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Our Mission
To provide a catalyst for improvements of municipal operations and promote a credible, efficient,
effective, equitable, fair, focused, transparent, and fully accountable City government.

Our Vision
To improve City services by providing independent, objective, and reliable information regarding the
City’s ability to meet its goals and objectives and establish an adequate system of internal controls, root
out improper governmental activities (i.e., fraud, waste, or abuse), and address racial, gender, and ethnic
inequities.

Suggest an Audit

The Office of the City Auditor conducts performance audits of the City of Sacramento's operations to
determine whether these operations and programs are operating efficiently and effectively. If you
would like to offer ideas for audits to save the City money, increase revenues, or improve the efficiency
and effectiveness of City operations and programs, please fill out our online form:

https://forms.cityofsacramento.org/f/Suggest an Audit Form

Whistleblower Hotline

In the interest of public accountability and being responsible stewards of public funds, the City has
established a whistleblower hotline. The hotline protects the anonymity of those leaving tips to the
extent permitted by law. The service is available 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, 365 days per year.
Through this service, all phone calls and emails will be received anonymously by third party staff.

Report online at http://www.cityofsacramento.ethicspoint.com or call
toll-free: 888-245-8859.

The City of Sacramento’s Office of the City Auditor can be contacted by phone at 916-808-1166 or at the
address below:

915 | Street
MC09100
Historic City Hall, Floor 2
Sacramento, CA 95814
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AUDIT FACT SHEET

Audit of the City’s Homeless Response: Evaluation of Costs and

SACRAMENTO

Office of the City Auditor

Outcomes of Sheltering Programs

June 2026 Report #2025/26-16

RECOMMENDATIONS

We made several recommendations regarding the

BACKGROUND

The City of Sacramento operated 14 active homeless shelter programs as of
June 30, 2025, designed to address varying needs across the homelessness
response continuum, from emergency sheltering to housing placement and

Department of Community Response’s operations
and data tracking. Our Recommendations included:

Develop and apply a methodology to evaluate
shelter costs, improve resource allocation,
identify efficiencies, and maintain outcomes.

Evaluate existing shelter capacity to determine
whether larger congregate shelters can safely

serve more individuals within current resources.

Work with SSF to improve HMIS data collection
and better evaluate how services influence
participant outcomes.

Require providers to consistently enter
standardized HMIS data to support reliable
analysis and performance evaluation.

Track and report key barriers to housing and
treatment access to better understand
obstacles to client progress.

Develop a performance framework that aligns
shelter metrics with system goals and
demonstrates overall progress.

Establish tailored performance targets for
shelters and use them to consistently evaluate
program performance.

Develop a standardized measure of client
progress and well-being to support ongoing
assessment and case management.

Revise Good Neighbor Policies to reflect
neighborhood conditions, clarify
responsibilities, and define response
expectations.

Review and standardize communication
practices to strengthen neighbor engagement.

Office of the City Auditor

long-term stability services. During fiscal years 2024 and 2025, the City spent
approximately $63.2 million on these programs. This audit evaluates the
shelter system from a strategic, systemwide perspective to identify which
shelter types are most cost-effective and successful in helping clients achieve
permanent housing. The audit assesses shelter costs, housing outcomes,
service accessibility, and factors associated with stronger performance;
reviews Good Neighbor Policies; and provides recommendations to improve
the effectiveness and efficiency of the City’s homeless shelter system.

FINDINGS

Finding 1: Differences in Shelter Costs May Reflect Program Design but

the City Has Not Defined When Higher Costs Are Justified.

e Given limited resources and growing demand, developing a methodology to
evaluate shelter costs, program design, and outcomes could help the City
improve resource allocation and maximize shelter program impact.

Finding 2: The City Can Shelter More Individuals at Minimal Additional

Cost by Increasing Utilization of Existing Congregate Sheltering Programs.

e Evaluating capacity at existing congregate shelters could help serve more
individuals and maximize shelter investments with minimal additional cost.

Finding 3: Differences in Outcomes Appear to Reflect Program Design and

Target Populations More Than Immediate Indicators of Program

Effectiveness.

e Shelter outcomes varied across programs but generally aligned with
program design, target populations, and service objectives. Performance
should be evaluated within each program’s intended context.

Finding 4: Limited Review of Shelter Services Show No Strong Link to

Positive Outcomes.

e Available HMIS data showed no clear relationship between services received
and client outcomes. Improved data collection and tracking of systemic
barriers could strengthen future evaluations of service effectiveness.

Finding 5: The City Has Not Consistently Defined How Program Success

Should Be Determined, Making It Difficult to Measure Overall

Performance and Progress Toward Shelter Goals.

e The City tracks shelter performance but lacks a comprehensive framework
linking metrics to system goals. Clear performance expectations and client
progress measures could improve accountability and oversight.

Finding 6: Gaps Between Policy Intent and Practical Implementation Limit

the Effectiveness of Good Neighbor Policies.

e Good Neighbor Policies provide a framework for community relations, but
clearer responsibilities, neighborhood-specific provisions, and consistent
communication could strengthen their effectiveness and responsiveness.

June 2026




Introduction

In accordance with the City Auditor’s Fiscal Year 2025-26 Work Plan, we have completed the Audit of the
City’s Homeless Response: Evaluation of Costs and Outcomes of Sheltering Programs. We conducted this
performance audit in accordance with Generally Accepted Government Auditing Standards. Those
standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to
provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. We believe
that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our
audit objectives.

This audit report is supplemented by a separately issued Fact Book that provides additional background
and comparative information on the City’s homeless sheltering programs. The Fact Book presents
information on program characteristics, operational priorities, outcomes, and costs across sheltering
programs to provide broader factual context and illustrate similarities and differences among programs.
Together, the audit report and Fact Book are intended to provide a more comprehensive understanding
of the City’s homeless sheltering system.

The City Auditor’s Office would like to thank the Department of Community Response and the various
shelter service providers for their assistance and cooperation during the audit process.

Background

The City’s homeless crisis presents an existential threat to the individuals and families living without
permanent, stable housing while also having a detrimental impact on Sacramento’s residents and
businesses with regard to public health, public safety, and economic sustainability. Accordingly, the
Sacramento City Council (Council) has continuously considered responding to homelessness as a top
priority for the City of Sacramento (City) and has supported a variety of response efforts intended to
meet the diverse and dire needs of people experiencing homelessness (PEH) while also addressing the
broader community’s public health and safety concerns.

These efforts have evolved as the magnitude of the homeless crisis generally increased (but reportedly
decreased per the 2024 Point-in-Time (PIT) Count?!) and span a wide range of programs, which include

1 While the 2024 PIT Count reported a noticeably large decrease in the number of PEH in Sacramento County,
some in the community have expressed doubts on the accuracy of the number. The most recent 2026 PIT Count
indicated a 12.7 percent increase since 2024, although unsheltered homelessness has decreased in the City since
2024.
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prevention, outreach, shelter beds, transitional/interim housing, affordable housing, and community
cleanup.

In September 2025, the Mayor issued a Six Point Plan aiming to reduce unsheltered homelessness by
expanding lower-cost sheltering and housing options across Sacramento, including safe camping, safe
parking, micro-communities, tiny homes, and a redesigned motel voucher program focused on
supportive services and better outcomes. The plan also emphasizes geographic distribution of services,
accountability, and cost-effectiveness, with the City seeking to add hundreds of new shelter and housing
placements while redirecting savings into expanded capacity.

Past Homeless Reports

In light of the ongoing challenges the homelessness crisis presents to both the unhoused population and
the broader community, the City Council requested an audit that evaluated the costs and effectiveness
of the Citywide response to homelessness. Given the broad scope of the audit request, the Office of the
City Auditor first released a Preliminary Report on the City's Homeless Response? in February 2024,

which compiled background information on the City’s homeless response, reported on the results of a
Citywide survey that estimated the City’s homeless expenditures in FY2022/23, and proposed several
potential audit objectives for further evaluation.

Upon review of these proposed audit objectives, the City Council approved a scope proposal for a series
of audits in April 2024. These audits were to focus on Citywide strategy and coordination, both
interdepartmental and interagency, in the City’s homeless response, with emphasis on the City Motel
Program.

In June 2025, we released the first audit in the series, titled Audit of the City’s Homeless Response: City

Motel Program,® which evaluated the effectiveness of the City’s motel shelter program in helping
program participants achieve temporary sheltering and in facilitating overall positive outcomes. This
audit is the second in the series and assesses the relative cost-effectiveness and success of different
sheltering program types in helping individuals transition to stable housing.

Overview of Shelter System

Responding to homelessness is a regional effort in which the City works closely with its partners to
provide services to the PEH population. The following sections elaborate on this collaboration structure
and its adaptation in Sacramento, specifically as it relates to the City’s role in sheltering.

2 This preliminary report is available on our website at:
https://www.cityofsacramento.gov/content/dam/portal/auditor/Audit-
Reports/City%20Auditors%20Preliminary%20Report%200n%20the%20Citys%20Homeless%20Response.pdf

3 The audit on the City’s Motel Program is available on our website at:
https://www.cityofsacramento.gov/content/dam/portal/auditor/Audit-
Reports/Audit%200f%20the%20City's%20Homeless%20Response%20City%20Motel%20Program.pdf
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Continuum of Care

A cross-jurisdictional approach is considered critical to effectively addressing homelessness. In many
regions, this approach is modeled after the nationwide Continuum of Care (CoC) program designed by
the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and is intended to promote a
community-wide commitment to resolving homelessness. A CoC is essentially a regional or local
planning body typically composed of representatives from multiple organizations that coordinate
services to meet the specific needs of PEH without duplicating services and misaligning resources. These
organizations include government agencies, nonprofits, homeless services providers, the healthcare
system, people with lived experience of homelessness, and a broader community of advocates,
businesses, and faith-based organizations. A CoC has a designated lead agency that serves as the
administrative entity by coordinating funding, aligning regional goals and strategies, managing the
Homeless Management Information System (HMIS), overseeing the Coordinated Access System (CAS),
and more.

Housing Continuum

The Sacramento CoC coordinates the regional housing continuum, the pathway individuals take from
homelessness to permanent housing. This is essentially a path, albeit typically nonlinear in practice,
towards stable, permanent housing. Along this path are different types of sheltering options, which are
typically complemented by the necessary health and social support services that can assist people in
improving their own socioeconomic well-being and health. The underlying concept is that PEH will move
along the continuum from unsheltered homelessness towards stable, and ideally permanent, housing. In
practice, PEH can achieve stable, permanent housing from any point in the continuum. In other words,
any type of sheltering program along the continuum can be a “launchpad” towards the right side of the
continuum and PEH do not have to move one step at a time on the continuum. The various
organizations that are part of the regional CoC body thus support different, and often multiple, points
on the housing continuum, either to provide shelter/housing, support services, or both.

While there are slight variations to the incremental steps in a housing continuum, they generally range
from unsheltered homelessness on one end to market rate housing on the other. For the purposes of
this report, we use the steps shown in the following figure to define a housing continuum.
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Figure 1. Housing Continuum Steps and Definition

Housing situation in which a person lacks a fixed, regular, and adequate
nighttime residence and their primary nighttime location is a public or
private place not designated for, or ordinarily used as, regular sleeping
accommodations for people (e.g., the streets, vehicles, or parks).

Unsheltered

Facility that provides temporary shelter for PEH and typically offers
some level of supportive services.

Emergency Shelter

Temporary housing with supportive services to assist PEH in moving to
and maintaining permanent housing. Transitional housing is a HUD-
Transitional/Interim defined program that typically allow for stays up to 24-months, while

Housing interim housing is a broader term that may allow for longer stays. PEH in
these programs are typically more stabilized than those in (emergency)
shelters.

© ®

Housing in which the occupantis paying no more than 30 percent of
LA (G EICNS LITE TR0 their income for housing costs. Some examples include rental
assistance and voucher programs.

Permanent housing program in which housing/rental assistance

Permanent . : . .
< Supportive Housing * and supportive services are provided on a long-term basis to former
pp PEH. Participants are required to have a disability for eligibility.

Examples include moving in with family or friends on a permanent basis
Other Stable i.e., without any limitation on how long they can stay, shared living in

Housing * market rate housing, work-based housing such as live-in caretakers or
on-site property manager, etc.

Market Rate Non-subsidized properties that are rented or owned by those who pay
Rental/Ownership market-rate rents or who paid market value to purchase the property.

(W) r

* Non-market rate but stable, permanent housing

Source: Auditor generated based on information provided by the Department of Community Response, HUD’s
website, the Sacramento Regionally Coordinated Homelessness Action Plan (RCHAP) Glossary of Terms, and other
online sources.

Figure 1 illustrates the housing continuum, which represents the range of shelter and housing options
available to support people experiencing homelessness as they move toward stable, permanent
housing. Although movement through the continuum is often non-linear, the framework demonstrates
how different intervention, from unsheltered outreach and emergency shelter to transitional and
permanent supportive housing, can serve as pathways to long-term stability when paired with
supportive services and coordinated assistance.

Homeless Management Information System (HMIS)

HMIS is a regional database used by organizations within the CoC to collect and share information on
individuals experiencing homelessness or at risk of homelessness. Federal and state funding
requirements mandate the use of HMIS for many homeless service programs. The system collects client-
level information such as demographics, housing history, homelessness history, services received, and
identified service needs. HMIS is intended to improve coordination among service providers by allowing
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agencies to better understand a client’s interactions with shelter, housing, outreach, and supportive
service programs across the region.

As a member of the Sacramento CoC, the City uses HMIS to support outreach activities, conduct client
assessments, and coordinate access to shelters and other homeless services. City-funded shelter
programs and available shelter spaces are entered into HMIS as part of the regional coordinated access
process. However, access to HMIS data is tightly restricted to protect confidential client information,
and the City is generally limited to accessing data associated with City-funded programs and services. As
a result, while HMIS allows the City to monitor participation and outcomes within its own programs, it
provides limited visibility into how clients interact with non-City providers or their long-term outcomes
after exiting City-funded services.

Sacramento Continuum of Care

The Sacramento CoC is the collaborative body of various local government entities, nonprofits, and
other organizations that provide homeless services and Sacramento Steps Forward (SSF), a local
nonprofit, serves as the lead agency. Some other prominent partners in the region that the City works
closely to address homelessness include Sacramento County, the Sacramento Housing and
Redevelopment Agency (SHRA), and many nonprofit service providers.*

To guide Sacramento CoC’s efforts, a Regionally Coordinated Homeless Action Plan (RCHAP), titled All in
Sacramento,” was released in 2024 and updated in 2025 as part of its annual review. It serves as a three-
year framework organized around eight solutions, identifies at least one entity to lead the
implementation of each solution, and outlines feasible near-term actions that can be taken to advance
system- and program-level performance and ultimately progress towards the Sacramento CoC’s overall
homelessness goals.

More broadly, the Sacramento CoC works with local government agencies, faith-based organizations,
and other nonprofit organizations to help mitigate homelessness. The Sacramento CoC Board is
comprised of several representatives from organizations that serve PEH in Sacramento County. It is
responsible for managing community planning, coordination, and evaluation to ensure that the system
of homeless assistance resources are used effectively and efficiently to rapidly and permanently end
homelessness.

4 For more details on the Sacramento CoC and the City’s key regional partners in addressing homelessness, please
refer to the section titled “External Partners” starting on page 23 (PDF page 24) of our Preliminary Report on the

City's Homeless Response.

5 The original plan is available at https://www.sacramentostepsforward.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/08/SSF-All-

In-Sacramento-Plan-2025-08-04.pdf and the updated version is available at:

https://www.sacramentostepsforward.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/09/SSF-All-In-Sacramento-Plan-Updated-
2025.pdf.
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Sacramento County

Sacramento County (County) plays a central role in the regional homelessness response by providing
behavioral health, mental health, substance abuse, domestic violence, prevention, and re-housing
services for people experiencing homelessness. Through its Department of Homeless Services and
Housing, the County coordinates shelter, outreach, health, and housing programs, including
multidisciplinary encampment outreach teams that connect individuals to services and housing
placements. The County also partners with community organizations to provide shelter options and
basic encampment services, such as sanitation, water, and trash collection, and entered into a
partnership agreement with the City in December 2022 to support a more coordinated regional
homelessness response.

City of Sacramento

The City’s role in the Sacramento homelessness system is guided by the RCHAP. The City’s role is
primarily in responding to and ending homelessness. The City’s Housing Manager in the City Manager’s
Office works with other external partners to develop more permanent housing strategies and solutions,
while the City’s Department of Community Response’s (DCR) primary responsibilities include deploying
social workers and outreach specialists to respond to calls for homeless response services, administering
the funding for and overseeing operations of the City’s homeless shelters, and coordinating with other
regional entities to address homelessness. While sheltering PEH is part of DCR’s role in the Sacramento
CoC, it is not the only agency that leads this effort.

DCR serves as the primary lead for homeless services. DCR was initially created in 2020 within the City
Manager’s Office as an alternative response model for certain non-emergency 911 calls, including
behavioral health and homelessness-related issues. The department later became a standalone
department and currently focuses on homelessness response, including managing contracts with
homeless service providers and deploying outreach specialists trained to respond to behavioral health,
substance abuse, homelessness, youth, and family-related crises.

In 2023, the City established the Incident Management Team (IMT) to coordinate homelessness-related
operations across departments and improve use of City resources. The IMT includes representatives
from DCR, the City Manager’s Office, the Sacramento Police and Fire Departments, Code Enforcement,
Public Works, and Animal Care Services, with support from the City Attorney’s Office. The team
coordinates responses to encampments and related 311 calls, including outreach, cleanup efforts, and
code compliance activities. The IMT operates using an emergency management structure modeled after
federal incident management systems and provides regular operational updates to the City Council.

City/County Partnership Agreement

In December 2022, the City and Sacramento County entered into a five-year partnership agreement
intended to strengthen regional coordination in responding to homelessness. The agreement combined
the City’s outreach, encampment response, and sheltering efforts with the County’s authority and
expertise in behavioral health and substance abuse services. Under the agreement, multidisciplinary
outreach teams were created to engage individuals experiencing homelessness in encampments,
conduct behavioral health assessments in the field, connect individuals to mental health and substance
abuse treatment, and facilitate placement into shelter or housing programs. The agreement also
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integrated City and County shelter beds into a shared Coordinated Access System to improve visibility of
available beds and streamline placements.

The partnership further included commitments by the County to expand homelessness-related services
and shelter capacity. Specifically, the County committed to adding behavioral health resources,
establishing a downtown behavioral health CORE Center, increasing substance abuse treatment capacity
by 500 beds, and creating hundreds of additional shelter beds over multiple years. The agreement also
established shared responsibilities for encampment response, with the City coordinating outreach
locations and municipal services, while County clinicians conduct assessments and enroll individuals into
appropriate care. To support accountability and coordination, the agreement requires ongoing planning
efforts and regular public progress reports to both the City Council and County Board of Supervisors.

Understanding the City’s Shelter System

The fundamental purpose of shelter is to provide a temporary but safe, clean, and dignified place for
PEH, who would otherwise be unsheltered, to meet their most basic needs while they search for stable
housing. Shelter is typically intended to be a short-term, emergency resource to support PEH while they
seek housing solutions. It plays a critical role in stabilizing people in crisis and often acts as an access
point to connect them with housing resources.

The City’s shelter system is one component of the Sacramento homelessness system and housing
continuum and comprises approximately 63 percent of the Sacramento shelter bed inventory as of June
2025.° The system has evolved over time, incorporating both community-based shelters that predated
City funding and shelters established by the City to serve specific populations experiencing
homelessness. Consequently, shelter operations vary based on factors such as program purpose, target
population, provider model, and facility design.

The City currently supports 14 shelter programs’ as part of its shelter portfolio, providing a mix of partial
or full funding depending on the program. These shelters vary in their design, including the amount of
space provided per client and the subpopulations they are intended to serve. As a result, for purposes of
public reporting and discussion, DCR groups shelters into categories based on shared characteristics. For
example, as illustrated in the figure below, DCR distinguishes congregate sheltering programs, where
clients sleep in shared spaces without separate rooms, from non-congregate sheltering programs, where
individuals and families are provided private rooms. DCR also separately classifies shelters serving
transitional age youth (TAY), who are 18 to 24 years old, and shelters serving women and children. In

6 n addition to City-operated or funded shelters, other shelters are also available in the Sacramento region. For
example, Sacramento County funds and operates the Stockton Boulevard Safe Stay Shelter, which has a capacity of
175 beds and operates with an approximate $6.38 million budget for FY26.

7 These include all 13 active programs and one program that is active, but has no invoices (i.e., Next Step TLC).
Shelter programs include: 1) Meadowview; 2) X Street; 3) North 5%; 4) OEC; 5) Roseville Road; 6) City Motel
Program; 7) EBH at the Grove; 8) STEP; 9) TLP; 10) Common Ground; 11) The Village; 12) Saint John’s; 13) WEAVE;
and 14) Next Step TLC.
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addition, DCR maintains a separate category for safe camping and safe parking sites, which consist of
secured areas where clients may stay in tents or vehicles.

Figure 2. Department of Community Response Shelter Program Grouping

Congregate Non-Congregate Transitional Age Youth Women and Children  Safe Camping/Parking

* Meadowview * Roseville Road * The Grove * Saint John's Program  * Sequoia Boulevard Safe
* X Street Campus * LGBT Center for Real Change Camping
* North 5th Street * ESV Program * Wind Youth Services * Weave * Safe Parking (Site TBD)
* Qutreach and * Stockton Boulevard * Waking the Village
Engagement Center Safe Stay (with County)

* Micro-Communities (2) 32

Source: City Council Report 2026-00777.

Note: These are programs active in FY27, while the programs in our review were active in FY23 through FY25.
Some programs, such as the four congregate shelters, were also in our review period, while others are new, such
as the micro-communities.

Overall, the figure illustrates that the City’s shelter system is not a single, uniform model, but rather a
collection of programs designed to address different client needs, shelter configurations, and service
populations. The classifications shown are based on a combination of factors, such as physical layout,
level of privacy provided, and the populations served, rather than operational similarities between
programs.

Based on our initial review of the City’s shelters, we believe that the above groups do not fully capture a
shelter program’s service objectives and operations in a manner that allows for comparison across
programs. For example, the Outreach and Engagement Center (OEC) is categorized as a congregate
shelter by DCR and operates as a respite center® serving approximately 75 clients at a time. Clients

8 Respite centers in Sacramento were established as part of the City’s emergency response to extreme weather
events and the health and safety risks faced by people experiencing homelessness. They provide temporary, low-
barrier access to indoor shelter, services, and relief during hazardous conditions such as extreme heat or storms
and were later incorporated into a broader policy direction to expand year-round triage and engagement sites.
These centers are intended to connect individuals to additional resources and housing support.
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typically enter the OEC program through street outreach referrals, and the program is intended to serve
as a night-by-night, intermediate step between unsheltered homelessness and other sheltering
programs. In comparison, the North 5th Navigation Center is a congregate, short-term shelter serving up
to a maximum of 163 people and accepts clients through referrals from the Coordinated Access System.
Although the shelters' shared designation as congregate shelters reflect one programmatic
characteristic, the differences described above suggest the programs also operate in meaningfully
different ways.

Purpose of the City’s Shelter System

Operating the City’s shelter system involves multiple entities who have different roles and
responsibilities in addressing homelessness, each of which has a different perceived purpose for the
City’s shelter system as a whole. While there is general consensus that the shelter system should 1)
attempt to shelter as many unsheltered PEH as possible, 2) assist them in their path towards stable
housing, and 3) provide them with services that ensure individual wellbeing, it remains unclear which of
these the City’s shelter system prioritizes in practice and consequently, how success is defined for both
the shelter system overall and for the individual shelter clients. In this section, we describe each entity’s
focus on these three purposes in more detail.

City Policymakers’ Goals

The City’s homelessness response reflects competing policy priorities between providing immediate
shelter to as many people experiencing homelessness as possible and investing in more intensive
services intended to support long-term housing stability. While the City Council has positioned shelters
as both a means to bring unsheltered individuals indoors and improve exits to stable housing, limited
and potentially declining funding creates tradeoffs between these goals. Expanding lower-barrier shelter
capacity may reduce visible impacts on neighborhoods and businesses by bringing more individuals
indoors, but may provide fewer supportive services to address underlying housing barriers. Conversely,
shelters offering more comprehensive services generally require greater staffing, higher costs, and lower
operational capacity. As a result, the City faces an ongoing policy tension regarding whether to prioritize
maximizing shelter access or emphasizing more service-intensive models designed to improve long-term
outcomes.

Department of Community Response’s Role

DCR is responsible for implementing the City Council’s homelessness response priorities through
management of a shelter system composed of programs with differing operational purposes and
capacities. The City’s shelters are designed to serve different functions within the broader homeless
response system. Of the 17° shelters active between FY23 and FY25:

% The total in the following list equals 18 instead of 17 because one shelter, Roseville Road, hovered at the line
between the two groups and was included in both groups. More specifically, clients enter this program through
street outreach and tend to be higher acuity. This reflects the objective of addressing a crisis. However, this
program also has similarities with the shelters in the second group, which are intended to reduce unsheltered
homelessness, and it provides similar stabilization services.
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e 3 were intended to address emergency crises by immediately placing people experiencing
homelessness into shelter for safety;

e 5 were intended to reduce unsheltered homelessness while supporting progress toward
housing; and

e 10 were intended to resolve homelessness and improve long-term client outcomes.

These differing operational priorities are also reflected in shelter size and capacity. Shelters focused on
reducing unsheltered homelessness generally operate at the largest scale, ranging from approximately
100 to 550 beds, while shelters emphasizing long-term stabilization and supportive services are typically
smaller, ranging from 6 to 50 beds.!® Amid anticipated reductions in state funding, DCR is evaluating
shelter effectiveness with increased focus on lower-cost approaches that can bring more people indoors
and improve shelter throughput, even where doing so may involve tradeoffs related to service intensity
or returns to homelessness.

Service Providers’ Perspective

From the perspective of service providers contracted to operate shelters, client wellbeing is central to
shelter success. Through direct engagement with clients, providers observe that each individual faces
unique barriers to housing, such as physical or behavioral health challenges, substance use disorders,
financial instability, legal issues, or limited life skills. Each client therefore requires a tailored
combination of services and support to address their specific needs and barriers to housing. According
to service provider staff, client progress occurs on a case-by-case basis and success may range from
small improvements, such as increased personal stability, to larger milestones like securing employment
or permanent housing. As a result, providers often allow flexibility in length of stay to give clients time
to stabilize, engage with services, and work toward long term housing stability, with some providers
emphasizing not only resolving homelessness, but improving long term quality of life.

Overall Goal

Given the three purposes and the perspectives of the entities involved in responding to homelessness, it
remains unclear if the overall goal of the City’s shelter system is to maximize a certain outcome (such as
the number of improved exits, number of permanently housed individuals, the total number of clients
served in the shelters regardless of exit rates or destinations, or the amount of services provided to
clients), minimize certain outcomes (such as the cost per bed per night, the cost to shelter each person,
or the number of exits to homelessness), or to diversify our shelters to meet a variety of purposes and
PEH needs. In a later section, we elaborate on how these three purposes create conflicting
interpretations of specific shelter performance metrics.

10 saint John’s Program for Real Change may be considered an outlier for this observation and has approximately
220 beds during our review scope period, but only 50 are City-funded, meaning it is mostly supported by other
funding sources. Similarly, WEAVE has approximately 80 beds but only about 27 are City-funded. The 50-bed cap
accurately reflects the range of City-funded beds in this group of programs.
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Population Served by the Shelter System

People experiencing homelessness who use the City’s shelter system face a wide range of challenges
and barriers to stable housing. Service providers reported that clients vary significantly in their mental
and behavioral health needs, ability to adapt to structure, capacity to live independently, and income
potential.

Based on interviews with DCR and the various service providers, as well as our review of program
information, we found that shelter clients generally fall into five groups:

1. Individuals with severe mental or behavioral health conditions who are unlikely to
stabilize in shelters and may require treatment or medical care.

2. Individuals who can transition to supported housing, such as permanent supportive
housing or care from family members.

3. Individuals who can live independently but cannot afford housing due to limited income,
age, or disability.

4. Individuals who can achieve independent housing with time, treatment, employment,
and support.

5. Individuals needing only short-term support to regain stability and return to permanent
housing.

Some shelters may disproportionately serve more clients that fall into a certain group and, according to
DCR and service providers, the level of acuity within each group largely determines the amount of time
and support needed to achieve stable housing outcomes.

Overview of the City’s Shelters

From July 1, 2022 through June 30, 2025, the City funded 17 different homeless shelter programs across
the City. Of these 17 programs, 14 remain active ! as of June 30, 2025.%2 The shelter programs vary
widely across several dimensions, including the subpopulations they serve, their facility design (e.g.,
type of accommodation and shelter density), and their overall approach to sheltering PEH. These
shelters are managed by multiple service providers, some of which manage multiple shelter sites. The
following figure lists the City’s shelter programs that were active between July 1, 2022, and June 30,
2025, their respective service providers, and whether they were active as of June 30, 2025.

11 Active refers to whether the shelter is part of the City’s portfolio of sheltering programs. Some programs no
longer exist, such as Miller Park, while others may still be operational, but are no longer funded by the City.

12 These shelters are also active as of April 30, 2026.
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Figure 3. Shelter Programs and Service Providers Active Between July 1, 2022 and June 30, 2025

. . Active
Shelter Program Service Provider *
(as of June 30, 2025)

1

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

* Service providers listed reflect the current provider or, where indicated, a prior provider operating within the review period.

Meadowview Navigation Center
(Meadowview; MNC)

X Street Navigation Center
(X Street; XNC)

North 5th Navigation Center
(North 5th)

Outreach and Engagement Center
(OEC; Auburn)

Roseville Road Campus (South) **
(Roseville Road; RR; RRC)

City Motel Program
(CMP; Motel Shelter Program)

Emergency Bridge Housing at Grove Ave
(EBH at the Grove; The Grove)

Short-Term Transitional Emergency Placement Program
(STEP; LGBT Center STEP)

Transitional Living Program
(TLP; LBGT Center TLP)

Common Ground
(Wind Youth Services)

The Village
(Waking the Village; WTV)

SaintJohn's Emergency Shelter Program
(SaintJohn’s; SJC; SaintJohn's Program for Real Change)

WEAVE Emergency Safehouse Program
(WEAVE)

Next Step Transitional Living Center
(Next Step TLC)

City of Refuge Women and Family Shelter Project
(CoR)

Sacramento LGBT Host Homes
(Host Homes)

Miller Park Safegrounds
(Miller Park)

Volunteers of America
( Prior Administrator : SHRA)

Volunteers of America
( Prior Administrator: SHRA)

The Gathering Inn

( Prior Provider : Shelterinc.)

Hope Cooperative

First Step Communities

Step Up on Second Street

( Prior Concurrent Provider : City of Refuge)

First Step Communities
( Prior Administrator : SHRA)

Sacramento LGBT Community
Center

Sacramento LGBT Community
Center

Wind Youth Services

Waking the Village

SaintJohn's Program for Real
Change

WEAVE Inc.

The Salvation Army

City of Refuge

Sacramento LGBT Community
Center

First Step Communities

Active

Active

Active

Active

Active

Active

Active

Active

Active

Active

Active

Active

Active

Inactive

Inactive

Inactive

** Roseville Road Campus was expanded in FY26, adding a Roseville Road Campus (North) portion that is operated by The Gathering Inn.
This program is not in our review scope and excluded from this report.

Source: Auditor generated based on sheltering program contracts and City Council Report 2026-00777.
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While 14 City-funded programs are considered active, the Next Step Transitional Living Center, which is
a clean and sober living program with vocation training opportunities and contracted on a
reimbursement basis, does not appear to have enrolled any individuals. According to DCR management,
DCR has not received any invoices for this program and the high barriers to entry discourage PEH from
enrolling. Because DCR has an existing contract with Salvation Army for this program through August 15,
2026, it is still considered an active City shelter program.

The next figure maps the locations®?® of City shelter programs, using a green icon for active programs,
yellow for the one active but not utilized program, and a red icon for inactive ones. For security reasons,
programs with confidential locations are excluded from this map. Additionally, because some programs,
such as the City Motel Program, operate from multiple sites, the program counts in the previous figure
and on the map differ. The locations map is followed by a second map that shows the number of City-
funded beds by Council district for active, non-confidential shelters as of June 30, 2025.

Overall, City-funded shelters are located across most of the City and shelter beds are generally
concentrated in the more central parts of the City.

13 For the addresses of each shelter, please refer to Section 3, Figure 6 in the accompanying Fact Book.
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Figure 4. Map of City Shelter Locations Active Between July 1, 2022 and June 30, 2025
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Figure 5. City-Funded Shelter Capacity By Council District for Active Shelters as of June 30, 2025
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Note: Six shelter locations (four active and two inactive), totaling 94 beds, are not shown on the map due to
privacy and confidentiality considerations.

Office of the City Auditor June 2026

20



Shelter Characteristics and Their Operational Implications

In our review of shelter contracts, program descriptions on service providers’ websites, information on
DCR’s website, and interviews with DCR management and service providers, we noted several different
shelter characteristics that may affect how the shelters operate, and consequently how that
distinguishes the shelters from each other. Additionally, the differences in these shelter characteristics
may imply that some PEH will thrive better at one shelter than another.

In the next figure, we list the various characteristics, with an emphasis on the shelter’s operational
priority as it will serve as the basis of our comparative analyses, and elaborate further on each
characteristic in the following sections. While the characteristics we identified are relevant to our
review, this is not an exhaustive list of characteristics that differentiate the shelters from each other.*

Figure 6. Shelter Characteristics

-

Operational Priority
Physical Design Capacity
SHELTER
CHARACTERISTICS
Funding Streams Subpopulation Served
Shelter Entry . .
Methods Service Delivery

\.

Source: Auditor generated based on shelter contracts, program descriptions on service providers’ websites,
information on DCR’s website, and interviews with DCR management and service providers.

Operational Priority
As described earlier in the “Purpose of the City’s Shelter System” section, the City’s shelter system
appears to have three perceived purposes or objectives:

1) Shelter as many unsheltered PEH as possible;
2) Assist them in their path towards stable housing; and
3) Provide them with services that ensure individual wellbeing.

14 please refer to the Fact Book for more comparative information by program characteristic.
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We determined that the City’s shelters reflect these objectives to different degrees in practice based on
their own operational priority. Based on interviews with DCR management and service providers, shelter
site visits, shelter contracts, and programmatic information on service providers’ website, we
determined that, due to these different operational priorities, making comparisons across all shelters
might not provide meaningful comparative data to draw distinctive, accurate conclusions. Instead, we
built on those three previously identified objectives of the City’s shelter system as a whole to establish
three operational priorities and grouped each of the City’s 17 shelters accordingly, as shown in the
following figure.

Figure 7. City Shelters by Operational Priority

Sheltering Unsheltered Resolving Homelessness
and Supporting Long-

Term Wellness

Resolving a Crisis/
Emergency Situation

PEH and Supporting
Housing Progress

A

Reduce unsheltered homelessness

Ensure immediate safety of PEH
and provide some emergency
relief/stabilization and may offer
additional support services; PEH
enter shelters through placement
by DCR’s street outreach team.

and provide some services to assist
PEH in making progress towards

addressing their homelessness and
facilitate positive or improved exits;

Provide wraparound care to clients
to resolve a client’s homelessness
and support long-term wellness
and personal success; tend to be
non-City designed.

with 1 exception, PEH enter shelters
through CAS.

I Miller Park SafeGround ) Roseville Road Campus* [ EBH at the Grove
[ Outreach and Engagement Center [ XStreet Navigation Center P CoRWomen and Family Shelter
[ Roseville Road Campus* I Meadowview Navigation Center » Sacramento LGBT STEP
[ North 5" Navigation Center [ The Village Shelter
» City Motel Program [» Common Ground Shelter
I WEAVE
[ st John’s Program for Real Change
. Active shelter as of June 30, 2025
Next Step TLC
Active shelter as of June 30, 2025, but no invoices
Sacramento LGBT TLP

. Inactive shelter as of June 30, 2025 Sacramento LGBT Host Homes

* Roseville Road Campus exhibits similarities to both groups that it included under and may be compared to both groups during our analysis.

Source: Auditor generated based on interviews with DCR management and service providers, shelter site visits,
shelter contracts, and programmatic information on service providers’ website.
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The three operational priorities can be categorized as follows:

1. Resolving a crisis/emergency situation: These shelters primarily serve as emergency or
street outreach destinations that bring unsheltered individuals indoors, provide
immediate safety and stabilization, and connect clients to services and longer-term
shelter programs. Clients often enter through DCR outreach efforts in the community
and may need additional time to adapt to a shelter environment or engage in services.
Roseville Road Campus was included in this group because of how clients enter the
program, their higher acuity levels, and their level of readiness to engage.

2. Sheltering unsheltered PEH and supporting housing progress: These shelters focus on
reducing unsheltered homelessness by providing stabilization, supportive services, and
pathways toward improved or permanent housing outcomes. These programs are more
directly structured around the City’s emergency sheltering objectives and stabilization
priorities. On average, these are the largest programs by client capacity and most clients
enter through the Coordinated Access System (CAS). Programs in this group include
Roseville Road Campus, the City’s navigation centers, and the City Motel Program.

3. Resolving homelessness and supporting long-term wellness: While these shelters also
provide shelter and stabilization service, these programs place a stronger emphasis on
resolving homelessness through intensive wraparound services and longer-term
wellness support. These programs differ from those in the other two groups in that
most operate as part of the service provider’s broader portfolio of homeless services
rather than being designed primarily around local shelter system objectives. These
programs also intentionally serve specific subpopulations, such as transitional age youth
(TAY), women and children, domestic violence survivors, and individuals with substance
use disorders.

Overall, the City’s shelters operate with different program goals, populations, and service models, which
affects how shelter performance should be evaluated. Some shelters primarily focus on bringing people
indoors and addressing immediate safety needs, while others emphasize stabilization, housing progress,
or long-term wellness through more intensive supportive services. As a result, comparing all shelters
using the same measures may not provide a complete or accurate understanding of program
performance or outcomes.

Physical Design

The City’s shelters differ considerably in their physical configuration, specifically their level of congregate
living and the type of sleeping structure. City shelters in our review scope can be grouped into five levels
of congregate living ranging from fully congregate (such that both sleeping and common spaces are
shared) to fully non-congregate settings (such that both rooms and bathrooms are not shared with non-
household members), as well as safe ground programs. Sleeping structures range from large sleeping
facilities in Sprung structures or repurposed buildings, to motel rooms, pallet homes, cabins, houses,
dormitory-style buildings, and safe ground sites. These differences influence shelter capacity, privacy,
maintenance needs, and how services are delivered. Shelter design also affects the client experience,
including personal space, safety, and the ability of providers to monitor and respond to incidents. We
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depict the above types into varying levels of congregate living, including safe grounds, and list the active
shelters in each category in the following figure.

Figure 8. Level of Congregate Living

Miller Park (outdoors in tents/trailers)

C|> =)o
o)
=)o

g) A

Safe Grounds

X Street (Sprung structure)

Fully Congregate Meadowview (Sprung structure)

North 5% (repurposed building)

OEC (repurposed building)

. Common Ground (house)
[ STEP (house)
@@@ g r\]‘@ﬁ] [ TLP (house)

[ saint John’s (dormitory)

Semi-Congregate

[ Roseville Road (Pallet homes and trailers)

Partially . [ EBH at the Grove (cabins)
Q
Non-Congregate @ g [m [ The Village (house)

I WEAVE (dormitory)
Fully /\
Non-Congregate 2

B saint John’s (dormitory)

o]
(h'P g (@ g P city Motel Program (motel rooms)
|:| Designated site Q Living quarters/building unit g Bathroom facility Fljo—o Vehicle
[s}e)y=] ﬁ
rh]ThJThP Multiple people who are not part of the same household unit m Individual or household unit A Tent

Source: Auditor generated based on shelter site visits and service provider contracts.

Note: Saint John’s is included in two categories as it depends on the client’s household size. For example, a single-
person household may have roommates while someone with multiple children may get their own room.
Additionally, trailers at Roseville Road were being phased out during our review period.
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As the figure illustrates, the five levels of congregate living ranging from fully congregate to fully non-
congregate settings, as well as safe grounds programs. Each model presents different operational
tradeoffs related to privacy, social interaction, supervision, and adaptability to shelter environments.
These distinctions are important when evaluating shelter operations, client experiences, and program
outcomes across the City’s shelter system.

Operational Capacity

The operational capacity of our City-funded shelters active > during the scope of the audit was 1,314
shelter beds, ranging from 2 beds in TLP to 550 in the City Motel Program. Miller Park adds another 150
in capacity, although the program was inactive in FY24 through FY25. The figure proportionally
illustrates shelter capacity across the City’s programs, including the relative share represented by each
program and program grouping based on DCR’s classifications.

15 This count excludes the 25 beds in the Next Step TLC program because despite being an active shelter program,
the beds are not being used by City-funded clients.
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Figure 9. Capacity of City Shelters

Non-congregate Congregate Safe grounds Women and children TAY

North 5th (163) Roseville Road (150)

X Street (100) OEC (75)

Miller Park (150)

SaintJohn's (50)

Common The
Ground  Village
(20) (15)

TLP (2)
City Motel Program (550) Meadowview (100) EBH at the Grove (50) STEP (12)

Source: Auditor generated based on service provider contracts, information provided by DCR, and Coordinated
Access System data.
Note: Some programs are only partially funded by the City, so only City-funded beds are included in this figure.

Funding Streams

The City’s shelter system relies heavily on state homelessness funding programs, particularly the
Homeless Housing, Assistance and Prevention (HHAP) program, which supports shelters and related
homeless services under a Housing First approach. Since 2020, the City has received approximately
$104.8 million in HHAP funding, supplemented at times by General Fund resources and special trust
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funds. Housing First programs are intended to reduce barriers to shelter and housing access while
providing voluntary supportive services.

Future funding for homelessness programs appears increasingly uncertain. According to DCR, the City’s
HHAP-6 allocation was reduced by more than 40 percent compared to HHAP-5, and the proposed HHAP-
7 allocation would reduce funding by an additional 50 percent from HHAP-6 levels. At the federal level,
proposed policy changes announced in November 2025 could reduce long-term housing assistance
nationwide by shifting funding toward shorter-term programs. These reductions could place additional
strain on the City’s shelter system and increase the importance of improving shelter capacity, efficiency,
and long-term housing outcomes.

Subpopulation Served

City-funded shelter programs are designed to serve a range of populations with differing needs,
vulnerabilities, and barriers to housing stability. Programs commonly target groups based on factors
such as age, gender, family status, or experiences with violence, and these characteristics influence both
shelter design and the services provided.

Examples of targeted populations include domestic violence survivors, TAY, women, and families
experiencing homelessness. Specialized shelter programs are structured to address the unique
challenges these groups face, such as safety concerns, lack of independent living experience, childcare
needs, or limited family shelter availability. As a result, shelter models and supportive services vary
depending on the population being served.

Shelter Entry Methods

The City’s shelter programs offer multiple entry points through which PEH can connect to critical and
immediate support. Depending on the shelter’s entry process, entry into the shelter programs can occur
through street outreach, the Coordinated Access System (CAS), ¢ or through contact with a program’s
network. The pathway through which an individual accesses shelter can reflect their readiness to engage
with services. Recognizing these differences allows shelters and case managers to tailor engagement
strategies, ensuring individuals are better prepared to benefit from the services offered.

DCR Referrals Through Street Outreach

DCR’s outreach team engages with people experiencing homelessness in encampments and other public
areas and relies on certain shelters for immediate placement outside of the CAS, which is important
because most CAS shelters do not accept walk-ins and placements may involve wait times. Individuals
entering shelter through street outreach often do so unexpectedly, such as during encampment
cleanups or outreach engagements, and may therefore be less prepared or willing to engage with
services immediately. Shelters using this approach include Miller Park, the Outreach and Engagement
Center, and Roseville Road.

16 For more CAS, please refer to the section titled “Supporting the Homeless Response System” starting on page 13
(PDF page 14) of our Preliminary Report on the City's Homeless Response.
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Coordinated Access System (CAS)

CAS is the region’s centralized process for connecting people experiencing homelessness to shelter and
other homeless services. Through CAS, individuals contact 2-1-1, complete an assessment of their needs
and vulnerabilities, are prioritized based on factors such as health conditions and length of
homelessness, and are referred to available shelter beds that align with their needs and preferences.
According to service providers and DCR, individuals who seek shelter through CAS are often more
prepared to engage with services and begin working toward housing stability.

Other Access Points

Some shelters, particularly those focused on long-term wellness and serving specific populations, use
additional intake pathways beyond street outreach and CAS. For example, clients may be connected to
CAS through walk-ups and drop-in centers before being placed in that shelter program. For some
shelters, clients may also call in directly or walk into the shelter to be placed on shelter-specific waitlists
maintained directly by the shelter operator.

Service Delivery
At each service provider’s discretion, the type and quantity of services provided at or made available
through each shelter program vary. In general, these services fall in three categories:

1. Basic support service: These services include meals, laundry, access to bathrooms and showers,
as well as helping clients adjust to shelter routines and daily living expectations. These services
are typically provided directly by the shelter operator.

2. Case management services: These services involve assessing client needs, developing
individualized service plans, connecting clients to resources, and helping them work toward
housing and stability goals. Common activities include helping clients obtain identification
documents, apply for benefits, and identify suitable housing options, although some processes
depend on external agencies.

3. Targeted services: These services address specific client needs, such as physical and behavioral
health, substance use treatment, employment support, legal assistance, financial management,
and parenting support, and may be provided directly or through partner organizations.

The method of service delivery also differs between service providers and shelters. This applies to both
the physical accessibility of services and how the service is paid for.

First, services may be provided onsite or offsite depending on the type of assistance offered. While
some services, such as obtaining identification documents, typically require offsite visits, providers
reported that onsite services like healthcare, job support, or street medicine can improve client
engagement by reducing transportation and access barriers. Providers also noted that making services
visible and easily accessible within shelters can encourage additional clients to participate. In addition,
some service providers operate drop-in centers that centralize access to a broader range of supportive
services for both shelter clients and the public.

Second, Service providers may deliver services directly or rely on community partners. Some providers
use dedicated care teams with specialized staff, such as a housing navigation specialist or substance use
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counselors, to deliver wraparound services they consider critical to client success. Others connect clients
to outside organizations through referrals or partnerships, including providers that offer onsite services,
such as street medicine teams, at no direct cost to the shelter program or the City.

In addition to formal services, providers often use informal activities, such as yoga classes, group
meetings, and alumni networks, to build community and create a more welcoming shelter environment.
Providers reported these activities can improve client engagement and retention.

Staffing levels, particularly case manager-to-client ratios, also affect service delivery. Providers reported
that smaller shelters generally have fewer clients per staff member, allowing for more individualized
attention and support, while larger shelters benefit from greater scale and operational efficiency.

Overview of Shelter Performance

Shelter performance is often assessed using a range of measures related to occupancy, client flow,
services provided, total cost, per client or per bed costs, and housing outcomes. Housing outcomes are
typically determined based on clients’ exit destinations upon leaving sheltering programs. For this
report, we define the City shelter housing outcomes as shown in the following figure.

Figure 10. Housing Outcome Definitions

Housing

Definition
Outcome

Exits to permanent housing destinations or other stable long-

Positive Exits term living situations.

Exits to temporary but more stable or supportive environments,
Improved Exits such as transitional housing, interim housing, or treatment-

Improved focused facilities.

(non-permanent)

Exits to another shelter program, institutional settings (jail,

Neutral Exits prison, or juvenile detention facilities), or program re-enrollees.

Exits to homelessness, other less stable housing situations, or

Negative Exits client death.

Clients’ exit destinations were not known or communicated to

Unknown Exits the service provider at the time of exit.

1) Exits to destinations outside the region, including out-of-
state relocations or other locations outside the local
service area; and

2) Exits associated reflect administrative data entry errors or

Other other non-outcome-related system actions.

These two types of exit destinations represent a comparatively
small percentage of overall exits with minimal impact on our
analysis.
Source: Auditor generated based on analysis of HMIS data.
Note: Improved (non-permanent) exits include both improved and neutral exits; this term is consistent with how
DCR categorizes exit destinations. We use both types of categorizations in this report and the accompanying Fact
Book depending on the analysis.
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The following figure illustrates a high-level overview of client flow through the City’s shelter system,
including common pathways into City shelter programs and the types of exits reported across programs.

Figure 11. Example of Client Flow Through the City’s Sheltering Programs
methods
1%

34%

Improved
28% (non-permanent)
exits

City

Sheltering
Programs

39%
65%

Source: Auditor generated based on interviews with DCR and service providers, review of HMIS data, and review of
shelter contracts.

Note: WEAVE is excluded because exit destination data was not available in HMIS. Additionally, the table does not
represent all pathways from the three entry methods to non-City sheltering programs.

As shown in the figure, approximately 65 percent of stays are associated with clients entering the City’s
sheltering programs through CAS, followed by approximately 34 percent entering directly from street
outreach. The remaining clients entered through other methods. Across all programs, approximately 20
percent of exits were to permanent destinations, 28 percent were to improved but not permanent
destinations, 39 percent were to negative exits, and 12 percent were to unknown destinations.’

Overall, the figure shows that the City’s sheltering system relies heavily on centralized intake and street
outreach, while client outcomes vary across exit types.

17 The remaining difference equals less than 1% and includes exits out of the Sacramento region and administrative
data errors.
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Summary of Shelter Performance Metrics

To provide a snapshot of how the City’s shelters are performing comparatively, we created the following
table of operational and performance metrics. The following table provides a one-page summary of key
guantitative metrics by shelter, including commonly referenced indicators such as length of stay and
positive exits. These numbers were calculated using available data for FY24 and FY25®8 without any
adjustment for differences in client circumstances or program intent. The metrics do not by themselves
indicate whether performance is consistent with operational priorities, allocated resources, or client
needs and are subject to interpretation in the context of this audit’s findings and analysis.

We also include a notes and definitions page to provide some additional information on what these
metrics mean and what should be considered. Later sections of this report explain how some of these
metrics relate to the shelters’ roles in stabilization, system efficiency, and housing outcomes.

18 With the exception of Miller Park, which used an alternative two-year period of January 1, 2022 through January
31, 2024.
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Performance and Operational Metrics for the City’s Homeless Sheltering Programs in FY24-FY25 - Highlights

Safe
. L . Camping
DCR Groupings — Congregate Non-Congregate Transitional Aged Youth (TAY) Women and Children /Parking
. Outreach
Sheltering Programs and Roseville e Gonnnon The Vill
N . at the CRYIFTeT)
Meadowview | X Street North 5th | Engagement Road City MOtil Grove Sac LGZBT Sac L(iBT L] (Waking the
. Center Campus Program STEP TLP: (Wind Youth :
(active as of June 30, (OEC: (South) (The Grove) Service) Village)
2025) Auburryl)
Total stays 752 719 1,082 1,845 418 2,183 414 139 9 318 96 15 - 368
Total exits 666 627 951 1,789 305 1,582 367 126 7 303 85 98 - 368
Length of stay (days) 115 104 130 22 108 192 94 54 175 39 120 146 - 65
(average for exited clients)
Permanent exits 22% 22% 17% 4% 22% 33% 53% 15% 67% 8% 31% 16% - 10%
Improved exits 17% 17% 30% 44% 13% 14% 19% 48% 1% 28% 62% 57% = 37%
(non-permanent)
2‘;?::"’9 + unknown 61% 61% 53% 50% 65% 52% 28% 37% 22% 64% 7% 27% - 52%
Total cost $6.41 M $7.14 M $5.59 M $6.57 M $5.74 M $14.97 M $4.74 M $1.27 M $0.17 M $1.04 M $1.28 M $2.31 M $1.05M $4.66 M
Cost per exit $8,385 $9,441 $5,218 $3,336 $11,275 $6,997 $10,701 $8,518 $18,508 $3,029 $12,392 $20,532 - $12,669
Cost per occupied
bed per night $90 $100 $53 $160 $96 $38 $130 $176 $130 $83 $124 $175 $53 $107
S:Ifst of permanent $2.01 M $221M  $1.41M $0.37 M $1.46 M $4.44 M $2.55 M $0.24 M $0.09 M $0.09 M $0.29 M $0.40 M - $0.71 M
ol Lo $0.99 M $1.01M  $1.41M $3.56 M $0.50 M $1.43M $0.78 M $0.61 M $0.03 M $0.35 M $0.73 M $1.41M - $1.93M
exits (non-permanent)
Cost of negative +
unknown exits $2.58 M $2.71M $2.14 M $2.00 M $1.48 M $5.10 M $0.60 M $0.23 M $0.01 M $0.48 M $0.03 M $0.20 M - $2.02 M
Facility cost $1.08 M $1.27M $0.16 M $0.28 M $0.36 M $12.16 M $0.09 M $0.28 M $0.06 M $0.18 M $0.18 M $0.32 M $0.15 M $0.19 M
Services cost $0.55 M $0.53 M $0.79 M $0.18 M $0.48 M $1.82M $0.42 M $0.43 M - $0.08 M $0.19 M $0.59 M $0.51 M $0.16 M
Coupty-;:rowded No Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes No No Yes No No No ©
services
Req_ul_red _ser7V|ce No No No Yes No No No No No No No Yes No -
participation
(Tir?;ﬂlssfn'l‘;)ices 720,242 1,497,883 8,146 261,905 13,503 19,865 297,360 194 83 388 1,156 1,921 = 4,459
Services per client 958 2,083 8 142 32 9 718 1 9 1 12 17 - 12
Case manager to 24:1 25:1 26:1 43:1 19:1 50:1 10:1 6:1 5:1 17:1 7:1 24:1 10:1 20:1
client ratio!
Z‘i*:r’"tces cost per $726 $742 $726 $99 $1,141 $834 $1,019 $3,106 - $241 $2,027 $5,082 - $446
“Doc-ready” clients 59% 68% 66% 32% 90% 66% 63% 72% 100% 45% 100% 41% 53% =
Sq. ft. of parcel 171,626 77,101 211,702 3,343,666 326,700 ?3&;7332' 13,939 3,246 6,098 4,792 6,290 84,942 - 2,320,876
Operational capacity 100 100 163 75 150 550 50 12 2 20 15 50 27 150

Shelter utilization rate 97% 98% 89% 90% 74% 99% 100% 81% 7% 86% 95% 36% - 40%



Notes

1. The City Motel Program uses a 550 operational capacity for its approximate 220 rooms as of May 2025, which aligns with the end of our review period. However, this capacity is not static and may change based on room availability,
changes in motel contractors, and variations in the number of clients assigned per room based on family size. As of May 2026, the estimated capacity is 615 clients. Additionally, the “doc-ready” clients only includes adults, but children

in the same household share the same “doc-ready” status. Finally, because members of the same household, with households averaging 3.1 people, typically share motel rooms, this program currently has a lower cost per bed per
night than other programs as it averages 2.5 occupants per room; however, these cost efficiencies may not be directly replicable if this motel program were to serve single adults, who would likely require individual rooms or have

lower room occupancy levels.

2. Applicable reported metrics were adjusted to reflect the City’s contribution to each respective program’s budget.

3. Due to confidentiality reasons, WEAVE does not enter actual client data into HMIS. To ensure confidentiality, we only requested anonymized data to calculate the doc-ready statuses of clients for the period of January 12, 2026
through February 12, 2026. As such, the cost per occupied bed per night number is based on contracted operational capacity and other metrics are left blank.

4.  We used an alternative two-year period for Miller Park, which is the City’s only safe camping/parking program in our review period. The 2-year period covers its full operational period, from early 2022 through early 2024. Since it is an
inactive program, there is no data on “doc-ready” clients.

5. Not all exit destinations were included in this table, such as exits to other regions and administrative misenrollment errors. As such, the total for positive, improved (non-permanent), and negative + unknown exits might not equal 100

percent.

6.  According to DCR management, County staff were assigned to some City sheltering programs in early 2025 as part of a significant programming shift under the existing City-County Partnership Agreement.

7.  Sheltering programs that are fully or partially funded through state grants may be prohibited from requiring service participation under Housing First requirements. Accordingly, “No” designations for this metric may reflect funding
requirements rather than program-level policy choices.

8.  Several programs offer services that are separately funded, including case managers. As such, we use the full program’s average occupancy and not the City-funded portion for this calculation. Additionally, case management tasks
may be carried out by other staff if there are vacancies.

Definitions

Total stays

Total exits

Length of stay

Permanent exits

Improved exits (non-permanent)
Negative + unknown exits

Total cost

Cost per exit

Cost per occupied bed per night
Cost of positive exits

Cost of improved exits (non-permanent)
Cost of negative + unknown exits
Facility cost

Services cost

County-provided services
Required service participation
Total services (in HMIS only)
Services per client

Case manager to client ratio

Services cost per client
“Doc-ready” clients
Sq. ft. of parcel
Operational capacity

Shelter utilization rate

Total number of unique stays during the review period. Clients can stay more than once at the same shelter.

Total number of exits from the program during the review period. Clients can stay more than once at the same shelter, therefore have more than one exit.
Average number of days exited clients stayed in the program.

Percent of exits (out of program total) to permanent housing destinations; includes permanent supportive housing program.

Percent of exits (out of program total) to improved but non-permanent living situations; includes exits to other sheltering programs and treatment facilities.
Percent of exits (out of program total) to negative situations, such as returns to homelessness, or unknown destinations.

Total program costs during the review period.

Average cost of each program exit.

Average cost per bed per night based on actual use of shelter beds and not on the sheltering program’s capacity.

Share of costs associated with permanent client exits.

Share of costs associated with clients exiting to improved but non-permanent living situations.

Share of costs associated with negative and unknown client exits.

Costs related to the set up and maintenance of the shelter facility, including amortized capital and other startup costs.

Costs related to client services and program support activities; includes case managers, financial assistance for housing, and specialized client services.
Whether County agencies provide onsite or coordinated services at the shelter.

Whether clients are required to participate in services to remain in the program.

Total number of services recorded in HMIS during the review period; excludes services recorded in other case management systems used by service providers.
Average number of recorded services provided per client, based on the number of services recorded in HMIS and all active clients in our review period.
Ratio of case management staff to clients served. This does not include services provided by other staff, such as onsite staff or other specialty services.
Average service-related cost per client served.

Percentage of clients identified as having documentation needed for benefits and housing placement, either permanent housing (PH) or permanent supportive housing (PSH) for the month
of January 12, 2026 through February 12, 2026 out of all clients that were enrolled during that period.

Total square footage of the parcel on which the sheltering program is located. Does not account for total usable floor space if site has multiple stories, may include other programs operated
by the service provider that are not funded by the City, and may include areas not used for sheltering.

Maximum number of clients the shelter is intended to serve based on operations as of June 30, 2025 (adjusted for City-funded beds).

Average percentage of available shelter capacity that was occupied during the review period; the City Motel Program excludes data for the first 3 months in our review period due to
changes in operational capacity.



Good Neighbor Policies

As outlined in the City’s 2021 Master Siting Plan, Good Neighbor Policies are site-specific agreements
between the City, service providers, and surrounding communities designed to proactively address
issues associated with shelter operations by establishing shared expectations, roles, and communication
protocols. These policies define key elements such as program operations, safety measures, conduct
expectations, and issue resolution processes, and serve as a central mechanism for balancing the City’s
efforts to provide services to persons experiencing homelessness with the need to maintain
neighborhood safety, accountability, and quality of life. While guided by a common framework, they are
intended to be tailored to each site, resulting in variation in structure and implementation based on
local conditions and stakeholder needs.

In practice, Good Neighbor Policies play an important role in balancing the City’s efforts to provide
shelter and services to PEH with the need to address concerns from surrounding communities. Prior City
leadership has described these policies as establishing clear operational standards, ensuring safety and
security for both shelter residents and neighbors, and supporting ongoing communication and
accountability. In doing so, the City positioned Good Neighbor Policies as a key mechanism to support
effective shelter operations while maintaining neighborhood safety and quality of life.

The effectiveness of these policies can influence day-to-day shelter operations, the extent to which
community concerns are addressed, and the City’s ability to sustain and expand shelter capacity.
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Objective, Scope, and Methodology

The objective of this audit was to understand which sheltering program types are most cost-effective
and successful in helping individuals transition to stable housing, which is critical to improving outcomes
and guiding future investments. This included identifying and categorizing the types of homeless
sheltering programs funded or operated by the City and assessing the costs associated with each type of
program, including per-bed and per-client costs. This also included evaluating the effectiveness of
different sheltering program types in supporting exits to permanent housing, identifying characteristics
or operational practices associated with higher positive exit rates, assessing how shelter services
address subpopulation needs, and providing recommendations for improving the efficiency and impact
of our sheltering system. Finally, our objective included reviewing and assessing the Good Neighbor
policies for these sheltering programs.

More generally, the audit focused on homeless sheltering programs operated or funded by the City
during fiscal year 2022-2023 (FY23), fiscal year 2023-2024 (FY24), and fiscal year 2024-2025 (FY25).
However, certain analyses focused primarily on FY24 and FY25 based on data availability and the
relevance of more current information. Additionally, the nature of the audit work required that some
information is from fiscal year 2025-2026 (FY26). For example, site visits and observations necessarily
reflected current operating conditions, procedures and practices may have changed over time, and
certain data was not consistently available for earlier periods.

As part of this audit, we interviewed DCR staff and 10 service providers to understand current policies
and procedures for managing daily operations, providing case management and other services to
clients, maintaining client records, upholding program rules, and addressing onsite and neighborhood
conditions. We visited all 13 active sheltering sites, reviewed 72 contracts that were effective between
FY23 and FY25, and requested additional client data on intermediate milestones for a one-month period
in FY26.

We also conducted additional research on existing shelter types and identified characteristics associated
with these sheltering programs, such as service models, target populations, physical configurations,
staffing approaches, program size, and operational priorities—to support figures depicted in our
accompanying Fact Book, facilitate more informed comparisons across programs, and provide context
for differences in program costs and outcomes. As mentioned in the beginning of the report, we created
the accompanying Fact Book as a supplement to this audit report to present comprehensive, factual
information about the various sheltering programs.

During our fieldwork, we analyzed data from the Homeless Management Information System (HMIS),
including shelter entry and exit records from the GNRL220 reports and client services data from the
GNRL400 reports. We compared operational and performance metrics across sheltering programs,
identified program characteristics that may influence these metrics, and analyzed whether services

Office of the City Auditor June 2026

35



affected housing outcomes. The analysis covered 8,885 program stays across 12 of the 13° active
programs for FY24 and FY25, as well as Miller Park? for an alternative two-year period from
approximately January 2022 through January 2024, which reflects the program’s full two years of
operations.

To understand how the City allocates funding across shelter programs, we compiled and assessed cost
information?2® 22 for the two most recent fiscal years (FY24 and FY25) from a variety of sources, including
service provider invoices, accounting journals, the City’s general ledger, the City’s main energy system,
and information provided by DCR. Similar to our HMIS analysis for Miller Park, we used an alternative
two-year period that covered the program’s approximate two years of operations. Our analysis also
included amortizing startup costs, primarily capital and facility-related costs, that were incurred prior to
our review period to more accurately account for those expenditures over time. We determined the
cost per stay, cost per bed per night, and proportional costs associated with each exit destination. We
calculated the proportion of costs associated with typical cost categories, which include facilities,
operations, staffing, direct client services, and administrative/indirect costs. Additionally, we estimated
the proportion of costs associated with the two primary shelter program roles: stabilizing clients and
providing services.

In our review of capacity limitations at various sheltering sites, we examined existing regulatory and
operational capacity limits, interviewed City staff to understand how capacity limits were determined,
and assessed how adding additional clients at certain sheltering sites could affect space per person and
cost per bed per night.

Finally, to evaluate the effectiveness of Good Neighbor Policies for various sheltering programs, we
assessed police and 311 homeless call data to establish areas of high call volume by neighborhood and
surveyed neighbors for firsthand feedback. We also compared language across the various shelters’
Good Neighbor Policies, interviewed survey providers on their specific practices, and researched

1% Due to confidentiality reasons, WEAVE does not use HMIS to track client and services data and was therefore
excluded from our HMIS analysis.

20 This was the City’s only safe camping/parking program in our review period and was included to provide context
for currently proposed programs.

21 Our cost analysis only reflects City funding and does not capture supplemental funding sources that service
providers may use to support operations. Additionally, cost information for two programs administered indirectly
through the Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency (SHRA) partially relied on estimates as detailed cost
data for the review period was not fully available.

22 Qur cost analysis does not include administrative costs incurred by DCR in administering these shelter programs
and only includes programmatic costs attributable to each shelter.
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comparable policies for other jurisdictions, including the County’s Stockton Boulevard Safe Stay
shelter, and similar industries. Finally, we reviewed the Incident Management Team’s response
protocol and reviewed the Sacramento Police Department’s dispatch call prioritization procedures.

23 Stockton Boulevard Safe Stay shelter is a County-operated and funded shelter and the City helps place PEH at
the shelter through DCR’s outreach program. Despite not being a City-funded or operated shelter, we also
conducted a site visit to this shelter.
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Finding 1: Differences in Shelter Costs May Reflect Program
Design but the City Has Not Defined When Higher Costs Are
Justified

Providing shelter to individuals experiencing homelessness is a costly endeavor, and the demand for
shelter consistently outpaces the resources available to meet it. Cities across the country are grappling
with the challenge of stretching limited funding to shelter as many people as possible while supporting
and guiding clients out of homelessness. The City has spent approximately $63.2 million?* on its
sheltering programs in fiscal years 2023-24 (FY24) through 2024-25 (FY25).2°> An estimated 27 percent
came from City funds, specifically the General Fund and Measure U Fund, while the remaining 73
percent came from other sources, including Homeless Housing, Assistance, and Prevention (HHAP)
funds. This level of funding reflects the significant investment required to address homelessness in the
community. DCR has worked with providers to negotiate contract costs and manage spending, especially
as homelessness grant funding has decreased in recent years. More broadly, these cost decisions
implicitly involve making tradeoffs between how many people are served and how effectively programs
support client outcomes. Allocating more funding to one approach effectively, either by choice or due to
necessary expenses, reduces the resources available for others.

Differences in shelter costs appear to reflect program design, operating models, and facility types, but
the City has not clearly defined or evaluated the tradeoffs between maximizing shelter capacity and
investing in services that may improve client outcomes.?® These tradeoffs are reflected in both how
much the City spends on different program types and how those programs allocate their costs. Some

24 We included the City of Refuge’s Women and Family Shelter Project in analyses related to total cost because
invoice data was available for the first two months of FY24. However, because the contract ended in August 2023,
no additional costs were incurred during the remainder of FY24 or FY25. Therefore, the program is excluded from
shelter-level comparative analyses to ensure consistent comparisons across shelters with more complete cost
data.

25 The Miller Park SafeGround did not operate in these two fiscal years. However, as it is the only safe camping and
safe parking model in our group of shelters, we included the program in our cost analysis and adjusted the review
period to their approximate two years of operations, with invoices covering February 2022 through March 2024.
Our analysis on Miller Park’s outcomes also covers their full two-year operational period.

26 Released in 2024, All in Sacramento is Sacramento’s regionally coordinated homeless action plan (RCHAP). It
serves as a guide for regional partners to build upon previous progress and momentum with an actionable plan
that sets the course for creating a system that is responsive to the needs of Sacramento neighbors facing
homelessness. The plan identifies eight solution areas, of which the City co-leads three areas—specifically
outreach and engagement, emergency shelter and interim housing, and permanent supportive housing—with
other agencies. DCR specifically leads the outreach and sheltering areas, which focus first on reducing unsheltered
homelessness.
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programs receive more total funding and each program allocates resources somewhat differently,
leading to different cost structures. At the same time, differences in program costs are not driven by
these tradeoffs alone. They are also influenced by factors such as the number of participants specified in
provider contracts, policy decisions that shape program size, and the availability of potential sheltering
sites.

However, without a framework to define and evaluate those tradeoffs, it is difficult to clearly assess
program value and understand how different approaches support system goals.

Based on our review of available cost information, we found that:

e Total shelter costs and cost structures vary across program types, reflecting differences in
program design and facility type;

e  Cost structures primarily support sheltering and stabilization functions rather than longer term
outcomes;

e Costs per bed and per exit vary across programs without clear alignment to operational
priorities; and

e Similar outcomes may be achieved at different cost levels.

We believe that developing a methodology for evaluating shelter cost efficiency relative to program
type, intended function, and expected outcomes can provide clarity on cost variations across shelter
programs. Additionally, using this methodology to assess any variations in expenditures may allow the
City to identify opportunities to reduce costs while maintaining intended service levels and outcomes.

Total Shelter Costs and Cost Structures Vary Across Program Types, Reflecting
Differences in Program Design and Facility Type

Shelter programs funded by the City vary in both total cost and how those costs are structured. This
generally reflects differences in program design, operational models, and facility types.

Figure 12 presents total program expenditure and average occupancy, or the average number of actual
clients served by the shelter program at any time,?’ by shelter and by shelter group.?® As shown in the

27 Some shelters changed their operational capacity in our review period, which affects the average occupancy
more than shelters with a consistent operational capacity. Additionally, this only includes the portion of beds that
the City funds. For programs that are partially funded by the City, the beds that are not funded by the City are not
included in this figure.

28 As referenced throughout this report, we categorized the shelters intro three groups: 1) resolving a crisis/
emergency situation (“Resolving Crisis” in the figure); 2) sheltering unsheltered PEH and supporting housing
progress (“Sheltering” in the figure); and 3) resolving homelessness and supporting long-term wellness (“Resolving
Homelessness” in the figure).
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figure, the City Motel Program has the highest program expenditure at $15 million and serves the
highest number of clients at 546 on average, while TLP has the lowest program expenditure at $0.2
million and serves the lowest number of clients at 2 on average.?® The remaining programs are also
generally reflective of the number of clients served at one time,>° and shelters within the same groups
are within a similar range.

2% We analyze the cost per client in a later section in this finding.

30 The average occupancy, or the average number of clients served at one time, is not the total number of stays in
our review period, which is not reflected in the following figure.
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Figure 12. Total Program Expenditures and Average Occupancy by Shelter and Shelter Group for FY24-
FY25
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Source: Auditor generated based on service provider invoices, accounting journals, the City’s general ledger, the
City’s primary energy system, and information provided by DCR.

Note: For programs that are partially funded by the City, the beds that are not funded by the City are not included
in this figure. Additionally, WEAVE’s average occupancy is based on capacity due to limited HMIS data. Finally
Roseville Road is listed once for brevity although it was categorized under two groups based on their operational
priority, but is not shown here under the “Resolving Crisis” group.
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In addition to reviewing total costs, we also assessed each shelter program’s cost structure. We used
existing expenditure groupings within invoices to sort each shelter program’s costs into six cost
categories: facility (non-service provider3?), facility, operations, staffing, direct client services, and
administrative/indirect costs. Figure 13 defines these cost categories and provides examples of which
expenditure types were included in our analysis.

Figure 13. Cost Category Definitions and Examples

Facility Costs (Non-Service Provider)

Costs that the City paid for directly instead of through the service provider that are associated with
the physical space used to operate the shelter, including motel rooms, capital costs, repairs, pallet
homes, tents, and utilities at City sites.

Facility Costs

Costs associated with the physical space used to operate the shelter, including rent or lease
payments, utilities, maintenance, repairs, janitorial services, furniture, and other facility-related
services.

Operational Costs

o Costs required for the day-to-day functioning of the shelter, such as office supplies and furniture,
security, employee transportation, staff training, and other non-personnel expenses that support
o program operations.”

Staffing Costs

® _ ® | Personnel-related costs for staff who operate and support the shelter, including salaries, wages,
S benefits, and payroll-related expenses for executive management, program managers, onsite staff,
client services staff, and administrative staff.

Direct Client Services Costs

Administrative/Indirect Costs

B st S TR |

Source: Auditor generated based on service provider invoices, accounting journals, the City’s general ledger, the
City’s primary energy system, and information provided by DCR.

The next figure illustrates how total program costs are distributed across these six major cost categories.
Overall, the figure shows variation in cost distributions across shelters and groupings, but these patterns
are generally consistent with differences in program design. Cost structures reflect factors such as site

31 This is the only category that the City pays for directly. All other costs were incurred and paid through service
provider invoices.
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type, service delivery model, and program setup. The sections after the figure describe these patterns by
cost category, using the grouping most relevant to each type of cost, and providing separately calculated
averages by these various groupings, if relevant, for additional reference. As an example, facility costs
align with site structures, while direct client service costs reflect program models and priorities.
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Figure 14. Cost Structure Breakdown by Shelter for FY24-FY25
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Source: Auditor generated based on service provider invoices, accounting journals, the City’s general ledger, the

City’s primary energy system, and information provided by DCR.
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The figure illustrates clear observations related to facility costs when viewed by the type of site. Most
notably, the City Motel Program has the highest proportion of facility costs combined at 81 percent of
total cost, which includes both costs incurred separately and by the service provider, while all other
shelters average 13 percent. This is likely attributed to its use of motel rooms, which are non-congregate
and subject to a nightly room rate. For other site groupings, the figure also visually implies certain
patterns in cost structure. We specifically calculated that all facility costs out of program totals were:

e Lower on average at 4 percent for sites with existing infrastructure, such as the OEC, Roseville
Road, North 5™, and EBH at the Grove, as those do not to require as much additional
infrastructure investment;

e Higher on average at 17 percent for sites that have newly constructed shelter infrastructure,
such as Meadowview and X Street, in which costs are spread over a designated operating
period;3? and

e Even higher on average at 19 percent for shelter sites that are provider-owned or leased.

The previous figure also highlights other key observations. First, with the exception of the City Motel
Program, staffing costs represent the largest share of total program costs at every shelter, averaging 60
percent of program