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o= of Homelessness

According to the 2019 Point-in-Time homelessness census in
Seattle/King County, survey results suggest the following events
or conditions lead to homelessness:

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30%

Job loss
Alcohol or drug use
Eviction
Divorce/separation

Inability to pay rent

Argument with family/friend




oIET-Y of Homelessness

Are these conventional explanations of
homelessness root causes or precipitating events?




o= of Homelessness

Ten friends decide to play a game of musical chairs and arrange ten
chairs in a circle. A leader begins the game by turning on the music,
and everyone begins to walk in a circle inside the chairs. The leader
removes one chair, stops the music, and the ten friends scramble to
find a spot to sit—Ileaving one person without a chair. The loser,
Mike, was on crutches after spraining his ankle. Given his condition,
he was unable to move quickly enough to find a chair during the
scramble that ensued.

What caused Mike’s chairlessness? E




oIS of Homelessness

« Research demonstrates that drug use,
mental iliness, and poverty increase the
risk of homelessness at the individual
level.

« But why do these conditions produce
homelessness in some geographic
contexts and not others?
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Introduction

Why do rates of homelessness vary so
widely throughout the United States?

Why, for example, does Seattle have
between four and five times the per

capita homelessness of Chicago?

Does Seattle have a large homelessness

problem because it has more people with
these individual vulnerabilities?




Introduction

 This is a book about cities, not about people.

« Understanding who becomes homeless is an important
question, but it doesn’t help us understand regional
variation.
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« Qur thesis: Tight housing markets accentuate
vulnerabilities.

« Individual vulnerabilities serve as a sorting mechanism in
tight housing markets.
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Per capita rates of homelessness in select U.S. regions, 2019

Dashed lines indicate city and county averages of per capita PIT counts

L Mew York, Mew York
Cities Washington, District of Columbia
San Francisco, California

Boston, Massachusetts

Atlanta, Georgia

Baltimore, Maryland

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

St. Louis, Missouri

Detroit, Michigan

Chicago, lllinois

Indianapolis, Indiana

Counties Los Angeles County, California
Santa Clara County, California

King County, Washington

Multnomah County, Oregon

Sacramento County, California

Hennepin County, Minnesota

Clark County, Nevada

San Diego County, California

Travis County, Texas

Dallas County, Texas

Mecklenburg County, North Carolina

Maricopa County, Arizona

Franklin County, Ohio

Bexar County, Texas

Hamilton County, Ohio

Cuyahoga County, Ohio

Miami-Dade County, Florida

Cook County, lllinois
Hillsborough County, Florida

3 4 5 6 I
Homelessness per 1,000 people
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Potential explanations:

The individual




Potential explanations: PLiGCRale N\ [VE1

Percent with income below poverty level versus PIT count (per
capita)

Dashed lines indicate a linear regression of per capita PIT counts onto poverty rate
between 2007 and 2019 for a sample of U.S. regions.

Poverty rate
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Bands indicate 95% confidence intervals for the siope of the regression line.




Potential explanations: [\l [VE1

Rate of serious mental iliness versus PIT count (per capita)
Dashed lines indicate a linear regression of per capita PIT counts onto rates of serious
mental illness in U.S. states between 2007 and 2019.
Rate of serious mental iliness
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Potential explanations: LRIl [\ [VE:1

Rate of substance use disorder versus PIT count (per capita)
Dashed lines indicate a linear regression of per capita PIT counts onto rates of substance
use disorder in U.S. states between 2007 and 2019.
Rate of substance use disorder
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Potential explanations:

Local context




Potential explanations: [Weler:| Kelel g1 ()4

January average temperature versus indexed homelessness
Dashed lines indicate a linear regression of indexed rates of homelessness onto average
January temperatures between 2007 and 2019 for a sample of U.S. regions.

Average January temperature, degrees Fahrenheit
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Indexed rates of homelessness refer to a normalized measure of per capita rates, whereby each region-year paw Is scaled with respect to the
maximum rate across all cities or counties (over all years). Bands indicate 95% confidence intervals for the slope of the regression line




Potential explanations: |[Keler:1 Kele]s1 () 4

Benefit/rent ratio versus family PIT count (per capita)
Dashed lines indicate a linear regression of family per capita PIT counts onto benefit/rent
ratios in U.S. states between 2007 and 2019.

Maximum welfare benefit divided by median two-bedroom rent
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Bands indicate 95% confidence intervals for the slope of the regression line




Potential explanations: |Keler:1Kele])1 (=) ¢

Low-income migration rate versus PIT count (per capita)
Dashed lines indicate a linear regression of per capita PIT counts onto the low-income
migration rate between 2007 and 2019 for a sample of U.S. regions.
Low-income migration rate
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Potential explanations: [WeleX:| Relel g1 ()4

» QObservers frequently blame left-leaning local
politicians for conditions that encourage or
tolerate homelessness. Our sample cities
were governed by Democrats 85% of the
time (Republicans 8%, Independents 7%).

 |f Democrats are to blame, why don'’t
Chicago and Cleveland (Democratic
strongholds) have a big problem with
homelessness?




Potential explanations:

Housing market




Potential explanations:

Median contract rent versus PIT count (per capita)

Dashed lines indicate a linear regression of per capita PIT counts onto median contract

rent between 2007 and 2019 for a sample of U.S. regions.

Median contract rent in 2019 dollars
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Rental vacancy rate versus PIT count (per capita)
Dashed lines indicate a linear regression of per capita PIT counts onto the natural log of
rental vacancy rate between 2007 and 2019 for a sample of U.S. regions.
Rental vacancy rate
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 Housing supply elasticity measures the change In
the supply of housing to a change in price. Supply
elasticity is driven by regulations and topography.

% A in quantity supplied

* Price elasticity of supply:

% A in price




Population growth versus housing supply elasticity

I ypOI O g Dots indicate U.S. cities; parentheses indicate 2010-2019 rental vacancy rates.
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Supply elasticity estimates follow Saiz (2010). Figure forthcoming in Colburn & Aldern (2022).




Conclusion

Regions need two types of investments:

1) Operating investments to fund housing support,
maintenance, and services, and
2) Capital investments to construct housing

And where housing is difficult to construct, changes to
regulations and land use policy are needed




Conclusion

» (Continuing to diagnose homelessness as a

problem of the individual will undermine efforts to
prevent and end it.

* The country requires a structural understanding
of and structural responses to homelessness.

» Bright spot: the dramatic fall in veteran

homelessness in the United States over the last
decade




Thank you!

https://homelessnesshousingproblem.com

colburn3@uw.edu
@ColburnGregg

Gregg Colburn
Runstad Department of Real Estate
University of Washington




Housing First Success Story:
Houston, Texas

Ana Rausch
Vice President of Program Operations

Coalition for the Homeless of Houston/Harris County
arausch@homelesshouston.org

Jessica Preheim
Vice President of Strategic Planning & Public Affairs
@ Coallition for the Homeless of Houston/Harris County lljldely
Pﬁ’;‘é?'"G - |preheim@homelesshouston.org ) m\
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The Way Home
Continuum of Care




My, how big you are!!

Philadelphia
135 sq. miles
Pop. 1,448,000
11,234 per sq. mile
60 transit miles

Phoenix

475 sq. miles.
Pop. 1,567,924

3,300 per sq. mile
20 transit miles

Chicago
227 sq. miles
Pop. 2,833,000
12,750 per sq. mile
106 transit miles

Detrot
[ 6;;:.‘37{',‘0&‘,' B“o:ton
), per sq. mile N
—- 2.9 transit mil Pop. 591,000
[é — i S,
= (
L d )
; J

Denver
153 sq. miles
Pop. 567,000
5.617 pev sq mlle

F

HOUSTON DEMOGRAPHICS ‘ Pittsburgh

2 o 55 5q. miles
City of Houston - 644 sq. miles \J—g Pop. 313,000
6,020 per sq. mile
25 transit miles

Population - 2,145,000
5
i
MAP NOTES

Population Density - 3,372 per sq. mile

ETJ (excluding city limits) - 1172 sq. miles

Transit - 7.5 miles

- The cities represented within Houston's city limits have approximately 373 cumulative miles of transit.
- The cities represented within Houston's ETJ have approximately 262 cumulative miles of transit.
- The cities represented within Houston's ETJ have approximately 1161 cumulative sq. miles of area

i

s wanstmies Washington D.C:
61sq. miles

Atlanta
131 5g. miles.
Pop. 486,000

3,161 per sq. mile
48 transit miles

Pop. 582,000
9,317 per sq. mile
1063 transit miles.
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-l LAND AREA COMPARISON : HOUSTON AND OTHER U.S. TRANSIT CITIES

P4 Source: City of Houston, U.S. Census Bureau (2006 Population Estimates and 2000 Land Areas), Wikipedia

November 10, 2010
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AKA: TX-700 Continuum of Care

Non-Profit Organization

Lead agency for the TX700 Continuum of 100+ partners working together to end

homelessness

Care

Coordinate the community response to
homelessness

Permanent housing is the solution




o VWe had the 6™ largest homeless population
Rea“ty IN In the country

2011 V Homeless service providers were spending
millions but still leaving federal funds unused

V Homeless service providers were operating
In silos, with no collaboration

V Recidivism was high
VHomelessness is expensive




The Shift

ATwo important events in 2012

U Technical Assistance
V Houston was identified as a
priority community by HUD
0 Community Charette
V Brought everyone together

V Identified common goals for
the homeless response system




Evolution to a
Coordinated

System

V Remove barriers that keep people from
getting what they need

V Coordinate & simplify access
V Match resources with needs

V Enhance collaboration among funders &
partners

V Build capacity

V Use data to drive decision-making &
promote quality



The Continuum of Care Steering Committee
(Primary Decision-Making Body)

PLANNING AND IMPLEMENTATION BODIES

Final
Governance & SYSTEM CHRONICS VETERANS FAMILIES
I m p I emen ta‘tl on Standing Oversight Oversight Oversight Oversight

HMIS Support Leadership Team Houston's Heroes Network

Work Groups Work Groups Work Groups Work Groups

Coordinated Access Pipeline Outreach RRH Providers Once Voice
Provider Input Integrated Care Data SSVF Housing Policy
Consumer Input PSH SSVF/Retention Domestic Violence LGBTQ,




Hurricane Harvey b
August 2017

A Source: Houston Chronicle




After Harvey Effects




Homeless Population B Houston / Harris County

A Since 2012, more than
21,000+ individuals
experiencing homelessness
had been permanently
housed.

A Nearly 90% remained housed
two -years after placement.

A After reducing homelessness
by 54%, we saw an 18%
increase after Harvey.

A Much attention & resources
were diverted to respond to
the disaster.
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population became stagnant
due to a lack of financial
resources and tools.

A Continued support needed to
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54%
Homeless Population

Visibility




2019 New
Il Strategic Plan
-Need

Proara Current
J System | Demand | Difference
Types Units

RRH for
Singles

RHH for
Families

PSH for
Singles
PSH for
Families

553

5,078

117

2,075

948

7,377

36

-1616

-395

-2,299

+31




COVID-19




o) A

b X

A On July 1, :Hant County,
Houston, & the Coalition
announced $65M plan to serve =~
5,000 people by October 2022 -

A Housing is healthcare




Accelerate the work of
The Way Home

Bridge to Permanent Supportive Housing

12-Month Rapid Re-housing

Diversion

Auxiliary/ Social Distancing Emergency Shelter

Mental Health Case Management

Enhanced Street Outreach

PSH Housing Preservation




The Way Home System Performance

CCHP Funding People Served Tracker
August 9, 2022
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Landlord Engagement

Act as the primary advocate, or "case manager", for landlords

Simplify program funding streams, payment processes paperwork, and services
Use feedback from landlords to advise system changes in practice and funding
Check-in regularly with LLs to troubleshoot issues & provide updates

Provide education for office staff on vulnerable populations and housing programs

Payment of Landlord Incentive Fees for every unit dedicated to the system



AThe CCHP allowed for the roll-out of an
Encampment Decommissioning program
that has demonstrated proven results in
placing individuals living on the streets

Encampment into housing.
Response AOfficial Encampment Response Strategy

available.

Strategy ACurrently being used by as a national
best practice.

AHouston Chronicle cover story featured '
our efforts. /
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https://irp.cdn-website.com/2d521d2c/files/uploaded/Encampment%20Response%20Strategy%20FINAL_R2nqapuQECxGbqSx72ZQ.pdf
https://www.houstonchronicle.com/news/houston-texas/housing/article/homeless-camps-houston-decommissioned-cities-16641827.php

Encampments Decommissioned- 57

Individuals Engaged, n=343

Self-
Resolved,

e Avg Days from Referral to Move -In

Hispanic/Latino

White, NH

Permanent Housing Black/AA

0 20 40 60 80 100 120

m Pre-CCHP mCCHP
RRH, 40%

PSH, 60%




63% reduction In homelessness since 2011

Overall Homelessness Chronic Homelessness Family Homelessness Veteran Homelessness

Functlonal Zero - 2015




9.43

Homeless
Count
Population
Comparison
b Major US

Cities*

*2020 Homeless County per 1,000 Residents



AlIn 2021 alone, partners of TWH
placed more than 3,870 people into

permanent housing through the
CCHP

A50% of these were living
unsheltered prior to being housed

A16% were sheltered
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Houston and Harris

County announce
Increased Investment

In efforts to reduce




