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Appendix 1: Glossary of Terms
Acronym 

or Key 
Word

Definition

ACS American Community Survey

AMI
Area Median Income, the midpoint of a region’s income distribution, meaning that half of households in a region earn more 
than the median and half earn less than the median

APR Annual Performance Report (for Department of Housing and Urban Development homeless programs)

Board & Care
Licensed residential care facilities for people with special needs that provide intensive support and assistance with daily 
living

CES
Coordinated Entry System, a system that prioritizes the most vulnerable people experiencing homelessness in the commu-
nity for certain types of housing and connects people at risk of or experiencing homelessness with needed resources

CH Chronically Homeless

CoC
Continuum of Care, a group organized to carry out the responsibilities prescribed by the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development in the CoC Program Interim Rule for a defined geographic area. Typically, CoCs act as decision-making bodies 
for a community’s homeless assistance activities and funding

COVID Coronavirus or COVID-19

Case Manager

Provides client support to develop and implement a plan to address barriers to housing stability (e.g. mental health, income, 
drug addiction, lack of supports). Case managers assesses and monitor client needs, supports coordination of care and
connection to community resources, public resources, and other service providers. If certified (e.g., QMHP, QMHA, LCSW, 
etc.,), may also conduct assessments, develop and implement individual service and support plans and behavioral support
strategies, and ensure required documentation is collected. Education required is typically a Bachelor's degree in a 
behavioral sciences field.

Diversity

Diversity includes all the ways in which people differ, and it encompasses all the different characteristics that make one 
individual or group different from another. It is all-inclusive and recognizes everyone and every group as part of the diversity 
that should be valued. A broad definition includes not only race, ethnicity, and gender—the groups that most often come to 
mind when the term "diversity" is used—but also age, national origin, religion, disability, sexual orientation, socioeconomic 
status, education, marital status, language, and physical appearance. It also involves different ideas, perspectives, and 
values

DV
Domestic Violence, which includes dating violence, sexual assault, stalking, and other dangerous or life-threatening 
conditions that relate to violence against the individual/family member that make them afraid to return to their primary 
nighttime residence

ES Emergency Shelter
ELI Extremely Low Income

FMR Fair Market Rent (maximum rent for many Department of Housing and Urban Development housing programs)
FY Fiscal Year

HCV
Housing Choice Voucher Rental Assistance, a type of rental subsidy administered by the public housing authority and 
formerly referred to as Section 8

HIC
Housing Inventory Count, inventory of housing for the homeless conducted annually in January for same night as the 
Point-In-Time Count

HMIS
Homeless Management Information System, a data system used by many homeless service and housing providers to track 
participants and outcomes and meet federal and state reporting requirements 

Homeless System 
of Care

The homeless system of care refers to the network of resources, supports, services and governance structures in communi-
ties that support addressing homelessness

https://www.racialequitytools.org/glossary
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HUD
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, a federal agency that administers many housing and homeless 
assistance programs

Inclusion
Authentically bringing traditionally excluded individuals and/or groups into processes, activities, and decision/policy making 
in a way that shares power

LGBTQIA+ Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender, Queer and/or Questioning, Intersex, and Asexual and/or Ally and others

Literally Homeless

Individuals and families who lack a fixed, regular, and adequate nighttime residence, which includes one of the following: 

·	Place not meant for human habitation 

·	 Living in a shelter (Emergency shelter, hotel/motel paid by government or charitable organization) 

·	Exiting an institution (where they resided for 90 days or less AND were residing in emergency shelter or place not 
meant for human habitation immediately before entering institution)

Lived Experience Having a personal experience of homelessness 
Local Homeless 

Councils
13 regional bodies supporting the coordination of homeless response efforts. The two largest CoCs (Mountainland and Salt 
Lake) are each their own CoC. The rest of the LHCs (11 total) are split up across the Balance of State CoC.

LSA
Longitudinal Systems Analysis, a report produced from the CoC’s Homelessness Management Information System (HMIS) 
and submitted annually to HUD

MHSA Mental Health Services Act
MOU Memorandum of Understanding
NAEH National Alliance to End Homelessness

PHA/ HA Public Housing Authority
PIT Count Point-In-Time Homeless Count, a yearly count of all people experiencing homelessness on a single night in January. 

PSH Permanent Supportive Housing, permanent housing with intensive supports for residents with a high level of service needs

Racial Equity

A condition that would be achieved if one's racial identity no longer predicted, in a statistical sense, outcomes and 
experiences. When the term is used in this strategic plan, it refers to racial equity as one part of racial justice, and thus the 
term also refers to addressing root causes of inequities, not just their manifestation. This includes elimination of policies, 
practices, attitudes, and cultural messages that reinforce differential outcomes by race or that fail to eliminate them

Rapid Rehousing
Short term (up to three months) or medium term (3 to 24 months) tenant based rental assistance and accompanying 
supportive services as necessary to help a homeless individual or family with or without disability move as quickly as 
possible into permanent housing and achieve stability.

RRH Rapid Re-Housing, a temporary rental subsidy for housing with some supports 
SAMHSA Substance Abuse & Mental Health Services Administration, a federal agency
Sheltered 

homelessness
Those experiencing sheltered homeless are generally adults, children, and unaccompanied children who are living in shelters 
for the homeless, transitional housing, safe havens, or in a motel/hotel using publicly funded assistance/vouchers

SMI
Serious Mental Illness or Seriously Mentally Ill, defined as a mental, behavioral, or emotional disorder resulting in serious 
functional impairment, which substantially interferes with or limits one or more major life activities

SNAPS Special Needs Assistance Program, a HUD division that deals with homelessness and homeless assistance 
SOAR SSI/SSDI Outreach, Access, and Recovery (SSI/SSDI Application program)
SRO Single-Room Occupancy housing units
SSA Social Security Administration
SSDI Social Security Disability Income 
SSI Supplemental Security Income 
SSO Supportive Services Only, a type of homeless assistance grant that provides services only

STELLA Household-level data from HMIS that is displayed through HUD’s data visualization program 

Street outreach 
worker

Conducts street outreach activities and provides support to people experiencing homelessness in the community. Supports 
community events and relief efforts to assist clients with their needs, providing them resources, and facilitating connection 
to housing and services programs.

https://www.racialequitytools.org/glossary
https://www.racialequitytools.org/glossary
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SUD
Substance Use Disorder, Substance use disorders occur when the recurrent use of alcohol and/or drugs causes clinically 
significant impairment, including health problems, disability, and failure to meet major responsibilities at work, school, or 
home

TA
Technical Assistance, often refers to an organization or agency that provides help or guidance to a homeless system of care 
on administration of funds and system design 

TAY Transition Age Youth, youth ages 18 to 24 years old
TH Transitional Housing, temporary housing often providing a bridge from shelter to permanent housing

Unsheltered 
homelessness

An individual/family whose primary nighttime residence is public/private place not designed for or ordinarily used as a regular 
sleeping accommodation for human beings.  These are typically households living on the street or in makeshift shelters (tents, 
boxes), encampments, as well as cars

Utah Homeless 
Network

A membership of individuals and organizations working to address homelessness
across the state of Utah. Has a leadership group that meets at least quarterly.
https://endutahhomelessness.org/utah-homeless-network/.

VI-SPDAT
Vulnerability Index–Service Prioritization Decision Assistance Tool, an assessment tool that assigns a numerical score to a 
person’s level of vulnerability for the community’s coordinated entry system

211
211 is an easy-to-remember, three-digit number that connects people to the services
they need, such as housing and utility assistance, food resources, legal aid, and
more. Find more information here: https://211utah.org/.

https://endutahhomelessness.org/utah-homeless-network/
https://211utah.org/
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DATA BACKGROUND

Homelessness Management Information System (HMIS)

·	State of Utah’s data from each Continuum of Care (CoC) (Balance of State, Mountainland, Salt Lake).

·	Programs that participate in their CoC and/or receive certain types of funding are required to enter 
data into the HMIS, while other service providers chose to do so voluntarily.

·	Data fields conform to standards published by the Department of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD), which requires that each CoC administer an HMIS.

Where does the data come from?

·	Data is typically collected by case workers and program staff of homeless service and housing provider 
organizations.

·	Data is primarily based on self-reports from those experiencing homelessness; some is also generated 
automatically from existing records.

Who is included?

·	 Includes a majority of people who have touched or contacted some aspect of the homeless system 
of care (everything from street outreach to permanent supportive housing). There are aspects of the 
system of care that do not enter into HMIS (DVSPs, non-participating agencies).

·	Time span: 1/1/2016 to 4/29/2022 (some analyses used 1/1/2017 depending on the data, as some 
data was not available in full before 2017); demographics are 1/1/2018 onward due to dataset changes

Point in Time (PIT) Count

·	Count conducted on one night during winter.

·	 Includes unsheltered and sheltered homelessness (e.g., those in emergency shelter or transitional 
housing).  

Estimate of homelessness:

·	Serves as an estimate of how many people are experiencing homelessness across the state at a 
given time.

·	Counts people even if they have not engaged in services.

How is data collected?

·	Details about individuals / households gathered through self-report and observation by counters.

Appendix 2: HMIS Data Analysis
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TERMS AND NOTES
General Terms

·	CoC = Continuum of Care (there are three in the State of Utah) 

HMIS program types: 

·	CE = Coordinated Entry

·	HP = Homelessness Prevention

·	DS = Day Shelter

·	SO = Street Outreach

·	SSO = Supportive Services Only

·	ES/SH = Emergency Shelter / Safe Haven

·	TH = Transitional Housing

·	RRH = Rapid Rehousing

·	PSH/OPH = Permanent Supportive Housing / Other Permanent Housing

Household Types1:

·	AO = adult-only

·	TAY = transition age youth (18-24)

·	AC = adult and child (family)

·	CO = child-only

Highlights:

·	Blue highlights = significantly disproportionate over-access compared to overall representation in HMIS.

·	Yellow highlights = significantly disproportionate under-access compared to overall representation 
in HMIS.

Race / ethnicity (this is how the American Community Survey categorizes and labels race and ethnicity):

·	White race (any) = if they person has ever identified as White (regardless of any other race).

	o Example: if they identified as White and Black, they are also included in the BIPOC category.

	o Example: if they identified as White and Latinx, they are also included in the Latinx category.

·	No White race = has never indicated they are White.

·	Latinx = if the person ever identified as Latinx (regardless of any other race).

·	BIPOC = any indication of person of color (Black, Latinx, etc., but cannot be “White only”).

·	White only = the only racial or ethnic category indicated is White.

Other terms: 

·	Average number of enrollments = the average number of enrollments a household has for that project 
type. 

·	 “More than M/F” = any other gender identity than only male or female. This category could be multiple 
gender identities that also include male or female; could be gender identities such as transgender, 
gender non-conforming, etc. Often the sample sizes were too small to statistically assess these 
categories individually, so we grouped them together for the sake of understanding whether there are 
disparities for individuals who hold marginalized gender identities. 

1 Expanded definitions available in the HMIS data dictionary. 

https:/files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/HMIS-Data-Dictionary.pdf
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OVERALL SYSTEM INFORMATION FROM HMIS/CES 
DATASETS

Overall Enrollment Summary
There were 319,506 deduplicated active enrollments across the state during the sample time period. There 
were 85,686 deduplicated people who accessed the system (any project type) across the state active during 
the sample period (2016-2022).

Percentage of Enrollments by CoC, Total 2016-2022

Percentage of Total Enrollments 
(of 319,506)

Percentage of Total People  
(of 85,686)

Balance of State CoC 27% 31%

Mountainland CoC 6% 9%

Salt Lake CoC 67% 59%

At the time of this analysis (April 2022), an estimated 12,442 people enrolled in the homeless system of 
care. Of those, 2,270 were moved into housing (Rapid Rehousing or Permanent Supportive Housing through 
a CoC-funded program, and thus maintaining an active enrollment). 

Continuum of Care Analysis

·	At final enrollment: There is a disproportionate number of people in Child-Only households in Moun-
tainland and BoS CoCs.

·	Balance of State enrollments summary: 

	o BoS has zero (0) Day Shelter enrollments.

	o BoS CoC has proportionally less PSH enrollments compared to other CoCs.

·	Mountainland enrollments summary:

	o SSO, TH, and PSH projects in Mountainland have disproportionally more enrollments than other 
CoCs.

	o 41% of Child-Only households are in Mountainland, but only 9% of the people experiencing home-
lessness are in the Mountainland CoC.

	o There is proportionally less Day Shelter access in Mountainland CoC than Salt Lake CoC.

	o SSO projects make up 37% of all enrollments in Mountainland and marks a significantly different 
strategy when compared to the BoS and Salt Lake CoCs.  

·	Salt Lake enrollments summary: 

	o There are overall more resources in Salt Lake CoC as evident by the disproportionate enrollment 
records for DS, PSH, RRH, SO, and TH as compared to the other CoCs. 

	o 98% of Day Shelter enrollments are in Salt Lake CoC.

	o Only 48%of SSO enrollments are in Salt Lake CoC.

	o Only Salt Lake has “Other” project type enrollments.

The following charts compare the Utah HMIS data, Utah 2020 Point-in-Time Count Data, and the State 
Population and State Poverty Population data (which come from the American Community Survey [ACS] 
2020 Five-Year-Estimates.) 
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Race and Ethnicity
Examining the racial and ethnic makeup of people experiencing homelessness shows that Black, Indigenous, 
and People of Color experience homelessness at disproportionately higher rates across the state. When 
compared to State-level population data, Black, American Indian / Alaskan Native, and Native Hawaiian / 
Pacific Islander groups are overrepresented in the homeless population in Utah. For example: Black individuals 
are only 1% of the State population and 3% of the State population in poverty, but they represent over 10% 
of those in the homeless system of care. Similarly, those who are Hispanic / Latino are only 14% of the 
State population but make up 23% of the State population in poverty and over 23% of those experiencing 
homelessness. 
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Sex
Demographic data also demonstrates that males are overrepresented in the homeless population in Utah 
compared to females. 

What household types are experiencing homelessness?
The majority of people and households experiencing homelessness in Utah are adult-only households, 
making up about 53% of the people experiencing homelessness but 82% of the households. Families 
(adults with children) make up 30% of the people experiencing homelessness and 13% of the households. 

People and households by household type (1/1/2018 to 4/29/2022)

Adult Only Transition Age Youth Adults with Children Child Only Unknown Total

People
33,150 3,814 20,847 1,683 822 69,316

(48%) (6%) (30%) (2%) (1%) (100%)

Households
31,877 3,313 5,383 1,445 768 42,186

(76%) (8%) (13%) (3%) (2%) (100%)
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INFLOW AND OUTFLOW

System Inflow
This section attempts to address the questions: When are people coming to the system? What is the inflow by CoC? 
Inflow into the system includes anyone who touches the homeless systems of care across the state and whose information is put 
into the HMIS. Average inflow was calculated using the 2017 through 2021 inflow numbers for each CoC.2

Inflow Over Time, 2016-2022, by CoC

Balance of State Mountainland Salt Lake Total

Active or started in 2016 6,275 2,579 16,889 25,743

2017 4,200 1,432 7,789 13,421
2018 3,699 1,135 6,781 11,615

2019 3,586 775 6,329 10,690

2020 3,634 699 5,007 9,340
2021 4,385 852 6,332 11,569

20223 1,350 237 1,721 3,308
Total 27,129 7,709 50,848 85,686

2017-2021 Average 3,901 (34%) 979 (9%) 6,448 (57%) 11,327

Fewer people seem to be coming into the Homeless System of Care from the Mountainland CoC each year. The BoS CoC and Salt 
Lake CoC show modest decreases, but 2021 totals are very close to average. 

2 2022 data only included four months of data and thus was excluded; numbers for 2016 include all people who were in the system at that time, which 
includes inflow from years prior to 2016, and thus was excluded).
3 Note: 2022 was not a complete year of data, as this analysis was completed in April 2022. 
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Exits from the System (Outflow)
Outflow from the system includes: those who have exited to permanent destinations, those with move-in 
dates for permanent housing, and anyone who has not touched the system for 12+ months (regardless of 
what their exit was).

Outflow Over Time, 2016-2022, by CoC

Balance of State Mountainland Salt Lake Total

Active or started in 2016 3,266 1,496 6,761 11,523
2017 3,391 1,356 6,475 11,222
2018 3,496 1,197 6,567 11,260

2019 3,558 1,023 7,321 11,902
2020 3,921 869 6,308 11,098
2021 2,884 646 4,753 8,283

20224 652 103 898 1,653
Total 21,168 6,690 39,083 66,941

2017-2021 Average 3,450 (32%) 1,018 (9%) 6,285 (58%) 10,753 

Unmet Need
Unmet need per year is the average inflow (1/1/2017 – 12/31/2021) minus the average outflow (1/1/2017 
– 12/31/2021) (based on averages from 2017-2021, as 2022 was not complete at the time of analysis).

Average Unmet Need by CoC (based on averages from 2017-2021)

Balance of State Mountainland Salt Lake Total

Average Inflow per year 3,901 979 6,448 11,327
Average Outflow per year 3,450 1,018 6,285 10,753 

Average Unmet Need per year 451 (79%) -39 (-7%) 163 (28%) 574

4 Note: 2022 was not a complete year of data, as this analysis was completed in April 2022.
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Level of Acuity
The Vulnerability Index – Service Prioritization Decision Assistance Tool (VI-SPDAT) was developed as 
a pre-screening tool for communities to conduct an assessment for clients. It is one way communities 
measure acuity, or the level of vulnerability or need someone has for their housing program type.

To assess acuity, or severity of need, we examined scores on the VI-SPDAT to examine how many people 
have low, medium, and high levels of acuity, which helps to estimate how many people need a high level of 
support such as permanent supportive housing. The following chart shows the VI-SPDAT score ranges by 
family type (individual, family, and transition age youth)5. A “high” score range is 8+/9+ and indicates a need 
for permanent supportive housing. A “medium” score range is 4-7 and indicates a need for transitional housing 
or rapid rehousing. A “low” level is 3 or less and indicates a lower priority for permanent housing through 
coordinated entry, but services and housing assistance outside of coordinated entry are typically provided.  

“High” acuity is 8+ for individual households or 9+ for family households, which may indicate a need of that 
household for Permanent Supportive Housing (PSH).

More than 50% of the people coming into the system are scoring in the low to medium range (below PSH 
range). The percentages of individual adults, transition aged youth (TAY), and families that have scores 
indicating a need for PSH are as follows: 

·	Adults: 46% of individual adults (4,292) may need PSH.
·	TAY: 41% of TAY (53 individuals) may need PSH.
·	Families: 58% of families (1,222 households) may need PSH. 

5 These data are from HMIS for January 2017 through April of 2022. There were not enough assessments in the dataset for 2016 to be included in 
analysis. 
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What proportion need PSH?

·	The proportion of those scoring in PSH range (above 8) is shrinking over time. 

	o People with higher scores tend to stay in the system longer. This could also mean that their score 
is increasing the longer they are homelessness. 

·	Of people scoring in PSH range and exiting Coordinated Entry, only 43% access CES housing projects 
(which includes housing programs at lower levels than PSH, such as Transitional Housing). 

	o Adults: 37% accessed an HMIS housing project 

	o Families: 61% accessed an HMIS housing project

	o TAY: 42% accessed an HMIS housing project

·	Of people scoring in PSH range and exiting Coordinated Entry, only 11% access PSH or Other Permanent 
Housing (OPH) project types

	o Adults: 14% accessed PSH or OPH project types

	o Families: 3% accessed PSH or OPH project types

	o TAY: 9% accessed PSH or OPH project types

FLOW THROUGH THE SYSTEM

How many project types do people touch during their time enrolled?
For all households starting their first enrollment in the system between 1/1/2017 and 4/28/2022, they tend 
to access 1 to 2 project types during the lifetime of their enrollments.

Access to HMIS/CoC Housing Projects
What proportion of all clients who exit the system accessed HMIS/CoC Permanent Housing projects?
Of all clients entering and exiting the system (with and without VI-SPDAT scores), 72.35% of those exiting the 
system never access an HMIS Permanent Housing project (which includes Permanent Supportive Housing 
and Rapid Rehousing [PSH/RRH]).

·	Only 27.65% of those exiting have accessed an HMIS Permanent Housing project (PSH/RRH).

	o Individuals: 16.09% accessed PSH/RRH
	� Adults: 16.94% accessed PSH/RRH

	� TAY: 9.12% accessed PSH/RRH
	o Family: 45.78% accessed PSH/RRH
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What are the exit destinations for people leaving the system without access to HMIS/CoC housing projects?
The following chart looks at the exit destinations for those who exit the system without accessing HMIS permanent 
housing projects. While 20% exited to permanent housing destinations (outside of the HMIS permanent housing 
projects), 37% exited to unknown destinations, 7% exited to homeless destination, and 6% exited to temporary 
housing destinations. 
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Those who exited the system had the following final exit destinations: 

·	20.8% of people leaving the system left to a permanent destination without accessing HMIS housing 
projects. 

	o 11.63% self-resolved in housing units without subsidy

	o 6.04% left to family and friends without subsidy

	o 2.41% left to a housing project outside of the CoC

·	7.49% left to homelessness without accessing HMIS housing projects

·	6.08% left to a temporary destination without accessing HMIS housing projects

·	1.12% left to a psychiatric or incarceration institution without accessing HMIS housing projects

·	36.66% left to “other” or “unknown” destinations without accessing HMIS housing projects

·	 .39 exited to “other” non-permanent destinations

·	 .33% left to a nursing home or medical rehabilitation facility without accessing HMIS housing projects

·	0.20% died without accessing HMIS housing projects

·	27.65% accessed a housing project with various outcomes. 

What are the rates at which people who access the system through Emergency Shelter end up getting 
into another project type (e.g., TH, RRH, PSH)?
Those accessing emergency shelter have the lowest rate of connectivity (besides Homelessness Prevention). 

·	This means people are not moving from ES to other housing programs. 

·	Homelessness Prevention (HP) projects also have low rates of connectivity, but this may be because 
people in HP prevent their homelessness and thus do not touch other projects.

Stella System Maps
·	Note: Stella excludes DS, SO, SSO, HP, CE and OPH

·	Note: Stella system map is a household level analysis rather than the individual level above. 

Summary: 

·	Across the state, the majority of households who enter the system only touch Emergency Shelter. For 
fiscal year 2021, 68% of households in the Salt Lake CoC only touched ES; 76% of households in the 
Mountainland CoC only touched ES, and 75% of households in the Balance of State only touched ES. 

·	The combined rate of permanent exits from Emergency Shelter is 10%. 

o	For those 10% exiting to permanent destinations from Emergency Shelter, 14% return to 
homelessness.

·	Low rates of exits to permanent destinations from TH and PSH project types indicates that more 
housing options are needed for folks who do not move into self-sufficiency. Perhaps there needs to be 
some investment in move on strategies, aftercare, and/or supportive services for those leaving PSH.
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Salt Lake CoC

Mountainland CoC
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BOS CoC
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DEMOGRAPHICS AND HOUSEHOLD TYPE
For the following analyses, we have included 60,316 deduplicated people across all projects between 
1/1/2018 to 4/29/2022.

There were a total 85,686 deduplicated people across all projects between 1/1/2016 – 4/29/2022. To 
observe demographics across all project types, we had to cut enrollments that started before January 1, 
2018, because of poor data quality.

Demographics by Project Type Access
The following table looks at the proportion of clients to have ever accessed an HMIS project type by CoC 
and by demographic. 

Demographics (other than “total” line, everything is %), 01/01/2081 - 20226.
All All HMIS CE HP DS SO SSO ES/SH TH RRH PSH/OPH

Total
60,316 13,617 9,408 11,145 7,911 16,310 33,994 1,264 11,814 3,145
100% 22.5% 15.6% 18.5% 13.1% 27% 56.4% 2.1% 19.6% 5.2%

Percentages
White race (any) 80.70 80.42 76.42 78.08 83.37 82.27 80.12 85.23 80.07 80.96
No White race 19.30 19.58 23.58 21.92 16.63 17.73 19.88 14.77 19.93 19.04
Latinx 22.65 21.73 25.20 20.72 18.90 20.23 21.81 16.80 25.71 17.92
BIPOC 41.94 41.39 49.08 42.07 36.06 38.04 41.79 30.75 46.34 37.40
White only 58.06 58.61 50.92 57.93 63.94 61.96 58.21 69.25 53.69 62.60
Male only 57.14 59.14 48.59 68.45 61.64 57.98 60.91 65.69 47.90 57.25
Female only 42.22 39.95 50.90 30.38 37.47 41.38 38.28 32.81 51.77 41.66
More than M/F 0.64 0.91 0.51 1.17 0.89 0.63 0.81 1.51 0.33 1.08
Veteran 5.80 5.35 4.10 6.82 4.61 6.83 5.28 40.41 8.14 13.33
Senior 3.91 5.15 1.98 4.52 4.12 4.27 4.08 10.14 2.71 7.51
Chronic 12.40 - 1.18 19.20 - - 15.32. 6.61 7.96 32.75
Disabling condition 41.64 - 25.93 47.81 - - 42.37. 64.55 37.88 78.29
DV history - - - 22.65 - - - - - -
Unsheltered History 44.75 58.10 11.42 76.75 100 55.58 56.44 44.15 34.89 58.76
Average number of 
enrollments: mean, 
(median) 

4.45 (2) 1.08 (1) 1.15 (1) 1.64 (1) 1.76 (1) 1.73 (1) 4.02 (2) 1.18 (1) 1.56 (1) 1.38 (1)

AO 61.28 69.46 19.62 98.21 92.47 70.36 70.69. 73.66 27.67 69.41
TAY 10.32 8.90 14.52 13.54 6.66 8.40 10.58. 22.45 7.56 4.21

AC 34.57 25.72 72.25 0.94 6.45 28.23 25.21. 25.24 72.29 30.52
CO 2.79 .09 7.83 0.67 0.38 1.05 3.32. 0.95 0.01 0
Unknown HoH 1.36 4.73 0.31 0.17 0.71 0.36 0.18. 0.16 0.03 0.06

Blue highlights = significantly disproportionate over-access compared to overall representation in HMIS. 
Yellow highlights = significantly disproportionate under-access compared to overall representation in HMIS.

·	We hypothesize that “family type” is driving demographic differences. 

·	People identifying as “more than only male or only female” seem to have higher rates of participation 
in TH, DS, and perhaps PSH.  

·	Veterans have higher rates of access to TH and PSH/OPH.

6 To observe demographics across all project types, we had to cut enrollments that started before January 1, 2018, because of poor data quality.  
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Adult-Only Households: Demographics by Project Access
Demographics (other than “total” line, everything is %), 01/01/2081 - 20227.
Adult-Only 
Households

HMIS CE HP DS SO SSO ES/SH TH RRH
PSH / 
OPH

Total 37,978 9,489 1,898 10,966 7,357 11,595 24,327 931 3,295 2,186

Percentages

White race (any) 82.87 82.07 85.75 78.01 83.28 84.00 81.96 84.94 84.65 84.99
No White race 17.13 17.93 14.26 2,324 16.72 16.00 18.04 87.39 15.36 15.01
Latinx 18.35 18.85 16.84 20.37 17.60 16.52 17.78 12.61 13.57 13.39
BIPOC 35.30 36.65 31.72 41.83 34.79 32.48 35.79 26.80 29.38 28.64
White only 64.70 63.35 68.28 58.17 65.21 67.52 64.21 73.20 70.62 71.36
Male only 64.56 64.84 68.84 68.75 62.95 63.71 67.36 78.15 63.15 62.25
Female only 34.68 33.94 30.26 30.09 36.10 35.59 31.79 20.02 36.15 36.28
More than M/F 0.76 1.22 0.90 1.16 0.95 0.70 0.85 1.83 0.70 1.47
Veteran 8.41 6.95 15.53 6.93 4.89 8.74 6.99 53.40 23.80 18.16
Senior 6.00 6.98 8.80 4.59 4.39 5.93 5.63 13.75 9.07 10.75
Chronic * * 5.95 19.34 * * 21.03 8.46 24.41 44.35
Disabling condi-
tion

* * 64.51 47.92 * * 49.93 74.87 69.61 93.07

DV history * * * 22.62 * * 17.02 21.43 24.38 *
Unsheltered 
History

65.02 72.41 37.09 77.44 100% 71.81 71.77 54.56 75.48 74.57

Average number of 
enrollments [mean 
(median)] 

5.48 (2) 1.09 (1) 1.12 (1) 1.64 (1) 1.80 (1) 1.84 (1) 4.62 (2) 1.21 (1) 1.20 (1) 1.33 (1)

TAY (subset of 
adult-only) 

10.43 8.91 14.44 13.57 6.63 8.42 10.67 22.45 7.53 4.25

BOS 30.47 27.57 37.51 0% 18.09 43.86 33.52 16.22 41.12 25.75
Mountain-land 6.88 6.78 4.79 4.59 3.78 13.75 5.89 23.52 3.52 14.27
Salt Lake 62.65 65.65 57.69 95.41 78.13 42.39 60.60 60.26 55.36 59.97

* = missing more than 10% of the data and cannot provide accurate analysis
Blue highlights = significantly disproportionate over-access compared to overall representation in HMIS. 
Yellow highlights = significantly disproportionate under-access compared to overall representation in HMIS.

·	Veterans are more Male and more White (as compared to other races) than the rest of the population 
experiencing homelessness. While this may contribute to disparities in access by Race (since the 
state as a whole seems to prioritize Veterans’ access to housing programs), it does not explain the 
entirety of the disparity. 

There is some evidence (see table below) that there is disparity in access to housing process for those who 
are BIPOC. After excluding Veteran populations, BIPOC adult-only households accessed TH, RRH, and PSH 
at lower rates than non-BIPOC adult-only households. 

7 To observe demographics across all project types, we had to cut enrollments that started before January 1, 2018, because of poor data quality.  
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Demographics (other than “total” line, everything is %), 01/01/2081 - 20228.
Adult-Only House-
holds: Veteran vs. 
Non-Veteran

HMIS (37,978) TH (931) RRH (3,295) PSH / OPH (2,186)

Non-Vets Vets Non-Vets Vets Non-Vets Vets Non-Vets Vets
Total 33,919 3,116 430 493 2501 781 1776 394

Percentages

White race (Any) 82.69 85.08 83.61 86.01 84.30 85.62 84.94 85.68
No White race 17.31 14.92 16.39 13.99 15.70 14.38 15.06 14.32
Latinx 19.01 9.88 17.25 8.20 14.78 9.78 14.50 8.29
BIPOC 36.09 25.34 30.77 23.00 30.74 25.19 29.80 22.94
White only 63.91 74.66 69.23 77.00 69.26 74.81 70.20 77.06
Male only 61.98 91.45 62.41 91.72 53.26 94.62 55.69 91.62
Female only 37.23 8.13 34.57 7.47 45.98 4.87 42.51 8.38
More than M/F 0.79 0.42 3.02 -- -- -- 1.80 0
Veteran 0 100 0 100 0 100 0 100
Senior 4.69 20.64 3.01 23.23 6.52 17.29 6.59 29.95
Chronic * * 12.56 4.96 25.71 20.62 47.02 23.83
Disabling condition * * 69.53 79.72 69.20 71.69 93.33 91.84
DV history * * 35.22 10.56 26.49 16.59 * *
Unsheltered History 65.37 61.52 71.06 39.80 75.33 76.18 78.01 58.88
Average number of 
project enrollments 
[mean(median)] 

5.55 (2) 4.77 (3) 1.09 (1) 1.32 (1) 1.16 (1) 1.33 (1) 1.35 (1) 1.26 (1)

TAY (subset of 
adult-only)

11.28 1.80 46.53 1.41 9.52 1.28 5.19 0%

BOS 30.98 31.35 7.18 24.24 43.74 33.16 24.94 28.93
Mountainland 7.35 3.31 48.15 -- 4.36 -- 17.12 2.03
Salt Lake 61.67 65.34 44.68 74.14 51.90 66.07 57.94 69.04
Red -- = sample size < 10; too small to report on 
Percentages in table do not include unknown or missing data 
* = missing more than 10% of the data and cannot provide accurate analysis 
Blue highlights = significantly disproportionate over-access compared to overall representation in HMIS. 
Yellow highlights = significantly disproportionate under-access compared to overall representation in HMIS.

8 To observe demographics across all project types, we had to cut enrollments that started before January 1, 2018, because of poor data quality.  
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TAY Households: Demographics by Project Access
For Transition Age Youth (TAY; a subset of adult-only households), we again see a disparity between 
White-only and BIPOC in terms of access to TH, RRH, and PSH. 

Demographics (other than “total” line, everything is %), 01/01/2081 - 20229.
Transition Age 
Youth (TAY)

HMIS CE HP DS SO SSO ES / SH TH RRH
PSH / 
OPH

Total 4,305 847 247 1539 513 1003 2788 209 250 94

Percentages

White race (Any) 75.46 78.23 85.61 76.57 82.34 81.27 78.98 74.88 83.53 81.91
No White race 20.28 21.77 14.39 23.43 17.66 18.27 21.02 25.12 16.47 18.09
Latinx 24.54 22.97 24.54 27.00 22.49 21.56 22.76 26.21 23.29 18.09
BIPOC 43.43 44.39 38.83 48.59 38.04 37.90 42.84 46.60 38.55 38.30
White only 56.57 55.61 61.17 51.41 61.96 62.10 57.16 53.40 61.45 61.70
Male only 59.23 57.73 55.88 61.12 57.95 57.95 63.27 65.22 54.80 52.13
Female only 37.92 36.48 41.54 35.16 38.23 39.54 33.59 30.43 42.80 37.23
More than M/F 2.86 5.23 -- 3.72 3.82 2.52 3.14 -- 2.40 10.64
Veteran 1.40 -- -- 0.92 -- 1.53 1.38 -- -- 0%
Senior 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Chronic 12.49 * 4.53 9.78 * * 13.90 5.97 17.34 50.00
Disabling condi-
tion

42.57% * 35.71 47.20 * * 38.98 50.00 54.03 88.04

DV history * * * 29.23 * * 18.67 * 23.14 23.26
Unsheltered 
History

57.47 68.00 31.02 67.32 100% 66.10 66.61 58.37 69.60 77.66

Average number 
of project 
enrollments 
[mean(median)] 

5.97 (2) 1.09 (1) 1.06 (1) 1.56 (1) 1.54 (1) 1.44 (1) 5.97 (1) 1.13 (1) 1.09 (1) 1.24 (1)

BOS 32.17 31.17 68.25 0% 18.32 48.26 36.08 -- 36.80 15.96
Mountainland 6.30 6.14 4.01 3.05 4.48 16.45 4.34 5.72 1.60 17.02
Salt Lake 61.53 62.69 27.74 96.95 77.19 35.29 59.58 92.82 61.60 67.02
Red -- = sample size < 10; too small to report on 
Percentages in table do not include unknown or missing data 
* = missing more than 10% of the data and cannot provide accurate analysis 
Blue highlights = significantly disproportionate over-access compared to overall representation in HMIS. 
Yellow highlights = significantly disproportionate under-access compared to overall representation in HMIS.

9 To observe demographics across all project types, we had to cut enrollments that started before January 1, 2018, because of poor data quality.
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Adult(s) with Children Households: Demographics by Project Access
Demographics (other than “total” line, everything is %), 01/01/2081 - 202210.
Adult(s) with 
Children 
Households

HMIS CE HP DS SO SSO ES/SH TH RRH
PSH / 
OPH

Total 22,099 3,531 6966 109 527 4,740 9,347 321 8,587 969
Percentage
White race (Any) 76.48 76.26 72.84 81.35 84.57 77.94 74.53 86.60 78.40 71.92
No White race 23.52 23.74 27.16 18.35 15.43 22.06 25.47 13.40 21.60 28.08
Latinx 29.58 29.41 26.30 40.37 35.26 28.91 31.88 27.16 30.36 28.05
BIPOC 53.31 53.84 53.64 55.96 52.34 51.31 57.84 40.32 52.72 56.99
White only 46.69 46.16 46.36 44.04 47.66 48.69 42.16 59.68 47.28 43.01
Male only 43.29 43.79 43.39 47.71 41.71 43.39 44.55 31.15 41.94 45.76
Female only 56.59 56.13 56.56 52.29 57.90 56.48 55.30 -- 57.86 54.03
More than M/F 0.12 -- -- 0 -- -- 0.15 -- 0.20 --
Veteran 1.34 0.95 1.93 0 -- 1.97 0.88 0 1.70 --
Senior 0.30 -- 0.33 0 -- -- 0.27 0 0.26 --
Chronic 1.63 * -- * 12.22 1.88 2.49 -- 1.71 9.02
Disabling 
condition

22.63 * 16.90 * * 23.25 24.91 35.31 25.94 45.13

DV history * * * * * * * * * *
Unsheltered 
History

16.36 30.33 4.84 38.53 100 81 24.33 15.26 19.65 23.22

Average number 
of enrollments 
[mean (median)] 

3.11 (2) 1.05 (1) 1.15 (1) 1.01 (1) 1.06 (1) 1.31 (1) 2.26 (1) 1.07 (1) 1.68 (1) 1.44 (1)

BOS 34.27 37.64 34.90 0 33.21 32.70 29.73 13.40 34.44 6.60
Mountainland 5.72 4.93 3.50 0 2.66 22.70 5.63 0% 2.73 6.40
Salt Lake 60.00 57.43 61.60 100 64.14 44.60 64.64 86.60 62.84 87.00
Red -- = sample size < 10; too small to report on 
Percentages in table do not include unknown or missing data 
* = missing more than 10% of the data and cannot provide accurate analysis 
Blue highlights = significantly disproportionate over-access compared to overall representation in HMIS. 
Yellow highlights = significantly disproportionate under-access compared to overall representation in HMIS.

 
Some TH projects do not allow male parents to be on the premises (some of the families have experienced DV 
and may not feel comfortable with men on the premises). Therefore, if the father is a part of the household, 
the family is not eligible for the service (in this case, TH). However, if the TH project is scattered site, then 
each CoC should look deeper at why men and BIPOC persons are less likely to access TH than other projects. 

Adult(s) with Children households that eventually get into RRH are enrolling – in a RRH project – an average 
of 1.68 times, which is much higher than enrollment averages for other project types. The standard deviation 
for this (SD) is 1.18; having an average of 1.68 means that a fairly large proportion of people in families 
are enrolling in RRH 2-3 times into RRH. This means they exit the RRH project, then re-enroll in RRH, which 
means they aren’t exiting into some other kind of permanent housing (“leasing up”). 

10 To observe demographics across all project types, we had to cut enrollments that started before January 1, 2018, because of poor data quality. 
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Child-Only Households: Demographics by Project Access
Demographics (other than “total” line, everything is %), 01/01/2081 - 202211.
Child-Only 
Households

HMIS CE HP DS SO SSO ES/SH TH RRH
PSH / 
OPH

Total 1,897 12 764 89 31 179 1,209 12 -- 0
Percentage
White race (Any) 86.09 -- 87.23 80.25 -- 85.14 * -- -- --
No White race 13.91 -- 12.77 19.75 -- 14.86 * -- -- --
Latinx 33.55 -- 36.03 47.13 39.29 30.51 * -- -- --
BIPOC 46.56 -- 48.45 64.37 53.57 55.37 * -- -- --
White only 53.44 -- 51.55 35.63 46.43 44.63 46.68 -- -- --
Male only 46.90 -- 46.06 52.81 -- 46.37 47.76 -- -- --
Female only 48.28 -- 50.13 43.82 -- 43.58 5.56 -- -- --
More than M/F 4.82 -- 3.81 -- -- 10.06 * -- -- --
Veteran 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Senior 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Chronic 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Disabling 
condition

* * 13.44 37.21 * * 25.82 -- -- --

DV history * * * * * * * * * *
Unsheltered 
History

11.97 -- 9.55 51.69 100% 17.88 11.83 -- -- --

Average number 
of enrollments 
[mean (median)] 

2.00 (1) 1 (1) 1.08 (1) 1.10 (1) 1.06 (1) 1.23 (1) 1.85 (1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1)

BOS 34.48 -- 54.45 0 -- 82.68 24.73 0 0 0
Mountainland 38.85 -- 25.00 0 -- -- 52.94 0 0 0
Salt Lake 26.27 -- 20.55 100 -- 15.64 22.33 100 100 0
Red -- = sample size < 10; too small to report on 
Percentages in table do not include unknown or missing data 
* = missing more than 10% of the data and cannot provide accurate analysis 
Blue highlights = significantly disproportionate over-access compared to overall representation in HMIS. 
Yellow highlights = significantly disproportionate under-access compared to overall representation in HMIS.

Child-only populations are quite high in the Balance of State and Mountainland CoCs. 

11 To observe demographics across all project types, we had to cut enrollments that started before January 1, 2018, because of poor data quality. 



Statewide Collaboration for Change: Utah’s Plan to Address Homelessness  | 25

DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILES

Chronic Homelessness
Of the people currently enrolled in the system at the time of this analysis, 20% (2,245 people) are chronically 
homeless. 

·	BoS CoC: 11.5% (284 people) are currently chronically homeless (at the time of this analysis).

·	MTL CoC: 20.6% (178 people) are currently chronically homeless (at the time of this analysis).

·	SL CoC: 22.7% (1,783 people) are currently chronically homeless (at the time of this analysis).

Each year, about 10% of those newly entering the system will be chronically homeless. 

Disabling Condition
Of those currently enrolled in the system at the time of this analysis, 55% (6,302 people) have a disabling 
condition. 

•	 BoS CoC: 46.2% (1,165 people)
•	 MTL CoC: 63.6% (552 people)

•	 SL CoC: 56.8% (4,585 people)

An estimated 38% of people newly entering the system each year will have a disabling condition. (This 
percentage of people with a disabling condition may increase over time as they stay in the system, as 
homelessness can cause various disabilities.) 

Unsheltered
Unsheltered is defined by (1) those who have a recorded prior location as on the street, (2) those who have 
a recorded exit destination to the street, (3) and those who have been in a street outreach project. (Keep in 
mind that many destinations are missing; please treat unsheltered analysis as an estimate.) 

Of all of the individuals in Utah who have experienced homelessness since 201812 and enrolled in the system 
of care, over 55% had a history of unsheltered homelessness. 

12 Due to poor data quality for unsheltered homelessness prior to 2018, these data are for Jan 2018 – April 2022. 
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HMIS data shows that about 53% of those currently experiencing homelessness and enrolled in the system 
of care have experienced unsheltered homelessness. Each CoC has the following percentages of persons 
currently active in the homeless system of care who have experienced unsheltered homelessness:

·	Balance of State CoC: 49.4% (1,341 people) of those currently enrolled have experienced unsheltered 
homelessness.

·	Mountainland CoC: 65.7% (584 people) of those currently enrolled have experienced unsheltered 
homelessness.

·	Salt Lake City CoC: 52.9% (4,665 people) of those currently enrolled have experienced unsheltered 
homelessness

Further, an estimated 39% of people newly entering the system each year will have experienced or will 
experience unsheltered homelessness. Certain subpopulations experience unsheltered homelessness at 
a higher rate. For example, those who are considered chronically homeless have experienced unsheltered 
homelessness at higher rates (87.5%) than those who are not considered chronically homeless (38%) and 
adult-only households make up 61% of the total homeless population but 89% of those who are unsheltered.
 

No History of Unsheltered Homelessness vs. History of Sheltered 
Homelessness by CoC
The following table shows how many individuals in the homelessness system of care (2017-2022) had 
a history of unsheltered homelessness, as well as the proportions of these individuals across CoCs and 
within CoCs. 

No History of Unsheltered vs. History of 
Unsheltered by CoC

BoS Mountainland Salt Lake      Total 

No (has never been unsheltered) 11,980 2,501 18,842     33,323  

Percent of total across CoCs 35.95% 7.51% 56.54%     100.00%  

Percentage of total within CoC 61.12% 55.26% 52.07%      55.25%

Yes (has been unsheltered) 7,621 2,025 17,347     26,993  

Percent of total across CoCs 28.23% 7.50% 64.26%     100.00% 

Percentage of total within CoC 38.88% 44.74% 47.93%      44.75%

Total 19,601 4,526 36,189     60,316  

Percent of total across CoCs 32.50% 7.50% 60.00%     100.00  

Percentage of total within CoC 100.00 100.00 100.00     100.00  
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Unsheltered Homelessness by Household Type and CoC
The following table shows how many how many of each household type in the homeless system of care 
(HMIS Data 2017-2022) had a history of unsheltered homelessness by CoC. 

Unsheltered Homelessness by 
Household Type and CoC

Balance of State Mountainland Salt Lake Total

Adult Only 6,397 1,825 15,804 24,026

% Of unsheltered adult-only 
households across the state

26.63% 7.6% 65.78% 100%

% Of unsheltered adult-only 
households within this CoC

83.94% 90.12% 91.11% 89.01%

Adults + Children 1,141 176 1,420 2,737

% Of unsheltered family house-
holds across the state

41.69% 6.43% 51.88% 100%

% Of unsheltered family house-
holds within this CoC

14.97% 8.69% 8.19% 10.14%

Child Only 52 13 67 132

% Of unsheltered child-only across 
the state

39.39% 9.85% 50.76% 100%

% Of unsheltered who are child-
only within this CoC

0.68% 0.64% 0.39% 0.49%

Unknown 31 11 56 98

% Of unsheltered unknown 
households across the state

31.63% 11.22% 57.14% 100%

% Of unsheltered unknown 
households within this CoC

0.41% 0.54% 0.32% 0.36%

Total 7,621 2,025 17,347 26,993

% Of unsheltered across the state 28.23% 7.5% 64.26% 100

% Of unsheltered who are within 
this CoC

100% 100% 100% 100.00  

·	Adult-only households make up 61% of the total homeless population but 89% of those who are 
unsheltered.  

·	Adult(s) with Children make up a larger percentage of the unsheltered population in BOS when compared 
to the average across the state and other CoCs 

·	The proportion of TAY making up the unsheltered population looks consistent across CoCs.

·	Veterans appear to be experiencing unsheltered homelessness at a higher rate than the non-Veteran 
homeless population (60% of Veterans have experienced unsheltered homelessness, whereas only 
45% of the rest of the homeless population has experienced unsheltered homelessness).

·	Those who are considered chronically homeless have experienced unsheltered homelessness at 
higher rates (87.5%) than those who are not considered chronically homeless (38%). 

Unsheltered First-Time Access
For those who have experienced unsheltered homelessness, through what project do they access the 
homeless system of care for the first time? (Data is for those who first entered the system on or after 
01/01/2017.) 

•	 61% come into the system through day or night shelters 
•	 25% come into the system through SSO or SO project types.  
•	 Only 6% come into the system through CE. 
•	 The rest (between 0% and 4% for each) first enter the system through HP, TH, RRH, or PSH/PH. 
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Once in the system, what housing resources are individuals accessing?

Project Type Access by Unsheltered 
History

Have experienced unsheltered 
homelessness

Have not experienced unsheltered 
homelessness

Emergency Shelter 79% 53%
Homelessness Prevention 5% 29%

Transitional Housing 3% 3%
Rapid Rehousing 19% 29%

Permanent Supporting Housing / 
Other Permanent Housing

9% 6%

Permanent Housing 25% 32%

Only 5% of those who have experienced unsheltered homelessness have accessed Homelessness Prevention 
(HP), while nearly 30% of those who have not experienced unsheltered homelessness have accessed HP 
resources. 

DISABILITY STATUS
The population of people who had a recorded disabling condition includes entry, exit, and at annual assess-
ment. Overall, 14% of enrollments changed disability status during the life of the enrollment, and slightly 
more enrollments start with disability recorded as yes than end with them (e.g., disability status is removed 
by the time the person exits).  

·	Missing data issues: 

	o 13% missing data 

	� missing data > 10% = Coordinated Entry, Supportive Services Only, and Street Outreach.
	o Therefore, we cut CE data as it had the most missing data of those with high quantities of missing 

data.  

·	Keep in mind: identifying the specific disabling condition is not required for all project types at all times 
(see this link page 74 for expectable data errors in UT

·	There are many missing or incorrect disability determinations of for PSH- disability required. 

Disabling  Condition Category Number (77,409)
Percent of Total Ever Enrolled in the Homeless System  

(Jan 2016 – April 2022)
Any Disabling Condition 37,925 48.99%

MHD OR SUD 27,904 36.23%

Mental Health Disorder (MHD) 20,959 27.33%

Substance Use Disorder (SUD) 15,302 19.92%

Alcohol Use Disorder (AUD) 6,899 8.99%

Drug Use Disorder (DUD) 12,447 16.24%

MHD AND SUD 8,357 10.80%

Chronic Health Condition 14,972 19.48%

Physical Disability 11,757 15.30%

Development Disability 7,376 9.61%

HIV/AIDS 659 0.90%

* 7.5% (6, 274) missing data was not included in this table     * CE not included due to poor data quality

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1UUtgrETY5K77fJpHkNgjUNluQljug1ml/view
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Mental Health Disorders and Substance Use Disorders
The following section review both 2022 PIT Count data and HMIS data to estimate how many individuals 
experiencing homelessness and in the homeless system of care experience a mental illness and/or 
substance use disorder. 

2022 PIT Count Data
2022 PIT Count: Reported Mental Illness and Reported SUD by Sheltered vs Unsheltered

Sheltered Unsheltered Total

Reported Mental Illness 28% 25% 27.5%

Reported Substance Use Disorder 15% 20% 16.1%

It is likely that there is overlap between these two groups (reported mental illness and reported substance 
use disorder), as about 1/3 of US adults who experience a mental illness also experience a substance use 
disorder13. HMIS data provides evidence for this overlap. These numbers are also reflective of national 
statistics for those who are housed.

HMIS Data
According to the HMIS data, approximately 49% of people with unsheltered histories (of those enrolled in the 
system of care in the last five years) also had records of mental health disorders (MHD) and/or substance 
use disorders (SUDs). The chart below shows how many people with unsheltered and sheltered histories 
are reported has having a mental health and/or substance use disorder across the state. 

MHD and SUD by Unsheltered History (HMIS Data Jan 2016 – April 2022)
Unsheltered History (31,434) No Unsheltered History (45,957)

MHD or SUD 49.42% (15,422) 27.24% (12,470)
MHD 36.77% (11,397) 20.90% (9,546)
SUD 30.71% (9,564) 12.57% (5,738)

MHD and SUD 17.62% (5,539) 6.12% (2,814)
Only 18% of PATH enrolled clients with severe mental illness (SMI) are leaving the project to a known 

13 Around 21% of US adults experienced a mental illness in 2020 (1 in 5 adults). About 7% (1 in 15) of adults experienced co-occurring mental illness and 
SUD. Around 5.6% of adults (1 in 20) experienced a Severe Mental Illness (SMI). Of those with an SMI, 25% (1 in 4) also have an SUD (1.25% of adults, or 1 
in 80 adults). 
NAMI Mental Health Stats: https://nami.org/mhstats; SAMHSA, Center for Behavioral Health Statistics and Quality, National Survey on Drug Use and 
Health, Mental Health, Detailed Tables available at: https://www.samhsa.gov/data/population-data-nsduh
https://www.nimh.nih.gov/health/statistics/mental-illness

https://nami.org/mhstats
https://www.samhsa.gov/data/population-data-nsduh
https://www.nimh.nih.gov/health/statistics/mental-illness
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housed destination. PATH (Projects for Assistance in Transition from Homelessness) is a block grant from 
the Department of Health and Human Services to provide outreach and case management to those with 
serious mental illness (SMI) experiencing homelessness. PATH projects operate as both Street Outreach 
(SO) and Supportive Services Only (SSO) project types across the State of Utah. 

Comparison to National Statistics on MHD and SUD
Severe Mental Illness (SMI) is distinct from general Mental Health Disorders, and data for the PIT Count 
and from HMIS do not make this distinction. Mental illness in general includes any “mental, behavioral, 
or emotional disorder” from mild to severe, but not seriously interfering with major life activities (National 
Institute of Mental Health). Serious or severe mental illness (SMI) is defined as a mental, behavioral, or 
emotional disorder resulting in serious functional impairment, which substantially interferes with or limits 
one or more major life activities (National Institute of Mental Health). 

SMI is associated with an increased risk of homelessness, whereas mental illness in general is not. SMI is 
not a direct cause of homelessness; rather, SMI may lead to factors that contribute to homelessness, such 
as a lack of supports that enable them to access or maintain housing. 

Further, the PIT Count only reports “severely mentally ill” (it does not report prevalence of mental health 
disorders more broadly) and those reports, for unsheltered homelessness especially, are typically based on 
observation or short questions asked by surveyors who are rarely trained mental health professionals that 
are qualified to diagnose SMI or mental health disorders more broadly. Thus, the PIT Count only provides a 
snapshot of estimated information, not precise diagnostic data. 

National statistics on mental illness and co-occurring substance use disorder (SUD) are aligned with those 
from HMIS for those who have not been unsheltered (mental health disorders: 21% nationally vs. 20.9% in 
HMIS; substance use disorders: 7% nationally vs. 6.12% in HMIS). However, there is no reliable homelessness 
data distinguishing between general mental illness and severe mental illness (nationally, around 5.6% of 
adults [1 in 20] experienced a Severe Mental Illness; of those with an SMI, 25% also have an SUD [1.25% of 
adults, or 1 in 80 adults]). 
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WHAT PROJECT TYPES LEAD TO SUCCESSFUL HOUSING 
OUTCOMES?
The following analyses examine each project type looks at:

·	Connections to other resources in the system from that project type (the project type is the initial 
enrollment into the system)

·	Rates of exits to permanent destinations from that project type (the project type is their last enrollment 
in the system)

·	Overall exits from the system from that project type (the project type is their last enrollment in the 
system)

·	Returns to homelessness when that project type was the final enrollment before exit.

How do we define a "successful" project type?

·	The project type has high rates of exits to permanent destinations

·	The project type has low rates of returns to the system

·	Nuances

	o There are different kinds of permanent destinations

	o Sometimes, a client exits to an "unknown" destination, but does not return within 12+ months, so 
we can assume a permanent exit

	o What project type someone returns to can tell us about the success of the project (e.g., if a person 
accesses HP twice, but then is exited long-term, that can be considered a success).

The below table “Exits and Returns for First Exit Category” looks at each project type, the rates of exits rates 
and rates of return for permanent destinations, non-permanent destinations, and unknown destinations.

Exits and Returns for First Exit Category 
Permanent Destinations Non-Permanent Destinations Unknown Destinations
% Exits to 
Permanent 
Destinations

% Returns from 
Permanent 
Destinations

% Exits to 
Non-Permanent 
Destinations

% Returns from 
Non-Permanent 
Destinations

% Exits to 
Unknown 
Destinations

% Returns 
from Unknown 
Destinations

Street Outreach 3%* 10%* 10%* 90%* 85%* 91%*
Emergency Shelter 22%* 30%* 28%* 73% 50%* 66%

Transitional Housing 63% 19% 31% 68% 6% 61%
Rapid Rehousing 79% 24% 12% 65% 9% 42%

Permanent Support-
ive housing / Other 

permanent housing*

62% (80%) 15% 31% 65% 6% 52%

Homeless preven-
tion

78% 26% 8% 61% 14% 36%

* = excluding retention 
( ) = including retention 
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Summary: 

·	Emergency Shelter

	o 11.6% of those who come into the system utilize Emergency Shelter and then exit homelessness 
without the support of CoC housing projects. This 11% is likely much higher, but due to poor data 
we can’t be sure. 

·	Street Outreach

	o SO clients are exiting the system at the lowest rates compared to Emergency Shelter, Transitional 
Housing, and Permanent Housing projects. 

·	Transitional Housing

	o By looking at those who goes from TH to permanent housing projects or a temporary destination, 
we can see that a high percentage of people need ongoing support after TH. 

·	Rapid Rehousing: 

	o Currently, there is a large amount of people enrolled in RRH without move in dates for permanent 
housing (almost 2,000 people).

	o Improve data quality to decrease the percentage exiting to unknown destinations.

·	Permanent Supportive Housing / Other Permanent Housing

	o 90.41% of people enrolling in PSH/OPH move into their housing. Of those who move in, 80% exit 
to permanent housing or retain their housing.

	o If retention in a permanent housing program is considered an “exit”, returns to homelessness are 
closer to 10% (as compared to 15%).

Street Outreach
For Street Outreach (SO), there is a large amount of “unknown” data (e.g., someone’s exit destination is 
unknown), which can make it difficult to determine the success of SO in regard to clients permanently 
exiting the system.

·	Connections to resources: 

	o Only 11.73% of those who come to the system through SO access housing projects, while the 
average VI-SPDAT scores for this group are high. 

·	Exits to permanent destinations:

	o 85% of exits from SO are to unknown destinations and therefore not much can be said about the 
“success” of Outreach with regards to exits. 

·	Overall exits from the system:

	o SO clients are exiting the system at the lowest rates compared to Emergency Shelter, Transitional 
Housing, and Permanent Housing projects. 

	� Only 65.13% of clients that accessed SO project have left the system. 

	� 34.87% remain in the system or have exited to an unknown status (and since it has not yet 
reached a year since their unknown exit, they cannot yet be counted as permanently exited).  
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Emergency Shelter
While there is too much missing data for significant quantitative analysis, numerically, there are many people 
leaving to permanent destinations from Emergency Shelter (ES).

·	Since 2016, 10,291 persons (at least 22% those who exit from ES) are known to have exited from 
Emergency Shelter to permanent destinations. 

·	While we can’t understand this number in terms of broad trends of ES functionality, we can see that 
ES is working for many people. 

	o Of the 10,291 (22%) who exited to permanent destinations, 5,407 (11.6% of those who exit ES) did 
not go to CoC permanent housing projects. Instead, they exited to the following places:

	� 3,455 exited to family and friends 

	� 1,392 exited to “self-housed” locations

	� 560 exited to RRH/PSH/Other Housing outside the homeless system of care. 
	o This means that at least 11.6% of those who come into the system utilize Emergency Shelter and 

then exit homelessness without the support of CoC housing projects. This 11% could be higher, 
but due to poor data we can’t be sure. 

·	People leaving the system from ES as their final enrollment make up 35% of all system exits (23,695 
of 67,700 total exits from the system).

	o Of those who leave the system with ES as their final enrollment (23,695), 92% (21,799; 32% of all 
system exits) never access CoC Permanent Housing projects.

·	80% of people touching ES eventually leave the system.
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Transitional Housing
Transitional Housing has slightly more success than SO or ES projects in connecting clients to Permanent 
Housing, and VI-SPDAT scores for those in TH tend to be lower than individuals in SO or ES.

Enrollment Time Point by PH Project Access and VI-SPDAT Score

Enrollment time point 
Ever access PH 
Projects

Never access PH 
Projects

Median Individual 
VI score

Median Family 
VI score

Median 
TAY VI 
score

SO First Enrollment 11.73% 88.27% 10 12 9*
SO Ever Enrolled 25.26% 74.74% 10 11 7*

ES First 18.96% 81.04% 7 9 7
ES Ever 23.00% 77.00% 8 9 7
TH First 36.72% 63.28% 6 11* 0*
TH Ever 43.79% 56.21% 7 11 5.5*

RRH 100% 100% 7 9 (9.6**) 7*
PSH/OPH 100% 100% 10 10 9*

* Sample size is below 25 
** The maximum score for families (19) is different than individuals. 

·	Of those who exit TH, 62% are going to a permanent destination:

	o 30% of exits were connections to permanent housing projects 

	o 23% were to self-housing 

	o 9% were to family and friends

·	Returns to the system:

	o Of those exiting from TH to permanent destinations (30% of permanent destination exits from 
TH), 18.65% return to the system.

	o Of those exiting from TH to self-housed locations or to friends and family (32% of all permanent 
destination exits from TH), 35.41% return to the system.

Rapid Rehousing
Currently, there is a large amount of people currently enrolled in RRH without move in dates for permanent 
housing (almost 2,000 people).

·	Of those who exit the system from RRH:

	o 9% have unknown exit destinations. 

	o 79.21% exit to permanent destinations.

	� If unknown destinations are excluded from the analysis, 87.23% exit to permanent destinations. 

	� Of those exiting to a permanent destination from RRH, 30.5% go to another RRH project or a 
PSH project. 

	o 77.77% move into an apartment as a result of RRH.

·	89.85% of people with RRH enrollments as their last enrollment exit the system.

·	23.57% of people return to the system after exiting RRH (regardless of exit type). 

	o A significant amount of people exiting RRH are needing more support. 
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Permanent Supportive Housing and Other Permanent Housing

·	Exits to Permanent destinations

	o 90.41% of people who enroll in PSH/OPH move in.

	� Of those who move in, 80% exit to permanent housing or retain their housing.
	o 14.55% return to the system after a permanent exit.

	� However, when looking at just those who exit to family/friends or a self-housed situation, the 
rate of return is 26.72%. 

	o If retention in a permanent housing program is considered an “exit”, returns to homelessness are 
closer to 10%. 

Homelessness Prevention

·	Exits to permanent destinations:

	o Of those who exit the system from HP, 78% exit to a permanent location 

·	Exits from the system by last project type: 

	o Of those who exit the system from HP, 97% fully exit the system regardless of recorded destination 
(e.g., permanent, or not). Therefore, exits to permanent destinations are probably better than the 
data indicates. 

·	Rates of return by project type:

	o Of those who return to the system after exiting to family, friends, or self-housed locations (with 
their last enrollment having been HP), 25.67% return to the system after exiting to a permanent 
destination.

	o Of those 25.67% who return after exiting to a permanent destination, 54.88% return to HP for an 
additional enrollment, and 83% (of those returning) have a last enrollment as HP. This means that 
even for those coming back to HP, HP is the right solution. 

LENGTH OF TIME HOMELESS

Length of Time from Enrollment to Permanent Exit
This analysis examine the length of time from enrollment into the system to exit14 from the system for 
an individual:

•	 Median time to exit = 92 days
•	 Mean time to exit = 275 days
•	 Range of days to exit = 1 – 2,258 days

14 Exit = if the person has moved in to RRH or PSH, if they have been exited for a year and have not returned (regardless of exit type), or if they exited to a 
permanent destination.
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Length of Time in the System while Awaiting Housing
This analysis examines the length that those without a housing project move-in date have been in the 
system (e.g., they are waiting for housing): 

•	 Median time to exit = 503 days

•	 Mean time to exit = 799 days

•	 Range of days to exit = 19 – 2231 days

Length of Time from System Entry to Housing Project Move-In Date
This analysis examines the length of time it takes someone from the time of entering the homeless system 
of care until their housing project move-in date (e.g., How long does it take the system to “house someone”?):

•	 All Housing Projects

	o Median time to exit = 79 days
	o Mean time to exit = 253 days
	o Range of days to exit = 1 – 2195 days

•	 Rapid Rehousing

	o Median time to exit = 66 days
	o Mean time to exit = 205 days
	o Range of days to exit = 1 – 2195 days

•	 Permanent Supportive Housing / Other Permanent Housing

	o Median time to exit = 373 days
	o Mean time to exit = 513 days
	o Range of days to exit = 1 – 2141 days
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Days in the system to move-in by housing project type (number of people)

Number of days RRH PSH/OPH

1 to 30 3,027 175

31 to 90 2,743 203

91 to 180 1,417 181

181-364 960 334

365+ 1,658 910

Length of time in Emergency Shelter. A majority of clients whose most recent enrollment into the system 
is Emergency Shelter are new to homelessness. However, there are also many people in the system for a 
long time, likely waiting for certain housing opportunities. 
For those whose most recent project type was Emergency Shelter:

o	Median time in the system for those in ES = 27 days

o	Mean time in the system for those in ES = 276 days (for those enrolled less than 1 year)

o	Range of time in the system for those in ES = 0 – 2,311 days (> 6 years), which is the 
reason for the large difference in the median and mean above. 

The length of time in the system by final project type highlights that there are people in RRH and TH that 
may need more permanent support. There are individuals in TH and RRH that have been in the system for 
6 years who likely need PSH options, but instead have been continually enrolled in TH (likely because there 
are not PSH options available or because they do not qualify for PSH for some reason).
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Appendix 3: State-Wide 
Survey Analysis
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
As part of the planning process for the Five-Year Homelessness 
Strategic Plan, Homebase, the Utah Office of Homeless Services, 
the Utah Homelessness Council’s Strategic Plan Advisory Group, 
and other stakeholders distributed an online survey to gather 
feedback and perspectives from community members and 
stakeholders to identify community experiences of and priorities 
for addressing homelessness. 

More than 600 people from a wide cross-section of the state 
responded to the survey and provided their views on needed 
resources and strategies for addressing homelessness. Survey 
respondents overwhelmingly prioritized affordable housing, rent 
control, living wage policies, and prevention efforts as ways to 
address homelessness across the state. 

Further, respondents discussed the need for Housing First 
approaches with wrap-around supportive services that allow 
unhoused neighbors to find stability in housing and address 
urgent needs (such as healthcare) prior to engaging in other 
efforts toward self-sufficiency and long-term stability (e.g., 
employment). 

Participants were given the opportunity to rank their top three 
priorities within each subcategory of strategies to address 
homelessness. However, respondents also emphasized the 
need for a diversity of strategies tailored to the needs of each 
individual experiencing homelessness, and that homelessness 
is not going to be solved with just a handful of approaches or 
strategies. 

The survey results provide deeper insights into information also 
gathered through quantitative data. The results and comments 
provided also reveal the breadth of perspective across commu-
nity stakeholders, as well as areas in which public education 
and outreach could help align communities around targeted 
and effective solutions.  

BACKGROUND

Methodology
This state-wide survey was conducted for the purpose of gather-
ing additional information to inform the State of Utah Strategic 
Plan to address homelessness. The survey was created by 

Homebase with direction and feedback from the Utah Office 
of Homeless Services (OHS) and the Chairs of the Strategic 
Plan Advisory Group. 

The online survey was open between mid-June and mid-July 
2022 and was advertised widely. Homebase and OHS reached 
out to the following groups to advertise the survey and requested 
to each that they send the survey to their networks, including 
social media:

·	Homelessness Summit participants contact list (700+ 
contacts): Front-line service providers, service provider 
leadership, state and local leadership, state department 
executives and staff, advocates, individuals with lived 
experience

·	Utah Homelessness Council members

	o Department of Health and Human Services

	o Department of Workforce Services social media

·	Utah Homeless Network – Local Homeless Council (LHC) 
leadership sent out to LHC networks

	o Salt Lake Valley Coalition sent in newsletter, and OHS 
staff presented about it in their meeting

	o Pioneer Park Coalition posted on their website

·	Governor's Subcabinet on Homelessness

·	Mayor's Offices for those on the UHC – disseminated to 
constituents 

·	CoC Collaborative Applicants – disseminated to their 
CoC contact lists

·	Formerly Homeless Board 

·	Emergency Shelter Contacts: Washington ES, Iron ES, 
Men's HRC Gail Miller HRC, King HRC, Midvale Family 
Shelter, Weber-Morgan Emergency Shelter, Bear River 
(CAPSA)

·	Emergency Shelter Leadership: The Road Home, Lantern 
House, VoA, Switchpoint, Shelter the Homeless, Youth 
Futures.

·	Physical and Behavioral Health Contacts: Valley Behav-
ioral Health

	o Behavioral health/substance use providers (1st Step 
House, NAMI)

	o Physical health (IHC, 4th street)

·	Higher education contacts: University of Utah and Utah 
State University

Purpose of the Survey
The purpose of this survey was to gather a wide cross-section 
of individual perspectives on homelessness across the state. 
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These perspectives are important to understand as they help to inform what communities observe about 
homelessness in their communities; what they may support or propose in regard to solutions to homelessness 
(and where community buy-in may need to be generated); where there are perspectives that could benefit 
from communication and education campaigns; and sometimes point to issues surrounding homelessness 
that are not currently part of the statewide discussion.

Respondents Demographic Summary
There were more 600 responses to the survey, with individual questions receiving between 618 and 640 
responses. The tables below outline demographic information to show the degree of representation across 
different groups among survey participants. 
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County

Salt Lake County 62.54%

Utah County 9.40%

Weber County 5.96%

Davis County 3.13%

Washington County 3.13%

Iron County 2.98%

Cache County 2.04%

San Juan County 1.72%

Grand County 1.57%

Uintah County 1.41%

Tooele County 1.25%

Summit County 1.10%

All other counties 0-1% 3.47%

Racial Background

White 83.06%

Black or African American 0.97%

Asian 1.29%

American Indian or Alaska Native 1.45%

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific 
Islander

0.81%

Multiple Races 4.68%

Prefer not to say 6.13%

Other (please specify) 1.61%

Ethnicity

Hispanic or Latinx 7.00%

Non-Hispanic or Non-Latinx 82.41%

Prefer not to say 8.63%

Other (please specify) 1.95%

Gender Identity

Female 65.38%

Male 26.57%

Trans/ non-binary/ gender 
non-conforming

3.54%

Prefer not to say 3.54%

Other (please specify) 0.97%

Age

Under 24 3.04%

24 – 34 26.92%

35 – 44 24.84%

45 – 54 20.03%

55 – 61 8.17%

62+ 13.30%

Prefer not to say 3.69%

HIGHEST PRIORITIES FOR 
SOLVING HOMELESSNESS  
Respondents were first given six broad categories related to 
homelessness solutions and asked to rank them in order of 
importance. (“Please rank the following categories in order of 
importance for solving homelessness in your community.”)

Ranked importance for solving homelessness: 

1
Housing initiatives / support (financial assistance, 
more units, etc.)

2
Supportive services for those experiencing home-
lessness

3
Healthcare services (including behavioral health-
care) for those experiencing homelessness

4 Greater coordination across agencies and services

5
Education / employment opportunities for those 
experiencing homelessness

6
Community education about homelessness and 
related issues
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While we asked about each of the above categories in greater 
detail, respondents continually noted that all of the potential 
services and strategies proposed are likely needed. For the 
following categories, respondents were asked to indicate their 
top three solutions within that category. 

HOUSING 
Respondents overwhelmingly indicated that deeply affordable 
housing units are needed across Utah. A distant second was 
permanent supportive housing, followed by low-income housing.
 

Top 3 Housing Programs or Solutions

Rank Strategy
Percentage of 

Respondents who 
Selected

1
Deeply affordable 

housing units in the 
community

72%

2 Permanent supportive 
housing 58%

3
Housing for low- and 

moderate-income 
people

50%

Affordable Housing
When asked to elaborate on their selections, many respondents 
again described the unaffordability crisis of housing across 
Utah as both a cause of homelessness and a reason that Utah 
is not successfully addressing the homelessness that exists.

·	 “Wages have not come anywhere near keeping up with 
housing costs. So many people experiencing homeless-
ness have jobs or recently lost their job because they 
lost their home. Regardless of whether you work or not, 
everyone deserves housing, and we as a community 
have to make that happen. I think permanent supportive 
housing is another important piece to the puzzle, as there 
will always be a need for some people to have support 
for the rest of their lives. My next-door neighbor has a 
cognitive disability. His mother took care of him until she 
passed away. Fortunately he has family to support him 
staying in his home. Not everyone has that family support, 
and that's where the community has to step up.” – Survey 
Respondent

 Similarly, other respondents shared concerns about the lack of 
affordable housing in Utah:

·	 “There are not enough affordable and no-barrier housing 
options. Housing is a human right and we as a community 
are failing at providing it.” – Survey Respondent

·	 “This is a large question but one of the biggest issues 
facing Salt Lake County is deeply affordable housing. The 
cost of living is almost not affordable for most, especially 
those who are homeless who cannot work or who do work 
but still cannot afford to stay anywhere. What individuals 
make hourly cannot cover the cost of rent let alone other 
expenses such as food.” – Survey Respondent

·	 “Just give people housing. Stop letting developers and real 
estate hoarders continue to buy up property to make ugly 
cheap ‘luxury’ housing that’s displacing poor and brown 
people.” – Survey Respondent

Related to the need for affordable housing, respondents 
discussed ways to prevent homelessness through financial 
support for housing before someone becomes homelessness:

·	 “Intervention needs to happen before individuals 
become completely homeless. Housing insecurity and 
unaffordability create low quality of life, even for those 
who are ‘sheltered’.” – Survey Respondent

·	 “We do not have funding or resources enough to support 
people experiencing homelessness now. We have to look 
to upstream causes, namely landlord greed, and protect 
renters in our communities in order to reduce the number 
of people entering homelessness.” – Survey Respondent

Housing First
Numerous survey respondents also expressed support for 
Housing First programs: no-barrier housing that offers wrap-
around supportive services.

·	 “Programs that combine affordable housing with other 
services, including education, employment and case 
management are more effective in setting a person up 
for actual success in making sure their experience with 
homelessness is brief and non-recurring. Services offered 
need to be tailored towards meeting the individual where 
they're at – 'what does this person need to be able to 
successfully maintain housing, not just now, but long-term.' 
Housing plus a goal towards creating self-reliance for 
individuals needs to be the focus.” – Survey Respondent

·	 “Housing is a human right, not a luxury, and should be 
made available. If someone's main focus doesn't have 
to be immediate survival, they can then focus on other 
aspects of life and society.” – Survey Respondent

This was echoed throughout other responses:

·	 “When a person has a home and a roof over their head, they 
can begin to start working on next steps towards being 
able to take care of their needs.” – Survey Respondent

·	 “People cannot keep and hold jobs when they don’t have 
a permanent residence, and a place to shower and stay 
clean. Without these resources people cannot be expected 
to ‘pick themselves up’.”– Survey Respondent
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Systemic Issues
A number of respondents also pointed to the systemic issue of homelessness and how multifaceted 
approaches are needed in order to solve it in Utah. 

·	 “Homelessness is a symptom of societies where property developers, businesses and billionaires 
control the housing market and urban planning. As long as property developers are enabled by our 
politicians and policy makers to continue to buy up housing, creating a housing shortage and crisis, 
we will see no end to homelessness.” – Survey Respondent

·	 “With inflation, imminent recession, rising home/rental prices, heavy medical expenses, and below 
average wages, the chances to experience homelessness are growing. Securing housing, permanent 
supportive housing, and housing assistance needs to be emphasized. It cannot be these three 
things alone, but they can help buy time while other considerations for long term approaches are 
made.” – Survey Respondent

·	 “We do not have deeply affordable housing available for our population. At the same time, fixed 
incomes, and people between the 30% to 50% of AMI income are having more hardships keeping their 
units. Long term subsidies and rental assistance actually help the community to relieve the hardship 
they live.” – Survey Respondent

SUPPORTIVE SERVICES
This question in the survey was meant to capture respondents’ perspectives on other (outside of the above 
services) supportive services that are needed to help address homelessness across Utah. Respondents 
ranked the following as the top three supportive services needed: 

Top 3 Supportive Services 

Rank Strategy Percentage of Respondents who Selected

1 Wrap-around supportive services 67.35%

2 Case management 52.46%

3 Homelessness prevention / diversion 40.25%

It is important to note, however, that respondents also stressed that all of the listed services are needed. 
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Wrap-Around Supportive Services
As described in the above sections, respondents again emphasized the need for a Housing First approach 
to providing services to those experiencing homelessness:

·	 “Housing with wrap-around services on site. That is the solution. Homeless people are not able to 
keep track of appointments most of the time, because they live on the streets and carry all of their 
belongings with them. Of course things get lost in the shuffle. We need to get them housed, provide 
food and other material resources, we need to provide medical care, mental health care, and substance 
use treatment. All located in or around their housing, so that they can easily access it and move 
forward successfully. Requiring people to navigate multiple agencies and multiple systems spread 
out throughout the city and valley is ridiculous. Until we bring the resources to them, we are setting 
them up for failure.” – Survey Respondent

·	 “Wrap-around services are extremely helpful, coupling housing with everything else an individual/
household might need means they don't have additional barriers to services.” – Survey Respondent

·	 “Wrap-around supportive services is the largest need and would produce the most helpful results in 
solving homelessness. This could address multiple needs and eliminate the barrier of seeking different 
providers for different needs and having to build rapport with multiple agencies.” – Survey Respondent

Case Management
Respondents also indicated a need for more case management services, given the difficult of navigating 
the homeless system of care for many clients: 

·	 “While supportive services are so helpful, most are not going to solve homelessness unless housing 
is the end goal. This is why more case managers (specifically outreach case managers) are needed 
to reach clients that don't have access to this service in shelters, etc. The housing process is nearly 
impossible to go through on your own while living outside, so the support of a case manager who 
has access to more resources is necessary.” – Survey Respondent

Prevention / Diversion
Related to prevention and diversion, respondents noted that keeping people housed (through, in part, certain 
supportive services) is more efficient than trying to re-house someone once they are unhoused:

·	 “If we can keep people housed long enough to get them back on their feet, we would prevent a LOT of 
chronic homelessness.” – Survey Respondent

·	 “Keeping people housed is always more effective than trying to get them housed again if they become 
homeless.” – Survey Respondent
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Service Funding, Utilization, and Capacity
Respondents were asked to indicate whether different services were under- or over utilized and funded. 
Respondents overwhelmingly indicated that services are underfunded (see Table below, “Service Utilization 
and Funding”). 

Underutilized Services
Respondents were also asked to indicate why certain services are underutilized. 

Top 3 Reasons Services are Underutilized
Rank Strategy Percentage of Respondents who Selected

1 Lack of staff resources to effectively outreach to clients 54.36%

2
Requirements for use of these services (e.g., documenta-

tion, income level, etc.)
40.25%

3 Need more staff to help get clients into services 34.44%

Related to the above, respondents described that requirements for services can create barriers to their use:

·	 “Requirements needed are too high for people who need them, they often are available when it’s 
already too late, and folks do not know about them and there are not enough people helping with 
accessing them for them to be effective. Folks often are focused on base needs first, and without 
having those base needs met, and unable to access the other supports they could utilize that would 
help them.” – Survey Respondent
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Service Capacity
Similar to the above data, respondents indicated that their communities do not have all of the types of 
services needed, do not have enough of the services available, and that people experiencing homelessness 
may not be able to access all of the services. 

When asked to describe the barriers that clients may have in accessing the services they need, respondents 
indicated that there are not enough of the services available, long waiting periods, a lack of transportation 
to access services, lack of documentation, and other interconnected barriers:

·	 “Long wait times for healthcare, beds are full, not enough case management, not enough vouchers, too 
much documentation/red tape when trying to access services, clients have legal barriers or evictions 
that prevent them from utilizing vouchers, not enough beds for survivors of domestic violence, nowhere 
near enough rapid rehousing for single adults, clients don’t feel safe in the shelters for various reasons, 
clients keep getting pushed to spots that make it incredibly difficult for outreach to find them and 
continue providing services for them, lack of access to technology for clients.” – Survey Respondent 

·	 “Homelessness has been criminalized by Salt Lake City. People’s dignity and rights have been removed; 
they are always in fear that they will be involved in a camp abatement. Those experiencing homeless-
ness have no reason to trust the people offering services. We need to show our homeless neighbors 
some respect and compassion and not criminalize them. And we need to remove the systemic barriers 
to basic needs.” – Survey Respondent

·	 “Trauma, instability, criminal backgrounds, substance use, access to healthcare, documentation, 
employment, education, food instability, shelter space and not enough staff/ staff underpaid and 
overworked, lack of service capacity to truly spend the time and energy working with folks to overcome 
barriers and provide wraparound services to help address barrier removal because it is often so 
intensive and staff are stretched too thin to properly support people in the capacity needed to help 
them access all the services.” – Survey Respondent
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Prevention and Diversion
Related to the above section’s comments on prevention and diversion services as a part of supportive 
services, we also specifically asked survey respondents about what specific prevention and diversion 
strategies are most needed. 

Top 3 Prevention and Diversion Services 

Rank Strategy Percentage of Respondents who Selected

1 Homeless prevention financial assistance 66.61%

2 Homeless diversion financial assistance 62.62%

3
Connections to services and/or public 

assistance benefits
35.78%

The first two related to financial assistance were ranked far above the other options listed. 

·	 “Helping people not lose housing in the first place is critical. Access to assistance with eviction 
prevention and mediation, financial assistance, and ongoing support for those in need is cheaper 
and more effective than the alternative. Follow-up to provide budgeting and employment assistance 
should be part of financial assistance to help prevent the repeated need for financial support.” – Survey 
Respondent

·	 “Assistance that is available quickly and low-barrier is crucial to help those who have just become 
homeless or at high risk. Make this funding easy to access, not have a bunch of requirements, and 
educate individuals that it is available for them.” – Survey Respondent

Evictions
Respondents also discussed the issues surrounding evictions and how that contributes to homelessness 
as well as difficulty getting into housing once unhoused:

·	 “In Utah it is worse to have an eviction than it is to have criminal charges. It is almost impossible to 
be housed with an eviction on your credit and with the pandemic a lot of individuals and families 
have this due to medical needs, loss of employment, and many other reasons. They need help to be 
able to qualify for rentals, then to find them and get into them. Application fees can be impossible on 
someone or a family already struggling to feed themselves and/or their children. Let alone pay for all 
the fees needed to be housed.” – Survey Respondent

·	 “Bad credit and evictions are a huge barrier for people getting into a place. So if we can help people 
with fixing their credit scores and staying in a place or helping to pay for them not to get an eviction, 
they would be the most helpful when they find a new place.” – Survey Respondent

Housing Availability and Policies
While prevention and diversion financial assistance were noted as crucial, respondents also noted that this 
financial assistance needs to be coupled with an increase in affordable housing in the community, along 
with other policy changes to allow those with evictions, criminal records, or poor credit get into housing:

·	 “There's a less than 2% vacancy rate for housing in Salt Lake. So even if someone has a voucher, many 
people have trouble finding a unit within their voucher standards before it expires. Many people think 
vouchers are the solution to all, but searching for a unit, especially when someone has barriers (evictions, 
criminal background, poor credit, etc.), they still may not even get into housing.” – Survey Respondent

·	 “Utah legislature is filled with real estate investors, developers, and landlords. Laws protect landlords, 
and squeeze renters. I'm a homeowner, and even I think I have too much power over non property owners. 
There should be regulations on allowable rent increases during a fixed time.” – Survey Respondent
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Policy Changes to Prevent Homelessness
In order to enact many of the potential strategies or solutions to homelessness touched on in this survey, the 
State, along with its counties and cities, will need to consider and implement policy changes that address 
the causes of homelessness. Survey participants were asked to select the top three policy changes they 
could support to help prevent homelessness:

Top 3 Policy Changes to Prevent Homelessness
Rank Strategy Percentage of Respondents who Selected

1 Policies that support housing affordability 61.90%
2 Living wage laws 51.23%
3 Rent control or stabilization measures 45.48%

In alignment with the rest of the survey, respondents advocated for policies that support housing affordability, 
living wage laws, and rent control. 
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HEALTHCARE 
Respondents indicated that they believe the greatest need for healthcare falls into behavioral healthcare, 
followed by mental health support and then general medical care. 

Top 3 Healthcare Services 
Rank Strategy Percentage of Respondents who Selected

1 Behavioral health care 91.30%
2 Mental health support 88.77%
3 Medical care 69.15%

Respondents explained that it seems like behavioral healthcare is underfunded and understaffed: 

·	 “Mental and behavioral health seem to be major factors for homelessness, and it seems that these 
are areas where we are greatly underserved and understaffed.” – Survey Respondents

·	 “Mental health services need to be improved across the board. There should be more service providers 
that provide outreach and emergency services for individuals experiencing crises.” – Survey Respondent

Respondents emphasized that, while healthcare is definitely needed to help solve homelessness, it needs 
to be paired with housing: 

·	 “Housing ends homelessness; accessible/affordable health care options can keep people from being 
unable to afford their housing because of medical costs.” – Survey Respondent

Behavioral Healthcare is Not a Solution for All
Respondents noted that, while behavioral health may be where the most need is, that is not necessarily 
reflective of what the general population of those experiencing homelessness need:

·	 “While a significant number of those experiencing homelessness have mental health and behavioral 
health issues, the majority of people don’t. It is critical to ensure that those who need targeted 
services have access to it, but general medical (preventative and acute care) and dental are also 
huge.” – Survey Respondent

Survey participants also emphasized that healthcare should be provided, but not required:

·	 “Not all unsheltered folks need or want mental healthcare. Being medicated or treated by a mental 
health professional should not be a barrier to access for resources.” – Survey Respondent

Housing First
Similarly, participants advocated for a Housing First approach to providing services:

·	 “These services are critical but often don't have the impact we'd hope when the person is still homeless. 
These services are most impactful when the person has housing or a stable place to stay.” – Survey 
Respondent

·	 “Mental health/ general wellbeing is a larger need. Once housing needs are met (the foundation for 
safety/stability), the next support is to support overall mental health/wellbeing. Most all of us need 
additional support these days that things will be ‘okay’.” – Survey Respondent

·	 “Without greater housing opportunities, homelessness will remain. After receiving medical/mental-
health care, people still will have nowhere to go.” – Survey Respondent

Cost of Healthcare
Overall, numerous participants described that healthcare is expensive, and that can be both a cause of 
homelessness and a barrier to receiving quality healthcare once a person is unhoused:

·	 “Medical debt is a significant contributor to financial bankrupts and vulnerability for many people, 
including middle-class people with employer-based health care. Given that most people, especially 
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renters, live paycheck-to-paycheck, it does not take much in order for a medical expense to become 
a significant burden and contributor to someone’s homelessness. We need to lower healthcare costs 
and access by passing state legislation to expand medical coverage to all Utahans, regardless of 
income.” – Survey Respondent

·	 “Healthcare is so expensive and daunting, even for those of us with jobs and insurance. Medical care 
needs to be more accessible.” – Survey Respondent

·	 “The average American has little or no savings, so when a medical emergency strikes, that could be 
the breaking point for many.” – Survey Respondent

COMMUNITY COORDINATION AND EDUCATION  
Participants were asked “Which of the following community education and coordination solutions does 
your community need to help solve homelessness?” The top three solutions were as follows:

Top 3 Community Education and Coordination Solutions

Rank Strategy Percentage of Respondents who Selected

1 Policy changes to prevent homelessness 65.73%

2 Elected-official education about homelessness 57.28%

3 Partnership / coordination across agencies 53.52%

Respondents listed out specific areas that they believe the community and elected officials need education 
on related to homelessness, such as trauma-informed care, laws that harm the unsheltered population, and 
the importance of having a variety of housing in neighborhoods (cited as a way to combat “NIMBY” ism). 
They also described coordination needs, such as between housing programs and other service systems 
(e.g., healthcare). 

·	 “Education, advocacy, and initiatives to incentivize landlords to give homeless individuals a chance in 
housing. Many are denied housing and unable to get their own place despite having a voucher that will 
pay for it. Even more landlords are not very understanding with applicants who are homeless.” – Survey 
Respondent
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EDUCATION AND EMPLOYMENT
Survey respondents suggested the following as the top three education or employment services that are 
needed in their communities to help address homelessness: 

Top 3 Education or Employment Services 

Rank Strategy Percentage of Respondents who Selected

1
Reentry programs (e.g., for those leaving 

the criminal legal system)
77.39%

2
Vocational services (e.g., support to help 

people gain employment)
73.73%

3
Homeless service partnerships with local 

and community college or universities
48.57%

In line with the above ranking, respondents explained that having a history of incarceration can make 
education and employment opportunities difficult to acquire:

·	 “Severely lacking is the support and opportunity for formerly incarcerated individuals to become 
independently stable and successful. There are systemic barriers that keep them from gaining 
stable employment and their voice is taken away in our government by restricting their access to 
vote.” – Survey Respondent

Survey respondents also pointed out that the same barriers that make it difficult for these individuals to 
acquire employment also make it difficult for them to find housing: 

·	 “Reentry programs are needed not only in helping people get jobs, but we also need to make it easier 
for people with criminal records to get housing. Many people are forced into homelessness because 
they cannot find a place where they can sign a lease because of their record.” – Survey Respondent

Living Wage
Respondents emphasized that, while these services may be helpful, they will not be beneficial if individuals 
are not able to make a living wage:

·	 “Ultimately, employers need to pay more and be willing to hire people experiencing homelessness.” 
– Survey Respondent

·	 “I know the minimum wage is not a service, but it's really the core of the issue. We don't necessarily 
need more jobs; we need more jobs that pay a living wage. You can have all the services and programs 
you want, but if they go through those programs only to be paid $10/hour, they will not be able to 
afford housing. Many people experiencing homelessness have jobs, but their jobs don't pay enough 
to afford housing.” – Survey Respondent

·	 “Ultimately, employers need to pay more and be willing to hire people experiencing homelessness.” 
– Survey Respondent

Housing First
Respondents again emphasized the need for a Housing First approach when thinking about employment 
and education:

·	 “They need housing before they can really commit to a job. Where will they keep their work clothes? 
How will they shower? Where will they get rest so they can perform at a job? Job options are great, but 
they are meaningless until we get these people housed. We lack affordable housing. We lack housing 
without restrictions. Make is easier for people to become eligible for housing, and you will be amazed 
at how quickly our homeless population decreases.” – Survey Respondent

·	 “Almost all our clients express the need for a stable home before they can even think about working 
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again.” – Survey Respondent

·	 “Education and/or employment services will not help solve homelessness. Throughout my years 
working with homeless individuals and families, I have learned that they are in crisis and their top 
priority is shelter, food, and safety. We need to take them out of the crisis situation so they can focus 
on employment and education.” – Survey Respondent

Similarly, respondents pointed out that, until other barriers to engaging in education or employment programs 
are addressed, they may not be successful:

·	 “Work programs, temp work programs, and skill development would be helpful, and we need additional 
medical and behavioral services so that clients can address immediate medical or behavioral health 
needs so that they can be productive in these programs.” – Survey Respondent

UNSHELTERED SOLUTIONS 
Survey participants were asked to select the top three strategies they would support to address unsheltered 
homelessness:

Top 3 Solutions for Unsheltered Homelessness
Rank Strategy Percentage of Respondents who Selected

1 Permanent supportive housing 69.32%
2 Affordable permanent housing 62.66%
3 Hotel/motel conversions to permanent housing or shelter 43.83%

Parallel to the rest of the survey data, respondents indicate that permanent and affordable housing are the 
top solutions they would support to help address unsheltered homelessness in the state. 
In the open-ended responses, participants offered support for legal camping and advocated for incorporating 
all of the listed strategies for unsheltered homelessness. Further, respondents advocated for stopping camp 
abatements and cleanups, citing how harmful this is to the unsheltered community. 

·	 “All camping should be legal. I am shocked that camp cleanups is still worded as a potential solution to 
unsheltered homelessness given that we know it does not work. Sanctioned campsites are problematic 
because you are essentially dictating when and where it is legal for a human being to exist when the 
current policies and economic possibilities banish individuals into unsheltered homelessness. Tiny 
home villages often seem to be continuously posed as housing for all when often there are hidden 
requirements for individuals who wish to reside there.” – Survey Respondent
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·	 “I do believe that there are people experiencing homelessness who do not want 4 walls and a roof. We 
need to do a better job at providing alternatives. This might help with those who are sleeping on the 
street and help the community feel safer as a result. Forcing people to ‘move’ or ‘leave’ by putting up 
fences or policing areas is not the solution - it only transfers the issues and challenges to another 
city or neighborhood.” – Survey Respondent

·	 “I am strongly opposed to camp cleanups and abatements. We should allow people to develop 
communities; if the state is unwilling or unable to provide sufficient support to homeless individuals 
then we should not destroy the support networks that they create. If homeless shelters were designed 
to aid individuals, and create environments of comfort and safety, rather than punish them for being 
poor and homeless with increased surveillance, restrictions, and policies, more people would choose 
to use them. As it is, there is still more demand for beds than there are beds, despite the fact that 
people experience terrible things in homeless shelters. I selected affordable permanent housing as 
one of the three solutions because that would support people in the long run and create a society 
where people are less likely to become homeless; but we are already at a point where too many 
people are homeless and need support, so we need to expand shelter capacity and services to help 
them.” – Survey Respondent

While respondents overwhelmingly objected to encampment resolution and camp cleanups (and only 8-10% 
of respondents selected these as potential solutions to unsheltered homelessness), a small number of 
respondents also expressed frustration with encampments. 

·	 “Homeless camps should not disrupt a city or business or its citizens. Follow the law.” – Survey 
Respondent

·	 “Just keep people off the streets.” – Survey Respondent

SUBPOPULATIONS 
Survey participants were also asked which groups experiencing homelessness need the most focus or are 
most at-risk in their community. 

Top 3 Groups Experiencing Homelessness Who Need the Most Focus 
Rank Strategy Percentage of Respondents who Selected

1 Those with a mental illness 51.13%
2 Families with children 38.51%
3 Those who are chronically homeless 35.76%
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Top 3 Groups Most At-Risk of Homelessness
Rank Strategy Percentage of Respondents who Selected

1 Those with a mental illness 65.54%

2 Those with a substance use disorder 48.15%
3 Criminal justice-involved individuals 32.53%

Throughout the open-ended responses to these questions, participants stressed that every group listed 
needs to be supported and have services available to address their particular circumstances. Importantly, 
there is overlap between all of the groups listed, and approaches to supporting these groups should consider 
the intersectional identities and experiences that each individual is facing. 

·	 “The problem with this list is that they all need assistance... Everyone should have a home. Those 
with children should take precedence. Those with disability or having been a victim of DV and those 
marginalized communities need extra support.” – Survey Respondent

Some respondents, however, reported their perceptions that the majority of people experiencing homeless-
ness are in need of mental health services and/or substance use.  

·	 “High majority of those struggling with homelessness struggle with mental illness and substance 
abuse and are in the justice system somewhere.” – Survey Respondent

·	 “Most homeless people I encounter seem to suffer from mental health issues.” – Survey Respondent

These comments were outliers in the survey at large but reflect the challenges described by other respondents 
in educating community stakeholders and aligning communities around shared solutions.
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PERSPECTIVES ON THE CAUSES OF HOMELESSNESS
Survey participants were asked to select what they believe to the top three causes of homelessness in their 
communities. 

Survey Respondents’ Opinions on the Top 3 Causes of Homelessness in their Communities
Rank Strategy Percentage of Respondents who Selected

1 Mental health issues 48.54%
2 Lack of available affordable units 47.09%
3 High cost of living 46.76%

Survey respondents reported mental health, lack of affordable housing units, and high cost of living as the 
top three causes of homelessness. 

·	 “The cause of homeless is poverty. The mental illness myth needs to be expelled. There may be truth 
to it when discussing the traumas of living while homeless, but not as a cause. Entering the realm of 
homelessness, people become vulnerable to any ailments, such as declining mental health or crime 
or substance abuse or health problems.” – Survey Respondent

·	 “Many of our homeless appear to be physically or mentally ill. The cost of living associated with medical 
expenses creates an unmanageable barrier to people remaining housed.” – Survey Respondent

·	 “I think mental health is often overlooked and stigmatized. Almost every person I know has some form 
of depression or anxiety. Every single person experiencing homelessness is living in survival mode 
every single day. They have to search for food, water, and shelter, all while carrying all of their earthly 
possessions with them at all times and trying to protect their bodies in the meantime. They do not 
sleep for fear of being attacked or robbed. Their bodies are constantly in a state of adrenaline. If that 
does not cause at least a little ‘mental health issue’ then I do not know what will. Left untreated, these 
can inhibit a person’s ability to function.” – Survey Respondent
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·	 “While all of these things may increase your risk of becoming homeless, the things that are more direct 
‘causes’ are lack of affordable and supportive housing units. If these types of units were sufficient in 
the community, people would not be losing their housing because of things like drug use or mental 
health/medical problems or because of financial concerns. Added support would help them maintain 
their housing.” – Survey Respondent

While there is an abundance of research providing data on the causes of homelessness, this question can 
help us understand community perspectives of homelessness – the perceptions and beliefs that community 
members hold toward people who are unhoused, which can help the State approach community alignment 
in solutions to homelessness.

OTHER FEEDBACK
In addition to providing direct responses to the survey questions, several respondents offered perspectives 
on the survey itself. 

·	 “I am a researcher at the University of Utah who is highly invested in the wellbeing of people experiencing 
homelessness and frequently interviews individuals experiencing homelessness. Based on my 
research-based understanding of homelessness in Utah, I am deeply concerned that this survey is 
asking folks to rank/prioritize actions that can and should all be done in tandem. The community 
at-large and policymakers should be educated about homelessness, not just its causes and potential 
solutions but also the lived experiences of individuals who have or are currently experiencing it 
in order to instill humanity in our discussions surrounding homelessness. At the same time, we 
should be instituting housing first policies immediately that truly advocate for housing first without 
pre-requisites. These policies should be accompanied by access to healthcare (mental and physical), 
access to employment resources, mentoring, community spaces, food and clean water, and an end to 

https://endhomelessness.org/homelessness-in-america/what-causes-homelessness/
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all abatements. With regard to SLC's history of inhumane and morally wrong abatement procedures, 
an individual’s survival and existence must not only be made legal but be decriminalized in all forms. 
Open bathrooms, showering facilities, and safe-use spaces should be built in areas of high need. 
Public transit should be free throughout the city. Empathetic and welcoming education/vocational 
training programs should be made accessible for those experiencing homelessness and should 
directly involve resource providers. And so much more. This all is rooted in (1) a need for funding - we 
need to prioritize money in all discussions where we aim to end homelessness - and (2) a deep need 
to develop empathy within our citizens and especially those making the decisions which ultimately 
decide life or death for those experiencing homelessness in SLC.” – Survey Respondent

·	 “I think that, wherever possible, solutions to homelessness should come from collaboration with 
homeless individuals. They are the ones who will know their own needs the best, and they will know 
more than anyone about what solutions are actually effective.” – Survey Respondent

·	 “If you are not already doing so, I urge and implore you to ask every homeless person you can possibly 
find in the whole state, to learn from them directly what their actual stories and needs are.  They know 
their issues and needs intimately; the rest of us can only guess, and we will often get it wrong, which 
leads inevitably to ineffective and actively bad ‘solutions’.” – Survey Respondent
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Appendix 4: Stakeholder Interview 
Analysis
OVERVIEW AND METHODOLOGY
In order to expand upon the data previously collected and analyzed, as well as to move the strategic plan 
towards development of tangible goals and strategies, Homebase conducted interviews with the following 
groups and individuals:

·	Local Homeless Councils (LHCs)

·	Continuum of Care leadership

·	State agencies (e.g., Department of Health and Human Services; Department of Corrections; Department 
of Public Safety)

·	Providers (e.g., Emergency Shelter leadership; Domestic Violence providers; Eviction and Rental 
Assistance providers)

·	Persons with lived experiences of homelessness (e.g., Community Advisory Board; Youth Advisory 
Board)

·	Strategic Partnerships and Funders (e.g., Utah Impact Partnership; Prosperity Center of Excellence; 
Community foundation philanthropy groups)

These conversations focused on overarching challenges related to homelessness and what strategies 
might be needed related to housing and supportive services. 

THEMATIC ANALYSIS OF NEEDED STRATEGIES TO 
ADDRESS HOMELESSNESS
Overall, stakeholders across the state emphasized rapidly growing communities that need affordable housing 
and supportive services, reflecting both the HMIS data and the survey data presented earlier in this document.
 

Affordable Housing and Partnerships
Interviewees discussed the current lack of affordable permanent housing, some of the causes of this dearth, 
and how this creates barriers to addressing homelessness. Stakeholders also discussed the need for various 
partnerships and support in order to make affordable permanent housing a reality, including partnerships 
between governments, developers, and landlords. 

Affordable Permanent Housing

·	 “There is a lack of housing, a lot of inventory is going to Airbnb or student housing. A lot of people 
on fixed incomes have been priced out. A lot of seniors going into homelessness. There are a lot of 
people who have jobs but nowhere to live.” – LHC Representative.

·	 “We need to dedicate funding to deeply affordable housing. Not more shelters – I think that is the wrong 
approach. Yes, we need to have the ability to deal with homelessness. But deeply affordable housing 
is what we need to do that. The housing first model is what I want to follow, stable housing first. When 
we see the biggest improvement is when the clients are paying for the housing themselves, they have 
some ownership in that. We see low turnover in those facilities where they are paying rent.” – LHC 
Representative.

·	 “A huge barrier is housing. If you are homeless that means you have no home. The prices of housing 
in the state make it much more difficult to house people. In this type of economy, it is hard to get 
people into something they can call home that is safe and stable. We don't have enough truly deeply 
affordable housing in the state.” – County Representative.
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·	 “The biggest barrier to ending homelessness is affordable housing. Our county has very expensive 
housing, and it is very difficult for anyone earning less than $25/hour to find something they can 
afford. If you add barriers on top of that, such as substance abuse or a criminal background, etc., 
landlords can be very picky because there are no vacancies. That is a big barrier to people getting in 
housing.” – LHC Representative. 

·	 “We have lost a lot of private landlords, no one is incentivizing people using properties for rentals. 
Property managers have a lot of criteria for renting units, they don’t fix things in their units. If you don’t 
make 2-3 times the rent, that is an issue.” – Utah Community Action Representative.

Developer Partnerships and Support 

·	 “It would be great if, when developers go to city councils/rural areas, they were told that you have to 
do a percentage of affordable housing. The county has a housing authority that does not believe they 
should provide housing to people who are homeless, but they should be building housing other than 
workforce/voucher housing.” – LHC Representative.

·	 “The point on development where we get hurt is the focus on making money. There should be more 
education on this with developers to show how these projects can be financially viable and to be able 
to show developers different successful models.” - LHC Representative. 

Landlord Partnerships 

·	 “There needs to be an incentive for landlords to have deeply affordable units for the senior population. 
They are in the 30% AMI range, maybe 40%. But we have run out of that housing. A lot of these incentives 
are in the mixed range, so higher AMI. So, unless you have voucher you don't get 30%. Many seniors 
don’t qualify for the vouchers.” – LHC Representative.

Supportive Services
Resource Centers (especially for suburban or rural areas)

·	 “A resource center/drop in works to build connection, wanting to keep connection open with clients, 
celebrate success, continue to educate community about what is successful.” – LHC Representative.

·	 “The resources to provide a true homeless resource center has been a struggle. We know what we 
want to do, what works, but we haven't been resourced to serve people experiencing homelessness. 
The State Council has looked at sheltering system as a way to reduce homelessness. They look to 
us and say, we changed the system, but there is more unsheltered homelessness, and so they ask 
us what we are doing wrong. Need a focus on support services. We have been talking about the fact 
that we are the last resort, so we have people with severe needs, and we don't have the resources to 
support them. They need more than just congregate shelter but that is all we have, so we are adding 
to their trauma.” – Provider / LHC Representative.

Case Management / Housing Stability

·	 “We need to fund [more] staff positions to makes sure what we want to do can get done.” – LHC 
Representative

·	 “We need more PSH with an emphasis on structured wrap-around services. Case management is critical 
for those who lack housing right now... It would be great to have a strategic plan that emphasizes case 
management.” – LHC Representative.

·	 “We need increased housing vouchers for those people who are chronically homeless and higher 
need; need more case manager capacity to help sustain those people in their housing.” – Emergency 
Shelter Provider.

·	 “There needs to be more case management and support for people exiting the criminal justice system. 
The cost of re-incarceration is high, and funds are better spent on case management, half way houses, 
and supports to keep people out of prison/jail.” – Department of Corrections Representative.

Behavioral Health & Health Coordination and Staff

·	 “The state and the counties both have roles in how they are funding mental health for those with highest 
need. The current structure has a hole that our people fall through. We have known this for years, but 
that is a huge issue. The way our partners are funded prevents them from doing the outreach mental 
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health services our clients need. That is something the state should take on. State mental health should 
have that discussion - around behavioral health services.” – LHC Representative.

·	 “Emergency Shelter is not a mental health hospital, but we are being asked to provide that type of 
care for individuals...we have elderly that we cannot house in assisted living, but they cannot take 
care of their daily functioning needs. The shelter is the gap that is trying to take care of these people, 
but we do not have capacity to meet their needs. We are trying to connect them to other systems that 
should be able to help them, but it is challenging because they don’t always qualify for services and 
support.” – Emergency Shelter Provider.

·	 “We currently are very assertively fundraising for an LCSW. We just need one to help with behavioral 
health crises. We need them to be able to meet with anyone in crisis no matter what insurance they 
have, etc. We have very little support for that in our system.” – Provider.

·	 “Shelter is not the best environment for someone to be in treatment. They need to be in housing for 
that. We have the burden of trying to connect them to treatment, but they aren't stable enough, so we 
need to be able to support them in housing first.” – Provider. 

·	 “Hospitals are supposed to be investing in housing in communities. Can see data by state. When 
they do invest in that, you can see people are stabilizing. Utah is not investing any.” – Utah Housing 
Corporation Representative.

Homeless Prevention

·	 “We need to focus more on preventing homelessness to avoid people from falling into our system, 
help keep people where they are.” – Provider. 

·	 “We don’t have available affordable housing. You have people who are chronically homeless that need 
PSH, but then you also have people that were evicted because they can’t afford their rent anymore. 
Prevention is housing.” – Utah Homeless Council Member.

Overall Funding and Structure for LHCs

·	 “LHCs really need support and funding. Costs get absorbed in our organizations. There has to be more 
support so people can participate.” – LHC Representative.

·	 “We need some identification of who is in charge of an LHC. A person or entity. Since no one is 
technically in charge, getting anything accomplished is nearly impossible.” – Provider. 

·	 “If you’re new to an LHC you don’t know what your role is. We need education in what is required 
for participation. The national perspective as well as the state and local perspective.” – County 
Representative.

Equity

·	 “People of color and low-income communities have been more impacted, but it is not addressed. There 
is not cultural competency within [resource] centers. When we think about our homeless response, 
we are often thinking about white people who speak English. We don’t meet the needs of people of 
color, immigrants, people who speak other languages […] The wages are not keeping up with housing. 
If you go to a homeless center, people do not speak other languages aside from English, and people 
get frightened by that.” – Utah Housing Corporation Representative.

Additional Considerations

·	 “We need to think about the long-term effects of having available housing to help future generations; 
not everyone needs 3,200 square feet of housing on a half-acre lawn; it can also be tiny home or trailer 
park. What about KOA [but amplified]: $25k can get a camping trailer, then be managed with case 
management. We need to think outside the box. We have lots of land, that’s not the obstacle. Finding 
funding and getting it built is the obstacle.” – LHC Representative.

·	 “We don't want certain areas to exclusively be affordable housing. Want to spread it throughout to make 
good connections to schools, grocery stores etc. We need to work on education across the state, so 
more people are willing to have these developments built in their neighborhood.” – LHC Representative.
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·	 “[The county] is less than 5% private property. If there is a lack of housing they are forced to push into 
agricultural land. Being able to be able to use federal land for affordable housing opens up a broader 
window of resources that was set up for federal land that states can use.” – County Representative.

·	 “Developing some housing for people in crisis or DV opens up a little more opportunity. They also 
have a lot of youth that are couch surfing. Would be great to have resources to support those folks 
and impact couch serving.” – LHC Representative

·	 “Transportation has to be addressed. If we don't have ways to get people to supportive services, what’s 
the point? There is not a lot of county support on transportation.” – LHC Representative.
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