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Upon release of this report, EveryOne Home would like to thank several people: 
 

• those people who participated in the survey, sharing their stories and circumstances with 
us; 

• all the service sites throughout Alameda County who provided current information about 
the number of people being served at their facilities and days and hours of operations 

• the twenty-eight service sites that graciously allowed our interview teams to be on-site 
during their busy days, for sharing their space with our teams, and graciously welcoming 
us;  

• shelter and transitional housing programs who took our calls, provided administrative 
data, or ensured up-to-date data entry in the county’s database system;  

• volunteer interviewers who attended training, practiced the survey instrument, and then 
contributed their day at service locations throughout the county at indoor and outdoor 
locations from the early morning through the evening to collect and document the 
valuable information of those people responding to the survey 

• the volunteers who served as Site Coordinators, attending lengthier training and 
coordinating all the field work in fast-paced environments with intense attention to detail; 

• and also to the funders of this project.   
 
 
 
The funding for this project was provided by the cities of Alameda, Albany, Berkeley, Dublin, 
Emeryville, Fremont, Hayward, Livermore, Newark, Oakland, Piedmont, Pleasanton, San Leandro, 
Union City, Alameda County Housing and Community Development Department, Alameda County 



2009 Alameda Countywide Homeless Count and Survey iv 

Social Services Agency, Alameda County Behavioral Health Care Services, and Alameda County 
Public Health Department through their contributions to EveryOne Home.  I am grateful for your 
partnership and dedication to ending homelessness together. 

 
I look forward to continuing to see the further reduction and elimination of homelessness in the next 
ten years as we together add additional housing capacity, connect people quickly to the resources 
they need, evaluate and improve our services, and invest new resources in successful programs. 
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ABSTRACT 
 
The 2009 Alameda Countywide Homeless Count and Survey provides a reliable estimate of the 
number of homeless persons (Literally Homeless) in Alameda County and of selected 
subpopulations within the homeless population.  In addition, the survey methodology facilitates 
estimation of numbers of persons and description of the characteristics of precariously housed 
persons (Hidden Homeless) and comparison with low-income Housed persons who use soup 
kitchen, food pantry, drop-in center, and mobile outreach services.  In a stratified, two-stage 
cluster sample design, interview sites were randomly selected from lists of four types of eligible 
services (the sample frame), and service users encountered at those sites were randomly selected 
for interview.  To obtain counts of homeless persons and subpopulations, this study 
supplemented survey estimates with administrative data counts of Sheltered persons residing in 
Emergency Shelters and Transitional Housing countywide on the target date, the night of January 
26, 2009.   

On one day, January 27, 2009, volunteers recruited and supervised by EveryOne Home, a 
collaborative community-based organization involving community stakeholders, providers and 
consumers of homeless housing and services, cities, and Alameda County government agencies 
representing homeless, HIV/AIDS, and mental health care service systems, surveyed 1,251 
clients of 27 homeless assistance services.  Data on survey sites and service use were used to 
calculate client-level weights to estimate the count of service users, including both housed and 
homeless persons.  The weighted sample yields a population estimate of 9,986, which, when 
supplemented by administrative data, yields a total of 10,567 adult users of services in Alameda 
County.  This estimate is a lower bound estimate because the survey sample frame did not 
include service sites such as jails, prisons, mental institutions, residential treatment centers, and 
group homes for disabled persons some proportion of whose clients include homeless persons.  
A second limiting factor is that interviews were conducted only in English. 

Using the HUD definition of homelessness, an estimated 3,347 homeless adults, accompanied by 
994 children, utilize homeless services in Alameda County.  Under a broader community 
definition, 5,304 homeless adults utilize homeless services, accompanied by 2,079 children.   
About one-third (1,099 persons) of the HUD-defined homeless adult service users are assessed as 
HUD-defined Chronically Homeless.  By definition, Chronically Homeless persons, are 
homeless long-term, disabled, and single, without accompanying children.  Under the 
community definition, 2,554 adult service users (48% of those found to be homeless under the 
community definition) meet the chronicity criterion of chronic homelessness, and they are 
accompanied by 385 children.  Using the community definition 2,122 adults, accompanied by 
336 children (40% of those homeless under the community definition), are estimated to be 
chronically homeless and disabled.   

Countywide just over half of adult persons utilizing services are males, and their mean age is 49 
years, but women comprise the majority of service users in South, East, and Mid County, and 
service users are youngest in South County (mean age 43).  The majority of homeless service 
users report their race/ethnicity as Black or African American, with significant numbers self-
reported as White or Hispanic.  One in seven (15%) service users has served in the U.S. military.   
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Overall, half of the members of the adult service-using population are individual adults living 
alone.  Just under one-quarter are adults in families with minor children, 15 percent are in 
couples with no children, and about 10 percent are single adults living with other adults.   

We estimate that the majority (56%) of service users utilize services in Oakland, followed by 
Mid County, Berkeley, South County, Other North County, and East County.  Within the county 
homeless persons with children are more likely to be served outside the urban centers of 
Oakland, Berkeley, and Other North County.  

After presentation of basic count information, which relies in part on administrative data, the 
remainder of the report presents only survey data.  In the combined results (administrative plus 
survey data) reported in the homeless count sections, survey data were the only basis for 
Unsheltered, Hidden Homeless, and Housed estimates.  Because use of administrative data was 
required for counts of residents in shelters and transitional housing, the survey design did not 
include either type of service site in the survey sample frame.  While many survey respondents at 
service sites reported residing in shelters, very few surveyed persons reported residing in 
transitional housing.  Thus, the Sheltered estimates from survey data alone are most 
representative of persons using Emergency Shelters on the target date and do not well reflect 
residents of transitional housing programs. 

Most findings in this report are displayed in one of two table formats. The main body of the 
report presents finding for four groups: sheltered homeless (11.1% of total service users), 
unsheltered homeless (16.6%), hidden homeless (19.6%), and housed (52.7%).  Most appendix 
tables display findings for the six regions of the county: Oakland (54.1% of service users 
countywide), Berkeley (13.0%), South County (7.4%), East County (5.0%), Mid County 
(14.3%), and Other North County (6.2%).  The survey questionnaire was designed to identify 
and define these housing subpopulations, and the sampling procedure was designed to support 
these estimates for the six regions of the county.  However, the number of persons in the survey 
sample does support some further examination of relationships among characteristics of service 
users.  For example, it was possible to examine resources reported by disabled persons, 
compared to those without disability.  Some data, such as age, race-ethnicity, and income sources 
were collected or reshaped to facilitate comparison with administrative data expected to be in use 
in the future. 

Respondents report a variety of cash assistance and other benefits, including marginal and 
temporary work.  Housed service users rely primarily on disability insurance, Social Security 
retirement, Food Stamps, and part-time employment income.  The income profile for hidden 
homeless service users differs, with members of the group more likely to receive income from 
Food Stamps, disability insurance, General Assistance, and full-time employment.  Unsheltered 
service users report income from Food Stamps, pan-handling/recycling, disability income, and 
General Assistance.  Sheltered service users resemble unsheltered service users, but with less 
reliance on pan-handling/recycling.  Considering all sources of work-related income – traditional 
and non-traditional, including unemployment insurance and pan-handling/recycling – no 
statistically significant difference in prevalence is evident across the four housing status groups. 

Total average monthly income for the population of service users residing with minor children 
that receives any money varies widely among those who are sheltered ($1,220), unsheltered 
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($631), hidden homeless ($632), and housed ($1,118).   For those in adult-only households the 
figures are sheltered ($764), unsheltered ($590), hidden homeless ($800), and housed ($1,030). 

Physical health, mental health, behavioral health, and other problems are widespread, with 67 
percent of housed and hidden homeless and 71 percent of literally homeless service users 
classified as disabled.  Reports of family violence across the life course are widespread, among 
housed services users as well as others (35.6% prevalence overall), and 14 percent of service 
users report that they left their last place because of family violence.  Large numbers of service 
users express a desire for more help with employment, affordable housing, receipt of benefits, 
and medical, alcohol or other drug, and mental health services. 

Policy and program use of information about homeless and near-homeless populations.  In past 
surveys of homeless service users in Alameda County, it was apparent that from the perspective 
of respondents there is no single reason for homelessness.  In the results presented here, it 
appears that many housed service users are at risk of homelessness and in many cases have been 
homeless relatively recently. 

There is still a critical shortage of low-income housing, particularly at the lowest income range.  
In the current economic recession the unemployment rate is at a near-record high, and 
foreclosures are affecting both those who purchased homes and those whose rental units are 
being lost to foreclosure. 

The large prevalence and severity of the disability conditions affecting study participants 
suggests that public and private agencies attempting to assist exits from homelessness in the 
homeless population will need to offer case management in the majority of cases.  Clients will 
need assistance identifying, obtaining, and retaining public assistance, as well as supportive 
services. 

As in past reports, we have tried to present and interpret findings in ways that may help to 
identify program and policy areas where innovation or added resources are needed.  Prior 
homeless survey findings have been used for long-term planning for housing, services, and other 
interventions.  We hope the information in this survey will, again, facilitate targeting and 
prioritizing the content of countywide programs.   

Homeless count procedures that track only the HUD definitions of homelessness and Chronic 
Homelessness emphasize the characteristics and needs of longer-term or chronically homeless 
persons.  The survey approach used in Alameda County, which captures and analyzes 
information about housed and tenuously-housed users of homeless services, provides a more 
comprehensive picture of the problems and location of persons needing services.  Alameda 
County has shown a social commitment to pursue programs and policies addressing the broader 
problem of homelessness, meeting the needs not just of the male, solo, homeless adults who 
dominate the HUD Chronically Homeless group.  Service providers in regions of the county with 
higher proportions of families and couples have focused on providing effective assistance to 
those non-solo subpopulations.  This particular 2009 survey shows a high prevalence of Hidden 
Homeless persons, shifting the focus to the need for services designed to prevent impending 
homelessness. 
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Glossary of terms 

CATEGORY  
 Term 

 
Definition 

HOMELESS DEFINITIONS (HOUSING STATUS) 
Chronic Homeless, 
HUD definition 

"An unaccompanied homeless individual with a disabling condition 
who has either been continuously homeless for a year or more, or 
has had at least four episodes of homelessness in the past three 
years."1 

Chronic homelessness, 
community definition 

Homeless for 12 or more months or homeless 4 or more times in 
the past 3 years, without regard to household composition, 
disability, or current housing status 
 

Disabled, Disability Disability for homeless definitions includes self-reported physical 
disability, HIV/AIDS, developmental disability, and/or disability by 
mental illness other than depression.  The definition also includes 
alcohol or drug dependence, each assessed from a brief set of 
questions.  See Tables 4-1, 6-1 and 6-2 for detail of criteria for 
meeting the operational definition. 

Hidden Homeless Resided last night in a hotel, motel, or campground paid for by 
survey respondent or family member, not able to remain for 30 days 
or more; resided in a friend or family member’s room, apartment, or 
house without respondent’s name on the lease or an agreement to 
pay a specific share of the rent and unable to stay 30 days or more; 
or in room, apartment, or house, whether rented or owned, but 
losing that housing within next 7 days; resided for less than 30 days 
in a hospital, nursing home, mental health facility, jail, prison, or 
juvenile detention facility or a detoxification or substance abuse 
treatment facility and previously on the streets or in a shelter. 

                                                
1 Notice of Funding Availability for the Continuum of Care Homeless Assistance Program/Federal 
Register, Vol. 72 No. 48,  FR-5100-N-14, March 13, 2007.  This definition is detailed in the Questions 
and Answers Supplement and continues to be the definition in effect.  
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CATEGORY  
 Term 

 
Definition 

Literally Homeless 
(HUD definition) 

A person sleeping in a place not meant for human habitation 
(including living on the streets, in an abandoned building, or in a 
vehicle)2, or residing in an emergency shelter or transitional 
housing program.3, or resided last night in a hotel, motel, or 
campground paid for by an agency, church, or other service 
provider, or  resided for less than 30 days in a hospital, nursing 
home, mental health facility, jail, prison, or juvenile detention 
facility or a detoxification or substance abuse treatment facility and 
previously on the streets or in a shelter.  

Homeless, 
community definition 

All persons in the HUD definition (Literally Homeless) plus hidden 
homeless persons; that is, those whose housing situation is 
precarious or unstable.  See Table 2-1 for detail of criteria used to 
operationalize the definition.  Unless otherwise stated, this is the 
definition of homeless presented in all tables beginning with 
Section 3 of this report.   

Housed The complement of homeless under the community definition, 
housed individuals residing in a room, apartment, house, motel, or 
hotel in which they have the right to remain for at least 30 days. 

HUD United States Department of Housing and Urban Development 

HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION  
Adult living alone Households composed of only one member of either gender, living 

alone, including single persons living in group homes or other 
congregate dwellings with shared space. 

Couple, no children A household in which the respondent self-identified his/her living 
arrangement as with a spouse or partner, and no other co-residents. 

Family with minor 
children 

A household in which the respondent reported living with 
dependent children that may or may not include other adults. 

                                                
2 HUD NOFA applications website: http://documents.csh.org/documents/ke/HOMENOFA10-15-03.doc.  
Accessed February 12, 2004.   
3 US law adds more detail: an individual who lacks a fixed, regular, and adequate nighttime residence, or 
has a primary nighttime residence that is designed to provide temporary living accommodations 
(including welfare hotels, congregate shelters, and transitional housing for the mentally ill); a temporary 
residence for persons intended to be institutionalized; or a place not designed for sleeping 
accommodations for human beings. US Code, Title 42, Chapter 119, Subchapter I, Section 11302, 
http://www4.law.cornell.edu/usdoce/42/11302.html,  Accessed February 12, 2004.   
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CATEGORY  
 Term 

 
Definition 

Adult with other(s) A household in which the respondent reported living with at least 
one other person, other than a spouse or partner, but not with minor 
children. Some of the adults in these households may be older 
children. 

QUESTIONNAIRE The 2009 count and survey questionnaire, which is reproduced in 
Appendix 2. 

SURVEY DESIGN & 
RESULTS  
 

 

 Region  To document known demographic variation in users of homeless 
services and homeless subpopulations within Alameda County, the 
survey sampling design divided the county into six regions, listed 
below 

 Oakland The city of Oakland 
 Berkeley The city of Berkeley 
 South County The cities of Fremont, Newark, Union City, and Sunol and southern 

unincorporated areas 
 East County The cities of Pleasanton, Dublin, and Livermore 
 Mid County The cities of San Leandro, Hayward, and Castro Valley and Mid 

County unincorporated areas 
 Other North 
County 

The cities of Alameda, Emeryville, Piedmont, and Albany 

 Sampling frame The complete list of eligible service sites in the entire county.  Sites 
were divided into regions and sorted into four types for sample 
selection – food pantries, soup kitchens, drop-in centers, and mobile 
outreach services.  Sample selection was complicated by the fact 
that multiple types of services are provided at some locations  

 Service users In this report, service users is usually a shortened substitute for the 
more complete technical phrase “estimated number (N) of users of 
homeless services”. When service users means actual persons using 
services for homeless persons, such as those selected for interview, 
the context will make that clear. 

 Step-pattern A progression of increasing or decreasing values in a series of 
related analyses, usually in a logical sequence.  For example, 
housed, unsheltered homeless, and unsheltered HUD Chronic 
Homeless groups comprise a logical sequence from more- to less-
desirable circumstances.  In this survey, the proportions of persons 
in those circumstances self-reporting disabled by serious depression 
are 26%, 43%, and 65%, respectively, forming a step pattern. If the 
results were presented as side-by-side bars in a graph, the bars 
would form stair steps. 
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CATEGORY  
 Term 

 
Definition 

 Survey estimates Estimated values can include percents, numbers of persons in 
subpopulations, and mean values.  Survey estimates incorporate 
sample weights and variance estimation methods appropriate for 
complex survey design.  

 Weights, Weighting Each sampled person is up-weighted, or down-weighted, to 
represent a specific number of service users based on where the 
interview occurred and how often the sampled person uses services 
in the sampling frame. See Appendices 4 and 11 for more detail. 

TABLE CONVENTIONS  
Confidence interval Presented as an upper bound and lower bound, the range within 

which a true population value (estimated from the survey) lies with 
95% probability. 

Gray rows and 
columns 

Grayed-out rows and columns present unweighted numbers of 
interviewed sample persons, n. 

Italic type In tables indicates information derived from survey questions about 
subpopulations which were not directly sampled, for example 
children with surveyed adults (Table 2-2, for example). 

n Lower case “n” indicates the unweighted number of interviewed 
sample person underlying population estimates.  The full sample 
was 1251 persons (n = 1251).  

N Upper case “N” indicates the weighted estimate of the number of 
persons in the population of service users (Total service user 
population from survey is estimated as N = 9,986). 

Question numbers Listed at the end of table titles in parentheses, for example (Q1).   

Table numbers Sequential within each Section of this report.  Compound 
numbering represents first the section and then the table sequence, 
separated by a hyphen.  Numbers of tables appearing in the 
Appendix are preceded by the letter “A.”  Thus, for example, Table 
A3-1, located in Appendix 10, provides detail beyond that supplied 
by Table 3-1 which appears in Section 3. 
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SECTION 1.  SURVEY DESIGN, RATIONALE, AND METHOD 

Introduction and Rationale 

The primary source of funding for homeless services and housing in the United States is the 
United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD).  Alameda County, like 
many other jurisdictions, applies for HUD funds annually.  In the last funding cycle, the county 
received over $20 million, which has been used to fund transitional housing programs, 
permanent supportive housing programs, service components and employment programs. 

The HUD grant application process requires each jurisdiction to provide counts or estimates of 
numbers of homeless persons needing services and numbers of persons in several defined 
homeless subpopulations, and to describe the methods used to generate those numbers.  HUD 
guidelines require grantees to use methods defined as scientifically valid.  Such methods include 
a one-night street count, random-sample survey of potentially homeless persons, or a 
combination of methods.  

For the 2009 homeless count, Alameda County elected to use a survey methodology for several 
reasons.  First, past research has shown that survey methods achieve better reach and accuracy, 
missing fewer persons than street counts, even in urban areas.  Second, street counts are 
generally unable to obtain information that could identify the required homeless subpopulations 
and characteristics, so the street counts need to be supplemented with survey methods.  Third, as 
it had done in 2003, Alameda County wanted to go beyond the minimum requirements to gather 
comparable information on persons who are hidden homeless and at risk of literal homelessness.  
(See Appendix 1 for a brief review of alternative approaches to conducting homeless counts.) 

This report provides the information required by HUD, using HUD’s mandated definitions of 
“Homeless” and “Chronic Homeless,” but also pursues a perspective informed by use of 
alternative definitions that EveryOne Home finds more productive for local planning and 
program efforts.  Additionally, by examining characteristics of housed and marginally housed 
individuals who utilize services in part designed to serve homeless persons, the report broadens 
understanding of the service-using population and appropriate type and dispersion of 
interventions. 

Section 2 of the report defines homelessness and presents “the count” results.  Section 3 
describes demographic characteristics, household composition, and location of children in 
service-using households in terms of four housing status categories: sheltered homeless, 
unsheltered homeless, hidden homeless, and housed.  The report makes analytical use of these 
housing status categories throughout subsequent sections.  Section 4 presents findings for 
chronically homeless persons by both the HUD and community definitions.  Section 5 describes 
work, income, and benefits of service users.  Section 6 examines alcohol and drug dependence 
and the overlap of those problems with mental illness. Section 7 addresses family violence and 
Section 8 military service of homeless service users.  Appendices include discussion of 
alternative approaches to homeless counts, reproduce the survey instrument and describe 
question sources, describe sampling methods and construction of weights, explain maximum 
usage of services and data cleaning procedures, and incorporate many tables that, while 
conveying important information, would disrupt the readability of the report.  Section 1 initiates 
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the report with a description of the design and methods selected for this year’s count and survey 
and a discussion of strengths and limitations of the approach taken. 

The project was commissioned by EveryOne Home, a collaborative community-based 
organization involving community stakeholders, consumers, providers of housing and services, 
cities, and Alameda County government agencies representing homeless, HIV/AIDS, and mental 
health care service systems.   

Speiglman Norris Associates oversaw preparation of the survey instrument, prepared and 
analyzed the survey data, authored this report, and collaborated on survey design and other 
survey-related activities with the Survey Research Center.  

EveryOne Home and Aspire Consulting LLC identified service sites that comprised the sample 
frame, obtained preliminary counts of services provided from all sites, secured cooperation of 
sites selected for interviews, obtained post-survey counts of services provided on the target date, 
trained interviewers and site coordinators in use of the survey questionnaire and survey 
procedures, supervised data collection on the day of the count, collected and verified accuracy of 
management information system and other administrative data for the night of the count from 
shelters and transitional housing on the number of occupants and their characteristics 

The Survey Research Center at the University of California, Berkeley, designed the sampling 
procedures, selected service sites for interviews, prepared site weights, collaborated with 
Speiglman Norris Associates to create analysis weights, and documented the survey 
methodology. 

Before proceeding, readers are encouraged to become familiar with the Glossary of Terms, 
following the Table of Contents and List of Tables and Figures.  In a similar vein, in the pages 
below text boxes provide occasional technical explanations or provide guidance to the style for 
presentation of results.  

Homeless Count 2009 Design 

The 2009 Alameda Countywide Homeless Count and Survey was designed to produce point-in-
time estimates of the prevalence of three mutually exclusive groups of persons in Alameda 
County the night of January 26, 2009: 

(1) Literally Homeless – those residing in shelters or transitional housing or on the street, 
in vehicles, or in other places not meant for human habitation 

(2) Hidden Homeless – those residing on a temporary basis with friends or relatives or in 
motels, or within seven days of being evicted, and  

(3) Housed but relying on services such as hot meal programs, food pantries, and drop-in 
centers.   

The Count also yielded an estimate of the number of people defined as chronically homeless as 
well as those restricted by one or more disabilities.  Data are presented for service sites in several 
regions of the county: 

• Oakland 

• Berkeley 
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• Other North County (cities of Alameda, Emeryville, Piedmont, and Albany) 
• Mid County (cities of San Leandro, Hayward, Castro Valley, and Mid County 

unincorporated areas) 
• South County (cities of Fremont, Newark, Union City, Sunol, and unincorporated areas) 

• East County (cities of Pleasanton, Dublin, and Livermore) 
• Countywide (all cities and regions) 

  
Since Alameda County wanted more information than a “count” could provide, and the block 
sampling method was judged to be unsuitable for Alameda County because of the large 
geographic area of the County and also the much greater expense of this type of survey (see 
Appendix 1), EveryOne Home adopted a different strategy by surveying clients of homeless 
assistance providers.1  Our approach utilized a stratified random sample of persons found at 
services directed at the needs of homeless persons, supplemented with administrative data on 
persons in shelters and transitional housing. 

Information was collected by sampling and interviewing clients at sites that provide assistance to 
homeless – and other – individuals.  This method was used previously in two national studies, 
the National Survey of Homeless Assistance Providers and Clients (NSHAPC) (Burt et al. 1999), 
and a 1987 survey conducted by the Urban Institute (Burt et al. 2001), as well as on a state-wide 
scale in Colorado (Center for Education Policy Analysis 2007) and in Alameda County 
(Speiglman and Norris, 2004).  The survey of clients of homeless assistance programs 
methodology is based on the finding that most adult, homeless individuals utilize shelters, soup 
kitchens, or other services at least weekly, and that these services provide a good opportunity for 
randomly sampling and interviewing clients.  A Los Angeles study (Koegel et al., 1996) 
estimated two-thirds coverage of the total homeless population would be obtained from a one-
day survey of shelter and food service clients.  Using national data Burt et al. (2001) found a 
substantial increase in the number of homeless persons contacted with a week-long rather than a 
one-day survey.  This year the survey and count benefited from surveying persons in contact 
with additional types of services beyond food service sites, but resource limitations as well as 
HUD regulations about survey and count design prevented staying in the field longer than one 
day.  Nevertheless, we assume that our count does not provide full coverage of all homeless 
persons and hence represents a lower estimate of the homeless population.  (See below for 
further discussion of limitations of the count and survey.) 

                                                
1 In the interest of maximizing prospective respondents’ response rate, as well as making best use of 
available volunteer resources, the survey instrument was kept as short as possible.  Thus, survey and 
count results do not compensate for differing episodes of homelessness nor make projections for an 
annualized count.  Michael Dennis has calculated the expected costs of interviewing clients via different 
methodologies based on his experience conducting an in-depth study of homeless people in Washington, 
D.C.  The “expected costs are $54 per interview in shelters, $59 per interview in soup kitchens, and $847 
per interview in street locations” (Dennis 1991).  By “street locations” Dennis refers to a block sampling 
methodology. Dennis lists costs for interviews conducted by professional interviews.  It is extremely 
doubtful that a block sampling survey could be carried out with volunteers, but the relative expense of 
this method in comparison to others would remain the same.  
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In a stratified, two-stage cluster sample design, interview sites were randomly selected from lists 
of four types of eligible services (the sample frame), and service users encountered at those sites 
were randomly selected for interview.  The study was designed to provide results for six regions 
of the county.  To obtain counts of homeless persons and subpopulations, the study 
supplemented survey estimates with administrative data counts of Sheltered persons residing in 
Emergency Shelters and Transitional Housing countywide on the target date, the night of January 
26-27, 2009.   

On January 27, 2009, all customers being served at 26 meal service sites, food pantries, drop-in 
centers, and outreach programs throughout Alameda County were asked to participate in the 
survey.  In one large service site, selection of individual clients for interview was instead carried 
out by systematic random selection, applying a fixed interval to the queue of persons being 
served, after a random start.  At the 27 sites over 150 trained volunteers conducted face-to-face 
interviews with English-speaking adults and unaccompanied youth about housing status, 
duration of homelessness, disabilities, and other topics detailed below.  Responses were recorded 
anonymously on paper questionnaires.  The interview lasted about ten minutes per respondent.  

A total of 1,251 interviews were completed, with an overall response rate of 64 percent and 71 
percent for English-speaking customers.   

Two types of data comprise the 2009 count estimates: 

(1) Data from InHOUSE, the Alameda Countywide Homeless Management Information 
System (HMIS), and administrative data enumerating the number and characteristics of 
persons residing in local shelters and transitional housing programs the night of January 
26-27, 2009, and  

(2) Survey-based population estimates of the number and characteristics of unsheltered 
persons, persons in temporary situations, and housed persons relying on services.   

(1) Administrative data were either already available as part of the HMIS that accumulates 
information about clients of 45 participating shelter and transitional housing services or were 
collected from 38 shelters and transitional housing programs not participating in the HMIS 
program. 
 
(2) A survey weight was calculated for each case in the data file.  This weight compensated for 
differences in the probability of selection of interview facilities and individual customers and for 
non-response, by both sites and individuals.  An additional factor, a service-usage weight, was 
computed to compensate for clients’ multiple opportunities of selection.  Some clients of these 
services use them more frequently than other clients and consequently had more opportunities to 
be selected for interview.  Responses to service-usage questions were combined to calculate an 
overall estimate of the relative availability of each respondent for selection into the sample.  The 
final individual-level weights, combining adjustment for non-response and service usage, were 
computed in the survey data file.  Since the study sample was a stratified cluster sample, not a 
simple random sample of individuals, special procedures were required to calculate standard 
errors and confidence intervals that take into account the design of the sample.  Each 
respondent’s stratum and cluster were added to the final data file.  Results for this project, 
included in this report, are weighted estimated frequencies, averages and counts of variables of 
interest. 
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For the most comprehensive and accurate homeless count, survey responses were set aside for 
211 respondents who reported residing in an Alameda County shelter or transitional housing site 
the previous night, and their survey data were replaced by administrative data on the entire 
population of sheltered persons.  Administrative data and survey results for sheltered persons are 
thus not duplicated in tables that contain both kinds of information.  The remaining 1,040 survey 
respondents provide the basis for estimating characteristics of service users who were 
unsheltered, residing in temporary residential arrangements, or were housed.  countywide and 
regional findings from combined administrative and survey results, such as population percents, 
were recalculated to incorporate the counted data with estimates based on survey data.   

This approach yields the highly precise “count” number of 2,378 homeless persons residing in 
shelters or transitional housing the night of January 26, 2009.  Numbers of unsheltered homeless 
persons, however, are estimates based entirely on survey data.  We calculate that the total 
estimated number of unsheltered persons, with 95 percent confidence, is within 43 percent of 
1,963.  Adding the 1,963 estimate to the 2,378 figure, the result of total literally homeless 
persons – the HUD homeless count – is estimated, with 95 percent confidence, to be within 19 
percent of 4,341 (see Table 2-2 and Appendix 7). 

While the above estimate is rather “tight,” given the constraints on our survey design, tight 
estimates of the size of the hidden homeless population were elusive.  We are 95 percent 
confident that the figure is within 106 percent of 3,042 persons; that is, between 0 and 6,252 (see 
Appendix 7).  Finally, the size of the total homeless population – unsheltered, sheltered, and 
hidden – is estimated at 7,383, and we are 95 percent confident that the actual number is between 
3,328 and 11,438 (Table 2-3, Appendix 7). 

Point Estimates and Confidence Intervals 
The numbers of service users, percents of subpopulations, and averages presented in this 
report are estimated values, called “point estimates”.  They represent the best estimate 
possible of a “true” population value that could be calculated with total information on all 
members of the population of service users. In the survey design we interviewed only a 
sample of individuals using services, at only a sample of service sites in the Country.  Thus 
the sampling process leaves us with some uncertainty about where the true value lies. This 
uncertainty is expressed as a confidence interval, presented as an upper bound and lower 
bound, giving the range within which a true population value (estimated from the survey) 
lies with 95% probability.  

Larger samples generally produce narrower confidence intervals, but point estimates may 
not differ much.  Wider confidence intervals make it harder to detect differences – for 
example, between regions of the County or among groups with varying characteristics.  
When a point estimate lies within the confidence interval of a comparison value, we cannot 
say there is a statistically significant difference between the two groups. 
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SURVEY METHODS  

Preparation.  Initial planning for the survey was undertaken by the EveryOne Home Project 
Manager in conjunction with research staff at Speiglman Norris Associates.  The Project 
Manager compiled information about services used by homeless individuals in Alameda County.  
The resultant provider list was then used by statisticians at the Survey Research Center (SRC), 
University of California, Berkeley, to design the sampling strategy, draw a sample of programs 
selected for inclusion in the survey, and create site-level weights for survey data.  The 
questionnaire was developed by Speiglman Norris Associates and the Project Manager, with 
community input through EveryOne Home.  The volunteer training curriculum was developed 
and implemented by Aspire Consulting LLC.  EveryOne Home staff, board members, and 
friends recruited volunteer field researchers.  The Project Manager and EveryOne Home staff 
scheduled data collection at the selected sites.  

Sampling.  The target population for the survey was all adults and unaccompanied youth (those 
youth not residing with a parent or guardian) served by facilities in Alameda County providing 
services to the homeless on January 27, 2009, who could participate in a survey conducted in 
English.  The survey was focused on the housing status of people during the previous night, 
January 26, 2009. 

The survey sample is what is termed a stratified two-stage cluster sample.  The first stage of 
sampling was stratification of service provider programs into six regions of the county (Oakland, 
Berkeley, South County, East County, Mid County, and Other North County).  The second stage 
was selection of individual program facilities as interview locations.  Within the six regions, 
eligible facilities grouped into four types, (1) meal program, (2) food pantry, (3) drop-in center, 
and (4) mobile outreach program.  Facilities were selected from these ordered lists by systematic 
selection with probability proportional to the number of client contacts in a week.  The selected 
sample achieved good coverage of the available types of services within each region.  In total, 

A guide to reading tables and text; meaning of “region” for homeless services 
While tables generally present percent results to one decimal, in the text our standard 
approach is to delete decimals and round off percents (in parentheses, however, in order to 
simplify reference to table sources, decimals remain in use). 

Typical tables in the body of the report display characteristics of interest by housing status.  
In the appendix, however, the typical table presents results by region of the county. 

Region-specific findings, like countywide findings as a whole, reference the locality at which 
service users were found and selected for interview.  Thus the interview location identifies the 
region in which a respondent secured services, not necessarily the jurisdiction in which they 
reside or from which their homelessness originated.  In fact, the survey does not attempt to 
discern where service users reside.  Hence findings are region-specific only to the extent that 
they specify number and characteristics of persons using services in that region.  For example, 
some Berkeley service users may have spent the previous night in Oakland or Emeryville, or 
vice-versa.  And it is likely that some proportion of individuals using services in Alameda 
County spent the night in Contra Costa County or in San Francisco. 
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surveys were conducted at 27 sites, 18 percent of the 150 service sites identified in the universe 
of sites.  Details on sampling procedures and calculation of weights can be found in Appendix 4. 

In 26 sites volunteer field researchers approached every customer for interview.  In one, high 
volume, fast-paced site, site coordinators used systematic random sampling2 to select one-third 
of the clients for interview.   

Interviewers, site coordinators, and training.  Volunteers served as interviewers and/or site 
coordinators at the interview locations. Interviewers and site coordinators included upper and 
middle management government officials, other city and county staff, non-profit executives, 
community and faith-based volunteers, graduate students, and currently and formerly homeless 
individuals.  Additional volunteers included a number of officials and executives whose work 
responsibilities included the development and implementation of policy and programs 
concerning homelessness but whose schedules currently allowed for little regular time spent with 
homeless people.  In other words, most volunteers were either homeless, formerly homeless, or 
had experience with homeless programs and related public policy analysis.  

Interviewers were trained in three-hour sessions that explained the purpose of the survey and the 
importance of confidentiality, reviewed the survey instrument in detail, and prepared the 
volunteers for addressing potential problems in conducting interviews.  As part of the training 
the volunteers interviewed each other and role-played challenging situations.  Site-coordinators 
attended eight-hour trainings that included the material for interviewers as well as instructions 
for setting up locations for interviewing, conducting sampling at the sites, approaching potential 
respondents, and matching respondents with interviewers.  Site coordinators also checked 
interviews for completeness, oversaw distribution of thank-you gifts for respondents, recorded 
the number and characteristics of non-responders, and were responsible for all data from the sites 
until they were collected by the Project Manager. 

Recruitment.  At most sites respondents were selected and approached as they waited in queues 
to receive services.  As they approached potential survey respondents, site coordinators briefly 
described the survey and its purpose and asked clients if they would be willing to participate.  
Once agreeing to participate in the survey, participants might be interviewed immediately or, as 
in the case of those waiting their turn to eat a meal, following receipt of the service.  
Respondents were given either a package of six new tube socks or a gift certificate to Target 
stores as a thank-you gift for participation in the survey.  In both cases the value of the gift was 
around $5.   

Description of questionnaire.  Questionnaire topics included information on demographics, 
residence the previous night, members of the immediate family, length of time homeless, 
disabilities, alcohol and other drug problems, family violence, and what would help most.  
Responses were recorded anonymously.  The questionnaire was designed with the constraint that 
the average interview length needed to be under 10 minutes in order not to make an unreasonable 
request for time from service users, who might have other demands on their time, and to enable 
the pool of volunteers to conduct over 1,200 interviews during the survey period.  This 

                                                
2 In brief, systematic random sampling means picking every xth person from a line or list, starting with the yth 
person, where y is a randomly chosen number from one to x (Kalton, 1983). 
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necessitated that each questionnaire section be pared down so that some topics were covered 
with relatively few questions, and many areas of concern were left unexplored.  All scored 
measures are based on respondent self-report.  (Appendix 2 provides the survey instrument and 
Appendix 3 information on question sources.)   

Response rates (site-level and individual-level).  Providers ultimately participated in the survey 
at 27 out of 64 selected sites.  Twenty-two of the sites were unavailable because they were closed 
or duplicated other sites.  Hence the site-level participation rate was 64.3 percent.  Duplication of 
sites occurs when multiple programs operate out of the same physical location.  In cases where 
another program at the facility was selected as part of the sample, the duplicated site was not 
included as a sample site, although the program’s clients may have had an opportunity to be 
included in the survey through the other selected program.  Completed, usable survey responses 
were secured from 1,251 of 2,014 persons approached.  Individual response rates ranged from 88 
percent at mobile outreach sites, 68 percent at drop-in sites, and 62 percent at soup kitchens, to 
55 percent at food pantries.  Response rates were highest at mobile outreach sites, perhaps 
because individuals using those services were “at home” and more amenable to spending time 
being interviewed or waiting to be interviewed in that setting, while at other sites clients were 
more likely to have time constraints that competed with survey participation.   

Site coordinators were provided a space on the questionnaire to record the reason that a selected 
person did not complete an interview (Cover question 8).  Interviewers could also record reasons 
why an interview was not completed (Survey question [Q] 31).  Table 1-1 shows the reasons for 
non-response and the percent of non-respondents with that reason.  The most common reasons 
given for non-participation were several levels of refusal to participate (n = 471; 61.7%), 
comprised of “hard” refusals (“respondent refused”), “soft” refusals (“respondent agreed, but left 
without interview and without explanation”), and “soft refusals with explanation” (respondent 
had to leave for work or to go elsewhere or busy with something else.”  One-fifth (24.7%) of 
refusals were the result of a language or other communication barrier, and 29 (4.2%) of those 
approached for interview stated that they had already completed the survey and were not 
interviewed again.  Another 74 individuals were ineligible by virtue of being minors 
accompanied by an adult (accompanied minors were not eligible to be interviewed),  The 
response rate overall was 64.5 percent (1251/[2014-74]) and 71 percent for English-speaking 
customers (1251/[2014-74-170]).   
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 Table 1-1:  Reasons for non-response to survey   
 

	   Non-response 

Reason   N Percent 

Previously selected, not re-interviewed 29 4.2 

Respondent refused (“hard refusal”) 249 36.1 

Respondent agreed, but left without interview and without 
explanation (“soft refusal”) 137 19.9 

Had to leave for work or to go elsewhere or busy with 
something else (“soft refusal with explanation”) 85 12.3 

Language barrier or communication problem 170 24.7 

Selected person mentally or physically unable to interview 5 0.7 

Incentives temporarily not available 8 1.2 

Interview begun, but insufficient information to classify 
homeless/housed status 6 0.9 

   Total 689 100.0 

Ineligible minor 74 ---- 

 

Representativeness of sample.  Using the information recorded by site coordinators on the 
questionnaire cover sheet as service users were selected for interview, non-responders (n = 689) 
are compared to interviewed persons (n = 1251; see Table 1-2).  Gender differences are minor, 
but differences in race/ethnicity and interview site between respondents and non-respondents are 
noteworthy.  Respondents were more likely to be Black (47.2%) when compared to non-
respondents (36.0%).  On the other hand respondents were less likely to be Hispanic and Asian 
(12.2% and 3.8%) compared to non-respondents (21.9% and 10.3%).  Finally, compared to non-
respondents, respondents were most likely to participate in the survey if contacted through  a 
mobile outreach site and less likely if contacted at a food pantry.   

When interpreting the findings in this report, we need to keep in mind that the analysis sample 
may contain relatively more Blacks – and fewer Hispanics and Asians – than the general 
population of service users.  Additionally, the analysis sample includes proportionately more 
individuals using mobile outreach services and disproportionately fewer individuals using food 
pantries.  Similarly, the analysis sample probably under-represents individuals who are 
employed, who would be less likely to be recruited at meal programs and other day-time activity 
sites.  The sample may also under-represent certain sub-groups engaged in treatment, whose 
appointments take them away from interview sites.   
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Table 1-2:  Comparing observed gender, race/ethnicity, and recruitment location 
for survey respondents and non-respondents1 

 Respondents Non-respondents 

 N Percent N Percent 
Total 1251 64.5 689 35.5 
     
Gender2     
 Female 477 38.1 230 33.4 
 Male 772 61.7 447 64.9 
   Transgender 1 0.1 1  0.1 
 Missing 1 0.1 11  1.6 
      
Race/ethnicity2     
 Hispanic 152 12.2 151 21.9 
 White 353 28.2 191 27.7 
 Black 590 47.2 248 36.0 
 Asian 48 3.8 71 10.3 
 Other/mixed 20 1.6 15  2.2 
 Missing 88 7.0 13 1.9 
     
Site type      
 Soup kitchen  638 51.0 357 51.8 
 Food pantry 316 25.3 225 32.7 
 Drop-in center 201 16.1 94 13.6 
 Mobile outreach 96 7.7 13 1.9 
     

1 Unweighted statistics from raw sample data.  Weights used for further analysis were calculated 
only for respondents, and non-respondents were incorporated into the weights for respondents.  
Therefore, statistical tests for significance of differences between respondents and non-
respondents were not performed.  

2 Race and gender from survey instrument cover sheet, as recorded at initial recruitment contact. 
 

Data entry.  Responses were recorded on paper and then transferred to an electronic file by a 
process of data entry with ten percent verification.  In this procedure ten percent of survey 
instruments were randomly selected for date entry by two different data entry clerks typing 
responses into distinct database files.  Content of the two files was compared.  Discrepancies 
detected were determined to be non-substantive, signifying overall high quality data entry. 

Survey analysis. The two-stage random sample design used for the survey requires special 
analysis techniques for calculating population estimates and evaluating the amount of error in 
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those estimates.  Confidence intervals and tests for statistically significance differences are 
calculated with survey analysis procedures that take into account the complex sample design.3 

Weighting.   With the exception of the non-response analyses in this section, all data presented in 
subsequent sections of this report are generated by weighted analyses, using individual weights.  
Weights enable a single respondent to represent multiple persons in the service-using population.  
The size of individual weights, that is, how many people a respondent represents, depends on 
where the interview took place and how frequently the respondent uses types of services in the 
sample frame.  Development of the weights is discussed in Appendices 4 and 11.   

DATA PREPARATION FOR ANALYSIS  

The trainers instructed interviewers not to pursue inconsistency in client responses but simply to 
focus on asking the question exactly as written and accurately recording responses.  Some 
surveys therefore contained logically inconsistent or impossible responses, e.g. clients who stated 
that they lived alone and then listed the ages of children living with them.  Rather than letting 
such inconsistencies and impossibilities remain in the data the data analysts chose to look 
carefully at such cases and determine the underlying logic of the responses, if possible.4  The 
data were then “cleaned” so that each respondent’s data reflected a history that was internally 
consistent and within the bounds of possibility.  (See Appendix 6 for details on data cleaning.) 

Because data on utilization of sampled services (meal program, food pantries, drop-in services 
and mobile outreach) were necessary for calculation of the individual weights used in all survey 
estimates, these data were cleaned most carefully.  Each service contact reported by the 
respondent represents an opportunity for selection into the survey.  Persons with multiple 
selection opportunities contribute less weight to population estimates because each of those 
opportunities represents only a fraction of an unduplicated person.  It was important to get the 
number of selection opportunities for each respondent as “right” as possible, neither too high nor 
too low.  

Several sources of confusion in services utilization data had to be addressed.  (1) Some 
respondents reported no use of any sampled services.  In cases without further information, a 
minimum of one service contact was assigned for the type of service at which the interview 
occurred.  (2) Some respondents appear to have double-reported services used, for example 
snacks consumed at drop-in centers were also reported as soup-kitchen meals.  Apparent 
duplicate reports were resolved by eliminating or reducing the frequency of the service that was 
not the service type of the interview location.  (3) Many respondents seemed to be reporting use 
of services in a conceptual way, rather than reporting actual service use over a one-week period.  
For example, “I never miss a meal!” appeared in the data as seven breakfasts, seven lunches, and 
seven dinners eaten in soup kitchens.  Unfortunately, depending on region of the county, it may 
be impossible to find breakfast, lunch, and dinner, seven days per week, at soup kitchens in 
Alameda County.  The Project Manager contributed to the data cleaning effort by preparing a 

                                                
3  SPSS Statistics version 17.0 was used to prepare data for analysis.  Stata IC version 10 Survey Procedures was 
used for population estimates. 
4 For example, in the above case, data from other questions, verbatim responses and margin notes (if any) related to 
family status might lead to the conclusion that the respondent did have children, but the children were not living 
with the respondent. 
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grid for the maximum of several types of services available in various regions of Alameda 
County.  In the final steps of data cleaning, for some cases, reported service use for each type of 
service was reduced to the maximum available in the region where the respondent was 
interviewed.  Final cleaned data on usage of sampled services range from 1 to 23 service contacts 
in a one-week period.  For the final weight calculations, total service use was truncated at a 
minimum 1 day per week for 182 respondents and a maximum of 7 days per week for 682 
respondents.  For more detail, see Appendix 5.   

Strengths and limitations  

The survey method used for the Alameda Countywide Homeless Count and Survey is capable of 
generating valid and very complete estimates of the numbers of homeless persons.  The survey 
sample design, based on a sample of specific types of services, supports accurate estimation of 
the numbers of persons who use those kinds of services. However, there were a few ways that 
the numbers of homeless persons may have been underestimated.  

First, some potential “service sites” were not included in the sampling design.  These included 
jails, prisons, mental health facilities, residential treatment centers, and group homes for disabled 
persons.  Individuals who were homeless prior to admission, who resided in any of these settings 
during the survey, and who, absent intervention, would likely be homeless following release 
were unlikely to be using services at sampled service sites, and thus probably missed being 
counted by this survey method.   

Second, homeless persons who were unable or did not choose to use any of the sampled services 
– food pantries, soup kitchens, outreach or drop-in services – or to spend the night in shelters or 
transitional housing programs for which administrative data were available, were also missed by 
the count and survey.  Hidden homeless persons temporarily living and eating with others but not 
using services were invisible to this survey methodology.  Persons camping away from central 
city locations or avoiding contact with the service system were also hidden from the survey.  
Thus, the survey probably underestimates the number of both marginally housed and unsheltered 
persons, many of whom would fit within the HUD and/or community definition of homelessness, 
as well as misses persons purposively avoiding homeless services sites. 

Third, it is possible that some interviewed persons may not have been classified as homeless, 
when, in fact, they were homeless at the time.  Despite the best efforts of the survey designers 
and their community advisors, some respondents may have been unable to recognize their 
housing situations in the brief questionnaire descriptions of housing programs for homeless 
persons.  In some cases, we suspect, their responses to the housing questions led to their 
classification as housed, rather than homeless, persons.  This may have been a particular problem 
with regard to residents of transitional housing programs. 

Fourth, specific subpopulations may be undercounted.  One such subpopulation is homeless 
youth.  It is reported that most unaccompanied, homeless youth are unlikely to socialize with the 
general homeless population and are unlikely to use traditional services available to homeless 
adults (Bernstein and Foster 2008). 5  Although we included youth-oriented service sites in the 
                                                
5 These patterns reflect the fact that homeless youth face high levels of victimization and legitimate fears 
about being processed through the child welfare system (Los Angeles Homeless Services Authority 
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sampling frame, it is our impression that a services-based design fails to make contact with most 
homeless youth.  

Fifth, survey instrument and interview language limitations limited recruitment and completion 
of surveys.  In previous years attempts to match bilingual volunteers with sites where Spanish-
speaking and Asian-language interviews would be used to extend the reach of the survey was 
quite costly and failed to be effective.  This year the fact that the survey instrument was available 
only in English certainly contributed to under-representation of Spanish- and Asian-language-
speaking service users.  Further work needs to be done in this problematic area. 

These survey limitations – sampling only the most-used types of service locations, missing 
persons who do not use the sampled services, perhaps undercounting homeless persons in the 
surveyed sample, perhaps undercounting specific subpopulations, and an English-only survey  – 
all contribute to an estimated number of homeless persons that is very likely somewhat smaller 
than the actual numbers in Alameda County.   

However, while each and every homeless count methodology has inherent strengths and 
limitations, the limitations of Alameda County’s 2009 results are mitigated by its consistency 
with the 2003 methodology for a regional analysis of a full range of housing status and the 2005 
and 2007 updates the HUD defined homeless person Countywide.  The consistency of 
methodologies allows for comparisons of estimates of the homeless, hidden homeless, and 
housed populations, and their characteristics.    

Several other aspects of study design as well as characteristics of a voluntary survey influence 
the quality of study findings, but do not necessarily produce an undercount.  In Appendix 1 we 
mention inherent biases of point-prevalence studies such as the 2009 homeless count and survey.  
Here we address strengths and weaknesses from reliance on volunteer staff, advantages and 
limitations inherent in a short interview, and possible bias attributed to availability and self-
selection for interview. 

The use of volunteer field researchers and site coordinators.  One salient characteristic of the 
Alameda Countywide Homeless Count and Survey is that volunteers conducted the field work.  
This limited the size of budget required for the project.  The effect on data quality was probably 
mixed.  First, because of their understanding and rapport with homeless individuals, most count 
and survey interviewers probably secured more valid data than might have been the case with 
professional interviewers.6  Nevertheless, despite the fact that volunteer interviewers with limited 
training required a less complex questionnaire than would have been feasible with professional 
interviewers, volunteer interviewers were probably more likely than professional interviewers to 
omit questions and incorrectly record responses.  Finally, overall, volunteer site coordinators 

                                                                                                                                                       
2007).  Los Angeles conducts a special youth homeless count.  With the guidance of homeless youth 
advocates and service providers, they conduct a separate youth count in five “hot spots” for youth 
homeless and during special hours when youth homeless are likely to be on the streets.  These surveys are 
conducted by homeless youth without an adult partner (Bernstein and Foster 2008). 
6 “A guiding assumption of survey methodology is that similarity between interviewers and respondents 
on important social characteristics increases the validity of the information obtained in the interview” 
(Hurtado 1994). 
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may not have been as effective as experienced surveyors in soliciting participation from potential 
respondents, contributing to non-response.  

Short interview format.  The necessity to keep the interviews to no more than about 10 minutes 
meant that the interviews were not as comprehensive as we would otherwise have desired.  
Respondents were not asked for details that might better have explained their situations.  
Additionally, with as little redundancy as possible in the questionnaire, there was limited ability 
to address possibly ambiguous responses and confirm respondents’ statuses.  At the same time 
the short interview probably increased the participation rate and facilitated completing the entire 
instrument. 

Bias attributed to availability and self-selection for interview.  The estimates of number of 
unsheltered and hidden homeless persons are built on the assumption that all adult members of 
unsheltered and hidden homeless households make use of food pantries, soup kitchens, drop-in 
services, and/or outreach services.   With reference to unsheltered adults, living solo or in 
couples, the assumptions described above are largely reasonable.   

However, the assumption is probably less accurate with reference to adults living in families or 
sharing housing with others, and the extent of bias is unclear. In families with multiple adults, 
and in households with multiple families, a division of labor seems likely. Thus, one adult 
encountered in a food pantry could represent a single parent, a couple, or a household composed 
of more than one nuclear family. Other adults in the family or household are likely to be in 
school or working or otherwise engaged, particularly during daytime hours.  

On the other hand, program rules limiting distributions from food pantries, in particular, may 
encourage trips by different adult members of the household to acquire enough food for the 
household.  In financially stressed households, adult males may eat in soup kitchens to relieve 
strain on household food supplies. In those situations, the assumption that every individual adult 
is a service user may be close to correct. Since we cannot determine whether respondents come 
from the same household, our analysis assumption is that every adult is a potential service user, 
and the numbers of households are determined by dividing the number of respondents by the 
average reported number of adults in households.  This assumption very likely results in some 
underestimation of the number of households in the service user population, particularly the 
number of families with children, and the hidden homeless.  

Perhaps most significant in terms of limitations was the time constraint inherent in service sites – 
including some at which customers had transactions to complete such as eating a meal or picking 
up bags of groceries – to secure interviews.  In many cases potential respondents refused to 
participate in the interview because of work schedules or appointments.  Accordingly, results 
may be biased by reflecting disproportionately the range of experiences of persons utilizing 
services.  This appeared especially to be problematic with regard to employed persons who 
dropped by a food service site for a quick lunch before returning to their work site.
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SECTION 2.  HOMELESSNESS – THE “COUNT” 

This section presents the results of the 2009 Homeless Count, using both the HUD and 
community definitions, based on both shelter count data and survey-based estimates. 

Introduction 

A primary purpose of the Alameda Countywide Count and Survey was to estimate the numbers 
of homeless persons in a variety of housing situations in the County.  Such a “count” is a crucial 
basis for planning and evaluating the effectiveness of services intended to meet the needs of 
homeless Alameda County residents.  Of course, homeless persons are a disparate group with a 
wide variety of individual needs, but they share the common characteristic that they all need 
housing.  The number, size, and type of housing units needed depend on the household 
composition and disability status of homeless persons and families.   

Defining homelessness involves terms that, technically and in terms of policy considerations, are 
complicated.  Accordingly, survey respondents were not asked directly if they were homeless.  
Instead, the housing status of each person interviewed was assigned during analysis, based on 
response to survey Question 7, “Where did you stay last night (the night of January 26),” plus, as 
needed, follow-up questions concerning potential loss of housing within 7 or 30 days and 
whether the respondent had been on the streets or in a shelter previously.  Additionally, persons 
indicating that they had stayed in a friend or family member’s place were asked further clarifying 
questions needed to classify respondent housing status. 

One of the required subpopulations defined by HUD, persons defined as Chronically Homeless, 
also requires assessment of chronicity of homelessness, whether living solo or in family, as well 
as specific categories of disability, defined further in the Glossary of Terms.  Questions designed 
to gather information for these classifications made up most of the remainder of the survey 
questionnaire, and those results are presented and discussed in subsequent sections of this report.  

Homelessness – operational definitions 

To estimate the numbers of persons who were homeless, we used the collected data to construct 
two operational definitions of homelessness, one utilizing criteria from the U. S. Department of 
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and one relying on EveryOne Home community-
defined criteria consistent with the 2003 Shelter and Services Survey.  The latter approximates 
the emerging definition called for in the HEARTH Act.7  The HUD category, those we call 
Literally Homeless, includes persons living on the streets, including in abandoned buildings, or 
residing in emergency shelters, transitional housing, hotels paid by service agency vouchers, in a 
vehicle, in a place not meant for human habitation, or in a room not meant for sleeping.  The 
community definition adds the Hidden Homeless group, persons whose living situation is 
transient or precarious and those lacking a place of their own, for whom literal homelessness 
may be imminent. 

                                                
7 The HEARTH Act which reauthorized McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Programs was signed into law on 
May 20, 2009, by President Obama (following the field work of this study). The HEARTH Act increases priority 
attention to homeless families with children, significantly increases homelessness prevention efforts, and provides 
new definitions of homelessness that are more inclusive than existing HUD definitions. 
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Brief descriptions of the criteria for both definitions, the weighted numbers and percent of 
service users to whom each criterion applies, and the (weighted) cumulative proportion after 
adding each criterion are included in Table 2-1.  The unweighted number of sampled adults – or, 
in the case of administrative data on sheltered persons, the number of adults reported by 
EveryOne Home – is also shown immediately after the criterion description, to indicate the 
number of persons contributing to the statistical analysis.  In most tables, including Table 2-1 
below, data columns display weighted numbers and/or percents, as well as unweighted numbers 
of sample persons underlying the estimates, to alert the reader to potentially unreliable estimates 
based on small numbers.  See, for example, Table 2-1.   

Several important findings are displayed in Table 2-1.  First, we learn that the group defined 
under HUD’s definition of homeless accounts for just 59 percent of the total countywide 
homeless number, as defined by the community.  Second, we find that while the largest subgroup 
is comprised of unsheltered adults without children (20.9%), there is considerable heterogeneity 
within the group of homeless persons as defined by HUD: sheltered and unsheltered, facing loss 
of housing and in an unstable situation, and adults with and without children.  Finally, it is 
important to note that of the five groups each of which accounts for nine or greater percent of 
homeless persons, three of the five fall within the community definition.  These persons, while 
marginally housed, may well, if services are not provided, constitute the next cohort of 
individuals homeless and on the street. 

Homelessness – understanding estimations  

In Table 2-1, the numbers presented for Emergency Shelter and Transitional Housing are derived 
from administrative data sources (counts, in fact) rather than population estimates.  Of the 1251 
survey responses, 211 are set aside in Tables 2-1 and 2-2, and replaced with counts of sheltered 
persons.  The remaining figures are estimates, and confidence intervals for the different 
situations or criteria vary.  Table 2-2 sums up Table 2-1 numbers of persons meeting the HUD 
criteria for homelessness by family status – individuals residing with and without children – with 
confidence intervals for each estimate.  The table also presents the estimated number of children 
currently living with homeless adults, according to respondent reports of the numbers of children 
with them (interview question Q10).  

 

Analysis by interview location, or housing status, has several implications for the interpretation 
of results.  It is theoretically possible to analyze results by any variable, or combination of 

Estimating number of children 
 

The survey population was defined as adult users of eligible services.  Children were not 
sampled or interviewed unless they were unaccompanied; that is, effectively emancipated 
minors.  Numbers of children with adult service users, shown in Tables 2-1, 2-2, and 2-3 and 
subsequent tables, are secondary estimates.  Estimated numbers of children are based on the 
number of children under age 18 that respondents reported as living with them, weighted by 
the individual weight for the adult respondents. To remind the reader that children are 
reported about by the adults accompanying them, rather than providing self-reported 
information themselves, we italicize data on children in the tables below. 
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variables, in the data set.  However, as the data are subdivided – by housing status, by 
jurisdiction, by family type, by disability status, or other characteristic – the numbers of persons 
underlying the statistical estimate in each table cell become smaller and smaller. Weighting up to 
population numbers can easily mask the fact that only 5 or 10 sampled persons provide the basis 
for the estimated value.  One good general rule to keep in mind is: the fewer the number of 
persons underlying an analysis, the less reliable the estimate.  This is particularly true for 
estimates reported as percentages.  Disregarding sample weights for the moment, if only five 
persons enter an analysis, only six percentage values are possible – 0%, 20%, 40%, 60%, 80% or 
100%.  None of these may be an accurate representation of the true population value, for which 
we would have preferred 20, 30 or 50 or more persons in the table cell. 

For this reason, in subsequent report sections many tables include grayed-out columns or header 
rows (like those found in Table 3-1) showing the unweighted number of persons entering the 
analysis for that row of the table.  For some complex tables, to make the table more readable, the 
unweighted numbers are not shown; however, the number of observations will usually have been 
shown in a nearby, preceding, table. The reader must keep in mind that each jurisdiction column 
represents only a fraction of the total individuals in each row.   

Where the number of persons underlying a row of analyses is large, as for the numbers of single 
homeless persons, further subdivision may have little effect on the reliability of the estimates.  
The confidence intervals will be somewhat wider for each subdivision, but the estimates will be 
sound.  Where the number of persons underlying a row is small, as for the number of persons 
living with a partner (as a couple), columnar analyses may vary widely simply due to lack of 
sufficient data for a good estimate.  In every case, the most reliable estimates will be the ones 
based on the largest number of surveyed individuals, the county-wide estimates.  As a reminder 
of the greater reliability of larger cells, in each table presented by jurisdiction, values in the 
countywide “total” column are presented in bold-face type (as in Table 3-6). 

Suppression of estimates in small cells.  If the number of persons underlying a particular table 
value is less than 5 persons, the value is generally not shown to preserve respondent 
confidentiality.  Instead the table will show “nd” for “not disclosed”.  It is often necessary to 
suppress results of two or more tables cells to preclude the ability to recalculate a suppressed 
value. This practice is consistent with federal research guidelines for protection of research 
respondents.   

 

 

Confidence intervals 
 
The confidence interval around an estimated value identifies the range in which we are 
sure, with 95% probability, that the true population value falls.  For most of these 
estimates, confidence intervals are quite wide.  For example, under the HUD definition, 
we estimate that there are 576 homeless adults accompanied by minor children, with 
confidence interval 497 to 655 (Table 2-2). This means that there is a 5% chance that the 
true number of persons with minor children is less than 497 (the lower bound, LB) or 
greater than 655 (the upper bound, UB).  
 
Confidence intervals beyond those presented in this section are available in Table 4-3 as 
well as Appendices 7, 8, and 9, including estimates and confidence intervals for the total 
housed population, total hidden homeless population, and the number of children in 
various housing situations. 
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Weighting. 
 
Sample weights incorporate two kinds of calculations, or weight components.  First, site weights 
adjust the number of interviews obtained at each site upward or downward to approximate the 
population of service users at all sites in that region.  Second, individual weights are generated to 
adjust downward the influence of frequent users of services.  For example a person who uses 
services every day, seven days a week, is still one user.  The population weight, or number of 
persons each interviewee represents, is a product of both weight components.  
 
While 29 percent of interviews took place in Berkeley, for example, survey weighting procedures 
explained in Appendix 4 adjust the proportion of service users in that city to 13 percent of 
estimated service users County-wide.  As a result, data from Berkeley respondents tend to be 
weighted down.  A similar process takes places with regard to South, East, and Other North 
County.  Overall, interviews from Oakland, which provides many services, and Mid County are 
weighted up.  Differences in weighting across interview locations do not in themselves affect 
data quality.   
 
 

Interview Location Survey respondents by 
interview location 

Oakland Berkeley 
South 

County 
East 

County 
Mid 

County 
Other 
North Total 

Unweighted n 351 363 219 124 111 83 1,251 
Sample  

Unweighted % 28.1 29.0 17.5 9.9 8.9 6.6 100 

Weighted N 5,399 1,300 741 500 1,423 623 9,986 Population 
estimates Weighted % 54.1 13.0 7.4 5.0 14.3 6.2 100 
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Table 2-1.  Classification of service users as homeless the night of January 26, 2009, 
using shelter counts (HMIS n = 2,378) and survey estimates for unsheltered 
and housed persons  (survey n = 1,040)  

 
Unwtd Category Cumulative 

Situation or Criterion n N % % 
A.  HUD definition        
1.  Emergency shelter: As recorded by administrative 

records the night of January 26, 2009 
850    

 a.  Adults living with children 139 139 1.9% 1.9% 

 b.  Children 254 254 3.4% 5.3% 

 c.  Adults without children 711 711 9.6% 15.0% 

2.  Transitional housing: As recorded by administrative 
records the night of January 26, 2009 

840    

 a.  Adults living with children 321 321 4.3% 19.3% 

 b.  Children 434 434 5.9% 25.2% 

 c.   Adults without children 519 519 7.0% 32.2% 

3.   Unsheltered: Survey responses – staying on the streets, 
in a vehicle, in an abandoned building, in a 
bus/train/subway station or airport, anywhere outside, in 
a friend of family’s garage, backyard, porch, shed, or 
driveway, or another place not meant for human 
habitation; in a hotel, motel, or campground stay paid by 
voucher 

396    

a.  Adults living with children 25 116 1.6% 33.8% 

b.  Children 25 306 4.1% 37.9% 

c.  Adults without children 371 1541 20.9% 58.8% 

 Subtotal  4341 58.8%  

B.  Community definition adds to above, survey 
data 

    

1.   Losing housing.  Survey response – losing rental 
unit, in 7 days 

46    

 a.  Adults living with children 11 129 1.7% 60.5% 

 b.  Children 11 203 2.7% 63.3% 

 c.  Adults without children 35 685 9.3% 72.6% 

2.  Other criteria Survey response – staying in own or 
someone else’s place, but without name on lease 
and cannot remain for 30 days or more 

183    

 a.  Adults living with children 23 269 3.6% 76.2% 

 b.  Children 23 882 11.9% 88.2% 

 c.   Adults without children 160 874 11.8% 100.0% 

Subtotal   3042 41.2%  

C.  All homeless (HUD and Community)     

 Total homeless --- 7383 100.0% 100.0% 
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Values in Table 2-2 below are a combination of actual counts of sheltered persons, and estimates 
from survey data for unsheltered, hidden homeless and housed persons.  An estimated 3,347 
adult service users met the HUD definition of homelessness (either unsheltered or residing in 
emergency shelters) at the time of the survey, 2,771 of them living in all-adult households, and 
576 of them accompanied by about 994 homeless children, for a total estimate of 4,341 homeless 
individuals.  Among the homeless adults about one-third, 1,026, met all the criteria for the HUD 
definition of Chronic Homeless - duration of homelessness, living alone, disabled, unsheltered or 
residing in emergency shelter (but not in transitional housing). Definitions and data on duration 
of homelessness and disability are addressed in greater detail in Section 4.   

Table 2-2.  Counting homeless persons, HUD definition, by family type 

 HMIS 
 

Unwtd 
n 

Wtd. 
N 

Combined 
N 

Confidence 
Interval 

 2378 1040    

Literally Homeless, HUD defiinition     LB UB 
Adults       
 Living in all-adult households 1,230 371 1,541 2,771 2,266 3,277 
  Accompanied by children 460 25 116 576 497 655 

Subtotal, adults 1,690 396 1,657 3,347 2,763 3,932 

       
Children with adult 688  306 994 734 1,254 

       Total 2,378 1,040 1,963 4,341 3,497 5,186 
       
Chronic Homeless, HUD definition       

Single individuals, disabled 266 173 760 1,026 757 1,295 
       

 
 
Table 2-3 presents similar information for community definitions of homelessness, chronic 
homelessness, and disabled and chronically homeless, using the same disability criteria used by 
the HUD Chronic Homeless definition (see also Table 4-5).  The top panel of Table 2-3 recaps 
the estimated numbers of persons meeting the Community Homeless definition by family type, 
based on both HMIS and survey data.  By the community definition, the estimated number of 
homeless adults in Alameda County is 5,304, some 974 of whom are accompanied by 2,079 
homeless children.  Then, based only on survey data, the table presents estimated numbers of 
persons homeless under the community definition of homelessness who meet the HUD definition 
for chronicity of homelessness.  We estimate that 2,554 adults, accompanied by 385 children, are 
chronically homeless. Given the extent of missing data on duration of homelessness, in fact, the 
figures could be larger.8  Finally, in the bottom panel of Table 2-3, we display survey results 
identifying an estimated 2,122 chronically homeless, disabled adults, including 137 accompanied 
by 336 children, a remarkable 40 percent of all homeless adults.  The numbers of disabled, 
chronically homeless persons seem particularly important for planning to provide the housing 
and services needed by the population.  Details about the definition of disability and other self-
reported health problems follow in Section 4 below.   
                                                
8 Since the community definition of chronic homelessness does not require current homelessness but covers a 
retrospective period, the number could, in fact, be greater than the number homeless at any point in time.  
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Table 2-3.  Counting homeless persons, community definition, by family type  

SURVEY ESTIMATES AND HMIS 
COUNTS HMIS 

N 

Unwtd 
survey 

n 

Wtd. 
survey 

N 

Combined 
HMIS & 
survey 

N 
Confidence 

Interval 
 2378 1040   LB UB 

Community homeless definition 
  

      

Adults       
 Living in all-adult households  1,230 566 3,100 4,330 2,526 6,133 
 Adult accompanied by children   460 59 514 974 440 1,509 
Survey subtotal, adults 1,690 625 3,614 5,304 2,966 7,642 
       
Children with adult  688 59 1,391 2,079 362 3,796 
       
Survey Total 2,378 625 5,005 7,383 3,328 11,438 
          

SURVEY ESTIMATES ONLY 
 Unwtd 

survey 
n 

 Weighted 
survey 

N 

Confidence 
Interval 

  1251  9986 LB UB 

Chronically homeless, 
 community definition 

 
519 

    

Adults       

 Living in all-adult households  488  2,390 1,643 3,137 
 Adult accompanied by children  31  163 63 264 
Survey subtotal, adults    2,554 1,751 3,356 
       
Children with surveyed adult  31  385 108 662 
       
Survey Total  519  2,939 1,859 4,018 
       

Disabled and chronically homeless 
by community definition 

 410     

Adults       
 Living in all-adult households  388  1,985 1,332 2,637 
 Adult accompanied by children  22  137 41 233 
Survey total, adults    2,122 1,373 2,870 
       
Children with surveyed adult  22  336 61 612 
       
Survey Total  410  2,458 1,434 3,482 
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SECTION 3.  CHARACTERISTICS OF SURVEY SAMPLE 

This section describes the demographic make-up of the sample, highlighting differences among 
housed, literally homeless, and hidden homeless users of homeless services in terms of gender, 
age, household type, race/ethnicity, and location of children.  Here and below we employ terms 
and measurements that can be used to compare findings with other surveys, at other times or for 
other locations. 
 

Guide to reading tables in Sections 3 and following  

The title of most tables ends with parentheses giving the survey question number that was the 
primary source of the information in the table rows. The full questionnaire is found in Appendix 
2.   

Table headers, the top row of each table, explain the contents of the columns, and the left-most 
column explains the contents of the rows (see, for example, Table 3-1).   

Table headers and particular columns contain the numbers of observations (n) and population 
estimates (N) for the largest survey subset in the analyses reported in the table, in the case of the 
top panel of Table 3-1, the entire sample and thus the entire service user population.  Most tables 
in this and subsequent sections include unweighted numbers of respondents (sometimes called 
observations), n; the total number of persons we estimate the survey represents, or the weighted 
population, N; and the weighted percent, which is the population estimate for the row divided by 
the population estimate for that section of the table.   

For example, in the case of Table 3-1, Gender by housing status (Q28), in the first row labeled 
“Female”, the number of female respondents (n = 487) yields an estimated population of 4,483 
service users in the County (the weighted N).  The weighted percent displayed in the “Total” 
column is the weighted N of females (4,483), divided by the entire service user population 
weighted N (9,986); that is, 44.9 percent.  The table also includes panels with additional 
information that may be useful for interpreting results.  Those panels examine number and 
percent of respondents by gender in terms of household type and HUD Chronic Homelessness. 

Sample characteristics 

Gender.  Countywide, from survey results, we estimate that overall adult service users in the 
county are split 55 percent male and 45 percent female (Table 3-1).9  Among unsheltered 
homeless persons, however, we estimate that 76 percent are male.  Examining the population by 
household type (lower panels of Table 3-1), we estimate that males comprise 18 percent of adult 

                                                
9 While 61 percent of survey respondents were male, males tended to utilize services more frequently than 
females; therefore, males were down-weighted in estimating the size of the county population utilizing 
services for homeless persons.  Because the survey reached few individuals residing in transitional 
housing, findings for the sheltered homeless population – 53% male, 47% female – give disproportionate 
weight to persons residing in emergency shelters.  According to HMIS data, residents of transitional 
housing on the night of the count, including children, were 61% female and 39% male.  
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service users in families with minor children and only 8 percent among hidden homeless 
families.  At the same time two-thirds (66.2%) of adults in adult-only households are males. 
 
We also find that those meeting the definition of HUD Chronic Homeless are disproportionately 
male, compared to service users overall. 
  
The distribution of service users by gender also varies by region of the county.  Males comprise 
the majority in the Oakland, Berkeley, and Other North regions, while females are the majority 
in East and Mid County (Table A3-1).  The genders are evenly split in South County.  Table A3-
1 further displays gender by region in terms of housing status.  While countywide 47 percent of 
the sheltered homeless population is female, that percent varies from 24 percent in North County 
to 38 percent in Oakland and as high as 65 and 94 percent, respectively, in Mid and East County. 

Less variation is evident among unsheltered homeless adults (24.0% female countywide).  The 
prevalence ranges from 7 percent female in Mid County and 12 percent in East County to 40 
percent in Other North.  Countywide, almost half (49.0%) of the hidden homeless population is 
female.  That prevalence drops to 30 percent in Other North and rises to 59 percent in South 
County.  Just under half (49.5%) of housed service users are female, but, again, variation across 
regions is evident, from a low of 37 percent in Oakland to 70 and 72 percent, respectively, in 
Mid County and East County. 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Statistical significance, importance, and reliability 

Footnotes to tables indicate statistical significance.  For example, footnote 1 to Table 3-1 
states, “Gender proportions differ significantly by shelter/housing status (p < .05).”  That is, 
there is less than a 5% probability that the differences in gender proportions among the four 
housing categories would have happened by chance.  By chance alone, we would expect a 
more even distribution of the proportion of females across the housing status categories.  
Instead we see a smaller than expected proportion of women in the unsheltered status. 

This does not mean that the gender distribution of hidden homeless (51% male) differs 
significantly from sheltered homeless (53% male).  But even if there were a statistically 
significant difference between the two estimates, the practical importance of a difference that 
small is probably insignificant. 

Differences in number of respondents across interview locations can have a large impact on 
certainty around population estimates.  Larger sample sizes reduce the width of confidence 
intervals and improve our confidence in the estimate.  For most characteristics of interest, 
Oakland and Berkeley, with larger samples, have sufficient numbers of respondents to give 
reliable estimates (see Table A3-1).  The smaller interview locations – East, Mid, and Other 
North County – often have too few respondents to yield reliable estimates for a given 
characteristic, and the higher weights per person in Mid County may sometimes contribute to 
exaggerated percentages.  We suggest caution in interpreting findings from the smaller 
interview locations, even in tables where findings differ significantly by locations and thus 
are shown. 
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Table 3-1:  Gender by housing status (Q 28) 
 
Housing status Service 

users 
Unwtd 

n 
Sheltered 
homeless 

Unsheltered 
homeless 

Hidden 
homeless 

Housed Total 

Wtd. N 9986  1110 1657 1957 5263  
Wtd. % 100.0  11.1 16.6 19.6 52.7  

Unwtd. n  1251  211 396 229 415 1,251 
Gender categories 1   Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % 
 Male 5494 762 53.0 75.5 51.0 50.5 55.0 
 Female 4483 487 47.0 24.0 49.0 49.5 44.9 
 Transgender 9 2 0 0.5 0 0 0.1 
Total 9986 1251 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
        
Household type 2        
Families with minor 
children  

       

 Male 411 48 14.6 26.2 7.8 19.9 17.8 
 Female 1891 173 85.4 73.8 92.2 80.1 82.2 
 Transgender 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
        
Adult-only 
households 

       

 Male 5084 714 57.9 79.2 62.0 64.6 66.2 
 Female 2592 314 42.1 20.2 38.0 35.4 33.7 
 Transgender 9 2 0 0.6 0 0 0.1 
        
HUD Chronic 
Homeless 

       

 Male 831 187 71.8 77.3 0 0 75.6 
 Female 268 44 28.2 22.7 0 0 24.4 
 Transgender 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
        
1 Gender proportions differ significantly by shelter/housing status (p < .05). 
2 Gender differs significantly by household type (p < .001). 
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Table 3-2:  Age by housing status (Qs 29, 30) 
 

Housing status Service 
users 

Unwtd n Sheltered 
homeless 

Unsheltered 
homeless 

Hidden 
homeless 

Housed Total 

Wtd. N 9986  1110 1657 1957 5263  
Wtd. % 100.0  11.1 16.6 19.6 52.7  

Unwtd. n  1251  211 396 229 415 1,251 
Age categories1   Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % 

 13 - 17  20 5 0.1 0 1.0 0 0.2 

 18 - 25  353 57 6.5 2.3 7.5 1.8 3.5 

 26 - 40  1936 263 22.4 21.6 19.5 18.0 19.4 

 41 - 60  6178 764 58.3 73.1 65.8 57.6 61.9 

 61+  1498 162 12.8 3.0 6.2 22.5 15.0 

Total 9986 1251 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
        
Average age 
(years) 2 9986 1251 47.0 46.6 46.6 50.8 48.9 

Median age (yrs) 9986 1251 48.0 47.0 49.0 51.0 50.0 
        
Household type        

Families with 
minor children 2301 221 37.2 40.6 40.7 42.2 41.6 

        
Adult-only 
households 7684 1030 48.2 47.1 48.1 54.8 51.0 

        
HUD Chronic 
Homeless 1099 231 49.4 49.7 --- --- 49.6 

        
1 Unsheltered service users were significantly younger than housed service users (p < .05). 
2 Service users with minor children were significantly younger than those in adult-only households (p 

< .05). 
 
Age.  Users of homeless services are older than the average for the general population (median 
age of 37 years), with a median age of 50 and 77 percent at least 41 years of age (Table 3-2).10  
Among sheltered and unsheltered homeless persons, those meeting the definition of HUD 
Chronic Homeless are somewhat older than those not defined as Chronically Homeless.  Table 3-
2 informs us that sheltered, unsheltered, and hidden homeless service users tend to be younger 
than housed service users.  Nevertheless, none of the groups had an average age that was young.  
In each case 58 percent or more of service users was in the 41 – 60 age range, with an additional 
13 and 23 percent 61 years or older for, respectively, sheltered homeless and housed service 
users. 

                                                
10 U.S. Census Bureau, American Factfinder, Alameda County, California, ACS Demographic and 
Housing Estimates: 2005 – 2007. 
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The average age of adults in families with minor children (41.6 years) was younger than for all 
services users (48.9).  But here, too, with average age ranging from 37 years for sheltered 
homeless adults to 42 for housed adults, service users were not young.  Service users in adult-
only households and those chronically homeless by the HUD definition, were, on average, 
almost ten years older than those in families with minor children.  Average age ranged from 43 
years in South County to 51 years in Other North (Table A3-1). 

As in Table 3-1, which addresses gender, the results for age of sheltered homeless service users 
are skewed by the minimal involvement of transitional housing residents in the survey.  Table 3-
3 demonstrates that when residents of transitional housing are considered, the population of 
sheltered homeless persons 18 and older is considerably younger than survey findings suggest. 

Table 3-3: Age distribution of persons residing in emergency shelter and transitional housing 
 the night of January 26, 2009 (HMIS n = 1393) 

 

Age  Emergency 
shelter 

Transitional 
housing Total 

18-25 10.3% 40.3% 21.2% 

26-40 26.1% 31.7% 28.1% 

41-60 55.8% 24.5% 44.5% 

61+ 7.7% 3.5% 6.2% 

  Total 100% 100% 100% 

 
 
Race/ethnicity.  Over half of service users (51.3%) define themselves strictly as Black/African 
American, while one-third (32.9%) are white (Table 3-4).  One in seven (15.3%) is 
Hispanic/Latino.  Table A3-3 displays the distribution by county region.  Race/ethnicity of 
service users varies dramatically by region.  While countywide 51 percent of services users are 
Black/African American, estimates range from 5 to 8 percent, respectively, in South, East, and 
Mid County to 59, 69, and 71 percent in Berkeley, Oakland, and Other North, where African 
Americans are more heavily represented.  Whites are more prevalent in South, East, and Mid 
County (Table A3-4).  The prevalence of Hispanic/Latino service users is relatively high (27.0%) 
in South County and low elsewhere, and Asians are more prevalent in South and East County, 
compared with overall county estimates.   
 
The racial/ethnic distribution of Alameda County homeless service users differs profoundly from 
the general Alameda County population.  African Americans constitute the majority of service 
users, followed by Whites and Hispanics.  The U.S. Census, on the other hand, finds Countywide 
that 14 percent of the population is Black/African American, 50% White, and 21% 
Hispanic/Latino.11 

                                                
11 U.S. Census Bureau, American Factfinder, Alameda County, California, ACS Demographic and 
Housing Estimates: 2005 – 2007. 
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For ease of comparison, Table 3-4 presents race-ethnicity categories constructed as reported 
from the county HMIS system.  Overall we estimate that 84 percent of service users categorize 
themselves as Black/African American or White.  We estimate that another 5 percent are in a 
category that includes Black or White and one additional category.  Additionally, 15 percent are 
estimated to describe themselves as Hispanic/Latino, of whom 89 percent also consider 
themselves White (data not shown).  Those defining themselves as Black/African American are 
more prevalent among the hidden homeless (63.4%) than in other housing statuses.  Whites are 
disproportionately found among the housed group (37.7%). 

Race/ethnicity and HUD Chronic Homelessness.  The final column and bottom row in Table 3-4 
shows race-ethnicity categories for those Chronically Homeless by the HUD definition.  The 
proportions in each race category appear very similar to the overall sample, with only slightly 
fewer Black/African American, White, and Hispanic members of the service using population 
defined as chronically homeless, and slightly more respondents coded as “unknown.”  One of the 
worries about the survey was potentially missing the counting of day laborers, who appear in 
Alameda County to be predominately Hispanic.  Anecdotally, undocumented immigrants among 
them prefer to avoid contact with many homeless services, living on a cash basis, and “sleeping 
rough”.  The final row of Table 3-4, shows a disproportionate number of Hispanic Chronically 
Homeless respondents (HUD definition) were indeed unsheltered.  It remains unclear whether 
frequency of use of meal sites by Hispanic respondents, especially unaccompanied males, differs 
from other subpopulations. 
 
Race/ethnicity and survey versus HMIS results.  HMIS emergency shelter and transitional 
housing race/ethnicity tabulations differ from survey results, primarily insofar as they include 
larger proportions of Black/African American/White (5.8% versus 0.3%) and Other Multi-racial 
(10.0% versus 3.0%) and a smaller proportion of White (22.8% versus 29.6%) residents (HMIS 
data not shown).  Similarly, while survey findings result in the estimate that 11.5 percent of 
homeless sheltered persons consider themselves Hispanic/Latino, according to HMIS data those 
findings also represent an undercount.  The administrative data depict a homeless sheltered 
population that is 15.9 percent Hispanic/Latino.  Each of these distinctions is stronger for the 
HMIS population figures for the transitional housing group compared to survey results for the 
sheltered homeless group overall.12 

                                                
12 Compared to HMIS sheltered homeless population data, survey findings are skewed in light of 
differential survey response rates by race/ethnicity, as well as by a very small sample of transitional 
housing residents.  As we noted above (text associated with Table 1-2), disproportionately fewer Asians, 
Hispanics, and Other/mixed race respondents are represented in survey results.  In each case, survey 
results are less than expected given HMIS population figures. 
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Table 3-4:   Race/ethnicity by housing status (Q 27) 
 

Housing status Service 
Users 

Unwtd 
n 

Sheltered 
homeless 

Unsheltered 
homeless 

Hidden 
homeless 

Housed Total HUD Chronic 
Homeless 

Wtd. N 9986  1110 1657 1957 5263  1099 
Wtd. % 100.0  11.1 16.6 19.6 52.7  11.0 

Unwtd. n  1251  211 396 229 415 1,251 231 
Race-ethnicity 
categories, HMIS   

Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % 

Amer. Indian/Alaska 
Native  157 26 0.7 3.8 1.2 1.2 1.6 2.4 

Amer. Indian/ 
Alaska/Black 285 27 2.2 2.9 2.4 3.2 2.8 2.4 

Amer. Indian/ 
Alaska/White 97 17 1.6 1.5 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2 

Asian 274 40 0.5 1.5 3.5 3.3 2.7 1.9 
Asian/Black 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Asian/White 92 8 0 0.5 0 1.6 0.9 0 
Black/African Amer. 5126 559 55.9 45.1 63.4 47.8 51.3 48.4 
Black/African 

Amer./White 120 12 0.3 3.4 1.3 0.6 1.2 5.2 

Native Hawaiian/ 
Other Pacific Isldr 144 20 0.6 1.0 1.0 1.9 1.5 0 

White 3286 464 29.6 33.3 21.6 37.7 32.9 28.2 
Other Multi-racial 192 35 3.0 5.1 0.9 0.9 1.9 3.5 
Unknown 214 43 5.7 5.1 0.9 0.9 2.1 7.0 
Total 9986 1251 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
         
Hispanic/Latino         
Yes 1529 177 11.5 12.3 11.8 18.4 15.3 11.7 
No 8240 1030 82.8 82.3 87.4 80.7 82.5 81..0 
Unknown 217 44 5.7 5.4 0.9 0.9 2.2 7.3 
Total  1251 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
         
HUD Chronic 
Homeless         

 Hispanic/Latino 128 12 4.4 14.9 0 0 11.7  

         
 
Household composition by housing status.  Table 3-5 documents the variety of family 
compositions among study households.  The table also suggests major differences in household 
composition associated with housing status.  Compared with housed persons, literally homeless 
persons are half-again as likely to be solo adults (78.7% solo adults among sheltered service 
users and 77.6% among unsheltered service users compared to 42.4% and 40.4% for hidden 
homeless and house service users) and less likely to be in two-parent families.  Overall, families 
with children are most prevalent in housed settings.   
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Families with children are most prevalent in East and Mid Counties (49.5% and 51.3% of service 
users; Table A3-5).  Couples without children are least evident in Berkeley (3.8%) and most 
prevalent in Mid County (19.8%).  Single adults living alone are found primarily in Berkeley, 
Oakland, and Other North (77.2%, 57.9%, and 44.8% of service users).  Finally, adults living 
with others, who represent about one in ten service users, are most evident in South (20.6%) and 
Other North (23.8%).   

Using administrative and survey data, Figures 3-1 and 3-2 show the distribution of individuals by 
housing status, and type of household, separately for only the adult service users (Figure 3-1) and 
for all individuals in a household, including the minor children (Figure 3-2).  Comparing the two 
figures we see that 16 percent (100% - 84%) of adults in emergency shelters are adults in 
households with children.  At the same time, households with children constitute 36 percent of 
persons residing in shelters.  Continuing, we learn that 38 percent of adults in transitional 
housing are in households with children and that 59 percent of persons in transitional housing are 
in household with children.  While only 7 percent of unsheltered adults are with children, 22 
percent of unsheltered persons are in household with children. The largest proportion of persons 
in households with children is in the hidden homeless category, where 57 percent of persons are 
in households with minor children. 

 Table 3-5.  Family structure by housing status (Qs 8-12) 
 
Housing status Service 

Users 
Unwtd. 

n 
Sheltered 
homeless 

Unsheltered 
homeless 

Hidden 
homeless 

Housed Total 

Wtd. N 9986  1110 1657 1957 5263  
Wtd. % 100.0  11.1 16.6 19.6 52.7  

Unwtd. n  1251  211 396 229 415 1,251 
   Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % 
Household type1        

Families with children 2301 221 11.5 7.0 20.4 31.5 23.1 
        
Couple without Children 1496 143 2.2 11.1 20.8 16.7 15.0 
        
Single Adult, alone 5117 742 78.7 77.6 42.4 40.4 51.2 
        
Adult living with others  1072 145 7.7 4.2 16.5 11.3 10.7 

        
Total 9986 1251 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
        
1 There are significant differences in family structure by housing status (p < .05). 

 
Location of children.  Depending on their situations, options, and personal histories, and the ages 
of their children, parents can be with all of their children, none of their children, or some of their 
children.  Table 3-6 describes adult services users in terms of location of their children.  As 
displayed in the top panel of the table, we estimate that 26 percent of service users have no 
children, 37 percent have no minor children, and in the remaining population, roughly one-third 
of service users have minor children.  Most of those with minor children have either all or none 
of their children with them (14 percent have minor children who do not reside with them, 20 
percent have minor children all of whom reside with them).  Only 3 percent of service users have 
some of their minor children living with them and some elsewhere.  More housed service users 
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have all minor children with them than do services users residing in any other housing status.  
And service users separated from all their minor children are most prevalent among those who 
are unsheltered (22.2%), double the percent for housed service users (10.5%).  Two possibilities 
come to mind.  First, homeless persons accompanied by their children may be more likely to be 
provided with housing – hence no longer being homeless – than counterparts without children.  
Second, homeless persons with children may be more likely to have been separated from their 
children, for financial, social, or health reasons.   

This picture does not change substantially when table figures are limited to services users who 
left their last place because of family violence (more detail on family violence appears in Section 
7). 

Regional variation, depicted in Table A3-6, is of interest.  Service users with no children are 
more prevalent in Berkeley, compared to other county regions.  Services users without minor 
children are most prevalent in Oakland and Other North County.  And services users with all 
children accompanying them are most evident in East County and Mid County.  Family shelters 
may be more available in those regions.  
Table 3-6.    Location of children by housing status (Qs 8 - 10) 

Housing status Service 
users 

Unwtd 
n 

Sheltered 
 

Unsheltered 
homeless 

Hidden 
homeless 

Housed Total 
county 

Weighted N 9986  1110 1657 1957 5263 9986 
Weighted % 100.0  11.1 16.6 19.6 52.7 100.0 

Unweighted n  1251 211 396 229 415  
Countywide  Wtd. N  Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % 
        
Location of children1        
 No children 2605 405 37.5 41.9 24.6 19.3 26.1 
 No minor children 3700 410 35.0 28.5 38.7 39.6 37.1 
        
 Minor kids not w respondent 1426 220 16.1 22.2 16.8 10.5 14.3 
 Some with, some not 277 41 1.5 1.4 2.2 3.7 2.8 
 Minor kids all w respondent 1978 175 10.0 5.9 17.7 27.0 19.8 
        
Location of children, if Resp. 
left last place because FV2 

       

 No children 346 61 12.0 50.6 23.1 15.3 24.4 
 No minor children 314 58 47.1 17.4 27.4 13.6 22.2 
        
 Minor kids not w respondent 374 56 12.5 22.0 39.6 29.2 26.4 
 Some with, some not 46 6 nd nd nd nd 3.2 
 Minor kids all w respondent 337 61 25.6 10.1 7.7 36.4 23.8 
        
nd  Not disclosed to protect confidentiality. 
1  There are significant differences by housing status (p < .1). 
2 Although some percents in location of children appear to differ substantially between all service user 

and those who left their last place because of domestic violence, the differences are not statistically 
significant. 
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 Figure 3-1. Distribution of Adults in Households with and without Minor Children, 
  Survey and HMIS data  
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 Figure 3-2.  Distribution of Persons in Households with and without Minor Children,  
  Survey and HMIS data 
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SECTION 4.  CHRONIC HOMELESSNESS 
 
The HUD Chronic Homeless definition is tightly focused on a hard-to-serve subpopulation of 
homeless persons, those currently literally homeless, living unaccompanied, disabled and either 
continuously homeless for a year or more or homeless at least four times in the last three years.  
Central to this definition of chronic homelessness is the concept of disability.  Table 4-1 displays 
responses to survey question 23, with additional measurement of alcohol and drug dependence 
drawn from responses to questions 24 and 25. 

Row A of Table 4-1 indicates that 474 survey respondents – representing 3,621 or 36 percent of 
service users – responded positively to the statement “I am physically disabled.”  All of these 
persons meet the disability criterion for chronic homelessness.  Positive responses to questions in 
rows B, D, and G, as well as to the measurement criteria for alcohol dependence or drug 
dependence, result in the respondent being defined as disabled for purposes of chronic 
homelessness.  Prevalence of these problems – HIV/AIDS disability, developmental disability, 
disability by virtue of mental illness other than serious depression, alcohol dependence, and drug 
dependence – ranges from 0.9 percent for HIV/AIDS to 26 percent for alcohol dependence.   

Self-reported disability “by my health problems” is the most frequently reported problem, 
estimated at 42 percent of the service using population.  Contrary to the response pattern we 
anticipated, this appears to be a more inclusive category than either chronic health problems or 
physical disability.  Therefore, this response was not used for categorizing respondents as 
disabled.  Noteworthy also is the estimate that 31 percent of service users consider themselves 
disabled by serious depression.  Previous data indicate that about 20 percent of the homeless 
population had diagnosable and disabling mental illness.  Self-rated serious depression appears 
to include people who would not meet the Chronic Homeless criteria of disabling mental illness 
or, likely, the threshold for access to mental health care in Alameda County. 

Sizeable proportions of the population are estimated to have learning disabilities, PTSD, and to 
be “disabled by something else.”  Looking down the final column of Table 4-1, we see that in 
every case 85 percent or more of survey respondents affirming a particular problem meet the 
disability criterion, whether because of the response to that particular question, or another 
question or questions. 

In total, two-thirds (69.6%) of service users are estimated to have met the HUD criteria for 
disability.13  On average, these disabled service users reported 1.5 chronic conditions.  
Altogether three-quarters (75.5%) of services users reported a serious condition, including those 
not categorized as a HUD disability.  On average, surveyed service users reported 2.9 serious 
conditions. 

 

                                                
13 The comparable figure in Table 4-2 varies somewhat, 68.0%, because, due to missing data, information 
from a slightly different cohort of respondents is used. 
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Table 4-1.   Definition of disability for HUD Chronic Homeless classification (Qs 23-25) 
 

Meets Criteria for  
HUD Chronic 

Homeless 
Disability (CHD)1 

23. The next questions are about your health 
and any disabilities you may have.  Which of 
these statements are true for you?   
MARK ALL THAT APPLY 

Yes No 

 
 

Unwtd 
n 

Wtd. 
N Wtd. % 

% CH 
disabled 

 Not disabled (negative on questions 23 a, b, 
d, or g, alcohol and drug screens)  X 373 3194 32.0 0.0 

 A. I am physically disabled X  474 3621 36.3 100. 

 B.  I am disabled by HIV/AIDS X  17 89 0.9 100. 

   C.  I have another long-term and serious 
medical condition or health problem, like 
diabetes, heart disease, hepatitis or cancer 

 X 396 3402 34.1 85.4 

 C1. I am disabled by my health problems  X 493 4232 42.4 96.4 

 D.  I am developmentally disabled2 X  161 984 9.9 100. 

 E.  I have learning disabilities  X 232 1357 13.6 90.5 

 F.  I am disabled by serious depression2   X 437 3089 30.9 92.4 

 G.  I am disabled by other mental illness3 X  257 1867 18.7 100. 

 H.  I have Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder 
(PTSD)  X 267 1457 14.6 95.1 

 I.   I am disabled by something else3 

 (CH DETERMINED BY COMMENTS)4 X? X? 266 2311 23.1 90.7 

 Alcohol dependence (Question 24)5 X  405 2595 26.0 100. 

 Drug dependence (Question 25)5 X  203 1256 12.6 100. 

 Any HUD Chronic Homeless disability X  891 6947 69.6 100. 

 Number of CHD conditions, if any (average)    1.5  100. 

 Any HUD Chronic Homeless disability X X 981 7539 75.5 89.3 

 Number of serious conditions, CHD and others, if 
any (average)6    2.9  89.3 

1 Disability income was scored as “disabled” for solo adults and couples on their own (n = 41). 
2 This percentage, based on self-report, seems high. 
3 Many of these respondents were already identified or coded into row A, B, D, or G and some were 

scored with the AOD screens as having a diagnosable substance abuse problem.  
4 For this question 430 comments were recorded. 
5 See Section 6 for more information about alcohol and drug scoring criteria. 
6 Includes questions 23 A-C, D-I, alcohol dependence, drug dependence, not 23 C1. 
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The second element of the HUD chronic homelessness measure is number of times or length of 
time homeless.  The popular understanding of chronic homelessness differs from the HUD 
definition, restricted to only single, disabled persons, and currently homeless unsheltered or in 
emergency shelter.  In community terms, anyone who has been homeless a long time or many 
times would be called chronically homeless, without regard to whether they live alone or with 
others or whether they are disabled, or whether they are, for the moment, housed. Using the same 
definition of long-term homelessness developed for the HUD Chronic Homeless category, and 
the same definition of disability, the extent of these conditions is examined in the population of 
service users. 

Table 4-2 displays percent of service users, by housing status, estimated to be disabled (meeting 
HUD criteria for disability), long-term homeless, and the combination of the two.  Here we find 
that two-thirds (68.0%) of service users countywide are estimated to be disabled, by HUD’s 
definition.  It is of interest that there is little variation across family type (no significant 
difference).  While 54 percent of adults in families with minor children are estimated to be 
disabled, 76 percent of adults living alone fall into the disability category.  Within family type, 
additional variation appears, although small sample size suggests caution in interpreting findings.  
One finding strikes us as particularly noteworthy: that disability is so prevalent among housed 
service users, irrespective of family type.  It is also of interest that two of the groups with 
relatively lower rates of disability are unsheltered homeless and hidden homeless adults in 
families with minor children. 

By self-report, 26% of service users had been homeless for the previous 12 months or 
experienced homelessness four or more times in the past three years (Table 4-2).  This definition 
includes persons who may not be currently homeless, but who nevertheless have a recent, 
lengthy history of homelessness or episodic homelessness in the past three years. The proportion 
of long-term homelessness varies by housing status, with the greatest prevalence among 
unsheltered persons (67.3%) and, not surprisingly, least prevalence among housed and hidden 
homeless persons (9.4% and 23.6%).  The prevalence of long-term homelessness among 
sheltered persons falls between the other rates (43.6%).  Long-term homelessness is least 
prevalent among adults in families with minor children (7.0%) and most prevalent among adults 
living alone (39.3%). 

Disability and long-term homelessness are most prevalent among unsheltered persons (54.5%), 
followed by sheltered person (39.3%), hidden homeless person (18.6%), and housed persons 
(8.0%).  Following the pattern for long-term homelessness alone, disability and long-term 
homelessness is most prevalent among adults living alone (32.5%) and least prevalent among 
adults living with minor children (6.0%). 

Using the more restrictive HUD Chronic Homeless definition, based this time on survey data 
alone, yields an estimated 1,099 persons.  Approximately 30 percent of sheltered and 46 percent 
of unsheltered service users are defined as HUD Chronic Homeless.  By definition, hidden 
homeless or housed service users cannot be categorized as HUD Chronic Homeless.  Table 4-3 
displays the confidence interval for the 1,099 figure: 650 to 1,547.   

Table 4-3 collapses the study population into two family groups, adult-only households and 
families with minor children, and presents data on number of persons rather than percents, with 
lower and upper bounds for estimated numbers.  Additionally Table 4-3 provides estimates of the 
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number of children living with adults who, respectively, meet the definition of disabled, long-
term homeless, and both disabled and long-term homeless. 

The first panel of Table 4-3 provides countywide findings, irrespective of disability status and 
length of time homeless.  We see here the estimate of 5,667 children with adults using services in 
Alameda County (lower bound 2,166; upper bound, 9,168).  The second panel reveals an 
estimated 2,917 children living with disabled, service-using adults, the vast majority of them 
residing with housed adults.  A much small number of children are estimated to reside with 
adults who are long-term homeless or those disabled and long-term homeless, and again most of 
those families are currently housed.    

Tables A4-2 and A4-3 display findings at the regional level.  Table A4-2 indicates that disabled, 
service-using adults are more likely to found in the Other North, Berkeley, and Oakland regions 
(respectively, 76.7%, 73.5%, and 72.2% of service users) and least likely in East and South 
County (49.9% and 54.9% of service users).  Long-term homeless service users are more likely 
to be found in Berkeley (47.0% of service users), followed by Other North (29.2%), South 
(28.3%), and Oakland (25.1%).  They are least likely to be long-term homeless in Mid County 
(9.9%).  Disabled and long-term homeless persons are most prevalent in Berkeley (41.3% of 
service users) and least prevalent in Mid County 5.8%).  Finally, following the above pattern, 
this table indicates that HUD Chronic Homeless services users are most prevalent in Berkeley 
(29.6% of service users), followed by Other North County (13.9%) and Oakland (9.9%).  In East 
and Mid County we estimate the prevalence of HUD Chronic Homeless persons as no more than 
3 percent.  

Most of the children with disabled and long-term homeless adults are residing with adults 
interviewed at service sites in Oakland, followed by Mid County (see Table A4-3).   

The number of chronically homeless persons by the community definition (2,121) is almost 
double the survey-estimate of HUD Chronic Homeless persons (1,099).  The community 
definition generates the additional numbers of persons by including persons in couples and 
families among the chronically homeless, and by including those with a history of long-term or 
episodic homelessness who may not be homeless currently. 

 

Differing estimates for HUD Chronic Homeless count 
 
Using the combined data from shelter and transitional housing programs as well as from 
survey respondents, Table 2-2 finds an estimated 1,026 single, disabled adults under the HUD 
Chronic Homeless definition.  Tables in this section report a slightly different estimate, 1,099, 
a figure based solely on survey responses.  See tables 4-2 and 4-3.  While the former estimate 
is likely more accurate (see the smaller confidence interval around the point estimate), for 
purposes of comparison and within-table consistency, we use the survey-response-only 
estimate in tables that rely only on survey results. 
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Table 4-2.  Chronicity of homelessness and disability by housing status (Qs 13, 14) 
 

Housing status Service 
users 

Unwtd 
n 

Sheltered 
 

Unsheltered 
homeless 

Hidden 
homeless 

Housed Total 
county 

Weighted N 9986  1110 1657 1957 5263 9986 
Weighted % 100.0  11.1 16.6 19.6 52.7 100.0 

Unweighted n  1251 211 396 229 415  
Countywide1  Wtd. N  Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % 
 Families w/ minor children   2301 221 11.5 7.0 20.4 31.5 23.1 
 Couples, no children 1496 143 2.2 11.2 20.8 16.7 15.0 
 Adult, living alone 5117 742 78.7 77.6 42.4 40.5 51.2 
 Adults with others 1072 145 7.7 4.3 16.5 11.3 10.7 
        
Disabled2  6792 872 71.4 70.6 67.2 66.8 68.0 
 Families w/ minor children   1237 104 53.7 34.2 37.3 58.9 53.8 
 Couples, no children 925 100 100.0 69.1 54.3 62.7 61.8 
 Adult, living alone 3901 566 78.5 73.5 84.5 73.8 76.2 
 Adults with others 729 102 13.8 83.2 75.8 69.7 68.0 
        
Long-term homeless1,3 2554 519 43.6 67.3 23.6 9.4 25.6 
 Families w/ minor children   163 31 5.7 38.8 6.7 5.1 7.0 
 Couples, no children 191 92 43.6 57.4 13.2 2.3 12.8 
 Adult, living alone 2013 348 52.2 72.4 33.8 16.2 39.3 
 Adults with others 187 102 11.5 45.9 31.5 7.2 17.4 
        
Disabled and long-term 
homeless1 

2121 410 39.3 54.5 18.6 8.0 21.2 

 Families w/ minor children   137 22 4.8 28.3 6.0 4.5 6.0 
 Couples, no children 170 42 43.6 51.5 10.9 2.3 11.4 
 Adult, living alone 1665 309 46.9 58.1 27.0 13.3 32.5 
 Adults with others 149 37 11.5 38.6 22.2 6.9 13.9 
        
        
HUD Chronic Homeless1,4 1099 231 30.5 45.9 0 0 0 
        

1  There are significant differences by housing status (p < .05). 
2 Interviewed person met HUD Chronic Homeless definition of disability. 
3 Homeless for a year or more, or homeless more than 3 times in the past 3 years. 
4 HUD Chronic Homeless definition includes only disabled persons living solo (unaccompanied),  
 homeless at the time of the survey, and either unsheltered or in emergency shelters.  These numbers

 are survey estimates only and do not include HMIS data reported in earlier tables. 
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Table 4-3. Numbers of persons long-term homeless and disabled, by housing status (Qs 13, 
14)  
 

Housing status 
 

Sheltered 
 

Unsheltered 
homeless 

Hidden 
homeless 

Housed Total 
county 

Lower 
bound 

Upper 
bound 

Weighted N 1110 1657 1957 5263 9986   
Weighted % 11.1 16.6 19.6 52.7 100.0   

Unweighted n 211 396 229 415    
Number of service users Wtd N Wtd N Wtd N Wtd N Wtd. N UB LB 
        
Countywide 1110 1657 1957 5263 9986 4898 15073 
 Adult-only households 982 1541 1558 3603 7684 3787 11582 
 Families with minor children 127 116 398 1660 2301 832 3771 
  Children with those adults 295 306 1085 3981 5667 2166 9168 
        
Disabled1 792 1171 1315 3514 6792 3136 10448 
 Adult-only households 721 1131 1166 2536 5554 2534 8573 
 Families with minor children 71 40 149 978 1237 426 2049 
  Children with those adults 174 81 267 2395 2917 979 4854 
        
Long-term homeless2 484 1115 463 493 2554 1751 3356 
 Adult-only households 476 1070 436 408 2390 1643 3137 
 Families with minor children 7 45 27 85 163 63 264 
  Children with those adults 11 81 53 239 385 108 662 
        
Disabled and long-term   
  homeless 

436 903 363 420 2121 1416 2828 

 Adult-only households 430 870 339 345 1985 1332 2637 
 Families with minor children 6 33 24 74 137 41 233 
  Children with those adults 8 60 39 229 336 61 612 
        
        
HUD Chronic Homeless3 339 760 0 0 1099 650 1547 
        

1  Interviewed person met HUD Chronic Homeless definition of disability. 
2 Homeless for a year or more, or homeless more than 3 times in the past 3 years. 
3 The HUD Chronic Homeless definition includes only disabled persons living solo (unaccompanied), 

homeless at the time of the survey, and either unsheltered or in emergency shelters. These numbers are 
survey estimates only, and do not include HMIS data reported in earlier tables. 

 
In Table 4-4, we see that the numbers of service users and homeless persons are unevenly 
distributed across jurisdictions and family types.  Oakland interview sites yielded an estimated 
5,945 service users, over one-half (56.3%) of the population of 10,567 service users.  Homeless 
persons interviewed in Oakland, and the children with them, total an estimated 2,091 persons, 
constituting about half (48.2%) of the survey-estimate of 4,341 homeless persons in the county.  
Thus, it appears that while accounting for 27 percent of Alameda County’s population, Oakland 
programs serve more persons overall (56.3%) than the rest of the County combined.14   

                                                
14 State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities, Counties and the State 
with Annual Percent Change — January 1, 2007 and 2008. Sacramento, California, May 2008. 
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Examining the numbers of homeless persons by family type, Berkeley interview sites, serving an 
estimated 9.3 percent of the 10,567 service users, captured a disproportionate number of 
individuals in all adult household (549 of 2,771, or 20%) and an unexpectedly large proportion 
of the County’s chronically homeless persons (384 of 1,099, or 35%).  Given its overall numbers 
of service users, the South region appears to serve a disproportionate number of HUD homeless 
families with children (106, or 18% of total number of families countywide). 

Table 4-4.     Numbers of Literally Homeless persons, HUD definition, by family type and 
interview location, survey estimates and administrative data  

 
 
 

Weighted N of Service Users 
Weighted % 

Oakland 
 

5,945 
56.3 

Berkeley 
 

983 
9.3 

South 
 

901 
8.5 

East 
 

533 
5.0 

Mid 
 

1,536 
14.5 

Other N. 
 

668 
6.3 

Total 
County 
10,567 

100 
Administrative data n 1,138 309 328 117 285 199 2,378 
Unweighted survey n 351 363 219 124 111 83 1,251 

Homeless, HUD definition  Wtd. N Wtd. N Wtd. N Wtd. N Wtd. N Wtd. N Wtd. N 
 Adults        
 Living in all-adult households  1,562 549 278 52 150 180 2,771 
 Accompanied by children 193 49 106 44 84 100 576 
Subtotal, adults 1,755 598 384 96 234 280 3,347 
        Children with adult 336 82 180 90 151 153 994 
        Total 2,091 680 564 186 385 433 4,341 
        
HUD Chronic Homeless         
Single individuals, disabled 534 384 46 7 41 87 1,099 
                

When we examine the numbers homeless by the community definition (see Table 4-5), there is a 
similar uneven distribution of homeless persons and family types across jurisdictions, with 
somewhat higher total numbers in comparable table cells.  Again, the majority of service users 
and homeless adults were interviewed in Oakland.  As with the HUD definition (Literally 
Homeless) estimates in Table 4-4, the numbers of homeless persons with children is 
disproportionately high in the South but also in the Other North regions.  

Where 5,304 adults meet the community definition of homelessness, 2,112 – or 40 percent of 
that number – meet the community definition of chronic homelessness with disability (which can 
include persons not currently homeless). Using the community definition, we estimate that 58 
percent of the total of homeless adults (3,093 of 5,304), and a little more than half of the 
chronically homeless and disabled adults (1,146 of 2,122, or 54.0%) rely on services in 
Oakland.15  Again, the number of single homeless adults, and especially the number of 
chronically homeless and disabled persons, is disproportionately high in Berkeley.  Adults in 
families with children are disproportionately represented in South County. 

                                                
15 Individuals may also utilize services in other jurisdictions as well. 
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Table 4-5.    Homeless count, community definition, by family type and interview location 
 

 
 

Weighted N of Service Users 
Weighted % 

Oakland 
 

5,945 
56.3 

Berkeley 
 

983 
9.3 

South 
 

901 
8.5 

East 
 

533 
5.0 

Mid 
 

1,536 
14.5 

Other N. 
 

668 
6.3 

Total* 
County 
10,567 

100 
Administrative data n 1,138 309 328 117 285 199 2,376 
Unweighted survey n 351 363 219 124 111 83 1,251 

Homeless, community definition Wtd. N Wtd. N Wtd. N Wtd. N Wtd. N Wtd. N Wtd. N 
Adults        
 Living in all-adult households  2,644 652 415 88 246 285 4,330 
 Accompanied by children 449 61 162 63 109 129 974 
Subtotal, adults 3,093 713 577 151 355 414 5,304 
        Children with adult 1,130 111 316 112 178 231 2,079 
        Total 4,223 824 893 263 533 645 7,383 
        
Chronically homeless and 
disabled, community definition 

       

Adults        
 Living in all-adult households  1,077 530 136 37 53 151 1,985 
 Accompanied by children 69 8 11 0 30 20 137 
Subtotal, adults 1,146 538 147 37 83 171 2,122 
        
Children with adult 194 10 28 0 60 44 336 
        
Total 1,340 548 175 37 143 215 2,458 
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Table 4-6 echoes the findings in the previous tables, presenting the results in the form of 
numbers as well as percentages of the population of service users in each jurisdiction and 
countywide.  The percentages in each cell are the number or proportion of service users who are 
homeless for the jurisdiction, placing each column on an equal footing and making proportions 
easier to compare.  If we compare the data on number of homeless persons, whether by the HUD 
or the community definition, it becomes clear that Oakland homelessness dominates the sample 
average.  But the story from percentages differs. 

While countywide 32 percent of service users were found to be homeless by the HUD definition, 
in Berkeley, 61 percent of service users were homeless.  South County and Other North County 
follow at 43 and 42 percent respectively.  Interestingly, that percent drops to 30 in Oakland, 18 in 
East County and 15 in Mid County.  Using the community definition, 50 percent of service users 
are assessed as homeless, but the Berkeley figure is half-again as large.   Again, South and Other 
North County follow, with East and Mid County at the bottom.  Under the HUD definition of 
homelessness, 80 percent or more of service users in East and Mid County are not homeless.  
Using the community definition, about three-quarters of the service users in those jurisdictions 
are not homeless. 

Table 4-6. Percent of adult service users who were homeless, including both Literally 
Homeless (HUD definition) and Hidden Homeless (community definition), by 
interview location (survey and HMIS data sources) 

 
 Oakland Berkeley South East Mid Other N. Total 

Weighted N of Service 
Users 5,945 983 901 533 1,536 668 10,567 

HUD definition                

Individuals, weighted 1,755 598 384 96 234 280 3,347 

Percent of service users 
homeless 29.5 60.8 42.6 18.0 15.2 41.9 31.7 

Community definition                

Individuals, weighted 3,093 713 577 151 355 414 5,304 

Percent of service users 
homeless 52.0 72.5 64.0 28.3 23.1  62.0 50.2 
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SECTION 5.  WORK, INCOME, AND BENEFITS 

Receipt of income from employment, SSI, GA, Social Security retirement, panhandling or 
recycling, and Food Stamps (an income equivalent) varied by housing status and by region of the 
county.  In this section we look at income sources by household composition and housing status 
and at monthly income.  We also examine selected monthly income statistics, including average 
income, by disability of service users. 

Respondents were asked four questions about income or assistance currently received (Qs 19 – 
22), including one question about income or assistance sources with 20 checkbox options, one 
question about total income per month, one about receipt of Food Stamps for self or someone 
living with respondent, and one question about WIC food assistance for self or children.1  The 
construction of the first two questions (“What kinds of income or assistance are you currently 
receiving?”  “About how much income is that all together, per month?”) resulted in responses 
that were somewhat ambiguous.   For example, a respondent may have chosen to mention – or 
not to mention – CalWORKs if the cash assistance were specifically for the child.  Similarly, if 
the respondent were relying on Social Security retirement income, but the check was in the name 
of a partner or spouse, she or he may, or may not, have included that income source.  Table 5-1 
displays current income sources across the four types of housing status of respondents: sheltered 
homeless, unsheltered homeless, hidden homeless, and housed.  Tables 5-2 and 5-3 replicate the 
analyses for the two household types: respondents in families with minor children and 
respondents in all-adult households.  Within the subpopulation of households with minor 
children, proportions of respondents receiving most types of income appear to differ 
substantially by household type; however the small size of the sample prevents all but a few of 
these differences from statistical significance. 

Lack of income.  Overall, we estimate that 11 percent of the service using population reports no 
income.  While 8 percent of housed service users reported no income, significantly more hidden 
homeless, sheltered, and unsheltered homeless service users reported this situation (respectively 
9.3%, 13.2%, and 25.0%, Table 5-1).  Reports of no income were especially prevalent among 
unsheltered service users in East County, Mid County and Oakland (respectively, 51.4%, 36.5%, 
and 31.2%; Table A5-1).  Overall, the estimated proportion reporting no income is greatest for 
South County (16.0%). 

Work.  Substantial differences were evident by housing status.  While a similar proportion of 
hidden homeless and housed adults received income from work, overall, the hidden homeless 
group reported the most frequent pay for full-time work (17.4 %), and the housed group reported 
the most frequent pay for part-time work (16.3%).  Proportions reporting pay for work were 
substantially smaller for sheltered and unsheltered persons (Table 5-1).  The proportion reporting 
pay for full-time work was greatest for persons in adult-only households in the hidden homeless 
group (21.4%, Table 5-3).  When all work-related income is considered simultaneously, 
including income from unemployment insurance, no statistical significance across housing status 
remains Tables 5-1, 5-2, and 5-3. 

                                                
1 The Food Stamp program has been renamed SNAP, Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program. 
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The percent of persons with income from full- and part-time employment varied by region in the 
county.  Compared with respondents in the other jurisdictions, individuals in East and South 
County and Oakland were more likely to have reported income from full-time work, and income 
from part-time work was more prevalent in East and Mid County (Table A5-1).  These findings 
could reflect differences by locality of employment opportunities.   

Disability income.  We estimate that 28 percent of the service-using population has SSI benefits 
and 7 percent has SSDI benefits (some individuals could collect smaller amounts from each 
source (Table 5-1)).  The prevalence of SSI receipt appears to be particularly substantial among 
the sheltered homeless population (39.9%), followed by the housed population (32.2%).  In 
terms of geographic distribution, receipt of SSI is highest in Berkeley (37.0%; Table A5-1) and 
lowest in Mid County (19.7%).  Receipt of SSDI is greatest in Other North (15.7%). 

Cash assistance.  CalWORKs assistance is not widespread (6.4% countywide; Table 5-1), but is 
most prevalent in East and South County (12.1% and 11.3% respectively; Table A5-1).  GA 
receipt is over twice as prevalent as CalWORKs on a countywide basis (15.0%; Table 5-1), and 
especially evident among the hidden homeless population (24.2%).  Prevalence of GA receipt in 
Other North (19.9%; Table A5-1), is substantial among sheltered and unsheltered homeless 
persons.  Receipt of GA is lowest in Mid County. 

Social Security retirement.  Nine percent of service users are estimated to receive Social Security 
retirement benefits.  Recipients are especially concentrated among the housed population 
(15.4%; Table 5-1) and in Mid County (14.7%; Table A5-1). 

Panhandling, recycling.  Panhandling or recycling is reported as an income source by 8 percent 
of service users, primarily among unsheltered homeless persons (22.6%; Table 5-1) and 
particularly in South and Other North County (17.9%, 15.6%; Table A5-1). 

Nutritional support.  Food Stamps are evenly distributed among service users by housing status 
(26.1% overall; Table 5-1) and region, except that the prevalence of use appears lower in East 
County (11.2%; Table A5-1).  Receipt of WIC benefits is estimated to be greatest in Mid County 
(15.4%; Table A5-1), compared to an overall prevalence of 6 percent (Table 5-1). 

Some of these differences reflect the uneven demographic distribution of homeless persons; for 
example, among homeless service users in Berkeley and Other North County, for whom 
disability is most prevalent, income from work is less prevalent.  Some differences by interview 
location are artifacts of the structure of the social welfare system in California; for example, 
among housed service users, Food Stamps are least prevalent in Berkeley and Other North 
County, where SSI is most prevalent.  The equivalent value of Food Stamps is provided to SSI 
recipients as an increase in benefit checks, so many recipients are unaware that they are receiving 
the Food Stamp benefit. 

Families with children versus all-adult households.  Tables 5-2 and 5-3 repeat the analyses of 
Table 5-1 but broken out by type of household, those with children (Table 5-2) and adult-only 
households (Table 5-3).  Relative to all-adult households, those with children had a greater 
prevalence of CalWORKs (24.2% versus 1.1%), GA (17.1% versus 14.4%), Food Stamps 
(41.1% versus 21.7%), and WIC benefits (23.0% versus 1.2%).  All-adult households are 
estimated to have a greater prevalence of SSI (29.4% versus 23.8%) and Social Security 
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retirement income (10.1% versus 5.3%).  Within the all-adult households, compared to 
households with children, no income is strikingly more prevalent among unsheltered homeless 
persons (26.2% versus 10.3%).  SSI receipt is most prevalent among sheltered homeless persons 
(41.3% versus 28.7%).  Social Security retirement is most prevalent among housed persons 
(19.6% versus 6.4%).  Pan-handling/recycling is more prevalent among unsheltered homeless 
persons with children (39.6% versus 21.3%). 

Table 5-1. Current income sources reported by individual respondents by housing status (Qs 19, 20) 
Housing status Service 

users 
Unwtd 

n 

Sheltered 
homeless 

 

Unsheltered 
homeless 

Hidden 
homeless 

Housed Total 
county 

Weighted N 9986  1110 1657 1957 5263 9986 
Weighted % 100.0  11.1 16.6 19.6 52.7 100.0 

Unweighted n  1251 211 396 229 415  
Countywide  Wtd. N  Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % 
Don’t know, Refused, Missing 297 65 1.5 7.1 2.5 2.2 3.0 
Reports “No income”1 1128 184 13.2 25.0 9.3 7.6 11.3 
        
Work-related income 
sources (if reported) 8561 1002 85.3 68.3 88.4 90.3 85.7 

 Pay for Full-time work1   529 37 1.5 0.9 17.4 3.1 5.4 
 Pay for Part-time work1   1176 126 4.4 9.1 6.8 16.3 11.9 
 Unemployment insurance 435 46 9.5 2.5 2.5 4.6 4.4 
 Any work-related income 2124 205 15.2` 12.0 26.6 23.9 21.5 
        
SSI1 2782 311 39.9 18.2 18.9 32.2 28.2 
SSDI 676 89 7.0 7.3 5.6 7.1 6.8 
VA Disability1  27 9 1.0 0.4 0.3 0.1 0.3 
Private disability insurance 57 7 0.2 0.1 0.6 0.8 0.6 
Worker’s Compensation 38 6 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.6 0.4 
Any disability income1 3362 381 44.1 21.7 24.5 39.3 34.0 
        
CalWORKs (“Welfare”) 632 64 7.0 2.6 6.0 7.6 6.4 
GA1 1481 196 17.1 18.4 24.2 10.0 15.0 
        
Social Security retirement1 890 62 3.1 0.3 2.5 15.4 9.0 
Veteran’s benefits 146 23 1.8 1.3 0.9 1.7 1.5 
Pension from former job1 224 23 0.3 0.7 0.8 3.7 2.3 
        
Alimony, spousal support 46 6 1.0 0 0.4 0.5 0.5 
Child support 104 14 1.0 0 0.4 1.6 1.1 
Pan-handling, recycling1  826 229 7.2 22.6 8.9 3.9 8.4 
Other income source 1028 125 3.9 12.0 13.5 10.1 10.4 
        
Food Stamps 2 2609 305 27.0 24.7 28.2 25.7 26.1 
WIC 624 57 4.9 2.4 2.7 9.1 6.2 
        
1  Significant differences in proportions receiving income sources by housing type (p <. 05). 
2  In California SSI payments are increased to include a “cash-out” for Food Stamps benefits.  
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Average number of reported income sources.  On average, households reporting any income 
reported income from 1.3 sources (Table 5-4).  The largest average number of income sources is 
evident among household with minor children that are sheltered homeless (1.7 sources) or 
unsheltered homeless (1.8 sources; Table 5-4).  Number of income sources is also associated 
with region, with service users in East and South County having on average the largest number 
of income sources (Table A5-4).  As is evident in Table 5-5, more income sources fails to 
translate into greater average income. 

Table 5-2.    Sources of income reported by individual respondents in families with children by  
housing status (Qs 19, 20) 

 
Housing status Service 

users 
Unwtd 

n 
Sheltered 

 
Unsheltered 

homeless 
Hidden 

homeless 
Housed Total 

county 
Weighted N 2301  127 116 398 1660 2301 
Weighted % 100.0  5.5 5.0 17.3 72.1 100.0 
Unweighted n  221 26 25 34 136  
Families with children Wtd. N  Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % 
Don’t know, Refused, Missing 69 10 0 7.8 3.8 2.7 3.0 
Reports “No income” 276 19 35.9 10.3 9.1 11.2 12.2 
        
Work-related income 
sources (if reported) 1957 192 64.1 81.9 87.4 86.3 85.0 
 Pay for Full-time work   95 15 5.9 3.2 0.9 4.9 4.2 
 Pay for Part-time work  308 30 5.9 17.3 5.9 15.7 13.6 
 Unemployment insurance 89 10 0.9 0.9 1.1 5.0 3.9 
 Any work-related income 488 54 12.7 21.4 7.9 25.4 21.5 
        
SSI 539 47 28.7 28.2 14.3 25.3 23.8 
SSDI 70 9 9.6 0 1.1 3.3 3.1 
VA Disability 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Private disability insurance 10 1 0 0 0 0.6 0.5 
Worker’s Compensation 28 2 0 0 0 1.7 1.2 
Any disability income 631 56 30.3 28.2 14.3 30.8 27.8 
        
CalWORKs (“Welfare”) 549 56 27.2 34.6 24.5 23.2 24.2 
GA1 387 25 7.7 20.4 40.1 12.2 17.1 
        
Social Security retirement 119 11 1.2 0 3.6 6.4 5.3 
Veteran’s benefits 6 2 3.9 0 0 0.1 0.3 
Pension from former job 3 1 0 0 0 0.2 0.1 
        
Alimony, spousal support 19 3 0 0 0 1.1 0.8 
Child support 3 96 13 8.9 0 0 5.1 4.2 
Pan-handling, recycling1  128 24 3.7 39.6 5.7 3.4 5.6 
Other income1 234 28 3.4 4.2 16.1 10.0 10.3 
        
Food Stamps 1,2 945 74 17.3 30.2 53.5 40.7 41.1 
WIC 530 48 7.9 21.6 12.5 26.8 23.0 
        
1  Significant differences in proportions receiving income sources by housing type (p <. 05). 
2  In California SSI payments are increased to include a “cash-out” for Food Stamps benefits . 
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Table 5-3.    Sources of income reported by individual respondents in all-adult households by  
housing status (Qs 19, 20) 
 

Housing status Service 
users 

Unwtd 
n 

Sheltered 
 

Unsheltered 
homeless 

Hidden 
homeless 

Housed Total 
county 

Weighted N 7684  982 1541 1558 3603 7684 
Weighted % 100.0  12.8 20.1 20.3 46.9 100.0 
Unweighted n  1030 185 371 195 279  
Adult-only households Wtd. N  Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % 
Don’t know, Refused, Missing 227 55 1.7 7.0 2.1 1.9 3.0 
Reports “No income” 852 165 10.2 26.2 9.3 5.9 11.2 
        
Work-related income 
sources (if reported) 6604 810 88.1 67.2 88.7 92.2 86.0 

 Pay for Full-time work1  434 22 1.0 0.7 21.4 2.3 5.7 
 Pay for Part-time work 869 96 4.2 8.5 7.0 16.5 11.4 
 Unemployment insurance 346 36 10.6 2.6 2.8 4.5 4.5 
 Any work-related income 1636 151 15.6 11.3 31.2 23.2 21.5 
        
SSI1 2243 264 41.3 17.4 20.0 35.4 29.4 
SSDI 606 80 6.7 7.8 6.7 8.9 8.0 
VA Disability  27 9 1.2 0.4 0.3 0.1 0.4 
Private disability insurance 47 6 0.6 0.7 0 0.9 0.6 
Worker’s Compensation 10 4 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.1 
Any disability income1 2732 325 45.9 21.2 27.0 43.2 35.9 
        
CalWORKs (“Welfare”)1 83 8 4.4 0.1 1.4 0.5 1.1 
GA 1094 171 18.4 18.3 20.3 9.1 14.4 
        
Social Security retirement1 771 51 3.3 0.3 2.2 19.6 10.1 
Veteran’s benefits 140 21 1.6 1.4 1.2 2.4 1.8 
Pension from former job1 221 22 0.4 0.8 1.0 5.4 2.9 
        
Alimony, spousal support 27 3 1.1 0 0.6 0.2 0.4 
Child support 9 1 0 0 0.6 0 0.1 
Pan-handling, recycling1  698 205 7.7 21.3 9.7 4.2 9.2 
Other income 794 97 3.9 12.6 12.9 10.2 10.4 
        
Food Stamps 2 1664 231 28.2 24.3 21.7 18.7 21.7 
WIC 94 9 4.5 1.0 0.1 0.9 1.2 
        
1  Within the subpopulation of adults-only households (respondent reports no minor children with 

him/her), proportions of respondents receiving this type of income differs significantly by household 
type (p < .05). 

2  In California SSI payments are increased to include a “cash-out” for Food Stamps benefits.
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Table 5-4.    Average number of reported income sources by housing status (Q 19) 
 

Housing status Service 
users 

Unwtd 
n 

Sheltered 
 

Unsheltered 
homeless 

Hidden 
homeless 

Housed Total 
county 

Weighted N 7684  982 1541 1558 3603 7684 
Weighted % 100.0  12.8 20.1 20.3 46.9 100.0 
Unweighted n  1030 185 371 195 279  
 Wtd. N  Wtd Wtd Wtd Wtd Wtd 
Household type1        
 With minor children 2301 221 1.1 1.5 1.1 1.2 1.2 
 Adult-only 7684 1030 1.1 0.9 1.1 1.2 1.1 
All households 9986 1251 1.1 1.0 1.1 1.2 1.1 
        
If income reported:        
        Household type1        
 With minor children 1957 192 1.7 1.8 1.2 1.3 1.4 
 Adult-only 6605 810 1.2 1.3 1.2 1.3 1.2 
All households 8561 1002 1.2 1.3 1.2 1.3 1.3 
        
1The few largest average number of income sources reported by individual respondents differ 
significantly from smaller values (p < .05). 
 
Amount of income.  In addition to the sources of income supporting the individual “currently,” 
respondents were asked the total amount of income on a monthly basis.1  About 95 percent of 
respondents provide some information about income amounts (n = 1186 of 1251 interviews).  
The average amounts of income reported are presented in Table 5-5. 

Among households with children, sheltered homeless families have both the greatest proportion 
reporting no income (35.9%) and, among those with income, the largest average income ($1,220 
monthly).  The next highest prevalence reporting no income is unsheltered homeless persons in 
adult-only households (25.8%), and, for those receiving income, average income is the lowest of 
all groups ($590 monthly).  Among adult-only households, average income is similar for 
sheltered homeless ($764) and hidden homeless ($800) persons, and meaningfully higher for 
housed individuals ($1,030).  Among households with children, the monthly income for housed 
individuals ($1,118) falls just below that for sheltered individuals, but incomes for unsheltered 
homeless and hidden homeless are almost half those amounts, at $631 and $632 per month.  The 
data collected from the survey do not include enough information about composition of families 
or income to other members of a household to examine these income averages on a per-capita 
basis. 

                                                
1 One trade-off in designing the survey to collect information on amount of income source-by-source, 
rather than asking for total income and documenting whatever amount of detail the respondent 
volunteered, is the possibility that fewer persons would have reported amount of income from each 
source, than reported total income and named whatever sources came immediately to mind.  Thus, it may 
be that we have better information from those who responded, even if we have less information for the 
sample as a whole.  Of course, time permitting, asking both ways would be preferable. 
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Table 5-5.  Monthly income by housing status (Q 20) 

Income1 summary 
  

Literally Homeless  

County-wide   Sheltered Unsheltered Total 

Hidden 
Homeless 

All 
Homeless Housed 

Families with children2  Unwtd    
n   26 25 51 34 85 136 

1. Service users living with minor 
children 221 127 116 243 398 641 1660 

% Missing income data 10 0.0 7.8 3.7 3.8 3.7 2.7 
% Reported "No income" 19 35.9 10.3 23.8 8.8 14.4 11.0 

% Reported income amount 192 64.1 81.9 72.5 87.4 81.9 86.3 

Average monthly income, if any 192  $ 1,220   $ 631   $ 903   $ 632   $ 723   $ 1,118  

Adult-only households2  Unwtd    
n   185 371 556 195 751 279 

2. Service users not living with 
minor children 1030 982 1541 2523 1559 4082 3603 

% Missing income data 55 1.7 7.0 4.9 2.1 3.9 1.9 
% Reported "No income" 165 10.2 25.8 19.7 9.2 15.7 5.9 
% Reported income amount 810 88.1 67.2 75.4 88.6 80.4 92.2 

Average monthly income, if any 808  $ 764   $ 590   $ 669   $ 800   $ 724   $ 1,030  

1 Reported income sources and amounts were asked, and generally reported, as individual monthly 
income.   Nevertheless, some sources, such as CalWORKs, are received for others (minor children) in 
the household. 

2 Monthly income reported by individual respondents differs significantly by housing status (p < .05).   
 
One of the concerns of Everyone Home is whether special needs subpopulations of homeless 
persons and those at risk for homelessness have access to needed resources.  Tables 5-6 and 5-7 
display income statistics by disability status.  Since two-thirds of the service-using population is, 
according to self-report, disabled (see Table 4-2), we would expect that income statistics for the 
disabled sector of the service-using population would generally approximate statistics for the 
service-using population as a whole.  We find two primary exceptions to that expectation.  First, 
while 15 percent of the non-disabled population reports no income, the comparable figure for the 
disabled population is 10 percent (Table 5-7).  Further, while we estimate that 48 percent of the 
disabled population receives disability income (Table 5-6), the overall figure for the service-
using population is 34 percent (Table 5-1).  Thus, it appears that disabled service users are 
somewhat more likely than service users as a whole to have access to disability benefits as an 
income sources. 

The question then becomes how these distinctions translate to income differences.  Table 5-7 
presents findings on this topic from two perspectives.  The second and third panels of the table 
address average current monthly income for the sub-population that reports any income.  
Countywide totals suggest that income for the disabled and not disabled groups are quite similar 
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(total respondents $908 versus $926, a 2% difference).  If one includes the “no income” group in 
calculations, as we do in the fourth and fifth panels of Table 5-7, we estimate, on average, that 
the income for the disabled population is 5 percent greater than for the not disabled population 
($820 versus $780). 

These tables were intended to answer, in part, the general question whether those with special 
needs are getting those needs met.  In that context, greater likelihood of having income among 
the disabled, or larger amounts of income, would hint at success at meeting needs.  But questions 
arise as to whether the glass of meeting the needs of disabled persons is half full or half empty.  
These data could be interpreted to suggest that, even with the categorical income assistance 
provide to disabled persons, disability-associated needs are not being met very successfully in 
terms of income.  The fact that such a large proportion of housed persons using services are 
disabled – and remembering that more service users are housed than not – raises similar 
questions.   

However, examined for the four housing status subgroups and by adults with and without minor 
children, important distinctions appear.  Among the sheltered population reporting any income, 
average income for service users in families with minor children is almost identical, irrespective 
of disability ($1,223 versus $1,219, Table 5-7).  Substantial contrasts are evident, however, for 
the population in families with minor children, for each of the other housing statuses ($746 
versus $470, $393 versus $952, and $1216 versus $1042).  And differences are evident for the 
population living in adult-only households as well.  Summing up the second and third panels of 
Table 5-7, we observe that disability appears to be an income “asset” for the population residing 
in all adult-only households other than those that are in the hidden homeless group.  But 
disability is an income “liability” for service users in families with minor children, except for the 
hidden homeless group.   

There are no significant differences in the proportion of disabled respondents receiving disability 
income by region (Table A5-7).  Incomes are, however, on average greater in East and Mid 
County (where household size may be greater), and are lowest in Berkeley followed by South 
County.
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Table 5-6.   Selected income statistics reported by disabled individual respondents by housing status  
 (Qs 19 - 22) 

 
Housing status Service 

users 
Unwtd 

n 
Sheltered 
 

Unsheltered 
homeless 

Hidden 
homeless 

Housed Total 
county 

Weighted N 9986  1110 1657 1957 5263 9986 
Weighted % 100.0  11.1 16.6 19.6 52.7 100.0 

Unweighted n  1251 211 396 229 415  
Countywide  Wtd. N  Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % 
Disabled1        
 Family with minor children 1238 104 55.7 34.2 37.4 58.9 53.8 
 Adult-only household 5554 768 73.2 73.4 74.8 70.4 72.3 
 Total respondents 6792 872 71.4 70.6 67.2 66.8 68.0 
        
No income, if disabled5        
 Don’t know, Refused,   
 Missing 

168 38 1.0 7.3 1.0 1.7 2.5 

 Reports “No income” 646 104 7.1 25.7 6.9 5.6 9.5 
        
Income sources (if 
reported) 

5978 730 91.9 67.0 92.1 92.7 88.0 

        
Any disability income2, if 
disabled5 

       

 Family with minor children 1237 104 42.3 25.0 36.9 41.8 40.7 
 Adult-only household 5515 760 62.3 29.0 34.5 61.1 49.2 
 Total respondents 6752 864 60.5 28.8 34.8 55.7 47.6 
        
Marginal income sources3, 
if disabled5   

       

 Family with minor children 170 24 8.5 56.4 47.7 7.3 13.7 
 Adult-only household 1016 214 14.3 27.7 21.2 14.2 18.4 
 Total respondents 1185 238 13.8 28.7 24.1 12.3 17.6 
        
Food Stamps, if disabled4        
 Family with minor children        
  Food Stamps 213 37 31.0 72.5 18.1 44.7 35.6 
  Paid with SSI 431 34 39.4 25.0 36.9 34.5 32.7 
 Adult-only household        
  Food Stamps 295 153 26.4 23.5 21.0 17.0 19.9 
  Paid with SSI 275 260 56.0 23.4 25.5 49.6 33.9 
 Total respondents        
  Food Stamps 1647 190 26.9 25.2 20.7 24.7 24.2 
  Paid with SSI 2655 294 54.4 23.5 26.8 45.4 39.1 
        

1  Disability is defined by questions 23, 24, and 25, with a few single adults and couples defined by a 
disability income source. See Section 4 for details. 

2 Disability income includes SSI, SSDI, VA disability, Private disability insurance, and/or Workers 
Comp. 

3 Marginal income sources include “Pan-handling, recycling” and/or “Other income source”. 
4  In California SSI payments are increased to include a “cash-out” for Food Stamps benefits. 
5  There are significant differences in proportions receiving income sources by housing type, primarily 

attributable to differences among respondents from adult-only households. 
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Table 5-7.    Average income reported by individual respondents, by disability status, family type and  
 housing status (Qs 19, 20) 

Housing status Service 
users 

Unwtd 
n 

Sheltered 
 

Unsheltered 
homeless 

Hidden 
homeless 

Housed Total 
county 

Weighted N 9986  1110 1657 1957 5263 9986 
Weighted % 100.0  11.1 16.6 19.6 52.7 100.0 

Unweighted n  1251 211 396 229 415  
Countywide  Wtd. N  Wtd  Wtd  Wtd Wtd Wtd 
Reports “No income”4        
 Not disabled 482 80 28.3 22.0 13.7 11.3 15.1 
 Disabled1 646 104 7.1 25.7 6.9 5.6 9.5 
        
Average income, if any1        
Not disabled        
 Family with minor children 879 93 $1223 $746 $393 $1216 $1000 
 Adult-only household 1704 179 $698 $542 $1214 $927 $887 
 Total respondents 2583 272 $723 $574 $900 $1046 $926 
        
Disabled2        
 Family with minor children 1078 99 $1219 $470 $952 $1042 $1020 
 Adult-only household 4900 631 $777 $621 $675 $1083 $884 
 Total respondents 5978 730 $820 $613 $709 $1073 $908 
        
Average income, including 
“No income” 3 

       

Not disabled        
 Family with minor children 997 108 $232 $613 $335 $1167 $881 
 Adult-only household 2068 244 $575 $408 $1043 $777 $731 
 Total respondents 3065 352 $512 $439 $770 $924 $780 
        
Disabled2        
 Family with minor children 1235 103 $1219 $470 $952 $874 $891 
 Adult-only household 5389 731 $716 $442 $622 $1066 $804 
 Total respondents 6624 834 $762 $443 $659 $1012 $820 
        
1  Five monthly income values reported as greater than $5000 were truncated at $5,000. 
2 Disability is defined by questions 23, 24, and 25, with a few single adults and couples defined by a 

disability income source. See Section 3 for details. 
3 There are significant differences in reported total individual income by housing status (p < .05). 
4 There are significant differences in reported total individual income by disability status (p < .05), 

attributable to differences in proportion of respondents who reported “No income”. 
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SECTION 6.  ALCOHOL AND DRUG DEPENDENCE 

In the 2003 Alameda County Shelter and Services Survey, problems with alcohol and other 
drugs and mental illness were assessed with alternative question sets, including direct questions 
about self-assessed problems with alcohol or drugs as well as questions about a series of 
symptoms used to diagnose alcohol and drug abuse and dependence.  A much smaller proportion 
of respondents self-reported alcohol or drug problems than were assessed as having such 
problems. Based on that experience, for the 2009 Count and Survey Alameda County elected to 
retain the longer question sets for assessing alcohol and other drug problems.  This section of the 
report reviews findings for alcohol dependence, drug dependence, and dual diagnosis (alcohol 
and/or drug dependence and mental illness.) 

Alcohol dependence.  The set of four alcohol screening questions incorporated in the survey 
instrument (24a – 24d), called the RAPS-4, was developed for quick screening for alcohol 
dependence in hospital emergency rooms, and has since been validated in subsequent studies for 
multiple age, sex, and racial-ethnic subpopulations.  The Alameda County survey design team 
used this question set because it gathers more complete and reliable information than any single 
question asking respondents whether they believe they have or recognize a personal problem 
with alcohol, as demonstrated in data collected in the 2003 Homeless Count survey (Speiglman 
and Norris, 2004).  Results displayed in Table 6-1 indicate that one in four (25.9%) service users 
is alcohol dependent. 

Drug abuse and dependence.  To measure drug abuse and dependence we use a set of seven 
questions derived from DSM-IV criteria for determining drug abuse and dependence (see Qs 25a 
– 25g).  Results displayed in Table 6-2 indicate that 23 percent of service users abuse drugs.  
Drug dependence (or more severe), the scoring level used for the Chronic Homeless disability 
definition, is estimated to apply to 13 percent of service users, and drug physiological 
dependence (addiction) is found to apply to 10 percent of service users. 
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Table 6-1.  Definition of alcohol dependence (Q24) 

24.  Next, I’m going to ask you a few questions 
about alcohol use.  Remember, your answers 
are confidential and anonymous.1 

PROMPT:  I have to ask everyone the same 
questions. 

Don’t 
Know, 

Refused 
Unwtd. 

n 

Missing 
in error 
Unwtd. 

n 

 
Yes 

 
Unwtd. 

n 

Yes 
 

Wtd. N 

Yes 
 

Wtd. % 

A. During the last 12 months, did you ever feel 
bad or guilty about your drinking 4 128 231 1353 13.6 

B. During the last 12 months, did you ever 
have a drink first thing in the morning to 
steady your nerves or get rid of a hangover 

4 144 249 1352 13.5 

C. During the last 12 months, did a friend or 
family member ever tell you about things 
you said or did while you were drinking that 
you could not remember 

7 150 226 1481 14.8 

D. During the last 12 months, did you fail to do 
what was normally expected of you because 
of drinking2 

14 156 200 990 9.9 

 NOT ASKED, RECORDED IF VOLUNTEERED: 

NO ALCOHOL USE 12+ MONTHS  (NO 
DEPENDENCE) 

3 + 

3 invalid 
--- 416 3150 31.5 

Cannot score, missing information3 3 10 --- 74 0.1 

Alcohol dependence4 (any Yes in 24a – 24d) --- --- 399 2582 25.9 

1 This set of 4 questions (24a – 24d) is called the RAPS-4. 
2 Comments reveal confusion about what is “normally expected” of someone who has been living “on 

the streets”. 
3 Cannot score: A reply was required for questions 24a through 24d, unless there was a check mark in 

“No alcohol use 12+ months”.  None of the expected answers were collected (missing in error, don’t 
know, refused) for 13 respondents. 

4 The categorization of alcohol dependence was also based on comments from disability questions and 
margin notes, which were definitive for 6 cases. 
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Table 6-2.  Definition of drug dependence (Q25) 
25.  The next few questions are about drug use.  

Remember, your answers are confidential and 
anonymous.  PROMPT:  I have to ask everyone the 
same questions. 1  In the last 12 months . . .      

Don’t 
Know, 

Refused 
Unwtd. n 

Missing 
in error 

 
Unwtd. n 

 
Yes 

Unwtd. 
n 

Yes 
 

Wt. N 

Yes 
 

Wtd. % 

A. Did you ever fail to do what was normally expected of 
you because of your use of drugs 4 170 219 1215 12.2 

B. Were you ever under the influence of drugs in a 
situation where you could get hurt, like driving, using 
knives or machinery, or anything else 

5 186 126 541 5.4 

C. Because of drug use, did you have any emotional or 
psychological problems, like feeling depressed, 
suspicious of people, paranoid, or having strange 
ideas2 

7 191 249 1188 11.9 

D. Was there a month or more when you spent a lot of 
time using drugs or getting over the effects2 9 195 214 1398 14.0 

E. Were there several times when you used a lot more 
drugs than you intended or used drugs for a longer 
time than you meant to  

8 194 230 1226 12.3 

F. Did you ever have to use more drugs than you used to, 
to get the same effect  10 196 177 895 9.0 

G
. 

Did you ever use drugs to keep from feeling sick when 
you stopped 8 199 139 620 6.2 

 NOT ASKED, RECORDED IF VOLUNTEERED: 
NO DRUG USE 12+ MONTHS  (NO DEPENDENCE) 4 369 503 4627 46.3 

Cannot score, missing information3 4 12 --- 88 0.9 

Drug abuse4 (any Yes in 25a – 25g) --- --- 373 2275 22.8 

Drug dependence5 (any 3 Yes) --- --- 243 1256 12.6 

Drug physiological dependence6 (addiction) --- --- 190 970 9.7 

1 An abbreviated version of the DSM-IV criteria for determining drug abuse and dependence.   
2 Comments reveal some confusion about the appropriate amount of time and feelings associated with drug 

use, as well as a few clarifications about use and effects of legal, prescription drugs. 
3 Cannot score: A reply was required for questions 25a through 25g, unless there was a check mark in “No 

drug use 12+ months”.  None of the expected answers were collected (missing in error, don’t know, 
refused) for 16 respondents. 

4 Drug abuse categorization also based on disability questions comments and margin notes, which were 
definitive for 8 cases. 

5 Drug dependence (or more severe) is the scoring level that we use for the Chronic Homeless disability 
definition, consistent with the 2003 Homeless Count report (Speiglman and Norris, 2004). 

6 Scoring of physiological dependence on drugs (commonly called addiction) requires both ratification of 3 
or more symptoms and at least one of the symptoms of physiological dependence, 25f or 25g. 
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Dual diagnosis.  Table 6-3 examines the relationship between alcohol and/or drug problems and 
mental illness as reported by survey respondents, addressing the questions, “Of those who self-
report some form of mental illness, what percent are also scored with alcohol or drug problems?”    
The first column of results in the first table row indicates that 41 percent of those indicating that 
they were disabled by serious depression were also assessed as alcohol dependent, while half that 
percent (19.5%) of those not indicating a serious depression were found alcohol dependent.  This 
relationship is mirrored in 13 of the 15 cells in the table: presence of depression, other mental 
illness, or PTSD was associated with a marked uptick in proportion categorized with an alcohol 
or other drug problem.  In each of these cases of assessed substance abuse or dependence, it 
appears that persons with mental illness in the service user population are more likely than 
expected by chance alone to also have serious alcohol or drug problems. 
The numbers of persons experiencing mental illness or alcohol or drug problems are an indicator 
of need, and potential demand, for treatment services.  We examine the proportions of the 
service-using population with both problems (often called dual diagnosis) because of the unique 
nature of effective services for the dually diagnosed.  
Table 6-3.  Dual diagnosis: relationships between alcohol or drug problems and mental illness  

 

Mental Illness  
Wtd. n 

Unwtd
n 

Disabled by 
serious 

depression 
(Q23f) 

Other 
mental 
illness8 

(Q23g) 

Post-Traumatic 
Stress Disorder 

(Q23h) 
Unweighted n   434 258 266 

Weighted N 9986 1251 3077 1859 1444 
   Wtd. % Wtd. % Wtd. % 
Alcohol dependence1 2582 399    
 Mentally ill   40.67 43.77 41.97 
 Not mentally ill   19.5 22.0 23.5 
Drug abuse2 2275 371    
 Mentally ill   29.7 28.8 37.27 
 Not mentally ill   20.0 21.6 20.6 
Drug dependence3 1256 243    
 Mentally ill   21.87 20.97 28.17 
 Not mentally ill   8.6 10.8 10.1 
Drug physiological dependence4  970 190    
 Mentally ill   17.47 15.87 22.77 
 Not mentally ill   6.4 8.4 7.6 
Either alcohol or drug dependence8 3127 491    
 Mentally ill   48.87 48.77 52.37 
 Not mentally ill   23.5 27.3 27.7 

1 The categorization of alcohol dependence was also based on comments from disability questions and 
margin notes, which were definitive for 6 cases. 

2 The categorization of drug abuse was also based on comments from disability questions and margin 
notes, which were definitive for 8 cases. 

3 Drug dependence (or more severe) is the scoring level that we use for the Chronic Homeless 
disability definition, consistent with the 2003 Homeless Count report (Speiglman and Norris, 2004),  

4 Scoring of physiological dependence on drugs (commonly called addiction) requires both ratification 
of 3 or more total symptoms and ratification of at least one of the symptoms of physiological 
dependence, 25f or 25g. 

7 Statistically significant difference (p < .05).  
8 These categories contribute to the HUD Chronic Homeless disability definition.  
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Association with housing status.  Table 6-4 examines alcohol dependence, drug abuse and 
dependence, and mental illness by housing status.  While alcohol dependence is estimated to 
affect 26 percent of service users overall, its prevalence is greatest among unsheltered persons 
(40.3%).  However, it is also significantly more evident among sheltered homeless persons and 
among hidden homeless persons compared to housed service users.  A parallel pattern is evident 
for drug problems and alcohol or drug dependence.  The latter category – those diagnosed as 
alcohol or drug dependent – affects almost half of unsheltered persons and 40 percent or more of 
hidden homeless and sheltered persons. 

The distribution of self-reported mental illness has many similarities, but differences across 
housing status are not as pronounced as those for alcohol and or drug problems.  Put another 
way, compared to the pattern of alcohol and drug diagnoses, reports of mental illness are 
relatively more prevalent among housed services users. 

The distribution of service users both reporting mental illness and assessed as alcohol or drug 
dependent resembles more the distribution of alcohol and/or drug problems alone, rather than 
mental illness alone. 

The lower panel of Table 6-4 provides a similar breakdown for two important groups, those 
meeting the HUD Chronic Homeless definition and those who are veterans.  HUD Chronic 
Homelessness is defined to include persons in only two of housing groups, those residing in 
emergency shelters or unsheltered.  For each disability subpopulation examined – disabled by 
serious depression, PTSD, mentally ill, alcohol or drug dependent, and mentally ill and alcohol 
or other drug dependent – the prevalence is far greater among unsheltered as opposed to 
sheltered service users, with rates ranging from 57 to 84 percent. 

Among veterans, small sample size limits our ability to interpret findings.  But we do find a 
disproportionate number of veterans indicating that they are disabled by mental illness among 
the unsheltered group.  The same is true for those reporting mental illness and alcohol or other 
drug dependence.  

Table A6-4 replicates these analyses by region of the county, indicating that the prevalence of 
alcohol dependence, drug problems, alcohol or drug dependence, mental illness, and mental 
illness and alcohol or drug dependence are always disproportionately greater in Berkeley than in 
the county overall.  In most cases these disability conditions are also more prevalent in Other 
North County, with some heightened prevalence in Oakland. 

Without exception, the prevalence of the measures examined for the HUD Chronic Homeless 
population in the lower panel of Table 6-4, like chronic homelessness itself, is greater in 
Berkeley than elsewhere in the county (see Table A6-4). 

Among veterans, for the three measures with enough sample size to assess variation in 
distribution around the county, Oakland had a greater prevalence of behavioral health problems 
than other regions (see Table A6-4). 
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Table 6-4.   Alcohol dependence, drug abuse and dependence, and mental illness by housing 
 status (Qs 23g , 24, 25)  

Housing status Service 
users 

Unwtd 
n 

Sheltered 
 

Unsheltered 
homeless 

Hidden 
homeless 

Housed Total 
county 

Weighted N 9986  1110 1657 1957 5263 9986 
Weighted % 100.0  11.1 16.6 19.6 52.7 100.0 

Unweighted n  1251 211 396 229 415  
Countywide  Wtd. N  Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % 
        
Alcohol dependence2 2582 299 30.7 40.3 34.5 17.6 26.0 
        
Drug problems        
 Drug abuse2 2275 371 33.5 34.6 29.6 14.8 23.0 
 Drug dependence1, 2 1256 243 25.6 24.2 14.5 5.8 12.7 
 Drug physiological depend2 970 190 20.7 20.2 10.6 4.1 9.8 
        
Alcohol or drug  
 dependence1,2 

3127 491 42.7 49.5 39.7 20.1 31.3 

        
Mental illness        
 Disabled by serious depress 3090 436 38.4 42.7 29.4 26.2 30.9 
 Other mental illness1,2 1867 259 16.0 28.4 13.1 18.3 18.7 
 Post-Traumatic Stress  
  Disorder (PTSD)2 

1457 268 18.7 26.4 11.2 11.3 14.6 

        
Mentally ill and alcohol or 
drug dependent 

       

 Disabled by serious 
depression2 

1509 241 22.9 29.2 16.2 8.9 15.2 

 Other mental illness1,2 908 136 11.2 21.0 7.1 5.9 9.2 
 Post-Traumatic Stress  
  Disorder (PTSD)3 

762 141 14.4 18.5 7.4 3.0 7.7 

        
        
HUD Chronic Homeless4, 2 1099 231 30.5 45.9 0 0 11.0 
 Disabled by serious  
  Depression2 

606 121 34.5 64.9 0 0 19.6 

 PTSD2 309 73 29.5 56.6 0 0 21.2 
 Mentally ill (23g)1,2 413 79 24.5 78.4 0 0 22.1 
 Alcohol or drug dependent1,2 693 157 36.1 63.6 0 0 22.2 
 Mentally ill & AOD dep.1,2  317 55 26.3 83.9 0 0 34.9 
        
Veterans2 1500 191 10.1 23.7 16.1 13.0 15.0 
 Disabled by serious depress 575 62 3.9 33.9 17.5 15.7 18.6 
 PTSD 465 54 6.9 25.2 40.1 42.6 31.9 
 Mentally ill (23g)1,2 275 43 nd 40.7 nd 5.4 14.7 
 Alcohol or drug dependent1 615 73 11.3 25.3 15.0 22.5 19.7 
 Mentally ill & AOD dep.1 ,2 176 21 nd 41.1 nd nd 19.4 
        
nd Not disclosed to protect confidentiality. 
1 These categories define a HUD Chronic Homeless disability. 
2  There are significant differences by housing status (p < .05). 
3 There are significant differences by housing status (p < .1). 
4 HUD Chronic Homeless definition includes only persons living solo (unaccompanied), homeless at  

the time of the survey, and either unsheltered or in emergency shelters.  These numbers are survey 
estimates only, and do not include HMIS data reported in earlier tables.
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SECTION 7.  FAMILY VIOLENCE  
       
Family violence is widespread among service users.  This section of the report examines findings 
about respondents’ ever having experienced physical hurt or threat by a spouse or partner or 
someone else in the family, and the much narrower focus of whether respondents left the last 
place of residence because of such harm or threat of harm. 

The survey instrument poses two questions with reference to family violence.  Question 15 asks 
respondents if they left their last place because their spouse, partner, or other family member was 
hurting of threatening to hurt them.  Question 16 inquires whether the respondent ever – as a 
child or an adult – was physically hurt or threatened by someone in their family.  The survey 
findings estimate that one-third (35.6%) of the service-using population ever experienced family 
violence and that one in seven persons (14.3%) left their last place because of family violence, 
both irrespective of housing status (Table 7-1).  That is, reports of family violence were not more 
prevalent among homeless than housed service clients.   

However, resources available to persons who left their last place due to family violence do vary 
by housing status.  Among those who left their last place because of family violence, one-third 
(36.5%) of unsheltered service users report no income, while virtually none (2.5%) of the housed 
services users report no income.  One-third (36.5%) of hidden homeless persons who left their 
last place because of family violence receive General Assistance, and almost as many (31.8%) 
report income from marginal sources such as pan-handling or recycling. 
Findings at the regional level exhibit further detail (Table A7-1).  For example, 19 percent of 
services users in Other North County – but only 5.6 percent in South County and 7.9 percent in 
Mid County – left their last place because of family violence.  Among adults with minor 
children, overall 17 percent left their last place because of family violence, but in Berkeley the 
proportion was 47 percent.  Regarding resources, 16 percent of those who left their last place 
because of family violence reported no income, but in Berkeley the figure was 37 percent.  
Receipt of disability income varied substantially across regions for those who left their last place 
because of family violence, from 22 percent of service users in Berkeley and 31 percent in South 
County to 53 and 54 percent respectively in Oakland and East County.  In South County 45 
percent of those who left their last place because of family violence reported income from 
marginal sources.  In Other North County the figure was 50 percent. 
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Table 7-1.    Family violence, income and benefit status by housing status (Qs 15 - 16) 

Housing status Service 
users 

Unwtd 
n 

Sheltered 
 

Unsheltered 
homeless 

Hidden 
homeless 

Housed Total 
county 

Weighted N 9986  1110 1657 1957 5263 9986 
Weighted % 100.0  11.1 16.6 19.6 52.7 100.0 

Unweighted n  1251 211 396 229 415  
Countywide  Wtd. N  Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % 
        
Ever Family Violence 3510 479 34.1 43.8 34.6 33.7 35.6 
 Adult-only household 2519 387 29.8 43.4 27.8 32.8 33.3 
 Family with minor children 992 92 67.2 62.9 61.2 35.7 43.2 
        
Left last place because FV 1415 206 21.0 21.0 11.5 11.9 14.3 
 Adult-only household 1025 174 16.9 20.4 13.0 9.9 13.5 
 Family with minor children 391 32 52.4 29.7 5.6 16.2 17.0 
        
        
Income, if left last place … 
FV1 

       

 Reports “No income” 235 38 26.6 36.5 16.1 2.5 16.3 
 Any income (if amt. stated) 1128 155 72.4 50.7 83.0 97.0 79.7 
        
Income sources, if left … FV        
 Any disability income2 654 72 16.7 26.3 15.1 79.3 46.3 
 GA1 190 35 13.5 11.4 36.5 6.3 13.5 
 Marginal income3 231 57 10.2 29.8 31.8 5.8 16.4 
         
Food Stamps, if left … FV4, 1        
  Food Stamps 265 56 16.5 14.5 45.9 12.1 18.7 
  Paid with SSI 604 60 16.7 22.9 13.1 73.7 42.7 
        
1  There are significant differences by housing status (p < .05). 
2 Disability income includes SSI, SSDI, VA disability, Private disability insurance, and/or Workers 

Comp. 
3 Marginal income sources include “Pan-handling, recycling” and/or “Other income source”. 
4  In California SSI payments are increased to include a “cash-out” for Food Stamps benefits. 
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SECTION 8.  MILITARY SERVICE 
 
There is widespread concern about the prevalence of homelessness among military veterans in 
the United States.  This section presents prevalence results and also provides findings on income 
sources and average income among veterans.  Findings on prevalence of alcohol and/or drug 
dependence, mental illness, and post-traumatic stress disorder are presented in Table 6-4 above. 

Table 8-1 documents the status of veterans in the service-using population of Alameda County.   
Countywide, based on self-report, we estimate that 15 percent of the service-using population 
has experienced military service, with two-thirds of them (70.7%) having served in one or more 
war zones.  Of that group, two out of three served in Southeast Asia (Table 8-2). Like the 
service-using population overall, two-thirds of veterans are defined as disabled (69.9%), but 
prevalence of disability is not evenly distributed across housing status (Table 8-1).  Prevalence of 
disability is remarkably lower at 42 percent among veterans in hidden homeless situations. 

Unsheltered veterans are particularly likely to have been homeless long-term (76.5%), compared 
to one-third long-term homeless, overall.  Unsheltered and sheltered homeless veterans are about 
equally likely to be disabled (77.0% and 72.1%).  However, unsheltered veterans are over twice 
as likely as sheltered veterans to be both disabled and long-term homeless (62.2% versus 28.4%).  
In fact, over half of unsheltered homeless veterans are categorized as HUD Chronic Homeless 
(57.5%).  It appears that disabled veterans are less likely to be in hidden homeless situations than 
other disabled homeless persons (see Tables 8-1 and 4-2). 

One-third (32.8%) of unsheltered homeless veterans reported having no income, a figure over 2.5 
times the countywide average for all service users.  Among unsheltered veterans, almost as many 
(23.5%) report income from marginal sources such as pan-handling and recycling as from 
disability income (27.2%).   

Table A8-1 presents data on veterans by region.  Service-using veterans are not randomly 
distributed across the county.  While 6 percent of the service-using population in East County 
has had military service, in Oakland the proportion is three times that figure (18.9%).  An 
especially high proportion of veterans in East County (88.9%) are estimated to be disabled, over 
double the percent in Mid County (38.6%)  Meanwhile, veterans who are assessed as long-term 
homeless are much more prevalent among individuals using services in Berkeley (49.0%) and 
South County (48.3%), compared to those being served in Other North County (11.7%).  
Veterans meeting the HUD Chronic Homeless definition are more than twice as prevalent in 
Berkeley (39.4%) as in the county overall (16.5%). 
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Table 8-1.    Veterans and benefit status by housing status (Qs 17 - 18) 
Housing status Service 

users Unwtd n Sheltered 
 

Unsheltered 
homeless 

Hidden 
homeless 

Housed Total 
county 

Weighted N 9986  1110 1657 1957 5263 9986 
Weighted % 100.0  11.1 16.6 19.6 52.7 100.0 

Unweighted n  1251 211 396 229 415  
Countywide  Wtd. N  Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % 
        
Veterans 1500 191 10.1 23.7 16.1 12.9 15.0 
 Family with minor children 32 8 7.7 Nd nd 1.2 1.4 
 Adult-only household 1468 213 10.4 25.5 20.1 18.3 19.1 
        
Served in war zone(s) 1061 109 7.3 12.8 12.8 9.8 10.6 
 Family with minor children 27 7 3.8 Nd nd 1.2 1.2 
 Adult-only household 1033 102 7.8 13.7 16.0 13.8 13.4 
        
        
Veterans in subpopulations         
 Disabled1, 5 1048 140 72.1 77.0 41.7 78.3 69.9 
 Long-term homeless 5, 6 496 89 34.4 76.5 29.0 9.7 33.1 
 Disabled and long-term  
  homeless5 

376 69 28.4 62.2 27.8 1.8 25.0 

 HUD Chronic Homeless5 248 49 20.2 57.5 0 0 16.5 
        
Income status, if veteran5        
 Unknown 57 8 3.1 11.0 0 1.5 3.8 
 Reports “No income” 185 23 5.3 32.8 0.6 7.2 12.3 
 Any income (if amt. stated) 1250 160 91.6 56.3 99.4 91.3 83.9 
        
Income sources, if veteran        
 Veteran’s disability 27 9 nd Nd nd Nd 1.8 
 Veteran’s pension 138 22 18.0 5.7 5.7 11.4 9.2 
 Any disability income2 393 71 38.6 27.2 26.8 23.8 26.4 
 GA 310 24 30.4 8.2 5.9 33.2 20.8 
 Marginal income3,5   271 44 6.4 23.5 27.4 12.8 18.2 
        
Food Stamps, if veteran4        
  Food Stamps 364 30 20.2 13.1 9.8 38.1 24.3 
  Paid with SSI 292 54 26.5 21.3 8.2 22.4 19.4 
        
nd  Not disclosed to protect confidentiality. 
1  Disability is defined by questions 23, 24, and 25, with a few single adults and couples defined by a 

disability income source. See Section 4 for details. 
2 Disability income includes SSI, SSDI, VA disability, Private disability insurance, and/or Workers 

Compensation. 
3 Marginal income sources include “Pan-handling, recycling” and/or “Other income source”. 
4  In California, SSI payments are increased to include a “cash-out” for Food Stamps benefits. 
5  There are significant differences by housing status (p < .05). 
6 There are significant differences between veterans and non-veterans (p < .05). 
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Table 8-2.  Military service in war zones (Qs 17, 18) 
Veteran status and service Unwtd. n Weighted N Wtd. % 

  1251 9986 100.0 
Wtd. % of 
veterans 

17. Have you ever served in any branch of 
the Armed Forces of the United States? 

191 1500 15.0 100. 

18. Did you serve in any of these war 
zones?       MARK ALL THAT APPLY 

109 1061 10.6 70.7 

 NOT APPLICABLE/NO WAR ZONES 82 348 3.5 23.2 

 Vietnam 52 687 6.9 45.8 

 Europe 13 97 1.0 6.5 

 Korea 13 125 1.3 8.3 

 Persian Gulf 18 86 0.9 5.7 

 Laos and Cambodia 6 30 0.3 2.0 

 Iraq 6 12 0.1 0.8 

 Afghanistan 1 8 0.1 0.5 

 South Pacific 5 21 0.2 1.4 

 China, Burma, India 1 5 0.0 0.3 

 South China Sea 1 2 0.0 0.1 

 Other 18 145 1.4 9.6 
      
Number of war zones 1251 9986 100.0 70.7 

 Zero 1138 8925 89.1 1.2 

 One 98 934 9.6 88.1 

 Two 10 84 0.8 7.9 

 Three 4 27 0.3 2.6 

 Four 1 2 0.0 0.2 

 Missing  13 0.2 1.2 
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SECTION 9.  WHAT WOULD HELP MOST?  

Close to the conclusion of the survey, just before a few questions about respondent 
demographics, interviewers asked, “There are just a few more questions.  First, what is the one 
thing you would say would help your situation the most?”  

To the degree possible, interviewers recorded respondents’ comments verbatim.  At data entry, 
these responses were typed as written.   Later, the responses were coded in up to four categories 
per person.   

Of the 1,251 survey participants, 1,154 provided a total of 1,612 responses (see Table 9-1).  We 
avoided condensing these responses further because nuances of meaning, of potential value to 
program planners and administrators, would then be lost.  For example, while one-quarter 
(25.0%) of the service-using population provided input about housing, and many responses have 
to do with affordability, it is not clear that “own place” (3.4%) or “better housing” (1.0%) has 
precisely the same social meaning as “affordable housing” (2.7%).  And these responses may – 
or may not – have anything to do with “stable housing” (1.1%), for example. 

While we believe the detail is potentially useful, the responses to Question 26 should not be 
over-interpreted.  Because a survey respondent answered as s/he did, does not suggest that the 
same – and only that – response would have been shared if a checklist of concerns had been 
provided, or if other, more probing, follow-up questions had been asked.  Due to the 
inconsistency of coverage of open-ended responses, as well as very small numbers in many 
cases, we did not break down responses by housing status, gender, age, or other factor. 

Table 9-2 summarizes the data presented in Table 9-1.  It appears significant that “employment” 
trumps “housing” as the primary concern.  And if to the “money, income, financial” category 
were added the contributions for “public assistance” and “food,” the combined group would tie 
“employment” for first place.   

The drop-off in prominence for each of the groups of responses on “medical care,” “alcohol or 
other drug services,” and “mental health services” is noteworthy.  But, again, if these three 
categories were summed, the number of mentions of health care concerns would be about one-
third that of employment, housing or income plus public assistance. 
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 Table 9-1. Respondents’ replies to what would help most (Q 26).  Interviewer-recorded  
 comments coded, in up to 4 categories per person. 
 

 Housing status Service users Unwtd.n Total county 
 Weighted N 9986  9986 
 Weighted % 100.0  100.0 
 Unweighted n  1251 1251 

WHAT IS THE ONE THING YOU WOULD SAY WOULD HELP 
YOU SITUATION MOST?  

Wtd. N  Wtd.% 

NON-RESPONSE    
n0 No answer recorded 1371 97 13.7 

ANY RESPONSE 8615 1154 86.3 
n1 Illegible or unclear reply 26 4 0.3 
n2 “Nothing”, “I’m happy” 205 13 2.1 
n3 “Don’t know”, “Not sure”, “Overwhelmed” 181 26 1.8 

 Subtotal Nothing in Particular 412 43 4.1 
HOUSING    
h4 More housing 62 7 0.6 
h1 Housing 960 172 9.6 
h19 Not become homeless 13 1 0.1 
h12 Recover apartment 3 1 0.0 
h11 Get off the street 88 17 0.9 
h2 Place to stay 190 43 1.9 
h9 Place to sleep, keep stuff 73 3 0.1 
h16 Place to stay - with partner 5 3 0.1 
h23 Long-term (few months) shelter 3 1 0.0 
h6 Stable housing 112 23 1.1 
H10 Transitional housing 7 4 0.1 
H18 Permanent shelter 5 1 0.1 
A 30 Programs for homeless / HOST 10 21 0.1 
     
H24 Housing for people with disabilities 6 3 0.1 
B8 More accessible shelters 5 2 0.0 
Y2 Terminally ill, shelters won’t accommodate 4 1 0.0 
     
H5 “Affordable” housing 269 53 2.7 
H8 “Low-income” housing 31 10 0.3 
H20 Move to less expensive area 2 1 0,0 
H21 Lower mortgage 26 1 0.3 
H22 Rent control 2 1 0.0 
     
A8 Assistance with housing / Section 8 / voucher 105 23 1.1 
A11 Assist with rent 23 5 0.2 
M3 Need first/ last/ deposit 11 1 0.1 
A19 Assist with monthly bills 39 2 0.4 
A20 Renters credit 13 1 0.1 
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 Housing status Service users Unwtd.n Total county 
 Weighted N 9986  9986 
 Weighted % 100.0  100.0 
 Unweighted n  1251 1251 

WHAT IS THE ONE THING YOU WOULD SAY WOULD HELP 
YOU SITUATION MOST?  

Wtd. N  Wtd.% 

U6 Home repairs 1 1 0.0 
     
H3 Own place 339 23 3.4 
H17 Have children with me 15 2 0.2 
H7 Proper home for family 11 2 0.1 
h13 Better housing 102 13 1.0 
h14 Own bathroom, kitchen 2 1 0.0 
h15 Shower facilities, hygiene 56 6 0.6 
h25 Laundry service 2 1 0.0 
 Subtotal Housing 2593 431 25.0 

EMPLOYMENT 
   

w1 Want/ need job 1768 274 17.7 
w10 Go back to work 67 6 1.0 
w6 FT employment 98 15 1.0 
w13 PT work 11 3 0.1 
w18 Don't say over qualified 5 3 0.1 
w21 Less age (against older) discrimination at job 1 1 0.0 
w20 Spouse have work too 68 3 0.7 
w5 FT employment for Spouse 18 2 0.2 
w16 Find work for children 13 2 0.1 
     
w3 Better/good/steady job 387 48 3.9 
w4 Job with good insurance 10 1 0.1 
w7 Job with benefits 7 1 0.1 
w17 Work for which R is trained 2 1 0.0 
     
w19 Gainful employment within limits of disability 49 1 0.5 
w12 Work without losing SSI 13 2 0.1 
w2 Wish I could work 22 6 0.2 
     
w8 Work training 63 11 0.6 
w9 An education 19 5 0.2 
w11 Finish school 42 8 0.4 
w15 Get a license (nursing) 7 1 0.1 
w14 Open own business 3 1 0.0 
     
a1 Assistance with employment 20 4 0.2 
a2 Help to find job 37 6 0.4 
b6 Getting a job (dyslexic) 7 1 0.1 
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 Housing status Service users Unwtd.n Total county 
 Weighted N 9986  9986 
 Weighted % 100.0  100.0 
 Unweighted n  1251 1251 

WHAT IS THE ONE THING YOU WOULD SAY WOULD HELP 
YOU SITUATION MOST?  

Wtd. N  Wtd.% 

a17 Child care 47 4 0.5 
a26 After-school & other kids programs 15 1 0.2 
a16 Community center 1 1 0.0 
 Subtotal Employment 2800 412 28.0 

TRANSPORTATION 
   

T2 Need a car or trouble with, truck, repair 51 13 0.5 
T3 Van 6 2 0,1 
T5 Vehicle insurance 2 1 0.0 
T1 Transportation 36 7 0.4 
T4 Bus passes, tickets 19 2 0.2 
U2 Need driver’s license 6 3 0.1 
 Subtotal Transportation 119 28 1.2 

MONEY, INCOME, FINANCIAL HELP 
   

M2 Extra income, more money 1136 78 11.4 
M1 Money 434 68 4.4 
M4 Financial stability 169 17 1.7 
M8 Steady income 122 10 1.2 
M7 Be able to save money 74 4 0.7 
M0 Absurd amount of money 15 3 0.2 
     
M6 Fix credit 9 3 0.1 
M1a Trouble with banking 1 1 0.0 
M11 Receive check where residing 8 1 0.1 
     
M40 For children need food, clothes, items 15 4 0.2 
     
A2 Help to buy tools, pay bills, fishing rods 11 4 0.1 
A5 Needs a computer 2 1 0.0 
 Subtotal Money, Income, Financial 1996 194 20.0 

FOOD ASSISTANCE 
   

V4 Food, more food 314 20 2.1 
V2 Being able to eat 36 36 0.4 
F8 Food Stamps, more of 24 24 0.3 
F2 Food Stamps for those w SSI 9 9 0.1 
A12 Assist with food $ 15 15 0.2 
V11 Food voucher 2 2 0.0 
V8 Church meal programs 7 7 0.1 
 Subtotal Food 307 38 3.1 
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 Housing status Service users Unwtd.n Total county 
 Weighted N 9986  9986 
 Weighted % 100.0  100.0 
 Unweighted n  1251 1251 

WHAT IS THE ONE THING YOU WOULD SAY WOULD HELP 
YOU SITUATION MOST?  

Wtd. N  Wtd.% 

PUBLIC ASSISTANCE    
F10 VA benefits 149 2 1.5 
F3 Get SSDI 148 2 1.5 
F1 Want SSI, waiting for, keep SSI 22 5 0.5 
F5 Get disability $ increase 1 1 0.1 
     
A7 Financial help 26 7 0.3 
A15 Public assistance 22 5 0.2 
F11 Need GA 1 1 0.0 
     
F7 Increase social security 37 5 0.4 
F0 Social security 15 6 0.2 
F4 Get a social security number 1 1 0.0 
     
A18 Benefits counselor 13 2 0.1 
A22 Help with paperwork 8 1 0.1 
A14 Help with budgeting 15 5 0.2 
 Subtotal Public Assistance 497 51 5.0 
 Subtotal including Food assistance 803 89 8.1 

SERVICES    

A4 Services 32 8 0.3 
R4 Program staff disrespect the homeless 8 4 0.1 
R5 More professional, better-trained staff 2 1 0.0 
     
A6 Absence of helping services 4 2 0.0 
A13 Help for disabled, more help 3 3 0.0 
A29 Assist with household activities 15 1 0.2 
L1 Need legal assistance 16 8 0.2 
F9 Immigration issues 11 2 0.1 
Dv1 Domestic violence connection 2 1 0.0 
MEDICAL CARE    
F6 Need medicines, medical equipmen4 165 3 1.7 
B1 Health care 67 7 0.7 
A9 Assistance with medical (Medi-Cal?) 40 10 0.4 
M40 Medical insurance 33 4 0.3 
B4 Dental care 2 1 0.0 
M41 Healing of injury, disability, illness 33 8 0.3 
 Subtotal medical care 343 35 3.4 
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 Housing status Service users Unwtd.n Total county 
 Weighted N 9986  9986 
 Weighted % 100.0  100.0 
 Unweighted n  1251 1251 

WHAT IS THE ONE THING YOU WOULD SAY WOULD HELP 
YOU SITUATION MOST?  

Wtd. N  Wtd.% 

ALCOHOL AND OTHER DRUGS    
D19 Get off drugs 114 16 1.1 
D17 Stay clean and sober 71 5 0.7 
D9 Stop drinking, stay away from alcohol 32 9 0.3 
D3 Recovery, getting rehabilitated 14 8 0.1 
D21 Reduce alcohol or other drug  use 2 1 0.0 
D22 Stay on methadone 2 1 0.0 
D50 End drug-related legal troubles 6 3 0.1 
     
d4 Recovery program 24 9 0.2 
D5 Good recovery center 21 4 0.2 
A25 Counseling or recovery program, children 9 2 0.1 
D2 Drug counseling 6 1 0.1 
D5 Long-term outpatient 6 1 0.1 
D13 AA meetings 6 3 0.1 
A27 Assist staying clean 2 1 0.0 
D7 Social drop-in center 10 5 0.1 
D23 Beer would help 1 1 0.0 
 Subtotal alcohol or other drugs 320 67 3.2 
MENTAL HEALTH CARE    

A10 Counseling, therapy 106 14 1.1 
D12 Psychiatric, psychological, MH services 56 5 0.6 
D20 Program, type not specified 8 1 0.1 
D16 Find place for ADD 10 1 0.1 
D14 Not let voices take over 10 1 0.1 
B3 Recover memory 8 2 0.1 
 Subtotal mental health  253 33 2.5 
PERSONAL, SPIRITUAL    
S1 Something spiritual, attitudinal 338 30 3.4 
S3 Stay positive 72 8 0.7 
S4 Courage 6 1 0.1 
S2 Work on writing, drawing 5 2 0.1 
     
V1 Staying health, good health 381 11 3.8 
V12 Better health, mental health 3 1 0.0 
V5 Staying alive, breathing 5 2 0.1 
V6 Exercise, rest 15 2 0.2 
V9 Turn the clock back 12 1 0.1 
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 Housing status Service users Unwtd.n Total county 
 Weighted N 9986  9986 
 Weighted % 100.0  100.0 
 Unweighted n  1251 1251 

WHAT IS THE ONE THING YOU WOULD SAY WOULD HELP 
YOU SITUATION MOST?  

Wtd. N  Wtd.% 

P1 Self esteem 154 3 1.5 
P15 Be self-sufficient 8 1 0.1 
P8 Thinking, planning for future 2 1 0.0 
P16 A new beginning 2 1 0.0 
P10 Have children finish college 3 1 0.0 
     
03 Exchanging help, better relationships 146 11 1.5 
04 Cooperation with family members 26 3 0.3 
05 Children help us out 10 1 0.1 
     
P9 Have a husband, wife, partner 39 2 0.4 
06 Getting married 28 2 0.3 
01 A beautiful woman, girlfriend 6 3 0.1 
P2 Love 4 2 0.0 
02 Companionship 1 1 0.0 
07 Have family back (not children) 2 1 0.0 
P3 Honesty 6 3 0.1 
P14 Respect at work, wife‘s confidence 2 2 0.0 
P13 To be left alone 2 1 0.0 
     
P11 Do what I need to, have something to do 10 3 0.1 
P6 Have fun 2 2 0.0 
U5 Fanciful wish, personal tale  6 3 0.1 
P5 Hit the lotto 52 3 0.5 
 Subtotal personal, spiritual 1346 107 13.5 
POLICY, SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT    
R2 Better economy, more jobs, HUD funds 41 12 0.4 
R1 Change society, government reform 29 7 0.3 
P4 Honesty in government 4 2 0.0 
R8 $$ for people to go to school 2 1 0.0 
R3 Obama helps 10 1 0.1 
     
S7 Different environment 36 7 0.4 
Y1 Security, safety 24 8 0.2 
S9 Stay away from ex-spouse 24 2 0.2 
S8 Stop police harassment 16 2 0.2 
S10 Police department help 2 1 0.0 
S5 People stop controlling me 5 1 0.1 
S6 Jesus to rebuke the  greedy 1 1 0.0 
 Subtotal environment  195 45 1.9 
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 Housing status Service users Unwtd.n Total county 
 Weighted N 9986  9986 
 Weighted % 100.0  100.0 
 Unweighted n  1251 1251 

WHAT IS THE ONE THING YOU WOULD SAY WOULD HELP 
YOU SITUATION MOST?  

Wtd. N  Wtd.% 

OTHER MATERIAL NEEDS    
V3 Clothing, phone, diapers, alarm clock, gift cards 19 6 0.2 
     

 

 

Table 9-2.  Summary guide to Table 9-1, what would help most (Q 26). 

 

Summary Category Wtd. 
Percent 

Employment 28.0 

Housing 26.0 

Money, income, financial help 20.0 

Personal, spiritual 13.5 

Public assistance 5.0 

Medical care 3.4 

Alcohol or other drug services 3.2 

Food 3.1 

Mental health services 2.5 

Policy, social environment 1.9 

Transportation 1.2 
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SECTION 10.  CONCLUSION  

The 2009 Alameda Countywide Homeless Count and Survey provides a reliable estimate of the 
number of homeless persons in Alameda County in terms both of the HUD and community 
definitions of homelessness and chronic homelessness.  The Count and Survey also estimates the 
number of precariously housed – or hidden homeless – persons in the County as well as the 
number of low-income, housed persons who use soup kitchen, food pantry, drop-in center, and 
mobile outreach services.  Among adult homeless persons in the County we find, under the 
community definition, that almost half are persons who have been homeless multiple times or 
long-term, and the vast majority of those individuals are disabled by one or more criteria.  More 
broadly, physical health, mental health, behavioral health, family violence, and other problems 
are widespread.  In the results presented here, it appears that many service users with a roof over 
their heads are nevertheless at risk of homelessness and in many cases have been homeless 
relatively recently. 

We hope the information in this survey will be used for long-term planning and policy 
development for housing, services, and other interventions and facilitate targeting and 
prioritizing use of resources countywide programs.   

Our survey approach used captures information about housed and tenuously-housed users of 
homeless services and provides a comprehensive picture of the problems and location of persons 
needing services.  Alameda County has pursued programs and policies addressing the 
widespread and varied problem of homelessness, meeting the needs not just of the male, solo, 
homeless adults who dominate the HUD Chronically Homeless group.  Service providers in 
regions of the county with higher proportions of families and couples have focused on providing 
effective assistance to those non-solo subpopulations.   

This particular 2009 survey shows a high prevalence of hidden homeless persons, shifting the 
focus to the need for services designed to prevent impending homelessness.   

That need is compounded by the fact that the 2009 Count and Survey took place before the worst 
of the economic recession and prior to many foreclosures of home owner and rental properties 
that were yet to hit.  Unemployment and dislocation will certainly bring more stress, mental and 
physical ailments, and family violence to the Alameda County community.   

Public and private agencies attempting to prevent homelessness and assist exits from 
homelessness will need to offer case management in the majority of cases, and program clients 
will need increased assistance identifying, obtaining, and retaining public assistance, as well as 
supportive services. 
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APPENDIX 1.  Review of alternative approaches to conducting homeless counts. 
 

Several metropolitan areas have compiled and released information about homeless persons to 
support decisions about the funding and organization of homeless services.  To accomplish this 
goal policy-makers have relied on various types of counts as well as sampling and survey 
strategies.  The latter have been implemented using any number of survey designs, including 
those relying on stratified random and block sampling (Department of Housing and Urban 
Development 2008a, 2008b). 

Historically, the most commonly used method for determining how many people are homeless in 
a jurisdiction is conducting a one-night street and shelter/transitional housing count.  This 
method is an attempt to count directly the homeless population rather than relying on sampling 
and surveying.  This approach has been used on an annual basis by the cities of Boston 
(Homelessness in the City of Boston 2002), Seattle (Seattle King County Coalition for the 
Homeless 2009), and San Francisco (San Francisco Human Services Agency 2009) to quantify 
the number of homeless individuals.  The result is assumed to provide a lower-bound estimate 
for the number of people homeless on that evening, although it is certainly possible to 
misidentify individuals who happen to be out on the streets or in parked vehicles or other 
situations in which homeless individuals may find themselves who, in fact, are housed.  While 
the value of a homeless population size estimate is obvious, the lack of any individual-level data 
collection directly associated with the count limits the usefulness of this type of census for 
determining policy direction. 

Although the above mentioned cities use a one-night street and shelter count exclusively, other 
areas around the country, such as Santa Clara County, Southern Nevada, Portland, Oregon, and 
Indianapolis, Indiana, combine a one-night street and shelter count with a survey methodology 
(Applied Survey Research 2009a, 2009b, Coalition for Homelessness Intervention and 
Prevention 2009, Portland Housing Bureau 2009).  However the composition of the survey 
population tends not to be well-defined or, if defined, not necessarily representative of the 
homeless population overall or during the same time period.  Equally important, this approach 
fails to produce data on the hidden homeless population that is of considerable importance to 
EveryOne Home.  The hidden homeless population is likely comprised of individuals recently 
literally homeless and/or at risk of literal homelessness.  Understanding something about the size 
and characteristics of the hidden homeless group is important for program planning. 

At least two sites (Southern Nevada and Los Angeles) use a general population phone survey to 
identify hidden homeless persons.  But, again, ambiguities are raised by virtue of different time 
periods for the survey and one-night count.  There are other concerns about the validity and 
reliability of the phone survey; including, for example, issues of potential sample bias in terms of 
which households have phone service.  Finally, response rates for phone surveys such as this are 
well below what should be expected from a face-to-face survey. 

A third approach for surveying homeless persons, geographical block sampling, is exemplified 
by the Los Angeles Skid Row studies of Audrey Burnham and Paul Koegel (Koegel et al. 1996), 
the D. C. Metropolitan Area Drug Study of Michael Dennis and colleagues (1993), Peter Rossi’s 
(1989) research in Chicago, and the Los Angeles homeless count (Los Angeles Homeless 
Services Authority 2007).  Block sampling studies are valuable for estimating the size and 
general characteristics of the service and non-service using segments of the homeless population, 
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the latter of which is the group that will be omitted from surveys of clients of services for the 
homeless.  In this methodology, locations such as census blocks are randomly selected for street 
“sweeps”, and then an attempt is made to screen all the individuals found in each area for 
housing status and survey those persons who are homeless.1  By sampling the entire population, 
rather than just those who utilize services for homeless individuals, this method makes contact 
with and surveys additional homeless persons beyond those reached through a services-based 
survey.  But like other methods, this one, too, misses people who do not want to be found and 
counted. 

All of these point-prevalence, cross-sectional, or point-in-time studies yield lower estimates of 
the number of homeless persons and overemphasize some segments of the homeless population 
compared to studies that cover longer periods of time.2 These cross-sectional studies fail to 
distinguish the prevalence or characteristics of persons who are episodically homeless from those 
who have long-time homeless histories or, even, were homeless only on the particular night of 
the count.  Thus cross-sectional studies tend to overstate the average length of homeless spells 
for the population as a whole, and the characteristics of those experiencing longer spells of 
homelessness – whatever they might be (mental health, substance abuse, and other disabilities, 
for example) – also tend to be over emphasized.3  

This limitation is of significance for a jurisdiction interested in program planning since erroneous 
descriptions of homeless persons’ characteristics may result in the mis-estimation of the kinds of 
services that a jurisdiction needs to establish to meet service needs for all homeless persons.  For 
example, a point-in-time estimate may emphasize the need for services for single, disabled 
individuals with long-term histories of homelessness and thereby under-emphasize the need for 
services for persons experiencing shorter bouts of homelessness, perhaps, for example, homeless 
families.  At the same time, a point-in-time estimate may serve well the planning needs of 
jurisdictions wanting to develop programs to serve the most chronically homeless individuals 
and those using the most services.  

                                                
1 In Los Angeles, block sampling produces an official homeless count which is then used, along with 
enumerations from local service centers, to provide an official estimate of the city’s homeless population.  
The city then uses these estimates to construct a sample of the homeless population to survey (Los 
Angeles Homeless Services Authority 2007). 
2 Longitudinal studies yield higher estimates of homeless populations simply because many individuals 
move in and out of homelessness over time.  For example, Culhane et al. (1994) found that, “While public 
shelters in Philadelphia and New York City have average daily utilization rates of 0.16 and 0.31 percent 
of the population, respectively, on an annual basis the rates approach 1 percent in Philadelphia and exceed 
1 percent in New York City.  These annual homelessness rates are three times greater than rates 
previously documented for either city by point-prevalence studies (Burt 1992; U.S. Department of 
Commerce 1991).” 
3 Link and Phelan (1999) studied homelessness by conducting telephone surveys in order to find 
individuals who were formerly homeless, thereby avoiding the biases inherent in point-in-time surveys. 
They estimate that the average duration of a homeless spell is around 3 months, which is one-fifth to one-
thirteenth of the average length estimated by point-in-time studies. 
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APPENDIX  2.  Survey Instrument
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SITE COORDINATOR PAGE  
 
SELECTION TICKET NUMBER: 
 
_____________ 

 

SITE COORDINATOR READ TO RESPONDENT: 

 We’re conducting a short survey of about 1,000 people using meal, food pantry, drop-

in, and outreach services in the County.  We do this survey every two years.  The survey 

gathers information that the cities and County need to get funding for homes for low-income 

and homeless people.  May we have ten minutes of your time today? 

FILL OUT THIS FORM FOR EVERYONE: 

 SURVEY DATE: 01/ 27/ 2009  SITE COORDINATOR INITIALS ___  ___  ___ 

 SITE ID # _____________ 

 PROGRAM/PROVIDER: ____________________________________ 

 COMPLETE BY OBSERVATION: 

 GENDER:  RACE/ETHNICITY:   
  (  ) MALE   (  )  HISPANIC  
  (  ) FEMALE    (  )  WHITE    
  (  ) OTHER/UNKNOWN   (  )  BLACK    
      (  )  ASIAN    
   INTERVIEW NOT STARTED:   (  )  OTHER/MIXED  
  (  )  MINOR    
  (  )  REFUSED     
 (  )  LANGUAGE BARRIER  
  (  )  RESPONDENT TOO DISABLED 
  (  )  NOT ENOUGH TIME:[OPTIONAL EXPLANATION OF WHY]______________________ 

SITE COORDINATOR COMMENT (OPTIONAL): 

   _________________________________________________________________________ 

 _________________________________________________________________________ 
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 INTERVIEWER INITIALS: ___ ___ ___ 

INTERVIEWER READ TO RESPONDENT: 

 Hello, my name is ___________, and I’m a volunteer with Alameda County EveryOne 

Home.   

 We won’t ask your name or other identifying information, and all of your responses are 

strictly confidential.  Your honest response is important to help us keep the housing funds 

we have for Alameda County. Your participation is voluntary.  You may stop the interview at 

any time, or refuse to answer any questions that make you uncomfortable. 

 If it’s OK, I’ll start the questions now.  I need to read each one all the way through.   

 

I will start by asking about meals you ate at service sites in the last week.  

1 In the last 7 days, how many days did you have breakfast at a soup kitchen or 
public dining room, but not at a shelter where you stayed? 

___ DAYS 

2 How many of the last 7 days did you have lunch at a soup kitchen or public 
dining room, but not at a shelter where you stayed? 

___ DAYS 

3 How many of the last 7 days did you have dinner at a soup kitchen or public 
dining room, but not at a shelter where you stayed? 

___ DAYS 

4 In the last seven days, how many days did you go to a food pantry?  That’s a 
place where you get a bag or a box of food to take away and prepare later.   

___ DAYS 

5 Over the last seven days how many days did you go to a drop-in center or a 
multi-service center?  That is, a place where you can talk to someone, get a cup 
of coffee, pick up messages, and use a phone, but not stay overnight.  

___ DAYS 

6 Over the last seven days how many days did an outreach worker offer to help 
you?  Outreach workers are people who come to you at outdoor locations to 
hand out blankets or food, see if you are okay, or offer help.  

___ DAYS 
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7.     Where did you stay last night [THE NIGHT OF JANUARY 26]?   

 a.  The streets, a vehicle, an abandoned building, bus/ train/ subway station/ airport, 
anywhere outside, or other place not meant for human habitation 
  b.  Hotel, motel, or campground paid for by an agency, church, or other service provider 
 c.  Hotel or motel paid for by you or a family member 
 c1. How much longer can you stay there?   Less than a week      7-29 days      30 or more days     DON’T KNOW 

 d.  Friend or family’s garage, backyard, porch, shed, or driveway  
 e.  In a friend or family member’s room, apartment, or house 
 e1.  Is your name on the lease?      NO ... 0          YES ... 1         DON’T KNOW ...  –8 

 e2.  Do you have an agreement to pay a specific share   
  or the rent each week/month?     NO ... 0          YES ... 1         DON’T KNOW ...  –8 

 e3.    IF YES, How much do you pay each month?     $ __________    How much is the total monthly rent?    $ __________    

 e4.  Instead of rent, do you regularly contribute to the household  
  food or other goods, like child care or transportation?   NO ... 0          YES ... 1         DON’T KNOW ...  –8 

 e5.  Are you staying there because you can’t afford your  
  own place?       NO ... 0          YES ... 1         DON’T KNOW ...  –8 

 e6.  Have you moved around more than once in the last 30 days?  NO ... 0          YES ... 1         DON’T KNOW ...  –8 
 e7.  Have you moved around more than 2 times in the past year?  NO ... 0          YES ... 1         DON’T KNOW ...  –8 

 e8.  Have you been told you can stay only less than 30 days?   NO ... 0          YES ... 1         DON’T KNOW ...  –8  

  f.  Shelter for single adults or youth or families   
 f1.  What is the name and location of that place?      ________________________________________ 

 g. Transitional housing for homeless adults, families or youth (where I pay rent and can live 
 up to two years and receive services)   

  g1.  What is the name and location of that place?      ________________________________________ 

 h.  Permanent housing for formerly homeless persons (such as Shelter + Care, the 
Harrison Hotel, or UA Homes)   

      h1.  Are you losing that housing within the next 7 days?  NO ... 0          YES ... 1         DON’T KNOW ...  –8 

 i.  Room, apartment or house that you rent  (subsidized or not) 
     i1. Are you losing that housing within the next 7 days?  NO ... 0          YES ... 1         DON’T KNOW ...  –8 

 j.  Hospital or nursing facility  
 j1.  Have you been there for less than 30 days?   NO ... 0          YES ... 1         DON’T KNOW ...  –8 
 j2.  Were you on the streets or in a shelter before that?  NO ... 0          YES ... 1         DON’T KNOW ...  –8 

 k.  Psychiatric hospital or other mental health facility    
 k1.  Have you been there for less than 30 days?   NO ... 0          YES ... 1         DON’T KNOW ...  –8 
 k2.  Were you on the streets or in a shelter before that?  NO ... 0          YES ... 1         DON’T KNOW ...  –8 

 l.  Jail, prison or juvenile detention facility   
 l1.  Have you been there for less than 30 days?      NO ... 0          YES ... 1         DON’T KNOW ...  –8 
   l2.  Were you on the streets or in a shelter before that?   NO ... 0          YES ... 1         DON’T KNOW ...  –8 

 m.  Substance abuse treatment facility or detox center 
 m1.  Have you been there for less than 30 days?   NO ... 0          YES ... 1         DON’T KNOW ...  –8 
 m2.  Were you on the streets or in a shelter before that?  NO ... 0          YES ... 1         DON’T KNOW ...  –8 

  n.  Apartment or house that you own   
  n1.  Are you losing that housing within the next 7 days?  NO ... 0          YES ... 1         DON’T KNOW ...  –8 

 o.   Foster care home or foster care group home 

 p.  Other, Specify NAME OF THE PLACE AND LOCATION:  _____________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________________________________________    

 q. MOVES AROUND A LOT   r.   DON’T KNOW ...  –8    s. REFUSED...  –7 
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These next questions are about your immediate family.   
Number # 

 
 

8.  How many children do you have, including step-children 
and foster children? 

  IF NO CHILDREN GO TO Q# 11. 

________ 
 NO 
CHILDREN 

 DON’T KNOW .. -8         

 REFUSED ……. -7 

9.   How many children do you have that are under age 18, 
including step-children and foster children? 

  DON’T KNOW .. -8         

 REFUSED ……. -7 

10.   How many of your children under age 18 live with you 
now, most of the time or all the time? 

  NOT APPLIC. .. –6 

 DON’T KNOW ..  -8         

 REFUSED ..... ..–7 

11.   Think about the people in your immediate family, who live 
with you now.  How many (of them) are adults 18 or 
older?  (Not including yourself.) 

 IF NO OTHER ADULTS GO TO Q# 13.  

________ 

 Just me = 
0 

 

 DON’T KNOW… -8         

 REFUSED……...–7 

12.   Is one of them your husband, wife, or partner?    YES ………. 1    

 NO ……….. 0  
 NOT APPLIC. . . –6 

 DON’T KNOW ..  -8         

 REFUSED ....…–7 
      

13.  How much of the last 12 months have you lived in a shelter, on the streets, in a car, or in 

other places not meant for habitation.  

  PROMPT:  Your best estimate is fine.   

 MARK ONLY ONE    
DAYS   _____ 
WEEKS  _____ 
MONTHS  _____ 
ALL OF IT / ENTIRE TIME.............12 
NONE OF THE LAST 12 MONTHS...........0    
DON’T KNOW .........................-8 
REFUSED ............................-7 

14.   How many separate times in the past 3 years have you lived in a shelter, on the streets, in a 

car, or in other places not meant for habitation?   

  PROMPT:  How many separate times?   

 MARK ONLY ONE    
  This is my first time................................................. 1 
  2 to 3 times............................................................. 2 
  4 times or more ...................................................... 4 
  All of it / entire time................................................. 5 
  None....................................................................... 0 
  DON’T KNOW..........................-8 
  REFUSED ............................-7 
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15.   Did you leave your last place because your spouse or partner or someone else in your family 

was hurting you or threatening to hurt you?   That includes hurt or threatened by being 

kicked, hit, shoved, or beat up, or hurt or threatened with a knife or gun, or forced to have 

sex.   

  PROMPT:  By someone in your family, inside the family. 

  YES..................................1 

  NO...................................0 

  DON’T KNOW..........................-8 

  REFUSED.............................-7 

 

16.  Were you ever, either as a child or as an adult, physically hurt or threatened by a spouse or 

partner or someone in your family?  That includes hurt or threatened by being kicked, hit, 

shoved, or beat up, or hurt or threatened with a knife or gun, or forced to have sex. 

  PROMPT:  By someone in your family, inside the family. 

  YES..................................1 

  NO...................................0 

  DON’T KNOW..........................-8 

  REFUSED.............................-7 

 

17.     Have you ever served in any branch of the Armed Forces of the United States?  

  YES..................................1 

  NO...................................0  GO TO Q#19 

  DON’T KNOW..........................-8 GO TO Q#19 

  REFUSED.............................-7 GO TO Q#19 

 

18. Did you serve in any of these war zones?  

       MARK ALL THAT APPLY

 NOT APPLICABLE/NO WAR ZONES .......0 

Persian Gulf ....................................1 

Iraq ..................................................2 

Afghanistan .....................................3 

South Pacific ...................................4 

Korea ..............................................5 

China, Burma, India ........................6 

 South China Sea...............................7 

 Laos and Cambodia ..........................8 

 Vietnam.............................................9 

 North Africa ..................................... 10 

 Europe ............................................ 11 

 Other ............................................... 12 
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We’d like to know a little about how people are making ends meet.   

 

19.   What kinds of income or assistance are you currently receiving? 

 MARK ALL THAT APPLY: 
 

 GA, General Assistance 1   Private disability insurance 12 

 CalWORKs, assistance for needy families 2   Worker’s Compensation 13 

 SSI 3   Alimony or other spousal support 14 

 SSDI 4   Child support 15 

 Pay for Full-time work  5   Panhandling, recycling 16 

 Pay for Part-time work  6  

 Unemployment Insurance 7  

 Veteran’s Benefits 8  

 Other income 
SPECIFY (OPTIONAL) _________________ 
 
_________________________________ 

17 

 VA Disability Compensation 9   NONE 0 

 Social Security retirement income 10   DON’T KNOW -8 

 Pension from a former job 11   REFUSED -7 

 
 
20.   About how much income is that all together, per month? 

 PROMPT:  Your best estimate is fine. 

 $ ________________ 
 

21. Are you getting Food Stamps, or money for food on a benefits card, for yourself or 

someone else living with you? .....................  

 YES..................................1 

  NO...................................0 

  DON’T KNOW..........................-8 

  REFUSED.............................-7 

 

22. Are you getting WIC food assistance for yourself or your children?   
  YES..................................1 

  NO...................................0 

  DON’T KNOW..........................-8 

  REFUSED.............................-7 
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23. The next questions are about your health and any 

disabilities you may have.  Which of these statements 

are true for you?  

 MARK ALL THAT APPLY 

 

 

YES 

1 

 

 

NO 

0 

 

 

D.K. 

-8 

 

 

REF. 

-7 

 A. I am physically disabled     

 B.  I am disabled by HIV/AIDS     

   C.  I have another long-term and serious medical condition 

or health problem, like diabetes, heart disease, 

hepatitis or cancer 

    

 C1. I am disabled by my health problems     

 D.  I am developmentally disabled     

 E.  I have learning disabilities     

 F.  I am disabled by serious depression      

 G.  I am disabled by other mental illness     

 H.  I have Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD)     

 I.   I am disabled by something else     

 J. RESPONDENT COMMENT, IF ANY   

 _________________________________________________________________ 
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24.  Next, I’m going to ask you a few questions about alcohol use.  

Remember, your answers are confidential and anonymous. 
 PROMPT:  I have to ask everyone the same questions. 

 
YES 
1 

 
NO 
0 

 
D.K. 
-8 

 
REF. 
-7 

A. During the last 12 months, did you ever feel bad or guilty 
about your drinking 

    

B. During the last 12 months, did you ever have a drink first 
thing in the morning to steady your nerves or get rid of a 
hangover 

    

C. During the last 12 months, did a friend or family member 
ever tell you about things you said or did while you were 
drinking that you could not remember 

    

D. During the last 12 months, did you fail to do what was 
normally expected of you because of drinking 

    

     NO ALCOHOL USE 12+ MONTHS 

 
25.  The next few questions are about drug use.  Remember, your 

answers are confidential and anonymous.   
 PROMPT:  I have to ask everyone the same questions.   

 
YES 
1 

 
NO 
0 

 
D.K. 
-8 

 
REF. 
-7 

A. In the last 12 months, did you ever fail to do what was 
normally expected of you because of your use of drugs 

    

B. In the last 12 months, were you ever under the influence 
of drugs in a situation where you could get hurt, like 
driving, using knives or machinery, or anything else 

    

C. In the past 12 months, because of drug use, did you 
have any emotional or psychological problems, like 
feeling depressed, suspicious of people, paranoid, or 
having strange ideas 

    

D. In the past 12 months, was there a month or more when 
you spent a lot of time using drugs or getting over the 
effects 

    

E. In the past 12 months, were there several times when 
you used a lot more drugs than you intended or used 
drugs for a longer time than you meant to  

    

F. In the past 12 months, did you ever have to use more 
drugs than you used to, to get the same effect  

    

G
. 

In the past 12 months, did you ever use drugs to keep 
from feeling sick when you stopped 

    

     NO DRUG USE 12+ MONTHS 
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26.     There are just a few more questions.  First, what is the one thing you would say 

would help your situation the most? 
 ______________________________________________________________  

 

And, to let us categorize respondents, would you tell me: 

27.     How do you describe your race or ethnicity?   
  MARK ALL THAT APPLY 

 White/Caucasian ........................................................... 1 
 Black/African American ................................................. 2 
 Hispanic/Latino.............................................................. 3 
 Asian ............................................................................. 4 
 Pacific Islander .............................................................. 5 
 American Indian/Alaskan Native ................................... 6 
 Other ............................................................................. 8 
 SPECIFY (OPTIONAL): ______________________ 

 _______________________________________ 

 DECLINED TO STATE ......................... -7 
 DON’T KNOW .............................. -8 

 

28. How do you identify your gender? 

 Male............................................................................... 1 
 Female .......................................................................... 2 
 Transgender .................................................................. 3 
 DECLINED TO STATE ......................... -7 

 

29. How old are you?  

  ___  ___   YEARS  DON’T KNOW ...  –8     REFUSED...  –7 
 
IF HESITANT TO ANSWER AGE, ASK:  

30.  Are you 18 or older?   

 
  NO ... 0   YES ... 1   DON’T KNOW ...  –8   REFUSED...  –7 

 

READ TO RESPONDENT:    

Thank you very much.  We’re done with our questions.  We really appreciate your help. 
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INTERVIEWER:  PLEASE COMPLETE 31 A – E. 
 

31.  INTERVIEWER OBSERVATIONS YES 

1 

NO 

0 

 A. WERE ALL QUESTIONS UNDERSTOOD AND ANSWERED?   

 B. RESPONDENT WAS IMPAIRED BY DRUGS OR ALCOHOL   

 C. RESPONDENT WAS UNABLE TO UNDERSTAND 
 QUESTIONS, MENTALLY DISABLED 

  

 D. RESPONDENT BROKE OFF INTERVIEW 

ANY REASON GIVEN? 
___________________________________________ 

___________________________________________ 

  

 E. INTERVIEWER STOPPED INTERVIEW 

WHY?  

___________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________
_________ 
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APPENDIX  3.  Question Sources 
 
Most questions in this document are drawn from other surveys to make the results as comparable 
as possible to published results from similar studies.  Many of the questions have been reshaped 
to work together, and to echo data collected in the Everyone Home InHouse HMIS.  The original 
question sources, other survey questionnaires, are identified with the initials of the survey and 
the question number in brackets at the end of the question text – “. . . ? [CAUS B1]”.   If the 
wording of the question, or the set of response choices, was modified from the original for this 
survey, “m” is added to the survey designation – “. . . ? [CAUSm, B1]”. 

 
Alameda County Community Health Survey, still in draft (ACCHS) 
California Health Interview Survey (CHIS) 
Census 2000 (Census 2000) 
County of Alameda Uninsured Survey (CAUS) 
Global Appraisal of Individual Needs – Initial (GAIN-I) 
Medical Outcomes Survey Short Form-8 (SF-8) 
National Alcohol Survey 2000, N10 version (NAS), includes early RAPS-4 
National Survey of Homeless Assistance Providers and Clients (NSHAPC) 
Suburban Virginia HIV/AIDS Housing Survey (V-AIDS) 
World Health Organization Composite International Diagnostic Interview- Short Form 1.0 

(CIDI-SF1) 
 

Table A3.  Sources of questions in 2009 survey form 
2009 2003 Original 

SOURCE 
Modified? Abbreviated text 

1 X1  yes How many days soup kitchen Breakfast? 
2     How many days soup kitchen Lunch? 
3     How many days soup kitchen Dinner? 
4     How many days  food pantry … ? 
5 X4   How many days drop-in center? 
6 X3    How many days outreach worker....? 
7 E6 V-AIDS, GAIN-I, 

code to NSHAPC 
Yes V-AIDS Where stayed last night (Janueary 26, 2009)? 

7 E7  NSHAPC Yes How long can you stay there? 

8     How many children … do you have? 
9 E2 CAUS H7 Yes Children < 18 

10 E3   How many with you? 
11 E1  NSHAPC, V-AIDS 

11 
Yes 
NSHAPC 

Who live with, number of adults? (made similar to 
HMIS systems) 

12 E1  NSHAPC, V-AIDS 
11 

Yes 
NSHAPC 

Is one of them spouse, partner? 

13 E8 ACCHS HL2, V-
AIDS, GAIN-I, 
NSHAPC 2 

Yes How much of the last 12 months …shelter, streets, 
car, not meant for habitation [homeless]? 
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2009 2003 Original 
SOURCE 

Modified? Abbreviated text 

14 E10 ACCHS HL2, 
NSHAPC 2.25, V-
AIDS 20a 

Yes 
ACHHS & 
NSHAPC 

How many separate times in past 3 years … 
[homeless]? 

15     Left last place because … [DV]? 
16 K8 ACHHS Yes Ever, as child or adult, hurt or threatened by 

someone in your family? [DV] 
17 G4 NSHAPC  Military, ever served … any branch … US? 
18     Did you serve in any of these war zones? Mark all 

that apply [none, 11, plus "other, specify"] 
19 H2  NSHAPC 8.1, V-

AIDS 
Yes both What kinds of income or asistance are you currently 

receiving? Mark all that apply. [16 choices, plus 
"other, specify", none, refused, don't know] Shaped 
similarly to HMIS income choices. 

20 H3   How much per month? 
21     Getting Food Stamps, for self or other living with 

you? 
22     Getting WIC food asistance for self or children? 
23 K1 V-AIDS 6 Yes Disabilities 
24 O1 RAPS-4, piloted in 

NAS G1a-G5a 
Yes guilty about drinking?...etc. [4-question set, any one 

signifies alcohol dependence] 

25 O3 CIDI-SF1, DSM-
IV 

Yes both behaviors because of drug use [7-question set, 
abbreviated DSM-IV diagnostic symptoms, any one 
significes abuse, any 3+ = dependence, 3+ 
including physiological dependence = physiological 
dependence (addiction)] 

26 R2 V-AIDS, GAIN-I 
P13a 

yes What … would help your situation most? (open-
ended) 

27 B4 ACCHS, Can 
code to HUD 
categories 

Yes How do you describe your race or ethnicity? 
(categories asked, and further recoded to match 
HMIS version of HUD categoreis) 

28 B1 V-AIDS Yes How do you identify your gender? 
29 B3 ACCHS Yes How old are you? 
30     Are you 18 or older? 
31 V1 - V3   interview status, reason interrupted or incomplete, 

client-interviewer interaction 



 

2009 Alameda Countywide Homeless Count and Survey A-16 

Appendix 4.  Service Usage Factor 

 
Applying only the site-level weight, we have an estimate of the number of service contacts per 
week.  If we assume that each sampled person used only one service per week, our estimate of 
the number of service contacts per week would also be our estimate of the number of discrete 
persons receiving services.  We know, however, that some people use multiple services in a 
week, and therefore had multiple opportunities to be selected into the sample.   For example, a 
person who eats four meals every week at one or another of the meal service sites included in the 
sampling frame had a four-times greater chance to be selected into the sample on the 
interviewing day than a person who eats only one meal a week at such a site.  In order to arrive at 
an estimate of the number of discrete persons served, we need to adjust for those multiple 
opportunities to be selected. 
 
As part of the interview, each respondent provided information on the number of times per week 
he or she could have been selected for an interview during the week before the target day.  This 
information included the number of days that a respondent ate at a meal site in the past week at a 
site in the County that serves the homeless population, and it included additional information on 
the use of food pantries, drop-in centers, and outreach programs.  The responses to all of those 
questions were combined, in order to calculate an overall estimate of the relative availability of 
each respondent to have been selected into the sample.   
 
Since it was very unlikely that the same person would have been interviewed twice on the same 
target day, the maximum number of times that a person could have been selected in a week was 
capped at seven.  And the minimum was set at one, to reflect the fact that this individual was in 
fact sampled on the target day.   
 
The application of the factors for this weighting adjustment was as follows: 
 

A. Sum of the contacts in the past week:  total number of meals in meal service sites,  total 
visits to a food pantry, total drop-in center usage, and number of outreach contacts.  If the 
sum of contacts was greater than or equal to 7, this factor was set to 7; otherwise it is the 
number of contacts in the past week. 

 
B. The site-level weight for the site at which this person was interviewed.  
 

Based on those factors, the final person-level weight was:  B / A 
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APPENDIX  5.  Maximum Usage of Services  

  Maximum days per week each type of service is available by location 
          

 Region name Oakland Oakland Berkeley 
Other 
North 

Other 
North Mid-County East South 

 Region code 1 1 2 6 6 5 4 3 

 

City names  Oakland, 
males 

Oakland, 
females 

Berkeley Emeryville, 
Albany, 

Alameda 

Reality on 
Oakland-
Emeryville 
border 

S Leandro,  
Castro Valley, 

Hayward, 
Unincorp. 

Areas 

Livermore 
(women + 
families), 
Dublin, 

Pleasanton 

Fremont, 
Newark, 
Union 
City 

 Food pantries (FP) 7 7 6 6 7 7 6 7 
 Drop-In svcs open (Dr) 5 6 7 0 5 or 6 0.5 0 0 
 Breakfast (B) 7 7 7 0 7 1 0 3 
 Lunch (L) 7 7 5 1 7 5 3 5 
 Dinner (D) 7 7 6 0 7 0 3 2 
 Mobile outreach-nites (M) 5 5 5 0 3 or 5 0 1 0 
        3 2 
 Shelter nights (S)  7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 
  
 Max services available (no shelter) 38 39 36 7 36 to 39 13.5 16 19 
 Max without FP 31 32 30 1 29 to 32 6.5 7 10 
          

 
Max services, if sheltered  
(B & D required to be served) 24 25 23 7  12.5 10 12 

 Max use without FP 17 18 17 1  5.5 4 5 
 
This chart, prepared by Everyone Home staff, is similar to the maximum usage chart used for the 2003 survey.  However, the situation 
is more complex now than it was then.  Overall, the availability of services appears to have increased.  Other kinds of services, 
including services provided by churches and individuals, have also increased, and many of them are not on the official list of service 
sites used for sample selection. Respondents could, and did, report use of services in locations where no official service of that type is 
provided.  See Appendix 6, Data cleaning, for examples of how such problems were resolved. 
In 2009, every region in the county has emergency shelter available all 7 nights of the week, and emergency shelters are required to 
serve dinner and breakfast.  Transitional housing programs vary widely in whether meals are served and whether residents are able 
and expected to cook for themselves, which in turn affects likelihood of using food pantry services
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APPENDIX 6.  Data cleaning  
 

“Data are always dirty, and they must be cleaned” 
Anonymous statistician. 

 
For each of the Alameda County Homeless Count surveys, in 2003, 2007 and 2009, it has been 
necessary to “clean” the survey responses.   Many of the cleaning techniques would be standard 
practice for any survey data, while some are more specific to this particular survey. 

For a number of survey questions, missing data were, of necessity, left missing, with little impact 
on survey estimates.  In some cases, these were recoded to an indicator value identifying the data 
as missing.   

For a number of measures of interest, a conservative default status was applied to persons with 
inadequate information to establish another status.  Examples of default status include “housed 
(not homeless)”, “not homeless long enough to be counted as chronically homeless”, and “not 
disabled”.  

Default coding for most survey responses and created indicator variables could be overridden or 
resolved by interviewer comments. Comments were captured in number of fields designed into 
the questionnaire, such as “Please specify” followed by a blank line.  A final question set for 
interviewer use also captured information about the quality of the interview, reasons for 
terminating an interview, and observations of the respondent’s physical condition and behavior.  
Margin notes were also captured in fields added during data entry.  Any such comments were 
used to score missing responses into available categories or classify respondents in indicator 
status variables.   

Three kinds of information were crucial for generating the survey estimates:  homeless status, 
shelter status, and service use.  Homeless status and shelter status were captured in survey 
Question 7, Where did you stay last night (the night of January 26, 2009), which had many parts 
with precoded responses.  If housing status was truly unknown or not interpretable, homeless 
status could not be categorized and respondent was categorized as “incomplete” and added to site 
non-response cases for weighting purposes.  Other information on such respondents, such as 
service use or disability status, was therefore lost to analysis.  

A complex coding algorithm was developed for Question 7 to guide the scoring of a 
respondent’s homeless status as housed, homeless by the HUD definition, homeless by the 
expanded categories of the HEARTH definition as we understood it, or a broader community 
definition homelessness.  Responses also permitted us to code respondents as sheltered or 
unsheltered.  (See below for a preliminary table of operational criteria developed as the 
instrument design was in process and we were attempting to capture the evolving definition that 
was to become codified in the Hearth Act, Table A6b.)   The default value was “housed”, if the 
pattern of responses and interviewer comments did not place a respondent in another housing 
status. 
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Shelter status was assumed to be recorded correctly in Question 7, subject to recoding based on 
the name and location of the place or program.  Fewer than expected names and locations were 
recorded, or interpretable; nevertheless, the recorded information did result in a few recodes.   

Service use required the most sensitive and most difficult cleaning steps.  Survey Questions 1-6 
asked respondents for the number of days they used services the six kinds of services in the 
sampling frame.  These questions were used to assess how often (how many days per week) a 
respondent might have entered the sample frame and been available for selection into the survey. 
The cleaned value was divided into the site weight, and thus became a part of the population 
weight determining how many persons each survey respondent represented in the estimated 
numbers of homeless individuals, homeless families, homeless children, and disabled persons in 
Alameda County at the end of January, 2009.  The details of data cleaning are documented in a 
series of computer programs.   

Table A6a presents a brief description of the nature of data problems in the service use questions, 
the data cleaning processes applied, and some rationale for the choices. 

Table A6a.  Data cleaning rules 
 
Level Data problem Cleaning 

method 
Example Solution/rationale 

1 No recorded 
services use for 
respondent 
selected and 
interviewed at 
a service site. 

Set service 
use to “1” in 
the type of 
service where  
interview 
was 
conducted. 

“0” use of food pantry 
in past week, but 
interviewed at a food 
panty 

Set Q1 to “1”, set other 
service use questions to “0” 

2 Comment 
recorded 
instead of valid 
response value  

Interpret 
comment and 
code to a 
valid 
response, if 
possible. 

Number of times 
recorded as “4-5” times 
per week, or “every 
other week”.   

Enter mean value in 
numeric field “4.5”, or “0.5” 

3 More service 
use reported 
than services 
available in 
region where 
interviewed 

Set service 
use for each 
type of 
service at 
maximum 
available in 
region of 
interview. 

A number of 
respondents reported in 
the three possible 
“meals in soup kitchen” 
questions “7, 7, 7”, 
indicating intention, 
rather than availability. 

See table of maximum 
services available by region 
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3 Reported 
services as 
used that were 
not available in 
region where 
interview took 
place. 

Primary 
method, reset 
those 
services to 
“0”.   
 

For one region without 
“drop-in” services, a 
one-stop welfare 
service location was 
probably interpreted by 
respondents as a “drop-
in” service.  
Furthermore, a number 
of churches are thought 
to maintain a coffee pot 
for week-day visitors, 
but are not services 
enumerated in the 
sample frame. 

For respondent who also 
reported use of services in 
the sampling frame, recode 
the non-service types to “0”. 
 
For those with few or no 
other services reported, see 
below. 

4 Reported 
services as 
used that were 
not available in 
region where 
interview took 
place. 

Secondary 
method, 
recode an 
available 
type of 
service to 
reflect some 
of the 
reported 
contacts. 

A handful of 
respondents reported 
using only a type of 
service not available in 
the region where they 
were interviewed, and 
would have no services 
reported without a 
recode.  Although 
“outreach” services 
were not available in 
some regions, persons 
outside a sampled 
service could have 
received attention from 
staff, and could have 
been selected for 
interview. 

Persons who reported use of 
services which did not 
“count” nonetheless showed 
an intent to seek services 
during the week.  They also 
show us that applying 
“maximum use” criteria in 
service-rich regions may 
conceal over-reported 
service use in other regions, 
as well.  Some over-report 
was permitted in an attempt 
to maintain a balance of 
service use among the 
regions. 

5 Total services 
used remain 
unrealistically 
high, even after 
cleaning to this 
point. 

Establish 
reasonable 
use 
maximum for 
selected 
service types 
by region. 

Some respondents in 
service-rich areas 
reported 7 days of use 
soup kitchens, and also 
7 days use of food 
pantries.  Food pantry 
use was truncated at 4 
days per week, and 
outreach services were 
set at less than 
maximum. 

Both the transportation 
required to reach that many 
services and local program 
rules made such high use 
patterns (assuming week-
after-week) unlikely.  This 
final cleaning step changed 
the number of respondent 
with total number of 
services used 
(approximating days of use) 
truncated at 7 days from 688 
to 682 respondents. 
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For the 2009 survey, the number of service type questions was expanded from five to six 
questions to reflect the fact that a sixth service type, food pantries, was included in the sample 
frame for this survey.  The sixth service type was important for capturing community homeless 
persons, and it also permitted respondents to report more services in a week than in the prior 
survey.  In some cases, perhaps in quite a few cases, the six-question set also permitted reporting 
use of more services than would be practical for many respondents to achieve in a week.  The 
cleaning rules described above were an attempt to respect the meaning of the responses, and to 
maintain an appropriate balance among the sampled regions and the homeless status categories.  
Perhaps it is fortunate that even a great deal of effort in data cleaning is likely to make only small 
differences in the overall results. 

Data cleaning rules in subsequent surveys may not be exactly the same as the rules applied this 
time.  Cleaning rules respond to the nature and prevalence of problems in the data.  Subsequent 
surveys will probably use somewhat different wording of questions and somewhat different 
sequence of questions.  Small changes in the wording and ordering of questions will affect 
responses and generate another set of pattern of data problems. 
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  Table A6b.  Preliminary operational criteria for categorizing housing status, based on responses to Question 7. 

7.  Where did you stay last night [THE NIGHT OF JANUARY 26]?   HUD 
Hmls 

HUD 
Hmls  

-- 
Hearth 

Comm 
Hmls 

Housed 

a.  The streets, a vehicle, an abandoned building, bus/ train/ subway station/ airport, anywhere 
outside, or other place not meant for human habitation x    

 b.  Hotel, motel, or campground paid for by an agency, church, or other service provider x    
c.  Hotel or motel paid for by you or a family member    x 
 c1. How much longer can you stay there?   Less than a week      7-29 days      30 or more days    DON’T 
KNOW LT 7  7-29 30+ 

d.  Friend or family’s garage, backyard, porch, shed, or driveway  x    

e.  In a friend or family member’s room, apartment, or house     

 e1.  Is your name on the lease?      NO ... 0          YES ... 1         DON’T KNOW ...  –8    x 
 e2.  Do you have an agreement to pay a specific share   
  or the rent each week/month?     NO ... 0          YES ... 1         DON’T KNOW ...  –8    x 

 e3.    IF YES, How much do you pay each month?   $ “SUBSTANTIAL”   How much is the total monthly rent?    $ __________       x 
 e4.  Instead of rent, do you regularly contribute to the household  
  food or other goods, like child care or transportation?    NO ... 0          YES ... 1         DON’T KNOW ...  –8   x?  

 e5.  Are you staying there because you can’t afford your  
  own place?    NO ... 0          YES ... 1         DON’T KNOW ...  –8 

  x? x 

  e6.  Have you moved around more than once in the last 30 days?   NO ... 0          YES ... 1         DON’T KNOW ...  –8   x  
  e7.  Have you moved around more than 2 times in the past year?   NO ... 0          YES ... 1         DON’T KNOW ...  –8   x  
  e8.  Have you been told you can stay only less than 30 days?    NO ... 0          YES ... 1         DON’T KNOW ...  –8   x  
f.  Shelter for single adults or youth or families  x    

g. Transitional housing for homeless adults, families or youth (where I pay rent and can live up to 
two years and receive services)   x    

h.  Permanent housing for formerly homeless persons (such as Shelter + Care, the Harrison 
Hotel, or UA Homes)     x 

      h1.  Are you losing that housing within the next 7 days?   NO ... 0          YES ... 1         DON’T KNOW ...  –8  x   
i.  Room, apartment or house that you rent  (subsidized or not)    x 
 i1. Are you losing that housing within the next 7 days?  NO ... 0          YES ... 1         DON’T KNOW ...  –8  x   
j.  Hospital or nursing facility      
 j1.  Have you been there for less than 30 days?   NO ... 0          YES ... 1         DON’T KNOW ...  –8 x   x? 
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 j2.  Were you on the streets or in a shelter before that?   NO ... 0          YES ... 1         DON’T KNOW ...  –8 x    
k.  Psychiatric hospital or other mental health facility        
 k1.  Have you been there for less than 30 days?   NO ... 0          YES ... 1         DON’T KNOW ...  –8 x   x? 
 k2.  Were you on the streets or in a shelter before that?   NO ... 0          YES ... 1         DON’T KNOW ...  –8 x    
l.  Jail, prison or juvenile detention facility      x? 
 l1.  Have you been there for less than 30 days?      NO ... 0          YES ... 1         DON’T KNOW ...  –8 x   x? 
   l2.  Were you on the streets or in a shelter before that?    NO ... 0          YES ... 1         DON’T KNOW ...  –8 x    
m.  Substance abuse treatment facility or detox center    x? 
 m1.  Have you been there for less than 30 days?   NO ... 0          YES ... 1          DON’T KNOW ...  –8 x   x? 
 m2.  Were you on the streets or in a shelter before that?   NO ... 0         YES ... 1           DON’T KNOW ...  –8 x    
n.  Apartment or house that you own      x 
 n1.  Are you losing that housing within the next 7 days?   NO ... 0         YES ... 1          DON’T KNOW ...  –8  x   
o.   Foster care home or foster care group home    X? 
p.  Other  [RESOLVED, IF POSSIBLE, USING ANY OTHER INFORMATION RECORDED BY INTERVIEWER OR SITE   COORDINATOR]     
q. MOVES AROUND A LOT     x? x? x?  
r.  DON’T KNOW ...  –8  [RESOLVED, IF POSSIBLE, USING ANY OTHER INFORMATION RECORDED BY INTERVIEWER OR  SITE  COORD] ? ? ? ? 
s. REFUSED...  –7 [RESOLVED, IF POSSIBLE, USING ANY OTHER INFORMATION RECORDED BY INTERVIEWER OR  SITE  COORD] ? ? ? ? 
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  Appendix 7.  Confidence intervals for 2009 Homeless Count estimates: Chart K, Part 1, Countywide and by region 
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   Literally Homeless Hidden Homeless Homeless Housed Total 

County-wide 
  Emergency 

Sheltered 
Transitional 

Housing 
Subtotal 

Sheltered 
Un-

sheltered 
Total Losing in 

7 days 
Other 

Criteria 
Total  Literal + 

Hidden 
  Est. Adult 

Service Users 

 Families w/ Children 
Sample  

n  unwtd.       25   11 23 34   136   

1.   Households with Minor 
Children 

221 130 282 412 72 484 80 166 246 729 1024   

Adults in those 
households 

221 139 321 460 116 576 129 269 398 974 1660 2634 

95% CI lower bound       460 37 497 0 0  440 401 841 
95% CI upper bound       460 195 655 279 575 854 1509 2919 4428 

Children in those 
households 

509 254 434 688 306 994 203 882 1085 2079 3981   

95% CI lower bound       688 46 734 0 0 0 362 1049   
95% CI upper bound       688 566 1254 441 2101 2542 3796 6913   

1a. Persons in these 
Households (adults and 
children) 

730 393 755 1148 422 1570 332 1151 1483 3053 5641   

95% CI lower bound       2068 83 1231 0 0 0 802 1450   
95% CI upper bound       2068 761 1909 720 2676 3396 5305 9832   

 All-adult Households 
Sample  

n  unwtd.       
371   35 160 195   279 

  

2. Number of Households 
without Minor Children 

1030 710 514 1224 1411 2635 507 647 1154 3789 2766   

2a. Total Number of Persons 
in those Households 1030 711 519 1230 1541 2771 685 874 1559 4330 3603 7933 

95% CI lower bound       1230 1036 2266 0 464 260 2526 707 3233 
95% CI upper bound       1230 2047 3277 1573 1283 2856 6133 6499 12632 

Total Persons  
(Add lines 1a + 2a) 

1251 1104 1274 2378 1963 4341 1017 2025 3042 7383 9244 10567 

95% CI lower bound       2378 1119 3497 0 92 0 3328 2157 4074 

95% CI upper bound       2378 2808 5186 2293 3959 6252 11438 16331 17060 

  These columns  contain HMIS data, as reported by shelter providers and are considered counts, not estimates 

  
These columns contain estimates generated from survey data, using statistical software that applies appropriate weighting and variance 
calculations.  The number of children in a household was truncated at 5, affecting only a few table cells.  

  These columns contain combined HMIS and survey data, weighted appropriately.  As a result they constitute estimates.  
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Literally Homeless Hidden Homeless All     
Homeless Housed 

Oakland only 
  Emergency 

Sheltered 
Transitional 

Housing 
Subtotal 

Sheltered 
Un-

sheltered 
Total Losing in 

7 days 
Other 

Criteria 
Total  Literal + 

Hidden 
  

 Families w/ Children 
Sample  

n  unwtd.       4   3 7 10   22 

1.   Households with Minor 
Children 

41 37 118 155 20 175 55 125 180 356 387 

Adults in those households 41 42 122 164 29 193 78 178 256 449 550 

95% CI lower bound       164 0 149 0 0 0 0 65 
95% CI upper bound       164 74 238 221 475 696 934 1035 

Children in those 
households 

105 70 153 223 113 336 136 658 794 1130 1554 

95% CI lower bound       223 0 121 0 0 0 0 88 
95% CI upper bound       223 328 551 366 1856 2222 2773 3019 

1a. Persons in these 
Households (adults and 
children) 

146 112 275 387 142 529 214 836 1050 1579 2104 

95% CI lower bound       387 0 270 0 0 0 0 153 
95% CI upper bound       387 402 789 587 2331 2918 3707 4054 

 All-adult Households 
Sample  

n  unwtd.       126   19 52 71   72 

2. Number of Households 
without Minor Children 

310 364 387 751 765 1516 453 353 807 2322 1899 

2a. Total Number of Persons in 
those Households 310 364 387 751 811 1562 608 474 1082 2644 2302 

95% CI lower bound       751 330 1081 0 85 0 887 0 
95% CI upper bound       751 1291 2042 1496 862 2358 4400 5085 

Total Persons  
(Add lines 1a + 2a) 

351 476 662 1138 953 2091 822 1310 2132 4223 4406 

95% CI lower bound       1138 213 1351 0 0 0 336 0 
95% CI upper bound       1138 1693 2831 2083 3193 5276 8107 9139 
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Literally Homeless Hidden Homeless All     
Homeless Housed 

Berkeley only 
  Emergency 

Sheltered 
Transitional 

Housing 
Subtotal 

Sheltered 
Un-

sheltered 
Total Losing in 

7 days 
Other 

Criteria 
Total  Literal + 

Hidden 
  

 Families w/ Children 
Sample  

n  unwtd.       5   0 4 4   9 

1.   Households with Minor 
Children 22 

12 20 32 11 43 0 10 10 52 43 

Adults in those households 22 
13 23 36 13 49 0 12 12 61 53 

95% CI lower bound       36 0 32 0 0 0 28 0 
95% CI upper bound       36 29 65 0 29 29 94 115 

Children in those 
households 48 

22 38 60 22 82 0 29 29 111 105 

95% CI lower bound       60 0 49 0 0 0 37 0 
95% CI upper bound       60 55 115 0 70 70 185 240 

1a. Persons in these 
Households (adults and 
children) 70 

35 61 96 35 131 0 41 41 172 158 

95% CI lower bound       96 0 81 0 0 0 65 0 
95% CI upper bound       96 84 180 0 99 99 279 355 

 All-adult Households 
Sample  

n  unwtd.       133   3 39 42   45 

2. Number of Households 
without Minor Children 341 

179 33 212 314 526 10 78 88 615 175 

2a. Total Number of Persons in 
those Households 341 

179 34 213 336 549 12 91 103 652 217 

95% CI lower bound       213 247 460 0 24 19 479 72 
95% CI upper bound       213 425 638 30 159 189 827 361 

Total Persons  
(Add lines 1a + 2a) 363 

214 95 309 371 680 12 132 144 824 375 

95% CI lower bound       309 232 541 0 8 3 544 33 
95% CI upper bound       309 509 818 30 258 288 1106 716 
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Literally Homeless Hidden Homeless All     
Homeless Housed 

South only 
  Emergency 

Sheltered 
Transitional 

Housing 
Subtotal 

Sheltered 
Un-

sheltered 
Total Losing in 

7 days 
Other 

Criteria 
Total  Literal + 

Hidden 
  

 Families w/ Children 
Sample  

n  unwtd.       8   2 6 8   22 

1.   Households with Minor 
Children 50 

28 48 76 11 87 8 21 28 115 57 

Adults in those households 50 
29 56 85 21 106 15 41 56 162 113 

95% CI lower bound       85 0 85 0 0 0 50 0 
95% CI upper bound       85 42 127 47 101 148 275 242 

Children in those 
households 109 

58 71 129 51 180 18 118 136 316 241 

95% CI lower bound       129 0 128 0 0 0 37 0 
95% CI upper bound       129 104 233 54 308 362 595 536 

1a. Persons in these 
Households (adults and 
children) 159 

87 127 214 72 286 33 159 192 478 354 

95% CI lower bound       214 0 213 0 0 0 87 0 
95% CI upper bound       214 146 360 101 409 510 870 778 

 All-adult Households 
Sample  

n  unwtd.       71   6 31 37   53 

2. Number of Households 
without Minor Children 169 

87 26 113 129 242 24 72 96 338 131 

2a. Total Number of Persons in 
those Households 169 

88 26 114 164 278 34 103 137 415 211 

95% CI lower bound       114 66 180 0 24 18 198 66 
95% CI upper bound       114 262 376 73 182 255 631 356 

Total Persons  
(Add lines 1a + 2a) 219 

175 153 328 236 564 67 262 329 893 565 

95% CI lower bound       328 65 393 0 0 0 85 0 
95% CI upper bound       328 408 736 174 591 765 1501 1134 
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Literally Homeless Hidden Homeless All     
Homeless Housed 

East only 
  Emergency 

Sheltered 
Transitional 

Housing 
Subtotal 

Sheltered 
Un-

sheltered 
Total Losing in 

7 days 
Other 

Criteria 
Total  Literal + 

Hidden 
  

 Families w/ Children 
Sample  

n  unwtd.       2   3 2 5   39 
1.   Households with Minor 

Children 48 
19 12 31 6 37 9 2 11 48 116 

Adults in those households 48 19 14 33 11 44 15 4 19 63 202 

95% CI lower bound       33 0 26 3 0 0 25 176 
95% CI upper bound       33 30 63 26 13 39 102 228 

Children in those 
households 111 

40 17 57 33 90 15 7 22 112 422 

95% CI lower bound       57 0 31 3 0 0 27 334 
95% CI upper bound       57 91 148 26 21 47 195 510 

1a. Persons in these 
Households (adults and 
children) 159 

59 31 90 44 134 30 11 41 175 624 

95% CI lower bound       90 0 57 6 0 0 52 510 
95% CI upper bound       90 121 211 52 34 86 297 738 

 All-adult Households 
Sample  

n  unwtd.       14   1 14 15   45 

2. Number of Households 
without Minor Children 76 

27 0 27 20 47 1 24 25 72 137 

2a. Total Number of Persons in 
those Households 76 

27 0 27 25 52 1 35 36 88 180 

95% CI lower bound       27 0 0 0 32 31 31 101 
95% CI upper bound       27 77 104 3 37 40 144 259 

Total Persons  
(Add lines 1a + 2a) 124 

86 31 117 69 186 31 46 77 263 804 

95% CI lower bound       117 0 57 5 21 26 83 611 
95% CI upper bound       117 198 315 55 71 126 441 997 
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Literally Homeless Hidden Homeless All     
Homeless Housed 

Mid-county only   Emergency 
Sheltered 

Transitional 
Housing 

Subtotal 
Sheltered 

Un-
sheltered 

Total Losing in 
7 days 

Other 
Criteria 

Total  Literal + 
Hidden 

  

 Families w/ Children 
Sample  

n  unwtd.       1   2 1 3   40 

1.   Households with Minor 
Children 

44 28 43 71 3 74 6 9 14 88 400 

Adults in those households 44 30 49 79 5 84 10 15 25 109 700 

95% CI lower bound       79 0 74 0 0 0 54 0 
95% CI upper bound       79 16 95 24 47 71 166 1853 

Children in those 
households 

100 53 72 125 26 151 12 15 27 178 1537 

95% CI lower bound       125 0 98 0 0 0 80 0 
95% CI upper bound       125 78 203 26 47 73 276 4052 

1a. Persons in these 
Households (adults and 
children) 

144 83 121 204 31 235 22 30 52 287 2237 

95% CI lower bound       204 0 172 0 0 0 134 0 
95% CI upper bound       204 94 298 50 94 144 442 5905 

 All-adult Households 
Sample  

n  unwtd.       12   2 14 16   34 

2. Number of Households 
without Minor Children 

67 44 37 81 64 145 7 63 71 215 274 

2a. Total Number of Persons in 
those Households 67 44 37 81 69 150 10 86 96 246 481 

95% CI lower bound       81 15 96 0 13 9 105 0 
95% CI upper bound       81 124 205 24 159 183 388 1243 

Total Persons  
(Add lines 1a + 2a) 

111 127 158 285 100 385 32 116 148 533 2718 

95% CI lower bound       285 0 268 0 0 0 239 0 
95% CI upper bound       285 218 503 74 253 327 830 7148 
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Literally Homeless Hidden Homeless All     
Homeless Housed 

Other North only 
  Emergency 

Sheltered 
Transitional 

Housing 
Subtotal 

Sheltered 
Un-

sheltered 
Total Losing in 

7 days 
Other 

Criteria 
Total  Literal + 

Hidden 
  

 Families w/ Children 
Sample  

n  unwtd.       5   1 3 4   4 

1.   Households with Minor 
Children 

16 6 41 47 19 66 6 9 15 80 21 

Adults in those households 16 6 57 63 37 100 11 18 29 129 42 

95% CI lower bound       63 0 44 0 1 0 33 26 
95% CI upper bound       63 92 155 35 36 71 226 58 

Children in those 
households 38 9 83 92 61 153 23 55 78 231 122 

95% CI lower bound       92 0 47 0 0 0 0 20 
95% CI upper bound       92 167 259 70 149 219 478 224 

1a. Persons in these 
Households (adults and 
children) 

54 15 140 155 98 253 34 73 107 360 164 

95% CI lower bound       155 0 91 0 0 0 18 46 
95% CI upper bound       155 259 414 105 185 290 704 282 

 All-adult Households 
Sample  

n  unwtd.       15   4 10 14   30 

2. Number of Households 
without Minor Children 

67 9 35 44 119 163 13 55 68 231 149 

2a. Total Number of Persons in 
those Households 67 9 35 44 136 180 20 85 105 285 212 

95% CI lower bound       44 98 142 20 58 78 220 104 
95% CI upper bound       44 175 219 20 112 132 351 320 

Total Persons  
(Add lines 1a + 2a) 

83 24 175 199 234 433 54 158 212 645 376 

95% CI lower bound   0 0 199 34 233 0 21 5 238 150 
95% CI upper bound   0 0 199 434 633 125 297 422 1055 602 
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 Appendix 8.  Sub-populations of service users, Countywide: Chart K, Part 2 
 

 
  

Literally Homeless  Hidden 
homeless 

All 
Homeless Housed Total 

Sub-populations, number of 
persons 

  Sheltered Unsheltered Total   Literal + 
Hidden 

  All Service 
Users 

Countywide Sample n   
unwgted. N/A 396 N/A 229 N/A 415 1251 

  Wtd. N 
>> 1690 1657 3347 1957 5304 5263 10567 

b.  Chronically Homeless (2004-)* 231 266 760 1026 0 1026 0 1026 
 95% CI lower bound   266 491 757 0 757 0 757 
 95% CI upper bound   266 1029 1295 0 1295 0 1295 
c.  Severely mentally ill 257 536 471 1007 256 1263 962 2225 
 95% CI lower bound   536 268 804 121 925 321 1246 
 95% CI upper bound   536 675 1211 390 1601 1604 3205 
d.  Chronic substance abuse  491 399 820 1219 776 1995 1058 3053 
 95% CI lower bound   399 530 929 317 1246 301 1547 
 95% CI upper bound   399 1109 1508 1235 2743 1814 4557 
e.  Veterans  191 169 392 561 315 876 681 1557 
 95% CI lower bound   169 156 325 1 326 28 354 
 95% CI upper bound   169 628 797 630 1427 1334 2761 
f.    Person with HIV/AIDS 17 39 25 64 6 70 50 120 
 95% CI lower bound   39 11 50 0 46 0 40 
 95% CI upper bound   39 39 78 17 95 105 200 
g.     Victim of domestic violence 206 472 339 811 224 1035 622 1657 
 95% CI lower bound   472 114 586 77 663 230 893 
 95% CI upper bound   472 563 1035 370 1405 1015 2420 
h.  Unaccompanied youth (<18) 5 3 0 3 19 22 0 22 
 95% CI lower bound   3 0 3 0 0 0 0 
 95% CI upper bound   3 0 3 47 50 0 50 

*  HUD Chronic Homeless definition includes persons who are unaccompanied, chronically homeless, disabled and currently homeless (limited 
to persons residing in emergency shelters or unsheltered). The current definition excludes persons in Transitional Housing.  
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 Appendix 9.  Sub-populations of service users, Countywide 

Chart K, Part 2, extended 
  

Literally Homeless  Hidden 
homeless 

All 
Homeless Housed 

Total 

Sub-populations PERCENTS 
Sheltered Unsheltered Total   Literal + 

Hidden 
  All Service 

Users 

Countywide Sample n   
unwgted. N/A 396 N/A 229 N/A 415 1251 

  
Wtd. N 1690 1657 3347 1957 5304 5263 10567 

b.  Chronically Homeless (2004-) 1026 15.7 45.9 30.7 0 19.3 0 9.7 
 95% CI lower bound   15.7 36.9 26.2 0 16.5 0 8.3 
 95% CI upper bound   15.7 54.8 35.1 0 22.1 0 11.1 
c.  Severely mentally ill 2225 31.7 28.4 30.1 13.1 23.8 18.3 21.1 
 95% CI lower bound   31.7 20.9 26.4 6.3 19.0 13.8 16.4 
 95% CI upper bound   31.7 35.9 33.8 19.9 28.7 22.8 25.7 
d.  Chronic substance abuse  3053 23.6 49.5 36.4 39.7 37.6 20.1 28.9 
 95% CI lower bound   23.6 40.6 32.0 23.5 28.9 14.7 21.8 
 95% CI upper bound   23.6 58.3 40.8 55.8 46.3 25.5 36.0 
e.  Veterans  1557 10.0 23.7 16.8 16.1 16.5 12.9 14.7 
 95% CI lower bound   10.0 13.6 11.8 10.3 11.2 7.2 9.2 
 95% CI upper bound   10.0 33.7 21.7 21.9 21.8 18.7 20.3 
f.    Person with HIV/AIDS 120 2.3 1.5 1.9 0.3 1.3 1.0 1.2 
 95% CI lower bound   2.3 0.6 1.5 0 0.8 0 0.2 
 95% CI upper bound   2.3 2.4 2.3 0.9 1.8 2.2 2.0 
g.     Victim of domestic violence 1657 27.9 20.4 24.2 11.4 19.5 11.8 15.6 
 95% CI lower bound   27.9 8.2 18.1 0.6 11.7 7.5 9.6 
 95% CI upper bound   27.9 32.6 30.2 22.2 27.3 16.2 21.8 
h.  Unaccompanied youth (<18) 22 0.2 0 0.1 1.0 0.4 0 0.2 
 95% CI lower bound   0.2 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 
 95% CI upper bound   0.2 0 0.1 2.5 1.0 0 0.5 
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Appendix 10.  Detailed tables extending information in body of report
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Table A3-1.  Gender and age by region (Qs 28 - 30) 
Interview location Service 

users 
Oakland Berkeley South East Mid Other N. Total 

County 
Weighted N 9986 5399 1300 741 500 1423 623  
Weighted % 100.0 54.1 13.0 7.4 5.0 14.3 6.2  

Unweighted n 1251 351 363 219 124 111 83  
Gender categories1 Wtd. N Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % 
 Male 5494 61.7 56.4 49.7 34.3 35.4 61.4 55.0 
 Female 4483 38.1 43.6 50.3 65.7 64.6 38.6 44.9 
 Transgender 9 nd nd nd nd nd nd 0.1 
Total 9986       100.0 
         
Percent female by housing status         
 Sheltered Homeless 1110 37.7 52.2 42.3 94.0 64.7 24.0 47.0 
 Unsheltered Homeless 1657 24.6 20.8 21.6 11.9 6.9 39.6 24.0 
 Hidden Homeless 1957 49.5 53.0 59.4 45.6 44.7 30.1 49.0 
 Housed 5263 36.7 50.6 62.1 71.7 70.3 45.9 49.5 
         
Age categories 2         
 13 - 17  20 0.0 0.1 1.8 0 0.2 0 0.2 
 18 - 25  353 2.1 4.6 11.1 8.4 3.4 1.6 3.5 
 26 - 40  1936 14.2 21.1 27.9 26.9 29.3 21.9 19.4 
 41 - 60  6178 70.3 62.5 47.7 43.6 46.3 54.7 61.9 
 61+  1498 13.4 11.7 11.5 21.0 20.8 21.8 15.0 
Total 9986 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
         
Average age (years) 2  49.9 47.8 43.2 47.3 48.6 50.7 48.9 
         
Average age (years) by housing 
status 

        

 Sheltered Homeless 1110 52.1 42.7 45.4 41.3 52.4 54.9 47.0 
 Unsheltered Homeless 1657 46.7 49.8 43.7 44.0 46.6 43.7 46.6 
 Hidden Homeless 1957 46.9 50.1 36.4 41.7 48.8 54.7 46.6 
 Housed 5263 51.9 54.8 46.7 48.9 48.5 52.2 50.7 
         
1 Gender of clients varies by region of county. 
nd  Not disclosed to maintain confidentiality. 
2   Age of clients differs significantly by region of the county (p <.05). 
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Table A3-4.  Race-ethnicity by region (Q 27) 

 
Interview location Service 

users 
Oakland Berkeley South East Mid Other N. Countywide 

Total 
Weighted N 9986 5399 1300 741 500 1423 623  
Weighted % 100.0 54.1 13.0 7.4 5.0 14.3 6.2  

Unweighted n 1,251 351 363 219 124 111 83  
Race-ethnicity categories, HMIS1 Wtd. N Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % 

American Indian/Alaska Native  157 2.1 0.4 1.8 2.4 0.1 1.8 1.6 

Amer. Indian/ Alaskan/Black 284 4.3 2.8 0 0 0.4 1.6 2.9 

Amer. Indian/ Alaskan/White 97 0.2 1.5 nr nr 3.6 2.1 1.0 

Asian 274 1.5 1.3 8.1 7.6 5.5 0 2.7 

Asian/Black 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Asian/White 92 0 1.2 6.3 0 2.1 0 0.9 

Black/African American  620 69.2 59.3 5.0 6.0 7.6 70.7 51.3 

Black/African Amer./White 120 0.6 0.4 2.3 0 2.0 5.5 1.2 

Native Hawaiian/ Other Pacific 
Islander 145 0.1 0.7 4.6 2.4 5.8 0.8 1.5 

White 3287 19.3 23.9 66.8 74.1 69.2 13.2 32.9 

Other Multi-racial 192 1.6 2.0 2.2 0.8 3.7 0.1 1.9 

Unknown 213 1.0 6.6 2.8 6.2 0 3.5 2.1 

Total 9986 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

         

Hispanic/Latino1,2         

Hispanic/Latino  1529 8.4 3.8 27.0 1.7 6.3 4.2 15.3 

Unknown 217 1.0 6.9 2.8 6.2 0 3.5 2.2 
         

1 Race-ethnicity categories constructed as reported from HMIS system, for comparison.
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Table A3-5.  Family structure by region (Qs 8 - 12) 

 
Interview location Service 

users 
Oakland Berkeley South East Mid Other N. Countywide 

Weighted N 9986 5399 1300 741 500 1423 623  
Weighted % 100.0 54.1 13.0 7.4 5.0 14.3 6.2  

Unweighted n 1,251 351 363 219 124 111 83  

Family structure 1 Wtd. N Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % 

Families with Children 2301 15.8 10.6 28.2 49.5 51.3 19.8 23.1 

Couples without Children 1496 16.7 3.8 15.7 14.5 19.8 11.6 15.0 

Single Adults, alone 5117 57.9 77.2 35.4 29.2 20.9 44.8 51.2 

Adults living with Others 1072 9.5 8.4 20.6 6.9 7.9 23.8 10.7 

Total 9986 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

         

1 Family structure differs significantly by region of the county. 
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Table A3-6.    Location of children by region (Qs 8 - 10) 
 

Interview location Service 
users 

Oakland Berkeley South East Mid Other 
N. 

Total 
County 

Weighted N 9986 5399 1300 741 500 1423 623  
Weighted % 100.0 54.1 13.0 7.4 5.0 14.3 6.2  

Unweighted n 1,251 351 363 219 124 111 83  
Countywide  Wtd. N Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % 
Location of children1         

 No children 2605 25.2 39.7 26.3 18.4 21.4 21.8 26.1 

 No minor children 3700 43.1 33.6 34.2 24.3 20.3 43.8 37.1 

 Minor kids not w Resp. 1426 16.1 16.4 11.0 9.3 8.6 14.6 14.3 

 Some with, some not 277 2.5 nd 7.8 7.2 nd 6.4 2.8 

 Minor kids all w Resp. 1978 13.1 9.8 20.6 40.8 49.6 13.4 19.8 

         
Location of children, if 
Respondent left last place 
because of family violence 

        

 No children 346 23.3 24.5 nd nd nd 33.7 24.4 

 No minor children 314 21.9 20.7 45.9 nd nd 34.0 22.2 

 Minor kids not w Resp. 374 31.0 18.9 29.1 nd nd nd 26.4 

 Some with, some not 46 nd 0 nd nd 0 nd 3.2 

 Minor kids all w Resp. 337 20.6 35.9 nd nd nd nd 23.8 
         
nd  Not disclosed to protect confidentiality. 
1  There are significant differences by region (p < .1). 
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Table A4-2.  Percent of persons long-term homeless and disabled by region and household type. 
 

Interview location Oakland Berkeley South East Mid Other N. Total 
County 

Service 
users 

Weighted N 5399 1300 741 500 1423 623 9986 9986 
Weighted % 54.1 13.0 7.4 5.0 14.3 6.2 100.0  

Unweighted n 351 363 219 124 111 83 1251 1251 
Percent of population  Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd N 
         
Countywide3        9986 
 Adult-only households 84.2 89.4 71.8 50.5 48.7 80.2 77.0 7684 
 Families with minor children 15.8 10.6 28.2 49.5 51.3 19.8 23.1 2301 
         
Disabled1, 3 72.2 73.5 54.9 49.9 56.4 76.7 68.0 6792 
 Adult-only households 71.5 75.6 62.3 72.7 71.5 82.9 72.3 5554 
 Families with minor children 75.6 55.2 36.2 26.5 42.5 52.0 53.8 1237 
         
Long-term homeless2, 3 25.1 47.0 28.3 11.5 9.9 29.2 25.6 2554 
 Adult-only households 28.2 51.7 35.3 18.4 16.0 32.5 31.1 2390 
 Families with minor children 8.4 6.6 10.4 4.5 4.1 15.9 7.1 163 
         
Disabled and long-term   
  Homeless3 21.2 41.3 19.9 7.4 5.8 27.5 21.3 2121 

 Adult-only households 23.7 45.6 25.6 14.7 7.7 30.3 25.8 1985 
 Families with minor children 8.1 5.5 5.3 0 4.1 15.9 6.0 137 
         
         
HUD Chronic Homeless4, 3 9.9 29.6 6.2 1.4 2.9 13.9 11.0 1099 
         
1  Interviewed person met HUD Chronic Homeless definition of disability (see Section 4 for more detail). 
2 Homeless for a year or more, or homeless more than 3 times in the past 3 years. 
3 There are significant differences by region of the county (p < .05). 
4 HUD Chronic Homeless definition includes only persons living solo (unaccompanied), homeless at the time of the survey, and either unsheltered 

or in emergency shelters.  These numbers are survey estimates only, and do not include HMIS data reported in earlier tables. 
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Table A4-3.  Number of persons long-term homeless and disabled by region and household type 

Interview location Unwtd. 
sample 

Oakland Berkeley South East Mid Other N. Total 
County 

Weighted N  5399 1300 741 500 1423 623 9986 
Weighted %  54.1 13.0 7.4 5.0 14.3 6.2 100.0 

Unweighted n 1251 351 363 219 124 111 83 1251 
Numbers of persons Unwtd n Wtd N Wtd N Wtd N Wtd N Wtd N Wtd N Wtd N 
         
Countywide 1251       9986 
 Adult-only households 1030 4545 1162 532 253 693 499 7684 
 Families with minor children 221 854 137 209 247 730 123 2301 
  Children with those adults  2494 301 465 517 1590 300 5667 
         
Disabled1 872 3896 955 407 249 806 478 6792 
 Adult-only households 768 3251 879 331 184 495 414 5554 
 Families with minor children 104 646 76 76 66 311 64 1237 
  Children with those adults  1656 176 170 142 629 144 2917 
         
Long-term homeless2 519 1354 610 209 58 141 182 2554 
 Adult-only households 488 1282 601 188 46 111 162 2390 
 Families with minor children 31 72 9 22 11 30 20 163 
  Children with those adults  208 13 47 12 60 44 385 
         
Disabled and long-term   
  Homeless 

410 1146 537 147 37 83 171 2121 

 Adult-only households 388 1077 530 136 37 53 151 1985 
 Families with minor children 22 69 8 11 0 30 20 137 
  Children with those adults  194 10 28 0 60 44 336 
         
         
HUD Chronic Homeless3 231 534 384 46 7 41 87 1099 
         
1  Interviewed person met HUD Chronic Homeless definition of disability (see Section 4 for more detail). 
2 Homeless for a year or more, or homeless more than 3 times in the past 3 years. 
3 HUD Chronic Homeless definition includes only persons living solo (unaccompanied), homeless at the time of the survey, and either unsheltered 

or in an emergency shelter. These numbers are survey estimates only, and do not include HMIS data reported in earlier tables. 
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Table A5-1.  Sources of income reported by individual respondents, by housing status and region (Qs 19, 20) 
Interview location Service 

users 
Oakland Berkeley South East Mid Other N. Total 

County 
Weighted N 9986 5399 1300 741 500 1423 623  
Weighted % 100.0 54.1 13.0 7.4 5.0 14.3 6.2  

Unweighted n 1,251 351 363 219 124 111 83  

All households  Wtd. N Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % 
Don’t know, Refused, Missing 297 1.3 6.3 7.2 6.6 2.9 3.2 3.0 
         
Reported “No income” 2 1128 11.5 12.2 16.0 13.2 8.2 7.9 11.3 
 Sheltered Homeless 146 7.8 19.6 2.6 0 0 9.7 13.2 
 Unsheltered Homeless 409 31.2 10.3 20.0 51.4 36.5 16.7 24.7 
 Hidden Homeless 179 7.0 8.6 24.2 11.1 6.6 10.4 9.1 
 Housed 394 8.3 0.4 10.5 10.7 6.9 0 7.5 
         
Reported any income 2 8562 87.3 81.5 76.8 80.2 88.9 88.9 85.7 
 Sheltered Homeless 1110 92.2 77.9 89.7 100.0 100.0 90.3 85.3 
 Unsheltered Homeless 1657 62.5 79.3 73.5 48.6 56.8 77.6 68.3 
 Hidden Homeless 1957 93.0 81.0 67.5 88.9 81.0 85.8 88.4 
 Housed 5262 91.2 92.2 82.7 80.6 91.3 98.0 90.3 
         
Work-related income sources (if 
reported)  

        

Pay for Full-time work 2  529 6.5 3.2 7.1 8.9 2.6 0.8 5.4 
Pay for Part-time work 2  1176 12.3 4.8 8.2 22.8 16.8 8.3 11.9 
Unemployment insurance 435 4.6 3.7 5.2 4.1 5.0 1.6 4.4 
Any work-related income 2124 23.3 11.6 20.0 35.8 24.3 10.6 21.5 
         
SSI 2 2782 28.7 37.0 23.0 28.8 19.7 30.0 28.2 
 Sheltered Homeless 440 39.3 38.1 15.0 81.2 83.4 24.0 39.9 
 Unsheltered Homeless 298 15.2 33.3 12.2 9.0 23.0 8.5 18.2 
 Hidden Homeless 365 18.2 18.7 21.7 5.9 33.6 15.8 18.9 
 Housed 1679 36.2 47.2 31.1 30.4 15.7 53.5 32.2 
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Interview location Service 
users 

Oakland Berkeley South East Mid Other N. Total 
County 

Weighted N 9986 5399 1300 741 500 1423 623  
Weighted % 100.0 54.1 13.0 7.4 5.0 14.3 6.2  

Unweighted n 1,251 351 363 219 124 111 83  
SSDI 2 676 3.8 8.7 2.4 14.1 12.7 15.7 6.8 
VA Disability Compensation 27 0.2 0.8 0.3 0 0.2 0.8 0.3  
Private disability insurance 57 0.2 0.2 3.4 2.2 0 1.6 0.6 
Worker’s Compensation 38 0.1 0.2 1.8 0 1.1 0.8 0.4 
Any SSI, SSDI or other disability 
income 2 

3362 31.5 41.5 29.5 37.8 33.3 44.5 34.0 

         
CalWORKs (“Welfare”) 2 632 4.8 6.5 11.3 12.1 8.3 5.1 6.4 
 Sheltered Homeless 78 0.2 8.7 19.1 56.4 0 7.0 7.0 
 Unsheltered Homeless 42 2.9 0.4 3.8 0.0 0.0 5.7 2.6 
 Hidden Homeless 116 5.0 7.7 17.4 0 7.3 0 6.0 
 Housed 397 5.9 9.4 11.0 11.8 9.3 6.8 7.6 
         
GA 2 1481 19.2 12.1 10.9 6.6 4.0 19.9 15.0 
 Sheltered Homeless 189 24.3 12.2 5.4 0 16.6 34.7 17.1 
 Unsheltered Homeless 301 20.4 14.2 12.5 6.6 6.9 31.6 18.4 
 Hidden Homeless 467 30.5 23.5 10.4 0 2.1 8.8 24.2 
 Housed 523 13.2 4.3 10.9 8.1 3.5 14.3 10.0 
          
Social Security retirement 2 890 10.7 2.9 2.8 3.7 14.7 5.0 9.0 
 Sheltered Homeless 34 5.1 1.6 15.8 0 0 0 3.1 
 Unsheltered Homeless 5 0 1.6 0 0 0 0 0.3 
 Hidden Homeless 48 1.3 1.4 2.5 0 3.6 15.8 2.5 
 Housed 803 19.0 8.4 3.0 5.0 17.2 3.9 15.4 
         
Veteran’s benefits 146 1.6 3.1 1.6 0 0.2 1.6 1.5 
Pension from former job 224 2.3 3.2 2.7 3.5 0.4 2.4 2.5 
Child support 104 0 0.4 2.6 3.9 4.4 0 1.1 
Alimony or spousal support 46 0.2 0.8 0 0.7 1.1 1.4 0.5 
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Interview location Service 
users 

Oakland Berkeley South East Mid Other N. Total 
County 

Weighted N 9986 5399 1300 741 500 1423 623  
Weighted % 100.0 54.1 13.0 7.4 5.0 14.3 6.2  

Unweighted n 1,251 351 363 219 124 111 83  
Pan-handling, recycling 2  826 6.1 13.9 17.9 6.5 1.9 15.6 8.4 
 Sheltered Homeless 80 6.5 6.9 12.2 0 5.5 0 7.2 
 Unsheltered Homeless 370 17.1 30.0 35.8 17.9 9.8 0 22.6 
 Hidden Homeless 172 5.1 19.8 15.6 11.5 4.9 30.4 8.9 
 Housed 204 3.3 4.9 9.7 5.1 1.0 15.9 3.9 
         
Other income 1 1028 9.3 6.8 11.5 12.5 21.3 13.1 10.4 
 Sheltered Homeless 43 0.4 5.1 18.5 0 16.0 8.0 3.9 
 Unsheltered Homeless 196 13.6 10.4 15.4 14.9 26.9 8.5 12.0 
 Hidden Homeless 261 12.2 10.4 10.5 32.5 30.4 12.2 13.5 
 Housed 529 7.8 3.9 9.1 10.2 14.0 18.0 10.1 
Food Stamps 2 2609 28.8 22.9 26.2 11.2 24.3 25.5 26.1 
 Sheltered Homeless 299 25.7 28.8 37.5 18.5 0 34.4 27.0 
 Unsheltered Homeless 409 25.7 19.5 22.8 5.6 6.8 43.4 24.7 
 Hidden Homeless 551 29.6 33.6 25.3 5.6 19.2 30.6 28.2 
 Housed 1350 29.8 10.4 27.2 11.8 26.8 8.6 25.7 
         
WIC 2 623 3.8 7.1 8.9 5.0 15.4 2.6 6.2 
         

1 This category was explained by a number of respondents to include casual or day labor, self-employment, and flea-marketing,, as well as 
more marginal sources of income. 

2 Significant differences exist among interview locations (p < 0.05). 
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Table A5-4.  Average number of reported income sources by region (Q 19) 
 

Interview location Service 
users 

Oakland Berkeley South East Mid Other N. Total 
County 

Weighted N 9986 5399 1300 741 500 1423 623  
Weighted % 100.0 54.1 13.0 7.4 5.0 14.3 6.2  

Unweighted n 1,251 351 363 219 124 111 83  
 Wtd. N Wtd Wtd Wtd Wtd Wtd Wtd Wtd 
         
All households 9986 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.2 1.1 1.3 1.1 
         
If income reported:         
All households 8561 1.3 1.2 1.4 1.5 1.2 1.3 1.3 
         

1 The few largest average number of income sources reported by individual respondents differ 
significantly from smaller values (p < .05). 
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Table A5-7.  Income and income sources by disability status and by region (Q 19) 
 

Interview location Service 
users 

Oakland Berkeley South East Mid Other N. Total 
County 

Weighted N 9986 5399 1300 741 500 1423 623  
Weighted % 100.0 54.1 13.0 7.4 5.0 14.3 6.2  

Unweighted n 1,251 351 363 219 124 111 83  
Countywide  Wtd. N Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % 
         
Disabled1, 3 6792 72.2 73.5 54.9 49.9 56.6 76.7 68.0 
         
Reports “No 
income” 

        

 Not disabled 482 11.5 22.2 26.1 12.4 15.0 13.8 15.1 
 Disabled1 646 11.5 8.5 7.6 13.8 3.0 6.0 9.5 
         
Reports any 
income, if disabled 5978 86.8 86.4 86.9 83.5 96.7 89.9 88.0 

         
Any disability 
income2, if 
disabled5 

3216 43.0 55.4 50.8 53.5 54.0 53.8 47.6 

         
Marginal income3, if 
disabled5 

1185 15.7 22.5 28.1 16.0 10.3 27.3 17.6 

         
Food Stamps4, if 
disabled 

        

 Food Stamps 1647 27.9 19.1 17.7 14.6 16.8 27.9 24.3 
 Paid with SSI 2855 38.9 48.3 38.8 43.0 30.6 34.4 39.1 
         
         
Average income, if 
any5 

        

 Not disabled 2583 $821 $747 $750 $1256 $1261 $861 $926 
 Disabled1 5978 $904 $861 $876 $1097 $947 $897 $908 
         
1 Disability is defined by questions 23, 24, and 25, with a few single adults and couples defined by a disability 

income source. See Section 3 for details. 
2 Disability income includes SSI, SSDI, VA disability, Private disability insurance, and/or Workers Comp. 
3 Marginal income sources include “Pan-handling, recycling” and/or “Other income source”. 
4  In California SSI payments are increased to include a “cash-out” for Food Stamps benefits. 
5 There are significant differences by region (p < .05). 
 



 

2009 Alameda Countywide Homeless Count and Survey A-46 

Table A6-4.    Alcohol dependence, drug abuse and dependence, and mental illness by region (Qs 23g, 24, 25) 
Interview location Oakland Berkeley South East Mid Other N. Total 

County 
Service 
users 

Weighted N 5399 1300 741 500 1423 623 9986 9986 
Weighted % 54.1 13.0 7.4 5.0 14.3 6.2 100.0  

Unweighted n 351 363 219 124 111 83 1251 1251 
Percent of population  Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd N 

Alcohol dependence2 28.1 32.1 15.7 15.8 14.9 41.8 26.0 2582 

Drug problems         
 Drug abuse2 26.0 30.3 19.6 10.7 8.6 28.7 23.0 2275 
 Drug dependence1,3 13.0 25.4 11.4 4.6 4.7 10.4 12.7 1256 
 Drug physiological  
  Dependence3 9.3 21.9 7.8 4.6 4.2 8.0 9.8 970 

Alcohol or drug  
 dependence (AOD)1,2 33.1 42.1 23.7 17.8 16.1 47.8 31.3 3127 

Mental illness         
 Disabled by serious 
  Depression 31.2 39.3 25.4 15.5 25.5 42.7 30.9 3090 

 Other mental illness1,2 21.1 25.9 15.4 8.2 10.3 14.0 18.7 1867 
 Post-Traumatic Stress  
  Disorder (PTSD)2 14.6 25.9 11.1 11.7 1.5 27.7 14.6 1457 

         
Mentally ill and AOD dependent         
 Disabled by serious 
  Depression2 15.9 23.9 7.3 4.3 6.8 28.8 15.2 1509 

 Other mental illness1,2 10.5 16.1 4.1 2.7 2.3 10.2 9.2 908 
 Post-Traumatic Stress  
  Disorder (PTSD)2 7.7 16.8 nd nd nd 17.6 7.7 762 

         
HUD Chronic Homeless4, 2 9.9 29.6 6.2 1.4 2.9 13.9 11.0 1099 
 Disabled by serious  
  Depression2 17.1 40.5 6.5 nd nd 25.2 19.6 606 

 PTSD (23h)2 14.7 47.5 nd 0 0 nd 21.2 309 
 Mentally ill (23g)1,3 18.7 41.8 nd nd nd nd 22.1 413 
 Alcohol or drug dependent1 18.8 43.7 10.8 nd nd 25.8 22.2 693 
 Mentally ill & AOD dep.1,2  33.3 50.3 nd nd 0 nd 34.9 317 
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Interview location Oakland Berkeley South East Mid Other N. Total 
County 

Service 
users 

Weighted N 5399 1300 741 500 1423 623 9986 9986 
Weighted % 54.1 13.0 7.4 5.0 14.3 6.2 100.0  

Unweighted n 351 363 219 124 111 83 1251 1251 
Percent of population  Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd N 
Veterans2 18.9 14.7 8.5 5.7 7.9 13.4 15.0 1500 
 Disabled by serious  
  Depression2 26.5 11.9 nd nd nd nd 18.6 575 

 PTSD2 44.4 16.1 13.2 11.3 30.9 22.0 31.9 465 
 Mentally ill (23g)1 12.9 21.7 nd nd nd nd 14.7 275 
 Alcohol or drug dependent1 26.4 11.7 9.3 nd nd 12.1 19.7 615 
 Mentally ill & AOD dep.1 ,2 23.5 11.7 nd 0 0 nd 19.4 176 
         
nd Not disclosed to protect confidentiality. 
1 These categories define a HUD Chronic Homeless disability. 
2  There are significant differences by housing status (p < .05). 
3  There are significant differences by housing status (p < .1). 
4 HUD Chronic Homeless definition includes only persons living solo (unaccompanied), homeless at the time of the survey, and either unsheltered 

or in emergency shelters.  These numbers are survey estimates only, and do not include HMIS data reported in earlier tables. 
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Table A7-1.  Family violence, income and benefit status by region (Qs 15, 16) 
 

Interview location Service 
users 

Oakland Berkeley South East Mid Other 
N. 

Total 
County 

Weighted N 9986 5399 1300 741 500 1423 623  
Weighted % 100.0 54.1 13.0 7.4 5.0 14.3 6.2  

Unweighted n 1,251 351 363 219 124 111 83  
Countywide  Wtd. N Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd 

% 
Wtd % Wtd % 

Ever Family Violence 3510 34.5 37.0 31.7 41.5 33.5 46.3 35.6 
 Adult-only household 2519 31.5 32.9 31.9 37.8 34.3 48.6 33.3 
 Family w minor children 992 50.7 72.1 31.1 45.2 32.8 36.8 43.2 
         
Left last place because FV5 1415 16.7 13.9 5.6 14.8 7.9 19.3 14.3 
 Adult-only household 1025 15.0 10.0 6.8 16.5 8.9 20.4 13.5 
 Family w minor children 391 25.8 46.9 2.5 13.2 6.9 14.9 17.0 
         
         
Income, if left last place … 
FV1 

        

 Reports “No income” 235 14.9 37.4 19.7 4.5 11.7 9.5 16.3 
 Any income (if $ stated) 1128 82.8 54.7 62.2 95.5 88.3 82.3 79.7 
         
Income sources, if left…FV         
 Any disability income2, 5 654 52.7 21.5 31.3 54.2 37.7 43.5 46.3 
 GA1 190 14.4 15.4 nd nd 0 21.1 13.5 
 Marginal income3, 5 231 11.1 21.8 45.4 nd nd 50.0 16.4 
          
Food Stamps, if left…FV4, 5         
  Food Stamps 265 13.7 24.8 nd nd nd nd 18.7 
  Paid with SSI 604 51.0 17.4 25.3 nd nd 39.5 42.7 
         
nd  Not disclosed to protect confidentiality. 
1 Disability is defined by questions 23, 24, and 25, with a few single adults and couples defined by a 

disability income source. See Section 3 for details. 
2 Disability income includes SSI, SSDI, VA disability, Private disability insurance, and/or Workers 

Comp. 
3 Marginal income sources include “Pan-handling, recycling” and/or “Other income source”. 
4  In California SSI payments are increased to include a “cash-out” for Food Stamps benefits. 
5 There are significant differences by region (p < .1). 
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Table A8-1.  Veteran and benefit status by region (Qs 17, 18) 

Interview location Service 
users 

Oakland Berkeley South East Mid Other 
N. 

Total 
County 

Weighted N 9986 5399 1300 741 500 1423 623  
Weighted % 100.0 54.1 13.0 7.4 5.0 14.3 6.2  

Unweighted n 1,251 351 363 219 124 111 83  
Countywide  Wtd. N Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % Wtd % 
         
Veterans5 1500 18.9 14.7 8.5 5.7 7.9 13.4 15.0 
 Family w minor children 32 0.9 5.3 0.6 0.4 0 11.9 1.4 
 Adult-only household 1468 22.3 15.8 11.6 10.9 16.3 13.8 19.1 
         
Served in war zone(s)5 1061 14.6 8.3 5.5 1.7 4.1 7.9 10.6 
 Family w minor children 27 0.9 5.3 nd nd 0 7.9 1.2 
 Adult-only household 1033 17.2 8.7 7.3 3.1 8.3 9.2 13.4 
         
         
Veterans in 
subpopulations  

        

 Disabled1, 5 1048 70.7 79.5 58.5 88.9 38.6 82.4 69.7 
 Long-term homeless5 496 31.4 49.0 48.3 27.5 30.5 11.7 33.1 
 Disabled and long-term  
  homeless5 

376 23.3 43.5 28.2 23.0 22.1 5.9 25.0 

 HUD Chronic  
  Homeless5 

248 13.9 39.4 16.8 3.8 16.7 0 16.5 

         
Income status, if veteran         
 Unknown 57 3.8 4.1 15.6 0 0 0 3.8 
 Reports “No income” 185 11.3 5.9 19.0 43.5 29.9 0 12.3 
 Any income (if $ stated) 1250 84.9 89.9 65.4 56.5 70.1 100.0 83.9 
         
Income sources, if veteran         
 Veteran’s disability 27 nd nd nd nd nd nd 1.8 
 Veteran’s pension 138 8.3 15.9 nd 0 nd nd 9.2 
 Any disability income2 393 21.6 42.1 26.0 19.3 30.6 45.4 26.4 
 GA 310 26.0 nd nd nd 0 37.1 20.8 
 Marginal income3, 5   271 11.8 29.7 37.8 nd nd nd 18.2 
         
Food Stamps, if veteran4.5         
  Food Stamps 364 27.9 6.6 nd nd nd nd 24.3 
  Paid with SSI 292 14.2 32.1 nd nd 28.6 39.5 19.4 
         
nd  Not disclosed to protect confidentiality. 
1 Disability is defined by questions 23, 24, and 25, with a few single adults and couples defined by a 

disability income source. See Section 3 for details. 
2 Disability income includes SSI, SSDI, VA disability, Private disability insurance, and/or Workers 

Comp. 
3 Marginal income sources include “Pan-handling, recycling” and/or “Other income source”. 
4  In California SSI payments are increased to include a “cash-out” for Food Stamps benefits. 
5 There are significant differences by region (p < .1). 
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APPENDIX 11.  Sampling Methods and Construction of Weights 

 
A companion Technical Report authored by staff of the UC Berkeley Survey Research Center 
providing more detail about the sampling methods used for this project and the construction of 
individual and site level weights is available separate from this report.   
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