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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 2020 MAIN FINDIN

Thsexecutive summary provides a highelreviewof the main findings within ti@ontra Costa

County Continuuoh Care (CoC)2020 AnnuaReport. This report includes a summary of the

households accessing homeless services and their outcomes related to program utilization during
calendar year 2020 as well as how the CoC responded to the CO¥andemic while serving

the community. Thisoimhation can be used to determine systgde needs for planning, grant

writing, and program and policy developmenhesections of this reportincludehn e count y & s
COVID19 Response, COVI Screening, Testing, and Data; CoC Program Utilization and

Outo me s ; Demographics; Coronerd6s Data; and SysH

Contra Costa Count y1®s Response to COVI D
During 2020, the county and CoC service provideisitained essentiakrvices while focusing

on the impacts dhe COVID19 pandemic on thegalth, safety, and wellness of CoC consumers
and staff. Health, Housing, and Homeless Services (H3) was the lead agency working with county
leadership and health officers to address thige primary objectives support of the homeless
population

geneal oversight of COVH29 planning and implementation;

procurement of resources for service provjdectuding Project Rodfay hotels;
decompressing emergency shelters and other congripgatgfacilities;

distributing resources to the unshelterquifaiion; and

maintaining services for the housed populations.

©ToO0T®

Partnerships between H3, county leadership, CoC service providers, local agerpie§ifsion
and faith-based organizations resulted in rapid and efficient response to CO¥/IBvery
service agency was adaptable, responsive, and committed to thieeiedl of their clients and
staff.

COVID19 Screening, Testing, and Data
Screening for COVHDI took place at service sites with the help of He@#re for the Homeless
multiplehealth clinics and hospitals across the county.
1 During 2020, there wer#&1,045 COVIDB19 screenings conducted on 4,4%bple
experiencing homelessness
1 There were 342 positive cases and five deaths due to CQ¥HInong the homeless
population in the county
1 The cities with the highest number of positive cases were Concord (68), Richmond (63), and
Antioch (57)

CoC Program Utilization and Outcomes
There wer®,767 people servedcrosshe CoC during 2020, making up 7,365 households. This
is a 9% increassine 2018. Households sought services across three intervention levels:
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prevention and diversion for households at risk of homelessness, crisis response services for
households experiencing literal homelessness, and permanent supportive housing (PSH) for
formerly homeless households with need for codtsupgports.

1 75% of households were served in crisis response{535,13% in prevention and
diversion (N=956 households), and 12% in permanent supportive housing (N=929
households).

1 Street outreach was theost accessed intervention (N=3,755 households; followed by
support services (N=1,680) and emergency shelters (N=1,599 households).

1 Permanent housing rates were best for households in PSH (96% either retained their PSH
or exited to permanent housing); felled by 78% for those in prevention and diversion,
and 11% for households accessing crisis response interventions.

Demographics

Subpopulations experiend@omelessness at difference rates and have different housing

outcomes. This report includes demogeagdia and outcomes for household type, age groups,

race and ethnicity, gender, disabilities, and other populations (domestic violence, veterans, sexual

orientation)

1 Household Type:

(0]
(0]

(0]

(0]

86% of households the CoGvere adultonly

Since 2018, there was B2% increase in adutinly households and a 2%

decrease in households with children

Households with children made up 32% of those served in prevention, 9% in crisis
response, and 20% PSH

Households with children had higher rates of exits to permansmdnérom crisis
response (24% for families and 7% for adatily)

1 Age groups:

(0]
(0]

% of those served in the CoC were working age adults (25 to 54 years old)
Since 2018, there was a 50% increase in the number of people 62 years and
older serveda 9% decrease in minors (<18), and 5% decrease in transition age
youth (1824)

1 Race and ethnicity:

(0]

(0]

o

o

Black/African American anrdimericarindian/Alaska Native were over
represented in the CoC relative to tpeneral population in theounty (4x among
Black/Afican American and 2x amorgnericarindian/Alaska Nativg

19% of households whaxcessed services across all CoC semwees
Hispanic/Latin(a)(0)(x)

Asian, people of Multiple Races, and Hispanic/Latin(a)(o)(x) households had the
highest proportion of failies accessing servicelstive toother races and nen
Hispanic/Latin(a)(o)(yith at least 20% of households being households with
children

Americarindian/Alaska Nativewere the most likely to access crisis response
service$88% of AmericarindiarlAlaska Native accessed crisis response while
other races ranged from 62% to 83%); they alsd the lowest housing rate of
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exits to permanent housing from crisis response (8% while alaathganged
from 10% to 15%)
1 Gender:

0 The CoC was comprised &% male, 47% female consumers (less than 1%
identified astransgender or gender nezonforming)

o Females were more likdlyan maleso be in households with children and had
higher exits to permanent housing from all three intervention levels (prevedtion a
diversion, crisis response, and PSH)

9 Disabilities and chronicity:

0 53% of households across the CoC had a disabling condition

o Mental health conditions were the most common disability (N=2,854 hoyseholds

0 40% of households accessing crisis responseeittiens were chronically
homeless

o Households with a disabling condition had a lower exit rate to permanent housing
from prevention (65%) compared to those without a disabling condition (86%)

1 Other populations: People wahistoryof domestic violence, I8Q, and Veterans

o0 Y. of households accessing crisis response services had a history of domestic
violence; 80% were women
One out of thredhouseholds enrolled in P8ete veteran households
Veterans had a higher rate of exits to permanent housing fronresigmse than
any other suipopulation (33% for veterans)
2% of the CoC identified as LGTBQ; LGBTQ had higher rates to permanent
housing from crisis response tmastother subpopulations (30%)

o O

o

Coroner ds Dat a
Coroner data is collected for all peopléehwdie without a medical provider present. During
2020, 100 people experiencing homel essness we
1 There was an 82% increase in the number of people identified since 2018
1 Accidental overdose was the most common caugaibi (N=35), followed by natural
causes (N=24), and other accidents (N=20)

HUD System Performance Measures
Housing and Urban Devel opment (HUD) Sigsific&y st em
shifts in consumer outcomes from ZW® to 2019/ 2020 that were likely the result of the
COVID19 pandemic:
1 27% decrease in people served in shelters, transitioousing, and rapid rehousifigm
3,062 to 2,346
1 26% increase in the number of adoitly households identified in sheltkrang thePoint
in Time (PITpuntfrom 506 to 642 no shift in families
1 42% increase in the number of days homefems 546 days to 776 days
77% decrease in the number of people identified for the first,tiroen 2,300 to 535
1 25% increase in the number of exits from street outréamh 3,154 to 3,943

=a
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INTRODUCTION

Contra Costa Couwit Gontinuum of Care of (Co€perienced many unique challenges in 2020,
ashomeless service providers workeditkly and collaboratively to prevent the spread of
Coronavirus SARV2(COVIDB19) among people experiencing homelessre8y/ID19 is a
highly contagious respiratory vithat killedan estimated 3 million individuals globaknd
over375,000 individualsn the United States 202(%.

The 2020 CoC Annual Report addreshiow the CoC and its many partneapidly and

efficientlyadapted programming to meet the needsloé community during the COMI®

pandemic. COVHD9 data collectedon people experiencing homelessnegsesented and helps
highlight how r obu sibservirlyg éis populatioh gubngcertaie sSne® N s e wa

This report also summarites demographics, program utilization, and outcomes for consumers
who accessed services in Contra Costa Gbenty dlLion@ calendar year 2020T he findings
withinthis report are important fatescribingshiftsamongthe homeless populatiancessing
serviesand identifying programmatic needs to inform funding, policy, and program
implementation strategieBhe report is organized into the following sections:

x Introduction describing tl®C;Health Housingk HomelesServicegH3), and the utility
of thisreport;

x Summary of the COVD® responsea nd t he CoCob6s efforts to re
pandemic on those experiencing homelessness
Data on COVIEL9 screening, positive tesésmd deaths;

Description of program utilization in the thhetervention Levelpreventiorand
diversioncrisis response, and permanent supportive housing);

x Detailed review of demographic and outcome datadobpopulations within the CoC
(household type, race/ethnicity, gender, age, chronic homelessnesshlithdis
conditions, people who experienced domestic violence, LGBTQ, and veterans); and,

x Review of HUBBsSystem Parfarmanceé deasured

Contra Costa Countyds Continuum of Care (CoC)
ContraCo st a CaCis ddsignédsto aSsist individuals and families are at risk of

homelessnesse currentlyexperiencing homelessnesswere formerly homeless and in need of
supplemental suppotty providing services that are needed to help these individuals and

families move intand retainpermanent housing, with the goal of ldegn stability. The CoC

relies uporcommunityide planning and strategic use of resources to address homelessness and

1 The true death toll of COWI®: estimating global excess mortality. (2021). World Health Organization.
https://lwww.who.int/data/stories/therue-deathtoll-of-covid 19-estimatingglobal-excessmortality

2 Ahmad, F. B. (2021, June 17). Provisional Mortality Datdnited States, 2020. Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention. https://www.cdc.gov/immwr/vokstv 0/wr/mm7014el.htm
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improve coordinatiowith mainstream resources and other prograngetad for people
experiencing homelessness.

The CoC believes everyone should have a lemdéscomnited to ending homelessness for all
persons experiencing homelessness today cooununitipy proactively working to ensathat

any future housing ddggs uncommon, brief, and nonrecurringc Thes N"Co§ i comprised of

multiple partners, including service providers, members of the faith community, businesses, private
and public fundergsommunity members, education systamd law enforcement, wiaoe

working collaboratively to end homelessngssnveer2020 and 2021, the Contra Costa CoC
receivedapproximately $152 million dollars to fund the operation and administration of housing

and services for people experiencing and at risk of homelessness in Contra Costa County. This
wasa slight increase iiunding since F9120 ($15.1 million).

The CoC offers a variety @rograms(also referred to throughout this report as intervention
modelsyelated to housing andomelesservices for people at risk of homelessness and those
who are literally homeless (unsheltered and temporarily sheltétegiclues butisnot linited

to, Prevention andiversion Emergency Sheltéransitional Housing, Supportive Services Only
(includindCARE centerdpusing Navigatioand Rapid EX)t Sreet Outreach, andPermanent
Housing services (including Rapid Rehousing and Permaneritv@ugposing)rhese resources
are provided in large part through @oCwide coordinated entry syste(@ES)hat streamlines
assessegyioritizes,and coordinates access to commuratysingesourcednformation on service
utilization and consumer degmnaphics is collected using standardiassessments and stored in
system wide Homeless Management Information System (HMIS) database.

Health, Housing, and Homeless Services (H3)

Health, Housing Homeless Services (H3) is a division of Contra Costa County Health Services
Departmen{CCHSH3 coordinates anéhtegrates housing and homeless services dlceoss

health systerand functions as the collaborative applicant, CoC Lead, HMIS &m@dperates

the CESH3 also acts as staff to the Council on Homelessness. H3 provides strategic direction,
coordination of funding, and programmatic oversight of &b@sory board

Howto Use Report and Hote Sharethe Data

This report is a summary of thesuoners who used the various homeless prevention, crisis
response, and housing programs in the CoC duri2@ dZbhese analyses include peoghel
householdaho were enrolled in a program in the CoC and authorized their data to be entered
into HMIS. It doesot capture information for people who seek homeless or housing services
outside of the CoC programs and/or request their data be excluded from HMIS does not
include data for agencies that are designated as victim service providers, as thea@latas
additional protections and is maintainaccomparable databasesutside of HMISAlthough this
report is not intended to describe every person experiencing homelessness in the county, the CoC
provided services tover 7,365 households in 20 and data for these households helps describe
who is at risk or experiencing homeless and which programs are utilized by these households.

The data in this repoi$ analyzedby subpopulations within the system of cardetter
understand where disparities may exist within and across these: ¢rougshold type,
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race/ethnicity, gender, age, chronic homelessness and disabling conditionsypke@plestory
of domestic violence, LGBTQ, and veterans.

This informatiols meant to be shared with local stakeholders, county and city leaders, funders,
and our CoC partners to inform programs and policies that may reduce the prevalence of
homelessness in our community.

A sammary of the methodology and data sources usedriergée this report is further provided
in AppendixA to ensure transparency in how the data was run and analyzkst of homeless
service provider data that was included in this report is available in Appendix B.
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SECTION ONE:

CONTRASTA COUNTMEAR RE
PEOPLE EXPERIENCING HOMELE:
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CONTRA COSTA 4AWDAORTYO
PEOPLE EXPERIENCING HOMELESSNES!

In March 2020, California declared a state of emergeimcyespons#o
the COVIBL9 pandemidhat was rapidly spreading across the nation
The statessued an Executive Order with impaatsl guidelines for
residents, businesses,-posfits,healthcare systemand service
providers.Local health departments across thédd States were the
primary agencies responsible for respondingh®arc o mmu n i t i : E

gl

pandemimeedsincludingolanning local efforts and supporting test
stakeholdermvolved irstopping andorevening the spread of COVID
19. Thoseexperiencing homelessness in Contra Costa County were
of the many priority populati@with a highrisk forcontracting and
spreading COVIE19. Hanningand implementingfforts topreventthe
transmission of COVI® among people experiencing hometesss required a crosgctor
community approach, involving multiple partners who worked collaboratively to develop the
countyds response.

Leadership for all of Contra Cost&O0VID19 activities waprovidedby t he countyds E
Operations Center (EOC). Tikia structured protocol, staffed by various emergency and public

health professionals to guide a local community during emergency situations. The EOC structure
provides a hierarchy of leadership tesess the o mmu needs during the emergency (or in

this case, pandemj@entify solutions, gather resources, iamaglement strategies. The EOC

provides direction for thBepartment Operations Center (DAORCYive key areas: 1)

management and admitretion of resources; 2) operations; 3) planning; 4) logistics; and 5)

financial and administramn Co st a Count yds He aCCH$actiBatedthairc es De p
DOC and worked closely wiH to address the needs of those experiencing homelessness during

the pandemic.

H3 held three critical roles during the pandemic. The first as the county agency working closely
with the DOC; the second as theCd®ad; and the third, as a program providérhe immediate
needs focused on the following objectives:

1 general oversight of COVAIN planning and implementation
procurement of resources for service provjders

decompressing emergency shelters and other congrixgatgfacilities
distributing resources to the unsheltered popujatiah

maintaining services ftire housedgopulatiors

= =4 4 4
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General Oversight of COVHR9 Planning and Implementation

When theCOVID19 pandemicsurfaced in

the community Cont r a CHealth a=€o-orrt=y-&s
Service®epartmen{CCHSyas one of H3 formed partnerships with CEOs and establishe
many government agencies responding to effectivecommunication. They kept us so well infor
countywide efforts to prevent the spread ofso we could make sure our services were coordine
COVID19. County employees are with new laws and new funding. They contracted v
designated by the state d3isaster Service CBOs (communibased organizations), got financia
Workers Staff from all county divisions weressistance, etc. They were so quick, so collaborati
assigned tsupport and respond t6OMD- and [ at t he same t i me]
19 activities. Whe continuing tgene as the

CoClead, H3was tasked with developing -Chris Ciello, Executive Director, HUME Center
CoGwide efforts to prevent the spread

among the homeless populatiorcollaboration wittocal homeless service providers H3 6 s
primary roleat the start of the surge of COVII® casesvas to disseminate federal, state, and
countymandates and guidelines specific to protecting the homeless community in congregate
living facilities andhosedliving on the streetg/hen theCalifornia StateExective Ordercalled

for thelocal authority to implement strategies to prevent the spread of GOMD Cont r a
Health Officer calledor decompressg shelters and shifig outreach practice®ased on these
recanmendation$3 made critical decisions about how service providers within the CoC should
continue operations whikeducing exposure for clients and st#f the lead agency guiding the
CoC during the pandemic, HBvidedguidelines and
communications various stakettders and partners
technical assistant@service providersand overall
coordination for service providers and other community
partners.

H3 also sought input from homeless service providers and
healthcare professionals to identify the challenges
encoutered by both consumers and providers as new
guidelines and restrictions were rolled out.

Procurement of Resources for Service Providers
H3 wasresponsible fordentifyingand procuringhe many resources that were immediately
necessary fopreventing the spread of COUI® among the population arfdr agenciesvho

Co s

serval them H3 worked witlCCH$ sisadierOperation CenterfOQand t he broader C

Emergency Operation Center (E@Cacquire supplieand resources, including but not limited to

V leased hotels to serve as roongregate shelter settingsn der t he St at eds

Key (PRK) Program

V' meals, laundry, and cleaning services for the hotel consumers

V  personalprotectiveequipment (PPE) for shelters, hatdl, service providers, and
outreach team@nasks, gloves, Tyvakits/gowns, face &ds, etq

V48 porta potty/hard washing statioraced regionallyacrosssix cities in the County
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V' hand sanitizehygiene kits, twalay, nonperishable food kits, bottled water,
transportation to/from testing appointments, hospitals, shelter@hBRIKtel program)
and health clinics

V' room dividers fothe shelterghat remained open

V' tentsand solar charger® encourage social distancing practi@esngunsheltered
individuals living in encampments

Decompressing Emergerglyelters and Congregate Settings

ThecountyHealth @ f i or@erta@dscompress T—————
congregate livindacilitiesrequired immediate action at
all homelessheltersacross the count8helters had to

sites, isolating households to certain areas distanced f
other households, and could not accept new intakes. /..
responsethe state establisheah initiativein Aprilcalled §
Project Roonkey (PRK) to provide fundiri§l.7M
allocated toContra Costa) for necongregate shelter
options for people experiencing homelessness and whigf—,
were at high rislof getting COVIBL9 or havingmore
severecomplications from CA¥ILL9 based on health risk
factors These efforts prioritized protecting induats who were at the highest e the
Feder al Emer gency (REklApaidelmneseRisk facthrg wdmesey @nsage,
health conditions, and thassidingin congregate facilitiegs well agninimizing the strain on
the health care systdinsapacity.

Initially, all countyun shelter consumers were placed in PRK while other shelters (Greater
Richmond Interfaith Program, Bay Area Rescue M&BANDTrinity CentelWinter Nightsand
Don Browncontinued serving consumers @gdaucedcapacity.Mountain Viewvasthe only
shelter that closed completeAs space became available in the hotel prograd@RE Outreach
teams psychiatriemergencyhospitals and emergencyoomsmade referralgo the public health
oncall team to make final decisions abeligibility andplacement ito the hotel program. The
primary focus was making placementsthe most vulnerable people sleeping outsideng the
pandemic.
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PRK also gave people who were experiencing homelessness and were recove@@vibm
19, or had been exposed to COVAD® and waiting for a test resu{PUI, People Under
Investigationh place to recuperate and properly quarantine outside of a hospéting This
furtherreduced the burden aiheovertaxed healthcare systems.

Protocols were established to ensure consameistaffat shelter sites and the hotel sites
maintained social distancé cleaning service was procuredt the PRK prograand PUI sitef
the event any room was contaminated by a COMIpostive client.

Service providers partnered with the PRK sitpsade case management to house cliéois

the PRKsitesand other shelter$lousing placements provelthallengng as landlords were

reluctant to take new tenants, family and friends were not opening their homes to people, movers
were temporarily banned from conducting moves, and apnodits could not take furniture

donations.

HealthCare for the Homeless (HCH) provided medical servicdading COVHD9 testingat

PRK and PUI sitesensureaccesgor that population and to reduce burdenlatal health clinics.

HCH also worked to kegpose populatiorsway from emergency department$ere they

could be exposed to COWI® and to reduce burden on the already ovtaxed emergency
departments. HCH staff were flexible as they created modified clinics at the PRK and PUI sites in
hotel rooms.

ServingUnsheltered Consumers

CORE Outreadeamscontinued serving unsheltered consumers doging
pandemi¢with a focus on providing services usually provided at CARE
Centers and shelters, which were serving fewer people asitgrefjcantly
reduced capacity as well as servicedhair facilites. The teams were fe
organized based on needs specific to the pandemic; BART CORE team:
discontinued because BART wgagorarily closeavhile all other teams
remained activeCORE Outreach distributed talay norrperishablefood
packs, hygiene kijtbottled water, PPE, and hand sanitizetheir consumers
CORE also provided education about CGY800 the unsheltered
population and encouraged people to prevent the spread of CE19Iby

- ljuiysesy
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having them remain in one encampment area (and not move anootnshare living space with
people outside of their household, and to practice social distancing. CORE also distributed tents
to allowpeople who had been sharing temtgh people outside their householdphigsically

distance themselves from otheople in the encampment.

CORE was tharimaryreferral sourcdo PRK,
usingguidancedeveloped bythe public health en
call team, using FEMA guideliteeprioritize
placements into PRK for those most vulnerable to
COVID19 (such as those F@ars of ageand

older or people 60 and oldewithtwo or more
FEMA eligible health conditipns

Most CARE centers remained opened at a reduced capaaityever, heywere unable to
provide their standard meals and basic nesdrvice (bathrooms, showers, and case
management)CARE Centeasljusted their services lpyovidng packaged food and bottled
water and played an essential role in educating theimsumers
about COVIBL9 screening and preventiomeasures

HealthCare for the Homelesdsoprovided medical street
outreach and COVHD9 testing at community clinics,
encampments, food distribution siesl CARE CententdCH
also led efforts in contact tracifgr people experiencing
homelessness who tested positive for CQYID

MaintainingServices for theHousedPopulation

Service providersperatingpermanent housirand rapid rehousingrogramschangel their

case management to be conducted entirely over the phone and oHIiel BRc, Hope
Solutions, and H3 quickly adopted new technology, incladirigientiacase management apps
for their phones.

Hope Solutiopermanent supportive housing program that serves
familiesresponded to the sheltaxplace order by providing educational &
supplies, including Chromebooks, tutoring, educational support, and ¢
management for families in their
housing programddo pe Sol
sitebased housing programs also
recognized that clients were eager tc
be social and cread outdoor social space that allowed
participants to have socially distanced outdoor events.

OClients were
social interactiain.

-Deanne Pearn, Executive
Director, Hope Solutions
HELTERNncds eviction prevention
developed to identifythe needs of people about to lose
housing, was adapted identify the needs btheir residentand help thengain access to PPE,
food, hygiene kits, and other necessities.
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EffectiveStrategiesldentified by Service Providers
There werekey activitiesand strategieghat helped service providers quickly aswfficiently
address COVIE19 efforts for their staff and consumers

Vv

Many providers adapted tools or processdeeady in placeat their organization before
COVID19, such as triage tools ways in whickuppliesvere distribued, allowing for

quick and #icient response

Many agencies establisthdaily COVID19 meetings to provide ufp-date information,
troubleshoot challenges, and identify needs.

Service providerbolsteredsuppors fortheir staffto ensure theftad more flexibility and
resources teupport their clients/consumeéapport included adequate technology to
work from home and in the field with telehealth, PPE, flexible schedules, and ability to
speak candidlyto supervisors and peeabout their ché#nges.

Partnerships were key. New partn@urches, ngmofits, and community members)
became engaged with the CoC or individual service providers to help with hygiene kits,
foot kits and donations.

Multiple service providers emphasized that thaff stepped up in every way possible. It
seemed everyone took a leadership role in one way or another.

Service providers were quick to accept recommendations from the county and acted
rapidly to implement the necessary changes.
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Partnerships, Collaborats, and Key Stakeholders

Partners and Stakeholders

Contra Costa County was able to effectively serve people experiencing homelessness during COVID-19 thanks to the many partners including
non-profits, government agencies, service providers, faith community, and community members.

eettt 00, m

Board of Supervisors Best Western Corporate Premier Inn = Concord 211

County Health Officers Church of Latter Day Saints Best Western - Concord Bay Area Community Services
County's Business Intelligence Friends Feeding Friends Best Western - Richmond Bay Area Rescue Mission
Emergency Operations Centers New Hope Church Courtyard Marriott = Richmond CORE Outreach and Referral
Homebase St. Bonaventure Motel 6 - Pittsburg Community Connect

Public Health Department Vestia County Alcohol and Other Drugs
State of California VOOAD County Behavioral Health

Girard's Catering

Greater Richmond Interfaith Program
Health, Housing & Homeless Services
Health Care for the Homeless

Hope Solutions

Lee's Building Maintenance

Loaves and Fishes

Monument Crisis

SHELTER Inc

Sunrise Bistro

Trinity Center

Uber/LYFT
m The Bay Church
‘Cantra Costa Contirmum of Care

Wence House
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SECTION TWO:

COVID SCREENING, TESTING, AND
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COVIB SCREENING, TESTING, AND OTHE
342 COVID19 CASEJSM 5 COVID19 DEATHS

Testing for COVHR9 took place all over the county at health clinics, - —
county and private hospitals, county health centers, pharnaaies . oo e
mobile clinics. Test results for every person tested were enterE@ iy e | |
(the countyds el ect)amoploada dadlyatd t § &

the state CALREDIE databaHeis data collection and management & WM.K“P B“V“H i
ensurecdaccurate and completeacking to understantthe impact of I TFSTING '
COVID19 in Contra Costa County. There were 866,887 C@\AD 15k
tests completed in Contra Costa County in 2020 60440 people - ) -
(some people had multiple tests completed). Among those 440,010 unique mchheiealmre

43,350 positive COVID9casema mongst Contra Costa ;D%ofralt yds ge
people tested.

The homeless population was identified as a vulnerable group in Contra Costa County and efforts
were made to identify and monitpeople in the homeless community who tested positive.
Databases irthe countyontaining homeless, medical, and behaviordtthdata were

integrated to allow for real time identifationof positive cases and confirmed homeless status

p er Hahi2léssefinitior. Pulling data from multiple county providers who serve the

homeless commuretysuredhat COVIBL9 testing inform@tion was captured for people in HMIS

as well as other county databasand likely captured many people not accessing CoC services

yet still experiencing homelessness.

3 HUD's definition of Homelessness: Resources and guidance. HUD Exchange. (2019, March 8).
https://lwww.hudexchange.info/news/hudsfinitiornof-homelessnesssourcesand-guidance/.
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| In total, theravere 11,045 COVID19 testsadministereadn people
experiencing homelessness (1.3% of all Ca¥I@sts completeth

. the countyacrosst,247 unique people (1% of all people tested in

i Contra Costa County). There were 342 positive cases among people

2 experiencing homelessness; 8% of all hompéexde tested Table

One). This is slightly lower than the 1@#sitivity rateidentified

among the general population testadrosghe county.

TableneCOMIBTedbatan Contra Costa Bgurdpulation Type, 2020

# Tests inGeneralPopulation  # Tests inHomeless Population

Total Tests Conducted 866,887 11,045
Unique People Tested 440,010 4,247
Positive Tests 43,350 342
Positivity Rate 10% 8%

More than hal{57%) of those experiencing homelessness who tested positive were adults ages
25 to 54, followed by seniors ages 62 and older (17%) aider adultsages55 to 61 (13%).
Although mmorsexperiencing homelessnhas thefewest number of tests conducted, they had

the highest rate of positive casasong all age categorie@ 3%, Table Two).rénsition age
youth(18-24) and rising seniof$5-61) had the lowespositivity rateg6% each).

TabléwoAge DistributiCiWfélr9 PositReople Experiencing Homeles32828 COVID

Age Group Number of People Tested  Positivity Rate
Minors (<18) 212 13%
Transition Age Youth (1:24) 286 6%
Working Adults (2554) 2,383 8%
Rising Seniors (561) 685 6%
Seniors (62+) 692 9%

* The total number in eatéible do not equal the unduplicated number of people who were tested

Of the 324 confirmed positive cases @D 19, there were no differences in the rates of
positive COVIEL9 testresultdetweenmales andfemales Among the 1,682 women who were
tested, 143 tested positive (8%) and among the 2,517 men tested, 230 tested pB8&4ijve

There was one positive cafless than 1%gmong3 32 i ndi vi dual s genddarh mi s s

identifieddata.

Race and dtnicity data were alsocollected for each person tested. There is a significant amount
of missing data, likelywkto the way in which data was collected at sigesr(e siterequested

race and ethnicitgata during the online registration and maayticipants did not completegh

full form). Among those experiencing homeles&88gN=1,223)had missingr unknown

racial data and 24% (N=1,018 had missing ethnicity datBeoplewho identifiedwith Multiple

Races had the highest posiijwate at 18%, followed my Nativédawaiian/Other Pacific
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Islanderat 11%, and Other at 9%. American IndiAfaska Native Asian, and Unknown had the
lowest rates at 4% (Tabl€hreg.

TablEhre€EOVID Testing and Positivity Ra¢epiperngncing Homeleg&ess, 2020

Multiple Races 66 18%
Native Islander 28 11%
Other 1,122 9%
White 1,717 8%
Black 1,281 7%
American Indian 25 4%
Asian 105 4%
Unknown 101 4%

* The total number in eatdble do not equal the unduplicated number of people who were tested

Peopleexperiencing homelessness who identifigdigiganic/Latin(a)(o)(kad highermpositivity
rates than noiiispanic/Latin(a)(0)(Xx14% compared to 8%TableFou). Those with missing
ethnicitydata had a 4% positivty rate.

Tableou€COVID Testing and Positivity Rates Among People Experiencing Homelessness, by Ethnicity,

Hispanic/Latin(a)(0)(x) 714 14%
Non Hispanic/Latin(a)(0)(x) 2,565 8%
Other/Unknown 1,018 4%

* The total number in each gragh not equal the unduplicated number of people who were tested

Last known addresse®re collected for each persemperiencing homelessnedsen they

registered for a COVIEL9 test.City data was missing for 10% of the population that was tested
for COVID19. The top three cities with the highest number of positive cases were Concord with
68 positive cases, Richmond with 63, and Antioch wiiniohg these three cities, Concord had
the highest positive rate (11%), followed by Antioch (9%), and RichmotiteHadest with 7%
(Table Five)

TableiveCity Population, Number of Positive iBddate, famdPBRoplevExperiencing Homelessness, for Three
Cities, 2020

Concord 130,935 68 11%
Antioch 112,520 57 9%
Richmond 131,133 63 7%

* The total number in each graph do not equal the unduplicated number of people who were tested
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SECTION THREE:

COC PROGRAM UTILIZATION
INTERVENTIONOYPES NS
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COC PROGRAM BNDIOATTCRMES

-

Almost 10,000 peopl accessed services acrtiss CoC during calendar 9% increasen the
year 2020; 9,767 people in 7365 households. This represen@@increase mbenf

in uniqueconsumei@nd in households servathce 2018 There was al4%
increasan consumefsom 2018 to 2019 and a 5% decrease from 2019 to Pousezgilg ? Sgg\/zeod
2020, largely due to the COVH29 pandemic (5% decrease, Figubme). rom 0

Figu@neNumber of Households anddoelbdtiogisvicex) 18020

9,878 9,767
8,958

7,715 7.365
6,766
2018 2019 2020

e Households =—|ndividuals
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CoC Programare distinguishedly three primaryintervention levelsasedon the homeless status
of those people utilizing those services:

Preventio& Diversiointerventionare for people/households who are mbminentisk of
homelessnesZervicesncludecase managemenconflict resolutiomnd financial
assistance

Crisis Responsgerventionare for people/households currently experiencing literal
homelessnes3ervices includeutreachemergency or interim sheltbgsic needs;ase
managementgeferrals to financial and socibknefits, housingavigation and linkages to
health and housing services.

Permanent Supportive Houg&Hjs for people/households who were formerly homeless,
who have disabilitieand need longerm wraparound services. PSH programming
includedongterm housing suppoxtsth case management

There ardendifferentinterventioomodels that fall under preventiamisis responsand
permanent supportive housing. iftervention modelsith an asterisk (*) are also Project Types
defined by HUD and the bulleted items are program models that fall under a Project Type.

Preventiorand Crisis Response Permanent Supportive
Diversion Housin
Emergency Shelter g
Preventioh . . PSH*
O Transitional Housihg

Outreaclh

Rapid Rehousihg

Support Servicés
1 Rapid Exit
1 Housing Navigation

The majority ohouseholds served in tGeCwere served in crisis

responsgrograms meaning thegoughserviceslesignatedfor 3/4  of all consumers in
literally homeless people3% of consumers, 5750 households). CoC were enrolled in crisi
Households prevention made up3% of enrolimentdN=956 response grams in
householdsnd 12%of enrollmentfN=929 householdsverein 2020

permanent supportive housifggureTwag.
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FigurBwdHousehold Program Utlitatienbgn | 2020

Prevention and Diversio
= Crisis Response

= Permanent Supportive
Housing

Therewasa threeyear increase in the number of households served in preventi&¥saiydth

an overall increase of 91% in prevention and 6% 8Horograms These programs serve
householdsased on their capacityiaffing andfunding) and the increaseslestgreater

capacity over the last two yeafsand an orgoing need for more services in these categories)
Crisis response had&o decrease in 2020 likely due to fewer people engaging in programs as

program capacity was reducetlring the pandemior those who werensheltered (Figure
Threg.

FigurEhreé&Number ofellalds Served in Prevention, Crisi®Res@a@k9 and

Prevention and Diversiol Crisis Response PSH
6,301
’ 929
956
799 912
500 5,750
5,589 879

2018 2019 2020 2018 2019 2020 2018 2019 2020
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Inflow and Outflow for Crisis Response

During 2020, there were 4,976 people who entered into crisis respongeamsmeaninghey were not
enrolledon January 1, 2020. They could have enrolled for the first time during 2020, and had a previous
enrollment but were not enrolled at the beginmhthe year These&eonsumenser e consi dered 0 I
into crisis response. Outflow from crisis resgaogeamsincludel people who exid to permanenor
temporaryhousing obecame inactive during 2020. There were 5,079 deapho exited crisis respans

making uphe outflow during 2020Therefore, during calendar yed020, there wered more consumers

exiting the system of care each month compared to those enrolling or entering prbg8amasré

peopleover the course of the yeamflow andoutflow numbers do not match the total enroliments or exits
from crisis response presented above because people enrolled in multiple programs and had multiple exits
whilethe inflow and outflow dat#& deduplicaed for each consumer.

Inflow and outflow fsim 2018 to 2020 show that the crisis response system of care geickatailyt
increase or decrease, but instead consistentlycselyge tahe same number of people coming into and
leaving the systerilowever, during 2020, there were proportionally mexégsthanenrollments than in
previous years (Figure Four).

Figuireourdnflow and Outflow for Crisis R88@0nse, 2018

2,381 5,145
: 5,079
| I | I
2018 2019 2020

Inflow m Qutflow

The majority of peoplé57%) making up inflow into crisis response were newly homeless (they had not
been in HMIS as literallpmeless in the last three years (N=3,000, or 57% of inflow). Another 1,925
people (37%) returned from inactive; 31®%) were people who returned to homelessness after
previously exiting to permanent housiegurning to homelessness in 2020 after exitrgermanent
housing (Figureive.
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FiguileveTypes of Inflow into Crisis Response, 2020

3,000 1,925

New to Crisis Response
m Returned from a Previous Permanent Housing Exit

Returned from Inactive
* Consumers may fall in multiple categories

Positive Outcomes and Exit Destination by Intervention Mogi
The CoC 72 programsin the CoC (Appendix A) in ten '
intervention modelsach haing different objectives.

Prevention andiversiorprograms are designed for people
about to lose their housing (within the next two weeke$ :
from these programs to a permanent housingragiinwere
much higher compared to crisis response programs for pec
whowere literally homeless.

Street outreach and support services provide services for
people sleeping outside who need access to basic necessi
and housing supports. Positive muts for outreach and
support services entails further engagement in the CoC an@e
referrals to housing services. Many people simply disapped&g
from outreach and support services because they move avg
or find housing without formally exiting CoC programga Da
collection on exit destination is limited for these programs ?«
because many people simply stop engaging with those A
programs.

Other intervention models in crisis response, however, suc
rapid rehousing (RRigpid exit, and housing navigation,
have a housing focus and help consumers achieve housing through case management, financial
assistance, and housing supports. Datactiolh on exit destination is more complete for these

types of programsA positive outcome for permanent supportive hoissigply maintaining

housing through permanent supportive housing or exiting to other permanent housing destinations.
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PositiveExitsOverview

From PreventidhDiversiorii
remaired housed upoprogramexit

FromCrisis Response (other than RRH)
temporary stay at a shelter, transitional housing, friend or family mérsbere or permanent
housing, institution, letegm cae setting

From RRHA
exited to permanent housing, subsidized or not

From PSH
remained housed in PSH or exited to other permanent housing

The success of housing rates or maintaining housing should be judged based on the model of the
program categoris, as described above, and should not necessarily be compared across

program types. The exit destinations for 2020 from each intervention level and each intervention
model(Tables Six and Severare described below.

TablgixHousehold Exit Ratedastingiipintervention Level, 2020

e (L Still Permanent Temporary Institution = ergency Un- Missing Exit
Active | Housing Setting Shelter sheltered Destination
Prevention'Diversion
0, 0, 0 0, 0, 0, 0
(N=956) 7% 78% 10% 1% 1% 0% 3%
CrisisResponse 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
(N=5.772) 6% 11% 4% 1% 15% 7% 55%
Permanent
Supportive Housing 93% 3% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
(N=929)

* Exit Destinatiofype isdetermined by the federal Department of Housing and Urban Development
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Tablgeverlousehold Exit Ddstitmdithim Crisis Rebpgensentio2820

Intervention in Crisis ~ Still  Permanent Temporary Institution Emergency un- Missing Exit
Response Active ~ Housing Setting Shelter sheltered Destination

Ra_pld Exit 0% 37% 3% 0% 10% 8% 43%
(N=63)
Street Outreach o o 0 0 0 0 0
(N=3,755) 2% 3% 1% 1% 22% 0% 70%
Support Services o . 0 0 0 0 0
(N=1.680) 29% 5% 1% 0% 3% 11% 59%
Emergency Shelter o . o 0 0 0 0
(N=1,599) 8% 11% 8% 7% 22% 16% 29%
'(I'l\rlair;sél;lonal Housing 21% 36% 30% 1% 5% 204 4%
Housing Navigation o . 0 0 0 0 0
(N=351) 15% 33% 1% 1% 5% 5% 40%
Rapid Rehousing 17% 49% 10% 4% 204 5% 13%

(N=585)

* Exit Destinatiofype isdetermined by the federal Department of Housing and Urban Development

A description of eacimterventioomodelis provided in the next few pages, along wiitle

number of households sensl demographic dataduring 2020 Theintervention modetge
listed in ordemof intervention levddased orhomeless statysr€vention and diversion, crisis
response, and P$fédllowed by the interventions that fall under crisis respong®useholds
experiencing literal homelessnessce the number of ls&holds accessing those programs and
their demographics vary significantly across intervenBareheadersindicate the program
category is for peoplén prevention, orange for thosarrently experiencing homelessreasd,

green is for people in PSH
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Preventio& DiversiorfN=956 Households)

Utilization andDemographics

Preventiorand diversiomprograms provideshoriterm, ongime supports for people at imminent

risk of homelessnegseaning theyare at risk oflogng their housing within two wegks just
recently became homeless for the first tigagports include conflict resolution between consumers
and landlords or family members, financial assistance for utilities, rent, deposits or fees related to
housing, and case managem@&wamographics for those served in prevention in 2020

Household Type Chronic Homelessness Age
68% adultonly; 32% There are no chronically <18 (34%), 1824 (7%),
households with children homeless in prevention 25-54 (48%),55-61 (6%),
62+ (5%)

Race

White (44%), Black (33%),
Asian (9%), all others 5% c
less

Outcomes

Outcomes foprevention and diversion focus on maintaining permanent housipglly returning

if very recently entering homelessnesesthouseholdstay in their own housing or find other
permanent housing/lore than threguarters of households served preverion and diversion

during 2020 exited to permanent housing; ten percent exited to a temporary settichgone

percent exited to an institution or emergency shelter. No households exited to an unsheltered
situation. Exit data was missing for only &%all households who exited prevention and diversion
programmingFigureSix).

Figui®ixExit Destinatidhre¥ention and Dierseh@d20

Lo 1% 0% 3%

7%

Still Active
= Permanent Housing

= Temporary Setting
Institution

= Emergency Shelter

= Unsheltered
Missing Exit Destinatio
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Crisis Respongdl Intervention® (772 Households)

Utilization and Demographics

Crisis response includes all the intervention models that served people who were literally homeless
at the time of program enrolimeimterventionsiodels in crisis response eapid exit, street
outreachsupport services, emergency shelters, housing navigation, transitional housing, and rapid
rehousingDemographic and outcome data specific to each interventdel § provided in the

next section. However, it is helpful to analyze data in aggregate satbdifferentinterventions

within crisisesponséo be able to compare differences between populations and outcomes (such

as how the prevention and diversion, crisis response, and PSH populations compare or contrast).
Demographics for those seniadl crisis response intervention2020:

Household Type Chronic Homelessness Age
91% adultonly; 9% 35% of households were <18 (14%), 1824 (7%),
households with children chronically homeless 25-54 (52%), 5561 (15%),
62+ (12%)
Race

White @0%), Blak (38%),
Americarindan (8%), all

others6% or less

Outcomes

More than half of those in crisis response interventions had missing data (55%); 15% exited to
emergency shelter, 11% to permanent housing, 7% to unsheltered settings, and 5% to a
temporary setting oinstitutionSix percent had not yet exited their intention at the time this
report was generateqFigure Seven)

Figui®eveixit DestinatigssisrResgdosseholds, 2020

6%

Still Active
2% = Permanent Housing
1% = Temporary Setting
Institution
55% = Emergency Shelter
m Unsheltered

Missing Exit Destinatio
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Crisis Responsadid Exit(N=63 Households)

Utilizationand Demographis

RapidExitis a housing intervention desighedhouseholds who are newlgmeless but not yet

active inthe CoCa prevent entry intéiteral homelessness orduicklyresolveah o us e h ol d 6 s
homelessness once they enter shelter, transitional housing situation, or an unsheltered situation
Demographics for those seniadapid exit in 202Q

Household Type Chronic Homelessness Age
100% adultonly 11% of households were <18 (34%), 1824 (7%),
chronically homeless 25-54 (48%), 5561 (6%),
62+ (6%)

Race

White (53%), Black (29%),
Americarindian (6%), all
others 5% or less

Outcomes

For those served during 2020 in rapid exit, 37% exited to permanent housing. However, 21%

were not able to rapidly retain housing (10% of households exited to emergency shelter, 8%

exited as unsheltered, and 3% to a temporary setting). Exit destinatiamowvesllectedrom

43% of the households because they simply odi
found housing, left the area, or simply remained homeless but stopped using services. Because
rapid exit is meant to be a shetérm intervention, nmbaseholds were still active at the time this

report was developedFigure Eight)

FiguigighExit Destinations for Households that Accessed Rapid Exit, 2020
0%

= Still Active

= Permanent Housing
43% = Temporary Setting
= |nstitution

= Emergency Shelter
= Unsheltered

Missing Exit Destinatio
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Crisis Responsdregt Outreach (N=3,755 Households)

Utilization andDemographics

Street outreachsiprovided in the field to link peopkxperiencing unsheltered homelessness with
basic needgincluding but not limited to food, water, and hygieng kiswell as referrals and
connections to service providerthin the Coemographics for those servedsireet outreach

in 2020

Household Type Chronic Homelessness Age
91% adultonly; 9% 45% of households were <18 (13%), 1824 (7%),
households with children chronically homeless 25-54 (53%), 5561 (15%),
62+ (12%)

Race

White (39%), Black (35%),
Americarindian (10%), all
others6% or less

Outcones

The purpose of street outreach is to engag& people sleeping outside and refer them to other
supports that might lead to shelter, temporary housing, or permanent housing. Many people engage
with outreach and then simply disappear (they stop engaging with all programs in the CoC) and
do not provide &it data (70% of households engaged with outreach during 2020 did not have
exit data). A positive outcome for outreach is an exit from outreach to emergency shelter, temporary
housing, or permanent housing. Almostjaager (22%) of households engagedhwbutreach

exited to emergency shelter; 3% exited to permanent housing, and a%etoporary setting or

an institutiar2% were still active in outreach at the time this data avedyzed(Figure Nine)

FiguidineExit Destinatidhsu®eholds that Accessed Street Outreach, 2020
2% 3% 19
1% Still Active
/ = Permanent Housing

= Temporary Setting

Institution
70% 0% = Emergency Shelter
= Unsheltered

Missing Exit Destinatio
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Crisis Responseaugport Services (N=1,680 Households)

Utilization and Demographics

Support Services provide basic needs such meals, showers, hygiene kits, mail service, and referrals
to other supports that might lead to shelter, temporary housing, or permanent housing.
Demographics for those served in support services in 2020

Househdd Type Chronic Homelessness Age
91% adultonly; 9% 35% of households were <18 (4%), 1824 (6%), 25
households with children chronically homeless 54 (61%), 5561 (17%),
62+ (13%)

Race

White (48%), Black (35%),
Americarindian (6%), all
others 5% or less

Outcomes

Many people engage wittsupport serviceand then simply disappear (they stop engaging with
all programs in the CoC) and do not provide exit data (59% of households engagesiipjitbt
servicesluring 2020 did not have exit data). Almost thirty percent (29%) were still active in support
service wherthe data was analyzednd another 11% exited to unsheltered settings. Only 9%
had a positive exit (5% to permanent housing, 3% to an emergency shelter, and 1% taonnst
(FigureTen.

FigurBenExit Destinations for HousehoddsShapAdcessvices, 2020

Still Active
29% = Permanent Housing
= Temporary Setting
= [nstitution
59% w m Emergency Shelter
» Unsheltered
Missing Exit Destinatio
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Crisis Responsen&rgency Shelters (N=1,599 Households)

Utilization and Demographics

Emergencshelters povide temporary shelter for peoplehod o n 6 tsafdhaadiealthy sleeping
arrangements. Consumers generally come from uninhabitable locations (encampments, streets, or
vehicles), are fleeing domestic violence, ortlhest temporary housind>emographics for those

served in emergency shelters in 2020

Household Type Chronic Homelessness Age

92% adultonly; 8% 44% of households were <18 (18%), 1824 (5%),

households with children chronically homeless 25-54 (42%), 5561 (19%),
62+ (22%)

Race
White (40%), Black (39%),
Americarindian (8%), all
others6% or less

Outcomes

The purpose of emergency shelter is to provide-gérontand interim shelter until people find
temporary orpermanent housingsourcesOver ten percent (11%) exited to permanent housing;
21% exited to emergency shelter, 15% exited to a temppisetting or institutipand 16%

exited back to unsheltere&ight percenwere still active iemergencyshelters at the time this
data wasanalyzed 29% did not have exit datgFigure Eleven)

Figuielevekxit Destinations for HouseholdE thertg&ocysSEANR0s

Still Active
= Permanent Housing

8%

= Temporary Setting
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Crisis Responseott$ing Navigation (N=351 Households)

Utilization and Demographics

Housing Navigatiois designed to helponsumershe havea minimum income move through the
housing processith hosing search and locationpmpletion ofapplications,and preparing
documerst related to the housing procedsmographics for those served in housing navigation in
2020:

Household Type Chronic Homelessness Age
86% adultonly; 14% 36% of households were <18 (25%), 1824 (5%),
households with children chronically homeless 25-54 (50%), 5561 (2%),
62+ (18%)

Race

White (35%), Black (49%),
Americarindian(7%), all
others 5% or less

Outcomes

One-third of households accessing housing navigation during 2020 exited to permanent housing.
Ten percent exited back to homelessness (5% to unsheltered settings and 5% to emergency
shelters). Fifteen percent were still enrolled in housing navigatiothe/ldata was analyzed.

Two percent exited to a temporary settingimstitutior{fFigure Twelve)

FigurBwelv&xit Destinations for Households that Accessed Housing Navigation, 2020

15% Still Active

= Permanent Housing
40% = Temporary Setting
Institution
= Emergency Shelter
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Crisis Responseaiisitional Housing (N=88 Households)

Utilization and Demographics

Transitional Housimyovidesshortterm housing to gdtouseholdsff the streets and into more
stable living environments until permanent housing can be estalilishexjraphics for those
served in transition&lousing in 2020

Household Type Chronic Homelessness Age
100% adultonly 23% of households were <18 (0%), 1824 (45%),
chronically homeless 25-54 (36%), 5561 (11%),
62+ (8%)

Race

White (43%), Black (30%),
Americarindianand
Multiple(8%),others <5%

Outcomes

Households in transitional housing are generally heavily involved with their case manager,
resulting inower rates ofmissing exit destination data (only 4% of households had missing exit
destinatiordata). More than a third (36%) exited fmermanent housing and 30% exited to a
temporary setting. Five percent exited to emergency shelter and five percent exited back to an
unsheltered settir(@igure Thirteen)

FigurehirteeBxit Destinations for Households that Accessp®@U2ansitional Housin

204, 4%

Still Active
= Permanent Housing

1%
N

= Temporary Setting
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Missing Exit Destinatio
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Utilization and Demographics

Rapid Rehousing Assistance integrates-tehort financial assistance with services and case
management to help those who are experiencing homelessngsiskjgtrenoused and stabilized.
Demographics for those served in rapid rehousing in:2020

Household Type

72% adultonly; 28%
households with children

Chronic Homelessness

23% of households were
chronically homeless

Age

<18 (32%), 1824 (10%),
25-54 (40%), 5561 (8%),

62+ (10%)

Race

White (43%), Black (30%),
Americarindian (8%),
Multiple (8%), others5%

Outcomes

Households enrolled in rapid rehousing generally work with case managers to address barriers to
obtaining housing and help identify appropriate housing opportunities, resultingherarate

of exits to permanent housing than other crisis response interventions. Almost half (49%) of
households in rapm@housingxited to permanent housing; 17% were still active when this report
was generated. Anothdi0% exited to a temporary settinfFigure Fourteen)

Figuileourtedaxit Destinations for Households that Accessed Rapid Rehousing, 2020
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Permanent Supportivetising (N=929 Households)

Utilization and Demographics

PSHprovides longerm financial support for housing and case management for people who were
previously homeless. Many people staysedn this program for many yeafSemographics for
thoseserved in permanent supportive housing in 2020:

Household Type Chronic Homelessness Age
80% adultonly; 20% 72% of households were <18 (24%), 1824 (4%),
households with children chronically homeless 25-54 (42%), 5561 (20%),
62+ (10%)

Race

White (42%), Black (39%),
Multiple Races (9%), all
others 5% or less

Outcomes

Households in PSH generally stay in their housing until they can no longer live independently;
93% of households in permanent supportive housing were still enrolled at the time this report was
generated. Three percent exited tefmanent housing; two percent returned to homelessness;

two percent exited to temporary housing and 1% had missing exit destinatio(-aatee

Fifteen)

Figurefteeixit Destinations for Households that AccessedHearimg@02Bupportive

1%, 0i1%, 1% 10
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= Permanent Housing
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SECTION FOUR:

DEMOGRAPHICS

1 HOUSEHOLD TYPES

1 AGE GROUPS

1 RACE/ETHNICITY

1 GENDER

1 CHRONICITY & DISABILITY
1 DOMESTIC WQIHMGE

1 SEXUAL ORNENTATIO

1 VETERANS
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HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Householdypesin the CoQall into three categories: households with chil@nmeser B),
households with only adults, and unaccompanied minors. This section provides a stn@mary of t
three household tygetheir characteristics, their program utilization, and their exit rates

Over 7,000 households 8B5), making u®,767 people, accessed services in the
CoC during 2020. There has bee®% increase the number of households
served in the CoC (among prevention, crisis response, and PSH progra

12% three

since 2018. The largest increase occurred in prevention programs {64% year increase
year ircrease compared to 2% in crisis response and 5% in PSH). in adultonly
households

The primary increase in the number of households served wa
among adukonly households, with % increase in adutinly

households accessing CoC sergioes 2018 Families, however,
experienceda 2% decrease during this same time fraffhable Eight).

TabEightNumizgrCoC Hous&heigisy Household 2048920

Adult-Only Households* 5,927 6,968 6,612 12% increase

Familieswith-Children

Households* 1,047 1,018 1,028 2% decrease
Unaccompanied Mina** 4 12 11 175% increase
L%tﬁééggllg; ©) 6,766 7,714 7,365 9% increase

* Categories are not mutually exclusiteLarge percent increase due to smalfildd unaccompanied minors
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Programutilizationvaried considerably for households with childre
compared toadultonly household@rableNing. Preventio&
diversion programserved proportionally more families than crisis
response and PShograms almost30% of householénroliments
prevention were families withildren, compared t6% of those in

52% of households with
children in the Coénteed
crisisresponse compared to
79% of adultonly households

crisis response and 20% of those in H&jdre Sixteep

TabMineNumber and Pétdensehmjtigervention Le2@20

Prevention& Diversion(At-Risk) 315 669
Crisis ResponséLiterally 0

Homeless) 550 9% 5,405
Permanent Supportive Housing 187 20% 743

(Previously Homeless)
* Categories are not mutually exclusive

91%

80%

Figui@ixtedArogram Utilization by Intervention Level and Household Type, 2020

91%

68%

32%

9%

80%

20%

Prevention and Diversion Crisis Response Permanent Supportive Housing

HH with Children m Adult-Only

Household composititumthervaried within crisis response programs
Outreach was used by over half (53%)adif adultonly households
compared ta32% of households with children. Support Services we
utilized at a higher rate among adtdnly households (25% of adult
only households) relative to households with children é#ijeswvere
more likely to us&REH.6% of households with childretilizedRRH
compared ta6% of adultonly household§&igureSeventeen

Families werenore likely to
enroll in rapid rehousing
programs (16% of families
compared with 6% of adult
only households).
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Figui®eventeehilaion darious Crisis RésgovnsetidnsHouseholdZDgle,

GO R E OUlre A oy mmm— 3%
Support Service STy —25%

0
Emergency Shelte | — 140, 217
Rapid Rehousin O e— 16%

Housing Navigationjs g://:,)

i it ™ 1%
Rapid Exit * 0%

Transitional Housing 13
®m Adult-Only = Families

Existo Permanent Housing

The goal forall people engaging in the Coi§ to exit to permanent
housingPermanent housing exit destinations from ptieweoccurs
when households sustain housing, usuallyr icutiienthome. Permanent
housing from crisis respoirgerventionsicludes any subsidized or
unsubsidized lorgrm housing. People in PSH generally reside in th
PSH housing unit for manyaggewhile a small proportion exit into othe
permanenthousindypes

Familieswith
children had better
housing outcomes
from prevention
and crisis responst

than adukonly

Households with children had higher exit rates to permanent housing
from preventiorand crisis respondban adukonlyduring 202Q

Retention rates jmermanentupportivehousing or exits to permanent
housing frorfPSHprograms was 97% for both households with children
and adultonly householdsigureEighteehn

FiguteightedPercent of Exits to PermaneRetentsimgbyP$vention laaMdbusehole, T3@20

97%  97%

2%
24%
m=
|
PSH

Prevention Crisis Response

92%

m Households with Childrerm Adult-Only
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Exits from Crisis Response
People utilizing crisis response tend to have multiple program enroliments athdiexgithe
reporting period FigureNineteerpresents outcomes for households that had at least one exit to
permanent housing, regardless of other exits they may have had from the CoC as well as the
proportion of households still engaged in the system or theag
with missing exit dat&xamples of desstation types are
providedon page?29 of this report.

Exit destinations farisisresponse varied by household typ€
with households with children more likely to exit to perma
housing37% for households with childrand 8% for adult
only).Adultonly households had higher rates of exits to
unsheltered situations (7% compared to ®dultonly
households also had more missing exit destirgatanwith
55% of exitdata missingompared td31% amonghouseholds with childrg@figure Nineteen)

Figudineteé&ixit Destinations Across Crisis Response Interventions, by Household Type, 2020

55%

37%

31%
149%15%
0,
8% 79 9% 1% 7%
il B =

Missing Permanent Emergency Still Active in  Temporary  Unsheltered

Housing Shelter programming Housing

m Families m Adult-Only
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AGE GROUPS

Working-age adults éges25 to 54 years olg made up half of all consumeascessing services
in the CoQuring 2020(51%, N=5,113) followed by minors (ages07) who were thesecond
largest groupaccessing services in 20@®%, N=1,916). Older adults(55 to 61 years of age)
made up 13% (N1,281), seniorsages 62 and oldermade up 10% (N=1,047), anttansition
age youth (TAYihade up7% (N=659, Figurerwenty.

FigurBwentge Distributiéi foonsumers Served by the CoC, 2020

Minors (<18)
A = Transition Age Youth (18-24
= Adults (25-54)
Older Adults (55-61)
= Seniors (62+)

Adulsages 2554 made up nearly half all people served in prevention (51%), crisis response
(48%), and permanent supportive housing (5@8ayrams A higher proportion of mors were
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enrolled in prevention programompared tcany other age grougpecause households with
children use prevention programs at higher rates than aduly householdMinors made up
34% of prevention14% of crisis response, aBd% of permanent supportive housimgansition
age youth, ages 18 to 24, made up the smallest group in each project@pef(prevention,
7% of crisis response, ad&o of permanent supportive housing (Tal#e FigureTwentyOne).

TablEenNumlzdEach Age Group Eewledhviamtion LeX@PO

Prevention& Diversion(At-Risk)

634 120 895 109 108
Crisis Response (Literally
Homeless) 1,020 505 3,674 991 854
Permanent Supportive Housing 313 46 =5 999 130

(Previously Homeless)
* Categories are not mutually exclusive

FigurBwen@nd>rogram Utilization by Intervention Level and Age Group, 2020

52%
48%
44%
34%
24%
Y L4 18%
0 0
0 7% - 10%
Prevention and Diversion Crisis Response PSH

m<18 =18-24 m25-54 © 55-61 m62+

Minors and TAY experienced a decrease in the number of people served from 2018 while there
was no difference among working age aduder adults had a 5% increase while seniors had
a 50% increasdTableEleveh

TableleveRercent Change in the Number of People Ser28d@Zach Age Group

2018 to 2020Percent Change -9% -5% 0% 5% 50%
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Exits to Permanent Housing

Minors and TAY had better housing outcomesothar age groups in all thraatervention

levels More than threguarters of participants in alige groups using prevention programs

exited to permanent housing: 88% of minoB8p&®f TAY, 82% of working age adults, 77% of
older adultsand 76% of seniors. The greatest differences were in exits from crisis response
programs. Among minors, 41% exited to permanent housing, followed by 23% of TAY, 13% of
working age adults, 12% dajlder adults and 15% of seniors. Retention in PSH and/or exits to
permanent housing ranged from 85% to 9&&toss all age group@-igureTwentyTwqg.

FigurBwentywoPercent of Exits to Permanent Housingliy RetergiaiomdREE@GO20

98%

88%
‘41%

Minors

98% 95% 95% 96%
83% 82%
7% 76%
23%
13% 12% 15%
25-54 55-61 62+

m Prevention and Diversionm Crisis Responses PSH
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RACE AND ETHNICITY

N

Race and ethnicity data is generally analyzed for the head of household. Much of the data in this
section is for the head of household unless otherwise stated. Race and ethnicity are separate data
elements; people who akgispanic/Latin(a)(o)(xyay selireport any race. Across all three

intervention levelgreventiorand diversioncrisis response, and PSMhite households nda up

the largest population (N=3,069 househoifa%0), followed by BladkAfrican American

households (N=2,709 househpRi&¥), Americanindiar Alaska NativN=517 households

7%), people withMultiple Races (N=343household$%), and NativeHawaiiart Other Pacific
Islander(N=115 household4%, Figure Twentjhree.

Figurewenfyhredkacial Distribfititeads of Househotds CoC, 2020
506 2% 1%

= White

= Black or African American

= American Indian or Alaska Native
Missing
Multiple Races

= Asian
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islande

6%

oy, |

Hispanic/Latin(a)(o)(kpuseholds made uB% of the CoC population (N=1,405 househplds
FigureTwentyFouy.
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FigurBwvenBouEthnidistribution of Heads of Acussde(dsC, 2020
5%

= Non-Hispanic/Latin(a)(0)(x
Hispanic/Latin(a)(0)(x)
= Missing Ethnicity

Comparedo theracial composition of all Contra Costa residesstssus data)White and Asian
peoplewere underrepresented in the CoC while Blafiican Americaand American

Indiari Alaska Natve householdwere overrepresentedFigureTwentyFivg. White people
represented55% of the county population and only 42% of the CoC and Asiads-my@18%
of the county population and 3% of the CoC. ConverBégk African Americapeople
represented39% of the CoC and only 10% of the county populafiogarly 4x higherand
Americarindiar Alaska Nativewvere 7% of the CoC and only 1% of the coufy higher than
the census)

FigurBwvenBiveRac&lEthiicstribution for Cotastr@diosy General Pegid@insumers, 2020
65%

42%

39%
26%49
18%
0,
10% S0 6% 7%
3% . 1% 1% 2%
| — —
White Asian Black or Multiple RacesAmerican IndiaNative Hawaiian Hispanic/
African American or or Latin(a)(0)(x)
Alaska Native Other Pacific
Islander

m Census Datam CoC Data

* County census data is available [atps://www.census.gov/quickfacts/contracostacountycalifdRaee distribution for Figure
TwentyFiveand FigureTwentySix are differentbecause I ensus data does not include a oO0omis:
data was run wi t hmivatoradd) Fgedwetybiveincludesdresfor dllendiadualsvhileFigure
TwentySix represents race for the head of households.
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Household type compositieeried across different races and ethnicities. White households had
the lowest rate of houkelds with children (11% of households), followed by BMi&an
Americarand American IndidrilaskaNative households (15% each). Asian households had the
highest proportion of households with children (23%, FigueetySiX).

FigurBwen8ixProportioHedd ldbusehahiise Caith ChildbgnRace/Ethnicity, 2020

23%
22%
20%
0

15% 15% 16%
11% I I I
White Black or American Native  Multiple Races Asian Hispanic/

African Indian or Hawaiian or Latin(a)(0)(x)
American Alaska NativeOther Pacific
Islander

Households can accesany different programduring areporting period. Br example,
someone may enter crigsponsand subsequently get housed in Bi8khg the same reporting
timeframe Race and ethnicity distribution varier householdstilizingthe three different
intervention levels.

Preventioand Diversion

Asian households were more likely to use prevention (30% of Asian households),
followed by Hispanic/Latin(a)(o)(kpuseholds (22% of households)erican
Indian/Alaska Nativeand NativeHawaiian/Other Pacific Islandevere least

likely to access preveati (4% ofAmerican Indian/Alaska Nativeuseholdand

7% of NativeHawaiian/Other Pacifiéslandemouseholds

Crisis Response

The proportion of Americandian/Alaska Nativéhouseholdaho accessed crisis
response (88%ashigher than all other racesthnicities, followed by Native
Hawaiian/Other Pacifi¢slander (83%) antiouseholdwith multiple races (80%).
Asian households were least likely (62% of Asian households), followed by
Hispanic/Latin(a)(o)(&} 72%.
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