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Abstract

A steady rise in the numbers of those experiencing homelessness in North American urban centres has been accompanied by a rapid growth in emergency homeless shelters. Unregulated homeless shelters are often criticized for their poor physical condition, crowding, lack of privacy, high rates of crime and health issues, negative impact on adjacent property values, and perhaps most troubling of all for contributing little to helping individuals find long-term housing solutions and thereby reducing rates of homelessness  The purpose of this research was to explore how development and implementation of regulations and operating standards for homeless shelters can not only protect those experiencing homelessness and the host communities by making shelters safer, healthier but also provide support for individuals to move out of homelessness.  Our method is a random survey of 100 of the largest cities in the U.S. that asks what, if any regulations exist to guide the development and ongoing operations of homeless shelters. We follow up this study with  a snowball sampling technique to examine current regulations regarding location, size of shelter and services provided.  This study hopes to provide a better understanding of where shelters can be located, designed and operated differently.  Historically, planners have proposed strategies and promoting policies for prohibiting overcrowding, mandating proper sanitation, calling for dispersion of  highly concentration persons and calling for a range of services from health, education, and job training to be available to reduce the impacts of poverty. This research provides examples of ways planners can work with homeless shelter residents and operators, community organizations and relevant levels of government to improve the physical conditions of and the services and supports provided in homeless shelters. 
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Introduction

Unregulated emergency homeless shelters can be the most dangerous place in a city. Gans (1994: xviix) states that planning can play a key role to address these issues: “Where are the planners and architects while the problems of poverty, race, and economy are getting worse?”   A review of the conditions within today’s emergency homeless shelters reveals that many face the same issues as 19th century Elizabethan poor houses. Unlike England’s poor houses, which were eventually condemned as uncivilized, the modern emergency homeless shelter has been allowed to proliferate without any regulations guiding their development, physical condition, ongoing operating and service delivery. The result has been an emergency support service that is unable to meet even the basic of needs and often exacerbates situations that have already reached crisis level. While some shelters do a laudable job with the available resources, the research contained in this paper demonstrates that without regulation, proper zoning, and licensing procedures, the homeless shelter environment can be abysmal, dangerous, and unhealthy and this is inexcusable. 

In an age of big cut backs in government services, unregulated and underfunded shelters play a bigger role in providing services to the welfare state. These perspectives of city housing and public health officials stand in stark contrast with how governments rigorously require inspection of restaurants, cars, hospitals, animal shelters and worker safety. This is particularly unsettling when one considers that for over 100 years governments across North America have inspected most other forms of housing to uncover code violations and prevent overcrowding, ensure compliance with required standards for sanitation, fire safety, accessibility for individuals with disabilities and proper construction techniques.  
Over the past few years, homeless advocates, those who use shelters, and professional planners, have made small positive strides. These efforts coincide with the recent growth of shelters over the past two decades (Bryant, 2002).  In 1998 alone, there were approximately one million overnight stays in homeless shelters in the province of Ontario (Layton: 2000:  80). Layton (2000) further estimates, that on a typical night in 2000, there were approximately 300 people in Vancouver, 1,200 in Calgary, 460 in Ottawa and 4,000 in Toronto making use of homeless shelter services.  More recently, the number of homeless persons in Louisville has steadily increased with a shelter operator opening up a shelter that will hold over 1,000 persons for an extended period. In Vancouver the number has doubled between 2002 and 2008 with the count of homeless 628 increasing to 1576 (OGI-UBC Research Team, 2009).

A recent on-line search using either “homeless shelter proposal” or trading out the last word to “application” or “approval” finds nearly 2 million hits and it appears to be an issue in every city from Atlanta to Toronto; Vancouver to Los Angeles, Kansas City to Winnipeg. Some see this over reliance on emergency shelters as a consequence of governments’ inability to respond to the causal factors that place individuals and families at risk for homelessness in the first place. 

Emergency homeless shelters remain the predominant response of governments and community agencies to growing rates of homelessness. This paper will argue that  the growing phenomena of homelessness and the subsequent growth of the shelter industry require regulation based on acceptable standards of design and location, physical conditions and maintenance and appropriate service delivery to support those with the greatest housing need and fewest available options.

This study involved both qualitative and quantitative surveys conducted to inventory the ways in which emergency homeless shelter are currently regulated or unregulated and where regulations exit the processes undertaken to create them. The findings collected were from over 100 cities and communities across the United Sates and Canada. The purpose of this paper is to contribute to a small but growing body of literature on the conditions and experiences within emergency homeless shelters. This paper also promotes and encourages the role that planners can have in ensuring that even “temporary” housing conditions are designed appropriately and maintained humanely. By contributing to the theoretical and conceptual foundation of planning for marginalized populations this paper seeks to lessen the gap between planning and successful policy implementation, and to analyse the outcomes of planning and the consequences of no planning where emergency homeless shelters are concerned.

Emergency Homeless Shelter:

The most common form of assistance for the homeless is the emergency homeless shelter, sometimes referred to as a “hostel”, “emergency shelter”, and “homeless shelter”. Emergency homeless shelters can also be described by the depth and breadth of services they provide. At a minimum, length of stay, degree of privacy and the provision of basics such as food and toiletries are highly dependent on operating principles and availability of funding (either through publicly funded operating grants or donations from private foundations, organizations or charities).  On occasion homeless shelters have the financial ability and commitment to go beyond emergency or basic supports. In these instances programming such as addictions and mental health counselling, life skills and employment training may be provided.  As implied in the name, emergency homeless shelters predominantly provide temporary or emergency support. While many facilities have a policy regarding length of stay, many are compelled to relax such policies given severity of homelessness in a given community due to a lack of affordable housing and the overall lack of supports that would assist individuals to exit shelters and maintain a stable tenancy.

Literature Review and Theory

The Emergency Homeless Shelter “System”


The literature on emergency shelters is a combination of government documents, community agency reports and academic theory and research. The Toronto’s Street Health Report found that for many, homelessness is not a short-term crisis. Responses from the people surveyed for that report indicate that one-third had been homeless for five years or more (Khandor & Mason, 2007). 

Since the early 1980’s there have been ongoing debates in the literature about whether emergency homeless shelters contribute at all to a reduction and/or the elimination of homelessness. (Culhane, 1992, Culhane & Metraux, 2008). Adding to this discussion are the much-studied effects of relegating a segment of the population to what Daly (1996:8) refers to as being on the “periphery of public consciousness.” Homeless shelters have long been associated with urban decay, and deviance. This has effectively retained an artificial distance between those who have homes and those who experiencing homelessness (Wuerstle, 2009, Gessler, 2006, Culhane & Metraux, 2008). The controversy surrounding the use and usefulness of homeless shelters is evident in the literature. Desjarlais (1997:30) comments that “shelters now do what mental institutions did but with far fewer resources and ability to care for clients with mental health needs.” 


The overwhelming social, economic and political issues that lead to homelessness are often ignored. The result has been a sheltering system that simply helps people cope with inequalities (Daly, 1996; Lyon-Callo, 2004, Culhane-Metraux, 2008). Lyon-Callo (2004) has noted that the “success” of the prevalent approach to ending homelessness lies in our ability to “normalize” the homelessness of individual homeless people. 

Emergency Homeless Shelters as Part of the Continuum of Care


Many social policy critics argue that contemporary responses to homelessness actually maintain the status quo by keeping individuals poor and dependent. (Daly, 1996; Desjarlais, 1997; Lyon-Callo, 2004, Culhane & Metraux, 2008). Daly (1996:7)) contends that “some critics argue for example that public policy and voluntary sector activities are designed not so much to help homeless persons as to maintain existing institutional arrangements and to forestall radical change.” This has perhaps never been more accurate than with the modern emergency homeless shelter system.

The increase in the number of homeless shelters over the past two decades is attributable to a contemporary and dominant approach to homelessness called the ‘continuum of care’ (Culhane & Metraux, 2008; Hoch, 2000). This approach involves several program or service components that strive to get the homeless “housing ready” by requiring individuals to address their addictions and mental health needs. The continuum of care model, developed by the US Department of Housing and Urban Development (which has been adopted in Canada under the National Homelessness Initiative and now the Homelessness Partnering Strategy) utilizes a number of policy and program techniques, such as income supports and services designed for specific populations, which help to move people along a spectrum from absolute homelessness, through relative homelessness to secure tenure (Leo & August, 2005). Research has shown that this model, while widely adopted, has done very little to alleviate homelessness (Lyon-Callo, 2004; Hoch, 2000; Leo & August, 2005, Culhane, 1992; Culhane & Metraux, 2008). Since the continuum of care model has been implemented there has been a steady increase in the number of homeless individuals and families (Barber, 2008). There is now not only increasing numbers but also an increasing diversity among the homeless population, and millions of dollars in funding has been used trying to alleviate homelessness under this model. 

Lyon-Callo (2004) argues that this fixation with reforming homeless individuals is derived from the process of hegemony or the methods by which certain cultural values or norms become dominant. He reasons that through this process, the state of homelessness and society's responses to it are promoted as being “natural” or “common sense”. Compounding this common sense notion of how the homeless should be dealt with, Sewell (1994) notes “the limited political power available to the homeless, means that their ability to improve the situation is limited.” Many other authors have commented that individuals experiencing homelessness lack a collective voice that allows them to challenge the status quo and develop solutions that would benefit their situations, improve their quality of life, and decrease dictation from above (Sewell, 1994; Daly 1996; Lyon-Callo, 2004, Culhane, 1992, Culhane & Metraux, 2008). 

Home Not Shelter


In addition to being a physical structure, housing represents a person’s home and community. This housing shapes one’s physical and mental health as well as economic opportunities and social relationships. Numerous theorists have pointed out that the need for a home does not stop with the need for shelter (Castells, 1983; Cox, 1981; Fried, 1973).  The need is also an expressive one for a secure bounded space in which one is free to “be oneself” and to keep at a distance the unpredictability and intrusions of the outside world (Cooper Marcus 1997; Saunders, 1984; Suttles, 1972).  A report by the Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC, 2002) found that housing plays several key roles in the life cycle of individuals and families. The report highlights several key ways that housing effects quality of life:

· Housing serves as a place of refuge;

· A person’s home is an important aspect of identity;

· Home is a crucial setting for social interaction; and

· Home is an important place of continuity, stability and permanence in everyday life



More importantly, Cooper Marcus (1997) argues that the home is a “symbol of self” representing a key component of a persons’ mental health 


However, the right to such a space is unevenly distributed.  If one accepts Lyman and Scott's (1967: 238) definition of “home territories,” as “those areas where the regular participants have a relative freedom of behavior and a sense of intimacy and control over the area,” the vulnerable and often transient status of those residing in emergency homeless shelters disqualifies them from residing in “home territories.” Conditions within homeless shelters continue to be a challenging and often depressing place to reside even for a short period. The policies and practices within many homeless shelters clearly hinder one’s ability to leave street life and to move on to sustainable and secure tenancies. This is apparent in examples such as over-crowded environments, inappropriate short-term limitations on length of stay, daytime shelter closure, punitive staff-client relationships, lack of food, and lack of attention to client hygiene and draconian sleeping arrangements (Daly, 1996). Whether run by local governments or charitable, not-for-profit organizations, residents’ experiences of shelter life can often have a long-lasting effect on both one’s health and sense of security.

For nearly 100 years a major task of planning has been to combat poor sanitation and overcrowding, which was believed to be aggravated or caused a host of social and physical evils” (Birch & Silver, 2009; see also U.S. Senate Committee on the District of Columbia, 1910).   Birch and Silver (2009: 115) suggest that  life expectancy for United States citizens increased from 50 years of age in 1909 to 78 years of age in 2009  in part due to “minimum housing standards.” According to von Hoffman (2009:232) “the overriding purpose of city planning, according to the social reformers, was to cure overcrowding, not to create impressive vista. At the 1901 conference (to found a national planning organization) leaders of the Committee on Congestion decried the moral and health hazards caused by teeming slums…safe, sanitary, and uncrowded housing was one of their goals”. Birch and Silver (2009:119) also add that a primary focus of planners was how to “deal with crowding, poor sanitation, and poorly ventilated and shoddy housing.”

Some emergency homeless shelters have been known to put 50 or more persons in a crowded room with just bunk beds or floor mats (Gilderbloom, 2009). Pynoos, Schafer, and Hartman (1973:4) report “overcrowding may lead to increased stress, poor development of sense of individuality, sexual conflict, lack of adequate sleep leading to poor work and school performance, and interfamilial tensions.” Schorr (1963) argues that overcrowding is responsible for more health problems than the actual quality of the unit. The most methodologically sound study on this issue is the work of sociologists Gove, Hughes, and Galle (1979). Using regression techniques to control for the intervening variables, they find that overcrowding within the home is “strongly related to poor mental health, poor social relationships in the homes, and poor child care; and [is] less strongly but significantly related to poor mental health, poor social relationships outside the home” (Gove, 1979: 59).  Research by Booth and Edwards (1976: 308) finds that “household congestion” has a small positive impact on the incidence of sibling quarrels and the number of times parents hit their children.


A survey on New York shelters, conducted by Crystal and Goldstein, found that shelter clients had rated prisons superior to shelters in terms of safety, cleanliness and food quality (Rossi, 1987). Shelters only fared better because residents were able to leave at their own will. Some research has found that shelters run by private organizations are often of better quality than those, which are publicly funded. This has been attributed to restrictions that private run shelters can impose on clients such as baring or excluding people who are intoxicated or acting aggressively (Rossi, 1987). Often individuals experiencing homelessness opt out of staying at homeless shelters because of their institutional and inadequate living arrangements. 


This comes as no surprise as the effects of homeless shelters on the both the physical and emotional health of clients has been demonstrated through several studies (Daly, 1996; Plumb, 2000; Hwang, 2001; Bryant, 2004). The Toronto Street Health Report identified that the five most common reasons why homeless people avoid shelters is: bed bugs; crowded conditions; fear of getting sick; fear of violence; and fear of theft (Khandor & Mason, 2007). A major concern regarding shelter conditions is sleep deprivation. 


Homeless shelters, especially facilities with “crash areas” or crowded sleeping areas with mats and little or no privacy, are often responsible for residents’ inability to sleep. Compounding the crowded sleeping quarters is the noisy and often insecure environment, which persists in shelters. Davis (2004:27) notes “some wear earplugs or use sleep masks that cover the eyes, but there is a trade-off between the need to remain aware of one’s surroundings to ensure personal security and the need to sleep.” Toronto’s Street Health Report found that more than half of the people surveyed live with extreme fatigue. The report found that approximately 54% stated they did not have the energy to walk one block or to do light physical work (Khandor & Mason, 2007: 15). Over-crowding and inadequate hygiene in shelters is also to blame for high rates of infectious diseases such as tuberculosis. According to Daly (1996), the rates of TB among homeless people are as much as one hundred times higher than in the general population. Such communicable diseases pose a great risk to public health. 


Adding to this is the difficulty of treating highly mobile populations such as the homeless (Daly, 1996; Khandor & Mason, 2007). According to Hwang (2001), homeless people have higher than normal rates of diseases such as scabies and body lice due to malnourishment, lack of appropriate clothing and poor hygiene. Foot problems are also commonplace because of shoes that do not fit, long periods of standing or walking, and repetitive minor trauma (see also: Khandor & Mason, 2007). Nutritional deficiencies are commonplace, as street and shelter life does not allow for proper diet. Rarely do shelters and soup kitchens have a regular supply of fresh fruits and vegetables. Malnourishment can contribute to a number of other health issues such dental problems, weakness, fatigue, depression and emotional disturbances. It is estimated that one third to one-half of the homeless suffer from some form of mental illness, and an estimated 25 to 35 percent of the homeless who use shelters have been in a psychiatric hospital at least once (Walsh 1985; Gilderbloom & Appelbaum, 1988; Hoch, 2000; Culhane, Metreaux & Hadley, 2002; Khandor & Mason, 2007; Gilderbloom, 2008).  

Emergency Homeless Shelter Location


Another common critique of emergency homeless shelters is the location within which homeless shelters are often situated. The trend of creating housing for the homeless in rough or peripheral areas of cities has a long history. Today this trend continues with the consequence of further marginalizing homeless populations from public view and public space. For instance, Desjarlais (1997) notes that often shelters are run out of old armoires, old schools and other vacant facilities located in decaying neighbourhoods. This is likely attributed to the ease with which shelter providers are able to locate in struggling neighborhoods where there is the added benefit of low cost rents and/or properties (Author W, 2009).  Although there is little research on the connections between emergency homeless shelters and crime some data exists that demonstrates that shelters have a negative impact on property devaluation. A case in point is the city of Cincinnati where public official determined that property devaluation was occurring around homeless shelters. They are found that public nuisance complaints such as public intoxication, panhandling, and public urination were likely to happen around shelters. According to the Cincinnati Police Department statistics calls for emergency services were substantially higher in the neighbourhood containing the city’s largest shelter. Further exacerbating the situation was the continuous police presence required to address the nuisance complaints. Over time these complaints and the police presence had lead to business and homeowners fleeing these neighbourhoods thereby acting as a deterrent to investment. In an effort to understand the depth of impact that homeless shelters were having on neighbourhood investment, the City of Cincinnati conducted a number of surveys and focus groups. One survey of property appraisers demonstrated that most were certain that business and housing property values would be lower in such areas. A survey of shelter providers stated concerns that they felt ‘locked’ into current neighborhoods as new zoning regulations and community opposition would make it more difficult to de-concentrate by relocating to other neighborhoods.


There is consensus that the more remote the homeless facilities, the less effective they will be at getting people off the streets (Hoch, 2000).  Furthermore, if shelters and other housing strategies for the homeless are to succeed they must be situated in residential and commercial areas, near public transport, jobs, social services, and schools. (Davis, 2004)

Regulation 


The roots of regulation stem from the notion that many social ills could be alleviated through the regulation of cities and public services. Building codes were introduced before Common Era.  In 1750, BCE Mesopotamia under the Law Code of Hammurabi passed a law stating, “If a builder builds a house for someone, and does not construct it properly, and the house which he built falls in and kills its owner, then the builder shall be put to death” (Eisenberg & Yost, 2009: 268). The city of London was the first large metropolis to adopt building codes covering access, fire, drainage, access to light and common walls (Eisenberg & Yost, 2009: 68). A larger movement for building codes was called for in the late 1800s in Europe and North America in reaction to inhumane poor houses in London (Ben-Joseph, 2005a). Today’s standards have emerged partly due to a number of technological and scientific advancements, as well as from social movements such as rational planning, utilitarian ethics and social reform. In the mid-1940s community-health promotion began to be aggressively advanced by social reformers, health officials and urban planners.  By the 1980’s housing regulations had caused the quality of housing to be highest ever in North America and Western Europe (Gilderbloom & Appelbaum, 1986).  This also marked the sudden emergence of homelessness as conservative governments cut back on social welfare programs, deindustrialization,  family breakdowns, and deinstitutionalization of the mentally ill.. 


On the margins of society and lacking any significant market force or political power, homeless people in most communities are only able to attain bare standard of housing. In contrast, the regulation of new housing development is ongoing, carefully monitored and continually evolving in response to market demand and industry development (Ben-Joseph 2005b). This is likely due to the recognition that the common needs of the population should be and can be addressed through effective regulations, regarding matters such as: safety, health, design and place making. 

Generally, regulations that can currently be applied to homeless shelters are those developed to protect or set standards for a range of public facilities. For example, local and regional public health acts that outlines the regulation of all dwellings and buildings, and food handling establishments for a particular city or region. For mainly financial and political reasons, such standards are rarely applied in a preventative or holistic manner. This is particularly evident for the homeless shelters. Rather, regulations provide a legitimate and reactionary mechanism for responding to public health crises or gross building violations within a variety of environments such as an outbreak of Tuberculosis or an infestation of vermin (Andrews, 2006; Leblanc, 2006). 

A related constraint when arguing for the creation of homeless shelter standards is the financial burden of requiring shelter operators to abide by strict guidelines or standards. Regardless of the nature of the regulations (physical facilities, service provision, programming, management etc.) conflicts often arise as to which level of government and/or community organization will assume responsibility for upgrades. The danger of creating standards without advance “buy in” from the key stakeholders (funders) is that it may place the shelters in the proverbial “catch 22” situation where shelter operators are expected to meet standards without the financial resources to meet them. As a result, shelter operators, government authorities or community bodies are reluctant to move forward with improving standards and regulations for homeless shelters. The fear is an already marginalized and impoverished population will be put in more jeopardy by losing a source of shelter.  

Methodology

This research attempts to fill the gaps in knowledge of homeless shelters and the potential benefits of shelter regulation . Currently there is no systematic compilation of regulations for emergency homeless shelters in North America.

This research attempts to first define the issues,  second to conduct a survey of what planning homeless guidelines have been enacted in cites, and third, what kinds of laws have been enacted to solve the problem.  Our paper is innovative in that it is the largest independent survey of homeless regulations.  Our study conducts a a representative sample of the 100 largest U.S. cities  and a snowball  survey (Schutt, 2004; Babbie, 2009). These surveys help us better understanding of how cities in North America are combating homelessness  We begin by conducting a survey of Americas 100 largest cities (with 51 cities participating) and documenting what kind of planning actions have been enacted for homeless shelters. . The scond part of our study is a Snowball style survey of cities that adopted regulations and the kind of rules and regulations that have been adopted. Together  these surveys represent over 100 North American cities.. Below you will find Figure 1 which maps out the the cities from which we have obtained information.  It shows we have a wide range of cities. Represented throughout  Canada and the United States. We believe this approach addresses questions of reliability and validity issues and provides a triangulation that uses quantitative and qualitative approaches that uses a  comparative case study of cities/regions (Babbie, 2009).  

 Survey of Regulations in 51 Cities in the United States


The goal of the survey was to find a representative sample of the current rules and regulations regarding homeless shelters in the United States. The original intent was to survey 100 of the largest cities in the United States to determine what government regulations already existed for emergency homeless shelters and how successfully these regulations were being implemented. The survey specifically focused on the extent and kind of regulations in cities asking if homeless shelters are zoned in certain parts of the city, whether there are limitations on the size of shelters concerning number of beds, mandates for a certain ratio number of social workers to residents, security issues, evaluation practices and screening practices. 

Methodology

The goal of the research was to survey 100 of the largest U.S. cities, with the understanding that a 50% response rate would be acceptable in terms of representativeness (Hanka, 2009, Babbie, 2009). The first point of contact was with the planning departments of respective cities followed by the mayors’ offices and the government legal services. When city officials were not able to respond or suggested following up with other stakeholders, the survey was extended to local homeless coalitions and emergency homeless shelter operators. The surveys were either conducted via telephone interview, email or fax.  The gathering of information from each of the cities was challenging due to the unwillingness of municipal and/or state level governments to provide information and/or direction. Over the course of six months, fifty-one surveys out of 100 were completed. The sample was large enough to be considered representative.


Table 1 shows that the majority of cities surveyed do have some form of government regulation.  However a large number of cities do not regulate housing shelters.  Nearly two thirds of the cities limit the amount of occupants in a homeless shelter.  Similarly two thirds of the cities have zoning guidelines on the location of homeless shelters. Roughly one-third of the cities have also put in regulations regarding squatting and tent cities. Almost one half of the cities surveyed required homeless shelters to be certified and have regular inspections. Nearly one-third mandated evaluations of homeless shelters.   Of those requiring evaluations only half use outside evaluator.  Only a small number of cities mandate a certain number of social workers to homeless persons in shelters.  Roughly one out of six has mandates for security at shelters—with no cities requiring shelters to cooperate with police investigations.  With the exception of one city, no shelters allow alcohol or drug use on the premises although it was noted that several cities “look the other way” concerning substance abuse.  

        A growing debate on homeless shelters is whether restrictions should be placed on the number of beds in a facility.  Several cities have passed laws restricting the size of shelters from 40 to 100 beds.  Table 2 examines this question concerning the ideal size of a shelter.. It appears that the ideal size of a shelter should be 25 or less units.   A majority of the respondents felt that a shelter should be less than 100 units. Many felt that “smaller was better.   The least popular shelter size was shelters with 250 beds or more.  Only two cities thought a mega shelter would be workable.

While the majority of cities throughout the United States do have some form of regulation regarding homeless shelters. It is worth noting that cities without homeless shelter regulations zone them in commercial or industrial areas.   For example it was found from our interviews that when inspections occurred at shelters the majority of inspections were either for fire or building codes.  Many cities also collect information on homeless people that pass through their shelters, but mentioned that they were doing so not because the city mandated it, but because their grants did. Most shelters that collected information used the collection system created by HUD. 


The findings of this study suggest that regulating shelters is becoming an important task for many cities, yet due to the general lack of information they are unaware of what other cities have accomplished and have neglected the knowledge of those cities successes and failures to help them implement their own changes thereby always having to start from the beginning.  Secondly, many cities do try to regulate through existing legislation because passing new regulations would be difficult from an administrative standpoint. 

 Snowball Sampling of Regulations in Several Cities in the United States and Canada

Our second study researched regulations currently used by cities in the United States and Canada. A snowball sample technique was used because the Planning Department’s objective was not to find a representative sample, but to identify cities in the US and Canada that regulate social service facilities such as homeless shelters, soup kitchens, halfway houses, and permanent supportive housing.  The Planning staff compiled the results for a briefing to their city planning commission and recommended regulations.

Methodology

After creating a list of regulations found in other cities through online searches, the City staff called the relevant municipalities to determine if a study documenting the impact of these uses on neighbourhoods had been prepared. They were interested in the following: 

· Why had the municipality adopted regulations for these particular uses?

· What impacts did these uses have on neighborhoods that justified regulations?

· How did the municipalities document the impacts of these uses? 

· Was a report prepared? 

· Was a survey conducted? 

· Were site assessments conducted?

The data was collected via telephone interviews, emails and faxes to cities identified with regulations concerning homeless shelters.

Findings


Table 3 demonstrated that many cities seem to regulate the distance separating shelters from each other. Most of the cities surveyed that have developed distance separation regulation have also adopted regulations concerning the size of the shelter and number of beds allowed in a shelter. Of these, most seem to limit the size from 40 to fewer than 100 beds. However, fewer cities have implemented population ratio requirements. Only a minority of cities have licensing requirements or a good neighborhood plans which attempts to mitigate any negative impact of a shelter in the surrounding neighbourhood. The research findings reveal that jurisdictions are concerned with the potential negative impacts of certain social service uses within cities.  Of the cities contacted many cited to that they had not completed needs assessments and or impact studies on homeless shelters prior to implementing regulations. The rationale for creating regulations was because of complaints regarding panhandling, loitering, cleanliness outside of shelters, and public urination. The concentration of facilitates such as homeless shelters, halfway houses and soup kitchens was also a concern to several jurisdictions. Many acknowledged that these uses have a clear social usefulness and value but that they also have undeniable adverse effects on residential environments. In general, communities regulating such facilities felt that only a limited number of facilities could be absorbed before neighborhoods would experience significant deterioration in the quality of life. 

Policy Recommendations 
We have drawn from other cities regulations that defend the homeless from abuse and exploitation due to profit motives of unscrupulous shelter operators .   Cities should adopt these standards as part of the planning and zoning requirements for homeless shelters.  Most of our homeless shelters are doing a good  job.  Unfortunately, we have several unregulated shelters that are unsafe, unsanitary, dangerous and make the problem of homelessness worse not better.  I believe that any homeless shelter ordinance must include these regulations to  assure homeowners and renters that the homeless are not being exploited or causing property values to be driven down and leading to an increase in home  foreclosures

1: ID Checks

All incoming clients of shelter must provide a social security number and another form of identification. This is required in New York and many other shelters throughout the United States

2: Initial Contact and Intake Forms and Evaluation


Shelters, upon the intake of a client, must do a briefing consisting of:


a) Collection of Information for recording purposes (Homeless Tracking System) 


b) Advising of Client Rights and Responsibilities


c) Subjection to a physical and mental examination by a qualified doctor or nurse


d) Forms should be uniform throughout all homeless shelters and, ideally, be 
internet based to see if client has previously entered shelter and what their 
conditions may be. 

3: Professional Supervising Staff is necessary


While the use of former homeless to help others is laudable, the problem exists 
to where many of the former homeless have no formal training or expertise to 
help others and are simply using their experience. A professional supervisor 
should be present for social work and medical needs. . 

4: Shelter Patrons must create an independent living plan 


This plan is to be supervised by a Social Worker. 

5: No Controlled Substances or Alcohol is allowed in a shelter.

Use of substances should be considered gross misconduct and homeless should be evicted.  It has been reported that several “shelters” look the other way when It comes to liquor and drugs.

6: All Public Facilities should be well kept 

Soap and Toilet Paper for all homeless shelter patrons should be made available                                                         in the bathrooms.

7: Shelter Occupants should not be overcrowded

· Minimum of 250 sq ft per shelter patron
· Maximum of 4-6 homeless persons per room
· No Bunk beds or Mats are allowed (with exception to White flag nights)

· Shelter size should be limited to 100 people maximum and ideally be around 50 per housing shelter site. 

8: Shelters should not be concentrated in a single area


Census tracts provide useful guidelines for neighborhoods, no more than 1 
homeless shelter per census tract. 169 in Jefferson County allows for the 
provision of 169 shelters.

9: Shelters should be built and operated to minimize negative impacts on property values by having them blend not standout in the neighborhoods. 

. 

10: Shelters should file Good Neighbor Plans


This provides for the litter pickup, loitering, operating times, security, etc.

11: Program evaluation of shelter should be done a yearly basis with respected evaluator and ideally holds a position at the university. 

12: All Shelter Patrons must immediately enroll in federal, state and local programs that provide home and job assistance.

13: Shelter stays for patrons are limited to 30 days. This is to act as an incentive for homeless persons to find employment and permanent housing.

14: Homeless Clients and Supervisors must cooperate with police when they look for witnesses to a crime or under investigation themselves. 

15: Homeless Clients who do not have any major physical or mental disabilities must be active in looking for work and permanent housing.

16: All shelters are subject to random inspection at any point in time and carried out by codes and inspections to see whether they are following housing, sanitary and food service codes.  Self policing by shelters themselves is a conflict of interest and provides no enforcement authority when violations occur.

17: Shelters must follow all rules and regulations that apply to housing and food           services. Unregulated shelters are not inspected by city inspectors.

18: If a shelter fails inspection then measures will be taken to either change the operation or public funding for the shelters will be taken and patrons will be relocated to another shelter.

Conclusions

Cities that have adopted homeless shelter regulations have a two prong approach.  First, is to protect the homeless from unsanitary and overcrowded housing.  They do this by enacting ratios of social workers to homeless persons, size limitations, licensing and additional regulations.  Second, is to protect property values, cities prohibit concentration of homeless shelters by requiring distance from one shelter from another and adoption of “good neighbor plans.”
With the support of housing advocates and those experiencing homelessness in a variety of North American cities a number of laws and policies have been implemented with the goal of protecting the homeless from poor and unsanitary housing conditions. Eliminating homelessness will not be accomplished solely through the regulation of shelters however; many of these cities are working with shelters to ensure they are able to provide the necessary supports to find housing, address mental health issues as well as addictions issues, and to have access to training and employment opportunities. 

Visionary leaders are recognizing these problems by calling for regulations to protect the homeless.  Recently there have even been calls across North America to adopt model homeless legislation for cities.  Planners have a unique role to play in this work.   Sawicki (2009:271) called for planners to be “user oriented” citing Gans 1994: xi) who calls for “attentive to the goals, preferences and values of the people for and with whom they are making plans and policies.” Davidoff (1965) goes further by arguing that planners no longer be neutral but advocate for the poor.  

This research provides a basis for understanding the current status of the emergency homeless shelter systems in major cities in Canada and the United States and the necessity for well-designed regulations to improve them. The research highlights two key findings. The first finding is that adoption of homeless shelter regulations requires additional resources to create, implement and monitor the regulations for both compliance and for effectiveness. The second finding is that planning for emergency shelters must include other important considerations in addition to the provision of the basic shelter. The addition of an emergency homeless shelter to a community requires that careful consideration be given to: providing effective and appropriate health and social service support; well thought out and suitable physical design; location; and anticipation of the impact on host communities. 

Planners will find this research helpful in addressing the needs and concerns of the homeless who use shelters.  Having a better understanding of regulatory environments can help facilitate a discussion around how shelters can be designed and operated differently. Designing emergency housing requires innovative and flexible thinking to ensure that accommodations are safe, healthy, comfortable, respectful, and that they support independence. Planners interested can use the information in this paper to promote alternative ideas about how shelters should look and feel. This would contribute to the quality of life for residents and surrounding communities. Planners can also use this information to discuss the utility and efficiency of conventional regulation and to ensure that participatory planning models are utilized when working with marginalized individuals.

With the support of housing advocates and the homeless themselves, a wide spectrum of cities have passed a variety of laws and/or implemented a number of policies that protect the homeless from poor and unsanitary housing conditions. Although it is noted that eliminating homelessness could not be accomplished solely through the regulation of shelters, many of these cities have also worked with shelters to ensure they are able to provide the necessary supports to find housing, address mental health and addictions issues, and have access to training and employment opportunities. 

Regulation is needed because the homeless have an inalienable right to a safe and sanitary environment that allows them to rebuild and renew their broken lives. Our research calls for greater action in the managing of emergency shelters with mandated operating requirements. Due to the lack of regulations, the homeless are at greater risk of airborne diseases, strangers who might have a criminal past, overcrowding, and unsanitary conditions. Obviously children are extremely vulnerable in these shelters. For these reasons, the unregulated emergency homeless shelter might be the most dangerous place in a city.  
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	Table 1: Does your city have regulations concerning:

	
	Yes
	No
	No Response

	
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent

	Limiting the Size and/or the capacity of Homeless Shelters
	30
	58.8%
	18
	35.3%
	3
	5.9%

	
	
	62.5%
	
	37.5%
	
	

	Locations of Emergency Homeless Shelters?
	31
	60.8%
	10
	19.6%
	10
	19.6%

	
	
	75.6%
	
	24.4%
	 
	

	Establishment or Certification of Emergency Homeless Shelters?
	24
	47.1%
	20
	39.2%
	7
	13.7%

	
	
	54.5%
	
	45.5%
	 
	

	Inspections of Emergency Homeless Shelters?
	27
	52.9%
	17
	33.3%
	7
	13.7%

	
	
	61.4%
	
	38.6%
	 
	

	Evaluations of Emergency Homeless Shelters?
	15
	29.4%
	22
	43.1%
	14
	27.5%

	
	
	40.5%
	
	59.5%
	 
	

	Outside Evaluations or Inspections of Emergency Homeless Shelters?
	7
	13.7%
	30
	58.8%
	14
	27.5%

	
	
	18.9%
	
	81.1%
	 
	

	Ratio of Social Workers to Clients at Emergency Homeless Shelters?
	7
	13.7%
	33
	64.7%
	11
	21.6%

	
	
	17.5%
	
	82.5%
	 
	

	Screening Processes at Emergency Homeless Shelters?
	3
	5.9%
	34
	66.7%
	14
	27.5%

	
	
	8.1%
	
	91.9%
	 
	

	Data Collection of Homeless Individuals?
	19
	37.3%
	22
	43.1%
	10
	19.6%

	
	 
	46.3%
	
	53.7%
	
	

	Security at Emergency Homeless Shelters?
	7
	13.7%
	30
	58.8%
	14
	27.5%

	
	 
	18.9%
	
	81.1%
	
	

	Cooperation with Police in pending Investigations?
	0
	0.0%
	38
	74.5%
	13
	25.5%

	
	 
	0.0%
	
	100.0%
	
	

	Do your city's shelters allow Alcohol or Drug Usage in Shelter?
	1
	2.0%
	35
	68.6%
	15
	29.4%

	
	 
	2.8%
	
	97.2%
	
	

	Are you aware of any shelters in your city that "turn the other way"?
	5
	9.8%
	25
	49.0%
	21
	41.2%

	
	 
	16.7%
	
	83.3%
	
	

	Does your city have any regulations regarding "tent cities?"
	13
	25.5%
	19
	37.3%
	19
	37.3%

	
	 
	40.6%
	
	59.4%
	
	

	Does your city have any regulations regarding "squatting?"
	17
	33.3%
	14
	27.5%
	20
	39.2%

	
	 
	54.8%
	
	45.2%
	
	

	Source: Survey of Regulations in 51 Cities in the United States

Note: Bottom Percentage is with “No Response” taken out.


	Table 2: What, in your opinion, is the Most and Least Ideal Size for a Emergency Homeless Shelter?

	
	Most Ideal
	Least Ideal

	 
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent

	Less than 25
	20
	39.2%
	9
	17.6%

	
	
	60.6%
	
	29.0%

	26 – 100
	7
	13.7%
	3
	5.9%

	
	
	21.2%
	
	9.7%

	101 – 250
	4
	7.8%
	0
	0.0%

	
	
	12.1%
	
	0.0%

	More than 250
	2
	3.9%
	19
	37.3%

	
	
	6.1%
	
	61.3%

	No Response
	18
	35.3%
	20
	39.2%

	Source: Survey of Regulations in 51 Cities in the United States

Note: Bottom Percentage is with “No Response” taken out.


	Table 3: How far apart are shelters in your city?

	 
	City
	Size of Seperation
	Facility Type
	Comments

	1
	Covington, Kentucky
	One mile.
	Homeless Shelter from another shelter.
	 

	 
	
	500 Ft. 
	Homeless Shelter from a school. 
	 

	2
	Dallas, Texas
	One mile.
	Homeless Shelter from another shelter.
	 

	3
	Palmdale, California
	1,320 Ft. 
	Shelter from another shelter. 
	 

	 
	
	500 Ft. 
	Shelter from a school.  
	 

	 
	
	150 Ft. 
	Shelter from any single-family residential zone.
	 

	4
	Cleveland, Ohio
	500 Ft. 
	Shelter from any  residential zone.
	 

	 
	
	500 Ft. 
	Halfway House from lots occupied by a playground, public park, public recreation center, church, public library, pre-school, daycare, primary or secondary school.
	 

	 
	
	2,000 Ft. 
	Halfway House from another correctional halfway house
	no more than two correctional halfway houses shall be located in any police district.

	5
	Lacey, Washington
	300 Ft. 
	Halfway House from licensed daycare center, public or private school.
	The requirement can be waived by daycare operator if the property is adjacent to the host agency.

	6
	Broward County, Florida
	500 Ft.  
	Homeless Shelter from any residentially zoned district.
	 

	7
	Miami, Florida
	2500 Ft
	Community base residential faciltiy from like facility
	Also has population ratios

	8
	Hamilton, Ontario, Canada
	min. radial distance of 300 metres
	Homeless Shelter  from any other residential care facility, emergency shelter, or corrections residence.
	 

	9
	Toronto, Canada
	820 Ft. 
	Homeless Shelter  from another shelter.
	 

	10
	Ottawa, Canada
	1,640 Ft. 
	Group Living Facility between urban areas. 
	 

	 
	
	3,281 Ft. 
	Group Living Facility between facility and other residents in rural setting.
	 

	11
	Portland, Oregon
	150 Ft. 
	Provisions for shelters include density limitatons, max. occupancy regulations and hours of operation. Where two or more residential zones are within 150 feet of a Group Living development, the controlling regulations are those of the lower density zone.
	Group Living facilities must be included in the mission statement of the campus’s impact mitigation plan; The impact mitigation plan’s implemented mitigation measures must accommodate the impacts the Group Living facility will create.

	12
	Roseville, California
	500 Ft. 
	Temporary Resident Shelter from any preschool, elementary school, high school, or any zone where temporary resident shelters are not permitted. 
	 

	13
	Elko, Nevada
	1,320 Ft. 
	Halway House and another such facility. 
	 

	14
	Gainesville, Florida
	1,320 Ft. 
	Halfway House between one halfway house and another facility.
	 

	 
	
	2,000 Ft. 
	Halfway House away from food distribution for the needy. 
	 

	 
	
	2,000 Ft. 
	Food Distribution Center from the University of Florida Campus. 
	 

	 
	
	2 mile radius
	Food Distribution Center for destitute people cannot be located within a 2 mile radius of one another. 
	 

	15
	Columbus, Ohio
	1,000 Ft. 
	Halfway House be located no closer to another halfway house or community residential treatment center; to any institution similar in nature but occupied by more than thirty residents; or to a school, nursing home, rest home or home for the aging. 
	The halfway house should be located in an eligible census tract. A census tract shall be eligible for such location if it contains no halfway house or community residential treatment center.

	16
	Shelby, North Carolina
	2,000 Ft. 
	Halfway House from another Halfway House. 
	 

	17
	Henderson, Nevada
	1,500 Ft. 
	Halfway House from multifamily developments, these establishments are only allowed in individually owned units.
	 

	18
	Prescott, Arizona
	1,320 Ft. 
	Transitional Housing between such uses, as measured in a straight line from the nearest property line of an approved facility to the nearest property line of another Transitional Housing facility.
	 

	19
	Anchorage, Alaska
	1,000 Ft. 
	Residential Care Facility from exsiting facility. 
	 

	20
	Green Bay, Wiscounsin
	2,500 Ft. 
	Community Living between any such facility. 
	 

	21
	Rochester, New York
	1/4 mile
	Homeless Shelter from other homeless shelters and similar uses. 
	 

	22
	Detroit, Michigan
	3,000 Ft.
	Homeless Shelter from other homeless shelter.
	 

	
	
	500 Ft. 
	Homeless Shelter from and Adult Foster Care Facility.
	 

	23
	Boston, Massachusetts
	600 Ft. 
	Group Living Facility from another Group Living Facility.
	 

	24
	Miramar, Florida
	1,000 Ft. 
	Homeless Shelter from and Adult Foster Care Facility.
	 

	 
	
	1,200 Ft.
	Homeless Shelter from lots occupied by a playground, public park, public recreation center, church, public library, pre-school, daycare, primary or secondary school.
	 

	25
	San Diego, California
	1/4 Mile
	Homeless Day Center from an emergency shelter. 
	Measured from property line to property line. 

	26
	Marshall Township, Pennsylvania
	1,000 Ft. 
	Halfway House from another Halfway House. 
	 

	 
	
	1,000 Ft. 
	Halfway House from Amusement park; Camp (for minors activity); Child care facility; Churches and similar places of worship; Community center; Library; Museum; Park; Playground; School; Other lands where minors congregate; 
	 

	27
	Spokane County, Washington
	1/4 of a mile
	Halfway House from Public library, Public playground or park, Public or private school and its grounds of kindergarten to 12th grade, Child day-care center, Place of worship such as a church, mosque, synagogue or temple, Another halfway house.
	 

	28
	Little Rock, Arkansas
	1,500 Ft. 
	Separation, spacing and procedural requirements for homeless shelters will be determined by the planning commission so as not to adversely impact the surrounding properties and neighborhood. Unless the commission determines that a different area is more appropriate, a neighborhood shall be defined as an area incorporating all properties lying within one thousand five hundred (1,500) feet of the site for which the permit is requested. 
	 

	29
	Knoxville, Tennessee
	300 Ft.
	Halfway House from from a park, school, or day care center.
	 

	30
	Sacramento, California
	1000 Ft
	Sm. and Lg. Shelters for adults from any other temporary residential shelter.
	Small (24 beds) shelter for adults and lg. (over 24 beds) shleters for adults.

	 
	 
	500 Ft. 
	Sm. And Lg. Shelters for adults from public park, schools K-12, churches and residential zones
	Small (24 bed) shelter for adults and lg. (over 24 beds) shleters for adults.

	 
	 
	1000 Ft.
	Sm. Shelter from other temporary residential shelters
	Other Small Shelters and Large Shelters.

	31
	Atlanta, Georgia
	2000 Ft.
	Human Services, Personal Care Homes, Child Caring Institution,Assisted Living Faciltiy and Group Home Faciltiy
	Also requires Special Use permit, the use must be within 1500 ft. of public transportation, provide 80 s.f./person and the use cannot expand or increase the number of persons once Special Permit is approved.

	32
	Rochester, Minnesota
	500-1000 Ft.
	Offender Transitional Housing from like facility
	Also population ratios


	Table 4: What is the ratio of shelter to people in your city?

	
	City
	Regulations
	Facility Type
	Comments

	1
	Covington, Kentucky
	One shelter per 25,000 persons in the city.
	Youth Shelter
	

	
	
	No more than one addiction treatment facility per 25,000 persons residing in the city.
	Addiction Treatment
	Addiction treatment facilities are appropriate if they meet the criteria listed above, unless clear convincing evidence is presented that deleterious impacts involving noise, traffic, safety, or property values will result from the establishment of a shelter at a particular location.

	2
	Green Bay, Wisconsin
	Community living arrangement shall be permitted under this standard as long as their total capacity within any district that does not exceed 25 or 1% of the population of the district, whichever is greater.
	Community Living
	When that capacity is reached, no additional community living arrangement shall be permitted within the district until their capacity is reduced or the district's population increases, thus changing the ratio.

	3
	Cleveland, Ohio
	Limits halfway houses to 2 per police district.
	Halfway Houses
	

	4
	Rochester, Minnesota
	The number of OTH uses within a radius of 1.5 times the distance separation may not exceed 0.5% of the total number of dwelling units for developed neighborhoods within that radius
	Offender Transitional Housing (OTH)
	

	5
	Miami, Florida
	Community based residential facilities are not permitted in any census tract where residents of existing community residential homes or community based residential facilities comprise two (2) percent or more of that census tract’s current total population as estimated by the City of Miami Planning and Zoning Department
	Community Based Residential Facilities
	


	Table 5: Size limitations of shelters in your city

	
	City
	Regulations
	Facility Type
	Comments

	1
	Red Bluff, California
	Maximum of 4 Families, or a maximum of 4 unrelated persons. The maximum number of beds or clients permitted to be served (eating, showering, and or spending the night) nightly shall not exceed 1 per 125 sq. ft. of floor area.
	Homeless Shelter
	Also require Good Neighbor Plan elements.

	2
	Anchorage, Alaska
	150 sqaure feet per resident.
	Homeless Shelter
	

	3
	Mesa, Arizona
	Limited to 50 beds
	Shelter
	

	4
	Des Moines, Iowa
	300 square feet of lot size for each resident. A minimum of 80 square feet of usable floor space per bed, and usable floor space of no less than eight feet in any major dimension.
	Homeless Shelter
	Each such facility shall contain at least one lavatory and one toilet per ten residents or fraction thereof and one tub or shower per 15 residents or fraction thereof. There shall be a minimum of one bathroom with tub or shower, toilet and lavatory on each floor which has resident bedrooms.

	5
	Lacey, Washington
	No more than 40 residents shall be allowed.
	Homeless Shelter
	(1) The City may further limit the number of residents as site conditions dictate. (2) The use of a building as a homeless shelter shall not exceed ninety (90) days.

	6
	Lawrence, Kansas
	Not exceeds 15 persons maximum.
	Homeless Shelter
	

	7
	Los Angeles, California
	Residential facility which serves six or fewer persons.
	Community Care Facility
	Shall be considered a family for the purpose. Residential care facilities, family care home, alcoholism or drug abuse recovery facility.

	8
	Dallas, Texas
	No more than 50 residents permitted.
	Halfway House
	

	9
	Denver, Colorado
	No more than 200 beds.
	Homeless Shelter
	There shall be no more than nine hundred and fifty (950) beds in permanent homeless shelters in any council district.

	10
	Roseville, California
	Shall not exceed 12 residents, excluding staff in occupancy.
	Temporary Shelter
	

	11
	Gainesville, Florida
	No more than 30 persons can be housed in a 24-hour period.
	Halfway House
	Residences for destitute people as accessory uses to places of religious assembly can have no more than 15 persons housed in a 24-hour period.

	12
	Cleveland, Ohio
	A maximum of 100 residents subject to correctional oversight shall be accommodated.
	Halfway House
	Limited by the size of the existing or proposed building and all its allocation of space for sleeping quarters, except that the board of zoning adjustment may approve a larger number solely for the reason that the proposal’s economical feasibility is tied to such larger number of residents.

	13
	Columbus, Ohio
	Occupied by no more than 30 residents.
	Halfway House
	No resident limit on denser areas zoned R6 or higher.

	14
	Ottawa, Canada
	30 residents maximum.
	Halfway House
	

	15
	Shelby, North Carolina
	No more than 30 residents.
	Halfway House
	Maximum of 60 days.

	16
	Pasadena, California
	No more than 10 residents at a time.
	Temporary Housing
	Should have at least 1 fully equiped kitchen.

	17
	Phillipsburg, New Jersey
	Maximum occupancy shall be no greater than 15 persons per site.
	Homeless Shelter
	

	18
	Spokane County, Washington
	There shall be no more than 20 residents.
	Halfway House
	

	19
	Wichita, Kansas
	Housing no more than 16 persons.
	Group Homes & Halfway House
	

	20
	Knoxville, Tennessee
	Maximum capacity of five (5) persons.
	Halfway House
	

	21
	Sacramento, California
	The size of the temporary resident shelter shall be in character with the surrounding neighborhood.
	Shelter
	


	Table 6: Licensing

	
	City
	Regulations
	Facility Type

	1
	Covington, Kentucky
	Licensure for the program operated at the facility must be obtained in accordance with Non-medical alcohol treatment and education center regulations.
	Addiction Treatment Facility

	2
	Prescott, Arizona
	Whether allowed by right or by Conditional Use Permit, the request shall be evaluated based on occupancy load and parking adequacy. All such transitional housing providers shall register with the Community Development Department to assess whether the use is allowed at a location, or by right or by Conditional Use Permit.
	Halfway House

	3
	Detroit, Michigan
	In 1997 Detroit Michigan adopted The Homeless Shelter Licensing ordinance to ensure that whenever children, women, and men become homeless, they will have decent safe and healthy refuge. The ordinance provides the city with tools to regulate and monitor conditions of emergency homeless shelters.
	Emergency Homeless Shelter

	4
	Phillipsburg, New Jersey
	It shall be unlawful for any person, firm or corporation to operate a Homeless Shelter within the Town of Phillipsburg, without first obtaining a license therefore from the Town of Phillipsburg as hereinafter provided. Licensees can be revoked.
	Homeless Shelter

	5
	Spokane County, Washington
	Licensing is available to eligible sites include emergency shelters, domestic violence shelters, and some transitional housing providers.
	Assisted Living Facilities

	6
	Marshall Twp, Pennsylvania
	Halfway house must be licensed where required by an appropriate government agency(ies), and shall be in compliance with all applicable rules and regulations of the licensing body(ies).  A copy of any required license must be delivered to the Township prior to beginning the use.
	Halfway House

	7
	Spokane County, Washington
	The halfway house shall meet any applicable local licensing for a facility housing inmates in transition from a correctional facility to the community.
	Halfway House


	Table 7: Good Neighborhood Plans

	
	City
	Regulations
	Facility Type
	Comments

	1
	Roseville, California
	The size of the temporary resident shelter shall be in character with the surrounding neighborhood.
	Temporary Shelter
	

	2
	San Diego, California
	Requires a number of impact mitigation plans including a loitering control plan to minimize the congregation of overnight residents during daylight hours in the vicinity of the shelter and litter control to provide for the removal of litter in the vicinity of the shelter on a regular basis.
	Emergency Center
	

	
	
	A communication plan that describes how the provider will communicate with the local community, neighborhood, and business organizations, and with adjacent neighbors on a regular basis, and how community issues concerns will be addressed; plan to minimize loitering in the vicinity of the facility and a litter control plan on the facility on a regular basis.
	Homeless Day Center
	

	3
	Rochester, New York
	A litter control program must include at least 2 trash receptacles on site for customer use, located next to walkways. At a minimum, the program must also address daily on site litter pick-up, customer awareness activities, and off site litter pick-up.  A loitering control program is required, and must, as a minimum address such things locating telephone booths, benches, tables, and other activity areas that can be viewed and controlled by employees. The person on duty must be able to monitor grounds, facility and resident activities to help prevent theft and physical harm.
	Homeless Shelter
	

	4
	Minneapolis, Minnesota
	Requires a Management Plan to mitigate impacts
	Homeless Shelter
	

	5
	Covington, Kentucky
	Are appropriate if they meet the criteria listed and unless clear evidence is presented the deleterious impacts involving noise, traffic, safety, or property values will result from the establishment of a shelter at a particular location.
	Youth Shelter
	

	
	
	Are appropriate if they meet the criteria listed and unless clear evidence is presented the deleterious impacts involving noise, traffic, safety, or property values will result from the establishment of a shelter at a particular location.
	Addiction Treatment Facility
	

	6
	Mesa, Arizona
	Should be located in a manner consistent with existing zoning and land use. Over time a facility location plan should be designed by and approved by, social service providers and the City Council. Proposed new services should be supportive of existing services and should avoid being duplicative of similar programs already in operation. In general services should not be located along main street. See the discussion section under "additional Regulations".
	Social Service Facility
	

	7
	Spokane County, Washington
	Shall demonstrate that the halfway house does not constitute a significant adverse impact to the health, safety and welfare.
	Halfway House
	

	8
	Red Bluff, California
	Requires exterior & interior intake and waiting areas, fencing, max. length of stay, distance separations, lighting along periphery of building and facilitiy, visual barrier that separtate activities and operations from public view at all times, 24 hour supervision., capacity limitations.
	Homeless Shelter
	Passed in response to State law requiring that homeless shelters be permitted by-right  in certain zoning districts. State law allowed standards to be adopted for shelters for operation and capacity.

	9
	Des Moines, Iowa
	If after issuance of the required permit evidence comes to the attention of the zoning enforcement officer that operation of such facility may be causing unreasonable and chronic traffic congestion in the streets, unreasonable and chronic noise in the neighborhood, or danger to the health, safety and general welfare of its occupants or of occupants of other property in the neighborhood, the zoning enforcement officer shall refer the matter to the board of adjustment. Each such facility shall provide supervision 24 hours a day by persons responsible for the care of the residents.
	Homeless Shelter & Group Care Facilities
	


	Table 8: Additional Regulations 

	
	City
	Regulations
	Facility Type

	1
	Roseville, California
	The size of the temporary resident shelter shall be in character with the surrounding neighborhood.
	Temporary Shelter

	2
	San Diego, California
	A loitering control plan to minimize the congregation of overnight residents during daylight hours in the vicinity of the shelter and litter control to provide for the removal of litter in the vicinity of the shelter on a regular basis.
	Emergency Center

	3
	Red Bluff, California
	Lighting shall be provided in all parking, exterior (outside) intake and/or waiting areas, outside common areas and along the periphery of the building and facility.
	Emergency Homeless Shelter

	4
	Lacey, Washington
	Because a shelter is a non-traditional living arrangement and therefore provides less privacy and more complex living arrangements that traditional homes, a distance requirement that provides visual separation and buffering from other sensitive land use activities is considered appropriate.
	Homeless Shelter

	5
	Cleveland, Ohio
	The rear lot line of the property will have a buffer with adequate fencing and barriers in place to screen and separate adjoining properties, and to prevent access between the properties.
	Homeless Shelter

	6
	Des Moines, Iowa
	If after issuance of the required permit evidence comes to the attention of the zoning enforcement officer that operation of such facility may be causing unreasonable and chronic traffic congestion in the streets, unreasonable and chronic noise in the neighborhood, or danger to the health, safety and general welfare of its occupants or of occupants of other property in the neighborhood, the zoning enforcement officer shall refer the matter to the board of adjustment. Each such facility shall provide supervision 24 hours a day by persons responsible for the care of the residents.
	Homeless Shelter & Group Care Facilities

	7
	Des Moines, Iowa
	Separation, spacing and procedural requirements for homeless shelters will be determined by the planning commission so as not to adversely impact the surrounding properties and neighborhood. Unless the commission determines that a different area is more appropriate, a neighborhood shall be defined as an area incorporating all properties lying within one thousand five hundred (1,500) feet of the site for which the permit is requested.
	Homeless Shelter

	8
	Fairfield, California
	Shelters must be located in proximity to pblic transportation and social service facilties.
	Homeless Shelter

	9
	Wilmington, Delaware
	Provides standards for shelters and includes spacing requirements.
	Emergency Homeless Shelter

	10
	Lacey, Washington
	Because a shelter is a non-traditional living arrangement and therefore provides less privacy and more complex living arrangements that traditional homes, a distance requirement that provides visual separation and buffering from other sensitive land use activities is considered appropriate.
	Homeless Shelter

	11
	Cleveland, Ohio
	The rear lot line of the property will have a buffer with adequate fencing and barriers in place to screen and separate adjoining properties, and to prevent access between the properties.
	Homeless Shelter


	Table 9: Combined Variables

	 
	City
	Distance Seperation
	Population Ratios
	Size Limitations
	Licensing
	Good Neighborhood Plans
	Additional Regulations

	1
	Anchorage, Alaska
	X
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 

	2
	Atlanta, Georgia
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	3
	Boston, Massachusetts
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	4
	Broward County, Florida
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	5
	Cleveland, Ohio
	X
	X
	X
	 
	 
	X

	6
	Columbus, Ohio
	X
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 

	7
	Covington, Kentucky
	X
	X
	 
	X
	X
	 

	8
	Dallas, Texas
	X
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 

	9
	Denver, Colorado
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 

	10
	Des Moines, Iowa
	 
	 
	X
	 
	X
	X

	11
	Detroit, Michigan
	X
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 

	12
	Elko, Nevada
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	13
	Fairfield, California
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X

	14
	Gainesville, Florida
	X
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 

	15
	Green Bay, Wisconsin
	X
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 

	16
	Hamilton, Canada
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	17
	Henderson, Nevada
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	18
	Knoxville, Tennessee
	X
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 

	19
	Lacey, Washington
	X
	 
	X
	 
	 
	X

	20
	Little Rock, Arkansas
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	21
	Los Angeles, California
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 

	22
	Marshall Township, Pennsylvania
	X
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 

	23
	Mesa, Arizona
	 
	 
	X
	 
	X
	 

	24
	Miami, Florida
	X
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 

	25
	Minneapolis, Minnesota
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 

	26
	Miramar, Florida
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	27
	Oklahoma City, Oklahoma
	X
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 

	28
	Hamilton,  Ontario, Canada
	X
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 

	29
	Ottawa, Canada
	X
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 

	30
	Palmdale, California
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	31
	Pasadena, California
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 

	32
	Phillipsburg, New Jersey
	 
	 
	X
	X
	 
	 

	33
	Portland, Oregon
	X
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 

	34
	Prescott, Arizona
	X
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 

	35
	Red Bluff, California
	 
	 
	X
	 
	X
	X

	36
	Rochester, Minnesota
	X
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 

	37
	Rochester, New York
	X
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 

	38
	Roseville, California
	X
	 
	X
	 
	X
	X

	39
	Sacramento, California
	X
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 

	40
	San Diego, California
	X
	 
	 
	 
	X
	X

	41
	Shelby, North Carolina
	X
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 

	42
	Spokane County, Washington
	X
	 
	X
	X
	X
	 

	43
	Toronto, Canada
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	44
	Wilmington, Delaware
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X

	45
	Wichita, Kansas
	 
	 
	X
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