Board of Directors MINUTES
Meeting
Date and Time: Thursday, October 10, 2019, 11:00AM - 1:00PM
Meeting Location: Housing Authority of the County of San Joaquin, 2575 Grand Canal Blvd., Stockton CA, 95207
Required Members: Scott Carney, Lakshmi Dhanvanthari, MD, Sgt. Mike Kelly, Britton Kimball, John Ledbetter, Bill Mendelson (via phone), Jon
Mendelson, Randy Pinnelli, PA., Peter Ragsdale, Jennifer Rowell;
Absent: Adam Cheshire,
Minutes: Randy Pinnelli, PA
ITEM

DISCUSSION

ACTION

RESPONSIBLE

I. Call to Order
Meeting called to order 11:01

Jon Mendelson

II. Approval of Minutes
Approval: Motion: Bill Mendelson, Second:

Randy Pinnelli – unanimous (8-0)
III. Continued Business
1.

Strategic Plan update, upcoming schedule, meetings, etc.
• Attachment 2
 SJCoC has engaged with Home Base in partnership with the City of
Stockton to create a county wide Strategic Plan regarding
homelessness. Preliminary phone call (9/30) to set up calendar of
events including an initial Stakeholders check-in (10/15) conference
call (by invitation) a representative list of agencies spanning both the
county and different sectors (including private business, law
enforcement, shelter, healthcare, other service providers and City
Managers from throughout San Joaquin County) was created. Home
Base will begin input gathering interviews and research through
November. The CoC has provided past work completed by the
Homelessness Task Force, the SJCoC, the “No Place Like Home”
Strategic Plan and local initiative and reports like the City of Lodi
report on Homelessness. Home Base will attend the 11/5 and the
12/3 Strategic Planning Committee meetings along with the twenty
individuals from the sectors listed above. A Community wide input
meeting on Wednesday 12/4 will take place at the Stockton Civic
Auditorium from 10:00AM-4:00PM.
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Discussion only

 Jon Mendelson

ITEM

DISCUSSION
2. Board of Directors applications and recommendations for new
SJCoC Directors
• Board Applications from 5 individuals
1. Jane Butterfield (Business Council of San Joaquin)
2. Edward Figueroa (St. Mary’s Dining Room)
3. Matt Garber (San Joaquin Health Care Services)
4. Katherine Gonzales (Adventist Health – Lodi Memorial Hospital)
5. Kate Hutchinson (Lutheran Social Services)
 5 Current Board Members (that have served only 1 year) seeking reappointment
1. Lakshmi Dhanvanthari (Health Plan of San Joaquin)
2. Mike Kelly (Manteca Police Department)
3. Jennifer Rowell (Tracy Community Connections)
4. John Ledbetter (Lodi Homelessness Committee)
5. Britton Kimball (Gospel Center Rescue Mission Stockton)
 Britton mentioned that Edward Figueroa’s application had the box
checked for formerly homeless and Britton was willing to step off the
Board as the homeless/formerly homeless (consumer)representative
 Randy stated that the CoC is not limited to one consumer being on
the Board and that what Edward brings is the view from the social
services provider but not a shelter provider that Britton brings and it
is beneficial to have both of those perspectives represented.
 Jon clarified that at the Annual Membership meeting in December
the Nominating Committee would submit a slate of 5 members
recommended for the Board out of the 10.
 Randy added unless there was a decision to expand the size of the
Board.
 Jon agreed but that would require amending the Charter which was a
possibility and a discussion on amendments to the Charter (later in
the meeting) was planned,.
 John stated that he didn’t want to discourage anybody that has
applied.
 Jon stated that he believed there was a commitment to have a broad
variety of representation not just from throughout the county but
from different sectors as well.
 Randy suggested that the Board be expanded by two additional
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ACTION

RESPONSIBLE

ITEM

DISCUSSION

ACTION

members to be chosen from the new applicants and then a strong
recommendation that the remaining three serve on Committees that
would help prepare them to step onto the Board next year to replace
Directors going off after serving 2 years.
After a brief discussion it was agreed to move the discussion of Charter
revisions up on the agenda
3. Charter revision proposal to streamline future CoC Program
Application approvals, allow general membership to delegate
responsibilities to SJCoC Board and Collaborative Applicant, etc.
 Attachment 9 — SJCoC Charter
 Attachment 10 — Proposed revisions to SJCoC Charter that includes
feedback that came from Jon Mendelson, Adam Chesire and from Bill
Mendelson that includes:
 Revising the Preamble
 Major revision to the CoC Program Application which was submitted
on time the end of September, for Rapid Rehousing and Permanent
Supportive Housing Programs. Changing that the General
Membership delegates that authority to approve the application and
submit the application to the Board. Rather than having a meeting
where the General Membership votes on that application.
 John asked for clarification that this was under 4.B “The Membership
Body is responsible for:” in the Charter
 Jon affirmed this and also stated that any of these changes to the
Charter would have to be approved by the General Membership at its
next meeting in December.
 Scott also clarified that it was 4. B. 3. Being changed to “Authorizing
of submission of the annual CoC Program application.” Part of the
feedback that he gathered is that the CoC perhaps isn’t as
transparent as it could be and a lot of the changes about the
administrative efficiencies in shortening meeting notices and where
things are posted and delegating this authority are in some respects
counter to Federal guidance about having community based input on
this. He asked, “if we are doing some of these changes because the
level of staff support is insufficient might we want to have a
discussion about how to staff these activities rather than diminish the
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Moved up in Agenda from New Business

RESPONSIBLE

ITEM

DISCUSSION
public involvement?”
 Jennifer stated that her past experience with other CoC she didn’t
have the experience of the full membership voting on the
applications and felt this was putting us more in alignment with other
CoCs.
 Peter stated that he agreed that this is typically delegated to a fairly
large Board and not the General Membership but he didn’t disagree
that the transparency is critically important. There might be a way to
inform the public about eligible uses and processes. Not applying
isn’t an option but getting the transparency on eligible uses should
be. He stated that there was confusion this time around due to not
messaging up front the prescriptive uses for the money.
 Bill stated that changing from approval to authorization doesn’t
change any of the transparency requirements which are already built
into the process and that we are also talking about two different
types of application processes. One is the overall CoC application and
the other is specific projects applications that is a separate process
which involves the CoC rating and rank.
 Jon felt that working on improving communication and education
around the project application process is something that we can do
and that is being actively worked on with the system performance
and reallocation tools and policy. The project application process is
delegated to two committees 1.) System Performance and evaluation
and 2.) a separate committee that is established during the program
competition that doesn’t involve any of the people who develop the
rankings tools or standards.
 Peter agreed but stated the optics of doing this robustly and
transparently are critical.
 Jon asked Scott about concerns he raised on timeline posting
requirement and that some of the timeline changes that were being
recommended had reduced notice from 72 hrs. to 48 and prior
discussions about the need to better describe when, what
circumstances and how special meetings are called. Including
meetings via e-mail and shortening the notifications on these special
meetings from 2 business days down to 24 hr. prior notice, the Board
of Directors meeting agenda notice from 72 hrs. to 48 hrs. and that
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ACTION

RESPONSIBLE

ITEM

DISCUSSION
the States opening meeting law (Brown Act) is 72 hours.
 Scott agreed and said his proposal would be to follow the Brown Act
as the model and although we are not bound to it. He also asked
about who is the legal counsel for the CoC and expressed concerns
about conformance with the Federal requirements.
 Jon stated that he believed that in the past if there were questions
that Adam had run these issues by County Counsel.
 Scott stated that in designating the County as our Administrative
Agent is that something we have access to County Counsel to be able
to ask questions as a Board? His concerns in re-reading this was that
he had additional concerns about the Board membership and
conflicts of interest. “If you have people who are applicants serving
on the Board while they recuse themselves from the final vote, but
also participate in the full discussion about the establishing of our
standards.” He stated since the CoC is paying the County and as a
Board member how are our administrative funds being used.
 Jon agreed that he could submit a request to get a report on how
County Admin, is spending that when Adam returns.
 John stated that he was reluctant about getting involved with the
Brown Act, this was a discussion when putting the Charter together,
it limits our nimbleness and he would be opposed to the Brown Act
being the foundation of how we operate. He question if we were
trying to present this at the meeting in October?
 Jon stated that was going to depend on the conversation and
suggestion for changes at this meeting. That idea was to have this
available for the October meeting but he didn’t feel there was going
to be enough consensus at this meeting to do that.
 John asked if the next General Membership meeting was in
December?
 Jon stated that we were not planning on having one since the fourth
th
Thursday was the 26 and that it would be a problem if it was moved
into January since the meeting has to take place in 2019, especially if
we are changing the Charter to expand the Board, that has to be
done before we can seat any new Board Members.
 Discussion around the next General Membership meeting was
discussed due to holidays and the need to finalize changes to the
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ACTION

 Motion: “That any concerns around
operations, transparency, Charter
concerns or possible composition and
processes that we refer that list of
concerns back to the Collaborative
Applicant to see if they will provide us with
a legal opinion of guidance.
Motion: Peter Ragsdale;
Second: Scott Carney –
Approved: unanimously.(10-0)

RESPONSIBLE

ITEM

DISCUSSION
charter for Board positions etc.
 Jon wanted to caution the Board from expanding it to five people,
just to keep from saying no to people is going to be a bigger problem.
 Randy recommended that members who are not selected to be on
the Board should be encouraged to actively participate in the current
committees as a prep for possibly next year’s election, giving them a
better understanding of the processes and issues.
 Jon suggested that if we are going to seat anybody on the Board the
it would be a requirement or the Committee looking at the slate
should look at is people who have actually participated in the
committee meetings in the last year.
 Mike asked if that could be made a prerequisite.
 Jon stated that as long as it is a standard, fairly applied and is widely
applicable to all candidates.
 Scott thought that would be a great criteria for the Board to consider
applications but not having it as a rule as much as it is something that
is considered in the selection process.
 Lakshmi asked if we are going to also vote on whether we are going
to want these meetings governed under the Brown act.
 Jon asked that any feedback or recommendations on the proposed
changes to the Governance Charter to be e-mailed to him by
Thursday 10/17 to be included in for discussion at the next Board
meeting.
 Bill asked if we are going back to County Counsel again, to ask the
same question, again. He went on to say, how many times do we
want to deal with this? It is not in the regulations.
 Scott stated that wasn’t his question, the Brown Act doesn’t apply
but what he was suggesting was in respects to being transparent and
while it is somewhat more inconvenient what is currently in our
Charter is somewhat modeled on the Brown Act. Although it is not
quite as expedient, is it worth sticking with a model that other people
are used to, to avoid the mental anguish. The decision about timing,
in light of transparency, sticking with something that people
generally associate with government agencies (even though we are
not) people will look to us because we are giving away public dollars,
maybe a viable model. It’s not a legal question. The question he
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ACTION

 Motion: “that we expand the Board by
two (2).”
Motion: John Ledbetter
Second: Mike Kelly –
Approved: unanimous (10-0)

RESPONSIBLE

ITEM

DISCUSSION
raises that needs some legal counsel is that after re-reading the
Charter (Section XI) regarding conflicts of interest and that there are
things there that as a Board we need to pay attention to. That seems
like a legal question.
 Jon asked who would be the appropriate type of individual or body
that could offer some type of opinion that is not this Board. He went
to say that he thought that a lot of it comes back to this Board being
responsible for its own actions and being its own watchdog.
 Scott said the reason that he sees this coming back to XI is in the
proposed changes to delegate items to the Board from the full
membership and in shortening the time and in allowing for electronic
meetings, rather than all meeting being public would seem to be in
conflict to him. That those things amplify some of what we already
hear in the community about not being transparent and make us
vulnerable on some of these other issues.
 Jon express concern that our current process of the General
Membership voting on the overall CoC application even with a notice
and an explanation that many may not understand it and are placed
in the position of voting to approve it and if they don’t approve it the
CoC doesn’t get any money. That really is not a decision at all.
 Scott affirmed that if we know this is what other areas are doing is
helpful. The changes to VIII. F. and allowing e-mail or electronic
means, he felt was in direct conflict with VIII C. that “all regular
meetings of the Board of Directors are open to the public.” He
expressed concerns with meetings being done by e-mail and not
being open to the public but if the Board desires for efficiency sake to
allow that then there needs to be a way to make the wording
consistent so that the special meetings are exempt from the open
meeting requirement.
4. System-wide Performance goals, project performance
evaluation, reallocation tool and policies and procedures, as requested
by Randy Pinnelli
 Attachments 3, 4, 5, 6
 Jon shared that the System-wide Performance and Evaluation
Committee is working to refine and establish both goals to improve
our system-wide performance measures and to use those standards
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ACTION

RESPONSIBLE

ITEM

DISCUSSION

ACTION

RESPONSIBLE

both local and national to inform our Project Evaluation, that will be
used to determine if there are any low performing projects and low
performing projects are subject to reallocation during the CoC grant
process. Project would be given an opportunity to explain why they
aren’t meeting the performance measures and to have a plan to
amend their performance. Basically a performance improvement
plan. All the suggested targets and goals for improvement are taken
from a tool online on the HCD HUD website where you can get
reporting data from every CoC across the country to compare
national averages, high performance, low performance etc.
Comparing our local numbers to national numbers to identify areas
of weakness where we need to improve, identifying areas of strength
where we perform above or at the national average and using those
averages and high performance standards to determine the
individual project review standards.
5. Shelter Evaluation Report “Shelters that Succeeds” has been
compiled by SJCoC Chair; seeking final approval for distribution of
report and cover letter to cities and county.
• Attachments 7, 8

 Motion to approve the Shelter Evaluation
Report to distribute to the Report and
Cover Letter to cities and the County
Motion: Mike Kelly
Second: John Ledbetter
Approved: unanimous (10-0)

1. Charter revision proposal to streamline future CoC Program
Application approvals, allow general membership to delegate
responsibilities to SJCoC Board and Collaborative Applicant, etc.

Moved up in the agenda to III. Continued
Business following #2. Board of Directors
applications

IV. New Business

2. Proposed schedule and ideas for Resource Committee trainings
• Attachment 11
 A general discussion about the Resource Committee providing
trainings after the General Membership meetings, all positive
comments recommending the continuing of these trainings.
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 Motion to approve the calendar of
scheduled trainings
Motion: Mike Kelly
Second: Jennifer Rowell
Approved: unanimous (9-0)

 Jon Mendelson,
Bill Mendelson &
Adam Cheshire

ITEM
V.

DISCUSSION

ACTION

RESPONSIBLE

Standing Committees
st

1. Coordinated Entry
System

 Coordinated Entry System
-

Next Meeting: 1:00-2:00P (1 Monday of
the month) FRRC 509 W. Weber Ave.
#103

2. Data and HMIS

 no discussion or action
-.

Next Meeting: 1:00-2:00P (last Tuesday of
the month) 2431 W. March Lane #350

3. Education and
Membership

 John shared that Christen Birtwhistle from the United Way came to
their last meeting and made and offer that the committee has
accept. She has a videographer that is going to be donating her time
to put an educational piece focusing on success stories of formerly
homeless people that are not homeless anymore. She is trying to be
as inclusive around the county as she can.

Next Meeting: 3:00-4:00P (2 Tuesday of
the month) 2575 Grand Canal Blvd.

4. Resource Development

 See discussion in New Business

Next Meeting:

5. System Performance
and Evaluation

 See discussion in Continued Business

Next Meeting: 9:00-10:00A (1 Wednesday
of the month) 2575 Grand Canal Blvd.

6. Strategic Planning

 See discussion in Continued Business

VI. Sub-committees
 Note: (from Governance Doc.) “Strategic Planning Sub-committees
may include Housing, Prevention, Law & Justice, and other subcommittees deemed necessary by this committee.”

VIII. Additional Items

(Not on the Agenda)
 .Jon shared PHLA First Time Homelessness funding is going to be
available for applications through 1/2020. Allocations available in the
City of Lodi $265,000, in the City of Stockton $1.35 Million, for the
balance of San Joaquin County $1.03 Million. This can be used for
Rapid Rehousing, Rental Assistance &, Case Management for first
time homeless families. Applications are available through 2020. Jon
is going to be looking into what steps need to be taken to capture
this funding locally.
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nd

st

st

Next Meeting: 3:00-4:00P (1 Tuesday of
the month) 2575 Grand Canal Blvd.

ITEM

DISCUSSION

ACTION

 Bill stated that the funding was going to be delayed for a couple of
months. More information to follow.
VIX. Adjourn

Adjourn
Meeting Adjourned at 12:42

Motion: Mike Kelly, Second: John
Ledbetter

X. Next Meetings

Thursday November 14th, 2019 11:00AM – 1:00PM
General Membership Meeting
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San Joaquin County Housing Authority
Offices, 2575 Grand Canal Boulevard,
Stockton, CA 95207

RESPONSIBLE

Board of Directors
MINUTES
Meeting
Attachment 2: SJCoC Strategic Plan initial calendar

SJCoC Strategic Plan
Preliminary timeline through December
Introductions to the SJCoC: Sept. 30 via conference call
Initial stakeholder check-in: Oct. 15 via conference call
Input gathering interviews and research: Periodically through November
Mission and Vision meeting with the Strategic Planning Committee: Nov. 5 at 3 p.m. at the Housing Authority of
the County of San Joaquin
Community-wide input meeting: Week of Dec. 2 through 6, at Stockton Civic Auditorium
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Attachment 3: Performance Measures -- DRAFT proposal

System-Wide Performance Measures
Background
All agencies that serve homeless households within the San Joaquin Continuum of Care have a
responsibility to positively contribute to the elimination of homelessness in San Joaquin County. Data
collection and reporting is vital to measuring whether or not local efforts are having the desired outcome
of moving toward an “effective zero” level of homelessness.
The Housing and Urban Development Department has set mandatory System-Wide Performance
Measures to help gauge the effectiveness of local efforts toward this goal. Local continuums are also
encouraged to develop their own Performance Measures according to the needs and conditions on the
ground in their respective jurisdictions.
Meeting these Performance Measure goals is the responsibility of all agencies that participate in the
Continuum of Care and that serve homeless households. The goals required of local communities cannot
be addressed by agencies and their programs alone.
For example, reducing the number of first-time homeless cannot be achieved currently by those
agencies/programs serving the homeless, although the numbers of people they serve is where this is
measured. Some goals, such as reducing the length of time households are homeless, impact the ability
of communities to qualify for permanent supportive housing dollars. Measuring the length of time that
households are homeless is based partly on the time that people spend in emergency shelters, but those
agencies and programs do not have access to permanent housing dollars.
There are possible strategies, however, that individual programs/agencies can incorporate that will
benefit the entire community.
Therefore, it is recommended by this Committee that to provide the best data possible, to accurately
gauge the impact of local efforts to address homelessness, and to drive progress toward “effective zero”
homelessness in San Joaquin County, that the Continuum of Care:
• adopt the following System-Wide Performance Measures
• adopt the suggested Performance Measures Goals
• require all agencies participating in the Continuum of Care to take active steps to improve outcomes in
relation to Performance Measures, specifically by enacting suggested Strategies
• may award funding of CoC and other monies depending upon individual agencies meeting, exceeding,
or working toward achieving the adopted Performance Measure Goals.

Baseline Evaluation, Possible Measures,
and Suggested Strategies
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Performance Measures 1 through 7 are used by the Housing and Urban Development Department to
evaluate the success of local efforts related to addressing homelessness. Measures 8 and 9 are locally
identified Performance Measures.
The specific goals that determine performance measures for the local community are:
1. Reduction in the average and median length of time persons remain homeless
2. Reduction in the percent of persons who return to homelessness from permanent housing
3. Reduction in the total number of persons who are homeless
4. Increase in the percent of adults who gain or increase employment or non-employment cash
income over time
5. Reduction in the number of persons who become homeless for the first time
6. Increase in the percent of persons who exit from the streets to an ES, SH, TH, or permanent
housing destination
7. Increase in the percent of persons who exit to or retain permanent housing
Different program types will use different performance measures
 Emergency shelters (ES): Measures 1, 2, 3, and 5
 Transitional housing (TH): Measures 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5
 Permanent supportive housing (PSH): Measures 2, 4, and 7
 Street outreach (SO): Measures 2, 3, 6, and 7
 Rapid re-housing (RRH): Measure 7
 System-Wide only: Measures 8 and 9

Measure 1
Reduction in the average and median length of time persons remain homeless
 Performance Measure Goal (Proposed): Reduce average and median length of stay by 2.5%
annually
Baseline:

Median length of stay, in days, at Emergency Shelter and Transitional Housing facilities.
Median (ES)
Median (ES, TH)
Average (ES)
Average (ES, TH)

2015-16

2016-17

2017-18

23
41
63*
129*

16
16
42*
55*

16
16
42
51

2.5%
reduction
15.6
15.6
40.95
49.725

*This reduction can be primarily attributed to the massive loss of designated “transitional housing” beds within the CoC during
this time frame, and is not necessarily a sign that programs became more effective in moving people out of homelessness.

Strategies:
o Limit emergency shelter stays to 180 days
o Emergency shelters conduct reviews every 30 days with possible extensions
o Provide case management staff for all emergency shelters
o Expand availability of rapid re-housing assistance
o Assess shelter resident’s needs within 7 days of first date
o Reduce/limit time in transitional housing projects to no more than 15 months
o Re-purpose transitional programs to rapid re-housing programs

Measure 2
Reduction in the percent of persons who return to homelessness from permanent housing
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Note: Overall, the percentage of households leaving for PH and returning to homelessness is fairly low,
although specific populations have a greater risk. A more accurate picture of this measure requires
improved data entry of those leaving emergency shelter.
 Performance Measure Goal (Proposed): Reduce the overall return to homelessness for
persons entering permanent housing to less than 20%


Baseline:

Return rate to homelessness when clients exit homelessness to Permanent Housing



2015-16

2016-17

2017-18

Within 6
months

9.6%
(42 persons)

10.2%
(92 persons)

Within 6-12
months

5.9%
(26 persons)

5.4%
(49 persons)

7.7%
(111
persons)
4.9%
(71 persons)

Within 1224 months

9.5%
(42 persons)

5.4%
(49 persons)

Overall

25.1%
(110
persons)

21.0%
(190
persons)

11.3%
(163
persons)
23.8%
(345
persons)

20% return
rate to
homelessness
from 17-18
93 persons —
18 person
reduction
60 persons —
11 person
reduction
134 persons
— 29 person
reduction
20%
(290 persons –
55 person
reduction)

Strategies:
o Improve emergency shelter exit interview strategies
o Improve emergency shelter exit data entry
o Provide diversion and prevention options for persons at risk of returning to homelessness

Measure 3
Reduction in the total number of persons who are homeless
Note: This measure is a system-wide issue and not the responsibility of individual agencies/programs.
 Performance Measure Goal (Proposed): Reduce the total number of homeless by 2.5%
annually


Baseline:

Total
sheltered
homeless

2015-16
homeless

2016-17
homeless

2017-18
homeless

2.5%
reduction in
homeless

4,276*

7,235*

9,159*

8,930
(229)

2.5%
reduction
year 2
compounded
8,707
(452)

*This increase can be primarily attributed to the new inclusion of data from Human Services Agency. Prior to 201617, data on persons receiving TANF homeless housing assistance was not included in the data sets.



Strategies:
o Reduction in length of time homeless
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o
o
o

Reducing unsheltered population
Implementation of diversion/prevention programs
Expansion of homeless prevention programs and opportunities

Measure 4
Increase in the percent of adults who gain or increase employment or non-employment cash income
over time
 Performance Measure Goal (Proposed): 65% of adults will have an increase in income
 Performance Measure Goal (Proposed): 45% of adults in TH projects will have an increase in
earned income
 Performance Measure Goal (Proposed): 10% of adults in PSH projects will have an increase in
earned income


Baseline:

Program
stayers
(overall)

Program
leavers
(overall)



% increased
their income
2015-16
26.7%

% increased
their income
2016-17
57.9%

% increased
their income
2017-18

# of clients
needed to meet
Perf. Measure

57.6%

57.2%

60.47%

39.8%

24 more
(318 total
stayers, 183
increased
income)
44 more
(176 total
leavers, 70
increased
income)

Strategies:
o Prioritize linking households with mainstream resources such as cash aid
o Prioritize linking households with employment training and placement programs to
increase earned income

Measure 5
Reduction in the number of persons who become homeless for the first time
Note: This measure is a system wide issue and not the responsibility of individual agencies/programs.
 Performance Measure Goal (Proposed): Reduce the number of persons entering ES or TH
programs for the first time by 2.5% annually


Baseline:

Homeless for
“first time”
according to
HMIS
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2015-16

2016-17

2017-18

2.5%
decrease

2,509*

5,655*

6,454*

6,293
(161 person
decrease)

2.5%
decrease 2
year
compounded
6,136
(318 person
decrease over
2 years)

*This increase can primarily be attributed to a more robust data-capture effort, including to the new inclusion of data
from Human Services Agency. Prior to 2016-17, data on persons receiving TANF homeless housing assistance was
not included in the data sets.



Strategies:
o Development of a single point of entry with coordinated assessment
o Implement homeless diversion in conjunction with coordinated assessment
o Expansion of homeless prevention programs and opportunities

Measure 6
Increase in the percent of persons who exit from the streets to an ES, SH, TH, or PH destination
 Performance Measure Goal (Proposed): Increase the percent of persons exiting the streets to
some type of housing by 10% annually


Baseline:
Rate exiting
to ES, TH
Rate exiting
to PH
Overall
positive exit
rate



2015-16
7.9%
(41/517)
2.7%
(14/517)
10.6%
(55/517)

2016-17
3.5%
(43/1228)
0.24%
(3/1228)
3.75%
(46/1228)

2017-18
1.86%
(15/806)
0.37%
(3/806)
2.23%
(18/806)

10% increase
2.05%
0.41%
2.46%

Strategies:
o Improve data collection on persons leaving SO for housing
o Provide alternative shelter options
o Increase rapid re-housing availability options
o Increase permanent supportive housing availability

Measure 7
Increase in the percent of persons who exit to or retain permanent housing
Note: The benchmark set by HUD for housing stability is 80%; the system wide measure has consistently
been above 90% although serving more chronically homeless may impact this metric.
 Performance Measure Goal (Proposed): Continuum of Care-funded permanent supportive
housing projects will have a housing stability measure of at least 90%.


Baseline:
Remaining in
Permanent
Supportive Housing

Exiting ES, TH or
RRH to permanent
housing
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2015-16
97.82%
(673/688)

2015-16
29.44%
(999/3,393)

2016-17
94.33%
(716/759)

2016-17
13.35%
(856/6,414)

2017-18
94.42%
(694/735)

2017-18
11.39%
(954/8,377)



Strategies:
o Prioritize CoC funding for projects that demonstrate a housing stability measure of at least
85%

Measure 8
Decrease the number of unsheltered homeless
Note: This local measure is a system wide issue and not the responsibility of individual
agencies/programs.
 Performance Measure Goal (Proposed): Decrease by 5% annually the number of unsheltered
homeless in San Joaquin County


Baseline:

Unsheltered
homeless


2015 PiT

2017 PiT

2019 PiT

5% decrease

535

567

1,558

1,480

5%
2-year
compounded
decrease
1,406

Strategies:
o Expand the number and variety of ES beds
o Expand the number of RRH and PSH units available
o Expand homeless prevention and diversion programs and opportunities

Measure 9
Increase in the number of housing units available for those exiting the streets or ES
Note: This local measure cannot be accomplished without collaborative dedication of resources toward
the construction of units or the expansion of Homeless Prevention / RRH / PSH resources.
 Performance Measure Goal (Proposed): Annually increase the number of housing units
occupied by those exiting the streets or ES


Baseline:

2018 Housing
Inventory
Count
5-year goal
for new units



Emergency
shelter beds
927

Transitional
Housing beds
191

Permanent Supportive Housing
and Rapid Re-Housing beds
2,133

100 new beds

0 new beds

250 new units

1,027 total

191 total

2,383 total

Strategies:
o Expand Homeless Prevention / RRH / PSH programs and opportunities
o Construct new units of affordable housing dedicated to the homeless population
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Attachment 4: SJCoC Relative Performance Measures - DRAFT
proposal
This chart compares the San Joaquin Continuum of Care progress in reaching System-wide Performance Measures
as compared to other continuums of care across the nation, and as compared to national averages.
All data provided in this report is sourced through the HUD CoC System Performance Profile and the local SJCoC
Homeless Management Information System.

Measure 1a — average length of stay in shelter or transitional housing for the homelessness (Systemwide 2017)
National average: 154 days
National single-CoC high: 890 days
National “lower hinge”: 130 days
National median: 91 days
National single-CoC low: 0 days
SJCoC: 54 days
Analysis: SJCoC is significantly better than average; likely due to one-time TANF homelessness assistance

Measure 2 — 6 months return to homelessness (Systemwide 2017)
National average: 9.1%
National single-CoC high: 0%
National “lower hinge”: 5%
National median: 7%
National single-CoC high: 43%
SJCoC: 10%
Analysis: SJCoC is about average; likely due to TANF one-time homelessness assistance

Measure 2 — 24 months return to homelessness (Systemwide 2017)
National average: 19.2%
National single-CoC low: 0%
National “lower hinge”: 11%
National median: 17%
National single-CoC high: 67%
SJCoC: 21%
Analysis: SJCoC is about average; likely due to TANF one-time homelessness assistance

Measure 4 — increase in total household income for project stayers (Systemwide 2017)
National average: 32%
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National single-CoC high: 74%
National “upper hinge”: 40%
National median: 30%
National single-CoC low: 0%
SJCoC: 63%
Analysis: SJCoC is significantly above median, near national top performer; likely due to strong local Permanent
Supportive Housing and Rapid Re-Housing projects

Measure 4 — increase in total household income for project leavers (Systemwide 2017)
National single-CoC high: 100%
National “upper hinge”: 24%
National median: 17%
National single-CoC low: 0%
SJCoC: 38%
Analysis: SJCoC is significantly better than median; likely due to strong local Permanent Supportive Housing and
Rapid Re-Housing projects

Measure 4 — increase in earned household income for project leavers (Systemwide 2017)
National single-CoC high: 100%
National “upper hinge”: 24%
National median: 17%
National single-CoC low: 0%
SJCoC: 38%
Analysis: SJCoC is significantly better than median; likely due to strong local Permanent Supportive Housing and
Rapid Re-Housing projects

Measure 5 — first-time homeless (Systemwide 2017)
National total: 834,357 people
National single-CoC high: 62,766 people
National “upper hinge”: 2,425 people
National median: 1,119.5 people
National single-CoC low: 63 people
SJCoC: 5,931 people
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Analysis: Significantly higher than national median; consistent with trends of California experiencing higher rates
of homelessness than other areas of the nation

Measure 7-a1 — Successful street outreach outcome (Systemwide 2017)
National average: 42.1%
National single-CoC high: 100%
National “upper hinge”: 69%
National median: 49%
National single-CoC low: 0%
SJCoC: 4%
Analysis: Significantly lower than national average, near national lows; likely due to lack of ability to place people
contacted through outreach directly into permanent housing

Measure 7-b1 — Successful exit from ES, TH, RRH (Systemwide 2017)
National average: 41.3%
National single-CoC high: 100%
National “upper hinge”: 57%
National median: 45%
National single-CoC low: 0%
SJCoC: 14%
Analysis: Significantly lower than national average; likely due to difficulty in tracking exits of individuals leaving
emergency shelter

Measure 7-b2 — Successful exit from PH or retention in PH (Systemwide 2017)
National average: 94.9%
National single-CoC high: 100%
National “upper hinge”: 97%
National median: 95%
National single-CoC low: 43%
SJCoC: 95%
Analysis: Aligns with national average; likely due to strong local Permanent Supportive Housing projects
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Attachment 5: SJCoC Project Performance and Reallocation Tool DRAFT

Project Performance and Reallocation Tool
System Performance and Evaluation Committee
This tool is used to help determine efficacy of CoC-funded projects in San Joaquin County.
Projects that are identified as low-performing and do not adequately address identified performance issues will be
subject to involuntary reallocation.
Standards regarding involuntary reallocation can be found in the SJCoC Reallocation Policy document.

THRESHOLD (all projects)

Pass/Fail

Applicant has valid 501(c)3 status or proof of government entity
Applicant has no significant unresolved County, HUD, or OIG findings
Project adheres to all Housing First practices regarding project enrollment
Project participants sign a standard lease or rental agreement giving them permanent
rights to tenancy in the units supported by/underwritten by CoC Program funds (For
Permanent Supportive Housing and Rapid Re-Housing projects only)

ADDITIONAL SCORING INSTRUCTIONS
Please note that questions are specific to Permanent Supportive Housing (PSH), Rapid Re-Housing (RRH). Questions
should only be answered for a project's specific project type.

GENERAL (all projects) — 5 points
Annual audit or independent financial review

Source
Application

(Capacity, HUD 2B-3 from FY2018 new application)

HMIS participation or other data system
(Exerpience and capacity)

Refused/unknown responses for HMIS universal data elements

HMIS
HMIS

(Experience and capacity)

Missing responses for HMIS universal data elements

HMIS

(Experience and capacity)

CoC participation
(Experience and capacity)

— Continued on next page —
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CoC records

Points
Yes
No
Yes
No / None
<10%
>10%
<1%
>1%
Yes
No

1
0
1
0
1
0
1
0
1
0

Subtotal
out of 5

________

Performance Questions — 20 Points

Source

1: Has spent 90% of funds in most recently completed project year
(Capacity)

2: RRH - % of persons enrolled in RRH who exit to permanent housing

2: PSH - % of persons enrolled in PSH who exit to or maintain permanent
housing

3: RRH - % of participants who obtain housing via RRH who exit to
permanent housing
(System-wide Performance Measure 7)

Report timeline
will be based on
most recent
completed
contract year.

3: PSH - % of participants who obtain housing via PSH who exit to or retain
permanent housing
(System-wide Performance Measure 7)

Report timeline
will be based on
most recent
completed
contract year.

4: RRH - % of participants who obtain housing via RRH who exit to
homelessness within the project year

(System-wide Performance Measure 2)

Points
Yes
No
> 50%
30% to 49%
10% to 29%
0% to 9%
> 50%
30% to 49%
10% to 29%
0% to 9%
> 75%
65% to 74%
55% to 64%
45% to 54%
35% to 44

2
0
3
2
1
0
3
2
1
0
6
5
4
3
2

0% to 34%
>95%
85% to 94%
75% to 84%
65% to 74%
55% to 64%

1
6
5
4
3
2

0% to 54%
0% to 10%

1
2

11% to 20%

1

> 20%

0

0% to 10%

2

11% to 20%

1

> 20%

0

> 65%
50% to 64%
25% to 49%
0% to 24%
>15%
10% to 14%
5% to 9%
< 5%
> 90%
75% to 89%

3
2
1
0
3
2
1
0
4
3

60% to 74%

2

Report timeline will be based on most recent completed contract year.

4: PSH - % of participants who obtain housing via PSH who exited to
homelessness within the project year

(System-wide Performance Measure 2)
Report timeline will be based on most recent completed contract year.

5: RRH - % of persons 18 and older who obtain housing via RRH who
increased total income at exit
(Measure 4)
Report timeline will be based on most recent completed contract year.

5: PSH - % of persons 18 and older who obtain housing via PSH who
increased total income at exit/retention
(Measure 4)
Report timeline will be based on most recent completed contract year.

6: RRH and PSH - Average bed/unit utilization rate
(Program effectiveness)
Percentage is calculated by dividing the number of individuals enrolled in the project by the number of
beds proposed in the renewal application (HUD question 4B from FY2018 renewal application)
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Application
and HMIS
Program
Roster
Report

40% to 59%
0% to 39%

Subtotal
out of 20
Total
out of 25
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1
0

________
________

Attachment 6:
COC REVIEW, SCORE, & RANKING PROCEDURES AND REALLOCATION PROCESS
Performance Scoring Policy
Applications for New and Renewal Projects will undergo a threshold review to ensure compliance with the
HEARTH Act, the Continuum of Care (CoC) Program Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) and the local CoC
Request for Applications. Any new or renewal project not meeting the threshold requirement will not be further
reviewed and will not be considered for funding. Renewal projects have previously passed HUD threshold review
and only in very exceptional cases of changed HUD policies or program changes will be at risk of not passing the
threshold review.
The Homeless Trust makes available, and accepts comment on the scoring standards for renewal projects on our
website, and annually at CoC Planning meetings. The CoC Project Rating and Ranking tool and the Housing
First/Low Barrier Self Questionnaire are included in the NOFA solicitation.
Scoring of renewal projects is tabulated by Homeless Trust staff using the CoC Project Rating and Ranking tool
which is largely based on data obtained from the Homeless Management Information System (HMIS) that adhere
to the HUD approved System Performance Measures for the previous year, project costs, project alignment with
Housing First and the applicant’s ability to spend the previous year’s award.
The Miami-Dade County Mayor appoints a selection committee of subject matter experts to review, rate and rank
New Project applications. After meeting the local RFA and program requirements, all New Projects are subject to
the scoring outlined in the local RFA using the CoC Project Rating and Ranking tool. The Selection Committee
utilizes scoring to inform the selection of conditional sub-recipients. The committee has the discretion to select
one or more applications for the amount available for new projects. The committee also may give staff direction
to negotiate with conditional applicants.
New and Renewal projects will receive additional points based on the Housing First/Low Barrier Self
Questionnaire. Renewal projects receive additional points based on the percentage of funds drawn in the
previous year.

Ranking Policy
HUD requires Collaborative Applicants to rank all projects in two tiers. Tier 1 is defined by HUD in the NOFA as a
percent of the CoC’s Annual Renewal Demand (ARD) approved by HUD on the final HUD-approved Grant
Inventory Worksheet (GIW). Tier 1 projects are traditionally protected from HUD cuts. Tier 2 is the difference
between Tier 1 and the CoC’s ARD plus any amount available for the permanent housing bonus as described in the
HUD NOFA. Tier 2 projects have to compete nationally for funding.
Renewal and new projects will be scored and ranked according to the CoC Project Rating and Ranking tool,
alignment with Housing First and prior year spending of grant funds, with the exception of first time renewals or
projects funded as part of the NOFA competition that have not been in operation for at least one year. Projects
funded as part of the NOFA competition that have not been in operation for at least one year will be ranked
ahead of first time renewals. First time renewal projects will be ranked after the renewal projects, projects funded
as part of a previous NOFA that have not been in operations for one year, and ahead of the new project
applications. Should there be a need to place a first time renewal project(s) in Tier 2, those projects will be ranked
based on the Selection Committees rating of the new project application submitted in the previous year as part of
the local solicitation for inclusion in the NOFA collaborative application. New projects will be ranked after renewal
projects unless otherwise instructed in the USHUD CoC NOFA.
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Projects that are deemed essential to the CoC but which would be at risk of loss of funding if placed in Tier 2, will
be ranked at the bottom of Tier 1. This may include project-based housing programs currently under
construction; HUD-sanctioned Transitional Housing projects dedicated to unaccompanied minors; and Support
Service Only, Street Outreach projects providing Coordinated Entry.
Tier 2: Project components will be organized to best maximize the CoC Consolidated Grant Overall Score.
Projects will be ranked as follows:
• Renewal project applications ranked according to CoC Project Rating and Ranking tool (Tier 1 and
2)
•

Project-based housing programs currently under construction (Tier 1)

•

HUD-sanctioned Transitional Housing projects dedicated to unaccompanied or parenting youth
(Tier 1)

•

Support Service Only, Street Outreach projects providing Coordinated Entry (Tier 1)

•

Projects funded as part of the NOFA competition that have not been in operation for at least one
year (Tier 1)

•

First time renewal projects (Tier 1)

•

Reallocation, expansion and Bonus project applications ranked according to CoC Project Rating
and Ranking tool that emphasize the HUD priorities as outlined in the NOFA (Tier 2).

The Planning Project is not ranked.

Re-Allocation Policy
Any funds reallocated as part of recapturing unspent funds, voluntary or involuntary reallocation will be made
available for reallocation to create new projects during the local solicitation process.
Unspent Funds
Projects that are not fully expending or underspending their grant awards are subject to the re-allocation process.
Projects that have underspent their award by 10% may be reduced and those funds will go to reallocation for New
Project(s). A one year grace period may be extended by the Homeless Trust to providers who appeal proposed
reallocation with a plan that demonstrates that the grant’s expenditure will be improved in the current program
year. Projects that have under-expended more than 10% of their award in two consecutive program years will
have their funding reduced through reallocation in the next CoC NOFA competition. The Homeless Trust will
recapture 75% of unspent funds after making allowances for vacancies.
Voluntary Re-Allocation
As part of the local solicitation for inclusion in the HUD CoC collaborative application, providers are strongly
encouraged to reallocate projects that are not spending their full award, underutilizing beds, underperforming
and/or not in alignment with Housing First principles and practices. Such re-allocated funds are pooled for reallocation to New Projects. The competitive process for New Projects provides bonus points as an incentive to
providers offering to reallocate their entire project funds to create a new project addressing CoC priorities.
Involuntary Re-Allocation (Unconditional v Conditional Renewal)
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Projects with poor performance, not spending their full award, underutilizing beds, not in alignment with Housing
First principles and practices, not serving the intended population or with significant, unresolved findings are
subject to involuntary re-allocation.
The Homeless Trust will establish a threshold for unconditional renewal at 75% of the top score. For example, if
the top score is 100, the minimum threshold will be set at 75. All projects submitting full renewal applications
meeting threshold and scored above the threshold are approved for renewal without conditions.
Projects scoring below the threshold will be asked to develop a plan to address performance issues by next year’s
competition (Performance Improvement Plan), or to voluntarily give up award moneys to be reallocated to a new
project. If problems continue, projects may be reallocated in the following cycle. Applicants may appeal the
decision, and the appeal must be considered by the Homeless Trust Board.
Determination of any conditions to renewal will be made at least 45 days ahead of the NOFA due date. Any
required Performance Improvement Plans or plan that demonstrates that the grant’s expenditure will be
improved as part of a reallocation appeal must be submitted for approval at least 30 days ahead of the NOFA due
date, so that a final determination can be made as to whether the project goes forward for renewal. A final list of
renewal projects will be presented to the CoC Board and posted on the Homeless Trust website.
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Attachment 7:
LETTER

Characteristics of Effective Shelter COVER

Shelter that Succeeds
Describing a possible, practical, cost-effective emergency
homeless shelter, and the argument for expanding emergency
shelter in San Joaquin County.

To:
xxxxxxxxxxxxx
xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx

It is obvious to all members of our community that we face an unprecedented crisis of homelessness. More
people are living on local streets than ever before, and the resources that help these people rise out of
homelessness are increasingly overwhelmed.
While there is no single solution to addressing homelessness, it is clear to the San Joaquin Continuum of Care that
providing additional low-barrier emergency shelter is a critical step to reducing the number of people who live in
cars, in tents, and on the barest margins of our communities. Without additional emergency shelter space and
additional resources to support the space we have, the number of people who are unsheltered homeless —
including families with children — will only continue to increase.
As the regional backbone organization for our local response to homelessness, the SJCoC has prepared a crosssector collaborative report that argues for the creation of low-barrier emergency shelter space to address our
current crisis. The report also provides guidelines so decision-makers can determine if a location or specific shelter
design is possible, practical, and cost-effective.
The status quo is untenable and comes with significant costs, both financial and intangible. Inaction will only lead
to greater numbers of people living on the streets. We strongly believe it is time to take collaborative, proactive
steps to address this seemingly intractable crisis.
Thank you for your consideration.

Submitted on behalf of the San Joaquin Continuum of Care by:

Jon Mendelson
Chair, San Joaquin Continuum of Care
jmendelson@readytoworksjc.org
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Attachment 8:

Characteristics of Effective Shelter REPORT

Shelter that Succeeds
Describing a possible, practical, cost-effective emergency
homeless shelter, and the argument for expanding emergency
shelter in San Joaquin County.
Executive Summary
The San Joaquin Continuum of Care recognizes that San Joaquin County faces a crisis of unsheltered
homelessness. In 2019, there were more unsheltered homeless counted than ever beforei, and the number of
emergency shelter beds would have to triple for there to be sufficient shelter for all homeless individuals within
San Joaquin County and its various communitiesii. Emergency shelter beds must be created to address this crisis,
and new or expanded shelter space must be designed to suit the needs of those experiencing homelessness if that
shelter is going to provide the greatest return on investment.
To assist decision-makers in San Joaquin County and in various local cities, including Stockton, Lodi, Tracy, and
Manteca, the SJCoC has created this report to describe the key features of a possible, practical, and cost-effective
emergency homeless shelter. The report includes perspectives of multiple sectors, including law enforcement,
private business, homeless service providers, and homeless/formerly homeless individuals. The report is designed
as a widely-applicable guide for the effort to expand shelter and enable our communities to effectively move
people off of the streets.
It must be stressed that expanding our community’s emergency shelter capacity will absolutely require an
ongoing commitment of local government dollars, as will the continued operation of existing shelters. Ideally, an
ongoing local investment would take the form of a collaborative partnership between San Joaquin County and
cities such as Stockton, Lodi, Tracy, and Manteca, while leveraging new dollars that are coming from the State of
California. Some form of local commitment is the only practical way forward to expand emergency shelter
resources.
This report embraces a “Housing First” approach. But “Housing First” does not mean “Housing Only.” Robust
services are vital to the success of any shelter expansion. Furthermore, emergency shelter alone will not
adequately address homelessness. Emergency shelter provides vulnerable individuals the chance to meet their
basic human needs and build a more stable personal foundation, but shelter alone does not end homelessness.
To be effective community-wide, expansion of emergency shelter should be implemented as part of a broader
system of housing designed to quickly move people from the streets and into stable housing, with support
services built into all stages of the system. As we expand shelter space, we must also expand permanent housing,
homelessness prevention, employment programs, and support services dedicated to helping our community’s
most vulnerable residents.
It is clear that we need more emergency shelter space, and that this shelter space must meet the needs of those
who are currently on the streets. The SJCoC supports all efforts to create emergency shelter that is possible,
practical, cost-effective, and has sufficient resources to provide shelter and services on an ongoing basis.
Features of a Possible, Practical, Cost-effective Emergency Homeless Shelter
Any new or expanded shelter should be “low-barrier” and align with “Housing First” principles for shelters,
meaning a new or expanded shelter should:
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• Allow entry and stays for all populations and household types without respect to age or composition,
including: singles, families with children, partnered couples, those with pets, and those with limited
possessions
• Allow entry and services to individuals regardless of sobriety
• Allow families of all types to stay together, regardless of makeup and ages of children
• Provide access to robust services for shelter residents

Services and characteristics of a new or expanded shelter should include:
• Size large enough to have an impact on unsheltered homelessness and take advantage of economies of
scale (facilities capable of sheltering hundreds are required to meet the current need)
• Staff to provide security, both internal and external
• Staff to provide case management, links to services, links to permanent housing
• Staff to provide on-site support services, including counseling, clinical behavioral health services, health
care services, and other social services (Social Security, IDs, applications for assistance, etc.)
• Staff to manage the overall operations
• On-site staff or formal agreements with other service providers to provide services such as education,
vocational training, and employment
• Integrated coordinated case management (Act.MD) and staff to provide case management
• Homeless Management Information System participation and staff to track data
• Ability to move shelter stayers into housing and employment
• Food for shelter residents
• Adequate restroom and shower facilities for residents and the public
• Laundry for shelter residents
• Adequate and ongoing supply of linen, cleaning, toiletry, toilet paper, and office supplies
• Adequate storage for shelter resident possessions
• Adequate storage for staff
• Ability to accommodate pets on-site
• Ability to accommodate multiple household configurations, including households with adult partners,
families with children regardless of age and gender, single individuals, etc.
• Ability to accommodate special and vulnerable populations, including seniors, those with disabilities,
those with enhanced medical needs (respite care), etc.
• Provide adequate privacy and space for shelter residents
• Not forcing residents to exit and return on a daily basis
• Ability to adequately monitor behavior of shelter stayers and prevent victimization
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• Ability and capacity to accept middle-of-the-night entry for those contacted by outreach and law
enforcement
• Operation by entity with the capacity and experience to successfully manage and operate an emergency
homeless shelter

A location for any suitable emergency homeless shelter should:
• Have direct access to electricity, running water, and sewage
• Be close to basic necessities (groceries, schools, etc.)
• Be close to services (Human Services Agency, Behavioral Health Services, WorkNet, Social Security,
DMV, health care, etc.)
• Be close to robust and useful transportation
• Have the ability to be secured, especially at night
• Be located where unsheltered homelessness is common
• Be large enough to adequately contain a shelter large enough to make an impact on unsheltered
homelessness and take advantage of economies of scale
• Be able to accommodate those with Criminal Code 290 (sex offense) restrictions
• Be environmentally consistent with human habitation and residential uses
• Conform to zoning and municipal code guidelines of the relevant municipality (for example, in Stockton,
municipal code Section 16.80.155)

Potential options for land or parcel(s) for a shelter:
• Government-owned property that can be used for an emergency shelter
• Partnering with a private landowner whose holdings are within zoned land that makes it easier to
establish a shelter
• Purchase of private property within zoned land that makes it easier to establish a shelter
The best options for a shelter structure are:
• Purpose-built structures that can accommodate various types of households, including singles, families,
partnered couples, those with pets, and those with limited possessions
• Existing residential, hotel-motel, or institutional structures that meet all habitability standards of the
local municipality, the State of California, and the federal department of Housing and Urban
Development

Potential Cost — Effective Return on Investment
Developing new shelter space requires a significant investment of money and resources. But significant
investment in emergency shelter is cost-effective if it maximizes the return on investment as measured by fewer
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people on the streets. A shelter can maximize the potential return on investment by incorporating the
recommendations of this report, as those factors will lead to a shelter that most effectively moves people off the
streets and provides the stability and resources necessary for individuals to move into permanent housing.
Any cost-benefit analysis of expanding emergency shelter must also account for the continued cost of the status
quo. Unsheltered homelessness places significant burdens on our systems of care and law enforcement, including
hospitals, paramedics, fire departments, police, and the courts. Studies in other municipalities have shown that
the cost burdens placed on these systems by the unsheltered homeless population is substantial, and that those
costs can be reduced by placing unsheltered homeless people into shelters and housing. This is aside from the
impact that unsheltered homelessness has on local businesses and housed residents, as well as the impact to the
quality of life of both housed and unsheltered residents in our communities. There are significant costs associated
with doing nothing.
The out-the-door financial cost to establish and operate expanded emergency homeless shelter depends upon
several factors, including the number of people to be served, land acquisition and infrastructure development,
type of structure used, and quality of services offered to those who stay in the shelter.
Based on feedback from service providers, law enforcement, the business community, and residents, the SJCoC
recommends that services at any expanded emergency shelter be robust in order to increase the chances of
shelter residents moving into permanent housing and toward self-sufficiency. This also requires that staff be
employed to deliver those services.
Local feedback also leads the SJCoC to recommend that whatever physical structure type is used as a shelter, it
should be configured so it can be used simultaneously to shelter individuals, families with children, partnered
couples, and households with pets. All of these household types currently represent a significant portion of those
who are unsheltered homeless and who are the prime target population(s) for expanded emergency shelter.
The shelter should also be low-barrier, meaning those with active addictions, with disabilities, and without income
should not be turned away.
Furthermore, the SJCoC recommends that an expanded emergency shelter be operated for a significant period of
time, measured in years rather than in months. While short-term winter emergency shelter is a need in San
Joaquin County, that type of operation is merely a stopgap to avoid a humanitarian crisis. Long-term operation of
a shelter provides those being served by the shelter a greater chance of establishing stability and entering
permanent housing. The inevitable closure of a short-term shelter will result in people returning to unsheltered
homelessness without having the chance to establish stability or obtain housing.
Organizing a long-lived shelter that serves the types of households commonly seen on the streets and that offers
robust services will require a greater investment of resources than a “bare bones” facility that serves only a
narrow subset of the homeless population. However, this does not mean that a more expensive facility is less
cost-effective.
The SJCoC believes the most cost-effective strategy is to create a long-lived emergency shelter that
accommodates a wide population and offers robust services, as this type of emergency shelter has the greatest
chance to get the most people off the streets and into a better living situation. This is a wiser investment of public
funds than simply providing a temporary roof without services.
Given these parameters, we can provide a rough estimate of cost based on the expenses of local emergency
shelters and the experiences of neighboring communities that have recently stood up this type of emergency
shelter.
Sacramento’s Meadowview emergency shelter is being organized around the same best-practices principles as
those recommended by the SJCoC. Meadowview will shelter at any one time 100 people of various household
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compositions, and provide them robust services and links to housing. Estimates for construction of the
Sacramento Meadowview shelter are about $3,800,000, with annual operating expenses estimated at $3,100,000
— or $85 per bed, per night.
Rough cost estimates for ongoing operation of a low-barrier shelter or multiple low-barrier shelters in San Joaquin
County range between $12 and $85 per bed, per night, depending on the size of the facility, the services offered,
the staff hired to provide those services, and the outcomes sought for those staying at the shelter. The
Sacramento example should serve as a blueprint and estimate at the high end of the cost spectrum for a lowbarrier shelter, but also as an example of a shelter with the best outcomes for a very vulnerable population. These
estimates do not include capital, up-front investment costs.

Type of shelter

Total cost, annual
Number of beds
Cost per bed, annual
Cost per bed, per night
Cost to provide beds of shelter for all SJC
unsheltered (1,558) for 1 year
Cost to provide beds of shelter for 50% of SJC
unsheltered (779) for 1 year
Cost to provide beds of shelter for 10% of SJC
unsheltered (156) for 1 year

"Some Service" low barrier
— some supports and
services, no food,
restrictions on population

"Full Service" low barrier
— robust supports and
services, food provided,
wide population

$1,200,000.00*

$3,100,000.00**

285*

100**

$4,210.53

$31,000.00

$11.54

$84.93

$6,560,000.00

$48,298,000.00

$3,280,000.00

$24,149,000.00

$656,000.00

$4,829,800.00

* Based on figures from low-barrier shelter within San Joaquin County. **Based on figures from proposed Sacramento Meadowview shelter.

It is clear that significant local resources will be required to operate an expanded low-barrier emergency shelter
that provides robust services. This type of shelter is expected to have significantly better outcomes than a shelter
with no services or few services, and will offer the greatest return on investment — making it the most costeffective approach for expanding emergency shelter.

Method — How the Report Was Developed
Those reading this report should have confidence that the SJCoC’s recommendations are well-sourced and
supported by experience, statistically significant research, and examination of best practices.
Developing this report was a cross-sector collaborative process undertaken by the SJCoC in response to the need
for local decision-makers to have good information regarding a possible new or expanded emergency shelter.
Rather than recommend a particular location for a shelter, the SJCoC wanted to provide a widely-applicable set of
guidelines that would help decision-makers determine if a location or specific shelter design was possible,
practical, and cost-effective.
Those providing feedback included emergency shelter and homeless service providers, members of law
enforcement, business community liaisons, health care officials, and local residentsiii. Best practices were also
researched and included, especially guidelines from the United States Interagency Council of Homelessness and
the federal department of Housing and Urban Development. Examples from other communities included
Sacramento, Modesto, San Francisco, New York City, Seattle, and Spokane, Wash.
While this report does not necessarily represent the opinions or conclusions of all entities that provided feedback
for this report, this report’s specific recommendations accurately reflect the specific feedback those entities
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provided. Often, organizations with different mission statements gave the same recommendations for a shelter —
such as service providers and law enforcement citing the need for shelters to accommodate households with pets
and households with childless partners in order to shelter the largest number of persons possible. In other cases,
recommendations were sourced from the verified experience of organizations that have operated emergency
shelters. All recommendations fully align with best practices as articulated by the National Alliance to End
Homelessness, the U.S. Interagency Council on Homelessness, and the federal department of Housing and Urban
Development.

Final Analysis — All Communities Need Shelter
Increasing emergency shelter beds in all communities in San Joaquin County should be a goal shared by all
jurisdictions, agencies, and community benefit organizations interested in reducing unsheltered homelessness. All
urban/suburban communities in San Joaquin County are experiencing an increase in unsheltered homelessness,
and more emergency shelter beds will allow more people to be sheltered, resulting in fewer individuals living on
the streets.
It is the strong contention of the SJCoC that increasing emergency shelter beds in our communities will not cause
more people to live on the streets. It is true that even if emergency shelter is expanded, unsheltered
homelessness might increase anyway because of factors somewhat outside local control, including the regional
employment market and regional housing costs. But there is no way to reduce unsheltered homelessness without
providing more capacity to move people off the streets. Unsheltered homelessness will not decrease unless there
are more emergency shelter beds.
This is true of all major population centers within San Joaquin County. Each major population center is
experiencing an increase in unsheltered homelessness, and each population center has a responsibility to address
this crisis within its own community. While establishing a regional shelter facility has been frequently discussed as
one possible method to address unsheltered homelessness in San Joaquin County, such a facility would require
strong, equitable, well-resourced commitments from every jurisdiction involved in order to be a viable local
initiative. It is unreasonable to expect one city, jurisdiction, or nonprofit to bear the sole responsibility of
providing shelter to all parts of the county.
It is important that potential shelter locations are carefully considered by each community, both separately and in
collaboration. Many locations often suggested for new emergency shelter — such as Rough and Ready Island, the
Port of Stockton, and the former Sharpe Army Depot — are inappropriate for use as shelter. In addition to their
distance from resources and transportation, many of these and other often-suggested locations cannot be used as
shelter locations because they have environmental hazards that make them unsuited for shelter, have legal use
restrictions on the land, and/or are beholden to governing agencies that see a shelter as incompatible with those
locations’ best use.
Community-based responses to homelessness should be driven by input from local residents, officials, and
agencies in order to best address local needs and the unique nature of each community. However, the creation of
overnight emergency shelter beds should be a guiding priority for each population center in San Joaquin County.
It is the responsibility of local leaders, including grassroots organizers and elected officials, to build the political
and community will to make this happen.
Emergency shelter capacity will only expand with direct local support. Local dollars are the lynchpin to successful
emergency shelter expansion. Those resources are crucial to establish increased shelter capacity and to support
the staff and services that will make the shelter sustainable on a long-term basis. The spending of local
government dollars is one of the most consistent features of communities that have successfully increased their
ability to get people off the streets, build permanent housing, and increase service delivery. This example repeats
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itself throughout the state and the country, with recent expansion efforts in Sacramento being one nearby
example.
There is also a need to couple shelters with robust services and pathways out of shelters. “Housing First” does not
mean “Housing Only.” In addition to investing in emergency shelters, we must invest in support services that
increase personal stability, in intervention that breaks cycles of addiction and crime, in employment programs
that help people earn an income, and in permanent housing programs that lift people out of shelters into housing.
Emergency shelter alone will not solve homelessness.
All communities in San Joaquin County need more housing that is affordable, as the county’s major population
centers have failed to build enough affordable and workforce housing to keep pace with demand. Our
communities must also invest in more robust prevention services that can prevent at-risk households from
becoming homeless in the first place, whether through rent support, utility support, or other resources that allow
families to remain in housing.
It is also important to remember that when we speak of people who are experiencing homelessness, we speak of
our neighbors, our friends, and our family members. Many of these individuals have endured repeated trauma,
abuse, and neglect; many have life experiences that damage their overall wellness and ability to thrive; and many
face additional barriers such as drug use and prior criminal histories.
The SJCoC recognizes community concerns often associated, rightly or wrongly, with unsheltered homelessness,
including substance use, criminal activity, and individuals’ prior place of residence. But using any of these
challenges as a reason to not expand emergency shelter will only make it that much more likely that unsheltered
homelessness will continue to increase in our communities, and that individuals and families will continue to lack
the resources to rise out of homelessness.
Our communities can no longer afford to find reasons to remain inactive or wait for someone else to do the work.
This crisis calls for action.

Conclusion
Communities throughout San Joaquin County face a crisis of homelessness, and further inaction will only lead to
greater numbers of people living on the streets. The status quo is untenable and has significant costs, both
financial and intangible. More low-barrier emergency shelter beds are needed throughout San Joaquin County.
New shelter must meet the needs of the unsheltered homeless, housed residents, businesses, and law
enforcement while remaining cost-effective. Shelter should be paired with programs that promote permanent
housing and self-sufficiency, making emergency shelter part of a broader service-rich system designed to quickly
move people from the streets and into stable housing. Local government money will be a critical component to
the stand-up and ongoing operation of expanded shelter capacity. We will only reduce unsheltered homelessness
in our communities by taking real, concrete action, and by taking that action together.

Sincerely submitted on behalf of the San Joaquin Continuum of Care by

Jon Mendelson
Chair, San Joaquin Continuum of Care
1

1,558 in 2019 compared to 567 in 2017 — SOURCE: 2019 Point-in-Time Count of Unsheltered Homeless in San Joaquin County
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1

753 in 2019 — SOURCE: 2019 Housing Inventory Count for San Joaquin County, submitted to Housing and Urban
Development
1
Local entities that provided feedback included: Stockton Shelter for the Homeless, Gospel Center Rescue Mission, St. Mary’s
Dining Room, HOPE Family Shelter-Raymus House, Central Valley Low Income Housing Corporation, Ready to Work, Lodi
Committee on Homelessness, SJC Administrator for Homeless Initiatives, Whole Person Care, San Joaquin County Health
Services/Behavioral Health, San Joaquin County Sheriff’s Office, Stockton Police Department, Greater Stockton Chamber of
Commerce, Downtown Stockton Alliance, Business Council San Joaquin County.
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Attachment 9: Governance Charter - Adopted 2018

Not included
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Attachment 10:
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PROPOSED CoC Governance document 2019 revisions 1.0
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Attachment 11:

Trainings proposed by committee

1. Our next training topic for after the 10/24/19 COC meeting is
on Foundations. This was the clear next training vote by the
Committee. As such we are looking at inviting 4 heads of local
Foundations to sit on a panel that I (or perhaps Kathy Miller)
would moderate. The initial 5 panel candidates I will approach
(to get 4) are:
- Moses Zapien (representing our SJC Community Foundation)*
- Tammy Shaff (representing Dignity-SJMC and a private
medical community foundation)*
- Diane Malcoun (representing The Cortopassi Family
Foundation and a private foundation)
- Angela Brusa (representing Bank of Stockton and a
corporate foundation)
- Natalia Orfanos (representing The Spanos Family and a
corporate foundation)

* Have said yes already subject to this being approved by the
Board.
Please give your approval to proceed as lead time will assist in
getting the best panel possible.
2. We have our 5 topics for post COC regular 2020 meetings
listed below in no order of priority and subject to scheduling the
trainer on the COC regualkr meeting dates:
- Nonprofit "Ways to Give" Website Tab Content
- Federal Home Loan Bank & Federal Tax Credit Grants
- Corporate Sponsorships
- Successful/Unique Resources For Addressing Homelessness
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- Section 8 & Other Housing Assistance Funding
Question: will the 2020 COC meeting dates be the 4th Thursday
of even months at 9am?
Request approval of these 5 topics at your next meeting.
Regards - Wayne
Wayne G. Richardson, CFRE
Chief Executive Officer
Gospel Center Rescue Mission, Inc.
445 S. San Joaquin St.
Stockton, CA. 95203
209.320.2312 (p)
209.466.4927 (f)

www.gcrms.org
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Attachment 12:

SJCoC Board of Directors Applicants - 2019

6. Jane Butterfield
7. Edward Figueroa
8. Matt Garber
9. Katherine Gonzales
10.Kate Hutchinson
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i

1,558 in 2019 compared to 567 in 2017 — SOURCE: 2019 Point-in-Time Count of Unsheltered Homeless in San Joaquin
County
ii
753 in 2019 — SOURCE: 2019 Housing Inventory Count for San Joaquin County, submitted to Housing and Urban
Development
iii
Local entities that provided feedback included: Stockton Shelter for the Homeless, Gospel Center Rescue Mission, St. Mary’s
Dining Room, HOPE Family Shelter-Raymus House, Central Valley Low Income Housing Corporation, Ready to Work, Lodi
Committee on Homelessness, SJC Administrator for Homeless Initiatives, Whole Person Care, San Joaquin County Health
Services/Behavioral Health, San Joaquin County Sheriff’s Office, Stockton Police Department, Greater Stockton Chamber of
Commerce, Downtown Stockton Alliance, Business Council San Joaquin County.
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