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1. Executive Summary

We are pleased to release this report on the 2019 Point in Time Count for Multnomah County (the Count), in 
conjunction with — for the first time — a publicly searchable, online dashboard containing Count data1.   

The Count provides important information on the people who were counted living unsheltered, in emergency 
shelter, and in transitional housing (collectively the “HUD homeless” or “literally homeless” population) the night 
of Jan. 23, 2019. As always, the date of the Count and the definition of homelessness that determines who is 
counted were set by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). 

The Regional Research Institute of Human Services at Portland State University (PSU) led the unsheltered 
portion of the Count, which is referred to as the unsheltered count. At our request, PSU staff also conducted a 
separate count of neighbors whom the community would still consider homeless, but who do not meet HUD’s 
definition: students living involuntarily doubled up on couches, living room floors, in basements, etc. (the 
“doubled-up” population), using school district data. The report for that count is available in section 10.3 2019 
Point in Time Doubled Up Report. 

This year the Count identified 2,037 people who were unsheltered, 1,459 people sleeping in emergency shelter 
and 519 people in transitional housing. In all, the Count found 4,015 people who met HUD’s definition of 
homelessness. 

Compared to the 2017 Count, the total number of people identified as homeless in Multnomah County fell 
slightly, down 3.9% — even as affordable homes and living-wage jobs remain scarce for people on the edge. 

That’s partly because of our community’s ongoing work to expand access to rental assistance, critical support 
services and supportive housing — and our pursuit of policy changes that stabilize tenants. 

For example, the number of people receiving assistance from our homelessness response system to find and 
maintain permanent housing during the time of this year’s Count was 50.5% higher — 12,480 people — than at 
the same time two years before. Without this assistance, thousands more people in our community might have 
shown up in this year’s Count.  

Even as the overall number of people counted as HUD homeless has decreased since 2017, there are 
important variations in the data. The number of people counted in some groups fell substantially (e.g. families 
with children) while others climbed notably higher (e.g. those who are severely disabled and experiencing long-
term homelessness). These variations are discussed in detail in this report. 

But to understand whether and how these variations are important, it is critical to recognize the inherent limits 
of the Count and the methodology used.  

Methodology: The methodology used to conduct the Count remains among the most comprehensive of any 
large urban area we are familiar with. But the methodology has limitations that affect the Count’s ability to help 
us understand the true scale of, the full demographics of, and, in particular, the trends over time in literal 
homelessness.  

1 The dashboard is available at http://ahomeforeveryone.net/point-in-time-dashboard. A link to the dashboard can also be 
found in section 6.6 Additional Demographic Analysis.  
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This year, for example, to continue to improve the accuracy of the unsheltered count, PSU used a much larger 
number of volunteer and professional outreach workers to conduct surveys than in 2017, including a significant 
increase in culturally specific outreach. While this helps provide a more accurate picture of the unsheltered 
population, it necessitates caution when comparing the size and demographics of the unsheltered population 
from 2017 to 2019. An apparent increase or shift in proportions over that time may be in part due to the 
increased resources that went into surveying. 

Similarly, other factors, such as the current anti-immigrant policies at the federal level, may disproportionately 
reduce some communities’ willingness to participate in the Count — and thus lead to the appearance of a 
decline in HUD homelessness within that community, when in fact there is a more significant undercount.  

Other limitations of the methodology are set out in more detail in the report (e.g. extrapolating trends from a 
single point in time, the impact of de-duplication, etc.), all of which argue for caution when using the data in this 
report without being explicit about its limitations, especially when calling out apparent changes over time.  

Inflow into Homelessness Still Driving Crisis: Even accounting for the methodological limitations, the Count 
by itself tells us primarily about the level of unmet need among different population groups experiencing HUD 
homelessness in our community, and relatively little about the effectiveness of our current strategies to end 
homelessness. 

That’s because the number of people who are homeless at any given time, as well as which demographic 
groups are experiencing homelessness, are driven by multiple systemic challenges that are beyond the control 
of our homelessness response system. Chief among these challenges is our region’s ongoing housing 
affordability crisis, especially for our lowest-income residents. 

The challenge of finding and maintaining affordable housing is exacerbated for those extremely low-income 
households who face additional obstacles to housing stability, including: 

 Continued systemic, institutional and interpersonal racism that lead disproportionately large numbers of
low-income people of color to become and remain homeless.

 Fixed incomes from Social Security or disability that are far below the cost of housing.
 Inadequate access to care for a serious and persistent mental illness and/or a substance use disorder.
 Insufficient supports to successfully transition out of foster care, a hospital or the criminal justice

system.

These systemic factors push thousands of new people into homelessness each year, and present enormous 
obstacles for the community’s efforts to help people end their homelessness. 

Those issues are why this Count continues to reflect a crisis on our streets — even though our community has 
invested more heavily than ever in the homelessness response system, transforming the lives of thousands of 
people every year who would otherwise be homeless. 

It is also why this report includes data on the outcomes that our homelessness response system can control 
and must be accountable for — e.g. how many people successfully transitioned out of homelessness and into 
permanent housing, and how many people were prevented from becoming homeless. Those data are also 
available in regular quarterly reports published on the www.AHomeForEverone.net website. 

Notable Findings from the 2019 Count: 

 Fewer People are Experiencing Literal Homelessness: Despite the many continuing challenges
faced by our lowest-income community members, and keeping in mind both the increased efforts to
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better count the unsheltered population and factors that might have suppressed the Count in some 
communities, this year’s Count identified 3.9% fewer people who were HUD homeless than in 2017.  

 Fewer People in Families with Children are Experiencing Literal Homelessness: The number of
people in families with children counted sleeping outside, in shelters, or in transitional housing
decreased by approximately 50%, and only 12 individuals in families with children were identified as
unsheltered (84.4% fewer than in 2017). Some of this decrease is likely due to a range of policy
changes and increased investments between 2017 and 2019 that reduced inflow into homelessness
and increased permanent housing options for families.

Other factors, such as changing immigration policies, the tendency of homeless families to double up,
and displacement pressures that are forcing people in poverty out of the County, would suggest that a
large number of families who are still homeless are simply not showing up in this Count. We know, for
example, that more than 900 families who report being either doubled up or literally homeless are on
the County’s waitlist for emergency housing assistance.

 Higher Percentage of People Experiencing Literal Homelessness are from Communities of

Color: Although there is significant variation among communities, overall the percentage of the HUD
homeless population identifying as from a community of color increased to 38.1%. Recognizing that all
communities of color are likely to be undercounted, this is nonetheless a significant overrepresentation
of people of color in the HUD homeless population, given that people of color make up only 29.5% of
the population of Multnomah County.

To better understand the particular experiences of different communities of color, this report breaks out
most data by inclusive racial and ethnic identities. To more fully understand how homelessness affects
communities of color, it is also important to account for the doubled-up population (see section 10.3).
The doubled-up population is disproportionately made up of families, and these families are
disproportionately families of color.

 More People Report Being Unsheltered: The number of people counted as sleeping outdoors, in
public spaces, vehicles and places not meant for human habitation in this year’s Count increased to

2,037. This number is 22.1% higher than in 2017 and, because the number of people in shelter and
transitional housing is smaller, there is an overall increase in the percentage of the HUD homeless
population that is unsheltered, now 50.7%.

This report offers a great deal of insight into who is unsheltered and how the demographics of this
population may be changing. Among the most notable findings, the unsheltered population in 2019
appears to be older, more disabled by addiction disorders and mental illness, and homeless for longer
periods. Unsheltered people are also increasingly in adult-only households (i.e. there are fewer
unsheltered families with children).

 More People are Experiencing Chronic Homelessness: HUD defines “chronic homelessness” as
having one or more disabilities and being homeless for a year or more continuously, or cumulatively
over a three-year period. If people who meet this definition are living with other people, HUD also
considers everyone else in the household to be chronically homeless, even if the other people do not
themselves meet the definition. Confirming someone’s chronic homelessness status through the Street
Count survey process is difficult. Keeping in mind the limitations of the data, we identified 1,769
chronically homeless people in this year’s Count, 37.1% more than in 2017.

The identified chronically homeless population was nearly all adults without children. People of Color
make up a larger percentage of this population in 2019 than 2017, with a particularly large increase in
African Americans who are chronically homeless, while Native Americans continue to have the highest
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confirmed rate of chronic homelessness (51.8%). Among those who are identified as chronically 
homeless, a large majority continue to be unsheltered (76.5%). In keeping with the larger number of 
chronically homeless individuals, reported rates of disability within the literally homeless population are 
higher than in 2017. The percentage of unsheltered people who report one or more disabling conditions 
— including physical disabilities, mental illnesses, and substance use disorders — is now 78.7%. 

 Fewer Women are Experiencing Literal Homelessness: Our community has prioritized reducing
homelessness among women, and reducing unsheltered homelessness for women. This year, the
number of people identifying as female in the Count was down 10.1% compared to 2017. Consistent
with past counts, a very high, and growing, percentage of women who are homeless reported having
experienced domestic violence. This year, 59% of the women counted reported a history of domestic
violence.

Other Important Findings: There are many other important data points set out in this report that inform our 
understanding of homelessness in Multnomah County. We see, for example, growing percentages of 
unsheltered homeless people outside the urban core. We see a still small but growing number of people in the 
County who identify as transgender (n=42) or gender non-confirming (n=43). We continue to count hundreds of 
veterans experiencing homelessness, and the number has grown despite helping more veterans than ever 
each year end their homelessness. And despite continued suggestions to the contrary, Section 6.5 of the 
report shows that only a very small percentage of the unsheltered population came to Multnomah County while 
homeless because of the services provided here (7%).    

Going Forward: The findings in this report reinforce the importance of the collaborative work — and 
meaningful new investments — that local government, nonprofit providers, the faith community, and the 
business community have undertaken in recent years to end homelessness. Last year, our local investments 
directly supported nearly 20,000 people to keep the housing they already had or leave the streets for housing. 
More than 8,400 additional people accessed our publicly funded emergency shelters in 2018. As challenging 
as the information in this year’s Count is, it is clear that but for our collaborative efforts to prevent and end 
homelessness, the situation would be much worse for the most vulnerable members of our community.  

This report also highlights the tremendous continued unmet need across populations experiencing literal 
homelessness. It reinforces the urgency to identify and expand the strategies that prevent people becoming 
homeless in our community, even as we expand capacity for those who have become homeless to return to 
housing. The data also suggest a particularly critical need to focus on scaling solutions for the rapidly growing 
population of people with serious disabilities who are experiencing long-term unsheltered homelessness and 
are increasingly older and from communities of color.    

Acknowledgment: First, we are grateful to the thousands of people experiencing homelessness who took 
time to share their information for this Count, so that together we could better understand and address the 
unmet need for housing and supportive services in our community. In addition, this report would not have been 
possible without the work of the Regional Research Institute and the Portland Housing Bureau’s data team — 
or the tremendous efforts of dozens of nonprofit organizations, and hundreds of dedicated volunteers and 
outreach workers, all of whom personally and directly carried out the Count. 
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2. Introduction

This report presents some of the key data from Multnomah County’s 2019 Point in Time Count. It was 
prepared by the Joint Office of Homeless Services (the JOHS) using data collected by Portland State 
University’s Regional Research Institute (PSU). PSU contracted with the JOHS to carry out both a survey of 
the unsheltered population — the “unsheltered count” — and a survey of all people living in emergency shelter 
and transitional housing — the “sheltered count” — on the night of Jan. 23, 2019. The results of these two 
counts taken together represent the 2019 Point in Time Count (PIT Count). 

While the 2019 PIT Count was more comprehensive than in years past, this year’s report is a more condensed 
version of the data than has been provided in past reports. That is because, for the first time, the PIT Count 
data is available in an online dashboard that will allow the public to run the cross-tabulations of greatest 
interest to them. Nonetheless, this report does set out important context for understanding the PIT Count data, 
both from a methodological perspective and from the point of view of drawing conclusions about the 
community’s efforts to address homelessness. It also provides charts and some analysis of critical data points 
relevant to the community’s ongoing efforts to end homelessness, including disaggregations of unsheltered 
and sheltered homelessness by race and ethnicity, gender, disability, age, domestic violence experience, and 
household type.  

Importantly, this PIT Count report, which focuses on those who meet HUD’s definition of homelessness, is 
complemented by an appended report prepared by PSU for the JOHS that quantifies the number of people 
who, while not unsheltered or living in emergency shelter or transitional housing, are nonetheless experiencing 
homelessness by virtue of being involuntarily doubled up on couches, living room floors, in basements or even 
garages. This report is available in section 10.3. Additionally, a detailed report from PSU describing the 
methodology of the 2019 street count, the unsheltered portion of the Count, is available in section 10.2.  

3. Methodology

As required by HUD, the PIT Count seeks to determine the number of people who are unsheltered, in 
emergency shelter or in transitional housing on a single night — Jan. 23, 2019. This year, the JOHS contracted 
with Portland State University’s Regional Research Institute to conduct the Count. 

The essential methodology of the PIT Count did not vary from previous years. It included a count of all 
individuals staying in emergency shelter beds and transitional housing units on the night of the count (the 
“sheltered count”2), as well as a week-long effort to survey all people who were or would be unsheltered3 — 
living outdoors, in cars, RVs, tents, and places not meant for human habitation — on Jan. 23, 2019. Combined, 
these groups constitute who is considered homeless by HUD and will collectively be referred to as “HUD 
homeless” or “literally homeless” throughout this report. 

While the essential methodology remained the same, the 2019 unsheltered count was the most intensive effort 
to survey the unsheltered population to date; it included expanded support from culturally specific providers 
and record numbers of professional outreach workers (130+), volunteers (142) and survey sites (69). As a 
result, with the exception of some sub-populations who may have been more reluctant to participate than in 
years past (see below), this year’s unsheltered count should provide a more complete enumeration than in 
years past. 

2 People staying in emergency shelter beds and transitional housing units on the night of the count were identified using 
data from the community’s Homeless Management Information System (HMIS). 
3 See section 10.2 2019 Point in Time Street Count Methodology Report for more information. 
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Despite the investment of additional resources, the PIT Count as a whole necessarily remains an undercount. 
No matter how comprehensive the counting strategy, there are inherent difficulties in finding and surveying 
everyone who is living in a place not meant for human habitation. Among those who are located, they can be 
counted only if they agree to participate in the survey and provide enough information to ensure the same 
person is not counted multiple times4.   

By virtue of HUD’s limited definition of homelessness, the HUD homeless count also does not include those 
individuals and families living involuntarily doubled up on couches, in spare bedrooms or on living room floors. 
The Count also omits people staying in institutional settings such as hospitals, jails and prisons. 

Omitting these populations has significant consequences for understanding the demographics of 
homelessness. By not including the doubled-up population, the PIT Count makes invisible a disproportionately 
large number of families and people of color. For this reason, Portland State University conducted the separate 
review of the doubled-up population attached to this report as section 10.3. 

Finally, the PIT Count relies entirely on self-reports of survey respondents to determine critical demographic 
information. There may be any number of reasons why respondents are unable or unwilling to answer certain 
questions, or answer them accurately. Rates of non-response are identified for each of the questions in the 
report.  

A complete summary of the street count methodology, provided by Portland State University, is included as 
section 10.2 2019 Point in Time Street Count Methodology Report of this report. 

3.1. What the PIT Count Does and Does Not Tell Us 

The PIT Count provides important information about the nature of unmet need in our community — about 
those who experienced HUD homelessness in our community on a single night this year. It is a snapshot that 
primarily provides insight into the demographics and characteristics of those who are unsheltered or living in 
shelter or transitional housing. The unsheltered portion of the PIT Count offers additional information, for 
example, about where people are living unsheltered, what types of settings they are sleeping in (e.g. parks, 
cars, sidewalks), and how long they have lived in Multnomah County.  

There are many questions, however, that the PIT Count does not answer. Because it focuses only on where 
someone slept on a given night, the PIT Count does not reveal how many people enter and exit homelessness 
over the course of a year. That number is significantly higher than the number counted on any given night 
because a large percentage of people are homeless for less than a year. 

The Count also does not answer why people become homeless, how they leave homelessness when they do, 
or what barriers might be preventing them from returning to permanent housing. Similarly, the Count cannot 
explain why there are apparent changes in rates of homelessness overall or among different demographic 
groups.  

Although the PIT Count is often relied upon to show trends over time, this must be done with caution. 

As mentioned above, people enter and leave homelessness continuously throughout the year at potentially 
differing rates. The PIT Count is not sensitive to these changing dynamics, which add uncertainty to how any 
given count represents the actual amount of homelessness in our community. Adding to the uncertainty are the 
unknown ways in which people move between groups that are and are not included in the Count. Combined 
with shifts in methodology, resources available for the Count, and political context that may change 
participation rates, apparent population changes may be a function of factors other than real change over time.  

4 See section 8.4 De-duplication below for more information about methodology related to counting unique individuals. 
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Finally, the PIT Count provides only limited information about the effectiveness of our ending homelessness 
strategies and our homelessness response system. Even as the homelessness response system is able to 
place and keep thousands of people in housing each year who would otherwise be homeless, there are forces 
beyond that system’s control that push thousands more onto the streets. Because of its limited methodology, 
the PIT Count is unable to reflect the impact of those forces or the value of particular strategies in the 
community’s homelessness response system to meet specific needs. There are other, better sources of data 
and analysis to answer those questions. 

4. Overall Results

On the night of Jan. 23, 2019, a total of 4,015 people were counted as HUD homeless. Of those, 2,037 were 
unsheltered, 1,459 were in emergency shelter, and 519 were in transitional housing. Overall, just over half 
(50.7%) of the HUD homeless population was unsheltered.  

Table 1: People Counted as HUD Homeless, 2019 PIT Count 

Living Situation 
Number 

(Percent) 

Unsheltered 
2,037 

(50.7%) 

Emergency 

shelter 

1,459 

(36.3%) 

Transitional 

housing 

519 

(12.9%) 

Total 4,015 

4.1. Change over Time in HUD Homelessness 

The number of people counted as HUD homeless was down 3.9% from the 2017 PIT Count, 4,015 as 
compared to 4,177. As seen in Table 2 below, the three most recent counts, from 2015-19, have all identified 
HUD homeless numbers approximating 4,000. 

Table 2: People Counted as HUD Homeless, PIT Counts 2013-19 

Living Situation 2013 2015 2017 2019 
% Change, 

2017 to 2019 

Unsheltered 
1,895 

 (42.7%) 

1,887 

(49.6%) 

1,668 

(39.9%) 

2,037 

(50.7%) 
22.1% 

Emergency 

Shelter 

974 

 (21.9%) 

872 

(22.9%) 

1,752 

(41.9%) 

1,459 

(36.3%) 
-16.7%

Transitional 

Housing 

1,572 

(35.4%) 

1,042 

(27.4%) 

757 

(18.1%) 

519 

(12.9%) 
-31.4%

Total 4,441 3,801 4,177 4,015 -3.9%

Percentages in all tables are out of 
the column total, unless otherwise 
indicated. Column totals are in the 
bottom row of a table. 

2,037 

4,015 
= 50.7% 
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Figure 1 below provides a visual representation of the numbers above and better reflects their change over 
time. 

Figure 1: The total HUD homeless number has remained stable from 2015-19 

4.1.1.  Unsheltered Population 

Of those counted as HUD homeless, 50.7% (n=2,037) were unsheltered. This 
represents a 22% increase (n=369) in the number of people who reported being 
unsheltered over the past two years. 

In addition to more people becoming unsheltered between 2017 and 2019, one possible reason for the 
increase may be that many more outreach workers and volunteers participated in the 2019 unsheltered count. 
This is pertinent in that a more comprehensive unsheltered count may miss fewer people than were missed 
previously; as a result the picture of the unsheltered population may be more accurate — and some of the 
apparent change over time may not be the result of the population actually growing. 

In addition, as discussed in more detail in section 4.1.2 Emergency Shelter, a decrease in shelter beds, as well 
as decreased shelter bed utilization, may help account for the increased number of people counted as 
unsheltered. It is not possible to quantify the extent to which these factors contributed to the overall increase in 
the unsheltered count. However, if shelter utilization in 2019 had mirrored that in 2017, more than 200 
additional people would have been in shelter, and the increase in the unsheltered number might have been 
closer to 10%, rather than 22%. 

Another potential reason for the increase is the difference in weather conditions across the last two Counts. 
Where the winter of 2019 was mild, the winter of 2017 was one of the coldest in recent Multnomah County 
history (Midwestern Regional Climate Center, n.d.). Weather was severe enough in 2017 that the Count, which 
typically takes place in January, had to be postponed until late February. The severity of the weather in 2017 
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may have driven a higher share of people experiencing homelessness to seek shelter and find doubled-up 
situations rather than remain on the streets. See section 4.1.2 Emergency Shelter below for additional 
discussion on how weather may have influenced the PIT Count. 

4.1.2.  Emergency Shelter 

The 2019 PIT Count identified 1,459 people in emergency shelter. This was 293 people fewer than were 
counted in shelter in 2017, a 16.7% reduction. However, as Figure 1 illustrates, the number of people in 
emergency shelter in 2019 was still substantially higher than in 2015. Several factors may help explain the 
decrease from 2017. The most significant factor, accounting for 45.4% of the reduction, was the decline in the 
number of people in families with dependent children in emergency shelter — 133 fewer than in 2017. Some of 
this reduction is likely due to the Joint Office of Homeless Services’ decision to end a no-turn-away policy for 
family shelter.  

The remainder of the emergency shelter reduction is attributable to a few different factors. First, there were 92 
fewer shelter beds of various types open the night of the 2019 PIT Count than in 2017. These “reductions” 
included differences in the number of motel vouchers in use the night of the count, a shelter that was 
temporarily closed for renovations, and small reductions in bed capacity at several winter/temporary and 
privately funded year-round shelters.  

Second, there was a reduction in reported overall shelter bed utilization (from 98% utilization in 2017 to 86% in 
2019) that affected privately and publicly funded shelters alike. While a certain vacancy rate is common, as 
discussed in section 4.1.1 Unsheltered Population above, the very mild weather in January 2019 may help 
explain the higher than normal vacancy rate and resultant decline in the number of people in shelters.   

4.1.3.  Transitional Housing 

The number of people in transitional housing declined from 757 to 519 between 2017 and 2019, a 31.4% 
(n=238) decrease. The reduction in the number of people in transitional housing beds is primarily the result of 
the continued, HUD-encouraged, conversion and reprogramming of federally funded transitional housing into 
more cost-effective permanent housing programs. Families were the primary beneficiaries of these 
conversions, with the numbers of people in families in transitional housing declining from 167 to 28, while the 
number of permanent housing “beds” for families increased by more 500 during the same two-year period. 

It is important to be clear that this reduction in transitional housing did not result in an increase in unsheltered 
homelessness. Rather it reduced overall homelessness, especially among families, by increasing the number 
of people who gained access to permanent housing. 

4.1.4.  PIT Numbers in Context: Efforts to End & Prevent Homelessness 

To better understand the overall 2019 PIT Count results, they should be interpreted within the broader context 
of systemic factors that continue to push people into homelessness, as well as community-wide efforts to 
prevent and end homelessness.  

In 2015, Multnomah County, in collaboration with the Cities of Portland and Gresham, as well as the local 
housing authority, Home Forward, joined with nonprofits, the faith and business communities, and people 
experiencing homelessness to launch an unprecedented initiative to craft a shared, aligned strategy around 
ending homelessness. Since its inception, partners in the initiative, called A Home for Everyone (AHFE)5, have 
dramatically increased the number of people in permanent housing and homelessness prevention projects. 

5 For more information about A Home for Everyone, visit ahomeforeveryone.net. 
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To get a sense of the scale of the expansion, staff at the Joint Office of Homeless Services used data from the 
local Homeless Management Information System (HMIS) to compare the number of people served in 
permanent housing placement projects in recent fiscal years. That number was at just more than 4,000 people 
in FY 2015 (July 01, 2014 – June 30, 2015) and climbed to more than 12,000 in FY 2018 (July 01, 2017 – June 
30, 2018), a threefold increase. 

But a proper presentation of the relationship between people counted in the PIT and people active in housing 
placement and homelessness prevention projects calls for the use of comparable point in time data, as 
opposed to annual data. Figure 2 below presents PIT numbers alongside the numbers of people active in 
permanent housing and homelessness prevention projects on single days roughly corresponding to the days of 
the PIT Count for each year. Numbers for 2013 are included for context prior to the beginning of AHFE. 

Figure 2: While the number of people counted as HUD homeless has remained stable since 

2015, the number of people active in permanent housing and prevention projects has 

increased 

Note: Unlike reporting in other venues, which often track cumulative outcomes across a year, each number above was 
calculated as of a single day. The date used to measure people in permanent housing placement and homelessness 
prevention projects was Jan. 31 for each year, a date chosen for its rough correspondence to the dates of PIT counts. 

Table 3: Companion Table to Figure 2 

Living Situation 2013 2015 2017 2019 

People counted as HUD homeless 

in the PIT 
4,441 3,801 4,177 4,015 

People in housing placement 3,870 4,700 6,320 8,990 

People in homelessness prevention 2,290 1,680 1,970 3,490 
Note: The numbers in this table correspond to the data points in Figure 2. 
- Data used to procure numbers of “People in AHFE Permanent Housing” and “People in AHFE Prevention Projects” were
pulled from HMIS many months, and in some cases years, after initial AHFE performance data corresponding to the same
time periods were pulled. As a result of this, in combination with a system-wide data entry lag, numbers used herein are
larger and more accurate than those seen in original system performance reporting. Numbers from HMIS have been
rounded to the nearest ten.
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As seen in Figure 2 and Table 3, the number of people in permanent housing placement and homelessness 
prevention projects has increased substantially, even as the number of people counted as HUD homeless has 
remained largely flat. One important takeaway from this fact, supported by a recent ECONorthwest report 
(2018) on homelessness in the Portland region, is that even as the homelessness response system has 
expanded its capacity to stabilize people in permanent housing, market forces continue to place tens of 
thousands of very low-income households at risk of homelessness every year. And thousands of those 
households actually fall into homelessness, offsetting the gains in prevention and placement. That is why, as 
ECONorthwest also concluded, homelessness would be much worse than it is now if not for increased 
investments in homelessness prevention and housing placement over the past four years. 

5. Demographics

The following sections disaggregate and analyze PIT Count data by a number of demographic categories. 

Although using point in time data to assess change over time is problematic for reasons described above, most 
of the sub-sections in this portion of the report include both current numbers and comparable numbers from 
2017. Where “Change over Time” sections are omitted, there was most often an issue with the data that 
prevented a meaningful assessment of such change (for example, high rates of non-responses for a given 
question in 2017, 2019 or both). 

Readers who are interested in demographic cross-tabulations that are not available below, please see section 
6.6 Additional Demographic Analysis for a link to an interactive dashboard that enables further analysis of data 
not presented in this report. 

5.1. Race & Ethnicity 

Institutional, systemic and interpersonal racism are among the structural causes of homelessness. The main 
consequence is an overrepresentation of communities of color in the homeless population. This means that 
there are disproportionately high rates of people identifying with various racial and ethnic groups in the 
homeless population as compared to their share of the general population.  

The 2019 PIT Count indicates that people of color as a whole, and people identifying as American Indian or 
Alaska Native6, Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, and Black or African American, in particular, were 
overrepresented in the HUD homeless population. While some communities, including the Latinx community, 
do not appear to be overrepresented based on this year’s PIT Count data, there are multiple cultural and 
political factors that organizations working in these communities have identified as likely leading those 
communities of color to be significantly undercounted in the PIT Count. And as explained earlier, the use of 
HUD’s definition of homelessness, which omits the doubled-up population, further obscures the true level of 
overrepresentation for many communities of color. 

The tables and figures below provide a more detailed breakout of the experience of each community of color 
surveyed in the 2019 PIT Count.  

6 Throughout this report, people referred to as identifying as “American Indian or Alaska Native” or “American 
Indian/Alaska Native” may also have identified as “Native American.” See section 8.3 Reporting on Race & Ethnicity for 
more information.  
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Table 4: HUD Homeless Population by Race/Ethnicity and Living Situation 

Race/Ethnicity Unsheltered 
Emergency 

Shelter 

Transitional 

Housing 

Total 

Population 

Percent 

of Group 

Unsheltered 

People of Color 
736 

(36.1%) 

606 

(41.5%) 

187 

(36%) 

1,529 

(38.1%) 
48.1% 

Non-Hispanic White 
1,202 

(59%) 

817 

(56%) 

327 

(63%) 

2,346 

(58.4%) 
51.2% 

Race/Ethnicity 

unknown 

99 

(4.9%) 

36 

(2.5%) 

5 

(1%) 

140 

(3.5%) 
- 

Alone or in Combination 

African 
8 

(0.4%) 

5 

(0.3%) 

1 

(0.2%) 

14 

(0.3%) 
57.1% 

American Indian/ 

Alaska Native 

258 

(12.7%) 

156 

(10.7%) 

53 

(10.2%) 

467 

(11.6%) 
55.2% 

An identity not 

listed 

47 

(2.3%) 

0 

(0%) 

0 

(0%) 

47 

(1.2%) 
- 

Asian 
30 

(1.5%) 

46 

(3.2%) 

9 

(1.7%) 

85 

(2.1%) 
35.3% 

Black/ 

African American 

276 

(13.5%) 

290 

(19.9%) 

82 

(15.8%) 

648 

(16.1%) 
42.6% 

Hispanic/Latino/a 

(of any race) 

167 

(8.2%) 

153 

(10.5%) 

53 

(10.2%) 

373 

(9.3%) 
44.8% 

Middle Eastern 
8 

(0.4%) 

4 

(0.3%) 

0 

(0%) 

12 

(0.3%) 
66.7% 

Native Hawaiian/ 

Pacific Islander 

59 

(2.9%) 

52 

(3.6%) 

8 

(1.5%) 

119 

(3%) 
49.6% 

Slavic 
9 

(0.4%) 

1 

(0.1%) 

0 

(0%) 

10 

(0.2%) 
90.0% 

White/Caucasian 
1,394 

(68.4%) 

1,015 

(69.6%) 

391 

(75.3%) 

2,800 

(69.7%) 
49.8% 

Total 2,037 1,459 519 4,015 50.7% 
Note: Question – “How do you identify your race/ethnicity?” 
- Because people can identify with more than one race category, numbers in a given column in the “Alone or In
Combination” section of Race/Ethnicity tables add up to more than the unique number of people in each group or sub-
group. Similarly, percentages add up to more than 100%. In contrast, numbers in the first three rows of a given column of
Race/Ethnicity tables do add up to the exact number of people in each group or sub-group. Corresponding percentages
add up to 100%.
- Respondents were able to share additional racial or ethnic groups with whom they identify in addition to the options
indicated above. See section 10.1 Additional Race Values to view these additional values.

As can be seen in the table above, People of Color as a group were somewhat less likely to be unsheltered 
than Non-Hispanic Whites. While 48.1% (n=736) of People of Color were unsheltered, 51.2% (n=1,202) of 
Non-Hispanic White people were living outside, in vehicles, and other places not meant for human habitation. 
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In contrast to People of Color as a whole, people identifying as American Indian or Alaska Native were more 
likely than Non-Hispanic Whites to be unsheltered: 55.2% (n=258) of people identifying as American Indian or 
Alaska Native in the 2019 PIT Count were unsheltered. Analysis below expands upon the degree to which 
people in different communities of color are unsheltered and/or overrepresented in HUD homelessness. 

Figure 3: Multiple communities of color continue to be overrepresented in the HUD homeless 

population in Multnomah County 

Note: Percentages for the Multnomah County general population were obtained from US Census Bureau’s American 
Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year Estimates (2013-2017). 

People identifying as American Indian or Alaska Native were the most overrepresented in the HUD homeless 
population. In 2019, Native Americans made up 11.6% (n=467) of the HUD population, despite making up only 
2.5% (n=19,879, +/-963)7 of Multnomah County’s population. 

Other communities overrepresented in the HUD population, based on the PIT, include people identifying as 
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander and as Black or African American. Native Hawaiians and Pacific Islanders 
represent 3.0% (n=119) of the counted homeless population but only 1.1% (n=8,515, +/-571) of the general 
population in Multnomah County. People identifying as Black or African American comprise 16.1% (n=648) of 
the HUD homeless population but only 7.2% (n=56,569, +/-647) of the general county population. 

See Table 7 below for more discussion of changes in overrepresentation for these groups between 2017 and 
2019. People identifying as Hispanic/Latino/a (Latinx8) were not overrepresented in the population counted as 
HUD homeless in 2019. Again, however, there are factors facing the Latinx community that would lead us to 
expect a large and growing undercount, including current federal policies targeting Latinx immigrants. 

5.1.1.  Change over Time 

From 2017 to 2019, the total number of People of Color counted as experiencing HUD homelessness 
increased by 1, from 1,528 to 1,529. However, in the context of a 3.9% overall decrease in HUD 

7 ACS numbers for race groups are estimates. As such, their margins of error are included. 
8 “Latinx” is the non-gendered form of “Latino/a” and is used here in place of “Hispanic/Latino/a” for brevity’s sake. 
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homelessness, People of Color make up a larger percentage of the HUD homeless population, increasing their 
share from 36.6% to 38.1%. As set out below, there is significant variation in the experiences of different 
communities of color, and it is important to understand the apparent changes for each community in the 
context of methodological and political changes that may have influenced the accuracy of the Count.   

Table 5: Change over Time, HUD Homeless Population by Race/Ethnicity 

Race/Ethnicity 2017 2019 % Change 

People of Color 
1,528 

(36.6%) 

1,529 

(38.1%) 
0.1% 

Non-Hispanic 

White 

2,456 

(58.8%) 

2,346 

(58.4%) 
-4.5%

Race/Ethnicity 

unknown 

193 

(4.6%) 

140 

(3.5%) 
-27.5%

Alone or in Combination 

American Indian/ 

Alaska Native 

424 

(10.2%) 

467 

(11.6%) 
10.1% 

Asian 
57 

(1.4%) 

85 

(2.1%) 
49.1% 

Black/ 

African American 

675 

(16.2%) 

648 

(16.1%) 
-4.0%

Hispanic/Latino/a 
428 

(10.2%) 

373 

(9.3%) 
-12.9%

Native Hawaiian/ 

Pacific Islander 

108 

(2.6%) 

119 

(3%) 
10.2% 

White/Caucasian 
2,944 

(70.5%) 

2,800 

(69.7%) 
-4.9%

Total 4,177 4,015 -3.9%
Note: Due to the very small numbers of some of the groups identified in Table 4, some groups were excluded from the 
main analysis in the 2017 report. Accordingly, they were also excluded from tables comparing change over time.  

Table 5 shows that American Indians and Alaska Natives, already the most overrepresented community of 
color in 2017, further increased their number and their level of overrepresentation between 2017 and 2019. 
While the higher number and rate of change may be in part due to expanded outreach to Native Americans by 
culturally specific providers, this does not diminish the fact that Native Americans are now nearly five times as 
likely to experience HUD homelessness as Non-Hispanic Whites. Similarly, Native Hawaiian and Pacific 
Islanders grew in number and level of overrepresentation.   

Asians, still a small number, saw the largest percentage increase in people counted between 2017 and 2019, 
but as Figure 3 illustrates, they are not overrepresented in the HUD homeless population based on the Count. 
Overall the number of individuals identifying as Black or African American declined 4%, a trend that continues 
from the 2017 Count. The data would suggest an even larger decline in the Latinx community’s share of the 
HUD homeless population, but again this may reflect other factors as much as an actual decrease in the 
number of people who are HUD homeless.   
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Table 6: Change over Time, Unsheltered Population by Race/Ethnicity 

Race/Ethnicity 2017 2019 
% Change 
(Unsheltered) 

% Change 
(Total) 

Change Diff 
(% pts) 

People of Color 
535 

(32.1%) 

736 

(36.1%) 
37.6% 0.1% 37.5 

Non-Hispanic 

White 

1,047 

(62.8%) 

1,202 

(59%) 
14.8% -4.5% 19.3 

Race unknown 
86 

(5.2%) 

99 

(4.9%) 
15.1% -27.5% 42.6 

Alone or in Combination 

American Indian/ 

Alaska Native 

208 

(12.5%) 

258 

(12.7%) 
24.0% 10.1% 13.9 

Asian 
16 

(1%) 

30 

(1.5%) 
87.5% 49.1% 38.4 

Black/ 

African American 

168 

(10.1%) 

276 

(13.5%) 
64.3% -4.0% 68.3 

Hispanic/Latino/a 
160 

(9.6%) 

167 

(8.2%) 
4.4% -12.9% 17.3 

Native Hawaiian/ 

Pacific Islander 

31 

(1.9%) 

59 

(2.9%) 
90.3% 10.2% 80.1 

White/Caucasian 
1,228 

(73.6%) 

1,394 

(68.4%) 
13.5% -4.9% 18.4 

Total 1,668 2,037 22.1% -3.9% 26 
Note: The “Change Diff (% pts)” column calculates the difference between the two “% Change” columns. It is thus the 
difference of percentage points between the two “% Change” columns. The numbers in the Change Diff column are less 
relevant than the relationship between the numbers. In this case, the larger the number, the larger the increase in 
representation in the unsheltered population for the group indicated.  

From 2017 to 2019, there was a 37.6% increase in the number of people of color counted as unsheltered, as 
compared to just a 0.1% increase in the number of people of color in the HUD homeless population and a 22% 
increase in the overall unsheltered count. Of the 201-person increase among unsheltered people of color, 108 
identified as Black or African American, representing a 64.3% increase for that group. Individuals identifying as 
American Indian or Alaska Native accounted for 50, increasing their unsheltered number by 24%. The 
remaining increases were in unsheltered people identifying as Latinx, Asian, and Native Hawaiian and Pacific 
Islanders, although in some cases those small numbers represented large percentage increases.   

Because of significantly increased culturally specific outreach during the unsheltered count, in particular to the 
Black and African American and American Indian and Alaska Native communities, we have greater confidence 
in the accuracy of the total number of people identified from these communities in 2019. But the rate of change 
may reflect, at least in part, this increase in surveying capacity.    

Given the numbers in the “Change Diff (% pts)” column in Table 6, the following three communities had the 
highest relative increases in unsheltered homelessness (presented in descending order): 

 Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
 Black or African American
 Asian
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People of color had a higher relative increase in unsheltered homelessness than Non-Hispanic Whites. 

In Figure 3 above, the PIT Count identified three communities of color as overrepresented in HUD 
homelessness. Table 7 presents the degree to which overrepresentation for these groups has changed from 
2017 to 2019. Again, overrepresentation is the share of the HUD homeless population compared to the share 
of Multnomah County’s population for each racial and ethnic group. How the changes in overrepresentation 
and, for Non-Hispanic Whites, underrepresentation, are calculated in Table 7 is set out in the table’s note. 

Table 7: Changes in Racial Disparities in the Population Counted as HUD Homeless 

Race 2017 2019 

American Indian/ 

Alaska Native 
308% 364% 

Native Hawaiian/ 

Pacific Islander 
136% 173% 

Black/ 

African American 
131% 124% 

Non-Hispanic 

White 
-18% -16%

Note: Percentages are calculated as follows:  
([% of group in HUD homelessness] - [% of group in general population]) / [% of group in general population] 
- Relevant percentages for 2019 are available in
Figure 3.
- Percentages for the 2017 HUD homeless population are available in Table 6.
- Percentages for the 2017 general population are as follows: American Indian/Alaska Native – 2.5%, Native
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander – 1.1%, Black/African American – 7.0%, Non-Hispanic White – 71.3%
- As indicated in the 2017 PIT Count report, “The PIT Count and ACS are not strictly comparable datasets for multiple
reasons, including the nature of the count, the nature of the data, timing, and more. The ACS data have been used as a
reference to help illuminate the extent” of overrepresentation for various communities of color in the HUD homeless
population (Portland State University, 2017).
- The inclusion of additional race data in the 2019 PIT Count may have contributed somewhat to the changes seen in
communities experiencing an increase in overrepresentation. See section 8.3 Reporting on Race & Ethnicity.

The percentages in Table 7 indicate that: 
 Overrepresentation increased for people counted in the PIT who identify as American Indian or Alaska

Native or as Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander.
 Overrepresentation decreased for people counted in the PIT who identify as Black or African American.
 Underrepresentation decreased for people counted in the PIT who identify as Non-Hispanic White.

In other words, based on this year’s PIT Count data, it appears that the disparity in HUD homelessness for 
people identifying as Black or African American has decreased somewhat, while the disparity for people 
identifying as American Indian or Alaska Native or Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander appears to have grown. 

While it is not possible to confirm a specific cause for these changes in overrepresentation, it is worth noting 
that, although all racial and ethnic groups have seen increases in the number of people from their communities 
receiving prevention and housing placement services, there has been a particularly significant increase in the 
number of Black and African American people in these programs relative to the size of the population.9 

9 This analysis was completed by JOHS staff using HMIS data. 
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5.1.2.  Gender 

Table 8: HUD Homeless Population by Race/Ethnicity and Gender 

Race/Ethnicity Transgender 

Does Not 

Identify as 

Female, Male, or 

Transgender 

Female Male Total 

People of Color 
15 

(1%) 

20 

(1.3%) 

527 

(34.5%) 

966 

(63.2%) 
1,529 

Non-Hispanic 

White 

23 

(1%) 

18 

(0.8%) 

824 

(35.1%) 

1,479 

(63%) 
2,346 

Race/Ethnicity 

unknown 

4 

(2.9%) 

5 

(3.6%) 

43 

(30.7%) 

78 

(55.7%) 
140 

Alone or in Combination 

African 
0 

(0%) 

0 

(0%) 

5 

(35.7%) 

9 

(64.3%) 
14 

American Indian/ 

Alaska Native 

6 

(1.3%) 

9 

(1.9%) 

195 

(41.8%) 

257 

(55%) 
467 

An identity not 

listed 

0 

(0%) 

2 

(4.3%) 

10 

(21.3%) 

35 

(74.5%) 
47 

Asian 
1 

(1.2%) 

2 

(2.4%) 

34 

(40%) 

48 

(56.5%) 
85 

Black/ 

African American 

7 

(1.1%) 

5 

(0.8%) 

206 

(31.8%) 

430 

(66.4%) 
648 

Hispanic/Latino/a 

(of any race) 

3 

(0.8%) 

3 

(0.8%) 

128 

(34.3%) 

238 

(63.8%) 
373 

Middle Eastern 
1 

(8.3%) 

1 

(8.3%) 

6 

(50%) 

4 

(33.3%) 
12 

Native Hawaiian/ 

Pacific Islander 

1 

(0.8%) 

1 

(0.8%) 

45 

(37.8%) 

72 

(60.5%) 
119 

Slavic 
0 

(0%) 

1 

(10%) 

3 

(30%) 

6 

(60%) 
10 

White/Caucasian 
25 

(0.9%) 

25 

(0.9%) 

1,013 

(36.2%) 

1,735 

(62%) 
2,800 

Note: All percentages are of row totals, which are located in the “Total” column. For example, 1% of people of color 
identify as transgender (15/1,529). 
- People with an unreported gender (n=13) were excluded for space reasons. 10 of the 13 people with an unknown
gender also had an unknown Race/Ethnicity.
- See section 5.2 Gender for more on gender, including group totals.

Rates of gender identification in the Count were similar between People of Color and Non-Hispanic Whites in 
general. Within communities of color, rates of gender identification were largely similar, except that over 41% 
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of people identifying as American Indian or Alaska Native identified as female. Although there are other 
differences in percentages within individual groups, these are produced by very small numeric differences. 

5.1.3.  Age Groups 

Table 9: HUD Homeless Population by Race/Ethnicity and Age Group 

Race/Ethnicity Under 18 18-24 25-54 55+ Total 

People of Color 
133 

(8.7%) 

124 

(8.1%) 

953 

(62.3%) 

318 

(20.8%) 
1,529 

Non-Hispanic 

White 

54 

(2.3%) 

155 

(6.6%) 

1,532 

(65.3%) 

600 

(25.6%) 
2,346 

Race/Ethnicity 

unknown 

5 

(3.6%) 

5 

(3.6%) 

97 

(69.3%) 

21 

(15%) 
140 

Alone or in Combination 

African 
1 

(7.1%) 

3 

(21.4%) 

10 

(71.4%) 

0 

(0%) 
14 

American Indian/ 

Alaska Native 

30 

(6.4%) 

39 

(8.4%) 

299 

(64%) 

99 

(21.2%) 
467 

An identity not 

listed 

0 

(0%) 

2 

(4.3%) 

36 

(76.6%) 

9 

(19.1%) 
47 

Asian 
10 

(11.8%) 

8 

(9.4%) 

51 

(60%) 

16 

(18.8%) 
85 

Black/ 

African American 

65 

(10%) 

48 

(7.4%) 

386 

(59.6%) 

149 

(23%) 
648 

Hispanic/Latino/a 

(of any race) 

35 

(9.4%) 

38 

(10.2%) 

241 

(64.6%) 

58 

(15.5%) 
373 

Middle Eastern 
0 

(0%) 

1 

(8.3%) 

10 

(83.3%) 

1 

(8.3%) 
12 

Native Hawaiian/ 

Pacific Islander 

21 

(17.6%) 

6 

(5%) 

76 

(63.9%) 

16 

(13.4%) 
119 

Slavic 
0 

(0%) 

2 

(20%) 

7 

(70%) 

1 

(10%) 
10 

White/ 

Caucasian 

119 

(4.2%) 

199 

(7.1%) 

1,799 

(64.2%) 

678 

(24.2%) 
2,800 

Note: All percentages are of row totals, which are located in the “Total” column. For example, 8.7% of people of color are 
under 18 years old (133/1,529). 
- People with an unreported age group (n=18) were excluded from the table for space reasons. 12 of the 18 people with
an unknown age group also had an unknown Race/Ethnicity.
- The categories “55-69” and “70+” were collapsed into the “55+” category above for space reasons.
- See section 5.3 Age Groups for more on age groups, including group totals.

According to the 2019 PIT Count, those who identified as Non-Hispanic White had the highest percentage of 
people 55 and older at 25.6% (n=600) and the lowest percentage of people under 18 at 2.3% (n=54). While 
there were appreciable differences among communities of color, no community had a higher rate of people 55 
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or older than those identifying as Non-Hispanic White. However, 8.7% (n=133) of People of Color in the HUD 
homeless population were children under 18, which is much higher than the corresponding rate for people 
identifying as Non-Hispanic White. This is consistent with a higher percentage of families with children in the 
HUD homeless population identifying as from communities of color. (See Figure 4 later in this report.) 

5.2. Gender 

Table 10: HUD Homeless Population by Gender and Living Situation 

Gender Unsheltered 
Emergency 

Shelter 

Transitional 

Housing 

Total 

Population 

Transgender 
22 

(1.1%) 

14 

(1%) 

6 

(1.2%) 

42 

(1%) 

Does not identify as female, 

male, or transgender 

24 

(1.2%) 

13 

(0.9%) 

6 

(1.2%) 

43 

(1.1%) 

Female 
596 

(29.3%) 

640 

(43.9%) 

158 

(30.4%) 

1,394 

(34.7%) 

Male 
1,395 

(68.5%) 

779 

(53.4%) 

349 

(67.2%) 

2,523 

(62.8%) 

Unknown 
0 

(0%) 

13 

(0.9%) 

0 

(0%) 

13 

(0.3%) 

Total 2,037 1,459 519 4,015 
Note: Question – “How do you identify your gender?” 

People identifying as female were the only group with a higher percentage of people in shelter or transitional 
housing than unsheltered. Less than 42.8% of females were unsheltered, compared to 55.3% of people 
identifying as male. Of those in shelter, 172 were women and girls in families. Among those who identified as 
transgender or not female, male, or transgender, 54.1% reported being unsheltered.   

5.2.1.  Change over Time 

Table 11: Change over Time, HUD Homeless Population by Gender 

Gender 2017 2019 % Change 

Transgender 
44 

(1.1%) 

42 

(1%) 
-4.5%

Does not identify as female, 

male, or transgender 

15 

(0.4%) 

43 

(1.1%) 
186.7% 

Female 
1,551 

(37.1%) 

1,394 

(34.7%) 
-10.1%

Male 
2,495 

(59.7%) 

2,523 

(62.8%) 
1.1% 

Unknown 
72 

(1.7%) 

13 

(0.3%) 
-81.9%
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The number of people who do not identify as male, female, or transgender (referred to subsequently as gender 
non-conforming) grew more than any other group. While the number remains relatively small, part of the 
growth may have to do with the large decrease in the number of people who did not answer the question about 
gender between 2017 and 2019. At the same time, it is very likely that more people experiencing HUD 
homelessness actually identify as gender non-confirming or transgender than the Count suggests. Persisting 
social stigma and discrimination may well prevent a significant number of people from being willing to identify 
as gender non-conforming or transgender in the Count.  

National data confirms that people who are gender non-conforming and transgender are significantly 
overrepresented in the homeless population, especially in the younger population (National Coalition for the 
Homeless, 2017). PIT data support this finding. Of the 85 total people who identify either as transgender or 
gender non-conforming, 31.8% (n=27) are age 18-24. By comparison, only 6.5% (n=256) of people who 
identify as either male or female are age 18-24.10 

The number of individuals identifying as female made up 34.7% of the overall HUD homeless population the 
night of the Count, a decline of 10.1% from 2017. However, unsheltered homelessness among females, which 
had declined from 2015 to 2017, increased between 2017 and 2019 by 19%, from 501 to 596 people. This 
increase is smaller than the overall increase in unsheltered homelessness, but it is substantial and affects 
primarily adult women without dependent children. 

5.3. Age Groups 

Table 12: HUD Homeless Population by Age Groups by Living Situation 

Age 

Group 
Unsheltered 

Emergency 

Shelter 

Transitional 

Housing 

Total 

Population 

Under 18 
6 

(0.3%) 

167 

(11.4%) 

19 

(3.7%) 

192 

(4.8%) 

18-24
136 

(6.7%) 

90 

(6.2%) 

58 

(11.2%) 

284 

(7.1%) 

25-54
1,481 

(72.7%) 

777 

(53.3%) 

324 

(62.4%) 

2,582 

(64.3%) 

55+ 
414 

(20.3%) 

408 

(28%) 

117 

(22.5%) 

939 

(23.4%) 

Unknown 
0 

(0%) 

17 

(1.2%) 

1 

(0.2%) 

18 

(0.4%) 

Total 2,037 1,459 519 4,015 
Note: Question – “Age”. 

10 Disaggregation for gender by age group was obtained using the 2019 PIT Count Demographic Analysis Dashboard. 
Scroll to section 6.6 Additional Demographic Analysis for a link to this dashboard. 
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5.3.1.  Change over Time 

Table 13: Change over Time, HUD Homeless Population by Age Groups 

Age Group 2017 2019 % Change 

Under 18 
382 

(9.1%) 

192 

(4.8%) 
-49.7%

18-24
335 

(8%) 

284 

(7.1%) 
-15.2%

25-54
2,595 

(62.1%) 

2,582 

(64.3%) 
-0.5%

55-69
772 

(18.5%) 

862 

(21.5%) 
11.7% 

70+ 
44 

(1.1%) 

77 

(1.9%) 
75.0% 

Unknown 
49 

(1.2%) 

18 

(0.4%) 
-63.3%

Total 4,177 4,015 -3.9%

Despite the decline in people with unknown ages from 2017 to 2019, enough data are available in 2017 for a 
confident assessment of the aging trend.  

Table 13 indicates a significant aging trend in the HUD homeless population. In 2017, 19.5% (n=816) of people 
counted were 55 or older. In 2019, the percentage of people 55 or older is 23.4% (n=939). This represents a 
15.1% increase. Table 13 also documents a notable increase in the number of people who are older than 70 
experiencing HUD homelessness. Consistent with this data, the average and median ages of those surveyed 
in the Count increased from 40 in 2017 to 42 (average) and 43 (median) in 2019.  

In the context of an overall 3.9% decline in HUD homelessness, this is a particularly meaningful increase and 
consistent with federal data showing an increasingly elderly HUD homeless population (National Alliance to 
End Homelessness, 2018).  

While Table 13 documents a substantial decline in the number of people 24 and under who were HUD 
homeless on the night of the Count, there is a particularly dramatic decline in the number of people 18 and 
under. That number is down nearly 50% since 2017, which is consistent with a comparable decline in the 
number of people in families with dependent children identified in this year’s Count. 

Table 14 features the same numbers as Table 13 but adds the numbers for each age group by living situation 
and indicates how those numbers have changed since 2017. 
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Table 14: Change over Time, HUD Homeless Population by Age Groups and Living Situation 

Age Group 2017 2019 % Change 

Total 

Under 18 382 192 -49.7%

18-24 335 284 -15.2%

25-54 2,595 2,582 -0.5%

55-69 772 862 11.7% 

70+ 44 77 75.0% 

Unknown 49 18 -63.3%

Unsheltered 

Under 18 51 6 -88.2%

18-24 127 136 7.1% 

25-54 1181 1481 25.4% 

55-69 276 390 41.3% 

70+ 14 24 71.4% 

Unknown 19 0 -100.0%

Emergency Shelter 

Under 18 238 167 -29.8%

18-24 131 90 -31.3%

25-54 983 777 -21.0%

55-69 361 366 1.4% 

70+ 19 42 121.1% 

Unknown 20 17 -15.0%

Transitional Housing 

Under 18 93 19 -79.6%

18-24 77 58 -24.7%

25-54 431 324 -24.8%

55-69 135 106 -21.5%

70+ 11 11 0.0% 

Unknown 10 1 -90.0%

As illustrated above, the overall aging trend was driven primarily by changes in the unsheltered population, 
which saw a large decrease in the “Under 18” category amid stepwise increases in each older age group. The 
aging trend seen for people in emergency shelter was distinct, though not altogether dissimilar from that seen 
in the unsheltered population. In shelter, the youngest three age groups all saw declines, while the two eldest 
groups were either flat or increased from 2017 to 2019. See section 5.4.1 Change over Time below for more 
information about the reduction of people under 18 in the HUD homeless population. 

When the degree of aging in the homeless population is considered in light of the increased average length of 
time homeless and the increased prevalence of disabling conditions and chronic homelessness (see sections 
5.6.1 & 5.5.1, respectively), the picture that emerges is one of an aging homeless population that is becoming 
increasingly disabled and vulnerable.
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5.4. Household Composition 

The following tables illustrate the breakdown of the HUD homeless population by household type, and also the 
changes in household composition over time. 

Table 15: HUD Homeless Population by Household Composition and Living Situation 

Household Type Unsheltered 
Emergency 

Shelter 

Transitional 

Housing 

Total 

People 

Adults (18+ years old) 
2,025 

(55.2%) 

1,158 

(31.5%) 

488 

(13.3%) 
3,671 

Families (At least one  

adult and at least one child) 

12 

(3.8%) 

277 

(87.4%) 

28 

(8.8%) 
317 

Unaccompanied children 

(Under 18 years old) 

0 

(0%) 

5 

(71.4%) 

2 

(28.6%) 
7 

Unknown household type 
0 

(0%) 

19 

(95%) 

1 

(5%) 
20 

Note: Percentages in this table are based on row totals. 
- Household composition was calculated based upon the ages of all people in a household. If at least one person in a
household had an unknown age, their household type was categorized as unknown.

5.4.1.  Change over Time 

Table 16: Change over Time, HUD Homeless Population by Household Composition and Living 

Situation 

Household 

Composition 
2017 2019 % Change 

Total People 

Adults 
3,506 

(83.9%) 

3,671 

(91.4%) 
4.7% 

Families 
654 

(15.7%) 

317 

(7.9%) 
-51.5%

Unaccompanied 

children 

14 

(0.3%) 

7 

(0.2%) 
-50.0%

Unsheltered 

Adults 
1,583 

(94.9%) 

2,025 

(99.4%) 
27.9% 

Families 
77 

(4.6%) 

12 

(0.6%) 
-84.4%

Unaccompanied 

children 

8 

(0.5%) 

0 

(0%) 
-100.0%

Emergency Shelter 
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Adults 
1,338 

(76.4%) 

1,158 

(79.4%) 
-13.5%

Families 
410 

(23.4%) 

277 

(19%) 
-32.4%

Unaccompanied 

children 

3 

(0.2%) 

5 

(0.3%) 
66.7% 

Transitional Housing 

Adults 
585 

(77.3%) 

488 

(94%) 
-16.6%

Families 
167 

(22.1%) 

28 

(5.4%) 
-83.2%

Unaccompanied 

children 

3 

(0.4%) 

2 

(0.4%) 
-33.3%

Note: In 2019, 20 people had an unknown household composition due to insufficient data. In 2017, only three had an 
unknown composition. These people were excluded from the table above for both years. Of the 20 in 2019, 19 were in 
emergency shelter. These 19 people were initially, erroneously categorized as adults, though they all had unknown ages. 
Because HUD does not accept unknown household compositions in HUD reporting for the PIT, the HMIS report that 
produced this data automatically categorized people with unknown ages as adults. This was corrected by the writer. 
- For 2017, percentages were calculated using the following denominators: Total People = 4,177, Unsheltered = 1,668,
Emergency Shelter = 1,752, and Transitional Housing = 757.
- For 2019, percentages were calculated using the following denominators: Total People = 4,015, Unsheltered = 2,037,
Emergency Shelter = 1,459 and Transitional Housing = 519.

According to the 2019 PIT Count, people in adult-only households vastly disproportionately comprise the HUD 
homeless population. This group makes up 80% of people in emergency shelter, over 90% of people in 
transitional housing and all but 12 of the people who were counted as unsheltered. Although these 
percentages represent increases in the share of people in adult-only households in each living situation, they 
are actually products of increases among adults alongside large decreases among people in families with 
children.  

The Count identified 317 people in families with children who met the definition of HUD homelessness, 12 of 
whom were unsheltered. This represents 51.5% fewer people in families who were identified as HUD homeless 
on the night of the 2019 Count compared to 2017, and 84.4% fewer people in families who were unsheltered.   

Of the total reduction in people in families, over 40% (n=139) can be explained by a decline in families in 
transitional housing. Although the percent decrease in the unsheltered population was larger (84.4%), the 
decrease in families in transitional housing (from 167 to 28 people) had the largest impact on the HUD 
homeless count for families. This decline should be viewed as a positive, because it represents the ongoing 
conversion of temporary transitional housing capacity into permanent housing capacity for families; over the 
2017 to 2019 time period, as the number of transitional housing beds decreased, the number of permanent 
housing “beds” for families increased by over 500.  

The scaling of permanent housing for families is supported by available HMIS data. An analysis conducted by 
JOHS staff shows that while more than 3,000 people in about 900 families were living in permanent housing 
units with support from the homelessness response system on Jan. 31, 2017, that number climbed to more 
4,000 people in about 1,250 families as of Jan. 31, 2019.  
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Many more families were also enrolled in prevention projects in 2019. Where roughly 1,270 people in 330 
families were enrolled in prevention services on Jan. 31, 2017, some 2,140 people in 580 families were 
enrolled in prevention on the same day in 2019. 

In addition to the decline in families in transitional housing, the number of people in families in emergency 
shelter declined 32.4% from 2017. As discussed in section 4.1.2 Emergency Shelter, this likely reflects the 
transition from a no-turn-away shelter policy for families in the interval between the 2017 and 2019 Counts. 

Compared to 2017, the number of unaccompanied children counted also fell by half, from 14 to 7. With the 
exception of one fewer child in shelter, the entire reduction can be explained by the change in the unsheltered 
population, from eight unaccompanied minors to zero. Given that this is always an extremely difficult 
subpopulation to count because of the hesitancy minors may have to participating in the Count, the reasons 
why the number dropped so substantially in 2019 are unclear. 

These reduced numbers of people in families counted as HUD homeless are encouraging and track with 
increases in capacity in the homelessness response system. But we know from the limitations of the PIT 
methodology, from community-based organizations serving families, and from other data sources that the 
actual number of homeless families is higher than the PIT Count suggests.  

One alternate source of data is the Coordinated Access Family Queue. The queue is a centralized waitlist for 
vulnerable families who need permanent housing. As of July 24, 2019, there were more than 900 families on 
the queue11. And even the waitlist number is recognized to be an undercount, as many families in need of 
housing are excluded from the queue because they aren’t assessed as vulnerable enough to qualify.  

Many families, both on and off the Coordinated Access Family Queue, are also involuntarily doubled up in 
overcrowded and sometimes dangerous conditions. While these families are not considered homeless by HUD 
and are thus excluded from the PIT Count, their need for stable housing is nevertheless very real. In a 
separate count of homeless students living with their families conducted by three of Multnomah County’s 
school districts on Jan. 23, 2019, a total of 764 homeless students were identified as living in doubled-up 
situations. That number is consistent with long-standing data indicating that the substantial majority of 
homeless families are living involuntarily doubled up, rather than on the streets or in shelter.  

Finally, the apparently significant reduction in family HUD homelessness is likely due at least in part to a 
reduced willingness to participate among some communities of color whose distrust of government data 
collection has grown since 2017. In particular, community partners report that the Latinx community’s large 
apparent percentage reduction in family HUD homelessness (see Table 18 below) is very likely the result of 
such growing distrust rather than real changes in need in the community.  

See section 10.3 2019 Point in Time Doubled Up Report for PSU’s 2019 doubled-up report. 

5.4.2.  Race & Ethnicity 

Because nearly 90% of people in families were counted in emergency shelter and the number of 
unaccompanied youth (n=7) was exceedingly low overall, this section will not disaggregate household 
composition by Race/Ethnicity and Living Situation, as has been done in other sections of this report.  

11 An initial pull of queue data in February 2019 had the number of family households at more than 1,200. However, 
subsequent pulls in July 2019 by both JOHS and the County’s Youth & Family Services showed the number at just above 
900. As of this writing, the difference is understood to be largely due to the removal of families from the list, as well as
other administrative changes, following the February pull. Although the removal of some households is undoubtedly the
result of families becoming housed, many more are likely the result of families disengaging from Coordinated Access for
various reasons and becoming subsequently unreachable for long periods of time by outreach staff.
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Table 17: HUD Homeless Population by Household Composition 

Race/Ethnicity Adults Families 
Unaccompanied 

Children 

Unknown 

Household 

Type 

Total 

People of Color 
1,323 

(36%) 

200 

(63%) 

4 

(57%) 

2 

(10%) 

1,529 

(38%) 

Non-Hispanic 

White 

2,225 

(61%) 

110 

(35%) 

3 

(43%) 

8 

(40%) 

2,346 

(58%) 

Race/Ethnicity 

unknown 

123 

(3%) 

7 

(2%) 

0 

(0%) 

10 

(50%) 

140 

(3%) 

Alone or in Combination 

American Indian/ 

Alaska Native 

416 

(11%) 

51 

(16%) 

0 

(0%) 

0 

(0%) 

467 

(12%) 

Asian 
72 

(2%) 

12 

(4%) 

1 

(14%) 

0 

(0%) 

85 

(2%) 

Black/ 

African American 

550 

(15%) 

96 

(30%) 

1 

(14%) 

1 

(5%) 

648 

(16%) 

Hispanic/Latino/a 

(of any race) 

323 

(9%) 

46 

(15%) 

3 

(43%) 

1 

(5%) 

373 

(9%) 

Native Hawaiian/ 

Pacific Islander 

88 

(2%) 

31 

(10%) 

0 

(0%) 

0 

(0%) 

119 

(3%) 

White/Caucasian 
2,595 

(71%) 

190 

(60%) 

7 

(100%) 

8 

(40%) 

2,800 

(70%) 

African 
12 

(0%) 

2 

(1%) 

0 

(0%) 

0 

(0%) 

14 

(0%) 

An identity not 

listed 

47 

(1%) 

0 

(0%) 

0 

(0%) 

0 

(0%) 

47 

(1%) 

Slavic 
10 

(0%) 

0 

(0%) 

0 

(0%) 

0 

(0%) 

10 

(0%) 

Middle Eastern 
12 

(0%) 

0 

(0%) 

0 

(0%) 

0 

(0%) 

12 

(0%) 

Total 3,671 317 7 20 4,015 

Note: Numbers in this table inform Figure 4 and Figure 5. However, some Race/Ethnicity groups presented above are 
excluded from the figures, as are people in unknown household types. 
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Figure 4: While less than 40% of people in adult-only households identify as People of Color, 

over 60% of people in families do 

Note: This graph represents people, not households, by household type. People in unknown household types (n=20) are 
included in “All Household Types”.  
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Figure 5: Each community of color that is overrepresented in HUD homelessness has a higher 

rate of family homelessness than adult homelessness 

Note: Some Race groups (“African,” “An identity not listed,” “Middle Eastern” and “Slavic”) were excluded from this chart 
because the number of people identifying with those groups was too small to generate visible columns. 
- People identifying as White/Caucasian are included in this chart because data on people identifying as Non-Hispanic
White are included in Figure 4.

People identifying as Hispanic or Latino/a and as Asian also have higher rates of family homelessness than 
adult homelessness, but according to the 2019 PIT Count, these communities are not overrepresented in HUD 
homelessness. 

5.4.2.1. Change over Time 

Table 18: Change over Time, HUD Homeless Population by Race/Ethnicity and Household 

Composition 

Race 2017 2019 % Change 

People in Adult-Only Households 

American Indian/ 

Alaska Native 

366 

(10.4%) 

416 

(11.3%) 
13.7% 

Asian 
49 

(1.4%) 

72 

(2%) 
46.9% 
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Black/ 

African American 

484 

(13.8%) 

550 

(15%) 
13.6% 

Hispanic/Latino/a 
300 

(8.6%) 

323 

(8.8%) 
7.7% 

Native Hawaiian/ 

Pacific Islander 

74 

(2.1%) 

88 

(2.4%) 
18.9% 

Non-Hispanic 

White 

2,208 

(63%) 

2,225 

(60.6%) 
0.8% 

Total 3,506 3,671 4.7% 

People in Families 

American Indian/ 

Alaska Native 

55 

(8.4%) 

51 

(16.1%) 
-7.3%

Asian 
8 

(1.2%) 

12 

(3.8%) 
50.0% 

Black/ 

African American 

186 

(28.4%) 

96 

(30.3%) 
-48.4%

Hispanic/Latino/a 
124 

(19%) 

46 

(14.5%) 
-62.9%

Native Hawaiian/ 

Pacific Islander 

34 

(5.2%) 

31 

(9.8%) 
-8.8%

Non-Hispanic 

White 

243 

(37.2%) 

110 

(34.7%) 
-54.7%

Total 654 317 -51.5%

Note: Unaccompanied children were excluded from this table due to the impact that the small numbers of people in this 
household type have on changes in percentages. 

In keeping with the overall shift in the HUD homeless population toward a higher percentage of adult-only 
households, Table 18 documents reductions in the number of people in families with children among all 
communities of color, except individuals identifying as Asian. While the number of Asian people in families 
increased 50%, this was only 4 additional people. The largest shift was in the Latinx community, again an 
apparent reduction that may not reflect real change in the community. The data also show a particularly large 
shift toward adults without children in the Black and African American HUD homeless population, with the 
number of single adults increasing 13.6% while the number of people in families declined 48.4%. 

5.5. Chronic Homelessness 

HUD defines someone as chronically homeless (CH) when they have a disabling condition and have been 
homeless for a year or more, either in a single episode or in four episodes over the past three years. If any one 
person in a household is CH, then HUD guidelines treat everyone in that household as CH. 

In 2019, 1,769 people were counted whose survey responses indicated that they met the definition of chronic 
homelessness. Of this total, all but 7 were in adult-only households. Given this very small number of CH  
people in families, none of the following tables disaggregate the data by household type. 
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Table 19: HUD Homeless Population by Chronic Homeless Status and Living Situation 

Chronically 

Homeless 
Unsheltered 

Emergency 

Shelter 

Transitional 

Housing 
Total 

Yes 
1,354 

(66.5%) 

415 

(28.4%) 

0 

(0%) 

1,769 

(44.1%) 

No 
443 

(21.7%) 

0 

(0%) 

519 

(100%) 

962 

(24%) 

Unknown 
240 

(11.8%) 

1,044 

(71.6%) 

0 

(0%) 

1,284 

(32%) 

Total 2,037 1,459 519 4,015 
Note: Questions 5, 6, 6a, & 14 on the Street Count Survey contribute to the determination of chronic homeless status. 

As Table 19 illustrates, there is a particularly high rate of chronic homelessness in the unsheltered population. 
At least 66.5% of those counted as unsheltered were CH. Rates of chronic homelessness in the sheltered 
population cannot be reliably determined from the data because of the high “unknown” rate resulting from a 
combination of incomplete data and incomplete reporting of CH status for people in shelters.12 This limits our 
ability to determine the precise share of the overall HUD population that is CH.  

5.5.1.  Change over Time 

Living 

Situation 
2017 2019 

% Change 

(CH) 

% Change 

(Total) 

Change Diff 

(% pts) 

Unsheltered 
917 

(55%) 

1,354 

(66.5%) 
47.7% 22.1% 25.6 

Emergency 

shelter 

373 

(21.3%) 

415 

(28.4%) 
11.3% -16.7% 28 

Total 
1,290 

(30.9%) 

1,769 

(44.1%) 
37.1% -3.9% 41 

Note: Percentages in the table above are out of the total number of people counted in the corresponding living situations. 
- For 2017, percentages were calculated using the following denominators: Unsheltered = 1,668,
Emergency Shelter = 1,752, and Total = 4,177
- For 2019, percentages were calculated using the following denominators: Unsheltered = 2,037,
Emergency Shelter = 1,459, and Total = 4,015

The number of people confirmed to be CH increased by 479 individuals between 2017 and 2019, or 37.1% 
overall. This change is important, given the 4% decrease in the overall homeless population. Of the 479 
additional people, over 90% (n=437) were unsheltered. Correspondingly, we saw a nearly 50% increase in the 
number of unsheltered people who are CH (from 917 to 1,354 people).  

12 Regarding incomplete data collection, determining CH status requires input of multiple data points (e.g. disability status, 
length of time homeless, number of times homeless over the past three years). If some of these data points are missing, 
CH status cannot be calculated. Regarding incomplete reporting, the HMIS report from which sheltered homeless data is 
collected does not differentiate between non-CH and indeterminate CH status. This is why, contra the 2017 PIT report, 
zero people are identified as “not CH” in both emergency shelter and transitional housing in Table 19. 
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Although people confirmed to be CH were much less prevalent in emergency shelter than in the unsheltered 
population in both years, shelters increasingly served CH people from 2017 to 201913. Given this, it is likely 
that in the absence of the low-barrier shelter strategy implemented since 2015 as part of A Home for Everyone, 
there would have been an even larger increase in unsheltered chronic homelessness. 

5.5.2.  Race & Ethnicity 

Table 20: Chronically Homeless Population by Race/Ethnicity and Living Situation 

Race/Ethnicity Unsheltered 
Emergency 

Shelter 

Total CH 

Population 

Percent of 

Group 

Unsheltered 

People of Color 
489 

(36.1%) 

142 

(34.2%) 

631 

(35.7%) 
77.5% 

Non-Hispanic White 
806 

(59.5%) 

271 

(65.3%) 

1,077 

(60.9%) 
74.8% 

Race/Ethnicity 

unknown 

59 

(4.4%) 

2 

(0.5%) 

61 

(3.4%) 
- 

Race Alone or in Combination 

African 
7 

(0.5%) 

0 

(0%) 

7 

(0.4%) 
- 

American Indian/ 

Alaska Native 

192 

(14.2%) 

50 

(12%) 

242 

(13.7%) 
79.3% 

An identity not 

listed 

33 

(2.4%) 

0 

(0%) 

33 

(1.9%) 
- 

Asian 
22 

(1.6%) 

7 

(1.7%) 

29 

(1.6%) 
75.9% 

Black/ 

African American 

170 

(12.6%) 

60 

(14.5%) 

230 

(13%) 
73.9% 

Hispanic/Latino/a 

(of any race) 

100 

(7.4%) 

45 

(10.8%) 

145 

(8.2%) 
69.0% 

Middle Eastern 
5 

(0.4%) 

2 

(0.5%) 

7 

(0.4%) 
71.4% 

Native Hawaiian/ 

Pacific Islander 

41 

(3%) 

6 

(1.4%) 

47 

(2.7%) 
87.2% 

Slavic 
5 

(0.4%) 

0 

(0%) 

5 

(0.3%) 
- 

White/Caucasian 
948 

(70%) 

326 

(78.6%) 

1,274 

(72%) 
74.4% 

Total 1,354 415 1,769 76.5% 

13 The increase in the share of CH people in shelter is indicated by the increase of CH people in shelter, despite a 
decrease of people overall in shelter from 2017 to 2019. 
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Note: The table omits a Transitional Housing (TH) column because zero people counted in TH were identified as 
chronically homeless. 

5.5.2.1. Change over Time 

Table 21: Change over Time, Chronically Homeless Population by Race/Ethnicity 

Race 2017 2019 
% Change 

(CH) 

% Change 

(Total) 

Change Diff 

(% pts) 

American Indian/ 

Alaska Native 

185 

(43.6%) 

242 

(51.8%) 
30.8% 10.1% 20.7 

Asian 
12 

(21.1%) 

29 

(34.1%) 
141.7% 49.1% 92.6 

Black/ 

African American 

132 

(19.6%) 

230 

(35.5%) 
74.2% -4.0% 78.2 

Hispanic/Latino/a 
100 

(23.4%) 

145 

(38.9%) 
45.0% -12.9% 57.9 

Native Hawaiian/ 

Pacific Islander 

32 

(29.6%) 

47 

(39.5%) 
46.9% 10.2% 36.7 

Non-Hispanic 

White 

828 

(33.7%) 

1077 

(45.9%) 
30.1% -4.5% 34.6 

Note: Denominators for the percentages in the “2017” and “2019” columns are the total number of people in each group. 
See Table 5 for these totals. 

As the above tables illustrate, rates of chronic homelessness increased within all communities of color over the 
past two years. The increase was particularly notable among people identifying as Black or African American. 
Although the overall number of people identifying as Black or African American in the PIT decreased by 4.0% 
from 2017, the number of African Americans who were identified as CH increased by 74.2% (from 132 to 230 
people). As discussed in section 5.1.1 Change over Time, an increase in outreach by culturally specific 
agencies, including to the African American unsheltered population, may explain a portion of this change. 

Those who identify as Asian, although still relatively small in number, saw the largest percentage increase in 
chronic homelessness (29 in 2019, up from 12 in 2017). The increase was also the largest, relative to the 
change in overall group size.  

While people who identify as American Indian or Alaska Native had the smallest increase in chronic 
homelessness among communities of color, relative to the change in their overall group size, they continued to 
have the highest rate of chronic homelessness of any group, including Non-Hispanic Whites, at 51.8% 
(n=242). This is also the only community of color overrepresented in HUD homelessness that has a higher rate 
of chronic homelessness than those identifying as Non-Hispanic White. 
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5.6. Disabling Conditions 

Table 22: HUD Homeless Population by Disabling Condition and Living Situation 

Disabling Conditions Unsheltered 
Emergency 

Shelter 

Transitional 

Housing 
Total 

Number of disabling conditions 

One or more disabilities 
1,604 

(78.7%) 

859 

(58.9%) 

423 

(81.5%) 

2,886 

(71.9%) 

Any one disability 
435 

(21.4%) 

449 

(30.8%) 

176 

(33.9%) 

1,060 

(26.4%) 

Any two disabilities 
353 

(17.3%) 

221 

(15.1%) 

138 

(26.6%) 

712 

(17.7%) 

Any three disabilities 
262 

(12.9%) 

78 

(5.3%) 

26 

(5%) 

366 

(9.1%) 

More than three disabilities 
554 

(27.2%) 

111 

(7.6%) 

83 

(16%) 

748 

(18.6%) 

Type of disabling condition 

Both mental illness and substance 

abuse 

530 

(26%) 

152 

(10.4%) 

188 

(36.2%) 

870 

(21.7%) 

Chronic health condition 
614 

(30.1%) 

275 

(18.8%) 

113 

(21.8%) 

1,002 

(25%) 

Developmental disability 
198 

(9.7%) 

77 

(5.3%) 

26 

(5%) 

301 

(7.5%) 

HIV/AIDS 
53 

(2.6%) 

21 

(1.4%) 

15 

(2.9%) 

89 

(2.2%) 

Mental illness 
839 

(41.2%) 

446 

(30.6%) 

259 

(49.9%) 

1,544 

(38.5%) 

Mental illness, substance abuse, 

and either a physical disability or 

a chronic health condition 

304 

(14.9%) 

95 

(6.5%) 

81 

(15.6%) 

480 

(12%) 

Mobility impairment 
391 

(19.2%) 

0 

(0%) 

0 

(0%) 

391 

(9.7%) 

Physical disability 
608 

(29.8%) 

369 

(25.3%) 

92 

(17.7%) 

1,069 

(26.6%) 

Post-traumatic stress 
788 

(38.7%) 

0 

(0%) 

0 

(0%) 

788 

(19.6%) 

Substance abuse 

(Alcohol and/or drug) 

929 

(45.6%) 

256 

(17.5%) 

310 

(59.7%) 

1,495 

(37.2%) 
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Traumatic brain injury 
283 

(13.9%) 

0 

(0%) 

0 

(0%) 

283 

(7%) 

Unspecified disability 
37 

(1.8%) 

98 

(6.7%) 

4 

(0.8%) 

139 

(3.5%) 

Total 2,037 1,459 519 4,015 
Note: Question – “Are you experiencing any of the following?” [Check all that apply] 
- Because people can identify as having more than one disabling condition, numbers in each column of this table add up
to more than the unique number of people in each group or sub-group. Similarly, percentages add up to more than 100%.
- Numbers of people with “both mental illness and substance abuse,” “mental illness, substance abuse, and either a
physical disability or a chronic health condition” and specific numbers of disabilities were calculated by JOHS staff for the
first time in 2019. These values were not directly available to respondents.
- “Mobility impairment,” “post-traumatic stress,” and “traumatic brain injury” were available only to unsheltered people who
completed the street count survey.

The majority (55.6%) of people with disabilities were unsheltered. As compared to emergency shelter, we see 
particularly high rates of substance use disorders (45.6%), mental illness (41.2%), and tri-morbidity (14.9%) 
within the unsheltered population. Tri-morbidity is people reporting a mental illness, a substance use disorder, 
and a physical disability or chronic health condition. This data is consistent with the fact that unsheltered 
people were also disproportionately chronically homeless, because having a disability is part of the definition of 
chronic homelessness.  

Further investigation into specific disabilities reported in the unsheltered population revealed that 84% of those 
reporting a substance use disorder were chronically homeless. By contrast, of those with reported substance 
use disorders in emergency shelter (n=256), 54.3% (n=139) were chronically homeless. The higher prevalence 
of substance use disorders among unsheltered people, and especially among unsheltered people who are 
chronically homeless, is indicative of the ways substance use disorders and living unsheltered exacerbate 
homelessness14. 

Higher than average rates of disabilities in transitional housing reflect the fact that most of the community’s 
transitional housing is specifically programmed to serve people with various forms of disability, including 
recovery housing for people with substance use disorders, mental illness and other health conditions. 

5.6.1.  Change over Time 

Between 2017 and 2019, the percentage of the HUD homeless population with one or more self-identified 
disabilities increased 14.2%, to 2,886 individuals, and now represents 72% of those identified in the Count. 
See Table 23 for more information. 

14 The analysis in this paragraph was made possible by the 2019 PIT Count Demographic Analysis Dashboard, a link to 
which is available in section 6.6. Additional Demographic Analysis. 
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Table 23: Change over Time, HUD Homeless Population by Disabled Status and Living 

Situation 

Disabled 

Status 
2017 2019 % Change 

Yes 
2,527 

(60.5%) 

2,886 

(71.9%) 
14.2% 

Unsheltered 
1,195 

(47.3%) 

1,604 

(55.6%) 
34.2% 

Emergency 

shelter 

824 

(32.6%) 

859 

(29.8%) 
4.2% 

Transitional 

housing 

508 

(20.1%) 

423 

(14.7%) 
-16.7%

No 
1,280 

(30.6%) 

902 

(22.5%) 
-29.5%

Unknown 
370 

(8.9%) 

227 

(5.7%) 
-38.6%

Total 4,177 4,015 -3.9%
Note: A further breakdown of individual disabling conditions, such as that seen in Table 22, is not available for the entire 
HUD Homeless population in the 2017 PIT report. Rather, individual disabling conditions are available only for the 2017 
unsheltered population. 
- The three white rows disaggregate people with a disabling condition by Living Situation. Percentages in the white rows
are out of the total number of people with disabling conditions (i.e. the numbers in the “yes” row).
- For 2017, the denominator used for percentages in the white rows was 2,527, which was the number of people with a
disabling condition.
- For 2019, the denominator used for percentages in the white rows was 2,886, which was the number of people with a
disabling condition.

Table 23 disaggregates people with disabling conditions by living situation and reveals the largest percentage 
increase in disabling conditions was within the unsheltered population (34.2%). Whereas 55.6% (n=1,604) of 
people with a disabling condition were unsheltered in 2019, 47.3% (n=1,195) were unsheltered in 2017. Some 
of the changes seen in the percentages in Table 23 may have been affected by differential changes in the 
unknown rates for disabling conditions across living situations (not seen in Table 23). 
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Table 24: Change over Time, Unsheltered Population by Disabling Condition 

Disabling Condition 2017 2019 % Change 

One or more disabling 

conditions 

1,195 

(71.6%) 

1,604 

(78.7%) 
34.2% 

Chronic health 

condition 

439 

(26.3%) 

614 

(30.1%) 
39.9% 

Developmental 

disability 

130 

(7.8%) 

198 

(9.7%) 
52.3% 

HIV/AIDS 
24 

(1.4%) 

53 

(2.6%) 
120.8% 

Mental illness 
747 

(44.8%) 

839 

(41.2%) 
12.3% 

Physical disability 
634 

(38%) 

608 

(29.8%) 
-4.1%

Substance abuse 

(alcohol and/or drug) 

626 

(37.5%) 

929 

(45.6%) 
48.4% 

Total 1,668 2,037 22.1% 
Note: Street count participants could select the same set of specific disabling conditions in 2017 and 2019. However, only 
those shown in this table were reported in the 2017 PIT report.  

The number of unsheltered people with disabling conditions increased 34.2%, to 78.7% (n=1,604) of the 
population in 2019, up from 71.6% (n=1,195) in 2017. This increase was larger than the growth of the overall 
unsheltered population, which suggests that the unsheltered population became more disabled over the past 
two years. The most significant reported percentage increase was in HIV/AIDS, but the numeric increase was 
relatively small (n=29). The most notable numeric and percentage increase was in those reporting a substance 
use disorder; that population grew by 303 individuals and 48.4%. The 2019 unsheltered count also revealed 
disproportionate increases in the number of people with chronic health conditions and developmental 
disabilities, while the number of people reporting a mental illness grew more slowly (12.3%) than the 
unsheltered population as a whole, and the number of people reporting a physical disability declined slightly. 
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5.6.1.1. Race & Ethnicity 

Table 25: Change over Time, People Who Are Disabled by Race/Ethnicity 

Race 2017 2019 
% Change 

(Disabled) 

% Change 

(Total) 

Change Diff 

(% pts) 

American Indian/ 

Alaska Native 

308 

(72.6%) 

353 

(75.6%) 
14.6% 10.1% 4.5 

Asian 
28 

(49.1%) 

55 

(64.7%) 
96.4% 49.1% 47.3 

Black/ 

African American 

334 

(49.5%) 

417 

(64.4%) 
24.9% -4.0% 28.9 

Hispanic/Latino/a 
202 

(47.2%) 

247 

(66.2%) 
22.3% -12.9% 35.2 

Native Hawaiian/ 

Pacific Islander 

49 

(45.4%) 

70 

(58.8%) 
42.9% 10.2% 32.7 

Non-Hispanic 

White 

1638 

(66.7%) 

1770 

(75.4%) 
8.1% -4.5% 12.6 

Across racial and ethnic groups, the percentage of the HUD homeless population reporting disabilities 
increased. People from nearly all communities of color saw larger increases in disabled status than people 
identifying as Non-Hispanic White. The 2019 PIT Count documented a 96.4% (n=27) increase in the number of 
Asian people reporting a disability. Within the Latinx population, there was a 22.3% increase in the number of 
people reporting one or more disabilities, despite a 12.9% reported decrease in overall group size (n=373 in 
2019). Table 25 shows similar trends for Black and African Americans, as well as for Native Hawaiians and 
Pacific Islanders. Although the change in disabled status was not very large for people identifying as American 
Indian or Alaska Native, this community continued to have the highest reported rate of disabling conditions at 
75.6% (n=353). This rate was roughly equivalent to the rate of disabilities for people identifying as Non-
Hispanic White, which was 75.4% (n=1,770). 

Increases in disabilities seen in communities of color are consistent with the observed increases seen in 
chronic homelessness for communities of color. 

5.7. Domestic Violence 

Experiences of domestic violence remain common and appear to be rising in the HUD population. Rates are 
high for people who identify as female, transgender, and who do not identify as male, female, or transgender. 
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Table 26: HUD Homeless Adults by Domestic Violence Experience and Living Situation 

Ever Experienced 

Domestic Violence? 
Unsheltered 

Emergency 

Shelter 

Transitional 

Housing 
Total 

Yes 
874 

(43%) 

398 

(31.2%) 

110 

(22%) 

1,382 

(36.3%) 

No 
68 

(3.3%) 

744 

(58.4%) 

370 

(74.1%) 

1,182 

(31.1%) 

Unknown 
1,089 

(53.6%) 

133 

(10.4%) 

19 

(3.8%) 

1,241 

(32.6%) 

Total adults 2,031 1,275 499 3,805 
Note: Question – “[Ask if 18 years or older] Have you experienced domestic violence (physical/emotional/verbal DV) in 
current or past relationships?” 
- Includes only adults who reported having experienced domestic violence.

These results should be viewed with caution, given the overall 32.6% unknown response rate for the question. 

Table 27: HUD Homeless Adults with Experience of Domestic Violence by Fleeing Status 

Currently Fleeing DV? 
Number 

(Percent) 

Yes 
383 

(27.7%) 

No 
849 

(61.4%) 

Unknown 
150 

(10.9%) 

Total adults who have 

experienced DV 
1,382 

Note: Question – “Are you currently fleeing from DV?” 

5.7.1.  Change over Time 

Table 28: Change over Time, HUD Homeless Adults by Domestic Violence Experience 

Ever Experienced 

DV? 
2017 2019 % Change 

Yes 
1,261 

(33.7%) 

1,382 

(36.3%) 
9.6% 

No 
1,937 

(51.7%) 

1,182 

(31.1%) 
-39.0%

Unknown 
548 

(14.6%) 

1,241 

(32.6%) 
126.5% 

Total adults 3,746 3,805 1.6% 
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The number of adults in the HUD homeless population reporting experience with domestic violence increased 
by 9.6% from 2017 to 2019, and 27.7% of those adults said that they were fleeing a domestic violence situation 
at the time of the survey. The nearly 10% increase in reported experience with domestic violence is particularly 
notable, given that the adult HUD homeless population across household types increased by only 1.6% (from 
3,746 to 3,805). The anomalous increase in the unknown rate from 2017 to 2019 (from 14.6% to 32.6%) also 
means that the 9.6% increase in reported experience of domestic violence should be regarded as a minimum 
possible change. The change is very likely higher, though to an unknown degree. 

5.7.2.  Gender 

Table 29: HUD Homeless Adults by Domestic Violence Experience and Gender 

Ever 

Experienced 

DV? 

Transgender 

Does Not Identify 

as Female, Male, 

or Transgender 

Female Male Total 

Yes 
28 

(66.7%) 

30 

(69.8%) 

757 

(59%) 

567 

(23.3%) 

1,382 

(36.3%) 

No 
9 

(21.4%) 

7 

(16.3%) 

269 

(21%) 

895 

(36.8%) 

1,182 

(31.1%) 

Unknown 
5 

(11.9%) 

6 

(14%) 

257 

(20%) 

972 

(39.9%) 

1,241 

(32.6%) 

Total adults 42 43 1,283 2,434 3,805 

Note: Adults with an unreported gender were excluded from this table for space reasons. Only 3 adults had unreported 
genders and none of the 3 reported having experienced domestic violence. 

The highest reported rates of experience with domestic violence are among those who identify as transgender 
(66.7%) and gender non-conforming (69.8%). Among adult females in the HUD homeless population 
(n=1,283), 59% (n=757) report a history of domestic violence, up from 54.8% (743/1,355) reported in 2017 
(2017 results not available as a table in this report). Again, these results should generally be viewed with 
caution given the high unknown response rate. 

5.7.3.  Race & Ethnicity 

Table 30: HUD Homeless Adults with Experience of Domestic Violence by Race/Ethnicity and 

Living Situation 

Race/Ethnicity Unsheltered 
Emergency 

Shelter 

Transitional 

Housing 

Total 

Population 

Percent of 

Group 

Unsheltered 

People of Color 
315 

(36%) 

162 

(40.7%) 

45 

(40.9%) 

522 

(37.8%) 
60.3% 

Non-Hispanic 

White 

511 

(58.5%) 

230 

(57.8%) 

64 

(58.2%) 

805 

(58.2%) 
63.5% 

Race/Ethnicity 

unknown 

48 

(5.5%) 

6 

(1.5%) 

1 

(0.9%) 

55 

(4%) 
- 
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Alone or in Combination 

African 
5 

(0.6%) 

4 

(1%) 

0 

(0%) 

9 

(0.7%) 
55.6% 

American Indian/ 

Alaska Native 

147 

(16.8%) 

57 

(14.3%) 

16 

(14.5%) 

220 

(15.9%) 
66.8% 

An identity not 

listed 

23 

(2.6%) 

0 

(0%) 

0 

(0%) 

23 

(1.7%) 
- 

Asian 
9 

(1%) 

13 

(3.3%) 

3 

(2.7%) 

25 

(1.8%) 
36.0% 

Black/ 

African American 

92 

(10.5%) 

78 

(19.6%) 

17 

(15.5%) 

187 

(13.5%) 
49.2% 

Hispanic/Latino/a 

(of any race) 

69 

(7.9%) 

37 

(9.3%) 

12 

(10.9%) 

118 

(8.5%) 
58.5% 

Middle Eastern 
2 

(0.2%) 

3 

(0.8%) 

0 

(0%) 

5 

(0.4%) 
40.0% 

Native Hawaiian/ 

Pacific Islander 

29 

(3.3%) 

13 

(3.3%) 

1 

(0.9%) 

43 

(3.1%) 
67.4% 

Slavic 
2 

(0.2%) 

1 

(0.3%) 

0 

(0%) 

3 

(0.2%) 
66.7% 

White/Caucasian 
613 

(70.1%) 

289 

(72.6%) 

79 

(71.8%) 

981 

(71%) 
62.5% 

Total 874 398 110 1,382 63.2% 
Note: Includes only adults with reported experience of domestic violence. 

As set out in Table 30, adult People of Color as a whole had lower reported rates of experience with domestic 
violence than adults identifying as Non-Hispanic White. Similarly, no individual community of color had a higher 
reported rate of experience with domestic violence than adults identifying as Non-Hispanic White. However, 
cultural differences may result in differential openness to reporting experience with domestic violence. Table 30 
also reveals that People of Color and Non-Hispanic Whites with experience of domestic violence are both more 
likely to be unsheltered than the HUD homeless population as a whole, and that this is true for most 
communities of color. The exceptions are those who identify as Asian, Middle Eastern, and, to a lesser extent, 
Black or African American.  

Rates of experience with DV for adults who identify as female, transgender, or gender non-conforming are 
roughly equivalent to those seen in the table above. No differences exceed a few tenths of a percent. 

These results should generally be viewed with caution, given the 32.6% unknown response rate for the 
question about experience with domestic violence. 

5.8. Veteran Status 

Achieving a functional end to veteran homelessness — in which more veterans are assessed and returned to 
housing than are becoming homeless — has been a commitment in Multnomah County for the past four years. 
As a result, in calendar year 2018, community-based organizations were able to help more than 560 homeless 
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veterans move into permanent housing15. Nonetheless, in this year’s PIT Count, 474 people (11.8%) identified 
as veterans, a 5.8% increase over 2017. That there were still hundreds of veterans on our streets and in our 
shelters at a point in time reflects the fact that hundreds of veterans become homeless each year, even as 
hundreds of others return to permanent housing. Roughly 47% (n=221) of the veterans counted as HUD 
homeless this year were confirmed to be chronically homeless16. As detailed in Table 33 below, People of 
Color made up a somewhat smaller percentage of the homeless veteran population (35.9%) than of the overall 
HUD homeless population (38.1%).  

Table 31: HUD Homeless Population by Veteran Status and Living Situation 

Veteran 

Status 
Unsheltered 

Emergency 

Shelter 

Transitional 

Housing 
Total 

Yes 
230 

(11.3%) 

135 

(9.3%) 

109 

(21%) 

474 

(11.8%) 

No 
1,708 

(83.8%) 

1,245 

(85.3%) 

403 

(77.6%) 

3,356 

(83.6%) 

Unknown 
99 

(4.9%) 

79 

(5.4%) 

7 

(1.3%) 

185 

(4.6%) 

Total 2,037 1,459 519 4,015 
Note: Question – “[Ask if 18 years or older] Have you served in the US Armed Forces (Army, Navy, Air Force, Marine 
Corps, Coast Guard) or been called into active duty by the National Guard or as a Reservist?” 

5.8.1.  Change over Time 

Table 32: Change over Time, HUD Homeless Population by Veteran Status 

Veteran 2017 2019 % Change 

Yes 
448 

(10.7%) 

474 

(11.8%) 
5.8% 

No 
3,474 

(83.2%) 

3,356 

(83.6%) 
-3.4%

Unknown 
255 

(6.1%) 

185 

(4.6%) 
-27.5%

Total 4,177 4,015 -3.9%
Note: The 2017 “yes” number here is two higher than the number identified in the 2017 PIT report because that report 
included only people positively identified as adults. The additional two people included here identified as vets but had 
unknown ages, so the writer gave the veteran identification the benefit of the doubt. This approach was also used in 2019 
and led to one additional person (included above) being counted. 
- The numbers reported above for 2017’s “no” and “unknown” answers are also different than those reported in the 2017
PIT report. All children were added to the “no” number. All people with an unreported age and unreported veteran status
were added to the “unknown” number.

15 Analysis by JOHS staff completed in July 2019. To identify this number, staff calculated the number of unique veterans 
with an Entry Date to permanent housing, system-wide, within CY18. Housing Move-In Date was not incorporated to the 
measure. 
16 Disaggregation for Vets by CH status was obtained using the 2019 PIT Count Demographic Analysis Dashboard. See 
section 6.6 Additional Demographic Analysis for a link to this dashboard. 
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5.8.2.  Race & Ethnicity 

Table 33: HUD Homeless Veterans by Race/Ethnicity and Living Situation 

Race/Ethnicity Unsheltered 
Emergency 

Shelter 

Transitional 

Housing 

Total 

Population 

Percent of 

Group 

Unsheltered 

People of Color 
86 

(37.4%) 

50 

(37%) 

34 

(31.2%) 

170 

(35.9%) 
50.6% 

Non-Hispanic 

White 

131 

(57%) 

84 

(62.2%) 

75 

(68.8%) 

290 

(61.2%) 
45.2% 

Race/Ethnicity 

unknown 

13 

(5.7%) 

1 

(0.7%) 

0 

(0%) 

14 

(3%) 
- 

Alone or in Combination 

African 
1 

(0.4%) 

0 

(0%) 

0 

(0%) 

1 

(0.2%) 
- 

American Indian/ 

Alaska Native 

34 

(14.8%) 

12 

(8.9%) 

7 

(6.4%) 

53 

(11.2%) 
64.2% 

An identity not 

listed 

9 

(3.9%) 

0 

(0%) 

0 

(0%) 

9 

(1.9%) 
- 

Asian 
6 

(2.6%) 

1 

(0.7%) 

1 

(0.9%) 

8 

(1.7%) 
75.0% 

Black/ 

African American 

32 

(13.9%) 

30 

(22.2%) 

19 

(17.4%) 

81 

(17.1%) 
39.5% 

Hispanic/Latino/a 

(of any race) 

12 

(5.2%) 

12 

(8.9%) 

6 

(5.5%) 

30 

(6.3%) 
40.0% 

Middle Eastern 
1 

(0.4%) 

2 

(1.5%) 

0 

(0%) 

3 

(0.6%) 
33.3% 

Native Hawaiian/ 

Pacific Islander 

9 

(3.9%) 

2 

(1.5%) 

3 

(2.8%) 

14 

(3%) 
64.3% 

Slavic 
1 

(0.4%) 

1 

(0.7%) 

0 

(0%) 

2 

(0.4%) 
50.0% 

White/Caucasian 
160 

(69.6%) 

98 

(72.6%) 

84 

(77.1%) 

342 

(72.2%) 
46.8% 

Total 230 135 109 474 48.5% 
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6. Additional Analysis

6.1. First-Time Homelessness 

6.1.1.  Change over Time 

Table 34: Change over Time, Unsheltered Population by First Time Homeless Status 

First Time 

Homeless Status 
2017 2019 % Change 

Yes 
485 

(29.1%) 

655 

(32.2%) 
35.1% 

No 
911 

(54.6%) 

1,292 

(63.4%) 
41.8% 

Unknown 
272 

(16.3%) 

90 

(4.4%) 
-66.9%

Total unsheltered 1,668 2,037 22.1% 

Note: Question – “Is this the first time in your life you have experienced homelessness?” 

The percentage of people who were unsheltered and reported being homeless for the first time increased 
between the 2017 and 2019 Counts. The share of people who reported being homeless for the first time also 
grew at a faster rate (35.1%) than did the overall unsheltered population (growth rate: 22.1%). This would 
suggest that a substantial portion of the growth in the unsheltered population was from people becoming 
homeless for the first time, as opposed to returning to homelessness. However, because the number of people 
with an unreported first-time status was relatively high in 2017 (n=272), it cannot be determined with 
confidence whether the apparent increase in first-time homelessness is fully representative of actual growth.  

6.1.2.  Race & Ethnicity 

Table 35: Unsheltered People Who Were First-Time Homeless by Race/Ethnicity 

Race/Ethnicity 
Number 

(Percent) 

People of Color 
250 

(38.2%) 

Non-Hispanic White 
384 

(58.6%) 

Race unknown 
21 

(3.2%) 

Alone or in Combination 

African 
3 

(0.5%) 
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American Indian/ 

Alaska Native 

77 

(11.8%) 

An identity not 

listed 

12 

(1.8%) 

Asian 
5 

(0.8%) 

Black/ 

African American 

103 

(15.7%) 

Hispanic/Latino/a 

(of any race) 

60 

(9.2%) 

Middle Eastern 
0 

(0.0%) 

Native Hawaiian/ 

Pacific Islander 

14 

(2.1%) 

Slavic 
1 

(0.2%) 

White/Caucasian 
435 

(66.4%) 

Total 655 

Among those unsheltered individuals who reported being homeless for the first time, People of Color made up 
a slightly higher percentage than their share of the unsheltered population as a whole (36.1%). Non-Hispanic 
Whites, by comparison, were somewhat less likely to have been homeless for the first time. Among 
overrepresented communities of color, only those identifying as Black and African American had a higher 
percentage of people reporting being homeless for the first time (15.7%) than their percentage of the 
unsheltered population (13.5%).  
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6.2. Length of Time Homeless 

6.2.1.  Change over Time 

Table 36: Change over Time, Unsheltered Population by Length of Time Homeless 

Months 

Homeless 
2017 2019 

% Change 

(Months Homeless) 

% Change 

 (Total Unsheltered) 

Change Diff 

(% pts) 

6 months or 

less 

344 

(20.6%) 

337 

(16.5%) 
-2.0% 22.1% -24.1

7-12 months
220 

(13.2%) 

288 

(14.1%) 
30.9% 22.1% 8.8 

13-24 months
212 

(12.7%) 

322 

(15.8%) 
51.9% 22.1% 29.8 

More than 24 

months 

667 

(40%) 

999 

(49%) 
49.8% 22.1% 27.7 

Unknown 
225 

(13.5%) 

91 

(4.5%) 
-59.6% 22.1% -81.7

Note: Question- “How long have you been homeless this time?” As can be seen from the wording, this question asked 
only about length of a person’s most recent period of homelessness. Total months homeless in one’s lifetime was not 
assessed. 

Consistent with the rise in chronic homelessness within the unsheltered population, the above table reveals 
that more unsheltered people have been homeless for longer in 2019 than in 2017. The share of people 
homeless for 12 months or less dropped from 33.8% in 2017 to 30.6% in 2019. Meanwhile, those homeless for 
more than two years increased, from 40% of the unsheltered population to 49%.  

Many more people had unknown lengths of time homeless in 2017. However, because the known rate was so 
much larger than the unknown rate, we can confidently conclude that the average length of time spent 
homeless is increasing. 
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6.3. Geographic Locations 

Table 37: Unsheltered Population by Geographic Location and Tent-Sleeping Status 

Location 

Households 

Sleeping 

in Tents 

Households 

not Sleeping 

in Tents 

Unknown if 

Sleeping in 

Tent 

Total 

Central NE 

Portland 
27 28 

30 

(35.3%) 

85 

(4.3%) 

Downtown/ 

Old Town/Pearl 
70 214 

129 

(31.2%) 

413 

(21%) 

East County 40 9 
28 

(36.4%) 

77 

(3.9%) 

Gresham 40 28 
35 

(34%) 

103 

(5.2%) 

Inner NE 

Portland 
33 43 

47 

(38.2%) 

123 

(6.3%) 

North Portland 88 54 
56 

(28.3%) 

198 

(10.1%) 

NW Portland 30 35 
33 

(33.7%) 

98 

(5%) 

Outer E 

Portland 
108 44 

90 

(37.2%) 

242 

(12.3%) 

SE Portland 182 105 
148 

(34%) 

435 

(22.1%) 

SW Portland 53 39 
21 

(18.6%) 

113 

(5.8%) 

Unknown 17 26 
34 

(44.2%) 

77 

(3.9%) 

Total 688 625 651 1,964 
Note: Counts in this table are of households, not people, since people in a given household were assumed to sleep in one 
tent.  
- Percentages of “Unknown if Sleeping in Tent” column are out of row total.
- Percentages in “Total Unsheltered Households” column are out of column total. Percentages are omitted from other
columns intentionally. See section 6.4 People Sleeping in Tents for more information.

Those who were surveyed in the unsheltered count were asked in which part of town they slept and whether 
they slept in a tent. The three areas with the highest numbers, and therefore percentages, of unsheltered 
households in Multnomah County are SE Portland (435 people), Downtown/Old Town/Pearl (413 people), and 
Outer East Portland (242 people). The boundaries of the geographic areas used for the unsheltered count are 
illustrated in Figure 6. 
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Figure 6: Street count map of Multnomah County 

6.3.1.  Change over Time 

Location 
2017 

(Households) 
2019 

(Households) 
% 

Change 

Central NE 

Portland 

37 

(2.5%) 

85 

(4.3%) 
129.7% 

Downtown/  

Old Town/Pearl 

333 

(22.3%) 

413 

(21%) 
24.0% 

East County 
44 

(2.9%) 

77 

(3.9%) 
75.0% 

Gresham 
64 

(4.3%) 

103 

(5.2%) 
60.9% 

Inner NE 

Portland 

180 

(12%) 

123 

(6.3%) 
-31.7%

North Portland 
89 

(6%) 

198 

(10.1%) 
122.5% 

NW Portland 
96 

(6.4%) 

98 

(5%) 
2.1% 

Outer E 

Portland 

119 

(8%) 

242 

(12.3%) 
103.4% 
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SE Portland 
341 

(22.8%) 

435 

(22.1%) 
27.6% 

SW Portland 
54 

(3.6%) 

113 

(5.8%) 
109.3% 

Unknown 
145 

(9.7%) 

77 

(3.9%) 
-46.9%

Total 1,495 1,964 31.4% 
Note: Numbers are counts of households, not people. 

This table illustrates percentage changes in the numbers of unsheltered people counted in each geographic 
area between 2017 and 2019. 

Given the overall increase in unsheltered homelessness of 22.1%, any area with a higher percentage increase 
than this may be said to be experiencing a disproportionate increase in unsheltered homelessness, including, 
for example, Outer East Portland (103.4%), North Portland (122.5%), Central NE Portland (129.7%), East 
County (75%) and Gresham (60.9%). 

As with other measures of change over time for the unsheltered count, it is important to consider that changes 
in outreach capacity between 2017 and 2019 may be responsible for portions of the apparent change. For 
example, while Gresham appears to have seen a substantial increase in unsheltered homelessness in 2019, 
the 2017 PIT Count report acknowledged that that year’s number was likely a significant undercount due to 
reduced outreach focus. Notably, Gresham’s 2019 unsheltered count is lower than the 138 people identified in 
2015. That said, the data in the 2019 unsheltered count overall support the experience of community-based 
organizations and community members that unsheltered homelessness is increasing fastest outside the central 
city neighborhoods.  

6.3.1.1. Chronic Homelessness 

Table 38: Change over Time, Chronically Homeless Population by Geographic Location 

Location 2017 2019 
% Change 

(CH) 

% Change 

(Total) 

Change Diff 

(% pts) 

Central NE 

Portland 

24 

(2.9%) 

67 

(5.1%) 
179.2% 129.7% 49.5 

Downtown/ 

Old Town/Pearl 

202 

(24.3%) 

268 

(20.6%) 
32.7% 24.0% 8.7 

East County 
22 

(2.6%) 

41 

(3.1%) 
86.4% 75.0% 11.4 

Gresham 
36 

(4.3%) 

58 

(4.4%) 
61.1% 60.9% 0.2 

Inner NE 

Portland 

115 

(13.8%) 

81 

(6.2%) 
-29.6% -31.7% 2.1 

North Portland 
46 

(5.5%) 

120 

(9.2%) 
160.9% 122.5% 38.4 
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NW Portland 
53 

(6.4%) 

73 

(5.6%) 
37.7% 2.1% 35.6 

Outer E 

Portland 

58 

(7%) 

178 

(13.7%) 
206.9% 103.4% 103.5 

SE Portland 
216 

(26%) 

298 

(22.9%) 
38.0% 27.6% 10.4 

SW Portland 
27 

(3.2%) 

84 

(6.4%) 
211.1% 109.3% 101.8 

Unknown 
34 

(4.1%) 

36 

(2.8%) 
5.9% -46.9% 52.8 

Total 832 1,304 56.7% 31.4% 25.3 

As the table above illustrates, changes in the geographic distribution of unsheltered homelessness are not 
necessarily mirrored by equivalent rates of change in unsheltered chronic homelessness. In some areas, such 
as Gresham, the percentage increases are essentially the same. In several other areas, the changes are within 
10 percentage points. There are, however, some notable areas where chronic homelessness grew at a higher 
rate than unsheltered homelessness. For example, the number of people counted as chronically homeless in 
Outer East Portland and SW Portland increased at roughly twice the rate of those counted as unsheltered.  

6.4. People Sleeping in Tents 

Too many participants in the unsheltered count did not provide information on whether they slept in a tent to be 
able to say with any confidence how many total households slept in tents and how tent-sleeping was 
distributed geographically. Overall, 33.1% of unsheltered households had an unknown tent-sleeping status. 
The high unknown rate also prevents a meaningful comparison across time.  

What the data does reveal is that at least 688 households reported sleeping in tents on the night of the 2019 
Count. Of those, 182 were in Southeast Portland, 108 were in Outer East Portland, and 88 households 
identified as sleeping in tents in Gresham and East County. 

6.5. Migration 

The unsheltered count survey asks several questions about migration. They include how long people 
experiencing unsheltered homelessness had lived in Multnomah County and, if they are not originally from the 
county, whether they were homeless on arrival, why they came, and where they moved from. These questions 
are not asked in the shelter count. While in some cases one might not expect responses to vary based on 
whether someone is sheltered or unsheltered, there may be reason to believe answers would differ in others. It 
is important to be cautious when extending these answers to the HUD homeless population as a whole. 

A large majority of those in the unsheltered HUD homeless population were not born in Multnomah County. In 
2019, 73.9% (n=1,506) of the unsheltered population reported being from somewhere else originally. This is 
comparable to general population data for the County as a whole. According to ACS data from 2017, compiled 
by Governing Magazine (2019), 69.2% of adults 25 and older in Multnomah County were born outside Oregon. 

Of those in the unsheltered population not born in Multnomah County, 29.5% (n=445) reported moving to 
Multnomah County in the last two years. And similar to previous counts, the total number of unsheltered people 
who reported coming to Multnomah County while homeless at least in part to receive available services was 
very small: 143 people, or 7% of the population. In both 2017 and 2019, the most common reason given for 
coming to Multnomah County was family and friends. 
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Table 39: Unsheltered Population by Length of Time in Multnomah County and Housing Status 

upon Arrival 

How Long Living 

in MultCo 

Homeless 

upon Arrival 

Not Homeless 

upon Arrival 

Housing Status 

Unknown 

Total 

Population 

Less than 3 

months 

85 

(11.9%) 

26 

(4.1%) 

2 

(0.3%) 

113 

(5.5%) 

3-12 months
111 

(15.5%) 

52 

(8.2%) 

8 

(1.2%) 

171 

(8.4%) 

1-2 years
94 

(13.1%) 

58 

(9.1%) 

9 

(1.3%) 

161 

(7.9%) 

More than 2 

years 

413 

(57.8%) 

491 

(77.3%) 

137 

(19.9%) 

1,041 

(51.1%) 

N/A, I'm from 

here originally 

0 

(0%) 

0 

(0%) 

473 

(68.9%) 

473 

(23.2%) 

Length of time 

unknown 

12 

(1.7%) 

8 

(1.3%) 

58 

(8.4%) 

78 

(3.8%) 

Total 715 635 687 2,037 

Table 40: Unsheltered Population That Was Homeless upon Arrival by Reason for Migrating 

Note: Respondents could select all options that applied. Therefore, 
numbers add up to more than the unique number of people in the 
unsheltered population who reported arriving here homeless. 

Percentages add up to more than 100%. 

Reason For Coming 
Number 

(Percent) 

Family/friends 
228 

(28.5%) 

Access to services/ 

resources 

143 

(17.9%) 

Like it here / 

good weather 

117 

(14.6%) 

Unknown reason 
108 

(13.5%) 

Job opportunities 
87 

(10.9%) 

Other 
77 

(9.6%) 

Needed a change/ 

Aversion to prior situation 

17 

(2.1%) 

Legal reasons 
13 

(1.6%) 

“Got stuck” and/or 

stopped traveling 

10 

(1.2%) 
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Table 41: Unsheltered Population That Was Homeless upon Arrival by Place of Origin and 

Length of Time in Multnomah County 

Place of 

Origin 

Less than 

3 months 

3-12

months 
1-2 years

More than 

2 years 
Total 

Clack, Wash, 

or Clark 

7 

(8.2%) 

13 

(11.7%) 

13 

(13.8%) 

56 

(13.6%) 

89 

(12.7%) 

Oregon 

outside metro 

11 

(12.9%) 

13 

(11.7%) 

9 

(9.6%) 

45 

(10.9%) 

78 

(11.1%) 

Washington 

or California 

20 

(23.5%) 

22 

(19.8%) 

19 

(20.2%) 

82 

(19.9%) 

143 

(20.3%) 

Other part 

of US 

23 

(27.1%) 

41 

(36.9%) 

30 

(31.9%) 

125 

(30.3%) 

219 

(31.2%) 

Outside US 
0 

(0%) 

0 

(0%) 

0 

(0%) 

2 

(0.5%) 

2 

(0.3%) 

Unknown 
24 

(28.2%) 

22 

(19.8%) 

23 

(24.5%) 

103 

(24.9%) 

172 

(24.5%) 

Total 85 111 94 413 703 

6.6. Additional Demographic Analysis 

An interactive dashboard enabling exploratory analysis of subgroup demographics for the population counted 
as HUD homeless in the 2019 PIT Count is available here. 

For those accessing a printed version of this report, the dashboard is at http://ahomeforeveryone.net/point-in-
time-dashboard. 

7. Conclusion

The PIT Count provides necessarily imperfect but important data on the characteristics of those who were 
experiencing HUD homelessness in Multnomah County on Jan. 23, 2019. And, with significant caveats, it can 
provide insight into how the unmet need for permanent housing may have shifted over time. 

What we see in this year’s PIT Count, when compared to the 2017 Count, is a modest decline in overall HUD 
homelessness and larger declines in HUD homelessness among families with children. An overall decline in 
people staying in shelter and transitional housing is nearly entirely offset by an increase in the number of 
people — chronically homeless people, in particular — sleeping outdoors, in vehicles, and in places not meant 
for human habitation. 

The overrepresentation of people of color in the HUD homeless population is significant and has increased 
since 2017. In particular those who identify as American Indian or Alaskan Native, Native Hawaiian or Pacific 
Islander, and Black or African American are shown to be overrepresented in the 2019 Count. 

In addition, 37.1% more people were counted as chronically homeless in 2019 than 2017, and the chronic 
homeless population now makes up at least 44% of the total HUD homeless population. In keeping with this, 
we see the HUD homeless population becoming older, experiencing longer periods of homelessness and 
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growing more disabled; this year, nearly 80% of those who were unsheltered reported having at least one 
significant disability.  

Interpreting this data — understanding what lessons we should learn to shape policy and guide our 
investments in ending homelessness — requires additional context and information that is beyond the scope of 
this report. That said, the needs identified in the 2019 PIT Count are consistent with A Home for Everyone’s 
priorities: addressing racial disparities in homelessness, investing in expanded prevention and housing 
placement capacity for all vulnerable populations, and significantly increasing access to permanent supportive 
housing for those who are experiencing long-term homelessness and whose disabilities require intensive and 
sustained support services. 

As illustrated throughout this report, if not for the strategic investments this community has made to reduce 
homelessness over the past several years, the data in the 2019 PIT Count, and the situation on our streets and 
in our shelters, would be significantly worse. 

8. Notes on Analytic Methodology

8.1. People Missing from the PIT 

A variety of factors prevent the PIT from being a truly comprehensive count of homelessness. First, no matter 
how thorough or well-managed the community’s counting strategy, there are inherent difficulties in finding and 
tracking everyone who is living in a place not meant for human habitation. Additionally, of the people who are 
located, they can be counted only if they agree to participate in the PIT survey and provide enough information 
that staff can ensure they are not counting the same person multiple times. 

Second, because the PIT follows narrow HUD guidance (US Department of Housing & Urban Development, 
n.d.) as to who is considered homeless, only a subset of people without permanent housing are counted.
Excluded groups include people who are doubled-up, tripled-up, or couch-surfing, and people who are in jails,
prisons, or hospitals during the Count. Omitting these populations limits the community’s understanding of the
demographics of homelessness and, therefore, its ability to respond.

8.1.1.  Doubled-Up Population 

By excluding the doubled-up population from the PIT Count, a disproportionately large number of families and 
people of color are not counted. To counteract this, a separate partial count of the doubled-up population is 
included in section 10.3 2019 Point in Time Doubled up Report. More research about the doubled-up 
population is needed. 

8.1.2.  Non-Participants 

In 2019, there were 707 instances where surveyors contacted an individual who declined to participate in the 
unsheltered count. Non-participants may have already completed a survey earlier in the week, may not have 
been homeless, or may not have wanted to fill out a survey. The number of people who declined to participate 
for any of these reasons cannot be determined. Therefore, it is impossible to know how many more 
unsheltered individuals were found, over and above the 2,037 who completed a survey. 

In addition to the people who declined to participate in the survey when asked, 75 surveys were excluded due 
to the collection of insufficient information in required fields. The required fields in the PIT enable de-duplication 
across the entire PIT population. In other words, they help staff ensure that people are not counted multiple 
times. Required fields included: 
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 First letter of first name
 First three letters of last name
 Age
 Gender

These fields are merged to create a unique identifier for each individual. Without this identifier, de-duplication is 
not possible. Since the uniqueness of these 75 individuals could not be confirmed due to the missing data, they 
were excluded. Another two people were excluded for miscellaneous reasons related to lack of data reliability. 

8.1.3.   People Not Found 

Although the 2019 PIT Count was one of the most comprehensive ever conducted in Multnomah County, the 
difficulties inherent to finding and interviewing literally every unsheltered homeless person in Multnomah 
County entail that some people were likely missed. Given that surveyors cannot know how many people could 
not be found, it is impossible to know the number of people not counted. However, the scale and quality of the 
effort to count the unsheltered population makes it unlikely that the inclusion of people who could not be found 
would significantly increase the overall number of people who were unsheltered.  

8.1.4.  People in Hospitals, Jails & Prisons 

HUD homelessness excludes people staying in jails, prisons or hospitals. As is the case with the doubled up 
population, people of color are overrepresented in the justice system. As a result of that and the omission of 
this group among those HUD considers to be homeless, the demographics of the homeless population are 
likely further skewed. More research should be done in this area. 

8.2. Challenges of Using PIT Data for Assessing Change over Time 

While the decrease in the overall number of people counted as HUD homeless from 2017 to 2019 is 
encouraging, it is critical to remember that point-in-time data is not ideal for measuring change in the size of 
the homeless population over time. By counting people experiencing homelessness at a point in time, no 
insight is conferred about the transitory nature of homelessness — how people fall in and out of homelessness 
over time. This in turn means that the PIT vastly undercounts the number of people affected by homelessness 
in a given area over time. According to a paper by Metraux at el. (2001), the number of people who experience 
sheltered homelessness (i.e. people in emergency shelter or transitional housing) at some point in a year is 
anywhere from 2.5 to 10.2 times greater than can be identified using point-in time data. 

An analysis of people staying in shelter or transitional housing in Multnomah County supports this assessment. 
Using local administrative data, staff from the Joint Office of Homeless Services identified that although 1,978 
unique people were counted in shelter or transitional housing on Jan. 23, 2019, for the PIT Count, about 8,400 
unique people stayed in shelter or transitional housing at some point during Calendar Year 2018, a number 
that is over four times larger than that identified in the PIT. 

8.2.1.  Narrow Definition of Homelessness 

As mentioned above, HUD’s narrow definition of homelessness entails that many people are not included in 
the PIT Count. These include the doubled-up population, people staying in hospitals, jails, or prisons at the 
time of the PIT Count, people experiencing unsheltered homelessness who choose not to participate in the PIT 
Count, and people who are not visible to (i.e. cannot be found by) PIT Count volunteers. 
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8.2.2.  Other Challenges 

Even using the PIT to assess homelessness at a given point in time can be problematic. From one count to 
another, several factors can influence how many people get counted, including changes in weather, shelter 
and transitional housing capacity, and local or national policy. Regarding the unsheltered count portion of the 
PIT, changes in the management, methodology and/or execution of the actual count, as well as the number, 
training and/or demographic makeup of people conducting the count, can plausibly influence results.  

As a result of these factors, PIT data should be used as one data source among several to measure the extent 
of homelessness in the community with a higher degree of reliability. Other viable existing sources of data that 
can help to triangulate PIT results include, for example, Coordinated Entry17 data. 

8.3. Reporting on Race & Ethnicity 

Because this report uses federal Race/Ethnicity categories, many diverse cultures and communities are 
rendered invisible. In an attempt to overcome this, additional race categories were introduced in standard data 
collection practices within the homeless services system prior to the 2017 PIT Count. These additional 
categories include “African,” “Middle Eastern,” and “Slavic,” all of which could be selected in both the 2017 and 
2019 PIT Counts. Despite this, the additional categories were excluded from several tables in this report, most 
of which compare 2017 to 2019 results. Since people identifying with these groups were excluded from earlier 
PIT reports and were so small in number, the groups themselves were excluded from much of the 2017 report, 
rendering their inclusion in some 2019 tables less helpful.  

For the first time, additional Race & Ethnicity values were captured for the sheltered population by means of 
the “Race/Ethnicity/Origin” variable in HMIS. This variable, in use for years locally, enables participants to 
identify a third race, in addition to the mandated federal Race & Ethnicity categories, as part of standard data 
collections processes at intake. In cases when someone who was sheltered in 2019 used this variable, it was 
incorporated into the PIT data for local (but not HUD) reporting. 

In addition to containing the additional three categories mentioned above (“African,” “Middle Eastern,” and 
“Slavic”), the “Race/Ethnicity/Origin” variable also contains the value, “Native American/Alaska Native,” which 
was collapsed in this report into the “American Indian/Alaska Native” value. 

8.4. De-duplication 

Regarding order of operations with de-duplication, the unsheltered population was first de-duplicated within 
itself. Then, the sheltered and unsheltered populations were combined and de-duplicated. Where individuals 
had records in both the unsheltered and sheltered (i.e. in shelter or transitional housing) populations, the 
sheltered record was retained and the unsheltered record was excluded. 

De-duplication within the unsheltered population (by means of the unique identifier) reduced the unsheltered 
number by 74 people. That’s a duplication rate of (74/2,037=) 3.6%. The first record collected for a duplicated 
individual was retained. 

De-duplication across the sheltered and unsheltered populations led to the removal of an additional 15 
individuals from the unsheltered population. As mentioned previously, these 15 people were retained in the 
sheltered population. 

17 For more information about Coordinated Entry, see HUD’s Coordinated Entry Policy Brief at 
https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Coordinated-Entry-Policy-Brief.pdf 
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8.5. Identifying Unsheltered Households 

Data for all members of an unsheltered household were collected on a single form. The form number was used 
as a household identification number. 

8.6. Unknown Values 

Table rows indicating unknowns (e.g. “Race/Ethnicity unknown,” “Gender unknown,” and “Location unknown”) 
include the following raw values originally found in the data: “Client refused,” “Client doesn’t know,” “Don’t 
Know,” “Declined,” “Data not collected” and null (i.e. missing) values. 
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10. Appendices

10.1. Additional Race Values 

Unsheltered count respondents were able to indicate additional Racial or Ethnic groups with whom they 
identify, if the available options on the survey did not comprehensively describe them. On the survey, the 
specific verbiage as part of the Race/Ethnicity question invites respondents to add “additional detail”. Table 42 
presents all values added by survey respondents, along with the number of people that added each value. 

Table 42: Unsheltered Population, Additional Racial/Ethnic Detail 

Additional Racial/Ethnic Detail 

Number of 

Unsheltered 

Respondents 

Italian 4 

Puerto Rican 3 

Jewish 3 

European 3 

Sicilian 2 

North American 2 

Mixed 2 

Mexican 2 

Irish 2 

Shisonee [Illegible] 1 

Saxon, Mexican 1 

Portuguese 1 

Norwegian 1 

Native 1 

Mutt 1 

Micronesian 1 

Latin 1 

Jamaican American 1 

Italian, Irish, French 1 

Inuit, Alaska Native 1 

Hebrew 1 

Gypsy 1 

German, Navajo, Irish 1 

German 1 

French, Irish 1 

Czech 1 

Cuban, Italian 1 

Chinook 1 
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Canadian, Blackfoot Indian 1 

Brazilian 1 

Blackfoot 1 

Basque 1 

American 1 

61 of 61



2019 
POINT-IN-TIME 
Street Count Methodology Report 10.2. 



Page 2 

This report was prepared for 

Joint Office of Homeless Services 

Submitted 
April 30, 2019 

By 

Tiffany Conklin, MUS 

Research Associate 

Portland State University 

503-725-9533 (voice)

tconklin@pdx.edu (email)

Regional Research Institute 
Portland State University 
1600 SW 4th Avenue, Suite 900 
Portland, OR 97201 
503-725-4040 (voice)



Page 3 

METHODOLOGY ............................................................................................................... 4 

Planning & Execution ..................................................................................................... 6 

Identifying Unsheltered Locations .................................................................................... 6 

Methodological Differences ............................................................................................. 8 

Data Entry .................................................................................................................... 9 

Methodological Limitations ............................................................................................ 10 

Point-In-Time Count Participants ................................................................................... 11 

APPENDIX A. SURVEY AND REFUSAL FORMS ..................................................................... 17 

FIGURES 

Figure 1: Street Count Map............................................................................................. 4 

TABLES 

Table 1: PIT 2019 Outreach Zone Assignments ................................................................. 6 

Table 2: PIT Street Count Methodology - 2-17 and 2019 Compared ..................................... 8 

Table 3: PIT 2019 Modes of Participation by Organization ................................................. 12 

Table 4: PIT Unsheltered Count Methodology - 2009 to 2019 Participants ........................... 14 

CONTENTS 



Page 4 

The 2019 Point-in-Time (PIT) Count of Homelessness provides a snapshot of people who were 
experiencing homelessness on the night of Wednesday, January 23, 2019, in Portland, Gresham, and 

Multnomah County, Oregon.  

The 2019 Point-in-Time count consisted of the following major components: 

 The “Street Count” enumerated the population experiencing unsheltered homelessness on the night
of January 23, 2019.

 The “One Night Shelter Count” (ONSC) enumerated the population staying in emergency shelters,

transitional housing, or vouchered into motels on January 23, 2019.

The 2019 PIT count was a collaborative effort between Regional Research Institute of Human Services 

(RRI) at Portland State University (PSU), the Joint Office of Homeless Services (JOHS) at Multnomah 

County, and the Portland Housing Bureau (PHB). RRI was directly involved in planning, coordination, and 

execution of the 2019 PIT street count, while JOHS managed the One Night Shelter Count. RRI also 

provided data entry services and, along with PHB, supplied raw data files to JOHS for analysis and 

reporting.  

Figure 1 depicts the 2019 PIT street count geography of Portland/Gresham/Multnomah. 

Figure 1: Street Count Map 

METHODOLOGY 
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For the street count, data are collected largely through paper survey forms (see Appendix A) administered 

by volunteers and service providers. The street count takes place over a one-week period, but people only 

complete the form if they were unsheltered on the night of the count. For 2019, data collection for the 

street count occurred from late afternoon on Wednesday, January 23, 2019 through the end of the day 

of Tuesday, January 29, 2019. The weather on Wednesday, January 23, 2019 was mild, partly sunny, 

with temperatures ranging between a high of 56 degrees during the day and a low of 44 degrees at night.  

Eighty-eight (88) organizations participated in the 2019 count as enumeration sites, providers of 

street outreach teams, and/or data providers for the One-Night Shelter Count. One hundred forty-two 

(142) volunteers collected surveys at service sites, and more than 130 outreach workers from 30

agencies participated in the street outreach effort across Multnomah County. Nonprofit organizations and

government agencies that serve or interact with people who are homeless across Multnomah County

contributed to the count in one or more of the following ways:

 Outreach and Engagement (O&E) Workgroup:  This community advisory forum composed of
outreach workers, first responders, emergency services, and information and referral providers
played a central role in data collection that occurred at unsheltered locations and places not
intended for human habitation (e.g., tents, streets, sidewalks, campsites, parks, woods, bus or
train stations, abandoned vehicles or buildings, etc.).

 Service Sites: Data collection for the street count occurred through administration of survey forms
at sites or programs (nonprofit organizations and government agencies) that serve people who are
unsheltered in Multnomah County. (e.g., libraries, food pantries, medical clinics, soup kitchens,

churches etc.) RRI recruited, trained, and assigned volunteers from the community to specific sites
to administer the street count survey with people visiting the site/program for services.

 One-Night Shelter Count: Shelter count data collection occurred through the community’s local

database for homeless services known as the Homeless Management Information System (HMIS)
or the comparable database known as CMIS for victims of domestic violence as part of the existing
provider workflow. Additionally, organizations participating in the ONSC also collected street count
data from those turned away from a shelter, motel, or transitional housing who planned to sleep

outside on the night of the count.

See the section entitled “Point-in-Time Count Participants” for a complete list of participating agencies. 
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Planning & Execution 

The Point-in-Time count requires advance planning and training, including coordinating the data collection 

with sites that provide homeless services, volunteer recruitment, and training. In 2019, this planning and 

execution phase roughly extended from November 2018 to January 2019. 

In 2019, PSU and JOHS collaborated on planning and executing the count. Important aspects of the 2019 

planning included the following: 

 developing a project timeline and detailed work plan

 scheduling and attending several meetings with the O&E Workgroup to discuss and seek input on

process issues, incentives, development of potential locations, coverage area assignments

 recruitment of agencies that either serve the population that is unsheltered, serve people in

emergency shelters or transitional housing, or do both

 hiring and training “team leads” to assist with street count material preparation, volunteer and

outreach support

 editing of content for the PIT street count packets and webpage, which was used for sharing

information about the efforts and as a recruitment tool

 developing a veteran’s services and support informational card

 developing, recording, and editing an online training video tool

 developing purpose statements translated into four languages

 developing a fillable-PDF document for 211info operators to use during the street count

 hosting several training sessions for street count community volunteers and participating agencies

 allocation of volunteers to various data collection sites

 ongoing coordination between PSU and JOHS throughout the week of data collection to support and

participate in the effort

Identifying Unsheltered Locations 

While the intent of the street count is to do a full count of every person who is experiencing unsheltered 

homelessness in Multnomah County, comprehensive information on such locations does not exist. In 

addition, since the locations themselves change continuously for multiple reasons, there is added 

complexity when it comes to determining and planning coverage.  

For the 2019 street count, a combination of data pulled from the City of Portland’s database of homeless 

camps (reporting date range: 12/22/18-1/22/19) and on-the-ground knowledge of O&E Workgroup 

members was used to plan the canvassing of unsheltered locations and sites.  

PSU hosted three O&E Workgroup sessions that were held on December 3, 2018, January 3, 2019, and 

January 15, 2019. At these sessions, workgroup members divided Multnomah County up into 13 zones for 

canvassing. Table 1 below identifies the zone boundaries used in 2019, as well as outreach leads and 

supporting organizations that canvassed each zone throughout the week of the street count.   

Table 1: PIT 2019 Outreach Zone Assignments 

Zones Approximate Boundaries Outreach Organizations 

Zone 1 
Downtown, Old Town, 

Pearl, S. Waterfront 

1-405 and I-5 east to Willamette River, 
S. Waterfront north to Fremont Bridge

Leads: Transition Projects, Central City Concern, 
Veteran’s Affairs 
Support: Urban League, NARA, Janus Youth, Can 
We Help, El Programa Hispano 

Zone 2 
Northwest 

Eastern edge of Forest Park east to I-
405, Hwy26 north to Willamette River 

Lead: Lines for Life 
Support: NARA, JOIN, Central City Concern, Care 
Oregon, Metro 

Zone 3 
West, SW Portland 

Washington Park, Multnomah Village, 
curves 

Lead: JOIN 
Support: Portland Park Rangers, Care Oregon, 
Metro 
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Zones Approximate Boundaries Outreach Organizations 

Zone 4 
Gresham, East County 

NE 148th, SE 122nd, SE 112th east to 
county line, County line north to 
Columbia River 

Lead: JOIN 
Support: Cascadia, Urban League, City of Gresham, 
NARA, Multnomah County Sheriff’s Office, Metro 

Zone 5 
Sauvie Island, Forest/ 
Washington/Marquam 
Parks, Willamette River  

Sauvie Island, Forest Park, Washington 
Park, Marquam Nature Park, and west 
bank of Willamette River from 
Riverview Natural Area north to South 
Waterfront 

Lead: JOIN 
Support: Cascadia, OHSU,  
Metro, Portland Park Rangers 

Zone 6  
Columbia Slough, 
Tomahawk Island, 

Columbia River,  
Airport Way 

Willamette River east to 148th, 
Columbia Blvd north to Columbia River, 
Tomahawk Island 

Leads: JOIN, Janus Youth, Union Gospel Mission 
Support: NARA, Cascadia, Hot Soup Now, Metro 

Zone 7 
Swan Island, Greeley 

Corridor, Going St 
Corridor, Overlook, 

Hazelnut Grove 

Willamette River east to I-5, Fremont 
Bridge north to Going, Willamette Blvd, 
Base of Overlook 

Lead: JOIN 
Support: Street Medicine, Urban League, NARA 

Zone 8 
Inner North Portland 

Willamette River east to Interstate Ave, 
Willamette River, Willamette Blvd 
north to Columbia Blvd, Pier Park, St 
Johns, Kenton 

Lead: JOIN 
Support: Catholic Charities, Street Medicine, Metro 

Zone 9 
Inner NE Portland 

Interstate Blvd, I-5, Willamette River 
east to NE 33rd, I-84 north to Columbia 
Blvd, Lombard 

Lead: None 
Support: Urban League, Cascadia, Care Oregon, 
Metro 

Zone 10 
Outer NE Portland 

NE 33rd, Cesar Chavez east to 148th, 
Burnside north to Lombard, Columbia 
Blvd, Hollywood 

Lead: Lines for Life 
Support: Catholic Charities, Janus Youth, Do Good 
Multnomah, NARA, Metro 

Zone 11 
Outer SE Portland 

Cesar Chavez Blvd east to 122nd, 
Woodstock, Foster north to Burnside 

Lead: Janus Youth 
Support: JOIN, Union Gospel Mission, Street 
Medicine, Metro 

Zone 12 
Southern SE Portland, 

Oaks Bottom, Ross 
Island, Springwater, 

Johnson Creek 

East bank Willamette River from county 
line north to Ross Island Bridge east to 
112th, County line north to Woodstock, 
Foster Blvd 

Lead: Clackamas Service Center 
Support: NARA, Catholic Charities, Street Medicine, 
Metro 

Zone 13 
Inner SE Portland 

Willamette River and Mcloughlin Blvd 
east to Cesar Chavez Blvd, Woodstock 
Blvd north to I-84 

Lead: Cascadia 

Support: NARA, Catholic Charities, Street Medicine, 
Urban League, Janus Youth. Metro 
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Methodological Differences 

While both the street count and ONSC for 2019 used the same basic methodology as that used in 2017, 

there were several differences. In 2019, JOHS contracted with RRI, which provided additional project 

management services to plan, coordinate, and implement the street count. Table 2 outlines the 

differences between the 2017 and 2019 PIT count methodologies.  

Table 2: Point-in-Time Count Methodology - 2017 and 2019 Compared 

Factor PIT Count 2017 PIT Count 2019 

Timing of the 
count 

February 22, 2017, to February 28, 2017 January 23, 2019 to January 29, 2019 

Weather Cold and wet Temperate and dry 

Coordinating 
teams 

Joint Office of Homeless Services and PSU 
Survey Research Lab 

PSU Regional Research Institute and Joint 
Office of Homeless Services  

Participant 
registration 

Manually registered and tracked. 
Google Forms used to facilitate site, outreach 

partner, and public volunteer registration. 

Volunteers 
70 public volunteers were trained for site-

based enumeration. 

Increased volunteer recruitment efforts 
resulted in identification and training of 142 

public volunteers for site-based enumeration. 

Volunteer 
trainings 

Volunteers trained via five training 
sessions: 

Session 1: Mon., Feb 6, 5:30−7:00 pm, 

Central Library, US Bank Room 
Session 2: Thurs., Feb 9, 1:00−2:30 pm, 

North Precinct, Community Room 
Session 3: Mon., Feb 13, 3:30−5:00 pm, 

Rockwood Library, Large Conference 
Room 

Session 4: Thurs., Feb 16, 10:00−11:30 
am, Lincoln Building, Pine Room 

Session 5: Mon., Feb 20, 5:00−6:30 pm, 
PSU Market Center Building, Mt Rainier 

Room 316 

Volunteers trained via seven training 
sessions: 

Session 1: Mon., Jan 7, 3:00− 4:30 pm, 
Central Library, US Bank Room 

Session 2: Mon., Jan 7, 6:00−7:30 pm, North 
Portland Library, Meeting Room 

Session 3: Wed., Jan 9, 11:30 am−1:00 pm, 
Rockwood Library, Large Conference Room 

Session 4: Fri., Jan 11, 10:30 am−12:00 pm, 
DHS East County Family Service Center 

Session 5: Mon., Jan 14, 10:00−11:30 am, 
North Precinct, Community Meeting Room  

Session 6: Wed., Jan 16, 6:00−7:30 pm, PSU 
Market Center Building, Room 920 

Session 7: Fri., Jan 18, 10:00−11:30 am, 
Multnomah County Lincoln Building, Pine 

Room 

Volunteers who were unable to attend a 

training session were provided a link to watch 
an online training video. 

Doubled-up 
Use of annual ODE doubled-up data to 

arrive at an estimate of doubled-up 

households with children.  

Use of three point-in-time data sources to 
calculate average share of doubled up in the 

homeless population. 

Increased 
outreach to 

people of 
color and 

with limited 
English 

proficiency 

Voz Worker Center site surveyed by Spanish-
speaking volunteers.  

Urban League provided outreach support to 
help survey the African American community. 

Ecumenical Ministries of Oregon hosted 
volunteer enumerators at the NE Emergency 
Food Program. Special efforts made to recruit 
Russian & Vietnamese-speaking volunteers.  
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Factor PIT Count 2017 PIT Count 2019 

Veteran 
information 

cards 

Referred veterans to information listed in 
the Rose City Resource Guides. 

With the help of the Veteran Core Group, new 
veteran support informational cards were 

developed and distributed. 

Additional 
translated 
materials  

Lack of ability to communicate 
information about the survey purpose to 
those with limited English proficiency.  

Development of survey purpose statements 
translated into four additional languages 

(Spanish, Vietnamese, Chinese, and 
Russian).  

Fillable PDF 
survey 

No electronic way to collect data provided 
to operators. 

Developed a fillable-PDF document for 
211info operators to collect survey data 
during the count week from people who 

called for information.  

Incentives 

No incentives provided by the 
coordinating team; however, O&E teams 
did approach respondents with agency-

provided incentives. 

Each outreach organization received a Fred 
Meyer gift card to purchase supplies for 
outreach to distribute. Gift cards were 

distributed proportional to the number of 

forms that the organization collected in 2017. 

Data entry 

Unsheltered survey respondents 
completed paper survey and refusal forms 

entered into the HMIS system by 
volunteers. 

 
Unsheltered survey respondents completed 
paper survey and refusal forms entered into 
electronic database (SPSS) by trained and 

paid RRI staff. 
 

Data Entry 

In 2019, the RRI took the lead on data entry for all unsheltered survey respondents, inputting all 

completed survey and refusal form data collected into statistical software (Statistical Package for Social 

Sciences, SPSS). This was a month-long process completed in March 2019. The data entry phase included 

the following tasks: 

 detailed review and validation of forms  

 developing data coding decision rules with JOHS 

 training PSU staff (3) for data entry 

 organizing and facilitating data entry 

 data quality checks 

 
Staff from the JOHS and the Portland Housing Bureau (PHB) collaborated to ensure that adequate data 
were collected from individuals staying in emergency shelters, transitional housing, and vouchered into 
hotels/motels on the night of the PIT. Most of this information is stored in Multnomah County's HMIS or 

CMIS as part of the standard provider workflow.  
 
To ensure accuracy and completeness in the count, JOHS staff coordinated participation from a small 
handful of private shelters that do not typically store their data in HMIS. JOHS staff provided these 
organizations with detailed instructions along with forms designed specifically for the count (see appendix 
A). Upon completion, collection, and thorough review of these forms, JOHS staff entered the data into 
HMIS. Upon completion of data entry, PHB staff produced a report containing the needed data for all 
individuals identified as “sheltered homeless” on the night of January 23, 2019.  
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Methodological Limitations 

Any effort at census taking has inherent limitations. The fact that the PIT street count is an effort to count 

all unsheltered and sheltered individuals and families in Multnomah County, a geographically large land 

area of 466 square miles, poses added difficulties. Several limitations in the methodology all but ensure 

that any point-in-time count of homelessness is an undercount. The following list highlights a few of those 

difficulties. 

 Point-in-time data: Because the count only enumerates people experiencing homelessness on a

given night, it does not account for fluctuations in the homeless population that a variety of factors

can influence, including but not limited to seasonality, economic conditions, and migration.

 Locating and contacting respondents: Because of difficulties inherent to census-style

methodologies, it is impossible to know whether surveyors successfully identified all people

experiencing unsheltered homelessness.

 Right to abstain: Because the survey is voluntary, respondents have the right to refuse

participation. Given the extent of vulnerabilities that this population faces, a certain degree of non-

participation is expected. For the 2019 street count, surveyors completed 707 non-participation

forms. However, a refusal does not totally rule out inclusion in the count. It is possible that some

people who decline to participate at one time are still counted as part of the ONSC or at some other

point during the week of the street count.

 Participation organizations: The voluntary nature of participation for agencies/programs that

provide services can influence the count. For 2019, 88 organizations participated as enumeration

sites, provided outreach teams for the street count and/or provided data for the ONSC. More than

130 outreach workers from 30 agencies participated in the street outreach effort. However, some

organizations and sites who provide services (more often private) chose not to participate. Such

choice does affect the total count.

 Number of volunteers: The count depends on volunteers. For 2019, 142 community volunteers

helped in street count enumeration at participating service sites.1 While this provided adequate

coverage, there is no way of knowing whether having more volunteers and expanded coverage

could have influenced the count.

 Limiting definitions: The HUD definition of “homeless” is limiting. Notable exclusions include the

doubled-up population, and people in jail, hospitals and detox facilities who were homeless prior to

entry. Therefore, the PIT count is at best a partial snapshot of homelessness.

 Under-counting: Some subpopulations are likely to be undercounted. These include the following:

o People of color and with limited English proficiency: Limitations with racial/ethnic identity

options, language barriers, lack of trust, and lack of knowledge all result in the PIT count being

an undercount of people of color. For 2019, additional efforts were made to collaborate with

organizations such as the Urban League of Portland, Voz Worker Center, and Ecumenical

Ministries of Oregon to reach populations of color and with limited English proficiency.

o Youth: The count may not reach the homeless youth population effectively, particularly since

this group may be prone to avoiding enumerators and to migration during the count time. For

2019, additional efforts were made to partner with Janus Youth and P:ear to help ensure more

accurate counting of youth experiencing homelessness in Multnomah County.

1 Only 127 volunteers participated in the feedback survey due to the unavailability of email addresses for all participating volunteers. 
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Point-in-Time Count Participants 

The PIT count is conducted by agencies and organizations across Multnomah County that come into 

regular contact with people experiencing homelessness. These include agencies that provide services to 

homeless people, outreach organizations, schools, and agencies providing a wide range of services to low-

income households (e.g., meal programs, food pantries, medical clinics, shelters, day centers, information 

and referral, and workforce development agencies).   

Outreach and Engagement (O&E) 

The Outreach and Engagement Workgroup, a community advisory forum composed of outreach workers, 

first responders, emergency services, and information and referral providers, played a central role in 

planning and data collection that occurred at specific unsheltered locations (e.g., streets/sidewalks, 

campsites, woods, abandoned vehicles and buildings, etc.). In 2019, more than 130 outreach workers 

from 30 agencies participated in the street outreach effort (see table 3). 

Site-Based Enumeration 

PIT count data collection also occurred through administration of survey forms in sites or programs that 

serve people who are unsheltered in Multnomah County. Thirty-four (34) organizations across Multnomah 

County and beyond (e.g., Clackamas Service Center) hosted trained volunteers from the public to collect 

survey forms during the count. Thirty-five (35) organizations across Multnomah County arranged for 

members of their staff to collect surveys during the street count (see Table 3). 

One Night Shelter Count (ONSC) 

The ONSC gathers information on the sheltered homeless population. This includes people sleeping in 

emergency shelters, people staying in vouchered motels, and those living in transitional housing. For 

2019, the ONSC was conducted on January 23, the same night as the unsheltered count. JOHS 

coordinated the ONSC in collaboration with PHB. 

The ONSC also has a paper survey form (see appendix A). However, participating agencies with access to 

Multnomah County’s HMIS or CMIS inputted the data directly in the system (see table 3). 
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Table 3: PIT 2019 Modes of Participation by Organization 

Table 3 lists all agencies that participated in the 2019 Point-in-Time count using “x” marks to indicate their 

specific type(s) of participation. Many agencies with multiple programs/sites were involved in more than 

one way. Therefore, multiple “x” marks are listed next to some organizations. 

Organization name Site-Based 

Enumeration 

with Volunteer 

Enumerators 

Site-Based 

Enumeration 

with Staff 

Enumerators 

Outreach 

and 
Engagement 

One Night 

Shelter 
Count 

211info  x   

All Saints Episcopal Church x    

Belmont Library x    

Blanchet House x   x 

Bradley Angle    x 

Bridgetown Ministries  x   

Can We Help?   x  

CareOregon   x  

Cascade AIDS Project (CAP)  x  x 

Cascadia Behavioral Healthcare   x  

Catholic Charities  x x  

Central City Concern x x x x 

Central Library x    

City of Gresham   x  

Cityteam Portland x   x 

Clackamas Service Center x  x  

Community of Hope    x 

Confederated Tribe of Siletz Indians  x   

Corbett SD 39  x   

David Douglas SD 40  x   

De Paul Treatment Centers   x   

Department of Human Services  x   

Dignity Village x    

Do Good Multnomah   x x 

East Hill Church x    

Ecumenical Ministries of Oregon x x   

El Programa Hispano    x x 

First Baptist Church of Gresham x    

First Baptist Church of Portland x    

Gateway Center for Domestic Violence 

Services 

 x   

Gresham Library x    

Gresham-Barlow SD 10J  x   

Hazelnut Grove / Portland Houseless 

Support Coalition 

x    

Holgate Library x    

Home Forward x    

Hot Soup Now x  x  

Human Solutions  x  x 

Impact NW  x   

Janus Youth   x x 

JOIN x  x  

Latino Network    x 
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Organization name Site-Based 

Enumeration 

with Volunteer 

Enumerators 

Site-Based 

Enumeration 

with Staff 

Enumerators 

Outreach 

and 
Engagement 

One Night 

Shelter 
Count 

Legal Aid Services of Oregon x 

Lines for Life x 

Luke-Dorf, Inc. x 

Maybelle Center for Community x 

METRO x 

Midland Library x 

Miracles Club x 

Mount Hood Community College, Family 

Support Programs 

x 

Multnomah County x 

Multnomah County Health Department 

NEX 

x 

Multnomah County Sheriff's Office (MSCO) x x 

My Father's House x 

NARA x x x 

New Avenues for Youth x x 

North Portland Health Center x 

Northeast Health Center x 

OHSU x x 

Operation Nightwatch x 

Outside In x x x 

P:ear x x 

Portland Homeless Family Solutions x 

Portland Park Rangers x 

Portland Public Schools x 

Portland Rescue Mission x x x 

Portland Street Medicine x 

Potluck in the Park x 

Rahab's Sisters x 

Raphael House x 

Right 2 Dream Too, Right 2 Survive x 

Rockwood Library x 

Rose Haven x 

Rosewood Initiative x 

Saint Francis Dining Hall 

Saint Francis Dining Hall x 

Salvation Army x 

Self Enhancement (SEI) x x 

Sisters of the Road x 

Street Books x 

Street Roots x 

Transition Projects (TPI) x x x 

Trinity Episcopal Cathedral x 

Union Gospel Mission x x 

Urban League of Portland x 

Veteran Affairs (VA) x x 
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Organization name Site-Based 

Enumeration 

with Volunteer 

Enumerators 

Site-Based 

Enumeration 

with Staff 

Enumerators 

Outreach 

and 
Engagement 

One Night 

Shelter 
Count 

Volunteers of America Oregon Treatment 

Centers (VOA) 

x 

Voz Worker Center x 

Zarephath Ministries x 

211info x 

Number of Forms Returned by Agency, 2009-2019 

Table 4 lists the participating agencies for the 2009, 2011, 2013, 2015, 2017, and 2019 PIT counts. In 

order to make comparisons more logical, the table lists sites by agency rather than by individual site 

locations. Some agencies with multiple departments or programs represent more than one site. 

Table 4 reflects the number of surveys returned by sites, outreach workers, and volunteers prior to 

removal of duplicates or ineligible forms. Each form represents a household, so these figures do not 

provide an indication of the number of individuals counted by each organization. Some agencies 

participated in the count but did not return any surveys because they did not encounter anyone who was 

unsheltered and had not yet been surveyed during the week of the count.  

Table 4: PIT Unsheltered Count Methodology - 2009 to 2019 Participants 

Agency 
Number of Survey Forms Returned 

2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 2019 

211info 1 10 10 7 17 10 

Adventist Medical Center 0 0 0 1 0 0 

Agape Church of Christ 0 0 21 51 0 0 

All Saints Episcopal Church 0 0 0 0 6 5 

Anawin 0 79 30 82 0 0 

Better People 4 0 0 0 0 0 

Blanchet House 116 82 82 96 56 43 

Bridgetown Ministries 0 13 0 13 0 5 

Bud Clark Commons 0 0 0 0 0 22 

Can We Help/ Transformation Network 62 35 48 43 0 17 

Care Oregon 0 0 0 0 0 15 

Cascade AIDS Project 0 4 2 0 0 17 

Cascadia 21 90 135 34 53 57 

Catholic Charities 1 32 70 79 20 37 

Central City Concern 30 55 97 106 12 60 

City of Gresham 0 0 0 0 0 6 

City Team Ministries 0 0 0 16 0 33 

Clackamas Service Center 0 0 0 15 143 112 

CODA Alpha Treatment 5 7 0 0 0 0 

Community of Hope 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Confederated Tribe of Siletz Indians 0 5 0 0 0 0 

Crossroads Cupboard 0 0 0 3 0 0 

David Douglas SD 40 0 2 0 0 0 0 

Department of Human Services 0 0 1 31 27 48 

DePaul Treatment Center 0 0 0 0 0 8 

Dignity Village 60 60 60 53 51 18 
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Agency 
Number of Survey Forms Returned 

2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 2019 

Dinner & A Movie 0 5 0 0 0 0 

Do Good Multnomah  0 0 0 0 0 8 

East Hill Church 0 0 0 9 9 7 

Ecumenical Ministries of Oregon 8 0 2 2 0 15 

First Baptist Church of Gresham 0 0 0 14 0 5 

First Baptist Church of Portland 20 12 3 7 16 21 

Free Hot Soup 0 0 0 8 21 5 

Gateway Center 0 0 0 0 2 3 

Good News Health Clinic 0 12 8 0 0 0 

Hazelnut Grove 0 0 0 0 0 7 

Human Solutions 0 2 5 1 1 0 

Home Forward 0 0 0 0 0 2 

Imago Dei 0 0 9 9 0 0 

Impact NW 0 9 3 8 0 24 

Janus Youth  104 84 115 77 46 78 

Johnson Creek Watershed Council 0 0 0 3 0 0 

JOIN 998 626 706 585 139 206 

Julia West House 38 20 19 0 0 0 

Lines for Life 0 0 0 0 0 16 

Living Hope International 0 0 0 15 0 0 

Loaves and Fishes  3 0 10 3 0 0 

Mainspring  3 0 0 9 8 0 

Manna Ministries 0 15 6 1 0 0 

Maybelle Center for Community  15 2 4 4 0 0 

Mercy Corps 0 3 0 0 0 0 

Metro 0 0 0 0 0 21 

Miracles Club 0 0 0 0 0 8 

Multnomah County Intellectual & Developmental 

Disabilities 
0 0 0 0 3 2 

Multnomah County Corrections Sheriff’s Discharge  9 15 18 5 0 0 

Multnomah County Health Clinics 51 2 1 17 17 11 

Multnomah County Health Department  6 3 8 22 48 4 

Multnomah County Health Department NEX 0 0 0 0 0 37 

Multnomah County Library, Belmont 0 2 4 7 5 3 

Multnomah County Library, Central 0 22 68 40 11 107 

Multnomah County Library, Gresham 0 0 4 27 3 10 

Multnomah County Library, Holgate 0 0 0 0 8 10 

Multnomah County Library, Midland 0 0 0 0 7 12 

Multnomah County Library, Rockwood 0 0 0 0 0 14 

Multnomah County Sheriff’s Hope Team 0 0 0 0 0 52 

Multnomah County River Patrol 0 0 0 0 7 8 

NARA NW 2 0 0 11 32 162 

NAYA 37 31 7 6 9 0 

New Avenues for Youth  20 8 7 0 8 10 

No One Left Behind 0 0 0 9 0 0 

Northwest Pilot Project 0 0 2 0 0 0 

OHSU Family Medicine at Richmond 0 0 0 4 0 6 

Operation Nightwatch 0 7 5 31 45 18 
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Agency 
Number of Survey Forms Returned 

2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 2019 

Oregon Health Sciences University 0 0 0 5 6 5 

Our Peaceful Place 8 0 0 0 0 0 

Outreach Volunteers2 0 0 16 0 100 69 

Outside In 67 45 50 41 137 52 

P:ear 2 13 10 25 5 5 

Parkrose SD 3 1 0 0 2 3 0 

Portland Adventist Community Services 0 7 0 0 5 0 

Portland Fire & Rescue 0 5 3 0 0 0 

Portland Parks 0 14 54 75 0 0 

Portland Police Bureau 99 0 0 0 0 0 

Portland Public School District 5 7 0 0 2 0 

Portland Rescue Mission 25 52 18 0 0 51 

Portland Street Medicine 0 0 0 0 0 16 

Portland's Women Crisis Line 3 0 0 1 0 0 

Potluck in the Park 3 30 47 5 26 13 

Rahab’s Sisters 0 0 0 3 0 11 

Reynolds SD 7 2 5 11 0 2 0 

Right 2 Dream Too 0 0 6 24 24 7 

Rose Haven 0 1 4 8 13 3 

Rosewood Family Health Center 1 0 0 0 0 0 

Saint André Bessette Catholic Church 27 15 38 35 10 0 

Saint Francis Dining Hall 17 35 8 0 31 19 

Saint Mark’s Lutheran 0 3 1 2 0 0 

Saint Stephen’s Episcopal Parish 0 0 4 40 0 0 

Salvation Army 0 27 6 6 1 0 

Sanctuary Presbyterian Church 14 14 13 6 3 0 

Self Enhancement Inc. 0 0 0 0 0 11 

Sexual Minority Youth Resource Center 1 0 0 0 0 0 

Sisters of the Road 17 33 50 40 20 3 

SnowCap Community Charities 3 8 4 2 11 0 

Street Roots 9 40 52 32 17 7 

Sunnyside Methodist Church 22 6 6 25 0 0 

The Chapel 0 0 0 2 0 0 

Transition Projects 15 23 149 233 87 119 

Transitional Youth/ Street Church 0 19 0 0 0 0 

Trinity Episcopal Cathedral 13 26 10 26 24 19 

Union Gospel Mission 0 32 21 20 0 134 

University of Western States 2 0 3 0 0 0 

Urban League of Portland 0 0 0 0 0 108 

Veterans Administration (includes CCRC)  0 5 8 88 46 17 

Voz Worker Center 15 10 8 5 7 4 

William Temple House 7 2 1 4 0 0 

Zarephath Kitchen 0 0 0 34 35 33 

2. Additional surveys submitted as part of coordinated outreach strategy.
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English Survey Form
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Spanish Survey Form
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Chinese Survey Form
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Vietnamese Survey Form
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Russian Survey Form
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Refusal Form 
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ONSC Survey Form
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As part of the 2019 Point-in-Time Street Count, Portland State University was asked to replicate the effort 
done in 2015 to estimate the number of people that are living in a “doubled up” situation which is where 
people are staying with friends or relatives due to economic reasons. Previous efforts asked for 
information from The Oregon Department of Human Services in regards to the housing status of 
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program participants. 211, which provides the human services helpline 
for the county provided information on where callers to the service had slept on the night of the count. 
School districts in Multnomah County were asked to provide a tally of homeless students during the count.   
 

Oregon Department of Human Services Data 
DHS provided data on the Multnomah County households that were enrolled in in Supplemental Nutrition 
Assistance Program (SNAP) on January 23rd, 2019. This data showed that of the 44,558 Multnomah 
County households enrolled in SNAP, 9,546 identified as homeless which includes those that are 
unsheltered, living in a shelter, or doubled up. SNAP requires all participants to meet specific income 
thresholds. The average monthly income of all SNAP participants in Multnomah County was $646.49 as 
compared to $85.68 for participants that identified as homeless.  
 
SNAP data includes information on the race/ethnicity of participants in the program which may give some 
insight into the overall demographic composition of the homeless population in Multnomah county. Since 
not all communities participate in services like SNAP at equal rates, the generalizability of this data may 
be limited. The race/ethnicity of SNAP recipients that identified as being homeless is listed in Table 1. 
 
Table 1: Race/Ethnicity of SNAP Recipients that Identified as Being Homeless  

Race/Ethnicity Number of Homeless 
SNAP Clients 

Percentage of all 
Homeless SNAP Clients 

White  6218  65.14% 

Populations of Color  2947  30.87% 

     Asian/Pacific Islander  150  1.57% 

     African American  1658  17.37% 

     Hispanic  572  5.99% 

     Native American  303  3.17% 

     Multi‐Racial  264  2.77% 

Unknown  381  3.99% 

 
As compared to the overall population of Multnomah County, homeless SNAP recipients that are African 
Americans and Native Americans are over-represented while Hispanics, Asian/Pacific Islanders, and Multi-
racial populations are under-represented. A similar finding was found in 2015.   
  

 

DOUBLED UP COUNT
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211 Data 
211 serves as Multnomah County’s human services hotline. During the week of the point in time count 
they asked callers seeking information for available social services “Where will you/ did you sleep on the 
night of Wednesday January 23?” Out of all callers asked, 568 agreed to provide this information. 68.1% 
of respondents reported sleeping in their own apartment or house, followed by 12.5% reporting being 
doubled up with friends/family, 9.3% reported being unsheltered. Of those that reported unstable housing 
the night of the count, 39.2% were doubled up while 60.8% met the HUD definition for being homeless.  
 
Table 2: 211 Data 

“Where will you/ did you sleep on the night of 
Wednesday January 23?” 

Number of 
Respondents 

Percentage of 
Respondents 

Doubled up with friends/family 71 12.5% 
Motel/hotel 23 4% 
My own apartment/house 387 68.1% 
Outside/Vehicle/Place not meant for human Habitation 53 9.3% 
Shelter or transitional housing 34 6% 

Total 568 100% 

School District Data 
The federal definition of homelessness used by the Department of Education includes households that are 
doubled up for economic reasons. This means that School district data can provide a source of information 
about the doubled up population. All Multnomah County school districts were contacted and asked to 
provide a tally of homeless students in their districts on the night of the count using Multnomah County 
School Districts Homeless Data form (see Appendix A). Portland Public, Corbett, and Gresham Barlow 
provided this information. Corbett and Gresham-Barlow also provided a breakdown of the homeless 
students by Race/Ethnicity while Portland Public was unable to due to excessive administrative burden. 
 
Table 3: Portland Public, Corbett, and Gresham Barlow School District Data 

Homeless 
Students Unsheltered 

Shelter/ 
Transitional 

Housing 
Hotel/Motel Substandard/ 

Overcrowded 
Doubled 

Up 
Other/ 

Unknown 

Unaccompanied 
homeless 
students 

3 9 0 0 292 0 

Homeless 
students living 
with their 
families 

9 91 41 74 764 0 

Total 
homeless 
students 

12 100 41 74 1056 0 
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Table 4: Corbett and Gresham-Barlow School District Data 

  

Homeless 
Students 

(Corbett & 
Gresham-

Barlow School 
Districts only) 

Unsheltered 
Shelter/ 

Transitional 
Housing 

Hotel/Motel Substandard/ 
Overcrowded 

Doubled 
Up 

Other/ 
Unknown 

American 
Indian/Alaska 
Native 

0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Asian 0% 0% 0% 0% 1.49% 0% 
Black/African 
American 0% 6.25% 0% 33% 8.06% 0% 

Hispanic/Latino 0% 50.00% 30% 0% 24.48% 0% 
Native 
Hawaiian/Pacific 
Islander 

0% 0% 0% 0% 0.90% 0% 

Multi-racial 0% 6.25% 20% 0% 3.88% 0% 
White/Caucasian 100% 37.50% 50% 66% 61.19% 0% 
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APPENDIX A. Multnomah County School 
Districts Homeless Data form 



 

 

Multnomah County School Districts Homeless Data for 2019 Point in Time Count  
 

In addition to completing a Street Count Survey form for unsheltered students and their families, please use this form to provide summary 
information on all of the students in your district who are homeless on Wednesday night, January 23, 2019. Send the completed form to 
Cameron Mulder at mulder@pdx.edu or mail to 1600 SW 4th Avenue, Suite 400 Portland OR 97201 by February 8.  
 

Please note that there are two charts below, one for unaccompanied youth and one for youth living with their families. Both charts first ask for a 
total number of youth within each living situation. This is followed by a tally of youth by race within each living situation. 

 
School District Name: _________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Schools Covered by the Data on this Form:   All schools in district     These schools: ____________________________________________ 
 
 

Liaison Name: _______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
UNACCOMPANIED 
HOMELESS YOUTH 

LIVING SITUATION 
Unsheltered  Shelter/ 

Transitional Hsg
Hotel/Motel  Substandard/ 

Overcrowded 
Doubled Up  Other/ 

Unknown 
Total number of 
unaccompanied homeless 
youth 

           

Number of unaccompanied homeless youth by race 

Hispanic/ Latino             

White/ Caucasian             

Black/ African American             
American Indian/ Alaska 

Native 
           

Native Hawaiian/ Pacific 
Islander 

           

Asian             

Multi‐racial             

   



 

 

HOMELESS YOUTH 
LIVING WITH THEIR 
FAMILIES 

LIVING SITUATION 
Unsheltered  Shelter/ 

Transitional Hsg
Hotel/Motel  Substandard/ 

Overcrowded 
Doubled Up  Other/ 

Unknown 
Total number of homeless 
youth living with their 
families 

           

Number of homeless youth living with their families by race 

Hispanic/ Latino             

White/ Caucasian             

Black/ African American             
American Indian/ Alaska 

Native 
           

Native Hawaiian/ Pacific 
Islander 

           

Asian             

Multi‐racial             

 
This information will be used in conjunction with the data school districts compile on unsheltered students and families as part of the 
Multnomah County Homeless Street Count. Data collection forms and instructions for the Street Count will be mailed to you separately. 
 
Questions? Contact Cameron Mulder mulder@pdx.edu or 503‐725‐5970. 
 
Thank you! 
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