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More Work Awaits, But Signs of Hope Emerge

E very two years, the Point in Time Count shows us a snapshot of housing and homelessness in
Multnomah County. It offers us a chance to reflect on the hard work that’s helped thousands of
our neighbors off our streets and back into homes of their own, and it reveals how much work we
have left to do.

Like in other big cities on the West Coast, housing costs are rising faster than incomes, particularly for
people on the outside of our booming economy. That growing gap pushes thousands more people
into homelessness each year. It also makes escaping homelessness even more difficult for those
already on our streets.

Our community is struggling with a crisis in access to mental health services and an opioid epidemic that
afflicts a growing number of our most vulnerable neighbors. And our communities of color continue to
still face the legacy of historic discrimination, even as they face the discrimination that still lingers today in
access to housing, employment and education.

That's why we were disappointed this year, but not surprised, to find that 4,177 people were counted
experiencing homelessness on a night in late February this year. That's nearly 10 percent higher than in
2015. People of color continue to be over-represented on our streets and in our shelters. And the number
of people who report being chronically homeless or having a disabling condition continues to rise.

But in the midst of these negative trends, we also saw some hard-won progress.

After we delivered on a pledge to effectively double emergency shelter capacity in our community, the
number of people counted sleeping outside, in the worst conditions and with the least safety, dropped
nearly 12 percent since 2015, to 1,668.

In fact, we actually counted more people sleeping in emergency shelters than outside. That's a first in
all the years we've been doing this federal count. We also said we'd do more, after past counts, to help
veterans, people of color, and survivors of domestic violence come inside and off the streets. And this
year's results show we've done that.

After the 2015 count showed a spike in unsheltered homelessness among African Americans, we made
substantial and specific investments to meet that community’s shelter and housing needs. Though
disparities remain, we counted fewer African Americans experiencing homelessness overall this year, and
fewer sleeping without shelter.

We also invested in shelter and permanent housing for families with children. We saw the unsheltered rate
among families fall by half. And even as we counted more people experiencing homelessness overall, we
saw no increase in the number of families.

That progress speaks to the promise of a community coming together to solve a problem that affects
every single one of us. It's why we believe in the collaboration behind A Home for Everyone, our region’s
comprehensive plan for ending homelessness.

Every year, despite the challenges that confront our work, we've helped more people out of homelessness and
back into permanent housing. In 2015-16, our partners helped a record 4,603 people—>55 percent more than
just two years before. And data from the first nine months of 2016-17 shows us on track to eclipse that mark.
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Every day, our partners help hundreds of people find a safer place to sleep, stay in housing they might
otherwise lose or find a new home after years of going without. Sometimes it's a mat in a shelter.
Sometimes it's help with the rent or a utility bill. Sometimes it's a plea to a landlord and the jangle of
apartment keys.

Those numbers aren't tracked in the Point in Time Count. Progress can feel elusive when the economy is
punishing neighbors faster than we can help them. But we can see we're making a difference. And our
hope keeps us coming back to this work, even when times are tough.

The Point In Time Count helps tell us how many of our neighbors struggle with homelessness every night.
It's a stark reminder that we must push as hard as we can, ensure the best results from the money we
invest, work closely with our partners in the business, faith and philanthropic communities, and build on
the strengths of those among us already working so hard to escape homelessness.

We know what it takes. Homelessness isn't inevitable, and with your support, we can create a community
where homelessness, if it happens at all, is rare, brief and one-time.

Ted Wheeler Deborah Kafoury
Portland Mayor Multnomah County Chair
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The 2017 Point-in-Time (PIT) Count of Homelessness provides a snapshot of people who were
experiencing homelessness on the night of Wednesday, February 22, 2017, in Portland, Gresham, and
Multnomah County, Oregon. The US Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) requires
communities to count people living in emergency shelters, transitional housing or places not meant for
human habitation (these people are collectively known as“HUD homeless”) on a single night (a “pointin
time”") at least once every two years. This enumeration is one way of understanding the levels and trends in
unmet need for shelter and permanent housing within the community. The last PIT count was conducted
on January 28, 2015.

The PIT count consists of two components:

« the street count, which captures information on people who are unsheltered (e.g., sleeping outside, in
a vehicle, tent, or other place not intended for human habitation)

« the one night shelter count (ONSC), which tallies people sleeping in emergency shelters and
transitional housing for the homeless

Table 1. 2017 PIT Count Results at a Glance

Housing Situation Number

Unsheltered 1,668
Emergency shelter 1,752
Transitional housing 757
Total 4177

Figure 1. Proportion of People Who Slept in Various
Housing Situations

Transitional Housing
18.1%

Unsheltered
39.9%

Emergency Shelter
41.9%
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Overall, this represents a 9.9 percent increase in the total population counted (4,177) compared to
the 2015 PIT count (3,801). Notably, though, this year's figures represent an 11.6 percent decrease in
the unsheltered population since 2015, and a 31 percent increase in the sheltered population. The
unsheltered population count is the lowest it has been since 2009 (when it was 1,591). The decline in
the count of unsheltered individuals, despite ongoing challenges such as rapidly increasing housing
costs and stagnant incomes for low-income households, likely reflects the community’s significant
expansion of prevention, housing placement, and emergency shelter capacity over the past two
years. Because of the expansion of emergency shelter, the number of people counted in shelter beds
increased from 872 in 2015to 1,752 in 2017, a 100 percent increase.

The count did not capture comprehensive information about people who are sharing the housing

of others for economic reasons (a situation frequently referred to as “doubled up”), but an analysis of
available data from local school districts indicates that there are at least twice as many households with
school age children attending public schools who are living doubled up than in 2015. It is important to
note that such an estimate is partial and does not cover other types of households. See Section 4 of this
report for a discussion of doubled up population.

Due to the inherent difficulty of obtaining a complete count of everyone who experiences
homelessness on a given night, the actual number of people who were homeless in Multnomah County
on the night of the count is undoubtedly higher than the number documented in this report. It is also
important to note that many more people experience homelessness over the course of a year than on a
single night. Point-in-time counts provide a useful profile of the homeless population on one night, but
they are merely a snapshot in time. They do not capture the full picture of homelessness over time, and
they do not enable us to understand seasonal or episodic variations in the homeless population and in
service-use patterns over the course of the year.

Portland and Multnomah County, like similar communities along the West Coast, continue to

struggle with overall increases in HUD homelessness. Recently released data from King County

(Seattle), Los Angeles County, and Alameda County (Oakland) suggest even larger increases in the
overall homelessness in those communities. And while Multnomah County’s unsheltered population
decreased, each of these communities saw increases in their unsheltered populations. Common to
these communities are growing disparities between incomes and rents, record-low vacancy rates, a
critical lack of deeply affordable housing, and insufficient access among very low-income households to
quality employment, adequate benefit levels, and health care, especially mental health and addiction-
related care.

There are some important differences, however, for Portland and Multnomah County. Not only did

our HUD homeless count increase at a lower rate than other big West Coast communities, but our
reported unsheltered population also declined. Since 2015, while our unsheltered count declined nearly
12 percent, Seattle’s count rose 45 percent, Los Angeles County’s went up 48 percent and Alameda
County’s climbed 61 percent.
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Key Findings

»

Racial Disparities: People of color made up 36.6 percent of this year's HUD homeless count, up
slightly from 35.6 percent (see page 36). By contrast, people of color make up 28.7 percent of
Multnomah County’s population. Within the unsheltered population, 32.1 percent were people
of color. This reflects a continuation of racial disparities in homelessness observed in previous
point in time counts.

« The most substantial disparities were seen among Native Americans, who were more than 400%
more likely to be homeless compared to people who are white and not Hispanic or Latino. Native
Americans who were HUD homeless increased from 82 (2.2%) in 2015 to 424 (10.2%) in 2017. It is
very unlikely that this change reflects an actual five-fold increase in the number of Native American
people experiencing homelessness over just the past two years. Rather, it is likely a correction of
an unexplained issue with the 2015 count. The 2015 PIT report called out its extremely low tally of
Native Americans and noted that no practitioners believed the count accurately reflected reality
for Native Americans at that time. The 2017 number of 424 much more closely mirrors the 2013
number of 386, which was 9 percent of the HUD homeless population. Compared to 2013, Native
Americans have seen an increase in both their real numbers (38) and their percentage of the HUD
homeless population (up 1.2%).

« Hispanics/Latinos saw a small numeric increase (39 people), but no change in their percentage of
the HUD homeless population at 10.2 percent.

« There were 186 fewer African Americans in the HUD homeless population, compared to 2015,
resulting in their percentage of HUD homeless falling from 22.7 percent to 16.2 percent. That
included a 57.6 percent decrease in African Americans experiencing unsheltered homelessness,
from 396 in 2015 to 168 in 2017. Even with these reductions, African Americans are still 180% more
likely to experience homelessness than people who are white and not Hispanic or Latino.

« Asians and Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islanders each saw their percentage of the HUD homeless
population change by less than half a percentage point. Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific
Islanders are 198% more likely to experience homelessness than people who are white and not
Hispanic or Latino.

The CoC sums up these findings as continuing persistence of disparities in rates of HUD homelessness
for African Americans, Native Americans and Native Pacific Islanders compared to their overall share of
Multnomah County’s population. Further, the CoC observes that over the last two years, the disparity
has declined for African Americans consistent with the priority that A Home for Everyone has placed
on increasing services to this group. However, African Americans, like Native Hawaiian and Pacific
Islanders, continue to experience homelessness at a rate more than twice as high as their percentage
of the population in Multnomah County. The greatest documented disparity is for Native Americans,
whose rate of HUD homelessness is about four times higher than their percentage of the population.

Families: People who were part of families with children made up 15.7 percent of those who were
experiencing homelessness on the night of the count. Most (83.9%) of the remaining PIT respon-
dents were people in adult-only (no minor children) households. The Portland/Gresham/Multnomah
Continuum of Care (CoC) has made a commitment not to turn any family away from shelter, and

has significantly expanded family shelter capacity over the past two years. This may explain why the
trend from unsheltered homelessness toward sheltered homelessness is most pronounced among
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families. Although the number of homeless people in families remained essentially unchanged be-
tween 2015 and 2017 (rising from 653 to 654), the unsheltered count dropped from 152 to 77, a 49
percent reduction.

» Chronically Homeless: Just under one-third (30.9%) of the population who were homeless met HUD's
current definition of chronic homelessness. While the number of chronically homeless people rose
by 24.9 percent, a rate higher than the overall increase in homelessness, the number of unsheltered
chronically homeless individuals increased by less than 5 percent, rising from 875 to 917 between 2015
and 2017. Instead, a larger increase in the number of chronically homeless people in shelter can be ob-
served; that number more than doubled from 158 to 373, reflecting the CoC's commitment to creating
low-barrier shelter that better meets the needs of our disabled and long-term homeless population.
A significant majority of chronically homeless people remain unsheltered, at 71.1 percent, but that is
down from 84.7 percent in 2015.

» Gender: Overall, 1,355 women (adults only) were counted as homeless in the 2017 PIT count, making
up 36.2 percent of the total HUD homeless population. This was up 16.7 percent from the 1,161
women counted in 2015. The CoC observes that the drop in unsheltered adult women from 566 in
2015t04711in 2017, a 16.8 percent decrease, along with well more than double the number of women
in emergency shelter, aligns with targeted expansions in emergency shelter serving women, including
women in couples.

Another important change from 2015 to 2017 is in the number of individuals who identified as trans-
gender. While the total number remains small, 44, it is more than double the number who identified as
transgender in 2015 (20). Also notable is that, at 27.3 percent, those who identified as transgender had
a lower unsheltered rate than those who identified as men or women.

» Veterans: Among the population experiencing unsheltered and sheltered homelessness, 446 adults,
representing 11.9 percent, identified as being veterans. In comparison, according to most recent
figures from the Census, 5.2 percent of Multnomah County’s population has veteran status. So, there is
an overrepresentation of veterans in the County’s population experiencing homelessness. This number
was 422 in 2015. While the total number is up by 24, the question in 2015 defined veteran status
more narrowly than the question in 2017. Therefore, the two years are not comparable for purposes
of showing a trend. But this year’s number closely mirrors the number of veterans counted as “active”
(e.g., engaged in housing process) and “inactive” (not currently engaging) on the community’s Veteran
By-Name Registry.

According to the CoC, the observed increases were not surprising. While over the past two years, more
than 1,300 veterans have been moved from homelessness into permanent housing, it is also true that
even as one veteran escapes homelessness, another is likely becoming homeless. For the CoC, these
current PIT data primarily illustrate the urgency of continuing to fully support the housing placement
capacity for veterans built over the past two years.

» Disability: Of the 4,177 people counted, 2,527 (60.5%) reported living with one or more disability, in-
cluding a mental disability, chronic physical condition, and/or a substance-use disorder. A sizable share
(71.6%) of the unsheltered population reported that they have one or more disabling conditions. In ad-
dition, 47.0 percent of the population in emergency shelters and 67.1 percent of people in transitional
housing reported one or more disabling conditions. The number of people with disabling conditions
increased by 350 (a change of 16.1 percent) between the 2015 and the 2017 PIT counts.
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» Domestic Violence: Just over one-third (33.7%) of the respondents experiencing unsheltered and
sheltered homelessness reported that they have experienced domestic violence. The proportion of
respondents who reported having experienced domestic violence was nearly the same in unsheltered
locations (36.7%) and among those in emergency shelters (33.1%). Just over one quarter (27.5%) of
people in transitional housing reported experiencing domestic violence.

Because of significant confusion about the domestic violence question on the 2015 survey, the

2017 survey used a different question designed to better capture the experience of intimate-partner
violence. As a result, a meaningful contrast between results from 2015 and 2017 is not possible. Consis-
tent with national data, however, a very high percentage of women experiencing HUD homelessness
report having a history of domestic violence. In 2017, 743 women (54.8% of the women counted)
reported experiencing domestic violence.

» Selected Findings from the Street Count: Information about the unsheltered population was
collected through an in-person survey that included several questions not posed to those counted in
shelter and transitional housing. Findings from these questions include the following:

« Sleeping location. Street/sidewalks served as a sleeping location for just under a third (29.9%) of the
unsheltered homeless population (1,668). A greater portion (15.4%) reported sleeping in vehicles
than in 2015. 104 people (6.2%) slept at Dignity Village, Hazelnut Grove and Right 2 Dream Too.

« Geographic location. SE Portland (river to 82nd) at 22.1 percent and Downtown/Old Town/Pearl
at 20.7 percent were the geographic areas where a higher share of the unsheltered homeless
population slept than all other listed areas.

« First-time homelessness. The 2017 PIT survey included a new question to assess whether the
respondents were experiencing first-time homelessness. Well over half (54.6%) of the people
experiencing unsheltered homeless reported that this was not the first time they were experiencing
homelessness. Just under one-third (29.1%) of the unsheltered population reported that this was
the first time they were experiencing homelessness. Notably, the proportion of unknown responses,
at 16.3 percent, was rather high.

« Duration of homelessness. Just over one-third (33.8%) of those counted as unsheltered reported
being homeless a year or less during their current episode of homelessness. This includes 5.5
percent of the respondents who had been homeless for less than one month, 15.1 percent whose
current episode of homelessness lasted one to six months, and 13.2 percent who had been
homeless for seven to twelve months. Just over half (52.6%) reported that their current episode of
homelessness had lasted longer than one year, and responses for 13.5 percent are unknown.

« Migration. Just over one-fifth (20.4%) of those counted as unsheltered reported being originally
from Multnomah County, and an additional 46.2% reported being in Multnomah County for
over two years. This indicates that at least two-thirds (66.6%) of people experiencing unsheltered
homelessness are not newcomers to the county. Among those not originally from Multnomah
County, the most common reasons cited for coming here were connections to family or friends
(34.7%) or job opportunities (13.8%). Only 83 people (6.3% of the total unsheltered population who
were originally not from Multnomah County) reported that they were homeless when they moved
here and cited access to services as a reason for moving here.
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INTRODUCTION

The 2017 Point-in-Time (PIT) Count of Homelessness is a count and survey of people across Multnomah
County who either slept in unsheltered locations, slept in emergency shelters or transitional housing,

or who received vouchers to sleep in motels on the night of February 22, 2017. The Portland/Gresham/
Multnomah County Continuum of Care (CoC) is required to conduct this count at least biennially during
the last ten days in January. However, because of inclement weather conditions, the 2017 count was
conducted in late February.

The US Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) mandates all CoCs to plan and conduct
the PIT count. The purpose of this count is to collect reliable data on the total number and characteristics
of all people who are homeless (sheltered and unsheltered) on a single night. At the national level, HUD
uses the PIT count data as a measure of local and national progress toward preventing and ending
homelessness. Submission of the data is also required in order to participate in the annual competitive
application process for CoC homeless services funding disbursed by HUD.

The objective of this report is to share the results of the 2017 PIT count. The data analysis and findings
provide the following:

« asnapshot of people experiencing homelessness (unsheltered and sheltered) on the night of
February 22,2017

« demographic characteristics of people in unsheltered and sheltered locations

- additional findings on the population that is unsheltered
The 2017 PIT count was a collaborative effort between the Joint Office of Homeless Services (JOHS) and
Portland State University (PSU). The Population Research Center and the Survey Research Lab at PSU were

directly involved in planning, coordination, execution, analysis, and reporting of the count. The current
count builds upon the work of Kristina Smock Consulting, which facilitated and analyzed past counts.

The report has five main sections:
1. Point-in-time count numbers
2. Demographics of the homeless population and subpopulation data
3. Additional unsheltered (street count) findings
4. Doubled up estimates

5. Nonparticipants analysis
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The geography of the Portland/Gresham/Multnomah CoC is depicted in the following map:

Wood

. Village
Fairview Troutdale

Source: Data from RLIS, 2017

HUD definition of homelessness

Unsheltered count includes individuals or families “with a primary nighttime residence that is a public
or private place not designed for or ordinarily used as a regular sleeping accommodation for human
beings, including a car, park, abandoned building, bus or train station, airport, or camping ground”
on the night designated for the count.

Sheltered count includes individuals or families “living in a supervised publicly or privately owned
shelter designated to provide temporary living arrangements (including congregate shelters,
transitional housing, and hotels and motels paid for by charitable organizations or by federal, state,
or local government programs for low-income individuals)” on the night designated for the count.?

1. US Department of Housing and Urban Development. Homeless Emergency Assistance and Rapid Transition to Housing: Continuum of Care,
24 CFR Part 578, (effective date August 30, 2012), p. 55, https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/CoCPrograminterimRule_
FormattedVersion.pdf

2. Ibid, p. 56.
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1. POINT-IN-TIME COUNT NUMBERS

1.1. BACKGROUND

Recipients of federal CoC program funding are required to plan and conduct, at least biennially,

a PIT count of people experiencing homelessness in their respective communities. The purpose
of this PIT count is to collect reliable data on the total number and characteristics of all people
(sheltered and unsheltered) who are homeless on a single night in late January. HUD, the agency
that administers the CoC program, provides specific guidelines to conduct this count that include
the following:

« definition of homeless and other related concepts

« required data elements for describing characteristics of the homeless community

« considerations and requirements for selecting a date and time to conduct the count

- appropriate training for the volunteers and staff who will be involved in the data collection

« standards that cover issues like no double-counting, protection of participant privacy and safety,
adequate geographic coverage, and more

In accordance with HUD requirements, the Portland/Gresham/Multnomah County CoC has conducted
the PIT count on biennial cycles, with the last count conducted in 2015. Since 2017 marks the biennial
cycle, a PIT count was planned for Wednesday, January 25, 2017. However, severe weather in the form of
multiple heavy snowstorms hit the Portland metro area during January 2017. Understandably, area service
providers and concerned citizens were focused on the critical need to keep individuals and families safe,
warm, and sheltered under these harsh weather conditions. With prior authorization from HUD, the count
was postponed to February 22,2017, the last Wednesday in that month to match HUD guidelines for the
PIT count.

1.2. DEFINITIONS

Unsheltered count includes individuals or families “with a primary nighttime residence that is a public or
private place not designed for or ordinarily used as a regular sleeping accommodation for human beings,
including a car, park, abandoned building, bus or train station, airport, or camping ground”on the night
designated for the count?

Sheltered count includes individuals or families “living in a supervised publicly or privately owned shelter
designated to provide temporary living arrangements (including congregate shelters, transitional housing,
and hotels and motels paid for by charitable organizations or by federal, state, or local government
programs for low-income individuals)” on the night designated for the count.*

Emergency shelter is defined as “any facility, the primary purpose of which is to provide a temporary shelter
for the homeless in general or for specific populations of the homeless, and which does not require
occupants to sign leases or occupancy agreements.?

3. Ibid, p.55.

4. Ibid, p. 56.

5. HUD's Emergency Shelter Grants Program, Federal Register, Vol. 76, No. 233, (December 5, 2011), p. 75974, https://www.hudexchange.info/
resources/documents/HEARTH_ESGInterimRule&ConPlanConformingAmendments.pdf
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Transitional housing means "housing, where all program participants have signed a lease or
occupancy agreement, the purpose of which is to facilitate the movement of individuals and families
experiencing homelessness to permanent housing within 24 months or such longer period as HUD
determines necessary."®

Doubled up is not part of HUD's definition of homelessness and refers to the living arrangement of
individuals and families who are living in unstable shared-housing situations due to challenging economic
or other circumstances. Since any count of the people who are experiencing homelessness at a given time
will likely be incomplete without at least an estimate of the number of people who may be doubled up,
this report provides that estimation using data that area school districts regularly collect on their students.
Oregon Department of Education (ODE) defines doubled up as a homeless living situation for children
who are sharing housing due to loss of housing or lack of alternative accommodations.”

In addition to doubled up individuals and families, there are other exclusions in the PIT count. For instance,
persons residing in institutions (e.g., jails, juvenile correction facilities, foster care, hospital beds, and detox
centers) are excluded®

Chronically Homeless Individual is “an individual who: A. Is homeless and lives in a place not meant for
human habitation, a safe haven, or in an emergency shelter; and B. Has been homeless and living or
residing in a place not meant for human habitation, a safe haven, or in an emergency shelter continuously
for at least 1 year or on at least four separate occasions in the last 3 years; and C. Can be diagnosed with
one or more of the following conditions: substance use disorder, serious mental illness, developmental
disability—(as defined in section 102 of the Developmental Disabilities Assistance Bill of Rights Act of 2000
(42 US.C. 15002)—), post-traumatic stress disorder, cognitive impairments resulting from brain injury, or
chronic physical illness or disability.?

Chronically Homeless Family is “a family with an adult head of household (or if there is no adult in the family,
a minor head of household) who meets all of the criteria for a chronically homeless individual, including a
family whose composition has fluctuated while the head of household has been homeless.™®

1.3. METHODOLOGY

Appendix B provides a detailed overview of the PIT count methodology. The count has two primary
components:

« the street count component meant for the enumeration of people experiencing unsheltered
homelessness

« the one-night shelter count (ONSC) component meant for the enumeration of people experiencing
sheltered homelessness

6. US Department of Housing and Urban Development. Homeless Emergency Assistance and Rapid Transition to Housing: Continuum of Care,
24 CFR Part 578, (effective date August 30, 2012), p. 58, https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/CoCPrograminterimRule_
FormattedVersion.pdf
McKinney-Vento Act Homeless Education Program (NCLB: Title X), http://www.ode state.or.us/opportunities/grants/nclb/title_x/txdefinitions.rtf
US Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2014 Point-In-Time Methodology Guide, (September 2014), p. 30, https://www.
hudexchange.info/resources/documents/PIT-Count-Methodology-Guide.pdf

9. US Department of Housing and Urban Development Community Planning and Development. HUD CPD-14-014, (October 2, 2014), p. 26,
https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Notice-CPD-14-014-2015-HIC-PIT-Data-Collection-Notice.pdf

10. Ibid.
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While both the street count and ONSC for 2017 used the same basic methodology that was used in 2015,
there were important differences. These included the following:

+ anew partnership between JOHS and PSU's Population Research Center (PRC) and Survey Research
Lab (SRL) to plan, coordinate and implement the PIT count

« application of relevant techniques used by SRL to standardize the data collection process
« modifications to a few questions on the street count form

« use of a separate form to track refusal to participate in the survey

« rescheduling of the 2017 PIT count to February due to weather

« creation of a data-sharing agreement between JOHS and PSU that allowed for analysis of raw data for
the report

1.4. SUMMARY FINDINGS OF PIT COUNT 2017

A total of 4,177 people (unsheltered and sheltered) were counted as homeless on February 22,2017, the
night of the PIT count. See Table 2 for details.

Table 2. People Who Were Counted as Homeless During PIT Count 2017

Housing Situation Number Percent
Unsheltered 1,668 39.9%
Emergency shelter 1,752 41.9%
Transitional housing 757 18.1%
Total 4177 100.0%

Changes in methodology compared to previous years prevent estimation of the point-in-time prevalence
of people who are doubled up. For a discussion and estimate of a portion of the doubled up population,
see Section 4 of this report.

1.5. CHANGES FROM 2015 TO 2017

The last PIT count was conducted on January 28, 2015. Comparing results between the 2015 and 2017
counts provides an opportunity to assess changes to the number of homeless people and changes to the
share of homeless people who are sheltered and unsheltered. The following tables and figures provide
highlights of the changes.

1.5.1. Change in PIT Count Numbers

For comparison of changes in number and proportions of people who were unsheltered, in emergency
shelter, and in transitional housing, see Table 3.
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Table 3. Number of People Experiencing Homelessness—2015 and 2017 Compared

Percent Change

Housing Situation Change 2015-2017
Unsheltered (41'95.35%) (31'96.96;)) (—5.]72/0) T1.6%
Emergency shelter (22-792%) (411795;)) R g%?)/o) 100.9%
Transitional housing (2]702'()2/()) (1;.517%) (_52)5%) 227.4%
Total 3,801 4,177 376 9.9%

For a comparison of changes to the share of
homeless people in unsheltered and sheltered
housing situations, see figure 2.

The notable change to population in emergency
shelters between PIT 2015 and PIT 2017 reflects
the local CoC's commitment to increase the
number of shelter beds. In the past two years,
the number of publicly-funded emergency
shelter beds has approximately doubled, with

an increase of more than 600 beds. For further
discussion of changes between 2015 and 2017,
see subsection 1.7.

1.5.2. Doubled Up

A side-by-side comparison of data on people
living doubled up in 2015 and 2017 is not
possible because the process of producing

the data was different. In 2015, the author

used point-in-time data from three sources-
Oregon Department of Human Services, 211info
(Housing Services Hotline) and ODE to calculate

Figure 2. Share of People Sheltered and
Unsheltered—2015 and 2017 Compared
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Source: PIT count 2015 and 2017.

the share of the population who self-identified as doubled up. The author then used the average of these
shares to calculate a rough estimate of 12,453 people who were identified as likely doubled up on the

night of the 2015 PIT count.

For 2017, based on annual ODE data on students
living doubled up due to loss of housing or lack of
alternative accommodations, an estimated 9,522
people (including children and their household
members) were living in doubled up situations
during the 2015-2016 academic year; 3,653 of
those were children attending public school

The large increase in people counted

in emergency shelters follows a local
commitment to nearly double the number of
publicly-funded shelter beds.
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in Multnomah County. This estimate does not include doubled up individuals or families who may be
childless or have no children in public schools and who may be living in doubled up situations. So, the
9,522 provides only an estimate of a portion of the doubled up population.

1.5.3. Change in Per Capita Rate of Homelessness

The per capita rate of homelessness is a City of Portland budget impact measure'" that tracks the number
of "literally homeless" from the PIT count (unsheltered and emergency shelters). Itis calculated as the
number of people who are unsheltered or in emergency shelter out of every 10,000 people in the
population. For a comparison of changes to rate of per capita homelessness, see Table 4.

Table 4. Per Capita Rate of Homelessness—2015 and 2017 Compared

2015 2017 Change
Per capita rate of homelessness 35.89 4276 6.87

Source: Annual Estimates of the Resident Population: July 1, 2016, US Census Bureau, Population Division.

Note: 2017 per capita homelessness has been calculated by dividing the 2017 PIT count of 3,420 (1,668 unsheltered and 1,752 in
emergency shelters) by 799,766, the most recent population estimate for Multnomah County.

The per capita rate of homelessness has increased 19.1 percent between 2015 and 2017.

Figure 3. Review of PIT Counts by Housing Situation, 2009—-2017
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Source: PIT counts: 2009, 2011, 2013, 2015, and 2017

11. Details on per capita rate of homelessness can be found in Portland Housing Bureau Impact Measure and Narrative.
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1.6. INTERPRETING THE CHANGES

Enhancements to the PIT count methodology and regulatory guidance from HUD between counts
make it difficult to compare counts across time. Although efforts are made to maintain methodological
consistency between counts, each count is a static documentation of people who were experiencing
homelessness on the night of the count. Each count represents a separate snapshot in time and should
not be confused with longitudinal studies. Figure 3 (see page 23) summarizes prior and current PIT
count data.

Changes to the number and characteristics of people experiencing homelessness in 2015 and in 2017
are influenced by the design of the PIT counts and the local context within which people experience
unsheltered and sheltered homelessness.

1.6.1. Design

By design, the PIT count provides a snapshot of the number of people experiencing sheltered and
unsheltered homelessness on a given night in January (for 2017, it was rescheduled to a single night
in February). In addition to providing overall numbers, the effort provides information on selected
characteristics of this group of people. While comparing data from the 2015 and 2017 PIT counts is
necessary and helpful, it is important to keep in perspective the following:

« PIT countsin 2015 and 2017 are separate snapshots in time and may or may not include the same
set of people. While chronic homelessness captures some people who continue to experience
homelessness in longer cycles, many - if not most - of those counted in one PIT count may not be
counted in another PIT count.

« The PIT counts are an effort at a full count. However, unlike usual census taking, which starts with
an existing list of contact information for potential respondents, the PIT count process generates an
organic list of respondents during every round. This again means that we may or may not be counting
the same people. So, no longitudinal conclusions can be drawn between the 2015 and 2017 counts.

+ Responding to the PIT survey is voluntary—people may refuse to provide information for any or all
survey questions. The survey was voluntary in 2015 and in 2017; however, the process for tracking
refusals was different. In 2015, enumerators recorded basic counts of people or camps that they were
unable to approach and those who refused to participate. Those estimates were not differentiated.

In 2017, a distinct form was used to track refusals. The intent behind this design change was to gain
insights (if any) on the demographics and other characteristics of those who refuse. (See section 5 for
details). It is important to note that while refusals help us understand the undercount, some of these
people may have responded to the count at another time or place.

« Avariety of factors influence each PIT count, including changes in definitions, weather, timing, and
who is involved in conducting the count. For instance, in January 2016, HUD tweaked the definition
of chronic homelessness to require that the minimum four episodes of homelessness add up to a full
year to constitute chronic homelessness. In terms of timing, unlike in past years, the 2017 count was
conducted in February following unusually snowy and cold weather. February 2017 also turned out
to be a very wet month in the Portland metro area (see the methodology section of the report for
details). Such changes influence comparability between counts even further.

1.6.2. Local Context

The PIT count does not assess causes for falling into homelessness. However, there are other surveys and
studies that attempt to understand causes for homelessness. One such survey is the annual status report

Page 24



that the United States Conference of Mayors (USCM) produces

on hunger and homelessness in American cities. This report has The PIT count does not assess
been produced since 1982 and is based on information gathered causes for homelessness;
through surveys of cities whose mayors are members of the USCM however, we know that lack

Task Force on Hunger and Homelessness. These surveys do not
include all cities and are not extensive. Nonetheless, the surveys
help us understand the state of hunger and homelessness in
several cities annually.

of affordable housing is a
leading factor.

The USCM survey that assesses status of homelessness includes this question on causality: “What are
the three main causes of homelessness among families with children in your city?” To understand the
persistence of causes for homelessness, it is interesting to look at the findings from the 2005 and 2015
USCM status reports.

Status report 2005 states the following:

A number of diverse and complex factors have contributed to the problems of homelessness
in the survey cities. Many of these factors are interrelated. Listed in order of frequency, the
following causes were identified by the cities in response to an open-ended question: lack of
affordable housing, low paying jobs, substance abuse and the lack of needed services, mental
illness and the lack of needed services, domestic violence, poverty, and changes and cuts in
public assistance.'

Status report 2015 states the following:

City officials also identified lack of affordable housing as the leading cause of homelessness
among unaccompanied individuals. This was followed by poverty, mental health and the lack of
needed services, and substance abuse.’

It is interesting to note that the causes of homelessness identified in the status reports have not varied
much in ten years, and that a lack of affordable housing and poverty continue to figure prominently in
the list.

In another study that was more rigorous methodologically, authors Byrne et al. examined the root cause
of homelessness by using then newly available and more reliable estimates from the US Department of
Housing and Urban Development to model variation in the rate of homelessness across a large and diverse
sample of communities throughout the United States. The authors summarized their findings as follows:

Three primary points can be drawn from the results of our study. First, our findings provide addi-
tional evidence that homelessness has its roots in housing market dynamics, and particularly

in the difficulty in obtaining affordable housing. Second, both of our metropolitan area models
find the size of the baby-boomer cohort, the size of the Hispanic population, and the number of
recently moved households to be positively associated with homelessness. Third, and finally, our
study points to the great potential in using the newly available HUD PIT estimates of the home-
less population to build on prior research and arrive at a better understanding of the structural
determinants of homelessness.'

12. The United States Conference of Mayors, A Status Report on Hunger and Homelessness Survey in America's Cities, (December 2005), p. 63,
http://www.ncdsv.org/images/USCM_Hunger-homelessness-Survey-in-America's-Cities_12%202005.pdf

13. The United States Conference of Mayors, A Status Report on Hunger and Homelessness Survey in America’s Cities, (December 2015), p. 2, http://
chicagohelpinitiative.org/assets/uploads/files/1221-report-hhreport.pdf

14. Thomas Byrne, et al, “New Perspectives on Community-Level Determinants of Homelessness!" Journal of Urban Affairs 35, no. 5 (2013): 607-625.
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While these findings are not directly tied to the cities of Portland or Gresham, housing affordabilty and
homelessness are likely heavily impacted by the housing market. Portland metro and Multnomah County
continue to experience population growth. The sustained population growth is fueling demand for
housing, and the housing supply cannot keep pace. This imbalance is fueling a housing affordability crisis
for renters and owners in the area. Housing is generally considered affordable if the housing costs do not
exceed 30 percent of the household income.

According to a recent release from the S&P/Case-Shiller US National Home Price Index that measures
changes to home prices through a twenty-city composite index, “Seattle, Portland, and Dallas reported the
highest year-over-year gains among the 20 cities. In March, Seattle led the way with a 12.3 percent year-
over-year price increase, followed by Portland with 9.2 percent, and Dallas with an 8.6 percent increase.
Ten cities reported higher price increases in the year ending March 2017 than in the year ending February
2017

Meanwhile, rapidly rising rents are straining tenants. The sobering affordability crisis in the rental market is
evident in a recently published rental market overview by Zillow.'® (see figure 4).

According to Zillow, Portland metro rents are higher than
the nation as a whole, and the annual change in rent at 3.5
percent far exceeds that of the nation.

..l U N E20 ].T In their report Out of Reach, which documents the gap

between renters'wages and the cost of rental housing,

Figure 4. Portland and United States
Rents Compared

Mational Rents the National Low Income Housing Coalition establishes
A $1,422 the connection between median rent in an area and the
Monthly Change: 0.4% renter wages that would be required to afford a modest
Annual Change: 1.1% home. According to the report, in today’s housing market,
a full-time worker in the Portland metro area would need
Portland Metro Rents to earn an annual income of $49,680 in order to afford a
Current: $1,825 two bedroom apartment in the metro area without being
Meonthly Change: 0.5% rent burdened. This would require the worker to work forty
Annual Change: 35% hours a week at $23.88 per hour or work for ninetytwo

hours a week at Oregon’s current minimum wage."”

Source: Zillow Real Estate Research, June 2017
Area renters continue to contend with one of the tightest

rental markets in the county in a region that keeps
growing. The US Census Bureau'’s latest data place Portland’s rental housing vacancy rate at 2.9 percent,
which is among the lowest in the country. The low vacancy rate is further stressing the housing market.

Exacerbating the steep increases in housing prices and rents is the uneven economic recovery in the
Portland metro area. An Oregon state analyst noted that the fastest employment growth in Portland

has come at polar ends of the spectrum—Iow-wage jobs, such as those in the hospitality industry that
average $21,000 a year, and high-wage jobs, such as those in tech manufacturing, that average more than

15. S&P Dow Jones Indices, “Seattle, Portland, Dallas and Denver Lead Gains in S&P Corelogic Case-Shiller Home Price Indices, news release,
May 30, 2017, https://www.spice-indices.com/idpfiles/spice-assets/resources/public/documents/531755_cshomeprice-release-0530.
pdf?force_download=true

16. Zillow Real Estate Research, (June 2017), https://files.zillowstatic.com/research/public/rental/ZRI.Portland.394998.pdf

17. National Low Income Housing Coalition, "Out of Reach 2017,'(2017), http://nlihc.org/sites/default/files/oor/OOR_2017.pdf
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$130,000. There has been scant increase in middle-income jobs.“The cruel irony is that, in the shadow
of this economic growth, there is crushing structural poverty, wrote Christian Kaylor of the Oregon
Employment Department, which conducted an analysis of job growth.It's a classic tale of economic
divide. And that divide is growing."'®

The recently released State of Housing in Portland report also documents this connection between soaring
housing costs and lagging income.

The latest State of Housing in Portland report states the following:

Housing affordability in Portland has continued to decline in the last year, as rents and home
prices continue to climb, outpacing incomes. The average monthly rent in Portland rose 7
percent between 2015 and 2016, with increases between 12 and 18 percentin 1-, 2-,and
3-bedroom units. Studio apartments experienced a comparatively smaller increase of 3 percent.
This is now the fourth consecutive year that Portland has seen an annual rent increase in excess
of 5 percent, with the average rent increasing nearly 30 percent since 2012."

Other relevant excerpts include:

Significant increases in rents and home prices in many East Portland neighborhoods raise serious
concerns over potential involuntary economic displacement, as well as housing access and stability.

The picture for homeownership is even bleaker. There are no neighborhoods anywhere in the
city currently affordable for the average extremely low-income household, Black household,
Latino household, Native American household, senior household, or single-mother household
to purchase a home.?®

Alongside the affordable housing crisis are the efforts of the local CoC to support and serve people
experiencing homelessness. For instance, there has been a significant continued expansion of the
community’s emergency shelter capacity. Since 2015, the CoC has prioritized expansion of beds in
emergency shelters. These quantifiable changes are reflected in the PIT count.

Similarly, between 2015 and 2017, the local CoC significantly increased investments to help people
experiencing homelessness access and maintain permanent housing and to prevent others at risk from
becoming homeless in the first place. In the fiscal year ending in June 2016, the local CoC reported newly
housing more than 4,600 people experiencing homelessness and newly preventing more than 5,200
people from becoming homeless.?' In the following fiscal year, the local CoC expanded these efforts,
housing nearly 4,900 and preventing homelessness for more than 6,100 people.2 Without these efforts, the
PIT count of people experiencing homelessness in February 2017 would likely have been much higher.

18. “Strong Growth Masks Troubling Trend," Multnomah County website, last modified January 25, 2017, https://multco.us/multnomah-county/
news/strong-growth-masks-troubling-trend

19. Portland Housing Bureau, “State of Housing in Portland,’ (December 2016), p. 10, https://www.portlandoregon.gov/phb/article/619248

20. Ibid.

21. A Home for Everyone Coordinating Board, “Scaling Response to Need: Early Wins in Expanding to Scale FY 15/16," (slideshow), (October 5, 2016),
https://staticl.squarespace.com/static/566631e8c21b864679fff4de/t/58a1ede0cd0f68e8d04ebbbb/1487007203393/FY15-16+0Outcomes+Rep
ort+to+CB+%282%29.pdf

22. http//ahomeforeveryone.net/news/2017/8/24/record-housing-placements-shelter-access-follow-investments-in-homelessness-work
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1.7. COMPREHENDING THE CHANGE IN PIT COUNTS

Since the 2015 count, the overall number of people experiencing homelessness went up by 9.9 percent (n
= 376). Also, the share of people who were unsheltered went down by 11.6 percent (n = 219) and the share
of people in transitional housing went down by 27.4 percent (n=285). The share of people in emergency
shelters went up by 100.9 percent (n= 880). According to the City of Portland/Gresham/Multnomah
County CoC, these changes are a result of the following:

« The increase in the sheltered count between 2015 and 2017 reflects continued significant expansion
of the community’s emergency shelter capacity. In the past two years, the number of publicly-funded
emergency shelter beds has approximately doubled, largely due to the addition of more than 600
beds based on a recommendation from A Home for Everyone, the community’s CoC advisory board.
Increased need for shelter beds has been driven by multiple years of stagnant or declining renter
wages, double-digit annual increases in average rents, nation-leading increases in housing prices, and
persistently low rental vacancy rates.

« The increase in emergency shelter beds was offset slightly by conversion of former transitional housing
beds to permanent housing models or emergency shelter (a net decrease of 285 transitional housing
beds in use compared to 2015). Most of these beds, previously identified as transitional housing beds
and included in HUD's sheltered count, continue to assist formerly homeless individuals, but now
operate as more stable permanent housing beds. People who have been assisted into permanent
housing are appropriately no longer included in HUD's counts of homelessness.

« The nearly 12 percent reduction in the unsheltered count is almost fully attributable to the significant
increase in emergency shelter beds. Without that increase, there would likely have been an increase in
unsheltered persons. Other differences in weather conditions and relocation of camp sites from public
properties may have played minor roles in the observed decrease, though the unsheltered count
methodology attempted to account for these factors.

« During this time period, there was a significant and strategic expansion of homelessness prevention,
rapid rehousing and permanent supportive housing activities. The net increase in numbers of
sheltered and unsheltered homeless persons between PIT counts 2015 and 2017 would have been
significantly greater without these expanded interventions. Most of the interventions were funded
through annual dedication of an additional $20 million in new local resources, primarily from City of
Portland and Multnomah County general funds.

Several limitations to the PIT count methodology restrict our

ability to compare counts over time. Specifically, each count Without new local efforts to prevent
is assumed to be an undercount, especially of those who are homelessness and help thousands
unsheltered, due to the following factors: back into housing, this year's

« respondent refusals to participate in the PIT count PIT count would likely have been

« unknown locations - respondents sleeping in hard to much higher.

reach or unknown locations

« barriers to reaching homeless people of color, including
language barriers and ineffectiveness in reaching people
of color who may not be utilizing mainstream services

While the unsheltered count methodology attempts to minimize this undercount, the relative undercount
in each year is unknown. Though we have no reason to believe that conditions leading to an undercount
have changed in 2017 compared to prior years, it is possible that any observed change in the count could
be related to changing rates of undercounts. The effect of this factor (if any) is not known.
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2. DEMOGRAPHICS OF HOMELESS

POPULATION AND SUBPOPULATION DATA

2.1. BACKGROUND

HUD requires data collection and reporting of specific demographic characteristics for all people reported
as sheltered or unsheltered. Further, CoCs must collect and report counts of specific subpopulations
among sheltered and unsheltered persons. Table 5 from HUD provides details on people considered as
subpopulations:?®

Table 5. PIT Subpopulation Data from HUD

PIT Subpopulation Data

Required for Unsheltered

lation T Required for Shel P
Subpopulation Type equired for Sheltered Persons Persons
Chronically Homeless Individuals X X
Chronically Homeless Families X X
Persons in Chronically Homeless « «
Families
Chronically Homeless Veteran

. X X
Individuals
Chronically Homeless Veteran y y
Families (Total Number of Families)
Persons in Chronically Homeless

- X X

Veteran Families
Adults with a Serious Mental Iliness X X
Adults with a Substance Use Disorder X X
Adults with HIV/AIDS X X
Victims of Domestic Violence Optional Optional

This section presents data and analysis on the following demographic characteristics of people and
subpopulations that were counted as part of the street count (unsheltered count) and the ONSC:

« race/ethnicity + chronic homelessness
+ household composition « disabling conditions
+ children and youth + domestic violence

+ gender « veterans status

23. US Department of Housing and Urban Development. Homeless Emergency Assistance and Rapid Transition to Housing: Continuum of Care,
24 CFR Part 578, (effective date August 30, 2012), p. 19, https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/CoCPrograminterimRule_
FormattedVersion.pdf
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In this section, analysis of each of the characteristics is set up to sequentially address three questions: (1)
What is the PIT 2017 number? (2) Did it change and if so how since the 2015 count? (3) What are some
other insights about the characteristics? The analysis looks at the following:

1. Count and distribution of the characteristic in unsheltered locations, emergency shelters, and
transitional housing

2. Comparison of 2015 and 2017 findings on the characteristic

3. Variations within the characteristic-for example, if gender is being examined, the analysis looks at
selected variations between male, female, and transgender populations

2.2. RACE/ETHNICITY

It is important to acknowledge the issue of undercounting that negatively affects most counts of people
of color, be it data from the Census/American Community Survey, data from HUD or the data from school
districts. Formed in 2001, the Coalition of Communities of Color (CCC), an alliance of culturally-specific
community-based organizations with representation from communities of color, developed a series of
reports in partnership with Portland State University that documented the experiences of communities
of color in Multnomah County. The series explored at length the extent of undercounting among various
communities of color.** The authors of the series, Curry-Stevens et al,, commented on the limitations of
Census race categories:

The historic forces of marginalization are still with us, and not all people of color will self-iden-
tify in this way, out of a historic yet pervasive pattern of “desiring whiteness” which results in
many of our community deciding not to reveal their status as people of color. In addition,

the problems with finding all people of color (given language, poverty, housing instability
and fears of recrimination) will not be solved despite the fullness of outreach efforts by our
communities of color as well as the Census Bureau itself. Adding to this difficulty is the form
itself-which continues to trouble us in very significant ways.”

The Census Bureau acknowledges the prevalent undercount in ethnic communities like Hispanics
through their efforts to measure the extent of undercounting during post census efforts.

In addition to the limitations that exist in general counting efforts, counting people of color who are
experiencing homelessness is fraught with additional challenges. Challenges include the prevalence
of doubled up living arrangements, language barriers, and a lack of culturally-specific enumerators.
For 2017, the PIT coordinating teams from PSU and JOHS worked with several culturally-specific
providers, translated survey forms in four different languages (Chinese, Russian, Spanish and
Vietnamese) and set up instant translation services in multiple languages in an effort to address
undercounting of people of color.

The PIT survey collected information on race/ethnicity of the people experiencing unsheltered
and sheltered homelessness. The following is a discussion of the number and share of various
races and ethnicity.

24. A. Curry-Stevens, A. Cross-Hemmer, and Coalition of Communities of Color, “Communities of Color in Multnomah County: An Unsettling Profile,"
(2010), www.racialequitytools.org/resourcefiles/ANUNSETTLINOPROFILE.pdf

25. A. Curry-Stevens and A. Cross-Hemmer, “Who counts? Challenging Whiteness in data and decision making,’ (2010), https://sswr.confex.com/
sswr/2010/webprogram/Paper11914.html
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2.2.1. Count and Distribution of Homeless Population by Race/Ethnicity

The PIT survey collects data on race/ethnicity based on categories used by HUD. Since the categorization
tends to be limiting, three additional choices covering national affiliations (African, Middle Eastern, and
Slavic) were provided to the respondents. These additional options are referred to as inclusive identity,

and are reported separately from race/ethnicity below. Respondents were given the opportunity to check
multiple options. White Alone, Non-Hispanic includes people who checked only the white box (2,456).
People of Color are people who chose any other combination of boxes (1,528). We have no data for race or
ethnicity for 193 people. Race alone or in combination counts everyone who selected the racial category,
regardless of what other racial categories they may have checked. Table 6 provides details on count and
racial/ethnic distribution of respondents.

Table 6. Race/Ethnicity of People Unsheltered and Sheltered

Share of Multnomah Share of Multnomah County

No. and (%) of County Total Population Below 100% of
Race/Ethnicity PIT Respondents Population by Race** Poverty**
White Alone, Not Hispanic (528485;;) 71.3% 54.7%
1,528
People of Col ! 28.79 45.39
eople of Color (36.6%) 8.7% 5.3%
N 193
Unknown (4.6%) n/a n/a
Race Alone or in Combination
American Indian/Alaska 424
0, 0,
Native (10.2%) 2:5% 1%
57
i 0, 0,
Asian (1.4%) 8.8% 8.2%
Black/African American 675 7.0% 14.0%
(16.2%) S S
Native Hawaiian/Other 108
1.19 1.69
Pacific Islander (2.6%) & 6%
Hispanic/Latino 428
11.19 19.99
(of any race) (10.2%) % 99%
2,944
Whi ' 2.69 71.29
ite (70.5%) 82.6% %

Note: Question—How do you identify your race/ethnicity? Population count (N) = 4,177.The PIT Count and ACS are not
strictly comparable datasets for multiple reasons, including the nature of the count, the nature of the data, timing, and more.
The ACS data have been used as a reference to help illuminate the extent of representation of people of color among the
homeless population.

*Unknown includes client doesn't know, client refused, data not collected, and missing.
**Source: US Census Bureau, 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates
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Key Observations

« Racial disparities in homelessness exist locally and nationally. According to the most recent national
assessment report to Congress,? African Americans made up 39.1 percent of the overall homeless
population in the nation. Nationally, Native Americans made up 2.8 percent of the homeless
population. The local numbers portray similar overrepresentation. Disparities observed in prior
counts in Multnomah County persist. As can be noted from table 6, the overrepresentation is
particularly evident for the American Indian/Alaska Native (10.2%) and the Black/African American
communities (16.2%).

« 58.8 percent of the people unsheltered or in shelters Racial disparities in homelessness
identified as White Alone, Not Hispanic. People of exist locally and nationally.
color (everyone except White) made up 36.6 percent
of PIT respondents. Within this population, Whites do
make up the majority share. However, this make-up needs to be understood within the larger context
of the race/ethnicity of Multnomah County? if one is to ascertain the extent of representation (See
table 6).

« The non-response rate (unknown) constituted only a small fraction (4.6%) of the people experiencing
homelessness. While low non-response rate does not address data limitations like undercounting of
people of color, it does help in providing a more meaningful analysis than what is possible with a very
high rate of missing data.

The extent of overrepresentation of people of color is evident in figures 5 and 6. Figure 5 shows the
representation of different racial and ethnic groups among the 2017 PIT, the general population of
Multnomah County, and the population in poverty. American Indian/Alaska Natives, Native Hawaiian/
Pacific Islanders, and Black/African Americans are most overrepresented in the PIT. Another illustration
of overrepresentation of communities of color in the PIT is in figure 6, which charts the excess rate of
homelessness for communities of color compared to the

White Alone, Not Hispanic population.” For example, Native Americans are 402 percent
Native Americans are 402 percent more likely to be more likely to be homeless than
homeless than are people who are White and not Hispanic are people who are White and not

or Latino, Black/African Americans are 180 percent more . . . .
likely to be homeless, and Native Hawaiians/Other Pacific Hispanic or Latino, Black/African

Islanders are 198 percent more likely to be homeless. Americans are 180 percent

Overall, people of color are 55 percent more likely to be more likely to be homeless, and
homeless than are White people. Keep in mind that this Native Hawaiians/Other Pacific

does not take into account the doubled-up population or Islanders are 198 percent more likely

those who were not counted. to be homeless.

26. US Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of Community Planning and Development, “The Annual Homelessness Assessment
Report to Congress,’ (November 2016), https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/2016-AHAR-Part-1.pdf

27. The PIT Count and ACS are not strictly comparable datasets for multiple reasons, including the nature of the count, the nature of the data,
timing, and more. The ACS data have been used as a reference to help illuminate the extent of representation of people of color among the
homeless population.

28. To calculate the excess rate of homelessness, we follow the methodology recommended by the Coalition of Communities of Color. We
calculate the rate of homelessness within each racial and ethnic group by dividing the subtotal within this point in time count by the
subpopulation from US Census Bureau American Community Survey data. We then subtract the rate for White Alone, not Hispanic from the
rate for each community of color and divide by the rate for White Alone, Not Hispanic to arrive at the excess rate.
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Figure 5. Percent Homeless by Race/Ethnicity—2017 PIT Count and Multnomah County Compared
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Source: 2017 PIT, US Census Bureau American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, Tables S1701, B17001 and DPO5.

Note: Percentages within each race/ethnicity are based on "alone or in combination" for American Indian/Alaska Native = 424,
Asian = 57, Black/African American = 675, Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander = 108, and Hispanic/Latino = 428. White alone,
Not Hispanic = 2,456.
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Figure 6. Excess Rate of Homelessness Among People of Color Compared to White, Not Hispanic Population
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Source: 2017 PIT, US Census Bureau American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, Tables S1701, B17001 and DPO5.

Note: Percentages within each race/ethnicity are based on "alone or in combination" for American Indian/Alaska Native = 424,
Asian = 57, Black/African American = 675, Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander = 108, and Hispanic/Latico = 428.
White alone, Not Hispanic = 2,456

The responses to the additional choices of inclusive identity accounted for less than one percent (0.8%) of
the total PIT count respondents. See table 7 for details on this count.

Table 7. Inclusive Identity Results

Inclusive Identity Count Percent
African 11 0.3%
Middle Eastern 13 0.3%
Slavic 1 0.3%
Total 35 0.8%

Note: Question—How do you identify your race/ethnicity? Percent calculated based on population (N) = 4,177

Key Observation

+ Only a tiny fraction of PIT respondents chose the inclusive identity options. However, expansion of
choice helps in understanding that racial categorizations like White or Black/African American are
inadequate and that people’s national origin may result in differences in how people or communities
deal with homelessness.

See table 8 for details on race/ethnicity broken down by housing situation.
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Table 8. Race/Ethnicity by Housing Situation

Unsheltered Emergency Shelter Transitional Housing
Race/Ethnicity No. and (%) No. and (%) No. and (%)
. ) i 1,047 974 435
White Alone, Not Hispanic (62.8%) (55.6%) (57.5%)
People of Color 232 684 309
P (32.1%) (39.0%) (40.8%)
Unknown* 8 o4 13
(5.2%) (5.4%) (1.7%)
Race alone or in combination
American Indian/Alaska 208 160 56
Native (12.5%) (9.1%) (7 .4%)
Acian 16 30 11
(1.0%) (1.7%) (1.5%)
. . 168 328 179
Black/African American (10.1%) (18.7%) (23.6%)
Native Hawaiian/Other 31 65 12
Pacific Islander (1.9%) (3.7%) (1.6%)
Hispanic/Latino 160 180 88
(of any race) (9.6%) (10.3%) (11.6%)
) 1,228 1,184 532
White (73.6%) (67.6%) (70.3%)

Note: The percentages represent share in unsheltered count (1,668), emergency shelter (1,752), and transitional housing (757). Al
race data in this table are presented as an overcount, which means respondents could pick all applicable values and were counted
within each category. Hence, the percentages add up to more than 100.

*Unknown includes client doesn't know, client refused, data not collected, and missing.

Key Observations

+ Examining race/ethnicities within unsheltered
and sheltered locations reveals differences.

For instance, people who are White Alone,
Not Hispanic made up 62.8 percent of the

unsheltered population, while people of color

constituted 32.1 percent.

+ In emergency shelters, people who are White

Following Whites, the American Indian/
Alaska Natives made up the second
largest share (12.5%) of population that
was unsheltered during the PIT Count.

Alone, Not Hispanic made up 55.6 percent of the population and people of color made up 39 percent.

« In transitional housing, 57.5 percent were White Alone, Not Hispanic, while 40.8 percent were

people of color.



« Following Whites, the American Indian/Alaska Natives made up the second largest share (12.5%) of
population that was unsheltered during the PIT Count.

« Black/African Americans made up just under a quarter (23.6%) of the population in transitional
housing.

2.2.2. Changes in Race/Ethnicity Compared to 2015
See table 9 for a comparison of the number of homeless within each race/ethnic group in 2015 and 2017,
as well as changes in the share of those groups across the two PIT counts.

Table 9. Changes in Race/Ethnicity—2013, 2015, and 2017 Compared

Change Change
Race/Ethnicity 2013 2015 2017 2013-17 2015-17
White Alone, Not NA® 2,242 2,456 NA® 214
Hispanic (59.0%) (58.8%) 9.5%
1,352 1,528 176
* ’ ’ *
People of Color NA (35.6%) (36.6%) NA 13.0%
Unknown** 108 207 193 85 -14
(2.4%) (5.4%) (4.6%) 78.7% -6.8%
Race alone or in combination
American Indian/Alaska 386 82 424 38 342
Native (8.7%) (2.2%) (10.2%) 9.8% 417%
Acian 66 59 57 -9 -2
(1.5%) (1.6%) (1.4%) -13.6% -34%
. . 864 861 675 -189 -186
Black/African American (19.5%) (22.7%) (16.2%) 219% 216%
Native Hawaiian/Other 113 86 108 -5 22
Pacific Islander (2.5%) (2.3%) (2.6%) -4.4% 25.6%
Hispanic/Latino 572 389 428 -144 39
(of any race) (12.9%) (10.2%) (10.2%) -25.2% 10.0%
White 2,997 2,617 2,944 -53 327
(67.5%) (68.9%) (70.5%) -1.8% 12.5%

Source: PIT count 2013, 2015, and 2017.
*NA means data not available for 2013.
**Unknown includes client doesn't know, client refused, data not collected, and missing.
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Key Observations

« Since 2015, the total number of homeless

people in the PIT count increased by 10 The 2017 PIT counts a significant increase
percent; while the White Alone, Not Hispanic in the population of homeless people
population also rose by 10 percent, people o jdentifying as American Indian/Alaska
color rose by 13 percent. Native. This likely reflects an unusual and

« The 2017 PIT counts a large increase in the unexplained drop in people who identified
population of homeless people identifying as American Indian/Alaskan Native in the
as American Indian/Alaska Native. This 2015 count.

likely reflects an unusual and unexplained

drop in people who identified as American

Indian/Alaska Native in the 2015 count. As

a percentage of those counted, the 2017 count more closely mirrors the 2013 and 2011 counts, in
which those identifying as American Indian/Alaska Native were 9 percent of the total HUD homeless
population each year. With a 10 percent increase compared to 2013, the increase in the number and
percentage of people experiencing homelessness and identifying as American Indian/Alaska Native
represents a persistent and perhaps growing disparity.

« For 2017, the share of Black/African American population dropped by 6.5 percentage points, but
people identifying as Black/African American continue to experience persistent racial disparities
in homelessness.

The actual count of racial/ethnic distribution of populations experiencing unsheltered and sheltered
homelessness varies with each PIT count. See table 10 for how these numbers have changed during the
two distinct points of time.
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Table 10. Race/Ethnicity Distribution by Housing Situation—2015 and 2017 Compared

Unsheltered Emergency Shelter Transitional Housing
Race/Ethnicity 2015 2017 2015 2017 2015 2017
White Alone, Not 1,170 1,047 458 974 614 435
Hispanic (62.0%) (62.8%) (53.0%) (55.6%) (59.0%) (57.5%)
People of Color 650 535 371 684 337 309
(34.0%) (32.1%) (43.0%) (39.0%) (32.0%) (40.8%)
Unknown® 67 86 43 94 97 13
(4.0%) (5.2%) (5.0%) (5.4%) (9.0%) (1.7%)

Race alone or in combination

American Indian / 48 208 19 160 15 56
Alaska Native (3.0%) (12.5%) (2.0%) (9.1%) (2.0%) (7.4%)
Acian 24 16 13 30 22 11
(1.0%) (1.0%) (2.0%) (1.7%) (2.0%) (1.5%)
Black / African 396 168 239 328 226 179
American (22.0%) (10.1%) (29.0%) (18.7%) (24.0%) (23.6%)
Native Hawaiian/ 46 31 28 65 12 12
Pacific Islander (3.0%) (1.9%) (3.0%) (3.7%) (1.0%) (1.6%)
Hispanic/ Latino 194 160 107 180 88 88
(of any race) (11.0%) (9.6%) (13.0%) (10.0%) (9.0%) (11.6%)
White 1,346 1,228 548 1,184 723 532
(74.0%) (73.6%) (66.0%) (67.6%) (77.0%) (70.3%)

*Unknown includes client doesn't know, client refused, data not collected, and missing.
Source: PIT count 2015 and 2017.

Key Observations

« Compared to 2015, the share of unsheltered people who were White Alone, Not Hispanic versus
people of colorin 2017 changed slightly, with White Alone, Not Hispanic increasing by about 1
percentage point, and people of color declining by almost 2 percentage points. The "unknown"
category also rose.

« Among those in emergency shelter, the share of White Alone, Not Hispanic rose over 2 percentage
points from 2015 to 2017, while the share of people of color fell by 4 percentage points.

« Among people in transitional housing, the share identifying as people of color rose by almost 9
percentage points from 2015 to 2017.

2.2.3. Variations by Race/Ethnicity

Differences exist within and between racial/ethnic groups for multiple characteristics. Following is a
discussion on some of these differences in housing situation, gender identity, chronic homelessness,
disabling conditions, domestic violence, and veteran status.
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2.2.3.1. Housing Situation
Figure 7 reveals the differences in housing situation based on race and ethnicity.

Figure 7. Differences in Housing Situation by Race/Ethnicity

100% 4

90% A
28.1% 24.9% 28.7%
i 37.4%

80% 42.6%

49.1%
70% A

11.1%
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50% A 17.7%
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0% T T T

American Asian Black/African Native H\spamc/Latmo of  White alone, Not
Indian/Alaska Native American Hawaiian/Other any race) Hispanic
PacificIslander
H Emergency Shelter Transitional Housing Unsheltered

Note: Percentages within each race/ethnicity are based on "alone or in combination" for American Indian/Alaska Native =424, Asian =57,
Black/African American = 675, Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander = 108, and Hispanic/Latino = 428. White alone, Not Hispanic = 2,456.

Key Observation

Nearly half (49.1%) of respondents who identified themselves as American Indian/Alaskan
Natives were unsheltered. In comparison, a quarter (24.9%) of the Black/African American
population was unsheltered.
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2.2.3.2. Gender Identity
The distribution of the homeless population among different gender identities varies by racial/ethnic
group. (See figure 8.)

Figure 8. Differences in Gender Identity by Race/Fthnicity
3.5%

90.0%
80.0% 38.1% 37.9% 36.2%
42.5% 49.1%
70.0% 50.9%
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%
0.0%
American Asian Black/African Native Hispanic/Latino (of White alone, Not
Indian/Alaska American Hawaiian/Other any race) Hispanic
Native Pacific Islander
m Male Female Transgender

Note: Percentages within each race/ethnicity are based on "alone or in combination" for American Indian/Alaska Native =424, Asian =57,
Black/African American =675, Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander = 108, and Hispanic/Latino =428. White alone, Not Hispanic = 2,456.

Key Observation

« Within the Hispanic/Latino population that was homeless, 60.3 percent were men. In comparison, men
made up 45.6 percent of the Asian population that was homeless, with women making up just over
half (50.9%) of this group.
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2.2.3.3. Chronic Homelessness
The extent of chronic homelessness varies by racial and ethnic group. (See figure 9).

Figure 9. Chronic Homelessness Status — Differences within Race/Ethnicity

100%
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70% 56.4%
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American Asian Black/African Native H|spamc/Latmo of  Whitealone, Not
Indian/Alaska Native American Hawaiian/Other any race) Hispanic
PacificIslander
B Chronically Homeless Not Chronically Homeless

Note: Percentages within each race/ethnicity are based on "alone or in combination" for American Indian/Alaska Native =424, Asian =57,
Black/African American =675, Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander = 108, and Hispanic/Latino = 428. White alone, Not Hispanic = 2,456.

Key Observation

+ The prevalence of chronic homelessness was highest for the American Indian/Alaskan Native
population (43.6%), while the prevalence of chronic homelessness was the lowest for the Asian
population (21.1%).
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2.2.3.4. Disabling Condition
The prevalence of disabling conditions among homeless people varies among ethnic groups.
(See figure 10.)

Figure 10. Disabling Conditions and Race/Ethnicity
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American Asian Black/African Native H\spamc/Latmo of White alone, Not
Indian/Alaska Native American Hawaiian/Other any race) Hispanic
Pacificlslander
m Have Disability No Disabilities Status Unknown

Note: Percentages within each race/ethnicity are based on "alone or in combination” for American Indian/Alaska Native =424, Asian =57,
Black/African American = 675, Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander = 108, and Hispanic/Latino = 428. White alone, Not Hispanic = 2,456.

Key Observation

« Nearly three-quarters (72.6%) of the American Indian/Alaskan Native respondents who are homeless
have disabling conditions. In comparison, within the Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander
population, the prevalence of disability is lower (45.4%). See subsection 2.8 for more information on
disabling conditions.
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2.2.3.5. Domestic Violence
The incidence of domestic violence among the homeless population varies widely across racial and ethnic
groups. However, this variable includes a high percentage of unreported data. (See figure 11).

Figure 11. Domestic Violence and Race/Ethnicity
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Indian/Alaska Native American Hawaiian/Other any race) Hispanic

Pacific Islander
W Experienced Domestic Violence No Experience of Domestic Violence Status Unknown

Note: Percentages within each race/ethnicity are based on "alone or in combination" for American Indian/Alaska Native = 424, Asian =57,
Black/African American = 675, Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander = 108, and Hispanic/Latino = 428. White alone, Not Hispanic = 2,456.

Key Observation

« Black/African Americans and Hispanic/Latinos reported the lowest prevalence of domestic violence
(27.0% and 26.2%, respectively). In comparison, the American Indian/Alaskan Natives reported the
highest prevalence (46.7%) of domestic violence. See subsection 2.9 for more details regarding
domestic violence.
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2.2.3.6. Veteran Status
Among the homeless population, the percent reporting veteran status varied by racial/ethnic group.
(See figure 12.)

Figure 12. Veteran Status and Race/Ethnicity
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Note:Percentageswithin each race/ethnicityare based on "aloneor in combination"for American Indian/AlaskaNative =424, Asian=57,
Black/African American = 675, Native Hawaiian/OtherPacific Islander = 108, and Hispanic/Latino= 428. White alone, Not Hispanic= 2,456

Key Observation

« Although none of the groups had a large proportion of veterans, the American Indian/Alaskan
Natives and Whites reported the highest proportion of veterans within their groups (12.5% and 11.8%,
respectively). In comparison, only a small fraction (5.6%) of Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islanders
were veterans.
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2.2.3.7. Household Types
The type of household that homeless people live in also varies by racial/ethnic group. (See figure 13).

Figure 13. Household Types and Race/Ethnicity
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Note: Percentages within each race/ethnicity are based on "alone or in combination” for American Indian/Alaska Native =424, Asian =57, Black/African
American =675, Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander =108, and Hispanic/Latino =428. White alone, Not Hispanic = 2,456, and total =4,177.

Key Observations
« Families with children make up a
higher proportion of household Families with children made up a higher share
types for people of color than of people experiencing homelessness among

Whites. Notably, just under one-third - communities of color than among Whites.
(31.5%) of the Native Hawaiian/

Other Pacific Islander population

and 29.0 percent of Hispanic/Latinos

who were homeless live in families with children. In comparison, the proportion of White Alone, Not
Hispanic families, at 9.9 percent, was less than what is observed for the total homeless population.

« Although unaccompanied youth make up a tiny fraction of the people who were experiencing
homelessness, their presence can be observed largely among the American Indian/Alaska Native,
Black/African American, and Hispanic/Latino populations.
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2.3. HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION
HUD identifies three distinct household types for people who are experiencing homelessness:

« adult-only households—including single adults, couples, adults with adult children, or multiple-

adult households

« people in families—these are households that have at least one adult and one child

« unaccompanied youth—people who are not part of a family during their episode of homelessness

and who are under age 18, or in some cases, age 24 and younger

The 2017 PIT count survey tracked information on age and household members, and that information was
used to compile data on HUD household types. Following is a discussion of the household composition
of people experiencing homelessness. All data are reported as total number of people in each household
type, not number of households.

2.3.1. Count and Distribution by Housing Situation
See table 11 for details on the housing situations different household types found themselves in on the

night of the count.

Table 11. Composition of Households Experiencing Homeless by Housing Situation

Transitional
Unsheltered Emergency Shelter Housing Total
Household Type No. and (%) No. and (%) No. and (%) No. and (%)
1,583 1,338 585 3,506
Adult-Only Households (94.9%) (76.4%) (77.3%) (83.9%)
Age 18-24 122 105 59 286
Age > 24 1461 1233 526 3,220
Age unknown 0 1 2 3
- . . 77 410 167 654
Families with children (4.6%) (23.4%) (22.1%) (15.7%)
Children < 18 43 235 90 368
Adults 18—24 5 26 18 49
Adults > 24 29 149 59 237
Unaccompanied youth 8 3 3 14
under 18 (< 1.0%) (< 1.0%) (< 1.0%) (< 1.0%)

Note: Percentages are based on unsheltered = 1,668, emergency shelter = 1,752, and transitional housing = 757.
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Key Observation

« A sizable proportion (83.9%) of PIT

respondents were people in adult-only (no Compared to the general county household
minor children) households while 15.7 percent ~ composition, the proportion of households
of people experiencing homelessness were with children in the PIT count is 11.3 percent
in families with children. Less than a percent less than that of the larger population.

were unaccompanied children. According

to the most current estimates on household

composition, 27.0 percent of households in

Multnomah County are households with one or more members under 18 years of age.? Compared
to the general county household composition, the proportion of households with children in the PIT
countis 11.3 percent less than that of the larger population.

2.3.2. Sleeping Location of Unsheltered Households

As part of the unsheltered street count survey, households responded to a number of additional related
questions (see section 3 for details). A question on sleeping location documents the nature of the places
where people slept. Table 12 provides details about where adult-only households and families with
children slept.

29. US Census Bureau, 2015 American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates. Accessed July 3, 2017. Retrieved from https:/factfinder.census.gov/
faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtm I?fpt=table
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Table 12. Sleeping Location of Households Who Were Unsheltered

Sleeping Location Adult-Only Households Families with Children
‘ 484 14
Street or sidewalk (30.6%) (18.2%)
Doorway or other private propert 172 0
y p property (10.9%) (0.0%)
. 30 2
Abandoned house / building (1.9%) (2.6%)
. ‘ 162 0
Bridge / overpass / railroad (10.29) (0.09%)
4? 2
Park (2.7%) (2.6%)
187 0
Woods / open space
pen sp (11.8%) (0.0%)
. 216 41
Vehicle (car, truck, van, camper) (13.6%) (53.2%)
Boat s ’
(0.9%) (0.0%)
- 181 5
Other unsheltered location (11.49%) (6.5%)
Unknown (5.9%) (16.9%)
Total 1283 "
(100.0%) (100.0%)

Note: Question-Where did/will you sleep Wednesday night, February 22nd? Percentages are based on adult-only households =
1,583 and families with children = 77.

*Other unsheltered location was an open-ended response that provided an opportunity to record specific locations, including
camps like Dignity Village, Hazelnut Grove, and R2D2

**Unknown refers to missing responses.
Key Observations

- Notably, over one-half (53.2%) of unsheltered families with children slept in vehicles. This proportion
for unsheltered adult-only households is much smaller at 13.6 percent.

« For the unsheltered adult-only households, just under one-third (30.6%) slept on the street/sidewalk,
while 18.2 percent of unsheltered families with children slept here.
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2.3.3. Changes in Household Composition Compared to 2015
See Table 13 for a comparison of homeless adults-only households and families with children in 2015 and
2017 by housing situation.

Table 13. Housing Situation by Household Composition—2015 and 2017 Compared

Adult-Only Households Families with Children
Housing Percent
Situation 2017 Change 2017
1,733 1,583 152 77
hel ! ! -8.79 -49.39
Unsheltered (55.1%) (45.2%) 8.7% (23.3%) (11.8%) 9:3%
Emergency 657 1,338 213 410
103.79 2.59
shelter (20.9%) (38.2%) 03.7% (32.6%) (62.7%) 92.5%
Transitional 753 585 288 167
-22.39 -42.09
Housing (24.0%) (16.7%) 3% (44.1%) (25.5%) 0%
3,143 3,506 653 654
! ! 0 0
Total (1000%)  (100.0%) 1.5% (1000%)  (100.0%) 0.2%

Note: Percentages are based on adult-only households (2015) = 3,143, adult-only households (2017) = 3,506, families with children
(2015) = 653, and families with children (2017) = 654

Key Observations

+ The number of families with children was nearly identical in 2015 and 2017. Based on information
provided by the CoC, concerted efforts have been made to keep families with children from having to
sleep in unsheltered locations. The efforts have included expansion of Multnomah County’s no-turn-
away family shelter and expansion of homelessness prevention and rapid rehousing efforts for
homeless families. Although the total count of people in families remained unchanged, the efforts are
evident in the nearly one-half (49.3%) reduction in the number of families in unsheltered locations.

« The number of adult-only households increased by 363, an 11.5 percent increase compared to 2015.
However, compared to 2015, the portion of adult-only households sleeping in unsheltered locations
declined by 8.7 percent while the portion sleeping in emergency shelters increased by over a hundred
percent (103.7%). Again, this change reflects the increase in emergency shelter capacity.
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2.3.4. Variations between Household Groups

2.3.4.1. Housing Situation
Unsheltered and sheltered locations had differing proportions of homeless households.
See figure 14 for details:

Key Observations Figure 14. Distribution of Homeless Households

by Housing Situati
« The proportion of families with children y Housing Situation

who slept in unsheltered locations was
less than 5 percent (4.6%) while individual ~ Unsheltered 46%
adults made up the remaining 95 percent

of the unsheltered population.

Emergenc
« Just under a quarter of the population g%ehgﬁ 23.4%

in emergency shelters (23.4%) and

transitional housing (22.1%) were families

with children. Individual adults made up Traﬂgﬂ;?%' 22.1%
the remaining share.

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
B Adults-Only Households Families with Children
Note: Percentages are based on unsheltered population = 1,668,

emergency shelter population = 1,752, and transitional housing
population = 757.

The proportion of families with children who slept in unsheltered locations was less
than 5 percent (4.6%) while individual adults made up the remaining 95 percent of the
unsheltered population
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2.3.4.2. Household Types of People of Color and Total Homeless Population Compared
Differences can be observed between the household types of people of color and the household types in
the total homeless population (see figure 15).

Figure 15. Household Types of People of Color and Total Homeless Population Compared

Homeless People of Color 24.0% ~0.6%

TOtal Hom8|ess PopU|ation ]57% _/ 03%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Families with Children  ® Adults-only Unaccompanied Youth

Note: Percentages are based on homeless people of color = 1,528 and total homeless population =4,177.

Key Observation

« The composition of household types of homeless people of color was different from that of the
household composition of the total homeless population. Just under a quarter (24.0%) of people of
color were part of families with children. In the overall homeless population, 15.7 percent of people
were part of families without children.

2.4. CHILDREN AND YOUTH Among people of color, about 24 percent
live in families with children. This is higher

HUD defines “children”as people less than 18 years

ofage and defines “youth”as people ages 24 and than the 16percent of the overall homeless
younger. This section provides details on children population who live in families with children.
and youth who were experiencing homelessness

during the 2017 PIT count.

2.4.1. Count and Distribution

2.4.1.1. Children under the Age of Eighteen
The results of the 2017 PIT count indicate the presence of 382 children under the age of 18 who were
homeless. See table 14 for count and distribution of children by housing situation.
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Table 14. Count and Distribution of Children under Age Eighteen by Housing Situation

Emergency Transitional
Children under the age of 18 Unsheltered Shelter Housing
Ages 5 and younger 14 % a4 156
9 young (27.5%) (41.2%) (47.3%) (40.8%)
Ages 611 21 88 25 134
9 (41.2%) (37.0%) (26.9%) (35.1%)
16 52 24 92
Ages 12=17 (31.4%) (21.8%) (25.8%) (24.1%)
51 238 93
fotal (100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%) 382

Note: Percentages are based on children in unsheltered locations = 51, children in emergency shelters = 238, and children in
transitional housing = 93.

Key Observation i .
On the night of the count, 382 children

(under the age of 18) were experiencing
homelessness, with just 13.4 percent
sleeping without shelter.

« On the night of the count, 382 children (under
the age of 18) were experiencing homelessness.
Among these children, 51 (13.4%) were
unsheltered, 238 (62.3%) were in emergency

shelters, and 93 (24.3%) were in transitional
housing. Children made up 9.1 percent of the total count of 4,177 people who were homeless.

2.4.1.2. Unaccompanied Youth Ages 24 and Younger

HUD identifies unaccompanied youth (under 18) as people who are not part of a family with children or
accompanied by their parent or guardian during their episode of homelessness, and who are under the
age of 18. Additionally, unaccompanied youth (18 to 24) are people who are not part of a family with
children or accompanied by their parent or guardian during their episode of homelessness, and who are
between the ages of 18 and 24. See table 15 for details on unaccompanied youth.

Table 15. Count and Distribution of Unaccompanied Youth by Housing Situation

Emergency Transitional
Unaccompanied Youth Unsheltered Shelter Housing
8 3 3 14
Underage 18 (6.29%) (2.8%) (4.8%) (4.79%)
122 105 59 286
Ages 18-24 (93.8%) (97.29%) (95.29%) (95.3%)
Total 130 108 62 300

Note: Percentages are based on unaccompanied youth in unsheltered locations = 130, unaccompanied youth in emergency
shelters = 108, and unaccompanied youth in transitional housing = 62.
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Key Observation

+ On the night of the count, 300 unaccompanied youth were experiencing homelessness. Among them,
14 (4.7%) were under age 18 and 286 (95.3%) were between ages 18 and 24. Unaccompanied youth
made up 7.2 percent of the total count of 4,177 homeless people.

2.4.2. Children and Youth Homeless Population—2015 and 2017 Compared
See table 16 for a comparison of how numbers have changed for children and youth between PIT count
2015 and PIT count 2017.

Table 16. Children and Youth Homeless Population—2015 and 2017 Compared

Children under the Age of 18 Count 2015 Count 2017 Change Percent Change
Ages 5 and younger 145 156 11 7.6%
Ages 6-11 149 134 -15 -10.1%
Ages 12-17 80 92 12 15.0%
Total 374 382 8 2.1%
Key Observation

« Compared to the 2015 count, the 2017 numbers of unaccompanied youth showed an increase of 8
children, an overall 2.1 percent increase. Among children, the only age group that showed a decline
in the current count was in children ages 6 to 11. Their count went down by 15 (a change of — 10.1%)
compared to the last count. The ongoing crisis in affordable housing and other factors that keep many
families on the brink of homelessness may be the reason that we continue to see young children
experiencing homelessness.

See table 17 for a comparison of the number of unaccompanied youth in 2015 and 2017.

Table 17. Count of Unaccompanied Youth—2015 and 2017 Compared

Unaccompanied Youth Count 2015 Count 2017 Change Percent Change
Under age 18 5 14 9 180.0%
Ages 18-24 261 286 25 9.6%
Total 266 300 34 12.8%
Key Observation
« Compared to the 2015 count, the 2017 numbers showed an Youth experiencing
increase of 34, an overall increase of 12.8 percent. Notably, homelessness are hard to count
unaccompanied youth under age 18 increased nearly three and are believed to be a highly
times (a change of 180.0%), though their total numbers mobile population.
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remain low (14). Youth experiencing homelessness are hard to count and are believed to be a highly
mobile population. Given that PIT counts are snapshots, the increase may be due to the timing of the
counts or may be due to other factors that cause youth homelessness.

2.4.3. Variations among Children and Youth

Differences exist within and between children and Figure 16. Differences in Housing
unaccompanied youth grouped by ages. This section Situation for Children under Age Eighteen
discusses differences by housing situation and race/ 100%

iCi 9.0%
ethnicity. 500, ¢ 15.79% 1 0%
2.4.3.1. Differences within Children and Unaccompanied w0 28.2% 18.7% o1y
Youth by Housing Situation 70% 1
Children under the age of 18 were not evenly distributed 60%
between unsheltered locations, emergency shelters and 50%

transitional housing. See figure 16 for details. 0%

Key Observations 30%
+ Nearly two-thirds (62.8%) of the youngest 0%
children (ages 5 and younger) were in emergency 10%
shelters. Of the remaining children in this age 0%

Age5and Ages6-11 Ages12-17

group, 9 percent slept in unsheltered locations younger

and 28.2 percent were in transitional housing. The
distribution of children ages 6—11 was similar to

the younger age group. Note: Percentages are based on ages 5 and younger = 156, ages
6—11=134,and ages 12—17 =92.

B Emergency Shelter ™ Transitional Housing ™ Unsheltered

+ The oldest among these children (ages 12—17)
had a smaller proportion (56.5%) sleeping in
emergency shelters. 17.4 percent of this group slept
in unsheltered locations while 26.1 percent were in
transitional housing.There were differences in the

Figure 17. Differences in Housing
Situation for Unaccompanied Youth
100%

unaccompanied youth categories as well. See figure 90%
17 for details. 80%
42.7%
70% 57.1%
Key Observations
60%
« 57.1 percent of the unaccompanied youth under 50%

20.6%

age 18 slept in unsheltered locations with an even
proportion in transitional housing (21.4%) and in
emergency shelters (21.4%).

40%
30% 21.4%
20%
+ In comparison, 42.7 percent of unaccompanied

youth ages 18—24 slept in unsheltered locations, with

36.7 percent in emergency shelters and 20.6 percent O Under age 18 Ages 18 - 24

in transitional housing.

10%

B Emergency Transitional Unsheltered
Shelter Housing

Note: Percentages are based on under age 18 = 14
and ages 18—24 = 236.
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2.4.3.2. Differences within Children and Unaccompanied Youth by Race/Ethnicity
About 60 percent of the 382 homeless children were children of color, while 33 percent were White Alone,
Not Hispanic and 7 percent of children were of unknown race. See table 18 for details on race/ethnicity.

Table 18. Differences in Race/Ethnicity of Unaccompanied Youth

5 years old or younger Ages 6—11 Ages 12-17
Race/Ethnicity No. and (%) No. and (%) No. and (%)
44 44 37
White Al Not Hi i
'te Alone, Not fispanic (28.0%) (33.0%) (40.0%)
102 76 51
People of Col
eople of Color (65.0%) (57.0%) (55.0%)
Unknown* 10 14 4
(6.0%) (10.0%) (4.0%)
Race alone or in combination
American Indian/Alaska 14 12 9
Native (9.0%) (9.0%) (10.0%)
Asian 3 ] 2
(2.0%) (1.0%) (2.0%)
58 33 27
I African Ameri
Black/African American (37.0%) (25.0%) (29.0%)
Native Hawaiian/Other 5 6 4
Pacific Islander (3.0%) (4.0%) (4.0%)
Hispanic/Latino 36 32 19
(of any race) (23.0%) (24.0%) (21.0%)
83 80 53
Whi
e (53.0%) (60.0%) (58.0%)

*Unknown includes client doesn't know, client refused, data not collected, and missing.

Key Observations

« Of children ages 5 and younger, 65 percent were children of color. Another 57 percent of children
ages 6—11 and 55 percent of children ages 12—17 were children of color.

« In comparison, 28 percent of children ages 5 and younger were White Alone, Not Hispanic; 33 percent
of children ages 6—11 and 40 percent of children ages 12—17 were White Alone, Not Hispanic.
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There were differences in race/ethnicity in the unaccompanied youth categories as explained in table 19.

Table 19. Differences in Race/Ethnicity of Unaccompanied Youth

Under 18 years old Ages 18-24
Race/Ethnicity No. and (%) No. and (%)
. . . 5 157
White Alone, Not Hispanic (36.0%) (55.0%)
9 116
People of Color (64.0%) (41.0%)
N 0 13
Unknown (0.0%) (5.0%)
Race alone or in combination
American Indian/Alaska 3 34
Native (21.0%) (12.0%)
Asian 0 9
(0.0%) (3.0%)
. ) 5 56
Black/African American (36.0%) (20.0%)
Native Hawaiian/Other 0 3
Pacific Islander (0.0%) (1.0%)
Hispanic/Latino 4 30
(of any race) (29.0%) (10.0%)
. 8 195
White (57.0%) (68.0%)

*Unknown includes client doesn't know, client refused, data not collected, and missing.

Key Observations

+ A little more than half (54%) of the unaccompanied youth were White Alone, Not Hispanic. For youth
under age 18, 36 percent were White Alone, Not Hispanic, while 55 percent of youth ages 18—24 were
White Alone, Not Hispanic.

« In comparison, 42 percent were youth of color. Among youth under age 18, 64 percent were persons
of color. Among unaccompanied youth ages 18—24, 41 percent were persons of color.
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2.5. AGE
Age is required information on the PIT survey The average and the median age of PIT

and is used to avoid duplication of respondents. survey respondents was 40 years. The
Following is a discussion of the age characteristics most frequently occurring age (mode)
of people experiencing homelessness. was 36 years.

2.5.1. Count and Distribution
See table 20 for details on age characteristics of people in unsheltered locations, emergency shelters and
transitional housing.

Table 20. Distribution of Age Groups by Housing Situation

Unsheltered Emergency Shelter Transitional Housing

Age Categories No. and (%) No. and (%) No. and (%)

<18 51 238 93 382
(3.1%) (13.6%) (12.3%) (9.1%)

184 127 131 77 335
(7.6%) (7.5%) (10.2%) (8.0%)

25_a4 756 605 276 1,637
(45.3%) (34.5%) (36.5%) (39.2%)

4554 425 378 155 958
(25.5%) (21.6%) (20.5%) (22.9%)

5560 276 361 135 772
(16.5%) (20.6%) (17.8%) (18.5%)

704 14 19 11 44
(0.8%) (1.1%) (1.5%) (1.1%)

Unknown® 19 20 10 49
(1.1%) (1.1%) (1.3%) (1.2%)
1,668 1,752 757

fotal (100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%) w177

Note. Percentages are based on unsheltered = 1,668, emergency shelters = 1,752, and transitional housing = 757.
*Unknown includes client doesn't know, client refused, data not collected, and missing.
Key Observations

- The largest proportion of respondents were between the ages of 25 and 44 (39.2%), followed by
respondents age 45—54 (22.9%) and respondents age 55—69 (18.5%).

« Children under 18 years old made up 9.1 percent of the population experiencing homelessness.
« Those 55 years and older made up 19.6 percent of the total homeless population.

« The average and the median age of PIT survey respondents was 40 years. The most frequently
occurring age (mode) was 36 years.
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2.5.2. Age characteristics—2015 and 2017 Compared
Table 21 provides a comparison of age distribution for the 2015 and 2017 PIT counts.

Table 21. Age of Homeless Population—2015 and 2017 Compared

Age categories 2015 2017 Change Percent Change
<18 (93.;;)) (93.?3/0) (-o.i%) 21%
18-24 (si;c)z/o) (;.Sf/o) (-02.23%) 74%
25-44 (31/7%52;) (3156.23<;<)> (12.;30) 14.7%
454 (22.351%) (22.59%/0) (-12.67%) 2.9%
5569 (13.77;) (1;.75%@) (0.98%@) 14.5%
70+ (0.323?%) (1%14:%)) (0.131/0) 46.7%
Unknown* (113%) (129%) (—O.Aé%) -7.5%
Total 3,801 4,177 376 9.9%

Source: PIT count 2015 and 2017.
*Unknown includes client doesn't know, client refused, data not collected, and missing.

Key Observations

« The proportion of each age category does not appear to have changed much except for ages 25—44.
The percentage of people in this group increased close to 2 percent.

« The percent changes indicate that the number of people increased in every age category. The percent
change of 46.7 percent for those ages 70 and above indicates a large change compared to 2015,
though the total number of people in this age group remained comparatively small. The number of
respondents with unknown age declined for PIT count 2017,
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2.5.3. Variations within Age Categories
There are differences in housing situation within and between age groups. The following analysis
provides details.

2.5.2.1. Housing Situation
Housing situation varies based on age. See figure 18 for details.

Figure 18. Differences in Housing Situation by Age Group

100%
13.4%
90%
31.8%
9 35.8%
0% 37.9% Joomn o 38.8%
24.3%
70%
60%
17.5% 25.0%
50% 23.0% 20:4%
16.2%
16.9%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
<18 18-24 25-44 45-54 55-69 70+ Age
Unknown
B Emergency Shelter Transitional Housing Unsheltered

Note: Percentages are based on < 18 =382, 18—-24 = 335, 25—-44 = 1,637,45-54 = 958, 55-69 = 772, 70+ = 44, and
age unknown = 49, Age unknown includes client doesn't know, client refused, data not collected, and missing.

Key Observations

« Among children, only a small percentage (13.4%) slept in unsheltered locations, while nearly two-
thirds (62.3%) were in emergency shelters.

« In comparison, a larger proportion of the 25—44 and 45—54 age groups slept in unsheltered locations
with their distribution in emergency shelters being 37 percent and 39.5 percent, respectively.

2.6. GENDER DISTRIBUTION

As part of the PIT count, detailed information on gender identity is gathered for the unsheltered and the
sheltered (emergency shelter or transitional housing) homeless population.

Page 59



2.6.1. Count and Distribution
For count and distribution of gender identity for all ages, including children, by their housing situation see

table 22.

Table 22. Gender Distribution by Housing Situation—All Ages

Emergency Transitional
Gender Identity Shelter Housing Unsheltered
Male 926 461 1,108 2,495
(52.9%) (60.9%) (66.4%) (59.7%)
Fernale 772 278 501 1,551
(44.1%) (36.7%) (30.0%) (37.1%)
Transgender 23 0 12 a4
9 (1.3%) (1.29%) (0.7%) (1.1%)
Doesn't identify as male, 3 1 11 15
female or transgender (0.2%) (0.1%) (0.7%) (0.4%)
Unknown* 28 8 36 72
(1.6%) (1.1%) (2.2%) (1.7%)
Total 1,752 757 1,668 4177
(100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%)

Note: Question—How do you identify your gender? Population Count (N) = 4,177.
*Unknown includes client doesn't know, client refused, data not collected, and missing.

Key Observations

+ Males (59.7%) are overrepresented in the population experiencing homelessness, with females making
up 37.1 percent of the PIT respondents.

« Just over one percent (1.1%) of the homeless population identified as transgender, while less than half
a percent (0.4%) did not identify as male, female or transgender.

+ Males made up two-thirds (66.4%) of the unsheltered homeless population and, largely due to their
overrepresentation, accounted for higher proportions in emergency shelters (52.9%) and in transitional
housing (60.9%).

+ Asizable percentage of homeless females (44.1%) were in emergency shelters.
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Table 23 provides a complete breakdown of gender identification for homeless adults (ages 18 years
and over).

Table 23. Gender Distribution by Housing Situation—Adults (Age 18 Years and Over)

Emergency Transitional
Shelter Housing Unsheltered Total
Adult Gender Identity No. and (%) No. and (%) No. and (%) No. and (%)
Male 809 408 1,078 2,295
(54.1%) (62.4%) (67.5%) (61.3%)
Female 649 235 471 1,355
(43.4%) (35.9%) (29.5%) (36.2%)
Transgender 23 8 M 42
9 (1.5%) (1.2%) 0.7%) (1.1%)
Doesn't identify as male, 3 1 11 15
female or transgender (0.2%) (0.2%) (0.7%) (0.4%)
Unknown® 10 2 27 39
(0.7%) (0.3%) (1.7%) (1.0%)
Total 1,494 654 1,598 3,746
(100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%)

Note: Question-How do you identify your gender? Population count (n) = 3,746.
*Unknown includes client doesn't know, client refused, data not collected, and missing.

Key Observation

« The gender distribution for adults (ages 18 years and over) closely resembles the distribution of the
overall homeless population. This is largely driven by the fact that adults 18 years and older constituted
89.6 percent of the overall homeless population. Children under 18 years made up 9.1 percent of the
PIT count population.
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2.6.2. Changes in Gender Distribution Compared to 2015

Direct comparison of changes in gender distribution between PIT count 2015 and PIT count 2017 should
be made with recognition of the static nature of the count in mind. However, given that both efforts were
about counting the homeless population on a single night, insights can be drawn from changes in gender
count and composition. Table 24 provides a comparison of changes in count and percent for various
gender identities.

Table 24. Gender Distribution of the Homeless Population (Adults and Children)—2015 and
2017 Compared

2015 2017 Change
Gender Identity No. and (%) No. and (%) No. and (%) Percent Change
2,403 2,495 92
! ! O
Male (63.2%) (59.7%) (-3.5%) 3.8%
1,338 1,551 213
! I O
Female (35.2%) (37.1%) (1.9%) 15:9%
20 44 24
0,
Transgender (0.5%) (1.1%) (0.6%) 120.0%
Doesn't identify as male, 2 15 13 650.0%
female or transgender (0.0%) (0.4%) (0.4%)
38 72 34
* 0
Unknown (0.9%) (1.7%) (08%) 89.5%
Total 3,801 4,177 376 10.4%
*Unknown includes client doesn't know, client refused, data not collected, and missing.
Key Observations
« Homeless population counts of all gender identities increased
since 2015. The percent change between
« The total count of males in the homeless population went 2.015 and 2017 was four
up by 92 in 2017, but their share of the overall homeless times greater among women

population went down by 3.5 percent. than men.

+ The total count of homeless females increased by 213 in 2017,
and their share of the homeless population went up by 1.9 percent.

« The total count of transgender homeless persons more than doubled (increasing by 24) during
the 2017 count.
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With the intent of keeping women (with or without children) from having to sleep in unsheltered
locations, the local CoC has been increasing investments in emergency shelter beds. This gender-
focused effort is apparent in the changes to gender distribution of adults by housing situation.
See table 25 for comparison details.

Table 25. Gender Distribution of the Homeless Population (Adults) by Housing Situation—2015 and

Transitional
Emergency Shelter Housing Unsheltered Total

2017 Compared

Adult Gender
Identity

Male 436 809 571 408 1,201 1,078 2,208 2,295

Percent Change

85.6% -28.5% -10.2% 3.9%
Male

Female 295 649 300 235 566 471 1,167 1,355

Percent Change

120.0% -21.7% -16.8% 16.7%
Female

Transgender 5 23 4 8 11 11 20 42

Percent Change

360.0% 100.0% 0.0% 110.0%
Transgender

Key Observations

« Compared to 2015, a declining percentage of males (-10.2%) and females (-16.8%) slept in unsheltered
locations. The proportion remained unchanged for the transgender population.

« Efforts to get adult females into emergency shelter are evident in the 120.0 percent increase in females
in emergency shelters. The percent change for males, at 85.6 percent, and transgender people at 360.0
percent is also high.

2.6.3. Variations by Gender Identity

Differences exist within and between gender groups experiencing homelessness. This section discusses
differences in housing situation, household types and in the prevalence of domestic violence.
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2.6.3.1. Differences within Gender Identities by Housing Situation—All Ages
Genders were not distributed similarly when it comes to shelter status. See figure 19 for details.

Key Observations

« Among homeless males, 44.4 percent were
unsheltered with 37.1 percent in emergency shelter
and the remaining 18.5 percent in transitional
housing.

+ Nearly half (49.8%) of females and just over half
(52.3%) of the transgender homeless population were
in emergency shelter.

« For all three gender identities, transitional housing
accounted for the smallest share.

2.6.3.2. Differences in Household type by Gender

(Adults Only)

Gender differences are apparent within the homeless
population when we look at the two household types:
adult-child and adult-only households. Figure 20 provides
the breakdown of household types for male, female, and
transgender households.

Key Observations

+ Nearly all males (96.7%) are in adult-only households
with just a tiny fraction (3.3%) being part of adult-
child households.

« In comparison, 84.9 percent of females are part of
adult-only households with the remaining share
(15.1%) being part of adult-child households.

« All of the transgender respondents live in adult-only
households.

2.6.3.3. Differences in Prevalence of Domestic Violence
(Adults Only)

Gender differences are apparent within the homeless
population when we look at the prevalence of domestic
violence. See figure 21 for details.
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Figure 19. Differences in Housing Situation for
Male, Female, and Transgender Population

100%

90%
0

80% 32.3% 273%

44.4%

70%

20.5%
60% 17.9% ’

50%

18.5%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

Male Female  Transgender
B Emergency Transitional ™ Unsheltered
Shelter Housing

Note: Percentages within each gender identity
are based on total number of male (2,495), female
(1,551), and transgender (44) homeless persons.

Figure 20. Distribution of Household Types

by Gender

100% 3.3%
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40%
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Male
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Note: Percentages within each gender identity
are based on total number of adult male (2,295),
adult female (1,355), and adult transgender (42)
homeless persons.



Figure 21. Differences in Prevalence of Domestic

Key Observations Violence within Gender Identity-Adults Only
+ Over half (54.8%) of the female population that was 100%
0y
homeless reported experiencing domestic violence. 90% 125% 17.6% 14.3%
« There was a similar prevalence (50%) of domestic 80%
violence for the transgender population. 70% 275% 7

. 60%
« Slightly less than a quarter (21%) of the male e

population reported experiencing domestic violence. 50%
40%
2.6.3.4. Differences in Duration of Homelessness— 0%
Unsheltered Population Only
As part of the unsheltered street count survey o
,households responded to a number of additional local 10% j
questions (See section 3 for details). One question 0% Male Fernale  Transgender
assesses duration of homelessness. Table 26 provides
details on where adult-only households and families with M Experience No Experience I Status
children slept. of Domestic  of Domestic Unknown
Violence Violence

Note: Percentages within each gender identity are based on
total number of adult male (2,295), adult female (1,355), and

Table 26. Duration of Homelessness by Gender Identity ~ 2dulttransgender (42) homeless persons.

Doesn’t Identify
as Male, Female

Length of Male Female Transgender or Transgender Unknown
Homelessness No. and (%) No. and (%) No. and (%) No. and (%) No. and (%)
Less than one 62 26 0 0 4
month (5.6%) (5.2%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (11.1%)
1—6 months 148 8 3 4 8
(13.4%) (17.8%) (25.0%) (36.4%) (22.2%)
142 73 1 3 1
/=12 months (128%)  (146%) (8.3%) (27.3%) (2.8%)
12 vears 151 53 2 3 3
Y (13.6%) (10.6%) (16.7%) (27.3%) (8.3%)
-5 vears 226 108 2 0 6
Y (20.4%) (21.6%) (16.7%) (0.0%) (16.7%)
5_10 vears 169 42 1 1 8
Y (15.3%) (8.4%) (8.3%) (9.1%) (22.2%)
S 10 vears 79 20 1 0 4
y (7.19%) (4.0%) (8.3%) (0.0%) (11.19%)
Missin 131 90 2 0 2
9 (118%)  (18.0%) (16.79%) (0.0%) (5.6%)
Total 1,108 501 12 11 36
(100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%)

Page 65



Key Observation

« Some differences are apparent in the duration of homelessness by gender. While 31.8 percent of
males have been homeless for 12 months or less, 37.6 percent of females have been homeless for
this shorter duration. Just over one-third (33.3%) of transgender people have been homeless for this
shorter duration.

A total of 1,290 persons met the
definition of chronically homeless, a
24.9 percent increase since 2015

2.7. CHRONIC HOMELESSNESS

People experiencing chronic homelessness are part

of HUD-identified homeless subpopulations. Effective
January 15, 2016, HUD issued new guidelines regarding
the definition of chronic homelessness®. This definition is more restrictive in nature with the potential

to leave out people who may previously have been identified as chronically homeless. According to the
current definition, chronically homeless persons or families (a) reside in emergency shelters, safe havens,
or places not meant for human habitation, (b) have been homeless continuously for at least one year

or on four separate occasions in the last three years where the combined length of time homeless on
those occasions was at least 12 months, and (c) have a disability. The most significant change was adding
homeless episodes to arrive at the combined length of time homeless. The PIT survey includes questions
to assess chronic homelessness status and the Homeless Management Information System (HMIS)
computes the final status based on responses to those questions.

2.7.1. Count and Distribution

A total of 1,290 persons met the definition of chronically homeless. Relative rates of chronic homelessness
vary by housing situation. Note that HUD's definition of chronic homelessness excludes those in
transitional housing. See table 27 for details.

Table 27. Distribution of Chronically Homeless Population Unsheltered and in Emergency Shelters

Unsheltered Emergency Shelter Total
Chronically Homeless No. and (%) No. and (%) No. and (%)
Yes 917 373 1,290
(55.0%) (21.3%) (30.9%)
No 751 1379 2,887
45.0% (78.7%) (69.1%)
Total 1,668 1,752 4177

Note: Percentages are based on unsheltered count = 1,668 and emergency shelter count = 1,752.

Key Observation

« Just under one-third (30.9%) of the population who were homeless met HUD's current definition of
chronic homelessness.

« More than half (55.0%) of people who were unsheltered were chronically homeless

30. Department of Housing and Urban Development. "Homeless Emergency Assistance and Rapid Transition to Housing: Defining“Chronically
Homeless™. Federal Register 80, No. 233 (December 4, 2015): 75792. https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Defining-
Chronically-Homeless-Final-Rule.pdf
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2.7.2. Changes in Count and Distribution of Chronically Homeless Compared to 2015
In light of definitional changes to chronic homelessness that made the criteria more restrictive, the 2017
results are interesting. See table 28 for details.

Table 28. Chronically Homeless Unsheltered and in Emergency Shelter—2015 and 2017 Compared

Unsheltered Emergency Shelter Total Chronically Homeless
Chronically

Homeless Percent Percent Percent
Change Change Change
901 339 1,240
Adult-onl 7 132 '
Hijseag|és : 4i34% 540%) | 76% |, 53] | 19390 | 156:8% (5?642/) (743%) | 28.0%
T (64) S (207) Sl YA
16 34 50
Peoplein 38 26 64
. (<1%) | -57.9% (1.9%) 30.8% (3.0%) -21.9%
0, 0, 0,
Families (2.0%) 02) (8.7%) 18) (3.4%) 04
917 373 1,290
7 1 1 '
Total 875 (54.9%) | 4.8% >8 (21.3%) | 136.1% 033 (77.3%) 24.9%
(46.4%) (18.1%) (54.7%)
(42) (215) (257)

Note: Percentages for 2017 are based on unsheltered count = 1,668 and emergency shelter = 1,752. Percentage for 2015 are based
on unsheltered count = 1,887 and emergency shelter = 872.

Key Observation

« The total number of chronically homeless individuals increased by 257, an increase of 24.9 percent. The
number of chronically homeless people in unsheltered locations increased slightly by a count of 42 (a
change of 4.8%) compared to 2015. The increase in emergency shelter by a count of 215 was much
larger (a change of 136.1%) compared to 2015.

2.7.3. Variations between Chronically Homeless and Not-Chronically Homeless Respondents
By definition, chronically homeless individuals have disabling conditions. However, other variations exist
between this subpopulation and the PIT count population that is not chronically homeless.

2.7.3.1. Housing Situation

Differences in housing situation can be observed between populations that are chronically homeless and
not chronically homeless. (See figure 22).
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Key Observations Figure 22. Differences in Housing Situation for Chronically-

.+ Well over two-thirds (71.1%) of chronically Homeless and Not-Chronically-Homeless Populations

homeless respondents were unsheltered. 100%
90%

- Just over a quarter (26.2%) of respondents ’ 26.0%
who were not chronically homeless were 80%
unsheltered. 70%

« By definition, people in transitional housing ou% 1% 26.2%
cannot be considered chronically homeless 50%

and this is visible in figure 23. 40%
30%
2.7.3.2. Household Types
When comparing subpopulations that are
chronically homeless and not chronically
homeless, we see differences in household %" Chronically Homeless Not Chronically
types. See figure 23 for details. Homeless

20%

10%

B Emergency Shelter ™ Transitional ™ Unsheltered

Key Observations Housing

+ Nearly all (96.1%) of the chronically Note: Percentages are based on chronically homeless =
homeless respondents were part of adult- 1,290 and not chronically homeless = 2,887.

only households.
Figure 23. Differences in Household Types for People Who

+ None of the chronically homeless Are Chronically Homeless and Not Chronically Homeless

respondents were part of children-only

100% 0.5%
households.
90%
« In comparison, 78.5 percent of those who 0%
were not chronically homeless were in
70%
adult-only households, and 20.9 percent ’
were part of households of families with o0% 78.5%
children. 50% o61%

40%
30%
20%

10%

o , X
’ Chronically Homeless Not Chronically
Homeless

B Adult-Child ™ Adult Only ™ Only Children

Note: Percentages are based on chronically homeless = 1,290 and not
chronically homeless = 2,887.
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2.7.3.3. Gender Identity
When comparing subpopulations that were chronically homeless and not chronically homeless, we see
differences in gender identity. See figure 24 for details.

Key Observations Figure 24. Differences in Gender Identity for Chronically-

« Men make up just over two-thirds (66.6%) Homeless and Not-Chronically-Homeless Populations

of the chronically homeless, while women 160% 0.7% L2%
and transgender individuals account for 90%
30.3 percent and less than one percent 80% 303%

40.2%

(0.7%), respectively. 0%

« In comparison, men account for 56.7 60%
percent of respondents who are not
chronically homeless, while women and
transgender individuals make up 40.2
percent and 1.2 percent, respectively.

50%

40%

30%

20%

2.8. DISABLING CONDITIONS 10%

The HUD definition of disability includes an 0% Chronically Not Chronically
individual with one or more of the following Homeless Homeless
conditions: (a) physical, mental, or emotional B Male Female ™ Transgender

impairment, including an impairment caused

by alcohol or drug abuse, post-traumatic stress  Note: Percentages are based on chronically homeless = 1,290 and not
disorder, or brain injury; (b) a developmental chronically homeless = 2,887. The percentages do not add up to 100%

disability: or (c) the disease of acquired because responses from unknown gender identities have been excluded.
immunodeficiency syndrome (AIDS) or any

condition arising from the etiologic agency for acquired immunodeficiency syndrome (HIV). Since having a
disability is part of the eligibility criteria for chronic homelessness, PIT collects self-reported information on
HUD-defined disabling conditions.
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2.8.1. Count and Distribution
A total of 2,527 people reported having one or more HUD-defined disabling conditions. The rate of
disability varies by housing situation. See table 29 for details.

Table 29. Disabling Condition by Housing Situation

Emergency Transitional
Unsheltered Shelter Housing
Disabling Condition No. and (%) No. and (%) No. and (%)
Ves 1,195 824 508 2,527
(71.6%) (47.0%) (67.1%) (60.5%)
NG 326 737 217 1,280
(19.5%) (42.1%) (28.7%) (30.6%)
Unknown* 147 191 32 370
(8.8%) (10.9%) (4.2%) (8.9%)
Total 1,668 1,752 757 4177

Note: Question — Are you experiencing any of the following: mental illness, drug use problem, alcohol use problem, physical
disability, mobility impairment, chronic health condition, developmental disability, traumatic brain injury, post-traumatic stress,
HIV/AIDS? Disability status was recorded differently in a way that may underestimate the number of disabled people in emergency
shelter and transitional housing, because the HUD definition is so specific. Population count (N) = 4,177. Percentages are based on
unsheltered count = 1,668, emergency shelter = 1,752, and transitional housing = 757.

*Unknown includes client doesn't know, client refused, data not collected, and missing.

The PIT count collects data by types of disabling conditions. The respondents can select all conditions
that apply. However, we were able to obtain the disabiity detail only for the data for the unsheltered
population. See table 30 for details.

Table 30. Types of Disabling Conditions by Housing Situation

Note: Percentages for 2017 are based
on unsheltered count = 1,668. All data

Disability Type Unsheltered on disabling conditions in this table are
747 presented as an overcount, which means
Adults with serious mental illness respondents could pick all applicable values
(44.8%) and were counted within each category.
Hence, the percentages can add up to more
. . 626 han 100.
Adults with a substance use disorder (37.5%) then
Adults with HIV/AIDS 24
(1.4%)
439
Chronic health diti
ronic nea conaition (263%)
L 130
Developmental disability (7.8%)
634
Physical disabilit
YSI | 1118% (380%)
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Key Observations

+ Asizable share (60.5%) of people experiencing homelessness reported having one or more
disabling conditions.

« Asizable share (71.6%) of the unsheltered population reported that they have one or more
disabling conditions.

« In addition, 47.0 percent of the population in emergency shelters and 67.1 percent of people in
transitional housing reported one or more disabling conditions.

« People who were unsheltered reported high rates of mental illness (44.8%), physical disabilities (38.0%),
substance abuse disorders (37.5%) and chronic health conditions (26.3%).

2.8.2. Changes in Count and Distribution of Respondents with Disabling Conditions-2015
and 2017 Compared

The overall count of homeless people with a disability has gone up in the 2017 count. Both the
unsheltered and emergency shelter counts registered an increase. The count of people with a disabling
condition in transitional housing declined. See table 31 for details.

Table 31. Housing Situation of People with a Disability—2015 and 2017 Compared

Respondents
Respondents with with a Disability
a Disability 2015 2017 Change
Housing Situation No. and (%) No. and (%) No. and (%)
1,107 1,195 88
Unsheltered (50.8%) (47.3%) (7.9%)
Emergency shelter 418 824 406
gency (19.2%) (32.6%) (97.1%)
Transitional housin 652 >08 144
g (29.9%) (20.1%) (-22.1%)
Total 2177 2,527 350
(100.0%) (100.0%) (16.1%)

Note: Percentages for 2015 are based on yes disabling conditions = 2,177 and for 2017 yes disabling conditions = 2,527.

Key Observation
« The number of people with disabling conditions increased by 350 (a percent change of 16.1%)
between the 2015 count and the 2017 count.

2.8.3. Variations between Subpopulations with and without Disabling Conditions
Differences exist between homeless subpopulations with and without disabling conditions. This section
discusses differences by housing situation and gender identity.
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2.8.3.1. Housing Situation
When comparing people with and without disabling conditions, we see differences in their housing
situation. See figure 25 for details.

Key Observations Figure 25. Differences in Housing Situation of

+ Just under half (47.39%) of the people with Subpopulations with and without Disabling Conditions

disabling conditions slept in unsheltered 100%
locations, while 32.6 percent were in 90% oo,
emergency shelters. The remaining share 80% ' 2979
(20.1%) slept in transitional housing. - 4737
+ In comparison, just over one-quarter (25.5%) of 60% 170%
people without a disability slept in unsheltered 0% 86%
locations, while over half (57.6%) were in 201%
emergency shelters, and the remaining 17 o
percent were in transitional housing. 0%
20%
2.8.3.2. Gender Identity 10%
When comparing people with and without 0%
disabling conditions, we see differences in their Have No ~ Status Unknown

gender identity. See figure 26 for details. Disability Disability

B Emergency Shelter " Transitional Housing [ Unsheltered

Key Observations
« Among the population that reported having Note: Percentages are based on disability = 2,527, no disability =
T 1,280, and unknown = 370.
one or more disabilities, 62.2 percent were
male. Females made up 35.3 percent, and Figure 26. Gender Identity Differences between

transgender individuals accounted for justover  Respondents with and without Disabling Conditions
one percent.

100% 1.1% 0.8% 1.4%

+ In comparison, a slightly smaller share of 0%
respondents with no disabilities were male

80% 353% 40.2% .

(57.8%). Females made up 40.2 percent of 38.9%
homeless people with no disabilities and /0%
transgender people came in under one 60%
percent. 50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

Have No Status Unknown

Disability Disability

H Male Female Transgender

Note: Percentages are based on disability = 2,527, no
disability = 1,280, and unknown = 370.

Page 72



2.9. DOMESTIC VIOLENCE

Based on the HUD definition, the subpopulation It is important to note that the domestic
of people who have experienced domestic violence question is asked only of adult
violence includes adults who have experienced respondents.

domestic violence, dating violence, sexual
assault, or stalking. HUD points out that “persons
experiencing domestic violence, particularly women and children with limited economic resources,
are at increased vulnerability to homelessness!

In an effort to address documented confusion about the domestic violence question on the 2015 PIT
survey, a rather direct question to assess domestic violence was used on the 2017 survey: [Ask if 18 years or
older:] Have you experienced domestic violence (physical/emotional/verbal domestic violence) in current
or past relationships?

It is important to note that the domestic violence question is Just over one-third (33.7%) of
asked only of adult respondents. So, for all tables in this the respondents experiencing
section, n = 3,746. unsheltered and sheltered

homelessness reported that
they have experienced domestic
violence.

2,9.1. Count and Distribution
A total of 1,261 respondents reported having experienced
domestic violence. See table 32 for details.

Table 32. Distribution of Responses to the Domestic Violence Question-Adults Only

Transitional
Unsheltered Emergency Shelter Housing Total
Domestic Violence No. and (%) No. and (%) No. and (%) No. and (%)
Ves 587 494 180 1,261
(36.7%) (33.1%) (27.5%) (33.7%)
NG 732 760 445 1,937
(45.8%) (50.9%) (68.0%) (51.7%)
Unknown® 279 240 29 548
(17.5%) (16.1%) (4.4%) (14.6%)
Total 1,598 1,494 654 3,746
(100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%)

Note: Question-[Ask if 18 years or older:] Have you experienced domestic violence (physical/emotional/verbal domestic violence)
in current or past relationships?

Percentages for 2017 are based on unsheltered count = 1,668, emergency shelter = 1,752, transitional housing = 757, and total =
3,746.

*Unknown includes client doesn't know, client refused, data not collected, and missing.
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Key Observations

« Just over one-third (33.7%) of the respondents experiencing unsheltered and sheltered homelessness
reported that they have experienced domestic violence.

« The proportion of respondents who reported having experienced domestic violence was nearly the
same in unsheltered locations (36.7%) and for emergency shelters (33.1%). Just over one quarter
(27.5%) of people in transitional housing reported experiencing domestic violence.

As part of the 2017 street count survey, those who responded as having experienced domestic violence
were asked whether they were currently fleeing from that experience. See table 33 for details.

Table 33. Fleeing Domestic Violence—Adult Unsheltered Only

Count
Currently Fleeing Domestic Violence No. and %
ves (21%3%)
No (7?%71%)
Unknown* (723%)
Total a 05(%%)

Note: Question-[Ask if Yes on domestic violence:] Are you currently fleeing from domestic violence? Population Count (n) = 587.
*Unknown includes client doesn't know, client refused, data not collected, and missing.

Key Observation

« Just over one-fifth (21.0%) of the adult unsheltered population that responded as having experienced
domestic violence responded that they were currently fleeing from domestic violence.

2.9.2. Count and Distribution of Domestic Violence in 2015 and 2017

In 2015, the question to assess domestic violence was phrased as, “In the past year, has someone abused or
threatened you or your dependent in a way that made you afraid to remain where you are staying?”Based
on feedback from stakeholder groups, this question was revised to better capture domestic violence data.
That revision makes direct comparison of data between 2015 and 2017 difficult. See table 34 for results
from 2015 and the companion (not comparable) data from 2017. Notably, based on data issues, the 2015
PIT count included data about females only. So, the accompanying table compares data on females only.
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Table 34. Count of Female Respondents Experiencing Domestic Violence—Adult Females Only

Count of Females Experiencing Count of Females Experiencing
Housing Situation Domestic Violence 2015 Domestic Violence 2017
Unsheltered 231 262
Emergency shelter 163 339
Transitional housing 158 142
Total 552 743

Source: PIT count 2015 and PIT count 2017.

Key Observations

« Given the differences in the nature of the survey questions, making comparisons between 2015 data
and 2017 data is not possible and one can only note that, in 2017, more women (191 more) reported
having experienced domestic violence than in 2015.

« Intotal, 54.8 percent of all adult women in the 2017 PIT count reported having experienced
domestic violence.

2.9.3. Variations between Respondents Who Did and Did Not Experience Domestic Violence
Differences exist between people experiencing
domestic violence and those who did not. This
section discusses differences by housing situation,
gender identity, and household types.

Figure 27. Differences in Housing Situation of
Respondents Who Did and Did Not Experience
Domestic Violence—Adults Only

100%

2.9.3.1. Housing Situation

When comparing those who experienced domestic 0%

violence and those who did not, we see differences 80% 37.8% 39.1%
in their housing situation. See figure 27 for details. 70% 1008

Key Observations oo 6.5%

« Close to half (46.6%) of the people e 14.3% =
reporting experience with domestic o
violence slept in unsheltered locations, 30%

39.2 percent were in emergency 20%
shelters, and 14.3 percent were in 10%
transitional housing. -

« In comparison, 37.8 percent of &Og\& @6\@ O«*‘\
respondents who had not experienced Q'\\Qi.\\o\é\ Q}@i\o\é\ \500
domestic violence slept in unsheltered @-Q%-&\b o@LQf;‘\(J
locations and 39.2 percent were in QO@Q %o@
emergency shelters. N )

B Emergency Shelter Transitional Housing Unsheltered

Note: Percentages are based on experience of domestic
violence = 1,261, no experience of domestic violence = 1,937,
and unknown = 548.
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2.9.3.2. Gender Identity

When comparing people who have experienced
domestic violence and those who have not
experienced domestic violence, we see differences
in their gender identity. See figure 28 for details.

Key Observations

+ Over half (58.9%) of the respondents reporting
experience with domestic violence are female, while
38.2 percent are male. Transgender respondents
constitute the remaining 1.7 percent of the
population reporting experience with domestic
violence.

« In comparison, females make up 19.3 percent of
the homeless population that has not experienced
domestic violence, while 78.7 percent of males have
not experienced domestic violence. Just under
one percent (0.8%) of respondents who have not
experienced domestic violence are transgender.

2.9.3.3. Household Types

Household types differed for respondents who have and
have not experienced domestic violence. See figure 29
for details.

Key Observations

« Alarge share (89.6%) of respondents experiencing
domestic violence are in adult-only households,
while 10.4 percent of people reporting experience
with domestic violence are in adult-child
households.

« In comparison, 95.1 percent of people who have not
experienced domestic violence were in adult-only
households, while 4.9 percent were in adult-child
households.
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Figure 28. Differences in Gender Identity of
Respondents Who Did and Did Not Experience
Domestic Violence—Adults Only
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Figure 29. Differences in Household Types of
Respondents Who Did and Did Not Experience
Domestic Violence—Adults Only
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Among the population experiencing

2.10.VETERANS unsheltered and sheltered homelessness,
Based on the HUD definition, this subpopulation 11.9 percent identified as being veterans.
includes veteran adults who have served on active duty In comparison, according to most recent figures

in the Armed Forces of the United States. This definition
does not include inactive military reserves or the
National Guard, unless the person was called up to active
duty. This question was revised on the 2017 PIT survey to
read: “[Ask if 18 years or older:] Have you served in the US Armed Forces (Army, Navy, Air Force, Marine
Corps, Coast Guard) or have you been called into active duty by the National Guard or as a Reservist?”

from the Census, 5.2 percent of Multnomah
County’s population have veteran status.

It is important to note that the question on veteran status is asked only of adult respondents. So for all
tables in this section, n = 3,746.

2.10.1. Count and Distribution
A total of 446 persons identified as being a veteran. See table 35 for details.

Table 35. Distribution of Responses to the Veteran Status Question-Adults Only

Unsheltered Emergency Shelter Transitional Housing Total
Veteran Status No. and (%) No. and (%) No. and (%) No. and (%)
Ves 184 135 127 446
(11.5%) (9.0%) (19.4%) (11.9%)
NG 1,315 1,264 487 3,066
(82.3%) (84.6%) (74.5%) (81.8%)
Unknown® 99 95 40 234
(6.2%) (6.4%) (6.1%) (6.2%)
Total 1,598 1,494 654 3,746
(100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%)

Note: Question-"[Ask if 18 years or older:] Have you served in the US Armed Forces (Army, Navy, Air Force, Marine Corps, Coast
Guard) or have you been called into active duty by the National Guard or as a Reservist? Percentages for 2017 are based on
unsheltered count = 1,668, emergency shelter = 1,752, transitional housing = 757, and total = 3,746.

*Unknown includes client doesn't know, client refused, data not collected, and missing.

Key Observation

« Among the population experiencing unsheltered and sheltered homelessness, 11.9 percent identified
as being veterans. In comparison, according to most recent figures from the Census, 5.2 percent of
Multnomah County’s population have veteran status.®' So, there is an over-representation of veterans in
the county’s population experiencing homelessness.

31. Based on the 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-year profile for Multnomah County, there are 41,730 veterans in the county, and
in a population of 799,766, they make up 5.2 percent. US Census Bureau website, “Multnomah County Oregon,” https://www.census.gov/
search-results.ntml?page=1&stateGeo=none&searchtype=web&cssp=Typeahead&g=multnomah+county%2C+or&search x=08&search.
y=0&search=submit
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2.10.2. Changes in Count and Distribution of Veterans—2015 and 2017 Compared

In 2015, the question to assess veteran status was phrased as, “Are you a US military veteran? If yes: Did
you serve after 2001?"Based on feedback from stakeholder groups, this question was revised to expand
outreach to veterans of any status. The revision makes direct comparison of data from 2015 and 2017
difficult. See table 36 for results from 2015 and the companion (not comparable) data from 2017.

Table 36. Count of Veterans in 2015 and 2017

Housing Situation Veteran Count 2015 Veteran Count 2017

199 184

Unsheltered (47.2%) (41.3%)
Emergency shelter >8 135

gency (13.7%) (30.3%)
Transitional housin 165 127

9 (39.1%) (28.5%)
Total 422 446

Source: PIT count 2015 and 2017.

Key Observations

« Given the differences in the nature of the survey questions, comparing total counts of veterans from
2015 to 2017 is not possible, but one can note that a smaller portion of those reporting veteran status
were unsheltered in 2017 (41.3%) than in 2015 (47.2%).

+ Analysis of PIT data (not further displayed here), shows that slightly under two-fifths (33.9%) of all
veterans in the PIT count were chronically homeless. In 2015, 44.0 percent of Multnomah County's
homeless veterans met the definition of chronic homelessness. This drop of 10.1% reflects the local
CoC's commitment to moving veterans out of homelessness into permanent housing.
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2.10.3 Variations between Subpopulations with and without Veteran Status

Differences exist within and between homeless
veterans and nonveterans. This section discusses
differences by housing situation, chronic
homelessness, disabling condition, and gender.

2.10.3.1. Housing Situation

When comparing veterans and nonveterans, we see
differences in their housing situation.

See figure 30 for details.

Key Observations

« Of the population of veterans, 41.3 percent slept
in unsheltered locations, 30.3 percent were in
emergency shelters, and 28.5 percent were in
transitional housing.

« For the population of nonveterans, the share in
unsheltered locations was comparable at 42.9 percent,
with 41.2 percent in emergency shelters, and 15.9
percent in transitional housing.

2.10.3.2. Chronic Homelessness

When comparing veterans and nonveterans, we see
differences in their chronic homelessness status.
See figure 31 for details.

Key Observations

« Among the population of veterans, 33.9 percent
were chronically homeless and 66.1 percent were not
chronically homeless.

+ A near equal proportion of nonveterans (33.5%) were
chronically homeless and 66.5 percent were not
chronically homeless.
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Figure 30. Differences in Housing Situation
for Veterans and Nonveterans—Adults Only
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Figure 31. Differences in Chronic Homelessness
for Veterans and Nonveterans—Adults Only
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2.10.3.3. Disabling Conditions
When comparing veterans and nonveterans, we see

differences in those with and without disabling conditions.

See figure 32 for details.

Key Observations

« Just less than three-quarters (72.0%) of veterans have
disabling conditions, while 23.8 percent reported
having no disability.

« In comparison, 66.9 percent of those who were not
veterans had a disability, while 26.2 percent of this
population did not report having a disability.

2.10.3.4. Gender Identity
When comparing veterans and nonveterans, we see
differences in gender identity. See figure 33 for details.

Key Observations

« Alarge share (85.7%) of veterans are male. Females
made up only 12.8 percent of veterans and less
than one percent (0.4%) of veterans identified as
transgender.

« In comparison, a much smaller share of nonveterans
were male (58.2%), with females making up 39.3
percent of nonveterans, and people identifying as
transgender making up 1.2 percent.
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Figure 32. Differences in the Presence of Disabling
Conditions for Veterans and Nonveterans—Adults Only
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Figure 33. Differences in Gender Identity for
Veterans and Nonveterans-Adults Only
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3. ADDITIONAL UNSHELTERED (STREET COUNT) FINDINGS

3.1. BACKGROUND The unsheltered population count is the lowest

The PIT survey administered to the unsheltered it has been since 2009 (when it was 1,591).
homeless population contained a series of questions
in addition to the HUD-mandated questions. These additional questions were included as part of a local
effort to understand characteristics that are specific to this most vulnerable subsection of the homeless
population. It is important to note that these questions were not asked of those in shelter or transitional
housing, so responses are representative only of those who were unsheltered on the night of the count.
The additional questions cover the following topics:

« Sleeping location documents the nature of the location of sleep. New in the 2017 count was a
follow-up question on whether the respondent slept in a tent.

« Geographic location documents the geographic area of sleep.

« First-time homelessness documents whether this was the first time the respondent was experiencing
homelessness. This question was new in the 2017 count.

« Length of homelessness documents the length of the current episode of homelessness.
« Attending school documents whether the respondent is currently attending school.
« Employment documents whether the respondent is currently employed.

« Migration documents whether or not the respondent migrated to Multnomah County from elsewhere,
the reasons for migration, and the origin of the migration.

As described in section 1 of this report, there were 1,668 people who slept outside in various unsheltered
locations on the night of the count. The vast majority of these respondents completed the survey, but

in some cases an in-person survey was not completed because a homeless service provider was able to
confirm that the individual was unsheltered on the night of the count and has previously entered all the
HUD-required data about the person into the shared data homeless services database, HMIS.

While this aspect of the methodology provides the opportunity to get a better headcount of the
population that was unsheltered, it also creates a pool of street count respondents who were not asked
the full series of local questions listed above. Consequently, this is reflected in the “unknown/missing”
responses on various questions.

Figure 34. Number of People Who Were

For the 2017 PIT count, there were a total of 191 Unsheltered, 20072017 PIT Counts

respondents who were in this pool. In comparison,

this number was 457 during the 2015 PIT count. 2000
1,900 1895 | gay
Figure 34 illustrates how the unsheltered count has ]Sgg 1,591 1718 1,668
trended over the past decade. 1600|178

. 1,500
Key Observations 1400
: . . 1,300
« The unsheltered population count is the lowest it oo
has been since 2009 (when it was 1,591). 1100

1

. 000
« Comparison of the 2017 count to the last round of 002007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

counting shows a drop of 219, a much larger decline
than occurred between the preceding two counts. Source: 2007—2017 PIT counts.
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3.2, SLEEPING LOCATION

The PIT survey asked unsheltered respondents about the nature of their sleeping location. The response
options included streets, abandoned buildings, overpasses, woods, and other locations that HUD
specifically deems uninhabitable for sleeping. Notably, HUD's definition includes structured and semi-
structured camps like Right 2 Dream Too, Dignity Village, and Hazelnut Grove, as “places not meant

for habitation!” So, people sleeping in these locations are included in the unsheltered count. These are
locations that many in the community believe provide a degree of safety and stability that is similar to that
offered in emergency shelter. Information on people counted at these locations was collected through an
open-ended option to the sleeping location question. Table 37 details the responses and Table 38 provides
data on people who identified specific unsheltered locations.

Table 37. Sleeping Location of People Who Were Unsheltered

Sleeping Location No. and (%) of Respondents

| 499
Street or sidewalk (29.9%)
. 173
Doorway or other private property (10.4%)
- 32
Abandoned house / building (1.9%)
770
| ' 163
Bridge / overpass / railroad (9.8%)
.070
44
Park (2.6%)
187
Woods / open space ( 182€y)
270
257
Vehicle (Car, truck, van, camper) (1 554%
470
15
Boat (0.9%)
. 186
Other unsheltered location* (11.2%)
270
Unknown** (6] ;3/)
./70
1,668
Total (100.0%)

Note: Question-Where did/will you sleep Wednesday night, February 22nd? N = 1,668.

*Other unsheltered location was an open-ended response that provided an opportunity to record specific locations including
camps like Dignity Village, Hazelnut Grove, and R2D2.

**Unknown refers to missing responses.
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Table 38. Other Unsheltered Locations

Other Unsheltered Locations No. and (%) of Respondents

Dignity Village 58
(31.2%)

Hazelnut Grove 19
(10.2%)

R2D2 (Right 2 Dream too) 27
(14.5%)

Various Locations 82
(44.0%)

186
fotal (100.0%)

Note: Other unsheltered location was an open-ended option and n = 186.

Key Observations
The share of people who reported sleeping on

sidewalks or streets declined since 2015, with
more people saying they slept in vehicles, in
open spaces, and beneath bridges.

« Street/sidewalks served as a sleeping
location for a little under one-third (29.9%)
of the unsheltered homeless population.

« The second largest sleeping location was
vehicles (car, truck, van, camper), which
served as the sleeping location for 257 unsheltered people (15.4%).

« Atotal of 186 (11.2%) of the street count respondents chose “other unsheltered location!

« Among the 186 who slept at other unsheltered locations, 104 (55.9%) people slept at Dignity
Village, Hazelnut Grove and Right 2 Dream Too. The remaining 82 respondents, who wrote-in this
option, mentioned sleeping at locations like parking garages and Max stations. Figure 35 provides a
comparison of how the distribution of sleeping location has changed since the last count in 2015.
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Figure 35. Sleeping Location of People Who Were Unsheltered—2015 and 2017 Compared
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Key Observations

-« The largest increase can be observed in the use of vehicles as a sleeping location. In 2017, 15.4 percent
of people slept in vehicles, up from 10.3 percent in 2015.

« Similarly, an increasing proportion of people reported a sleeping location of bridges/overpass/railroads
and woods/open space.

« Street/sidewalk was the sleeping location for a smaller proportion of people (29.9%) in 2015 than in
2017 (36.9%).
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New in 2017, the PIT survey included a question aimed at documenting the use of a tent as a sleeping
location. The suggestion to include this question came from the Outreach and Engagement (O&E) Work
Group after a pilot test of the survey. The reasoning was that sheltering in tents makes the population
experiencing unsheltered homeless highly visible. Table 39 details the responses.

Table 39. Use of Tent at the Sleeping Location

Tent No. and (%) of Respondents

o 458
(32.8%)
No (32.669%)
Don't Know (1 ,127%)
Unknown* (3?32%)
Total (1 1033)2/0)

Note: Question-[If not boat or vehicle] Did/will you sleep in a tent at that location on February 22nd? The tent question excludes
unsheltered people living in a boat or vehicle. Population count n = 1,396.

*Unknown includes client refused, data not collected, and missing.
Key Observation

« Given the high unknown response rate, little can be concluded about what portion of the people who
were sleeping in unsheltered locations were sleeping in tents, but it does document that at least 458
people (nearly one-third of all unsheltered people) slept in tents on the night of the count.

3.3. GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION

The PIT survey asked unsheltered respondents to identify specific areas of town where they slept on the
night of the count. Table 40 details the responses.
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Table 40. Geographic Location of the Unsheltered Homeless Population

Geographic Location No. and (%) of Respondents

345
Downtown / Old Town / Pearl (20.7%)
SW Portland (outside downtown) >9
(3.5%)
NW Portland (outside downtown) 105
(6.3%)
109
North Portland (6.5%)
Inner NE Portland (river to 33rd) 197
(11.8%)
Central NE Portland (33rd to 82nd) 42
(2.5%)
) 368
SE Portland (river to 82nd) (22.1%)
Outer East Portland (82nd to 162nd) 11
(9.1%)
75
Gresham (4.5%)
East County (outside of Gresham) >
y (3.1%)
. 165
Unknown (9.9%)
1,668
[l (100.0%)

Note: Question-Where did/will you sleep Wednesday night, February 22nd? Population Count (N) = 1,668.
*Unknown includes don't know, client refused, data not collected, and missing.

Key Observations

« SE Portland (river to 82nd) at 22.1 percent and Downtown/Old Town/Pearl at 20.7 percent were
geographic areas where a higher share of

the unsheltered homeless population slept SE Portland (river to 82nd) at 22.1 percent and

than all other listed locations. Downtown/Old Town/Pearl at 20.7 percent

« Inner NE Portland (river to 33rd) at 11.8 were geographic areas where a higher share
percent followed the top locations as of the unsheltered homeless population slept
the geographic area where unsheltered than all other listed locations.

homeless people slept.
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« Gresham at 4.5 percent and East County at 3.1 percent together accounted for 7.6 percent of the
unsheltered homeless population sleeping outside Portland’s city limits.

Figure 36 provides a comparison of how the distribution of geographic location has changed since 2015.

Figure 36. Geographic Location of the Unsheltered Homeless Population—2015 and 2017 Compared
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Key Observations

« The proportion of people sleeping unsheltered in SE Portland (river to 82nd) has increased. In 2017, a
little over one-fifth (22.1%) of the respondents, reported having slept in various unsheltered locations
in SE Portland (river to 82nd), up from 16.4 percentin 2015.

« Increases in proportions of people sleeping unsheltered can be observed in Inner NE Portland (river to
33rd) and in Outer East Portland (82nd to 162nd).

+ Downtown/Old Town/Pearl as a geographic location registered a 3.0 percent decline as a sleeping
location for those who slept in unsheltered locations.
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3.4. FIRST-TIME HOMELESSNESS

New in 2017, the PIT survey included a question to gauge whether it was the first time in their lives that
respondents were experiencing homelessness. The suggestion to include the question came from JOHS
because the current sources for comparable data are limited. Table 41 details the responses.

Table 41. Respondents Experiencing First-Time Homelessness

First-Time Homeless No. and (%) of Respondents

. 485
(29.1%)
No (53.]6]%)
Unknown* (1222%)
Total (1 10(??)8%)

Note: Question-Is this the first time in your life you have experienced homelessness?
Population count (N) = 1,668.
*Unknown includes don't know, client refused, data not collected, and missing.

Key Observations

« Well over one-half (54.6%) of the people Just under one-third (29.1%) of the unsheltered
experiencing unsheltered homelessness population reported that this was the first time

reported that this was not the first time they were experiencing homelessness.
they were experiencing homelessness.

« Just under one-third (29.1%) of the
unsheltered population reported that this was the first time they were experiencing homelessness.

+ Notably, the proportion of unknown responses at 16.3 percent is rather high.
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3.5.LENGTH OF HOMELESSNESS

To assess the duration of homelessness at the time of the PIT count, the survey asks a question about
length of homelessness. Table 42 details the responses.

Table 42. Duration of Current Episode of Unsheltered Homelessness

Length of Time Homeless No. and (%) of Respondents

Less than one month (5,952%)

1—6 months (1;512%)
7—12 months (1;22(3%)
1-2 years (1 5.1720/0)
2-5 years (23.452(%3)
5-10years (1 _§>.22]%)
> 10 years (61.330)

Unknown* (1225?%))
Total (1 10(??)8%)

Note: Question-How long have you been homeless this time? Population Count (N) = 1,668.
*Unknown includes don't know, client refused, data not collected, and missing.

Key Observations

« Just over one-third (33.8%) of those counted as unsheltered reported being homeless a year or less
during their current episode of homelessness. This includes 5.5 percent who had been homeless for
less than one month, 15.1 percent who had been homeless one to six months and 13.2 percent who
had been homeless for seven to twelve months.

« Slightly over one-fifth (20.5%) of unsheltered homeless individuals indicated they have experienced
homelessness for two to five years and 13.2

percent responded that they have been Just over one-third (33.8%) of those
homeless for five to ten years. counted as unsheltered reported being

» The proportion of unknown responses at homeless a year or less during their current
13.5 percent is relatively high. So, responses episode of homelessness.

should be assessed cautiously.
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Figure 37 provides a comparison of how the distribution of length of current episode of homelessness has
changed since the last count in 2015.

Figure 37. Duration of Current Episode of Unsheltered Homelessness—2015 and 2017 Compared
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Key Observations

« The proportion of people who were unsheltered and had been homeless for five to ten years increased
to 13.2 percent in 2017 from 6.0 percent in 2015.

+ The"1-6 months”category decreased to 15.1 percent in 2017 from 20.0 percent in 2015.

3.6. ATTENDING SCHOOL

The PIT survey asked the unsheltered population whether they were attending school. Table 43 details
the responses for all respondents in the unsheltered count and table 44 provides a breakdown of this
information by age categories.

Page 90



Table 43. Unsheltered Homeless Population Attending School—All Ages

Attending School No. and (%) of Respondents

Yes (324(; )
No ot
Unknown* (9]2;0)
Total a :)(?280 %)

Note: Question-Are you attending school? Population Count (N) = 1,668
*Unknown includes don't know, client refused, data not collected, and missing.

Table 44. Unsheltered Homeless Population Attending School — by Age Category

Attending School?

Age Categories No Unknown
. 15 22 14
Children (< 18 years) (23.4%) (1.5%) (8.6%)

8 113 6
Young Adults (Ages 18—24) (12.5%) (7.8%) (3.7%)
41 1,297 133
Adults (> 24 years) (64.1%) (90.0%) (81.6%)
Missin 0 7 10
9 (0.0%) (0.6%) (6.1%)
Total 64 1,441 163
(100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%)

Note: The table provides age categories (children/young adults/adults) based on a breakdown for the question on attending
school. The percentages are based on yes attending school = 64, no (not) attending school = 1,441, and unknown = 163.

Key Observations
« The majority (86.4%) of unsheltered respondents reported that they do not attend school.
« A small proportion (3.8%) of unsheltered respondents attend school.

+ A breakdown of the data on attending schools by age categories reveals that nearly two-thirds (64.1%)
of those who reported attending school were adults over 24 years old.

« Slightly less than a quarter (23.4%) of those who reported attending school are children under the age
of 18 years.

+ The majority (90.0%) of those who reported not attending school are adults over 24 years old.
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Figure 38 compares responses to the school question for 2015 and 2017.

Figure 38. Unsheltered Homeless Population Attending School—2015 and 2017 Compared
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Note: Percentages for 2015 and 2017 are based on N = 1,887 and 1,668, respectively

Key Observations

« The percentage of both "yes" and "no" respondents rose from 2015 to 2017 because the percent of
non-respondents fell.

« The proportion of respondents who were not attending school increased to 86.4 percent in 2017, up
from 70.0 percent in 2015.

- The proportion of those who reported attending school also registered a slight increase of just under
one percent.
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3.7. EMPLOYMENT

Those who were counted as unsheltered during the street count survey were asked whether they were
employed (full or part-time). Table 45 details the responses for all respondents in the unsheltered count
and table 46 provides a breakdown of this information by age categories.

Table 45. Employment Status of Unsheltered Homeless Population—All Ages

Employment No. and (%) of Respondents

Yes (1 1 236%)
No (71’62.('?;)
Unknown* (égdcr’/o)
Total ( 1)(6)?)8%)

Note: Question-Are you employed? Population Count (N) = 1,668.
*Unknown includes don't know, client refused, data not collected, and missing.

Table 46. Employment Status of Unsheltered Homeless Population by Age Category

Age categories Unknown
. 0 11 40
Children (< 18 years) (0.0%) (0.9%) (19.6%)

23 98 6
Young Adults (Ages 18—24) (11.7%) (7.7%) (2.9%)
173 1,150 148
Adults (> 24 years) (88.3%) (90.7%) (72.5%)
Missin 0 0 10
9 (0.0%) (0.7%) (4.9%)
Total 196 1,268 204
(100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%)

Note: The table provides age categories (children/young adults/adults) based on a breakdown for the question on attending
school. The percentages are based on yes employed = 196, no (not) employed = 1,268, and unknown = 204.
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Key Observations
« Just over three-quarters (76.0%) of those counted as unsheltered reported not being employed.

« Slightly over one-tenth (11.8%) reported being employed. It is important to note that the street count
survey does not ask whether a respondent is employed full-time or part-time. It also does not collect
information on the nature of employment.

« The proportion of unknown responses at 12.2 percent is rather high.

+ A breakdown of the data on employment status by age categories reveals that the majority (88.3%) of
those who reported being employed are adults over the age of 24 years.

Figure 39 compares responses to the employment question for 2015 and 2017.

Figure 39. Employment Status—2015 and 2017 Compared
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Key Observations

« The proportion of respondents who reported not being employed increased to 76.0 percent in 2017,
up from 68.0 percent in 2015.

« The proportion of those who reported having employment also registered an increase of 2.8 percent.

« Both "yes" and "no" responses rose because the percent of non respondents fell.
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3.8. MIGRATION

The PIT survey asks unsheltered respondents a series of questions tied to migration. If respondents
were not originally from Multnomah County, they were asked questions about whether they were
homeless when they moved here, their reasons for moving, and where they moved from.

Tables 47— 52 detail the responses.

Table 47. Length of Stay in Multnomah County

Length of Stay in Multnomah County No. and (%) of Respondents

69
< 3 months (4.1%)
118
3—-12 months 7.1%)
98
1-2 years (5.9%)
> 2 years 770
4 (46.2%)
Originally from Multnomah Count 341
ginally Y (20.4%)
. 272
Unknown (16.3%)
1,668
Total (100.0%)
Note: Question-How long have you been in Multnomah County? Population Count (N) = 1,668.
*Unknown refers to missing responses.
Key Observations Two-thirds of respondents said they
- Just over one-fifth (20.4%) of those counted were Multnomah County natives or had
as unsheltered reported being originally from been living here for at least two years.

Multnomah County.

« Alittle under half (46.2%) of street count respondents reported being in Multnomah County for over
two years. Combining these respondents—whose stay suggests some longevity—with respondents
who were originally from here indicates that just over two-thirds (66.6%) of people experiencing
unsheltered homelessness are not newcomers to the county.

« Relatively new arrivals—those who have been in the county for less than three months or for three
to twelve months—represent 11.2 percent of people experiencing unsheltered homelessness. The
proportion of unknown responses to the migration question at 16.3 percent is relatively high.
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Respondents who were not originally from Multnomah County were asked whether they were homeless
when they moved here. Table 48 details the responses.

Table 48. Homelessness Status When Moving to Multnomah County

Homelessness Status No. and (%) of Respondents

. 447
(33.7%)
No (32.99(3%))
Unsure* (1 .1OA<r%)
Unknown** (2226()%)
Total (1 l)lgf);))

Note: Question-Were you homeless when you came to Multnomah County? Population Count (n) = 1,327 (excludes respondents
originally from Multnomah County).

*These responses came from write-ins and coded accordingly
**Unknown refers to missing responses.

Key Observations

« 447 people (26.8%) of the total unsheltered population or just over one-third (33.7%) of the
respondents who did not report being originally from Multnomah County reported being homeless
when they came to Multnomah County.

« Aslightly greater proportion (36.9%) of respondents reported not being homeless when they moved
to Multnomah County.

- Just over a quarter (28.3%) of people in the unsheltered count did not respond to this question. Given
the close proportions for responses of yes and no, correlation between homelessness status and
migration is hard to establish.
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The unsheltered homeless who did not report being originally from Multnomah County were asked two
additional questions: (a) what brought them to Multnomah County and (b) where they moved from. Tables
49 and 50 detail the responses.

Table 49. Reasons for Migrating to Multnomah County

Reasons for Moving No. and (%) of Respondents

. . 461
Family / Friends (34.7%)
Job opportunities 183

bp (13.8%)
Like it here / good weather %8
g (7.4%)
Access to services / resources 120
(9.0%)
200
h
Other (15.1%)
91
Refi
efused (6.9%)
296
Missi
issing (223%)
Total 1,327

Note: Question-What brought you here? Totals add to more than 100 percent because this survey item provided multiple choices.
Population count (n) = 1,327 (excludes respondents originally from Multnomah County).

Key Observations

« Over one-third (34.7%) of people in the unsheltered count who did not report being originally from
Multnomah County cited family/friends as the reason for their move, and an additional 13.8% cited
job opportunities.

« Relatively few cited the weather (7.4%), or access to services (9.0%) as a reason for coming here.

« For the open-ended choice on reasons for moving to Multnomah County, 15.1 percent of respondents
provided a variety of answers, including school, starting over, leaving family, and running from an
abusive parent.
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All of the unsheltered homeless individuals who had moved to Multnomah County were asked about their
reasons for moving to the county. Table 50 provides details on reasons for moving to Multnomah County
based on homelessness status at the time of the move.

Table 50. Reasons for Migrating to Multnomah County Based on Homelessness Status

Homelessness Status When Moving to Multnomah County

Reasons for Moving Yes No Unsure Unknown
162 267 3 29
Farnily / Fri
amily / Friends (36.2%) (54.5%) (21.4%) (7.7%)
Job opportunities 70 103 3 /
pp (15.7%) (21.0%) (21.4%) (1.9%)
59 33 1 5
Like it h h
ike it here / good weather (13.2%) (6.7%) (7.1%) (13%)
Access to services / resources 83 30 1 6
(18.6%) (6.1%) (7.1%) (1.6%)
117 71 1 11
h
Other (26.2%) (14.5%) (7.1%) (2.9%)
Refused 14 39 5 33
(3.17%) (8.0%) (35.7%) (8.8%)
. 296
Missing - - - (78.7%)
Total 447 490 14 376

Note: Question - What brought you here? Total adds to more than 100 percent because this survey item provided multiple choices.

Population count = 1,327 (excludes respondents originally from Multnomah County)

Key Observations

« Family/friends were a common reason for moving regardless of homelessness status at the time of
the move.

+ Of the 447 people who were homeless when moving to Multnomah County, 83 individuals (18.6%)
reported that access to services/resources was a reason. In comparison, 30 individuals (6.1%) of the 490
respondents who were not homeless during their move to Multnomah County chose this as a reason.

« Given the fact that the proportion of unknown (missing) responses for the homelessness status
question was over a quarter (28.3%) and was also high for the question on reasons for moving to
Multnomah County (22.3%), correlation between homelessness status and specific reasons for moving
is hard to establish.
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Respondents who did not report being originally from Multnomah County were also asked where they
had moved from. Table 51 provides the count and share of various migration origins.

Table 51. Origin of Migration

Origin of Migration No. and (%) of Respondents

. . 131
Metro Area (Clackamas, Washington, Clark counties) (9.9%)
Oregon (outside of metro area) 145
9 (10.9%)
) e 221
Washington or California (16.7%)
. 307
Other part of United States (23.1%)
Outside the United States 14
(1.1%)
o 509
Missing (38.4%)
1,327
Total (100.0%)

Note: Question-Where did you move from? Population Count (N) = 1,327(excludes respondents originally from
Multnomah County).

Key Observations

« Just over one-fifth (20.8%) of respondents who did not report being originally from Multnomah
County, moved either from the neighboring metro counties or from other counties outside of the
Portland metro area.

« Slightly less than a quarter (23.1%) reported moving to Multnomah County from other parts of
United States.

- Notably, well over one-third (38.4%) of people eligible to respond to this question did not provide a
response regarding origins of their move.
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All of the unsheltered homeless individuals who had moved to Multnomah County were asked where
they had moved from. Table 52 provides details on origin before moving to Multnomah County based on
homelessness status.

Table 52. Origins of Migration to Multnomah County Based on Homelessness Status

Homelessness Status When Moving to Multnomah

Origins of Migration Yes No Unsure Unknown

Metro area (Clackamas, Washington 64 54 1 12

or Clark Counties) (14.3%) (11.0%) (7.1%) (3.2%)
. 64 65 3 13

Oregon outside Metro area (14.3%) (13.3%) (21.4%) (3.5%)
. o 106 100 2 13

Washington or California (23.7%) (20.4%) (14.3%) (3.5%)
. 135 151 2 19

Other part of United States (30.2%) (308%) (14.3%) (5.19%)

. ) 4 8 0 2
Outside of the United States (0.9%) (1.6%) 0.0%) (0.5%)
Missin 74 112 6 317

g (16.6%) (22.9%) (42.9%) (84.3%)
Total 447 490 14 376
(100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%)

Note: Percentages are based on yes homeless = 447, no (not) homeless = 490, unsure = 14, and unknown = 376. The 341
respondents who reported being originally from Multnomah County were excluded from the analysis and so n = 1,327.

Key Observations

« There are striking similarities between the places people moved from whether they were homeless
or not.

+ Atabout 30 percent, the proportion of people in the unsheltered count who moved from other parts
of the United States beyond Oregon, Washington and California, is almost the same whether the
person was homeless before the move or not.

« Distributions are similar for people who moved from Oregon outside the metro area, Washington/
California, and outside of the United States.

« Given the high rate of unknown (missing) responses to the question on homelessness status (28.3%)
and the higher rate of unknowns for the origins question (38.4%), correlation between homelessness
status and specific origins of migration to Multnomah County is hard to establish.
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4. DOUBLED UP ESTIMATES

4.1. BACKGROUND

HUD provides a list of people for exclusion from the PIT count, including people temporarily staying with
family or friends (i.e., doubled up or couch surfing).?? Consequently, local PIT count efforts don't include
individuals or families who may be in a shared living arrangement with friends or family. This arrangement
could be either short term or long term. Some may also find themselves with new hosts periodically, only
being able to stay with each host for a short time. For many, such housing instability increases the risk of
falling into HUD homelessness. Unfortunately, there are no good data sources that track the number of
people who are doubled up, nor is there a standard definition of doubled up. For the 2015 count, the author
used data from three different sources-the Oregon Department of Human Services, 211info (Housing Services
Hotline) and Oregon Department of Education (ODE)-to calculate the share of the population who self-
identified as doubled up. The author then used the average of these shares to calculate a rough estimate of
12,453 people who were likely doubled up on the night of the 2015 PIT count.

During the 2017 PIT count, tracking of people likely to be doubled up on the night of the count did

not occur, so comparable estimates cannot be produced. However, data that ODE collects on students
across the state have been used to estimate the number of individuals doubled up in Multnomah County
during the 2015-2016 academic year. Because these data are collected from children attending public
schools, they do not cover households with children who are not in public school and households without
children. Also, the data are collected for the duration of the academic year. As such, this estimate both
represents a potential undercount of the doubled up population (by looking only at those households
with children enrolled in school) and a potential over-count (by using annual, rather than point-in-time
data). Given the differing estimation methodologies, the estimate reported here cannot be compared to
that used in prior counts.

4.2. MULTNOMAH COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT DATA ON DOUBLED UP STUDENTS

The US Department of Education uses a definition of homelessness that includes households that are
doubled up for economic reasons. As a result, school district data provide one of the only comprehensive
and consistent sources of information about the doubled up population. Table 53 provides the count of
doubled up homeless students in Multnomah County school districts during the 2015—2016 academic
year. The total number of doubled-up K—12 students fell from 3,310 in 2014—2015 to 3,098 in 2015-2016,
a fall of about 6 percent (doubled up data for pre-K were not available for 2014-2015). Although the
number of doubled up rose for Centennial (about 12 percent) and Portland (about 5 percent), decreases at
Reynolds (23 percent) and Parkrose (10 percent) more than countered these increases.

32. US Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2014 Point-In-Time Methodology Guide, (September 2014), p. 30, https://www.
hudexchange.info/resources/documents/PIT-Count-Methodology-Guide.pdf
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Table 53. Number of Doubled up, Pre-K, and K—12 Students, 2015-2016

Pre-K K-12 Total
School Districts Doubled Up Doubled Up Doubled Up
Centennial 11 345 356
David Douglas 26 341 367
Gresham-Barlow 18 275 293
Parkrose 9 226 235
Portland 464 995 1,459
Reynolds 27 916 943
All School Districts 555 3,098 3,653

Source: K—=12 Homeless Student Counts by Living Situation, Released November 2016 by Oregon Department of Education.
Note: Doubled Up = sharing housing due to loss of housing, lack of alternative accommodations.

4.3. ESTIMATING DOUBLED UP POPULATION FROM DOUBLED UP STUDENT COUNT

We assume that all of the 3,653 doubled up students were part of a household that mirrors the average
household size for that school district. Multiplying the average household size by the number of doubled
up students can provide an estimate of the total number of people living doubled up. Table 54 provides
details on this estimation.

Table 54. Estimating Doubled up Population Based on Student Count

Average Average Household Members
Total of Doubled Household (No. of Doubled up Students Multiplied

School District up Students Size by Average Household Size)
Centennial 356 2.87 1,022
David Douglas 367 291 1,068
Gresham-Barlow 293 2.66 779
Parkrose 235 2.61 613
Portland 1,459 233 3,399
Reynolds 943 2.80 2,640
All School Districts 3,653 9,522

Source: Pre-K and K—12 Homeless Student Counts by Living Situation, Released November 2016 by Oregon Department of
Education. Average Household Size by School District: ACS 2015, 1-Year Estimates.

Note: Based on the above estimation, there were a total of 9,522 doubled up individuals distributed across the six school districts
that serve Multnomah County during 2015-2016.
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This process of estimation has several weaknesses:
« The ODE data period does not match the timing of the PIT count.
« The ODE data cover only students served by the public school system.
« Doubled up students may have been living in larger households than the average.

« The estimation leaves out households without children or children who are in private school, home
schooled, not school age, or otherwise not attending school.

In light of these weaknesses, the estimate of doubled up population has to be interpreted with care. So, it
is prudent to say that based on our calculations, an estimated 9,522 people with school-age children were
living in doubled up situations during the 2015-2016 academic year and sending 3,653 children to public
schools in Multnomah County. This estimate does not include doubled up individuals or families who may
be childless or may not have children in public schools. So, the 9,522 provides only a partial estimate of
doubled up individuals.

This estimate does not include doubled up individuals or families who may be childless or
may not have children in public schools. So, the 9,522 provides only a partial estimate of
doubled up individuals.

According to an ODE news release that accompanied the information about student homelessness:

For the third year in a row, Oregon’s population of homeless students is up over the previous
year, reaching a level now exceeding that seen during the recession. The data collected by
Oregon Department of Education (ODE) staff show 21,340 students, or 3.7 percent of the public
school K—12 population, “lack a fixed, regular and adequate nighttime residence” as defined

by the federal government. Another 1,929 children in Pre-K programs also fall under this
definition.**

If this assessment is any guide, the annualized number of individuals living in doubled up situations is likely
to be much higher than the partial estimate of 9,522 calculated here. Using this methodology it is not
possible to estimate total numbers of people who may have been doubled up at the single point in time
examined throughout the rest of this report.

33. Oregon Department of Education, “"Homeless Student Data Released, news release, November 22, 2016, http://www.ode.state.or.us/news/

announcements/announcement.aspx?ID=14220&TypelD=5
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0. NONPARTICIPANT ANALYSIS

5.1. BACKGROUND

Data collectors completed refusal forms for anyone they A total of 456 people declined
interacted with who declined to complete the survey (i.e. to complete the unsheltered
nonparticipants). During the survey training, data collectors count survey.

were instructed to not complete the refusal form for people
they did not interact with (e.g., people who were sleeping
or engaged in an activity that could not be interrupted). Therefore, the information presented here is only
for documented people who declined. A total of 456 people declined to complete the unsheltered count
survey. The unsheltered count methodology allows individuals who declined to complete the survey on
one day or at one location to complete the survey at another time and location. Consequently, those who
were recorded as declining the survey by one surveyor may have participated later in the week. Similarly,
a single individual could have been approached by and declined multiple surveyors in different locations.
The point in time count is always assumed to be an undercount of the total actual number of people
experiencing homelessness, but the total recorded number of people who declined to participate cannot
be simply added to the unsheltered count.

The refusal forms offered an opportunity to collect basic observed demographic characteristics to help
determine whether there might be specific bias regarding those who declined to participate. The refusal
form asked the data collector to provide their estimation of the following information:

« date they documented the information

« homelessness status on February 22,2017

« reason(s) for declining to complete the survey

« type of location, including whether or not the person had slept in a tent
+ geographic area

« gender

. age

« race or ethnicity
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5.2. TIMING OF DATA COLLECTION

As noted in the methodology section of this report, data were collected from February 22 through
February 28, 2017. Figure 40 shows that although refusal forms were collected throughout the week of the
count, the majority (77.3%) were gathered during the first three days of the count, February 22 through 24.

Figure 40. Day the Refusal Form Was Completed
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5.3. HOMELESSNESS STATUS

The majority of nonparticipants were thought to be either homeless (68.4%) or most likely homeless
(24.8%) on the night of the count. See figure 41 for details.

Figure 41. Homeless on February 22,2017
5.4. REASON FOR DECLINING TO PARTICIPATE

On the form, data collectors identified the reasons that the
nonparticipants declined to participate in the street count
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- did it before and nothing changed for the homeless 24.8%
community 0%
o , . . 20%
- individual cannot/will not provide the [required] o 6.8%
identifying information in the shaded box (on the 10%
street count survey) 0%
) Homeless Most Likely Unknown
. Ianguage ISsue Homeless
- other, please describe Note: Question—Was this person homeless on

February 22nd? N=456.
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Responses written in the “other” option were reviewed and coded into the existing options or served as the
basis for additional reasons. These additional reasons were:

- did not want to be disturbed
- general refusal, no specific reason given (i.e,, they just didn't want to do the survey)

« busyorina hurry

The most common reason for individuals declining to participate in the street count survey was privacy
(65.4%). See figure 42.

Figure 42. Reasons for Declining to Participate in the Street Count Survey
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Note: Question—Reason for refusing to complete the street count survey [select all that apply]. N=456.
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5.5. LOCATION OF NONPARTICIPANTS

Data collectors indicated both the type of location and the geographic area within Multnomah County
where the form was completed. They estimated that 41.7 percent of the indicated locations were likely to
be the location and area in which the person slept on the night of February 22, 2017. Figure 43 shows that
the majority of nonparticipants were likely living on the street or sidewalk (47.4%).

Figure 43. Type of Location
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Note: Question—Type of location [select only ONE]. N=456.

Figure 44. Nonparticipants Who Slept in a Tent
Data collectors were asked to indicate whether they 100%

thought a nonparticipant slept in a tent only if the
type of location was not a vehicle or boat. Figure 44
shows the results. Many of the data collectors had
difficulty answering this item, as evidenced by the

90%
80%

70%

proportion of “unknown” responses (52.6%). However, 60%
the data collectors reported that 21.3% of the survey 50% 526%
nonparticipants slept in a tent on February 22, 2017. 40%
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Note: Question—[If Q3 is NOT vehicle or boat:] Sleeping in
a tent? N=456.
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Table 55 shows that declining to participate in the street count survey occurred more often downtown

(37.3%) or in SE Portland (13.8%).

Table 55. Geographic Location of Nonparticipants

Area of Portland/Multnomah County Count Percent
Downtown, Old Town, Pearl 170 37.3%
SW Portland (outside downtown) 4 0.9%
NW Portland (outside downtown) 28 6.1%
North Portland 17 3.7%
Inner NE Portland (river to 33rd) 43 9.4%
Central NE Portland (33rd to 82nd) 7 1.5%
SE Portland (river to 82nd) 63 13.8%
Outer East Portland (82nd to 162nd) 26 57%
Gresham 12 2.6%
EFast County (outside Gresham) 17 3.7%
Unknown 69 15.2%
Total 456 100%

Note: Question—Area of Portland/Multnomah County [select only ONE]. N=456.

5.6. CHARACTERISTICS OF NONPARTICIPANTS

Data collectors were asked to estimate the characteristics
of the people who declined to participate in the street
count survey in order to see if nonparticipants were

different in some ways from those who agreed to

complete the survey. Figure 45 shows the distribution for
gender, which is comparable to the distribution of adult
unsheltered respondents who completed the street
count survey (male = 67.5%, female = 29.5%, other and

unknown = 2.4%).
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5.7. AGE OF NONPARTICIPANTS

The data collectors were provided with a set of age
groups to potentially identify each nonparticipant’s
age. As seen in figure 46, the most common age
group was thought to be 25 to 55 years. Due to the
large proportion of unknown responses (i.e., the
data collector was unable to estimate age), this
cannot be reliably compared to the age of the
people who participated in the street count form.

5.8. RACE/ETHNICITY OF
NONPARTICIPANTS

Table 56 shows the distribution for nonparticipants’

race or ethnicity as estimated by the data collectors.

More than one response could be selected for this
item; therefore, the counts can add up to more
than 456 nonparticipants and the percentages can
add up to more than 100 percent. As with age, the
large proportion of unknown responses makes a

Figure 46. Age Group of Nonparticipants
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40% 42.3% 40.6%
30%
20%

0 10.19%
10% 6.6% .

0% 0.4%
0-17 18-24  25-55 56Years Unable to
Years  Years  Years orOlder Determine

Note: Question—Age [select only ONE]. N=456.

comparison to race or ethnicity of the people who completed the street count form unreliable.

Table 56. Race or Fthnicity of Nonparticipants

Race or Ethnicity Count Percent
Hispanic or Latino/a 30 6.6%
White/Caucasian 236 51.8%
Black/African American 38 8.3%
American Indian/Alaska Native 9 2.0%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 4 0.9%
Asian 3 0.7%
Slavic 1 0.2%
African 1 0.2%
Middle Eastern 1 0.2%
Unable to Determine or Unknown 141 30.9%

Note: Question—Race/Ethnicity [select all that apply]. N=456.
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CONCLUSION

According to the most recent national estimates presented to Congress in November 2016*, well over half
a million (549,928) people were experiencing homelessness on a single night in January across the United
States. Most (68% or 373,571 people) were staying in emergency shelters, transitional housing programs, or
safe havens, while 32 percent (176,357 people) were staying in unsheltered locations.

Here in Portland/Gresham/Multnomah County, on the night of February 22, 2017, there were 4,177 people
who experienced unsheltered and sheltered homelessness. Nearly two-fifths (39.9% or 1,668 people) slept
in various unsheltered locations while the
remaining three-fifths (60%) slept in area
emergency shelters or in transitional housing.

There is wisdom in acknowledging that
the 2017 PIT numbers have limitations.

Because of the inherent challenges of counting At the same time, this survey of people

people who are experiencing homelessness, and L
o experiencing homelessness does offer
the limitations on who HUD defines as homeless,

: . insights into the demographic characteristics
the PIT count is necessarily an undercount. Among . .
others, it leaves out those who are doubled up or and life challenges of some of society's most

are living on the brink of homelessness. In Kozol's vulnerable members.
words as cited by Timmer et al.:

We would be wise.....to avoid the numbers game. Any search for the “right number” carries the
assumption that we may at last arrive at an acceptable number. There is no acceptable number.
Whether the number is 1 million or 4 million or the administration’s estimate of less than a mil-
lion, there are too many homeless people in America.*

There is wisdom in acknowledging that the 2017 PIT numbers have limitations. At the same time, this
survey of people experiencing homelessness does offer insights into the demographic characteristics and
life challenges of some of society’s most vulnerable members. Many have experienced domestic violence.
Many have disabilities. Some are chronically homeless. The policy makers within A Home for Everyone, our
community’s shared response to homelessness, use this information to better understand those who are
most vulnerable because of their housing situation, and to respond through expanded investments that can
appropriately address their emerging needs.

The PIT count also gives us insight into the potential impacts of local efforts to those responses. Apparent
shifts since 2015, showing a smaller proportion of people on the street and a greater proportion in
emergency shelter, coincide with a major push to increase shelter beds. And while racial disparities in
homelessness remain, the focus, through A Home for Everyone, to reduce disparities among African
Americans is showing promising results. More broadly, though, the work of A Home for Everyone is reflected
in the numbers we don't see in this count: in the prior fiscal year, across all of A Home for Everyone's
partners, more than 25,600 people received some level of services, the most ever. That includes a record
4,600 people returned to housing and more than 5,200 who received prevention services. The numbers we
observe in the point in time count are far lower than they would have been without these interventions.
These improvements point the way for us, as a community, to work harder to better the lives of our
homeless neighbors.

34. US Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of Community Planning and Development, “The Annual Homelessness Assessment
Report to Congress,' (November 2016), https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/2016-AHAR-Part-1.pdf

35. Doug A. Timmer, D. Stanley Eitzen, and Kathryn D. Talley, Paths to Homelessness Extreme Poverty and the Urban Housing Crisis (New York:
Westview Press, 1994), 12.
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Center, Multnomah County Crisis & Treatment Center, Multnomah County HIV/HEP Community Program
and Needle Exchange, Multnomah County Intellectual & Developmental Disabilities, Multnomah County
Library (Belmont, Central, Gresham, Holgate, Midland and Rockwood libraries), Multnomah County Sheriff's
Office, Multnomah County Tri-County 911 Service Coordination Program, Native American Rehabilitation
Association of the Northwest, Native American Youth and Family Center, New Avenues for Youth, New

City Initiative, North Portland Health Center, Northeast Health Center, Operation Nightwatch, Oregon
Department of Human Services, Oregon Health & Sciences University New Directions, Outside In, Pear,
Parkrose School District, Portland Adventist Community Services, Portland Homeless Family Solutions,
Portland Houseless Support Coalition, Portland Public Schools, Portland Rescue Mission, Potluck in the
Park, Rahab’s Sisters, Reynolds School District, Right to Dream Too, River Patrol, Rockwood Community
Health Center, Rose Haven, Rosewood Initiative, Saint André Bessette Catholic Church, Saint Francis Dining
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Castaneya, Sam Chase, Melissa Cordova, Lizzy Culbertson, Ryan Curren, Ryan Deibert, Debi Elliott, Steven
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Insights Teen Parents, Janus Youth Programs, JOIN, Luke-Dorf, Inc.,, Multnomah County, My Father’s House,
Native American Rehabilitation Association of the Northwest, Native American Youth and Family Center,
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Portland State University, Population Research Center
Sheila Martin, Randy Morris, Deborah Loftus.

Multnomah County
Ryan Deibert, Sally Erickson, Rhea Graves, Marc Jolin, Joanne Miesen, Anna Plumb, Denis Theriault,
Carrie Young.

Portland Housing Bureau
Hunter Belgard, Antoinette Pietka, Bimal RajBhandary, Wendy Smith, Michelle Helm, David Sheern,
Dyvisha Gordon, Matthew Tschabold, Jennifer Chang.
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36. This list includes organizations that submitted data on emergency shelters, transitional housing, and rapid re-housing.
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APPENDIX B: METHODOLOGY

OVERVIEW

Recipients of federal Continuum of Care (CoC) program funding are required to plan and conduct, at least
biennially, a point-in-time (PIT) count of people experiencing homelessness. The purpose of this PIT count
is to collect reliable data on the total number and characteristics of all people (sheltered and unsheltered)
on a single night in late January. The Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), the agency
that administers the CoC program, provides specific guidelines®” to conduct this count that include the
following:

« definition of homeless and other related concepts

« required data elements for describing characteristics of the homeless community

« considerations and requirements for selecting a date and time to conduct the count

- appropriate training for the volunteers and staff who will be involved in the data collection

« standards that cover issues like no double-counting, protection of participant privacy and safety and
adequate geographic coverage

In accordance with HUD requirements, the Portland/Gresham/Multnomah County CoC has conducted the
PIT count on biennial cycles, with the last count conducted in 2015. Since 2017 marks the biennial cycle, a
PIT count was planned for Wednesday, January 25, 2017. However, severe weather in the form of multiple
heavy snowstorms hit the Portland metro area during January 2017. Understandably, area service providers
and concerned citizens were focused on the critical need to keep individuals and families safe, warm, and
sheltered under these harsh weather conditions. So, the count was postponed to February 22,2017, the
last Wednesday in that month to match HUD guidelines for the PIT count.

The PIT Count for 2017 consisted of the following major components:

1. The street count (unsheltered) enumerated the population experiencing unsheltered homelessness on
the night of February 22, 2017.

2. The One Night Shelter Count (ONSC) enumerated the population staying in emergency shelters,
transitional housing, or vouchered into motels on February 22, 2017.

At the national level, HUD uses the PIT count data as measures of local and national progress toward
preventing and ending homelessness. The data also play a critical role in the annual CoC Program
Competition. At the local level, the PIT count data help in multiple ways. The count provides not just an
assessment of homelessness, but also helps in system planning and being responsive to the needs of
persons experiencing homelessness in the community. Further, the data educate stakeholder groups and
the community about the population experiencing unsheltered and sheltered homelessness on a given
night. Such education can help improve awareness and guide local decision making.

37. US Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2014 Point-In-Time Methodology Guide, (September 2014), p. 30, https://www.
hudexchange.info/resources/documents/PIT-Count-Methodology-Guide.pdf
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DEFINITION OF HOMELESS

Unsheltered count includes individuals or families “with a primary nighttime residence that is a public or
private place not designed for or ordinarily used as a regular sleeping accommaodation for human beings,
including a car, park, abandoned building, bus or train station, airport, or camping ground”on the night
designated for the count.®

Sheltered count includes individuals or families “living in a supervised publicly or privately owned shelter
designated to provide temporary living arrangements (including congregate shelters, transitional housing,
and hotels and motels paid for by charitable organizations or by federal, state, or local government
programs for low-income individuals)” on the night designated for the count.*

HUD's definition of homelessness does not include individuals and families who are living in unstable
shared-housing arrangements due to challenging economic or other circumstances. This housing
arrangement is commonly referred to as doubled up. Since any count of the people who are experiencing
homelessness at a given time will likely be incomplete without at least an estimate of the number of
people who may be doubled up, this report provides that estimation using the data that area school
districts regularly collect on their students. Oregon Department of Education (ODE) defines doubled

up as a homeless living situation for children who are sharing housing due to loss of housing or lack of
alternative accommodations. This methodology uses an annualized data set that collects information for
only children attending public schools, which makes it challenging to use as a reliable proxy for estimates
of the broader population who may be doubled up at a point in time.

The full list of people who are not included in the PIT count is as follows:

« persons counted in any location not listed on CoCs'Housing Inventory Count (HIC) (e.g., staying in
projects with beds/units not dedicated for persons who are homeless)

« persons residing in permanent housing (PH) programs, including persons housed using HUD Veterans
Affairs Supportive Housing (VASH) vouchers

« persons temporarily staying with family or friends (i.e,, doubled up or couch surfing)

« persons residing in housing they rent or own (i.e., permanent housing), including persons residing in
rental housing with assistance from a rapid-rehousing (RRH) project on the night of the count

« persons residing in institutions (e.g., jails, juvenile correction facilities, foster care, hospital beds,
detox centers)*

38. US Department of Housing and Urban Development. Homeless Emergency Assistance and Rapid Transition to Housing: Continuum of Care,
24 CFR Part 578, (effective date August 30, 2012), p. 55, https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/CoCPrograminterimRule_
FormattedVersion.pdf

39. Ibid,, p. 56.

40. US Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2014 Point-In-Time Methodology Guide, (September 2014), p. 30, https://www.
hudexchange.info/resources/documents/PIT-Count-Methodology-Guide.pdf
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TIMING OF THE COUNT

HUD requires that, “the sheltered and unsheltered PIT counts must be conducted during the last 10 days in
January and represent all homeless persons who were sheltered and unsheltered on a single night during
that period."HUD explains the choice of this timing as follows:

Why Does HUD Reguire January Counts?

Counting and interviewing people sleeping in unsheltered locations during the winter months can provide
a more precise count of people who are unable or unwilling to access emergency shelter or other crisis
response assistance. In many communities, winter is the season when the public is most concerned
about the ability of homeless people to survive, and many CoCs find it easier to recruit volunteers. A
count on one of the coldest nights of the year can be very effective in raising public awareness of the
challenges faced by homeless people without shelter. Additionally, conducting the count during the end of
the month helps to count people who cycle in and out of homelessness and who may be able to pay

for temporary housing (e.g., motel) at the beginning of the month when public benefit payments are
available but are unable to do so at the end of the month. Lastly, these counts are important local
benchmarks that help measure changes in need at the population and subpopulation level. Counts
should help CoCs adjust their interventions to be more effective.

Conducting PIT counts in January ensures that CoCs have sufficient time to compile data and report the
information to HUD via the Homelessness Data Exchange (HDX) in advance of the annual CoC Program
Competition. This timeframe also provides consistency to the national data HUD receives from CoCs.
Because it is easier to count people in shelter than on the street —or with a primary nighttime residence
that is a public or private place not designed for or ordinarily used as a regular sleeping accommodation
for human beings, including a car, park, abandoned building, bus or train station, airport, or camping
ground—conducting the count on a night when the shelters are most full will lead to the most accurate
count. HUD recognizes that, while this approach may improve the overall accuracy of the count, a
January PIT count is not intended to represent the extent to which people may be unsheltered at other
times during the year or over more than a 1-night peried.

Source: PIT Count Methodology Guide, September 2014.

Multnomah County’s point-in-time count has always taken place during the last ten days of January,
typically targeting the last Wednesday of the month. However, due to inclement weather conditions, PIT
2017 began on February 22, 2017. There was light rain and fog during the evening hours and temperatures
from 6:00 pm ranged between a high of 39 degrees and a low of 36 degrees. So, the target day of the PIT
count was wet and cold.

DATA COLLECTION METHOD (STREET COUNT AND SHELTER COUNT)

The street count and the ONSC are two distinct components designed for counting the unsheltered

and sheltered homeless population, respectively. Both components collect all of the HUD required
elements but the street count includes a set of additional questions that have been identified to be locally
important. In addition to the nature of information, the two components differ in the medium of data
collection. Following are relevant details regarding those differences.

Street Count

For the street count, data are collected largely through paper survey forms (See appendix F) administered
by volunteers and service providers. However, a few service providers with access to the Homeless
Management Information System (HMIS), the database system used for managing homelessness in the
CoC, enter street count information (for respondents who were unsheltered on the night of the count)
directly into that system.
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The street count is conducted during a one-week period, but surveys are only filled out for respondents
who were unsheltered on the night of the count. For 2017, the street count data collection occurred from
Wednesday, February 22, 2017, through Tuesday, February 28, 2017.

The Joint Office of Homeless Services (JOHS) and the Survey Research Lab (SRL) from Portland State
University (PSU) jointly coordinated the 2017 PIT count data collection. Area nonprofit organizations and
government agencies that serve or come into contact with people who are homeless and unsheltered
across Multnomah County contributed to the count in one or more of the following ways:

1. Outreach and Engagement Workgroup (O&E): This community advisory forum composed of outreach
workers, first responders, emergency services, and information and referral providers played a central
role in data collection that occurred at specific unsheltered locations (e.g., streets/sidewalks, campsites,
woods, and abandoned vehicles). Since trust is a critical factor that influences voluntary participation,
the O&E Workgroup played an important role in planning, survey design, and data collection during
the PIT count.

2. Coordinating Sites: Street count data collection also occurred through administration of survey forms
in sites or programs that serve people who are unsheltered. A total of 120 sites or organizations across
the CoC and beyond (e.g., Clackamas Service Center) hosted trained volunteers to collect survey forms
during the week of the PIT count.

3. Coordination with One-Night Shelter Count: Organizations participating in the ONSC also collected
street count data from those turned away from a shelter, motel, or transitional housing who planned to
sleep outside on the night of the count.

Identifying Unsheltered Locations:

While the intent of the street count is to do a full count of every person who is experiencing unsheltered
homelessness across the entire CoC, comprehensive information on such locations does not exist. Also,
since the locations themselves can constantly change for multiple reasons, there is added complexity
when it comes to determining and planning coverage.

For the 2017 count, a combination of data from the campsite report published on the City of Portland's
One Point of Contact website and the on-the-ground knowledge of O&E Workgroup members was used
to plan the canvassing of unsheltered locations/sites.

One Night Shelter Count

The ONSC gathers information on people sleeping in emergency shelters, motels (vouchered), and
transitional housing. For 2017, it was conducted on February 22, the same night as the homeless street
count. The ONSC was coordinated by the JOHS.

The ONSC also has a paper survey form (See appendix F). However, participating agencies that have access
to Service Point, the metro region’s HMIS, gather the data directly in the system. Some agencies that
provide sensitive services, like support for people experiencing domestic violence, do not use paper forms
or use HMIS and provide de-identified data on respondents through a comparable Excel file referred to as
the Comp file.
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PLANNING & EXECUTION

Both the street count and the ONSC require advance planning and training. Due to the nature of the
approach, the street count involves additional aspects, like coordinating the data collection with sites that
provide homeless services, volunteer recruitment, and training. This planning and execution phase roughly
extended from October 2016 to March 2017.

For 2017, JOHS and PSU collaborated on planning and executing the count. Important aspects of the
planning included the following:

« monthly meetings with the O&E Workgroup to discuss and seek input on survey design, process issues,
incentives, development of potential locations, assignments across the coverage area

« development of content for the PIT count webpage, which was used for sharing information about the
efforts and as a recruitment tool

- recruitment of agencies that either serve the population that is unsheltered, serve people in
emergency shelters or transitional housing, or do both

« recruitment of volunteers for the PIT count
« development of a training manual to increase standardization among enumerators

« a pilot of a near-final draft of the street count survey with three members of the O&E Workgroup to
inform the final version of the survey

« training sessions for street count volunteers
- allocation of volunteers to various data collection sites
« mid-week progress check-in

« availability of JOHS and PSU throughout the week of data collection to support and participate in
the effort

DATA ENTRY

All the paper survey forms that were collected needed to be entered into the HMIS system. For PIT 2017,
Portland Housing Bureau (PHB) took the lead on this data entry. This was a month-long process completed
in early April. The data entry phase included the following:

« validation of survey forms
« deduplication of forms to ensure that each individual is counted only once
« training volunteers for data entry

« organizing and facilitating data entry

A note about the survey forms: HUD requires that each person be counted only once and that CoCs

use HMIS to help with what is called the deduplication process. In this process, any data that can be
ascertained as coming from the same respondent are excluded. Also, surveys that do not have information
on the required questions (first letter of first name, first three letters of last name, age and gender

identity) have to be rejected. Table 57 discusses differences and between the 2015 and 2017 PIT count
methodologies.
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Table 57. PIT Count Methodology—2015 and 2017 Compared

Factor

Timing of the count

PIT Count 2015

January 28, 2015, to February
3,2015

PIT Count 2017

February 22,2017, to February 28,2017

Weather

Warmer and dry

Cold and wet

Coordinating teams

Portland Housing Bureau and
consultant

Joint Office of Homeless Services and PSU Survey
Research Lab

Changes made by
HUD

N/A

1. Expansion of the gender option to include
‘don't identify as male, female, or transgender!

2. Clarification that, whether or not there are
children, if one member of the household
qualifies as chronically homeless, then all
persons in the household should be counted as
chronically homeless.

3. Change in definition and clarification to chronic
homelessness; reporting chronic homelessness
by household types: persons in households

with at least one adult and one child, persons

in households without children, and persons in
households with only children.

Survey Differences

Differences in

Gender identity had a“Z"

Gender identity had “does not identify as M, F, or

options option Trans" option
Qla. [IfQT not boat or vehicle:] Did/will you sleep in
a tent at that location on February 22nd?

Added questions N/A

Q4. Is this the first time in your life you have
experienced homelessness?

Rewording of
questions

Q9. Are you a US Military
Veteran? [If yes:] Did you
serve after 20017

Q10. [Ask if 18 years or older:] Have you served

in the US Armed Forces (Army, Navy, Air Force,
Marine Corps, Coast Guard) or have been called
into active duty by the National Guard as a
Reservist?

In the past year, has someone
abused or threatened you or
your dependent in way that
made you afraid to remain
where you are staying?

Q. 13 [Askif 18 years or older:] have you
experienced domestic violence (physical/
emotional/verbal DV) in current or past
relationships?

Table 57 continued on next page
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Factor PIT Count 2015

Only those who were

homeless when they came to
Multnomah County answered

Expansion of subset
of respondents questions on reasons for
moving and where they

moved from.

PIT Count 2017

All migrants (i.e., not originally from Multnomah
County) regardless of homelessness status, were
asked questions on reasons for moving and where
they moved from.

Side B was used to collect
information on respondents
whose identifying
information could not be
collected, if an enumerator
could not enter a site, or

if enumerators did not

wish to disturb a sleeping
respondent.

Design of the
survey form

Side B was redesigned to collect data on
additional household members.

No separate refusal form

Separate refusal form to track people who refused
to complete a street count form.

Volunteers were trained
through multiple on-site and
on-call trainings.

Volunteer Trainings

Volunteers were trained through scheduled
training sessions:

Training Dates:

Session 1: Mon., Feb 6, 5:30—7:00 pm, Central
Library, US Bank Room

Session 2: Thurs.,, Feb 9, 1:00—2:30 pm, North
Precinct, Community Room

Session 3: Mon., Feb 13, 3:30—-5:00 pm, Rockwood
Library, Large Conference Room

Session 4: Thurs,, Feb 16, 10:00—11:30 am, Lincoln
Building, Pine Room

Session 5: Mon., Feb 20, 5:00—6:30 pm, PSU Market
Center Building, Mt Rainier Room 316

Use of three point-in-time
data sources to calculate
average share of doubled up

Use of annual ODE doubled up data to arrive at an

Doubled u . . . . .
P in the homeless population  estimate of doubled up households with children.
and applying that share to
the PIT count.
. Survey form was translated Survey form was translated into Spanish, Russian,
Translation . ) . .
into Spanish. Vietnamese and Chinese.
Limited incentives ) ) . o
No incentives provided by the coordinating team;
) (e.g., granola bars, socks, :
Incentives however, O&E teams did approach respondents

etc). provided by the
coordinating team.

with agency-provided incentives.

Page 119



NOTES ON ANALYSIS AND REPORT

The HMIS is bound by federal confidentiality requirements. During the past PIT counts, a raw PIT dataset
could not be made available to the author. However, for PIT 2017, a data-sharing agreement was put in
place between JOHS and PSU. Hence, all analysis for PIT 2017 is based on raw data and not on aggregated
data tables generated from HMIS.

The exact survey question is included below each table or figure. For most of the survey items, the data
are summarized for the entire population (N = 4,177). Exceptions are questions that were asked of only

",on

a subset of the population, and this number is denoted by “n."For many of the survey items, “unknown”

includes "missing’, “don’'t know", “data not collected”and “refused’, unless noted otherwise to include only
Missing responses.

For the survey questions that were designed as ‘check ALL that apply” (e.q., race/ethnicity, disabling
conditions), individual response options were analyzed as individual items, allowing individuals to select
multiple options. For example, if an individual picked “Hispanic/Latino” and “Black/African American,’ the
person was counted in the Hispanic/Latino total and in the Black/African American total.

METHODOLOGICAL LIMITATIONS

Any effort at census taking has inherent limitations. The fact that the PIT count is an effort to count all
unsheltered and sheltered individuals and families in Multnomah County, a geographically vast land area

of 466 square miles, poses added difficulties. Several limitations in the methodology all but ensure that any
point-in-time count of homelessness is an undercount. The following list highlights a few of those difficulties.

« Point-in-time count: By design, the count is tied to people experiencing homelessness on a given
night. This makes the data static and does not account for fluctuations in this number that can be
brought on by many factors like seasons, economic conditions, or migration.

« Timing of the count: The 2017 PIT count occurred in February for the first time since the CoC has been
conducting the count. It is hard to ascertain the influence of this and the different weather conditions
on the count. Cold and wet weather during this period, may have affected the count, but the specific
effects are unknown.

« Locating and contacting respondents: The list of potential locations for enumeration of the street
count is organic. There is no way of knowing whether all locations were identified. Further, even
for known locations, the respondents may or may not be available. This adds to the potential for
undercount of unsheltered individuals.

« Right to refuse: The survey is voluntary and the respondents have the right to refuse participation.
Given the extent of vulnerabilities that this population faces, a certain amount of refusals can be
expected. For 2017, 456 people refused participation in the street count. However, given the nature
of the count, it is not possible to ascertain whether this is a high, low, or average refusal rate. Also, a
refusal does not totally rule out inclusion in the count. Some of the respondents may get counted as
part of the ONSC or at some other point during the week of the count.

« Participation sites: The voluntary nature of participation for agencies/programs that provide services
can influence the count. For 2017, 120 agencies participated as sites for the count. However, more
sites (especially private) do provide services, but chose not to participate. Such choice does affect
the total count.
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« Number of volunteers: The count depends on volunteers. For 2017, 70 volunteers helped in street
count enumeration. While this provided adequate coverage, there is no way of knowing whether
having more volunteers and expanded coverage could have influenced the count.

« Limiting definitions: The HUD definition of “homeless”is rather limiting. Notable exclusions are the
doubled up population, people in jail, and people at a detox facility. Therefore, the PIT count is at best a
partial snapshot of homelessness.

« Under-counting: Some subpopulations are likely to be undercounted. These include the following:

— People of color: Limitations with racial/ethnic identity options, language barriers, lack of trust, and
lack of knowledge all result in the PIT count being an undercount of people of color.

- Youth: The count may not reach the homeless youth population effectively, particularly since this
group may be prone to avoiding enumerators and to migration during the count time.

DEFINITIONS OF TERMS

« Chronically Homeless Individual

An individual who:

A. Is homeless and lives in a place not meant for human habitation, a safe haven, or in an
emergency shelter; and

B. Has been homeless and living or residing in a place not meant for human habitation, a safe
haven, or in an emergency shelter continuously for at least 1 year or on at least four separate
occasions in the last 3 years; and

C. Can be diagnosed with one or more of the following conditions: substance use disorder, serious
mental illness, developmental disability— (as defined in section 102 of the Developmental
Disabilities Assistance Bill of Rights Act of 2000 (42 U.S.C. 15002), post-traumatic stress disorder,
cognitive impairments resulting from brain injury, or chronic physical iliness or disability.*

« Chronically Homeless Family

"A family with an adult head of household (or if there is no adult in the family, a minor head of
household) who meets all of the criteria for a chronically homeless individual, including a family whose
composition has fluctuated while the head of household has been homeless!*

« Disability
An individual with one or more of the following conditions:

A. Physical, mental, or emotional impairment, including an impairment caused by alcohol or drug
abuse, post-traumatic stress disorder, or brain injury that:

1. 1s expected to be long-continuing or of indefinite duration;
2. Substantially impedes the individual's ability to live independently; and

3. Could be improved by the provision of more suitable housing conditions.

41. Ibid.
42. bid.
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B. A developmental disability, as defined in section 102 of the Developmental Disabilities Assistance
and Bill of Rights Act of 2000 (42 U.S.C. 15002); or

C. The disease of acquired immunodeficiency syndrome (AIDS) or any condition arising from the
etiologic agency for acquired immunodeficiency syndrome (HIV).*

« Homeless Management Information System/Service Point

HUD requires that the point-in-time count align with a housing inventory count of all beds and units
dedicated to providing shelter and transitional housing to people meeting HUD's homeless definition.
Data for the sheltered point-in-time count and the housing inventory are collected through the
Homeless Management Information System (HMIS), a data collection and reporting system meeting
uniform standards set by HUD for all communities receiving federal homeless assistance funding. The
Portland Housing Bureau implements a regional HMIS using Service Point, a web-based data system
that allows agencies, coalitions, and communities to manage real-time client and resource data.

« Veteran-This subpopulation of the PIT count includes adults who have served on active duty in the
Armed Forces of the United States. This does not include inactive military reserves or the National
Guard unless the person was called up to active duty.*

« People Experiencing Domestic Violence-This subpopulation of the PIT count includes adults who have
experienced domestic violence, dating violence, sexual assault, or stalking.*

« Youth-Persons under age 25, including children under age 18 and young adults ages 18 to 24.%

« Parenting Youth-A youth who identifies as the parent or legal guardian of one or more children who are
present with or sleeping in the same place as that youth parent, where there is no person over age 24
in the household.*

« Unaccompanied Youth-Persons under age 25 who are not accompanied by a parent or guardian and
are not a parent presenting with or sleeping in the same place as his/her child(ren). Unaccompanied
youth are single youth, youth couples, and groups of youth presenting together as a household.*

43. Ibid.
44. 1bid,, pg. 27.
45. Ibid.
46. Ibid.
47. Ibid.
48. Ibid.
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APPENDIX C: GRESHAM AND EAST COUNTY

The 2017 Point-in-Time Count of Homelessness report captures information on people who were

homeless throughout Multnomah County—including in Gresham and other parts of East County—on the
night of February 22, 2017. This appendix provides additional insights into the unsheltered and emergency
shelter populations in Gresham and East County.*

Gresham/ East County Count

Unsheltered

Individual persons

127

Emergency Shelter

393

520

Household units

108

177

285

Household Type

Unsheltered

Emergency Shelter

Individual adults 122 ! 213
(96.1%) (23.2%) (41.0%)
Age 18-24 8 6 14
Age > 24 113 85 198
Age unknown 1 0 1
Persons in families with children (3;%) (72%2%) (52%7%)
Children < 18 3 167 170
Adults 18-24 0 20 20
Adults > 24 2 114 116
Age unknown 0 1 1
Unaccompanied youth < 18 (02@ (0(3%)) (0(3%))

Note: Percentages are based on unsheltered = 127, emergency shelter = 393 and total = 520.

49. Because a significant portion of transitional housing beds are not facility-based, address information is not available to enable us to isolate and
analyze the transitional housing populations in Gresham and East County.
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Unsheltered Emergency Shelter No. Total
Race/Ethnicity No. and (%) and (%) No. and (%)
93 194 287
White Al Not Hi i
'te Alone, Not ispanic (73.2%) (49.4%) (55.2%)
People of Color 30 176 206
P (23.6%) (44.8%) (39.6%)
Unknown* 4 23 27
(3.1%) (5.9%) (5.2%)
Race alone or in combination
American Indian/Alaska 17 31 48
Native (13.4%) (7.9%) (9.2%)
Asian 3 2 >
(2.4%) (0.5%) (1.0%)
5 90 95
| Afri A i
Black/African American (3.9%) (22.9) (18.3%)
Native Hawaiian/Other 0 29 29
Pacific Islander (0.0%) (7.4%) (5.6%)
Hispanic/Latino 13 47 60
(of any race) (10.2%) (12.0%) (11.5%)
105 254 359
Whi
e (82.7%) (64.6%) (69.0%)
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Age Unsheltered Emergency Shelter Total

<18 3 167 170
(2.4%) (42.5%) (32.7%)
<5 2 72 74
6—11 0 33 33
12-17 1 62 63
8 26 34
18-24
8 (6.3%) (6.6%) (6.5%)
63 123 186
25-44
> (49.6%) (31.3%) (35.8%)
36 42 78
45-54
7> (28.3%) (10.7%) (15.0%)
14 33 47
25769 (11.0%) (8.4%) (9.0%)
2 1 3
7
O+ (1.6%) (<1.0%) (1.0%)
Unknown 1 1 2
(<1.0%) (<1.0%) (<1.0%)
Gender Unsheltered Emergency Shelter Total
Male 80 131 211
(62.9%) (33.3%) (40.6%)
Female 43 258 301
(33.8%) (65.6%) (57.8%)
0 1 1
Transgender (1.0%) (<1.0%) (<1%)
3 4 7
Unknown (2.4%) (1.0%) (1.3%)
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Veterans Unsheltered Emergency Shelter Total

Veterans>® 16 12 28
(12.9%) (5.3%) (8.0%)
Domestic violence Unsheltered Emergency Shelter Total
46 84 130
i i i 51
Experienced Domestic Violence (37.0%) (37.3%) (37.4%)

Disabling Conditions Unsheltered Emergency Shelter
Persons with one or more disabling 82 132 214
conditions (64.5%) (33.6%) (41.2%)

Length of Current Episode of Homelessness Unsheltered
Less than one month o
(7.9%)
1—6 months (1 ég%)
7—12 months (1 21,2%)
1-2 years (1 92?%)
2-5 years (1 52.(7)%)
5-10 years (1 11.2%)
>10 years (7.19%)
Unknown (6.?%)

50. Percentage is out of adults: unsheltered = 124, emergency shelter = 225, total = 348.
51. Ibid.
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Chronically Homeless Unsheltered Emergency Shelter Total

Individual adults 65 I 76
(53.3%) (12.1%) (35.6%)
5 30 35
P in famili ith chil
ersons in families with children (100.0%) (9.9%) (11.4%)
Total 70 41 111
(55.1%) (10.4%) (21.3%)

Note: Percentages are based on individual adults unsheltered = 122, individual adults emergency shelter = 91 and individual adults
total = 213, persons in families with children unsheltered = 5, persons in families with children in emergency shelter = 302, persons
in families with children total = 307, total unsheltered = 127, total emergency shelter = 393 and overall total = 520
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APPENDIX D: STREET COUNT PARTICIPANTS

The Street Count is conducted by agencies and organizations across Multnomah County that come into
regular contact with people experiencing homelessness. These include agencies that provide services
to homeless people, outreach organizations, schools, and agencies providing a wide range of services to
low-income households (e.g., meal programs, food pantries, medical clinics, information and referral, and
workforce development agencies).

The table below lists the agencies for the 2009, 2011, 2013, 2015, and 2017 PIT street counts. In order to
make comparisons more logical, the table lists sites by agency rather than by individual site locations.
(Some agencies with multiple departments or programs represent more than one site).

The table reflects the number of survey forms returned by the sites before duplicates or ineligible forms
were removed. Each form represents a household or a camp, so these figures do not provide an indication
of the number of individuals counted by each organization. Additional agencies participated in the count
but did not return any surveys because they did not encounter anyone who was unsheltered and had not
yet been surveyed during the week of the count.

Number of Forms Returned

2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

211info 1 10 10 7 17
Adventist Medical Center 0 0 0 1 0
Agape Church of Christ 0 0 21 57 0
All Saints Episcopal Church 0 0 0 0 6
Anawin 0 79 30 82 0
Better People 4 0 0 0 0
Blanchet House 116 82 82 96 56
Bridgetown Ministries 0 13 0 13 0
Can We Help/ Transformation Network 62 35 48 43 0
Cascade AIDS Project 0 4 2 0 0
Cascadia 21 90 135 34 53
Catholic Charities 1 32 70 79 20
Central City Concern 30 55 97 106 12
City Team Ministries 0 0 0 16 0

Table continued on next page
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Number of Forms Returned

2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

Clackamas Service Center 0 0 0 15 143
CODA Alpha Treatment 5 7 0 0 0
Confederated Tribe of Siletz Indians 0 5 0 0 0
Crossroads Cupboard 0 0 0 3 0
David Douglas SD 40 0 2 0 0 0
Department of Human Services 0 0 1 31 27
Dignity Village 60 60 60 53 51
Dinner & A Movie 0 5 0 0 0
East Hill Church 0 0 0 9 9
Ecumenical Ministries of Oregon 8 0 2 2 0
First Baptist Church (Gresham) 0 0 0 14 0
First Baptist Church (Portland) 20 12 3 7 16
Free Hot Soup 0 0 0 8 21
Gateway Center 0 0 0 0 2
Good News Health Clinic 0 12 8 0 0
Human Solutions 0 2 5 1 1
Imago Dei 0 0 9 9 0
Impact NW 0 9 3 8 0
Janus Youth 104 84 115 77 46
Johnson Creek Watershed Council 0 0 0 3 0
JOIN 998 626 706 585 139
Julia West House 38 20 19 0 0
Living Hope International 0 0 0 15 0
Loaves and Fishes 3 0 10 3 0

Table continued on next page
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Number of Forms Returned

2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

Mainspring (formerly Fish Emergency Services) 3 0 0 9 8
Manna Ministries 0 15 6 1 0
m:zgilrlleaéegéirtz:)r Community (formerly s 5 4 4 0
Mercy Corps 0 3 0 0 0
’[\)Aiit;ﬁ?eih County Intellectual & Developmental 0 0 0 0 3
Multnomah County Corrections/ Sheriff's Discharge 9 15 18 5 0
Multnomah County Health Clinics 57 2 1 17 17
Multnomah County Health Department 6 3 8 22 48
Multnomah County Library-Belmont 0 2 4 7 5
Multnomah County Library-Central 0 22 68 40 11
Multnomah County Library-Gresham 0 0 4 27 3
Multnomah County Library-Holgate 0 0 0 0 8
Multnomah County Library-Midland 0 0 0 0 7
Multnomah County River Patrol 0 0 0 0 7
NARA NW 2 0 0 11 32
NAYA 37 31 7 6 9
New Avenues for Youth 20 8 7 0 8
No One Left Behind 0 0 0 9 0
Northwest Pilot Project 0 0 2 0 0
OHSU Family Medicine at Richmond 0 0 0 4 0
Operation Nightwatch 0 7 5 31 45
Oregon Health Sciences University Social Workers 0 0 0 5 6
Our Peaceful Place 8 0 0 0 0

Table continued on next page
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Number of Forms Returned

2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

Outreach Volunteers 0 0 16 0 100°
Outside In 67 45 50 41 137
P-ear 2 13 10 25 5
Parkrose SD 3 1 0 0 2 3
Portland Adventist Community Services 0 7 0 0 5
Portland Fire & Rescue 0 5 3 0 0
Portland Parks 0 14 54 75 0
Portland Police Bureau 99 0 0 0 0
Portland Public School District 5 7 0 0 2
Portland Rescue Mission 25 52 18 0 0
Portland’s Women Crisis Line 3 0 0 1 0
Potluck in the Park 3 30 47 5 26
Rahab’s Sisters 0 0 0 3 0
Reynolds SD 7 2 5 11 0 2
Right 2 Dream Too 0 0 6 24 24
Rose Haven 0 1 4 8 13
Rosewood Family Health Center 1 0 0 0 0
Saint André Bessette Catholic Church 27 15 38 35 10
Saint Francis Dining Hall 17 35 8 0 31
Saint Mark’s Lutheran 0 3 1 2 0
Saint Stephen’s Episcopal Parish 0 0 4 40 0
Salvation Army 0 27 6 6 1
Sanctuary Presbyterian Church 14 14 13 6 3
Sexual Minority Youth Resource Center (SMYRC) 1 0 0 0 0
Sisters of the Road 17 33 50 40 20

52. Surveys submitted as part of a coordinated outreach strategy, including and not limited to FamilyCare, Micro Community Concepts and
Joint Office of Homeless Services

Page 131



Number of Forms Returned

2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

SnowCap Community Charities 3 8 4 2 11
Street Roots 9 40 52 32 17
Sunnyside Methodist Church 22 6 6 25 0
The Chapel 0 0 0 2 0
Transition Projects 15 23 149 233 87
Transitional Youth/ Street Church 0 19 0 0 0
Trinity Episcopal Cathedral 13 26 10 26 24
Union Gospel Mission 0 32 21 20 0
University of Western States (formerly WBCC) 2 0 3 0 0
Veterans Administration (includes CCRC) 0 5 8 88 46
Voz Day Labor Center 15 10 8 5 7
William Temple House 7 2 1 4 0
Zarephath Kitchen 0 0% 0 34 35

53. Surveys were conducted at Zarephath in 2013 by Janus outreach workers, and the forms were submitted with the Janus forms; so a count of
forms collected at just that location is not available.
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APPENDIX E: ONSC PARTICIPANTS

The One Night Shelter Count (ONSC) is conducted by organizations across Multnomah County that
provide emergency shelter and transitional housing. The following organizations participated in the
2017 ONSC:

Blanchet House

Bradley Angle

Cascade Aids Project
Cascadia Behavioral Healthcare
Central City Concern
Cityteam Portland
Community of Hope

Do Good Multnomah
Human Solutions, Inc.
Impact Northwest

Janus Youth Programs
Luke-Dorf, Inc.

My Father’s House
Neighborhood House
New Avenues for Youth
Outside In

Portland Rescue Mission
Portland Women'’s Crisis Line
Raphael House

Salvation Army

Self Enhancement, Inc.
Transition Projects, Inc.
Volunteers of America
YWCA of Greater Portland
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APPENDIX F: SURVEY FORMS

Included are:
» Multnomah County Homeless Street Count Form (English, Spanish, Russian, Chinese, and Vietnamese)
» One Night Shelter Count Form

» Multnomah County Homeless Street Count Refusal Form

Page 134



Person Completing Form: Organization/Site: Date:

Multnomah County Homeless Street Count February 22-28, 2017 ¢ SIDE A: HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD
Use this form to survey people who are homeless and unsheltered on the night of February 22, 2017.

Did you or will you sleep outside* on Wednesday night February 22"? O Yes O No [if No, Stop Survey]
*Public or private place not ordinarily used for people to regularly sleep in (e.g., vehicle, park, street, abandoned building, campground.)

Have you already taken the Street Count survey this week? OYes O No [ifYes, Stop Survey]

THE QUESTIONS IN THIS BOX ARE REQUIRED. IF THEY CAN’T BE ANSWERED, COMPLETE A REFUSAL FORM.

First letter FIRST name First 3 letters LAST name Age How do you identify your gender?
oM O Trans (F>M)
OF O Trans (M—F)
O Does Not Identify as M, F or Trans

1. Where did/will you sleep Wednesday night February 22"? 7. How do you identify your race/ethnicity?

[Select Only ONE] Check ALL That Apply (and at least one):
O street/sidewalk O Woods/open space [ Hispanic/Latino [ Asian
O Doorway/other private O Vehicle (car, truck, van, [0 White/Caucasian O Slavic
property camper) [Skip to Q2] — O Black/African American O African
O Abandoned house/building O Boat [Skip to Q2] ————— O American Indian/Alaska Native [0 Middle Eastern
O Bridge/overpass/railroad O Other unsheltered location: O Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander [ Don’t Know/Refused
O Park Additional Detail:
1a. [If QI Not Boat or Vehicle:] Did/will you sleep in a 8. Areyou attendingschool? OYes O No
tent at that location on February 22"? 9. Are you employed? OYes ONo
OYes ONo O Don’tKnow 10. [Ask if 18 years or older:] Have you served in the US
2. What part of town did/will you sleep in on February 22"?<- Armed Forces (Army, Navy, Air Force, Marine Corps,
[Select Only ONE] Coast Guard) or been called into active duty by the
O Downtown/Old Town/Pearl O SE Portland (river > 82") National Guard or as a Reservist?

O sW Ptld (outside downtown) O Outer E Ptld (82" = 162")

) OYes ONo O Don’t Know
O NW Ptld (outside downtown) O Gresham

O North Portland O East County (outside 11. How long have you been in Multnomah County?
O Inner NE Ptld (river = 33™) Gresham) O<3mos 0O3-12mos O 1-2yrs O >2yrs
O Central NE Ptld (33" - 82™) O Don’t Know O N/A, I'm from here originally /skip to Q13]
3. Did/will you sleep alone on February 22"? 12. Were you homeless when you came to Multnomah Co?

O Yes ON0—+ OYes O No
_ . : nd
3a. [If 03=No] Who slept/will sleep with you on Feb 22™? 12a. What brought you here? |12b. Where did you move

[Check ALL That Apply:] [Check ALL That Apply] | from? [Select Only ONE]

O Spf)use/l?artner _ O Family/friends O Clack, Wash, or Clark
[0 child/Children/Grandchild(ren) under 18 years O Job opportunities Counties (i.e., Metro area)

[0 Other Relative (e.g., parent, sibling, adult child(ren), O Like it here/good weather O Oregon outside Metro area
aunt/unclt'e, grandpalfent) ' O Access to services/resources | O Washington or California
[0 Non-Relative (e.g., friend, street family) O Other: O Other part of United States

13. [Ask if 18 years or older:] Have you experienced <+
domestic violence (physical/emotional/verbal DV) in
current or past relationships?

4. s this the first time in your life you have experienced
homelessness?
O Yes O No O Don’t Know

5. How long have you been homeless this time? e} \(eg,_+ O No O Don’t Know O Declined
(months) (years) 13a. [If Q13=Yes:] Are you currently fleeing from DV?
[1f duration is 12 months or more, Skip to Q7] O Yes O No O Don’t Know O Declined
6. [If O5 less than 12 months:] Have you lived on the 14. Are you experiencing any of the following? [Ask Each]
streets or in a shelter at least 4 separate times [Check ALL That Apply, Yes Some Dis Cond, OR Declined]
(including this time) in the past 3 years? O Mental illness O Chronic health condition
©) Yes—+ ONo O Don’t Know O Drug use problem O Developmental disability
6a. /If O6=Yes:] In the past 3 years, was the total time [ Alcohol use problem [0 Traumatic brain injury
you have been living on the streets or in a shelter LI Physical disability O Post-traumatic stress
at least 12 months? [ Mobility impairment [ HIV / AIDS
O Yes O No O Don’t Know O Yes, Some Disab O None, N/A O Declined to Answer

Use Side B (back) of this form to gather information for THIS respondent’s ADDITIONAL HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS.




Multnomah County Homeless Street Count ¢ February 22-28, 2017 ¢ SIDE B: ADDT’L HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS

IF A-D CAN’T BE ANSWERED,
COMPLETE A REFUSAL FORM

ADDITIONAL HH MEMBER #1

ADDITIONAL HH MEMBER #2

A. First letter of First Name [required]

D. How do you identify your gender?
[required]

OM OTrans (F>M) O Does Not Identify
OF O Trans (M—=F) as M/F/Trans

OM OTrans (F>M) O Does Not Identify
OF O Trans (M—=F) as M/F/Trans

1. What is your relationship to the person
who completed Side A of this form?
[Select Only ONE]

O Spouse/Partner

O Child/Children/Grandchild under 18 yrs

O Other Relative (e.g., parent, sibling, adult
child(ren), aunt/uncle, grandparent)

O Non-Relative (e.g., friend, street family)

O Spouse/Partner

O Child/Children/Grandchild under 18 yrs

O Other Relative (e.g., parent, sibling, adult
child(ren), aunt/uncle, grandparent)

O Non-Relative (e.g., friend, street family)

2. Is this the first time in your life you have |OYes O No O Don’t Know OYes ONo O Don’tKnow
experienced homelessness?
3. How long have you been homeless this (mos) (yrs) (mos) (yrs)
time? [1If 12 months or more, skip to Q5] [1f 12 months or more, skip to Q5]
4. [If 03<12 mos:] Have you lived on the O Yes O Yes
streets or in a shelter at least 4 separate |O No /Skip to O5] O No [Skip to Q5]
times (incl. this time) in the past 3 years? |O Don’t Know /[Skip to Q5] O Don’t Know [Skip to Q5]
4a. [If Q4=Yes:] In the past 3 years,was |O Yes O Yes
the total time you have been living on the |O No O No
streets or in a shelter at least 12 mos? O Don’t Know O Don’t Know
5. How do you identify your race/ethnicity? |1 Hispanic/Latino [ Asian [ Hispanic/Latino [ Asian
[Check ALL That Apply and at least one] |[d White/Caucasian [ Slavic [0 White/Caucasian [ Slavic
[ Black/African American [ African [ Black/African American [ African

O Amer Indian/Alaska Nat [0 Middle Eastern
[ Nat Hawaiian/Pac Island [ DK/Ref
Additional Detail:

O Amer Indian/Alaska Nat [0 Middle Eastern
[ Nat Hawaiian/Pac Island [ DK/Ref
Additional Detail:

6. Are you attending school? OYes O No OYes O No
STOP HERE FOR CHILDREN 0-17 YEARS
7. Are you employed? OYes O No OYes O No
8. Have you served in the US Armed Forces |O Yes O Yes
(A,N,AF,MC,CG) or been called into active |O No O No
duty by the Nat’l Guard or as a Reservist? |O Don’t Know O Don’t Know
9. How long have you been in Multnomah |O <3 months O >2 years O <3 months O >2 years
County? O 3-12 mos O N/A, I’'m from here O 3-12 mos O N/A, I'm from here
O 1-2 years originally /Skip to Q11] |O 1-2 years originally [Skip to Q11]
10. Were you homeless when you cameto |O Yes O Yes
Multnomah County? O No O No
10a. What brought you here? O Family/friends [ Access to services/ | Family/friends [ Access to services/
[Check ALL That Apply] [ Job opportunities resources [0 Job opportunities resources
[ Like it here/good [ Other: [ Like it here/good [ Other:

weather

weather

10b. Where did you come from?

O Clack, Wash, or Clark Cnty (i.e., Metro area)

O Clack, Wash, or Clark Cnty (i.e., Metro area)

[Select Only ONE] O Oregon, outside O Wash or Calif O Oregon, outside O Wash or Calif
Metro area O Other part of US Metro area O Other part of US
11. Have you experienced domestic O Yes O No [Skip to Q12] O Yes O No [Skip to Q12]

violence (phys/emot/verb DV) in
current or past relationships?

O Don’t Know [Skip to Q12]
O Declined [Skip to Q12]

O Don’t Know [Skip to Q12]
O Declined [Skip to Q12]

11a. [If Q11=Yes:] Are you currently
fleeing from DV?

O Don’t Know
O Declined

O Yes
O No

O Don’t Know
O Declined

O Yes
O No

12. Are you experiencing any of the
following?
[Ask each individually]
[Check ALL That Apply OR
Select Some Disabling Condition OR

[0 Mental illness [ Chronic health cond
[ Drug use prob [ Develop disability

[ Alcohol use prob [ Traumatic brain injury
[ Physical disability [ Post-traumatic stress
J Mobility impair [ HIV/AIDS

[0 Mental illness [ Chronic health cond
[ Drug use prob [ Develop disability

[ Alcohol use prob [ Traumatic brain injury
[ Physical disability [ Post-traumatic stress
J Mobility impair [ HIV/AIDS

None, N/A OR Declined]

O Some Disab Cond O None,N/A O Declined

O Some Disab Cond O None,N/A O Declined




Persona que llena el formulario:

Organizacién/sitio:

Fecha:

Conteo de personas sin hogar del Condado de Multnomah ¢ 22-28 de febrero, 2017 ¢« LADO A: CABEZA DE FAMILIA
Utilice este formulario para encuestar a personas sin hogar y sin albergue la noche del 22 de febrero de 2017.

¢Ya ha contestado la encuesta del conteo esta semana?

éDurmio o dormira en la afuera® la noche del miércoles 22 de febrero? O Si
*Lugar publico o privado que no se utiliza normalmente para que la gente duerma (es decir, vehiculo, parque, calle, edificio abandonado, terreno para campamento).

O No [Si la respuesta es No, detenga la encuesta]

OSi O No [Silarespuesta es Si, detenga la encuesta]

LAS PREGUNTAS EN ESTE RECUADRO SON OBLIGATORIAS. SI NO SE PUEDEN RESPONDER, LLENE UN FORMULARIO DE RECHAZO.

Primera letra del PRIMER nombre| Primeras 3 letras del APELLIDO

Edad

¢Como identifica su género?

OH O Trans (M—=H)
oM O Trans (H=>M)

O No se identifica como H, M o Trans

1. ¢Dénde durmié/dormira la noche del miércoles 22 de febrero? 7.

[Seleccione solo UNA opcion]

O calle/acera O Bosque/espacio abierto

O Puerta/otra propiedad O Vehiculo (carro, camién,
privada

O Casa/edificio abandonado O Bote /[Saltar a P2]

O Puente/paso elevado/ferrocarrii O Otro lugar a la intemperie:

O Parque

camioneta, cdmper) [Saltar a P2]

1a. /Si P1 no es bote ni vehiculo:] éDurmid/dormira en
una casa de campaiia en este sitio el 22 de febrero?

OSi ONo O No sabe

2. ¢En qué parte de la ciudad durmié/dormira el 22 de febrero? <—

[Seleccione solo UNA opcion]

O Downtown/Old Town/Pearl O SE Portland (rio = 82nd)

O SW Ptld (afuera de downtown) O Quter E Ptld (82nd = 162nd)

O NW Ptld (afuera de downtown) O Gresham
O Norte de Portland
O Interior NE Ptld (rio = 33™) Gresham)
O Central NE Ptld (339 > 82™) O No sabe

3. ¢éDurmié/dormira solo(a) el 22 de febrero?
O Ssi ONo 3

O East County (afuera de

3a. [Si P3=No] ¢Quién durmié/dormira con usted el 22 de febrero?

[Marque TODAS las que aplican]

[0 Esposo(a)/pareja

[0 Nifio(a)/nifios(as)/ nieto(s) menor(es) de 18 afios

[0 Otros familiares (es decir, padres, hermanos, hijos
adultos, tios, abuelos)

[0 No parientes (es decir, amigos, familia de la calle)

4. ¢Es la primera vez que ha vivido sin hogar?

O Ssi O No O No sabe
5. ¢éCuanto tiempo ha sido una persona sin hogar esta vez?
(meses) (afios)

[Si la duracion es de 12 meses o mas, pase a la P7]

6. [Si P5 es menor a 12 meses:] éHa vivido en las calles o en
un albergue por lo menos 4 veces distintas (incluyendo
esta vez) en los ultimos 3 anos?

@) Si—+O No O No sabe

6a. /Si P6=>Si:] ¢En los ultimos 3 afios, el tiempo total que
ha vivido en las calles o en un albergue fue de al
menos 12 meses?

OSi O No

O No sabe

10.

12,

13.

14.

¢Como identifica su raza/origen étnico?
Marque TODAS las opciones que aplican (v por lo menos una):

[ Hispano/Latino [0 Asiatico
[ Blanco/Caucasico [ Eslavo
[ Negro/Afroamericano [ Africano

[ Indigena americano/nativo de Alaska [1 Medioriental
[ Nativo de Hawai/islefio del Pacifico [ Nosabe/se niegaa contestar
Detalles adicionales:

O Ssi O No
OSi  ONo

[Pregunte si la persona tiene 18 arios o mas:] éHa servido
en las Fuerzas Armadas de los EE.UU. (Ejército, Marina,
Fuerza Aérea, Cuerpo de Marines, Guardacostas) o ha sido
llamado a servicio activo por la Guardia Nacional o como
un reservista?

OSi  ONo ONosabe

éAsiste a la escuela?
éTiene empleo?

. éCuanto tiempo ha estado en el Condado de Multnomah?

O 3-12meses O 1-2 afios O > 2 afios
O N/A, soy de aqui originalmente [salte a P13]

¢Era usted una persona sin hogar cuando vino al Co. de Multnomah?
Osi ONo

12a. Qué lo trajo aqui?
[Marque TODAS las que aplican]
[ Familia/amigos

[0 Oportunidades de empleo
[0 Me gusta aqui/hay buen clima
O Acceso a servicios/recursos | O Washington o California

U Otra: O Otra parte de E.E.U.U
[Pregunte si la persona tiene 18 arios o mas:| «—
¢Ha experimentado violencia doméstica (fisica/
emocional/verbal) en relaciones actuales o pasadas?

(@) Sij ONo ONosabe O No contestd

13a. /Si P13=Si:] éEsta huyendo actualmente

de violencia doméstica?
OSi O No O No sabe O No contestd

¢éEsta experimentando alguna de las siguientes? [Pregunte cada
unal[Marque todas las que aplican, Si algunas discapacidades, O No contesto]

O < 3 meses

12b. ¢De dénde se mudé?
[Seleccione solo UNA opcion]
O Condados de Clack, Wash,
o Clark (area metropolitana)
O Oregon, fuera del rea metro.

[0 Enfermedad mental

[ Problema de uso de drogas
[J Problema de uso de alcohol
[ Discapacidad fisica

O Impedimento de movilidad

[J Condicién de salud crénica
[ Discapacidad del desarrollo
[ Lesién cerebral traumatica
[ Estrés postraumatico

O VIH/SIDA

O Si, alguna discapacidad O Ninguna, N/A O No contestd

Utilice el Lado B (reverso) de este formulario para reunir informacién sobre MIEMBROS DEL HOGAR ADICIONALES de ESTE encuestado.




Conteo de personas sin hogar del Condado de Multnomah ¢ 22-28 de febrero, 2017 ¢ LADO B: MIEMBROS DEL HOGAR ADICIONALES

SI NO SE PUEDEN CONTESTAR A-D,
LLENE UN FORMULARIO DE RECHAZO

MIEMBRO ADICIONAL #1

MIEMBRO ADICIONAL #2

A. Primera letra del primer nombre /obligatorio]

D. ¢Como identifica su género?
[obligatorio]

OH OTrans (M—>H) O No se identifica
OM OTrans (H>M)  como H, Mo Trans

OH O Trans (M—>H) O No se identifica
OM O Trans (H=>M) como H, M o Trans

1. ¢{Cual es su parentesco con la persona
que llend el Lado A de este formulario?
[Seleccione solo UNA opcion]

O Esposo(a)/Pareja

O Hijo(s)/nieto(s) menores de 18 afios

O Otros familiares (es decir, padres,
hermanos, hijos adultos, tios, abuelos)

O No parientes (es decir, amigos, familia
de la calle)

O Esposo(a)/Pareja

O Hijo(s)/nieto(s) menores de 18 afios

O Otros familiares (es decir, padres,
hermanos, hijos adultos, tios, abuelos)

O No parientes (es decir, amigos, familia
de la calle)

2. ¢Es la primera vez que ha vivido sin OSi ONo O Nosabe OSi ONo O Nosabe
hogar?
3. éCudnto tiempo ha sido una persona sin (meses) (afios) (meses) (afios)
hogar esta vez? [Si 12 meses o mds, salte a P5] [Si 12 meses o mds, salte a P5]
4. [Si P3<12 meses:] éHa vivido en las calles |O Si O si
o en un albergue al menos 4 veces distintas  |O No [Salte a la P5] O No /Salte a la P5]
(incluyendo esta vez) en los ultimos 3 afios? | O No sabe /Salte a la P5] O No sabe [Salte a la P5]
4a. [Si P4=S5i:] ¢En los Gltimos 3 afios, el O si O si
tiempo total que ha vivido en las calles o en O No O No
un albergue fue de al menos 12 meses? O No sabe O No sabe
5. ¢Como identifica su raza/origen étnico? | Hispano/latino O Asiatico O Hispano/latino O Asiatico
[Marque TODAS las opciones que O Blanco/caucésico O Eslavo S BIanco//caucésicc_) O Eslavo
apliguen v vor lo menos una O Negro/afroamericano O Africano Negro/afroamericano O Africano
priquen.yp / O Indig. Amer./nat.de Alaska [ Medioriental Indig. Amer./nat. de Alaska [0 Medioriental
O Nat. de Hawai/islefio O No sabe/No |0 Nat. de Hawai/islefio O No sabe/No
del Pacifico contesté del Pacifico contesto
Detalles adicionales: Detalles adicionales:
6. ¢Asiste a la escuela? OSi ONo OSi ONo

DETENGASE AQUI PARA MENORES DE 0-17 ANOS

7. éTiene empleo? OSi ONo OsSi ONo
8.¢Ha servido en las Fuerzas Armadas de los EE.UU. O Si O Si

(Ejército, Marina, Fuerza Aérea, Cuerpo de Marines, O No O No

Guardacostas) o ha sido llamado a servicio activo por

la Guardia Nacional 0 como un reservista? O No sabe O No sabe
9. {Cuénto tiempo ha estado en el Condado |O <3 meses O >2 afios O <3 meses O >2afios

de Multnomah? O 3-12 meses O N/A, soy de aqui O 3-12 meses O N/A, soy de aqui

O 1-2 afios originalmente [Salte a P11]|O 1-2 afios originalmente /Salte a P11]
10. ¢Era usted una persona sin hogar O si O si
cuando vino al Condado de Multnomah? |O No O No

10a. ¢Qué lo trajo aqui?
[Marque todas las que apliquen]

[J Acceso a servicios/
recursos
O Otro:

O Familia/amigos
[J Oportunidades de empleo
O Me gusta aqui/

buen clima

[ Acceso a servicios/
recursos
O Otro:

O Familia/amigos
O Oportunidades de empleo
O Me gusta aqui/

buen clima

10b. é¢De dénde se mudé?
[Seleccione solo UNA opcion]

O Condados Clack, Wash o Clark (es decir, &rea metropolitana)

O Oregon, fueradrea O Wash. o Calif.
metropolitana O Otra parte de EE.UU.

O Condados Clack, Wash o Clark (es decir, 4rea metropolitana)

O Oregon, fueradrea O Wash. o Calif.
metropolitana O Otra parte de EE.UU.

11. ¢Ha experimentado violencia doméstica | O Si O No [Salte a P12] Osi O No [Salte a P12]
(fisica/emocional/verbal) en relaciones O No sabe [Salte a P12] O No sabe [Salte a P12]
actuales o pasadas? O No contesto [Salte a P12] O No contesté [Salte a P12]

11a. [Si P11=Si:] ¢Esta huyendo Osi O No sabe Osi O No sabe
actualmente de violencia doméstica? |O No O No contestd O No O No contesto

12. ¢Esta experimentando alguna de las
siguientes?
[Pregunte cada una individualmente]
[Marque todas las que aplican O
seleccione alguna condicion de discapacidad
O Ninguna, N/A O No contesto]

O Enfermedad mental [ Cond. de salud cronica
[0 Probl. de uso de drogas [ Discapacidad del desarrollo
[ Probl. de uso de alcohol [ Lesidn cerebral traumética
[0 Discapacidad fisica [ Estrés postraumatico

O Impedimento de movilidad [ VIH/SIDA

O Alguna cond. de disc. O Ninguna, N/A O No contest6

[0 Enfermedad mental [ Cond. de salud crénica
O Probl. de uso de drogas [ Discapacidad del desarrollo
O Probl. de uso de alcohol [ Lesién cerebral traumética
O Discapacidad fisica [ Estrés postraumatico

O Impedimento de movilidad (1 VIH/SIDA

[0 Alguna cond. de disc. O Ninguna, N/A O No contestd




Jnuo, 3anonHaAOLWeEe aHKeTy:

OpraHu3auua/mecToHaxoXaeHune:

Aara:

MNepenucob xkuteneit okpyra MantHoma co ctatycom BOMIK ¢ 22-28 ¢pespans 2017 r. ¢« CTOPOHA A: T/TABA CEMbU
Hcnonk3yiite 9Ty aHKETy A/ epenucu Juil ¢o ctatycoMm BOMIK u He Npo:KHBAKIKMX B MPUIOTAX 11 6e30MHBIX B HOub 22 ¢eppais 2017 1.

3a6poweHHoe 30aHue, NaoujadKa 044 KemnuHaa.)
Bbl y»ke yyacTBoBanu B nepenncu 6e3a0mMHbIX ML, Ha 3Toil Heaene? O [la

Cnasu aim Bbl unmn Gyaete nn Bol cnatb Ha yinue* B Houb Ha cpeay 22 pespana? O fla O Het [eciu nem, ne 3anoansiime anxeny oanvuie]
*Mecmo obuwecmeeHH020 UsU YaCMHO20 10/16308aHUS, 06bIYHO HE UCMOAb3yeMoe M00bMU 0718 pe2ynapHbIX HOYEBOK (Hanpumep, aemomobusb, NApK, yauya,

O Hert [ecnu 0a, He 3anonusiime ankemy danvute]

OBA3ATE/IbHO OTBETbTE HA 3TU BOMPOCbI. EC/1I Bbl HE MOXETE OTBETUTb HA 3TU BOMPOCbI, 3AMO/IHUTE ®OPMY OTKA3A.

Mepsas 6ykBa MeHM MepBbie Tpyu 6yKBbl pamuaum Bospact Baw non?
oM QO Tpanc (}K—>M)
O X O Tpahc (M=)
O He cuutaet ceba M, ¥ nam TpaHcceKkcyaaom

1. Fae Bbl cnanu/6yaete cnatb B HOUb Ha cpeay 22 despana?
[Bvibepume monvko 1 omsem]
O Ha ynnue/Ha TpoTtyape
O Ha nopore goma/apyroii
yacTHom cobcTBEHOCTH
O B 3abpoweHHom gome/3aaHNK

O B necy/s none

O B asTOTPaHCNOPTHOM
cpeacTse (MalwmHe,
rPy30BUKe, B3HE, Kemnepe)

[Hepeiimu k B2] ——————
O ¥ moca/s HapsemHoM O Ha nogake [Ilepetimu k B2] —
nepexoae/y »/A O [pyroe mecTo Ha yauue:
O nNapk

1a. [Ecau omeem na Bl ne nooka unu aémomoounn. |
Cnanu nn nv Boi/6yaete nmn Bbl cnaTb B nanartke
B YKa3aHHOM mecTe 22 ¢peBpana?

Opfa O Her O HesHatw

[Bvibepume monvrko O/JHH omeem]

O B ueHTpe ropoaa/s ctapoit yactu
ropoaa/p-He Mepn

O B t03 MNopTneHae (3a npeaenamm
LeHTpa ropoaa)

O B C3 lMNopTtneHae (3a npegenamm
LeHTpa ropoaa)

O CeBepHbit MopTneHa,

O BHyTpeHHui1 CB NopTieHs,
(peka = 339 yn.)

O UeHnTpanbHbiin CB MopTtaeHa, (337 > 827 yn.)

O 3a npesenamm BOCTOYHOIO
Noptnenaa (827 - 1627 yn.)

O Npewem

O BocTouHbIl oKpyr (3a
npegenamu Mpewema)

O He 3Hato

3. Bbl HoueBanu/6ypete HoueBaTb oauH/ogHa 22 despans?
O [da OHer ™%
3a. [Ecau omeéem na B3=nem] C kem Bbl HoueBanu/6ypete
HoueBaTb 22 ¢pespana? [Ommemvme BCE nooxoosuyue omeemoi. |
OO Cynpyr (-a)/naptHép
Pe6eHok/aetn/BHyK (-1) B Bo3pacTte ao 18 net
[pyroit poacteeHHUK (Hanpumep, poautens, 6pat/cectpa,
B3pOC/blit pebeHok (aetn), Teta/aana, 6abyluka/aeayiika)
[0 HepoacrseHHoe AnLO (Hanpumep, Apyr, yandHas obuimHa)

4. 370 neps.blii pa3s B KKU3HK, KOraa y Bac HET MecTa XKuTenbcTea?

O la O Her O He 3Hato
5. Kak ponroy Bac HeT mecTa *KUTeNbCTBa B TOT pas?
(mecaues) (net)

[Ecnu mecmo sorcumenvcmea omcymcemesyem 12 mecaues unu 6onvuie,
nepetimu k B7]

6. [Ecnu omeem na B5 "wmenvwe 12 mecayes”:] unv nu Bbl Ha
yAuuax uam B npuiote AnA 6e3f0MHbIX NtoAei Kak MUHUMYM 4
pasa (Bkntouyas aToT pas) 3a nocnegHue 3 roga?

Ofa OHert OHe 3Hato

6a. [Ecau omeéem na B6=/[a:] 3a nocnegHue 3 roaa obwunii cpok

Baluero NPoXKUBaHUA Ha YIMLAX UK B NputoTe ans 6e340MHbIX

6bin He meHee 12 mecaues?
O [Oa O Het

O He 3Hato

. B KaKoli yactm ropoaa Bbl cnanu/6ypete cnatb 22 pespana? €¢—

7. Bawa paca/HauMOHanbHOCTb?
Buibepume BCE nooxoosiwyue omsemvl (Kak MUHUMYM OOUH).

[ NatuHoamepukaHckas O Aswnatbl
[ benas/esponeongras O CnassaHe
[ YepHan/adpoamepuraHckan O AdpuKaHupbl

[0 AmepukaHckue nnaeiubl/ypoxenusl Anackn [ BavkHeBocTouHas paca
[J YpoxeHupbl FaBaiickmx 0CTPOBOB/YPOMEHLLbI TUXOOKEaHCKMX OCTPOBOB

[ He 3Hato/He xouy oTBeyaTh
JononHumesnoHaa uHgpopmayus

O fa O Her

. O fa O Her

10. [/{ns nuy 6 6o3pacme om 18 nem:] Cnyxunun an Bel 8 BC CLUA
(apmuu, pnote, BBC, mopckas nexota, 6eperoBas oxpaHa) unu
Npu13bIBaAUCh U Bbl HAa AEACTBUTENIbHYIO BOGHHYIO C/TYXK6Y
HaLMOHaNbHOW rBapAueit UK B KayecTse pesepBucTa?
O fa O Her

Bbl yuntecb?

Bbl paboTaete?

O He 3Hato

O B 10B MopTneHae (pexa > 82%yn) 11. Kak aonro Bbl HaxoauTech B okpyre MantHoma?

O <3 mecaues O 3-12 mecayes O 1-2roga O <2 net
O Henpumernmo, s - KopeHHOMN wuTens [nepetimu k B13]
12. Bbino nu y Bac mecro xutenbcTsa, Koraa Bl npuexanu s
okpyr MantHoma?

O QOa O Her

12a. Mouyemy Bbl npuexanm croga?

12b. Omkyda Bel nepeexanu?
[Ommemvme BCE nooxooswue]

[Bvibepume OLUH omeem]
OO0kpyrv Knakamac, BawmHrroH
nnu Knapk (T.e. CTONNYHBbIV

pervox)
OO0peroH 3a npegenamm
CTONMYHOTO pernoHa
OBawwuHrtoH nan KannpopHusa
OJpyras yactb CLUA

O cembn/npysss

[ BoamoskHocTs HaliTh paboty

[ Me speco Hpasutes/
XopoLwasn noroaa

O Aoctyn k yeayram/pecypcam

O Opyroe:

13. [/[ns nuy 6 6ospacme om 18 nem:] NopBepranucb nu Bl €¢——

AomauiHemy Hacunmio (pusnueckomy/smoumoHanbHomy/
Bep6anbHOMY) B TEKYLLUX U/IN NPOLLAbIX OTHOLUEHUAX?
O fa O Her OMHesnalo O He xouy oTBevaThb
13a. [Eciu omeem na Bl13=/]a:] Bbl B HacToAlee Bpemsa
CKpbiBaeTeCb OT gomMmalluHero Hacuama?

O Aa O Het O HesHato O He xouy oTBeyaTtb

14. Crpapaete nv Bobl o1 cnegytowmx Heayros? [Cnpocume kajicoozo.

Buibepume BCE nooxooauue omeemvi, /la, 00un us nedyeos, UJIU ne xouy
omeeuams|

O neuxuy. 3a6onesanme

O HapkomaHusa

O Ankoronunsm

O MHBanngHoCcTb

O HapylweHune nogBu»KHOCTH

[J Xponuueckoe 3abonesatrme
(1 Hapywenue passuTua

[ YepenHo-mosrosan Tpasma
1 Nocrrpasmatnyeckuii crpecc
O suy/cnng

Ofa, oanH s Hegyros O Hert, Henpumennmo O He xouy oTBevatb

Ha ctopoHe B (06opoTe) aToit aHKeTbl yKaxkute nHdpopmauyuio o APYITUX YIIEHAX CEMbU 3TOIO pecnoHAeHTa.




Mepenucob xuteneii okpyra MantHoma co cratycom BOMMK ¢ 22-28 dpespana 2017 r. ¢ CTOPOHA B: APYITUE YNEHbI CEMbM

EC/IM OTBETbI HA BOINPOCb! A-D HE MOr'YT
bbITb [1O/IYYEHbI, 3AMOJ/IHUTE ®OPMY
OTKA3A

YJ1EH CEMbMU #1

YN1EH CEMbM #2

A. MepBas 6yKBa UMeHU [ykazamyb 00s3amenvHo|

D. Non? [ykazame obsazamenvHo|

OM O Ttpancik>M)  OHe cuntaert cebsa
OX O TpaHc (M=) M, X naun TpaHccekcyanom

OM O TpaHc (K—>M)
O X O Tpahc (M=)

OHe cuutaet cebs
M, X nnum TpaHccekcyanom

1. Bawa cteneHb poacTBa NO OTHOLEHUIO
K /1LYy, 3aN0JIHMBLUEMY CTOPOHY A 3TOM
aHKeTbI?

[Bovibepume monvko OUH omeem]

O cynpyr (-a)/naptHép
Pe6éHok/etn/BHyK (-uka) B Bo3pacTe a0 18 net
[pyroit poacTBeHHUK (Hanpumep, pogutens, 6pat/
cecTpa, B3pocAblit pebEHoK (aetn), Teta/aaan,
6abylKa/aeaywka
HepoacTBeHHOE ML (Hanpumep, APYr, yAnYHasA
06LMHa)

O cynpyr (-a)/naptHép
PebéHok/OeTn/BHyK (-uKka) B BO3pacTe Ao 18 net
[pyroit poacteeHHUK (Hanpumep, pogutens, 6pat/
cecTtpa, B3pocablit pebEHOK (aetn), Teta/aaas,
6abyliKka/aeaywka
HepogacTBeHHOe AnLo (Hanpumep, ApYr, yAMUdHas
06LMHa)

2. 370 nepBbIii pa3 B }U3HK, Koraa y Bac
HeT MecTa Kutenbcrsa?

O fa O Hetr O He 3Hatw

O Jda O Her O He3Halo

3. Kak pgonro y Bac HeT mecTa }KUTenbCcTBa B ( mecaues) (neT) ( mecaues) (neT)
aToT pas? [Ecau 12 mecaues unu donee, nepeiimu k B5] |[Ecau 12 mecayes unu donee, nepeiimu k B5]

4. [Eciu omeem na B3 <12 mecayes:]
¥unu nm Bbl Ha yauuax uaum s npuiote ana
6e340MHbIX Ntogeit Kak MUHUMYM 4 pasa
(BKntouan aToT pas) 3a nocnegHue 3 roga?

O fa
O Her [Ilepetimu x B5]
O He 3Hato [Ilepetimu k B5]

O fa
O Her [Ilepetimu k B5]
O He 3Hato [Ilepetimu k B5]

4a. [Ecmu omeem na B4=/[a:] 3a nocnegnve 3 O QOa O fa
ropa o6wii cpok Bawero npoxusanua Ha ynmuaxwm | O Het O Het
B NpuioTe A1A 6e3A0MHbIX 6bin He MeHee 12 mecsaues? | O He 3Hato O He 3Hato
5. Bawa paca/HauMoHanbHOCTbL? Lnaturoamepukancran Clasuarsi [Inatmnoamepukarckan CAsuare
[Boibepume BCE nooxoosujue omsembvi LlBenan/esponeonanan LlCnasane L16enas/esponeonanas Casare
(kaK MMM, 00UH)]: [l4epHan/adpoamepykarickan  APPUKaHCKaA YepHas/abpoamepuarckas IAGPUKarcKas
yM, : AmepyiKaHcKu1e MHaeiLpl/ OB anxHesoctouHas AMepUKaHCKYE MHAENLbI/ BAnxHeBOCTOuHaA
YPOXKeHLbl ANACKU [CIHe 3Hato/ne X04y OTBEYaTb YPOMXKeHLbl ANACKM He 3Hato/He Xxouy oTBeYaTb
Cdyposetupt ragaiickmx LlononkuTenbhan CJyposkeHupl Fasaiickux AononHuTesbHan
OCTPOBOB/YPOKEHLIbI HpopmaLms OCTPOBOB/YPOKEHLLb nHbopmaLpsa
THXOOKEaHCKMX OCTPOBOB THUXOOKEaHCKMX OCTPOBOB
6. Bbl yuntecb? O fa O Het O fa O Her
HE 3AIIOJIHATH JAJIBIHIE JVIAI JIETEU B BO3PACTE 0-17 JIET
7. Bbl pabotaere? O fa O Her O fa O Her
8. Cny>kwnm num Boi B BC CLLIA (apmuu, dnore, BBC, O [Ja O [a
MOCKas NexoTa, beperosas 0XpaHa) WM NpUsbIBa/IUCL O H O H
1 Bbl Ha AeiiCTBUTENbHYIO BOEHHYHO C/TYKOY er er
HaLOHaNbHOM rBapamel win B Kauectse pesepaucta? | O He 3Hato O He 3Hato
9. Kak gonro Bbl HaxoguTtecb B OKpyre O<3mecaues O >2ner O <3 mecaues O >2net
MantHoma? 03-12 mecaues  OHenpumeHumo, s - kopertoi | O3-12 mecaues  OHenpuMeHUMO, A - KOPEHHO
O 1-2 roga wutens [Iepetimu k B11] O1-2ropa wutens [Tlepeiimu k B11]
10. Bbino nm y Bac MecTo }uUTeNbCTBa, Koraa Bbl | O Oa O QOa
npuexanu 8 okpyr MantHoma? O Her O Her

10a. NMouyemy Bbl npuexanu croga?
[Ommemovme BCE nooxooswue
omeemul |

] cembs/apysbs
BO3MOMHOCTb HalTK
paboty
MHe 34ecb HpasuTca/
Xopoluas noroaa

O focryn k yenyram/
pecypcam
O [pyroe:

O pocryn k yenyram/
pecypcam
O Opyroe:

[ cembn/npyssn
BO3MOXKHOCTb HaWTH
paboty
MHe 3aecb HpasuTca/
XopoLas noroga

10b. OTKyaa Bbl npuexanu?

OO0peroH 3a npegenamm
CTONMYHOTO pernoHa

OO0kpyru Knakamac,
BawmnHITOH nnn

OO0peroH 3a npegenamm
CTOJINYHOTO pPeruoHa

OO0kpyrv Knakamac,
BawmHrToH nnn

[Bribpame monvro OAUH omeem] Knapk (T.e. OBalwunHrToH nnu KannpopHus Knapk (.e. OBawwuHrroH nnn Kanndoprusa
cTonnuHbin pernoH)  O[flpyras yactb CLUA cTonmnuHblii pernoH) O fpyras yactb CLUA
11. Noasepranucb nn Bbl gomawHemy Hacuamio (O [la O Her [Ilepeiimu k Q12] O fa O Hert [Ilepeiimu x Q12]

(pu3mnueckomy/amoumoHabHoMy/BepbanbHOMY)
B TEKYLLWX MM NPOLUAbIX OTHOLLEHUAX?

O He 3Hato [Ilepetimu k Q12]
O He xouy otseyats [Ilepeiimu k Q12]

O He 3Hato [Ilepeiimu x Q12]
O He xouy otBeyatb [Ilepeiimu k Q12]

11a. [Eciu Omeem na B11=/]a:] Bul 8 Hactoawee |O [Ja OHe 3Hato O fa OHe 3Hato
BPeMs CKPbIBaeTeCb OT AOMALUHEro HacuAnA? O Her  OHe xouy oTBeyatb O Her OHe xouy oTBevaTtb
12. UcnbiTbiBaeTe M Bbl 0AuH U3 crepylowmx Ll Ncuxuy. sabonesarme [ Xporwueckoe 3a6onesarme | CIMcuxmy. sa6onesanve [ XpoHwueckoe 3abonesaHmne
Heayros? [CJHapkomarms [ Hapyuwerue passumia CHapkomarmsa HapyLueHue passuTUA
[Cnpocume kasicooco] ClAnkoronvam YepenHo-mosrosas Tpaema | ] Ankoronmam YepenHo-mo3roBas TpaBma
[Ommemums BCE nooxoosuwue omeemoi Clnveanuarocts lMocTTpaBmaTUyeckuii Cuhsanuarocts MocTTpaBmaTuyeckumii
WJIN svibepume 00no uz 3abonesanuii CHapywerne cTpecc [Hapywetue cTpecc
HJIH Hem, nenpumenumo UJIH ne xouy NOABMKHOCT 0 Buy/crvg, NOABMKHOCTU Oleuy/cng

omeeyamy]

O OnpHwmz Heayros O Her, Henpumernmo O He xouy otBevaTb

O OmmH w3 Heayros O Her, Henpumernmo O He xody otBevatb




FIBEEA:

HR /G

HHA:

BEEE A LRIBESITE ¢20174E2H22-28H ¢ AT - A+
FHARZR W 22017492 A 22 H 248 FER AT BRI TSR FIR A

2H22H (A=) Zeisl4MESLaEgBREEaLE*? o2 o
*— NN I ) A IET ANy (P17 A 37 L JEFFERmY. FEE )

[HI9 1 1L 9 28]

AESINS LS HED? O Off [HI 2T 1L A 2]

XAHE B R A, TTEAEER), IEEEHEA R AR,

BFHE— TR HRNRI=15R E - @ME%&I‘J‘@SU%?
OWE O (k%

O Ll O &Mt (B
ORER I, LolEid 23

. 2H22H (A=) ZuisSHEEERE ?
[HPEAT]
O # b/ N fTiE O b/l
O #H UMNUE. K4 1%,

O [T/ AR AL
O W5 7185 BERE) (B
O it L (Bl i)

O WFGE/ RNk
O Ak O HATCUE I Fr -

la. [AIR I EZAEM FBL 42 ] 2H22H
L R /e A RTEAR D HT K B G 2
o OfF O HIE
. 2H22 0 YRR S AT N TR, <

[ O P4 4T

O filX/ERIX BERIX TFE—>825)
O PRF=TURIES (M) O W22 4R HNFR
O JAF=PHALES (k5h) 82 E—>162)

O BRF=ALHB O HEHT

7.

10.

11.

O PHF=/RALEAIN (THii—33%5) O AHE (M5 pEt s

O WHRF=ARAL IR (335—82%5) O AAIHE
. 2H 220 SR TRk 5 R /0 B R 2
Oz O
3a. [AIEEE IS 24 2 H 22 H SYliES R —i
R EEA SE—REER?
[TEFEFIT G G HIEI: ]
O AdfE/ e
O K185 1L /9h 714

O HAeRE (BIansces S 722 SO il

A B
O JERIE (BlmeifA)
. SERETESR R ?

o O OAHLE
. BERERBIRT A2
(H) (4F)

[FF2E12 NABELLEFY,  BEEYAE07]
. [HERFES BIEL A E12 1N BEZER,
Z/OENKR (BIEXK) BEELSEY A EEg?

O O0f OHE

6a. [AIER s 1B e SR =FEE, BEELER

TR ek T 20 F12NA ?
oF o O NHIE

13.

14.

#5eA% B CRRR IR 2
PP AE A HIETT (Z0E8) -

O Ve o /bl T O T

O F /iR A mEETSIN

O B /FEMEEE A O JEMES

O SEMEEEZ N/BIRiinE R O R RS

O ZE L&/ AR R mPNSEZ NGRS
Hi¥ s

BREELEY%? O Of

BESHEIE? OF Of

[T E 185 1952 15 2 -] R AR E I ZERA
FHE. BE. TZE. BERKN. WEET)

Hﬁ%ﬁ? BCE N B E R DA RIS ST

#% ?

O oO#fi OAfHnE
IEEBEHREEZ AT ?

OME3ITH 0O3127H O12F O 2L E
O FNdEH, FOEAHN [EEkEH213]

ERBFEE BRI ITR T3

o2 Off

12a. BAH 2KIXE ? 12b. LM PBEA 7

[HEFE IR AIE AT | [
ORN/HK O Clack. Wash B Clark &
O TAEN= (FlnmetroHiX)

O = 0X B/l O Mt XS Metro.Z SLHILSS
O =325 /7R O HEpRH el M X
0 Hfth: O SR H Attt /5
[FIXFF 185 13207 ] SRR IUTEAE <«
B (BB STETEN) FERT?
O 0@ OfHHE OffLgFEE
13a. [/ 3HYER A2 ] SRS T SREEFRT]
HyE g ?
O Off OfALE ORI
BREH FHHLA—FEB? [&F—5]
[EFEPF A G HIET, [ B i P e 2 e 5]

O K5 s O P it e )
O & 2% ] O k& & ks

O Y3y [t O M5 i
O S5k O G )5 BUiE
mEFSIENE O HIV / AIDS

O, #nPdw O, NEH O fh%e[n%

HEARABE (FH) iCRRZ A LMRERRNER.




BELAMELRINESITE «» 20174525 22-28H « B : HAMSER A

TrEEIEA-DITHY,
BHEG YA,

Eﬂﬁ%@ﬁl&ﬁ (—%)

Ef@%ﬁlﬁﬁﬁwﬁ (=%)

A. BFMEE— TR [ HT]

D. I N B CHIMERIRZ?
L2

O % O&ME (&&H) O NEkkE
O# OFME (&) B/

O % O&ME (&&H) O RiEkkE
O1x Ot (F&k) B/

1 EEHEARARNA LRI AXR?
[

O R/ 1A

O Kifi18% W12 /Ph 2

O Hftze® (FlnscHt. e, mAT
Lo RGBS AHACES)

O JEEE (HluntEyiing)

O FcfH/f15

O R85 I T L/ T

O Hftzwg (Hlmict:. . AT
Lo BURL/ . FHACEE)

O JEXm (Bl A

2. RGPS — R ? O OF O OR OF O
3. ERXRTRIR T A2 (H) (4F) (H) ()
[12//‘HEEL)(J&H9, BEE ] 5] [12NABCLLERY,  BEE)E5]
A, [[FEBHYEZLE A A E12 T AR ] o 2 o2
ME=4FE, FOHFNK (BFXK) |0 E [BEE)5] O & [BkE/rT5]
BrE A LR AT B ? O ANHLHE [BEE#5] O AHLE [BEEH&5]
da. [[HAIEZ 20 ] BE=ZEER, |0 2 o &
BREASLBUET T RIIERETE O & o 7
PE12DMA ? O AHnE O ANHIE
5. 35615 B CFIR kw2 O FaEms/hr 1 O s O VeHEF /P ] A O s
[P AE S HIET (Zk8) ] O AN/EIRA Ok (O BA/EIERA mEETSIN
O BAJENGEEEA O JENE O BASEMEEEA O JENE
O ENEEEZ R+ O s O 2EMEEZZ b+ O s
O EiELZACHES R O MR/ AR (O EREEHE AR R O AHRE/ArE
O HhiFlg: O Al
6. BREELZE? o Off o Of
0-17 5 W1 Z-FZIt .1
1. REETLE? o Oft o OfF
8. IR EHEEMNEN (BE. BE. £%. |0 & O &
WERGEIN. WEETI) Bdft? &M O & o %
BEEERE TS BHEAEMEREAN? |O NALE O AHnLHE
9. BIERBEILAREL AT ? ORE3ITNH 02N E OMRE3IT™H 024l E
03-127MH O TdiH, AN 0 3- 127 H O NEH, AN
O 1-24F [BEE 1] O 1-24F [BEE 8 1]
10. BEBEHEMEAT ? o O
o % o %
10a. A AKX E? O KA/ O =32 AR5 /TR O RAN/K 2RSS [ R
[FEFE T BIE & ] O LENl= 0O HAth - O TEWl= l:l E{’é

O =X B/ gkt

O =X B/ skt

10b. #RHESR ?
[

O Clack, Wash 8¢ Clark B (ffillliMetro) Hh[X)
O BHIX I metro O LEB&H M SN
O EE AT

O Clack, Wash 8% Clark B (ffi[lliMetro) Hi[X)
O 1HE#IX M Metro O HRERIHUMN s
O E[FEMH A5

11. B R A2 IR oF= O 15 [BkE)812] oF= 5 [BEE 81 2]
(EBA/ B/ SERFER) REZI? O AHLE [BEE 81 2] O AHLE /B &1 2]
O Rml% [BEE))d12] O NaI% [BkE)812]
11a. [/HEI1IEZR K20 ] BRER |0 & O AHE O & O AHnE
BT REZRIWEE? O ORNEIES O O NEIES
12. IBREBE FFEA—RE)#E ? O K s O 1P fdt e [ O K hss O 1 il e 1)
[F—[R]E] [P A G ik 0O 524 [n) O &/ G 0O 524 jn) il O & & ks
T, ECEFE AN, HTo G mE TR O AMGE i #5345 OO G [ A O SM 645
JHEAEZE [T O B AskkE O 6145 5 i8E O B AskkE O 6145 )5 8hE
O 178 AiE O HIV/AIDS I:l TEhAE O HIV/AIDS
O MmO, ASEH O fhadnm%: o O &, ANER O $E4 R




Ngudi Hoan Thanh Bon Nay: T8 Chirc/Pia Piém: Ngay:

Kiém B&m S6 Nguoi V6 Gia Cw Ngt Ngoai Duamg & Hat Multomah ¢ Tir Ngay 22 dén Ngay 28 Thang Hai Nam 2017 ¢ MAT A: CHU HO GIA DiNH
Dung don nay dé khao sat nhiing nguoi vo gia cw va khong cé noi tri ngu vao dém 22 thang Hai nam 2017

Quy vi d3 hoic s& ngll ngoai duwdrng* vao dém Tha Tw ngay 22 thang Hai? O Cé O Khéng [Néu Khong, Xin Ding Khao Sat]
*Noi céng cng hodic riéng tu ma thong thuromg moi ngudi khng diing dé ngu (vi du: trong xe, cdng vién, trén duwomg phd, toa nha b hoang, sén cém trgi.)
Quy vi d3 c6 lam khdo st Kiém Dém S6 Ngudi Ngi Ngoai Duérng tudn nay chwa? O C6 O Khong  [Neu C6, Xin Dumg Khao Sat]

CAC CAU HOI TRONG KHUNG NAY LA BAT BUOC. NEU KHONG THE TRA LO1 NHO'NG CAU HOI NAY, XIN HAY DIEN DON TU' CHOI
Chif cai dau cia TEN 3 chi¥ cai ddu cta HO Tudi tac Quy vij xac dinh gi¢i tinh minh la gi?

O Nam O Chuyén gidi (N -> Nam)

O Nir O Chuyén gidi (Nam -> Nit)

O Khéng xéc dinh gidi tinh 13 Nam, Ni hay Chuyén gidi

1. Quy vi da/sé ngl & dau vao tdi Thir Tw, ngay 22 thang Hai? 7. Quy vi xac dinh ching toc/sic toc clia minh thé nao?

[Chi Chon MOT] Bdinh Diu TAT CA Cic Muc Phit Hop (va chon it nhat mét muc):
O buong/le duong O G6/khong cé che chan CINguoi Tay Ban Nha/La Tinh O Ngudi Chau A
O Trudc clranha/khuvuc O Trong xe (xe hoi, xe tai, xe van, xe CINgudi Da Trang O Ngudi Slavic

tu nhan khac cdm trai) [Xin t6i Cau 2] —— [CINguoi Da Ben/Ngudi My géc Phi [ Nguoi Chau Phi
O Nha/céng trinh bd hoang O Thuyén [Xin t6i Cau2] ————— CINguoi My Ban bia/Ban Xu Alaska O Nguoi Trung Dong
O Cau/cau vuot/dudng sat O Céc dia diém khéc khong phai noi [CINgudi Hawai Ban Dia/Dao Thai Binh Duong [ Khéng Biét/Tir chéi tra I6i
O Céngvién trd ngu: Chi Tiét Thém Vao:

1a. [Néu Ciu 1 Khong phai Thuyén Hodc Xe:] Quy vi da hodc | 8. Quy vi c6 dang di hoc khéng? O C6 O Khéng
s€ ngu trong léu tai dia diém d6 vao ngay 22 thang Hai? | 9. Quy vicé vieclamkhéng? O Cé O Khong

OCé6 OKhéng O Khong Biét 10. [Cdu héi cho nguoi 18 tudi hodic I6n hon:] €6 phai quy
2. Tai khu vire nao chia thanh phé ma quy vi d3/sé nglivao < vi tirng phuc vu trong lwrc lwgng quan doi My (Quan
ngay 22 théng Hai? /Chi Chon MOT] Poi, Hai Quan, Khong Quan, Thay Quan Luc Chién,

O Trung Tam/Phé C8/Khu Ve Pearl O SE Portland (bor séng = 82nd) ﬁ;’:‘g VeVB,\dBPIf]n&hiy gu’ (_)lf‘c g.glll‘am,\'lhll)imB‘.’;" tai lyc
O SW Ptld (bén ngoai khu trung tam) O Bén ngoai E Ptld (82nd ~>162nd) ng Ve Binh Luoc Gla hogc 1a mot b Bi:

O NW Ptld (bén ngoai khu trung tam) 8 Gresham O Co O Khéng O Khong Biét

O North Portiand o ounty (bén ngod 11. Quy vi d & Hat Multomah bao lau rai?
O Bén trong NE Ptld (b séng > 33rd) O Khong Biét O<3thing O 3-12thing O1-2ndm O >2 nim

© Trung tam NE Ptid (33rd -> 82nd) O Khoéng Ap Dung, T6i xuat than & day /Xin téi Cau 13] ———

3. €6 phai quy vi dd/s& ngh mot minh vao ngay 22 thang Hai? 15 i quy v téi Hat Multnomah, c6 phai quy vi d 13 ngudi v gia cu?

O €6 OKhong 3 OCé OKhdng

3a. [Neu Ciu 3 = Khong] Quy vi dd/s€ ngu véiaivao ngay 22 thang Hai? 123, bigu gikhién quyvitéiday? | 12b. Quy vj tir ddu tdi ddy?
[Banh Diu TAT CA Céc Muc Phii Hop:] [Déinh déu TAT CA Ciic Muyc Phit Hop] | [Chi Chon MOT]
L Ngudi hon phdi/Ngudi tinh O Gia dinh/ban bé O Hat Clack, Wash, ho3c Clark

0 Con f:éi/CAhéu chat ‘flu'di 18 tudi . o O Céac co hdi cong viéc (vi dy: viing Metro)
O Nguwoi than khac (vi du: cha me, anh chi em, con cai da Ién, O Thich s6ng & day/thoi tist tét | O Oregon bén ngodi viing Metro

c6 di chti béc, ong ba) , [ Tiép can céc dich vu/tai nguyén | O Washington hoic California
O Khong cé lién hé than thich (vi du: ban bg, gia dinh dudng phd) O Khac: O Noi khac ctia nude My

4. Day c6 phai la lan dau tién trong doi quy vi séng vo gia 13. [Cadu héi cho nguweoi 18 tudi hodc I6n hon:] Quy vi da tirng <
cuw khéng? bi bao hanh gia dinh (bao hanh thé xac/tinh than/qua I&i
O Co O Khéng O Khéng biét néi) trong cdc mai quan hé hién tai hoic trong qua khir?

5. Lan nay quy vi d& séng vo gia cu bao lau réi? OCé6 — OKhéng O KhéngBiét O Tir chéi tra 1o

; (thang) ___ (nam) 13a. /Néu Cau 13 = Cé:] €6 phai quy vi dang chay
[Néu thoi gian la 12 thang hodc ldu hon, xin toi Cau 7] trén khéi bao hanh gia dinh?

6. [Néu ciu trd I6i cho cdu 5 la it hon 12 thing:] C6 phai quy vi ) O (Eé ©) Ifhéng O th)ﬂg Biét O TU‘ C\héli tra loi
d3 tirng sdng ngoai dwdng hodc trong mét noii tri ngu it 14. Quy vi c6 dang trai qua nhirng diéu sau? [Hoi Tirng ,MW]
nhat 4 I3n khac nhau (bao gdm ca I3n nay) trong vong 3 n3m [Biinh ditu TAT CA cc muc Phi Hop HOAC C6 Véi Tinh Trang HOAC Tir Choi Tri Loi]
trd lai day? O Bé&nh Tam Than O B&nh man tinh
O Cod O Khéng O Khéng biét O véan dé nghién thudc O Khuyét tat trong khi phat trién
6a. [Néu Cau 6 = Co:] Trong vong 3 ndm tré lai day, ¢6 L1 Vén d& nghign ruou [ Chan thurong so ndo
phai t8ng thdi gian quy vi séng ngoai dwdrng hojc trong [0 Khuyét tat thé chat , [0 Cang thang sau chan thuvong
mot noi trd ngu it nhat 12 thang? [0 Kha nang di lai han ché [ B&nh HIV /AIDS

) . o ~ e O C6VaiTinh Trang O Khéng cé, Khéng Ap Dung
O Co O Khéng O Khong biét O T Ch&i Tra Loi

Sir dung Mt B (miit sau) ciia don nay dé thu thap thong tin vé CAC THANH VIEN KHAC TRONG HO GIA PINH ciia ngudi dwgc khio sit NAY.




Kiém Dém S8 Nguwri VO Gia Cu Ngu Ngoai Duong & Hat Multomah ¢ Tir Ngay 22 dén Ngay 28 Thang Hai Nam 2017 ¢
MAT B: CAC THANH VIEN KHAC TRONG HO GIA PINH

NEU CAU A PEN CAU D KHONG THE TRA LOYI,

XIN HOAN TAT DON TU CHOI

THANH VIEN KHAC TR&NG HO GIA DINH: SO 1

THANH VIEN KHAC TR&NG HO GIA DINH: SO 2

A. Chir cai d’au tién cGia Tén /bdt budc]

D. Quy vij xac dinh gi&i tinh minh la gi?
[bat buoc]

ONam Q Chuyén gi6i (NTr-> Nam) O Khong Xac Binh Gigi Tinh
ONit O Chuy8ngiéi(Nam->N)  la Nam/N&t/Chuyén gici

ONam QO Chuyén gi6i (N&t-> Nam) O Khdng Xac Dinh Gidi Tinh
ON@ O Chuyéngiéi(Nam->N@x)  la Nam/Ni/Chuyén gici

1. M3i quan hé cuia quy vi v&i ngudi
hoan tat Mat A cGia do'n nay la gi?
[Chi Chon MQOT]

ONgudi hdn phdi/Ngudi tinh
OCon/Con cdi/Chau dudi 18 tudi
ONguoi than khac (vi du: cha me, anh chj em,
con cai da Ién, c6 di chu bac, 6ng ba)
OKhdng cé lién hé than thich (vi du: ban be,
gia dinh dudng phd)

ONgudi hdn phdi/Ngudi tinh
OCon/Con cdi/Chau dudi 18 tudi
ONguoi than khac (vi du: cha me, anh chj em,
con cai da Ién, c6 di chu bac, 6ng ba)
OKhéng cé lién hé than thich (vi du: ban be,
gia dinh dudng phd)

2. Déy c6 phai la lan dau tién trong doi OC6  OKhdéng  OKhéng biét oco O Khong  OKhéng biét
quy vi sdng vo gia cw khdng?

3. Lan nay quy vij d3 s6ng vo gia cw bao (thang) (nam) (thang) (nam)
13u réi? [Néu 12 thang hodc lau hon, xin toi Cau 5] [Néu 12 thang hodc ldu hon, xin t6i Cdu 5]
jNeu Cdu 3 < 12 thang:] C6 phal quy vi da tirng |OC6 oco

song ngoai dwong hoac trong moét noi tra ngy it nhat 4
fan khéc nhau (bao gdm ca [an nay) trong vong 3 nam
tro lai day?

OKhéng [Xin téi Cdu 5]
OKhéng Biét [Xin téi Cdu 5]

OKhéng [Xin téi Cdu 5]
OKhéng Biét [Xin téi Cdu 5]

4a, [Neu Cau 4 = C6:/ Trong vong 3 nam trolai day, |OCo OCo
¢6 phdi tdng thoi gian quy vi song ngoal du‘dng OKhéng OKhéng
? . .
hodc trong mot noii tri ngu tnhat 12 thang? OKhéng Biét OKhéng Biét
5. Quy vij xac dinh chiing tdc/sic toc cla [CINguoi Tay Ban Nha/La Tinh CINgudi Chau A CINguoi Tay Ban Nha/La Tinh CINgudi Chau A
minh thé nao? CINguoiDa Tréng CINgudi Slavic CINguoiDa Tréng CINguoi Slavic

[Danh dgfu TAT CA céc muc Phir Hop
va it nhat la mét muc]

CINguti Da Den/Ngudi My gdc Phi - CINguoi Chau Phi
CINgudi My Ban Dia/Ban X(r Alaska  CINguoi Trung Bong

CINguoi Da Den/Nguyi My gbe Phi - LINgui Chau Phi
CINgui M Ban Dia/Ban Xir Alaska  [INgui Trung Bong

CINgudi Hawai Ban Dia/Dao Thai  CIKhong Biét/Tir Chai Traloi | CINgudi Hawai Ban Dia/DaoThai  L1Khéng Biét/Tlr Choi Tra Loi
Binh Duong Binh Duong
CIcChi Tiét Thém Vao: CIchi Tiét Thém Vao:
6. Quy vi c6 dang di hoc khong? OC6 O Khéng ] O c6  OKhéng
DUNG TAI DAY DOI VOI TRE EM 0-17 TUOI
7. Quy vi c6 viéc lam khdéng? O Cé O Khoéng OCé6 O Khéng
8. C6 phai quy vi timg phucwu trong lwclwong quandéivy | O Co O ¢o6
(Quén DGi, Hai Quan, Khdng Quén, Thiy Quén Lyc Chién, |O Khong O Khéng
Bdo V& B&r Bién) hay durgrc g0i lam nhiém vu tai lc lvong V& | O Khong Biét O Khong Biét
Binh Quéc Gia hoic I mét Dy Bi?
9. Quy vi da & Hat Multomah bao lau r6i? |O <3 thang O >2 ndm ] O <3 thang O >2 ndm
O 3-12thang O Khoéng Ap Dung, Téixudt | O 3-12thang O Khéng Ap Dung, Toi xuét
O 1-2 ndm than & day [Xin t6i Cau 11]| O 1-2 ndm than & day /Xin t6i Cdu 11]
10. Khi quy vi t&i Hat Multnomah, c6 phai |O Cé O Co
quy vi d3 13 ngwoi vo gia cu? O Khéng O Khéng
10a. Diéu gi khién quy vi téi day? O Giadinh/banbé [ Tiép can dich vu/ O Gia dinh/ban be [ Tiép can dich vu/
[Pdnh déau TAT CA cic muc Phit Hop] |8 Co hdi viéc lam tai nguyén Ll Co hoi viéc lam tai nguyén
O Thich séng & day/ [ Khac: O Thich séng & day/ [ Khac:

thoi tiét tot

thoi tiét tot

10b. Quy vi tir dau dén?
[Chi Chon MOT]

O Hat Clack, Wash, hodc Clark (vi du: viing Metro)
O Oregon, bén O Wash hoac Calif
ngoaivung Metro O Noi khac cla nuwéc My

O Hat Clack, Wash, hodc Clark (vi du: ving Metro)

O Oregon, bén ngoai O Wash hoac Calif
viing Metro O Noi khac ctia nudc My

11. Quy vi da tirng bi bao hanh gia dinh (bao hanh

thé xac/tinh than/qua |&i néi) trong cac
mdi quan hé hién tai hoic trong qua khir?

|ocs O Khéng [Xin t6i Cau 12]
O Khéng Biét [Xin téi Cau 12]
O Tir chéi tra 16 [Xin 16 Cdu 12]

06 O Khéng [Xin t6i Cdu 12]
O Khéng Biét [Xin t6i Cau 12]
O Tir chéi tra 181 [Xin ti Cdu 12]

11a. /Néu Cdu 11 = C4:] C6 phai quy vi
dang chay trén khoéi bao hanh gia dinh?

Oco O Khéng Biét
O Khéng O Tlr chéi tra i

O Cco O Khéng Biét
O Khong O Tl chébi trd 1

12. Quy vi ¢6 dang tri bat ky nhirng diéu
nao sau déy?
[HGi tieng cd nhdn]
[Danh dau Tdt Cd nhitng myc phu hop
HOAC Chon Tinh Trang Mat Kha Nang
Lao B¢ Dong HOAC Khong C6, Khong Ap
Dung, HOAC Tur Choi Tra Loi]

O Bénh tadm than

O Van dé nghién thudc
[0 vandénghiénruwou [ Chan thuwong so ndo

O Khuyéttatthé chdt [ Cingthdngsau chan thuong
O Kha ndng di lai han ché& [ Bi bénh HIV/AIDS

O Tinh Trang M4t Kha Nang Lao Péng

[ Bénh man tinh
O Khuyét tat trong khi phat trién

O Khéng C6, Khong Ap Dung O Tir Chéi Tra Loi

[0 Bénhtam than

O Van dé nghién thudc
O vandénghiénrwou [ Chan thuong so ndo

O Khuyéttatthé chdt [ Cingthdngsau chan thuong
O Kha nang di lai han ché [ Bj bénh HIV/AIDS

O Tinh Trang M4t Kha Nang Lao Dong

O Khéng C6, Khdng Ap Dung O Tir Chéi Tra Loi

[0 Bénh man tinh
[ Khuyét tat trong khi phat trién




One Night Shelter Count Form — Multnomah County
Please Complete ONE Sheet Per Household
11 The Homeless Street Count Form should be completed for any Turn-Aways !!

Complete a column for each household member

Individual #1 Individual #2 Individual #3
1) First Name (at least first letter)
2) Last Name (at least first 3 letters)
Relationship to Head of Household [J Head of Household [ child ] Child
[ Partner or Spouse [ Partner or Spouse
[ Other [ Other
I Non-related (1 Non-related
3) Date of Birth _/_/__ORAge: _/_/__ORAge: _/ / ORAge:

4) Ethnicity

[ Hispanic/Latino

[J Hispanic/Latino

[ Hispanic/Latino

5) Race [Check ALL That Apply]

[0 Amer Indian/Alaska Nat
[ Asian

[ Black/African American
[ Nat Hawaiian/Pac Island
[J White

[ Don’t Know/Refused

[0 Amer Indian/Alaska Nat
[ Asian

[ Black/African American
[ Nat Hawaiian/Pac Island
[J White

[ Don’t Know/Refused

0 Amer Indian/Alaska Nat
] Asian

[ Black/African American
] Nat Hawaiian/Pac Island
] White

[ Don’t Know/Refused

6) Gender

[ Male [ Trans (M>F)

O Female [Trans (F>M)

[ Does not identify as Male,
Female, or Trans

[ Male [ Trans (M>F)

[ Female [Trans (F>M)

[ Does not identify as Male,
Female, or Trans

1 Male [ Trans (M—>F)

[(JFemale [Trans (F>M)

[] Does not identify as Male,
Female, or Trans

[ Refused [ Refused 1 Refused
7) U.S. Military Veteran? (18+ Years and US [OYes [INo [JRefused [[dYes [INo [JRefused |{[JYes [JINo [IRefused
Armed Service or Active Duty National
Guard/Reservist)
8) Does the Client have a Disabling Condition? |[1Yes [1No [JRefused |[1Yes [INo [Refused [[dYes [1No []Refused

8a) If #8=Yes
[Check ALL That Apply]

[ Mental Health Problem
[ Alcohol Abuse
] Drug Abuse

[0 Mental Health Problem
[ Alcohol Abuse
[ Drug Abuse

[0 Mental Health Problem
[ Alcohol Abuse
] Drug Abuse

1 HIV/AIDS 1 HIV/AIDS ] HIV/AIDS
9) Residence Prior to Project Entry [J Street OTH [J Street OTH [] Street OTH
[Select Only ONE] JES ] Owned JES ] Owned LJES ] Owned
[ Foster ] Rental [ Foster ] Rental L] Foster 1 Rental
[] Hospital [ Doubled-up |1 Hospital [ Doubled-up |[J Hospital [ Doubled-up
 Jail [ Refused [ Jail [ Refused d Jail [ Refused
[ Treatment [ Treatment (] Treatment
Length of Stay in prior residence ___days __mos ___yrs ___days __mos ___yrs ___days __mos ___yrs
Was that stay less than 90 days? OYes [INo [IRefused [[dYes [INo [JRefused |[dYes [1No [IRefused
Was that stay less than 7 days? OYes [INo [IRefused [[dYes [INo [JRefused |[dYes [1No [IRefused
Approximate date Homelessness Started /] /] /]
# of times Street, ES or SH in past 3 years
# of Months Street, ES or SH in past 3 years
13) Domestic violence victim/survivor? OYes [INo [IRefused [[dYes [INo [lRefused |[dYes [1No [IRefused

FOR PERSON FILLING OUT FORM:

Please review the attached Housing Inventory Chart information, update as necessary and return with this form. (See
the Housing Inventory Chart instructions in the attached cover letter.)

CAA or Lead Agency:

Project Name:

Project Type:

County: Multnomah City:

1 Emergency Shelter (ES)

LI Transitional Housing (TH)

1 Safe Haven (SH)

Person Completing Form:

Phone:

Email:

One Night Homeless Count

February 22, 2017




Additional Household Members

Individual #4 Individual #5 Individual #6
1) First Name (at least first letter)
2) Last Name (at least first 3 letters)
Relationship to Head of Household [ child [ child ] Child
[ Partner or Spouse [ Partner or Spouse [ Partner or Spouse
[ Other [ Other [ Other
[ Non-related [ Non-related (1 Non-related
3) Date of Birth _/_/__ORAge: _/_/__ORAge: _/ / ORAge:

4) Ethnicity

[J Hispanic/Latino

5) Race [Check ALL That Apply]

[0 Amer Indian/Alaska Nat
[ Asian

[ Black/African American

[ Nat Hawaiian/Pac Island
[J White

[ Don’t Know/Refused

[J Hispanic/Latino
[0 Amer Indian/Alaska Nat

[ Asian

[ Black/African American
[ Nat Hawaiian/Pac Island

[ Hispanic/Latino

0 Amer Indian/Alaska Nat
] Asian

[ Black/African American
] Nat Hawaiian/Pac Island
] White

[ Don’t Know/Refused

6) Gender

] Male [ Trans (M—=>F)

[JFemale [Trans (F>M)

[] Does not identify as Male,
Female, or Trans

[ White

[ Don’t Know/Refused

] Male [ Trans (M=>F)
[JFemale [Trans (F>M)

[] Does not identify as Male,
Female, or Trans

] Male ] Trans (M—>F)

[J Female [ Trans (F2>M)

] Does not identify as Male,
Female, or Trans

[ Refused [ Refused [ Refused
7) U.S. Military Veteran? (18+ Years and US [OYes [ONo [JRefused [[dYes [dNo [JRefused |[dYes [1No [1Refused
Armed Service or Active Duty National
Guard/Reservist)
8) Does the Client have a Disabling Condition? |[[1Yes [1No [JRefused |[1Yes [INo [Refused [[dYes [1No []Refused
8a) If #8=Yes [ Mental Health Problem [ Mental Health Problem ] Mental Health Problem

[Check ALL That Apply]

[ Alcohol Abuse
[J Drug Abuse

[ Alcohol Abuse

[J Drug Abuse

[ Alcohol Abuse
(] Drug Abuse

[ HIV/AIDS [ HIV/AIDS 1 HIV/AIDS
9) Residence Prior to Project Entry [ Street OTH [ Street OTH [] Street JTH
[Select Only ONE] OES [J Owned OES [J Owned O ES 0 Owned
[ Foster (1 Rental [ Foster (1 Rental ] Foster ] Rental
[J Hospital [ Doubled-up |[J Hospital [ Doubled-up |[J Hospital [ Doubled-up
d Jail [ Refused d Jail [ Refused d Jail [ Refused
O Treatment [ Treatment I Treatment
Length of Stay in prior residence __days ___mos ___yrs __days ___mos ___yrs ___days __mos ___yrs
Was that stay less than 90 days? OYes [INo [IRefused [[dYes [INo [JRefused |[dYes [1No [IRefused
Was that stay less than 7 days? [OYes [ONo [JRefused [[dYes [dNo [JRefused |[dYes [1No [1Refused
Approximate date Homelessness Started /] /] /]
# of times Street, ES or SH in past 3 years
# of Months Street, ES or SH in past 3 years
13) Domestic violence victim/survivor [OYes [ONo [JRefused [[dYes [dNo [JRefused |[dYes [1No [1Refused

One Night Homeless Count

February 22, 2017




Multnomah County Homeless Street Count ¢ February 22-28, 2017
REFUSAL FORM

COMPLETE ONE FORM PER PERSON

INSTRUCTIONS: This form should be used to document individuals who refuse to complete a survey or cannot
provide the identifying information in the shaded box. Only fill out this form if you know or are fairly certain
that the person slept outside on Wednesday night February 22™. If someone is unapproachable, either return
to the location at another time or inform the next shift of data collectors to try again, if possible.

Person Completing Form: Organization/Site:

Date:

1. Was this person homeless on February 22"¢? O Yes O Most Likely
O No [If No, Do NOT Complete Refusal Form]

2. Reason for Refusing to Complete Street Count Survey: [Select ALL That Apply]
[ Doesn’t want to give their information (i.e., privacy or trust issues)
[1 Did it before and nothing changed for the homeless community
[ Individual cannot/will not provide the identifying information in the shaded box
[1 Language issue (after attempts to offer other language forms or to call translation number)
1 Other [please describe]:

3. Type of location: [Select Only ONE]

O Street or sidewalk O Woods or open space
O Doorway or other private property O Vehicle (car, truck, van, camper)
O Abandoned house or building O Boat
O Bridge, overpass, or railroad O Other unsheltered location /please describe]:
O Park
3a. [If O3 Is NOT Vehicle or Boat:] Sleeping in a tent:
O Yes O No O Don’t Know
4. Area of Portland/Multnomah County: /Select Only ONE]
O Downtown, Old Town, Pearl O Central NE Portland (33 = 82™)
O SW Portland (outside downtown) O SE Portland (river = 82")
O NW Portland (outside downtown) O Outer East Portland (82" - 162")
O North Portland O Gresham
O Inner NE Portland (river = 33™) O East County (outside of Gresham)

4a. Did the individual sleep in the location selected in Q3 and the area selected in Q4 on February 22"?

O Yes O No O Don’t Know
5. Gender: [Select Only ONE] 6. Age: [Select Only ONE]
O Male 0-17 years
O Female 18-24 years

O Unable to Determine 25-55 years
56 years or older

O
O
O
O
O Unable to Determine
O
O
O
O
O

N
]

ace/Ethnicity: [Check ALL That Apply]
Hispanic/Latino

White/Caucasian

Black/African American

American Indian/Alaska Native
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander

Asian

Slavic

African

Middle Eastern
Unable to Determine

OoOooono

Additional Comments:
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