeless Youth Emergency Services and Housing Program
| Services Provided FY 2018-19 \ FY 2019-20 FY 2020-21

Meals provided 38,470 25,189 49,903
Crisis intervention services provided to youth 1,215 1,304 5,987
Youth provided outfreach services 3,201 4,806 3,835
Youth assisted with along-term stabilization plan 1,807 2,770 2,236
Y;g\t?vzqc;:;lﬁed fraining on independent living and | 448 1573 1115
Yé);)rf(: gﬁgﬁd basic healthcare, medical, or dental 331 547 1.007
Youth provided counseling services 466 932 718
Youth provided shelter 353 677 567
Employment training services provided fo youth 373 594 446
Educational services provided fo youth 192 381 354

Sources: California Governor’s Office of Emergency Services, Joint Legislative Budget Committee Reports
for 2020 through 2022.

161 Joint Legislative Budget Committee Reports
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9.6 California Community Colleges Chancellor’s Office: College
Homeless and Housing Insecure Pilot (CCCHHIP)

The California Community Colleges Homeless and Housing Insecure Pilot (CCCHHIP)
program was established by Assembly Bill 74 in 2019 and is administered by the
California Community Colleges Chancellor's Office (CCCCQO) to address the high rates
of housing insecurity among students attending community colleges. A survey of
college studentsin 2016 and 2018 found that in the previous year, 19 percent of
respondents at California Community Colleges experienced homelessness and 60
percent experienced housing insecurity, which included strugglesto pay rent or ufilities
and living in overcrowded housing due to costs. 162

CCCHHIP program awarded $500,000 — $700,000 per year for three years to 14
community colleges across the state—$18 million total during the reporting period for
the Landscape Assessment, with another $9 millionin Fiscal Year 2021-22. CCCCO
distributed funding allocations to at least one campus from each of the sevenregions
for California Community Colleges based on the level of need, including the local
scarcity of low-income housing and the percentage of students who are Pell grant
recipients, current or former foster youth, or living with a disability.'¢3

Collegesreceiving funds were required to partner with community organizations that
have experience providing wraparound services and rental subsidies for homeless and
housing insecure students. Partner organizations include large community development
organizations, faith-based providers, domestic violence providers, general homelessness
providers, and providers who exclusively serve youth and young adults experiencing
homelessness. Colleges must also develop sustainability plans past the initial three-year
funding period.

162 Sara Goldrick-Rab et al., *California Community Colleges #RealCollege Survey” (Philadelphia, PA: The
Hope Center for College, Community, and Justice, 2019), https://www.evc.edu/sites/default/files/2022-
04/RealCollege-CCCCO-Report.pdf.

163 Christina Jimenez, “California Community Colleges Chancellor's Office Allocates $9 Millionto 14
Colleges Across the State to Help Homeless Students Find Shelter,” California Community Colleges, March 5,
2020, https://www.cccco.edu/About-Us/News-and-Media/Press-Releases/2020-HOUSING-GRANTS-3-5-20.
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9.7 California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation:
Long Term Offender Reentry Recovery (LTORR) Program

The Long-Term Offender Reentry Recovery (LTORR) Program, administered by the
California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation (CDCR), establishes contracts
with provider organizations for services including transitional housing and other support
for people classified as long-term offenders who are exiting prison on parole.
Contracted providers can use funds to provide a 6—12 month residential program that
includes housing, meals, support services, and supervision. LTORR contractswere
executedinFiscal Year (FY) 2020-21 using $5.2 million of existing General Fund. In FY
2021-22 and 2022-23, the contract amounts totaled $6 million and $10 million,
respectively. LTORR Is one of a suite of CDCR programs that provide housing for
individuals released from CDCR institutions, which includes the Specialized Treatment for
Optimized Programming geared towards individuals experiencing substance use
disorders and Returning Home Well, initiated in 2020 during the COVID-19 Pandemic,
which specifically provides transitional housing and linkages to reentry services. CDCR
also offers pre-release reentry programs, the Male Community Reentry Program and
Custody to Community Transitional Reentry Program, where individuals can serve the
end of their sentences in community reentry facilities to support their success in
reintegrating following their release.

People exiting criminal justice systems face significant barriers to accessing housing and
are at an increasedrisk of homelessness. These challenges may be greatest for people
classified as long-term offenders due to the length of time that they've spent
incarcerated. To support this population, LTORR funds residential transitional housing
programs focused on community reintegration. Available programming is geared
toward employment, stressmanagement, victim awareness and life skills. For
applicable parolees, substance use education and treatment and certified domestic
violence programs are also offered.
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9.8 California Department of Social Services: Housing and
Disability Advocacy Program (HDAP)

The Housing and Disability Advocacy Program (HDAP), administered by the California
Department of Social Services (CDSS), provides support to individuals with disabilities
who are experiencing homelessness. CDSS distributes the funding for these programs to
county welfare departments as well as tfribal agencies (grantees), which locally
administer the program. Grantees can use funds to provide oufreach, case
management, benefits advocacy, and housing-related support (including legal
services and funds for security deposits, utility payments, and moving costs). In addition
to direct funds, the CDSS Housing and Homelessness Division provides HDAP grantees
with technical assistance including statewide peer calls, webinars, learning forums, and
ongoing support to grantees in identifying and securing housing stability or other
housing opportunities for clients. HDAP wasinitially establishedin Fiscal Year 2017-18
with a $45 million appropriation available overthree years, then amendedin Fiscal Year
2019-20 intfo an ongoing program with an annual appropriation of $25 million from the
state's General Fund with a dollar-for-dollar local match requirement.

One of HDAP's primary goals is to connect eligible individuals and families experiencing
homelessness to disability benefits using a Housing First approach. Disabling conditions
are common among people experiencing homelessness—37 percent of people in HDIS
reported a disabling condition when they entered the system.

From program implementation through Fiscal Year 2020-21, CDSS reported serving 4,662
people through HDAP, 3,314 of whomreceived services in Fiscal Year 2020-21.1¢4 HDAP
enrollees submitted 5,110 applications for disability benefits.'¢5 Of the 1,852 applications
with an approval or denial by the end of Fiscal Year 2020-21, 78 percent were
approved.

164 Annual Report to the California Legislature onthe Housing and Disability Advocacy Program (HDAP).
February, 2022. https://mcusercontent.com/é4ab7b44bé5be424f9a3a41a3/files/b4f07alb-38c7-6748-9cc?-
e7a08babe4c0/2022 Annual HDAP Legislative Report.pdf

165 people can apply multiple times, including applications for different disability types and appeals after
initial denials.
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9.9 California Department of Social Services: CalWORKs
Homeless Assistance (HA) program and Housing Support
Program (HSP)

As part of the California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids (CalWORKSs)
program, the California Department of Social Services (CDSS) administers two
homelessness programs. CalWORKs is California’s implementation of the federall
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) program, which provides cash benefits
and supportive services to low-income families with children that meet the program’s
eligibility criteria. Both homelessness programs are intfended to address rising
homelessness among familiesin California. CDSS distributes the funding for these
programs to county welfare departments, which locally administer the CalWORKs
program. The CDSS Housing and Homelessness Division provides grantees with technical
assistance including statewide peer calls, webinars, learning forums, and ongoing
support to grantees inidentifying and securing housing stability or other housing
opportunities for clients through both CalWORKs homelessness programs.

The CalWORKs Homeless Assistance (HA) program is an entitlement benefit for families
receiving CalWORKs benefits or eligible applicants who are experiencing or at risk of
homelessness, including familieswho have received an eviction notice or mustleave
friends’ or other family members’ homes with no stable housing situation available. The
program provides two forms of assistance. Assistance with temporary shelter includes
financial assistance for up to 16 days of temporary shelter per year, including
hotel/motel costs. CalWORKs HA can also help families secure permanent housing by
providing security deposit costs, including the last month’s rent, or maintain housing by
providing up to two months of rent arrearages. Assistance for HA housing can be
provided once in a 12-month period, with some exceptions.

Figure 9.3: Population Served by CalWORKs HA, by Fiscal Year
| Services Provided FY 2018-19  FY 2019-20 FY 2020-21

Requests approved for Temporary Shelter 57,971 52,258 30,863
Requests approved for Permanent Housing 6,123 5,961 1,683
Total Requests Approved 64,094 58,219 32,546

Source: CDSS, CalWORKs Homeless Assistance Program Monthly StatisticalReport,
https://www.cdss.ca.gov/inforesources/research-and-data/calworks-data-tables/ca-237-ha

CDSS reported over $167 million of net expenditures for CalWORKs HA in Fiscal Year
2018-19 through Fiscal Year 2020-21. Program expenditures primarily went toward
assistance with temporary shelter—approximately 85 percent of program expenditures
in Fiscal Year 2018-19 and Fiscal Year 2019-20 and 93 percentin Fiscal Year 2020-21.
Figure 9.3 shows the number of requests for assistance approved through CalWORKs
HA, totaling 64,094 in Fiscal Year 2018-19, including 6,123 approved requests for
assistance securing permanent housing.
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The CalWORKs Housing Support Program (HSP), established in 2014, provides a wider
range of housing-related assistance with a Housing First approach and in coordination
with the local Continuum of Care. The program serves families enrolled in CalWORKs
who are experiencing or at risk of homelessness. CalWORKs HSP providesrapidre-
housing, such as assistance with paying rent, security deposits, utilities, and moving
costs. The program also provides interim housing assistance through hotel/motel
assistance, as well as wrap-around case management, legal services, credit repair, and
housing navigation services.¢¢

Annual funding for CalWORKSs HSP has grown since its inception, increasingto $95
million annually beginning in Fiscal Year 2018-19. Allocations to county welfare
departments can vary from year-to-year depending on counties’ requested amounts
and the availability of any unused funds from the previous year. The program had over
$259 million available in Fiscal Year 2018-19 through Fiscal Year 2020-21, with the total
amount allocated for the year ranging from $73 millionin Fiscal Year 2018-19 to $103
million in Fiscal Year 2019-20. Using information from Fiscal Year 2019-20, an estimated
53 percent of funds were intended for permanent housing, and 84 percent of funds
were intended for housing and services overall.

Available quantitative data from CDSS show 9,757 families approved for assistance and
4,843 families housed during Fiscal Year 2018-19.1¢7

166 |n Fiscal Year 2021-22, eligible uses for CalWORKs HSP expanded to include homelessness prevention
efforts, like covering unpaid rent to avoid eviction.

167 California Department of Social Services. CalWORKs Annual Summary, March 2020.
https://www.cdss.ca.gov/Portals/2/CalWORKs/202003-CalWORKs-Annual-Summary.pdf
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9.10 California Department of Social Services: Bringing Families
Home (BFH) Program

The Bringing Families Home (BFH) Program, administered by the California Department
of Social Services (CDSS), provides financial assistance and housing-related wrap-
around supportive services to families involved with the child welfare system who are
experiencing or at risk of experiencinghomelessness. The BFH Program was established
in 2016 to reduce homelessness among families in the child welfare system, increase
family reunification, and prevent foster care placement. Using a Housing First approach,
the program provides diverse housing supports, including rental assistance, housing
navigation, case management, security deposits, utility payments, moving costs, inferim
housing assistance, legal services, and credit repair. CDSS distributes the funding for
these programs to county welfare departments and tribal agencies, which locally
administer the program. The CDSS Housing and Homelessness Division provides grantees
with technical assistance including statewide peer calls, webinars, learning forums, and
ongoing support to grantees in identifying and securing housing stability or other
housing opportunities for clients.

The program awarded over $24 million in Fiscal Year 2019-20 in one-time funds to 22
counties and one tribe. County agencies and fribes who received BFH funding were
required to match the state funding allocations dollar-for-dollar, bringing the total
program budget to aimost $50 million over three years.

One local evaluation of BFH found participants’ housing stability, family functioning,
substance use challenges, and coping with fraumatic experiences all significantly
improved throughout their time in the program.¢8

168 Emily Rhodes and Amy Dworsky, “Interim Evaluation Findings of Bringing Families Home” (Chicago, IL:
Chapin Hall at the University of Chicago, 2021), https://www.chapinhall.org/wp-content/uploads/Bringing-
Families-Home_Interim-Report_2021.pdf
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9.11 California Department of Health Care Services: Projects for
Assistance in Transition from Homelessness (PATH) & the
Homeless Mentally Il Outreach and Treatment (HMIOT)
program

California’s Department of Health Care Services (DHCS) administers two programs
designed to serve people living with mentalillness and/or co-occurring substance use
issues, and experiencing or atrisk of homelessness. Serious mentalillness (SMI), whichis a
mentaliliness that interferes with a person’s life and ability to function,’¢?is common
among people experiencing homelessness: 25 percent of adult individuals in HDIS
reported living with an SMIwhen they first entered the system.

Projects for Assistance in Transition from Homelessness (PATH), funded by the Substance
Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration (SAMHSA) Center for Mental Health
Services (CMHS) as part of the federalresponse to homelessness, funds services for
people with serious mentalillness (SMI) experiencing homelessness. Grantees can use
funds to provide community-based outreach, mental health and substance abuse
referral/treatment, case management and other support services. DHCS distributed
$26.4 millionin PATH funding to approximately 40 counties between Fiscal Year 2018-19
and Fiscal Year 2020-21. AllPATH grantees are required to contribute one dollar for
every three dollars of federal money received.

SAMHSA annual reports provide the most comprehensive data available for PATH-
fundedservices, showing 10,592 people enrolledin PATH services in California during
federal Fiscal Year 2018-19, 8,997 in Fiscal Year 2019-20, and 7,655 during Fiscal Year
2020-21.170 Grantees described using PATH to support outreach efforts fo engage with
people who would otherwise notreceive services due to the combined conditions of
homelessness and serious mentalillness.

The Homeless Mentally lll Outreach and Treatment (HMIOT) program also serves people
with SMIs experiencing or at risk of homelessness. Established by Senate Bill 840 in 2018,
HMIOT provided $49.8 million of one-time flexible funding (to be spentin Fiscal Year
2018-19 and Fiscal Year 2019-20) to 58 cities and counties. HMIOT sought to fund
multidisciplinary teams to provide intensive outreach, treatment, andrelated services to
identify mental health needs earlier, prevent criminal justice involvement, and improve
coordination of care.'”!

169 Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration, “Living Well with Serious Mental lliness.”
June 28,2022. https://www.samhsa.gov/serious-mental-illness

170 The PATH annual reports correspond to federal fiscal years, which run between October 1 and
September 30, rather than California’s fiscal years, which run between July 1 and June 30.

171 California State Budget 2018-19, “Health and Human Services,” https://www.ebudget.ca.gov/2018-
19/pdf/Enacted/BudgetSummary/HealthandHumanServices.pdf
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Partial data from grantees’ expenditure reports show that over 26,000 people received
some form of service, shelter, or housing supported by HMIOT throughout the reporting
period.'”2These services varied widely in intensity andresourcesrequired. Grantees
used HMIOT funding for mobile outreach teams; drop-in centers serving meals and
providing service referrals; mental health and substance use counseling and treatment;
hiring social workers, hiring peer support specialists, and mental health clinicians;
implementation and expansion of the medicalrespite model; developing supportive
housing, sober living transitional housing, emergency crisis facilities, and transitional
housing for women; and providing short-term rental assistance. Several grantees used
HMIOT funding to support individuals involved in the criminal justice system. Some
counties combined HMIOT funding with PATH funding to support outreach to hard-to-
reach populations in rural communities and unincorporated areas. One local
evaluation of astreet outreach intervention funded by HMIOT found that it effectively
engaged several hundred clients with SMIs, supporting them through mental health and
substance use treatment, as well as their transitions into permanent housing.'73

172 Forty-five of 58 grantees included numbers of people servedin their HMIOT expenditure reports, with
variedlevels of detail.

173 Robin, Lily, Libby Doyle, Rudy Perez, and Bryce Peterson. “Assessment of the Orange County, Californiq,
Homeless Mentallylll Outreach and Treatment Services.” Washington, D.C.: Urban Institute, May 14, 2021.
https://www.urban.org/research/publication/assessment-orange-county-california-homeless-mentally-ill-
oufreach-and-tfreatment-services.
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9.12 California Department of Housing and Community
Development: Transitional Housing Program (THP) & Housing
Navigators Program (HNP)

HCD administers two programs that help county child welfare agencies assist young
adults in finding and maintaining housing: the Transitional Housing Program and the
Housing Navigators Program.

The Transitional Housing Program (THP) funds county child welfare agencies to secure
and maintain housing for young adults (ages 18-24), prioritizing young adults who were
formerly in the foster care or probation systems. Agencies can use funds to provide or
help clients find housing, improve service and community resource coordination, and
perform outreach. Throughout Fiscal Year 2019-20 and Fiscal Year 2020-21, HCD
provided $15.2 million of state funds to 47 counties. Several grantees’ expense reports
described plans to spend THP funds in Fiscal Year 2021-22, after expending their COVID-
19 related funding. Data on the number of people served by THP are not presently
available.

In addition to direct housing services, THP funds skills fraining, mental health services,
financial support, and advocacy geared towards helping young adults pursue
education and employment, and ultimately live independently. Agencies often work
with probation departments and family and children’s services agencies to identify
youth who need assistance, and contract local service providersto manage shelters
and other services.!74

Living arrangements vary between counties and between programs that serve different
subsets of young adults. In one county, youth who are experiencing homelessness or
who are exiting the foster care system enter a transitional living program staffed 24/7.
Youth with a “demonsfrated readiness to live independently” in that county live in
cenfralized housing for up to 24 months, where they live independently but can receive
supportive services during the day. In another county, participants canlive in an
apartmentin the community of their choice.7*

Some agencies use other state and federal resources to complement their THP funding.
One agency used funds from THP to increase its Family Unification Program (FUP) and
Foster Youth to Independence (FYI) vouchers, thereby "“favorably positioning the PHAs
[Public Housing Agencies] to be awarded significantincreases in these vouchers.” This
agency reported that the funds also strengthened partnerships between agencies and
service providers in ways that helped leverage HEAP and Homeless Youth Emergency

174 Transitional Housing Program (round 2) expense reports, Department of Housing and Community
Development

175 Alameda County Social Services: Housing Support. https://www.alamedacountysocialservices.org/our-
services/Youth/housing-support/index
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Service Pilot Project funds.'7¢ Another agency described coordinating THP with COVID-
specific programs, such as Project Roomkey.

Agencies fromadiverse set of counties described challenges find affordable housing
units for the young adults in their programs. One agency specifically citedincome
requirements from property managers as an ongoing barrier for program participants,
despite the financial support that participants receive from the agency.'””

The Housing Navigators Program funds county child welfare agencies to either provide
housing navigation services directly, or to hire housing navigators to help young adults
(ages 18-21) find housing. Like THP, HNP also prioritizes young adults who were formerly
in the state’s foster care system. In addition to helping young adults find housing, funds
also can be used for case management, deposit payments, homelessness prevention
services, stfreet outreach, and coordination efforts among community resource
providers. In Fiscal Year 2020-21, HCD provided $5 million of state funds to 46 agencies.

Many grantees had not yet spent this funding by the end of the assessment reporting
period, so comprehensive data on the number of people served were not available. In
expense reports, grantees described hiring specidalists to help young adults apply for
rental assistance and housing vouchers, search for jobs, enrollin school, set up bank
accounts, and access behavioral and mental health supports.'78

176 THP expense reports
177 THP expense reports
178 Housing Navigators Program expense reports, Department of Housing and Community Development
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9.13 California Governor’s Office of Emergency Services: Victims
of Crime Programs

The California Governor's Office of Emergency Services (Cal OES) administers two
separate programs designed to support victims of crime, one for emergency shelter
and one for transitional housing. Both programs are funded through the federal 1984
Victims of Crime Act (VOCA). Many people in poverty become victims of assault and
other crimes with significant physical, mental, and social consequences, and these
experiences can frigger housing instability and homelessness.!”? Moreover, traditional
shelter options may not provide the health and safety supports that people need
following these experiences. Specifically, victims of crime often require extra safety
measures to protect them from perpetrators, as well as trauma-informed advocacy,
healthcare, andlegal aid.

The Specialized Emergency Housing (KE) Program aims to expand emergency shelter,
emergency housing assistance, and supportive services for specific populationswho
are victims of crime. These populations include older adults, youth, men, people with
disabilities, LGBTQ+ people, non-English speakers, or those who are culturally or
religiously marginalized. Nonprofit service providers, cities, counties, and tribes can all
apply directly for funding through the KE program. Funds may be used for shelter
provision and other supportive services, including emergency food and clothing,
counseling, and transportation assistance. The program awarded $23.6 million dollars to
granteesin Fiscal Year 2018-19 through Fiscal Year 2020-21.

Services provided through this program are notrecorded in HDIS to protect victims’
identities, but grantees have used the funds in diverse ways to support their needs,
including partnerships with law enforcement. For example, the Bill Wilson Center, a
grantee based in Santa Clara County, provides alocation for law enforcement to drop
off youth victims of trafficking or sexually exploited minors.'8° Journey Out, a grantee
basedin Los Angeles County, partners with law enforcement to offer on-the-spot
services to victims of crime, including emergency housing, crisis counseling, and family
reunification.’®

The Transitional Housing (XH) Program places victims of crime in fransitional/short-term
housing with supportive services and help move them into permanent housing. Target
populations include victims of domestic violence, human trafficking, and elder abuse,
as well as youth victims of crime. Service providers, cities, counties, and tribes can all

179 Kushel, Margot B., Jennifer L. Evans, Sharon Perry, Marjorie J. Robertson, and Andrew R. Moss. “No Do or
to Lock: Victimization Among Homeless and Marginally Housed Persons.” Archives of Internal Medicine 163,
no. 20 (November 10, 2003): 2492-99. hitps://doi.org/10.1001/archinte.163.20.2492.

180 Bj|| Wilson Center. “All Services.” https://www billwilsoncenter.org/services/all/trafficking-minors--—-system-
of-care.html

181 Journey Out. “Programs.” https://journeyout.org/programs/
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apply directly for funding through the Transitional Housing program. The program
awarded approximately $43 million dollars during the reporting period.

Transitional Housing Program grantees provide housing assistance for 12-24 months
alongside voluntary services, which may include assistance securing permanent
housing, counseling, legal aid, and/or transportation. Again, services supported through
this program are notrecorded in HDIS to protect the victims. As one example of how
grantees use the program’s funding, The Community Against Sexual Harmin
Sacramento provides up to two years of housing support for women who have been
trafficked. In 2020, they assisted 62 women through two of their programs. 82

182 Community Against Sexual Harm. “2020 Accomplishments.”
https://cashsacramento.org/accomplishments/
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9.14 California Department of Social Services: Home Safe
Program

The Home Safe Program, administered by the Housing and Homelessness Division of the
California Department of Social Services (CDSS), is infended to “prevent homelessness
and support ongoing housing stability” for Adult Protective Services (APS) clients. Al
County Welfare Departments in Californiainclude an APS agency to support older (60
years and older) and dependent (18-59 and disabled) adults, specifically those who
are “unable to meet their own needs, or are victims of abuse, neglect, and
exploitation.”'83 Home Safe fundingis targeted toward APS clients “who are
experiencing homelessness or atimminent risk of homelessness as aresult of elder or
dependent abuse, neglect, self-neglect, or financial exploitation, as determined by the
adult protective services agency.”84In Fiscal Year 2021-22, eligibility for Home Safe
expanded to include people in the APS intake process, or who may be served by a
Tribal social services agency and appear to be eligible for APS.

Home Safe was established by Assembly Bill 1811in 2018, providing $14.5 million to 25
counties for Fiscal Year 2018-19 through Fiscal Year 2020-21, and grantees were
required to provide dollar-for-dollar matching funds. Home Safe can fund varied
services to support housing stability, including case management, housing-related
financial assistance, landlord mediation, and eviction prevention, using a Housing First
approach. CDSS distributed the funding for these programs to county welfare
departments, which locally administer the program. In addition to direct funds, the
CDSS Housing and Homelessness Division provides grantees with technical assistance
including statewide peer calls, webinars, learning forums, and ongoing support to
grantees in identifying and securing housing stability or other housing opportunities for
clients.

Aninterim assessmentin May 2021 found that Home Safe supported greater
collaboration between APS agencies, local homelessness systems, and mental health
providers. The program also allowed Continuums of Care (CoCs) to add emergency
housing options for APS clients. Like other homelessness interventions, fragmented
services and limited affordable housing posed challenges for program
implementation.'&

Home Safe’s flexible funding has supported a variety of services, such as family
reunification, mobility-related home modifications, and covering higher-than-expected
utility costs. The interim evaluation also found that Home Safe supported interventions

183 Adult Protective Services. Califoria Department of Social Services,
https://www.cdss.ca.gov/inforesources/adult-protective-services.

184 Home Safe Program Fact Sheet. California Department of Social Services, Nov. 2020,
https://www.cdss.ca.gov/Portals/9 /Housing/Home%20Safe %20Fact%20Sheet_November%202020.pdf.

185 “Home Safe Interim Evaluation: Key Findings.” Benioff Homelessness and Housing Initiative,
https://homelessness.ucsf.edu/resources/home-safe-interim-evaluation-key-findings.
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that prevented homelessness for many participants, and the program effectively served
people with high risks of homelessness.18

186 “Home Safe Interim Evaluation: Key Findings.” Benioff Homelessness and Housing Initiative,
https://homelessness.ucsf.edu/resources/home-safe-interim-evaluation-key-findings.
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9.15 California Department of Housing and Community
Development: Pet Assistance and Support (PAS) Program

The Pet Assistance and Support (PAS) Program, administered by the Department of
Housing and Community Development, helps accommodate petsin emergency
shelters for people experiencing homelessness. Grantees, which caninclude cities,
counties, and nonprofits, can use funds to provide food, shelter, and basic veterinary
services forpets, and to offset costs of liability insurance. In Fiscal Year 2019-20, HCD
provided $5,000,000 of state funds to 28 recipientsin 16 counties to support pet services
alongside 705 shelter beds.'8’Pets provide protection and companionship for individuals
experiencing homelessness, but many shelters do not allow pets.

187 Department of Housing and Community Development. Annual Report for the Fiscal Year 2019-20.
https://www.hcd.ca.gov/policy-research/plans-reports/docs/hcd_2019-20_annual-
report_web_ada_final_lower_res.pdf
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10. Special Focus Areas

10.1 Understanding Shelter and Housing Terminology

Many of the housing models for homelessness were created in the 1990s with funding
from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). Communities
have adapted those models to meetlocal needs—for example, the high numbers of
people experiencing unsheltered homelessness in Californio—and to take advantage
of other funding sources that have emerged over time. This adaptation has led to
varied approaches and terms for distinguishing different types of housing and shelter
provided for people atrisk of or experiencing homelessness.

HUD requires that Continuums of Care (CoCs) report the number of dedicated beds
and/or units for people who are homeless, known as the Housing Inventory Count (HIC),
at the same time that CoCs conduct the Point-in-Time (PIT) countin January.'88 HUD
groups housing counts into two categories:

e Temporary shelter: Includes emergency shelter, transitional housing, or other interim
housing; also includes Safe Haven shelter options.

e Permanent housing: Includes rapid re-housing (a femporary rent subsidy),
permanent supportive housing (a permanent rent subsidy or affordable rental
housing unit linked to supportive services), or other affordable housing with less
infensive or no services.®

In practice, program models are varied and huanced:

e Emergency shelter takes many forms: shared or congregate rooms without private
space, some private space/cubicles, separate apartments, and motelrooms.
Emergency shelter also varies by rules: barriers to entry such as sobriety, whether
people mustleave during the day, and whether stays are time limited (or require
payment after a certain period). Emergency shelter also varies by the intensity of
services and the extent of focus on placements into permanent housing. Temporary
shelter includes a small program model known as Safe Haven that is intended to
serve people with severe mentalillness, who might also have active substance use
disorders.

e Transitional housing typically has longer lengths of stay than emergency shelter does
and typically has barriers to entry and more intensive services. HUD leaves it to
communities to decide whether a programis called “emergency shelter” or
“transitional housing.” Transitional housing typically is project based; thatis, in a

188 CoCs rely on Homeless Management Information System data where possible, but they also are
requiredto supplement that data with project- and client-level surveys. Mast, Brent D. *Measuring
Homelessness and Resources to Combat Homelessness with PIT and HIC Data.” Cityscape,vol.22,no. 1,
2020, pp. 215-26.JSTOR, https://www jstor.org/stable/26915494. Accessed 16 Oct. 2022.

187 The official definition of permanent supportive housing in the HIC/HMIS is permanent housing with
supportive services that requires a disability for entry. (HMIS Data Standards Manual, p.41, available online
at hitps://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/HMIS-Data-Standards-Manual .pdf)
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building dedicated to that purpose, with services provided on-site. Sometimes
transitional housing is scattered-site, a service-rich program in which clients stay in
separate, privately owned apartments. If the client has access to a permanent rent
subsidy and can stay in the unit after the transitional housing program’s period of
intensive services ends, that is called fransition-in-place.

e Rapidre-housing generally refersto atemporary rent subsidy and services to assist
people to find and sustain housing. The depth of the subsidy and its duration vary
across programs. Participants can use the temporary rent subsidy to help pay rentin
housing where they can stay after the subsidy ends (if they can pay rent without
assistance at that time).

e Permanent supportive housing is designed to serve people with high needs, and
includes voluntary psycho-social services.'”° Permanent supportive housing can be
project based or can be scattered-site, private-market housing with arent subsidy.

e Other permanenthousing is targeted to people leaving homelessness, but not to
those with high needs; it lacks the direct link to supportive services.

Figure 10.1: Composition of California’s Homelessness Housing Inventory, 2021

Emergency Shelter
27.1%

Permanent
Supportive
Housing
41.9%

Transitional Housing
8.9%

SafeHaven

0.3%
Other Permanent Housing
Rapid Re-housing 6.6%

15.1%
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Housing Inventory Count, 2021
Note: Areas in blue shades (permanent supportive housing, rapid re-housing, other permanent housing) are
types that HUD considers “permanent housing”; those in red/orange shades (emergency shelter,
transitional housing, Safe Haven) are those HUD considers “temporary housing.”

However, there are alot of other terms that are used to describe different shelterand
housing options for people atrisk of or experiencing homelessness:

19010 2016, the California Legislature passed Senate Bill 1380. It required all housing programs to adopt the
Housing Firstmodel. Housing Firstis an approach to homeless assistance that aims to prioritize the provision
of permanent housing, allowing people experiencing homelessness to become housed before addressing
other issues such as obtaining employment, orrecovering from substance abuse. Participationin servicesis
not a condition of housing tenancy.

134
Legislative Report: Statewide Homelessness Landscape Assessment



SECTION 10: SPECIAL FOCUS AREAS

Emergency shelters might be called interim housing, either because that is the label
a community prefers or to distinguish shelters that focus on placementsin
permanent housing from shelters that do nof.

Emergency shelters that focus on placements into permanent housing are
sometimesrefered to as navigation centers.

Other less traditional forms of shelter and housing have also emerged:

Safe parking programs are places where people use their own vehicles as housing.
Because the locations where vehicles may park are sanctioned and might offer
services, a community might not consider people living in safe parking sites as
unsheltered. HUD reporting guidance does not yet categorize these sites as
emergency shelters or transitional housing.

Tiny homes could be considered temporary shelters or permanent housing
depending on rules and practice about lengths of stay.

Non-congregate shelters, such as Project Roomkey, expanded options for
individuals who were experiencinghomelessness and exposed to or medically
vulnerable to COVID 19 during the public health emergency caused by the COVID-
19 pandemic. Project Roomkey expanded the availability of non-congregate
shelter options for vulnerable individuals experiencing homelessness which includes
people who have tested positive for COVID 19, have been exposed to COVID 19, or
are “highrisk” of health complications. Non-congregate shelter also provides a safe
place forisolation for people with the added objectives of reducing health risks and
offering a space to quarantine while also serving as a pathway to permanent
housing.

Medical respite or recuperative care programs often combine medical, social, and
mental health services while providing temporaryroom and board after a personis
discharged from the hospital. Programs differ widely depending on the needs of the
local community and available resources. The objective is to coverthe gap
between hospital stays and the person’s next steps, oftentimes supporting the
search for transitional housing.

When people stay in encampments, they are considered to be experiencing
unsheltered homelessness. Encampments can take the form of tents or temporary
structures such as alean-to. Even when these encampments are managed by
organizations and/or include services, they are not classified by HUD as emergency
shelter, and are considered places not fit for human habitation.
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10.2 Health System Investments in Solutions to Homelessness

The health systemis an integral part of the homelessness response system. In this section,
we describe two initiatives—Whole Person Care and California Advancing and
Innovating Medi-Cal (CalAIM)—that use Medicaid authorities to provide services for
people with complex care needs experiencing, or atrisk of experiencing, homelessness.
The Whole Person Care Pilot Program is one of the Landscape Assessment programs,
representing over $1 billion of the $9.6 billion assessed in this report.’?! Of the $1 billion,
only a limited portion of this funding was used to provide services to people
experiencing, or atrisk of, homelessness and for housing-related services. We estimate
that approximately 60 percent of the total funding was focused on efforts for people
experiencing or atrisk of homelessness. The Whole Person Care pilots ended on
December 31, 2021, but the approach of using Medicaid authorities continues with
CalAIM. Many Medi-Cal managed care members who were enrolled in Whole Person
Care were successfully tfransitioned into CalAIM Enhanced Care Management and
Community Support services. CalAIM will play a critical role in the homelessnesssystem
going forward, soitis valuable to understand how it is similar to and different from
Whole Person Care.

Whole Person Care Pilot Program. In an effort that was launchedin 2016, with
implementation continuing through 2021, California supported 25 Whole Person Care
pilot programs that were supported by federal funding through a five-year Medicaid
waiver and an extended sixth year approved by CMS, proposed by the State of
California and approved by the federal Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services
(CMS).1?2 Implementation of most Whole Person Care pilots was led by counties, but
also included the City of Sacramento, and included strong cross-sector collaborations
with community partners. The primary goal of Whole Person Care was to strengthen the
coordination of health, behavioral health, and social services to improve outcomes for
Medi-Cal high-risk beneficiaries whose complex needs often resultin frequent or
avoidable use of crisis or inpatient services in hospitals or other settings. Most Whole
Person Care pilots included a focus onimplementing new or expanded services for
people experiencing homelessness, including people likely to experience homelessness

191 Whole Person Care Pilots were launched in 2016 and continued through 2021. They were supported by
federal funding through a 5-year Medicaid waiver proposed by the State of Californiaand approved by
the federal Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services (CMS).

192 More information about the Whole Person Care pilofts, including links to several evaluationreports, can
be found on the Department of Health Care Services website at
https://www.dhcs.ca.gov/services/Pages/WholePersonCarePilots.aspx . These pilots were authorized by
California’s 1115 Medicaid Waiver, entitled Medi-Cal 2020. Under federal law, Section 1115 waivers
authorize research and demonstration projects, which allow states to implementinnovative approaches to
serving Medicaid beneficiaries while waiving some federal requirements, including the requirement that
comparable services must be available statewide in a state's Medicaid program. This time-limited waiver
authority allowed Whole Person Care pilots to be designed and imple mented differently from one county
to another.
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upon release from institutional settings such as jails or nursing homes, as well as for
people with mental health or substance use disorders or other conditions.

Several Whole Person Care pilots established or expanded partnerships with community
organizations to deliver housing-related supportive services, including housing
navigation and tenancy sustaining services for people who are experiencingor at risk of
homelessness. These services were frequently aligned with housing assistance programs
(including tenant-based rental assistance or permanent supportive housing
developments) that were supported with other sources of funding, because federal
rules prohibit the use of Medicaid to pay for “room and board”. Some Whole Person
Care pilots helped to create or expand other programs to address homelessness,
including street outreach with multidisciplinary teams, medical respite / recuperative
care programs, and Coordinated Entry Systems to facilitate housing connections for the
most vulnerable people experiencing homelessness. Whole Person Care pilotsin some
counties also supported new data sharing agreements and infrastructure as well as
fraining and coaching to build the capacity of service providers to infegrate data for
shared clients and facilitate coordination across healthcare, behavioral health,
homeless assistance, and housing systems for people with complex needs.

California Advancing and Innovating Medi-Cal (CalAIM). As the Whole Person Care
pilots were coming to an end, two new Medicaid waivers approved by the federal
government at the end of 2021 allowed the implementation of CalAIM, a multi-year
initiative that aims to expand the coordination of services to improve the outcomes of
Medi-Cal high-risk beneficiaries. Building on the lessons learned through Whole Person
Care pilots, CalAIM leverages Medi-Cal as a tool to help address many of the complex
challenges facing California’s most vulnerable residents and takes a person-centered
approach that targets social drivers of health and reduces health disparities and
inequities.!?3

CalAIM provides new funding, responsibilities, incentives, and flexibility to Medi-Cal
managed care plansto sustain and expand services beyond basic healthcare for
people who experience homelessness, and to contract and share data with an
expanded network of community partners. Medi-Cal managed care plans have been
stfrongly encouraged to work with counties and their networks of service providers to
transition many of the activities and programs that had been supported through Whole
Person Care pilots to new funding arrangements authorized by CalAIM.

Some elements of CalAIM offer significant opportunities to address the needs of people
who experience or are atrisk of homelessness:

193 A reportreleased by the Department of Health Care Servicesin December 2020 describes promising
practices that were developed by Whole Person Care pilots that provide a roadmap for CalAIM, the
state’s next set of Medicaidwaiver applications that were submitted for federal approval in 2021.For more
informationsee: https://www.dhcs.ca.gov/services/Documents/ MCQMD/WPC Documents/Whole-Person-
Care-Promising-Practices-A-Roadmap-for-Enhanced-Care-Management-and-In-Lieu-of-Services.pdf
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e CalAIMrequires all Medi-Cal managed care plans to have Enhanced Care
Management (ECM) services, offered on a case-by-case basis to people with
complex needs who are members of “populations of focus,” including individuals
and families experiencing homelessness.'?4 The Medi-Cal managed care plans
are expected to contract with counties, community-based organizations and
other qualified organizations serving people experiencinghomelessness, to
deliver these ECM services. Other ECM populations of focus, include, but are not
limited to, adults with mental health and/or substance use disorders, and adults
and children/youth transitioning from incarceration.

e CalAIM dllows and strongly encourages all Medi-Cal managed care plans to
offer arobustrange of optional Community Support services. The Medi-Call
managed care plans need to establish or expand their provider networks to
deliver these services, that traditionally have not been provided through
managed care. They are expected to contract with counties, community-based
organizations and other qualified providers, that have demonstrated experience
with comparable services, including providers of services for people
experiencing homelessness.

e The state’s menu of pre-approved Community Support services includesseveral
services specifically intfended to address the needs of people experiencing and
at risk of homelessness, but plans are not required to implement all of these
services.

e Community Supports services offerings can vary by Medi-Cal managed care
plan and by county.

e Ofthe 14 pre-approved Community Supports, several are designed to provide
support for housing:

o Supportto Reach Long-Term Housing

» Housing Transition Navigation Services

*» Housing Deposits

» Housing Tenancy and Sustaining Services
o Recovery-Focused Housing

» Recuperative Care (Medical Respite)

»  Short-Term Post-Hospitalization Housing

o Individuals experiencing, or atrisk of, homelessness may also benefit from
other Community Supports if they meet the eligibility criteria for the

194 For more information see: https://www.dhcs.ca.gov/Documents/MCQMD/ECM-Policy-Guide-Updated-
May-2022-v2.podf
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specific service, including but not limited to, Day Habilitation Programs,
Medically-Tailored Meals/Medically Supportive Foods, Personal Care and
Homemaker Services, and Sobering Centers.

Nearly all of the state’s Medi-Cal managed care plans will offer Housing
Transition Navigation Services and Housing Tenancy and Sustaining Services to
their eligible members.

Other services that will be offered by many (but not all) plans include Housing
Deposits and Recuperative Care (Medical Respite).

Membersin ECM are referred to specific Community Supports based on their
needs, including housing supports.

Eligible members may be referred to Community Supports regardless of whether
they qualify for ECM.

In addition fo ECM and Community Supports services, DHCS also engaged Medi-Cal
managed care plans and local partners through support funding to develop capacity,
workforce, and infrastructure and incentive payments.

In 2022, DHCS launched the multi-initiative approach program, CalAIM Providing
Access and Transforming Health (CalAIM PATH) with the goal of scaling up Whole
Person Care approaches and increasing access to Medi-Cal services statewide. DHCS
received authorization for $1.85 billion total computable funding for PATH fo maintain,
build, and scale the infrastructure and capacity necessary to ensure successful
implementation of ECM and Community Supports. The five categories of PATH funding
include:

The Whole Person Care mitigationinitiative provides support to former pilot lead
entities to sustain ECM and Community Support services provided under Whole
Person Care until the services are offered by the Medi-Cal managed care plans.

The Collaborative Planning and Implementation initiative coordinates the
planning and implementation effor