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   • A description of the alleged discriminatory act(s) in sufficient detail to enable the Title VI Coordinator to understand what occurred, when it 
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Title VI Notice to the Public
Maricopa Association of Governments



Table of Contents
Introduction

Vision and Mission .........................................................................................................................................1
Five Categories and 14 Strategies .................................................................................................................2

Background
Process  .........................................................................................................................................................5

Process Timeline .....................................................................................................................................6
Guiding Principles for Prioritization ...............................................................................................................7

Five Regional Goals .................................................................................................................................8
Four Prioritization Factors ........................................................................................................................9

Data Review. ................................................................................................................................................10
Sources of Data Reviewed and Compiled ..............................................................................................10
Emerging Themes .................................................................................................................................12

Priority Strategies
Category One:  Homelessness Diversion and Prevention ..........................................................................21

Strategy 1: Coordinate and Expand Regional Homelessness Prevention Efforts ......................................21
Strategy 2: Coordinate and Expand Regional Homelessness Diversion Efforts .......................................26

Category Two:  Increase Housing Options  ................................................................................................30
Strategy 3: Increase Affordable Housing, Particularly for Extremely Low Income (ELI) Households.........30
Strategy 4: Coordinate COVID-19 Relief Funds to Support Implementation of the Regional 

Homelessness Strategies. ....................................................................................................34
Strategy 5:  Create a Regional System for Landlord Engagement. ...........................................................36
Strategy 6:  Expand and Coordinate Housing Flexible Funding Pool Initiatives to Support 

Providers in Meeting the Unique Needs of Their Clients. ....................................................40
Category Three: Coordination  ....................................................................................................................44

Strategy 7:  Include People with Lived Experience of Homelessness, Especially People of Color, 
in Decision-Making Roles Throughout the Homeless System of Care.  ................................44

Strategy 8:  Continue to Examine Data from Homelessness and Other Systems to 
Understand and Address Racial Disparities. .........................................................................47

Strategy 9:  Develop and Sustain a Diverse and Inclusive Workforce and Organizations 
That Are Committed to Antiracism. ....................................................................................50

Strategy 10: Build and Coordinate Cross-sector Relationships with Other Systems. ................................53
Category Four:  Services .............................................................................................................................59

Strategy 11:  Evaluate and Enhance the Coordinated Entry System. .........................................................59
Strategy 12:  Expand and Coordinate Employment Assistance and Services Available to People 

Experiencing Homelessness. ...............................................................................................62
Category Five:  Temporary Housing Solutions ...........................................................................................68

Strategy 13:  Strengthen the Regional Response to Unsheltered Homelessness and the Regional 
System of Local Shelters. ....................................................................................................68

Strategy 14:  Increase Bridge Housing. ....................................................................................................72

Conclusion ........................................................................................................................................................77





Regional Homelessness Strategies Portfolio 1

Introduction

In the fall of 2020, regional partners, including the Maricopa Association of 
Governments (MAG), the Maricopa Regional Continuum of Care (MRCoC), and 
the Regional Collaborative on Homelessness,1 initiated a comprehensive process 
of national research and local stakeholder engagement to identify a set of shared 
strategies that could meaningfully address the growing crisis of homelessness across 
Maricopa County and the portions of Pinal County within MAG’s service area. 
Through this process, the regional partners developed a portfolio of impactful 
immediate, medium- and long-term actions, tailored to local priorities and needs. 

Developing the Strategy Portfolio involved deep engagement and sustained partici-
pation by diverse stakeholders from across the community to identify the strategies 
that would be the most effective in achieving the portfolio’s mission and vision:

 
Vision: All communities in the region are strong, safe communities. 
 
Mission: Reduce and prevent unsheltered homelessness through 
collaboration across all sectors, making homelessness rare, brief, 
and one time. 

Through an extensive review of local and national research, data, and robust 
community feedback, stakeholders identified five areas of emphasis: Homelessness 
Diversion and Prevention, Housing Options, Coordination, Services, and Temporary 
Housing. 

1 Members of the Regional Collaborative include the Arizona Housing Coalition, Arizona State University’s Action 
Nexus on Homelessness, MAG, Maricopa County, Valley of the Sun United Way, and Vitalyst Health Foundation. 

Regional Collaborative on Homelessness

Regional Collaborative 
on Homelessness
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Across these five categories, 14 strategies have emerged as ripe for immediate 
action. By emphasizing strong partnerships and collective commitment, these 
strategies will support a coordinated, effective regional response to homelessness. 

Category One: Homelessness Diversion and Prevention

• Coordinate and expand regional homelessness prevention efforts.
• Coordinate and expand regional homelessness diversion efforts. 

Category Two: Housing Options 
• Increase affordable housing, particularly for extremely low income (ELI) 

households.
• Coordinate COVID-19 Relief Funds to support implementation of the 

Regional Homelessness Strategies.
• Create a regional system for landlord engagement.
• Expand and coordinate housing flexible funding pool initiatives to support 

providers in meeting the unique needs of their clients. 

Category Three: Coordination 
• Include people with lived experience of homelessness, especially people of 

color, in decision-making roles throughout the homeless system of care. 
• Continue to examine data from homelessness and other systems to 

understand and address racial disparities.
• Develop and sustain a diverse and inclusive workforce and organizations that 

are committed to antiracism.
• Build and coordinate cross-sector relationships with other systems. 

Category Four: Services
• Evaluate and enhance the coordinated entry system.
• Expand and coordinate employment assistance and services available to 

people experiencing homelessness. 

Category Five: Temporary Housing Solutions
• Strengthen the regional response to unsheltered homelessness and the 

regional system of local shelters.
• Increase bridge housing.

Five Categories and 14 Strategies
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Together, these strategies will meaningfully reduce the numbers of people experiencing 
homelessness. They also will strengthen the safety net that prevents people from 
becoming homeless in the first place. Finally, they will increase access to critical 
programs throughout the region that support people in exiting homelessness and 
attaining self-sufficiency.

Outreach worker 
Tara Devlin of 
Community 
Bridges, Inc., 
interviews Tony 
Cañes about his 
experience with 
homelessness as 
part of the Point 
in Time Homeless 
Count.
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Background 

Through a robust seven-month process of analysis and feedback, these regional 
efforts, with participation and engagement of hundreds of local stakeholders and 
partners, have identified 14 immediate strategies for action that reflect local vision 
and priorities. These strategies are founded on diverse perspectives, including 
people with lived experience, a racial equity lens, and high-quality data.

Process 

Since fall 2020, these regional efforts have engaged in comprehensive research, 
review, and analysis to develop a portfolio of potential regional strategies that could 
meaningfully drive local priorities to make homelessness rare, brief, and one-time. 

This process has included extensive national research on the most effective practices to 
address homelessness regionally, particularly among peer regions, and local evaluations 
and analyses. These include the development of a local inventory of the strategies, 
plans and priorities in jurisdictions across the region; a study on siting considerations 
for new homelessness shelter, housing, and services; analysis of municipal 
expenditures on homelessness; development of interactive tools and asset analyses; 
and multiple outreach forums, community surveys, and stakeholder discussions. 

Several virtual 
forums were held 
in the Spring of 
2021.
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Process Timeline

November - January 2021 – Conducted research on local strategies and national 
best practices.
 
January 2021 – Launched extensive, ongoing stakeholder feedback process, 
including one-on-one interviews, surveys, and committee meetings.

January 2021 – Received approval of Guiding Principles by MRCoC, MAG 
Management Committee, and MAG Regional Council.

February 2021 – Conducted review of Regional Strategy Goals by MRCoC Board 
and the Regional Collaborative on Homelessness to identify additional goals and 
confirm areas of focus for strategies.

March 1 – Homebase began compiling led stakeholder feedback, data, past analysis 
and reports to guide prioritization.

Early March – Regional Goals vetted by the MRCoC Board, MAG Management 
Committee, and MAG Regional Council in March 2021. 

March - April – Provided MRCoC Board and Committee updates and forums for 
elected officials and municipal staff.

May – Provided MAG Management Committee and Regional Council updates.

June – Developed the Regional Strategies Implementation Plan launch.

Fall 2021 – Began development MRCoC Board driven Regional Plan to End 
Homelessness, with a focus on subpopulations and more extensive analysis.
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Guiding Principles for Prioritization

The Regional Homelessness Strategies Portfolio has been developed in line with a 
set of Regional Strategy Goals and Guiding Principles vetted by the MRCoC, MAG 
Management Committee, MAG Regional Council, and other key stakeholders. Each 
strategy was developed and prioritized in line with the Guiding Principles to ensure 
the strategy is ripe for action, impactful in addressing homelessness, assures equity, 
and deepens efficient use of resources. 

Guiding Principles

The following Guiding Principles have been vetted by diverse regional stakeholders 
and provide a framework for prioritization of strategies and next steps.

• Regional: Homeless assistance programs will be dispersed in all communities 
throughout the entire region. 

• Housing focus: Strengthen and leverage the continuum of housing available 
throughout the region to achieve permanent outcomes. Examples include, 
but are not limited to, temporary housing solutions, rapid rehousing, 
affordable housing, and permanent supportive housing. 

• Data-driven: Use evidence-based strategies and timely high-quality data to 
make informed decisions. 

• Racial equity: Commit to antiracism in all structures, systems and policies. 
Advance equitable access and impact by fully and consistently incorporating 
the diversity of people being served, including, but not limited to, different 
races, ethnicities, and national origins.  

• Inclusivity: Include all people, particularly people with lived experience 
and people of color, in decision-making roles throughout the homeless 
system of care. Meaningfully and holistically integrate the voices and 
perspectives of people with all abilities, sexual orientations, gender identities, 
intersectionality, and religions through a commitment to anti-oppression.  

• Proactive: All efforts will be made to prevent homelessness and to divert 
people away from experiencing homelessness as the most cost effective and 
humane approach. 

• Holistic: The full range of needs of each person will be addressed by wrap-
around services with an emphasis on substance use and mental health 
treatment.  
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• Accountable: Progress will be measured and monitored with adjustments 
made to maximize a positive impact. Programs will be evaluated fairly and 
transparently.  

• Sustainable: These efforts must be financially viable for the long-term with 
support from leadership and the communities throughout the region.  

• Collaborative: Work closely with all stakeholders to create meaningful 
progress. Stakeholders include, but are not limited to, persons with lived 
experience, nonprofit providers, local and county governments, Native 
nations, faith community, business leaders, housing experts, education, 
healthcare, law enforcement, first responders, and philanthropy.  

• Systems level change: Coordinate across all sectors impacting homelessness 
to assess the flow of resources and assistance in order to reduce the 
numbers of people experiencing homelessness.  

Five Regional Goals

The community has identified the following five regional goals to address through 
the Strategy Portfolio process. The goals were founded on diverse perspectives, 
including people with lived experience, a racial equity lens, and high-quality data. 

1. Substantially increase funding for homeless assistance and diversion 
programs to support households in obtaining and maintaining housing. 

2. Geographically disperse homeless shelters. 

3. Expand the supply, variety, and location of permanent housing options that 
are affordable to people at or below 80% area median income. 

4. Strengthen multi-sector collaborations to close gaps in homeless service 
delivery. 

5. Increase prevention and diversion programs to prevent individuals and 
families from falling into homelessness. 
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Four Prioritization Factors:  
The prioritization process also analyzed each strategy’s alignment with four factors.

Factor 1: Is the strategy ripe for action? Does it:
• Demonstrate success in this region or other communities in the country?
• Have support of local stakeholders? 
• Can progress on the strategy be measured and support structures for accountability, 

including input and feedback of those with lived experience? 
• Demonstrate sustainability over time, building a system to end homelessness?
• Create opportunities for capacity building?
• Deepen buy-in of providers and other key partners?

Factor 2: Is the strategy impactful in making homelessness rare, brief, 
and one time? Does it:

• Significantly increase overall number of people exiting homelessness, e.g., by 
increasing supply, diversity, location, and quality of housing options?

• Significantly reduce the overall number of people becoming homeless and 
meaningfully support upstream solutions?

• Significantly increase the number of people exiting homelessness who remain 
housed?

• Emphasize solutions or processes to help the most vulnerable populations, including 
those experiencing exploitation? 

• Address the needs of people at risk of homelessness when COVID-19 eviction 
moratoriums are lifted?

• Integrate best practices such as trauma informed care and other harm reduction 
approaches?

• Support self-sufficiency and engage partners who can assist with workforce 
development efforts?

Factor 3: Does the strategy center and advance equity? Does it:
• Improve equitable access and outcomes for historically disadvantaged populations 

such as people of color, LGBTQ+ people, and individuals experiencing exploitation?
• Reflect the input and feedback of people with lived experience at all stages of the 

process?
• Protect from unintended harm/consequences or further inequities?

Factor 4: Does the strategy deepen efficient use of resources? Does it:
• Reflect a cost-effective model for achieving impact?
• Reduce redundancies and gaps in the system? 
• Streamline coordination, including with social services, health care, transit, 

employment, other partners and upstream solutions?
• Expand the resources/support needed to address homelessness regionally? 



Regional Homelessness Strategies Portfolio 10

Data Review

The development of this report involved extensive national and local data review 
and stakeholder feedback process, including the following data, reports, and 
analyses.  
 

Sources of Data Reviewed and Compiled

Feedback from local stakeholders was gathered from a variety of sources and 
processes, including:

• More than 700 survey responses from law enforcement, first responders, 
nonprofit staff, and people with lived experience of homelessness

• More than 10 key stakeholder interviews with cities, counties, and 
members of the Continuum of Care (CoC)

• Multiple stakeholder forums, including: 
 » Nonprofit housing and shelter provider CEOs
 » Nonprofit frontline staff 
 » Domestic violence shelter and service providers
 » Housing leaders 
 » Business community
 » Faith community
 » Philanthropy leaders
 » Elected officials

The data and information in this report are also based on review of numerous 
national and local analyses and reports, including: 

Homelessness, Supportive Housing, Crisis Shelter Trends
• MRCoC Point in Time and Housing Inventory Counts (2019, 2020)
• Homeless Management Information System (HMIS) (2020)
• System Performance Measures (SPMs) (2020)
• Maricopa Regional Homeless System Performance and SWOT Analysis 

Report (2018) 
• Maricopa 502-AZ Unsheltered Homelessness Map (2019)
• One Crisis Away: Rethinking Housing Stability for Arizonans on the Margin: 

ASU report (2018)
• Comprehensive Housing Market Analysis for Phoenix-Mesa-Chandler, 

Arizona: HUD Report (2020)
• The Gap: A Shortage of Affordable Homes, National Low Income Housing 

Coalition (2020)
• The State of the Nation’s Housing, 2020, Joint Center for Housing Studies of 

Harvard University (2020)
• Housing Needs by State: Arizona, National Low Income Housing Coalition.
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Racial Equity and Homelessness
• Race and Homelessness in Maricopa County: Presentation to the City of 

Tempe (2021)
• Maricopa Regional CoC Racial Equity Action Plan Summary: Identified goals/

strategies around racial equity. (2021)
• Race and Homelessness in Maricopa County, Arizona: Examining the 

Intersections: Report for Maricopa County from the Maricopa Regional CoC 
and Racial Equity Partners (2021)

Local Solutions
• Municipal Responses to Homelessness: Compilation of Municipalities’ 

Responses to Homeless (2020) 
• Advancing Health and Equity through Workforce Housing: Draft ULI Arizona 

Compilation of Strategies, Tools, and Examples (2021)
• Best Practice Toolkit for Municipalities for Increasing the Supply of 

Affordable Housing in Arizona: Report from the Arizona Housing Coalition 
(2021)

• MC 2026: A Plan for Mighty Change in Maricopa County, Valley of the Sun 
United Way (2021)

National Solutions
• A variety of national case studies, research, and national data on housing and 

homelessness (2020-21)

Some of the 
documents 

reviewed are 
shown above.
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Emerging Themes

Several themes emerged from the stakeholder feedback, data, and materials analysis: 
1. The community has a strong foundation of active partners, effective 

programs, and skilled service providers.
2. There is significant need to address inflows and use upstream strategies to 

reduce the number of people becoming homeless regionally.
3. It is vital that the region increase access to permanent housing resources 

with supportive services.
4. Data reflect significant opportunities to advance racial equity and inclusion 

across the region.
5. The region is facing growing rates of unsheltered homelessness that require 

housing-focused and geographically dispersed solutions.
6. It is necessary to deepen coordination and ensure regional access to 

services. 
7. Stakeholders hope to improve how data are used to develop, measure and 

track implementation of strategies, programs, and outcomes across the region.

All of the themes emphasize opportunities for regional stakeholders to work 
together to address homelessness systemically. Collectively, the community can 
build on what is already working on the local level to carry forward efficient and 
effective strategies that impact homelessness across the region.

Theme One: The community has a strong foundation of active partners, 
effective programs, and skilled service providers. 

The region’s programs and systems serving people experiencing homelessness 
have demonstrated meaningful success that will provide a crucial foundation for 
the prioritized strategies. Stakeholders reported a foundation of strong existing 
and emerging programs. These include landlord engagement and homelessness 
diversion, resource centers that provide co-located supportive services and 
employment assistance to people experiencing homelessness, system navigators, 
and a strong network of permanent housing programs with supportive services that 
end homelessness for families and individuals with complex needs. 

The impact of these existing programs and services is reflected in local data. A review 
of the 2020 System Performance Measures (SPMs) reflects reductions in both first-
time homelessness and returns to homelessness between 2019 and 2020. They also 
indicate an increase in housing exits from shelter between 2019 and 2020.2 

Additionally, the region has strong, cross-sector partnerships, including an engaged 
business and philanthropic community. Cross-sector partnerships continue to 
meaningfully deepen, including coordination with local school systems, correctional 
health services, and many other key partners. 

2 System Performance Measures, 2020.
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Theme Two: There is significant need to address inflows and use upstream 
strategies to reduce the number of people becoming homeless regionally.

Homelessness is increasing in the region covered by the 
Maricopa Regional Continuum of Care. More than 7,400 
individuals were identified as experiencing homeless on a 
single day in January 2020, an increase of 12% from 6,614 
in 2019.3 Homeless Management Information System 
(HMIS) data for 2020 indicate that the region served 20,529 
individuals, a 6% decrease from the 21,764 individuals 
served in 2019. In 2020, 4.2% of households entering 
shelters were from rental or owned homes and 9.4% from 
staying with friends or family.4 

Stakeholders have emphasized the need for more regional programs for 
homelessness prevention and diversion to prevent people from becoming homeless. 

Many respondents noted concern that the COVID-19 pandemic would significantly 
increase housing instability and the likelihood that residents would lose their housing 
after eviction moratoriums are lifted. 

Even before the pandemic, 35% of households reported housing insecurity, meaning 
that they missed rent or mortgage payment, or would not be able to pay their 
rent or mortgage in the current month.5 From 2014-18, there were over 317,000 
eviction filings, resulting in 218,000 evictions.6 In these proceedings, few tenants 
had legal representation, with a “disparate impact on people of color.”7 In terms of 
home ownership, stakeholders noted that people often need assistance with repairs 
or other support that they cannot afford. 

Stakeholders also emphasized the significant need to increase affordable housing 
for extremely low income (ELI) residents, with a household income at 30% or less 
of the area median income. They identified a need to expand available supportive 
housing solutions through landlord engagement and other strategies to develop 
and increase access to units. Respondents acknowledged that, while increasing 
affordable housing will take time, it is critical, and approaches are needed that will 
address this regionally and quickly.  
 
 
 

3 Maricopa County Point-in-Time Count, 2020
4 Homeless Management Information System, 2020.
5 Comprehensive Housing Market Analysis, Phoenix-Mesa-Chandler Arizona, HUD, 2020
6 Maricopa County Housing Leaders Roundtable, 2021.
7 Race and Homelessness in Maricopa County, Arizona, Examining the Intersections, February 2021.

2020 Point-in-Time (PIT) Count Report
Maricopa Regional Continuum of Care

7,419
people experiencing homelessness

in Maricopa County on the night of 
January 27, 2020

2020 PIT Count Total

49%
Sheltered

in Emergency Shelter, 
Transitional Housing, 

or Safe Haven Programs

51%
Unsheltered

on the streets or other 
place not meant for 
human habitation

What is the PIT Count? 
The Point-in-Time (PIT) Homeless Count is an annual street 
and shelter count that determines the number of people 
experiencing homelessness in Maricopa County during a 
given point in time. Conducted on a single day in January, this 
project includes a brief survey to identify the needs and 
characteristics of those experiencing homelessness. Every 
Continuum of Care is required to submit PIT Count results to 
the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD) as part of a national effort to identify the extent of 
homelessness across the country. 

Why is it important?
The PIT Count is an important source of data on homeless-
ness, and is reported to Congress as part of the Annual 
Homelessness Assessment Report (AHAR). The PIT Count is a 
primary source of unsheltered homeless numbers and helps 
to inform communities on the number of people who do not 
access services such as Emergency Shelters or Transitional 
Housing at any given point in time. As the unsheltered count 
in particular continues to rise across the region, increased 
regional efforts to address homelessness are necessary. 
Potential factors that may have contributed to the increase 
include: improvement in PIT Count volunteer training and 
recruitment, change in emergency shelter capacity, and 
rising housing costs in the region. 

The PIT Count is a one-night snapshot of homelessness that 
is limited by weather conditions, number and training of 
volunteers, self-reported survey responses, and other factors. 
There are more people who experience homelessness over 
the course of the year than on any given single night. Every 
year, the Continuum of Care works towards improving the 
count’s accuracy. The Maricopa Regional Continuum of Care 
is committed to using data from the PIT Count and the 
regional Homeless Management Information System (HMIS) 
to understand more about the population experiencing 
homelessness in the region and to provide solutions that will 
make homelessness rare, brief, and non-recurring.

Source: Maricopa Regional Continuum of Care 
PIT Count, 2015-2020

Total PIT Count, 2015-2020

Unsheltered Sheltered

Growth Rate from 2019-2020

+12% +18%
The unsheltered count increased at a higher rate 

than the sheltered and overall PIT Count.

Total PIT Count Unsheltered Count 

+7%
Sheltered Count 

5,631 5,702 5,605

6,298
6,614

7,419

1,289 1,646 2,059
2,618

3,188
3,767

4,342
4,056 3,546

3,426
3,680

3,652

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

Page 1         2020 PIT Count Report       

https://www.huduser.gov/portal/publications/pdf/PhoenixMesaChandlerAZ-CHMA-20.pdf
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Theme Three: It is vital that the region increase access to permanent housing 
resources with supportive services.

Stakeholders identified a significant gap between the need 
for permanent housing resources such as permanent 
supportive housing and rapid rehousing for people 
experiencing homelessness. These programs provide 
subsidized housing, accompanied with the wraparound 
supports needed to help the family or individual retain their 
housing and address underlying challenges. 

While the number of people experiencing chronic homelessness is increasing, from 
962 to 1,052 in 2019 to 2020, permanent supportive housing inventory decreased 
during that same period.8 A 2018 Gaps Analysis indicated that 64% of individuals 
exiting from emergency shelter, transitional housing, rapid rehousing, and other 
programs left to unknown destinations, suggesting that they were unable to obtain 
a unit or receive the services they needed,9 and stakeholders reported common 
challenges in how long it takes for people in rapid rehousing programs to obtain 
housing. In 2018, the vast majority of exits from shelter (75%) were to unknown 
destinations, also underscoring the need for more housing-focused solutions.10 

This challenge is exacerbated by a shortage of available units for subsidized support-
ive housing programs. Phoenix-Mesa-Scottsdale is in the top 5 national metropolitan 
areas for shortage of rentals for ELI residents. Overall, the rental vacancy rate is 
decreasing, from 13.8% in 2010 to 6.6% in 2019 and 5.7% in 2020.11 

To address the crisis, stakeholders identified a need for more affordable housing 
development to increase the overall inventory available for supportive housing 
and extremely low-income rentals and an expansion of coordinated efforts, such 
as a shared database, to reach landlords who would rent to supportive housing 
programs. Stakeholders noted that a decrease in small independent landlords is 
making landlord engagement more difficult, though others noted that this raises 
some opportunity to build more impactful partnerships with larger commercial 
landlords in the region. Stakeholders also noted that any coordinated effort should 
build on the work already being done locally to engage landlords. 

Lastly, stakeholders emphasized the importance of tailoring supportive services to 
the needs of program clients to ensure that they are able to retain their housing 
and not fall back into homelessness. This requires coordinated partnerships across 
multiple systems and sectors in the community and the ability to provide intensive 
services to individuals and families with high needs, through programs such as 
Assertive Community Treatment (ACT) Teams that provide multidisciplinary support.
 
8 Point-in-Time Count, 2020, Ibid. Maricopa County Housing Inventory Count, 2020.
9 Performance and SWOT Analysis Report, Ibid.
10 Ibid.
11 The Gap: A Shortage of Affordable Homes, National Low Income Housing Coalition, March 2021.
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https://reports.nlihc.org/sites/default/files/gap/Gap-Report_2021.pdf
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Theme Four: Data reflect significant opportunities to advance racial equity 
and inclusion across the region.

Throughout the feedback process, stakeholders emphasized the importance of 
including persons with lived experience of homelessness in decision-making and 
designing solutions. While the system reflected strengths, particularly in the diversity 
of staff at direct service provider agencies, stakeholders noted that there was a need 
to integrate active opportunities for engagement and participation. This participation 
is needed throughout the system development, design, and implementation 
of the strategies, and to ensure that support is provided to allow for diverse 
representation, including by supporting childcare, transportation, and training.12

A regional racial equity analysis completed in early 2021 
reflected stark disparities in rates of homelessness, service 
provision, and outcomes by race. The study found that Black 
individuals experience homelessness at rates almost four times 
greater than the general population, while Native American 
individuals experience homelessness at approximately double 
the rate of the general population.13 

The study also illuminated how access to services varies by race. 
For example, scores on the VI-SPDAT, the regional assessment 
tool that prioritizes people experiencing  
 
homelessness for resources based on vulnerability, are lower for Black participants 
(average score of 7.1) than White participants (average score of 8.2), which reduces 
the likelihood of being prioritized for services. Additionally, Black and Latinx individuals 
experience homelessness for more days on average than white residents.14 

The data similarly revealed inequities in outcomes, with Black, Indigenous, and 
other people of color more likely to return to homelessness from permanent 
supportive housing (PSH) and rapid rehousing (RRH) interventions.15 Nearly half 
(48%) of respondents to an online provider survey either “moderately” or “strongly 
disagreed” with the statement “People of color are treated equitably in the 
homelessness system in Maricopa County.”16  

12 Of those completing the Racial Equity Partners survey, approximately 46% of staff and 40% of executive 
leadership identify as BIPOC, and 36% of the workforce identified as having experience of homelessness. Race 
and Homelessness in Maricopa County, Ibid.

13 Race and Homelessness in Maricopa County, Ibid.
14 Ibid.
15 Ibid.
16 Ibid.
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Theme Five: It is necessary to deepen coordination and ensure regional access 
to services. 

Nearly all stakeholders emphasized a need for greater coordination between 
partners, building an accessible regional network of services in line with local 
jurisdictional priorities. Partners raised a variety of opportunities for increased 
coordination, including more regular communication with stakeholders and the 
public about work underway across the community, and support for policymakers 
and other key partners in engaging in collective local solutions.

In particular, participants raised concerns that programs and 
services were concentrated in communities such as Phoenix 
and Mesa and identified opportunities to create a stronger 
safety net across the region. This included an evaluation of 
the Coordinated Entry System to ensure access is widely 
available throughout the geographical area, as well as expanding 
availability of resources such as safe places to be in the daytime, 
locations providing wrap-around services, and one-stop 
locations to connect to resources using the Regional Behavioral 
Health Authority as a model.

Significant feedback also emphasized the opportunity to build stronger partnerships 
across jurisdictions and sectors, including with grassroots entities, law enforcement, 
child welfare agencies, behavioral health/recovery providers, the Bureau of Land 
Management, educational institutions, domestic violence services providers, 
healthcare and other systems, in order to deepen the network of services and 
supports, reduce fragmentation, and address challenges that people experiencing 
homelessness are encountering in accessing support. 

Stakeholders also expressed interest in systems that could reduce the burden on 
law enforcement and first responders to handle issues that might be addressed 
better by social workers or other providers, in continuing to build out and deepen 
relationships with school districts and domestic violence services providers, and 
in strengthening and coordinating referral systems. Stakeholders also noted a 
desire for regional advocacy to the state, to strengthen policies that would support 
coordination and reduce competition between local partners over resources. 
Participants also noted the importance of improving access for subpopulations, 
such as youth and older adults, and to address systemic racial inequities in access to 
services across the region.

Providing 
assistance at the 
Maricopa County 
Human Services 
Campus.
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Theme Six: Stakeholders hope to improve how data are used to develop, 
measure, and track implementation of strategies, programs, and outcomes 
across the region.

The importance of data to better track and address homelessness in the region was 
a frequent source of feedback. In particular, respondents noted that getting better 
data would support a more comprehensive understanding 
of local homelessness and its costs, help drive identification 
of solutions, and facilitate better understanding of impact. 
Respondents also noted the opportunity for data and 
dashboards to provide greater accountability and reporting, 
as well as to understand what is working and what is not and 
support course corrections. 

One of the recommendations in Race and Homelessness in 
Maricopa County: Examining the Intersections, is to conduct 
a deeper dive into data and to ensure regular systems for 
reviewing data on disparities in how Black, Indigenous, and 
other people of color are experiencing homelessness, accessing 
resources, and being supported in exiting homelessness, in 
order to understand and address systemic racism. Evaluating 
gaps and strengthening outcomes for subpopulations is one of 
the goals of the fall 2021 strategic planning process. 

A man 
experiencing 
homelessness 
was interviewed 
during the point-
in-time count. 
(Photo courtesy 
Jesse Stawnyczy/
Cronkite News)

DRAFT
RACE AND HOMELESSNESS 

IN MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA: 

EXAMINING THE INTERSECTIONS 

FEBRUARY 2021 

Maricopa Regional 
Continuum of Care & 
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Theme Seven: The region is facing growing rates of unsheltered homelessness 
that require housing-focused and geographically dispersed solutions.

An increasing number of people experiencing homelessness in the region are living 
on the streets or other places not meant for human habitation. The 2020 Point 
in Time Count found that more than 51% of people experiencing homelessness 
were unsheltered, an increase of 18% since 2019. People experiencing chronic 
homelessness are unsheltered at even greater rates, with a 28% increase between 
2019 and 2020.17 

While the number of people experiencing 
homelessness in the region is increasing, the number 
of people served through emergency shelter in the 
region went down slightly between 2019 and 2020 
(11,502 in 2019 compared to 11,322 in 2020).18

Stakeholders emphasized the need for more regional 
low-barrier shelter options that reflect preferences 
of people experiencing homelessness, emphasize 
privacy and dignity, and allow people to retain their 
pets and personal belongings and remain in their 
home community. Stakeholders also noted that many 
shelters and services are congregated in Phoenix or 
other communities such as Mesa and needed greater 
geographic dispersal. 

Several suggested a regional network of smaller 
shelter options, and others noted that the hotel 
program has been particularly successful in helping 
people experiencing homelessness to avoid being 
unsheltered. 

Stakeholders also emphasized a need for more 
bridge housing, to address the length of time people 
who are in rapid rehousing and other supportive 
housing programs are waiting for housing units. 
Stakeholders estimated that rapid rehousing takes at 
least 2 to 4 weeks for people to exit homelessness, 
deepening the adverse impacts of homelessness on 
these households.

17 Point-in-Time Count, 2020, Ibid.
18 Homeless Management Information System, Ibid.

2020 Point-in-Time (PIT) Count Report
Maricopa Regional Continuum of Care

7,419
people experiencing homelessness

in Maricopa County on the night of 
January 27, 2020

2020 PIT Count Total

49%
Sheltered

in Emergency Shelter, 
Transitional Housing, 

or Safe Haven Programs

51%
Unsheltered

on the streets or other 
place not meant for 
human habitation

What is the PIT Count? 
The Point-in-Time (PIT) Homeless Count is an annual street 
and shelter count that determines the number of people 
experiencing homelessness in Maricopa County during a 
given point in time. Conducted on a single day in January, this 
project includes a brief survey to identify the needs and 
characteristics of those experiencing homelessness. Every 
Continuum of Care is required to submit PIT Count results to 
the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD) as part of a national effort to identify the extent of 
homelessness across the country. 

Why is it important?
The PIT Count is an important source of data on homeless-
ness, and is reported to Congress as part of the Annual 
Homelessness Assessment Report (AHAR). The PIT Count is a 
primary source of unsheltered homeless numbers and helps 
to inform communities on the number of people who do not 
access services such as Emergency Shelters or Transitional 
Housing at any given point in time. As the unsheltered count 
in particular continues to rise across the region, increased 
regional efforts to address homelessness are necessary. 
Potential factors that may have contributed to the increase 
include: improvement in PIT Count volunteer training and 
recruitment, change in emergency shelter capacity, and 
rising housing costs in the region. 

The PIT Count is a one-night snapshot of homelessness that 
is limited by weather conditions, number and training of 
volunteers, self-reported survey responses, and other factors. 
There are more people who experience homelessness over 
the course of the year than on any given single night. Every 
year, the Continuum of Care works towards improving the 
count’s accuracy. The Maricopa Regional Continuum of Care 
is committed to using data from the PIT Count and the 
regional Homeless Management Information System (HMIS) 
to understand more about the population experiencing 
homelessness in the region and to provide solutions that will 
make homelessness rare, brief, and non-recurring.

Source: Maricopa Regional Continuum of Care 
PIT Count, 2015-2020

Total PIT Count, 2015-2020

Unsheltered Sheltered

Growth Rate from 2019-2020

+12% +18%
The unsheltered count increased at a higher rate 

than the sheltered and overall PIT Count.

Total PIT Count Unsheltered Count 

+7%
Sheltered Count 

5,631 5,702 5,605

6,298
6,614

7,419

1,289 1,646 2,059
2,618

3,188
3,767

4,342
4,056 3,546

3,426
3,680

3,652

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

Page 1         2020 PIT Count Report       
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More generally, several participants noted a need for 
a comprehensive, regional strategy for addressing 
unsheltered homelessness, including approaches 
to encampment resolution and street outreach, a 
housing-focused shelter network that focuses on 
housing outcomes and reduces the length of time 
people are spending homeless and in shelter, more 
permanent housing options, and diversion and 
prevention programs that reduce the number of 
people who become homeless in the first place. 
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Priority Strategies

Through the strategy identification process, local partners identified nearly 40 
strategies in five categories: Diversion/Prevention, Housing, Coordination, Services, 
and Shelter. Based on all of the stakeholder feedback and a robust stakeholder 
engagement process, the community identified 14 priority strategies to pursue 
regionwide.

Category One: Homelessness Diversion and 
Prevention

1 Strategy 1: Coordinate and Expand Regional 
Homelessness Prevention Efforts

Effective homelessness prevention and financial assistance programs leverage a variety 
of community resources, many of which are not specifically targeted to address 
homelessness, to provide “upstream” solutions that support households at risk of 
homelessness who are not yet unhoused. Prevention programs can ensure households 
retain their housing, lessen displacement and demand for shelter beds, and reduce the 
burden of homelessness on local social services and emergency systems. 

Local Need

Stakeholders emphasized that expanding and coordinating prevention resources 
would be crucial to reducing the overall number of people becoming homeless in 
the region. In a survey of municipal staff who participated in a forum on proposed 
strategies, close to 50% of respondents (47.9%) selected coordinating and expand-
ing regional homelessness prevention efforts as a top priority. In a 2020 market 
analysis, 35% of households reported that they had missed paying that months’ rent 
or mortgage or anticipated they would not be able to pay the current month.19 

19 Comprehensive Housing Market Analysis, Ibid.
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Stakeholders raised concerns that, while the full impact is not yet known, 
COVID-19 has significantly exacerbated regional rates of housing instability. For 
example, since the beginning of the pandemic, Central Arizona Shelter Services 
(CASS) has served more than 760 individuals, or approximately 200 people every 
three months, through their one-time financial assistance program targeting 
individuals at risk of eviction.20

People with lived experience indicated that under the current homeless system 
of care, rental assistance was the hardest assistance to obtain (4.05 on a scale of 
1 to 5, with 5 being the hardest). In particular, stakeholders identified the need 
for more rental and utility assistance programs and to strengthen, support, and 
coordinate already existing financial assistance programs that 
prevent homelessness. They also emphasized opportunities 
to better ensure that tenants receive education about 
renting and evictions, and mediation support with landlords. 
Stakeholders also noted the need to support households 
in establishing sustainable financial plans and access to case 
management and other services to help retain housing. Some 
stakeholders asserted that prevention resources should be 
targeted at populations disproportionately represented in the 
homelessness population or underserved in the current system 
(i.e., undocumented people, immigrant households, and Native 
Americans). The United Way’s A Plan for Mighty Change in 
Maricopa County called for reducing homelessness 50% by 2026, 
including targeted investments in rent/utility assistance, housing 
navigators, and eviction prevention.

Eviction defense also is a potential area for impact. The 2021 
Housing Roundtable Forum noted that there is a disparity in 
legal representation between landlords and tenants in eviction 
cases. Funding for legal aid has been greatly diminished. As a 
result, people show up to court without legal representation 
and sometimes without proper documentation.21 Stakeholders 
echoed that an improved system to provide resources to renters 
at risk of or being evicted, including legal assistance and/or 
mediation support, would be crucial to preventing homelessness. 
Business leaders indicated that they have already worked to 
support AZ Eviction Help – a single resource for rental assistance 
created by a collaborative of funders. 

20 CASS One-Time Financial Assistance Overview (2021).
21 Housing Leaders Roundtable, Ibid.

Housing and
Homelessness MIGHTY GOALS

   Reduce  
 homelessness 
        by 50%
      by 2026

Below: Graphic 
from United 
Way’s “A Plan for 
Mighty Change in 
Maricopa County”
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We know that in the Maricopa region:

• Between 2014 and 2018 Maricopa County courts recorded over 317,000 
eviction filings, which resulted in more than 218,000 evictions (a rate of 6.2 
percent).22 

• An additional 17,500 households lost their homes via mortgage foreclosures, 
resulting in a foreclosure rate of 2.9 percent.23 

• Census tracts with predominantly Black or Latinx households had higher 
rates of eviction, foreclosure, and combined housing loss than census tracts 
with predominantly white households.24 

Local models planned or underway include: 

• Central Arizona Shelter Service’s (CASS) One-Time Financial Assistance 
Program targets single adults with financial assistance for move-in costs, 
utility deposit, eviction judgment, and transportation to stable housing with 
family. Since the program began in 2017, $800,000 has been spent to assist 
more than 1,700 individuals.25 

• The Town of Gilbert allocates a portion of its CDBG funds toward the local 
Emergency and Minor Home Rehabilitation program, which helps 50-80 
homeowners a year with health and safety repairs to enable them to stay 
housed. The Town also funds the local resource center that provides rental 
and utility assistance to people in the community.26

• The City of Glendale operates and provides funding for homeless prevention 
activities to keep local households from becoming homeless. The City 
supports Glendale Community Action Program’s eviction prevention work, 
which has helped more than 150 households since 2017.27 

• The City of Peoria funds an Emergency Home Repair Program and a 
Housing Accessibility Program with CDBG funds. These programs address 
life/safety issues for individuals and families to help them sustain their housing 
and avoid the potential of homelessness. The City has consistently provided 
funding for 20 years.28

• The City of Phoenix launched an eviction prevention case management 
program that is aimed at stabilizing households facing eviction. The program 
provides clients who have been identified through partner referrals and/or 
financial assistance appointments with wraparound case management and 
supportive services to sustain stable housing for a 90-day period.29 

 

22 Ibid.
23 Ibid.
24 Race and Homelessness in Maricopa County, Ibid. citing Displaced in America: Mapping Housing Loss Across the 

United States, New America (2020)
25 CASS One-Time Financial Assistance Overview (2021).
26 Municipal Responses to Homelessness, Maricopa Association of Governments, February 2020.
27 Ibid.
28 Ibid.
29 Ibid.

https://www.newamerica.org/future-land-housing/reports/displaced-america/
https://www.newamerica.org/future-land-housing/reports/displaced-america/
https://www.azmag.gov/Portals/0/Documents/Homelessness/Homeless-Municipal-Best-Practices-Report-2020-FINAL.pdf
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Impact

Many communities across the country have created programs that provide financial 
assistance and supportive services to ensure people do not become housing unstable.

In Santa Clara County, California, the local prevention program served 1,911 
households (5,796 individuals) at imminent risk of homelessness in its first three 
years. Of the people receiving assistance, 95% remained housed while receiving 
prevention services. One year after completing the program, only 6% participating 
in the program had entered homelessness.30

In Kent County, Michigan, the prevention program served more than 233 
households (almost 700 individuals) at imminent risk of homelessness over a two-
year period. Of the people served by the program, more than 67% of households 
had children, 45% were single parent households, and the majority of households 
were Black (68%). Nearly 81% of people enrolled in the program had no official 
eviction judgment, compared to only 34% of people who were not helped through 
the program. More than 60% of tenants contributed some level of co-payment to 
remedy their rent debt.31

Other communities with prevention programs include Dallas, Texas; New York, 
New York; Philadelphia, Pennsylvania; San Diego, California; and Tulsa, Oklahoma.

Potential Tactics and Next Steps for Implementation

• Use COVID-19 funding to pilot innovative approaches to prevention, such 
as rapidly available flexible funding (available without a wait list; flexible in 
eligible costs and spending limits). 

• Build an implementation HUB to centralize and coordinate prevention 
program administration, policies and procedures, eligibility criteria, data 
collection, and evaluation.

• Establish standardized performance metrics to measure success in 
prevention, and an agreed-upon platform, such as HMIS, for administering 
prevention data. Use these performance metrics to assess the success of 
innovative approaches. 

• Expand the regional definition of prevention to include services that are 
ongoing and address the underlying systemic issues that lead individuals to 
homelessness (e.g., behavioral health support, family unification).

• Identify opportunities to weave prevention and diversion interventions 
throughout the continuum of services, not just at entry points. Consider 
partnerships with organizations outside of the traditional homeless system 
(e.g., high school homeless prevention coordinators, Phoenix Dream Center, 
Thrive Foster Care Prevention). 

30 Homelessness Prevention: System Resources, Destination: Home.
31 Grand Rapids Eviction Prevention Program, City of Grand Rapids.

https://destinationhomesv.org/homelessness-prevention/
https://www.grandrapidsmi.gov/Government/Programs-and-Initiatives/Eviction-Prevention-Program
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• Build regional leadership capacity to advocate for policy changes, identify 
sources of flexible funding, braid funding that already exists, standardize 
eligibility rules, and propose programmatic changes to enable the region to 
provide more flexible and responsive prevention and diversion resources. 

• Develop an inventory of prevention programs operating across the region 
(e.g., faith-based resources, local Community Action Programs, etc.). 
Identify the funding source for each resource and a coordinated process 
to triage clients to the most effective resource that meets their eligibility 
criteria. 

• Encourage existing prevention programs to redesign their rules and 
processes to make the application and eligibility process more accessible. 
Focus on collecting the information necessary to determine eligibility and/or 
connect to other resources only. 

• Coordinate the development and implementation of the regional 
homelessness prevention program with other priority strategies including 
landlord engagement, employment support, and multisector coordination to 
strengthen households’ support systems and financial sustainability.  

Estimated Costs: 

• Boston, Massachusetts: HomeStart offers financial assistance and case 
management services to those at risk of homelessness. HomeStart’s average 
cost to prevent an eviction was estimated at approximately $2,000 per 
household. By contrast, HomeStart estimates that it costs private landlords 
over $6,000 to execute an eviction.32, 33 

• Alameda County, California: In 2021, the estimated cost of homelessness 
prevention is $4,500 per household.34 In FY17-18, Alameda County spent 
$11 million on homelessness prevention resources and offered phone-based 
housing problem-solving, legal services (hotline and six full-time attorneys), 
daily housing workshops, and flexible funds.35 

• Montgomery County, Maryland: The community-wide prevention 
initiative includes funding for conflict resolution, mediation, financial 
assistance, housing location, and case management for county residents 
at risk of or experiencing homelessness. The FY22 estimated budget 
expenditures for the prevention initiative are approximately $8.14 million, 
with 54.10 full-time equivalent employees. Approximately $5.2 million is 
designated as a personnel cost, while $2.8 million is designated as operating 
expenses. In FY21, the prevention program served 11,503 households.36  
 
 
 

32 COVID-19 Homeless System Response: Homelessness Prevention, HUD 2020.
33 Eviction Prevention, HomeStart, Boston, MA.
34 Centering Racial Equity in Homeless System Design, Oakland-Berkeley-Alameda County Continuum of Care, 

January, 2021.
35 Plan to End Homelessness, Everyone Home, Alameda County, CA, 2018.
36 Montgomery County MD Operating Budget

https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/COVID-19-Homeless-System-Response-Homelessness-Prevention-Effective-and-Efficient-Prevention-Programs.pdf
https://www.homestart.org/prevention
https://everyonehome.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/02/2021-Centering-Racial-Equity-in-Homeless-System-Design-Full-Report-FINAL.pdf
https://everyonehome.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/EveryOne-Home-Strategic-Update-Report-Final.pdf
https://apps.montgomerycountymd.gov/basisoperating/Common/Program.aspx?ID=SNS&PROGID=P61P08


Regional Homelessness Strategies Portfolio 26

2 Strategy 2: Coordinate and Expand Regional 
Homelessness Diversion Efforts

Diversion programs (sometimes known as “housing problem-solving”) support 
families and individuals who have recently lost their housing to find immediate, safe, 
alternative housing or retain their current residence. Successful diversion programs 
use rapid resolution and problem-solving approaches to help clients use their 
strengths, support networks, and community resources to avoid entering shelter or 
experiencing unsheltered homelessness. 

Local Need

One of the five strategic goals selected was to substantially increase flexible funding 
for diversion to get and keep people stably housed. Stakeholders said that the 
system lacks the formal, regionwide diversion and problem-solving strategies that 
they believe are required to successfully divert households who may be able to 
identify alternative housing outside of the homeless system of care. Moreover, 
stakeholders acknowledged that engaging with discharge planning as part of 
diversion efforts is particularly important, since discharge planning often involves 
institutions or programs that disproportionately impact people of color.

Stakeholders interviewed for the 2018 Gaps Analysis recognized a need for 
increased diversion training for providers and Coordinated Entry System staff. They 
called for additional funding for flexible diversion assistance and implementation of 
consistent diversion activities throughout the region. The Gaps Analysis concluded 
that relatively high rates of entry into emergency shelter, transitional housing, and 
other permanent housing programs from housed situations (such as rental or staying 
with friends/family) indicate that system-wide diversion and housing problem-
solving efforts would be beneficial and prevent many households from unnecessarily 
entering the homeless system.

We know that in the Maricopa region:

• A 2018 MRCoC Gaps Analysis noted that a significant number of households 
entering shelter, transitional housing, and rapid rehousing were coming from 
housed locations, including their own rental housing (12%) or staying with 
friends/family (15%).37 

• The 2018 Gaps Analysis also indicated that approximately 34% of 
transitional housing clients were entering programs from housed situations 
and 16% were entering from institutional settings.38 

• In 2018, while some diversion activities were underway, they were not yet 
system-wide and needed to be brought to scale.39 

37 Performance and SWOT Analysis Report, Ibid. 
38 Ibid.
39 Ibid.
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Local models planned or underway include: 

• Maricopa County invests in diversion strategies to quickly resolve 
homelessness by helping individuals experiencing a housing crisis to identify 
immediate alternate housing that is safe and appropriate.

• The Human Services Campus in Maricopa County has used flexible funding 
from the CARES Act and American Rescue Plan to expand its diversion 
work. Staff throughout the agency (i.e., intake, entry point, Welcome 
Center, and assessment staff) have used discretionary funding to meet 
clients’ immediate needs (e.g., to pay for copies of documents, help with 
back rent, time-limited motel stays) and keep them from entering the shelter 
or living in unsheltered situations. Eighty-five percent of people who have 
been helped through diversion had not reentered the homeless system of 
care after a year. 

Impact 

Many communities across the country have created diversion programs that use a 
problem-solving approach to support people before they enter the homeless system 
of care.

Pierce County, WA, implemented a diversion pilot program that served 939 families 
in two years. Fifty-two percent of the families became housed through the program 
and the median amount of time it took for the families to become housed was 36 
days. Most of the families that were successful in securing housing (79%) moved 
into a rental unit – 73% with, and 6% without, a rental subsidy. Moreover, the 
vast majority (81%) of the families who obtained housing through the diversion 
program did not return to homelessness within a year.40 If no realistic options for 
housing emerge through the diversion conversation, households continue with 
their Coordinated Entry System appointments and are assessed and prioritized for 
deeper housing interventions. 

In Montgomery County, Pennsylvania, the homeless system’s lead agency 
implemented diversion as a way to reduce demand on the local emergency 
shelter system, prevent households from unnecessarily entering and undergoing 
the trauma of shelter, and cutting system costs to help people identify and obtain 
housing solutions. The program found diversion was most successful when diversion 
specialists have access to one-time financial assistance and connections to other 
mainstream resources (including food stamps, disability benefits, and health care). 
As a result of the diversion strategies, entries into emergency shelters from a 
housed or doubled-up situation fell from 45% in 2014, to just 8% in 2019.41

40 Homeless to Housed in a Hurry: Extending the Use of Diversion to Help Families Exit Homelessness, Building 
Changes, April 2018.

41 Your Way Home Montgomery County.

https://buildingchanges.org/images/documents/library/2018_DiversionCaseStudy_FINAL.pdf
https://yourwayhome.org/diversion
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In Hamilton County/City of Cincinnati, Ohio, the Shelter Diversion program is 
targeted toward households that have lost their own housing and are doubled up or 
about to lose their safe place to stay. The Shelter Diversion program offers financial 
assistance and case management to help people move to housing without entering 
the Coordinated Entry System (CES). At the initial CES entry point, providers work 
with families to problem-solve through diversion. If there are no options for them, 
they are moved forward into the CES. In 2018, the program served 231 households. 
Of the households that exited the program, 89% obtained housing and 58% 
increased their household income.42 

Other communities with diversion/problem-solving programs include the state of 
Connecticut; New London County, Connecticut; Santa Clara County, California; 
Southern Nevada; and King County, Washington. 

Potential Tactics and Next Steps for Implementation

• Leverage COVID-19 relief funding to support flexible funding that can 
augment diversion strategies. Inventory diversion resources across the 
region, including the funding source for each resource, effective protocols 
for referrals in line with eligibility, and opportunities to centralize resources 
to support swift deployment in line with urgency of diversion timeline. 

• As part of Coordinated Entry System evaluation process and next steps, 
integrate diversion into the policies and procedures for CES administration 
in line with national best practices. 

• Develop regional metrics for measuring success in diversion through HMIS. 
Collect client stories, as well as return on investment documentation. 
Use this data to advocate with local and state funding sources to remove 
restrictions on funding and allow for a greater spectrum of services. Align 
with housing flexible funding pool policies and procedures to ensure access 
to flexible resources required for rapid resolution. 

• Establish a shared regional definition of diversion to include housing 
problem-solving approaches and rapid resolution.

• Develop a regional “Community of Practice” (CoP) for frontline staff in 
diversion programs. The CoP should include opportunities to build shared 
values, as well as trainings on best practices like trauma-informed care, 
motivational interviewing, and strengths-based approaches. Introduce real-
life case studies and have participants work through the scenarios together 
to gain insights from different organizations and to build trust among direct 
services staff across organizations and throughout the region. 

• Coordinate the development and implementation of the diversion strategy 
with other priority strategies, including the Coordinated Entry System 
evaluation, landlord engagement, and housing flexible funding pool.

42 Shelter Diversion: A best practice to prevent homelessness, Strategies to End Homelessness.

https://www.strategiestoendhomelessness.org/shelter-diversion-a-best-practice-to-prevent-homelessness/
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Estimated Costs: 

• Cincinnati, Ohio: While the average cost-per-person in the Cincinnati 
homeless service system is $3,800, the per-person cost of the shelter 
diversion program is about $1,550.43

• New London, Connecticut: The county found that the average cost 
of shelter diversion was one-third the cost of sheltering and rehousing a 
family who became homeless in that region. The average cost to support a 
household through diversion was $1,750. 44

• King County, Washington: A Centralized Diversion Fund (CDF) helped 
more than 540 families and individuals exit homelessness in an average of 
37 days. The cost to support a household through diversion was $1,668 (as 
compared to $10,641 through emergency shelter and $14,407 through rapid 
rehousing).45

43 Ibid.
44 Shelter Diversion for Homeless Families: New London County Connecticut, Connecticut Coalition to End 

Homelessness.
45 Centralized Diversion Fund: A Necessary Tool for Addressing Homelessness in King County, Building Changes.

http://cceh.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/04/NL-Shelter-Diversion-Brief-FINAL.pdf
https://buildingchanges.org/library-type/best-practice-reports/item/1070-centralized-diversion-fund-a-necessary-tool-for-addressing-homelessness-in-king-county
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Category Two: Housing Options

3 Strategy 3: Increase Affordable Housing, Particularly 
for Extremely Low Income (ELI) Households 

Affordable housing for extremely low-income (ELI) households is an option 
that recognizes that market rate housing is inaccessible to many individuals and 
families in the region. An ELI household is defined as a household that earns 
between 0-30% of the median area income. While most households are expected 
to be able to afford rent or mortgage that is no more than 30% of their monthly 
income, market rates might require 80 to 100% of an ELI household’s income to 
pay rent. Developing and preserving housing that is built and funded to support 
ELI households requires specific planning, development, and financial subsidies to 
ensure the housing is affordable.

Local Need 

Stakeholders recognize that the community must increase affordable housing, 
particularly for ELI residents, expand available supportive housing solutions, and 
increase access to units. There is a severe shortage of affordable housing. In a 
survey of municipal staff who participated in a forum on proposed strategies, close 
to 50% of respondents selected increasing affordable housing for ELI households as 
a top priority. In a survey of people with lived experience of homelessness, 76% of 
respondents said that housing would be the most helpful for ending homelessness.

Stakeholders identified a significant need for permanent housing resources, such 
as permanent supportive housing and rapid rehousing for people experiencing 
homelessness. While there is significant need to increase affordable housing for all 
income levels, the 2021 NLIHC Gap Report indicates that Phoenix-Mesa-Scottsdale 
is one of the top five metropolitan districts in the country for a shortage of ELI 
rentals, which has a disproportionate impact on people trying to exit homelessness.46 
More generally, the 2021 Housing Leaders Roundtable estimated a regional 
affordable housing gap of 100,000 units.47 The business community is particularly 
concerned as lack of affordable housing affects the stability of the workforce, and 
without affordable housing, there are fewer opportunities for job creation.

To address the crisis, stakeholders want to increase the overall inventory available 
for supportive housing and extremely low-income rentals and an expansion of 
coordinated efforts, such as a shared database, to reach landlords who would 
rent to supportive housing programs. While there is new affordable housing in the 
pipeline each year, with a strong set of local developers, housing construction has 

46 The Gap: A Shortage of Affordable Homes, Ibid.
47 Housing Leaders Roundtable, Ibid.



Regional Homelessness Strategies Portfolio 31

not been at the scale needed to meet the demands, and coordination is needed 
to increase and target diverse sources of funding and accelerate development. 
Stakeholders also report challenges in preserving affordable housing, further 
reducing the affordable units available on the market. 

We know that in the Maricopa region:

• Nearly 500,000 households in the Phoenix Metro Area spend more than 
30% of their income on housing, while more than 200,000 households 
spend more than 50% of their income on housing.48 

• Seventy-five percent of low-income Phoenix households were “severely 
burdened” with housing,49 compared to 71% of low-income households 
nationally.50 The Arizona Housing Coalition found that it would require 70 
work hours per week at minimum wage to afford a two-bedroom rental 
home and 57 work hours at minimum wage for a one bedroom unit.51

• “Redlining,” a practice when landlords won’t rent to minority populations, 
continues to impact where people of color can rent, limiting their access to 
affordable housing.52 

Local models planned or underway include: 

• The City of Phoenix has 33 units of permanent supportive housing set 
aside in the Aeroterra Community for 25 homeless families and 8 homeless 
individuals. Residents of these units are prioritized through the regional 
Coordinated Entry System. City of Phoenix caseworkers provide on-
site supportive services. They also encourage the private enterprise and 
nonprofit entities to provide affordable housing. For example, the Phoenix 
Housing Department provides HUD HOME and CDBG funding for the 
acquisition, rehabilitation, and development of permanent supportive 
housing for chronically homeless individuals and families, along with other 
vulnerable populations. These loans are often layered with Low Income 
Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC), loans from private institutions, and other 
federal programs.53

• The City of Surprise has partnered with the Housing Authority of Maricopa 
County (HAMC) and Gorman & Company on Heritage at Surprise, a new 
100-unit permanent supportive rental housing community in the City’s 
Heritage District. Heritage opened its doors in the first quarter of 2020. 
Additional project partners include the Arizona Department of Housing, 
U.S. Department of Housing & Urban Development, LISC, City of Surprise, 
Enterprise, Chase, Hunt, Mercy Care, and Freddie Mac.54 

48  The State of the Nation’s Housing, 2020, Joint Center for Housing Studies of Harvard University, 2020.
49  Housing Needs by State: Arizona, National Low Income Housing Coalition
50 The State of the Nation’s Housing, 2020, Ibid.
51 Best Practice Toolkit for Municipalities for Increasing the Supply of Affordable Housing in Arizona: Report from the 

Arizona Housing Coalition (2021)
52 Race and Homelessness in Maricopa County, Ibid.
53 Municipal Responses to Homelessness, Ibid.
54 Ibid.

https://www.jchs.harvard.edu/sites/default/files/reports/files/Harvard_JCHS_The_State_of_the_Nations_Housing_2020_Report_Revised_120720.pdf
https://nlihc.org/housing-needs-by-state/arizona
https://www.azhousingcoalition.org/uploads/1/2/4/9/124924903/az_housing_coalition_best_practices_toolkit_final__2_.pdf
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• The City of Mesa has authorized and administers significant investments in 
the development and rehabilitation of affordable housing units, including 
approximately $174 million of LIHTC (881 units) and nearly $133 million 
of Private Activity Bonds (1,040 units) to construct or renovate 1,921 units 
of affordable housing, at a total cost of $307 million. The City also has 
expended over $20.1 million in Neighborhood Stabilization Program funds to 
acquire and renovate 62 single family homes and 37 units of rental housing. 
The City of Mesa also used HOME funds to subsidize the construction 
of seven LIHTC projects and provided rental assistance for another 789 
families.55

• The City of Peoria provides funding through CDBG and HOME grants to 
Habitat for Humanity Central Arizona for affordable housing development 
including new construction, and purchase/rehabilitation/resale programs. 
Through the program, they are able to target vulnerable populations with 
incomes close to 60 percent of Area Median Income (normally with children 
and extended family) and provide strategic placement of housing close to 
schools and supportive services.56 

Impact

Many communities across the country have created programs that earmark 
affordable housing development for extremely low income (ELI) households.

In August 2020, the Vermont Housing and Conservation Board awarded $30 million 
through Coronavirus Relief Funds (CRF) in the CARES Act to secure and rehabilitate 
housing for homeless households in 18 communities around the state. They were 
required to spend the money by the end of December 2020. With a portion of the 
funding, the Board worked in collaboration with the Agency of Human Services, the 
Department of Housing & Community Development, and local shelter and service 
providers to purchase, rehabilitate, and convert five hotels to become new homes 
with supportive services for people transitioning to permanent housing.57

During a strategic planning process in Santa Clara County, California, the community 
committed to creating 6,000 new housing opportunities in five years. In 2016, 
voters passed Measure A, dedicating $950 million for affordable and supportive 
housing, including ELI housing. As part of this work, they launched an ongoing 
regional campaign, Housing Ready Communities, to engage partners from across 
the community in education and support to strengthen local buy-in for needed 
development. As of September 2020, they have committed nearly 2,200 units for 
development.58 

55 Ibid.
56 Ibid.
57 VHCB uses CARES Act funding to create permanent housing for people experiencing homelessness during the 

pandemic, Vermont Housing and Conservation Board, December 2020.
58 2016 Measure A - Affordable Housing Bond, Santa Clara County.

https://www.vhcb.org/news/news/december-12-2020
https://www.vhcb.org/news/news/december-12-2020
https://www.sccgov.org/sites/osh/HousingandCommunityDevelopment/AffordableHousingBond/Pages/home.aspx
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The community has also set up systems to actively track and report progress on 
creating housing opportunities. In the City of San José, voters approved Measure E 
in 2020, a real estate transfer tax increase. Forty-five percent of the funds raised 
through the measure are dedicated toward permanent supportive housing and 
affordable rental housing for ELI households. 59

In Multnomah County, Oregon, voters approved a $650 million housing bond to 
provide affordable housing across three counties, with a goal of establishing 12,000 
affordable homes for seniors, families, and veterans. With $211 million allocated 
to the City of Portland from the Metro Housing Bond, the City created a total 
production goal of 1,475 units, 605 units of which would be dedicated toward 
households at 30% area median income (AMI). As part of its plan, Portland’s Local 
Implementation Strategy established production targets, priority communities, and 
racial equity goals.60 

Potential Tactics and Next Steps for Implementation

• Adopt a shared regional goal for development of new ELI units that will 
adequately meet the need, including overall number of units and unit sizes 
for different household compositions.

• Develop local processes to accelerate ELI development/preservation at all 
steps of development pipeline, including public-private partnerships and 
housing accelerator funding. 

• Expedite site identification by applying the siting study, racial equity analysis, 
and asset map to ensure geographic dispersal, racial equity, and access to 
transportation and services.

• Coordinate the disparate funding streams that together can support 
significant scaling of affordable housing development and rehabilitation over 
the next five years in line with the regional goal.

• Establish a regional campaign to build community support for ELI 
development in addressing homelessness to ensure buy-in and expedite 
scaling of supportive housing to meet the local need.

• Consider partnering with state/cities to lease government owned 
land (instead of selling it) and use the leasing funds to increase housing 
opportunities for tenants with lower incomes.

• Integrate strategy with state and local policies, including leveraging the 
Qualified Allocation Plan (QAP) to increase set-asides and coordinated 
advocacy for state tax credit policies that will improve resource availability 
for ELI development and rehabilitation.

• Coordinate with the strategy focused on a COVID-19 Rehousing investment 
plan and consider how the strategy might intersect with prevention 
assistance and landlord engagement efforts.

59 Ballot Measure E, City of San José.
60 Metro Housing Bond, Multnomah County and the City of Portland, Oregon. 

https://www.sanjoseca.gov/your-government/appointees/city-clerk/elections/2020-elections/measure-e


Regional Homelessness Strategies Portfolio 34

Estimated Costs: 

• In 2021, Valley Leadership conducted a survey asking local affordable housing 
developers to indicate the total cost of development per affordable housing 
project that was underway or in the planning phase. 61 Using the total project 
costs and the corresponding number of units that each project planned to 
produce, a range of development costs per unit was calculated. Per unit 
development costs range from $149,539 - $381,944, with the average 
cost per unit coming in at $248,407. These costs account for both the 
development of family and individual units.

• As noted above, the 2021 Housing Leaders Roundtable estimated a regional 
affordable housing gap of 100,000 units. Using the average cost of per unit of 
$248,407, it would cost the region more than $24 billion dollar to develop all 
100,000 affordable housing units. 

 

4 Strategy 4: Coordinate COVID-19 Relief Funds to Support 
Implementation of the Regional Homelessness Strategies

Coordinated investment planning enables communities to strategically align and 
maximize resources for those experiencing or at risk of homelessness. It provides a 
framework for communities to define and quantify their need for housing supports 
and services in response to the COVID-19 pandemic and to plan to fulfill these 
needs with existing or newly available resources.

Engaging in a coordinated investment planning process helps communities maximize 
available resources and quickly rehouse those in shelter by targeting resources, scaling 
housing interventions, and leveraging relationships with old and new partners.  

Local Need

Local stakeholders acknowledged that stimulus and COVID-19 relief money may 
provide additional funding to develop and fund new strategies in the region. The 
current housing and shelter resources and eviction moratoriums during COVID-19 
have temporarily stalled the full impact of the increasing housing insecurity that is 
being felt in the region, but when the assistance ends, there is a fear more people 
will become homeless or lose their shelter. Stakeholders would like to see more 
collaboration across jurisdictions to ensure that resources are deployed in a way 
that is coordinated, effective, and efficient. Additionally, stakeholders noted the 
challenge of quickly deploying significant, often one-time, state and federal funding 
in a way that effectively addresses gaps and results in long-term effects, particularly 
given the evolving regulatory requirements across the funding streams. 

Stakeholders further acknowledged that in the region, the homeless system and other 
mainstream systems tend to be siloed. Systems and provider agencies within those 

61 Valley Leadership Survey: https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/LGZPS6S

https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/LGZPS6S
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systems would benefit from improved connections to one another, including data 
sharing and collaboration at the leadership level. Some of the region’s goals include 
strengthening multisector l collaborations to close gaps in homeless services delivery 
and continuing the Regional Collaborative on Homelessness to support regional plan-
ning efforts.62 Others expressed the hope that regional cooperation galvanized in re-
sponse to the COVID-19 crisis would continue. They envisioned regional efforts could 
direct the federal funds stream to help municipalities; that stimulus and COVID-19 
relief money may provide additional funding to develop and fund new strategies. 

Impact 

Several communities across the country have begun engaging in coordinated 
investment planning to align and commit resources from multiple sources to fund a 
strategic and collaborative rehousing strategy. 

In Dakota County, Minnesota, the community focused its coordinated investment 
efforts on creating and maintaining affordable housing stock. Acknowledging that 
there are few available affordable housing units and landlords willing to accept 
housing vouchers, Dakota County developed three strategies: (1) create PSH 
units through mobile home ownership;63 (2) formulate a targeted homelessness 
prevention program and extend hotel leases to give case managers more time 
to locate available units; then (3) use CDBG funding to provide rental assistance. 
Dakota County used the HUD Rehousing and Coordinated Investment Planning 
Tool to catalog available funding sources – federal, local, and private – and navigate 
questions about how to use them.64 

The CoC in Houston, Texas, leveraged an existing 5-year coordinated planning 
process to scale interventions with the new resources available through the CARES 
Act.65 Houston’s Community COVID Housing Program integrates all available funding 
streams to secure housing for those at high risk of serious illness during COVID-19, 
with the goal of rehousing 5,000 households within two years. The CoC drew on 
knowledge about existing system gaps and priority populations from its strategic plan 
to develop three “housing lanes:” (1) serve 1,700 low-acuity households through 
rapid rehousing; (2) create a bridge-to-PSH RRH program to house higher-acuity 
households on the PSH waitlist; and (3) divert 2,000 households “at the front door of 
the homelessness system” by providing a three-month rent subsidy.66 

62 Draft Priority Goals for Regional Strategies to Address Homelessness, Maricopa Regional Continuum of Care 
Board, February 2021.

63 The task force’s plan is to purchase 18 mobile homes to use as affordable PSH units to quickly increase current 
inventory. These units would be owned by participants with a lien held by the PSH program. If the participant 
sells the unit, it would be purchased by the program and resold as an affordable housing unit. Coordinated Invest-
ment Planning: How the Dakota County COVID-19 Response Team is Coordinating Stakeholders to Develop a 
Data-Informed Investment Plan, HUD (2020).

64 Ibid.
65 Community COVID Housing Program, Coalition for the Homeless.
66 Coordinated Investment Planning: How Houston is Leveraging Integrated Planning to Invest in 

COVID-19 Rehousing, HUD (2020).

https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/COVID-19-Homeless-System-Response-Coordinated-Investment-Planning-Dakota-County-MN.pdf
https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/COVID-19-Homeless-System-Response-Coordinated-Investment-Planning-Dakota-County-MN.pdf
https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/COVID-19-Homeless-System-Response-Coordinated-Investment-Planning-Dakota-County-MN.pdf
https://www.homelesshouston.org/CCHP
https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/COVID-19-Homeless-System-Response-Coordinated-Investment-Houston-TX.pdf
https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/COVID-19-Homeless-System-Response-Coordinated-Investment-Houston-TX.pdf
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Potential Tactics and Next Steps for Implementation

• Map out efforts by cities thus far to seek and implement COVID-19 funding.
• Establish a planning team, including representatives from municipalities 

across the region, that can centralize coordination to ensure funds address 
the most important gaps and are obligated and used in time.

• Use the HUD Coordinated Investment Planning tool and other data to 
evaluate resources and opportunities. 

• Develop a coordinated process to rapidly rehouse households that are 
in temporary housing or hotels, particularly those whose placement is 
temporary during the pandemic. 

• Map out deadlines and requirements set by funders (including municipal 
governments) for use of funds, including documenting when people need 
to be moved in and out within contract period, if funding is one time or 
needs to renewed, etc. Where there is flexibility, work with funders to adapt 
deadlines and requirements when possible.

• Coordinate the strategy with the efforts focused on increasing affordable 
housing for ELI households, and consider how the strategy might intersect 
with the strategies addressing cross sector partnerships, a housing flexible 
funding pool, landlord engagement, bridge housing, and racial equity data 
and analysis.

Estimated Costs: 

• Process involves dedicating existing staff resources across agencies to align 
resource allocation and often leverages HUD technical assistance for support 
at no cost. Outcomes depend on dedication of COVID-19 resources, such 
as ESG-CV, to implement the plan, but the investment planning itself does 
not have an associated cost. 
 

5 Strategy 5: Create a Regional System for Landlord 
Engagement

Many people experiencing homelessness have a voucher or program enrollment 
for rental assistance but nowhere to spend it – they are unable to find a landlord 
willing to rent them an apartment. Landlord engagement programs address 
the problem with a combination of education, financial incentives, risk mitigation, 
and supportive services, to build effective partnerships with local landlords. 
These programs motivate private landlords to open their units to people exiting 
homelessness and help prevent evictions and displacement. 

Local Need 

A lack of available rental units was identified as a major challenge in addressing 
homelessness. The lowest vacancy rates and highest year-over-year rental cost 
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increases are in low-rent districts such as West Central Phoenix, Maryvale/
Estrella, and Glendale, indicating more pressure on inventory for low-rent units. 
As the rental market tightens, private landlords have fewer incentives to rent 
to economically marginal tenants, such as people exiting from homelessness.67 
Stakeholders have highlighted the need to address racial disparities in voucher 
acceptance as part of the work to overcome structural inequities. 

Stakeholders in the region reported that some landlords are ending their 
participation in supportive housing programs after suffering property damage or 
other difficulties with tenants. 

Operators who were able to take advantage of Arizona’s new Landlord Incentive 
Program felt that the state program eased the problem but that the program needs 
to be scaled up because there are still many clients who would benefit from this 
type of flexible funding but do not yet have access to it. Others reported that the 
ability to offer financial support to mitigate landlords’ risk in case of damage was 
very effective in encouraging landlords to rent to their clients. Stakeholders also 
noted that any coordinated effort should build on the work already being done 
locally to engage landlords.

Providers felt that a decrease in small independent landlords is making landlord 
engagement more difficult, though others noted that this raises some opportunity 
to build more impactful partnerships with larger commercial landlords in the 
region. A HUD survey found that 40% of Maricopa County landlords are individual 
investors; 60% are business entity landlords.68 Participants predicted that this will 
shift to a 20% “mom-and-pop” landlords, and 80% business entity landlords post-
COVID19.69

We know that in the Maricopa region: 

• Demand for new rental units is 18,800, with only 8,725 under construction.70 
• In 2020, the rental vacancy rate was 5.7% – down from 6.6% in 2019 and 

13.8% in 2010. 
• The 2018 Gaps Analysis noted that while Arizona had recently rolled out 

statewide funding for a Landlord Incentive Program, increased funding was 
still needed.71 

Local projects planned or underway include: 

• Maricopa County is fully funding and coordinating a Regional Landlord 
Engagement initiative. It is in the final stages of developing the necessary 
components.  

67 Comprehensive Housing Market Analysis, Ibid.
68 Housing Leaders Roundtable, Ibid.
69 Ibid.
70 Comprehensive Housing Market Analysis, Ibid,
71 Performance and SWOT Analysis Report, Ibid

https://www.huduser.gov/portal/pdredge/pdr-edge-frm-asst-sec-061118.html
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• The City of Apache Junction “encourages landlords to take advantage of the 
Arizona Landlord Incentive Program through the Arizona Department of 
Housing (ADOH). Outreach is conducted to share information and engage 
landlords in local rental programs.”72

• The City of Chandler started its landlord engagement work in 2015. 
It initially ran an education campaign to help landlords see the value of 
participating in Section 8 housing. They subsequently produced a quarterly 
landlord newsletter dispelling myths about public housing, as well as 
designated one city staff as their landlord outreach and engagement 
coordinator.73

• The City of Glendale is considering a campaign to educate landlords about 
Housing Choice Vouchers and using CDBG funds to create financial incentives 
for landlords to participate in the Housing Choice Voucher program.74

• The City of Mesa’s Housing Authority will provide training for landlords who 
wish to participate in its housing rental assistance programs upon request.75

• The Phoenix Housing Department’s Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher 
Program has a robust landlord outreach and engagement program, which 
includes an annual landlord “open house” held to provide relevant program 
updates, policies, and information on obligations pertaining to the Section 
8 program. Guest exhibitors also are included to provide information on 
Federal Fair Housing Law, the City’s Landlord Tenant Program, accessibility, 
and special programs like VASH and Mainstream. The city also conducts 
outreach using social media to encourage current landlords to continue 
participating in the program while actively working to implement innovative 
ways to recruit new landlords to the program.76

• Pinal County Housing Department conducts an annual landlord briefing 
to update and encourage landlords to participate in the Housing Choice 
Voucher Program. The landlord briefing presentation is available on the 
Department’s website to recruit and retain local landlords, build stronger 
relationships, and provide landlords with customer service.77

• Providers, such as HOM Inc., work directly with landlords as part of their 
programs to increase permanent housing availability for people experiencing 
homelessness in the region. 

Impact

Many communities across the country have undertaken landlord engagement 
projects to help prevent evictions and to increase housing available for rent for 
people experiencing homelessness.

72 Municipal Responses to Homelessness, Ibid.
73 Ibid.
74 Ibid.
75 Ibid.
76 Ibid.
77 Ibid.



Regional Homelessness Strategies Portfolio 39

In Austin, Texas, a landlord recruitment program was able to negotiate agreements 
with 12 new properties in 2019, all of which agreed to use low-barrier screening  
 
criteria that facilitate the placement of clients exiting homelessness. Their ECHO 
Landlord Engagement and Assistance Program is using a $250,000 donation from 
JP Morgan Chase & Co. to cover property damage expenses caused by ECHO’s 
clients, to develop a series of webinars on the eviction process, and to hire two new 
landlord outreach specialists.78 

In Solano County, CA, the CalWORKs Housing Support Program (HSP) added 
landlord incentives to its list of services in 2019, offering a $500 bonus to landlords 
who rent to an HSP client for the first time, and an additional $500 bonus when 
these clients remain stably housed for at least six months. Solano HSP also hosts an 
annual “Landlord Fair” where prospective tenants can apply for a large number of 
housing opportunities without needing to repeatedly arrange for transportation and 
childcare. Program managers attribute much of the rapid increase in the program’s 
ability to house clients to these new incentives; the program more than doubled the 
number of families who were able to find permanent housing, with a 119% increase 
from FY18/19 to FY19/20. 

Other communities with landlord engagement programs include Houston, Texas, 
Miami, Florida, Kalamazoo, Michigan, and Los Angeles, California. 

Potential Tactics and Next Steps for Implementation

• Seed a centralized landlord incentive program that includes risk mitigation 
and addresses racial inequities in voucher acceptance and access to housing, 
including roll out of the Maricopa County plan for a Regional Landlord 
Engagement initiative. 

• Streamline outreach, messaging, and incentive/mitigation policies across 
the region, ensuring alignment between provider agencies and avoiding 
confusion for landlords.

• Coordinate a regional outreach plan that facilitates landlord engagement 
at multiple levels, building on existing approaches used by groups such as 
the Arizona Housing Coalition, including regional landlord fairs, targeting 
landlord groups and gatherings to develop partnerships, developing a 
network of landlord champions who can talk about their experiences 
partnering with provider agencies, and training direct service providers and 
others working closely with landlords to apply the most effective landlord 
engagement approaches.

• Increase the use of master leasing strategies for provider agencies to 
lease large homes and other housing, and then sublease to clients exiting 
homelessness, reducing risk to the landlord.  

78 Austin’s Action Plan to End Homelessness, Oct 2018 Progress Report, ECHO

https://1zdndu3n3nla353ymc1h6x58-wpengine.netdna-ssl.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/07/Action-Plan-Progress-Report.pdf
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• Coordinate the strategy with the efforts focused on increasing affordable 
housing, particularly for ELI households and the COVID-19 Relief Funds. 
Identify connections with the strategies addressing prevention assistance, 
diversion, a housing flexible funding pool, and racial equity data and analysis. 

Estimated Costs:

• Michigan State: Through the efforts of a Statewide Training Group, a 
Landlord Toolkit offers a sample budget based on the assumption that a 
shelter trying to obtain 56 units would need to reach out to 150 landlords, 
which would require 1.5 full-time-equivalent positions.79 

• Seattle, Washington: The Landlord Liaison Project served approximately 
7,000 people over 8 years using 6 full-time equivalent staff, including a 
program manager, three housing specialists, a housing education specialist, 
and support staff.80 

• San Diego, California: Launched its program with a $1.5 million 
contingency fund that can cover move-out expenses, repairs that exceed 
security deposits, and rent lost due to unforeseen vacancies. 81

6
Strategy 6: Expand and Coordinate Housing Flexible 
Funding Pool Initiatives to Support Providers in 
Meeting the Unique Needs of Their Clients

Housing Flexible Funding Pools (sometimes called “Flexible Housing Funds”) are 
a successful way to help individuals and families exit homelessness more quickly and 
to secure quality affordable housing for some of the most vulnerable populations 
experiencing homelessness. They reduce the systemic costs of those who are high 
utilizers of public health and emergency response systems, resulting in both lowered 
costs to the health care system and improved individual health outcomes. 

Flexible Housing Pools are typically public-private partnerships that help subsidize 
housing and provide flexible assistance to overcome financial barriers (e.g., housing 
subsidies, move-in and utility assistance, grocery store gift cards; help with initial 
purchases of household goods such as linens, cookware, and small appliances; 
and/or even funds to cover tenant damages to incentivize landlords to rent to 
participants). The most impactful programs are those that target households who 
are the most vulnerable – including those who have been chronically homeless, have 
complex physical or behavioral health conditions, youth who have aged out of foster 
care, unaccompanied youth, and those involved in the criminal justice system.

79 Strategies for Working with Landlords, Michigan’s Campaign to End Homelessness.
80 Engaging & Supporting Landlords; Speak Out Seattle, “An Update on Seattle King County’s Landlord Liaison 

Program.” USICH Community Profiles.
81 Homelessness Action Plan, San Diego Housing Commission.

https://www.michigan.gov/documents/mcteh/Landlord_tool_kit_549020_7.pdf
https://www.usich.gov/resources/uploads/asset_library/Risk_mitigation_funds_community_profiles.pdf
https://www.speakoutseattle.com/an-update-on-seattle-king-countys-landlord-liaison-program/
https://www.speakoutseattle.com/an-update-on-seattle-king-countys-landlord-liaison-program/
https://www.sdhc.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/HOUSING-FIRST_Landlord_Engagement_and_Assistance_Program.pdf
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Local Need

Stakeholders emphasized the need for greater flexibility in the financial assistance 
that can be provided to households experiencing homelessness. The 2020 System 
Performance Measures indicate that the length of time households are spending in 
shelter has moderately increased to 103 days (up from 95 days in 2019).82 Providers 
report that there are significant delays from the time a household is accepted into a 
supportive housing program and the time it takes to actually locate housing and move 
in. This is challenged because of the strict regulations that limit how federal and state 
funding can be used, resulting in gaps in resources to address barriers to housing.

People with lived experience who were surveyed shared that rental assistance 
is ranked the hardest support to obtain (when compared to shelter and food). 
Providers report that flexible funds are crucial to support households who have 
been enrolled in supportive housing programs such as permanent supportive 
housing and rapid rehousing to address the costs of moving out of shelter, including 
transportation. While common expenses of moving into a new residence are 
sometimes available from other sources in the community, a lack of furniture, 
cooking equipment and other basic household needs can be prohibitively expensive 
and prevent a successful transition into housing. 

Stakeholders also emphasized that flexible funds are needed to plug other gaps 
where sufficient resources aren’t available, including funding for eviction moratorium 
arrears, credit repair, legal system fees, pet deposits, and application fees. At the 
Housing Forum, participants highlighted that usually flexible funds are provided 
through grants and donations, rather than government funds. Yet these funds 
demonstrate that small amounts strategically deployed can yield great outcomes. 
The monies can be used in a variety of ways to stave off a much larger crises, 
anything from paying a pet boarding deposit to the first month’s rent. 

Impact 

Many communities across the country have created flexible funding pools that 
provide financial assistance to ensure people do not become housing unstable.

In Austin, Texas, the Ending Community Homelessness Coalition (ECHO) has a 
flexible housing fund that includes risk mitigation funds (funds that provide financial 
assurances to landlords), barrier bursting funds (fund that burst barriers, such 
as application fees and deposits), and availability payments (one-time payments 
submitted to property management to lower the offered rental contract rate). 
Throughout 2020, ECHO’s housing tools and flexible housing funds assisted 
394 households in obtaining permanent housing placements. The placements 
were supported with a $65,000 budget to meet the risk mitigation needs of the 
participating households.83 
82 System Performance Measures, 2020, Ibid.
83 The Ending Community Homeless Coalition (ECHO), Austin, Texas.

https://www.austinecho.org/about-echo/
https://www.austinecho.org/about-echo/
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In the City of Chicago, the Better Health Through Housing demonstration project 
partners to house people who have cycled through three public systems within the 
last two years – Cook County Hospital, Cook County jail, and one of the City’s 
homeless shelters. Funded through an effort led by the University of Illinois Health 
Hospital and Clinics and Cook County Health, together city and county offices, the 
Chicago Housing Authority, private-sector partners and philanthropic organizations 
collectively contribute to the flexible funding pool. The funding pool is used to 
identify, locate and house individuals, In the fall of 2020, the pool had received over 
$13 million in contributions to be used over a three-year period. The pool funds a 
monthly housing subsidy and in-depth wraparound support services for homeless 
individuals who have cycled through three systems. The goal is to house at least 
50% of the targeted population.

Other communities with housing flexible funding pools include; Los Angeles, 
California; Kings and Tulare Counties, California; and the City of Seattle/King 
County, Washington. 

Potential Tactics and Next Steps for Implementation

• Build upon local successes, such as the Arizona State Wildfire utility 
assistance fund and the Howard Epstein Housing Fund, by scaling areas of 
greatest impact and developing new resources to fill gaps and coordinate 
regionally. In 2019, the Quicken Loans Flex Fund, in partnership with the 
Maricopa Regional Continuum of Care, supported veterans in need of one-
time financial assistance to exit homelessness into permanent housing. 

• Coordinate available resources and develop seed funding, including from 
multisector partners such as managed care organizations (MCOs) and 
philanthropic partners, leveraging public funds with private investments. 

• Identify a coordinating entity that can support the implementation process 
and data collection and outcomes analysis that can build buy-in and support 
for ongoing funding.

• Develop program protocols that are streamlined, create regional 
consistency, advance racial equity, and focus the program on filling the gaps 
where other resources fall short or do not exist, while maintaining flexibility 
to address unique participant needs.

• Establish metrics that monitor impact and effectiveness in advancing 
equitable outcomes.

• Involve community providers and people with lived experience of 
homelessness in developing the program, to help identify the common 
barriers to housing that flexible funding can overcome. 

• Coordinate the development of a flexible funding pool initiative with 
other priority strategies, including cross-sector partnerships to coordinate 
resources, landlord engagement, and prevention/diversion efforts. In 
particular, use the knowledge developed in these other strategies to inform 
who is eligible for the fund, and what the fund will cover.
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Estimated Costs: 

• Multnomah County, Oregon: During the Economic Opportunity 
Program’s first 18 months (2015-2017), a total of $546,700 for rental 
assistance (excluding administrative costs) provided rental assistance to 80 
unduplicated participants with an average monthly rental assistance payment 
of $590 and an average length of assistance at 4.5 months. The program also 
provided arrears and debt payments averaging $890 per participant for 22 
participants and security deposits averaging $1,242 per participant for 26 
participants.84

• Los Angeles, California: The total cost to fund the rental portion of the 
Flexible Housing Subsidy Pool for a client is roughly $1,050 per month. 
This amount represents both the cost of the rental subsidy and rental 
administrative fee that Brilliant Corners incurs. Case management costs vary 
based on the client’s level of need, ranging from $225-$450 per client per 
month.85

84 Aligning Housing and Workforce Systems in Multnomah County, Oregon: Economic Opportunity Program Rent 
Assistance Results, Multnomah County et. al, October 26, 2017.

85 Flexible Housing Subsidy Pool Brief Evaluation of the Conrad N. Hilton Foundation Chronic Homelessness 
Initiative, Abt Associates and the Conrad N. Hilton Foundation, March 2017.

https://multco.us/file/67313/download
https://brilliantcorners.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/Hilton-FHSP-Case-Study.pdf
https://brilliantcorners.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/Hilton-FHSP-Case-Study.pdf
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Category Three: Coordination
 

7
Strategy 7: Include People with Lived Experience of 
Homelessness, Especially People of Color, in Decision-
Making Roles Throughout the Homeless System of Care 

Individuals with lived experience of homelessness have crucial expertise in 
effectively responding to homelessness. The intentional collection of feedback 
and sharing of decision-making power has several benefits: system leaders benefit 
from feedback on current gaps and strengths across the system of care, providers 
gain perspective on ways to improve programmatic design and meet the needs 
of clients, consumers build leadership skills and self-determination, and funding is 
spent more effectively on interventions that are working. Additionally, ensuring 
active participation by people of color with lived experience of homelessness helps 
advance racially equitable access and engagement to strengthen the homeless 
system of care.

Collecting meaningful feedback from and sharing decision-making power with 
individuals with lived expertise of homelessness requires setting up intentional 
processes that are integrated into the system.  

Local Need

While individuals with lived experience of homelessness are engaged in some 
feedback loops and decision-making processes in the region, there is continued 
room for deepening these approaches. Executive leadership of provider agencies 
shared that there is an ongoing need to better include the voices of individuals with 
lived experience in conversations around homelessness. 

Similarly, some provider staff indicated that including people with lived experience 
in decision-making could meaningfully impact in the way the region addresses 
homelessness. Multiple stakeholders representing cities indicated that efforts to 
build shelters must take into consideration the needs and preferences of people 
experiencing homelessness, including privacy and dignity, and support for allowing 
people to retain their pets and personal belongings. 

The CoC’s Racial Equity Leadership Group identified a need to create multiple 
opportunities for lived experience involvement in decision making, including 
board and committee seats and involvement in ad hoc workgroups, regular town 
halls, surveys, and other listening sessions. They recognized the need to create 
funding mechanisms to pay people for their time to enable participation, as 
well as developing additional supports such as technology access, childcare, and 
transportation. The Leadership Group called for the region to identify potential peer 
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leaders and develop a training initiative to equip people with lived expertise with 
skills and knowledge to participate meaningfully in CoC activities and to develop a 
mentorship program through which experienced peers can support others as they 
become involved for the first time.86

We know that in the Maricopa region:

• While 36% of the homeless services workforce has personal lived 
experience of homelessness, stakeholders identified a need for more 
representation and participation in system decision making.87 

• Black and Latinx people experience homelessness for more days in the 
region, on average than do White residents, suggesting gaps or barriers in 
access to resources.88 

• Multiple survey responses from homeless services workforce members 
identified a need to “hear from and be led by people by color” and for 
organizations to “hire and promote people of color to lead organizations.”89 

Local projects planned or underway include: 

• The MRCoC has recently established a Lived Experience of Homelessness 
Advisory Council. The Council’s first meeting was in April 2021. 

• Several local organizations currently collect feedback or support advocacy 
efforts from individuals with lived experience of homelessness.  

Impact

Many communities across the country have taken meaningful steps to engage 
individuals with lived experience in leadership roles, which strengthens the 
community’s ability to design programs and policies that are most helpful to people 
experiencing homelessness.

In Santa Clara County, California, the Lived Experience Advisory Board (LEAB) 
is a leadership development body composed of individuals with current or past 
experiences of homelessness. The LEAB makes recommendations on policies and 
funding opportunities, hosts professional development opportunities for members, 
and leads evaluations and projects. For example, the LEAB drafted a report 
assessing resident and staff experiences in a local shelter in 2020, which was then 
used by the shelter to make immediate improvements in their system.90 The LEAB 
also has been hired for consulting work, provided feedback on a client portal, and 
worked with the local Public Housing Authority on programmatic design, among 
other accomplishments.91 

86 Race and Homelessness in Maricopa County, Ibid.
87 Ibid.
88 Ibid.
89 Ibid.
90 Shelter Resident and Staff Feedback Report Findings and Methodology Summary, Destination: Home.
91 Santa Clara’s Lived Experience Advisory Board Description, Destination: Home

https://destinationhomesv.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/07/Methodology-Two-Pager.pdf
https://destinationhomesv.org/leab/
https://destinationhomesv.org/leab/
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Our House in Little Rock, Arkansas, collects feedback from clients through frequent 
survey collection and collaboration with the organization’s Community Council. 
Surveys focus broadly on client experience, ranging from client feedback about 
specific programs to feelings of safety on-site. Feedback collected through this 
process has led to several programmatic changes, as well as improved confidence 
and self-advocacy among residents.92 

The King County Regional Homelessness Authority (KCRHA) provides several 
different opportunities for individuals with lived experience to share in decision-
making power. The structure and purpose of the KCRHA was designed in 
partnership with the Lived Experience Coalition, a democratic group of individuals 
with current and former individuals with lived experience.93 The KCRHA’s Governing 
Committee – the body responsible for driving the work of KCRHA – reserves three 
out of its nine seats for representatives of individuals with lived experience, who are 
recommended by the Lived Experience Coalition and approved by the CoC Board.94 
In 2020, KCRHA hired a staff member to support lived experience representatives 
throughout the KCRHA.95 

Other communities working to integrate individuals with lived experience of home-
lessness in feedback loops or decision-making processes include Baltimore, Mary-
land; Austin, Texas; Chicago, Illinois; Washington, D.C.; and Collier County, Florida.

Potential Tactics and Next Steps for Implementation

• Provide multiple opportunities for the Lived Experience of Homelessness 
Committee to choose to direct, oversee, or collaborate on major projects 
throughout the region, including oversight on the implementation of 
strategies outlined in this report, leadership on efforts to examine data from 
homelessness and other systems to understand and address racial disparities, 
and evaluations of system and program effectiveness.

• Develop a regional toolkit focused on elevating promising local and national 
practices for engaging individuals with lived experience, including resources, 
such as action steps, sample stipend policies for participation in engagement 
efforts, recruitment processes, and workforce development. 

 » Host a series of capacity-building workshops that support toolkit 
implementation as a community practice.

• Integrate consumer feedback loops and participation in program design and 
implementation as criteria for consideration in local funding awards. 

• Build an annual, local training series focused on supporting individuals with 
lived experience of homelessness interested in participating in advocacy 
efforts (e.g., Introduction to the Systems Perspective, Public Speaking Skills, 

92 Homeless Shelter Uses Feedback to Help Its Clients Regain Independence, Stanford Social Innovation Review.
93 Regional Homelessness Authority Background, All Home.
94 Governing Committee Description, Seattle/King County Regional Homelessness Authority.
95 What a Year! Thank You. 2020 Year End Report, Human Interests Blog, Human Services, seattle.gov, December 

2020. 

https://ssir.org/videos/entry/homeless_shelter_uses_feedback_to_help_its_clients_regain_independence
https://regionalhomelesssystem.org/governing-committee/meet-the-governing-committee/
https://humaninterests.seattle.gov/2020/12/30/what-a-year-thank-you/
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and Terminology and the Local Landscape). Consider providing a basic needs 
stipend for individuals that participate in the series.

• Coordinate and embed individuals with lived experience across 
implementation efforts for all 13 other priority strategies.

Estimated Costs: 

• River Valleys CoC, Minnesota: Offers $35 per meeting and 
reimbursement of expenses for travel, childcare, and/or a meal. Travel is 
reimbursed at $0.50 per mile or the equivalent of bus fare.96

• Portland, Oregon: Offers $35 per meeting for participants with lived 
experience of homelessness. Participants can receive up to three stipends 
per month. Larger stipends are available for longer meetings or at the 
discretion of the Initiative Director.97 

• Santa Clara County, California: Offers $20 per hour to members of the 
Lived Experience Advisory Board (LEAB) for participation and also offers 
transportation to (via ride-shares) and food at LEAB meetings. 

8
Strategy 8: Continue to Examine Data from 
Homelessness and Other Systems to Understand and 
Address Racial Disparities

Ongoing regional analysis of homelessness system data by subpopulations is key 
to understanding gaps in system and program access, resource allocation, and 
implementation that can result in disparate incomes for underserved demographics. 
Setting up systems that support ongoing collection, analysis, and evaluation of 
relevant data in the homeless sector and partner systems, such as child welfare, 
criminal justice, education, health care, housing, and social services, will help the 
region identify, understand, and respond to racial disparities. These data would 
provide a more thorough map of how systemic racism impacts the implementation 
and availability of crucial resources in the homeless system of care, and meaningfully 
support the community in equity-based systems change.

Local Need

In 2021, Racial Equity Partners conducted an analysis on behalf of the MRCoC, titled 
Race and Homelessness in Maricopa County, Arizona: Examining the Intersections. 
Through surveys, stakeholder interviews, focus groups, data analysis, and a review 
of policies and procedures, the analysis concludes that “the historical and contem-
porary impact of structural racism in Maricopa County has created the circumstanc-
es in which people of color are more likely than their white counterparts to experi-
ence homelessness.”98 
96 Participation Stipend for Homeless/Formerly Homeless Persons Policy, River Valleys CoC (MN)
97 Stipend Policy, A Home for Everyone (OR)
98 Race and Homelessness in Maricopa County, Ibid.

https://www.threeriverscap.org/sites/default/files/participation_stipend_for_homeless.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/566631e8c21b864679fff4de/t/5f889f9c30b7df2af2cf46c8/1602789277109/Stipend_Policy_JOHS_v3.pdf
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The report noted that racial discrimination in housing and criminal justice drive 
high rates of homelessness for people of color. They found that results of redlining 
(landlords not renting to minorities) are still being felt throughout the community; 
some redlining practices continue to affect people’s access to housing. Issues such 
as source of income discrimination, landlord selection bias, criminal justice prohibi-
tions, and residential segregation are barriers to housing for people of color. Lack of 
legal representation in eviction proceedings has resulted in rulings in favor of land-
lords, with a disproportionate impact on communities of color.

By far the number one challenge or barrier for people of color experiencing 
homelessness in the region identified by stakeholders was discrimination in the 
criminal justice system. Racial profiling was the second most mentioned challenge 
or barrier. Focus groups shared that the criminalization of homelessness, including 
arrests for “quality of life crimes” (such as trespassing) and the subsequent barriers 
to housing and employment for criminal involvement had long-lasting effects on 
homelessness.99

Among the many recommendations from the report, the authors urged the region 
to build its capacity to use data to create equity-based system changes. They 
identified using data for supporting cross-sector collaboration with criminal justice 
and child welfare agencies and health systems; obtaining eviction data by race, 
ethnicity, and ZIP code; regularly monitoring homeless system of care metrics by 
race (e.g., returns to homelessness, length of time homeless); tracking outcomes 
and establishing accountability processes for the homeless system leadership; 
establishing ad hoc workgroups to develop strategies to address disparities; and 
using data to develop an advocacy strategy for greater systemic change.100 Other 
stakeholders, including the United Way, have prioritized racial equity work, including 
using “data and storytelling to show how racism creates barriers to housing access.”

We know that in the Maricopa region:

• Only 23% of survey respondents felt that “people of color are treated 
equitably in the homelessness system,” and several focus group participants 
who were people of color with lived experiences of homelessness described 
experiences of discrimination.101

• Participants in surveys and focus groups expressed concern that the 
assessment process for resources (the VI-SPDAT) exacerbated racial 
inequities, as demonstrated by a significant difference in average scores differ 
by race, with Black participants scoring more than a point lower (7.1) than 
White participants (8.2).102 

• People of color are more likely to return to homelessness from permanent 
supportive housing and rapid rehousing interventions.103  

99 Ibid.
100 Ibid.
101 Race and Homelessness in Maricopa County, Ibid.
102 Ibid.
103 Ibid.
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Impact

Many communities across the country have looked at cross-sector data about 
homelessness through a racial equity lens.

North Carolina’s Balance of State CoC established a Racial Equity Subcommittee 
in 2019, which conducted racial equity assessments in both 2019 and 2020. Both 
reports conducted data analysis through a racial equity lens using federal and state 
data analysis tools to dig deep, each year focusing on two specific data queries. The 
2019 report focused on 1) how the homeless population differed from the general 
population and 2) who is accessing housing in the system. The 2020 report looked 
at 1) who the CoC served compared to people in poverty and 2) who accesses 
permanent housing in the CoC. Both reports concluded with specific next steps, 
including key areas for action, strategies, and activities that the CoC takes each year 
to advance a more fair and equitable homeless system of care.104

In Alameda County, California, the Oakland-Berkeley-Alameda County California 
CoC saw a 43% increase in homelessness in the region. The steep increase led 
them to undertake a system modeling process through a racial equity lens, with the 
“goal of producing a homeless system that works better for all to end homelessness 
in Alameda County.” They looked not only at data on race in the homeless system 
itself, but also on historical and structural racism across multiple systems. As a result 
of their deep analysis, the CoC identified system strategies to advance equity in its 
homeless system of care, including disaggregating homeless outcomes by race.105

Other communities with robust data analysis efforts include Atlanta, Georgia; City 
of Portland/Multnomah County, Oregon; City of Seattle/King County, Washington; 
City of Tacoma/Pierce County, Washington; Columbus, Ohio. 

Potential Tactics and Next Steps for Implementation

• Create a regionwide commitment statement around data tracking, analysis, 
and racial equity in partnership with key systems (e.g., legal systems 
(including the court system), behavioral health, and homeless systems). 
Develop community data collection standards around race and ethnicity. 

• Establish a process for regularly analyzing racial disparities in the homeless 
system’s performance alongside disparities in other systems of care, 
particularly behavioral health and criminal legal systems. Integrate discussion 
of the analysis as part of existing community leadership processes, such as 
MRCoC Board meetings. 
 
 

104 2020 Racial Equity Assessment, North Carolina Balance of State Continuum of Care.
105 Centering Racial Equity in Homeless System Design, Oakland-Berkeley-Alameda County Continuum of Care, 

February 2021. 

https://www.ncceh.org/media/files/files/bf3a7a6b/2020-re-assessment-final-draft.pdf
https://everyonehome.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/02/2021-Centering-Racial-Equity-in-Homeless-System-Design-Full-Report-FINAL.pdf
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• Establish regional accountability measures focused on eliminating the 
over-representation of individuals of color experiencing homelessness. 
These measures can be used to guide policy-making decisions and funding 
prioritization across the region. Consider publicizing progress toward these 
accountability measures with a public dashboard. 

• Coordinate and embed racial equity data analysis and findings across all 13 
other priority strategies. 

Estimated Costs: 

• Collecting and aggregating data from various sources outside the homeless 
system (e.g., criminal justice, health systems, etc.) is complicated and time 
intensive. Data protection laws often hamper sharing efforts. As a result, the 
first step in the process is to understand relevant data sharing limitations and 
craft solutions, such as data-sharing agreements, that overcome this barrier. 
Much depends on the scope of the collection and analysis (e.g., number 
of data sources, number of data elements, etc.). Costs for a third party 
consultant would start at approximately $30,000.

• Additional costs may vary significantly, depending on next steps, such as 
working with the HMIS vendor to develop a report or dedicating staff time 
to quarterly analyses for the CoC Board.

9
Strategy 9: Develop and Sustain a Diverse and Inclusive 
Workforce and Organizations that Are Committed to 
Antiracism

Implementing next steps to build a diverse and inclusive workforce and partner 
organizations that are committed to antiracism will help ensure that policies, 
programs, and system structures within the staff and organizations working with 
people experiencing homelessness in the region are unbiased, promote inclusion, 
and strengthen equity of access and outcomes for Black and Indigenous populations 
and other people of color.

Local Need

The Racial Equity Partners’ report for the MRCoC compiled the primary local 
issues around diversity and inclusiveness of the homeless system and its workforce. 
The report recognized that the homeless workforce in the region is diverse, yet 
the community lacks policies and procedures that articulate organizational and 
staff commitment to a shared set of values regarding racial equity. The report 
recommended that the region establish diversity targets for boards and executive 
leadership and for all subcommittees. A number of survey respondents shared 
that the community needs to “hear from and be led by people of color” and for 
organizations to “hire and promote people of color to lead organizations.”106 

106 Race and Homelessness in Maricopa County, Ibid.
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Other recommendations include training so that the homeless system workforce – 
through all levels – understands the historical and intergenerational trauma among 
Black and Native American individuals in the community. They recommended orga-
nizations build diverse boards of directors and to train executive leadership on hiring, 
supporting employees of color, and systems plan through a racial equity lens. The com-
munity needs to invest in the capacity of organizations led by and for people of color.

We know that in the Maricopa region: 

• Forty-eight percent of survey respondents moderately or strongly disagreed 
that “people of color are treated equitably in the homelessness system in 
Maricopa County.”107

• Fifty-three percent of the homelessness system workforce identifies as 
white, and nearly half of respondents identifies as non-white. Among those 
who selected “executive leadership” or “board member” to describe their 
role, 60% were white/Caucasian, 23% Black/African American, and 3% 
Hispanic/Latinx. While there is a significant percentage of Black/African 
American leaders, there is a small percentage of Hispanic/Latinx leaders 
(3%) and no executive leaders or board members were Native American.108 

• 66% of the homeless services workforce have experienced poverty, 42% 
mental illness, 36% homelessness, 36% substance use disorder, and 23% 
other (domestic violence, trauma, racial discrimination, etc.).109  

Impact

Many communities across the country have worked to ensure that their homeless 
response system leadership team and staff is diverse and inclusive.

Central Virginia’s Continuum of Care created custom reports of HMIS data to display 
inflow and outflow looking specifically at race and ethnicity, and found racial disparities 
in regard to the population experiencing homelessness, as well as access and 
outcomes. In response to their findings, they provided trainings to the entire CoC on 
“Equal Access and Non-Discrimination.” They then set out goals for the entire CoC 
to increase diversity on its board to mirror the population of people experiencing 
homelessness, create a shared understanding of the racial and ethnic composition of 
the CoC staff in general, and review their policies through a racial equity lens.110

In Metro Denver, Colorado, the Continuum of Care established an Equity and 
Accessibility Committee that called for increasing the representation of people 
of color and other marginalized identities (including those with lived experience 
of homelessness, people living with disabling conditions, and non-native English 
speakers) on organization boards, and in executive leadership and staffing. 

107 Ibid.
108 Ibid.
109 Ibid.
110 2019 Racial Disparity Data Research, Central Virginia Continuum of Care.

https://centralvirginiacoc.org/racial-disparity
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The recommendation included awarding points in the annual CoC competition 
funding cycle to organizations who achieve equity and inclusion in staffing and 
leadership. Each organization must report on each category of staff – board, 
executive, mid-management, frontline staff, etc. – and the percentage of people of 
color and other marginalized groups. Final approval for the list of recommendations 
is currently underway.111

Other examples of developing more diverse and inclusive boards of directors and 
homeless system leadership include Pierce County, Washington.

Potential Tactics and Next Steps for Implementation

• Collaborate with regional stakeholders, such as executive leadership with 
housing providers, service providers, philanthropy, and key nonprofits, to 
establish a Statement of Shared Values regarding racial equity, including 
diversity targets for boards, executive leadership, and key committees (e.g., 
MRCoC Board). Track progress toward diversity targets at an annual basis.

• Implement a regional racial equity training series focused on topics like 
implicit bias, cultural humility and sensitivity, and the root causes of 
homelessness for leadership, direct service staff, and individuals serving 
on boards and committees. Consider featuring local organizations that are 
particularly culturally responsive (e.g., Chicanos por la Causa, Trans Queer 
Pueblo) and individuals with lived experience to discuss their experiences. 

• Develop a regional series of capacity-building workshops focused on 
sustaining a diverse and inclusive workforce among providers serving 
individuals experiencing homelessness. Workshop topics could include 
equitable hiring processes, conducting a Human Resources Audit, and 
cultivating talent among Black, Indigenous, and people of color (BIPOC) 
individuals. Consider positioning this training series within existing local 
technical assistance efforts (e.g., Vitalyst Health Foundation).

• Collect and disseminate information about promising local practices for 
supporting individuals with lived experience in the workforce, for example, 
valuing lived experience as a qualification, flexible work schedules, and 
inclusive recruitment processes.

• Create opportunities for systemwide mentorship to support people of color 
in staff and leadership roles. 

• Coordinate the development of a diverse and inclusive workforce and 
organizations that are committed to antiracism with all priority strategy 
work, especially as decisions are made about the entities and people who 
lead and do the work under each strategy, such as housing and services 
providers. 

111  Equity and Accessibility Committee 2019, Recommendations, Denver Metro CoC (2019)

https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/mdhi/pages/2570/attachments/original/1588199937/2019_Equity_and_Accessibility_Committee_Recommendations.pdf?1588199937
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Estimated Costs: 

• Communities often use third party consultants to begin this work. This 
may include CoC-wide capacity building, including trainings on various 
topics of focus (implicit bias, recruiting, screening and interviewing, building 
an inclusive workplace, etc.), workshops to revise agency policies and 
procedures, and direct agency technical assistance. Consultant work is 
estimated to start at $50,000, subject to scope.

• In addition to consultant costs, dedicated staff time would be spent planning, 
coordinating, and scheduling with partner organizations and training entities 
on an ongoing basis to ensure to workforce diversity remains top of mind for 
organizations serving individuals experiencing homelessness. Staff time might 
also be spent developing educational and outreach materials to support 
training, drafting model policies enshrining commitment to workforce 
diversity, and developing recruitment tools including screening tools and 
interviewing best practices. Assuming that these tasks can be completed 
with an allotment of 0.125 full-time equivalent (assumed salary: $65,000), 
staff costs are estimated to start from $8,125, annually.

10 Strategy 10: Build and Coordinate Cross-Sector 
Relationships with Other Systems

Many communities recognize that departments, systems, and organizations are 
interacting with the same people without coordinating, which often results in 
duplication of efforts and inefficiencies in delivering services and care. Undertaking 
cross-sector collaboration between the homeless system of care and other 
service systems, including child welfare, criminal justice, education, health care, 
housing, and social services can maximize efficiencies and support care management, 
track individuals receiving care, facilitate communication among a disparate set of 
providers, and prevent people from entering homelessness altogether. 

Local Need

Stakeholders made clear the importance of regional coordination across jurisdictions 
and identified regional strengths in the ability and willingness of government, 
nonprofits, and the private sector to collaborate and cooperate in seeking the best 
outcomes for the public and the population experiencing housing challenges. The 
region has been innovative and has expressed a willingness and ability to experiment 
with new ideas. Innovative collaborations and partnerships, such as those involving 
the United Way and Chicanos por la Causa (CPLC), have emerged as well as public-
private partnerships that engage with local and national companies.

Stakeholders identified a need to establish methods for regular communication and 
meetings between systems leaders and relevant partners, to develop a coordinated 
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funding approach that would pivot away from formula-based or competitive funding 
models, to align federal requirements with regional and local priorities, and to 
develop master services agreements that would address how resources and services 
are delivered across the region.

When considering what partnerships are needed to better deliver housing and 
services, stakeholders agreed that strengthening connections to behavioral health 
providers, schools, child welfare systems, and domestic violence providers, 
among others, was important. Stakeholders also saw the value in partnering with 
antiracism organizations working with Black, Native, and Latinx communities. They 
recognized the strength in current partnerships with school districts that could be 
further leveraged for deeper connections. School system involvement can ensure 
households that would not have otherwise connected with the homeless system 
are engaged and provided appropriate support. Additionally, there is a need to 
coordinate discharges from entities such as hospitals, jails, prisons, and foster care 
to ensure clients are avoiding entering the homeless system whenever possible. 

At the same time, some described a lack of networking and collaboration both 
within the faith-based community and with other entities. One stakeholder 
described the faith-based community as a “sleeping army of well-intentioned highly 
motivated people who don’t always know what to do.” Coordination must be truly 
collaborative, with faith-based organizations invited to engage as partners, not 
simply informed as to what they are needed to do. Faith-based organizations should 
be participants in Continuum of Care meetings across the region.

We know that in the Maricopa region:

• The 2020 Point-in-Time Count identified 548 families and 530 youth (ages 
18 to 24 years old) experiencing homelessness on a single night in January.112 
There were 607 families and 207 youth in HMIS in February 2020. In the 
most recent HMIS data available for 2021, those numbers have changed, 
with only 454 families in HMIS, but 309 youth.113 

• Victims and survivors of domestic violence are at times overlooked in the 
region. Systemwide data policies and planning efforts do not consistently 
consider the safety issues facing individuals fleeing domestic violence.114 

• A considerable number of households entering the homeless system are 
coming from institutional settings – a majority of whom are entering from 
hospitals, jails, and psychiatric hospitals.115 Yet, rapid rehousing programs are 
enrolling very few households directly from institutions.116 

• Local models planned or underway include: The City of Apache Junction has 
a jail diversion program that engages people in community service in lieu 
of paying a fine. They also partner with the local school district in events 
supporting people experiencing homelessness.117

112 Point-in-Time Count, 2020, Ibid.
113 HMIS data, 2020 and 2021.
114 Performance and SWOT Analysis Report, Ibid.
115 Ibid.
116 Ibid.
117 Municipal Responses to Homelessness, Ibid.
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• The City of Avondale, together with the nonprofit New Leaf and the local 
school district, funds the Siemer Family Stability Program, which offers case 
management services and access to the Avondale Resource Center for rental 
and utility assistance to families who are homeless or at risk of imminent 
homelessness.118

• The City of Chandler partners with the local school program on several 
projects, including support for at-risk youth and youth experiencing 
homelessness to fund services, activities, and resources, including food, 
clothing, alternative education and training, support, internet safety and 
suicide prevention.119

• The City of Glendale has a mental health court for people with serious 
mental illness to reconnect people to services and reduce the number of 
people seriously mentally ill in the jail system.120

• The City of Litchfield Park supports Homeless Youth Connection, an 
organization that identifies youth who are in jeopardy of becoming homeless, 
and provides them with support to gain housing, schooling, food and other 
basic needs to succeed in life.121

• The Town of Fountain Hills has launched a Mental Health Awareness 
campaign through the Mayor’s Youth Council 2021 Project, to address the 
rate of mental illness, which has increased exponentially over the course of 
the pandemic.122 

• In partnership with Maricopa County Correctional Health, Mercy Care, 
Community Bridges Inc., La Frontera Empact, ABC Housing, and Southwest 
Behavioral Health, the county has developed Hand-in-Hand, a multidisci-
plinary approach to meeting the needs of high-utilizers of the justice system 
that are experiencing homelessness, by rapidly connecting individuals with 
supportive, housing, physical/mental health resources, and navigation ser-
vices while in jail, and coordination of community services upon release.123

• The City of Mesa offers services in lieu of incarceration for people 
experiencing homelessness, training Police Department officers to divert 
criminal charges at the street contact level.124 

• The City of Peoria has an interdepartmental homeless work group that meets 
periodically to work on solutions to address the homeless issues in the city.125 

• The City of Phoenix’s Head Start Program works closely with school 
districts to identify families that may be a good match for services, including 
those families and children experiencing homelessness, who are given 
priority in selection. The Phoenix Prosecutor’s Office’s Community 
Prosecution Bureau works closely with the Phoenix Police and Human 
Services Departments to implement smart justice programming, which is 
sensitive to the complex needs of persons experiencing homelessness who 

118 Ibid.
119 Ibid.
120 Ibid.
121 Ibid.
122 Mayor’s Youth Council Project 2021, Town of Fountain Hills.
123 Municipal Responses to Homelessness, Ibid.
124 Ibid.
125 Ibid.

https://www.fh.az.gov/748/Mental-Health-Campaign
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become justice involved. The departments work collaboratively to develop 
the best plan for each individual to reduce crime and recidivism and increase 
independence and quality of life.126

• The City of Scottsdale’s Human Services Department, in collaboration 
with Scottsdale City Courts, is establishing a Community Intervention 
Court program, which will navigate appropriate defendants into a diversion 
program that will connect a vulnerable population to needed services and 
opportunities.127 

Impact 

Many communities across the country have created cross-sector partnerships.

In the state of Michigan, the Department of Health & Human Services MDHHS), 
along with the Coalition Against Homelessness, adopted an integrated service 
delivery system to achieve a more person-centric care model. Targeting homeless 
high utilizers of medical services, they matched data among their HMIS and 
health care systems and initiated a pilot project where housing vouchers and 
state supportive service dollars were set aside for individuals identified through 
the data match. Not only did they learn that not all high utilizers were enrolled in 
Medicaid, but they found a higher-than-expected number of children who were 
high Medicaid users and were also homeless. The data match allowed the state to 
quickly prioritize and get those children housed. As a result of the partnership and 
coordination, the CoCs have modified their priorities as they have learned more 
through the data match.128 

In Boston, Massachusetts, a collaboration between the Social Determinants of 
Health (SDOH) Consortium and Boston Health Care for the Homeless Program 
(BHCHP) received a $750,000 grant to coordinate care across diverse agencies to 
better serve people experiencing homelessness, improve access to services, and 
reduce avoidable emergency department and hospital utilization by 20%. They 
set up a data warehouse to share data and better understand clients’ needs and 
service usage. The program resulted in a 23% reduction in the average number of 
emergency department visits, a 4% reduction in the average number of inpatient 
admissions, and longer time elapsed between inpatient admissions (72% increase). 
Evaluators found that SDOH patients had lower rates for control of high blood 
pressure than BHCHP patients overall. In terms of housing, 21 of the 50 active 
participants (42%) were housed, including eight (16%) who started housed and 
remained housed, and 13 (26%) who were unhoused and became housed.129 

In Sonoma County, California, the Department of Health Services fundamentally 
changed its approach to care. Researchers at the University of California at 

126 Ibid.
127 Ibid.
128 Homelessness and Housing, Michigan Department of Health and Human Services.
129 Social Determinants of Health Coordinated Care Hub for Homeless Adults, Boston, MA (July 2019).

https://www.michigan.gov/mdhhs/0,5885,7-339-71547_93449---,00.html
https://www.mass.gov/doc/presentation-board-meeting-july-24-2019-1/download


Regional Homelessness Strategies Portfolio 57

Berkeley’s Policy Lab found that Sonoma County’s high utilizers each used at least 
$27,000 in state and county government services annually, despite comprising 
only 1% of the population. They accounted for an average of 28% of behavioral 
health costs, 52% of nights in housing or shelters for the homeless, and 26% 
of jail time in Sonoma County annually.130 Recognizing the need for cross-sector 
collaboration, Sonoma established a countywide cross-sector partnership, Accessing 
Coordinated Care and Empowering Self Sufficiency (ACCESS), which relies on an 
Interdepartmental Multidisciplinary Team that shares data, some funding, and a 
sense of collective responsibility for mutual clients.131  

Potential Tactics and Next Steps for Implementation

• Strengthen pathways for ensuring that all people experiencing homelessness 
are enrolled in available resources and benefits, including ensuring each 
organization in the homeless system of care is connecting clients to the 
Closed Loop Referral System and AHCCCS. 

• Expand existing housing-focused programs that leverage state and county 
behavioral health resources for clients with severe mental illness and 
substance use disorders and deepen integrated housing and behavioral 
health programming targeted to youth and young adults. 

• Expand partnerships between behavioral health providers and the MRCoC 
to leverage behavioral health resources such as Assertive Community 
Treatment Teams, housing navigators, and other programs that support 
obtaining and retaining housing for clients with complex behavioral health 
conditions.

• Establish shared messaging and advocacy partnerships across key systems 
(e.g., homeless system, behavioral health, educational institutions, domestic 
violence providers, local governments) to advocate for additional state 
funding dedicated to increasing very affordable housing and underscore the 
importance of housing in addressing behavioral health issues. 

• Build additional supports for families with children experiencing and at risk 
of homelessness, including co-located services located on school properties, 
free childcare programs with extended hours, incentives for families with 
children with regular school attendance, and messaging that supports families 
in accessing resources without fear of stigma or separation.

• Deepen partnerships between programs serving survivors of domestic 
violence and the homeless system of care to streamline resources to ensure 
survivors have access to housing and other resources across the system. 

• Coordinate discharge planning for individuals exiting institutional settings, 
such as behavioral health in-patient treatment and legal settings, to prevent 
exits to homelessness. 
 
 

130 High Utilizers of Multiple Systems in Sonoma County, California Policy Lab (July 2020).
131 Accessing Coordinated Care and Empower Self Sufficiency (ACCESS), Sonoma County, CA.

https://www.capolicylab.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/07/High-Utilizers-of-Multiple-Systems-in-Sonoma-County.pdf
https://sonomacounty.ca.gov/CAO/Projects/ACCESS-Sonoma/
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• Deepen regional partnerships to support people experiencing homelessness 
with steps to overcome housing barriers, including expungement of criminal 
records and support to obtain photo IDs, birth certificates and social security 
cards, and addresses where mail can be received.

• Expand support for clients navigating behavioral health systems and other 
benefits, including annual homelessness provider trainings on connecting 
clients to benefits that engage local stakeholders across systems, foster 
understanding of unfamiliar systems, and increase fluency in partner-system 
programs and eligibility criteria to improve client care and connections. 
Consider expanding training to other key partners, such as law enforcement, 
and positioning these trainings within existing technical assistance efforts 
(e.g., Community Bridges).

• Coordinate the cross-sector coordination strategy with the prevention 
and diversion and housing flexible funding pool strategies, as well as the 
employment assistance strategy. 

Estimated Costs: 

• No services costs; leverages existing resources.
• Ongoing operations staffing costs to support coordination depend on 

specific initiatives deployed. Often these initiatives rely on existing full-time 
equivalent staff but can benefit from the addition of dedicated staff time or 
consultant support to facilitate coordination and develop new policies and 
procedures.  
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Category Four: Services

11 Strategy 11: Evaluate and Enhance the Coordinated 
Entry System

Coordinated Entry (“CE” or “CES” for Coordinated Entry System) is a federally 
mandated process that each CoC sets up. The system is designed to ensure people 
experiencing or at risk of homelessness are prioritized for resources based on 
severity of need and that people are matched to available resources most suitable 
to meet their needs. Coordinated Entry’s primary purpose is to allocate housing 
resources fairly and appropriately. The Coordinated Entry process includes a 
standard assessment for everyone experiencing homelessness seeking housing and 
services, a centralized list that prioritizes individuals for resources across the CoC, 
and a process for matching and referring households to available program openings 
for programs such as permanent supportive housing and rapid rehousing.

Local Need

In 2018, Focus Strategies found that the community’s recent implementation and 
refinement of the CES for families and single adult households had increased and 
streamlined access to services throughout the region, especially for higher need 
households. They found that the adult CES was working smoothly “despite a 
general sense that housing resources are limited.” Focus Strategies indicated that 
the HMIS supporting the CES process was led by a competent, responsive, and 
data-savvy team.132

More recently, however, stakeholders engaging in the development of Racial 
Equity Partners’ report felt that the CES is not equally accessible to people of color 
and members of other disadvantaged communities. Many clients and providers 
perceive racial bias in the current assessment and prioritization process, and that 
assessments, conducted using the VI-SPDAT, do not always accurately capture a 
household’s level of need and circumstances.133 A local presentation in 2019 found 
significant racial differences in VI-SPDAT scores in Maricopa County, with Black 
participants scoring more than a point lower (7.1) than white participants (8.2) on 
average.134 

Many stakeholders felt that greater geographic coverage of CES access points 
for households with families is needed. Stakeholders identified a lack of housing, 
services, and CES access points available in parts of the county outside of Phoenix, 
particularly the West Valley. They also pointed to geographic disparities in CES, 
access, and services as a weakness of the current system.

132 Performance and SWOT Analysis Report, Ibid.
133 Race and Homelessness in Maricopa County, Ibid.
134 Ibid.
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We know that in the Maricopa region:

• CES access points only operate during normal business hours, which is not 
accessible for all individuals experiencing homelessness.135 

• In 2018, the Gaps Analysis concluded that the coordinated assessment tool 
(the VI-SPDAT) did not fully and accurately capture a household’s need and 
circumstance.136 

• There is an identified need for additional access points in the West Valley 
and the East Valley to serve people who may not have access to public 
transportation.137  

Impact

Many communities across the country regularly evaluate and enhance their 
Coordinated Entry Systems to ensure they are prioritizing the most vulnerable 
people in a just and effective way and matching households to the most appropriate 
services and housing interventions. Communities nationally are also evaluating 
opportunities to incorporate diversion and problem-solving strategies, dynamic 
prioritization, and other approaches to increase efficient uses of resources.

Stakeholders in the city of Las Vegas, Nevada developed a custom assessment 
tool called the CHAT based on the needs of its community. Through an evaluation 
process, the community determined that the CHAT allows them to assess the 
vulnerability of their clients more accurately and reliably than the VI-SPDAT. More 
than 4,500 clients were assessed at 27 unique access sites using the CHAT, with a 
very low rate of missing information. For example, only 22 clients (0.5%) answered 
that they did not know or did not want to say whether they have a physical disability 
that limits their mobility. The CHAT produces scores in a normal distribution (bell 
curve) even when applied to smaller subpopulations such as youth and domestic 
violence survivors, which is an indicator of reliability. Ninety-five percent of survey 
respondents who work on the assessments felt that training, materials, and guidance 
about their assessment tools was sufficient. 138 

In Fresno, California, the community used its CE Evaluations to support the launch 
of five new access points, including access points in rural areas, and developed a 
standardized process and participation agreement for new access sites. One of the 
new access points, the Madera Homeless Engagement for Living Program (HELP), 
made 710 contacts between July 2020 and February 2021, including 35 people who 
were matched with permanent supportive housing programs, 34 people who were 
referred to rapid rehousing programs, 9 people who were employed as a result of 
their assistance, and 11 people who were reunited with their families.139

135 Ibid.
136 Performance and SWOT Analysis Report, Ibid.
137 Municipal Responses to Homelessness, Ibid.
138 Coordinated Entry Southern Nevada Continuum of Care Annual Coordinated Entry System Evaluation Report, 

Las Vegas, Nevada (2018).
139 Fresno Madera Continuum of Care Coordinated Entry Participation Agreement, Fresno (2019).

https://www.azmag.gov/Portals/0/Documents/Homelessness/Homeless-Municipal-Best-Practices-Report-2020-FINAL.pdf
https://helphopehome.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/07/Coordinated-Entry-Evaluation-Report-2018-Southern-Nevada-Homelessness-CoC.pdf
https://surveyormaps.co.fresno.ca.us/Homeless/edoc/391/1%20Fresno%20Madera%20Continuum%20of%20Care%20CES%20Partner%20Agreement%20January%202019%20wit....pdf?dbid=0&repo=Homeless
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Potential Tactics and Next Steps for Implementation

• Develop a detailed scope of work for the Coordinated Entry System 
evaluation to collect and analyze quantitative data from HMIS and other 
sources, and qualitative data from consumer and provider focus groups, key 
informant interviews, and stakeholder surveys to identify strengths and gaps 
in the CES. This analysis builds on the work already done for the 2021 Racial 
Equity Analysis and other processes. Focus on key questions, including: 

 » What are the gaps in system access, including geography and 
subpopulation? Who is not entering the CES and/or receiving an 
assessment and why? What are the opportunities to better ensure 
everyone experiencing homelessness is entering the system?

 » What are the gaps in assessment administration, including equity, quality 
control, and consistency across the region — how are assessment 
scores distributed and potentially impacted by factors other than a 
household’s need/vulnerability?

 » What are the gaps in program matching? What are the opportunities to 
strengthen expediency and appropriateness of program referrals and 
enrollment to improve effective use of supportive housing resources 
and other services?

 » What are the opportunities to strengthen overall system integration, 
including diversion/problem solving, landlord engagement, flexible 
funding, and maximize participation of permanent housing programs 
across the region? 

• Using the recommendations from the analysis, strengthen the effectiveness 
of the system to optimize effective and equitable uses of resources, and 
expedite households in exiting homelessness, including:

 » Apply the lessons learned from COVID-19 to continue effective 
strategies in the post-COVID system.

 » Improve the data infrastructure to adequately assess the needs of the 
system, including regularly assessing system inflows and outflows, and 
ensuring the process is collecting sufficient data to track and evaluate 
system outcomes, impacts, and disparities.

 » Enhance coordination, communication, and collaboration across 
the entry points, assessment, matching, referral and enrollment 
stakeholders, and across the two CE systems(singles and families).

 » Increase access to safe and diverse CE sites and develop alternatives to 
physical access points through virtual and telephonic options. 

 » Address racial disparities in the CES, applying strategies from national 
models to ensure racial equity in coordinated tools and processes. 
Conduct focus groups and listening sessions with people of different 
racial and ethnic backgrounds to solicit their input on how to create a 
more accessible, responsive system. Potential strategies could include:

– Review and revise CoC policies and procedures to center racial 
equity.
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– Examine efforts by communities across the country to replace or 
augment the VI-SPDAT.

– Involve people with lived experience in the redesign process.
– Develop strategies to expand access for people of color to the 

coordinated entry system.
– Design and implement new intake tools and processes.

 » Expand culturally specific outreach to Black, Indigenous, and people of 
color (BIPOC) residents to engage them in housing and services.  

• Coordinate the evaluation and enhancement of the CES with other priority 
strategies, including strategies to address racial equity data collection and 
analysis, coordinating the COVID-19 Relief Funding, diversion work, housing 
flexible funding, and multisector partnerships. 

Estimated Costs: 

• An in-depth Coordinated Entry System evaluation typically involves 
analysis of Homeless Management Information System (HMIS) data, focus 
groups with direct service providers and people with lived experience 
of homelessness, and key informant interviews. CES evaluations seek to 
identify gaps in access to the system, evaluate the processes for conducting 
the assessment, determine how well it is matching people to resources, 
and identify how successful it is in conducting the referrals and program 
enrollment. Depending on scope, the evaluation process typically takes 
approximately 300 to 400 hours. Communities often use third party 
consultants for CES evaluations, at a cost of approximately $35,000 - 45,000. 
The cost depends on the scope of the evaluation and can vary significantly 
from community to community.

• Costs of system enhancement can range significantly, depending on the 
resulting recommendations and local decision-making about next steps. 

12
Strategy 12: Expand and Coordinate Employment 
Assistance and Services Available to People 
Experiencing Homelessness

Partnerships between workforce and homeless service systems are key to support-
ing economic opportunity and advancement for people experiencing homelessness. 
Integrating workforce development with homeless services and/or at Co-
ordinated Entry access points is an important strategy for improving access to and 
maximizing the use of employment and income resources among those experiencing 
homelessness. Most people experiencing homelessness report that they want to 
work and that employment and increased income are crucial to help them perma-
nently exit homelessness. By targeting employment opportunities and providing job 
training, financial aid, rental assistance, and other resources in a coordinated way, 
communities can strengthen pathways to employment and housing stability.
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Local Need

The community seeks more supportive services that will lead people experiencing 
homelessness to self-sufficiency, with an emphasis on access to job services. Efforts 
to support households experiencing homelessness or those that are recently 
housed with employment can increase their incomes and reduce cost burdens on 
the homeless system. Stakeholders called for more collaboration with the business 
community to help those experiencing homelessness find jobs and provide a 
pathway to self-sufficiency, stability, and upward mobility for workers. 

The 2020 System Performance measures indicate that 50% of clients in CoC 
projects had an increase in job/earned income in 2020. That number held steady 
from 2019 but reflects a significant growth from 2017 when only 36% of clients in 
CoC projects had an increase in job/earned income.140

Partnerships with employment assistance and training, especially at a regional level, 
can be increased to build a tighter linkage between housing and employment. 
Recent System Performance Measures indicate that there is a slight trend up in 
job and income growth, as well as non-earned income, with continued room for 
improvement. 

Local models planned or underway include: 

• The City of Chandler has partnered with Azcend,141 St. Joseph the Worker,142 
and Arizona@Work143 to coordinate employment services and job-training 
opportunities for those experiencing homelessness. The City has plans to 
cultivate new workforce development partners as well as to continue to 
work with its current partners. 

• Pinal County partners with Arizona@Work to serve individuals struggling 
against barriers to employment such as homelessness, transportation issues, 
or a lack of skills to be competitive in the current job market.

• The City of Glendale has partnered with the Phoenix Rescue Mission to 
employ individuals experiencing homelessness through the Glendale Works 
program. Participants are paid to help clean up public spaces and receive 
two meals along with referrals to services and resources. 

• The City of Phoenix has relocated its Business and Workforce Development 
Division to its Human Service Department, increasing opportunities for 
those experiencing homelessness who are seeking services. The Division 
partners with several agencies, including the United Way, St. Joseph the 
Worker, and A New Leaf, and refers individuals to one of the city’s three 
One Stop Career Centers, which are part of Arizona@Work.144 

 

140 System Performance Measures, 2020, Ibid.
141 Azcend
142 St. Joseph the Worker 

143 Arizona@Work 
144 Municipal Responses to Homelessness, Ibid.

https://sjwjobs.org/
https://arizonaatwork.com/
https://www.azmag.gov/Portals/0/Documents/Homelessness/Homeless-Municipal-Best-Practices-Report-2020-FINAL.pdf
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• The City of Apache Junction’s Community Resource Center offers a variety 
of services in collaboration with other organizations, including employment 
services, to provide workforce development support to people experiencing 
homelessness.145

• The City of Peoria, through CDBG and City General Fund Grants, funds 
several organizations that provide workforce development and job 
skills training for people experiencing homelessness, including Goodwill, 
Homeward Bound, CASS, and Deep Within Rehab. Deep Within Rehab 
provides people in shelters with positions in the food industry almost 
immediately after intake by securing food vendor contracts with multiple 
sports complexes throughout the Valley. Goodwill has a career center 
in Peoria that offers various levels of skill training and has connections to 
employers that are hiring.146

• The City of Avondale partners with the local Goodwill to provide 
employment services at the local Resource Center, including a career advisor, 
career preparation, job-readiness services, resume development, mock 
interviews, job search assistance, and employment verification advice.147 

• The cities of El Mirage and Surprise partner to support the management 
of CAP funds and the City of Surprise’s Resource Center, which connects 
people to workforce development resources.148 

Impact

Communities across the country have created programs that expand and coordinate 
employment assistance to help people become housing stable. 

In Multnomah County, Oregon, an Economic Opportunity Program provides 
participants with intensive employment services, including basic skills, soft-skills 
development, occupational skills training, job-readiness training, and job-search 
assistance. Some participants who are homeless or at risk of losing their housing 
also receive rental assistance (depending on funding availability). Initial outcomes 
data show that those who received rental assistance had significantly higher 
rates of employment and training completion. Of those who were provided 
rental assistance, 92% obtained unsubsidized employment and all who obtained 
employment were still employed 12 months after their exit from the program. 
Those who received rental assistance also saw their incomes more than double, 
with a 113% increase in income. Ninety-eight percent of those receiving rental 
assistance remained housed throughout the course of assistance; 87% remained 
housed 6 months after program exit and 76% remained housed 12 months after 
program exit.149 

145 Ibid.
146 Ibid.
147 Ibid.
148 Ibid.
149 Aligning Housing and Workforce Systems in Multnomah County, Oregon: Economic Opportunity Program Rent 

Assistance Results. October 26, 2017. 

https://multco.us/file/67313/download
https://multco.us/file/67313/download
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In the Gulf Coast of Texas, the region’s CoC partnered with Workforce Solutions to 
provide employment assistance to individuals experiencing homelessness. Through 
the “Income Now” program, the CoC generates direct referrals for employment 
services through its CES and sends these referrals to the appropriate Workforce 
Solutions career office, where staff can address the specific employment needs of 
each participant. Workforce Solutions staff also work on-site at homeless service 
provider locations and participate in the region’s HMIS, closing the loop and 
ensuring that employment services and outcomes are tracked systemwide150.

Impact Community Action in Columbus and Franklin counties, Ohio, serves more 
than 20,000 families and individuals who are at or below 200% of the federal 
poverty level, providing a suite of “empowerment services” that include workforce 
development and vocational training and certification. After completing the 
workforce-development program, participants are eligible for the vocational training 
and certification program, which provides a mixture of classroom instruction and 
hands-on work to help prepare participants for the construction field. Impact 
Community Action reports that, in 2019, 512 participants found gainful employment 
through its programs.151 

Other examples of integrating workforce development with homeless services 
include the Downtown Streets Team in various locations in California’s Central 
Valley, Central Coast, and Bay Area; Minneapolis/Hennepin County, Minnesota; and 
Secure Jobs Connecticut. 

Potential Tactics and Next Steps for Implementation

• Expand connections to existing employment assistance resources for 
households experiencing homelessness or who have recently exited 
homelessness by: 

 » Mapping the community assets and services available for employment 
assistance to create a regional housing and employment resources 
inventory.

 » Deepening connections between rapid rehousing and permanent 
supportive housing providers and employment assistance services.

 » Expanding co-located employment assistance at day centers, temporary 
and permanent housing programs, and other locations targeted to work 
with people experiencing homelessness.  

• Enhance access to existing services by people at risk, experiencing, or 
recently experiencing homelessness by:

 » Deepening partnerships with employment service entities to address 
barriers to serving people experiencing or recently experiencing 
homelessness, including training for staff. 

150 Income Now, Workforce Solutions. 
151 Empowerment Services, Impact Community Action. 

https://www.wrksolutions.com/staff-resources/special-initiative-programs
https://www.impactca.org/what_we_do/programs/empowerment_services/
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 » Integrate essential services to enable participants to access employment 
assistance, including funding for transportation, language access, and 
childcare support.

– Establish systems for tracking data and outcomes in access to 
employment services for target population, including to identify 
needs and equity across subpopulations such as BIPOC, youth, 
and persons with disabilities. 

– Engage with the Workforce Development Board, including by 
inviting workforce development stakeholders to serve on the 
CoC Board, committees, and workgroups. Advocate to include 
homeless service partners and people with lived experience of 
homelessness on the Workforce Development Board. 

• Establish partnership housing and workforce initiatives, such as:
 » Partnerships with the business community and government agencies, 

to increase job opportunities for people experiencing or recently 
homeless, including persons with disabilities. 

 » Regional coordination via a regionwide workgroup to engage 
representatives and key stakeholders across geographies to share 
information about ongoing projects, create opportunities to collaborate, 
apply best practices across the region, and strategize and engage in 
advocacy.

 » Partnerships with the Workforce Board to dedicate resources to a 
housing/employment pilot program. 

• Coordinate development of the employment assistance with other 
priority strategies, including housing flexible funding, landlord engagement, 
multisector partnerships and all strategies for temporary housing. 

Estimated Costs: 

• Multnomah County, Oregon: In the pilot year of the Economic 
Opportunity Program (2015-2016), the county’s housing authority and 
the local workforce-development board provided a total of $200,000 in 
funding for rent-assistance coordination and funds and served 35 participants 
(spending approximately $5,714 per participant). After discovering that 
rent-assistance recipients had significantly higher rates of employment and 
training completion, funding was expanded in the program’s second year 
to $598,220, serving 158 participants (spending approximately $3,786 per 
participant).152

152 Aligning Housing and Workforce Systems in Multnomah County, Ibid.
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• A study was conducted in 2012 to collect and aggregate data to “help 
workforce development professionals, homeless services providers, and 
grant making organizations set realistic goals for [homeless employment 
service programs].” The study analyzed employment outcomes and cost-
per-placement data for several homeless employment service programs, 
including: 153

 » Seattle, Washington: YWCA Homeless Intervention Project and 
YWCA Homeless Employment Navigator Program reported an average 
cost per-placement ranging from $5,250 to $7,400. 

 » Federal Initiative: In program year 2008-2009, the cost per-homeless-
veteran placed through Homeless Veterans’ Reintegration Program 
(HVRP) was $3,300 (although the total cost of service may be higher as 
grantees may supplement their HVRP grant with other resources).  

153 Employment Outcomes and Performance Benchmarks for Programs Serving Homeless Job Seekers, The ICA 
Group, 2012.

https://icagroup.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/04/Butler_Employment-Outcomes-Benchmarks.pdf
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Category Five: Temporary Housing Solutions

13
Strategy 13: Strengthen the Regional Response to 
Unsheltered Homelessness and the Regional System of 
Local Shelters 

A network of housing-focused, low-barrier shelters, geographically dispersed 
throughout the region, can address the barriers that prevent people from exiting 
homelessness, while reducing unsheltered homelessness across the region. These 
programs use trauma-informed approaches with supportive services to support 
individuals and families in having a safe place to reside while taking the necessary 
steps to exit homelessness to a permanent destination as quickly as possible.  

Local Need 

Local stakeholders would like to see more emergency shelter beds, including low-
barrier and smaller shelter programs that serve specific segments of the population. 
Stakeholders shared that historical factors, such as local resistance by residents 
to new programs, have meant that homeless shelters in the region have been 
concentrated in the cities of Phoenix or Mesa. They also noted that the funding 
for those shelters and associated services has flowed to the cities that host those 
shelters. There is a great interest to locate shelters in smaller communities across 
the region, but to do so in a way that blends into the community. Feedback also 
emphasized the importance of taking steps to increase rates of exits from shelter to 
permanent housing, to be able to use the current inventory of shelter beds to serve 
more people. 

Stakeholders noted the importance of ensuring that programs are low barrier, 
including supporting people with pets, having space to keep personal belongings 
safe, and ensuring that people have places to go during daytime hours. There is 
strong interest in exploring turning hotels/motels into shelters and other approaches 
that can help increase the options available to individuals and families experiencing 
homelessness who would otherwise be living unsheltered, in a way that can 
strengthen connections to services for those with complex conditions. 

We know that in the Maricopa region:

• There were 7,419 people counted as homeless in January 2020 and only 
2,118 emergency shelter beds available.154 

• Unsheltered homelessness increased by 18% from the 2019 to 2020 
Point in Time Counts, while the number of people experiencing 
sheltered homelessness increased by 7%.155 

154  Point-in-Time Count, 2020, Ibid. and Housing Inventory Count, 2020, Ibid.
155  Point-in-Time Count, 2020, Ibid.
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• Most emergency shelter beds in Maricopa County are located in the City 
of Phoenix.156

Local models planned or underway include:

• The City of Chandler funds a program to provide emergency lodging via 
hotel stays for individuals and families experiencing homelessness who 
are referred by the Chandler Fire Department Crisis Response Team, the 
Chandler Police Department, or Neighborhood Resources Department. In 
addition to its two emergency shelters, the City financially supports New 
Leaf’s emergency shelter and supportive services to families with minor age 
children, where families are permitted to stay in 1 or 2 bed apartments for 
up to 120 days while they engage in activities to strengthen their financial, 
educational, and social stability. The City also supports Save the Family’s 
scattered-site long-term shelter, that allows local families to stay integrated 
in their community and near their natural support systems, while they 
transition to permanent housing.157 

• The City of Mesa uses Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG) and Human 
Services funds to support a number of local shelters that offer more than 
800 shelter beds.

• The City of Tempe partners with the Housing Authority to open up 
apartments as shelter units to help get people out of unsafe situations 
(especially elders). They are set up with a full independent unit and work 
with housing navigators and other staff that help people get document ready. 
Participants can stay up to 90 days.158 

• Central Arizona Shelter Services (CASS) operates Project Haven, a small 
100-bed hotel/motel shelter dedicated to seniors and medically vulnerable 
individuals. Since it has opened, the shelter has served 210 people and 
supported nearly half to obtain housing. They have been able to move 
people more quickly to permanent housing because they have access to 
housing-based vouchers specifically set aside for vulnerable populations 
during COVID-19. On site, clients receive supportive services paired with 
housing navigation and vouchers.159  

Impact

Communities across the country have moved away from traditional shelter models 
to look at more contemporary models that provide a greater sense of dignity and 
belonging for individuals and families dealing with the many stressors associated with 
homelessness.

156 Housing Inventory Count, 2020, Ibid.
157 Municipal Responses to Homelessness, Ibid.
158 Ibid.
159 Introducing CASS’ Project Haven: A Temporary Emergency Homeless Shelter Specifically for Homeless Populations, 

Central Arizona Shelter Services.

https://www.azmag.gov/Portals/0/Documents/Homelessness/Homeless-Municipal-Best-Practices-Report-2020-FINAL.pdf
https://www.cassaz.org/covid19/project-haven/
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In the District of Columbia in 2018, Mayor Muriel Bowser closed one large general 
family shelter and replaced it with a short-term family housing program located in 
each of D.C.’s eight wards. Each site was developed in conjunction with a Local 
Advisory Team, comprising people from the community in which the shelter will 
be located, so that residents and civic leaders can help guide the development of 
each site. Each short-term family housing program provides a place to live, wrap-
around services, 24/7 security, and a safe environment for families experiencing 
homelessness. The sites are small with private rooms and places for kids to play and 
do homework. Each local ward develops its own program; at least one has created 
apartment-style private rooms, another set up a local shelter targeted toward 
women, and still another ward has partnered to have a local health community clinic 
located on the first floor of the shelter.160

The state of Massachusetts’ Emergency Assistance program provides a network 
of shelters to support households enrolled in the program. The state offers four 
types of shelters: congregate shelters (serving approximately 30% of participants), 
scattered-site shelters (approximately 40%), co-shelters (approximately 25%), and 
hotels/motels (used as overflow when shelters are full). Congregate shelters are 
open 24/7, offer households their own private room with shared bath, living area, 
and kitchen facilities. The state rents apartments for those in need of emergency 
shelter, where supportive services are provided at their home or in the central 
office. Co-shelters allow two to three households to share an apartment, with their 
own private bedroom and shared living space. Some co-shelter sites are staffed, 
while others are not.161

In addition to smaller shelters, communities have introduced other alternatives to 
traditional shelter, including safe parking sites and sanctioned encampments. In Santa 
Rosa, California, the City partnered with Catholic Charities to establish a temporary 
sanctioned encampment between May and November 2020 in response to 
COVID-19. The Safe Social Distancing Program (SSDP) was a collection of 70 tents 
co-located in a 24,600 square foot parking lot of the local community center. The 
program was established as a temporary shelter measure and served 154 individuals 
while other shelter options were expanded in the city. The site was closed in 
November 2020 and all residents were provided alternative shelter placements.162 

Other communities with small, specialized shelters, networks of shelters 
serving specific populations, safe parking sites, RV parking sites, and sanctioned 
encampments include: Alameda County, CA; Burlington, Vermont; Denver, 
Colorado; Oakland, California; Philadelphia, Pennsylvania; Portland, Oregon; 
Sacramento, California; San Francisco, California; and Seattle, Washington. 

160 Ending Homelessness in the District of Columbia, Office of the Deputy Mayor for Health and Human Services, 
District of Columbia.

161 The Growing Challenge of Family Homelessness, The Boston Foundation (2017).
162 Safe Social Distancing Program (SSDP), City of Santa Rosa (2020).

https://dmhhs.dc.gov/homewarddc
https://www.tbf.org/-/media/tbforg/files/reports/homlessness-report_feb2017r.pdf?la=en
https://srcity.org/3355/Safe-Social-Distancing-Program
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Potential Tactics and Next Steps for Implementation

• Using data demonstrating need across subpopulations (e.g., chronically 
homeless, seniors, families, youth, etc.), coordinate regional stakeholders to 
contribute funding, resources, and physical sites distributed across the region 
to achieve the regional goal of new shelter options.

• Take advantage of a diverse array of shelter options, including a network 
of small capacity low-barrier shelters that are integrated with in the 
community.

• Provide community and stakeholder education to deepen understanding of 
the benefits of low-barrier shelters to addressing regional homelessness. 

• Establish regional shelter protocols to expand access to housing-focused 
supports such as case management, housing navigation, and behavioral health 
services.

• Strengthen pace of permanent housing exits to increase emergency shelter 
availability. Consider steps to: 

 » Allow longer terms stays so people are not cycling between shelters or 
the streets while awaiting housing placement.

 » Revise policies that create barriers to transitions from shelter to 
permanent housing (e.g., waiving fees associated with transition, income 
requirements, documentation, criminal history, pets, rental history and 
sobriety).

 » Work with people experiencing homelessness and others to identify 
barriers to increasing shelter utilization and efficiency in supporting 
clients to exit to permanent housing as quickly as possible. 

• Enhance training for shelter staff, including mental health and substance use 
disorder training, trauma-informed care, strengths-based approaches, and 
housing-focused case management.

• Address barriers to staff retention, including training, preventing secondary 
trauma, and evaluating compensation. 

• Establish a quarterly review of disaggregated data to understand regional 
inequities in the shelter system for people of color and other populations 
experiencing homelessness and address systemic barriers that result in 
disparities.

• Establish jurisdictional interdepartmental teams to overcome silos across 
city services (e.g., human services, police, fire, libraries, parks, economic 
opportunities), with a process to coordinate regionally. 

• Coordinate development of the geographically dispersed shelters with 
other priority strategies, including bridge housing, housing flexible funding, 
CES evaluation and enhancement, multisector partnerships, homelessness 
diversion, landlord engagement, and employment assistance strategies. 

Estimated Costs:

• In Burlington, Vermont: The Committee on Temporary Shelter (COTS) 
hosts the Waystation, an emergency shelter for single adults. COTS 
estimates that the shelter costs $25 per night per client. There are 28 beds 
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for men, 8 beds for women. In FY2018, the program served 281 individuals. 
In FY18, the cost for all adult shelters (inclusive of one day shelter and the 
Waystation) was $642,413.163, 164, 165 

• Sacramento, California: The Rehousing Shelter Network (RSN) includes 
17 short-term family homes scattered throughout Sacramento County. RSN 
had a first-year budget of $1,325,000 to serve between 250 and 275 highly 
vulnerable individuals in 75 beds spread across multiple homes. $850,000 
was designated for operating the shelter and $475,000 was designated for 
rehousing services. This budget was later expanded by an additional annual 
investment of over $2.5 million to obtain another 75 beds. Rehousing 
services include housing location services, time-limited financial assistance, 
and case management.166, 167, 168

14 Strategy 14: Increase Bridge Housing

Bridge Housing supports vulnerable clients to immediately transition out of 
unsheltered homelessness and provide a stable experience that can facilitate 
placement into permanent housing. Bridge Housing is often thought of as the 
missing link between the shelter system and permanent housing. It can expedite 
efficient use of subsidized permanent housing resources by ensuring households are 
easy to locate, document-ready, and effectively supported in locating units. The goal 
is to reduce the overall number of individuals with chronic conditions experiencing 
unsheltered homelessness and improve client stabilization, safety, and health 
outcomes; and reduce utilization of emergency and health care systems. 

Local Need

Stakeholders said that locating units for people experiencing homelessness has been 
increasingly challenging, resulting in long waits for families and individuals who are 
prioritized for supportive housing programs such as rapid rehousing and permanent 
supportive housing. For example, while the goal of rapid rehousing is to be “rapid,” 
clients in rapid rehousing programs have been waiting several weeks before locating 
a unit. Several stakeholders emphasized the need to help individuals and families 
find a safe place to stay while awaiting housing to avoid the trauma of living on the 
streets. Some stakeholders noted that it would be valuable to have bridge housing 
dispersed regionally and in a variety of neighborhoods. 

163 The Waystation, Burlington VT 

164 COTS 2019 Newsletter, Burlington VT
165 About COTS, Burlington VT
166 Interim Housing, Sacramento CA 

167 Sacramento County Board Interim Housing News Release, Sacramento CA 
168 County Initiative Update, Sacramento CA

https://cotsonline.org/2016/10/07/the-waystation-is-way-cool/
https://cotsonline.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/COTS_FALL19_102519.pdf
https://cotsonline.org/what/
https://www.sacselfhelp.org/single-article/13-about/35-interim-housing.html
https://www.saccounty.net/news/latest-news/Pages/Board-Approves-Sac-Self-Help-Housing-Contract.aspx
https://www.saccounty.net/Homelessness/Documents/Individual%20Assessment%20by%20Homeless%20Initiative.PDF
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Others noted that individuals experiencing chronic homelessness often have con-
ditions that require intensive services and support to help them exit homelessness. 
They suggested that Bridge Housing could ensure that people who are experienc-
ing chronic homelessness, and are prioritized for housing through the Coordinated 
Entry System, are effectively assisted in transitioning to a permanent unit. 

We know that in the Maricopa region:

• There were 7,419 people experiencing homelessness in the 2020 Point 
in Time Count, with 51% living unsheltered.169 

• The number of chronically homeless individuals living unsheltered 
increased by 28% in 2020, while the number of those same individuals 
living in shelters decreased by 16%.170 

• In 2019, there were only 1,337 rapid rehousing beds in the entire 
MRCoC.171 

Local models planned or underway include:

• Community Bridges Inc. runs a 34-36 bed bridge housing facility in Central 
Phoenix for men experiencing homelessness who have been prioritized and 
selected for housing solutions. They can stay at the low-barrier facility for 
30 to 45 days and the facility is open 24 hours a day. Residents have access 
to staff and homeless peers who have mental health and expertise with 
substance use disorders. Staff also are able to assess and engage people in 
addressing their medical needs (including providing transportation to medical 
appointments) and provide trauma-informed care.172 

Impact

Many communities across the country have created bridge housing programs to 
help transition people to permanent housing.

In Harris County, Texas, the County and the City of Houston used CARES funds 
to house approximately 1,000 people, primarily those living unsheltered and/or in 
encampments, while they await permanent housing. Braiding CARES Act funding to 
cover rental subsidies (CARES ESG), case management (CARES ESG and CDBG), 
and housing navigation and location services (CARES ESG and CDBG), they 
dedicated $65 million to the program, including funding for rapid rehousing.173 

169 Point-in Time Count, 2020, Ibid.
170 Ibid.
171 Ibid.
172 Community Bridges, Inc. 
173 Community COVID Housing Program (CCHP), Coalition for the Homeless, July 2020; 2020 COVID CARES 

Housing PLAN (CCHP) Request for Expression of Interest from Qualified Agencies, City of Houston, Houston 
Housing Authority and Harris County Funding Collaborative, June 2020.

https://communitybridgesaz.org/families-patients/housing-3/
https://irp-cdn.multiscreensite.com/2d521d2c/files/uploaded/CCHP%20Housing%20Plan.pdf
https://houstontx.gov/housing/rfp/public-services/CARES_ACT-COVID-19-07_10_2020.pdf
https://houstontx.gov/housing/rfp/public-services/CARES_ACT-COVID-19-07_10_2020.pdf
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In Mountain View, California, LifeMoves and the City of Mountain View have 
partnered to help homeless families and individuals return to stable housing by 
building a new, 100-unit bridge housing community, serving approximately 124 
people at a time. Each household is anticipated to stay between 90-180 days while 
working diligently to return to stable housing. Using innovative, prefabricated 
modular buildings, this new site is being built in record time – only 3 months from 
start to finish.174

In early 2021, Northern Nevada Hopes, a Federally Qualified Health Clinic, opened 
the Hope Springs Bridge Housing community. Comprising a series of tiny homes, 
they expect to spend $14,226 per year per resident to provide bridge housing 
and supportive services while individuals are awaiting placement in permanent 
supportive housing. The community provides privacy, security and autonomy to 
residents, along with efficiency of services by offering shared kitchens, bathrooms 
and laundry. The site serves 30 individuals with housing. Residents are connected to 
behavioral health, mental health and other wraparound services through Northern 
Nevada Hopes. The facility accepts residents with dogs and has a dog park and 
access to veterinary and training services. In January 2021, Northern Nevada Hopes 
estimated that the Hope Springs Bridge Housing Community would save Northern 
Nevada “upward of $1.2 million a year.”175

Other communities with bridge housing programs include City of San José/Santa 
Clara County, California; Clark County, Las Vegas, Nevada; Detroit, Michigan; and 
Long Beach, California.

Potential Tactics and Next Steps for Implementation

• Apply COVID-19 resources to expand housing options for members of 
households who are enrolled in rapid rehousing or permanent supportive 
housing programs but do not yet have a housing unit available and would 
otherwise be living on the streets. 

• Establish program protocols that support engagement of the region’s most 
vulnerable households, including those who have experienced homelessness 
for a long time and are otherwise difficult to engage, and families who would 
benefit from an alternative to congregate environments. 

• Enhance regional emergency shelter protocols, including potentially 
increasing time limits in shelter and housing focused orientations, to ensure 
that both shelter and bridge housing systems are helping people attain 
housing and exit homelessness and not duplicating resources (e.g., by moving 
them from emergency shelter to bridge housing).   

• Pair bridge housing accommodations with housing-focused supportive 
services that include case management, housing navigation, and other 
assistance to expedite a transition into permanent housing.  

174 Welcome to LifeMoves Mountain View, LifeMoves.
175 Hope Springs, Northern Nevada Hopes. 

https://www.lifemoves.org/homekey/
https://www.nnhopes.org/hopesprings/
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• Increase supply of non-congregate bridge settings, including hotel/motel 
rooms, master leased units or shared single-family homes, and other 
scattered-site options, which can support residents’ independence and 
enable greater community support.

• Work with partners across systems, including health care, to fund specialized 
bridge housing for seniors and emergency system high utilizers who would 
benefit from more in-depth supportive services in order to transition to 
permanent solutions.

• Coordinate development of the bridge housing with other priority 
strategies, including geographically dispersed shelters, housing flexible 
funding, coordinated entry system evaluation and enhancement, multisector 
partnerships, diversion work, landlord engagement, and employment 
assistance strategies. 

Estimated Costs: 

• Riverside, California: In 2020, 30 “interim shelter” units (60 beds) went 
live. The upfront development cost was $540,000 ($300,000 site prep and 
$240,000 for Pallet Shelter units), which was funded through the City’s 
HHAP funds. Annual operating costs total approximately $1.2 million, 
working out to $109 per shelter, per night, or $55 per bed, per night 
(each shelter houses two beds). Included in operating costs are all on-
site personnel (15+ staff), maintenance, client services, and 10% indirect 
general expenses.176

• Seattle, Washington: The T.C. Spirit village comprises 24-tiny-homes that 
were constructed in roughly one month’s time on land owned by the Christ 
Spirit Church. The upfront development cost was $350,000 ($200,000 site 
prep and $150,000- for the units), which was funded through the City’s 
general fund and donated labor and materials. Annual operating costs total 
approximately $464,000, working out to $52 per bed, per night (each 
shelter houses one bed). Included in operating costs are all on site personnel, 
maintenance, client services, and client meals.177

176 Riverside Community Shelter Village, Riverside, California, Housing Innovation.
177 Seattle’s Tiny Home Villages, T.C. Spirit Village, Interbay Village & Beyond, Housing Innovation.

https://housinginnovation.co/deal/seattle-tiny-house-villages/
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Conclusion

Stakeholders in the Maricopa/Pinal County community have undertaken a robust 
process to identify 14 urgent priority strategies for immediate implementation. 
Together, these strategies provide a menu for collective action to achieve sustainable 
and lasting impact in addressing homelessness across the region. 

The implementation process, launching June 10, 2021, will further refine action 
items and next steps to build upon the work done so far, strengthening regional 
partnerships and achieving successful implementation of each priority strategy. 

Through this collective action, we can advance our regional vision of ensuring all 
communities in the region are strong and safe, and that homelessness in the region 
is rare, brief, and one time.
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