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SUMMARY 
 
The San Diego County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) will 
receive an administrative-draft white paper examining how homelessness 
services across San Diego County are organized, financed, and held 
accountable to residents, taxpayers, and businesses.  The paper has been 
prepared by staff consistent with the Commission’s adopted work plan 
and evaluates whether the region’s governance arrangements align 
oversight and service capacity with the scale of need.  This includes 
assessing the existing Continuum of Care (CoC) structure alongside three 
alternatives — a county or city agency, a joint powers authority, and a 
special district — and considering how each could affect the service-
governance alignment.  Staff recommends the Commission accept and 
file the white paper, with any direction on revisions, additional information, 
or further inquiry; alternatively, the Commission may direct staff to 
evaluate one or more of the alternatives in greater depth as a separate 
work plan item.  Following Commission consideration, staff will publish the 
white paper in final form. 
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BACKGROUND 
 
Adopted Workplan &  
White Paper on Homeless Services + Governance  
 
San Diego LAFCO’s current fiscal year work plan includes 30 special projects 
organized into two categories — statutory and administrative — with priority 
assignments established by the Commission.  One of the 10 high-priority projects is a 
white paper assessing homelessness services in San Diego County.  The project ties 
to the Commission’s duty to independently assess the scope and performance of 
municipal services relative to community needs, present and future, as homelessness 
response has become a permanent municipal function. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
This item is for San Diego LAFCO to receive the administrative draft of its calendared 
white paper evaluating homelessness services and their associated governance, with 
the opportunity to formally accept the draft should the Commission deem it 
sufficiently complete.  The white paper assesses whether the governance of the 
region’s homelessness response aligns oversight and service capacity with community 
need — framed as a governance question rather than a judgment on service models. 
It is organized in five parts. Parts I and II set the context, framing homelessness 
response as a permanent municipal function and profiling the region’s current system 
— its demand, its Continuum of Care structure, and how services are funded and 
delivered.   Part III reviews how peer regions govern comparable responses through 
a county agency, a joint powers authority, and a special district.  Part IV establishes 
seven governance criteria and applies them to the existing structure and the three 
alternative models.  Part V presents the paper’s closing observations.  
 
A copy of the draft white paper is provided as Attachment One.  

 
ANALYSIS 
 
See attachment.  
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
It is recommended San Diego LAFCO accept and file the draft white paper, completing 
the adopted work plan project and subject to any revisions it directs. This 
recommendation is presented as Alternative One in the following section. 
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ALTERNATIVES FOR ACTION  
 
The following alternatives are available to San Diego LAFCO and can be accomplished 
through a single-approved motion: 
 

Alternative One (recommended):   
Accept and file the draft white paper as completion of the adopted work plan 
project, subject to any revisions the Commission directs and any further direction it 
wishes to provide — including, at its discretion, directing staff to further evaluate one 
or more of the governance alternatives. 
 
Alternative Two:   
Continue consideration of the item and provide direction to staff as needed.   

 
PROCEDURES 
 
This item has been placed on San Diego LAFCO’s agenda for action as part of a 
voluntarily noticed public hearing.   The following procedures are recommended in 
the consideration of this item: 
 

1) Commissioner disclosures, if any.    
2) Receive verbal presentation from staff unless waived.    
3) Open the hearing and invite comments and close at the Chair’s discretion.  
4) Discuss and consider the staff recommendation.    

 
On behalf of LAFCO staff, 
 

 
 
Meghan Traynor 
Local Government Analyst I  

 
Attachment: 
 

1) White Paper: “Homeless Services + Governance in San Diego County”  
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I. INTRODUCTION  

The Question and the Approach  

 

San Diego LAFCO's governance white paper examines how homelessness services are 

organized, financed, and held accountable to the public – residents, taxpayers and 

businesses – across San Diego County.  This involves reviewing the region's Continuum 

of Care (CoC) system — the network of agencies, programs, and funding the U.S. 

Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) loosely defines as all of the 

people and programs contributing to the end of homelessness in a given place — 

through a structural rather than programmatic assessment.  The paper describes how 

the CoC is governed, traces where decision-making authority and funding reside, 

measures operational capacity and demand, and considers structural alternatives 

against the baseline — a county or city agency model, a joint powers authority, or a 

special district with its own governing body.   

 

This assessment follows the Commission’s inclusion of 

homelessness services in LAFCO’s adopted work plan — the 

formal step placing the function within LAFCO’s review of 

municipal services.  Consistent with LAFCO’s mandate to 

review the governance of municipal services and 

discourage duplication, the paper is concerned with how 

the system is organized and held accountable, not with the 

merits of any particular service model.  The aim is to give 

Commissioners and the public a clear, neutral assessment 

of whether the existing governance structure overseeing 

homelessness services is well-matched to community 

needs, present and future. 

 

Local Homeless Services: 
San Diego County’s Three-Part Ecosystem   
 

San Diego County’s homelessness response can be understood as an ecosystem of 

three groups.  The first is the people experiencing homelessness, whom the system 

exists to serve.  The second is the providers — the agencies, programs, and funders that 

plan, pay for, and deliver services to reduce and respond to homelessness.  The third is 

the public — the residents, taxpayers and businesses who finance the response and to 

whom it is ultimately accountable.  This paper is concerned with the relationship among 

The Fit Question…  
 

Homelessness response has 
become a permanent 
municipal function in San 
Diego County. Prepared as 
part of the Commission's 
adopted work program, this 
white paper asks a governance 
question, not a service one: 
does the way the region is 
organized to govern that 
function match the scale of the 
need it exists to meet. 
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these three groups: whether the governance system is organized in a way that lets the 

public hold it accountable for meeting the needs of those it serves. 

 
Connectivity to LAFCO’s Responsibilities + Powers:  
Homeless Services Have Become a Municipal Function 
 

Over the past decade, responding to homelessness has moved from an episodic, 

largely charity-driven effort to a permanent, publicly financed function of local 

government in San Diego County.  The evidence is concrete.  The City of San Diego 

alone has increased its homelessness spending roughly elevenfold over the decade — 

from $9.5 million in FY2017 to $109.5 million in FY2027 — and now maintains a 

dedicated body of programs, a standing council policy, and a permanent administrative 

home for the function in its Homelessness Strategies and Solutions Department.  The 

County established a dedicated Department of Homeless Solutions and Equitable 

Communities in 2021 to lead its prevention and response efforts (now the Office of 

Homeless Solutions). That the region’s two largest general-purpose governments have 

each built a standing organizational home for this work — a department at the City, an 

office at the County — is itself telling.  Alongside them, the Regional Task Force on 

Homelessness, the region's housing authorities, and the other 17 cities each carry their 

own responsibilities and budgets — albeit at different levels.  Consequently, what was 

once handled at the margins has clearly become a core, recurring, tax-supported service 

— in short, a municipal function. 

 

Nonprofit and charitable organizations have long been central to this work — historically 

the earliest providers of relief and shelter, and increasingly formal partners in a publicly 

financed system, delivering services under government contracts and alongside public 

agencies.  This continuing role does not place the function outside government.  Many 

services the region now treats as core municipal functions began as private or volunteer 

efforts — fire protection among them — and became governmental responsibilities as the 

need grew permanent and communitywide; homelessness response has followed the 

same arc.  Measured against established functions such as water, fire, and public safety, 

it now shares their defining features: a permanent administrative home, standing policy 

direction, and a recurring claim on local General Funds.  That nonprofit providers remain 

central to delivery reflects the mixed public-private model common to many public 

services and, given the scale of public funding now involved, strengthens rather than 

weakens the case for examining how the overall response is organized and overseen. 
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This shift brings the subject within LAFCO’s purview. 

LAFCO’s enabling mandate, set by the Legislature, is to 

promote the orderly formation and governance of local 

agencies and the efficient provision of services, consistent 

with community needs — present and future.  A service that 

has become a permanent municipal function, delivered 

across numerous independent jurisdictions, is precisely 

the kind of arrangement LAFCOs are tasked to evaluate in 

the interest of effective and accountable local government 

— and, where warranted, to act on through their authority 

to form new local agencies, including special districts. 

Recognizing this, the Commission has calendared and 

prioritized this white paper as a discretionary study within 

its adopted work program.  Consistent with this mandate, 

the paper is neutral on service model: it does not ask 

whether government should respond to homelessness, 

nor which service approach is best, but whether the 

governance of an established municipal function is well-

matched to the need it must meet. 

 

The Governance Question: 
Does the Way the Region Governs its Homelessness Response Match Need 
 

To make this structural assessment — whether the governance of homelessness services 

in San Diego County meets current and future community needs — the white paper 

examines the region’s response across four related dimensions. The paper begins with 

the scale of need, since demand gives rise to the function itself, while oversight, capacity, 

and performance all exist in response to it. 

 

• Demand: the scale of need – how many people experience homelessness, the 

demographics of that population, and how the data trends over time. 

 

• Oversight: who holds responsibility and authority over the response: who plans, 

who prioritizes funding, who monitors performance, who can raise revenue for 

services, and who is ultimately accountable to the public. 

 

• Capacity: the services and programs actually in place to meet the need: housing, 

shelter, outreach, prevention, and the funding that sustains them. 

Connection to LAFCO… 
 

The Legislature created 
LAFCOs in all 58 counties, 
delegating boundary 
authority and charging them 
to evaluate how local 
agencies are formed, 
governed, and coordinated 
to deliver public services.  
Homelessness response has 
become exactly this — a 
permanent public service, 
delivered across dozens of 
independent jurisdictions. 
This service dynamic makes it 
a governance question 
LAFCO is chartered to 
examine. 
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• Performance: the degree of fit among the first three: whether the oversight 

structure, the scale of demand, and the available capacity are aligned, or whether 

authority, need, and resources pull in different directions. 

 

Performance, framed this way, is a question of alignment.  The paper proceeds from a 

simple premise: a system can have capable providers and real resources and still fall 

short when no one holds authority equal to the need, or when capacity sits where 

demand does not.  Accordingly, the fundamental governance question this paper 

explores is one of fit — does the way the region currently governs its homelessness 

response match the scale and reach of the need it exists to meet? 

 

Roadmap to Governance Question  

 

The paper is built to answer that question section by 

section, each part laying the groundwork for the 

next. It begins with the scale of need (Context), turns 

to the oversight structure and the region’s programs 

and capacity (the San Diego CoC Structure), 

examines alternative governance structures (Peer 

CoCs), and asks whether oversight, demand, and 

capacity sufficiently align within the San Diego CoC 

(Observations & Alternatives).  The paper closes 

without making recommendations on how to deliver 

services, but with observations on governance: 

whether the current structure matches oversight to 

demand and capacity, and which structural 

alternatives might improve the match going forward. 

  

Observations,  
Not Recommendations…  
 

This paper recommends neither a 
service model nor a structure.  It 
offers observations on governance — 
whether oversight matches demand 
and capacity — and flags the 
structural paths worth weighing, 
among them a countywide joint 
powers authority or special district. 
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II. CONTEXT:  

Scale and Character of the Need in San Diego County    

 

Continuums of Care + Data Sources on Homelessness 

 

Understanding homelessness begins with 

understanding how it is measured — and that starts 

with the federal government.  The U.S. Department of 

Housing and Urban Development requires 

communities across the country to organize into 

geographically defined Continuums of Care (CoCs) —  

the network of people and organizations responding 

to homelessness within a given geographic area — 

and to meet certain conditions to receive federal 

funding.  Every California county falls within a HUD-

recognized CoC, though CoC boundaries do not 

necessarily follow county lines: some CoCs cover a 

single city or county, while others — particularly in less 

populated areas — span multiple counties. The San 

Diego CoC covers the entire county, including all 18 

incorporated cities and unincorporated areas. The 

governance structure of the San Diego CoC, 

including its board and core responsibilities, is 

examined later in this paper.  

 

Regardless of how CoCs are bounded, they share two core responsibilities for tracking 

homelessness: conducting an annual Point-in-Time (PIT) Count of people experiencing 

homelessness and operating a Homeless Management Information System (HMIS) to 

track service use year-round. The two serve different purposes. The PIT Count is a single-

night census — a standardized snapshot that HUD uses to compare regions and measure 

change over time, while only capturing a metric of homelessness on one night. HMIS, 

by contrast, is a continuous record: it tracks individuals as they move through the 

region's shelters, housing, and services across the full year, offering depth and flow that 

a one-night count cannot. Read together, they give the region both a comparable 

benchmark and a fuller picture. Each is described in turn below, along with its strengths 

and limitations. 

 

 

How the System Fits Together… 
 

The federal government (HUD) 
requires each region to organize 
into a Continuum of Care (CoC) 
and, as a condition of funding, to 
count homelessness two ways: a 
one-night annual census (the PIT 
Count) and a continuous year-
round record of who uses services 
(HMIS). San Diego's CoC spans the 
entire county. This section draws 
on both data sources. 
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Annual Point-in-Time (PIT) Count 
 

 

The San Diego County PIT Count, locally known as "WeAllCount," is an annual 

census of the homeless population led by the Regional Task Force on 

Homelessness (RTFH), the nonprofit organization responsible for coordinating the 

region's homelessness planning, data collection, and federal funding applications 

on behalf of the San Diego CoC at-large.   The PIT Count is a countywide effort with 

participation from local jurisdictions, homeless-service providers, community 

organizations, and volunteers throughout the region.  The count is conducted on a 

single night in late January and is designed to provide a one-day snapshot of the 

number of people experiencing homelessness.  Not everyone lacking stable 

housing is counted, however. HUD sets specific rules about who qualifies as 

homeless for purposes of the count — rules that shape the picture the data can 

show.  For purposes of the PIT Count, a person qualifies as homeless if, on the night 

of the count, they are living in a place not meant for habitation (such as a car, park 

or underpass), or in an emergency shelter, transitional housing, or safe haven 

(including hotels or motels paid for by charity or government).  A person who has 

recently left an institution — a hospital, jail, or treatment facility where they stayed 

90 days or less, having been homeless before entering — is also counted, but only 

if they are living on the street or in shelter on the night of the count.1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
1  Source: The 2024 Annual Homelessness Assessment Report (AHAR to Congress) Part 1: Point-In-Time Estimates of 

Homelessness, December 2024, page 11.  

https://www.huduser.gov/portal/sites/default/files/pdf/2024-AHAR-Part-1.pdf
https://www.huduser.gov/portal/sites/default/files/pdf/2024-AHAR-Part-1.pdf
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Individuals living in permanent housing supported by rental assistance – such as 

Housing Choice Vouchers (Section 8) – or in permanent supportive housing 

programs do not meet HUD’s definition of “lacking a fixed, regular, and adequate 

nighttime residence”, and, consequently, are not included in the PIT Count. 

 

The PIT Count has limitations. Most notably, because the count is limited to 

following HUD's definition of homelessness, it necessarily leaves some people out 

who otherwise lack stable housing. These populations include individuals who are 

temporarily staying with friends or family ("doubled up"), paying for a temporary 

hotel or motel stay, and individuals who are inside a hospital, jail, or treatment 

facility on the night of the count — even if they were homeless before entering or 

are expected to be discharged into homelessness — because they are not on the 

street or in shelter that night.  As a result, the PIT Count provides a standardized 

snapshot of homelessness on a single night but does not present a complete 

picture within each community.  And even among those who do qualify, data 

quality varies, because not all shelters consistently — if at all — enter their data into 

the Homeless Management Information System, the regional database that tracks 

people receiving homelessness services. Despite these data limitations, the PIT 

Count continues to serve as an important reference point for measuring changes 

in homelessness across time within U.S. communities, employing a standardized 

methodology to capture the size, composition, and geographic distribution of 

each CoC’s homeless population.2  

 

An expanded discussion of groups excluded from PIT Count reporting, and 

suggestions for ensuring that homelessness statistics reporting reflects the total 

homeless population, are provided in Appendix D.  

 

Homeless Management Information System (HMIS) 

 

If the PIT Count is a single-night snapshot, HMIS data provides a broader, more 

continuous view — tracking individuals as they interact with the region's 

homelessness response system throughout the year, including the number of 

active clients, the services they received, and the number of people housed in a 

given month and over time. Operating an HMIS database is not optional: HUD 

requires every CoC to operate one as a condition of funding, and homelessness 

 
2  The PIT Count’s methodology has been refined over the past decade - including expanded coverage areas, a dedicated youth 

count, and a shift towards direct engagement. These changes improve accuracy, but mean year-to-year figures are not strictly 
uniform; see Appendix C. 
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service providers receiving federal dollars must enter client-level data into it. The 

system serves as the region's central database for homelessness services — the 

source from which nearly all local homelessness reporting, including the federal 

performance reports described below, is ultimately drawn. 

 

HUD requires each CoC to submit two annual reports utilizing data entered into 

HMIS — the System Performance Measures (SPM) and the Longitudinal Systems 

Analysis (LSA) reports. Locally, RTFH compiles data contained within these two 

reports into an annual "Homelessness Crisis Response System Data and 

Performance Report," which analyzes four of the seven key performance indicators 

used to assess the San Diego CoC system.  Beyond these federal requirements, 

and although not required by HUD, since 2022 RTFH has also published monthly 

data reports — likewise derived from HMIS — showing the number of people 

entering and exiting homelessness along with other trends and demographic 

data.3  The SPM and LSA are discussed further in Appendix G. 

 

10 Years of Data on Homelessness: 
San Diego CoC PIT Counts, 2016 to 2025 
 

The ten-year period from 2016 through 2025 provides a useful baseline for 

understanding how homelessness has changed in San Diego County and, importantly, 

where the most consequential shifts have occurred.  While the annual PIT Count is a 

single-night snapshot, its standardized methodology offers a consistent measure for 

assessing changes in the size, composition, and geographic distribution of the region's 

homeless population over time.  Considered alongside HMIS data and broader housing 

and economic conditions, these counts help distinguish longer-term trends from 

shorter-term fluctuations germane to governance considerations. 

 

With respect to total counts, and viewed across the 10-year period, the region-wide 

count has moved through three distinct phases.  The first phase was a net decline from 

2016 to 2020: after a brief rise in 2017, the one-night total fell to 7,638 by 2020 — a 

12.1% decrease from 8,692 in 2016.  The second phase corresponds with COVID-19 

and a sharp post-pandemic reversal, with the count rising 38.8% to a decade high of 

10,605 in 2024.  The third phase began in 2025, when the count showed a one-year 

decline of (6.6%) to 9,905, with reductions among both sheltered and unsheltered 

populations. This represented a notable break from the post-pandemic increase in 

 
3       Source: Reports & Data – Regional Task Force on Homelessness San Diego 

https://www.rtfhsd.org/reports-data/
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homelessness, though whether this marks the start of a sustained downward trend 

remains an open question. 

 

Beyond the total counts, other meaningful metrics of the state of homelessness in San 

Diego County — including rates of unsheltered homelessness, the types of shelter beds 

available, and the regional distribution of homelessness — have shifted in ways that 

influence this paper's assessment of governance fit.   Five standalone takeaways follow. 

 

1. Total homelessness is higher than it was a decade ago.  The overall homeless 

count fell through the late 2010s, then reversed in step with the start of the 

pandemic; even after easing in 2025, it remains above its 2016 level. 

 

2. The San Diego CoC has high rates of unsheltered homelessness. Unsheltered 

homelessness rose significantly post-pandemic – from 4,106 in 2022 to 6,110 

in 2024. In 2025, 57.7% of the homeless population was unsheltered.  

 

3. More people are staying in emergency shelter than transitional housing. In 

2016, there were twice as many people staying in transitional housing 

compared to emergency shelters; by 2025 this composition reversed, with 

emergency shelter holding roughly three times as many people. 

 

4. The demand for homeless services is concentrating in new places.  

Homelessness remains concentrated in the region’s urban center - City of San 

Diego, but the decade's biggest geographic move is in East County, whose 

share of the regional total has nearly doubled over the decade. One caveat 

applies across these measures: the public’s sense of need is shaped partly by 

visibility, so shifts in where the unsheltered population concentrates can change 

perceived demand in a given community independent of the underlying count. 

 

5.  The 2025 decline in homelessness is an open question. The 2025 count broke 

the post-pandemic climb, with both sheltered and unsheltered numbers down 

— though it remains well above the 2016 level.  It is still to be determined 

whether this is the start of a trend or a one-year outlier.  

 

Additional details follow. 
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Total Homeless Counts  

 

Total homelessness has increased.   The total number of homeless individuals 

increased by 14.0% over the 10-year period between 2016 and 2025.  
 

The recent increase in homelessness is attributed in large part to post-2020 

conditions.   The region’s homeless count experienced a decade-low count of 

7,638 in January 2020.  The homeless count increased by 29.7% thereafter, despite 

a sizable decline in the final year, from 2024 to 2025.  This post-pandemic rise 

coincided with the expiration of emergency rental protections and broader 

economic pressures.   
 

Distinctions beyond the endpoints.   Over the full decade, the sheltered and 

unsheltered populations grew at similar rates — unsheltered up 15.7% and 

sheltered up 11.7% — but with key distinctions beyond the endpoints. Most notably, 

sheltered homelessness increased substantially through 2023 and then declined, 

while unsheltered homelessness surged after 2022 before declining in 2025.   
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Sheltered vs. Unsheltered Counts  

 

There are high rates of unsheltered homelessness within the San Diego CoC.  

Across the 10-year reporting period, the average composition has been 55.4% 

unsheltered and 44.6% sheltered with the former category being the majority in all 

but one year. 

 

The sheltered share of the count peaked in 2022.   It generally increased during 

the first several years of the reporting period, rising from a low of 38.3% in 2017 to 

a peak of 51.3% in 2022 — the only year in which sheltered individuals made up a 

majority of the PIT Count.  

 

The sheltered share has reversed course since 2022.  It declined steadily to 42.3% 

by 2025 — a drop of 9.0 percentage points in three years.  The decline coincided 

with the wind-down of COVID-19 stimulus funding that had expanded shelter 

capacity between 2020 and 2023, and with a reduction in shelter beds between 

2023 and 2025.  
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Deeper Dive: Sheltered Counts  

 

Emergency shelter has become the dominant form of shelter. The composition of 

the sheltered homeless population has changed substantially over the decade, 

shifting away from transitional housing towards emergency shelters with the latter’s 

share of the total sheltered count rising from 34% in 2016 to 73% in 2025. 

 

Increases in people staying in emergency shelters correlated with the COVID-19 

pandemic. The total number of people staying in emergency shelters increased 

from 2,307 in 2020 to a decade high of 3,895 in 2023 before declining to 3,055 by 

2025.  Even with the recent decline, the 2025 emergency shelter count remains 

approximately one-third higher than in 2020 and more than twice the 2016 count. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Homelessness by Subregion  

 
 

Homelessness remains concentrated in the City of San Diego.   Approximately six 

in ten individuals counted as homeless are in the City of San Diego, a remarkably 

consistent share over the 10-year report period.  The City’s share changed modestly 
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from 58.6% in 2016 to 59.2% in 2025, and its period average of 60.8% remains well 

above its approximately 42.6% share of the countywide population.4 

 

East County has experienced the most significant geographic shift.  The total share 

of the homeless population for East County nearly doubled during the 10-year 

period, increasing from 7.7% in 2016 to 14.3% in 2025, and temporarily reaching 

20.0% in 2022.  By comparison, the shares attributed to North County Inland, North 

County Coastal, and South County are all lower in 2025 than in 2016. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
10 Years of Housing Inventory Counts  
San Diego CoC HIC Counts, 2016 to 2025 
 

While the PIT Count measures the number of people experiencing homelessness on a 

single night, the Housing Inventory Count (HIC) concurrently measures the region’s 

capacity to respond — identifying the number of beds available across shelter and 

 
4  The County of San Diego had an estimated population of 3,293,316 in 2025 according to ESRI and its analysis of countywide 

census tracts.  The City of San Diego had a population of 1,404,452 people. 
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permanent housing programs.   The subsequent analysis examines the overall count 

and composition of available beds within the region’s homelessness response system.   

Three standalone takeaways follow.  

 

1. Overall housing capacity has nearly doubled.  

The total housing inventory in the region has increased from 9,305 beds in 2016 

to 17,258 in 2025, a net increase of 85.5%.   This increase includes absorbing 

recent declines in 2024 and 2025.    

 
2. Permanent housing is driving growth in overall housing capacity.  

Permanent housing capacity increased 164.3% from 4,617 beds in 2016 to 12,205 

in 2025. Despite dips in 2019 and 2024, the 2025 total represents peak capacity. 

 

3. Shelter housing capacity grew over the 10-year period, with recent reductions.  

Total shelter capacity increased from 4,688 beds in 2016 to a peak of 6,406 in 

2023 before falling to 5,053 in 2025, however still a 7.8% increase from 2016.  
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10 Years of Housing Inventory Count Trends: 
San Diego CoC Utilization, 2016 to 2025 

 

HIC data also reveals rates of utilization within the region’s housing and shelter 

programs. Between 2016 and 2025, utilization varied by program type. Emergency 

shelter (the largest source of shelter) shows on-target utilization rates for seven out of 

ten years, while permanent supportive housing (the largest source of permanent 

housing) showed slight under-performance since 2020. Trends in utilization rates by 

response type (shelter or housing) compared to available target utilization rates follow.  

 

1. Among shelter programs, emergency shelter beds show on-target utilization 

rates, while transitional housing shows slight under-performance. Utilization of 

emergency shelter — the region's largest source of shelter, as noted above — 

averaged 83% over the 10-year period, met or exceeded its 75% target floor in 

seven of the 10 years, and increased from 71% in 2016 to 84% in 2025, 

suggesting the region is generally making effective use of this capacity. By 

comparison, transitional housing averaged 78% utilization – slightly below the 

80% minimum benchmark. 

 

2. Among permanent housing programs, Rapid Re-housing consistently exceeds 

target utilization rates, while permanent supportive housing programs show 

slight under-performance. Rapid Re-housing reported 100% utilization 

throughout the entire period, significantly exceeding the 88% target floor, 

indicating both high demand and high utilization. Permanent supportive housing 

— which accounts for nearly two-thirds of the region's permanent housing 

inventory in 2025 — has fallen short of its targeted utilization benchmark since 

2020.  Utilization has averaged 82% over the 10-year period, 3 percentage points 

below its 85% target floor — indicating challenges in fully utilizing the region's 

permanent housing resource.  

 

These regional rates should be read alongside signs of constrained access at the local 

level. In the City of San Diego, the San Diego Housing Commission (SDHC) reports 

portions of its shelter system operated at 98%—99% occupancy between April and June 

2026, leaving little room to place additional clients.  Over FY2025–26, SDHC recorded 

more than 16,000 shelter referrals, roughly 9% of which resulted in a placement.5  

 

 
5        Source: SDHC August 31, 2026 Shelter System Update 

https://sdhc.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/12/SDHC-at-a-glance-homelessness-solutions.pdf
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Accessing shelter and permanent supportive 

housing programs depends on both the capacity of 

these programs (the number of beds available) and 

operational constraints (the types of beds available). 

The most frequently reported reasons for incomplete 

referrals for shelter included the unavailability of male 

and female top and bottom bunks, as well as family 

beds.6 Accordingly, the combination of unmet 

demand and underutilized housing resources 

suggests that capacity alone does not determine 

access. Referral and placement barriers, unit turnover, 

maintenance delays, eligibility requirements, and 

geographic mismatches may also limit use of 

available resources.  

 

Utilization rates for housing and shelter programs should also be considered alongside 

HUD’s metrics of program success – including exits from homelessness and returns to 

homelessness – which are reported within System Performance Measures (SPM) and 

Longitudinal Systems Analysis (LSA) reports. An analysis of these reports for the San 

Diego CoC can be found in Appendix G.  

 

Taken together, usage patterns frame a governance question as much as a resource one. 

RTFH is responsible for requesting PIT Count data from shelters that don’t enter data 

into the local HMIS. However, not all private shelters are required to enter data into 

HMIS, making it difficult to assess the region’s full capacity, inflow and outflow from the 

system.7 Continued collaboration between regional entities to collect data on system 

performance and utilization is essential to monitoring the success of programs within 

the San Diego CoC.  

 
6       Source: SDHC August 31, 2026 Shelter System Update 
7       If a CoC is unable to obtain these numbers, it is best practice to disclose this information or extrapolate their numbers to 

include an estimate of these individuals. See Appendix D for further discussion of suggested improvements to PIT Count 
reporting.  

Governance Blind Spot: 
Measuring Response Capacity…  
 

No single entity holds a complete, 
consistent view of the region’s 
homelessness capacity. Beds, 
services, and funding come from 
both public agencies and 
nonprofit organizations and are 
counted in separate systems. 
Without a unified measure, the 
region cannot readily tell whether 
a shortfall reflects too little capacity 
or too little coordination of the 
capacity it already has — a 
governance question as much as a 
resource one. 

https://sdhc.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/12/SDHC-at-a-glance-homelessness-solutions.pdf
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Comparing San Diego to Other Jurisdictions  

 

Homelessness has risen across the nation over the past decade, and as detailed above, 

the San Diego region is no exception.  Its increase, however, has been more contained 

than the state and national trends.  Drawing from HUD's annual reporting, 

homelessness has risen 35.6% nationally and 54.0% across California over the past 

decade between 2016 and 2025, while the San Diego region's increase has been 

14.0%.  Substantively, while the regional problem has grown, and its local effects are 

real, it has grown less steeply than in most comparable places. 

 

The broader trajectory underlying HUD's Point-in-Time Counts sets important context. 

National homelessness has climbed steadily over the decade, with a sharp 18.1% 

increase between 2023 and 2024 before a 3.3% decline in 2025.  California has risen 

more slowly than the nation in the near term but far more over the decade, and it too 

declined in 2025, by 2.8%.  California has accounted for close to one-quarter of the 

nation's homeless population — 24.4% in 2025 — and a disproportionate share of these 

individuals experience unsheltered homelessness.  
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San Diego's slower relative growth is visible in its national standing.  The region ranked 

among the nation's largest CoCs throughout the decade — 4th by overall count from 

2016 through 2018 — but as homelessness grew faster elsewhere, San Diego has been 

gradually overtaken, ranking 8th by 2025 despite its own increases.  Its per-capita rate 

tells a similar story: at 30.1 homeless people per 10,000 residents, San Diego ranks 19th 

of 48 major-city CoCs — above the median, though not among the most severe. 

 

 
 

Homeless Population Demographics  

 

The composition of the homeless population 

provides context for understanding homelessness 

throughout the San Diego CoC system. The 

following discussion compares age, chronic 

homelessness, family composition, and veteran 

status in 2016 and 2025 using RTFH’s countywide 

PIT reports, with a shorter comparison period used 

for young adults based on available data.   

 

Young Adults Ages 18–24: RTFH’s 2025 Youth Count identified 682 young adults 

experiencing homelessness, divided between 302 unsheltered and 380 sheltered 

individuals.  This represents a (7.7%) decrease from the 739 young adults reported 

for 2023 (baseline year) in RTFH’s 2024 Youth Count Report.   Among unsheltered 

young adults who completed the 2025 youth survey, 31% were neither attending 

school nor employed. Respondents identified rental subsidies, affordable housing, 

and deposit assistance as resources that would help them secure stable housing.  

The Big Shift: 
Chronic Homelessness…  
 

Among the demographic groups 
examined, trends were mixed — 
veteran and family homelessness 
fell, while chronic homelessness 
nearly tripled, rising 194.5% from 
1,345 people in 2016 to 3,961 in 
2025, with two-thirds unsheltered. 
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Adults Ages 55 and Older: Older adults represented a substantial share of the 

unsheltered population.  In 2016, RTFH estimated that 1,334 unsheltered individuals, 

27% of the unsheltered population, were ages 55 or older. RTFH described 

approximately one-third of the unsheltered population as belonging to this age 

group in 2025, equivalent to roughly 1,905 individuals. RTFH’s accompanying 

discussion identified rising rents, limited incomes, loss of a spouse or employment, 

and medical emergencies as challenges facing older adults. 

 

Chronic Homelessness: RTFH reported 1,345 people experiencing chronic 

homelessness in 2016, compared with 3,961 in 2025, an increase of 194.5%.  Of 

those counted in 2025, 2,609, or approximately 66%, were unsheltered. Chronic 

homelessness involves a qualifying disability together with prolonged or repeated 

homelessness, conditions that may present additional barriers to maintaining 

employment and securing stable housing. 

 

Individuals in Families with Children:  The number of individuals experiencing 

homelessness as members of families with children decreased from 1,737 in 2016 

to 1,397 in 2025, a decline of (19.6%).   In 2025, the count was divided between 

1,339 sheltered and 58 unsheltered, placing approximately 96% of this population 

in sheltered settings. Family homelessness raises considerations such as 

accommodation that keeps families together, appropriately sized housing, 

childcare, and continuity in children’s education. 

 

Veterans:  Veteran homelessness decreased from 1,157 individuals in 2016 to 643 

in 2025, a decline of (44.4%).  Nevertheless, 408 veterans — approximately 63% of 

the total — remained unsheltered in 2025.  This remaining population is served 

largely through federal veterans’ programs — notably VA healthcare and benefits. 

 

Racial Disparities:  The San Diego CoC has identified the disproportionate 

representation of Black residents among people experiencing homelessness as a 

regional concern, and in 2022 adopted an action plan addressing racial disparities 

in the homeless services system, including barriers to equitable access to assistance.8 

 

 
8  The San Diego CoC’s Action Plan: Addressing Homelessness Among Black San Diegans (September 2022) identifies the 

disproportionate representation of Black residents among people experiencing homelessness and recommends actions to 
address racial disparities in the regional homeless services system. See “Letter to the Community.”  

https://www.sandiego.gov/sites/default/files/coc_actionplan_blacksandiegans_2022september.pdf
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Causes of Homelessness: 
Setting the Stage for Governance  
 

Understanding the causes of homelessness assists in framing the governance questions 

that follow.  Researchers consistently identify housing affordability and related economic 

pressure as the central structural factors shaping the scale of homelessness, while 

behavioral health conditions, disability, and trauma increase an individual's vulnerability 

to housing loss.  San Diego County’s standing among the most expensive housing 

markets in California is consistent with this research: countywide median home values 

equal $927,598 by the end of 2025 — a 75.5% increase over the prior decade. Average 

rents have increased 70% over the reporting period from $1,730 to $2,946. Within the 

City of San Diego metropolitan area, monthly mortgage payments increased even more, 

up 104.8%, from $3,390 to $6,943.9 

 

 
9  Sources: Zillow, (a) Home Value Index and (b) Total Monthly Payment with 10% Down Payment Index.  Accessed September 

2026. https://www.zillow.com/research/data/ 

https://www.zillow.com/research/data/
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As discussed further, 70% of HUD funds awarded to the San Diego CoC in 2024 went 

to programs operated by nonprofit service providers. While required to submit 

mandated reporting on program performance to HUD, these service providers do not 

have direct decision-making power over housing affordability pressures, rising rents, 

income insecurity, and other structural factors. Conversely, cities and the County of San 

Diego, as land use authorities, govern land-use decisions that can affect the housing 

market. Under state housing element law, they must plan for and accommodate their 

Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) across all income levels through the 

housing elements of their general plans.10 Beyond their land-use authority, cities and 

the County also have funding tools to support affordable housing construction, 

including allocating existing revenues, securing grants, and collecting authorized 

housing-related fees, although their use can be constrained by available resources, legal 

requirements, and competing budget priorities. With the growth of homelessness, cities 

have increasingly dedicated General Fund revenue to fuel homelessness responses – 

discussed further beginning on page 45.  

 

This paper takes no position on the relative weight of factors contributing to 

homelessness, nor does it draw conclusions from them about how services should be 

delivered. The white paper instead approaches the following central question: does the 

way the region governs its homelessness response fit the need, current and future? The 

fair measure of governance of the CoC system is whether it is organized, financed, and 

held accountable to do its actual work — sheltering, housing, and serving people — as 

effectively as its authority allows.   

  

 
10      For further discussion of RHNA implementation within San Diego County, see Appendix F.  
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III. THE SAN DIEGO CONTINUUM OF CARE STRUCTURE:  

Who Governs, and What’s in Place  

 

Levels of Government + Rule-Setting  

 

Responsibility for addressing homelessness is organized across three levels of 

government.  The federal government sets rules for HUD program funding awarded to 

CoCs.  States add their own mandates and funding sources.  At the local CoC level, 

counties, cities and nonprofits receive state and federal funding to deliver on-the-

ground homelessness response. Counties and cities can supplement these resources 

with existing local revenues and pursue additional funding through authorized fees or 

voter-approved taxes to subsidize affordable housing construction or acquisition.  Most 

publicly funded homeless services, including street outreach and the operation of 

permanent housing and shelter programs, are carried out by nonprofit service providers 

as opposed to public agencies. Acknowledgement of this framework underlies 

consideration of governance fit, because each question about how homelessness 

response is governed begins with the authority each level does, and does not, hold. 

 

HUD is the leading federal agency that distributes and regulates federal funding for 

homelessness response.  The HEARTH Act, signed into law in 2009, consolidated HUD’s 

competitive homelessness grants into a single Continuum of Care Program that CoCs 

apply for each year, and federal law sets the baseline governance structure and 

requirements all CoCs must follow.  Through the annual competition, HUD shapes local 

programs and policies by determining which types of projects are funded.  Beginning 

in 2025, HUD has moved to shift the framework away from a Housing First orientation 

towards a treatment-first orientation.   These efforts are being contested, leaving the 

direction of federal homeless policy unsettled.   

 

The State of California adds a second layer of mandates and funding.  State law 

conditions state homelessness funding on a Housing First model (SB 1380), channels 

resources through a range of programs, and shapes local action by state agencies 

through executive measures such as encampment clearance.   California has held to its 

Housing First requirement even as federal policy has moved to step back from it. Where 

the State funds homelessness response, it attaches its own conditions, which may or may 

not align with federal requirements — a divergence that local providers, answerable to 

both, must navigate.  
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At the local level sit the entities this white paper is chiefly concerned with — the San 

Diego CoC and its Collaborative Applicant, RTFH; the County; the City of San Diego; 

and the region's other 17 cities.  These agencies play an important role in coordinating 

efforts to provide housing, shelter and services to people experiencing homelessness, 

with nonprofit providers delivering most services. Cities and the County also hold 

influence through their land-use authority and funding decisions, giving them a broader 

role in addressing the conditions that contribute to homelessness. 

 

The question this part of the paper examines is how well those local responses to 

homelessness are organized, financed, and held accountable, given the federal and 

state constraints within which they must work. One consequence worth noting early: an 

agency able to raise its own revenue is less bound by these external conditions — a point 

this paper returns to in weighing structural alternatives. 

 

Responses to Homelessness 

 

Within the preceding framework, local governments are left to decide how to respond 

to homelessness within the confines of their authority and funding resources — and 

jurisdictions do not always align in their approach.  The debate over how best to do it 

shapes nearly every funding decision, program design, and policy choice. 

Understanding these approaches matters to the governance questions this paper 

examines, because how a homelessness-response system is organized often reflects the 

service philosophy — or combination of philosophies — around which it is built. 

 

At the federal level, HUD’s 2022–2026 Strategic Plan frames the overarching goal as 

making homelessness “rare, brief, and nonrecurring”.  There is recurring public 

discourse over how to achieve the goal and largely centers on the tension between 

Housing First and treatment-first approaches, with enforcement measures adding 

another dimension. Housing First and treatment-first programs generally share the 

ultimate objectives of improving housing stability and sustainability; they differ 

principally in the timeline to entering permanent housing and the associated conditions 

of accessing permanent housing.    

 

In practice, however, homeless response systems often employ methods from all of 

these approaches, in addition to increasing investments in homelessness diversion. 

Regardless of philosophy, there appears to be general agreement among practitioners 

that the strongest systems are typically those offering a range of interventions, 

recognizing that no single program model fits every person or household.  
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Consequently, many CoCs maintain a portfolio that may include low-barrier Housing 

First interventions, Permanent Supportive Housing, Rapid Re-housing, recovery-

oriented housing, transitional housing, and treatment-focused programs.  A system can 

combine lower-barrier and treatment-focused programs without conflict, as long as 

people can move between them toward stable housing as their goals indicate. 

 

The above framing shifts the systems-level questions away from identifying a single 

correct intervention and towards whether the overall response system has sufficient 

range, capacity, and coordination to move people towards sustained housing.   From a 

governance perspective, this distinction is important in highlighting that the 

effectiveness of a regional homelessness system depends not only on which programs 

are offered, but also on whether accountability is organized in a way that allows those 

interventions to function coherently across multiple jurisdictions.  

 

The remainder of this subsection examines this landscape.  It begins with the two 

principal service philosophies - Housing First and treatment-first - followed by an overlay 

of enforcement models and the growing emphasis on prevention and diversion.  It then 

moves from the national policy debate to local pr-actice, examining the approaches 

taken by the City of San Diego and the San Diego CoC. 

     

Housing First Approach  

 

At its core, Housing First holds that stable housing should come first — not as a reward 

for progress, but as a foundation that makes other progress possible. The term was 

popularized in the 1990s and describes an approach that permanently houses 

people experiencing homelessness as quickly as possible, without requiring 

addiction or mental health treatment as a precondition.  Housing First does not mean 

‘housing only’; in practice, it pairs housing with coordinated treatment and 

supportive services.11   

 

Following early Housing First programs in New York, Pennsylvania, Washington, D.C., 

and Seattle, the federal government began funding Housing First pilot programs in 

2003.12   By the mid-2000s, the Bush administration had adopted Housing First across 

federal agencies, and it became the core strategy of the CoC funding formula going 

forward. A 2023 evidence review by HUD described Housing First as an evidence-

 
11      Source: Effects of Housing First approaches on health and well-being of adults who are homeless or at risk of homelessness: 

systematic review and meta-analysis of randomised controlled trials - PMC 
12  Source: Potential Changes in US Homelessness by Ending Federal Support for Housing First Programs - JAMA Health Forum 

https://pmc.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/articles/PMC6581117/
https://pmc.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/articles/PMC6581117/
https://hpri.usc.edu/wp-content/uploads/2026/01/fetters_2025_ld_250062_1766094789.23714-1.pdf
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based approach that has demonstrated strong housing stability outcomes, 

particularly for people experiencing chronic homelessness and people with co-

occurring behavioral health or substance use conditions.13  At the same time, critics 

contend Housing First under-emphasizes treatment of the addiction and behavioral-

health conditions many participants face — a critique at the center of the recent 

federal reorientation toward treatment-first approaches. 

 

Within Housing First programs, services are matched to the level of support each 

participant requires. HUD defines permanent supportive housing as programs 

aimed at housing stability and retention, in which leasing or rental assistance and 

supportive services are provided to households where at least one member (adult 

or child) has a disability.14  Participants who do not meet the eligibility requirements 

for permanent supportive housing may be better suited to Rapid Re-housing, in 

which they receive an apartment with short-to-medium-term rental assistance and 

moderate services until they can independently afford rent. 

 

 

  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
13      Source: Housing First: A Review of the Evidence – HUD (2023) 
14  Source: CoC Program Components - Permanent Supportive Housing (PSH) - HUD Exchange 

https://journalistsresource.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/09/Housing-First_-A-Review-of-the-Evidence-_-HUDU-SER.pdf
https://www.hudexchange.info/homelessness-assistance/coc-esg-virtual-binders/coc-program-components/permanent-housing/permanent-supportive-housing/
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Treatment-First Approach  

 

At its core, a treatment-first philosophy holds that addressing specific conditions of 

the homeless population (alcohol/drug dependency, mental health conditions, 

employment status and other self-sufficiency metrics) should be conditions for 

accessing permanent housing. A treatment-first model – sometimes called housing-

readiness or linear continuum – predates the rise of the Housing First model. While 

the existence of higher-barrier or treatment-focused programs does not necessarily 

conflict with a broader Housing First oriented system, treatment-first programs that 

mandate sobriety or participation in self-sufficiency programs have historically been 

largely ineligible for HUD and State of California homelessness funding.  

 

Under a treatment-first approach, people experiencing homelessness are generally 

expected to demonstrate sobriety, psychiatric stability, treatment compliance, 

employment readiness, or other indicators of self-sufficiency before gaining access 

to permanent housing. Individuals often move through a sequence of placements in 

emergency shelter, transitional housing, treatment programs, and eventually 

permanent housing. Proponents of treatment-first assert people need to become 

ready for housing before they can sustain it.  Accessing permanent housing is framed 

as an incentive for homeless individuals to participate in recovery, psychiatric 

treatment, employment readiness and other self-sufficiency programs – a structure 

that critics view as a barrier to housing, particularly for unsheltered individuals with 

complex needs.  

 

As discussed earlier, the federal government has recently moved to reorient 

homelessness funding away from Housing First and towards treatment-first 

approaches — a shift begun in 2025 and now being challenged in the courts.  While 

supportive housing or Rapid Re-housing projects are not categorically ineligible for 

federal funding, available new project funding has shifted towards shelter and 

supportive-services-only projects.  

 

The federal government additionally launched a topical toolkit in August 2026 

published by  the Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration, a 

federal agency within the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services outlining 

a plan for the national implementation of a treatment-first approach.15 The toolkit 

argues that Housing First has provided housing without sufficient integration of 

 
15        Source: Best Practices Toolkit: Addressing Homelessness and Addiction through Treatment First - SAMHSA (August 2026) 

https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2026/08/Best-Practices-Toolkit_FINALv2.pdf
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addiction treatment services. The toolkit promotes a treatment-first oriented 

continuum wherein homeless individuals progress from shelter to transitional 

housing and recovery housing to non-subsidized permanent housing based on their 

recovery status. The toolkit places emphasis on measuring program success by 

recovery-oriented outcomes, including sustained abstinence from drugs, improved 

mental health, employment, and retention of non-subsidized housing, as opposed 

to predominantly evaluating housing placement or service utilization.16 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Enforcement  

 

The enforcement of policies regulating visible homelessness in public spaces, 

including the anti-camping ordinances, differs from the two approaches described 

above.  Housing First and treatment-first are service philosophies that often take form 

as public policies — competing answers to how a system moves people out of 

homelessness and into permanent housing. Enforcement is not a strategy for ending 

homelessness but rather a response carried out by public agencies to manage 

conditions in public spaces. Encampment bans are primarily a matter of state and 

local government policy. In this context, enforcement concerns specific conduct 

rather than homelessness itself, which is not a crime. Conduct such as trespassing, 

 
16     A discussion of performance metrics for Continuums of Care, as historically established by HUD, can be found in Appendix G.  
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unlawful lodging, obstruction of public passage, or unauthorized camping may 

constitute an offense when the requirements of the applicable law are met.  

 

Prior to the implementation of CoC systems and Housing First approaches, it was 

often nonprofit service providers that predominantly funded services for the 

homeless. Local governments often relied on anti-camping ordinances, trespass 

enforcement, anti-vagrancy laws, public intoxication statutes, and other quality-of-life 

regulations to manage homelessness in public spaces.17  While these measures 

could reduce the visible presence of homelessness in specific locations, 

they generally did not address the housing, behavioral health, or economic 

conditions contributing to homelessness itself.   

 

As homelessness increased across the United States in the 1980s, attention gradually 

increased towards funding shelters, housing, and supportive services, though law 

enforcement has remained the primary responder to many encampments, public 

safety, sanitation, and behavioral health crises.  National law enforcement guidance 

notes that law enforcement agencies continue to serve as the default responder to 

many homelessness-related complaints, even as communities increasingly invest 

in coordinated outreach teams, crisis response shelter options, and 

housing navigation services.18   

 

A major turning point occurred in June 2024 when the U.S. Supreme Court decided 

City of Grants Pass v. Johnson, holding that enforcement of generally 

applicable camping restrictions does not automatically constitute cruel and unusual 

punishment under the Eighth Amendment.  One month later, Governor Newsom 

signed Executive Order N-1-24, directing state agencies (including CalTrans and 

State Parks) to develop policies, similar to the existing policy of CalTrans, to clear 

encampments on state property.19 The Executive Order encouraged local 

jurisdictions to adopt similar policies and use available state funding to enforce.20  

 

 

 
17   Source: The New Homelessness — California Law Review 
18  Source: Homelessness Response Guide 
19  The CalTrans encampment resolution model allows for encampments to be cleared within 24 to 48 hours, regardless of 

whether adequate shelter capacity and housing resources are available. Source: National Alliance to End Homelessness 
Statement on Governor Gavin Newsom’s Executive Order on Homeless Encampments - National Alliance to End 
Homelessness 

20  Source: Governor Newsom orders state agencies to address encampments in their communities with urgency and dignity | 
Governor of California 

https://www.californialawreview.org/print/new-homelessness
https://www.policinginstitute.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/03/Homelessness-Response-Guide1.pdf
https://endhomelessness.org/media/news-releases/national-alliance-to-end-homelessness-statement-on-governor-gavin-newsoms-executive-order-on-homeless-encampments/
https://endhomelessness.org/media/news-releases/national-alliance-to-end-homelessness-statement-on-governor-gavin-newsoms-executive-order-on-homeless-encampments/
https://endhomelessness.org/media/news-releases/national-alliance-to-end-homelessness-statement-on-governor-gavin-newsoms-executive-order-on-homeless-encampments/
https://www.gov.ca.gov/2024/07/25/governor-newsom-orders-state-agencies-to-address-encampments-in-their-communities-with-urgency-and-dignity/
https://www.gov.ca.gov/2024/07/25/governor-newsom-orders-state-agencies-to-address-encampments-in-their-communities-with-urgency-and-dignity/
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Following the Supreme Court decision, many jurisdictions have expanded 

encampment removal activities.  A recent publication by the American Public Health 

Association studying the City of Oakland and its response to the Supreme Court 

decision found that encampment removals have more than doubled, increasing 

from an average of 14.4 encampment sweeps per month, before the ruling, to 32.2 

per month afterward. 21    The study also found that numerous encampment sites 

were repeatedly cleared, raising questions about whether these removals were 

resolving homelessness or displacing people to different locations.  

 

Opinions on the impact of enforcement in leading to meaningful exits from 

homelessness remain mixed, and the debate centers on the distinction between 

reducing the visible presence of homelessness and reducing homelessness itself. 

Supporters contend that communities have a legitimate responsibility to keep public 

spaces safe and accessible, that enforcement addresses genuine health and safety 

hazards, and that it can prompt engagement with services rather than replace them. 

Critics point to research finding that encampment sweeps can harm health and 

disrupt the outreach relationships needed to connect unsheltered people to 

housing, particularly when removals are not paired with shelter and services.22  A 

local example illustrates a middle ground: in 2025, Oceanside and Carlsbad used 

State Encampment Resolution Funding to offer two years of permanent supportive 

housing to 70 residents of an encampment along the Buena Vista Creek, nearly all 

of whom accepted — an outcome participating agencies cite as evidence that 

encampment resolution can lead to meaningful exits from homelessness when 

paired with coordinated outreach and permanent housing options.23  

 

Prevention and Diversion Approach   

 

Prevention and diversion operate on a different level from the approaches described 

above.  Where Housing First and treatment-first approaches concern how to move 

people out of homelessness, and enforcement concerns the management of public 

space, prevention and diversion efforts work upstream — to keep people from 

entering homelessness in the first place.  They are complementary to, not in 

competition with, approaches a local jurisdiction takes to house those already 

homeless.  

 

 
21      Source: Homeless Encampment Closures Before and After City of Grants Pass v Johnson | AJPH | Vol. 116 Issue 9 
22  Source: Harms of encampment abatements on the health of unhoused people - ScienceDirect 
23  Source: From encampment to housing: Coordinated effort in Oceanside first of its kind in county – Regional Task Force on 

Homelessness San Diego 

https://ajph.aphapublications.org/doi/10.2105/AJPH.2026.308473
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2667321522000269
https://www.rtfhsd.org/from-encampment-to-housing-coordinated-effort-in-oceanside-first-of-its-kind-in-county/
https://www.rtfhsd.org/from-encampment-to-housing-coordinated-effort-in-oceanside-first-of-its-kind-in-county/
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Prevention and diversion efforts rely on two main tools: case management and 

subsidies. Case management may include helping people find new housing, move 

in with family or friends, or resolve household conflicts to stay housed. Subsidies may 

cover temporary rental assistance, security deposits, car repairs, or medical bills — 

the kinds of expenses that can push a household at the financial margin into losing 

its housing. Proponents note that preventing a household from losing its housing is 

often less costly than rehousing a person after they become homeless. 

 

Locally, San Diego’s RTFH began promoting targeted diversion strategies and pilot 

programs in 2018.  Initial efforts focused primarily on training and technical 

assistance, with RTFH contracting with the Cleveland Mediation Center to train local 

providers in diversion practices and later expanded into a formal initiative, 

Resolution Strategies, funded by $1.5 million in philanthropic contributions along 

with support from the County and City of San Diego. As of RTFH’s most recent report 

(August 2025, reflecting activity through 2024), the initiative had served 600 people 

across 489 eligible households, with the average household receiving one-time 

assistance of $3,150. Of the assistance distributed, roughly 80% went to rental 

assistance and rental deposits.   RTFH states 96% of people served remained stably 

housed and estimates the initiative has saved $1.3 million annually in shelter-

operation costs.24  

 

The San Diego CoC Homelessness Response System  

 

Drawing from the preceding coverage of the levels of government setting the rules and 

the service philosophies shaping program design, this subsection turns to the actual 

structure through which San Diego County responds to homelessness.  Pertinently, this 

local response system is not a single organization but a network of entities with distinct 

roles.  At its core is the San Diego CoC — defined by HUD as the network of individuals 

and agencies involved with the regional homelessness response — governed by a CoC 

Board and administered by RTFH, a nonprofit that serves as its “Collaborative 

Applicant.”25  Around the core are general-purpose governments: the County of San 

Diego, which funds behavioral health and social services and now houses a dedicated 

Office of Homeless Solutions; the City of San Diego, the region's largest jurisdiction, 

with its own Homelessness Strategies and Solutions Department; and the 17 other cities, 

 
24  Source: San Diego Homeless Diversion Fund and Resolution Strategies – RTFH (2025) 
25  HUD defines the Collaborative Applicant as the entity designated by the CoC to apply for and manage CoC Program funding 

on the CoC's behalf — collecting and combining the required applications from member projects into a single consolidated 
submission. (Source: Title 24, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 578 et al.). While the CoC coordinates regional planning and 
funding priorities, HUD generally awards federal funds directly to grant recipients and monitors their compliance, rather than 
assigning those functions to the Collaborative Applicant. 

https://www.rtfhsd.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/09/Revised_Diversion-Resolution-Strategies-Report_August2025.pdf
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each responsible for its own local response.  Connected among them is a broad set of 

nonprofit service providers tasked to deliver much of the actual sheltering, housing, and 

outreach.  As further detailed, no single entity governs the whole response system; 

instead, authority, funding, and service delivery are distributed across these entities, and 

the effectiveness of the regional response depends on how well their interdependent 

roles are coordinated.  The sections that follow examine each in turn. 

 

The San Diego CoC   
 

The San Diego CoC serves as the region’s coordinating network for addressing 

homelessness, bringing together public agencies, nonprofit providers, and other 

stakeholders throughout San Diego County. Under federal law, HUD requires each 

designated region within the United States – whether spread across multiple 

communities or a single community – to organize into a Continuum of Care to 

coordinate homelessness responses and participate in the CoC funding process. In 

California, CoC collaborative applicants are also often designated as lead 

administrative entities for state homelessness funding, including the HHAP 

program.26   Thus, the Continuum of Care governance structure plays an important 

role in prioritizing and planning the use of both federal and state funding streams 

for homelessness services. San Diego is one of 44 CoCs in California and one of 386 

nationally.  Additional features follow.  

 

Full Membership.  At the foundation of the San Diego CoC is its full membership 

— a broad coalition of stakeholders involved in addressing homelessness in the 

San Diego region.  HUD states that full membership should be representative of 

the range of individuals that interact with the homelessness response system, and 

mandates that full membership meetings be held at least semi-annually (twice a 

year), with public invitations to join issued at least annually.27 28   As of July 2026, 

the San Diego CoC's membership consists of 80 active members divided 

between 51 organizations — nonprofits, local governments, housing agencies, 

health systems, and service providers — and 29 individuals, including people with 

lived experience of homelessness. Membership is open to any individual residing 

in San Diego County who is involved with the regional homelessness response, 

subject to applying for membership and paying annual dues of $50, with fee 

 
26  California distributes much of its homelessness funding through the CoC structure. Under the Homeless Housing, Assistance 

and Prevention (HHAP) program, funds are allocated to CoCs, with the CoC's designated lead agency serving as the state 
Administrative Entity responsible for administering them. 

27      Source: CoC Governance – Membership - HUD Exchange 
28      Source: Title 24, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 578.7(a).  

https://www.hudexchange.info/homelessness-assistance/coc-esg-virtual-binders/coc-governance/coc-roles/membership/
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waivers available to persons currently or previously experiencing homelessness.29   

The membership is the CoC's base of authority: it adopts the HUD-required 

Governance Charter that defines how the CoC operates as well as elects the 

governing CoC Board.30  Materially, the base of authority is self-selecting. 

Membership is not apportioned among jurisdictions, populations, or 

geographies, and no local agency holds a seat by right; the membership consists 

of those who have applied and paid membership dues.  

 

CoC Board Governance.  A CoC is not itself a single government agency or a 

corporation; it is a network designated by HUD comprising all the individuals and 

entities dedicated to responding to homelessness within a given geographic 

area. HUD requires that all CoCs establish a board to act on behalf of the full 

membership. The CoC Board must be representative of all relevant organizations 

serving the homeless population and must include at least one formerly 

homeless individual. CoC Boards are responsible for setting funding priorities, 

adopting written standards, monitoring system performance, and ranking 

projects for HUD's annual funding competition.  The governance structure of the 

San Diego CoC is determined by its charter, last amended in June 2026.31 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
29      SD CoC Governance Charter, Section 4.3. 
30  HUD's implementing regulations require each CoC to adopt and annually update a Governance Charter defining the CoC’s structure, 

composition, roles, and decision-making procedures, and to establish a code of conduct and recusal process. (Source: Title 24, Code of Federal 
Regulations, Part 578 et al.)    

31     Source: San Diego CoC Governance Charter – Amended June 2026 

https://www.rtfhsd.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/08/2026-v11-Governance-Charter-Final-amended-June-2026_Final.pdf
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As outlined within the San Diego CoC’s Governance Charter, the San Diego CoC 

has a 34-member Board with established standing and ad hoc committees, 

currently including Governance, Executive, and Finance and Audit committees. 

The 34 Board seats are structured to represent different entities in the response 

system — government agencies, housing authorities, workforce organizations, 

and people with firsthand experience of homelessness — through a mix of 9 

appointed seats, 8 designated community-stakeholder seats, and 17 flexible 

seats.32  Board members may designate a proxy from the same stakeholder 

group, sector, or provider region to attend and vote on their behalf, meaning the 

composition of the voting body can shift from meeting to meeting without any 

change in Board membership.33  The practical effect is that the Board's 

membership is fixed while the body exercising its authority on any given meeting 

date is not.  The Board generally holds regular meetings on the third Thursday of 

even months.34   The current Board Chair is Akilah Templeton.35   
 

 

Funding.   The San Diego CoC's central financial function is to help direct federal 

resources within the region by establishing funding priorities and ranking 

projects for HUD’s annual funding award. Within the San Diego CoC, recipients 

of HUD funds (nonprofits and public agencies) have a direct contractual 

relationship with HUD, and as such, their awarded funds flow directly from HUD 

to sub-recipients and are monitored by HUD.36 The CoC Board and Full 

Membership are not incorporated entities, and as such, do not have budgets or 

staff. The CoC Board and Full Membership meet for decision-making and 

information-sharing purposes, but all administrative functions of the CoC are 

delegated to RTFH as Collaborative Applicant , HMIS lead and CES lead. RTFH 

additionally serves a coordinating role for state resources.    

 

In 2024 — the most recent year for which HUD has released comprehensive award 

data — HUD awarded roughly $44.1 million to the San Diego CoC.  By project 

type, most of it — approximately 71%, or $31.2 million — went to permanent 

 
32  The 8 designated community-stakeholder seats include two reserved for individuals currently or formerly experiencing 

homelessness. Source: San Diego CoC Governance Charter – Amended June 2026 
33       SD CoC Governance Charter, Section 4.4.  
34       Meetings are generally held at 3:00 P.M. at RTFH’s office, 4699 Murphy Canon Road, Suite 106, San Diego.  
35       CoC Chair Templeton is one of the 17 flexible members on the Board and serves as the CEO of Veterans Village of San Diego 

– a local nonprofit focused on ending veteran homelessness.  
36  This model, in which HUD funds are distributed directly to sub-recipients and monitored by HUD, is the model followed by 

most CoCs within the United States. Remaining CoCs have a Unified Funding Agency (UFA) model, in which HUD signs one 
grant agreement with the UFA, then redistributes funds to individual project sponsors. UFAs must demonstrate strong financial 
and grants management capacity to be liable for the oversight of all CoC projects under one entity. 

https://www.rtfhsd.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/08/2026-v11-Governance-Charter-Final-amended-June-2026_Final.pdf
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housing (permanent supportive housing and Rapid Re-housing).37 Three features 

characterize the CoC's relationship to this funding. First, as mentioned, the 

money largely passes by the CoC rather than through it: HUD's awards go directly 

to individual project recipients, and RTFH — though it runs the competition — 

neither receives nor redistributes most of the funds. Second, the funding is 

overwhelmingly renewal funding — 80.7% of the 2024 award — which sustains 

existing projects rather than providing a capital source for acquiring, 

constructing, or rehabilitating new housing.  Third, since this funding originates 

with the federal government, it comes with its own associated conditions.  

Program outcomes are monitored by the federal government, and this funding 

can be renewed, re-competed or re-allocated each cycle. 

 

The 2024 award also illustrates who ultimately delivers the region’s federally 

funded response. By recipient, roughly 70% — $30.7 million — went to nineteen 

nonprofit providers, with the five largest together receiving about 44% of the 

total; RTFH is among those five.  The remaining 30% — $13.3 million — went to 

two public agencies: the City of San Diego (Housing Commission) at 26.6% and 

the City of Carlsbad at 3.6%. The bulk of federal CoC Program funding prioritized 

through the regional process therefore flows to entities independently governed 

by their own boards. Notably, the Rating & Ranking Sub-Committee of the CoC, 

responsible for ranking projects for HUD funding, excludes HUD-funded 

agencies, safeguarding against conflicts of interest in the ranking process.38   

 

The regional homelessness response also receives federal funding through 

HUD's Emergency Solutions Grants (ESG) Program.  Unlike the competitive CoC 

Program, ESG is distributed by formula directly to eligible states, metropolitan 

cities, and urban counties, which administer the funds themselves or subgrant 

them to local providers for qualifying activities – including street outreach, 

emergency shelter, homelessness prevention, Rapid Re-housing, and HMIS. 

Although ESG recipients are required to consult with the CoC in determining how 

the funds are allocated, the funding does not pass through the CoC. In San 

Diego, direct ESG allocations flow to the County of San Diego and eligible cities 

at a considerably smaller scale than CoC Program funding: in 2024, HUD 

allocated approximately $372,000 to the County of San Diego, $1.0 million to 

City of San Diego (Housing Commission), and $204,000 to City of Chula Vista.39 

 
37   Source: San Diego CoC 2024 HUD Award  
38      Source: San Diego CoC Governance Charter – Amended June 2026 
39  In 2024, HUD's direct ESG allocations in the region were $371,576 to the County of San Diego, $1,023,627 to the City of San 

Diego, and $204,011 to the City of Chula Vista; the County also received additional ESG funding from the State of California. 

https://files.hudexchange.info/reports/published/CoC_AwardComp_CoC_CA-601-2024_CA_2024.pdf
https://www.rtfhsd.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/08/2026-v11-Governance-Charter-Final-amended-June-2026_Final.pdf


San Diego LAFCO 
White Paper: Homeless Services + Governance   Administrative Draft | November 2026 

 

 
  
    40 | P a g e  

 

 

Staffing.  The CoC's day-to-day work is performed by RTFH under contract.  RTFH 

is the CoC's professional staff: the entity that executes what the Board directs, 

administering the funding application, maintaining the region's data system, and 

operating the process that connects people to services. 

 

Services. The role of the CoC system is to organize regional entities around 

ranking projects for federal funding, to track how the system performs, develop 

regional plans for homelessness response and submit annual reports to HUD. The 

actual services are delivered by others: the nonprofit providers, cities, and county 

agencies that receive CoC-administered funding and operate the shelters, 

housing, and outreach programs.  

 

Designated Parties.  The operational functions HUD requires of every CoC — 

applying for and managing funding, maintaining the data system, and 

coordinating access to services — must be assigned to designated parties.  HUD 

does not dictate how these functions are distributed; each CoC decides through 

its Governance Charter whether to consolidate them in a single entity or spread 

 
The City of Escondido last received a direct ESG allocation ($155,124) in 2021. Sources: County of San Diego; HUD Exchange, 
Awards and Allocations. 
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them across several.40  Within the San Diego CoC, all three functions are 

consolidated — Collaborative Applicant, HMIS Lead, and Coordinated Entry 

System (CES) Lead — within a single organization, RTFH.  

 

RTFH 
 

RTFH carries the largest implementing role in the regional response to homelessness 

throughout San Diego County — a position it holds as the entity the San Diego CoC 

has designated to serve as its Collaborative Applicant, HMIS Lead, and Coordinated 

Entry System Lead.  In these three roles, it prepares and submits the region's federal 

funding application, maintains its homelessness data system, and operates the 

process that connects people experiencing homelessness to frontline services. It 

does so as an independent nonprofit agency under contract to the CoC, with its own 

governing board.  RTFH has served as the region’s principal coordinating and 

planning entity for homelessness response initiatives since 1998, while also acting in 

a more limited role as a direct grantee of state and federal funds and program 

administrator for certain homelessness projects.41   

 

Additional features follow. 

 

Governance.  RTFH is a 501(c)(3) nonprofit governed by its own Board of 

Directors, separate and distinct from the CoC Board. As of its 2025 annual report, 

RTFH’s Board comprises 15 members and is chaired by Veronica Dela Rosa.42 The 

two boards currently share one common member: CoC Board Chair Akilah 

Templeton also serves on RTFH’s Board. RTFH’s Board governs the nonprofit itself 

— including its finances, internal operations, organizational policies, executive 

leadership, and contractual and grant obligations — while the CoC Board is 

responsible for regional strategy, funding, and system performance. RTFH's day-

to-day operations are currently led by a five-person executive team, headed by 

Chief Executive Officer Tamera Kohler.  The nonprofit’s Board is self-constituting: 

its most recent federal tax filing identifies all voting directors as independent and 

reports that no outside member or entity holds authority to appoint them.43 

 
40  HUD requires each CoC to designate a Collaborative Applicant, an HMIS Lead, and a Coordinated Entry System, but leaves to 

each CoC's Governance Charter whether one entity or several perform these functions. (Source: Title 24, Code of Federal 
Regulations, Part 578 et al.)    

41     RTFH was first established as a mayoral task force to address homelessness by the City of San Diego in 1983. This task force 
expanded in partnership with the County of San Diego and the United Way of San Diego County in 1985. In 1998, the task 
force formed into a Regional Continuum of Care Council (RCCC) to receive funding for homelessness services from HUD. In 
2004, the Regional Task Force on Homelessness incorporated as a nonprofit benefit corporation. 

42  Board Chair Dela Rosa is currently identified by RTFH as the Executive Vice President of San Ysidro Health – a local nonprofit 
organization that provides medical, dental, and behavioral health services.  

43  Source: RTFH’s 2025 Form 990 Filing 
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Board meetings are not subject to California's open-meeting requirements and 

therefore not subject to agenda-noticing, public-participation, and record 

provisions that apply to legislative bodies of local agencies.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Funding.  RTFH is mainly publicly funded, based on financial information 

reported in its most recent federal Form 990 filing.44  For the period covering 

FY2025, RTFH reported approximately $23.9 million in total revenue, of which 

$22.2 million, or 92.8%, came from government grants; most of the remainder 

consisted of approximately $947,000 in program-service revenue and $692,000 

in investment income. RTFH reported approximately $22.7 million in total 

expenses, resulting in a $1.3 million increase in net assets.  This broader financial 

footprint is distinct from RTFH's own organizational operations.  Approximately 

$16.0 million, or 71%, of total expenses are identified as subrecipient expenses, 

leaving approximately $6.6 million in non-subrecipient expenses associated with 

RTFH's own programs, staffing, and administration.  Within this non-subrecipient 

amount, approximately $3.3 million, or 49%, is attributable to personnel costs, 

including employee compensation, salaries, benefits, and payroll taxes, while 

another $2.2 million, or 34%, is attributable to program and HMIS expenses. The 

remaining approximately $1.2 million, or 17%, supports contracted services, 

 
44   Source: ProPublica Nonprofit Explorer: Online Database 

(https://projects.propublica.org/nonprofits/organizations/113723093)  

https://projects.propublica.org/nonprofits/organizations/113723093
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information technology, occupancy, insurance, conferences and meetings, travel, 

and other organizational expenses. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Staffing.  RTFH is staffed by 33 employees, led by a five-person executive team 

comprising its chief executive, operations, program, data, and financial officers 

according to its 2025 Annual Report.  More than half of RTFH's workforce — 19 of 

33 employees — is assigned to the roles tasked by the CoC with 11 of this 

grouping assigned to HMIS – though it is unclear what portion of their work is 

attributable specifically to San Diego given that RTFH also serves as HMIS Lead 

Agency for the Imperial County CoC.45 The rest of the staff are distributed among 

executive leadership, fiscal, administrative, and communications functions.  

 

Services.  Specific to its designated roles in supporting the CoC, RTFH provides 

three core service functions tied to the region’s homeless response system:  

 

- As Collaborative Applicant, RTFH is responsible for coordinating and 

submitting the region's annual consolidated application for HUD CoC 

Program funding. Other related administrative and planning responsibilities 

include all of the following: preparing and submitting mandatory HUD 

reporting; facilitating the annual PIT Count; preparing the Regional 

Community Action Plan to Prevent and End Homelessness; supporting the 

CoC Board and committees; convening and training regional stakeholders on 

regional priorities; and serving as the State of California Administrative Entity 

for state funding allocated to the CoC.  

 
45  Source: RTFH, 2025 Annual Report, page 12.  
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- As HMIS Lead, RTFH is responsible for managing the web-based system that 

stores client-level data entered by homelessness service providers in the 

region. In this role, RTFH administers the system, trains participating providers, 

monitors data quality and compliance, and uses HMIS data to evaluate project 

and systemwide performance.  

 

- As CES Lead, RTFH is responsible for managing the Coordinated Entry 

System, the process by which people experiencing homelessness are 

matched with the frontline services and providers that best meet their needs, 

to avoid service duplication and improve outcomes.  As part of this role, RTFH 

coordinates the policies, procedures, technology, and participating providers. 

 

County of San Diego  
 

The County's role in the homelessness response ties to its longstanding function as 

the local administrator of California's health and human services programs. The State 

relies on all 58 counties to deliver its major safety-net programs — health, behavioral 

health, income support, and social services — many of which serve people 

experiencing or at risk of homelessness.    The County substantively expanded its 

role beginning in April 2021 when it created the Department of Homeless Solutions 

and Equitable Communities within the Health and Human Services Agency, taking 

on a larger role in the regional response. In 2025, the County subsequently 

reorganized these efforts into the Office of Homeless Solutions (OHS) under 

Housing and Community Development Services, operating under a countywide 

framework that is premised on homelessness prevention and addressing root causes 

of homelessness.46 

 

Role/Services.  The County's role in the regional response divides into three 

distinct parts: external collaborator, internal connector, and direct provider — 

each formalized under its adopted Homelessness Solutions and Prevention 

Action Plan (2024).  As an external collaborator, the County works with RTFH and 

the region's eighteen cities to organize shared responses, coordinate and jointly 

pursue state and federal funding, and negotiate agreements with individual cities 

on programming.  As an internal connector, and through OHS, it serves as the 

single point of coordination across the many County services that reach people 

at risk of or experiencing homelessness - behavioral health, public health, child 

welfare, probation, the courts, and social services.  This connector role reflects the 

 
46      Source: County of San Diego Framework for Ending Homelessness  

https://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/sdc/sdhcd/OHS/frameworkForEndingHomelessness.html
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County's distinctive contribution to the regional response: it is the primary funder 

of the behavioral health and social services that support housing stability - the 

wraparound services that shelters and housing programs rely on but do not 

themselves provide.  As a direct provider, the County operates outreach and 

frontline services, including safe-parking and shelter programs, in the 

unincorporated areas it directly serves, and it facilitates the development of 

interim and permanent housing across the region. 

 

Funding/Investment.  As previously discussed, the County funds significant 

safety-net programs — health, behavioral health, income support, and social 

services — that support people experiencing or at risk of homelessness.  

Additionally, the County reported it budgeted approximately $93.2 million for 

affordable and supportive housing and rental assistance; approximately $88 

million for a continuum of housing options serving people receiving treatment 

and supportive services; and approximately $29.2 million through the Land Use 

and Environment Group for affordable and alternative housing, accessory 

dwelling units, and related efforts in FY2027. However, it is important to  separate 

out which of this spending is homelessness-specific, and which of it is not, such 

as spending that relates exclusively to the promotion of affordable housing.47 

General Fund spending specifically related to homelessness totaled $35.9 

million through the Office of Homeless Solutions within the Housing and 

Community Development Services Department.  

 

City of San Diego  
 
 

The City of San Diego serves as a large-scale coordinator and operator of 

homelessness services — a role commensurate with its position as the county's 

largest municipality. Its response system has developed incrementally with greater 

formality in recent years.  Responsibilities were initially distributed primarily among 

the Mayor, City Council, and San Diego Housing Commission (SDHC), with greater 

coordination beginning in 2010, when the City entered an agreement for SDHC to 

administer City-funded homelessness programs.48  This framework largely held 

through the late 2010s: the City funded front-end services — emergency shelter, 

outreach, and housing assistance — while SDHC administered its major housing and 

homelessness programs.  In 2019, the City's Community Action Plan on 

 
47  For scale, the County's FY2027 budget totaled approximately $9.16 billion, of which the Health and Human Services Agency 

(24.3%) and Behavioral Health Services (15.4%) are the largest agencies; roughly 49% of the County budget is funded by 
federal, state, and other intergovernmental sources. These are total agency budgets spanning services well beyond 
homelessness.  

48  Source: City of San Diego, Resolution No. R-305962 (July 8, 2010)  



San Diego LAFCO 
White Paper: Homeless Services + Governance   Administrative Draft | November 2026 

 

 
  
    46 | P a g e  

Homelessness identified fragmented governance and the absence of a City-specific 

coordinating structure, and called for a more coordinated, client-centered 

response.49  The City responded by creating the Homelessness Strategies and 

Solutions Department (HSSD) in 2022 to consolidate its homelessness planning, 

oversight, and coordination. One year later, the City established its Safe Sleeping 

Program and adopted an Unsafe Camping Ordinance — which restricts where 

individuals may camp when there is shelter availability, and in designated sensitive 

areas, restricts encampments regardless of shelter availability.50  

 

Role/Services.  The City maintains an expansive role in the homelessness 

response, supporting interventions across the system — from diversion and street 

outreach at the front end, to shelter and interim housing, and ultimately 

permanent housing. Most of its programs are funded through the City budget 

and overseen by HSSD but delivered through contracted service providers: the 

shelter system operates largely through provider contracts; the Coordinated 

Street Outreach Program includes more than 40 contracted outreach workers; 

the Safe Parking Program is operated by Jewish Family Service; until recently, the 

Neil Good Day Center, operated by Father Joe's Villages, provided daytime 

services for adults experiencing homelessness.51 52 The City also performs a 

coordinating role within its limits, principally through HSSD, which works across 

City departments and with SDHC, the County, RTFH, and service providers to 

align programs, funding, and operations.    

 

Funding/Investment.   The City's homelessness spending is readily identifiable 

and has grown sharply over the past decade — increasing roughly elevenfold, 

from budgeting $9.5 million in FY2017 to $109.5 million in FY2027 (see figure 

3.e).53 Including spending on permanent supportive housing and federal 

housing vouchers, the City budgeted $234.5 million in FY2027 (see Figure 3.d). 

Of this $234.5 million, just under 55% is directed to permanent housing — most 

of it is federally funded and delivered through SDHC — with the remainder spread 

 
49  Source: Community Action Plan, 2019  
50      Under this ordinance, encampments are banned citywide when shelter beds are available and banned regardless of shelter 

availability in designated sensitive areas (within parks, canyons, and within two blocks of schools, transit hubs and shelters). 
Encampments are also banned in areas where there is a determined threat to public health and safety. 

51  Source: City “Outreach” page for Homelessness Strategies and Solutions (https://www.sandiego.gov/homelessness-strategies-
and-solutions/services/outreach)  

52      After 35 years of service, the Neil Good Day Center closed on September 30, 2026, following the City’s decision to 
discontinue funding and prioritize limited resources for shelter capacity and permanent housing connections. Father Joe’s 
Villages relocated services to a smaller facility at its Joan Kroc Center, with operating costs funded by the nonprofit. 

53  This reported spending excludes permanent supportive housing and federal housing vouchers due to their one-time nature 
and significant magnitude. Source: City of San Diego Independent Budget Analyst Office’s FY 27 Report on Homelessness 
Programs and Funding. 

https://www.sdhc.org/wp%20content/uploads/2019/10/SD_Homeless_CSH_report_final_10-2019.pdf
https://www.sandiego.gov/homelessness-strategies-and-solutions/services/outreach
https://www.sandiego.gov/homelessness-strategies-and-solutions/services/outreach
https://www.sandiego.gov/sites/default/files/2026-08/26-19-fy-2027-homelessness-programs-and-funding.pdf
https://www.sandiego.gov/sites/default/files/2026-08/26-19-fy-2027-homelessness-programs-and-funding.pdf
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across shelters (1,680 beds), the safe sleeping program (760 safe sleeping 

spaces), safe parking (350 spaces), and outreach and diversion. Significantly, a 

growing share of this spending draws on the City's General Fund — its own 

discretionary revenue, including both resident property and sales taxes. In 

FY2027, $35.2 million of General Fund revenue was dedicated to homelessness 

services, representing just 1.6% of the City’s total General Fund spending.54 

Additionally, funding for homeless services has been generated by the visitor-

paid hotel tax introduced by Measure C.55   
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
         54      The City of San Diego’s General Fund budget totaled $2.167 billion in FY2027. Source: FY 27 City Budget Overview 

55      Measure C (2020) was a citizens’ initiative ballot measure that increased the City’s Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT) and is 
expected to generate $82M in 2026. For the first 5 years, 59% of funds must be dedicated to modernizing San Diego’s 
convention center, and 41% must be used to address homelessness.  

https://www.sandiego.gov/sites/default/files/2026-08/fy27ab_v1cbo.pdf
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Beyond the General Fund, the City's recent growth was driven by one-time state 

and federal funds — including COVID-era and Homekey resources — and by 

recurring but unguaranteed state HHAP dollars. The City has been working to 

reduce its dependence on non-recurring grants, which had fallen to roughly 

$25.0 million in FY2027, about 78% of it from HHAP. Should HHAP funds 

contract, the City projects it would face further homelessness-spending cuts 

unless $19.4 million in General Fund spending were dedicated to offset this loss 

— a tradeoff that would set homelessness spending against the other services the 

General Fund supports.56 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Role of the 17 Other Cities  
 
 

 

The remaining 17 cities in San Diego County fund and administer local 

homelessness responses within the broader regional framework established by the 

CoC’s Regional Community Action Plan to Prevent and End Homelessness. Their 

programs, organizational arrangements, and investments vary by jurisdiction. Cities 

outside San Diego have representation on the CoC Board and participate in RTFH 

committees, workshops, and regional workgroups to share practices and coordinate 

efforts. An expanded discussion of these coordination efforts can be found in 

Appendix E.  

 
56  City of San Diego budget; City of San Diego Office of the Independent Budget Analyst. In FY2027, City homelessness spending 

declined roughly 7% amid a broader budget deficit, including a 27% reduction in permanent-housing spending following the 
expiration of one-time Homekey funds used to acquire property in FY2026.  
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Role/Services. The cities collectively support interventions across the 

homelessness response system, including prevention and diversion, street 

outreach, shelter, transitional housing, and permanent housing assistance. 

Services are administered through municipal departments and staff, contracted 

providers, and partnerships with the County and neighboring cities. Carlsbad and 

Chula Vista have Housing and Homeless Services departments, while Vista and La 

Mesa assign homelessness responsibilities to divisions within departments. Other 

cities incorporate these responsibilities into broader housing, community 

development, public safety, or community services functions. 

 

Cities also perform a coordinating role within their boundaries, connecting 

municipal staff with providers, County services, and regional housing resources. 

Some participate in shared programs rather than operating separate facilities, 

including Vista and Encinitas’ partnership supporting the Buena Creek Navigation 

Center and cities’ participation in regional shelter networks. 

 

Funding/Investment. The cities’ homelessness spending draws on a combination 

of General Fund resources, state and federal grants, restricted housing funds, and 

other revenues. LAFCO’s budget review identified explicit homelessness 

allocations within the General Fund of six of the 17 cities: Carlsbad, Encinitas, La 

Mesa, Lemon Grove, Oceanside, and Vista. LAFCO estimates approximately $6.3 

million in total budgeted allocations within the General Fund reporting category 

across all 17 cities, including $3.7 million for Carlsbad and $1.1 million for 

Oceanside.57 Separately, Oceanside, Chula Vista, and Escondido have voter-

approved general sales taxes whose stated priorities include homelessness or 

related activities. These revenues can supplement other funding, although they 

are not exclusively reserved for homelessness.58 

 

 

 

 

 
57     General Fund spending on homelessness by the 17 other cities in the County was reported consistent with the City of San 

Diego Independent Budget Analyst Office’s FY 27 Report on Homelessness Programs and Funding. General Fund spending 
included unrestricted General Fund, American Rescue Plan Act (ARPA) COVID-19 relief funds, and Opioid Settlement Funds. 
General Fund expenditures related to encampment abatement or police spending other than designated homeless-outreach 
teams were not included. Revenue generated from ballot measures in Oceanside, Chula Vista and Escondido was excluded.   

58  The California State Auditor’s office recommends cities consolidate reporting on homelessness revenues and expenditures 
and develop performance metrics to track program outcomes. These practices can help cities connect spending decisions 
with service outcomes. Source: 2023-102.2 Homelessness in California - California State Auditor 

https://www.sandiego.gov/sites/default/files/2026-08/26-19-fy-2027-homelessness-programs-and-funding.pdf
https://www.auditor.ca.gov/reports/2023-102-2/
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Concluding Remarks:  
Homelessness Spending by the County and its 18 Cities 
 

LAFCO estimates six cities budgeted approximately $6.3 million in FY2027, compared 

with $35.2 million by the City of San Diego and $35.9 million by the County. Carlsbad 

and Oceanside account for approximately three-quarters of the six-city total. These 

figures illustrate differences in budget commitments and while these figures remain 

subject to reporting limitations, they indicate concentration in a few jurisdictions.59  Each 

jurisdiction independently determines its allocations, yet the services funded may 

benefit multiple jurisdictions. This creates a regional governance challenge: aligning 

separately determined local investments with shared priorities and establishing 

responsibility for addressing service gaps and sustaining services across the region. 

 

The broader point is structural. Across the County of San Diego and its eighteen cities, 

local approaches range from dedicated departments with budgeted funding to an 

embedded or minimal role. This variation reflects local choice; one consequence is that 

service availability differs across jurisdictions in ways that do not consistently align with 

where need is concentrated. Each jurisdiction decides its own role, yet no single body 

is accountable for the sum of those decisions — so no one is positioned to assess 

whether the region’s combined response matches the region’s combined need. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
59  A limitation of this comparison is that each city’s homelessness spending may be distributed across departments and broader 

programs, limiting the ability to isolate total expenditures. The review therefore captures only explicitly identified allocations. 
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IV. PEER CONTINUUMS OF CARE:  

How Other Regions Govern Responses to Homelessness  

 

This section looks outward and examines three comparable CoCs chosen by LAFCO 

staff that organize their homeless response systems differently from San Diego.  Each 

was selected because it shares geographic similarities with San Diego — a large, high-

cost, urban-suburban county — and because it represents a distinct governance model: 

a county-administration agency (Santa Clara County), a regional authority agency (King 

County), and a semi-autonomous integrated agency with a dedicated revenue source 

(Miami-Dade County).  These comparative examples collectively help define a range of 

structural alternatives to governing the homeless response system this paper takes up 

later.  Each is examined through the same structure — its model, community 

demographics, governance structure, and funding streams.   Material observations 

relative to San Diego are also provided.  Drawing from the latter, three standalone 

takeaways from the three comparisons follow, with each peer then examined in turn. 

 

1. Each peer CoC’s Collaborative Applicant model raises a different accountability 

question. As administrative leads of the CoC, all Collaborative Applicants are 

accountable to CoC Boards as outlined in their Governance Charters. However, 

their administrative operations are primarily directed by the boards of the 

nonprofits or public agencies they are seated within. Where a county agency 

serves as Collaborative Applicant and manages the region's homeless response 

system on behalf of other jurisdictions (Santa Clara County CoC), the 

Collaborative Applicant is directed by the Board of Supervisors. Where two 

principal member agencies (the City of Seattle and King County) create a 

separate entity to serve as Collaborative Applicant (the King County Regional 

Homelessness Authority), the collaborative applicant is directed by elected 

officials from different agencies. Where the Collaborative Applicant is a semi-

autonomous agency of the County (Miami-Dade CoC), the CoC Board is 

designated to oversee its operations, which includes both service providers and 

elected officials.60 San Diego's arrangement differs in that the Collaborative 

Applicant is a nonprofit agency, so its administrative functions are directed by a 

nonprofit board that is self-constituting and does not include the representation 

of public agencies.  

 

 

 
60   The Board of County Commissioners retains veto power over budgetary decisions, as further discussed in the Miami-Dade 

CoC section below.  
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2. Consolidating functions is distinct from consolidating accountability.  The King 

County CoC brought all three designated HUD functions — Collaborative 

Applicant, HMIS Lead, and CES Lead — into a single regional entity in 2019 (with 

operations beginning in 2022), together with responsibility for administering the 

homelessness service contracts funded by its two member jurisdictions. 

Following a forensic evaluation published in 2026 that identified significant 

concerns with financial management, the two agencies making up the authority 

agreed to narrow the authority’s responsibility to carrying out main HUD-

designated Collaborative Applicant functions, while returning the management 

of City and County funded contracts back to the City and County.61 What the 

restructuring did not appear to initially resolve was the coordination problem 

between the two largest jurisdictions in the County that prompted consolidation 

in the first place due to scattered HUD program monitoring.62 These findings 

reveal the need for stable finances, clear public oversight, strong internal 

controls, and well-defined responsibility for locally funded contracts in 

establishing a regional authority. 

 

3. Dedicated revenue is the sharpest dividing line.  Only Miami-Dade controls a 

revenue source of its own — a one-percent food and beverage tax, secured 

through special state legislation in 1992 — which insulates it from the federal grant 

cycle and was budgeted to generate $47.4 million in FY2025–26. Neither Santa 

Clara nor King County holds a revenue source dedicated to homelessness, and 

KCRHA identified that absence as a contributor to its deficit.  Nonetheless, both 

can draw on their general-purpose revenues.  San Diego’s nonprofit model has 

the least access of the four: it depends on external federal and state grants, with 

no taxing authority and no claim on any government’s General Fund. 
 

 
61  Source: “All options are on the table” following forensic investigation of KCRHA - Office of the Mayor 
62  Source: King County 2018 Audit of Regional Homelessness Response  

 

https://wilson.seattle.gov/2026/04/22/all-options-are-on-the-table-following-forensic-investigation-of-kcrha/
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/independent/governance-and-leadership/government-oversight/auditors-office/reports/audits/2018/homeless-services/homeless-2018.pdf?rev=54c38737618542c2a0076af56574b8d1&hash=8AB8E499350E9EFDB58CA5AA4B350CA1
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Santa Clara County CoC (CA-500) 

 

Model.   The Santa Clara CoC has consolidated its three principal administrative 

functions within county government, designating the County of Santa Clara’s Office 

of Supportive Housing (OSH) as the Collaborative Applicant, HMIS, and CES. 

 

Demographics and most recent PIT Count.  Santa Clara County is a large, high-cost 

metropolitan county with multiple incorporated cities and several unincorporated 

communities.  The estimated county population is approximately 1.9 million 

residents with one half residing within the City of San Jose.  Its 2025 PIT Count 

identified 10,711 people experiencing homelessness, divided between 7,472 

unsheltered and 3,239 sheltered individuals.  The total count results in a per-capita 

homeless rate of 55.6 per 10,000 residents.   

 

Governance. Santa Clara CoC retains regional governance responsibilities through 

its own CoC Board consistent with its governance charter, with its principal 

administrative functions fully delegated to OSH — which, in turn, is an office within 

the County of Santa Clara that answers to the Board of Supervisors. While the Board 

of Supervisors does not exercise direct governance over the CoC, its oversight of 

OSH occurs within the County's public governance structure.   OSH matters requiring 
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governing-body action are brought before the Board of Supervisors as part of its 

regular publicly noticed meetings.  

 

Funding streams. The CoC draws on HUD CoC Program funding, state homelessness 

resources, and county housing investments. Because the County Office of 

Supportive Housing also participates in the county's broader housing and 

supportive-housing financing, the CoC's activities are more tightly linked to county 

budgeting and capital planning than under a nonprofit-administered model — 

potentially improving alignment among programs, services, and permanent-

housing financing. OSH received $1.5 million and $1.6 million, respectively, for its 

Planning Grant and HMIS responsibilities from HUD in 2024. OSH received an 

additional $29.8 million to fund 17 housing and supportive service projects. 

 

Observations. Santa Clara CoC and its designations illustrate the benefits and 

tradeoffs of housing CoC capacity within a single member jurisdiction. The benefits 

are integration and visibility: CoC operations connect directly to county housing, 

health, and fiscal systems, and matters requiring governing-body action are decided 

in publicly noticed meetings by a body that answers to an electorate. The tradeoff 

follows from the same arrangement. The governing body accountable for the 

administrative functions of the CoC answers first to the Board of Supervisors, while 

the other jurisdictions and the broader CoC Membership hold no vote over an entity 

administering a service on their behalf — a condition that would arise equally had the 

City of San Jose, or any other single member jurisdiction, been designated. 

 

      King County CoC (WA-500)   

 

Model.  The King County CoC has consolidated via designations its three principal 

administrative functions — Collaborative Applicant, HMIS, and CES Lead  — within the 

King County Regional Homelessness Authority (KCRHA), a joint authority created by 

King County and the City of Seattle.  KCRHA also administers locally funded 

homelessness programs on behalf of its two member jurisdictions, although this 

latter arrangement will largely revert to the County and City beginning in 2027. 

 

Demographics and most recent PIT Count.  King County serves a high-cost 

metropolitan region of a large urban center surrounded by suburban, 

unincorporated, and tribal areas.   The estimated county population is approximately 

2.34 million residents with more than one-third residing in the City of Seattle.   Its 

2026 count reported 18,365 people experiencing homelessness, divided between 
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11,829 unsheltered and 6,536 sheltered individuals.  The total count results in a per-

capita homeless rate of 78 per 10,000 residents.63 

 

Governance.  King County CoC retains regional governance authority through its 

own CoC Board consistent with its governance charter, while its principal 

administrative responsibilities are delegated to KCRHA — the regional authority 

jointly created by King County and the City of Seattle in 2019.  KCRHA is separately 

governed by its own Governing Board, which includes representatives of King 

County, the City of Seattle, the Sound Cities Association (SCA) and 3 individuals with 

lived experience of homelessness each appointed by King County, the City of Seattle 

and the SCA. KCRHA staff, in turn, carry out the authority’s designated administrative 

functions as well as locally funded homelessness programs on behalf of the County 

and City.  The KCRHA Governing Board meets monthly in meetings open to the 

public. 

 

Additional governance context.   Before 2019, the nonprofit All Home was the CoC’s 

designated Collaborative Applicant while a county department held the HMIS and 

CES Lead roles — a split arrangement that a 2018 county audit found had scattered 

HUD program monitoring across multiple entities. Additionally, the Coordinated 

Entry system and Rapid Re-housing placement were found to be underperforming.64 

In 2019, King County and the City of Seattle signed an interlocal agreement forming 

KCRHA, and in doing so consolidating all three HUD designated functions in one 

agency plus assuming homeless programs that previously were funded and 

administered by each agency.  KCRHA has since undergone repeated governance 

restructuring in response to accountability findings, ultimately consolidating 

direction under a single governing board.65  Most recently, following a forensic 

evaluation published in 2026 that identified significant concerns with financial 

management, governance, and internal controls, the County and City adopted a 

transition plan that will return most locally funded contract administration to the two 

jurisdictions beginning in 2027, effectively narrowing KCRHA’s focus to its core 

regional responsibilities.66 

 
63      2026 PIT Count data is provided because the Seattle-King CoC only conducts unsheltered PIT Counts in even-numbered 

years. 
64      Source: King County 2018 Audit of Regional Homelessness Response  
65  At inception it operated under a three-part structure: an 11-member Governing Committee of elected officials and people 

experiencing homelessness, the HUD-mandated CoC Board, and an Implementation Board of homelessness-program 
practitioners.  In 2024, Seattle and King County approved a new interlocal agreement sunsetting the Implementation Board 
and vesting sole direction of KCRHA's Collaborative Applicant, HMIS, and Coordinated Entry responsibilities in a 12-member 
Governing Board.   

66  The April 2026 forensic evaluation, commissioned by the City of Seattle and covering 2021 through 2025, then identified $8 
million in public funds unaccounted for amid a growing $44.7 million cash deficit and $4.3 million in administrative 
overspending. 

https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/independent/governance-and-leadership/government-oversight/auditors-office/reports/audits/2018/homeless-services/homeless-2018.pdf?rev=54c38737618542c2a0076af56574b8d1&hash=8AB8E499350E9EFDB58CA5AA4B350CA1
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Funding streams. In 2025, KCRHA's roughly $206.9 million budget was funded 53% 

by the City of Seattle, 26% by King County, and only 11% by HUD CoC funds — 

leaving it heavily dependent on two jurisdictions' annual contributions and lacking a 

dedicated revenue source of its own.67 The above-mentioned forensic evaluation 

found $8 million in unreconciled balances amid a negative cash balance of $44.7 

million and $4.3 million in administrative overspend, which KCRHA attributed in part 

to the absence of dedicated revenue.68 In response, King County and Seattle moved 

to stabilize the authority, bolster its financial controls, refocus it on core CoC 

functions, and transition management of locally funded contracts back to the two 

governments. Prior to the transferring of contract management back to the City and 

County alone, KCRHA received $1.5 million and $0.4 million, respectively, for its 

Planning Grant and HMIS responsibilities from HUD in 2024, an additional $24.9 

million to fund 24 housing and supportive service projects. In total, KCRHA received 

40.1% of the award, while the King County Department of Community and Human 

Services received 58% of the award. The remaining 1.9% of the award went directly 

to nonprofit organizations.  

 

Observations.  King County CoC illustrates that consolidating functions and 

consolidating accountability are separate measures.  The 2019 decision to bring all 

three designated HUD functions into a single regional entity — together with 

responsibility for substantial contracts funded by its two member jurisdictions — 

appears well-intended in strengthening countywide coordination. However, the 

2026 forensic evaluation reveals that consolidated regional authority must be paired 

with mature internal controls, clear contract management, and a fallback plan for the 

continuity of homeless services and federal funding. The decision by King County 

and the City of Seattle to return most locally funded contract administration to their 

respective governments beginning in 2027 underlines the importance of 

determining which entities are best suited to carry out CoC Collaborative Applicant, 

HMIS and CES Lead functions, and which entities have the financial controls in place 

to manage funding contracts.   

 

      Miami – Dade County CoC (FL-600)   

 

Model.  The Miami-Dade County Homeless Trust (MDCHT), a semi-autonomous 

county agency, serves as the Miami-Dade CoC’s Collaborative Applicant, HMIS and 

CES Lead.  Since the Miami-Dade CoC Board and the MDCHT Board are the same 

 
67      Source: KCRHA 2025 Budget Presentation to Governing Board  
68  Source: Forensic Evaluation of King County Regional Homelessness Authority by Clark Nuber P.S. (2026).  

https://kcrha.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/01/KCRHA-2025-Annual-Budget-REVISED_12.19.24.pdf
https://content.govdelivery.com/attachments/WAKING/2026/04/23/file_attachments/3627358/4-17-26%20Organizational%20Forensic%20Audit.pdf
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entity, there is one oversight board responsible for overseeing both the 

administrative functions of the Collaborative Applicant as well as all other CoC Board 

functions. MDCHT also administers the region's local homelessness programs and 

funding, including proceeds of a dedicated one-percent Food and Beverage Tax.  

 

Demographics and most recent PIT Count.  Miami-Dade County serves a high-cost 

metropolitan region of a large urban center surrounded by suburban communities.   

The estimated county population as of 2025 is 2.8 million residents with 17.4% 

residing in the City of Miami.69  Its 2025 PIT Count identified 3,728 people 

experiencing homelessness, divided between 2,870 sheltered and 858 unsheltered.  

The total count results in a per-capita homeless rate of 13.3 per 10,000 residents. 

 

Governance.  MDCHT serves as the single governing body for the regional 

homelessness response system while also overseeing substantial local 

homelessness programs and funding within Miami-Dade County.  Its governmental 

framework originates in special State enabling legislation; the County subsequently 

implemented this authority by ordinance, creating the Trust in 1994 to oversee 

implementation. The Trust’s 27-member Board is also the CoC Board with 

designated seats representing a range of providers dedicated to responding to 

homelessness regionally, including County and City elected officials.70 While the 

Board of Trustees oversees homeless response programs, including the use of the 

dedicated tax revenue, the County retains the ability to veto budget and award 

selections by an “affirmative vote of a majority plus one additional vote of the Board 

of County Commissioners.”71  

 

Funding streams.  Similar to the Santa Clara County CoC, the Miami-Dade CoC 

benefits from system accountability reinforced by belonging to County accounting 

and auditing systems. The Trust (through Miami-Dade County) received $1.5 million 

for its Planning Grant responsibilities from HUD in 2024 and did not receive an award 

to fund its HMIS functions. The Trust received an additional $50.1 million to fund 32 

housing and supportive service projects. The Trust received 96% of the CoC award, 

as the Miami-Dade CoC follows a Unified Funding Agency (UFA) model and 

oversees all subrecipient expenditures. 

 

 
69      Source: Miami-Dade County 2025 Population Estimate; City of Miami 2025 Population Estimate  
70      Source: Miami-Dade CoC Governance Charter 
71  Source: Miami-Dade County Ordinance 94-66, Section 2-753 

https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/miamidadecountyflorida/PST045224
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/miamicityflorida/INC110221
https://www.homelesstrust.org/resources-homeless/library/coc-subcommittee/coc-governance-charter.pdf
https://library.municode.com/fl/miami_-_dade_county/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=PTIIICOOR_CH2AD_ARTLIXMIDECOHOTR_S2-753PODU
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The Trust's defining feature is a dedicated revenue source: a one-percent Food and 

Beverage Tax, which was budgeted to generate roughly $47.4 million in FY2025–26, 

of which 85% is dedicated to homeless housing and services and 15% to the 

construction and operation of domestic violence centers. The tax applies to 

restaurants grossing more than $400,000 annually that are licensed for on-premises 

alcohol sales, and does not reach hotels and motels. This dedicated stream, 

combined with federal, state, and local funds, gives the Trust a funding base 

independent of the annual federal grant cycle. The model is not without friction: 

three municipalities — Miami Beach, Surfside, and Bal Harbour — sit outside the tax's 

geographic reach and contribute little despite benefiting from the services it funds. 

 

Observations.  Of the three comparison models examined, MDCHT represents the 

most complete effort to consolidate both administrative function and political 

accountability within a single institutional structure.  Its standalone governing board 

holds authority to plan, budget, fund, and oversee the regional homelessness 

response, while remaining institutionally anchored within a single county 

government and supported by a dedicated local revenue source.  Miami-Dade also 

reports the lowest homeless rate and the highest sheltered share of the three peers 

— 13.3 per 10,000 residents, with approximately three-quarters of its counted 

homeless population sheltered on a given night.  While this outcome cannot be 

attributed to governance alone, the model itself shows that a single body can 

consolidate a region's homeless response — and, in Miami-Dade's case, has done so 

under a structure that has remained substantially intact for more than 30 years.  

Nonetheless, a tradeoff exists where some local jurisdictions benefit from the Trust’s 

services but remain outside the dedicated tax’s geographic reach, creating an 

imbalance between regional service benefits and contributions to this funding 

source. Their leverage in shaping service priorities or resolving disagreements 

depends on their representation within the Trust’s governance structure. 
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V. OBSERVATIONS & ALTERNATIVES:  

What Could Fit Better 

 

Evaluation Criteria  

 

The CoC system was created to coordinate homeless-service providers, develop 

regional plans to respond to homelessness, rank projects for HUD funding, and track 

system-wide performance. As already shown, CoCs do not all operate under the same 

Collaborative Applicant model: some designate county agencies, others regional 

authorities, and others nonprofits.  Each CoC selects its Collaborative Applicant through 

its own governance process and documents that choice in its Governance Charter. 

Across these models, governance effectiveness depends less on whether the 

Collaborative Applicant is governmental or nonprofit than on whether seven qualities 

summarized the following table are present  
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Comparison of Four Models: 
Baseline + Three Alternatives  
 

Drawing on the preceding analysis, this section evaluates four Collaborative Applicant 

models for the San Diego CoC — the baseline nonprofit model and three alternatives: a 

county or city agency, a joint powers authority, and a special district — against the seven 

established criteria. The matrix below compares the four at a glance; each model is then 

examined in turn. 

 

  
 

Baseline: Nonprofit Model 

  

The San Diego CoC has a nonprofit Collaborative Applicant model in which RTFH 

serves as the Collaborative Applicant, Coordinated Entry System Lead and HMIS 

Lead. In carrying out these administrative functions, RTFH receives direction from the 

CoC Board.  Before turning to the seven criteria, it is worth noting what the existing 
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model already provides.  The baseline is an established, functioning system rather 

than a concept: RTFH is a known organization with dedicated staff, built-out data 

infrastructure (HMIS and the Coordinated Entry System), and direct contractual 

relationships with HUD. Because it is already in place, the baseline requires no 

transition — a clear advantage — whereas a change in Collaborative Applicant would 

raise the question of how that existing capacity is retained, contracted for, or 

transferred to the new lead, rather than recreated.  The baseline also convenes the 

region’s broadest governance body, seating front-line providers, jurisdictions, and 

individuals with lived experience, the last selected through open recruitment rather 

than political appointment.  And it adds no new layer of government, carrying the 

lowest cost and least disruption to maintain. The criteria below assess the baseline’s 

strengths and weigh them against its most significant constraints: limited public 

accountability and no dedicated revenue source. 

 

Authority.  Authority is clearly assigned to identifiable bodies, and the 

Governance Charter documents how it is held.  Full Membership adopts the 

Charter and designates the composition of the CoC Board, which sets regional 

strategy, establishes policies, ranks funding priorities, and monitors system 

performance. RTFH, in turn, carries out its responsibilities as Collaborative 

Applicant under the oversight of its own Board of Directors.  The CoC Board thus 

directs the regional response, while RTFH’s Board of Directors oversees the 

organization’s day-to-day operations and financial solvency. This separation of 

regional direction from organizational oversight is not unique to the baseline: it 

also exists in the Santa Clara and King County models, while Miami-Dade 

combines both within a single board subject to County oversight.  The distinction 

the baseline carries is that the CoC Board directs the regional response without 

holding governing authority over the entity that carries it out.  So long as direction 

and implementation stay aligned the division is workable; its limitation surfaces if 

the two diverge, since no single body holds authority over both. 

 

Administrative Capacity.  The baseline’s principal capacity strength is operational: 

RTFH is an established administrative lead with dedicated staff and built-out 

systems, already performing the core functions the Governance Charter assigns. 

The San Diego CoC Governance Charter distributes decision-making, 

performance tracking, and other administrative responsibilities among Full 

Membership, the CoC Board, and RTFH, with RTFH carrying most of them — 

leading the annual PIT Count, collecting system-performance data, and 

submitting mandated reporting to HUD.  RTFH also presents performance 
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reports to the CoC membership, which inform regional planning and funding 

priorities, with the CoC Board and Full Membership providing feedback and 

direction.  Its one structural qualification, which can present as a limitation, is 

noted above: the administrative lead answers to its own Board of Directors, so 

the body that sets regional direction is not the body that oversees the 

administration carrying it out. 

 

Fiduciary Oversight.  Within the San Diego CoC, recipients of HUD funds — 

nonprofits and public agencies alike — hold a direct contractual relationship with 

HUD, so awarded funds flow directly from HUD to the receiving agencies and are 

monitored by HUD.  In 2024, 82% of the $44.1 million awarded to the San Diego 

CoC passed from HUD directly to nonprofits and two public agencies, while the 

balance went to RTFH.72 The CoC Board and Full Membership are not 

incorporated entities and hold no budgets or staff of their own.   

 

RTFH, a 501(c)(3) nonprofit governed by its own Board of Directors, is subject to 

HUD grant monitoring and reporting, files an annual federal Form 990, and 

undergoes an annual independent audit; its dual role as Collaborative Applicant 

and funding recipient is further checked by Charter safeguards that exclude 

funded agencies from the Rating & Ranking Subcommittee and from Evaluation 

Advisory Committee discussions of its recommendations.  Taken together — 

direct HUD monitoring of each award, independent audit, and charter conflict 

safeguards — these mechanisms place the baseline’s fiduciary oversight largely in 

external and independent hands rather than relying on self-monitoring, and they 

are safeguards any alternative lead would likewise need to replicate.  A newly 

designated entity would not automatically assume oversight of every HUD grant; 

as King County and Miami-Dade illustrate, either arrangement depends on 

effective internal controls and clear responsibility for financial management. 

 

Responsiveness.  Efforts by CoCs to create mechanisms through which 

individuals with lived experience can participate in decision-making processes 

(through participation in Full Membership, the CoC Board and Committees) help 

make systems more responsive to those individuals’ needs, regardless of the 

Collaborative Applicant model.  RTFH uses PIT and HMIS data, performance 

reports, and targeted studies to assess needs and outcomes. Two CoC Board 

seats are reserved for individuals with lived experience of homelessness, who 

 
72  Source:  San Diego CoC 2024 Award.   

https://files.hudexchange.info/reports/published/CoC_AwardComp_CoC_CA-601-2024_CA_2024.pdf
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also participate through Full Membership and public comment.73  Individuals 

with lived experience also inform regional decision making through participating 

on RTFH’s working groups and subcommittees. These members are selected 

through open recruitment and CoC approval — a more accessible path to the 

CoC Board than the appointment of seats by elected officials, as in the Seattle-

King County CoC.  This process supports broader, more representative 

participation by people with lived experience of homelessness.  

 

Stakeholder Participation. Front-line providers and jurisdictions that carry out the 

regional homelessness response are represented within both Full Membership 

and on the CoC Board, which combines appointed, designated community-

stakeholder, and flexible seats. This broad representation gives stakeholders a 

formal voice in regional priorities, although it does not give them direct 

governing authority over RTFH’s internal operations. The nonprofit model 

therefore separates stakeholder participation in CoC decisions from 

organizational oversight of the administrative lead. Any alternative would need 

to determine how providers and jurisdictions participate in both. 

 

Public Accountability.  CoC Board and Full Membership meetings are open to 

the public, agendas are published online, and RTFH’s federal role brings HUD 

reporting requirements and a publicly filed Form 990 — public records that 

residents, taxpayers, and businesses can review. Access is uneven, however.  Past 

meeting and committee materials are not consistently archived, and RTFH’s 

nonprofit status does not subject its own Board meetings to California’s open-

meeting requirements, so public access to those proceedings depends on the 

nonprofit’s bylaws and disclosure policies. Further, RTFH administers the 

Collaborative Applicant, HMIS Lead, and CES Lead functions, as well as HHAP 

funds allocated to the CoC — placing substantial regional administration within a 

private nonprofit whose governing board is not selected through public election 

or governmental appointment.   

 

Under the existing model, the public can raise concerns about RTFH’s operations 

through public comment at CoC Board and Full Membership meetings.  A public-

agency model would instead place day-to-day administrative oversight of the 

Collaborative Applicant with elected officials or their appointees, connecting 

 
73  Source: San Diego CoC Governance Charter – Amended June 2026 

https://www.rtfhsd.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/08/2026-v11-Governance-Charter-Final-amended-June-2026_Final.pdf
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decisions about spending, service approaches, and performance more directly 

to representatives who report to the public. 

 

Revenue Capacity. RTFH is primarily publicly funded.  For the period covering 

FY2025, RTFH reported approximately $23.9 million in total revenue, of which 

$22.2 million, or 92.8%, came from government grants; most of the remainder 

consisted of program-service revenue and investment income. However, 71% of 

this budget was identified as subrecipient expenses, passing through RTFH to 

service providers, leaving RTFH with $6.6 million to carry out its own Collaborative 

Applicant, HMIS Lead and CES Lead responsibilities. As a nonprofit, RTFH can 

seek grants, donations, and other revenues, but cannot levy taxes and has no 

dedicated local funding source. Its funding therefore depends largely on 

budgetary decisions made by other entities. A model in which the Collaborative 

Applicant falls under a county or city could provide access to general-purpose 

revenues, while a regional authority could pool member contributions. Miami-

Dade’s dedicated tax illustrates the separate benefit of a recurring revenue 

source reserved for homeless response, though this benefit can be attributed to 

the public decision to approve a tax for homeless services, rather than to the 

inherent benefit of a public agency administering it. The latter examples are 

further explored below. 

 

Alternative: County or City-Agency Model 
 

Under a county or city agency model, the San Diego CoC would designate a 

governmental agency as Collaborative Applicant, potentially also assigning it the 

Coordinated Entry System Lead and HMIS Lead functions. Santa Clara uses this 

model, with its Office of Supportive Housing (OSH) carrying out all three functions. 

An analysis of this model under the seven established criteria follows. 

 

Authority. Under a county or city agency model, the CoC Board would continue 

to set regional strategy, establish policies, rank funding priorities, and monitor 

system performance. In Santa Clara, the CoC Board also reviews and approves 

annual work plans for the CoC, its committees, and OSH’s designated CoC 

functions.74 OSH carries out those functions under the Board of Supervisors’ 

oversight, placing CoC administration within the County’s broader housing and 

 
74  Source: Santa Clara County CoC Governance Charter (updated November 2024), “CoC Board Responsibilities” and 

“Membership of the CoC Board.” 

https://files.santaclaracounty.gov/exjcpb1571/2025-03/scc-governance-charter-2024-december.pdf?VersionId=qJgDbF_uhArJz_BsW3czS8of7lJsBun7
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homelessness operations.75  As in San Diego, regional direction and 

organizational oversight rest with separate bodies; the distinction is that an 

elected governing body oversees the administering agency rather than a 

nonprofit board.  For San Diego, a similar model would place administrative 

authority within the County or a single city and could strengthen coordination 

with that agency’s broader housing and homelessness programs. Realizing these 

benefits would require establishing or transferring the data infrastructure and 

personnel capacity that RTFH currently provides as Collaborative Applicant, CES 

Lead, and HMIS Lead. Other jurisdictions and providers would retain influence 

through CoC governance without gaining direct governing authority over the 

administering agency. A clear division of responsibilities would therefore remain 

necessary to implement regional priorities and resolve disagreements.  

 

Administrative Capacity. Under a county or city agency model, the Governance 

Charter would assign decision-making, performance tracking, and administrative 

responsibilities among Full Membership, the CoC Board, and the designated 

Collaborative Applicant. In Santa Clara, OSH sets performance targets, prepares 

monthly and annual reports, conducts participant surveys, provides technical 

assistance, and takes or recommends action when benchmarks are not met.76 

These activities inform CoC Board direction, while OSH’s internal management 

operates within the County’s administrative structure.  Within San Diego, having 

the operations of the Collaborative Applicant seated within a county or city model 

could support CoC functions through existing governmental management, 

staffing, procurement, and technology systems, but would still need to be 

supplemented by the specialized capacity currently provided by RTFH. As in the 

existing model, accountability and oversight would remain divided between the 

CoC Board and the entity carrying out operations as Collaborative Applicant. 

Clear reporting relationships would therefore be needed to translate regional 

priorities into administrative work and establish who addresses performance 

concerns when they arise.  

 

Fiduciary Oversight. Under a county or city agency model, HUD would continue 

to award funds directly to grant recipients and monitor their use (unless the 

Collaborative Applicant follows a Unified Funding Agency model, further 

 
75  Sources: Board of Supervisors Management Audit Division, Management Audit of the Office of the County Executive (July 

2023); County of Santa Clara, Office of Supportive Housing Releases Ending Homelessness: The State of the Supportive 
Housing System Report. 

76  Sources: Santa Clara County CoC Governance Charter, FY 2024 CoC Application (draft). OSH’s annual State of the 
Supportive Housing System reports are available on OSH’s website.  

https://files.santaclaracounty.gov/exjcpb1666/migrated/ceo-audit-rpt-2023-07-13.pdf
https://files.santaclaracounty.gov/exjcpb1666/migrated/ceo-audit-rpt-2023-07-13.pdf
https://news.santaclaracounty.gov/news-release/county-santa-claras-office-supportive-housing-releases-ending-homelessness-state
https://news.santaclaracounty.gov/news-release/county-santa-claras-office-supportive-housing-releases-ending-homelessness-state
https://files.santaclaracounty.gov/exjcpb1571/2025-03/scc-governance-charter-2024-december.pdf?VersionId=qJgDbF_uhArJz_BsW3czS8of7lJsBun7
https://files.santaclaracounty.gov/exjcpb1571/2024-11/draft-fy-2024-coc-nofo-application-and-attachments.pdf?VersionId=y9T2a85ee0jC3oKwut3dTJE_IortX0cQ
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described in the special district section below). The CoC Board and Full 

Membership do not maintain separate organizational budgets or staff; 

administrative expenditures would be managed through the designated 

agency’s budget. In Santa Clara, OSH operates within County budgeting, 

accounting, procurement, and auditing systems, with additional independent, 

citizen-led oversight of its administration of the 2016 Measure A housing bond.  

For San Diego, this model would shift oversight of the administering entity’s 

finances from RTFH’s nonprofit Board to the County of San Diego Board of 

Supervisors or a City Council. Governmental procedures would govern 

expenditure approvals, audits, and responses to findings, without automatically 

transferring responsibility for monitoring other recipients’ HUD grants. As in the 

existing model, sound oversight would depend on effective internal controls and 

clear financial responsibilities. 

 

Responsiveness. In Santa Clara, OSH uses PIT and HMIS data, monthly 

performance reports, and annual participant surveys to assess needs, outcomes, 

and whether services are person-centered and culturally appropriate.77 It also 

administers a grievance process, with patterns of complaints elevated to the CoC 

Board. Participant and stakeholder feedback has informed changes to 

coordinated entry assessment and shelter and outreach standards, illustrating 

how these channels can lead to adjustments in services.78 The Governance 

Charter requires at least three at-large CoC Board members to have lived 

experience of homelessness, including one aged 26 or younger, with additional 

participation through CoC Board Committees.  For San Diego, a similar model 

could preserve existing lived-experience participation while connecting 

feedback with the administering agency’s broader housing and service 

programs. Surveys and grievance procedures could also be strengthened under 

the current nonprofit model, if concerns with the existing process were identified.  

The relevant consideration is whether people receiving services have accessible 

ways to influence decisions and whether their feedback leads to changes, rather 

than whether the Collaborative Applicant is governmental or nonprofit. 

 

Stakeholder Participation. In Santa Clara, providers and jurisdictions participate 

in the CoC through Full Membership, the CoC Board, and committees. The Board 

includes three to eight at-large members and four ex officio members 

representing the County, City of San José, Santa Clara Housing Authority, and 

 
77  Source: FY 2024 CoC Application (draft) 
78  Source: FY 2024 CoC Application (draft) 

https://files.santaclaracounty.gov/exjcpb1571/2024-11/draft-fy-2024-coc-nofo-application-and-attachments.pdf?VersionId=y9T2a85ee0jC3oKwut3dTJE_IortX0cQ
https://files.santaclaracounty.gov/exjcpb1571/2024-11/draft-fy-2024-coc-nofo-application-and-attachments.pdf?VersionId=y9T2a85ee0jC3oKwut3dTJE_IortX0cQ
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nonprofit Destination: Home. Its October 2025 roster included service providers 

and a small-city representative, although San José is the only city with a standing 

seat.79 Broad membership access and committee participation supplement the 

smaller Board’s seven to 12 seats, compared with San Diego’s 34.  For San Diego, 

the central consideration would be whether providers and jurisdictions outside 

the administering government (whether the County or a single city) retain a 

meaningful role in setting priorities. This consideration appears sharper in San 

Diego than in Santa Clara.  The City of San Diego is the region’s largest 

municipality, but it holds under half the county’s population, and — unlike Santa 

Clara, where the County is the single regional homelessness operator — San 

Diego’s response is already divided between two major governmental 

operations, the City’s and the County’s.  Designating the County as Collaborative 

Applicant would place all 18 cities outside the administering entity, while 

designating the City of San Diego would place the County and the other 17 cities 

outside it. Either choice would leave a considerable portion of the region, and 

one of its two principal existing operators, participating only through CoC 

governance - making the division of responsibilities and the terms of 

jurisdictional representation a central question to resolve at the outset.  The 

Governance Charter and agreements with the administering agency would need 

to define how CoC decisions inform work plans, how the agency reports its 

response, and how disagreements are addressed. 

 

Public Accountability. In Santa Clara, OSH presents reports and funding 

proposals to the Board of Supervisors and its policy committees through public 

meetings, and its records are subject to the California Public Records Act. These 

processes allow residents, taxpayers, and businesses to review spending and 

performance and raise concerns with elected representatives. However, access 

to published CoC Board and Executive Committee materials is more limited, 

illustrating that public oversight of the administering agency does not necessarily 

provide the same visibility into regional CoC decisions.80  For San Diego, this 

model would shift administrative oversight from a nonprofit board to elected 

officials, giving the public a more direct avenue to seek changes in operations. 

However, gaps in access to CoC Board agendas, minutes, and committee 

materials would need to be separately addressed through the CoC governance 

 
79  Source: CoC Membership Meeting slides, October 10, 2025 
80  Sources: Santa Clara County CoC Governance Charter and County of Santa Clara, Continuum of Care archived meeting 

minutes.  

https://files.santaclaracounty.gov/exjcpb1571/2025-10/10-10-2025-coc-membership-meeting-slides-updated.pdf?VersionId=N5D_TFrT7EzYR7dWfPcvo4JVY8nI2URK
https://files.santaclaracounty.gov/exjcpb1571/2025-03/scc-governance-charter-2024-december.pdf?VersionId=qJgDbF_uhArJz_BsW3czS8of7lJsBun7
https://osh.santaclaracounty.gov/solutions-homelessness/continuum-care/service-provider-partners-training-and-resources/continuum-care-meeting-minutes
https://osh.santaclaracounty.gov/solutions-homelessness/continuum-care/service-provider-partners-training-and-resources/continuum-care-meeting-minutes
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charter. Clear disclosure and public participation procedures would remain 

important for both the agency and the CoC Board. 

 

Revenue Capacity. In Santa Clara, OSH receives HUD funding for its CoC 

responsibilities alongside County resources for broader housing and 

homelessness programs. In 2024, OSH received a $1.5 million Planning Grant out 

of the region’s $47.9 million HUD award.81  A distinguishing feature of the county 

model is its access to general-purpose revenues; in Santa Clara, the County 

allocated $29 million in discretionary General Fund resources in FY2026 to offset 

anticipated reductions in federal funding for direct housing support.82  Voter-

approved funding has also contributed, most notably the $950 million 2016 

Measure A affordable-housing bond; a separate general sales tax approved by 

county voters in 2025 — directed primarily towards hospital funding but 

deposited in the County General Fund — is among the discretionary sources that 

may support homeless services.83 84  For San Diego, a similar model could provide 

greater access to local revenues than the nonprofit arrangement, but would not 

automatically establish recurring funding reserved for homelessness. General 

Fund support would compete with other priorities, and voter-approved revenues 

would remain subject to their authorized uses and duration.  

 

Alternative: Joint Powers Authority  

 

Under a joint powers authority (JPA) model, participating public agencies in San 

Diego would establish a separate entity to serve as Collaborative Applicant, 

potentially also assigning it the Coordinated Entry System Lead and HMIS Lead 

functions. Seattle-King County illustrates this potential model through King County 

Regional Homelessness Authority (KCRHA), which carries out CoC administration 

under a Governing Board separate from the CoC Board. An analysis of this model 

under the seven established criteria follows.  

 

Authority. In Seattle-King County, Full Membership approves the Governance 

Charter and CoC Board members. The CoC Board sets HUD funding priorities, 

ranks projects, and defines designated administrative responsibilities.85 KCRHA’s 

separate Governing Board sets organizational policy, approves its budget, and 

 
81  Sources: HUD, FY 2024 CoC Competition Homeless Assistance Award Report, California  
82  Source: A ‘Spotlight’ on Santa Clara County’s efforts to address federal cuts - Cupertino Today 
83  Source: San José Spotlight, Santa Clara County fights to stop homelessness. 
84  Sources: Ballotpedia, Santa Clara County Measure A (November 2025), KTVU, Santa Clara County’s Measure A sales-tax 

passes  
85  Source: Seattle-King CoC Governance Charter – Amended January 2025 

https://www.hud.gov/sites/dfiles/CPD/documents/CoC/CoC-2024-CA_Press.pdf
https://cupertinotoday.com/2025/06/05/a-spotlight-on-santa-clara-countys-efforts-to-address-federal-cuts/
https://sanjosespotlight.com/santa-clara-county-struggles-to-stop-homelessness/
https://ballotpedia.org/Santa_Clara_County,_California,_Measure_A,_Sales_Tax_Increase_Measure_(November_2025)
https://www.ktvu.com/news/santa-clara-countys-measure-sales-tax-passes
https://www.ktvu.com/news/santa-clara-countys-measure-sales-tax-passes
https://kcrha.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/02/CoC-Governance_Revised-Charter_012925.pdf
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oversees the CEO.86 It includes government representatives from King County, 

Seattle, and other cities, alongside individuals with lived experience of 

homelessness. As in San Diego, the CoC Board retains responsibility for 

designated CoC decisions, while a separate board oversees the administering 

entity. The distinction is that KCRHA’s organizational oversight rests with a public 

board representing multiple governments and individuals with lived experience, 

rather than a nonprofit board.  For San Diego, a JPA would shift organizational 

oversight from RTFH’s nonprofit Board to a public governing board shared by 

participating agencies. Unlike the county or city model, administrative authority 

would not rest within a single jurisdiction. This directly addresses a limitation of 

the single-government model in San Diego (Santa Clara version): rather than 

placing administration within the County or the City of San Diego and leaving the 

rest of the region outside it, a joint powers board could seat the County, the City 

of San Diego, and other participating cities together, giving the region’s principal 

governments shared ownership of the administering entity.  This shared 

ownership carries a corresponding risk.  Because a JPA is governed collectively 

and no single parent agency is responsible for its continued existence, members 

may each act to protect their own interests when difficulties arise, with no one 

entity positioned to defend the authority itself.  King County illustrates the 

dynamic: when the 2026 forensic evaluation surfaced financial-control failures, 

Seattle and the County moved to pull functions back to their own departments 

rather than shore up the shared entity.   A San Diego joint powers agreement 

would need to anticipate this — addressing not only contribution formulas and 

withdrawal procedures but how the authority is sustained when members’ 

priorities diverge.  Additionally, the joint powers agreement and Governance 

Charter would still need to distinguish the CoC Board’s regional responsibilities 

from the JPA board’s authority over administration, including how regional 

priorities are implemented and disagreements resolved. 

 

Administrative Capacity.  KCRHA consolidates the Collaborative Applicant, HMIS, 

and Coordinated Entry functions within a regional organization – or JPA – 

managed by its CEO and overseen by its Governing Board. It has also 

administered substantial locally funded service contracts. The announced 

transition of many of those contracts back to Seattle and King County beginning 

in 2027 illustrates that CoC administration and local contract management can 

be assigned separately.  For San Diego, a JPA could place the administrative 

 
86      Source: Revised-and-Amended_Interlocal-Agreement_November-7-2024.pdf 

https://kcrha.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/11/Revised-and-Amended_Interlocal-Agreement_November-7-2024.pdf
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functions currently carried out by RTFH under shared governmental oversight, 

but would require establishing or transferring its specialized personnel and data 

systems. Responsibilities would need to align with staffing, systems, and funding, 

particularly contract management infrastructure if the JPA also assumed local 

service contracts. As in the existing model, clear management responsibilities 

and reporting to both the CoC Board and the JPA’s governing board would 

remain necessary to track performance and determine who addresses concerns. 

 

Fiduciary Oversight. Within the Seattle-King County CoC, HUD awards funds 

directly to grant recipients and monitors their use. The CoC Board and Full 

Membership do not maintain separate organizational budgets or staff. KCRHA’s 

Governing Board oversees the authority’s budget, contracts, and fiscal 

management, while its HUD-funded functions remain subject to federal 

monitoring and reporting requirements. Its 2026 forensic evaluation identified 

weaknesses in financial systems and internal controls, including a negative cash 

position of $44.7 million, $8 million in unreconciled balances and $4.3 million in 

administrative overspend.87 Seattle and King County subsequently announced 

stronger fiscal controls and the return of many locally funded contracts to their 

respective governments.  For San Diego, a JPA would shift oversight of the 

administering entity’s finances from RTFH’s nonprofit Board to a shared public 

governing board, without automatically assuming responsibility for monitoring 

other recipients’ HUD grants. Governmental accounting and auditing procedures 

would need to be supported by clear responsibility for budget approvals, 

administrative costs, financial obligations, and corrective action. KCRHA’s 

experience illustrates that changing the oversight structure does not replace the 

need for effective internal controls and arrangements to address funding 

shortfalls and maintain services.  These requirements would become particularly 

important if the authority administered local service funding with CoC functions. 

 

Responsiveness.  KCRHA uses HMIS and PIT data to assess needs and outcomes 

and operates an Office of the Ombuds to receive concerns from service 

recipients, providers, and community members. Its Governing Board reserves 

three seats for individuals with lived experience, appointed by King County, 

Seattle, and the Sound Cities Association.88 People with lived experience also 

participate through the CoC Board and workgroups, including the Youth Action 

Board, which reviews youth-related policy and program recommendations 

 
87  Source: Forensic Evaluation of King County Regional Homelessness Authority by Clark Nuber P.S. (2026).   
88      Source: KCRHA Interlocal Agreement (Amended, 2024).  

https://content.govdelivery.com/attachments/WAKING/2026/04/23/file_attachments/3627358/4-17-26%20Organizational%20Forensic%20Audit.pdf
https://kcrha.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/11/Revised-and-Amended_Interlocal-Agreement_November-7-2024.pdf
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before they reach the CoC Board.89  A similar model in San Diego could retain 

existing data and participation functions while establishing a formal complaint 

process linked to the JPA’s administration. The joint powers agreement and 

Governance Charter would need to define how lived-experience representatives 

are selected, how participant concerns reach the appropriate board or staff, and 

who is responsible for responding. Meaningful responsiveness would depend on 

whether this input leads to changes in services and priorities, with participants 

able to see how their concerns were addressed.  
 

Stakeholder Participation. Seattle-King County providers can participate through 

Full Membership, the CoC Board, and workgroups. The CoC Board permits no 

more than six direct service providers, and only one of its two co-chairs may be a 

provider.90 KCRHA’s original structure also included a 13-member 

Implementation Board of housing, health, and homelessness practitioners. Its 

responsibilities were transferred to the Governing Board in 2024, a change 

proponents viewed as streamlining decisions and opponents viewed as reducing 

practitioner expertise in oversight.91 Providers continue to influence regional 

decisions through the CoC, but their role in overseeing KCRHA’s operations is 

primarily advisory.  For San Diego, a JPA could offer participating governments a 

direct role in overseeing regional administration, but provider participation 

would depend on the board and advisory arrangements established. A structure 

composed primarily of government representatives could leave providers with 

influence over CoC priorities but a mainly advisory role in JPA operations. The 

agreements would therefore need to preserve meaningful participation by front-

line providers and jurisdictions outside the JPA’s membership, including how 

their recommendations inform work plans and agency decisions. 

 

Public Accountability.  The KCRHA Governing Board is subject to Washington’s 

Open Public Meetings Act and Code of Ethics for Municipal Officers, and KCRHA 

records are subject to the Public Records Act. Its website publishes meeting 

agendas, packets, and recordings, allowing residents, taxpayers, and businesses 

to review decisions about spending, service approaches, and performance. 

Participating governments exercise oversight through their Board 

representatives, and the CEO reports annually to the Seattle City Council and 

 
89  Source: Seattle-King CoC Governance Charter – Amended January 2025 
90   Source: Seattle-King CoC Governance Charter – Amended January 2025 
91   Source: City and County Plan to Eliminate Homelessness Authority's Implementation Board - PubliCola 

https://kcrha.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/02/CoC-Governance_Revised-Charter_012925.pdf
https://kcrha.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/02/CoC-Governance_Revised-Charter_012925.pdf
https://publicola.com/2024/08/14/city-and-county-plan-to-eliminate-homelessness-authoritys-implementation-board/
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King County Council on performance against Board-established metrics.92  For 

San Diego, a JPA would shift administrative oversight from a nonprofit board to 

a public board representing multiple jurisdictions. The public could raise 

concerns before that board and through participating governments’ elected 

representatives. Shared oversight would require clear responsibility for 

responding to concerns and explaining performance. As with the county or city 

model, this change would not automatically resolve gaps in access to a separate 

CoC Board’s agendas, minutes, and committee materials; those would still 

require clear disclosure practices. 

 

Revenue Capacity.  KCRHA depends primarily on funding from Seattle and King 

County rather than a dedicated revenue source, such as property taxes, sales 

taxes, or service fees.93 In 2025, 53% of the KCRHA $206.9 million budget was 

provided by the City of Seattle, 26% was provided by King County, and 11% 

consisted of HUD CoC funds.94 Member funding is requested annually under 

separate Master Services Agreements, remains subject to appropriations, and 

may be reduced if available homelessness funding declines.95 Separately, HUD 

awarded approximately $67.0 million across 54 regional CoC projects in FY2024; 

this award is distinct from KCRHA’s organizational budget.96  A similar model in 

San Diego could pool participating agencies’ resources under a shared funding 

agreement, but would still depend on those agencies’ budget decisions unless a 

dedicated source were separately established. Compared with the nonprofit 

model, a JPA could formalize how governments share administrative costs 

without necessarily increasing the amount or stability of funding. The joint powers 

agreement would need to specify contribution formulas, payment schedules, and 

procedures for funding reductions or withdrawal. Unlike RTFH’s nonprofit model, 

a JPA could establish these commitments among its member governments, while 

its revenue powers would depend on California law and the agreement. 

 

  

 
92      Source: Revised-and-Amended_Interlocal-Agreement_November-7-2024.pdf 
93  Source: 2024 ILA; State Auditor 2024 Accountability Audit Report 
94  Source: KCRHA 2025 Annual Budget Presentation to Governing Board 
95  Source: Revised-and-Amended_Interlocal-Agreement_November-7-2024.pdf 
96  Source: Seattle-King County CoC 2024 Award 

https://kcrha.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/11/Revised-and-Amended_Interlocal-Agreement_November-7-2024.pdf
https://kcrha.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/11/Revised-and-Amended_Interlocal-Agreement_November-7-2024.pdf
https://kcrha.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/05/KCRHA-Accountability-Audit-Report_FY2024.pdf
https://kcrha.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/01/KCRHA-2025-Annual-Budget-REVISED_12.19.24.pdf
https://kcrha.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/11/Revised-and-Amended_Interlocal-Agreement_November-7-2024.pdf
https://files.hudexchange.info/reports/published/CoC_AwardComp_CoC_WA-500-2024_WA_2024.pdf
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Alternative: Special District Model  

 

Under a special district model, San Diego could establish a public entity to serve as 

Collaborative Applicant, potentially also assigning it the Coordinated Entry System 

Lead and HMIS Lead functions. Miami-Dade illustrates a comparable arrangement 

through its Homeless Trust, a semi-autonomous County agency that performs all 

three functions, combines CoC governance and administrative oversight within one 

board, and administers dedicated local revenue. Within the San Diego CoC, a 

comparable model would be a special district with a dedicated revenue source. An 

analysis of this model under the seven established criteria follows. 

 

Authority. Within the Miami-Dade CoC, all decision making and authority over 

the activities of the Collaborative Applicant (Miami-Dade Homeless Trust) are 

delegated to the CoC Board (also called the “Trust Board”), with the exception of 

certain financial contracting decisions, which are delegated to the Miami-Dade 

Board of County Commissioners (BCC). Unlike San Diego and most CoCs in the 

country, the structure does not provide a separate Full Membership body to 

adopt the Governance Charter and CoC Board. These responsibilities instead 

operate through the Trust Board and its County-established selection 

procedures. This consolidates regional direction and organizational oversight, 

while limiting a wider membership’s formal role in governance.  For San Diego, a 

special district model could give one board authority to set regional priorities 

and oversee their implementation, limiting the existing separation between the 

CoC Board and RTFH’s governing body. Its governing framework would need to 

define any retained County or city authority and preserve meaningful 

opportunities for the broader CoC Full Membership to influence the Charter, 

Board composition, and regional decisions. 

 

Administrative Capacity. Administrative functions are carried out by the Miami-

Dade Homeless Trust, a semi-independent agency of Miami-Dade County. The 

Homeless Trust is responsible for monitoring the spending of more than 100 

grant-funded programs with more than 20 organizations, managing the region’s 

HMIS, conducting the PIT Count, collecting data on the performance of the CoC 

system, submitting mandated reporting to HUD, and serving as staff to the Trust 

/ CoC Board and the Board of County Commissioners.97  For San Diego, a special 

district model could place the functions currently performed by RTFH under a 

 
97  Source: Miami-Dade County FY 2025-26 Adopted Budget and Multi-Year Capital Plan, Homeless Trust.  

https://www.miamidade.gov/resources/budget/adopted/fy2025-26/homeless-trust.pdf
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governing board responsible for both regional direction and administrative 

oversight. Realizing this arrangement would require establishing or transferring 

specialized personnel and data systems.  Unlike the baseline or the county or city 

model, a special district would also be a new unit of local government.  As a 

public entity it would operate within the full framework of public-sector regulation 

— open-meeting and public-records law, public procurement, personnel rules, 

audit and reporting requirements. These requirements are the source of the 

accountability and stability discussed under the criteria below, but they also carry 

administrative overhead and less operational flexibility than the nonprofit 

baseline. The relevant question is not whether the district would operate as a 

public bureaucracy — by design, it would — but whether the trade-off is warranted 

by the governance and revenue capacity it would provide.  

 

Fiduciary Oversight. Financial oversight within the Miami-Dade CoC is 

distinguished from other CoCs in that it follows a Unified Funding Agency (UFA) 

model. The Miami-Dade Homeless Trust receives HUD CoC funding, contracts 

with subrecipients, and monitors their expenditures, alongside programs 

supported by the dedicated Food and Beverage Tax (County’s Homeless Tax).98  

County approval requirements and fiscal systems provide additional oversight. 99  
In FY2026, $97.3 million – approximately 93% of its $105.0 million operating 

budget – was allocated to grants for service providers, leaving the Trust with $7.7 

million to support other expenditures and 29 full-time staff.100  This substantial 

pass-through role requires effective and ongoing monitoring of subrecipient 

spending.  A 2017 HUD Inspector General audit identified $98,433 in 

unsupported program costs. More recently, a former housing director at Citrus 

Health Network faced charges from the Miami-Dade State Attorney involving 

allegedly fraudulent reimbursements; the organization reimbursed the County 

$1.2 million.101 Together, these examples illustrate that consolidated funding 

administration still requires effective controls within both the administering 

agency and its subrecipients.  For San Diego, a special district model would place 

fiscal oversight with a public governing board responsible for approving 

budgets, reviewing audits, and addressing financial findings. If structured to 

administer regional funding and service contracts as Miami-Dade does, the 

 
98        Source: Sec. 2-753. - Powers and duties. | Code of Ordinances | Miami - Dade County, FL | Municode Library 
99     The Trust recommends to the Board of County Commissioners, in accordance with the Miami-Dade County Community 

Homeless Plan, award recipients for funds generated by the Homeless Tax. The County Manager collects and ranks these 
proposals and makes recommendations to the Trust regarding final approvals.  Source: Miami-Dade County FY 2025-26 
Adopted Budget and Multi-Year Capital Plan, Homeless Trust.  

100    Source: Miami-Dade County FY 2025-26 Adopted Budget and Multi-Year Capital Plan, Homeless Trust. 
101       Source: Non-profit’s housing director accused in $1.2M theft from Miami-Dade Homeless Trust – NBC 6 South Florida 

https://library.municode.com/fl/miami_-_dade_county/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=PTIIICOOR_CH2AD_ARTLIXMIDECOHOTR_S2-753PODU
https://www.miamidade.gov/resources/budget/adopted/fy2025-26/homeless-trust.pdf
https://www.miamidade.gov/resources/budget/adopted/fy2025-26/homeless-trust.pdf
https://www.miamidade.gov/resources/budget/adopted/fy2025-26/homeless-trust.pdf
https://www.nbcmiami.com/news/local/non-profits-housing-director-accused-in-1-2m-theft-from-miami-dade-homeless-trust/3863276/
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district would also be responsible for verifying provider expenditures and 

enforcing grant requirements. This could consolidate financial accountability, 

while requiring sufficient staffing, effective internal controls, and independent 

review to oversee both its own spending and funds distributed to providers. 

 

Responsiveness. Similar to other CoCs, the Miami-Dade CoC uses PIT and HMIS 

data, performance reports, and other targeted studies to assess needs and 

outcomes. Two of its 27 CoC Board seats are reserved for individuals who were 

formerly homeless. Miami-Dade reserves these seats for formerly homeless 

individuals rather than those currently experiencing homelessness, a design 

choice that shapes whose direct, current experience informs the board’s 

decisions.102  Additional perspectives reach the Trust through public comment, 

the Youth Voice Council, and lived-experience and racial-equity working 

groups.103  For San Diego, a special district model could preserve participation 

by people currently experiencing homelessness, alongside those formerly 

homeless, and would help reflect different service needs and experiences. 

Accessible recruitment, working groups, and feedback procedures would remain 

important, particularly if governance no longer included a separate Full 

Membership body. Responsiveness, as noted for other models, would depend 

on how this input shapes services and decisions, rather than consolidation alone. 

 

Stakeholder Participation. Miami-Dade’s 27-member Trust Board is 

representative of a wide variety of stakeholders – including seven designated 

seats for public agencies, seven business and civic seats, six seats for homeless 

providers or advocates, two seats exclusively for formerly homeless individuals, 

three seats from religious organizations, one seat from a housing nonprofit, and 

one academic seat.104 Stakeholders also participate through committees and 

workgroups addressing finance, housing, performance, lived experience, youth, 

and the CoC application process, although some committees are restricted to 

Board members.105 Notably, however, given the Miami-Dade model does not 

include a separate Full Membership body, the broader participant network, 

outside the Trust Board, has a less direct role in adopting the Governance Charter 

and shaping Board composition. Unlike San Diego’s separate CoC and nonprofit 

boards, represented stakeholders participate in both regional priorities and 

oversight of the administering agency. Conflict safeguards rely on disclosure and 

 
102       Source: Miami-Dade CoC Governance Charter  
103       Source: Miami-Dade County Sunset Review of County Boards for FY 25 
104       Source: Miami-Dade CoC Governance Charter  
105       Source: Miami-Dade County Sunset Review of County Boards for FY 25  

https://www.homelesstrust.org/resources-homeless/library/coc-subcommittee/coc-governance-charter.pdf
https://www.miamidade.gov/govaction/legistarfiles/Matters/Y2026/260315.pdf
https://www.homelesstrust.org/resources-homeless/library/coc-subcommittee/coc-governance-charter.pdf
https://www.miamidade.gov/govaction/legistarfiles/Matters/Y2026/260315.pdf
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recusal, rather than San Diego’s exclusion of CoC-funded agencies from its Rating 

& Ranking Subcommittee.106  For San Diego, a special district model could give 

providers and jurisdictions a direct role in overseeing administration if its 

governing structure included their representation. Board selection and 

committee access would determine whose perspectives inform decisions, 

particularly for stakeholders without designated seats.  Combining funding and 

administrative authority would also require clear conflict safeguards so providers 

can contribute expertise without participating in decisions affecting their own 

awards. 

 

Public Accountability.  Miami-Dade’s Trust Board is subject to Florida’s "Sunshine 

Law," public meeting laws, public records laws and the Miami-Dade County 

Conflict of Interest and Code of Ethics Ordinance.107 Meeting agendas, packets, 

and recordings are published on its website, promoting the accessibility of public 

participation. Additionally, the Trust’s budget is adopted each year by the BCC, 

and the Trust is subject to a biennial review process alongside all other boards 

created by the BCC to determine whether County boards should continue, be 

modified or dissolved. For San Diego, a special district model could place 

regional CoC decisions and administrative oversight within one public governing 

structure, making it clearer where residents, taxpayers, and businesses can seek 

explanations and changes in spending or performance. Accountability would 

reflect whether directors are elected or appointed, supported by California’s 

open meeting and public records  requirements. For a dependent special district, 

the County’s or city’s retained oversight responsibilities would also need to be 

defined. 

 

Revenue Capacity. The Miami-Dade Homeless Trust combines HUD and state 

funding with proceeds from the County’s dedicated one-percent Food and 

Beverage Tax. Projected FY2026 tax revenue of $47.4 million was equivalent to 

approximately 45% of the Trust’s $105.0 million operating budget. Of those tax 

proceeds, 85% — approximately $40.3 million — was reserved for homeless 

housing and services, with the remaining 15% for domestic violence services.108  

This recurring local source supports the response beyond annual grant awards, 

although revenues remain subject to changes in taxable spending.  For San 

Diego, a special district with dedicated revenue could provide more predictable 

 
106     Source: Miami-Dade CoC Governance Charter  
107  Source: Miami-Dade CoC Governance Charter  
108  Source: Miami-Dade County FY 2025-26 Adopted Budget and Multi-Year Capital Plan, Homeless Trust.  

https://www.homelesstrust.org/resources-homeless/library/coc-subcommittee/coc-governance-charter.pdf
https://www.homelesstrust.org/resources-homeless/library/coc-subcommittee/coc-governance-charter.pdf
https://www.miamidade.gov/resources/budget/adopted/fy2025-26/homeless-trust.pdf
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funding for regional administration and services, reducing reliance on grants and 

annual contributions from other agencies. The benefit would depend on 

establishing an authorized funding source with applicable voter approvals, rather 

than district formation alone. Its permitted uses would need to address both 

service delivery and the administrative capacity required to manage funds, 

monitor providers, and assess performance. 

 

Governance Observations: 

What Could Fit Better in San Diego County  

 

San Diego County’s homelessness response has developed substantial administrative 

infrastructure, service capacity, and public investment, delivered through an extensive 

public-private partnership of government agencies and nonprofit providers. These 

resources operate through independently governed organizations and jurisdictions, 

each with distinct responsibilities and funding commitments. The central governance 

question is whether these arrangements sufficiently align regional oversight, demand, 

and capacity to meet current and future needs. 

 

The assessment finds established capacity alongside divided authority.  The CoC Board 

sets regional priorities; RTFH maintains regional data systems and administrative 

functions; and local governments and providers independently govern significant 

funding and services.  In structural terms, the model is neither top-down — a central 

authority setting regional direction and holding every participant accountable — nor 

bottom-up, with front-line providers steering the system and the CoC responding; 

authority is shared, and no single actor directs the whole.  This division does not, by 

itself, establish that another model would perform better — but it makes the connections 

among regional direction, implementation, and financial commitments central to 

evaluating governance fit. 

 

A final scoping note frames what follows.  Governance can shape how HUD funding is 

distributed, how providers coordinate, and how programs are monitored — but the scale 

of homelessness is driven largely by housing-market and economic conditions beyond 

the response system’s control.   Even with mature CoC governance in place, demand for 

affordable housing in San Diego County continues to outpace supply.   The observations 

below are accordingly concerned with the fit of the governance structure, not the forces 

(positive and negative) that set the size of the need. 
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Connecting Regional Direction to Implementation 
  

Under the current model, the CoC Board directs designated regional functions while 

RTFH’s own Board governs the organization that carries them out. The arrangement 

works so long as regional priorities and organizational decisions stay aligned; when 

they diverge, the CoC Board must act through its designated authority, agreements, 

and relationships rather than direct control of RTFH’s staffing, budget, or operations.  

A county or city model would retain a similar separation but place an elected body 

over administration — as in Santa Clara, where the CoC Board approves work plans 

for the Office of Supportive Housing’s CoC functions while the Board of Supervisors 

oversees the agency.  A joint powers authority would extend that oversight to 

participating governments; a special district could combine regional direction and 

administrative oversight within a single board. For San Diego, the county or city 

model carries a particular complication: the response is already divided between the 

County of San Diego and the City of San Diego, so designating either would place 

the other — and much of the region — outside the administering entity.  A JPA speaks 

directly to that problem by giving the County, the City, and other cities shared 

ownership of the administering entity. In each case, the value of the change would 

depend on whether it offers a clearer means of implementing regional priorities and 

resolving disagreements. 

 

Making Public Accountability More Direct 
 

RTFH holds the Collaborative Applicant, HMIS Lead, and CES Lead functions and 

administers state HHAP funding, placing substantial operational responsibility within 

a private nonprofit whose governing board is not publicly appointed.  This model 

carries real accountability features — an annual independent audit and federal Form 

990, broad stakeholder representation on the CoC Board, lived-experience 

members selected through open recruitment rather than political appointment.   Its 

limits are equally structural: the nonprofit’s board meetings are not subject to 

California’s open-meeting law, and past CoC Board materials are not consistently 

archived online (a gap also seen in Santa Clara). Several of these limits could be 

narrowed within the existing model — through consistent publication of meeting 

materials, budgets, work plans, and performance reports, and defined procedures 

for responding to public concerns.  A public administering entity would change the 

relationship more directly: a county or city agency would answer to its elected body, 

a JPA to a public board of participating agencies, and a special district to its directors, 

each through public processes — though gaps in access to separate CoC Board 
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materials would still require attention, and shared oversight would need to fix 

responsibility for responding to the public. 

 

Connecting Local Funding to Regional Needs 
 

The CoC sets regional priorities, but local governments independently determine 

their homelessness investments — spending that may serve residents of other 

jurisdictions, and reductions that may shift demand elsewhere.  RTFH’s own funding 

illustrates a related dependence: roughly 93% of its FY2025 revenue came from 

government grants, with no dedicated local source.  Changing the Collaborative 

Applicant alone would do little on this front absent funding commitments and 

defined service responsibilities. A county or city agency could align CoC 

administration with its own housing and service programs but could not direct other 

jurisdictions’ budgets, and its General Fund support would compete with other 

priorities. A JPA could set contribution formulas, shared responsibilities, and 

procedures for reductions or withdrawal, though its reach would still depend on 

members’ appropriations.  A special district with authorized functions and dedicated 

revenue could fund regional priorities beyond separately determined local 

appropriations — Miami-Dade’s Food and Beverage Tax supplies roughly 45% of its 

Homeless Trust’s budget — but for San Diego that benefit would depend on a 

separately voter authorized funding mechanism, not on district formation alone. 

 

Preserving Capacity and Participation 
 

RTFH’s personnel, HMIS and Coordinated Entry systems, provider relationships, and 

funding processes are assets any alternative would need to maintain or delegate 

through its Governance Charter. Significant restructuring would require retaining, 

contracting for, or transferring that capacity while the response continues to 

effectively operate. The benefits of a new structure would therefore need to be 

weighed against transition risks and requirements, including potential interruptions 

to services and funding processes, as well as ongoing administrative costs.  Notably, 

several of the baseline’s limitations, such as broader oversight of operations and 

consistent archiving of meeting records, can be addressed through Charter 

amendments without that disruption, though the CoC has not adopted such 

changes to date.  A public structure would also need to preserve meaningful 

participation by front-line providers and people with lived experience; a board 

composed mainly of government representatives could leave providers in a largely 

advisory role, so board composition, Full Membership, committees, and recruitment 
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would determine how those perspectives shape decisions. Consolidation would 

further require sound financial controls: KCRHA’s experience is instructive.  A 2026 

forensic evaluation found a $44.7 million negative cash position. Rather than shore 

up the authority, Seattle and King County pulled service contracts back to their own 

departments. Two lessons follow.  Shared ownership can leave no single member 

positioned to defend the authority when it falters.  Any entity that distributes service 

funds needs matching contract-management and subrecipient-monitoring capacity. 
 

Across all four models, effectiveness depends less on whether the Collaborative 

Applicant is governmental or nonprofit than on whether the governance provides clear 

authority, capable administration, appropriate funding, sound internal controls, and 

meaningful participation by providers and people with lived experience.  Some of these 

can be strengthened within the current framework; others are shaped by structure itself. 
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A Closing Observation 

 

The San Diego region has a working governance system for its homelessness 

response — one that is serving people today and, by several of the measures 

presented in this paper, performing reasonably well.  The nature 

of homelessness and of homelessness services, nonetheless, has evolved 

since the current CoC governance model was first established.  Recent years 

have brought an influx of new resources beyond federal and state grant 

funding, heightened public attention and scrutiny, and the integration of 

homelessness into public officials’ priorities and public agencies’ budgets.  

These are the marks of what has become a permanent municipal function. 

  

The current model’s strongest advantages are largely those of incumbency 

and demonstrated performance. Its clearest limitation, by contrast, is 

structural. The region’s response runs through a three-part ecosystem: the 

public agencies that fund it, the Collaborative Applicant that leads and 

coordinates it, and the providers that deliver services. Because the 

coordinating role sits with a nonprofit, the public resources and 

responsibilities at the system’s center are not matched by the accountability 

obligations inherent to a governmental body. On the governance criteria 

alone, the three models subject to analysis by this paper — a county or city 

agency, a joint powers authority, or a special district — would each, to varying 

degrees, bridge the gap.   They would do so by seating the coordinating role 

in a publicly accountable body with the authority of government.  This 

structure can, variously, encourage involvement and support of regional 

leaders, pool member-agency appropriations, forge regional collaboration, 

and directly set policies that can bring in dedicated resources.  

 

As this paper has shown, regions across the state and nation have wrestled 

with the same governance question as homelessness response has become 

more of a permanent municipal function.  At its core is a question of balance.  

On one side, a public entity that is transparent and directly accountable to 

voters; on the other, an independent nongovernmental one that can set policy 

and more nimbly pursue a sustained mission with a buffer from electoral 

pressures.  Striking the appropriate balance is a judgment beyond the scope 

of this paper.  It rests with the Commission and, even more concretely, with 

the region’s governments. 
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APPENDIX A 

Terminology 
 

 

This appendix defines key terms and acronyms used in the report. 

Term Definition 

Collaborative Applicant 
The entity designated by a CoC to coordinate and submit its consolidated HUD 
funding application. 

Continuum of Care (CoC) 
The regional network of organizations and individuals coordinating a response to 
homelessness. A CoC is distinct from the organization(s) designated to administer 
its functions (Collaborative Applicant, CES and HMIS Lead).  

Coordinated Entry System 
(CES) 

The intake and referral process by which people experiencing homelessness are 
matched with the services and providers that best meet their unique needs. The 
CES Lead administers this process on behalf of the CoC. 

Emergency shelter (ES) 
Temporary and immediate accommodation for people experiencing 
homelessness, often in a congregate setting, that may offer services and 
assistance finding housing. 

Emergency Solutions 
Grants (ESG) 

HUD formula grants given to eligible states and local governments for activities 
including outreach, shelter, prevention, Rapid Re-housing, and HMIS.  

Full Membership 

The broad network of individuals and organizations dedicated to responding to 
homelessness within a given CoC. Requirements to join are designated under a 
CoC’s Governance Charter. In San Diego, Full Membership adopts the 
Governance Charter and designates CoC Board seats.  

Governance Charter 
The document establishing a CoC’s membership, board structure, decision-
making procedures, committee roles, and assigned administrative 
responsibilities. 

Homeless Emergency 
Assistance and Rapid 
Transition to Housing 
(HEARTH) Act 

The Homeless Emergency Assistance and Rapid Transition to Housing Act of 2009, 
which amended federal homelessness law and consolidated several HUD 
competitive grant programs into the CoC Program. 

Homeless Housing, 
Assistance and Prevention 
(HHAP) 

A California grant program providing eligible cities, counties, and CoCs with 
funding to prevent and address homelessness. 

Homeless Management 
Information System (HMIS) 

The regional information system recording client-level service and housing data 
from participating programs. The HMIS Lead administers the system, supports 
users, and oversees data quality and reporting. 

Housing First 

An approach that connects people to permanent housing without requiring 

sobriety or treatment participation as a precondition, while offering supportive 
services to help them remain housed. 

Housing Inventory Count 
(HIC) 

An annual inventory of beds and units available or occupied by people 
experiencing homelessness, including shelter and permanent housing programs, 
conducted at the time of the PIT Count. 
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Term Definition 

Joint powers authority 
(JPA) 

A public entity established by agreement among public agencies to exercise 
authorized shared powers, and defines participating agencies’ governance, 
financial commitments, and assigned responsibilities. 

Longitudinal Systems 
Analysis (LSA) 

An annual HUD report generated from HMIS data examining who uses the 
homelessness response system and patterns of service use, housing placements, 
and outcomes over time. 

Notice of Funding 
Opportunity (NOFO) 

The application guide for HUD CoC program funding, released annually. 
Describes program goals, application eligibility and components, and selection 
criteria. Some agencies or earlier documents refer to this as Notice of Funding 
Availability (NOFA). 

Permanent supportive 
housing (PSH) 

Permanent housing combined with supportive services for eligible people with 
disabilities experiencing homelessness. 

Point-in-Time (PIT) Count 
A count of sheltered and unsheltered homelessness on a single night in January. 
The San Diego CoC’s annual count is called WeAllCount. 

Rapid Re-housing (RRH) 
Assistance to obtain permanent housing through housing search, short- or 
medium-term rental assistance, and services. 

Regional Housing Needs 
Allocation (RHNA) 

California’s process for allocating regional housing needs among local 
jurisdictions by income level. Cities and counties must plan through their housing 
elements to accommodate their assigned housing need. 

Regional Task Force on 
Homelessness (RTFH) 

The nonprofit designated as San Diego’s Collaborative Applicant, HMIS Lead, and 
CES Lead. Its own Board of Directors governs the organization separately from the 
CoC Board. 

Safe Haven (SH) 

A supportive housing program type serving hard-to-reach people experiencing 
homelessness with severe mental illness who have been unable or unwilling to 
participate in other housing or services. New funding for Safe Haven programs 
has been phased out by HUD in recent years.  

Special district 
A separate unit of local government established under state law to provide 
specified services within defined boundaries. Its powers, board structure, and 
revenue authority depend on its governing law. 

System Performance 
Measures (SPM) 

HUD measures of CoC-wide outcomes, including length of homelessness, returns 
to homelessness, income changes, and housing outcomes. They assess the CoC 
response system as a whole rather than individual programs. 

Transitional housing (TH) 
Time-limited housing with services intended to help people move into permanent 
housing, generally within 24 months. 

Treatment-first approach 
An approach requiring progress in treatment, sobriety, or other indicators of 
housing readiness before access to permanent housing. 

U.S. Department of 
Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD) 

The federal department administering and regulating the CoC Program, ESG, and 
other housing and community development assistance. 

Unified Funding Agency 
(UFA) 

A Collaborative Applicant selected by its CoC and approved by HUD to receive 
consolidated CoC funding, distribute it to subrecipients, and carry out expanded 
financial management and monitoring duties.  
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APPENDIX B 

Public Opinion Surveys Regarding Homelessness  

 

State and local polling in recent years have ranked homelessness among residents’ top 

concerns, as summarized below. 

 

Statewide. California residents stated that homelessness should be one of the state’s 

top three priorities in each survey conducted by the Public Policy Institute of California 

(PPIC) between January 2021 and December 2023.109 However, stated concern about 

homelessness reduced in PPIC’s October 2025 poll: while eight in ten California 

residents said they were at least somewhat concerned about homelessness in their 

community, just 37% said they were very concerned, down from 58% in November 

2019.110 

 

San Diego County. The University of San Diego Nonprofit Institute’s 2023 polling of 

county residents identified homelessness as a primary area of concern, alongside 

housing, hunger and poverty, climate change and mental health.111  

 

City of San Diego. The City’s Fiscal Year 2027 Resident Budget Priorities Survey received 

9,702 responses between February 26 and March 25, 2026. Asked to choose up to three 

top concerns, 3,800 selected homelessness — second only to poor street and sidewalk 

conditions (4,517) and ahead of housing costs (3,328).112 

 

Conclusion. Across sources and methods, homelessness consistently ranks among 

residents’ top two or three concerns, typically trailing only cost of living or core 

infrastructure. Statewide intensity of concern has softened since 2019, but 2025–2026 

local surveys still place homelessness second among San Diego residents’ priorities. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
109       Source: Overwhelming Majorities Are Concerned about Homelessness, Support Many Policies to Address It - Public Policy 

Institute of California (2024) 
110       Source: Californians’ Concern about Homelessness Has Softened - Public Policy Institute of California (2025) 
111 Source: 2023 State of Nonprofits and Philanthropy Annual Report – USD  
112 Source: City of San Diego, Office of the Mayor, Memorandum to City Council, Fiscal Year 2027 Resident Budget Priorities 

Survey, March 26, 2026. 

https://www.ppic.org/blog/overwhelming-majorities-are-concerned-about-homelessness-support-many-policies-to-address-it/
https://www.ppic.org/blog/overwhelming-majorities-are-concerned-about-homelessness-support-many-policies-to-address-it/
https://www.ppic.org/blog/californians-concern-about-homelessness-has-softened/
https://digital.sandiego.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1019&context=npi-stateofnp
https://webdocs.sandiego.gov/files/mayor/Memo_to_Council-Fiscal_Year_2027_Resident_Budget_Priorities_Survey.pdf
https://webdocs.sandiego.gov/files/mayor/Memo_to_Council-Fiscal_Year_2027_Resident_Budget_Priorities_Survey.pdf
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APPENDIX C 

PIT Count Methodology  

 

The San Diego County Point-in-Time (PIT) Count, locally known as "WeAllCount," is an 

annual census of the homeless population conducted by the Regional Task Force on 

Homelessness (RTFH). The methodology is primarily governed by requirements from 

the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) but is strengthened by 

local efforts. The PIT Count is conducted on a single night in late January and is 

designed to provide a one-day snapshot of the minimum number of people 

experiencing homelessness. It consists of three main parts:  

  

1. Unsheltered Street Count (Physical Observation and Engagement) 

 

Volunteers and outreach workers are deployed before sunrise across pre-

identified census tracts covering all cities and unincorporated areas in the 

County. Teams walk or drive assigned areas, observing and counting individuals 

in places not meant for human habitation (e.g., streets, parks, tents, vehicles, 

abandoned buildings). The count is focused on direct engagement, 

with teams attempting to interact with and survey individuals/households to 

collect demographic information and gain a deeper understanding of their 

circumstances.  

  

2. Sheltered Count (Data Validation) 

 

This count utilizes and validates data from the Homeless Management 

Information System and other outside shelter provider data. It tallies individuals 

staying in emergency shelters, transitional housing, Safe Havens, and other 

temporary housing designated for homeless persons on the night of the count.  

  

3. Survey and Subpopulation Data 

 

In-depth demographic surveys are conducted with a sample of the unsheltered 

population (e.g., approximately 20% in some years) and combined with HMIS 

data for sheltered individuals. This allows for the reporting of required 

subpopulations, including Veterans, Chronically Homeless, Families, and 

Transitional Age Youth (TAY).  
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Key PIT Count Methodological Refinements (Approx. 2015-2025)  

  

PIT methodology has evolved over time, and from community to community based on 

local needs and conditions, within HUD’s requirements and guidance. In recent years, 

RTFH methodology has been marked by a shift to direct engagement, a dedicated 

youth count, expanded use of technology and coverage areas, and new data 

collaboration.  

  

Shift to Direct Engagement  

 

RTFH notes a shift towards direct observation and engagement rather than assumptions 

per tent/vehicle and provides methodology guidance on its Reports & Data page. 

Before 2019, vehicles and tents were sometimes counted, and an assumption of 2 

people per vehicle/tent was used for the population. The count now prioritizes 

recording the actual number of people visibly seen or engaged with in vehicles, tents, 

or other locations.  

  

Dedicated Youth Count 

 

A separate Youth Count effort has been integrated to specifically focus on street 

outreach utilizing youth service providers, recognizing that unaccompanied homeless 

youth are often more difficult to locate through general street counts. This separate 

effort helped to improve the count of this subpopulation, with noted improvements in 

2017. 

  

Use of Technology 

 

Teams utilize mobile apps (often with offline capability and provided by support systems 

like Simtech Solutions) to conduct the count and surveys, which improves data 

collection efficiency, accuracy, and geo-location tracking.  

  

Expanded Coverage Areas  

 

Expanded count areas encompassing CalTrans land contributed to the 2023 spike in 

the number of homeless people. CalTrans-specific counts appear in RTFH 

breakdowns.113 

 
113  Source: San Diego CoC 2024 PIT Count Summary – RTFH  

https://www.rtfhsd.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/09/2024-San-Diego-Regional-Breakdown.pdf
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Data Collaboration 

 

Since 2017, RTFH has partnered with entities like the San Diego County Sheriff's Office 

to collect data on individuals who were incarcerated on the night of the count but were 

experiencing homelessness immediately prior to their incarceration.  

 

 Methodological Impact on Data  

  

2023 Count Spike 

The spike in 2023 was partially attributed to expanded count areas, specifically 

including known encampments on CalTrans property that may have been missed in 

prior years. This means the actual change might be slightly smaller than the reported 

jump, as some of those individuals were already homeless.  

  

2020-2022 Gap 

The lack of a 2021 count and the methodological difficulties of the 2022 count 

(conducted during COVID-19 with heavy rain) make direct year-over-year 

comparisons challenging in that specific period.  

  

Accuracy 

The shift to Direct Engagement in the street count methodology (away from broad 

assumptions about people per tent/vehicle) over the last few years has increased the 

reliability of the raw unsheltered population data.  
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APPENDIX D 

PIT Count: Uncounted or Undercounted Populations and 

Suggestions for Improved Reporting 

 

Certain groups of individuals who fall outside of HUD’s definition of homelessness, but 

are otherwise lacking a fixed, regular nighttime residence fit for human habitation, are 

undercounted or not counted at all in the annual PIT Count. These include individuals 

who are living “doubled up” or paying for a temporary hotel or motel stay, and 

individuals who were homeless before a stay in a medical or correctional facility and 

have been there 90 days or less, and individuals who meet HUD’s definition of 

unsheltered. 

 

“Doubling up” or Staying within Hotels or Motels  

 

The definition of people experiencing homelessness does not include those who are 

“doubled up”, or living with family and friends, potentially in overcrowded homes, due 

to economic hardship. The Point-in-Time Count also does not include people who are 

paying to temporarily stay in hotels or motels. Individuals staying in hotels or motels 

paid for by charitable or public funds, however, are counted in the PIT Count.  

 

The McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act, a federal law mandating the provision of 

educational rights to children and youth experiencing homelessness, includes these 

conditions within its definition of homeless children or youth. As a result, during the 

2023-2024 school year, 17,226 students alone were recorded as experiencing 

homelessness at some point in time.114 

 

Individuals within Correctional Facilities, Hospitals or Residential Treatment Facilities  

 

Individuals staying within correctional facilities, hospitals or other residential treatment 

facilities for 90 days or less who are otherwise unhoused are not included in the annual 

PIT Count unless they are exiting the institution on the day of the count. Thus, the PIT 

Count undercounts otherwise unhoused individuals staying in correctional and medical 

facilities for 90 days or less. Consequently, individuals who are incarcerated at higher 

rates, including Black and Latino men, are undercounted.115  

 

 

 
114  2023-2025 Persons Experiencing Homelessness in San Diego County 
115  Source: San Diego County Jail Incarceration Rate  

https://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/dam/sdc/hhsa/programs/phs/CHS/Persons%20Experiencing%20Homelessness%20in%20SDC%202023-2025.pdf
https://data.sandiegocounty.gov/stories/s/Jail-Incarceration-Rate/aixs-q8h7/
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Correctional Facilities   

 

Since 2017, RTFH has partnered with the San Diego County Sheriff's Office in January 

to estimate the number of inmates who were homeless before becoming incarcerated. 

In 2025, all 7 of the San Diego County Sheriff Office’s Detention Facilities participated. 

On the night of the PIT Count, “3,956 persons were incarcerated, and 1,009 persons 

(26%) were asked to participate in the count. Of those surveyed, 37%, totaling 376 

persons, reported experiencing unsheltered homelessness prior to their arrest”116.  

 

A 2023 San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) study on alternatives to 

incarceration commissioned by the San Diego County Board of Supervisors involved a 

Substance Abuse Monitoring study in which a random sampling of individuals were 

interviewed within 48 hours of being booked into County jails. 70% of detainees 

reported having been homeless, while 31% said they were homeless prior to being 

booked into jail, revealing the relationship between homelessness, poverty and the 

criminal justice system.117 

 

Hospitals  

 

RTFH does not publish data on the number of people who are otherwise unhoused but 

staying within hospital or other residential treatment facilities on the night of the PIT 

Count. Hospitals in San Diego County have begun to identify homelessness as a 

determinant of health in patients’ medical records. A report published by the County of 

San Diego examined hospital and emergency department discharge data for people 

experiencing homelessness in 2023. That year, 12,453 unique individuals experiencing 

homelessness were discharged from an emergency department and 5,572 were 

discharged from a hospital. There were 240 deaths recorded among people 

experiencing homelessness, with unsheltered people disproportionately making up 

83.8% of those deaths.118 Unsheltered people represented 50.4% of the total homeless 

population in the 2023 PIT Count.    

 

The Unsheltered Population 

  

While the San Diego CoC provides volunteers with training and support for the PIT 

Count, the wide use of volunteers inherently brings with it gaps in expertise and natural 

 
116  2025 Jail Survey Data (RTFH) 
117  Source: A Data-Driven Approach to Protecting Public Safety, Improving and Expanding Rehabilitative Treatment and Services, 

and Advancing Equity Through Alternatives to Incarceration – SANDAG (2023)  
118  2023-2025 Persons Experiencing Homelessness in San Diego County  

https://www.rtfhsd.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/06/2025-Jail-Survey-Data-Report-FINAL.pdf
https://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/dam/sdc/psg/images/alternatives-to-incarceration/SANDAG%20ATI%20Final%20Project.pdf
https://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/dam/sdc/psg/images/alternatives-to-incarceration/SANDAG%20ATI%20Final%20Project.pdf
https://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/dam/sdc/hhsa/programs/phs/CHS/Persons%20Experiencing%20Homelessness%20in%20SDC%202023-2025.pdf
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constraints around safety and coordination in counting the unsheltered population. 

Volunteers may be reluctant to approach cars that appear inhabited, dark alleys, 

underpasses and difficult-to-reach areas in parks and riverbeds for their safety. 

Unsheltered homeless people in San Diego County are especially likely to reside in 

these areas where there are encampment bans in place, which restrict encampments in 

public spaces and displace homeless people to less accessible areas.119  

 

 

Suggestions for Improving Homelessness Statistics Reporting  

 

Compiling data on groups excluded from the PIT Count each year – including the 

number of unique individuals who access homelessness services throughout the year, 

homeless K-12 students, individuals who report being homeless during ER stays, and 

otherwise homeless incarcerated individuals – reveals an expanded count of 

 
119  “Homeless Encampments and Involuntary Displacement”, National Institutes of Health (2025) 

https://pmc.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/articles/PMC11903157/
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homelessness in the County and assists in estimating the magnitude of homelessness 

in the County.  

 

To ensure that reporting on PIT Count homelessness statistics more accurately reflects 

the total homeless population, the following suggestions are identified:   

 

Data Collection  

 

When publishing supplemental data not required by HUD alongside the yearly Point-in-

Time Count data report, the Regional Task Force on Homelessness, in partnership with 

other public and private entities, should: 

 

1. Request from the San Diego County Sheriff and publish data on the number of 

inmates who report experiencing sheltered homelessness (staying in a shelter, 

transitional housing, or a hotel paid for by a charitable organization) rather than 

solely inquiring about inmates’ prior unsheltered homelessness status. 

 

2. Request from the San Diego County Sheriff and publish data on whether inmates 

lived in “doubled up” accommodation (temporarily living with family and friends, 

potentially in overcrowded homes) or stayed within hotels or motels before 

becoming incarcerated, which falls under the U.S. Department of Education’s 

definition of student homelessness, but does not fall under HUD’s definition of 

homelessness. 

 

3. Analyze and publish hospital and emergency department (ED) discharge data on 

the number of patients who report experiencing homelessness prior to receiving 

emergency medical care.  

 

Data Reporting 

 

In reporting PIT Count data, RTFH should more clearly communicate the limitations of 

the PIT Count in estimating the total number of homeless individuals in San Diego 

County. It is suggested that RTFH:  
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1. Report on any ways in which PIT Count data was extrapolated.120 

 

2. Report statistics, where possible, on populations that are excluded from PIT 

Count data due to not falling under HUD’s definition of homelessness — including 

those who are living “doubled up” or paying for a temporary hotel or motel stay, 

as well as individuals who were homeless before a stay of 90 days or less in a 

medical or correctional facility.  

 

• The San Francisco Continuum of Care’s PIT Count Dashboard exemplifies 

reporting on PIT Count data that discloses excluded populations and includes 

options to toggle between PIT Count numbers, homelessness population 

demographics and numbers of homeless individuals excluded from HUD’s 

definition of homelessness. 

 

• RTFH could additionally include within a homelessness statistic dashboard 

yearly summary HMIS data on the numbers of unique individuals who sought 

homelessness services, with website links to RTFH’s monthly and real-time 

reports. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
120  CoCs are responsible for requesting PIT Count data from shelters that don’t enter data into the local HMIS. If a CoC is unable 

to obtain these numbers, it is best practice to disclose this information or extrapolate their numbers to include an estimate of 
these individuals.  
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APPENDIX E 

Efforts by RTFH and Cities to Coordinate Regional Homeless Response 

 

RTFH supports implementation of the CoC’s Regional Community Action Plan to 

Prevent and End Homelessness, adopted in 2022, through HUD Planning Grant funds. 

The Regional Plan combines federal, state and local homelessness response plans into 

a regional framework with measurable outcomes. Beginning in 2024, RTFH began 

publishing updates on implementation progress and priorities.121    

 

RTFH determined approximately 40% of the Regional Plan’s 113 actions required close 

coordination between the County of San Diego, local jurisdictions and nonprofits. 

Regional coordination can be achieved by attending RTFH trainings and regional 

workgroups, such as LiveWell San Diego, an initiative funded by the County, which has 

supported working groups in North, South, and Central San Diego.122 The Alliance for 

Regional Solutions and East County Homeless Task Force provide additional forums. 

  

Beyond these meetings and workgroups, RTFH identifies the use of shared “By-Name-

Lists” (BNLs) as a streamlined pathway for regional coordination.123 BNLs are a 

coordinated entry system tool containing comprehensive lists of everyone experiencing 

homelessness within a community.124 According to a report by the UC San Diego 

Homelessness Hub, BNLs, when paired with housing resources and coordinated case 

management, show promise in reducing unsheltered homelessness. They also support 

data reporting and performance tracking and help reduce duplication of services across 

jurisdictional boundaries. RTFH and the County have supported cities’ implementation 

of BNLs; however, limited staff capacity can impede implementation of BNLs and other 

efforts. 125   

 

To strengthen coordination, the UCSD Homelessness Hub recommends increased BNL 

data sharing, including cross-jurisdictional reporting on homelessness spending, and a 

regional plan with reduction targets for each of the 18 cities. Collaboration, the sharing 

of resources and filing joint funding applications across jurisdictions can alleviate 

coordination challenges.126  

 
121  Source: Regional Community Action Plan to Prevent and End Homelessness – Regional Task Force on Homelessness San 

Diego 
122  Source: North County Community Leadership Team | Live Well San Diego 
123  Source: Regional Plan Community Update – RTFH (October 2025) 
124  By-name-list data is subject to the same privacy protections applied by HUD and local CoC Lead Agencies to HMIS data. 

Source: Frequently Asked Questions: By-Name Data and Privacy - Community Solutions; What is a by-name list? - VA 
Homeless Programs 

125  Source: UC San Diego 2026 Report on San Diego County’s Homelessness Services Ecosystem  
126  Source: UC San Diego 2026 Report on San Diego County’s Homelessness Services Ecosystem  

https://www.rtfhsd.org/about-coc/regional-community-action-plan-to-prevent-and-end-homelessness/
https://www.rtfhsd.org/about-coc/regional-community-action-plan-to-prevent-and-end-homelessness/
https://www.livewellsd.org/i-want-to/get-involved/leadership-teams/north-county
https://www.rtfhsd.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/03/Regional-Plan-One-Pagers-October-2025-Updated-thru-September-2025.pdf
https://community.solutions/how-is-privacy-addressed-with-by-name-homlessness-data/
https://department.va.gov/homeless/what-is-a-by-name-list/
https://department.va.gov/homeless/what-is-a-by-name-list/
https://homelessnesshub.ucsd.edu/_files/HSEEGovernment.pdf
https://homelessnesshub.ucsd.edu/_files/HSEEGovernment.pdf
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APPENDIX F 

AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEMAND AND RHNA PROGRESS 

 

As established within this white paper, research supports that in many high-cost markets, 

inflow into homelessness is generally driven by housing affordability pressures, rising 

rents, limited availability of affordable housing, income insecurity, and other structural 

factors.127  County of San Diego homelessness planning documents identify 

the expansion of extremely low-income housing and permanent supportive housing as 

critical long-term strategies to reduce homelessness and alleviate pressure throughout 

the crisis response system. Without sufficient permanent housing exits, 

households remain longer in shelter and interim settings, reducing turnover and 

limiting the system's ability to accommodate new demand.  A 2026 study conducted by 

the California Housing Partnership Corporation determined that 79% of extremely low-

income households in San Diego County are extremely cost-burdened and spend more 

than half of their income on rent. Additionally, 129,829 low-income renter households 

do not have access to an affordable home.  

 

The Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) is a state-mandated process in 

California that promotes the accommodation of housing within the land use plans of 

cities and unincorporated areas based on the existing and projected income levels and 

demographics of residents. In December 2024, San Diego County met 54.5% of its 

above moderate income housing need, above the 46% target progress at that time. 

However, the County of San Diego and its 18 jurisdictions fell behind target for all other 

income levels. This is due in large part to a lack of state and federal support for 

moderate, low and very low-income housing projects. State and federal funding for 

housing production and preservation in San Diego County declined by 9% in 2026 to 

$740 million.128 State Low-Income Housing Tax Credits, the Affordable Housing 

Sustainable Communities Program and the Prop 1 Housing Bond of 2018 are the main 

sources of state funding for affordable housing construction in California. However, only 

20% of these funds are permanent within the state budget.129 The Veterans and 

Affordable Housing Bond on the state ballot for November 2026, if passed, would 

generate additional state revenues for affordable housing construction.130  
 

The graphic below illustrates progress within San Diego County on the 6th RHNA Cycle 

(April 2021 – April 2029). 

 
127  Source: How Housing Costs Drive Levels of Homelessness | The Pew Charitable Trusts 
128  Source: San Diego County 2026 Housing Needs Report – California Housing Partnership  
129  Source: California Affordable Housing Needs Report – California Housing Partnership (2026) 
130  Source: California leaders announce historic Veterans and Affordable Housing Bond Act of 2026 to expand homeownership 

and build affordable housing for generations of Californians | Governor of California 

https://www.pew.org/en/research-and-analysis/articles/2023/08/22/how-housing-costs-drive-levels-of-homelessness
https://calhousingpartnership.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/05/San-Diego_Housing_Report_2026.pdf
https://calhousingpartnership.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/03/CHP_2026-Housing-Needs-Report-FINAL.pdf
https://www.gov.ca.gov/2026/06/22/california-leaders-announce-historic-veterans-and-affordable-housing-bond-act-of-2026-to-expand-homeownership-and-build-affordable-housing-for-generations-of-californians/
https://www.gov.ca.gov/2026/06/22/california-leaders-announce-historic-veterans-and-affordable-housing-bond-act-of-2026-to-expand-homeownership-and-build-affordable-housing-for-generations-of-californians/
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Progress towards RHNA goals for moderate-, low-, and very low-income housing 

depends in large part on the availability of state and federal funding. Funding levels, 

together with development costs, market conditions, and local policies, influence the 

feasibility and pace of affordable housing development. 
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APPENDIX G 

System Performance Measures 

 

Introduced in 2015, HUD System Performance Measures (SPMs) are standardized 

metrics used to evaluate how effectively a CoC’s homelessness response system is 

functioning. The SPMs focus on system-wide outcomes rather than individual program 

performance and are required annually under the CoC Program Interim Rule. HUD uses 

SPM reports, in addition to annual Point-in-Time (PIT) data, to evaluate CoCs and can be 

used as a competitive element of awarding funding to CoCs. HUD does not publish 

one-size-fits-all goals for System Performance Measures (SPMs). Local CoCs are 

encouraged to set local targets for reducing homelessness. The San Diego CoC’s 

Regional Community Action Plan to Prevent and End Homelessness, authored by RTFH 

as the collaborative applicant, is the best reference for local targets.   

 

System Performance Measures focus on how a community system is operating across 

programs and services to measure aggregate outcomes from outreach, shelter, and 

housing services. SPMs are heavily dependent on high-quality, complete data from all 

local organizations providing homelessness services. Data limitations, including 

incomplete reporting from homelessness service providers, affect the overall usefulness 

of SPMs as a planning tool. SPMs are designed to answer important system-level 

questions, including: 

• How quickly are people experiencing homelessness being permanently housed? 

• Are people successfully remaining housed after they exit homelessness? 

• Is the overall number of homeless households decreasing over time? 

• Are income and employment outcomes improving over time? 

• Are prevention and diversion efforts reducing first-time homelessness and/or 

helping people maintain housing? 

 

Long-range data on System Performance Measures in San Diego County are as 

follows131: 

 

 

 

 

 

 
131  Data from fiscal year 2025 is not included as this data has not yet been published by HUD.  
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Measure 1: Length of Time Persons Remain Homeless. Calculates the average number 

of days from project entry to exit to permanent housing. Lower values indicate faster 

placement into housing. 

 

 
 
The average number of days people spent in Emergency Shelter (ES) and Safe Haven 

(SH) programs in 2024 was 100 days, or approximately 3 months. The average number 

of days spent in ES and SH programs before entering permanent housing increased by 

34% from 2016-2024, while the average number of days spent in Emergency Shelter, 

Safe Haven and Transitional Housing programs increased by 19%. This data indicates 

that there is still a need to provide streamlined access to permanent housing options for 

individuals staying in shelters or short-term housing projects. 
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Measure 2: Returns to Homelessness. Measures the percentage of people who exited 

homelessness programs within the CoC (Street Outreach, Emergency Shelter, 

Transitional Housing, Safe Havens, or Permanent Housing Programs) to Permanent 

Housing Destinations, then returned to homelessness within 6, 12, and 24 months. 

Lower percentages indicate greater housing stability.  

 

 
 
This data indicates that within the San Diego CoC system in 2024, one in 5 people who 

enter permanent housing destinations from another homelessness program return to 

homelessness within two years. This number is slightly higher than the national average 

of 17.4%. While rates of returns to homelessness continue to decline within the San 

Diego CoC, this data indicates that there is still a need to better coordinate supportive 

services with permanent housing to ensure clients can maintain their permanent 

housing.  
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Measure 3: Number of Homeless Persons. Tracks changes in the total number of people 

experiencing homelessness using both PIT Count data (Metric 3.1) and the number of 

unique active clients within the HMIS system (Metric 3.2). An analysis of PIT Count data 

can be found beginning on page 12; an analysis of HMIS data follows.  

 

 
 

The number of unique people reported to be actively receiving services within the San 

Diego CoC HMIS system increased by 35% from 2016 to 2024, more than double the 

national rate increase of 14%.  
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Measure 4: Employment and Income Growth. Assesses whether adults increased 

employment income or non-employment income between project entry and exit. 

Higher values indicate that more adults are increasing their income.  

 

 
 

The San Diego CoC has made positive progress in promoting employment and income 

growth among adults who are enrolled in homelessness programs.  The percentage of 

people who see their income increase within CoC programs nearly doubled from 22.3% 

in 2016 to 42.8% in 2024. Among people who leave CoC programs, the percentage of 

people who experienced increased income or employment rose from 28.2% in 2016 to 

36.9% in 2024. Both metrics outperform national averages. This data suggests that the 

San Diego CoC is increasingly providing sufficient supportive services and job training 

for individuals to obtain jobs and increase their income.  
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Measure 5: First-Time Homelessness. This metric counts the number of people entering 

the homeless system for the first time according to the HMIS system and tracks trends 

over time.  

 

 
 

The number of people experiencing first-time homelessness as recorded within the 

HMIS system increased by just 2% from 2016 to 2024 and declined from 2023 to 2024. 

This finding concurs with reports from RTFH that the number of people entering 

permanent housing from a period of homelessness has outpaced the number of San 

Diegans falling into homelessness in recent years. RTFH attributes this data to robust 

investments in homelessness diversion and the region’s recent strides in housing 

homeless veterans.132 From October 2024 to September 2025, 20 veterans were 

reported to have found housing for every 10 veterans who experienced homelessness 

for the first time.133  

 

 
132  Source: San Diego’s Homelessness Math Problem Narrows | Voice of San Diego 
133  Source: Veteran HMIS 12-Month Overview 10/2024 to 09/2025 

https://voiceofsandiego.org/2025/12/11/san-diegos-homelessness-math-problem-narrows/
https://www.rtfhsd.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/12/Veteran-HMIS-12-Month-Overview-10_2024-to-09_2025-1.pdf
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Measure 7a.1: Successful Placement from Street Outreach. Measures the percentage of 

people engaged through street outreach who are placed into shelter or permanent 

housing.  Higher values indicate more successful street outreach outcomes.  

 

 
 

This data indicates that in 2024, approximately one in five people engaged through 

street outreach were successfully placed into permanent housing or shelter. Successful 

street outreach outcomes within the San Diego CoC have declined by 12.5 percentage 

points since 2016, compared to a 6.4-point decrease nationally. This data suggests that 

more investment in supportive services and housing options for those who are 

unsheltered is needed to improve unsheltered homelessness regionally.  

 

Measure 7b: Successful Placement in or Retention of Permanent Housing. This metric 

measures the percentage of people who exit short-term housing and shelter situations 

(emergency shelter, transitional housing, safe haven or Rapid Re-housing projects), as 

well as permanent housing programs, to independent permanent housing situations.   
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In 2024, 31.3% or just under one third of people placed in emergency shelter, 

transitional housing, safe haven or Rapid re-housing projects exited to permanent 

housing situations, while 94.8% of individuals placed in permanent housing programs 

retained their housing or successfully exited to another permanent housing situation. 

Within both the San Diego CoC and nationally, placement into permanent housing 

programs, as opposed to short-term housing or shelters, is tied to higher housing 

retention and exits to permanent housing.   

 

Longitudinal Systems Analysis   

  

HUD’s Longitudinal Systems Analysis (LSA) report is one of the most comprehensive 

data sets available for evaluating how a Continuum of Care (CoC) functions over time. 

Generated from a community’s Homeless Management Information System (HMIS) 

and submitted annually to HUD through the Homelessness Data Exchange (HDX), the 

LSA focuses on the performance of the homelessness response system as a whole. 

Rather than measuring homelessness at a single Point-in-Time, the LSA tracks how 

people move through the system over the course of an entire year, providing insight 

into system inflow, outflow, utilization, and housing outcomes.   

 

The LSA is closely related to HUD’s System Performance Measures (SPMs), but the two 

tools serve different purposes. SPMs are designed to provide standardized indicators of 

overall system performance, such as the average length of time 

people remain homeless, returns to homelessness, successful exits to permanent 

housing, and overall system inflow and outflow. These measures are used by HUD to 

evaluate CoC performance and inform competitive funding decisions under the CoC 

Program. The LSA contains much of the underlying information but in greater detail and 

with more reporting ability.   

 

For planning purposes, the LSA is often most useful as a strategic planning tool rather 

than a day-to-day tracker or performance set. It can identify trends over time; however, 

because the report is highly technical, includes extensive data tables, and was designed 

to support federal reporting requirements, it can be more difficult for policymakers and 

stakeholders to navigate than PIT, HIC, or SPM reports. Regardless, the LSA provides one 

of the most comprehensive pictures available of how a local homelessness response 

system is functioning over time and whether its capacity is keeping pace with community 

demand.   
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Reporting Requirements and Compliance  
 

CoCs submit their SPMs annually to cover the Federal Fiscal Year through HUD’s HDX 

using system-wide HMIS data, PIT data and longitudinal HMIS data over time. This 

includes data from CoC Program, ESG program and other local projects. CoC and ESG 

programs are required to enter data into HMIS and are generally fully covered in SPM 

data. Other federal, state and local homeless service programs are strongly encouraged 

to enter data into HMIS, and thus be included in overall data management practices, 

but there is wide variability in CoCs as to their overall HMIS coverage and accuracy. 

 

Summary 
 

While HUD does not publish desired targets for the System Performance Measures of 

CoCs, the San Diego CoC’s performance does not differ significantly from national 

trends. Notably, the length of time people remain homeless in shelters and safe haven 

programs has increased. Additionally, while rates of returns to homelessness continue 

to decline in the region, 1 in 5 people who enter permanent housing destinations from 

another homelessness program return to homelessness within two years. This data 

indicates that there is still a need to provide streamlined access to permanent housing 

options for individuals staying in shelters or short-term housing programs.  Additionally, 

in 2024, approximately 1 in 5 people engaged through street outreach were successfully 

placed into permanent housing or shelter, and successful street outreach outcomes 

have declined by 12.5% since 2016. This data indicates that increased resources are 

needed to offer successful pathways to permanent housing for unsheltered people.134 

 

Significantly, first-time homelessness declined within the San Diego CoC in 2025. RTFH 

attributes this data to robust investments in homelessness diversion and housing 

homeless veterans.135 Thus, while increasing funding for housing, homelessness services 

and homelessness diversion remains urgent within the region, System Performance 

Measures indicate positive recent progress on behalf of the CoC.136  

 

 
134  The Encampment Resolution Funding (ERF) program is an example of available state funding being used to successfully 

create pathways for unsheltered people to access permanent housing.  
135  Source: January 2026 Regional Plan Update 
136     Quarterly updates on the implementation of RTFH’s regional plan and targeted goals for system improvement are accessible 

on RTFH’s website: Regional Community Action Plan to Prevent and End Homelessness – Regional Task Force on 
Homelessness San Diego 

https://www.rtfhsd.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/03/Regional-Plan-One-Pagers-January-2026-Updated-thru-December-2025.pdf
https://www.rtfhsd.org/about-coc/regional-community-action-plan-to-prevent-and-end-homelessness/
https://www.rtfhsd.org/about-coc/regional-community-action-plan-to-prevent-and-end-homelessness/
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