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FOREWORD

The Emergency Shelter Grants (ESG) program is one of the oldest and most widely used of 
the McKinney Act programs. Evaluation of the Emergency Shelter Grants Program 
provides valuable information on the activities and resources of grantees and providers, 
their needs for and uses of Federal assistance, and the effectiveness of ESG in meeting 
those needs.

The evaluation shows that, although ESG provides only 10 percent of the average ESG 
provider’s operating budget, it has been an important resource for shelter providers. By 
meeting the most basic needs for operating funds and appropriate facilities, ESG has 
enabled providers to use other funding sources to offer additional programs and services.
As a formula grant, ESG also targets funding to areas of need. With expansions in the 
range of eligible ESG activities, providers have shifted a growing share of their grants away 
from capital expenditures and toward essential services and homeless prevention initiatives.

ESG is one of HUD’s oldest programs to assist the homeless. However, as we have gained 
experience, our approaches to serving homeless people have evolved to focus more on 
permanent solutions. We now recognize that emergency care alone will not solve 
homelessness and is only the first step toward the long-term goal of enabling homeless 
people to make the transition into permanent housing.

The lessons that emerge from this evaluation have immediate relevance to ongoing efforts 
to reform assistance to the homeless. HUD is working with other Federal agencies, State 
and local governments, shelter and social service providers, and homeless persons to 
reshape and coordinate Federal assistance. This approach will foster the development of 
comprehensive local systems capable of providing the "continuum of care" needed to 
reduce homelessness. Homeless persons will be brought into a system which assesses their 
problems, provides them with the services and housing they need to lead independent lives, 
and helps them make a successful transition from temporary shelter to permanent housing. 
HUD has proposed to reorganize the existing array of HUD McKinney homeless assistance 
grants for the purpose of enabling communities to establish comprehensive systems to meet 
the multidimensional needs of homeless persons. Many of the issues discussed in this 
evaluation—formula funding, the role of grantees, local strategic planning, and others—will 
be central to this dialogue. Evaluation of the Emergency Shelter Grants Program offers 
useful information to anyone interested in the future of Federal homeless assistance efforts.

Michael A/Stegman 
Assistant Secretary for 

Policy Development and Research
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

During the late 1970s and early 1980s, the plight of homeless men, women, and 

children emerged as a serious problem in the United States. Even before Congress enacted the 

McKinney Act in 1987 to establish an array of distinct programs of assistance for the growing 

numbers of Americans experiencing homelessness through lack of shelter and other supportive 

services, the Emergency Shelter Grants Program (ESG) had been established by the Homeless 

Housing Act of 1986 to provide funds for emergency shelters and essential services for the 

homeless.
The focus of the Emergency Shelter Grants Program since its inception and 

incorporation into the McKinney Act has been to help states and localities provide facilities and 

services to meet the needs of homeless people, sheltering them but at the same time aiding in 

their transition from temporary shelter to permanent homes. The program’s main features are 

the following:

• ESG is an entitlement program, administered by the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD), which uses the Community Development Block Grant 
(CDBG) formula as the basis of formula-funding to entitlement jurisdictions.

• Eligible grantees are states and territories, metropolitan cities, and urban counties. 
(In FY 91, Indian tribes were added to the list of eligible grantees, but they are 
outside the scope of this study.)

• Grantees allocate the funds received from HUD to local shelter providers and other
social service providers. Providers may be either governmental or private, non­
profit agencies. State grantees must allocate all of their ESG funds to local govern­
ments or non-profit organizations, either to deliver services directly or for further 
distribution to homeless-services providers.

• The shelters and other service providers use the funds for four main categories of 
eligible activities: conversion, renovation, and rehabilitation of facilities; operation 
of facilities; delivery of essential services; and homelessness prevention. There are 
statutory limitations on spending for essential services and homelessness 
prevention.

• The ESG Program serves a broad population, encompassing all types of homeless 
individuals and families, with no restrictions or further targeting. Through 
homelessness prevention activities, it also serves individuals and families at risk of 
losing their permanent housing.

i



Executive Summary

• Each dollar ofESGfunding must be matched, by either grantees or providers, with 
another dollar of funding from other public or private sources.

This study, the first evaluation of the ESG Program, was commissioned by HUD in 

October 1991 to answer a variety of questions concerning the organizations involved in the 

program, the implementation of program activities, and their impacts. The study’s findings 

based on data collected from representative national samples of grantees and providers. Of the 

382 grantees ever funded by ESG, 234 were survey respondents. Of the 3,000 to 3,500 

homeless-services providers receiving ESG grants in FY 91, 651 were survey respondents. 
Included in the 651 respondents were 503 shelter providers and 148 non-shelter providers of 

services to assist homeless people. For the purpose of describing the national ESG Program, 
survey data used throughout the report have been weighted (following the sample design) to 

reflect the characteristics all the grantees and providers participating in the program in FY 91.
In addition to national surveys of grantees and providers receiving ESG funding, in- 

depth information for the study was gained through visits to 15 intensive-study sites, where more 

could be learned about the local contexts in which this program operates. An overview of 

research findings is presented here; they are detailed in the full evaluation report.

are

Allocation of funds. In six rounds of funding, from FY 87 and FY 87S (supplemental) 
to FY 91, the Emergency Shelter Grants Program has distributed some $277.8 million (in 
FY 91 dollars) to 382 grantee jurisdictions around the country.

• These funds have been allocated by the grantees among the eligible activity 
categories as follows: $99.1 million (36 percent) for conversion, renovation, and 
rehabilitation of facilities for the homeless; $129.9 million (47 percent) for shelter 
operations; $37.0 million (13 percent) for essential services; and $9.8 million (4 
percent) for homelessness prevention. In addition, $2.0 million (less than 1 per­
cent) has been spent on administration.

Over time, the shares of funding allocated to the four main eligible activity 
categories have changed. Funding for capital improvements represented slightly 
over half the total in each of the first three years; by FY 91, however, it accounted 
for only 20 percent. Essential 
87 to 21 percent in services spending has risen from 11 percent in FY 

^ 91. Homelessness prevention became an eligible activity 
ca egory in FY 89 and accounted for 9 percent of ESG funding in FY 91. The
55 percent8 ^ °peratl0ns has been the steadiest, recently ranging between 47 and

ii



Executive Summary

• The changes in shares of funding allocated to the activities has resulted from a 
number of factors. These include expansion of the range of eligible categories, 
raising of the limitations on essential services and homelessness prevention 
spending, the accumulation of program experience, and the development of grantee 
strategies in the context of local problems and locally available resources.

• Why has the use of ESG funds for capital projects (conversion, renovation, and 
rehabilitation of facilities) decreased over time despite evidence of continuing 
unmet need for facilities to serve the homeless? There may be some decrease in 
the need for new emergency shelters. But this study also indicates that two 
program requirements — the 24-month spending deadline and the environmental 
review — have made it very difficult to carry out conversions and major 
rehabilitation with this funding. Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) 
monies, often administered by the same grantee agencies, are easier to use for large 
capital projects. However, ESG continues to fund some major capital projects and 
many important physical improvements related to health, safety, and habitability. 
In particular, ESG has been a significant resource for meeting the obligation to 
make facilities for the homeless handicapped-accessible.

Population served. The shelters and other homeless-services providers receiving ESG 
support in FY 91 served a broad range of the homeless population. The program as a 
whole is not targeted to particular groups; any targeting results from local providers 
meeting the needs of local homeless people. This flexibility to serve various populations 
is one of the program’s strengths.

• Homeless families were the population most frequently served by ESG-supported 
providers in FY 91. Women and children who were victims of domestic violence 
were also widely assisted. Single men were somewhat less frequently served but 
still were clients of more than half the providers. The groups least often served 
were youth (either alone or teenagers in families) and couples without children. 
Special groups commonly served include battered women, substance abusers, the 
elderly, veterans, and physically disabled persons.

• Grantees and providers nationwide report that there are still segments of the 
homeless population underserved in their local areas. Whether the homeless 
population in a particular place is growing or simply flowing (with each person 
leaving the shelters for permanent housing being replaced by another in need of 
shelter) is extremely difficult to determine, because the providers generally do not 
maintain detailed records on clients.

in



Executive Summary

• The ESG-funded providers serve substantial numbers of persons. In FY 91, we 
estimate that these shelters provided 27.9 million shelter days/nights; 2.8 million 
individuals and 1.1 million families received assistance; of these, some 205,000 
clients and 65,000 families were placed or (through prevention efforts) kept in 
permanent housing by ESG-supported services. These numbers were not served 
with ESG funds alone but with all the resources available to the providers. Scaled 
downward according to the dollar contribution of ESG funds to provider operating 
budgets, some 16,000 individuals and 4,000 families were placed or kept in 
permanent housing by this program in FY 91. The average grant to a provider 
agency in FY 91 ($20,592) assisted 89 individuals and 40 families. (Note that 
these figures do not represent wholly unduplicated counts of the numbers of people 
served.)

ESG Providers. In FY 91, between 3,000 and 3,500 provider agencies all over the 
United States received funding from the Emergency Shelter Grants Program.

• The providers are a mix of shelters and other kinds of service agencies. About 82 
percent of providers are shelters. Of the shelters, more than three-fourths are 24- 
hour shelters, combining overnight facilities with day programs; the remainder are 
night-only or day-only facilities. Averaging 50 beds, taken together their total 
capacity is almost 109,000 beds. Based on comparisons with previous national 
surveys of shelter capacity, a substantial proportion of the nation’s shelter capacity 
is found in shelters that receive some ESG funding.

• Three-fourths of both shelter and non-shelter providers are private, non-profit 
organizations with no religious affiliation. An additional 20 percent are non-profits 
with a religious affiliation, and the remaining 5 percent are public agencies. In 
general, these are well-established organizations, averaging 17 years in operation; 
only 16 percent of them have been in operation for 5 years or less. They vary 
considerably in size, with a median FY 91 operating budget of $300,000 but a 
range from $7,000 to $9,490,000.

• The shelters the ESG Program supports are not the conventional image of a bare- 
bones, dormitory-style, night-only shelter offering just basic, concrete services (bed 
space and meals). Instead, they are delivering an extremely wide range of services 
on-site. A very high proportion offer, and even require, case management. The 
ESG Program has been important to enabling these shelters to become such full- 
service operations, by: a) funding the capital improvements necessary to 
them into appropriate facilities where a wide range of services can be delivered; 
b) supporting services directly; and c) paying the basics (lights, heat, maintenance, 
insurance), so that other funds raised can go to expanded services.

move
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Executive Summary

ESG Budget Contribution. Support from the ESG Program for the providers funded in 
FY 91 averaged only 10 percent of their operating budgets; for over half the providers, 
the ESG resources were 5 percent or less of operating resources. Providers typically had 
many sources of support.

• Federal programs (among them ESG) are a significant source of funds, averaging 
30.5 percent of provider funding. The most important sources are the CDBG 
Program, FEMA’s Emergency Food and Shelter Program, and various programs 
of the Department of Health and Human Services such as the Emergency 
Community Services Homeless Grant Program (EHP).

• State and local resources are also part of these budgets. State funding averages 
19.7 percent but is available only in 26 states. Local funds from the county or city 
contribute 10.5 percent on average.

• Providers also raise funds from foundations, corporations, religious organizations, 
and individuals. These sources contribute some 30 percent of provider budgets, 
on average.

• Support from ESG for shelter operations is particularly critical to many providers.
Three-quarters of all ESG-funded providers in FY 91 received ESG monies to 
support their shelter operations. They are able to raise funds from private sources 
for special services and programs but fmd it difficult to "sell" these supporters on 
paying the rent or the utilities bills. By covering some of the basic costs, ESG 
funding is vital to "keeping the doors open" for many providers.

ESG Impact on Essential Services. Despite its small contribution to provider budgets, 
the ESG Program has had an identifiable, positive impact on provision of services for the 
homeless.

• There have been striking increases in service availability since the receipt of ESG 
funds, for a substantial number of providers. Among the types of services showing 
the greatest increases (and being supported in whole or in part by ESG) are child 
care, support groups, basic skills development (e.g. personal budget management), 
and counseling or treatment for medical or psychological conditions or substance 
abuse.

• Many providers cited support for case management as an important contribution 
made by ESG to their programs. Some 83 percent use case managers to perform
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Executive Summary

the client needs assessment, then require the clients to meet regularly with the case 
manager on client plans for homeless recovery. Three-quarters of the providers 
make adherence to the case management plan a requirement for staying in the 
shelter or program.

• Among the ESG-supported shelters, the day and 24-hour programs are much richer 
in services than the night-only shelters. Whereas 64 percent of day shelters and 
42 percent of 24-hour facilities offer 12 to 20 services to their clients, 70 percent 
of night-only shelters offer seven services or fewer.

Homelessness Prevention. The development of homelessness prevention programs under 
ESG has added a new population and a new dimension to the program. Homelessness 
prevention was not invented under the Emergency Shelter Grants Program; prevention 
efforts have also been funded through FEMA’s Emergency Food and Shelter Program and 
the Emergency Community Services Homeless Grant Program administered by DHHS. 
Grantees may now allocate up to 30 percent of their ESG funds to homelessness 
prevention.

• Under the ESG Program, prevention efforts can take one of two forms: homeless 
individuals and families can be assisted to obtain permanent housing by use of ESG 
funds for a first month’s rent, security deposit, and the like; alternatively, 
individuals and families at-risk of becoming homeless can be assisted to retain their 
permanent housing, through help paying back rent and utilities or through landlord 
mediation.

• While prevention efforts toward placement of homeless clients in permanent 
housing often occur in a shelter setting, a larger percentage of the agencies 
conducting homelessness prevention are non-shelters (compared to the rest of the 
program). They are often large social service agencies (e.g. multi-service centers) 
or community action agencies that discovered they could identify clients at-risk of 
loss of housing and could intervene effectively with payment of back rent or 
utilities and a variety of services as needed.

• Homelessness prevention programs (with ESG and other funding) reported aiding 
almost 35,000 at-risk individuals and families in retaining their housing, in the 
preceding 12 months.
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Executive Summary

Capital Improvements with ESG Funds. The ESG Program has been an extremely 
important source of capital funding for emergency shelters and other facilities serving the 
homeless population. It appears that ESG funding accounts for roughly 50 percent of the 
cumulative capital investment for the providers in this study. Across the whole program 
period, more than $99 million (in FY 91 dollars) has been used for conversions, 
renovation, and rehabilitation.

• The primary other public source of funding for capital projects is CDBG, although 
a few states have put their own resources into capital projects.

• In recent years, as the proportion of funds providers spent for rehab has dropped, 
the ESG monies and matching funds have been directed toward non-capital uses. 
However, in the earlier years — and especially when shelters were doing conver­
sions and major rehabilitation — it is more likely that the matching funds also went 
into the capital projects.

• Grantees and providers credit a wide range of improvements in the quantity and 
quality of available shelter to ESG support. It is estimated that over 7,700 beds 
have been added nationwide through ESG-funded capital projects. Improvements 
in health, safety, security, accessibility, and amenities have helped providers trying 
to make episodes of homelessness less wrenching and disorienting for their clients.

Role of the Grantee Agencies. The 382 grantees that have received entitlements under 
the ESG Program include 55 states and territories, 220 metropolitan cities, and 107 urban 
counties. Grantees not only allocate ESG funds among eligible activities and among local 
providers, they also can play a vital role in the planning and coordination of resources and 
programs to deal with the problem of homelessness.

• The agencies administering ESG for states are more likely to be social service 
agencies, while those for cities and counties tend to be community development or 
housing agencies. The ESG Program has often been placed in the same office as 
CDBG, perhaps because both programs are administered by HUD and have some 
similar operations requirements. The ESG grantees are often not the only public 
agency administering homeless programs in their jurisdiction.

• The grantee agencies are much more heavily dependent on federal funding than the 
providers for resources to assist the homeless. Federal resources in general, and 
ESG resources in particular, account for a major portion of the homeless funding 
in many grantee agency budgets. Half the grantees report that federal funds are 
their only funding source for this purpose; on average, grantees reported that 82 
percent of their FY 91 homeless funding came from the federal government.
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• Among this evaluation’s intensive-study sites were grantees with clear goals for the 
ESG Program, definite priorities for use of the funds, and an integrated strategy 
combining these and other resources. However, not all grantees are strategic in 
their use of ESG funds; many make binding choices simply by selecting among 
provider applications, based on their knowledge of the providers and the proposed 
uses of the funds.

• There is a great deal of variation in grantee practice concerning the number and 
size of grants distributed to providers each year. The grants in FY 91 ranged in 
size from $77 to $1,241,000 (for a 2,200-bed shelter, the largest in the study). 
Nearly half the grantees awarded amounts averaging less than $20,000 per 
provider. One state grantee gave 98 grants averaging about $11,000 each. 
Although they spread support further, large numbers of small grants create an extra 
paperwork burden for grantee and providers alike.

Grantees have successfully implemented theGrantee Program Implementation.
Emergency Shelter Grants Program, responding to regulatory changes and also making 
modifications in funding use as the local homeless problem changes.

Generally, grantees selected providers that effectively carried out the eligible 
activities and served the homeless in their areas;

Most grantees reported that they take an active monitoring role and are familiar 
both with financial and programmatic details of the providers’ operations. 
Observation in the intensive-study sites corroborated this information.

As the limitations on essential services and homelessness prevention spending have 
been raised, grantees have moved to take advantage of the increased flexibility. 
In FY 91, 55 percent of grantees allocated funds to essential services, and 38 
percent were making homelessness prevention grants (up from 9 percent in FY 89).

In FY 91, the first year administrative costs were an eligible expense under ESG, 
relatively few grantees used any of these funds for their own administration. 
Nearly two-thirds of the grantees used their whole ESG allocation for assistance to 
the homeless, covering administrative costs from their own budgets or from other 
grant sources.

The block grant mechanism (which gives grantees the authority to allocate ESG 
funds among eligible activity categories) and formula funding to entitlement 
jurisdictions were program features widely recommended for retention in the 
future. They stand in contrast to the competitive national application process for 
other HUD programs serving the homeless, such as the Supportive Housing 
Program and Shelter Plus Care.
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Executive Summary

Making the ESG Program More Effective. A wide variety of recommendations for 
improvements in ESG were offered by grantees and providers during the study’s data 
collection. They were offered against a background of widespread support for the 
continued existence of this program.

• As ESG grantees, metropolitan cities and urban counties can target use of ESG 
funds to meet local needs. The combination of local control with the broad range 
of activities eligible for ESG support and the minimal restrictions on population 
served gives local governments the means to address (at least partially) the problem 
of homelessness as it affects their own areas.

• Recognizing the fiscal constraints facing the federal budget, many respondents 
urged that ESG be at least level-funded. Grantees expressed great concern about 
the consequences of the roughly 30 percent reduction in resources for FY 93, with 
an appropriation of $50 million after three years of amounts over $70 million a 
year.

• Recommendations ranged from reshaping the block grant through improving local 
coordination to operational improvements of all kinds. For example, grantees 
urged that HUD create a uniform application package and reporting forms for ESG 
and other McKinney Act programs. They urged HUD to update its handbook and 
to offer technical assistance to providers on service delivery. Providers 
recommended that the program fund shelter personnel necessary for operations (as 
it will for FY 93); they also urged an increase in the spending limitation on 
homelessness prevention.

The Emergency Shelter Grants Program helps states and localities to provide facilities 

and services meeting the needs of persons who are homeless -- that is, aiding in their transition 

from temporary shelter to permanent homes. This study was not designed to address the 

ultimate question of whether and how clients’ lives were bettered by the shelter and services they 

received from ESG-funded providers. Short of data on client-level outcomes, however, the 

results of this evaluation show positive outcomes for the organizations involved in ESG, for the 

facilities and services they operate, and for the local systems of providing aid to the homeless 

population. The data strongly suggest that, despite its modest size, this is a program that has 

made — and continues to make — a difference for the nation’s homeless people.
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Chapter One 

INTRODUCTION

This chapter presents a brief overview of the features of the Emergency Shelter Grants 

Program (ESG), then introduces the evaluation and finishes with an overview of this report.

1.1 Background on the ESG Program
Both the number and the visibility of homeless people in the United States have 

expanded greatly over the past few decades. During the late 1970s and early 1980s, the plight 
of homeless men, women, and children emerged as a serious national problem. In response, 
various initiatives have been undertaken, including efforts to determine the size of the homeless 

population, to identify the social and political roots of the problem, to assess the needs of sub­
groups of the population, to demonstrate promising approaches for delivering services to the 

population, and to evaluate the effectiveness of various programs.

Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act
In July 1987, Congress enacted the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act 

(P.L. 100-77) to establish an array of distinct programs of assistance for the growing numbers 

of citizens experiencing homelessness through lack of shelter and other supportive services. In 

total, the original McKinney Act authorized 20 homeless programs distributed among nine 

agencies of the federal government. The comprehensive range of services supported by the Act 
included emergency food and shelter, transitional and permanent housing, education, job 

training, mental health care, primary health care services, substance abuse treatment, and 

veterans’ assistance services.
Subsequent amendments enacted in November 1988 (P.L. 100-628) provided funding 

authority for 21 homeless assistance programs. In addition, this legislation removed two 

programs and reauthorized them under the Hunger Prevention Act of 1988. The remaining 19 

McKinney Act programs provide funding through a variety of vehicles: six provide funds 

through a formula or block grant process, 10 use a competitive process, and three had no funds 

to distribute through Fiscal Year 1989. In total, from FY 87 to FY 89, Congress authorized

1.1.1
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Chapter One: Introduction

$1.7 billion and appropriated $1.1 billion to implement the provisions of the McKinney Act from 

Another $1.2 billion was appropriated in Fiscal Years 1990 and 1991.2lenactment.

1.1.2 McKinney Programs Administered by the Department of Housing and Urban
Development
The Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) is responsible for 

administering five of the 19 McKinney Act programs, comprising 39 percent of the cumulative 

McKinney Act appropriations from 1987 through FY 89. A total of $467.9 million was 

appropriated for them in FY 92. These programs are:

• The Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS)? This document 
must be submitted annually by any state, city, or urban county applying for funds 
under a wide variety of HUD’s housing assistance programs including McKinney 
programs. Jurisdictions assess the needs of the homeless and of income-eligible 
families with housing, summarize local market and inventory characteristics, 
identify priorities and strategies for meeting identified needs over a five-year 
period, review anticipated public and private resources available to implement the 
strategy, and outline a plan for implementation. States must exchange their plans 
with local jurisdictions to coordinate services. Jurisdictions must also make the 
proposed CHAS available for public review, hold public hearings to obtain 
comments, and consider comments submitted by citizens. Each jurisdiction was 
required to submit a complete CHAS by October 1991; annual updates are due in 
the subsequent four years, followed by a complete submission which starts the five- 
year cycle again.

• Section 8 Moderate Rehabilitation Program. This program funds owners of 
rehabilitated Single Room Occupancy (SRO) housing by providing rental assistance 
on behalf of homeless people, enabling them to reside in these buildings. A 
building owner who rehabilitates a property as SRO units receives Section 8 rental 
assistance for previously homeless tenants in an amount equal to the difference 
between the Fair Market Rent (FMR) and, generally, 30 percent of the tenant’s

i U.S. General Accounting Office, Homelessness: McKinney Act Programs and Funding for Fiscal Year 
1989. Washington, D.C., February, 1990.

2 Interagency Council on the Homeless, Federal Programs To Help Homeless People. Washington, D.C., 
October, 1991.

3 The CHAS requirements, effective December 1991, replace requirements for a Comprehensive Homeless 
Assistance Plan (CHAP).
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adjusted annual income. Funds are allocated on a competitive award basis to 
Public Housing Agencies (PHAs), Indian Housing Authorities (IHAs), or private 
nonprofit organizations. (Nonprofit organizations must subcontract with a PHA to 
administer the rental assistance).

• Supplemental Assistance for Facilities to Assist the Homeless (SAFAH). This 
program provided both comprehensive assistance to innovative programs meeting 
immediate and long-term needs of the homeless and additional assistance to projects 
already receiving funds under the Emergency Shelter Grants Program or Supportive 
Housing Demonstration programs. Comprehensive assistance funds could be used 
to purchase, lease, or renovate buildings as well as to provide supportive services. 
Funds for expansion of existing programs could be used for special services for 
homeless families with children, and for homeless elderly or handicapped people. 
Underutilized public buildings could be acquired. Funds were allocated through 
a competitive award process, with grantees limited to states, metropolitan cities, 
urban counties, Indian tribes, and private nonprofit organizations. SAFAH was 
recently consolidated into the Supportive Housing Program.

• Supportive Housing Demonstration Program. This program provides competitive 
funding to state and local governments, Indian tribes, private nonprofit organiza­
tions, and community mental health associations that are public, nonprofit 
organizations. These funds are used to provide housing and supportive service to 
homeless persons, including those with special needs such as the handicapped. The 
program, originally a demonstration, was made permanent in the Housing and 
Community Development Act of 1992.4 Incorporating some of the features of the 
former SAFAH program described above, it supports assistance for transitional 
housing to facilitate movement of homeless individuals into independent living, as 
well as supporting permanent housing for handicapped homeless persons, 
innovative housing, and supportive services not provided in conjunction with 
supportive housing.

• Emergency Shelter Grants Program (ESG). The fifth HUD initiative is the 
subject of this evaluation. This program provides formula funding for emergency 
shelters and essential services for the homeless. The overall goal of ESG is well- 
known and has been clearly delineated by HUD since the inception of the Program 
in FY 87: the goal is to provide facilities and services to meet the needs of the 
homeless, that is, to aid in the transition from temporary shelter to permanent 
homes.

In FY 90, two new programs were added to HUD’s responsibilities under the McKinney 

Act. The Shelter Plus Care program provides long-term rental assistance in connection with 

supportive services (funded by sources other than Shelter Plus Care) to homeless persons with 

severe mental illness, chronic substance abuse problems, and/or AIDS. The second new

i

4The Act (P.L. 102-550) was approved on October 28, 1992 while this evaluation was under way.
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program, authorized under Title V of the McKinney Act, directs the Secretaries of Housing and 

Urban Development and Health and Human Services to identify unutilized or underutilized 

federal properties that might be appropriate for use as facilities to assist homeless people. In 

FY 92, an additional two programs—Safe Havens and the Rural Homeless Assistance—were 

authorized. Safe Havens provides for persons with serious mental illness a residence that is 

secure, non-threatening, non-institutional, yet supportive. Rural Homeless Assistance funds 

providers in non-urbanized areas to perform any activity eligible under the Supportive Housing 

Program, plus an array of homelessness prevention activities.

1.1.3 Emergency Shelter Grants Program Overview
The origin of ESG is closely linked to the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s 

(FEMA) Emergency Food and Shelter Program, a program that began in 1983.5 The goal of 

that program was to provide funds to alleviate the immediate needs of people who were 

homeless. FEMA’s program funds were usually expended on: food and other consumables that 
were essential to shelter operations and mass feeding facilities; limited leasing and purchase of 

capital and other small equipment; utility and rental assistance to prevent homelessness; and 

minor rehabilitation of shelter facilities.

When HUD’s Emergency Shelter Grants Program was implemented, it offered funding 

for similar purposes, but placed greater emphasis on meeting a community’s present and future 

needs to assist the homeless population, by offering funds for capital expenditures (especially 

through renovation, major rehabilitation, or conversion of buildings for use as shelter facilities). 
Other uses, mentioned below, were also permitted under ESG.

Funds from the Emergency Shelter Grants Program may be used for four main types 

of eligible activities:

• Renovating, rehabilitating, or converting buildings for emergency shelters;

• Providing essential social services to the homeless, which may include (but are not 
limited to):

- Assistance in obtaining permanent housing;

The early implementation of the federal food and shelter programs is detailed in the U.S. General 
Accounting Office publication: Homelessness: Implementation of Food and Shelter Programs Under the 
McKinney Act. Washington, D.C., December, 1987.
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- Medical and psychological counseling and supervision;
- Employment counseling;
- Nutritional counseling;
- Substance abuse treatment and counseling;
- Assistance in obtaining entitlements, e.g., mental health benefits, Veteran’s 

benefits, SSI benefits, AFDC, General Assistance, and Food Stamps;
- Other services such as child care, transportation, job placement and job 

training;6
• Paying for certain shelter operating expenses, which may include maintenance, 

administration,7 repair, security, fuel, and equipment; and
• Preventing homelessness, by providing financial assistance to eligible families to 

help pay utility services, security deposits, mortgage payments or back rent; by 
providing mediation programs for landlord disputes, legal services to represent 
indigent tenants in eviction proceedings, and other services designed to prevent loss 
of permanent housing.

A fifth program category, administrative costs, was added in FY 91 to permit grantees and 

subgrantees to cover some of the costs related to a grantee’s administration of its ESG grant, 
such as reporting, monitoring, and audits. This broad set of eligible activities is in keeping with 

the overall strategy of the Emergency Shelter Grants Program—to enable communities to meet 

the present and future needs of their homeless populations.
There are caps on the proportion of total ESG funding that may be spent on certain 

activities. The essential services component, intended to provide services during the current 
period of homelessness and reduce the likelihood of its recurrence, now has an expenditures cap 

of 30 percent.8 A waiver of this limit can be obtained by the local jurisdiction if it can be
demonstrated that other program services (e.g., maintenance and operations; and renovation,

Similarly, theconversion, or rehabilitation) are being carried out with other resources.

6 Program funds may be used for staff salaries to provide essential services or to purchase services from 
existing providers.

7 Program funds may be used for telephone, postage, printing, and office supplies, but may not be used 
for staff salaries for operations. The Housing and Community Development Act of 1992 changed the statute 
to allow grantees to spend 10 percent of their allocation on staff costs related to operations. This provision 
took effect with the FY 93 ESG funding round.

8 The Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act (1987) set a cap on provision of essential services 
at 15 percent. The Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Amendments Act of 1988 increased the 
percentage allowed to 20 percent. The National Affordable Housing Act of 1990 increased the percentage 
allowed to 30 percent.
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homelessness prevention component is now capped at 30 percent,^ and administrative costs are 

capped at five percent. No waivers may be granted for expenses for homelessness prevention 

or for administration of the grant.
ESG funds are allocated to states, territories, urban counties, and metropolitan cities 

using the Community Development Block Grant Program (CDBG) entitlement formula. There 

are two CDBG formulas. The first formula uses weights for the jurisdiction’s total population, 
the population below the poverty level, and the number of housing units in each jurisdiction with

The second formula uses weights for the jurisdiction’s 

population in poverty, the number of pre-1940 housing units, and the jurisdiction’s lag in 

population growth. Whichever formula yields the larger share of money is the one that applies 

to the jurisdiction for the allocation of ESG funds.
ESG grant allocations go either directly to the state or to qualified localities in the state. 

States are required to distribute all funds to local governments and/or to private nonprofit 
organizations (whose projects are approved by local government) within 65 days of award by 

HUD.10 Local governments receiving entitlement funds have the option of distributing all or 

a portion of the ESG funds received to other organizations.

The ESG regulations specify requirements for spending of grant allocations, use of 

matching funds, continuing operation of a rehabilitated structure as a shelter, and reporting on 

goals and accomplishments. All allocations must be spent within 24 months from the time of 

grant award, and, in the case of states, 24 months from the time the state made its funds 

available to units of local government or nonprofits. Until FY 91, the ESG funds required a 100 

percent match from other sources. In-kind services and donated material and/or buildings can 

qualify as matching funds. Currently, any grant must be matched on a dollar-for-dollar basis. 
When a grant in excess of $100,000 is made to a state grantee, the first $100,000 is exempt 
from the matching requirement; the remainder must be matched on a dollar-for-dollar basis.

one or more persons per room.

9 Homeless prevention was added to the list of eligible activities in the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless 
Assistance Amendments Act of 1988. Initially, the cap on essential services (20 percent) for FY 89 included 
homelessness prevention activities. Now there are separate caps for each.

10 States are required to share administrative monies with local government recipients they fund but not 
with non-profit providers.
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Another requirement of the ESG Program is that buildings needing major renovation
Similarly, buildingsor conversion must be used as shelters for a minimum of 10 years, 

undergoing moderate rehabilitation with ESG funds must be used as shelters for three years.

Until the National Affordable Housing Act (NAHA) of 1990, the pre-requisites for
qualifying for ESG funds included a Comprehensive Homeless Assistance Plan (CHAP) with the 

following components: statements detailing the needs for assistance for the homeless; an 

inventory of current facilities, services and programs for the homeless; a strategy to meet the 

needs of the homeless population; an explanation of how federal assistance would complement 

ongoing assistance; and identification of a contact person. Under NAHA, grantees receiving 

ESG funds must now certify that they are following a Comprehensive Housing Affordability 

Strategy (CHAS),11 which includes specific consideration of homeless needs and priorities. 

In addition, each recipient of ESG funds is required to file interim, annual, and final reports on 

how the specific fiscal year’s funds were expended and what was accomplished as a result.
Prior to the passage of the McKinney Act, expenditure of the ESG funds for FY 87 was 

estimated by the General Accounting Office (GAO) to be distributed as follows:12 capital 
expenditures (46 percent), operations and maintenance (42 percent), essential services (6 

percent), food (1 percent), and unknown (5 percent). After the passage of the Act, on the basis 

of the plans submitted by city and county grantees, the GAO estimated that the funds would be 

distributed similarly, especially with respect to capital expenditures. Of the 46 percent for 
capital expenditures, approximately half of it would be expended on conversion of buildings to 

shelters or enlargement of current facilities, and the remainder would be spent on renovation of 

current shelter facilities. In actuality, the ESG grantees spent 54 percent for rehabilitation and 

renovation activities, 39 percent for operational expenditures, and 7 percent for social 
services.13 Expenditures on rehabilitation increased to 57 percent when the FY 87 supplemen-

11 Implemented by a final rule published on October 31, 1991 (Federal Register, p. 56126, effective 
December 2, 1991).

12 U.S. General Accounting Office, Homelessness: Implementation of Food and Shelter Programs Under 
the McKinney Act, Washington, D.C., December, 1987.

13 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. 1989 Annual Report to Congress on Community 
Development Programs. Washington, D.C., April 1989, p. 46.
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tal grants were allocated. Since then, there have been major changes in the allocation of ESG 

funds, as analyzed in this study.
A summary of the key features of the Emergency Shelter Grants Program is provided

in Exhibit 1.1.

1.2 Background of this Evaluation 

1.2.1 Research Design
In September 1991, the Department of Housing and Urban Development entered into 

a contract with Abt Associates Inc., with subcontractors Aspen Systems and Temporary Living 

Communities, to evaluate the effectiveness of the Emergency Shelter Grants Program. Given 

the breadth of program goals and the diversity of funded activities, HUD posed nearly 200 

specific research questions to be addressed in this evaluation. To simplify and systematize this 

wide-ranging set of questions, a conceptual framework was developed that orders them in terms 

of policy themes (program administration, costs, activities, and populations served) and analytic 

themes (description, implementation, and impact). The intersection of these elements defines 

the conceptual framework shown in Exhibit 1.2.

The research design for the evaluation involved three increasingly intensive levels of 

data collection. First, a census of the nearly 400 ESG grantees was conducted, relying primarily 

upon existing documentary materials, including grant applications and periodic performance and 

funding reports submitted to HUD. Simultaneously, eight reconnaissance visits were conducted 

to grantees and service providers, to gain more in-depth knowledge of the program and to fine- 
tune the survey instruments (described below). The eight reconnaissance visits were conducted 

in November and December of 1991 to a limited number of communities that had homelessness 

service providers. As shown in Exhibit 1.3, the visits were conducted to a small number of sites
clustered in four areas - Washington, DC, Maryland and Virginia; Massachusetts and New 

Hampshire; Colorado; and California.14 These visits included contacts with grantees, 
recipients, shelters, and other ESG service providers. The information collected on program
structure and data availability was incorporated in revisions to the sample design and data

14 Detailed information about the agencies and organizations visited during the reconnaissance visits may
be found in Chapter 3, Section 3.4, of the Evaluation of the Emergency Shelter Grants Program: Research 
Design, Data Collection and Analysis Plan, Abt Associates, March 1992.
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Exhibit 1.1
Key Features of the Emergency Shelter Grants Program

Statutory Authority McKinney Homeless Assistance Act, 
Homeless Assistance Amendments Act of 
1988, National Affordable Housing Act of 
1990, Housing and Community Develop­
ment Act of 1992 (applicable with FY 93 
grants)

Basis and Type of Award Entitlement program based on CDBG 
formula; block grant to entitlement juris­
dictions for eligible activities

Eligible Jurisdictions (Grantees) States, Territories, Urban Counties, Met­
ropolitan Cities, Indian Tribes

Service Providers Local shelters and other social service 
providers (either governmental or private, 
non-profit agencies)

Eligible Activity Categories Conversion, Renovation, Rehabilitation; 
Operations; Essential Services; 
Homelessness Prevention; Administration

Populations Served All homeless individuals and families (no 
restrictions or further targeting); individu­
als and families at risk of homelessness

Matching Funds Requirement One dollar for each dollar from ESG; may 
be matched by grantees or service provid- 

(When a grant in excess of $100,000 
is made to a State grantee, the first 
$100,000 is exempt from the matching 
requirement; the remainder must be 
matched on a dollar-for-dollar basis.)

ers.
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Chapter One: Introduction

collection plan. In addition, drafts of the survey instruments were pre-tested during the 

reconnaissance visits.

Exhibit 1.3

Reconnaissance Sites Selected for 
the Emergency Shelter Grants Program Evaluation

CountiesCitiesStates

Cambridge, MAMassachusetts 
New Hampshire

Northeast

Anne ArundelRichmond, VADistrict of 
Columbia

South
(MD)

Midwest

Los Angeles, CA Los Angeles 
(CA)

West Colorado

Second, surveys were conducted of a sample of the variety of organizations involved 

in the allocation and expenditure of ESG funds. These organizations include grantees (funded 

by HUD), recipients (funded by grantees, with further funds allocation authority), and shelters 

and other organizations providing ESG services. Third, intensive site visits were conducted to 

a 15-site sample of grantees, recipients (where present), shelters, and other local agencies 

involved with serving homeless persons and conducting homelessness prevention activities.

The information collected at each level of the evaluation design provided increasingly 

fine detail on the ESG Program. Exhibit 1.4 is a schematic diagram of the data collection.15 

The census of grantees, conducted between November 1991 and June 1992, yielded 

comprehensive data set on the grantee universe that can be used to describe the basic 

characteristics of all grantees and the agencies they fund. The census also provided a sampling 

frame for selection of grantees for telephone interviews.

a

15 Appendix B contains further description on sampling and data collection.
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Exhibit 1.4 ■

Schematic Diagram of ESG Program 

Evaluation Data Collection
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Chapter One: Introduction

1.2.2 Sample Selection
The sample design for this evaluation was based on both the hierarchical structure of 

the ESG Program and the different data collection requirements to answer the research questions 

posed by HUD. The following samples were drawn and used:
• A sample of grantees, for purposes of a telephone survey and selection of intensive 

study sites ("the grantee sample");

• A sample of shelters and other homeless services providers receiving ESG funds 
in FY 91 from the sampled grantees, for purposes of a telephone survey, a mailed 
survey and selection of intensive-study sites ("the provider sample"); and

• A set of intensive-study sites, each consisting of a grantee and selected providers 
as well as others involved in serving the local homeless population.

Grantees are at the head of the ESG hierarchy, and shelters and other homeless services 

providers are at the bottom of the hierarchy. It was determined that an intermediate level of 

recipients (between grantees and providers, to make further funding allocations) was quite 

infrequently used. Rather than tiying to sample recipients, they were identified during data 

collection from grantees. Whenever a recipient level was present from a sampled grantee, those 

recipients between a sampled grantee and a sampled provider were interviewed.

The populations, universes, and study samples for ESG grantees, recipients, and 

providers are shown in Exhibit 1.5. A national probability sample of grantees was drawn, and 

a nested sample of providers was then drawn from the sample grantees. Providers were selected 

randomly according to stratification based on the activities for which they received ESG funding 

in FY 91 (homelessness prevention, essential services, operations, and conversion/ rehabilita­

tion). Stratum assignments and ESG provider sample characteristics are discussed further in 

Chapter 2 (Section 2.2.2) below, as well as in Volume 3, Appendix B. As Exhibit 1.5 shows, 
the findings of this study are based on census data from 315 grantees, survey responses from 

234 grantees and 651 providers, and in-depth data from grantees, providers, and other 

respondents in the 15 intensive-study sites.

1.2.3 Data Collection

The telephone survey of grantees, conducted in September and October of 1992 

beyond the basic information covered in the grantee census and collected information
, went

on grantee
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Chapter One: Introduction

Exhibit 1.5

Summary of Populations and Samples for the 
Emergency Shelter Grants Program Evaluation

Population Universe Study Samples

Grantees

382 (ever funded)Census 315

Telephone Survey 367 (steady participation) 234

Intensive-study Sites 367 (steady participation) 15
Recipients 100 (estimated) 12

Providers

Telephone Survey 3000-3500 (estimated) 651

Mailed Survey 3000-3500 (estimated) 301
Intensive-study Sites 3000-3500 (estimated) 50

Note: Estimates of recipient universe and provider universe are based on results of the grantee 
census in combination with survey results.

strategies, decision-making, and program implementation. Some 234 grantees completed the 

survey.

The telephone survey of recipients (in October 1992) collected information on their 
organizational characteristics and program role from 12 recipients. The telephone survey of 

shelters and other service providers, conducted in October and November of 1992 (with a 

follow-up mailed survey in November and December), collected information on shelter 
operations, resources, homeless populations served, client needs, service delivery, and perceived 

successes and limitations of ESG in meeting the needs of the homeless. Some 651 shelters and 

other service providers completed the telephone survey, and 310 of these organizations also 

completed the mailed survey.
In addition to the series of surveys, 15 intensive site visits were conducted by project 

staff. The variables considered in selecting the sites for intensive study included type of grantee, 

geographical location, size of the grant awards, and mix of eligible activities (including a site

15



Chapter One: Introduction

that was granted a waiver of the cap on essential services spending). For the intensive-study 

sites, consideration was also given to the adequacy of service provider record-keeping (client 
characteristics, cost data, service outputs, and client outcomes).

Between late October and early December 1992, 15 intensive site visits were undertaken 

by senior project staff to gather in-depth information on how the ESG Program operates, its 

costs, its successes and achievements, and its potential for further impact. The sites are shown 

in Exhibit 1.6. The field visits to clusters of grantees, recipients (where present), shelters, and 

other service providers allowed exploration of the dynamics of program planning, linkages 

across levels of organization, strategic choices, and near-term plans. Qualitative data on 

program context, management, and interrelationships among the different levels of program 

administration -- grantees, recipients, and providers -- was generated through open-ended 

interviewing and observation. Quantitative data on program impacts and costs, as well as 

aggregate data on program service delivery, clients served, and client follow-up, were also 

obtained. Site profiles describing and analyzing the organization and operation of ESG- 

supported services for the homeless and at-risk populations in each intensive-study site may be 

found in Volume 2 of this report.

Exhibit 1.6

Intensive-Study Sites Selected for 
the Emergency Shelter Grants Program Evaluation

States Cities Counties

Northeast Boston, MA Morris (NJ) 
Allegheny (PA)

South Maryland
Alabama

Texas

Birmingham, AL 
Corpus Christi, TX 
New Orleans, LA

Jefferson (AL)

Midwest Ohio Chicago, IL
West California San Francisco, CA 

Portland, OR

:
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Chapter One: Introduction

Organization of this Report
This evaluation report synthesizes information from all primary and secondary data 

sources to present an analysis of the growth and current status of the ESG Program, its 

implementation, its impacts, and recommendations to make the program more effective. The 

data for these analyses come from the grantee census, the grantee survey, the recipient survey, 
the provider surveys, and the site visits.

The report is organized around the themes of the conceptual framework illustrated in 

Exhibit 1.2. Chapters 2 through 4 correspond to the analytic themes — description, implementa-

1.3
!
I

tion and impact - which appear in the left column of the exhibit. The policy themes — program 

administration, program funding and costs, program activities, and populations served -- 
addressed by specific sections of each chapter. Chapter 2 provides a descriptive picture of the 

grantees, recipients, and providers participating in the Emergency Shelter Grants Program, 
including an overview of the structure of the program and the characteristics of the participating 

agencies and organizations. Chapter 3 focuses on implementation issues across the levels of the 

program, including assessments of how grantees identify client needs, select strategies, and 

coordinate services.

are

Grantee, recipient and provider assessments of the need for the ESG 

Program are also presented. Chapter 4 analyzes program effects and the role of ESG in 

achieving positive impacts. This chapter also presents the views of participating agencies about 
the effects of program features (such as the caps on homelessness prevention and essential 
services spending) on the program’s effectiveness. In Chapter 5, respondent recommendations 

for making the ESG Program more effective regarding program rules, program structure, 
funding requirements, and other features are summarized.

There are two additional volumes to this report. Volume 2 presents profiles of the 15 

intensive-study sites, to give the reader a sense of how ESG-supported services and facilities tit 
into the larger picture of local assistance for homeless individuals and families. Volume 3 

consists of two appendices. Appendix A contains supplementary tables corresponding to each 

of HUD’s specific research questions for the evaluation. Appendix B provides detail 
sample design, survey response, and data collection methods used in this study.

on the
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Chapter Two

The Growth and Current Status of the 
Emergency Shelter Grants Program

This chapter presents a descriptive analysis of the Emergency Shelter Grants Program’s 
administrative structure and of the grantees, recipients, and homeless services providers 

receiving funding through the program. Where possible, the ESG-funded providers examined 

in this study (particularly the shelters) are compared to the shelters described in HUD’s 1988 

National Survey of Shelters for the Homeless.1 This chapter serves as the background and 

framework for the analysis of the implementation and impacts of the Emergency Shelter Grants 

Program in the chapters that follow.

Conceptual Model of the Emergency Shelter Grants Program 

The Emergency Shelter Grants Program is designed to help communities to meet the 

present and future needs of their homeless and "at risk" populations in diverse local settings. 

As described in Chapter 1, the program has the following features:
• Program funds may be used for renovating, rehabilitating, or converting buildings 

for emergency shelters; providing essential social services to the homeless, paying 
certain operating expenses, and providing services designed to prevent loss of 
permanent housing;

2.1

The Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) uses the Community 
Development Block Grant Program (CDBG) entitlement formula to determine 
which states and territories, metropolitan cities and urban counties are eligible to 
apply to ESG and what share of total funds they will receive; and

The grantee agencies allocate the ESG funds to providers of services to the 
homeless, according to state and local needs and priorities established in the 
jurisdiction’s Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS).

In order to conceptualize the Emergency Shelter Grants Program in relation to 

contextual and population variables, the model in Exhibit 2.1 illustrates the interrelationships 

between the ESG-funded programs and the greater communities they serve and within which

i Office of Policy Development and Research, US Department of Housing and Urban Development, 
March 1989.
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Exhibit 2.1

Conceptual Model of ESG Service Delivery Systems 

for the Homeless Population
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Chapter Two: The Growth and Current Status of the 
Emergency Shelter Grants Program

they operate. The context of the local program includes such issues as the interrelationships 

among the three levels of government involved in ESG and each level’s set of regulations. For 

example, although the ESG regulations stipulate that states must make the ESG awards within 

65 days of the state’s award, some states’ funds can only be distributed with legislative approval: 

Some communities in which ESG operates have more local resources to support the needs of the 

homeless than others. Trends in the local economy and even the severity of the local climate 

influence the need for and use of ESG funds.
At the center of the model is the box labeled "Program Operations." The four types 

of activities supported by ESG funds are shown as satellites of the program operations and are 

connected with solid lines. Also included, and connected with a dotted line, is a satellite entitled 

"provide linkages to other extant services." This connotes the efforts made by grantees and 

providers to leverage ESG resources by collaborating with other community resources to meet 
the needs of the homeless.

While the Program Operations box is located within the sphere of the homeless clients 

served, extending beyond is the remainder of the homeless population that may or may not be 

currently served by the ESG Program. The model also shows that the demographics of the 

homeless population, its service needs, and the specific targets of ESG’s operations are 

significant factors in the evaluation.
Finally, the model suggests that the population served has needs that the program 

activities can meet. Program operations are implemented to create the capacity to identify needs 

and deliver program activities, within the limits set by program funding, other resources, and 

costs. To the extent that the program activities are delivered to homeless people in need of those 

services, the implementation of ESG could be considered successful. This evaluation reports 

on the interactions among the different components that facilitate or inhibit successful 

implementation of an Emergency Shelter Grants Program. The award of funds to a jurisdiction 

also affects its ability to meet the needs of the local homeless population, influencing the services 

delivered and the benefits derived by the individuals and families served. Such impacts are also 

examined in this study.

Each of the elements in the model plays a role in the evaluation. This chapter provides 

an overview of the Emergency Shelter Grants Program (ESG) and a basic description of the 

grantees, recipients, and homeless services providers receiving funding through the program.

21
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Chapter Two: The Growth and Current Status of the 
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In Chapters 3 and 4, the interrelationships between ESG and local contextual factors are 

explored through analysis of the implementation and impacts of the Emergency Shelter Grants 

Program.

Overview of the Structure of the Emergency Shelter Grants Program 

2.2.1 Definitions of Grantees, Recipients, and Providers
This section describes the administrative structure of ESG and defines the terms used 

in evaluating the program. Emergency shelter grants may go either directly to the state or to 

entitlement jurisdictions in the state. States are required to distribute all funds (except 

administration costs) to local governments and/or to private nonprofit organizations providing 

services to the homeless. Local governments have the option of distributing all or a portion of 

their ESG funds to other organizations. In this report, the state, city, or urban county receiving 

the grant from HUD is uniformly referred to as the grantee.

There may be either one or two levels of ESG funding allocations below the grantee. 

A small number of grantees distribute ESG funds to agencies that have further decision-making 

authority over the uses and distribution of the funding. These middle-level agencies -- between 

the grantees and the service deliveiy agencies - are referred to as recipients. For example, a 

county government that receives funds from the state grantee and controls allocation of the 

monies to local providers is a recipient. However, a county government acting as the state’s 

agent to disburse funds and follow funding decisions made by the state is not considered a 

recipient for the purposes of this study.

At the beginning of the Emergency Shelter Grants Program, local jurisdictions 

mandated as (intermediate) recipients for state grantees, primarily as fiscal agents for the 

providers. The state or local government provided local assistance to process their requests for 

reimbursements of expenses from ESG, and as a result had some local control over channeling 

the federal funds to meet local needs. When the legislative requirements changed in FY 88, 

state grantees began to drop the intermediate level from the administrative structure. In FY 91, 

30 percent of grantees still reported they distributed the ESG funds to local agencies to make 

further funding decisions, but close examination of these responses has shown that most of them 

make the final decision themselves. Many states make their ESG funding decisions with input 

from other agencies of the state government and from local jurisdictions. In only a handful of

2.2

were
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Emergency Shelter Grants Program

states were local jurisdictions found to be truly making decisions about which homeless-services 

providers would receive state funding. For the most part, the states’ rationale for continuing to 

use recipients is to better ascertain local needs and to delegate the administrative responsibility 

for program requirements such as the environmental review process. However, the great 
majority of grantees now allocate funding directly to service providers.2

The third ESG level is the service provider. All agencies delivering services for the 

homeless population using ESG funding are considered providers. Most of these entities operate 

shelters, but some do not. Shelters may provide few or many services to clients. Non-shelter 
agencies such as health and counseling agencies, residential treatment facilities, or local 
government departments provide services ranging from food to substance abuse counseling, day 

care, or legal services. A private, nonprofit organization funded by a grantee to provide services 

under ESG -- even if the nonprofit runs a shelter and also provides related services outside the 

shelter — is defined as a provider, not a recipient. A local government that receives ESG money 

from the state and runs a shelter itself is also treated as a provider in this study, even if it gives 

some of the ESG funds to other agencies. Thus, providers may be public or private 

organizations.

I
!

2.2.2 Presentation of the Data
The remainder of this chapter describes the characteristics of grantees, recipients and 

providers participating in the ESG Program in FY 91.3 The data sources for this analysis were 

summarized in Chapter 1 (Section 1.3) and are detailed in Appendix B.

Characteristics of grantees are generally presented by grantee type; that is, states and 

territories, metropolitan cities, and urban counties. Because of their small numbers, recipients 

are described as one group. Characteristics of providers may be presented in one of three ways:

• by assigned stratum, as determined by the ESG funding category from which the 
provider received funding for services related to the homeless;

• by type of entity — shelter or non-shelter, and

2 Jurisdictions using recipients that fell within the study’s sampling frame were the states of Alabama, 
Missouri, Nevada, and California; and Pinellas County, Florida.

3 This evaluation was conducted to address a series of research questions developed by HUD. 
Appendix A contains supplementary tables for each of HUD’s descriptive research questions.

23



»
'

Chapter Two: The Growth and Current Status of the 
Emergency Shelter Grants Program

:

\
\

I• among shelters, by type of shelter (day-only, night-only, or 24-hour).

The assignment of providers to strata for purposes of sampling and analysis is discussed 

in detail in Appendix B; however, a brief summary is useful here. The providers selected for 

the study sample were chosen based on eligible activity categories (i.e. homelessness prevention, 
essential services, operations, and conversion/rehab) for which they received FY 91 ESG 

funding, as reported by the grantees.4 In many cases, providers were funded for more than one 

activity in FY 91. A hierarchical assignment of providers to the four strata was made according 

to the following rules:

• All providers funded for homelessness prevention services in FY 91 were assigned 
to that stratum, regardless of what other activities they conducted;

• Providers not funded for homelessness prevention but for essential services were 
assigned to that stratum, regardless of what other activities they might conduct;

• Providers funded for neither homelessness prevention nor essential services but 
receiving ESG support for conversion, renovation or rehabilitation were assigned 
to that stratum, regardless of whether they also were funded for operations; and

• The remaining providers were assigned to the operations stratum. They consisted 
of agencies only funded for operations (not in combination with other activities), 
as reported by grantees.

The provider phone survey was designed to focus in part on particular information 

specific to the respondent’s stratum assignment. For example, respondents selected for the 

homelessness prevention stratum answered a series of questions about their homelessness 

prevention activities which respondents from the essential services stratum did not answer. 
Similarly, shelter capacity questions were not asked of the homelessness prevention stratum 

respondents, even though some of them were shelters. Because not all survey respondents 

answered questions specific to activities associated with all the funding categories (strata), some 

respondents may appear to be missing from the data tables presented in these chapters. Where

4 In a few cases, providers indicated they did not actually receive FY 91 funding in the stratum category 
to which they had been assigned based on information provided by the grantee. In such cases, the funding 
received was re-confirmed with the provider, but the stratum assignment remained as reported by the grantee.
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analyses are based on questions asked of specific strata, they are always labelled clearly to 

indicate that the respondents in that stratum were not asked that question or questions.

The information reported in this chapter is generally organized by stratum; that is, by 

funding category. However, it should be noted that almost 40 percent of all providers received 

funding for more than one of the eligible categories. Thus, the providers in each stratum tend 

to have experience in various activities with the exception of providers funded for operations 

only. For example, half of the providers in the homelessness prevention stratum also indicated 

that they received FY 91 funding for operations, and 46.0 percent received funding for essential 

services. Therefore, it should not be assumed that providers in, for example, the homelessness 

prevention stratum received ESG funding only for prevention activities, or that the agencies’ 
activities are necessarily limited to prevention.5 Indeed, providers across all strata were queried 

about ESG-funded capital improvements.
In addition, the data on grantees and providers presented in this chapter are weighted 

data. The data obtained from surveying samples of ESG-funded grantees and providers have 

been statistically weighted so that inferences can be drawn about the program nationwide. For 

grantees, the full number known to participate steadily in the ESG Program is 367. For 

providers, the exact number receiving ESG funding in FY 91 is not known. However, on the 

basis of the study’s samples, this number is estimated at 3,000 to 3,500. Of these, about a fifth 

were interviewed by telephone for the evaluation. Again, the details of the weighting procedures 

are discussed along with sampling in Appendix B. The total populations of grantees and 

providers and the numbers of respondents in the samples were summarized in Exhibit 1.5 above.

■

5
:
i

2.3 ESG Grantees
2.3.1 Grantee Program Administration

ESG grantees are units of government of three types: states or territories; metropolitan 

cities; and urban counties. In the initial round of funding during the federal fiscal year 1987

5 Because operations was the last stratum assigned, these providers are the ones most likely to receive 
ESG funding for only one activity. However, this still does not mean the agency was only performing this 
one activity; other resources may have been supporting other activities.
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(FY 87), there were just 87 grantees receiving funding, as shown in Exhibit 2.2.6 Beginning 

with the supplemental FY 87 allocation (here labelled FY 87S) and in succeeding years, the 

number of grantees increased greatly, ranging from 373 to 378 grantees per year. Over the 

whole program period, 382 grantees have received a total of $260 million through ESG.7 

Exhibit 2.2 also shows that while the number of state and territory grantees has held steady, the 

proportion of metropolitan city and urban county grantees increased substantially. Over half of 

FY 91 grantees were metropolitan cities and 28.2 percent were urban counties. Using the U.S. 

Census Bureau’s regional divisions of the United States, about 27 percent of grantees were 

located in the Northeast, and 32 percent were in the South. The Midwest and West regions each 

had 20 percent of ESG’s grantees.

Exhibit 2.2

Types of ESG Grantees, by Year

FY 87 FY 87S FY 88 FY 89 FY 90 FY 91
TYPE

STATE 51 51 51 51 51 51 (13.7%) 

5 (1.3%) 

105 (28.2%)

TERRITORY 0 5 5 5 5
URBAN COUNTY 5 103 101 105 104

METRO CITY 
-Central city 
-Suburb

31 191 190 190 190 187 (50.1%) 
25 (6.7%)0 28 27 28 28

TOTAL 87 378 374 379 378 373 (100%)

TOTAL FUNDING 
($000’s appropriated)

$10,000 $50,000 $8,000 $46,500 $73,164 $72,432

6 As shown in the exhibit, there were relatively few urban county and metropolitan city grantees in FY 
87. While the funds were distributed by formula in that year, there was a relatively small appropriation for 
the program, and a minimum grant size requirement. If an entitlement jurisdiction’s formula allocation was 
less than the minimum grant size, the amount reverted to the state for distribution.

7 Measured uniformly in FY 91 dollars, the cumulative program total is $277.8 million
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Exhibit 2.3 displays selected characteristics of the agencies designated by the grantee
The primary mission of the agency responsible for 

administering the program was most commonly (for 60.1 percent of all grantees) identified as 

community development. This varied by grantee type. Among states and territories, 32.4 

percent of the grantee agencies were community development agencies, with 18.4 percent 
identified as social services agencies and 19.1 percent as housing agencies. By contrast, fully 

two-thirds of both the city and urban county grantee agencies were community development 

departments, with the difference from states statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence 

level. A similar proportion (18.8 percent for cities and 12.2 percent for urban counties) were 

housing agencies. A smaller proportion (5.5 percent of metropolitan cities and 7.4 percent of 

urban counties) were social service agencies; this difference, too, is statistically significant. The 

predominance of community development agencies for cities and counties is probably because 

ESG is a federal program that is administered in ways similar to the Community Development 
Block Grant Program, commonly administered by community development agencies.

These community development agencies allocated a median of 60.4 percent of their ESG 

funding to operations, a median of 14.7 percent to essential services, and smaller amounts to the 

remaining eligible categories, as shown in Exhibit 2.4. Housing agency and social service 

agency grantees also allocated a substantial proportion (medians of 57.0 and 51.7 percent 
respectively) to operations. Economic development and welfare agencies tended to use their 

ESG funds more for conversion, renovation, and rehab than other types of grantee agencies.

While the grantee agency administering ESG may have had primary responsibility for 

homeless programs, about half of the states/territories and metropolitan cities and three-quarters 

of the urban counties reported that responsibility for homeless programs was shared with another 

agency. As mentioned in Chapter 1, a number of other federal agencies in addition to HUD 

sponsor programs to benefit the homeless through grants to states and localities. Examples 

include the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s Emergency Food and Shelter Program, 

the Department of Health and Human Services’ Community Mental Health Services for the 

Homeless Block Grant, and the Department of Education’s Adult Education for the Homeless

8jurisdictions to administer ESG.

8 The statistical properties of the sample are described in Appendix B; Exhibits B.22 and B.23 provide 
the means of testing the significance of difference when not reported in the text.
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Funds from these different federal departments, along with state and local funding,program
may be administered by a number of different agencies at the state and local level, resulting in 

a dispersion among agencies of responsibility for homeless services and programs. For example, 
HUD’s ESG funds may be distributed through a state housing agency, while funds from the
Department of Education may be allocated by the state’s education department. Grantees that 
divide responsibility for homeless programs among two or more agencies may face additional 
challenges in coordinating the administration and operation of their programs and services for 

the homeless. This issue is discussed in more depth in Chapter 3.

2.3.2 Grantee Program Funding and Costs 

Total Funding
The median total grantee agency budget for activities and services to benefit the 

homeless in FY 91 — including funds from ESG and from other sources (local, state, and 

federal) — was $210,000. States and territories had the largest agency budgets for homeless 

programs, with a median of $1.03 million. The median budget for metropolitan cities was 

$163,000, and for urban counties $150,000. Over 70 percent of all grantees, and 25 percent 

of the states and territories, had agency budgets of $500,000 or less, as shown in Exhibit 2.5. 
Further, 38 percent of metropolitan cities and 33 percent of urban counties had budgets under 

$100,000.

The overall median ESG allocation for grantees in FY 91 was $86,000, ranging from 

a low of $68,500 for urban counties to $557,000 for states and territories. The mean allocations 

are much higher than the medians, because of the disproportionate influence of large state and 

city grantees’ grants. The average grant for all grantees taken together was $235,766. States 

and territories had the highest ESG allocations, averaging almost $700,000, while urban counties 

had the lowest, averaging $84,115.

Staffing levels are another indicator of grantee program size. Grantees reported an 

average of 2.5 to 4.4 employees assigned to issues regarding the homeless. Most grantee staff 

who worked with homeless issues were assigned to program administration, with smaller 

numbers involved in direct program management, housing search, and health 

grantees reported volunteers involved in their work on programs to assist the homeless (probably 

because government agencies do not usually have volunteers).

care. Few
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Chapter Two: The Growth and Current Status of the 
Emergency Shelter Grants Program

Grantee Funding Sources
Most grantees reported other sources of funding in addition to the resources provided 

by ESG. Just over two-thirds of all grantees indicated that in FY 91 they received funding from 

more than one source. Many of the additional funding sources were other federal programs. 

Indeed, half the grantees reported that federal funds were their only source of homeless 

funding. On average, grantees reported that 75 to 84 percent of their other FY 91 funding 

from the federal government. Of course, other entities may receive funding directly for 

homeless programs; not all funding necessarily comes through the state or local government.
On average, 55.6 and 58.5 percent of grantee agency budgets for urban counties and 

metropolitan cities respectively were provided by ESG funds in FY 91. This was a significantly 

higher share than the average of 46.1 percent for state grantees.
For the grantees receiving federal funding other than ESG funds, the most common 

source was HUD, particularly through the Community Development Block Grant Program 

(CDBG). Half of the urban counties, 58.4 percent of the metropolitan cities, and 38.4 percent 
of the states and territories reported they received funds through CDBG. HUD’s Supportive 

Housing Demonstration Program provided funds to 24.7 percent of the states and territories. 

The Department of Health and Human Services provided funds to about half the states and 

territories, especially through their Emergency Community Services Homeless Grant program.
Some states and territories also identified state finding as an important source of their 

overall funding, averaging 26.8 percent of their non-ESG funds. Among metropolitan cities and 

urban counties, state funding represented a smaller proportion of funding; 9.4 percent for 

metropolitan cities and 16.7 percent for urban counties. Local government contributions 

averaged about 12 percent of total funding for both cities and urban counties.

came

Distribution of ESG Funding Among Eligible Activities

In the first three years of the ESG Program, grantees received ESG funding for 

allocation to three broad categories of eligible activities: conversion, renovation, and 

rehabilitation; operations, and essential services. Homelessness prevention was added as an

eligible activity category beginning in FY 89; and administration, capped at 5 percent of the 

grantee’s ESG budget, was added in FY 91.
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Chapter Two: The Growth and Current Status of the 
Emergency Shelter Grants Program

In the early years of the program, most ESG funding was used for conversion or 

rehabilitation of properties for use as homeless shelters. The proportion used for these capital 
projects was above 50 percent for each of the first three appropriations. However, over time, 
the distribution of spending has shifted among the eligible categories, as shown in Exhibit 2.6. 
This was partly due to the increase in the number of categories of eligible activities, and partly 

because Congress increased the proportion of funding that can be applied to essential services 

and homelessness prevention. In addition, it may be that, as conversion and rehabilitation needs 

were met, grantees shifted spending to other activities. According to this view, ESG funds are 

initially needed to ensure that there were sufficient emergency shelter spaces available for the 

various types of homeless individuals in a community (for example, single men, families, single 

women, elderly, the chronically mentally ill). Once the facilities are in place and sufficient 
funds are available to ensure their operation, then the provision of services to meet the current 

and future needs of the homeless becomes paramount, if the cycle of homelessness is to be 

reduced or eliminated. Chapter 3 examines more closely grantee strategies concerning the use 

of ESG funds for capital projects.
The pie charts in Exhibit 2.7 show the differences in FY 91 spending patterns among 

the three types of grantees.9 Of the ESG funds obligated by metropolitan cities in FY 91,10 

a larger share (24.3 percent) went to essential services than the shares of state or urban county 

funds (18.8 and 14.9 percent, respectively). The cities as a group used less of the funding for 

rehabilitation (16.2 percent) than did states (22.2 percent) or urban counties (23.6 percent). The 

greatest share of ESG funds — ranging from 46 to 52 percent of the ESG total for the three types 

of grantees — was spent on operations, and this has remained relatively constant over time 

compared to the fluctuations in the proportion of spending for the other eligible activity 

categories. This suggests the important, on-going role ESG plays as a source of operating funds 

for facilities serving homeless families and individuals.

9 These are data from the grantee census, not subject to sampling error.

10 At the time of the study, the FY 91 funds had not reached the 24-month spending limit.
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Chapter Two: The Growth and Current Status of the 
Emergency Shelter Grants Program.

2.3.3 Grantee Program Activities
As discussed above, the number of activities eligible for ESG support has expanded 

overtime, from three in FY 87 (conversion/rehabilitation, operations, essential services) to four 

in FY 89 (adding homelessness prevention) and five in FY 91 (administration). Exhibit 2.8 

presents information on the number of funded activities and the mix of activities undertaken by 

the providers funded by ESG grantees.11 Multiple activity funding for providers has been a 

feature of the program since the beginning. With the exception of FY 88 (by far the smallest 
appropriation), 25 to 30 percent of providers annually have been funded to carry out two 

activities, and 8 to 10 percent have received resources for three activities. As with the program 

funds overall, the proportion of providers using ESG funds for conversion or rehabilitation has 

declined over time. In FY 87, over 50 percent of all providers funded through ESG grantees 

received money for conversion or rehab; 29 percent were funded for capital projects only. In 

FY 91, by contrast, just 22.7 percent of providers were involved in conversion or rehab.
The proportion of providers using ESG funds for essential services has increased since 

the program began, from 25.3 percent of providers in FY 87 to 36.8 percent in FY 91. The 

proportion of providers using ESG funds for a combination of operations and services (either 

essential services or homelessness prevention) has also increased, from 22.7 percent in 1987 to 

almost 30 percent in FY 91. Operations alone accounted for a fairly steady 35 to 37 percent of 

providers since FY 89.

There has been a substantial increase in the proportion of grantees funding homelessness 

prevention activities since that funding first became available. The proportion of cities funding 

prevention more than doubled, from 23.2 percent in FY 89 to 53.6 percent in FY 91, as shown 

in Exhibit 2.9. ESG-fiinded states and territories, as well as counties, also increased prevention 

involvement dramatically, with participation rising from under 7 percent in FY 89 to over one- 
third in FY 91.

The role of the Emergency Shelter Grants program in grantees’ programs and 

for the homeless is thus an important one. While a few grantees have substantial non-federal 
resources for their programs, many others rely heavily on ESG and other federal initiatives. The

services

11 The process by which grantees identify priorities and select strategies for using their ESG funding is 
discussed in Chapter 3, Section 3.1.1.
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Chapter Two: The Growth and Current Status of the 
Emergency Shelter Grants Program i

role of the ESG in providing funds for conversion and rehab has diminished over time, but the 

program continues to make an important contribution to funding service provision and shelter 
operations.

.

2.4 ESG Recipients
2.4.1 Recipient Program Administration

As described in Section 2.2.1 above, recipients are the middle level of ESG 

administration, between grantees and providers. A small number of grantees continue to use 

recipients as a mechanism for distributing ESG funding. Like the grantees, recipients are units 

of government. Of the 12 recipient agencies contacted for this evaluation, three-quarters are city 

or town governments, while the remainder are county governments. As shown in Exhibit 2.10, 
the primary mission named by recipients was usually general local government, either at the city 

or county level. One-third were units of general local government, while the rest were various 

kinds of social service agencies (such as housing, community services, or planning) responsible 

for overseeing ESG funding.

Most recipients had primary responsibility for homeless programs rather than sharing 

responsibility with another agency. Three-quarters of recipients reported that their agency has 

primary responsibility for programs serving the homeless.
By the definition adopted for this evaluation, recipients receive money from a grantee 

(usually a state) and decide how the ESG funds will be allocated in the local area. Half of the 

12 recipients interviewed for this study were located in small towns or rural areas where the 

ESG funding was distributed to only one provider (conceivably the only provider working with 

the homeless in the recipient’s jurisdiction). Of those distributing funds to just one provider, 

only half required the provider to submit an application for ESG funding.
Recipients relied on local networks to assess the needs of homeless people in their 

jurisdictions. Seven of the twelve recipients said they relied on information from service 

providers in assessing the needs of the homeless population. Four recipients solicited testimony 

from advocates for the homeless and three considered agency staff members’ experience.
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Chapter Two: The Growth and Current Status of the 
Emergency Shelter Grants Program

2.4.2 Recipient Program Funding and Costs

Recipients’ budgets for services and activities related to the homeless were modest, 
averaging $321,637 with a median of $27,500. Recipients’ average ESG funding in FY 91 was 

$59,899, with a median of only $19,400 among the 12 contacted for this evaluation. Just over 
half of the recipients interviewed reported that they received homeless funding from more than 

one source — for example, state or local funding. Two of the recipients reported that their 
funding comes exclusively from the state. These respondents seem to consider the Emergency 

Shelter Grants funding a state program rather than a federal initiative.
Staffing is another measure of recipient program size. Recipients reported an average 

of 2.75 staff members assigned to issues regarding the homeless, and they rarely assigned these 

staff to any activity other than program administration. Recipients generally indicated they have 

fairly extensive contact with the ESG grantee. Seven of the twelve recipients said the grantee 

played an active monitoring role, including site visits, and another two recipients indicated they 

were required to submit written reports on program finances and activities in addition to contact­
ing the grantee by telephone. Recipients also reported that almost all grantees required 

recipients to submit budgets, spending reports, and achievement reports for monitoring purposes.
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ESG Homeless-Services Providers
While earlier sections of this chapter have addressed funding and activity patterns for 

grantees and recipients, this section examines these patterns for providers of homeless services. 
The information in this section was obtained through the telephone survey of 651 providers (out 
of an estimated universe of 3,000 to 3,500 ESG-funded providers nationwide) funded by grantees 

interviewed for the grantee telephone survey. About 300 of the 651 providers also responded 

to a follow-up mail survey on their program. The survey data have been weighted to reflect the 

universe of ESG-funded providers across the country. (Weighting procedures are discussed in 

Appendix B.)

2.5

A wide variety of types of agencies and organizations may receive ESG funding to 

support delivery of services for clients who are either homeless or at risk of losing their 

permanent housing. Of all the FY 91 ESG-funded service providers, 81.8 percent were shelters, 
while the remainder were not. The shelters were either day-only facilities (5.6 percent), night- 

only shelters (9.5 percent), or 24-hour operations (84.9 percent). Non-shelter providers using

;
:.
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Chapter Two: The Growth and Current Status of the 
Emergency Shelter Grants Program

ESG funds included health care facilities, counseling agencies, residential treatment facilities, 

local governments, and a variety of other entities working with the homeless.
This section describes the characteristics and activities of ESG-funded providers. There 

three ways to look at the characteristics of the ESG providers:
• by assigned stratum, as determined by a hierarchy of ESG funding categories 

within which the provider received funding for services related to the homeless;12

• by whether the provider is a shelter or a non-shelter entity; and

• (among shelters) by type of shelter (day-only, night-only, or 24-hour).

As noted earlier, many providers assigned to a particular stratum for the evaluation 

sample (based on funding of a specific activity) received ESG funding for other activities as 

well. For example, 53.2 percent of those assigned to the homelessness prevention stratum also 

received FY 91 funding for operating costs. Overall, in FY 91, 75.8 percent of the providers 

were receiving ESG funding for operations (typically utilities, insurance, security); 50.8 percent 
were receiving funding for essential services (typically a case manager); 25.5 percent were 

receiving ESG funds for homelessness prevention (most frequently for security deposits and first 
month’s rent); and 22.7 percent were receiving funding for conversion, renovation or 

rehabilitation work on their facilities.

As shown in Exhibit 2.11, there were significant differences in the incidence of shelters 

across the strata defined for this study. Only about one-third of providers in the homelessness 

prevention stratum were shelters, probably because these prevention programs frequently try to 

target those at risk of becoming homeless but not yet in a shelter. By contrast, three-quarters 

of providers in the essential services stratum were shelters, because these programs generally 

work with individuals and families who have already lost their permanent housing. As expected, 
virtually all of the providers in the conversion/rehab and operations strata were shelters, because 

these funding categories are targeted to shelters.

Exhibit 2.11 also shows that almost 85 percent of the shelters reported they operated 

both overnight facilities and day programs; 9.5 percent operated night shelters only, and 5.6 

percent operated day shelter or drop-in centers only. Of the 24-hour programs, most were open

are

12 The process for assigning providers to strata 
in Volume 3, Appendix B.

summarized in Section 2.2.2 and is explained in detailwas
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Chapter Two: The Growth and Current Status of the 
Emergency Shelter Grants Program

days a week. As will be shown in Chapter 3, the characteristics of the facilities and the 

populations served differ among these three types of shelters.
Where possible in this section, comparisons are made between the findings of HUD’s 

1988 National Survey of Shelters for the Homeless and the characteristics of ESG-funded 

shelters. HUD’s 1988 study reports on a national probability telephone survey of 205 shelter 

managers and administrators of voucher programs providing shelter for the homeless, selected 

from all counties with populations exceeding 25,000 persons. The report presents findings from 

the survey and compares them to an earlier HUD study, done in 1984.
Differences between HUD’s findings and those of this evaluation of the Emergency 

Shelter Grant Program may be due to any of several factors. HUD’s 1988 study was designed 

to assess the characteristics of all shelters nation-wide. Shelters funded by ESG may not be 

representative of the nation’s shelters. Further, HUD’s definition of a shelter was somewhat 
different from that used in this evaluation. That survey included boarding houses, welfare 

hotels, and single room occupancy (SRO) hotels that were regularly used by homeless clients 

who received a voucher to cover the cost of their stay. Sponsors of these types of facilities are 

not directly eligible for ESG funding (and the ESG program does not provide tenant-based 

subsidies); therefore, they are not represented in this evaluation. However, even though the 

sample of shelters may be slightly different in the HUD study, it still provides a useful source 

of comparative data over time.

seven

2.5.1 Provider Program Administration

Providers receiving ESG funding were almost exclusively private nonprofit 
organizations, as Exhibit 2.12 shows. Three-quarters of both shelters and non-shelter providers 

were private nonprofit organizations with no religious affiliation, and an additional 19.8 percent 
indicated they were nonprofits with a religious affiliation. The remaining 5.4 percent were local 

government agencies. These proportions are consistent across strata. Of the small number of
local government shelters, 78.0 percent were 24-hour shelters with day programs, 15.5 percent 
were day shelters, and 6.5 percent were night-only facilities. Among the private, nonprofit
shelters, 69.4 percent of those with religious affiliations and 89.6 percent of those without 
religious affiliations were 24-hour facilities; 24.1 percent of the shelters with religious
affiliations were night shelters. Referring again to Exhibit 2.12, most ESG-funded providers
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Chapter Two: The Growth and Current Status of the 
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well-established agencies, judging from the reported number of years they have been 

operating. Just under 50 (49.1) percent of the providers have been operating for eleven years 

or more (and a few, such as the American Red Cross, the Salvation Army and the St. Vincent 
DePaul Society, have over a centuiy of experience); 34.9 percent began operations between five 

and ten years ago. The median number of years in operation for the ESG providers by stratum 

ranged from 10 to 16 years. Homelessness prevention providers were the oldest organizations, 
with a median of 16 years in operation; essential services, conversion/rehabilitation, and 

operations providers reported a median of about ten years of service.
The distribution of ESG-funded providers by census region of the country is shown in 

Exhibit 2.13. Some 22.4 percent of the providers were located in the Northeast, 33.2 percent 
were in the South, 24.7 percent in the Midwest and 19.7 percent in the West. The proportion 

of shelters in each region was roughly the same. Over 60 percent of the local government 
shelters were located in the East or South regions of the country.

Among the shelters receiving ESG funding, there were various types of facilities. 
Approximately 30 percent of the shelters were dormitory-style shelters, and 47.7 percent were 

Smaller numbers of shelters characterized themselves as scattered-single 

apartments, groups of apartments or apartment buildings, rooms in single-room occupancy 

(SRO) facilities, or hotels or motels.

Staff sizes for shelter providers are shown in Exhibit 2.14. Providers operating shelters 

reported a median of six paid, full-time-equivalent staff and one unpaid (volunteer) staff working 

in their organizations, compared to a median of 3.6 in non-shelter agencies. Shelter staffs 

slightly larger than non-shelter staffs, and they had larger numbers of volunteers. Staffing levels 

in local government shelters (a mean of 13.5) were similar to those in private nonprofit shelters 

(a mean of 14.1). However, among non-shelter agencies, private nonprofits averaged 11.8 full­
time staff members while local government agencies averaged just 4.5 staff members.

The overall median number of beds for all non-homelessness prevention shelters 

receiving ESG funds in FY 91 was 26 beds, and the mean was 50. Exhibit 2.15 shows that the 

number of beds varied across the different types of shelters. Night-only shelters tended to be 

larger, with a median of 31.5 beds, while 24-hour shelters had a median of 25 beds, 
suiprisingly, day shelters had the smallest number of beds, with a median of 10.

were

group homes.

were

Not
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Chapter Two: The Growth and Current Status of the 
Emergency Shelter Grants Program

Exhibits 2.16 and 2.17 show the number of beds in ESG-funded shelters in FY 91, 
compared to the shelter bed capacity estimated in HUD’s 1988 survey.13 The average bed 

capacity was approximately the same. However, the proportion of ESG-funded shelters with 

fewer than 25 beds was slightly higher than the proportion of small shelters estimated by HUD 

(48 percent of ESG-funded shelters compared to 44 percent in HUD’s estimates). The total bed 

capacity of ESG-funded shelters in FY 91 was 108,735, with an average nightly total occupancy 

of 88,279. HUD’s 1988 survey estimated an average nightly occupancy of 180,000 in shelters 

nationwide. Even assuming some modest increase in the number of available beds between 

1988 mid 1991, a substantial proportion of the nation's shelter capacity was found in ESG- 

funded shelters.
It appears shelters had varying standards on the maximum allowable length of stay 

(possibly depending on the type of client). About three-quarters of the shelters characterized 

themselves as short-term shelters, with maximum allowable stays of 90 days or less, as shown 

in Exhibit 2.18. Half of the shelters indicated they served as temporary, overnight facilities, and 

the same proportion reported they provided long-term, transitional shelter (over 90 days, but 
with some prescribed limit). Just under 30 percent of the shelters said they served clients with 

special needs (such as substance abusers) and imposed no time limits on length of stay.

The median number of days clients stayed in the day-only shelters was 10. Night-only 

shelter clients’ median stay was 16 days and average stay was about 5 weeks (37 days), while 

24-hour shelters reported their clients’ median stay was 30 days and average stay was about 2 

months (64 days). Stays in day shelters represent participation in on-going day programs; in a 

few cases, these were of quite long duration (over a year).

The differences between the data collected for HUD’s 1998 
of the ESG survey and that collected for this evaluation

program were discussed early in Section 2.5.
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Exhibit 2.16

Shelters, Shelter Bed Capacity, and Average Daily Occupancy: 
HUD’s National Estimates compared to 1991 ESG-funded Shelters

1991 ESG-Funded 
Shelters as a Percent of 

1988 HUD National 
Estimates

HUD 1991 ESG- 
Funded Shelters

Shelters 1988

Number of Shelters

Total Bed Capacity

Average Occupancy 
Per Night

5,400

275,000

2,477

108,735

45.9%

39.5%

180,000 88,279 49.0%

Sources: 1988 data from HUD’s 1988 National Survey of Shelters for the Homeless; 1991 data from Provider 
Phone Survey of 651 ESG-funded providers.

Exhibit 2.17
Average Bed Capacity by Size of Shelter

Percent of 
Shelters

Size
(Total Beds)

Average 
Bed Capacity

HUD’s 1988 
National 
Survey

1991 ESG- 
funded 
Shelters

1991 ESG- 
funded 
Shelters

HUD’s 1988 
National 
Survey

1544% 49% 15Small (25 or less) 

Medium (26 to 50) 

Large (Over 50)

3632 29 37

24 133 13724

100% 100% Average: Average:i

50 50

Sources: 1988 data from HUD’s 1988 National Survey of Shelters for the Homeless; 1991 data from Provider 
Phone Survey of 651 ESG-funded providers.
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Chapter Two: The Growth and Current Status of the 
Emergency Shelter Grants Program

2.5.2 Providers Program Funding and Costs 

Funding Sources

Provider total operating budgets14 for all their services to the homeless in FY 91 

varied considerably in size, with an overall median of $300,000. As shown in the left panel of 

Exhibit 2.19, 19.2 percent of providers reported total operating budgets of less than $100,000, 
and an additional 28.6 percent had operating budgets of $100,000 to $250,000. Only 13.7 

percent of all providers had operating budgets of over $1 million. However, this differs 

significantly by stratum;15 almost 30 percent of providers in the homelessness prevention 

stratum had million-dollar-plus budgets, compared to 9 to 16 percent for providers in the other 
strata.

j;

ESG contributions in FY 91 to the total operating budgets16 ranged from a median 

of $8,739 for providers in the conversion/rehab stratum to $28,600 for essential services 

agencies. The Emergency Shelter Grants Program was thus, for most of the agencies, a 

relatively small proportion of their total funding, as shown in the right panel of Exhibit 2.19. 

For 46 percent of all providers, ESG funding was 5 percent or less of their budgets, and for
Withan additional 26.6 percent of providers ESG contributed just 6 to 10 percent, 

conversion/rehab funds excluded from the operating budget (because they are technically capital 

and not operating funds), only 21.0 percent of all providers showed ESG funds above 10 percent 
of their operating budgets. The median proportion of ESG funding ranged from 4 percent, (for 
providers in the operations stratum) to 12 percent (for providers in the essential services

14 The evaluation uses operating budgets as an indicator of program size, even if the provider was 
receiving ESG funding for capital improvements. The evaluation did not address the size of the FY 91 capital 
budgets, but did collect information on cumulative capital investment over time. Those data are analyzed in 
Chapter 4.

15 Statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level.

16 py 91 budget figures were capped at $10 million; 26 providers reporting agency budgets over $10 
million are excluded. The capital portion of ESG grants (amounts for conversion, renovation or rehab) was 
excluded for this comparison with operating budgets.
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Chapter Two: The Growth and Current Status of the 
Emergency Shelter Grants Program

stratum), with an overall median of 10.6 percent for all providers.17

Where do the homeless-services providers obtain the rest of their resources? They 

received funding from a wide variety of other federal and non-federal sources, as summarized 

in Exhibit 2.20. Federal funding, including ESG funding was the largest contributor for 
providers in all strata, while state funding was consistently the second major source. Local 
governments contributed somewhat more to providers in the essential services and 

conversion/rehab strata, and foundations helped those in the operations stratum.18 Federal 
funding on average contributed 30.5 percent of provider agency budgets for homeless activities, 
while state funding averaged almost 20 percent. County or local governments, foundations, and 

individuals contributed smaller proportions of provider budgets. It is interesting to note that 
17.9 percent of the providers indicated they received funding from one or more other ESG 

grantees, in addition to the one for which they were drawn in the sample.19

HUD’s 1988 survey of shelters found that about two-thirds of shelter funding came from 

public sources (federal, state or local funds), while the 1984 survey had indicated only about 

one-third of shelter costs were covered by public sources.20 Exhibit 2.21 shows the sources 

of FY 91 funding for ESG-funded shelters. Local government shelters reported that, on 

average, 86.2 percent of their funding came from public sources. Shelters operated by private, 
nonprofit agencies without religious affiliations reported that 63.2 percent of their funding on 

average was from public sources, while shelters run by agencies with religious affiliations 

indicated that 47.5 percent of their funding on average was from public sources.

17 A few providers indicated that ESG provided more than 50 percent of their operating budget. Because 
ESG requires a dollar-for-dollar match, program dollars should not ever represent more than half of the total 
budget (although in-kind contributions may be a significant, but not obvious, source of matching funding). 
But the providers who reported heavy reliance on ESG gave budget data for smaller programs within larger 
agencies. While their particular service may be heavily supported by ESG, the agency as a whole is meeting 
its matching fund requirements. For example, one of these providers was a homelessness prevention fund, 
administered by a shelter that also received funds for other purposes. The fund, which was supported with 
ESG monies, is only part of the larger agency’s homeless services.

18 These differences are not statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level.

19 See Appendix B for a full sampling description.

20 The 1988 National Survey of Shelters for the Homeless, pp. 17-18.
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Chapter Two: The Growth and Current Status of the 
Emergency Shelter Grants Program

Exhibit 2.21

Sources of Funding for ESG-Supported Shelters: 
Distribution of Public vs. Private Funding

Percent Public 
Funding(a)

Percent Private 
Funding(b)Type of Shelter Total■

: Local Government Shelter
Private nonprofit shelter with 
religious affiliation

Private nonprofit shelter without 
religious affiliation

86.2% 13.8% 100.0%;
47.5% 52.5% 100.0%

63.2% 36.4% 100.0%

Source: Provider Survey, weighted data, Question 12 
Missing cases: 6 cases 
Notes: (a) Public funding includes federal, state, and county or local government funding.

(b) Private funding includes private foundations, businesses and individuals.

Other major federal funding sources for the ESG-supported providers in FY 91 were:

• The Community Development Block Grant Program (also sponsored by HUD), 
which granted funding for homeless activities to 27.1 percent of the ESG-funded 
providers;

• The Federal Emergency Management Agency’s Emergency Food and Shelter 
Program, which granted funding to 62.9 percent of the ESG providers; and

• The Department of Health and Human Services, which provided funding to 20.3 
percent of the agencies.

Small numbers of providers also reported receiving funding from the federal Department of 

Veterans Affairs, the Department of Education, and the Department of Labor.

Components of Shelter Operating Costs
The funding data examined above were at the aggregate, agency level. The discussion 

now turns to information on some components of provider costs. During the 15 site visits 

conducted for this study, detailed cost data were collected from 40 ESG-funded providers. Some 

of these providers (although not all) were able to produce sufficient data to allow a breakdown 

of shelter operating costs by component (e.g., administration, operations, essential services and 

homelessness prevention) and calculation of per bed and per square foot costs for their facilities.i
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Chapter Two: The Growth and Current Status of the 
Emergency Shelter Grants Program

These data are presented as examples of provider cost structures, however, given the small and 

-random sample, the costs discussed here should not be assumed to be representative of all 
ESG-funded providers. Total agency budgets for the 40 intensive-study site providers ranged 

from a low of $31,680 for a shelter with case management to a high of $1.7 million for a large, 
multi-service community action agency. The mean total budget for the 40 providers was 

$316,432.

non

On average, the providers reported that 44 percent of their budgets for homeless 

programs and services went to operations, 35 percent to essential services, 11 percent to 

administration, and about 10 percent to homelessness prevention activities. Staff costs were a 

substantial share of the total, averaging 66 percent of total project costs for the 40 providers. 
Total annual project costs per square foot (only available for 24 of the providers) ranged from 

$4 in a large shelter housing single individuals to $386 in a facility for homeless youth with a 

mean of $62 per square foot. For shelters (25 of the 40 providers), the average total annual 
project cost per bed was $8,087.

Annual operating costs (excluding staff) ranged from $10,090 to $268,988, with a total 
mean of $88,280 and a mean cost per square foot of $18.21 Annual operating costs per bed 

averaged $2,879 for 25 shelter providers. With staffing excluded, administrative costs were the 

single largest category of operating costs, averaging 23 percent of the total, as shown in Exhibit 
2.22. Utilities averaged 13 percent of the total, and maintenance and repairs averaged about 10 

percent of the total.

2.5.3 Populations Served

In this section and in Chapter 4, data are reported concerning the numbers of clients 

served by ESG-funded providers. The survey questions that gathered these data asked providers 

how many individuals and how many families they served. There may be some overlap in the 

counts of families and individuals, even though it is most common for providers to keep separate 

counts. Although we cannot be certain that the counts are unduplicated, the figures are quite

21 Data were not separately collected on non-administrative, non-service staffing costs (e.g., for cooks, 
security guards, or janitors).
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Exhibit 2.22

Components of Operating Costs22 
of ESG-Funded Providers23

Cost Component Average Percent of 
Operating Costs

Administration

Rent
Taxes and Insurance 

Maintenance and Repair 

Security System 

Utilities
Transportation/travel 
Furnishings and Equipment 

Other24

22.6%
9.0

8.1

10.0
s 1.1

13.4

5.1
4.6

26.1

Total 100.0%

22 Operating costs exclude staff.

23 Based on cost data from a purposive sample of 40 providers in intensive study sites. These sites were 
not selected randomly, therefore their costs may not be representative of all ESG-funded providers.

24 Other costs included items such as food, laundry service, client activities, fundraising costs, and 
volunteer recognition.
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consistent with a variety of other data about shelter size and occupancy rates. Therefore, we 

have considerable confidence in them.

Program Capacity
Overall, the ESG-funded providers reported that they each served an average of 1,247 

individuals and/or 936 families in their FY 91 operating year. Providers that were shelters 

reported an average nightly census of 40 over the previous 12 months, or an average of 12,644 

shelter days/nights for the year. Length of stay for all non-prevention providers averaged 70 

days, with a median of 30 days.
During the site visits, many of the service providers indicated that while their shelters 

may not be full to capacity every night, their programs operated at or above total capacity during 

certain months of the year (cold or rainy months) or during certain periods of the month (just 

before assistance checks or food stamps are issued). It is thus not surprising that, in the phone 

survey, 80.4 percent of providers nationwide indicated that they had turned eligible clients away, 

as shown in Exhibit 2.23. The average number of eligible clients who were turned away in the 

past 30 days was reported to be 43. Providers in the homelessness prevention stratum reported 

turning away an average of 52 clients in the past 30 days, while providers in the operations 

stratum reported an average of 48 tumaways.25

What are the reasons clients have beeen turned away? Approximately 75 percent of the 

providers in the essential services, conversion/rehab and operations strata reported that the 

primary reason was the shelter or program was at capacity. The next three most frequently cited 

reasons for these providers were security problems (especially in shelters undergoing 

renovation), an inebriated client, or the wrong type of client. For those providers in the 

homelessness prevention stratum, only 33.9 percent indicated that the reason was shelter 

capacity. Instead, these providers (many of them non-shelters) cited insufficient funds (35.5 

percent) and wrong type of client (11.0 percent) as the primary reasons for turning away clients.

In the 1988 survey of shelters, it appeared there were sometimes mismatches between 

the type of shelter space available and the type of client needing shelter. HUD’s survey findings

25 Note that 44 percent of the providers’ estimates of the number of turnaways are based on actual records 
and the remainder are based on best guesses.
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Chapter Two: The Growth and Current Status of the 
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suggested that spaces were generally available in a jurisdiction s larger homeless shelters. These 

facilities often offered only the "concrete services" of a bed and meals. Spaces at smaller 

facilities that offered more services seemed always to be at a premium.
ESG-funded shelters in the current study reported that, on average, they operated at 78 

percent of capacity.26 Small shelters (those with fewer than 25 beds) reported an average 

occupancy rate of 72 percent, and medium (25 to 50 beds) and large (more than 50 beds) 
shelters indicated they operated at 82 percent of capacity, on average. Approximately 5 percent 
of the shelters reported that their average nightly census exceeded their number of beds, 
indicating that they regularly served more homeless families and individuals than the number for 

which they had appropriate space.

Summary
This chapter has provided a descriptive analysis of the Emergency Shelter Grants 

Program’s grantees, recipients, and providers, highlighting the important role the ESG Program 

plays supporting local programs and services for the homeless. While a few grantees have 

substantial non-federal resources for their programs, many others rely heavily on ESG and other 

federal initiatives, including those established by the McKinney Act. Even though the role of 

ESG in providing funds for conversion and rehab has diminished over time, the program 

continues to make an important contribution to essential services provision and shelter 

operations. The ESG-funded providers are a diverse array of agencies; almost 20 percent are 

agencies other than shelters, such as health care facilities, substance abuse treatment centers, or 

counseling agencies. Those who received ESG funding for homelessness prevention in FY 91 

tend to be larger, well-established agencies which fund a range of services for people who 

at risk of losing their permanent housing.

Chapter 3 continues the analysis of program funding and costs by reviewing the 

implementation of the program - through an assessment of how grantees establish program 

priorities, select providers for funding, and coordinate various funding sources; and through an 

analysis of how providers coordinate services for homeless people. In Chapter 4, the impacts

are

26 For purposes of analysis, occupancy rate was calculated by dividing the provider’s reported bed 
capacity by the reported average nightly census. Computed occupancy rates that exceeded 150 percent of total 
bed capacity were excluded from the average figure.
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:
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of the program in meeting its goal of helping communities meet the present and future needs of 

the homeless are assessed. In Chapter 5, grantee and provider recommendations for improving 

the program are presented.
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Chapter Three

EMERGENCY SHELTER GRANTS PROGRAM 
IMPLEMENTATION

This chapter addresses the process of Emergency Shelter Grant (ESG) Program 

implementation developed by the grantees, recipients, and providers that received ESG funding 

in FY 91. The discussion, organized into the four policy themes of the evaluation—program 

administration, program funding and costs, program activities, and populations served—presents 

relevant information collected during the surveys of grantees, recipients, and providers and the 

insights obtained from visits to 15 intensive-study sites.1 Interviews were conducted with 20 

grantee representatives, 61 provider representatives, and 4 recipient representatives for a total 

of 86.

!

!

:

!

:
Program Administration
Since the beginning of the ESG Program in FY 87, 55 states and territories, 220 

metropolitan cities, and 107 urban counties have received notifications of funding allocations 

under the program. What has been the implementation experience of the grantees and homeless- 
services providers in ESG? The evaluation includes an examination of the following:

3.1

|

• Grantees’ processes for selection of goals and strategies for meeting the needs of 
the homeless;

• Grantees’ priorities for the use of ESG funds;
• Grantees’ coordination of the ESG funding with other resources for the 

homeless; and
• Grantee selection and monitoring of homeless-services providers.

1 The content of this chapter is responsive to research questions developed by HUD for this evaluation. 
Appendix A contains supplementary tables for each research question concerning implementation.
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Chapter Three: Emergency Shelter Grants Program Implementation

3.1.1 Grantee Selection of Goals and Strategies
What are the most pressing needs of the homeless population served by some ESG 

funding according to the grantees?^ As shown in Exhibit 3.1, the first-ranked priority by 56.9 

percent of all grantees was emergency shelter, followed by permanent low-cost housing (10.2 

percent) and homelessness prevention (7.8 percent). When examined from the standpoint of the 

top three most pressing needs, the grantees cited emergency shelter (72.5 percent) followed by 

food, transitional housing, homelessness prevention, and job training (19.9 to 24.3 percent).
To develop a strategy for assessing the needs of the homeless and providing assistance 

through ESG, all except one of the grantees actively sought information from a variety of 

sources. Exhibit 3.2 shows 97.6 percent of grantees gathered information from service 

providers. Many also consulted the information compiled in the state or local Comprehensive 

Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) documents.3 ■ In addition to these sources of 

information, some relied on the experience of their agency’s staff (91.9 percent), relied on the 

testimony of homeless advocates (79.5 percent), and/or indicated that the agency had made 

surveys of the needs of the homeless (70.0 percent).4 County and state grantees were 

significantly more likely to have conducted surveys.5 Counties were significantly more likely 

than cities to have made surveys of the needs of the homeless and were also significantly more 

likely than states to have used the CHAS. State and counties were significantly more likely than 

cities to have gathered information from service providers to assess the need for assistance 

provided by ESG.

2
While the shelters and other homeless-services providers may be closer to the clients, the grantees 

through their role as grant administrators have the responsibility for summarizing and prioritizing the needs 
of the homeless persons within their jurisdiction.

3 ■ i .iThe purpose of the CHAS is to document the local inventory of housing, facilities and services are 
available for low-income people with special needs, including the needs of homeless persons. While the 
CHAS is frequently prepared by the ESG grantee agency, this is not always the case. Grantees that have not 
contributed to the CHAS preparation are less familiar with its contents and therefore less likely to use it for 
planning strategies for the homeless.

4 The "surveys" of the needs of the homeless are likely to have been conducted by gathering information 
from homeless advocates and homeless-services providers.

5 The terms "significant" or "significantly more" 
significance test exceeds the 95 percent level of confidence.

used in this chapter only when a statisticalare
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Chapter Three: Emergency Shelter Grants Program Implementation

How have grantees selected their specific strategies for utilizing ESG to meet the needs 

of the homeless? In general, the three most frequently utilized resources in the development of 

specific strategies were the CHAS, input and recommendations from the grantee agency’s staff, 
and input and recommendations from homeless advocates. Each of these resources was cited 

by 80.5 to 84.8 percent of all the grantees interviewed.
The process for selection of specific strategies for using the ESG funds varied somewhat 

by type of grantee. The state grantees were significantly more likely than the counties to rely 

on staff recommendations, and states and counties were significantly more likely than cities to 

rely on recommendations of an interagency council.

These findings are similar to comments made by grantee administrators during visits 

to the 15 intensive-study sites: in 13 of the 15 sites, the development of the CHAS was viewed 

as the most important process for setting ESG goals (see Exhibit 3.3).6 However, two state 

grantees, Alabama and California, reportedly relied primarily on local input from recipient 
communities and homeless-services providers for developing strategies and goals to be 

implemented by the state. Maximizing local involvement in the goal-setting process was evident 
in all of the metropolitan cities and urban counties visited. Birmingham, Boston, New Orleans 

and San Francisco involved the Homeless Task Force and/or the Mayor’s office in setting ESG 

goals. Some of the entitlement cities and counties commented on the close coordination with 

each other, especially Chicago (with Cook County), Portland (with Multnomah County), 
Allegheny County (with Pittsburgh), and Jefferson County (with providers in Birmingham).

3.1.2 Grantee Priorities for the Use of ESG Funds
Over 90 percent of the grantees used ESG allocations to fill a particular niche in their 

strategies to meet the needs of the homeless, as shown in Exhibit 3.4. The top priority for the 

of ESG funding was supporting existing shelters. Ranked first by 42.6 percent of all 

grantees, and ranked among the top three priorities by 67.9 percent of all grantees, keeping the 

existing shelters open and operating was ranked as the highest priority by each type of grantee 

as well. Based on the percent ranking it number one, the next priority was renovation and 

rehabilitation of existing shelters. Provision of essential services and homelessness prevention

use

6 This exhibit and others like it in Chapters 3, 4, and 5 group the intensive-study sites into three clusters: 
states, metropolitan cities, and urban counties.
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Chapter Three: Emergency Shelter Grants Program Implementation

were not cited as frequently in the top rank, but they were very frequently named in the top 

three. Among the top three priorities, provision of essential services was cited by 49.6 percent 
of the grantees, and homelessness prevention by 37.2 percent. Other possibilities (such as 

increasing the number of beds or shelters) received distinctly lower rankings from the grantee

respondents.
A similar pattern was observed among the intensive-study sites. Sustaining operations 

for both shelters and other service providers was the primary goal set by ten of the 15 grantees 

interviewed (Exhibit 3.5). The other highly ranked priority, by seven of the grantees, was 

expanding essential services. These strategic views of the grantees were compatible with the 

views of the homeless-services providers whose executive directors spend much of their time 

fund raising. If the amount of funding to be raised in a specific locality is fixed, then expanding 

the number of shelters would reduce the average dollars available to each of the shelters. As

a result, the competition for the funds to keep the existing facilities open can be fairly intense. 
In the providers’ views, what was needed was support for their program, not expansion of the 

numbers of homelessness programs.
Given these program goals developed by the grantees and their understanding of the 

needs of the homeless to be served, how do the grantee agencies set priorities among the four 

categories of ESG-eligible funded activities? To determine which of the four activities to fund

among the ESG allowable ones, the grantees primarily relied on local input to develop the 

tactics for the allocation of ESG resources. Exhibit 3.6 shows the most frequently mentions 

means of setting priorities. Of all of the grantees, 42.4 percent rely on the grant requests of 

homeless-services providers; 21.7 percent stated that they use the input of providers and others. 

On the other hand, some grantees were more likely to made the determination internally: 27.4

percent of all grantees make these decisions themselves or in concert with their own staff, the 

city council, the mayor’s office, or some interagency committee. State grantees were
significantly more likely than city grantees to make the decision themselves, as they were farther 

from the locus of service provision. Not surprisingly, only 12.0 percent based these decisions
on the CHAS, since these documents seldom contained sufficient specificity for use in setting 

priorities among the four activities.7

7 Only 6 percent of the state grantees indicated that they based the decision on the CHAS document. 
Counties were significantly more likely to use the CHAS for setting priorities.
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Chapter Three: Emergency Shelter Grants Program Implementation

Among the 15 grantees interviewed during the intensive-site visits, eight set allocations 

among the four activities primarily on the basis of the field-initiated requests from the homeless- 
services providers and intermediate recipients. Alabama was an exception, relying primarily on 

the requests from the recipient cities and counties to set priorities among the activities funded. 
As shown in Exhibit 3.7, grantees developed their own strategic plans for the allocation of 

resources among the activities. Ohio partially based allocations among the activities on a state­
wide formula for maintaining shelter capacity, with competition for the remaining services and 

prevention funds. Portland’s allocation was carefully coordinated with Multnomah County’s 

planning and divided among the service delivery zones in the area. In Morris County, the state- 
maintained County Emergency Assistance System (CEAS) committee reviewed all of the 

applications and made coordinated funding decisions. In other cases (California, Chicago), the 

grantees emphasized that although they were primarily funding shelter operations, they selected 

the providers to fund based on their track record and range of essential services offered. 
Moreover, as indicated previously, many of the grantees used the ESG funding to fill a niche 

that was difficult to fund from other sources. The ESG, in many cases, has been used to cover 
the mundane but necessary components of an emergency shelter’s program (such as the 

electricity bill or rent).
The block grant mechanism for the allocation of ESG funds influenced the strategies 

undertaken by the grantees to a considerable degree (see Exhibit 3.8). While 20.3 percent of 

the grantees indicated that the block grant mechanism influenced their choices to a very 

considerable extent, an additional 44.3 percent indicated that it influenced them to a considerable 

extent. This mechanism let the grantees control funds allocation among the eligible activities. 
In some cases it allowed the grantees to ensure the survival of a shelter or a service provider by 

targeting the funding to holes in that organization’s budget. In other cases, a grantee without 

other funding for capital projects could use ESG to fill that niche. As will be discussed in 

Chapter 5, the block grant (or formula) mechanism was a program feature widely recommended 

for retention in the future, thereby ensuring a continuing flow of Federal funding into the 

jurisdiction of the grantee.
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Chapter Three: Emergency Shelter Grants Program Implementation

3.1.3 Grantee Coordination of ESG with Other Resources
Chapter 2 presented the sources of funding that were available to shelters and other 

homeless-services providers. Because they received only a portion of their funding for homeless 

activities from ESG, most grantees and all providers had to coordinate the sources of funding 

that were available to them. With the exception of the three grantees in Alabama, all the other 

intensive-study site grantees had coordinating councils that were responsible for internal 
coordination of ESG with other homeless activities (see Exhibit 3.9). Six of the grantees 

(California, Maryland, Boston, New Orleans, Allegheny County and Morris County) had a 

coordinating body that was dedicated to issues of the homeless. Other grantees coordinated the 

delivery of resources to the homeless through an interagency council (Ohio and Texas). Still 
others used one or more city/county departments to coordinate the effort (Corpus Christi, 
Portland, and San Francisco). In some jurisdictions, coordination was made even more 

necessary by the fact that responsibility for homeless programs did not rest solely with the 

grantee agency (Maryland, San Francisco).
At the provider level, coordination of funding sources was not the problem. Over time, 

some providers have come to view ESG as one of their sources of funding for "a particular set 
of sub-activities." For example, one provider said, "ESG is a wonderful source of funding for 

operations." From her perspective, there were other sources that would willingly cover essential 
services with fewer restrictions. "Sizzle sells," especially for targeted essential services for the 

homeless; similarly, providers explained that they could acquire donations of anything to which 

you could add a name plaque. But this left gaps, especially in operating expenses, 24-hour 

staffing, van drivers, in-service training, and similar types of staff development. Sometimes 

ESG funds could be used to fill the niche and sometimes other sources had to cover the gap.

Examples of the need for other sources of funds came up most frequently in small 
shelters. Prior to the Housing and Community Development Act of 1992,8 the ESG regulations

According to the ESG Program Government Technical Monitor, "Prior to the Housing and Community 
Development Act of 1992, the statute did not allow ESG funds to be used to pay staff salaries for shelter 
operators or managers. The regulations interpreted this prohibition to mean that no part of such a person’s 
salary could be paid with ESG funds, even if the shelter operator or manager carried out essential services 
activities as part of his or her job."
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Chapter Three: Emergency Shelter Grants Program Implementation

required that a full-time case manager^ could not perform any other function in the shelter and 

be paid from ESG funds. As a consequence of this interpretation of the regulations, in one small 
shelter with only two paid staff, the case manager could not be paid by ESG because she 

occasionally had to fill in for sick volunteer cooks (and this occasional use of her time could not 
be paid by ESG). At another small shelter, the evening case manager was the only person on- 
duty. Because the inteipretation of the regulations was that part of the night manager’s function 

was administration, rather than solely case management, the evening case manager could not be 

paid with ESG funds. In larger facilities, with more staff, this type of issue did not arise 

because other staff could cover for non-ESG eligible tasks. The greatest challenge for grantees 

and homeless-services providers was predominately to find sufficient resources to keep the 

existing facilities open and operating and cover all of the costs of delivering services.
For other providers, the coordination of the various sources of funding was handled by 

the grantee’s accounting division. In these jurisdictions, the grantee agency pools public funds 

from a variety of sources and puts out combined or mixed grants to providers. All the provider 

knew was that their contract with the grantee stipulated which costs would be reimbursed up to 

a specific amount for certain lines in the budget. The provider sent the grantee a complete set 

of receipts each month, together with a monthly progress report, and the grantee selected the 

proper funding source for each invoice. Among the places meeting this description were the 

Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Chicago, and Multnomah County (OR). In such places, some 

providers might not even recognize that they were funded with ESG monies.

Other providers received ESG funding from more than one source. As discussed in 

more detail in Section 3.1.4, this situation typically forced the provider to prepare separate 

invoices and separate reports for each source of ESG funds. This required paperwork sometimes 

occurred on different funding cycles, thereby forcing as many as three different reports during 

three different weeks of each month.

How do grantees and providers rate their overall effectiveness in internally coordinating 

the program requirements of the various sources of funding from homeless programs and

9 The term "case management” used in this evaluation refers to the functions required to pull together and 
provide linkage to the network of supportive services providers who can meet the various needs of homeless 
persons. The importance of a "case manager” is the commonsense notion that it is extremely difficult for 
anyone, let alone a homeless person, to negotiate the complex and diffuse supportive services systems. The 
most frequently identified functions of a case manager are assessment of services needs, development of a 
services plan, linkage to services, monitoring of services provision, maximizing compliance, and advocacy.
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activities? The majority of the respondents surveyed (55.8 percent of grantees and 83.2 percent 
of providers) rated their internal coordination as very effective. The difference between the 

grantees and providers assessment of this issue was probably due to differences in their 
responsibilities. The grantees were charged with administering the ESG program funds whether 

or not they coordinated these monies with other sources of funding, while the providers were 

charged with operating their programs and making certain that expenses could be covered 

according the regulations of each source of funding—a task requiring much more coordination. 
Less than 2 percent of grantees and providers rated their coordination as either somewhat or very 

ineffective.
What circumstances enhance or impede coordination of resources? During the 15 site 

visits, grantees and providers generally indicated few problems coordinating the various 

resources for homeless activities. None of the programs were resource-rich (many had less than 

two months operating capital in backlog); any source of funding could be applied to some 

eligible aspect of the program. The impeding circumstances most frequently mentioned were 

related to meeting differing program requirements for documentation of expenses and reporting. 
One provider, receiving ESG from three different entitlements, had three different funding and 

reporting cycles for the ESG. Other providers reported that some grantees, not knowing exactly 

what would be required, asked for everything, thereby creating a sizeable paper trail.

3.1.3 Grantee Selection and Monitoring of Homeless-Services Providers
How do grantees select the homeless-services providers for ESG funding? Discussions 

during the intensive site visits produced a finding that many grantees depend on provider 

funding applications for indication of need and then "back into " overall ESG funds allocation 

through choice of providers. The selection process for providers was usually quite formal. As 

shown in Exhibit 3.10, 85.9 percent of grantees conducted a separate application process for the 

ESG funds. This ensured that providers were cognizant that the source of funding was the 

federal Emergency Shelter Grant Program, with its own specific rules and requirements 

regarding use of funds. How does the grantee agency publicize the availability of ESG funding? 

Exhibit 3.10 also shows that the grantees targeted prior and prospective awardees by multiple 

Most grantees (91.4 percent) sent announcements to providers funded in the past. A 

similar percentage of grantees (88.9 percent) also met with prospective providers and sent
means.
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Chapter Three: Emergency Shelter Grants Program Implementation

announcements to them. Grantees were somewhat less likely to send out formal requests for 
proposals (RFPs), but state grantees were significantly more likely than city grantees to have 

sent out RFPs to either type of provider.

What methods are being employed by grantees to allocate funds? Exhibit 3.11 shows 

that most of the grantees (90.6 percent) required a written application for ESG funds. However, 
there were statistically significant differences by grantee type, with cities less likely to require 

written applications than states and territories. While the required contents of these applications 

varied, most included the following: a narrative of the activities to be funded (89.8 percent), 

a budget for how the funds would be spent (89.4 percent), a description of client population (88 

percent), and narrative on matching funds (86.2 percent). Although the information would be 

very helpful in coordinating funding sources and a 

each homeless-services provider, one-third of the grantees did not request a budget for the total 
facility or program operated by the provider.

Although unexpected, it appeared to be fairly common for a provider to receive ESG 

funding from more than one grantee. For example, a shelter may get ESG grants from both the 

city and state or from both the city and county. During the intensive-study site visits, the 

evaluation team found that, if two grantees were allocating funds to the same services provider, 

one grantee might not be aware of the other’s action. This situation occurred in one city, where 

the city and the state were unaware of each others’ allocation of ESG funds until after the 

fact.10 This situation was also found in another state, where it was complicated further by the 

state’s use of a recipient level for administering the ESG Program (see Section 2.4). The three 

grantees selected for intensive-study in the state further illustrate this point: the city selected is 

an ESG-entitlement city located in an ESG-entitlement urban county. Most of the homeless- 

services providers were located in the city. As a consequence, some providers in the city were 

receiving ESG funding from three grantee sources—from the entitlements to the city and the 

county as well as from the state. In addition, the state was using both the city and the county 

as intermediate recipients and further decision makers in the allocation of the state’s 

entitlement funds. In this situation, the homeless-services providers were all too cognizant 

which entity was responsible for each funding stream, as they had to report separately on each

.ing provision of adequate resources to

10 HUD printouts were the source of information to the state on the city’s use of the ESG resources.
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Chapter Three: Emergency Shelter Grants Program Implementation

one. But none of the grantees was fully aware of the complex picture. In other locales (for 

example another ESG-entitlement urban county and the ESG-entitlement city within the county), 
both grantees worked together to develop a comprehensive County Homeless Plan; the county 

grantees funded some providers in the city and others in the outlying portions of the county, with 

careful coordination of the resources flowing to agencies in the city.
Multiple sources of ESG funding11 were permitted by many of the grantees. As 

Exhibit 3.11 also shows, entitlement cities and their service providers were commonly allowed 

to compete for ESG funding, under the policies adopted by the state and urban county grantees. 

Among the state grantees and urban counties, 80.4 percent and 49.2 percent, respectively 

allowed entitlement cities within their jurisdictions to compete for ESG funds.12 Likewise, 
77.7 percent of state grantees and 64.0 percent of urban county grantees allowed the homeless- 
services providers in entitlement communities to compete for their ESG funding.13

With respect to selection of agencies for funding, is any special effort made to recruit 
providers in underserved areas or among underserved populations? The grantees’ answers to 

both issues were split nearly 50-50. While half of all grantees (including 62.0 percent of state 

grantees) have tried to expand coverage in underserved areas, and half of grantees have made 

special efforts to increase coverage for underserved populations, the other grantees have 

concentrated their limited resources on projects and programs they are already supporting.

How do the grantees make the ESG funding decisions? How are specific providers 

selected for funding? Who is involved in the selection, and who makes the final decision? The 

process appeared to vary widely by type of grantee, as shown in Exhibit 3.12, and many of the 

differences in the percentages are statistically significant. Among the state grantees, 98.2 

percent used their own agency staff to make the preliminary decisions,14 with 59.2 percent

11 Multiple sources do not mean overlap or substitution of resources. Among the homeless-services 
providers interviewed, the possibility of competing for any (frequently small) grant to fund yet other 
uncovered parts of their budgets was viewed as "worth the trouble."

12 The difference in these proportions is statistically significant.

13 Approximately 1 percent of the providers in the grantee census data base were receiving ESG funding 
from more than one grantee.

14 States were significantly more likely than cities and counties to use their own agency staff in the 
preliminary stage of decision-making.
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Chapter Three: Emergency Shelter Grants Program Implementation

forming an interagency committee to screen applications.15 Similarly, 70.0 percent of urban 

counties made preliminary decisions among agency staff and/or 60.4 percent formed an 

interagency committee. However, among the metropolitan cities, while 76.6 percent first 
developed a set of recommendations among agency staff, but elected officials were also involved 

by 47.5 percent of the city grantees. Input from local coalitions was significantly less likely for 

state grantees (8.7 percent) than for cities (21.8 percent) and significantly more likely for 

counties (37.5 percent) than for either cities or states at the preliminary round.
The control over the final decision was similar. State grantees were significantly more 

likely to make the final decision among agency staff (65.5 percent), compared to 48.0 percent 
of counties and 35.4 percent of cities. On the other hand, significantly more city grantees 

deferred to elected officials for the final decisions about which specific providers to fund, than 

state or county grantees. Of the final decisions in cities, 46.2 percent were made by elected 

officials, compared to 19.6 percent in counties, and 16.0 percent in states.
The initial legislation for ESG placed no time limits on grantees and providers for 

spending the funds. When HUD discovered that the drawdowns of ESG funding was very slow, 

it added a regulatory requirement that the spending be completed within two years. This 

requirement has generally not been a burden on providers, with a few exceptions. From the 

beginning of the ESG Program in FY 87, the design, approval, and implementation of capital 

projects have been tedious and time-consuming. Even for those providers funded with the FY 

91 allocation, it was viewed as difficult to complete capital projects within the two-year 

limit.16 Almost all of the ESG allocations to providers for other activities were spent within 

the first year after grant award. One exception has been among the providers funded by the 

state of California. This state has tended to make large allocations (between $100,000 and 

$200,000) with the expectation that the funding will extend over the two-year grant period. This 

procedure permits the grantee to concentrate attention and resources on alternating sets of 

providers, diminishing the administrative work.
Over time, as shown in Section 2.3.2, grantees’ selection of ESG activities to fund has 

been modified. Some of the changes in strategy have come from experience, for example, the

15 States and counties were significantly more likely than cities to form an interagency council.

16 As stated by one grantee, "Environmental review renders ESG useless for this activity." Another 
grantee reported, "We restrict the use of ESG to the less costly rehab only."
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obstacles encountered during the environmental review process in trying to use ESG funding for 

conversions and major rehabilitations. Other changes have come as a result of increases in the 

caps on certain activities. However, in the face of substantial cuts in the levels of ESG funding 

for FY 93, the latest change in the grantees’ strategy for use of the ESG funding has been to 

sustain on-going operations (and/or essential services) of previously funded providers. This 

strategy has coincided with the over-arching strategy of keeping the shelters open and operating, 
but it effectively has reduced the opportunities of new services providers to compete for the 

existing ESG funds.

Program Funding and Costs
As described in Section 2.5.2, approximately 79 percent of provider agencies receive 

less than 10 percent of their (cash) operating budgets from ESG. This estimate of the operating 

budget does not include the value of the in-kind services and volunteer hours; if included, the 

budget share of ESG would be even lower. By contrast, on average, this program has accounted 

for 48 percent of cumulative capital investment (since FY 87).17 As the providers have used 

ESG funds to assist in the implementation of their programs, they have had to meet the ESG 

requirements for:

3.2

• Matching funds for the ESG award;

• Causes of cost variation; and

• Cost monitoring of the ESG funds by grantees.

3.2.1 Planned and Actual Matching of ESG Funds

Grantees are responsible for meeting the matching funds requirement in the ESG 

Program. To what extent have grantees matched ESG funds equally with funds from other 

sources, as required? The only detailed data on ESG matching funds are limited to the 15 

intensive-study sites. During the site visits, very specific funding information was collected 

from the providers visited. What emerged was a consistent pattern of the grantees’ passing the 

match responsibility to providers, requiring each of the providers to specify the source(s) of

17 The sample for the capital budgets over time is limited to those providers receiving ESG funding in FY 
91. Providers funded for conversion, renovation, or rehabilitation in earlier years and not funded thereafter 
are not represented in the sample.
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matching funds for the ESG monies. In only one instance was the grantee identifying the 

sources(s) of matching funds from its own resources. This finding was not surprising for state 

grantees; according to The Council of State Governments’ 1989 survey report, Homelessness in 

the States, only 27 states have state legislation specifically targeted toward the homeless,18 and 

much of this legislation only created commissions to study the problem or assigned federal grant 
funds to a specific state agency. The profiles of each of the states prepared by the Interagency 

Council on the Homeless in 1992 presented a somewhat different picture of states’ efforts on 

behalf of the homeless.19 The Interagency Council’s report20 only identified 15 states with 

legislation specifically aimed at aiding the homeless. The purposes of the legislation cited 

included establishment of a homeless coordinator’s office, exempting transitional housing from 

property taxes, and authorization of a tax check-off program to support funding of initiatives to 

aid the homeless. Moreover, the Interagency Council’s report identified 28 states that were 

sponsoring state-initiated programs and activities using state sources of funds. Of those 28 

states, 25 percent were spending less than $1 million per year on programs for the homeless.
What has been the primary source of matching funding? The primary source(s) of 

matching funds was the providers receiving ESG monies, not the grantees. Because the typical 

ESG contribution to the total operating budget of the providers was 10 percent or less, 
supplying the matching funds for ESG was relatively easy,21 Exhibit 3.13 displays the 

sources of matching funds identified by the selected intensive-study site providers, grouped by 

site. Most of the providers listed more than one source of matching funds. As a result, the lists 

included a combination of federal funds from various sources (CDBG, FEMA, AFDC 

Emergency Assistance, Department of Justice programs); state and local general funds; United

18 Council of State Governments, Homelessness in the States, 1989, pp. 80-82.

19 Interagency Council on the Homeless, State Profiles: What States Are Doing to Help People, 1992.

20 This report specifically did not include matching funds for federal programs as a state program or
activity.

21 The fact that the providers supply the sources of matching funds was probably due to two primary 
issues: the states and local governments had few, if any, resources for this purpose and the providers that 

receiving ESG funding already had identified other (ESG matching funds-eligible) sources to support 
the other 90 percent of their program services.
were
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Chapter Three: Emergency Shelter Grants Program Implementation

Way; various private contributions from individuals, corporations,22 foundations, and other 
religious organizations; and other provider-based contributions (including the salary of the 

executive director, in-kind services, volunteer hours, and client fees).23

As noted above, one of the striking aspects of sources for ESG matching funds is the 

number of providers that cannot tap state or local sources. Of the 15 sites visited, only nine had 

the option of applying for state or local sources of funding to support activities for the homeless 

(see Exhibit 3.14).24 Although California had developed the largest pool of resources with 

two bond issues in 1987, at present their emergency shelter fund is nearly depleted and no state 

general revenues will be used to replenish it. The sources of matching funding that the 

providers described were an actual part of their current operating budgets, not simply a list of 

potential targets for soliciting donations.

3.2.2 Causes of Cost Variation
What are the causes of cost variation among the service providers? During the 15 

intensive-study site visits, the evaluation team collected information on the program costs of 

most of the service providers visited.25 The annual per bed costs of providing emergency 

shelter and other services to the clients served by these programs ranged from $722 to $60,595, 

with an average of $8,087 and a median of $5,569. The causes of this enormous range were 

several. Providers with the lowest costs were those with: more than the average number of 

beds (over 50); practically no paid staff (e.g., two paid staff in a 60-bed shelter); and heavy

22 One provider cited support from nearly 100 corporations and foundations.

23 Client fees are frequently charged to private-pay (not homeless) clients of substance abuse detoxification 
and treatment facilities.

24 Nationally, according to a 1992 publication of the Interagency Council on the Homeless, 28 of the 50 
states as well as the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands have state initiated (and 
supported) programs for the homeless.

25 The forms used to collect the cost information were a significant challenge for the providers to 
complete. The forms attempted to break out costs within the ESG-funded categories (operations, essential 
services, homelessness prevention) and to separate out the costs of capital improvement. Since none of the 
providers had accounting systems that split costs out in a similar fashion, many of the cost figures provided 
were estimates, not actual values. In some cases, providers included the costs of staff to run the shelter 
(cooks, night managers), but in other cases they did not. In some cases, providers included the value of 
volunteer labor, but in other cases they did not. Intensive follow-up solved some, but certainly not all, of the 
discrepancies.
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Chapter Three: Emergency Shelter Grants Program Implementation

volunteer labor, donated food, clothing, and furniture; few services on thedependence
premises; and very short allowed stays. For example, among the providers interviewed during 

the site visits, the provider with the lowest costs was an overnight shelter for women and

on

children .hat rented 54,000 individuals in ,he ta yea, f„, an average of 3 ,o 5 days By 

contrast, the providers with ,h, highest costs were those that: retved few ftnriiies „ a tinre (6 

,0 12); were staffed with M-time professional and paraprefessional staff and relatively few 

volunteers; and provide case management and intensive, wide-ranging puality services over the 

entire duration of a long stay (usually 6 months or more). Among the providers interviewed 

during the site visits, the provider with the highest costs was an 18-mon.h transitional pregram 

for women and children. The program leased six transitional homes (using Section 8 

certificates) for the families to occupy, while the long-term services the agency provided 

focused on developing self-sufficiency. Other high-cost programs also offered a considerable
were

amount of essential services using their own staff and spent nearly 75 percent of their annual 
budget delivering those services. But by housing clients in a group setting, the housing costs 

were less than the highest cost program.

Based on a limited number of observations, it appears that key variables influencing 

costs per client include:

* • shelter configuration and size;

• staff composition and qualifications/skills;

• extent of in-kind contributions, especially volunteer labor;

• essential services mix and intensity; and

• length of client stay in the program.

3.2.3 Cost Monitoring by Grantees

What methods do grantees use to monitor the activities of the shelters and other service 

providers they fund? Ninety-one percent of all grantees take an active role (a least monthly 

telephone calls, careful review of monthly reports and invoices, and annual site visits), as shown 

in Exhibit 3.15. This survey finding was corroborated by the site visits: grantee agency officials 

were very aware of the activities of the homeless-services provider organizations visited. Many
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Chapter Three: Emergency Shelter Grants Program Implementation

viewed their administrative role as an active one, even if most of their explicit function was to 

approve requests for reimbursements within the specific range of activities that were funded by 

ESG.
How do the grantees monitor provider costs? Virtually all of the grantees and providers 

interviewed during the site visits indicated that ESG funds were only applied to actual invoices 

summarized and submitted monthly by the providers. Included in these monthly reports were 

brief narratives summarizing the month’s activities and the demographic characteristics of the 

population served.

3.3 Implementation of Program Activities

This section presents a description of how the shelters and other services providers have 

implemented their programs, including:

• Implementation of physical improvements;

• Implementation of essential services;

• Implementation of homelessness prevention; and

• Implementation of operations.

3.3.1 Implementation of Physical Improvements
According to the reports of those interviewed during the site visits, implementation of 

physical improvements was the most challenging of the ESG-funded activities. As discussed 

previously in Section 2.3.2 and shown in Exhibit 2.5, during the early years of the ESG, over 

50 percent of the dollar allocations program-wide were made for conversion, renovation, or 

rehabilitation. When the General Accounting Office evaluated the drawdowns of ESG funds 

during the first two years of the program, they discovered that substantial amounts of funding 

had not yet been used. While this evaluation did not assess the concurrence of the use of ESG 

funding for conversion, renovation, or rehabilitation, and the delayed spending of ESG 

allocations, the greater than 50 percent proportion of this activity was likely to have affected the 

ESG drawdowns during the early years. As grantees and providers became more experienced 

with the ESG, they learned that the environmental review process could take a long period of 

time, especially if the provider encountered any local resistance. According to the grantees and
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providers interviewed during the intensive site visits, when the two-year limitation on the 

spending of ESG funding was instituted, much of the conversion, renovation, or rehabilitation 

funding was relegated to smaller projects that were more feasible during the two-year limit.
In the discussion that follows, the difficulties encountered during implementation of 

conversion, renovation, or rehabilitation activities appear less significant than indicated from the 

reports of those interviewed during the site visits.26 The two principal reasons are:
• This evaluation covers all conversion, renovation, or rehabilitation project funding 

since FY 87, but only for providers that received FY 91 funding, not all providers 
that ever received ESG funding since FY 87; and

• This evaluation does not include providers that encountered the most serious 
obstacles and could not complete their projects or could not use the conversion, 
renovation, or rehabilitation funds at all. As discovered during the site visits, some 
providers’ capital projects had to be postponed, abandoned, or funded through 
other sources, such as CDBG. The ESG funding was then reallocated to other 
providers.

According to the providers, about one-fifth of all the shelters (and occasionally other 

service providers) used ESG funding to renovate or convert buildings for use. Among the 

shelters, 21.0 percent indicated they had at some point received conversion, renovation, or 

rehabilitation funding from ESG. As shown in Exhibit 3.16, 22.4 percent of the 24-hour 

shelters, 18.8 percent of the day shelters, and 10.2 percent of the night shelters used ESG funds 

for conversion, renovation, or rehabilitation. Data on the costs of these projects and the specific 

improvements undertaken are displayed in Exhibit 3.17. Because of a few very large capital 
investment projects, the average cost of a project was $1,046,672, while the median project cost 
was $89,174. The average ESG portion of these projects was $229,206, while the median ESG 

contribution was $35,100.

How long does it take to convert, renovate, or rehabilitate a structure, with ESG funds, 
for use as an emergency shelter? According to the providers, it has taken an average of six 

months to conduct capital improvement projects (Exhibit 3.18); however, the range among all

26 All providers surveyed were asked about this topic if they had 
conversion/renovation/rehabilitation.

used ESG funding forever
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Chapter Three: Emergency Shelter Grants Program Implementation

1 to 29 months.27 The most typical response wasproviders that conducted improvements
indication that many of the renovations conducted were small jobs (add fire alarms,

was

1 month, an 

make a bathroom
, averaged 9 months, and the median number of months for conversion was 7, few of the 

conversion projects took significantly longer than the average for all conversion, renovation, and

handicapped-accessible, or install a new stove). While conversion projects,

per se

rehabilitation projects.
Approximately three-quarters of the providers who attempted and completed a 

conversion, renovation, or rehabilitation project using ESG funding experienced no delays. 
Among those reporting problems, the most typical were contractor delays (57.5 percent), 
procurement delays (38.6 percent), bidding delays (36.9 percent), and environmental review 

delays (23.5 percent). When asked to identify the most significant problem encountered, 60.6 

percent of the providers indicated they had no significant problems. Some 20.3 percent of the 

providers indicated that excessive documentation was the most significant issue. No other issue 

was reported by more than five percent of providers.
In sum, for many of the providers, the conversion, renovation, or rehabilitation 

experience improved with time. According to the providers interviewed during the 15 intensive- 

site visits, they became more experienced with contracting for smaller projects.28 In the case 

of Montgomery Alabama, the city assigned one of its employees to do all of the contracting and 

supervision for all of the ESG-funded projects. Currently, the need continues for this type of 

activity, especially for projects such as resurfacing floors, replacing windows with more energy 

efficient designs, and upgrading kitchens.

3.3.2 Implementation of Essential Services

To what extent has the ESG enhanced client access to social services? As shown in 

Exhibit 3.19, 91.6 percent of the grantees said that ESG has increased social services offered,

27 Only two providers exceeded the current 24-month ceiling for conversion, renovation, or rehabilitation. 
Both began their projects in 1987 or 1988, prior to the time limitation on spending of ESG funding. Given 
this distribution, it does not appear that this sample of providers represents those conducting conversion, 
renovation or rehabilitation projects in earlier years, when so much opposition was encountered that the 
implementation took much longer than 24 months to complete.

28 Over time, these providers had learned that using ESG funds for small projects was realistic, but using 
funds for major rehabilitation or conversion projects was less so. Recommendations related to this 
discussed in Chapter 5 (Section 5.3.1).

are
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Chapter Three: Emergency Shelter Grants Program Implementation

and 63.0 percent indicated that the program has reduced the number of underserved homeless. 
These impressions are very important, and they are in line with the impacts of the programs that 

were discussed during the intensive-study site visits.
Homeless-services providers offered further evidence on the extent that ESG has 

enhanced client access to social services, as shown in Exhibit 3.20. Nearly fifty percent of the 

providers interviewed said they had added new services as a result of ESG funding', 27.3 

percent said that (at least some) of their new services were a direct result of the ESG funding, 
and 21.4 percent reported that new services were an indirect result of the ESG funding. The 

services that have been added by the providers included education and training (20.4 percent), 
child-related services (16.4 percent), housing-related services (13.8 percent), and transportation 

services (11.7 percent). Nearly sixty percent reported increased service capacity.
Exhibit 3.21 presents the same information (about client access to essential services) by 

shelter type. The day shelters (47.6 percent) and non-shelter providers (36.7 percent) were more 

likely to attribute the addition of new services directly to ESG funding. Of all of the 

possibilities for additional services and/or space, 45.3 percent of the day shelters reported 

spending the ESG funds on building improvement; night shelters, 24-hour shelters,- and non­
shelter providers reported spending the funding on increased service capacity (45.9 percent, 71.3 

percent, and 48.4 percent, respectively). Among the non-shelter providers, 30.1 percent 
indicated that they had added housing and related services (management of transitional housing 

and provision of rental assistance) as a result of ESG funding.
Are ESG funds used to pay all or part of the salaries of those who provide essential 

services?29 As shown in Exhibit 3.22, 37.7 percent of all homeless-services providers 

indicated that FY 91 ESG funds were used to pay for service delivery staff. Significantly more 

providers in the essential services stratum (61 percent) than in other strata used ESG funding to 

pay for at least part of the essential services offered to clients, although ESG funding for 

essential services was found among some providers in all strata, as indicated in Exhibit 3.23. 

Staff delivering essential services and working in 24-hour shelters (41.1 percent) or for non­
shelter providers (43.2 percent) were most likely to be paid by ESG funds.

OQ Only those providers who were currently serving clients were asked to address this question.
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Chapter Three: Emergency Shelter Grants Program Implementation

According to the providers, the primary way clients learned about the services offered 

was from numerous referral sources, as shown in Exhibits 3.24 (by stratum) and 3.25 (by shelter 
type): social service agencies (mentioned by 99.2 percent of providers); clergy, friends, other 
shelters, citizens, doctors, police and walkins (between 89.6 and 96.3 percent); detoxification 

and substance abuse treatment facilities, psychiatric programs and treatment centers, courts, 
public housing agencies, parents, and the "hotline" (between 69.4 and 79.4 percent). The 

sources of client referrals were similar for all of the types of shelters, with one exception—the 

day shelters were much more likely to have clients referred to the program by their own 

outreach workers. The numbers of different referral agents reported by the providers and the 

substantial percentages reported for many of them underscore the strength of the providers’ 
networks and their reputations in the community. If the providers were not offering an 

important service to homeless persons in the community, they would not be known to so many 

other local authorities and citizens.
Once referred to a shelter or other homeless-services provider, what specific essential 

services are clients being offered? The ESG-funded service providers in all strata offered 

and/or coordinated a wide variety of services to the homeless. Exhibit 3.26 summarizes the 

services coordinated by all providers and indicates whether the services were funded by ESG, 
whether the service was provided on-site (rather than at another facility), and whether the service 

or activity was required for all clients.30 A factor analysis of the list of services revealed that 
they were offered and/or coordinated by the providers in four clusters—core services,31 and 

essential services: assistance services, skills development services, and intervention/treatment 

services.

30 The list of services in the survey did not include "case management."
♦

31 Core services are typically considered operating cost and are allowable operating costs under the ESG 
program regulations.
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Chapter Three: Emergency Shelter Grants Program Implementation

Almost 90 percent of all providers offered bed space,32 while 79.3 percent offered 

breakfast, 79.6 percent offer dinner, and 69.3 percent offer lunch. Beds, meals, and 

clothing33 were offered as the core services (sometimes called "concrete services") by most 
of the homeless-services providers. Among ESG-fimded providers, a full 93.1 percent of the 

providers indicated that they also provide other services beyond outside referrals to their 

homeless or near-homeless clients.
The most common assistance services (offered by 90 percent or more of the providers) 

were assistance obtaining benefits and finding permanent housing. Also quite common were 

assistance in daily living skills such as money management (86.2 percent), transportation (79.1 

percent), support groups (78.6 percent), and job referrals (69.8 percent). Nutritional 
counseling, child care and clothing were other forms of assistance offered by a substantial 
proportion of the providers.

Shown on the second page of Exhibit 3.26 are five skills-development services that were 

commonly offered, including assistance in GED preparation (47.9 percent), vocational 
counseling (50.6 percent), and training in other basic skills e.g., budgeting (32.0 percent). The 

third cluster, intervention and treatment services, included substance abuse counseling (53.4 

percent), psychological counseling (45.5 percent), and medical care (44.2 percent). 
Detoxification and other forms of drug treatment were the least frequent services offered (22.5 

percent).

Most providers reported that participation in these services was voluntary rather than 

required of their clients, but 30.3 percent did require clients to take advantage of assistance with 

daily living skills, and 32.0 percent required participation in support groups. Most providers 

offered these additional services on-site, rather than referring clients to other agencies; over 80 

percent of the ESG-supported providers indicated that the above-mentioned services 

provided at their facility. Services less frequently provided on-site were classes in English as 

a Second Language (provided on-site by 38.9 percent of the agencies), medical care (provided

were

Recall that some providers are not shelters, and that some shelters are day-only operations that may 
not offer bed space.

33 A factor analysis revealed that clothing is offered among a cluster of "assistance" services. Therefore, 
clothing (offerpd by 81.7 percent of providers) is listed among other assistance services on the bottom line 
of the first page of the table.

112



Chapter Three: Emergency Shelter Grants Program Implementation

on-site by 56.3 percent), and detoxification or drug treatment (offered on-site by only 13.2 

percent).
The most commonly reported services funded with ESG money were the core services: 

bed space (66.5 percent of providers used ESG funds) and meals (52.5 percent of providers 

offering meals used ESG funds). Among the essential services offered by providers, ESG 

money most commonly contributed to assisting clients to obtain permanent housing (52.1 

percent), supporting transportation assistance (41.4 percent), developing daily living skills (40.1 

percent), and providing job referrals and job training (36.6 and 40.8 percent of providers, 
respectively).

Few, if any, of the shelters this program supports fit the conventional image of a bare- 

bones, dormitory-style, night-only shelter. They are not "three hots and a cot." Instead, they 

are delivering an extremely wide range of services on-site. Over eighty percent offered and 

even required case management of their clients as a condition of remaining in the shelter or 

program,34 Day shelters and 24-hour facilities tended to be more services-rich. While 70.4 

percent of night-only shelters offered seven or fewer services, 64.0 percent of day shelters and 

42.1 percent of 24-hour facilities offer between twelve and nineteen services to their clients. 

ESG funds directly supported a great deal of this service activity. Chapter 4 (Section 4.3.2) 

examines ESG impacts on service availability.

3.3.3 Implementation of Homelessness Prevention
Service providers offering homelessness prevention assistance cited a number of 

activities supported by the ESG funds. There were two major types of prevention assistance. 

As shown in Exhibit 3.27, 82.4 percent of the providers used the prevention funds to forestall 

loss of permanent housing by offering back rent or utility payment assistance to families who 

were threatened with eviction. At the same time, 77.5 percent of the providers used the 

prevention funds to resettle homeless persons by paying security deposits or first month's rent 
for individuals or families moving into permanent housing.35 Forty-one percent of the

34 Case management was included in the survey under shelter rules, but only asked of those respondents 
who operated shelters.

35 Although "resettlement" is not normally thought of as "prevention," it was included as allowable in the 
ESG program statute.
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Chapter Three: Emergent? Shelter Grants Program Implementation

providers offered landlord/tenant mediation services, and a similar proportion provided payments 

or loans to help homeowners avoid foreclosure.
Providers indicated several criteria for determining who was "at risk" of homelessness 

and therefore eligible for prevention services, as shown in Exhibit 3.28. Eviction notices were 

used by 52.4 percent of the homelessness prevention providers. About one-quarter of these 

providers accepted utilities shut-off notices as an indication of impending homelessness, and a 

similar proportion qualified clients based on their reporting they had nowhere else to go (and 

were currently living in a shelter). Only 16.5 percent provided prevention services to resettle 

clients who were victims of domestic violence, in housing away from the batterer.
While prevention efforts toward placement of homeless clients in permanent housing 

often occurred in a shelter setting, a larger percentage of the agencies conducting homelessness 

prevention were non-shelter providers (compared to the rest of the program). They were often 

large social service agencies (e.g., multi-service centers) or community action agencies that 
discovered they could identify clients at-risk of loss of housing and could intervene effectively 

with payment of back rent or utilities and a variety of services as needed. It is likely that 

homelessness prevention brought such agencies into the ESG Program.

3.3.4 Implementation of Operations
Chapter 2 presented a description of the operations expenses paid by the providers in 

FY 91 from ESG funds. During the site visits, the evaluation team further explored with both 

grantees and providers their experiences in implementing the ESG Program. By FY 91, both 

the grantees and the providers had acquired considerable experience in providing services to the 

homeless. One of the trends reported was increasing requirements for case management for 

homeless individuals and families. This survey of providers indicated that 83.2 percent of the 

providers required all of their clients to meet with a case manager, while 75.1 percent of the 

providers expected all clients to adhere to a case management plan. Another trend has been the 

increasing numbers and intensity of services to clients, with the expectation that these services 

would have a long-lasting impact on the clients and provide a basis for a more secure future, 

without returns to homelessness.
However, a number of providers reported that there was still considerable room for 

improvement in their programs, with some assistance. This section describes the providers’ use
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Chapter Three: Emergency Shelter Grants Program Implementation

of technical assistance to achieve their goals and the extent to which providers no longer 
receiving ESG funding have been able to maintain their level of operation.

In performing the homeless assistance activities supported by ESG funds and other 
resources, providers have occasionally needed assistance from other agencies. Technical 
assistance refers to specialized support and consultation sought from an outside organization or 

agency. Has technical assistance been available to providers? If so, from what sources?
From the beginning of the Emergency Shelter Grants Program, technical assistance has 

been available, from a variety of sources. Some 77.9 percent of the grantees stated that the 

homeless-services providers received technical assistance, predominately from the grantee agency 

itself (Exhibit 3.29). Thus, they gave themselves a prominent role; 72.1 percent cited their own 

TA contribution, with no other TA source cited by more than 10 percent. However, only 37 

percent of providers reported that they had received any technical assistance. Most of this 

discrepancy between the grantees’ and providers’ perceptions of technical assistance given and 

received is likely to be the difference in what each views as technical assistance. The grantees 

were probably including the assistance they gave with paperwork requirements, while the 

providers had other issues (e.g., other sources of funding for their programs, service delivery 

problems) in mind.
When the providers were asked the sources of technical assistance, the most typical 

sources reported were state and local government agencies (see Exhibit 3.30). The most 
frequently mentioned topics were proposal preparation, service program provision, and client 

record-keeping. Many of the providers interviewed during the site visits commended the support 

and technical assistance they had been receiving from their grantee agencies.
In what areas are there continuing needs for technical assistance? Just as nearly two- 

thirds of providers had not requested or used any technical assistance, very few of those 

surveyed indicated they had any continuing needs for technical assistance. However, those who 

did indicated needs for technical assistance in the following areas:

• Client recordkeeping;36
• Grant-seeking and other potential funding sources for.

— Child development and education;

36 Two respondents noted the following: "HUD should specify the required demographic information;" 
and "We need an easy, uniform, inexpensive computerized (IBM-compatible) system with clear instructions."
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Chapter Three: Emergency Shelter Grants Program Implementation

-- Clients aged 16 to 24;
-- Transitional housing;
— Supplementary health services;
— Shelter operating costs.

• Obtaining donated federal property;

• Services to clients, including:

— Budgeting;
- Working skills;
— Vocational/technical training;
— Promoting self-sufficiency;
— Literacy training; and 
~ Parenting education and support.

• In-service training for provider staff including both service delivery and 
administrative issues:

— Dnig and alcohol abuse training;
-- Case management;
— HIV/AIDS counseling;
— Outreach;
-- How to convert to a 24-hour program;
-- Accessing services for clients;
— Accounting systems;
— Marketing and development;
— Volunteer recruitment and retention;
— Office automation;
— Monitoring construction contractors;
— Assistance with program requirement changes;
— Staff management;
— Strategic planning;
— Program evaluation;
— Program development;
-- Development of transitional and permanent housing; and 
— Development of on-site job opportunities; and 
-- Development of continuum of housing services.

Requests for technical assistance of this nature suggest that the service providers are approaching

their responsibilities "as professionals." Delivery of effective services to homeless people

requires more than just a staff of volunteers with big hearts. Instead, it requires a variety of

professional skills, combining those found in social service agencies, health care facilities, and

private businesses.

To what extent have provider efforts continued following completion of the ESG grant 

term? When ESG funding has been discontinued (typically to spread the limited funding

120



Chapter Three: Emergency Shelter Grants Program Implementation

further), 64.6 percent of the grantees indicated that the shelters and other providers continued 

services at the same or higher service levels (see Exhibit 3.31). Only 12.0 percent indicated that 
facilities and programs they had previously funded had continued, at reduced levels of service; 
only three grantees indicated that a shelter or provider had closed. This information is consistent 

with our discussions with providers during the intensive-study site visits. For most of them, 
budgets have continued to grow, allowing continuing expansion of services. However, in at 

least one case where the shelter’s support from the state was cut substantially, two-thirds of the 

staff were terminated and the operations were cut from 24 hours per day to 40 hours per week.

3.4 Population Served
3.4.1 Grantee Strategies on Population Served

Approximately 70 percent of the grantees reported that they had "made surveys of the 

needs of the homeless." Our survey questions did not pursue how these were conducted. 
However, according to the in-depth interviews with grantees in 15 sites, most grantees consulted 

whatever sources were available in developing estimates of the population in need of ESG 

funding (see Exhibit 3.32).37 In addition, the CHAS documents for the jurisdictions of all 

grantees visited, except Texas and California,38 referenced enumerations of the various sub­

populations of the homeless. The most frequently cited enumeration was from a census of 

emergency shelters. Other enumerations included systematic counts of the homeless found on 

the streets, in transitional housing, and/or in other public institutions (e.g., prisons and mental 
health hospitals). However, even armed with local provider and advocate information as well 

as various estimates of the numbers of homeless, most grantees have insufficient information to 

develop a detailed assessment of how best to meet the needs of the population to be served with 

ESG funding.39

^7 In many cases, there were few statistically reliable resources.

38 California’s CHAS offered an estimate of the number of homeless at a rate of 1 percent of the state’s 
population. Texas’ CHAS relied on HUD’s "rule of thumb," or .25 percent of the population.

39 According to Interagency Council on the Homeless, State Profiles: What States Are Doing to Help 
People, 1992, only three states (Colorado, Hawaii, and Maryland) have conducted statewide reliable surveys; 
nine more states have developed rough estimates, and the remainder have no statistically reliable estimates 
or enumerations.
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Chapter Three: Emergency Shelter Grants Program Implementation

In addition to grantees’ assessment of client needs and how best to address those needs 

given limited resources, grantees have also developed strategies for targeting the unique needs 

of specific segments of the homeless population. To what extent have grantees’ strategies for 

addressing the needs of the homeless recognized specific groups? As shown in Exhibit 3.33, 
most grantees cite numerous targets for the ESG funding. Nearly all grantees (98.6 percent) 
indicate that they recognized the needs of homeless families. In keeping with this, most grantees 

(91.4 percent) have included victims of domestic violence in their strategies. The needs of the 

chronically mentally ill have been recognized by 72.2 percent of the grantees. Elderly and 

Veterans have been recognized by 52.0 to 56.2 percent of the grantees. Others (homeless youth, 
migrants, those infected with HTV/AIDS, and substance abusers) have received less recognition 

in the deliberate development of strategies for addressing the needs of the homeless.
Despite the grantees’ identification of particular groups of the homeless for development 

of strategies to meet their needs, their self-rating of effectiveness (on a scale of one to five) in 

addressing the needs of the special groups varied. Grantees indicated that their strategies were 

most effective (mean rating of 4.1) for victims of domestic violence. The next highest rating 

of the grantees was for their strategies to meet the needs of homeless youth (3.9). Given the

general lack of services to this special group, as reported by providers, this grantee opinion is 

viewed as questionable. What is more probable is the reported effectiveness of the services for 

homeless families (3.8) and the homeless elderly (3.5).

Only 22.1 percent of all ESG-funded providers reported that they employed outreach 

workers to help identify people who might benefit from services (see Exhibit 3.34). Of those 

who did, 81.5 percent had their outreach staff contact social service providers, and 66.5 percent 

contacted local police to identify potential clients. Roughly half contacted public housing 

agencies, detox or substance abuse treatment facilities, and psychiatric facilities.

Providers used a variety of methods to assess the service needs of their clients, as
shown in Exhibits 3.35 (by stratum) and 3.36 (by shelter type). Essentially all providers 

reported using intake interviews, referrals from other agencies, and self-referrals (clients’ own 

evaluation of their needs) as ways of assessing clients’ needs. There were practically no
differences among the various shelter types, except that the day shelters were significantly 

likely to offer/use medical examinations and diagnosis to assess the needs of the clients.
more

Another indication of the trend toward requiring homeless clients to cooperate with the case
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Chapter Three: Emergency Shelter Grants Program Implementation

management process is the fact that case worker assessment was used by 82.4 percent of all 
ESG-funded providers to identify sendee needs.

3.4.2 Population Served by ESG Providers

Service providers varied considerably in the populations they served. Shelter providers 

served different clients from non-shelter providers, and different types of shelters (day-only, 
night-only, or 24-hour) served different homeless populations, as summarized in Exhibit 3.37.

The proportion of non-shelter providers indicating that they worked with a particular 

population was generally higher than the proportion of shelters reporting that they worked with 

the same population. This implies that the populations served by non-shelter service providers 

are more diverse, while shelters may have facilities and programs designed for more narrowly 

targeted groups. The two exceptions to the above observation are that the night-only shelters 

were slightly more likely to serve single men, and that the day-only shelters were significantly 

more likely to serve single youth. These exceptions are consistent with the remarks of providers 

during the intensive-study site visits.40
Families, which make up approximately one-third of the homeless population nationally, 

were the most frequently cited population served by the ESG-funded providers. Eighty-five 

percent of all providers indicated that they serve families, including 82.7 percent of shelters and 

95.4 percent of non-shelters. Among the shelters, almost all of the day-only and 24-hour 
shelters served families, while only 57.7 percent of the night-only facilities reported that they 

could accommodate families.
While single men account for more than one-half of the homeless population nationally, 

they were only served by about half of the ESG-funded shelters. However, about three-quarters 

of the non-shelter ESG service providers reported that they offered services to single men. Two- 
thirds of day-only shelters and 83 percent of night-only shelters worked with single men, while 

only 38.4 percent of 24-hour shelters provided services to this population. In one intensive- 

study site, a shelter ran 24-hours for families, but single men could only be there at night.

40 It is noteworthy that single youth, especially teenage males, are frequently not allowed in night-only 
or 24-hour shelters. The day shelters are their only alternative. Having to return to the streets at night, they 
are a very vulnerable special needs group.
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Chapter Three: Emergency Shelter Grants Program Implementation

Single youth (approximately 4 percent of the homeless population nationally) were the 

least frequently served population across all types of ESG providers. Only about one-third of 

both shelter and non-shelter providers offered services to homeless single youth, and a similar 
proportion of shelters worked with young people. Less than 20 percent of night shelters 

indicated that they offered shelter to youth, but 56 percent of day shelters did offer services to 

individuals under 18.
Providers also reported whether they work with particular subgroups of the homeless, 

or with families or individuals with particular characteristics or problems. Approximately half 

of all providers indicated they offered services to battered women, drug dependent, or alcohol 
dependent clients. Between 42 and 45 percent reported working with the elderly, veterans, and 

the physically disabled, while 37 percent offered services to the chronically mentally ill. HIV­
positive clients were served by 39 percent of the providers, and mentally retarded individuals 

received services from 30 percent of ESG-funded agencies. Children and youth were served by 

only 23 percent of the providers.
Providers’ clients came to them from a variety of prior places of residency, as shown 

in Exhibit 3.38; no more than a quarter of the clients came from any particular situation. 

However, some combination of four circumstances (living on the street, living with 

friends/relatives, private rental housing, and/or emergency shelters) accounted for a substantial 
proportion of most providers’ clients. As expected, among homelessness prevention providers, 

a substantial proportion of the client population came from a housing rather than shelter 

situation; a total of about 40 percent of these clients came from private rental housing, public 

housing, or an owner-occupied home. An additional 16 percent were living with friends or 

relatives. This latter group was at the greatest risk of homelessness. Other prevention efforts 

were directed toward placing shelter residents in permanent housing.
The prior residency of the clients of each type of shelter varied widely, as shown in 

Exhibit 3.39. Night shelters (59.0 percent) and day shelters (30.5 percent) tended to draw from 

the streets. 24-hour shelters drew most of the their clients from a combination of streets (19.1 

percent), living with friends and relatives (17.7 percent), and private rental housing (11.7 

percent). Non-shelter service providers tended to draw the highest percentage of their clients 

(21.7 percent) from private rental housing, suggesting that "people at risk of homelessness" 

sought help from the non-shelter service providers first. However, the non-shelter providers
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Chapter Three: Emergency Shelter Grants Program Implementation

were also drawing from the streets (16.5 percent), from people living with friends and relatives 

(16.6 percent), and from emergency shelters (13.9 percent).
Once living in the shelter, what are the rules that govern a client’s behavior? The 

survey of providers produced a lengthy list of rules. The most common were no drinking or 

drug use, found in 98.2 percent of the shelter facilities and 100 percent of the non-shelter 
providers (see Exhibits 3.40 by stratum, and 3.41 by shelter type). Weapons and stealing were 

explicitly forbidden by virtually all providers. Ninety-four percent of shelters imposed a curfew 

on the clients, as did 70.8 percent of non-shelter providers.41 And the rules continue, as 

shown in the exhibits.
Life in a shelter is very circumscribed and designed to bring order out of the chaos that 

ultimately resulted in a homeless episode. Life in a shelter, while better than living on the 

streets or in a car, is hard work for those who must lean on the temporary emergency assistance 

provided, receive treatment for serious medical and psychological problems, and learn a new set 
of skills that may never have been assimilated at earlier stages in their lives. Not every 

intervention is a success. Not every contact between a homeless person and "the system" takes 

hold, nor does the acceptance of food and shelter necessarily make someone willing to get 
involved with case management or other services. But sometimes it works.

When shelter episodes result in "success stories," the shelter providers are frequently 

willing to share their successes. The following are five true stories. The vignettes of John, 
Eleanor, Mary, Rafael, and Jerry illustrate the efforts and successes achieved by some homeless- 

services providers using ESG funds and a variety of other resources.

41 A number of the non-shelters offer transitional housing and rental assistance to homeless persons who 
are willing to abide by their rules.
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Chapter Three: Emergency Shelter Grants Program Implementation

John was first found crawling on hands and knees to a shelter. He had to be treated for 
gangrene in both feet at the local charity hospital. A physician advised that he soak the 
feet three times a day in a medically prescribed solution. He had no way to comply 
without assistance. As a homeless man, he did not possess a container to soak his feet, 
even if he had a place to do so. We accepted him in our lodge for four weeks, provided 
assistance as needed and counseling. John recovered and is presently a building engineer 
in one of our large companies in Oklahoma City.

Eleanor, a single parent with four children under 10, a woman accustomed to earning 
$30,000 a year, lost her job when the business closed down on only two weeks’ notice. 
Also lost, in addition to income, were health insurance and pension plan. Child support 
had been uncollectible for over two years. The family lost their apartment, and they 
living in their car. Eleanor managed to keep the two older children in school while she 
sought employment and housing. The youngest child required special, expensive food, 
and there was no money for that.

were

Our homeless services agency did the following: (1) found Section 8 housing for the 
family; (2) got a six-month supply of special food for them; (3) helped Eleanor into a 
retraining program; (4) secured the help of a women’s civic organization to provide the 
family with clothing and basic household necessities until Eleanor found work and was 
able to resume independent functioning. Eleanor has completed the retraining program, 
found employment, continues on the Section 8 program, and has been able to maintain the 
home without further recourse to public assistance.
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Chapter Three: Emergency Shelter Grants Program Implementation

Mary, a single woman with four children, was determined to improve her situation. She 
got a Pell grant to attend the vocational technical school to become a medical transcriber. 
However, her landlord decided to sell the home where she and her family lived. Mary 
did not have any savings or extra money to find another place. Evicted and with no place 
to go, she ended up at our shelter, but continued to attend school throughout this. She 
stayed here four months, then moved to public housing while she finished school. By 
now, she has served on our Board for three years and was given the opportunity to 
become the first homebuyer in our new housing development program. Today, she is re­
married, still has four children, and has been making regular payments on her mortgage 
for over two years!

Rafael had dreams. He wanted to be somebody. But, when he transferred to a high 
school with heavy drug usage, he quickly lost his focus. His world became one of parties, 
drugs, power, and money. Though occasionally he would remember his dreams, there 
was always something more pressing to tend to.

Rafael was a loner. He got close to no-one. He survived by constantly changing his 
address and the people in his life. He was always fighting. "Who’s the toughest guy? 
Let me at him." His life was in constant motion. He trusted no-one. Eventually, his life­
style landed him in jail - not once, but many times. It was a call from the jail that first 
introduced us to Rafael.

"I almost didn’t stay here," he shared with the Director, seven months after he first 
arrived at the shelter. "But you offered me a job and a chance to make it work." In 
December, Rafael graduates from school and begins his professional career. "I want to 
be good at what I do. I want to settle down, and," he says, "it’s time to give back."

Eafael’s story didn’t just happen. It happened because a community cared and got 
involved. It happened because people were willing to take a chance on people.
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Jerry and her two sons came from another area, leaving behind a very abusive husband. 
She told of the nights she was afraid to sleep because she wasn’t sure of what he was 
going to do next. She also told about how she never had to worry about money or where 
her next meal was going to come from, and how she was tom between a comfortable 
lifestyle-moneywise and the horror of nights of fighting with her husband when he came 
home under the influence of drugs or alcohol.

Upon arrival at the shelter, she started her struggle with her new life. She received 
counseling for herself and her children and attended a lot of meetings held at the shelter. 
She learned how to budget her money and what resources were available for low-income 
families. Before this, she had never known what it was like to live on a budget or from 
paycheck to paycheck. This was a big lesson in life for her. She was encouraged by 
shelter staff to plan for her future and look ahead but always to remember where she had 
been.

Jerry had problems with her sons. They became rebellious and blamed her for the break­
up of the family. She began spending time with them and learning about herself as a 
parent as well. She enrolled them in soccer and signed up to be a volunteer coach. She 
also enrolled in college, took a lot of criminology classes to learn about courts and the 
legal systems. By the time she left the shelter she was ready to face her husband in court. 
She started her divorce and filed for custody of her sons. She found a place she could 
afford to live after two months of searching. She was able to save enough money while 
at the shelter to afford the deposits and buy some used furniture. She continued to come 
to the support groups and counseling sessions.

Jerry has since received her degree in criminology and completed her training for police 
cadet. She continues to be involved with her sons’ activities in sports as well as in school.
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Chapter Four

Emergency Shelter Grants Program Impacts

This chapter focuses on a variety of impacts the Emergency Shelter Grants Program 

may have had in the jurisdictions that have received program funding, 

implementation of the program (Chapter 3), our discussion of impacts is organized into four 

areas: program administration, program funding and costs, program activities, and populations 

In each area, we examine the relevant data collected from the grantees, recipients, 
and providers involved in assisting the homeless with ESG funds. In general, we fmd that the 

entities involved with this program—be they grantees, recipients, or providers—view the 

program as having a variety of positive impacts, both on the capacity of the system of agencies 

serving the homeless and on people at risk of losing their housing or already experiencing the 

disruption and distress of being homeless. The ESG-supported providers served nearly 4 million 

individuals and families in FY 91 in a variety of ways, as well as helping prevent loss of 

housing for some 35,000 households. Although duplication (multiple counting of an individual 
or family) is a chronic problem with counting the homeless, the data gathered by this study and 

reported here have been closely scrutinized and (based on their consistency with other measures 

and data sources) appear to have substantial credibility.

As with the

1served.

Impacts Related to Program Administration
Nearly 400 state and local governments in the United States have been involved in the 

administration of ESG since it began. How have their efforts targeted toward the problem of 

homelessness been affected by participation in the program? In particular, we wish to assess the 

effect of program participation on:

• the development and success of grantee strategies, from the point of view of both 
grantees and providers; and

• the ability of grantees to meet the needs of the homeless in their jurisdictions.

4.1

1 This evaluation was conducted to address a series of research questions developed by HUD. 
Appendix A contains supplementary tables for each of HUD’s research questions on program impact.
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Chapter Four: Emergency Shelter Grants Program Impacts

In addition, we will examine the impact of changes in program requirements during the FY 87 

to FY 91 period, focusing on how specific changes have influenced the grantees, recipients, and 

providers involved with the program.

4.1.1 The Development and Success of Grantee Strategies
How successful are the grantees’ strategies at matching the needs of their homeless 

populations with available ESG Program services and facilities? What role has the ESG played 

in the development of these strategies? Have some strategies been more effective than others? 

Chapter 3 examined the nature of the grantee’s strategies for allocating funds (see Section 3.1). 
Here we focus more closely on the grantees’ strategies for addressing the problem of homeless­

ness and the impact of ESG participation on those broader strategies.
In general, both grantees and providers gave high ratings to strategies for matching ESG 

support to the needs of their homeless populations. The grantees viewed their strategies as very 

effective in 40 percent of the cases, somewhat effective in 51 percent of the cases, and somewhat 
or very ineffective in only 8.4 percent of the cases; these proportions were highly uniform across 

the three types of grantee (states or territories, metropolitan cities,and urban counties)2. The 

providers at a number of the intensive-study sites — particularly Birmingham, New Orleans, 

Portland, Allegheny County, and Morris County — viewed their grantee agencies as meeting 

needs, fitting the ESG into the broader picture, being committed to the right services (and of 

good quality), and focusing on the main segments of the local homeless population. However, 
providers in Maryland, Ohio, and Chicago thought the grantee should place a greater emphasis 

on homelessness prevention; in Ohio, it was also noted that the state allocation formula should 

take into account not just number of beds but provider performance in the past year.

The grantees identified several ways ESG had influenced their strategies for addressing 

the needs of the homeless. As Exhibit 4.1 shows, in equal numbers grantees indicated that their 

homeless programs (i.e., their support for the providers) depended on this predictable funding 

(38 percent) and that it enhanced their programs and services (38 percent). Availability of 

prevention funding and better organization of funding sources in the local jurisdiction were also

2 The statistical significance of quantitative findings is reported at selected places in this chapter. Readers 
interested more generally in examining statistical significance should consult Exhibits B.22 and B.23 in 
Appendix B.
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Chapter Four: Emergency Shelter Grants Program Impacts

mentioned. However, 17 percent of the respondents identified a negative influence, in that low 

levels of ESG funding restricted their strategies for meeting the needs of homeless and at-risk 

people.
Among the strategies grantees identified as particularly effective in meeting the needs 

of the homeless were the targeting of special populations (22.5 percent), affordable housing 

initiatives (18.6 percent), prevention services (9.5 percent), and rent abatement programs and 

other means of keeping at-risk people in their current units (7.3 percent). A small percentage 

of state and urban county grantees cited interagency coordination, including both public and 

private sector agencies, as notably effective.
Grantees among the intensive-study sites pointed to strategic successes (based on all 

their resources) in the following diverse areas:

• Focus on transitional housing and permanent affordable housing (State of 
Maryland);

• The greater stability of the formula system for allocating combined federal and 
state resources (State of Ohio);

• Ability to keep the shelter doors open, despite resource and cost pressures, 
particularly the cost of liability insurance (City of Birmingham);

• Expansion of family shelter capacity and development of an innovative home­
lessness prevention program; ability to provide steady support for providers at the 
core of the local system (Portland); and

• Use of rehabilitation funds to create shelter capacity, then operations money to 
keep the shelters open (Allegheny County).

4.1.2 Ability of Grantees to Meet the Needs of the Homeless

The ability of grantee jurisdictions to meet the needs of the homeless depends 

variety of factors.
on a

Elsewhere in this report we have discussed the variations in the 

responsibilities of grantee agencies for programs that serve the homeless (Section 2.3.1) and how 

grantees differ in the degree of coordination with other agencies administering such programs 

(Section 3.1). Here, our focus is on the share of resources the ESG contributes to the grantee 

agencies and how this relates to funding from other federal programs. To what extent does
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Chapter Four: Emergency Shelter Grants Program Impacts

funding from FEMA, HHS, DOL, or the range of McKinney Act programs overlap or duplicate 

the ESG Program? To what extent are they complementary?
Exhibit 4.2 shows the percentages of grantees reporting funding from a variety of other 

federal programs addressing problems of the homeless. The programs are grouped according 

to the federal agency responsible for their administration. Two-thirds of the grantees reported 

receipt of other HUD funding in addition to ESG monies, with CDBG accounting for the largest 

share (at 53 percent of all grantees) and the Supportive Housing Demonstration Program next 
(at 10 percent). HHS programs came next, but for only 13 percent of the grantee agencies,3 

with the Emergency Community Services Homeless Grant Program (EHP) the most frequent 
source. Fewer than 10 percent of the grantees reported receipt of FEMA emergency food and 

shelter funds, but this is because FEMA monies flow to shelters and other service providers 

through local boards made up of representatives from FEMA and the nonprofit, charitable 

sector. Only a handful of grantees reported funding from DOL’s job training for the homeless 

program or the McKinney Act programs of the Department of Veterans Affairs. Asked about 
the extent to which other federal programs overlap or duplicate the ESG, half the responding 

grantees saw no overlap, and only 5 percent saw considerable overlap.

Another way to examine the impact of the ESG Program on grantees’ abilities to meet 
homeless needs is through the proportion of their own agency budgets coming from this 

program, as opposed to other sources.4 Exhibit 4.3 shows how this proportion varies, by 

grantee type and for all grantees combined. Recall that not all the grantee agencies had unified 

responsibility for all homeless programs in their jurisdictions. Thus, the data in Exhibit 4.3 do 

not in most cases represent ESG monies as a proportion of the total resources being used in the 

jurisdiction to assist the homeless and at-risk populations. In cases where the grantee 

administers only a portion of homeless assistance, the proportions overstate ESG’s role. On 

average, ESG funding represented 56.0 percent (median 53.1 percent) of the homeless funding 

controlled by the grantee agencies. It accounted for 46.1 percent of state grantee agency

3 Note that the differences in administrative responsibility for homeless programs among the grantee 
agencies may be relevant here. Grantees were asked whether their agency received funds from various 
specified federal programs. In jurisdictions where responsibility for homeless services is divided among 
different agencies, these funds might flow into the area through other channels. See Section 2.3.1 for a 
discussion of agency coverage of homeless programs.

4 These patterns differ greatly from those for provider budgets, discussed below.
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Chapter Four: Emergency Shelter Grants Program Impacts

budgets, 58.5 percent of metropolitan city grantee budgets, and 55.6 percent of the budgets of 

urban county grantee agencies; the mean state budget proportion is significantly less than that 

for cities and counties, at the 95 percent confidence level.
In general, the exhibit shows heavy grantee reliance on federal funding including ESG 

(mean 81.7 percent of grantee agency budgets for homeless programs). State funding for 

homeless programs was received by about half the state grantees (26 of 54), but only a third of 

county grantees (34 of 107) and less than a fourth of the city grantees (51 of 217 reporting). 
State monies provided 9.9 percent of resources across all the jurisdictions. Local government 
funds — such as property tax, airport tax, or other general revenues — amounted to about 8 

percent of homeless funding for the city and county grantees. Other sources were very unusual 
for these government agencies. Thus, we see that federal resources in general, and the ESG 

resources in particular, account for a major portion of the homeless funding in grantee agency 

budgets.
The budget picture for providers is very different than that for grantees. At the 

provider level, ESG budgetary impact for FY 91 can be measured in terms of proportion of 

current operating budget. For those shelters that have done conversion, renovation, or 

rehabilitation with these funds, we can also examine the proportion of cumulative capital 
investment that has come from ESG resources. Exhibit 4.4 displays these two different 
measures for providers in each stratum and all providers combined.

The operating budget figures in Exhibit 4.4 refer to the providers’ fiscal year during 

which FY 91 ESG funds were received. As we saw in Exhibit 2.19 above, for more than half 

the agencies in the program, ESG dollars accounted for five percent or less of operating budgets; 
it contributed more than a fifth of the budget for only about 10 percent of the agencies. For FY 

91, the ESG resources averaged from 7.5 to 16.0 percent of provider operating budgets (lowest 

for operations, highest for homelessness prevention), with medians from 4.5 to 12.5 percent 
(for providers in the operations and essential services strata, respectively). Thus, the ESG share 

of provider resources for operating programs is quite modest.

The program’s impact has been considerably greater on capital projects. Providers were 

asked for the total capital investment for improvements to date at the ESG-funded facility. They 

were also asked how much ESG had cumulatively contributed to these capital improvements. 

Thus, the capital budget data in Exhibit 4.4 reflect the much greater emphasis of ESG on capital
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Chapter Four: Emergency Shelter Grants Program Impacts

funding in earlier years (see Section 2.3.2). They also reflect the fact that there are providers 

in all the strata with ESG-funded conversion or rehab experience.5
Across all the providers, nearly half of total cumulative capital funding has come from 

ESG grants. This is a high proportion, but it is consistent with what we know about the limited 

other sources of capital funding. As discussed in Chapter 3, CDBG is the main other resource 

available to grantees to support creation, expansion, or improvement of shelters and other 

facilities serving the homeless population. While providers may well conduct capital campaigns 

to raise this type of resource for major projects, raising capital from the private sector for 

smaller, less appealing projects — e.g. roof replacement, handicapped access, security 

improvements, or electrical upgrades — is not easy. Thus, ESG appears to have played a very 

significant role over time in the availability of resources for capital projects.
With regard to the effect of ESG on how well grantees can meet the needs of the 

homeless, we can conclude that it is currently seen as a significant resource for the grantee 

agencies and, over time, has been an especially important resource for providers in the area of 

funding for capital improvements.

4.1.3 The Impact of Changes in ESG Program Requirements
During the time the ESG Program has been in existence, from FY 87 through the year 

upon which this evaluation focused (FY 91), a variety of changes have been made in the 

program with potentially important effects on the agencies involved in the program (grantees, 
recipients, or providers) and on the benefits it provides to homeless and at-risk clients. Among 

the significant changes were the successive increases in the percentage caps on services 

spending, the addition of environmental review, and the inclusion of homelessness prevention 

as an eligible activity. What effect have changes in program requirements had on the operation 

and administration of the ESG Program? In particular, are there requirements that contribute 

to inefficiencies in its operation?

5 This is true for two reasons. First, the capital funding figures are cumulative over time, as noted in the 
text. Second, assignment of providers to strata was based on their FY 91 activity mix. Not all were funded 
for the single activity designated by the stratum; many were conducting multiple ESG-supported activities in 
FY 91. Therefore, providers in other strata than conversion/rehab may have been using ESG hinds for capital 
work even in FY 91.
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Grantees were asked how various program changes had affected their administration of 

the ESG. While 30 percent saw no effect, the remaining responses indicated a mixture of 

positive and negative impacts:

• Positive changes included raising the cap on essential services (28 percent), 
addition of homelessness prevention (18.6 percent), and greater flexibility (8.9 
percent);

• Negative changes included environmental review (seen as restricting by 29.1 
percent of the grantees), increased paperwork (5.1 percent), and the perceived 
180-day restriction on homelessness prevention spending (2 percent).6

Providers also named a variety of effects from the ESG Program changes, with the most 
positive responses related to increasing the proportion of funding for essential services, as 

illustrated in the following survey responses:

The increased cap [on] spending has allowed us to do more, to offer more 
medical care and counseling. I have also seen more independence in 
individuals.

[The changes] made us more aware of the needs of the individual and has also 
afforded us the means to meet those needs.

Increasing the caps has allowed us to hire more case management time, which 
has led to more people served, leading to more people being placed in 
permanent housing.

The other positive change frequently noted by providers was the addition of homelessness 

prevention to the program. That topic will be discussed in more detail in Section 4.3.3 below.
On the negative side, the most frequent change mentioned by providers during site visits 

was the problem with environmental review, which can be "time-consumingu and "onerous," 

with requirements "difficult to meet." The two intensive-study site grantees with experience 

in seeking waivers of the cap on essential services found that process time-consuming ("like
:'

!
6 There appears to be confusion about the time period applicable to expenditure of homelessness 

prevention funds from state grantees.
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applying twice”) and difficult to accomplish within the narrow time period between the Notice 

of Fund Availability (NOFA) and application due date.
A number of features of ESG were identified by a small proportion of grantees as 

contributing to inefficiencies in the operation of their programs for the homeless, 
included environmental review (mentioned by 8.9 percent of all grantees), paperwork and 

reporting (7.9 percent), the caps on spending (4.7 percent), the tight timing between NOFA and 

application due dates (4.1 percent), and the 180-day homelessness prevention spending 

requirement (3.8 percent).
In summary, it appears that the majority of changes made to the ESG Program have had 

a positive effect from the point of view of the grantees and providers, although there are some 

issues about environmental review and homelessness prevention spending that HUD should 

examine for the future.7

These

4.2 Program Funding and Costs
There are two major impact questions to be addressed with regard to the area of 

program funding and costs. The first question concerns how the quality of services provided 

is affected by the statutory language limiting the percentages of program funds that can be 

allocated to essential services and homelessness prevention. What has been the experience of 

grantees operating under the caps? Has it differed for the grantees that have obtained waivers?
The second question about program impact in the area of funding and costs concerns 

resource complementarily or substitution. To what extent has the assistance provided by the 

ESG complemented existing services? Have ESG funds been substituted for other resources, and 

(if so) which resources have been supplanted?

Effects of the Spending Limitations on Essential Services and Homelessness 
Prevention

Limitations on the allocation of ESG Program funds to essential services spending have 

been a feature of the program since its inception. From an initial maximum of 15 percent, the 

cap on services spending was raised to 20 percent (including homelessness prevention) in FY

4.2.1

7 A detailed discussion of grantee and provider recommendations for the ESG Program is presented in 
Chapter 5.
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88, and most recently to 30 percent separately for essential services and homelessness prevention 

in FY 91. (In addition, administration became an allowable activity, with a 5 percent cap, in 

FY 91.)
What difference have the services spending limitations made to the agencies 

administering the program and to the providers of services under it? From the standpoint of 

the grantees, would priorities for the use of ESG funds be different in the absence of such caps? 

Are the providers aware of the caps and (if so) do they see any effects on services?
Exhibit 4.5 shows grantees’ responses to several questions regarding the spending caps. 

Some 41 percent expressed the view that the cap on essential services and homelessness 

prevention spending has affected service quality, with the primary specific reason being that the 

cap limits the opportunity for sustaining services to homeless clients. Urban counties were more 

likely to cite the cap as a problem. Nearly half the grantees said they would assign a different 

priority among the four eligible activity categories if the caps were removed. There was interest 
in increased essential services and homelessness prevention support, with the counties showing 

concentrated interest in expanded prevention funding.
Given the extent of interest in exceeding the limits on services spending, it is 

illuminating to examine the numbers of grantees that are allocating the maximum proportion of 

ESG funds to services. The FY 91 funding year was the first in which the caps were raised to 

30 percent and separated for essential services and homelessness prevention. Across the whole 

program, the grantee census shows that only 56 grantees (14.7 percent) were putting 30 percent 
of funding into essential services.8 These included 4 states (Connecticut, Idaho, New Mexico, 
and Nebraska), 27 metropolitan cities, and 25 urban counties. Thus, actual limitation by the cap 

appears to occur far less frequently than expressions of interest in exceeding it.
HUD records indicate that relatively few grantees have received waivers of the cap over 

the life of the ESG Program (2 in FY 89, 27 in FY 90, 4 in FY 91, with some duplication from 

year to year). In the telephone survey, 20 non-state grantees reported applying for a waiver and 

receiving it; 54 others reported that they had applied but been turned down. Exhibit 4.6 shows 

that a somewhat greater proportion of city than county grantees were apparently denied waivers. 
Among the few jurisdictions obtaining permission to exceed the spending caps, one-third

8 No grantee was approaching the prevention cap yet in FY 91, as the effective limit on it had increased 
so greatly. Previously, prevention spending was included within the essential services 20 percent limit.
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Chapter Four: Emergency Shelter Grants Program Impacts

reported that they were able to increase substantially the effectiveness of ESG funding, while 

the remaining two-thirds reported somewhat increased effectiveness.
Two of the 15 intensive-study sites have had experience with the waiver process. The 

City of Boston received a waiver somewhat inadvertently, when its funding for a legal services 

provider (classified initially as operations) was reclassified as essential services, putting the city’s 
services proportion above the cap. In contrast, Morris County has operated under a waiver from 

FY 90 to FY 92; it has spent its ESG funds entirely on essential services and homelessness 

prevention, in the context of a county government with additional resources from the State of 

New Jersey (both for homeless services and prevention) and from FEMA and other federal 
agencies. Even so, the grantee does not indicate an unalterable commitment to sustaining 

services at this high level relative to total ESG monies. Instead, in the context of a countywide 

interagency Comprehensive Emergency Assistance System, the allocation decision is based on 

provider proposals reviewed against CHAS priorities. The grantee anticipates making a capital 
grant from ESG funds in the near future for a transitional housing facility being planned by two 

of the agencies currently operating emergency shelters.

4.2.2 Resource Complementarily or Substitution
As mentioned in Chapters 2 and 3 and in Section 4.1 above, there are strong relation­

ships between the ESG and other federal programs that support activities to assist the homeless. 

We have already examined the degree to which grantees are responsible for various such 

programs and the multiple sources of funding at the provider level. However, the fact that 
funding flows coincide does not tell us whether they are adding to or enhancing impact, or 

whether one resource is being substituted for another.

In this discussion, we attempt to address the question of complementarily or substitution 

between ESG funds and other resources available to the grantees and providers. In general, it 
is not easy to verify substitution of funds, particularly when it is typical for the providers to have 

so many funding sources (see Section 2.5.2). The analysis depends to a considerable extent on 

the data gathered through interviews with grantee and provider agency staff at the 15 intensive- 
study sites. It must be kept in mind that these respondents have an incentive to indicate that 

ESG funding has added to rather than replaced any of their resources devoted to the homeless; 

they are presumably aware that the program regulations are directed towards assuring that these
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funds are not substituted for existing resources. On the other hand, particularly for the 

providers, we have seen that ESG contributes only a small portion of most agency budgets (see 

Exhibit 2.14) and that no difficulties have been encountered in obtaining the required matching

funds (see Section 3.2). These facts give us more confidence in the denials of resource 

substitution, as we examine the grantee and provider responses concerning resource 

complementarily and substitution.

Providers were asked in the telephone survey about how ESG funding had changed the 

services they offer to homeless and at-risk clients. Exhibit 4.7 shows that, by and large, these 

agencies were offering at least some of the programs and services supported by ESG before 

receipt of this funding. Only 23 percent of the providers reported that they were not offering 

any of the ESG-funded programs or services before. However, the ESG grants were a 

significant factor in expansion of services for 95 percent of these programs, with 65 percent 

reporting they were very effective in using ESG funds for expansion and 32 percent reporting 

they were somewhat effective in doing so.

From the perspective of the grantees, has there been any change in the level of private 

donations or voluntary support for homeless programs as a result of the ESG Program? Just 
under half the grantees nationwide (180 of the 382) indicated no change at all. Of those that did 

see a change in resources related to ESG funding, nearly all (165 of the 168) reported increased 

private and volunteer support, while only 3 reported a decrease.
Evidence from the intensive-study sites generally conforms to this pattern and explains 

the ways in which ESG support may affect other resource flows:

• Increases in other funding may result: 1) if the grantee requires matching funds 
at the provider level, so that community support must be demonstrated and 
maintained (Maryland); 2) if the receipt of federal funding enhances provider 
credibility in the eyes of private supporters (Ohio); 3) if ESG grants are too small 
to pay for an entire addition to a program — e.g., a new case manager or substance 
abuse counselor -- so more resources of other kinds must be found (Boston, Morris 
County); and 4) if the use of the ESG money shifts — for example, from operations 
to rehab — and other resources must be found to maintain operations (Boston);

• No changes to other support are likely: 1) if the main sources of support are 
United Way or FEMA, which do not alter funding decisions on this basis (Texas, 
Chicago); 2) if ESG monies are used for shelter operations, while private funding 
is raised for more appealing items like essential services and homelessness 
prevention (Portland); and 3) if some other resources are shrinking anyway, so that 
ESG funding helps to sustain programs but cannot fill the gap (California);
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• Some substitution for other resources may occur: 1) if CDBG funds have been 
used for some of the same activities and providers (Birmingham, Boston); 2) if the 
grantee consciously uses part of the ESG allocation for "gap filling," when 1 or 2 
providers each year have budget shortfalls (Portland); and 3) if provider 
administrative personnel have also been delivering direct services, and the ESG. 
grant (by allowing the agency to hire staff for case management or specific 
counseling) frees up the administrator(s) for supervisory and fund-raising 
responsibilities (Corpus Christi).

Thus, the grant amounts are relatively small and the overall context of ESG funding is one in 

which providers are accessing a variety of funding sources and devoting constant effort to 

maintaining support in the private sector. These factors limit the likelihood that funding from 

the program will substitute for other resources supporting services for the homeless.

ESG Impacts on Program Activities
In this section, we examine the impact of ESG funding on the activities carried out by 

the providers to assist homeless people. The discussion focuses on three specific areas of 

potential service impact:

4.3

• changes in the quantity and quality of shelter;

• changes in the availability of homeless services, not only as a result of ESG 
funding but also after the end of the grant; and

• changes in the availability of homelessness prevention assistance.

4.3.1 ESG Impact on the Quantity and Quality of Shelter
One of the most direct possible effects of the Emergency Shelter Grants Program lies 

in the area of shelter availability. When the program began, in the mid-1980s, the major focus 

of spending was on creating more and better shelter space, through conversion, renovation, and 

rehabilitation projects. Capital expenditures accounted for 53 percent of the initial funding 

round, and 56 percent of the FY 87S grant dollars were used to expand and increase shelter
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space.9 As Chapter 2 described, the proportion of program funding nationwide being applied 

to capital projects has been diminishing since then, with just 20 percent of ESG funds obligated 

for conversion, renovation, and rehabilitation in FY 91. Even so, over the period FY 87 to FY 

91, some $99 million dollars of capital investment10 has been funded by the Emergency Shelter 

Grants Program.

Effects on the Quantity of Shelter
To what extent has the ESG Program increased the physical quantity of shelter beds 

across the nation? Chapter 2 described the types of capital improvements undertaken with ESG 

funds, and Chapter 3 discussed the implementation of conversion, renovation, and rehabilitation 

projects. Here we focus on the numbers of shelters and shelter beds attributable to ESG- 
supported activity.

Exhibit 4.8 shows grantees’ views of the importance of ESG funding to increased 

shelter capacity. Overall, 91 percent of the grantees reported increased numbers of shelter beds 

in their jurisdictions since FY 87, and 75 percent reported an increase in the number of shelters. 
There was also a reduction in the number of underserved homeless persons, according to 63 

percent of the grantees. State grantees noted these types of changes the most, urban county 

grantees the least. Asked to rank on a scale of 1 to 5 (with 5 highest and 1 lowest) the 

importance of the ESG Program in bringing about these changes, the mean scores for all 
grantees ranged from 3.4 (on numbers of shelters) to 3.9 (on numbers of beds); 43.9 percent 
ranked ESG a "5" with respect to increased beds, and 27.4 percent ranked the program a "5" 

with respect to reducing the underserved population. Thus, the grantees see considerable 

progress in terms of the quantity of shelter available, with ESG support a significant factor in 

accomplishing these changes.

Provider’s views on the same topics are shown in the second part of Exhibit 4.8. 
Almost two-thirds of these agencies reported seeing increased numbers of beds, while about half 

indicated an increase in the number of shelters and a reduction in the underserved homeless

9 U.S. General Accounting Office, Homelessness: Implementation of the Food and Shelter Programs 
Under the McKinney Act, Washington, D.C., December 1987. The data from this study match those of the 
GAO.

10 Measured in constant, FY 91 dollars.
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population. Like the grantees, the providers credited the ESG Program with a considerable role 

in these expansions of capacity; on average, they ranked its importance between 3.8 and 4.1 on 

a scale of 1 to 5. Around half the respondents ranked the ESG Program as most important in 

the impact on number of shelters and beds, while 36 percent ranked it that high with regard to
Providers funded for shelterreduction in the number of underserved homeless persons, 

operations (in the operations stratum) were most likely to see these impacts.
The third part of Exhibit 4.8 looks directly at the use of ESG to increase the number 

of available beds. Almost a quarter of the providers reported using ESG funds to add beds, with 

a total increase of 7,714 nationwide in the number of available beds (an average of 16.9 beds 

per provider agency).11 Taken together, these data indicate that the Emergency Shelter Grants 

Program has some effect on increasing the quantity of shelter available among these providers;
the added beds represent 7.1 percent of their total capacity.

Exhibit 4.9 shows how the ESG-funded shelters viewed the program’s effect on the 

quantity of shelters (comparing among day, night, and 24-hour shelters). Like the providers 

more generally, shelters viewed the ESG Program as having contributed to increases in the 

number of available beds and shelters and to reductions in the number of underserved homeless
persons.

Effects on the Quality of Shelter
To what extent has the ESG Program improved the physical quality of the shelters it 

supports across the nation? Such improvements could be in a variety of areas, including 

habitability, security, amenities, drug-free environment, handicapped accessibility, and utility 

of spaces for service provision. To give some specific sense of the work accomplished with 

ESG capital grants, Exhibit 4.10 shows examples from the selected providers in the intensive- 

study sites. The tremendous variety of projects undertaken - from restoration of the structural 
integrity of a family shelter whose building was settling (Boston) to increased handicapped 

accessibility (Tuscaloosa, Chicago, California) to adding common space and a play yard 

(Jefferson County) - is a reflection of the different needs and circumstances to which the ESG

11 The 95 percent confidence interval for the number of added beds is 5,525 to 9,903. Note that this 
estimate of added beds covers the full program period (FY 87-FY 91), as respondents were asked whether 
ESG funds had ever been used to increase the number of available beds. Note, too, that this is probably an 
underestimate, because providers in the homelessness prevention stratum were not asked this question.
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Chapter Four: Emergency Shelter Grants Program Impacts

Program can respond. Exhibit 4.11 shows more generally the types of improvements undertaken
Interior remodeling, structural work, and plumbing andwith ESG rehabilitation grants, 

electrical repairs or improvements were the most common, but nearly half the providers using

these funds carried out safety improvements for children.
Exhibit 4.11 also shows grantees’ views of the importance of ESG funding to increased 

shelter quality. Between 74.6 and 94.1 percent of the grantees reported improvements in shelter 
security, habitability, and amenities. An enhanced drug-free environment was less frequently 

seen (70.7 percent). Reduction in the number of homeless persons was only observed by 30.4 

percent of the grantees. Again, state grantees reported the improvements in greater proportion 

than the city or county grantees. Asked to rank the importance of ESG support in accomplishing 

these quality improvements, the grantees gave the program a rank of "5" (most important) from 

22.9 to 30.1 percent of the time on most items, but 40.8 percent of the time for reducing the 

number of homeless.
Provider’s views on the same topics are shown in the second part of Exhibit 4.11. 

Again, a high proportion reported observing improved habitability and amenities (76.6 to 79.4 

percent); a smaller proportion noted improvements in security or drug-free environment (42.3 

to 49.6 percent). Homelessness prevention providers were significantly less likely than others 

to have observed improvements in quality, perhaps because many fewer of them are shelter 
When asked to rank the importance of the ESG Program’s contribution to these 

quality improvements, 42.4 to 48.2 percent ranked the program as "5" (most important) for 

improved habitability and amenities, while 31.4 to 33.3 percent ranked it "5" for increased 

security and drug-free environment. About a fourth of the provider agencies reported observing 

reduced numbers of homeless persons, and 40.4 percent of those agencies indicated ESG was 

most important to that outcome.

For only the shelters surveyed in this study, Exhibit 4.12 shows an assessment of ESG 

effects on various aspects of shelter quality. The largest group, 24-hour shelters, on average, 

ranked ESG’s importance as 4.0 or greater on improving shelter habitability and amenities. All 
three types of shelters saw fairly widespread improvements in these areas since ESG began in 

FY 91. Taken together, these data indicate that the Emergency Shelter Grants Program has had 

a considerable impact on increasing the quality of shelter for the homeless population 

nationwide.

operators.
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Chapter Four: Emergency Shelter Grants Program Impacts

4.3.2 ESG Impact on Service Availability
How has the Emergency Shelter Grants Program affected the availability of services for 

homeless people? We wish to examine possible changes in homeless services, not only during 

the period of ESG funding but also after the end of the grant.
Over 90 percent of the grantees reported observing increased social service availability 

for the homeless population during the program period (FY 87 to FY 91), and 77 percent of the 

providers reported the same. About a quarter of the grantees and 40 percent of the providers 

ranked ESG support as "5" (most important) in bringing about this change.
Apart from expansions of existing services offered by the provider agencies, giving 

them the ability to serve more clients, the ESG funding may have contributed to the addition or 

start-up of specific elements of their service programs. Providers were asked, regarding some 

two dozen services, whether it was offered by the agency now and whether it had been offered 

before the receipt of ESG funds. Exhibit 4.13 compares the numbers of providers offering 

specific types of assistance to homeless persons and shows the expansion of services since the 

receipt of ESG resources. These are limited to services directly supported by FY 91 ESG 

monies. The services are grouped according to the analysis in Chapter 3: assistance, skills 

development, and treatment/counseling. Each group shows instances of striking increases in 

service availability; most notable are increased numbers of providers offering support groups, 
childcare, other basic skills training (often budget or money management), and treatment or 

counseling related to substance abuse and psychological or physical condition. Thus, it appears 

ESG support has directly contributed to the addition of these services.
We can also examine data from the intensive-study sites to identify examples of services 

upon which ESG support has had a major effect. In Exhibit 4.14, the examples all concern 

significant changes or additions to the services offered, not just expansion of existing services 

to accommodate more clients. For instance, a Maryland provider added childcare services in 

a shelter for single mothers and their children, to enable the mothers to attend job training and 

interviews. The agency reported that, of those who stayed in the shelter over 30 days, 52 

percent of the women who had entered the shelter without employment had obtained jobs by the 

time they left. A Morris County shelter was able to create a day program for its own family 

clients and the additional families sheltered overnight in area churches; ESG funds pay for daily 

transportation of the latter group and the salary of a daytime program supervisor who manages
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Exhibit 4.13

Expansion of Provider Services Since the Start of ESG Funding

Number of Providers Offering Service...
Only Since ESG

Funding

Service Offered
with ESG Support

Percent Increase
in Number of Providers 

since ESG Funding
Before ESG 

Funding

Assistance 
Entitlement benefits W 
Finding housing 
Daily living skills 
Transportation 
Support groups 
Nutrition counseling 
Job referral 
Child care

856 25.6% 
57.0% 
27.3% 
32.2% 

117.6% 
34.7% 
44.1% 

165.2%

219
880 502
762 208
743 239
188 221
251 87
512 226
112 185

Skills development
GED preparation 
Other basic skills 
Vocational counseling 
Job training 
ESL classes (b>

244 175 71.7% 
198.1% 

59.8% 
2.3%

52 103
271 162
300 7

170

Treatment/counseling 
Substance abuse 
Psychological 
Medical
Detoxification/other drug

167.2% 
208.5% 
129.6% 
38.9%

214128
17182
175135

42108

Source: Provider Mailed Survey, Q.19 (weighted data).
Provider Universe=3000-3500 (estimated), Survey Sample=301.

Notes: (1) Services are grouped according to the analysis in Chapter 3.
(2) Beds, meals, and clothing are not included.
(3) Expansion figures are only for services being provided with ESG support.
(a) For example, welfare, food stamps, SSI.
(b) English as a Second Language.
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Chapter Four: Emergency Shelter Grants Program Impacts

the counseling and class schedules. (Counseling staff are paid from other sources.) 

California, Jefferson County, and San Francisco, several providers were able to add case 

management (often as a required aspect of service delivery) using these funds.12
The evaluation data base does not allow direct observation or estimation of service 

programs’ capacity to serve increased numbers of clients. But the examples from the 15 sites 

make clear that ESG support can be critical to making major additions to service programs, 
thereby meeting more client needs.

How long do clients reside in ESG shelters? What factors influence their length of 

residency? Exhibit 4.15 presents data from the providers responding to the telephone survey on 

these subjects. Across all the shelters, mean length of stay was 70 days, and median length was 

30 days. However, this varied from a handful of shelters with stays of less than 5 days to a 

handful reporting average stays over a year. For 95 percent of these agencies, the average 

duration of residence per client was 9 months or less. By type of shelter (Exhibit 4.16), 24-hour 
shelters had the longest median stays, at 30 days; the small number of day shelters showed great 
variability in length of stay.13

A range of factors were identified as influences on length of stay. The three most 
frequently cited by the agencies (with all providers shown in Exhibit 4.15 and shelters only in 

Exhibit 4.16) were the extent of the client’s problems, client cooperation, and the availability 

of permanent housing. While the first two of these factors would affect how soon a client could 

be ready for transition from the shelter, the third could limit the departure of even the most 

ready clients. Client financial stability was among the other factors prominently mentioned, as 

was expiration of the shelter time limit.14 Although nearly 80 percent of the providers in this 

study reported turning away eligible clients (averaging 43 per provider in the last month), 

availability of services or staffing or funding was not often given as a limiting factor once a 

homeless person or family was in a shelter.

In

12 In some shelters, all clients must have a case management plan and must attend frequent (usually 
weekly) meetings with their case managers. In Portland, participation in case management has been made a 
system-wide requirement for homeless persons wishing to use shelter or services.

13 Two extremely high figures affected the mean for this group and made it much higher than the median.

14 No direct data on shelter time limits are available from this study.
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ESG funding has been allocated to shelters and other homeless services providers that 
offer supportive services to their clients in addition to food, clothing, and shelter. Based upon 

evidence both from the surveys of ESG-funded providers and from the 15 intensive-study sites, 
there has been a definite positive impact on service availability brought about through ESG 

funding. ESG support has been important both to expansion of existing services and to start-up 

of new services within the provider agencies.

4.3.3 ESG Effects on Homelessness Prevention Activity
When homelessness prevention was added to the ESG Program as a separate eligible 

activity category in FY 89, prevention efforts were already receiving federal support under other 
programs. In particular, FEMA’s Emergency Food and Shelter Program and HHS’s Emergency 

Community Services Homeless Grant Program were providing prevention funds to provider 

agencies around the countiy. Given this fact, what has been the effect of adding ESG resources 

to the flow of funds for prevention?
Many grantees and providers have welcomed the opportunities for increased 

homelessness prevention activity through ESG. As one provider said, "The prevention portion 

has helped us get the message out and educate kids and adults about the seriousness of the 

problem — the high risk of the problem." Exhibit 4.17 shows examples from the intensive- 

study sites of significant changes in local homelessness prevention programs that resulted from 

receipt of Emergency Shelter Grants Program funding. The exhibit does not list the programs 

at the 15 sites that simply increased the numbers of at-risk and homeless clients they could 

serve. Instead, it focuses on enhancements to the programs, such as the addition of case 

management or client follow-up for those receiving prevention assistance, or development of 

innovative approaches, or expansion to new areas or populations (Boston).

Grantees that funded homelessness prevention activities in FY 91 were asked how many 

potentially homeless individuals and families had been able to retain their housing as a result of 

prevention measures undertaken with ESG Program funds. Across the jurisdictions supporting 

prevention programs, 43 grantees reported a total of 16,790 individuals, and 76 grantees 

reported a total of 17,330 families assisted to retain their housing.1*’ Thirty states accounted 

for about half the individuals and almost 40 percent of the family tally. If we place credence
j

15 The estimates of families and individuals are discussed farther in Section 4.4.1 below.
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in these counts, and divide the national ESG homelessness prevention sum of $6,698,752 in FY 

91 across them, the average ESG amount spent per case to prevent loss of housing was $196.33. 
This is an extremely modest amount, compared to the cost of sheltering and otherwise assisting 

an individual or family that loses its permanent housing. It must be assumed that other resources 

available to the providers were also used to assist these individuals and families, i.e., for case 

management, counseling, and other services.
It would be desirable to know more about the long-run outcomes for those benefitting 

from homelessness prevention assistance, so that we could assess the probabilities and costs of 

long-term success. Even absent this information, it seems clear that the ESG funding has 

brought about an important expansion of homelessness prevention programs. Further, in FY 91, 
it supported intervention to prevent loss of housing for over 34,000 households nationwide.

I

ESG Program Impacts on Populations Served
Perhaps the most important question of all about program impacts is how many people 

are assisted by the ESG Program. By themselves, estimates of the number of homeless and at- 
risk persons receiving program benefits do not tell us a great deal. But against the full backdrop 

of how the program operates, the grantee and provider agencies that are part of it, and the 

activities they carry out, we are now able to examine such estimates and make sense of their 

meaning. It is also necessary to consider the continuing unmet needs of the groups the program 

serves.

4.4

4.4.1 Estimates of Population Served by the ESG Program
In this section, we examine various estimates of the number of homeless and at-risk 

persons served by the ESG Program in FY 91. Among the measures of population served are:

• the annual number of shelter days/nights provided by the ESG-fimded agencies;

• the annual number of individuals served by the provider agencies;

• the annual number of families served by the provider agencies;

• for those provider agencies doing follow-up on their clients, the number placed or 
kept in permanent housing situations in the past year;
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• for providers carrying out homelessness prevention activities, in the past year, the 
number of individuals and families able to retain their current housing or find other 
permanent housing; and

• for the grantee jurisdiction as a whole, the number of potentially homeless 
individuals and families able to retain their housing as a result of homelessness 
prevention measures undertaken with ESG Program funds.

Each of these measures refers to the population served by the entire facility or program 

being supported with ESG FY 91 funding. The counts are not specific to individuals or families 

benefitting directly from provider spending of these monies. Indeed, given what we know about 
the financial picture for the provider agencies — the multiplicity of funding sources and the 

relatively small portion accounted for by this program (see Exhibit 4.4) — it would be extremely 

difficult (and probably nonsensical) to seek the numbers of specific beneficiaries.
The responses of grantees and providers in surveys and site visit interviews often 

indicated that ESG funding was important to the organization as a whole, whether to the overall 

grantee strategy, or to the addition of a service or expansion of coverage for the full clientele 

of the provider agency. For this reason, one set of figures aggregates the measures of total 
population served across all the providers in the program. These figures may be considered an 

upper boundary on estimates of the number of homeless persons assisted by the ESG Program.
A second set of figures has been derived based on the relationship between ESG funding 

amounts and the total budgets of the provider agencies. This set of estimates is scaled for the 

relative contribution of this funding source compared to others received by the agencies. The 

scaled figures do not take into account what ESG resources may have purchased at the margin, 

for example a substance abuse counselor for the evening hours, available to all the shelter 

clients, or a day program of workshops and case management where there was no daytime 

programming at all before. Thus, the scaled figures may be considered a lower boundary on 

estimates of the number of homeless persons assisted by the ESG Program.
As noted previously (in Section 2.5.3), the reader should be aware that there may be 

some duplication in the population counts reported by the ESG grantees and service providers. 

It is possible that the counts of individuals and families served overlap, although it is most 
common for providers to keep separate counts. However, we will show that the population data 

are consistent with other facts about the providers, so that some confidence can be placed in
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i them. Further, in the case of some day shelters and feeding programs, the counts have been 

adjusted to convert from numbers of meals served to numbers of individuals served.
Exhibit 4.18 presents the various measures of population served, showing for each the 

total served across all providers, and the mean and median numbers per provider. These are 

first given in total, then scaled by ESG budget contribution. The exhibit shows that nearly 28 

million shelter days/nights were provided by ESG-funded shelters in FY 91; the average per 

shelter (about 12,600) is approximately 365 days/nights of operation in a 35-bed facility running 

at full capacity or 365 days/nights of operation in a 50-bed facility averaging 71 percent 
occupancy. This is consistent with our data about the average shelter size and occupancy in the 

program in FY 91. Even when the number of shelter days/nights is scaled downward according 

to the (often modest) ESG contribution to provider operating budgets, the figure of 1.565 million 

shelter days/nights represents a full year of shelter for nearly 4,300 persons.
In that same year, we estimate on the basis of provider responses that about 2.8 

million16 individuals and 1 million families were assisted by the agencies receiving FY 91 ESG 

funding. Although these are large numbers, recall that this ESG Program funding is (for most 
providers) only a small part of overall resources. The figures also show the influence of a few 

very large agencies in the sample; median figures of 422 individuals and 170 families served per 

agency are perhaps more indicative of the typical experience of ESG-funded providers. Scaled 

downward according to the ESG budget contribution, the estimates show nearly 166,000 

individuals and more than 37,000 families assisted by the program. If the average ESG grant 

to a provider agency in FY 91 ($20,592) assists 89 individuals and/or 40 families, then the 

average per-case cost is between $231 and $515. Of course, other resources are probably used 

as well. Naturally, too, the services offered and the actual costs of delivering them vary among 

particular providers, and the outcomes vary by client. But the figures show the basic credibility 

of the total estimates of population served. This credibility is particularly important, because 

duplication in counting the homeless population is a pervasive problem for providers and 

policymakers alike.

Those providers carrying out follow-up on their clients were asked how many clients 

were known to have been placed or kept in permanent housing. These data represent a 

somewhat better estimate of the number of clients and families achieving independent living

16 The 95 percent confidence interval for this figure is from 1,901,070 to 3,698,276 individuals served.
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Exhibit 4.18

ESG Impacts: Measures of Population Served

Measures of Population Served <■) ]Population Scaled by ESGP
Operating Budget Contribution ^ 

Sum

; Total Population 
Across All Providers 

Sum Mean Median Mean W Median

Shelters:

Annual number of shelter 
days/nights | 27,932,710 12,643.5 l 1,565,873 3550,214 850.8

All Providers:

Number of individuals served 2,799,073 1,247.0 422 105,580 89.0 23

Number of families served 1,081,019 935.0 170 37,442 40.2 8

TOTAL <d> 3,881,292 1471.9 429.0 203,028 92.2 21.9

Providers doing follow-up:

Number of individuals placed or kept in permanent housing 205,120 103.2 102 15,805 14.2 4

Number of families placed or kept in permanent housing 84,854 81.7 45 4,228 5.8 1

TOTAL W 269,980 169.9 103.0 20.033 14.1 4.0

Providers conducting homelessness prevention activities:

Number of individuals retaining or finding 
permanent housing 17,076 79.0 75 2,151 10.5 4

Number of families retaining or finding 
permanent housing 76.022,597 00 3,223 12.9 2

TOTAL C> 40,273 107.0 92.5 5.3/4 16.6 3.7

Grantees funding homelessness prevention activities:

Number of at-risk individuals able to retain their 
housing as a result of homelessness prevention: 111.0 4910,790 235.1 100 7,793

Number of at-risk families able to retain their 
housing as a result of homelessness prevention: 55 5,089 48.2 2517,330 142.2

TOTAL (d> 83.3205.9 97.0 13.482 34.234,120

Source: Provider Phone Survey, Questions 19, 23, 28 (weighted data): Grantee Survey. Question 30 (weighted data).
Grantee Universe=382, Survey Sample=234; Provider Universe=3000-3500 (estimated), Survey Samp!e=651.

Missing Cases: 66 to 124 providers; 16 to 47 grantees.

Notes: (a) The respondents to each question differ, as indicated in the labels for each row.
(b) Mean per provider or grantee reporting.
(c) Percent of agency operating budget attributable to ESG FY 91 grant, with capital funding excluded.
(d) Totals combine individuals and families, thus representing numbers of ■client cases' served. Duplication 

in numbers is possible, but the extent is unknown.
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through the assistance of the ESG-supported agencies. Across the entire program, it appears that 
roughly 205,000 clients and 65,000 families have regained or retained permanent housing 

through the intervention of the ESG-funded providers. Scaled downward according to the dollar 
contribution of ESG funds to provider operating budgets, some 16,000 individuals and over 
4,000 families are still estimated to have regained or retained independent living through 

services attributable to this program.
Exhibit 4.18 also presents two sets of figures related to the numbers of homeless and 

at-risk people assisted by ESG-supported homelessness prevention efforts. Section 4.3 already 

discussed some of these estimates, concluding (on the basis of grantee responses) that it costs 

an average of about $200 per case in ESG funds to intervene with money for back rent, back 

utilities, a security deposit, or the first month’s rent on a new apartment.17 In Exhibit 4.18, 
the providers’ and grantees’ estimates of the population served by homelessness prevention 

programs are quite close in magnitude, although providers gave larger family figures. The 

estimates scaled downward by ESG budget contribution are lower for providers than grantees, 
following the pattern of budget shares. However, there perhaps should be less credence placed 

on the scaled figures for homelessness prevention, since these ESG resources are more restricted 

in their use and more directly traceable in their impacts.
This discussion has examined the various estimates of population served by ESG in FY 

91, showing their consistency with other data and how they would differ if scaled downward 

according to the ESG share of operating budgets. We conclude from it that, through a diverse 

set of shelters and providers, the services supported by the Emergency Shelter Grants Program 

reached a population of more than 4 million individuals and families in FY 91 and helped 

prevent homelessness for over 34,000 individuals and families. In proportion to its budget 
share, ESG reached about 200,000 individuals and families and helped keep or place some 

20,000 individuals and families in permanent housing.

4.4.2 Continuing Unmet Needs of the Homeless and At-Risk Populations

However, despite the scale of resources and the amount of energy and creativity being 

devoted to serving the homeless population, few believe that the full need is being met. The

17 As previously noted, providers undoubtedly combined ESG with other resources (especially for 
services) to assist these clients.
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grantees and providers involved with the ESG Program were asked to assess specific areas of 

continuing unmet needs, with ratings on a 5-point scale of unmet need (with 5 being the greatest 
unmet need). Exhibit 4.19 shows the responses. Grantees of all types placed "more transitional 
and permanent housing" as the highest ranked need. State grantees ranked "reducing the 

number of homeless" next, with "more homelessness prevention" following. Entitlement cities 

ranked "more essential services support" second only to additional housing. The providers also 

put "more affordable housing" and "more homelessness prevention support" as the most pressing 

unmet needs of the homeless population.

Most jurisdictions have put considerable effort into their Comprehensive Housing 

Affordability Strategy (CHAS) documentation of the unmet needs of the homeless and at-risk 

populations. Exhibit 4.20 gives some detail on the unmet needs of different groups for the 15 

jurisdictions selected for intensive study. Most grantees packaged shelter and services together 

for a set of specific groups; among the special populations frequently mentioned were persons 

with severe mental illness, with substance abuse problems, and people with AIDS. However, 

shelter and services for all types of families were also widely mentioned, along with affordable 

permanent housing.

Conclusion
In this chapter, we have examined various impacts that the Emergency Shelter Grants 

Program appears to have had in the grantee jurisdictions and through the provider agencies that 

it supports. Specifically, we have seen that:

• according to grantees, the ESG has influenced strategies and improved abilities to 
meet the needs of local homeless populations;

• for both grantees and providers, the ESG has been an essential source of capital 
funding for facilities to serve the homeless, totalling some $99 million and 
representing about half of all such capital investment. Some 7,700 shelter beds 
have been added over the life of the program as a result of ESG funding;

• providers view the program changes adding homelessness prevention activities and 
raising the essential services limits as being important to overall effectiveness;

• there is little evidence of ESG resources substituting for any other funding. 
Indeed, receipt of ESG monies may actually help a provider increase other funding;

187



0

0
-Cw
>»oc
0
OJ
0)
E

LU

a
CO

■o
0o> 0
Z
o*:
E£
cJZ

x DUJ
D>
c
3
C

'■5
C
o
O
o
c
0
E
wco
0
CO
CO<

188



189



■asz 2
« .2ii& g.
60 O
.5 * 
2e .3 -a<s g C*

^ O>t- u <
X5 eg -O
*2 © fl

1 S'*« .2llc a 
*5 § g W
"O a>.cgr
ti oc
egu
O

i di. 4>
2? •- .£ &

•oct3 •g II Mo a is3 c8*
SI

o x 00sX) 1 oOC3 H oI3 2s oU U«PQ

190



o'•o CO
xo ia§ &QO O Ig|

§ “£ CO

aXw> co
c/5C/5

■S.9 oo £HCO
OX) o3 6*5o o6 X53 oXo w o o

f Sg,
o *§ a ^ .2

X a& a3
O Oo o

M§ ao s o
.§T3 agc3 if i 3O a sc cx1 g?l oo oa *-<

3 £ oxo T3co O 3Kt£ o • §S aa £ bJ3a .so g
X!

T3 •■3O co 5o a1-8 t§ £
a Tj
iio3 c 

O Oa a
X ocoo 3 w) 1 .9 & 3

>> « > 
=3 § 8111 s

X co
1 c o g2 Sii
w Pu 

2 
i-S 
§■5
O o

O o3O ar.S2a 3 1■8 .2 oO T3a>» 3 X o __> a §8 1 B <4-5TB e_-T

2a 5 «* ego o 2 o x ^ 3
o3-S
a 1 js g I s
^ E w) 
o o

o o T3O cofi*XJ 38 & 
6 3

§ Xco #o
O o cfi M «3 2e 3I 1.1co OOT3 >> :ieT3O

2 coP3 O <4h 3 2o3 a e o oox exe 1ang co.9 o coa 11 T3 «S
.aco

O a3 1 £ o o3c tt.s gf
Ifo <3

*•139 3"S 2 a ^
>» o 32•-s aCO O

a S
g* 
2 2

o 3 • >*g o X 
o 8
2 -a
o
a b

<N O

8 * au 2xo u2 >

8 1 Q 
ir^-a

CO

a 3i53 a 3

a CO 2• 3 1 2.3 o 3 XO ^ 2x >> 00soa ^ c
3 O 
O >
a £

2 .aCO

2ox5 >> CO 

§ 1w £2co 1OO cx ’a2 > 2£(4-4£ tXO 8.a‘co
O tH<2co w c 8 * 9 cx

2 ex
COT3 u *h O<S|«

ill
X

a CO2 2o
73 o coooX tB aCO

O *373 Ico
X “88 

a s &
o . ~
£? a9 oa ss w S

o
•T3 COCO 3>. Q §O V-.2? <2OO

33 Ooo oa X £?£? 2w o
ooo Xa ICO Xm 00cx

»1—< 55co' O OcoJ ®g X .£ co
o8O uB u

Q oU X
co M

s < 3•a 13 i3 < (D a, X **
U

a) 'O 
X 3

o§O 2 co co

*£fx3 w> 2X&2 <Ds4)CO o 2 oXo £ fX scu 00

191



Chapter Four: Emergency Shelter Grants Program Impacts

• both grantees and providers noted improvements in the quality, habitability, and 
amenities of shelters, and nearly half the providers viewed the ESG as "most 
important" to these outcomes;

• there has been a definite, positive impact of ESG funding on the availability of 
services to the homeless, including expansion of existing services and addition of 
new services to provider programs;

• nearly 4 million individuals and families were served by ESG-supported service 
agencies in FY 91, and almost 28 million shelter days/nights were provided. More 
than 250,000 individuals and families appear to have achieved independent living 
through the intervention of ESG-funded providers. An additional 35,000 at-risk 
households were able to retain their permanent housing and avoid becoming 
homeless with the help of ESG-supported homelessness prevention programs.

• scaled downward according to the ESG budget contribution, the estimates show 
nearly 166,000 individuals and more than 37,000 families assisted by the program. 
The average ESG grant to a provider agency is FY 91 assisted 89 individuals 
and/or 40 families, with an average per-case cost to this program of $231 to $515.

The Emergency Shelter Grants Program cannot claim credit for the creation of these 

provider agencies or programs, nor is it the only (or even the major) ongoing support for them. 
On the other hand, the entities involved with this program -- be they grantees, recipients, or 
providers -- in states, counties, and cities all over the country view the program as having a 

variety of positive impacts, both on the capacity of the system of agencies serving the homeless 

and on people at risk of losing their housing or already experiencing the disruption and distress 

of being homeless.
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Chapter Five

MAKING THE EMERGENCY SHELTER GRANTS PROGRAM
MORE EFFECTIVE

This chapter presents the recommendations offered by grantees and providers 

concerning changes to make the Emergency Shelter Grants Program a more effective component 
in a continuum of care. The grantees and providers, whether interviewed by telephone or in- 
person during site visits, took many opportunities to offer suggestions about program changes. 
They exhibited an eagerness to offer HUD ideas about the ways the program could be improved, 
from the perspective of the agencies administering the program in the field and the organizations 

using the funds to serve the homeless people of their areas.
The single strongest message from grantees and providers concerning ESG is to 

preserve it and expand its size; recognizing the fiscal constraints facing the federal budget, many 

grantees said that, if the annual ESG appropriation could not be expanded, at the least it should 

be stabilized from year to year. The site visits for this study occurred right after Congress made 

the FY 93 appropriation of $50 million for ESG, a reduction of roughly 30 percent after three 

years of level funding (in the $70 million range). The grantees expressed great concern about 
the consequences of this reduction for their providers, particularly in places where they had 

made and kept a commitment (during three years of steady funding) to sustain a portion of a 

shelter’s operations. From the standpoint of the providers, money for the basics (rent, utilities, 

maintenance, security) is the hardest to raise from the private sector; foundations, corporations, 
and individual donors are much more willing to contribute for essential or prevention services 

than for the basics. As a result, quite a number of the intensive-study site grantees have set as 

their top priority, for the use of ESG and other public funds, sustaining the operations of 

existing shelters and other providers.
The recommendations presented in this chapter — organized along the familiar themes 

of administration, funding and costs, program activities, and populations served — are thus all 
best understood against this background: that the grantees, recipients, and providers widely 

support the continued existence and (at a minimum) level funding of the Emergency Shelter 

Grants Program in the future.
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Yet it may be important, in the near future, to reaffirm the ESG Program’s goals. If 

the "emergency shelter" in the program’s name has imparted a sense of urgency to ESG funding 

and operation, it has also (more recently) eroded its support, as Congress and HUD have turned 

toward homeless assistance programs more focused on transitional housing and specific 

populations with longer-term supportive service needs. The Supportive Housing Program and 

Shelter Plus Care Program are clear examples of this direction.
The grantees and providers participating in this study expressed an eagerness to focus 

on preventing and reducing homelessness; they would rather prevent homelessness than operate 

a permanent system of facilities and services for an ever-renewing population of individuals and 

families in need of shelter. In their view, the expansion of essential services and the addition 

of homelessness prevention have been vital steps making ESG a more effective vehicle for pre­
venting and reducing homelessness. In fact, by virtue of the range of eligible activities, ESG’s 
flexibility has supported grantees and providers looking beyond emergency needs, to what is 

necessary for the longer-term stabilization of formerly homeless clients. And by virtue of the 

breadth of populations and localities it serves, ESG has proven broadly useful to the goals of 

preventing and reducing homelessness. As a result, it may be time to identify ESG as a 

significant long-term tool and not primarily an emergency response to crisis needs. This is 

consistent with HUD’s goal of making its programs for the homeless aid their transition from 

temporary shelter to permanent homes.

5.1 Potential Improvements in Program Administration

This section examines the recommended improvements to ESG administration, including 

some modifications of broad program features and other, more limited improvements to program 

operation.

5.1.1 Reshaping a Block Grant for Homeless Assistance

ESG is a block grant program (as distinct from a categorical program); the grantees 

determine the allocation of available funds among eligible activities. "Make the block grant 

broader" was a frequent theme of grantee and provider comments in response to questions on 

coordination and improving effectiveness. A variety of configurations were suggested, as 

follows:
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• combining "all” the McKinney programs into a single block grant; or

• combining ESG and FEMA’s Emergency Food and Shelter Program; or

l• combining ESG, SAFAH,1 and the "soft" McKinney programs run by the 
Department of Health and Human Services, such as the Emergency Community 
Services Homeless Grant Program; or

tying ESG into HOPE and HOME, for longer-term housing solutions.

A broader block grant was frequently suggested as a means of simplifying the process 

of obtaining federal funds, or as a way to reduce reporting requirements viewed as excessive 

relative to the size of ESG grants. There were also comments about reducing the administrative 

fragmentation and overhead of operating this variety of separate programs, at both the federal 
and state levels. State grantees and their providers seemed particularly interested in this concept.

The more strategic reasons offered for a broader block grant were related to housing 

solutions for the homeless. Providers often expressed frustration with the difficulty of assisting 

their clients to find permanent housing and/or gain access to housing subsidy. Judging from the 

intensive-study sites, a significant proportion of ESG-funded providers have also become 

involved in transitional housing programs, supported by other funds. They have even used some 

ESG monies for transitional housing, where homeless persons can remain stable (and secure) for 
the amount of time needed to become self-sufficient. But broadening the block grant is seen as 

a way for the agencies operating ESG services to grow in the direction of transitional and perma­

nent housing for homeless clients.
Another aspect of this recommendation is that, for some jurisdictions, it could improve 

access to funding for housing solutions. As one provider said regarding the competitive 

homeless programs, "Rural areas are always left out in the cold as compared to cities. 
Transitional housing and other grants should not be nationally competitive; they should be locally 

competitive. We need transitional housing programs in rural areas." A formula-allocated 

broader block grant might be one way to get the funds to these areas.

1 SAFAH was merged with the Supportive Housing Demonstration Program, to form the Supportive 
Housing Program (SHP), in the Housing and Community Development Act of 1992.
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5.1.2 Maintaining/Expanding Local Control
It was the strongly expressed view of many grantees and providers that the local level 

is where need for homeless assistance is best measured and met. Since the funds are allocated 

to metropolitan cities and urban counties on a formula basis, the ESG Program offers a 

considerable degree of local control. Some argued that local programs run more smoothly and 

coordinate better than programs run from Washington or the state capitol; there were also some 

opposing views, with frustration expressed at lack of local coordination and the needless 

inclusion of the local government layer between HUD and the shelters.
In the best cases, local control makes a real difference. One provider reported that, 

"the shelters in our area collaborated and contributed a percentage of the ESG funding they 

received, and we used the resulting fund for the salary of a housing counselor. I think the 

program requirements should have more flexibility for innovations like this at the local level." 

And a state grantee in one of the intensive-study sites commented, "The block grant mechanism 

is one of the most effective ways to be responsive to needs. It is flexible enough to operate at 
the grassroots level. In the event of a tornado or a burnout, it will take FEMA six weeks to 

respond. On the other hand, the [ESG-funded] CAP agency, made up of local people, can 

respond in one-to-two hours."

5.1.3 Improving Coordination Among Levels of Government
Coordination of homeless services efforts and funding were topics of considerable 

comment. Grantees and providers alike, in discussing how to make ESG more effective, 
emphasized the need for greater coordination among and between the following groups:

• HUD and other federal agencies administering McKinney programs ("Start with 
HHS and HUD," some stated);

• HUD and the states;

• the different state agencies involved in administering homeless programs, whether 
state- or federally funded;

• the states, counties, and cities with overlapping ESG jurisdictions (i.e. entitlement 
cities within entitlement counties), especially where there were providers eligible 
to receive grants from different jurisdictions;
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• local grantee agencies, providers, and the local public housing agency; and

• the ESG-funded providers in the community.

Many comments emphasized the benefits of increased local coordination, including 

better planning, better data on client populations and outcomes, and targeting need more 

accurately. But the most important perceived benefit was the likelihood of greater success; as 

one provider said, "What I can’t do, we can do."

5.1.4 Operational Improvements
In addition to these comments about the broader features of the ESG Program, grantees 

and providers offered a substantial number of suggestions for operational improvements to the 

administration of the program. The topics of these suggestions included the funding cycle, 
application requirements, reporting requirements, multiple funding flows, HUD administration, 
HUD technical assistance, and provider eligibility. The recommendations in these areas are 

summarized in Exhibit 5.1. Examples included stabilizing the ESG NOFA date to a regular time 

each year, creating uniform application and reporting forms for ESG and other McKinney 

programs, and updating HUD’s handbook to reflect program changes since FY 89.

Potential Improvements Regarding Program Funding and Costs 

In this section, we examine the issues raised and suggestions made in the area of 

program funding and costs. There were relatively few comments and recommendations from 

the grantees and providers on this topic, with the exception of the widespread request for greater 

-- or at least level -- amounts of total funding. For grantees, the important advantage offered 

by this entitlement program (ability to develop longer-term strategies and to stabilize support for 

selected providers in their communities) is vitiated by instability in the size of grants from year 

to year.

5.2

Exhibit 5.2 summarizes the strengths and recommended improvements in the area of 

ESG funding and costs. Formula funding and the coverage of administrative costs were the 

strengths most frequently cited by grantee and provider respondents. Their views with regard 

to overall funding level have already been noted: maintaining the funding level by a return to
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Exhibit 5.1

Grantee Summary of Strengths and Potential Improvements in ESG Program Administration

Strengths of ESG

Entitlement program: because of its formula nature, grantees and providers can depend on 
receiving binding annually and can make long-term plans for use of the ESG funds; states can 

direct funds to rural areas and small cities that cannot compete effectively for newer HUD
homeless program funding

Block grant: grantees can determine allocation of funds among eligible activities (within spending
caps)

Local control: metropolitan cities and urban counties can tailor use of ESG funds to meet local
needs

Potential Improvements for ESG

Funding cycle: a) stabilize the HUD NOFA date so grantees can count on timing of application 
cycle, or give advance notice so grantees and providers can be ready for NOFA; b) provide a 

longer time period between NOFA and application deadline, so that providers can prepare 
applications and grantees can review them and prepare their own; c) lengthen the 65-day award 

period; d) permit 3-5 year contracts between grantees and existing providers but keep 1-year con­
tracts for newly funded providers; e) make an official designation of funding cycles (e.g. FY 93 is 

"ESG-8") and use this designation on all program notices and forms, to avoid confusion with 
grantee and provider fiscal years that differ from the federal one

Application requirements: a) Create a uniform application package for ESG and other McKinney 
programs or CDBG; b) Revise the waiver procedure so that it does not require the grantee to

apply twice in a very short time period

Reporting requirements: a) Reduce redundancy (especially second 6-month report and then annual 
report a month later); b) use standard data collection and reporting forms for ESG and other 

HUD programs; c) make fewer reporting requirements, because this program distributes small
grants

Multiple funding flows: a) develop a format for consolidated reporting when a provider receives 
multiple ESG grants from different grantees; b) make incentives for better coordination among 

grantees; c) develop way to streamline the allocation process in states still using the recipient level

HUD administration: a) Update the Handbook for all the changes that have occurred since FY 89; 
b) train field office staff specifically on this program, as they do not interpret the rules uniformly

Technical assistance (from HUD): a) focus TA on service delivery rather than grant-writing, as 
this is not a competitive program; b) give field office staff more opportunity to visit the providers, 

so they understand the reality of ESG and homelessness

Provider eligibility: a) relax requirement of 501(c)(3) status for start-up of new facilities; b) relax 
prohibitions on religious organizations when grantee has reason to select them

. I I. ■ i . ^IJ'I I ■! i.in lW- - ,ii BG—
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Exhibit 5.2

Grantee Summary of Strengths and Recommended Improvements 
Regarding Program Funding and Costs

Strengths of ESG

Formula funding: a formula reflecting the population, poverty, and housing characteristics of the 
local areas is used to allocate funding among jurisdictions

Coverage of administrative costs: beginning in FY 91, program administration is an eligible
activity, with a spending cap of 5 percent

Potential Improvements for ESG

Level of funding: maintain or increase overall level of ESG funding

Funding formula: consider revising the CDBG formula for use in ESG, to take into account the 
homeless populations of local areas (after examination of the relationship between CDBG-formula 

changes from the 1990 Census and existing homeless population data)
(Note: At present, there are no standard counts of local homeless populations.)

Matching funds requirement: a) waive the requirement for smaller providers in poorer areas 
(appears states were not yet using this provision regarding first $100,000); b) prohibit applying 

match requirement on a monthly or six-monthly basis, as reported by some providers

Level of administrative funding: a) increase the administrative funding cap above the five percent 
level to match the reporting/paperwork requirements; b) mandate that grantees share 

administrative funding with non-profit providers

Reimbursement issues: a) reduce delays in reimbursement to providers (mandate timely payment 
by grantees); b) allow prospective payment for rehabilitation projects, to alleviate the provider 

cash-flow problems caused by up-front payments to construction contractors
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the $70 million range in FY 94 will enable the grantees to again pursue their longer term 

strategies for use of these funds.
A question about the CDBG allocation formula in use for ESG was raised during the 

intensive-study site grantee interviews; most of these grantees felt that (from what they knew) 
the distribution of funds among jurisdictions was fair. There was one thoughtful comment 
concerning lack of congruence between the CDBG formula and the size of the homeless 

population. The particular issue concerned the relative ESG dollar allocations to state versus 

city, in a place where the city had more than a third of the total homeless population but was 

getting a much smaller amount than the state. A recommendation was made to take a close look 

at the CDBG formula results from the 1990 Census in comparison with available data on the 

location of the homeless population.
There were a number of suggestions made, primarily by providers, regarding waiver 

of the matching funds requirement. They appeared to stem from situations where the match was 

more difficult than usual:

• for small providers in poor communities;

• in places where the grantee had set a minimum grant size (e.g. Texas at $35,000 
and California at $100,000 over two years);2

• in particular jurisdictions where the grantee had enforced the match requirement 
month-by-month or semi-annually.

In FY 91, state grantees had authority (for the first time) to require matching funds only after 

the first $100,000 of their grants. The statutory language mandates that matching requirements 

relief be made available to the local governments, agencies, and local non-profit organizations 

least able to raise matching funds.3 The data from this study, which focused on FY 91, do not 

yet evidence relief of this sort, which could certainly be responsive to the plight of some of the 

small providers in poor communities. It is likely that implementation of the change was delayed 

until after FY 91. A similar provision for certain cities and counties may also be worth 

consideration.

2 Chapter 3 (Section 3.2.1) described some of the details concerning how matches were made.

3 National Affordable Housing Act, P.L. 101-625, Sec. 418(e)(4).
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Other recommendations regarding ESG funding and costs concerned the level of 

administrative funding and certain reimbursement issues. While grantees sought an increase in 

the administrative costs cap above 5 percent, providers sought a reduction in paperwork or a 

share of the administrative funding. At present, there is no requirement that state grantees pass 

these funds to providers, only to local governments acting as recipients.4 Although we did not 
directly collect data on this point, there was little evidence of non-profit providers receiving ESG 

funds for administrative support.

Reimbursement issues are most often a matter of grantee practice and not related to 

overall program practices. However, one recommendation in this area might require a 

regulatory change, to allow prospective payment of ESG funds to providers carrying out 
conversion, renovation, or rehabilitation projects. Since it is common for construction 

contractors to require front-end payments, it was reported that a provider encountered significant 

cash-flow problems in the time interval between those payments and reimbursement by the ESG 

grantee.
As discussed in Chapter 3, there is great variation among grantees in the typical size 

of the ESG grants they make to providers.5 Where the grants to providers are very small and 

can be measured in "bake-sale equivalents," provider comments indicate a clear mismatch when 

the paperwork requirements for application and reporting are compared to size of grant and lack 

of funding for administrative costs. The recommendation here is not necessarily to expand 

administrative cost coverage; larger grants to providers and/or a general reduction in paperwork 

would be greeted with favor program-wide and would reduce any pressure to shift scarce 

resources from actual services to administrative costs.

Potential Improvements in ESG-Eligible Activities
This section examines the recommendations from grantees and providers regarding the 

four eligible activity categories under ESG: conversion, renovation, or rehabilitation of shelter

5.3

4 "A recipient may use up to 5 percent of any annual grant received under this subtitle for administrative 
A recipient State shall share the amount available for administrative purposes pursuant to thepurposes.

preceding sentence with local governments funded by the State." National Affordable Housing Act, P.L. 101- 
625, Sec. 418.

5 See Chapter 3, Section 3.2.
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facilities; operations; essential services provision; and homelessness prevention. In general, this 

study has shown the grantees and homeless-services providers to be well aware of program 

regulations governing their activities and to have thoughtful comments and suggestions about 

changes that would improve program efficiency and effectiveness. The program’s strengths lie 

in its breadth of coverage of these eligible activities and in the flexibility given grantees to use 

these funds to address local needs. Both strengths and recommended improvements are shown 

in Exhibit 5.3.

Conversion, Renovation, and Rehabilitation 

The ESG Program funds diverse kinds of capital projects, varying in scale from 

conversion of whole buildings to shelter use to minor physical improvements. We have seen 

that, since its inception, this funding has contributed nearly half of all the resources put into 

improvements in the quantity and quality of ESG-supported facilities by the providers. Chapter 

4 analyzed the impact of these resources and the capital projects they supported (see Sections 

4.1.2 and 4.3.1).

5.3.1

Of all the recommendations regarding conversion, renovation, and rehabilitation 

activities, the greatest number concern elimination or limitation of environmental review. 

Environmental review was widely reported as an impediment to implementation (see Section 

3.3.1) and as a reason some grantees with alternative resources do not use ESG funding for 

rehab at all. As one grantee said, "No-one can get started until environmental review is done, 

and in a lot of cases it doesn’t seem relevant. There may be a building we need to fix up and 

improve, and it seems like we’re adding a toxic waste dump, with the whole statutory checklist 

we have to go through."

The second recommendation concerning capital projects funding stemmed from 

problems in meeting the 24-month deadline for spending ESG monies. It was noted that major 

construction projects may well take longer than two years, especially when the time to obtain 

permits is included. One grantee agency will not support a large rehab project from ESG funds 

unless all required permits are already in hand. If HUD wishes to encourage ESG allocation 

to rehab in the future, flexibility about the spending deadline for this eligible-activity category 

should be considered. One possibility might be to start the clock ticking on the 24 months only 

after the environmental review is complete.
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Grantee Summary of Strengths and Recommended Improvements 
In ESG-Eligible Activities

Strengths of ESG

Block grant: grantees can determine the allocation of funds among eligible activities (within
spending caps)

Breadth of coverage: the range of activities eligible for ESG support makes the program useful in 
virtually every jurisdiction by ensuring that this funding can fill a niche not covered by other

available resources

Potential Improvements for ESG

Conversion, renovation} rehabilitation: a) remove or limit the environmental review requirement, 
as it is preventing use of ESG money for capital projects in a significant number of jurisdictions; 
b) consider lengthening the spending period beyond 24 months for capital projects or start clock

on date of completion of environmental review

Shelter operations: a) permit coverage of staffing costs for shelter personnel required for 
operations;1 b) relax certain restrictive details on the use of operations funding

Essential services: a) remove (or relax further) the limitation on essential services spending; 
b) specify that case management is the primary essential service and put regulatory emphasis on 
it (but without requiring it); c) create incentives for grantees to avoid duplication of service in 

their essential services grants allocation; d) remove requirement that local governments can fund 
only new services or quantifiable increases in the level of services; e) allow use of ESG for 

continuing case management, not restricted to new case management

Homelessness prevention: a) raise further the limitation on homelessness prevention spending: 
b) clarify the differences between regular (24-month) spending requirements for homelessness 

prevention and the special (180-day) provision regarding state emergency funds

l This change has already been made for FY 93, subject to a limitation of 10 percent of a grantee’s 
ESG funding.
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5.3.2 Shelter Operations
Recommendations from grantees and providers in relation to funding of operations costs 

were focused in just two areas: coverage of staffing costs (excluded in FY 91 and earlier years) 

and relaxation of restrictive details. The salaries and benefits of personnel necessary to keep 

shelters open, such as night security, cooks, and maintenance workers, are usually the largest 

single cost item for the operation of these facilities. These costs, it was argued, should be 

eligible for ESG. Payment of rent, utilities, and other direct costs is also certainly an important 

of ESG funds, according to the grantees and providers. But this program would be far more 

useful for sustaining shelter operations if staff (even limited to specific types of positions) 

included. A recent statutory change applicable to FY 93 ESG funds begins to address this 

recommendation, by allowing grantees to use up to 10 percent of their grants for shelter staff 

costs.6

use
were

A related recommendation concerned maintenance staffing and use of maintenance 

workers to keep up with the wear and tear caused by heavy shelter usage. One state grantee 

noted that it is an eligible expense to purchase replacement equipment for a shelter but not to 

pay for the equipment’s installation. HUD was urged to relax restrictive details of this kind. 

This recommendation, too, appears to have been addressed by the statutory changes that will 

affect FY 93 ESG funds.

Essential Services

The greatest number of recommendations about eligible activity categories concerned 

essential services, and the persistent message was to raise further, or eliminate altogether, the 

30 percent cap on essential services spending. One provider suggested it was more appropriate 

to put a cap on non-essential services, and others pointed out that this is the activity that most 

helps people out of homelessness and into stable, permanent housing. To quote a grantee:

Remove the caps on spending.... Let the local level have more flexibility in 
the decision-making process. [Allow] more funds for housing search (for low-

5.3.3

Housing and Community Development Act of 1992, Section 1402(e). The language applies to any 
operations staff. HUD had previously treated maintenance and security staff costs as allowable, so this 
language extends the coverage (within the 10 percent limitation) primarily to shelter management personnel. 
However, grantees and providers were not generally aware that HUD viewed maintenance and security staff 
costs as eligible expenses.
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income permanent housing). I would not like to see ESG used for more 
development of emergency shelters, but used for training, education, social 
services, rehabilitation of permanent housing. We are not solving the 
homeless problem if we keep funding emergency shelters.

In addition to general support for greater leeway in funding essential services, there was 

considerable emphasis on use of case management as the core of service provision. One of the 

grantees visited for this study, Portland, has instituted a system-wide requirement of case 

management; homeless persons must accept case management if they want to take advantage of 

shelter or other services in the Portland area. This grantee recommended targeting ESG 

essential services funding to programs that have case management and other supportive services 

to help people leave homelessness.
A recommendation made with some frequency by providers was that the program place 

greater emphasis on avoiding duplication of service. Implementing this recommendation is 

primarily a matter for grantees, since they are responsible for considering duplication among the 

services and providers they fund. Also, it is at the grantee level that greater coordination of 

services — among government agencies funding homeless services and among providers - can 

best be encouraged. Nevertheless, it was suggested that HUD consider ways to encourage 

coordination and discourage duplication of services in the ESG-supported activities.
A final recommendation about essential services concerns the regulatory requirement 

that grants to units of general local government be used to provide essential services "only if the 

service is a new service, or is a quantifiable increase in the level of a service above that which 

the unit of general local government provided with local funds during the 12 calendar months 

immediately before it received initial grant amounts.... "7 It was suggested that HUD recognize 

the constant turnover in the population receiving homeless assistance services, so that services 

to additional individuals and families qualify under the cited requirement.

5.3.4 Homelessness Prevention
As discussed in Chapters 3 and 4, the addition of homelessness prevention as an ESG- 

eligible was widely supported and praised by the respondents to this evaluation. If essential 

services are the tools for helping people to resolve their homelessness, prevention is an important

7 24 CFR Part 576.21(b).
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tool for gaining access to permanent housing. Even more, it may be the key to stemming the 

flow of new families and individuals into shelters as fast as services assist others to leave.
There were two recommendations regarding homelessness prevention made by the 

grantees and providers responding to this study. Consistent with the support for prevention, 
even among jurisdictions that did not allocate funding to this activity, there were many 

suggestions that the limitation on spending be raised from the current 30 percent level or 

removed altogether. The Ohio grantee, interviewed during a site visit, summed up a number 

of other responses in commenting that the unmet needs in that state are really for essential 
services and homelessness prevention, so the caps preclude full usage of ESG resources to meet 
the needs of the homeless population. It was recommended that HUD lift the caps, but not at 
the expense of shelter closings.

The second recommendation, much less frequent, concerned the perceived 180-day 

spending deadline on homelessness prevention funds for providers funded by state grantees. It 
appears that the regulatory language9 is being interpreted in different ways among HUD field 

offices and among state grantees. Some state grantees have concluded that only 180-day 

prevention grants can be made to providers, while other states have acted on the advice that 
homelessness prevention funds have the same 24-month span as other grants except for a special 
emergency set-aside fund. (The latter appears to be the correct interpretation.10) Both 

grantees and providers urged HUD to move swiftly in clarifying this regulation, with the 

recommendation that 24 months be the usual limitation on these grants.

8

5.4 Potential Improvements Regarding Populations Served
There were very few recommendations made by grantees and providers concerning the 

populations that can be served by ESG-supported facilities and programs. The primary reasons

8 It was beyond the scope of this study to assess the impacts of homelessness prevention activities on the 
individuals and families assisted. However, such a study would be well worth pursuing, in order to determine 
the cost-effectiveness of prevention efforts, whether to end a spell of homelessness or to keep at-risk clients 
in their current housing.

9 24 CFR 576.55(a)(2).

10 "A state may set aside up to 10 percent of its grant funds for homelessness prevention activities.. ..These 
set-aside funds must be made available to State recipients within 180 days of the grant award by HUD.” (24 
CFR 576.55(a)(1), emphasis added).
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for lack of comment are likely the breadth of the program and its flexibility in targeting efforts 

to particular groups among the homeless.
As Exhibit 5.4 shows, only two issues occasioned recommendations to HUD from the 

study respondents. Regarding the drug-free environment regulations, it was reported that some 

providers were taking them extremely literally, even making homeless individuals give urine 

samples. As a result, the observer noted, this group was being excluded from needed services. 
HUD was requested to clarify how programs designed to assist active substance abusers (whether 
among the more general population or as a targeted group) should comply with this regulation.

The other recommendation concerned eligibility for homelessness prevention assistance. 
Although ESG funding for prevention is more flexible than FEMA’s, some providers indicated 

that the definition of at-risk families, which says that "the inability of a family to make the re­
quired [housing or utility] payments must be the result of a sudden reduction in income, 

was too restrictive for the circumstances of the at-risk clients they sought to help. It was 

suggested that other types of social and economic circumstances be taken into account.
Taken together, the grantee and provider recommendations presented in this chapter can 

assist HUD in further strengthening and improving the operation of the Emergency Shelter 

Grants Program as a component in a continuum of homeless care. As emphasized before, the 

grantees, recipients, and providers widely support the continued existence, improvement, and 

(at least) level future funding of the Emergency Shelter Grants Program.

Hll

11 24 CFR 576.21 (a)(4)(H)(A).
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Grantee Summary of Strengths and Recommended Improvements 
In ESG Populations Served

Strengths of ESG

Breadth of populations served: minimal restrictions, funding applicable to needs of all 
segments of the homeless population as well as those at-risk of homelessness

Flexibility in targeting: permits grantees and providers to use funding in ways appropriate 
to the needs of particular groups among the homeless

Potential Improvements for ESG

Services for substance abusers: clarify the applicability of the drug-free environment 
regulations to providers serving clients who are active substance abusers

Eligibility for homelessness prevention assistance: reduce the eligibility restrictions for 
homelessness prevention relating to sudden reduction in income
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