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Abstract
Many American cities are in the midst of a homelessness crisis. Through their
control over zoning and land use policy, local governments can reduce
homelessness by facilitating housing construction and improving housing
affordability. Using administrative data and surveys of local public officials,
this paper asks whether (and which) cities connect their homelessness and
land use policies. We find that cities rarely link homelessness policies with
zoning and land use. Cities in California and the Pacific region are generally
more likely to make these connections, suggesting an important state role in
guiding local homeless and planning policies. Cities with high and low levels
of unsheltered homelessness show little difference in their propensity to
connect land use and zoning policies with homelessness.
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Much of America is in the midst of a homelessness crisis.1 This problem is
especially acute in cities, which are disproportionately home to America’s
unhoused (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 2021).
Addressing this problem is of paramount importance: unhoused people expe-
rience greater physical and mental health struggles, higher mortality rates, and
poorer education, economic, and social outcomes (Fazel, Geddes and Kushel
2014; Fusaro, Levy and Shaefer 2018; Roncarati et al. 2018).

The primary cause of homelessness is insufficient affordable housing
(National Academies of Sciences Engineering and Medicine 2018; Colburn
and Clayton 2022).2 Local governments thus play a pivotal role in shaping
the well-being of unhoused people. Through their power over zoning and
land use, local governments shape how much housing gets built in a commu-
nity, where it can be built, and how easy it is to construct affordable housing
(Burns 1994; Trounstine 2018; Einstein, Glick and Palmer 2019). A wide
array of economics and public policy research has linked zoning and land
use restrictions with higher housing costs, as well as racial and economic seg-
regation (Metzger and Pelletiere 2013; Trounstine 2018).3 The federal gov-
ernment has recognized local jurisdictions as critical partners (or obstacles)
in the production of new housing.4

Individual examples abound of onerous zoning and land use processes
obstructing the development of much needed affordable housing and dedi-
cated housing for unhoused people. For example, in 2022, Multinomah
County, OR was stymied in its efforts to open up a women’s shelter in
Portland by a lawsuit claiming that the shelter violated the neighborhood’s
industrial zoning.5 In Pawtucket, RI, zoning laws prevented a local nonprofit
from adding additional affordable housing to an existing building in the name
of “protect[ing] the quality of life and character” of the neighborhood.6

In short, zoning and land use have a profound impact on the development
and location of affordable housing, as well as overall housing supply in a
community. Yet, we know little about whether local governments see land
use regulations and zoning as tools to address local homelessness.

A burgeoning body of local politics research explores land use, zoning,
and housing policy. This line of scholarship reveals the entrenched nature
of opposition to new housing (Hankinson 2018; Einstein, Glick and Palmer
2019; Marble and Nall 2021); the pivotal role of zoning and land use regula-
tions in increasing housing costs and producing economic and racial segrega-
tion (Burns 1994; Trounstine 2018; Einstein, Glick and Palmer 2019); and,
the political power and organizing strategies of homeowners (Hall
and Yoder 2022) and renters (Michener 2020). This research on land use and
housing, however, makes scant mention of homelessness.

In contrast, there is little scholarship focused on the local politics of home-
lessness. Much of the existing scholarship focuses on case studies of the
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criminalization of homelessness (Stuart 2016; Robinson 2019; Giamarino and
Loukaitou-Sideris 2024)—sometimes using land-use policy (Goetz 1992)—
with less work on the full scope of city responses to homelessness
(Willison 2021). The seminal National Academies report on solutions to
homelessness in 2018 lamented the need for more research on the political
challenges associated with ending homelessness (National Academies of
Sciences Engineering and Medicine 2018). Federal homelessness policy sim-
ilarly ignores the role of local governments (Willison 2021).

Marshaling a wide array of data, including a national survey of mayors and
homelessness and housing plans from the nation’s 100 largest cities, we ask:
(1) whether cities highlight land use regulation and zoning as part of their
toolkits for addressing homelessness; and (2) what factors predict when
cities connect land use regulation and zoning with homelessness.

We find that in general, few cities see homelessness policy as connected to
land use and zoning. State policy may explain those that do draw these links:
cities in California are more likely to connect land use and zoning policy with
homelessness. Similarly, mayors of cities in Oregon, Washington, and
California are significantly more likely to believe that an inadequate supply
of affordable housing is the main cause of homelessness. In contrast, we
find little difference in the propensity to make these connections between
cities with high and low levels of unsheltered homelessness. These results
suggest that cities largely are not implementing preventative policies to
increase the housing supply and reduce homelessness. While building more
housing alone will not end homelessness, it is an essential component of
effective local homelessness policy, both for preventing homelessness
(Colburn and Clayton 2022) and to successfully, permanently house people
actively experiencing homelessness (Padgett, Henwood and Tsemberis
2015).

Literature Review and Theoretical Expectations

This article takes up land use and zoning policies that regulate the develop-
ment of new housing. There are a myriad of other important ways that land
use and zoning policies have been used as informal and formal homelessness
policy. For example, cities have used zoning codes to sanction encampments
and to re-adapt parking lots to use for vehicular dwellings (Giamarino, Brozen
and Blumenberg 2023; Przybilinski, 2023). Here, we specifically are focused
on upstream, preventative policies that shape the housing supply, like regu-
lations that facilitate the development of more affordable housing. Land use
policies that effectively criminalize homelessness, such as camping bans,
are pivotal, reactive homelessness policy tools deployed by many local gov-
ernments (Robinson 2019; Amaral 2021; Giamarino and Loukaitou-Sideris
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2024) that adversely impact unhoused people (Herring 2014, 2019). Our anal-
ysis, though, focuses on land use and zoning policies with more long-term,
preventative aims centered on increasing the housing supply.

Restrictive land use and zoning policies in many American cities make it dif-
ficult to build housing of all types. They have contributed to escalating housing
costs, racial and economic segregation, and unequal provision of public goods
(Trounstine 2018; Gyourko, Hartley and Krimmel 2021). Here, we define
“restrictive land use” and “exclusionary zoning” as zoning or land use policies
that limit the creation or production of different types of housing.

The scholarly consensus surrounding land use, zoning, and escalating
housing costs is not siloed in academic journals. A wide array of policymakers
at the federal, state, and local level have endorsed land use reform as a pivotal
part of their housing policy. Both the Obama7 and Biden Administrations8 have
promulgated plans to reduce local governments’ use of exclusionary zoning.
Multiple states, including California,9 Massachusetts,10 Oregon,11 and
Montana,12 have recently passed policies to preempt local governments’
power to implement restrictive zoning.

By making housing more affordable, zoning and land use reforms are
important tools for reducing homelessness (Colburn and Clayton 2022).
Yet, local institutions and politics may create potent obstacles to forging con-
nections between these two policy areas to the detriment of long-term, pre-
ventative homelessness policymaking.

Below we highlight two factors. First, guidance (or lack thereof) from
higher levels of government may create a fragmented bureaucratic structure,
which naturally divides homelessness policymaking from traditional local
government policies like land use and zoning. Second, Not in My
Backyard (NIMBY) sentiments make it politically unpalatable for many
local communities to reform their zoning to build more housing in general
—especially if new housing is affordable and oriented towards homeless
people. These NIMBY sentiments may be exacerbated by unsheltered home-
lessness; unsheltered homelessness refers to visible homelessness where
persons are not residing in transitional shelters or permanent housing,
instead sleeping in areas not meant for human habitation, such as vehicles
or highway underpasses. Unsheltered homelessness may pose a particularly
thorny political challenge for local governments, worsening public opposition
to long-term housing solutions and instead generating public demands for
immediate crisis response.

Policies from Higher Levels of Government

The first factor that may lead local governments to fail to connect zoning and
land use with homelessness is federal government policy; policy actions in
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some states, though may lead to more cohesive homelessness policymaking.
Local governments are dependent on higher levels of government for impor-
tant resources and legal powers (Peterson 1981; Frug 1999; Oliver, Ha and
Callen 2012; Schragger 2016). The federal government helps to set the
fiscal and regulatory context in which local governments operate in a
variety of policy arenas, determining the resources available to communities
and the incentives they have to pursue particular policies (Dreier 2007;
Michener 2017). For example, federal transportation legislation has created
powerful incentives for local governments to regionally plan their transporta-
tion decisions through designated Metropolitan Planning Organizations
(Gerber and Gibson 2009).

What’s more, guidance from state and federal governments can create
policy awareness and knowledge among public officials. Local officials are
faced with a wide variety of complex challenges as they lead cities, including
housing, policing, infrastructure, and, in some communities, schools. No offi-
cial can develop deep substantive expertise in all of the arenas in which they
govern. One important source of information and technical assistance is the
federal government, whose plans and policy documents can provide rafts of
detailed guidance about complicated policies (Dreier 2007).

Policy choices at the federal level may lead local governments to have
fragmented homelessness plans that fail to connect different policy
systems. Federal homelessness policy has long marginalized local govern-
ments. Rather than coordinating homelessness policies and programs with
local governments (and potentially incentivizing local governments to imple-
ment desired policies) (Oakley 2002), the federal government has instead del-
egated this authority to Continuums of Care since the early 1990s (Jarpe,
Mosely and Smith 2018). Continuums of Care are (mostly)13 non-
governmental organizations; they typically feature representatives from non-
profit and faith-based organizations, the business community, and county
governments (Housing and Urban Development 2017; Jarpe, Mosely and
Smith 2018; Klasa et al. 2021). Continuums of Care receive and distribute
federal funding according to local communities’ perceived needs (United
States Department of Housing and Urban Development 2009).

These federal government programs have eschewed both acknowledging
local governments as important implementers of homelessness policy and
the centrality of the production of affordable housing to reducing homeless-
ness. We hypothesize that this will generally lead to fragmented and inconsis-
tent local homelessness planning. Moreover, we anticipate that public
officials will not make links between zoning, land use, housing affordability,
and homelessness policies.

In contrast, we anticipate that public officials will largely show awareness
of the links between land use policies and housing affordability. Indeed, as

Einstein and Willison 5



noted in the introduction of this article, multiple federal administrations and
state governments have called for or implemented policies that reduce local
governments’ ability to use exclusionary zoning to limit the development
of new housing. Alongside a rising social movement pushing for more
housing construction, these government actions reflect a growing understand-
ing of the gross consequences of undersupplying housing for decades on
housing affordability (Schuetz 2022). While many members of the public
(Nall, Elmendorf and Oklobdzija 2022) and some public officials (Been,
Gould Ellen and O’Regan 2023) do not believe that increasing the housing
supply will reduce prices, we anticipate that local public officials will, by
and large, accept federal (and, in some places, state) government guidance
about the connection between relaxing land use regulations, increasing the
housing supply, and reducing housing prices.

Finally, as creatures of the state, local governments’ powers and decisions
are also powerfully shaped and prescribed by their state governments (Frug
1999). We are therefore also attentive to the possibility that state policy
may shape local government behavior in either direction. We anticipate that
in states that provide no guidance or requirements on the links between
zoning and land use and homelessness, local governments’ policies will
evince a similar disconnect. In contrast, we similarly expect cities and
towns located in states that do provide such guidance or requirements to high-
light zoning and land use in their homelessness policymaking.

NIMBYism and Unsheltered Homelessness

We also expect the politics of local NIMBYism to reduce local governments’
likelihood of highlighting land use and zoning as part of their homelessness
policies. We anticipate that political pressures from vocal local constituents
may also shape and constrain the extent to which local governments coordi-
nate zoning and land use with homelessness policies. Important decision-
makers in local politics are elected, and thus might care about issues that
are important to their constituents (Tausanovitch and Warshaw 2014).
Since local elections are famously low turnout affairs (Hajnal and Lewis
2003; Trounstine 2008; Anzia 2014), these electoral pressures mean that
the preferences of interest groups (Anzia 2014), public sector employees
(Anzia and Moe 2019), and more privileged, high turnout segments of the
population, such as senior citizens (Kogan, Lavertu and Peskowitz 2018),
wield greater influence in local politics and policy making.

The impact of small groups with strong views is especially potent in land
use and housing policy, where advantaged and vocal opponents to new
housing construction predominate (Einstein, Glick and Palmer 2019).
Indeed, opposition to new housing is deeply entrenched (Hankinson 2018;
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Marble and Nall 2021)—especially when affordable housing is on the table
(Tighe 2010).

In contrast, people experiencing poverty are less civically engaged as a result
of resource constraints and negative experiences interacting with government
when trying to access social services (Michener 2018). Unhoused persons
face compounded challenges to civic engagement, especially unsheltered indi-
viduals. Addressing basic necessities of life on a daily basis, such as finding
food, hygiene facilities, a safe place to sleep, takes precedence over political
participation. America’s voting registration system is based on place of resi-
dence (Ansolabehere and Hersh 2012), creating significant obstacles to political
participation for individuals who lack a fixed address. In short, unhoused
people are unlikely to be a critical electoral constituency in most communities
to overcome or even compete with staunch public opposition (Willison 2021).

We therefore expect the preferences of housing opponents to impact
local land use, zoning, and homelessness policy. We generally predict
that cities will be reluctant to allow for the construction of higher density
housing, and we anticipate that these forces will be especially pronounced
when it comes to providing housing for homeless people. In short, we
hypothesize that public pressure should make the coordination of preventa-
tive land use, zoning, and homelessness policies a rare occurrence, with
little public tolerance for housing in general, let alone housing set aside
for the unhoused.

We anticipate that the unique challenges presented by unsheltered home-
lessness may worsen local NIMBYism and prevent cities from incorporating
zoning and land use in their homelessness policies. In particular, unsheltered
homelessness may generate especially strong community pressures that mil-
itate against preventative homelessness policies rooted in land use and
zoning. Unsheltered homelessness is highly visible, and presents distinctive
social, political, health, and safety challenges. While unsheltered homeless-
ness is a challenge nationally (especially during the COVID-19 pandemic14),
it is disproportionately clustered in west coast communities due to high
housing costs, fewer shelter options, and a more temperate climate; indeed,
many communities outside of the West have adopted either informal, or in
a smaller number of cases, formal policies requiring the production of
enough temporary shelter beds to accommodate their unhoused population
(Hoch 2000; Colburn and Clayton 2022). So, while New York City, for
example, has a sizable unhoused population that rivals or exceeds many
west coast cities in some years, its right to shelter laws mean that the homeless
population is largely sheltered, and thus less visible.

Higher rates of unsheltered homelessness may generate public safety and
public health concerns. The public has long-standing negative perceptions of
persons experiencing homelessness, but in particular unsheltered
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homelessness (Grob, 1994; Schneider and Ingram 1993). Public opinion
research demonstrates the majority of Americans think drug and alcohol
use is the primary cause of homelessness and that people experiencing home-
lessness should not be allowed to gather in public in the interest of public
safety (Tsai et al. 2019). Exposure to visible homelessness reduces public
support for redistribution (Sands 2017) and increases support for the
removal of unhoused people from public spaces (Clifford and Piston 2016).
Instead, unsheltered homelessness generates public demands for “order main-
tenance” policing strategies, which use the criminal justice system to target
the behaviors of unsheltered homeless people, including loitering, sleeping
in public, and publicly visible symptoms of mental illness (Wilson 1978,
118–27; Vitale 2017; Herring 2019). Beckett and Herbert (2012) show that
public officials, in an effort to appear responsive to their constituents, use
the police to effectively ban unhoused people from public spaces.

Unsheltered homelessness, then, leads the public to demand that their local
government police highly visible manifestations of homelessness. Officials in
these places likely think of homelessness as an immediate safety and health
problem, not as a problem to be targeted by preventative, long-term
housing policies. We consequently anticipate that local governments facing
greater rates of unsheltered homelessness will be relatively less likely to
connect homelessness with land use and zoning reform.

Data

In this article, we ask whether communities connect land use policies and
homelessness, and, if so, which kinds of communities make these links.
Drawing from prior scholarship, we generate several predictions. We
broadly anticipate that few cities will connect zoning and land use with home-
lessness. We predict that in states that do provide guidance or require such
connections, we will observe stronger links between zoning, land use, and
homelessness in local policymaking. Finally, we expect that these links will
be especially rare in cities with high rates of unsheltered homelessness.

Assessing these predictions required collecting multiple sources of novel
data. The study of local governments suffers from a paucity of systematic
data across a variety of policy areas (de Benedictis-Kessner and Warshaw
2020). Scholars of local politics must frequently rely on a patchwork of
surveys of public officials and administrative datasets to document basic
information about policy implementation in cities and towns (Trounstine
2008, 2018; Gyourko, Hartley and Krimmel 2021; Anzia 2022). Similarly,
most analyses of homelessness policy focus on either a small set of cases or
a narrow set of policies (such as criminalization ordinances) (Herring,
Yarbrough and Alatorre 2019; Robinson 2019; Thompson et al. 2020;
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Amaral 2021; Laniyonu and Byerly 2021). This limited set of homelessness
policy analyses seldom focuses on broader local government decision-making.

We amass a wide array of administrative data and novel survey data of
local public officials to illuminate the relationship between housing and
zoning, and homelessness policy in the nation’s largest and mid-sized
cities. These data sets include homelessness and housing plans from the
nation’s 100 largest cities and a nationally representative survey of mayors
of all cities over 75,000.

Homelessness and Housing Plans

To understand cities’ homelessness policies, we collected and analyzed home-
lessness plans from the nation’s 100 largest cities in summer 2022.We included
plans from local CoCs if they were linked from city government websites,
reflecting a degree of cooperation and coordination across government entities.
While CoC plans are federally mandated, cities are not required to produce
homelessness plans by either state or federal law. Thus, their very existence
is a signal of at least some local interest in coordinating and planning homeless-
ness policy (Willison 2021). Indeed, plans are, by their very nature, non-
binding, and, at times, aspirational documents. If anything, they represent the
most optimistic possible version of city policymaking; studying them biases
us in favor of finding cooperation and coordination. Moreover, much of home-
lessness policy occurs through a regulatory capacity, rather than through legis-
lation (Willison 2021). Plans are well-suited to capture such regulatory policies.

Decentralized homelessness policy means that other, separately developed
plans and policies may connect land use, zoning, and homelessness. In partic-
ular, city housing plans may make such linkages. We thus also explore the
housing plans for America’s 100 largest cities to see whether housing bureau-
cracies are setting homelessness policies separately. Some cities produced
separate housing plans, while others incorporated housing elements into
their comprehensive plans. Unlike homelessness plans, housing plans are
state-mandated in many communities.

Our empirical approach focuses on large- and mid-sized cities. If anything,
an emphasis on larger communities should bias us in favor of finding a more
centralized homelessness policy apparatus focused on prevention: smaller
governments often wield fewer powers and are generally less professionalized
and contested (Oliver, Ha and Callen 2012).

Survey of Mayors

Surveys of political elites are a valuable tool for learning basic policy infor-
mation (Gyourko, Hartley and Krimmel 2021), perceptions of political power
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(Anzia 2022), and the constraints facing policy implementation (Einstein and
Glick 2017). In the summers of 2021 (n= 116) and 2023 (n= 114), we fielded
nationally representative surveys of mayors of cities over 75,000 as part of
Boston University Initiative on Cities’ Menino Survey of Mayors.15

Researchers conduct almost all interviews in person or over the phone, ensur-
ing that responses are from the mayors themselves, and not city staff.16

Annual response rates are consistently over 25%, in keeping with other aca-
demic elite surveys (e.g., Anzia 2022) (response rates in 2021 and 2023 were
26% and 25%, respectively). Mayoral and city-level demographics were
similar to the full population of cities over 75,000.17 Because interviews
were conducted over the phone, we are able, in many cases, to obtain
lengthy elaborations from mayors, even on closed-ended questions, that illu-
minate their thinking on important political and policy issues.

Our survey questionnaires in both years explored a variety of topics,
including federal stimulus spending, the racial wealth gap, and homelessness.
Mayors thus did not opt in (or out) of the survey based on a particular interest
in homelessness. In 2021 and 2023, our modules on homelessness generally
sought to understand a mix of mayors’ priorities and political pressures,
alongside basic details about what policies were in place in their cities. The
questions we employ in this analysis measure whether mayors believe that:
(1) the housing supply, land use regulations, and housing prices are con-
nected; (2) housing prices are connected to homelessness; and (3) zoning
and land use regulations are connected to homelessness. We use the following
questions to measure these concepts:

• Please rate how strongly you agree/disagree with the following state-
ments (2023): Building new market-rate housing in my city will
reduce the cost of housing for residents.

• Oregon and Montana recently passed state legislation that required
cities over a certain size (10,000 in Oregon and 5,000 in Montana)
to eliminate single-family zoning and allow the development of
duplexes by right. How supportive would you be of a similar policy
in your state?

• California and Oregon have recently passed state laws allowing prop-
erty owners to construct Accessory Dwelling Units without going
through a lengthy permitting process. How supportive would you be
of a similar policy in your state?

• What do you think is the single biggest cause of homelessness in your
city? (2023) [Open-ended question with responses coded into the fol-
lowing categories: housing; mental health; substance use; poverty]

• How much do each of the following hinder your ability to address
homelessness? (2021) (public opposition to new housing and shelters,
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zoning and land use regulations, limited funding, lack of coordination
between different government and social services, limited human and
social services, evictions, and lack of quality data for decision-making).

Methods

To document connections between homelessness policy and land use and
zoning in planning documents, we conducted open-coding content analysis
of all homelessness and housing plans from the 100 largest cities (156 total
plans). Qualitative content analysis was conducted in an iterative process to
allow researchers to identify emergent themes from the free text data and
adjust the codebook as necessary. We used a similar approach when analyz-
ing open-ended responses in the survey of mayors.

We use descriptive cross-tabulations to identify predictors of city homeless
and housing plan contents and mayoral survey response. We opt for these
intuitive cross-tabulations as a consequence of our small sample size and
the high collinearity between several of our key independent variables, espe-
cially between regional location and unsheltered homelessness rates. In par-
ticular, California cities have extraordinarily high rates of unsheltered
homelessness. Thirteen of the twenty cities with the highest percentages of
unsheltered homelessness were located in California in 2019.

We present two key sets of cross-tabulations across all data types to eval-
uate the hypothesized roles of state policies and unsheltered homelessness in
driving variations in homelessness policy. To assess the potential role of state
government, we: (1) compare cities located in California to those in the rest of
the country; (2) compare cities by census division. We focus on California
cities in particular because of California’s unique laws surrounding
Housing Elements. In 2008, California Senate Bill 2 (SB2) amended the
state’s Housing Element Law and Housing Accountability Act to “require
removal of specific zoning barriers to development of supportive and transi-
tional housing and emergency shelters.”18 Government Code Section 65583
and 65583.2 require that California housing elements zone for “a variety of
housing types” including “multifamily housing” and “emergency shelters.”19
We do not present cross-tabulations for other individual states because no
state other than California has: (1) clear state law in place providing a theo-
retical reason to evaluate distinctive patterns in homelessness and housing
plans and local public official preferences; and (2) a sufficient number of
cities in plan and survey data sets to draw statistically meaningful conclusions
about state-level practices.

To explore the hypothesized role of unsheltered homelessness, we calcu-
late city-level per capita unsheltered homelessness using 2019 Point in
Time Count data from the Department of Housing and Urban Development
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and 2019 ACS data 5-year population estimates.20 We cut this variable into
terciles using data from all CoCs, and report data from the highest and
lowest terciles of per capita unsheltered homelessness. City and CoC bound-
aries do not, in most cases, perfectly overlap, making these data imperfect
estimates of the actual prevalence of city-level homelessness; however, all
cities in our sample can be matched with one unique CoC. To ensure that
this boundary mismatch between many CoCs and cities does not lead to
biased results, we re-run all analyses on subsetted data limited to the small
number of cities in which the CoC boundaries are aligned with those of the
municipality. None of the results reported below substantively changed.

Results

We begin our results section by presenting the overall frequency with which:
(1) homelessness plans discuss zoning and the housing supply and (2)
housing plans connect homelessness with zoning and the housing supply.
We then move to data from our survey of mayors to evaluate whether local
public officials link the local housing supply, land use policy, and homeless-
ness. After illuminating these overall patterns, we then move to exploring var-
iations in these links, focusing on the role of state-level policy and local
unsheltered homelessness rates.

Connections Between Land Use Policy, Housing Supply, and
Homelessness

Homelessness and Housing Plans. We begin our analysis of homelessness and
housing plans with summary statistics about their prevalence. Of the one
hundred largest cities, fifty-six had homelessness plans. Forty-four percent
of the nation’s largest cities had no separate homelessness plans. Plans are
important local government documents. They present clear goals and policy
proposals (Moynihan 2003; Soss and Moynihan 2014). While plans might be
fairly critiqued for offering overly optimistic and non-binding proposals, they
provide a clear sense of governments’ vision and priorities. To not have one
at all for homelessness suggests a low level of policy interest and cohesion.

There was considerable variation in the scope and level of detail among
homelessness plans. Some were comprehensive reports with over 100
pages of in-depth documentation on the drivers of homelessness and the
variety of policies and programs the city was pursuing; others were more
cursory lists of policy priorities and programs housed on city websites.

As of 2017, twenty-three states required that local governments produce a
housing element as part of their regular planning processes (Ramsey-Musolf
2017). Virtually all cities (99%) had some form of housing plan available
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online.21 What’s more, of those cities with a plan, most (76%) mentioned
homelessness at least once, suggesting that housing plans are a fruitful
venue for better understanding cities’ homelessness policies.

With these broad statistics on plans in mind, we turn to analyzing patterns
in which cities have established homelessness plans. Consistent with previous
scholarship, a mix of capacity and needs predict city-level homelessness
plans. The fifty largest cities were thirty-two percentage points more likely
to have a homelessness plan in place than the next fifty largest cities (70%
versus 32%). Similarly, cities with higher housing costs were considerably
more likely to have homelessness plans: 42% of cities with lower housing
costs had no homelessness plan, compared with only 33% of high housing
cost cities.22 Fifty-six percent of cities in the upper tercile of per capita home-
lessness23 had homelessness plans in place, compared with only 38% in the
lowest tercile.

To further examine the relationship between homelessness policy, and
upstream land use policy, we turn to our analysis of all homelessness and
housing plans from the 100 largest cities (156 total plans). Text from the
homelessness plans reveals that a number of local governments do consider
housing policies such as eviction reduction, rental assistance, and land use
and zoning to be important parts of homelessness policy. A majority of home-
lessness plans mention eviction (61%) and affordability (87%) at least once,
suggesting at least some engagement with broader housing market conditions.
Yet, consistent with our core prediction, cities seldom connect land use,
zoning, and homelessness policy. Only 30% mention zoning or land use—
the set of public policies where local governments can likely have the greatest
impact over the provision of affordable housing and homeless shelters.

A small minority of communities clearly linked zoning and land use with
homelessness in their homelessness plans. Charlotte, NC, for example, pro-
posed a number of zoning changes designed to make it easier to build afford-
able housing including a revised accessory dwelling unit policy, an increase in
the monthly zoning slots available, fee reimbursements, and expedited inspec-
tions and plan reviews. Albuquerque, NM outlined similarly ambitious
zoning reforms: “Increase development of market-rate housing development
targeted for low-income families, review zoning codes, parking requirements,
and other development regulations to allow and encourage a broader range of
housing types such as ADUs, SROs, traditional NM compounds, lofts, and
apartments above commercial developments.”

As in the homelessness plans, our analysis of housing plans evinced few
connections between land use and homelessness policy. Only 16% of the
100 largest cities (and 21% of cities that mentioned homelessness in their
housing plans) included links between land use and homelessness in their
housing plans.
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This small minority of cities discussed the importance of zoning in facili-
tating the development of temporary and permanent housing for homeless
people. Oakland, CA, for example, lauded a zoning change that “permit[ted]
the placement of emergency homeless shelters in several neighborhoods
throughout the City.” San Antonio, TX emphasized removing regulatory bar-
riers to affordable housing in conjunction with combatting NIMBY opposi-
tion to new housing: “An expansion of housing supply is facilitated not
only through greater funding and incentives, but through greater production
and administrative efficiencies. Some of the most entrenched barriers to
affordable housing, however, are not only buried deep within a city’s regula-
tory environment, but also within opposition to development and/or addi-
tional density.”

Many housing plans emphasized the importance of housing stability in
preventing homelessness, consistent with the focus of homelessness plans
on evictions. Others mentioned rental assistance, and the need to create
housing for specific populations experiencing homelessness, like veterans.
Most frequently, plans articulated the need for better connections with local
service agencies to adequately address the needs of their cities’ unhoused res-
idents. While most discussed zoning and land use as part of their broader
housing policy, few connected these important policy arenas with
homelessness.

Survey of Mayors

We now turn to the survey of mayors as an additional measure of the relation-
ship between homelessness policy and upstream land use and zoning policy in
U.S. cities. Across multiple questions and survey years, a majority of mayors
fail to connect housing, land use and homelessness.

In 2023, we asked mayors generally about their understanding of land use
regulations, housing prices, and homelessness. Strong majorities of mayors
both believe that increasing the housing supply will reduce housing prices,
and support zoning changes that would facilitate an increased housing
supply, consistent with our predictions. A majority of mayors (57%)
believe that facilitating the construction of market rate housing will reduce
housing prices; only 23% disagree. Sixty percent support statewide policies
that would allow property owners to construct Accessory Dwelling Units
without going through a lengthy permitting process. Importantly, this
strong support does not extend to all proposed land use and zoning
reforms: only 37% support statewide policies that would effectively eliminate
local single-family zoning.

A majority of mayors fail, however, to make the connection between
housing prices and homelessness: they did not see housing prices as the
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key driver of homelessness in their cities. In response to an open-ended ques-
tion about the causes of homelessness in their community—in which they
could provide multiple answers—only 40% of mayors cited housing prices.
Forty-six percent of mayors cited mental health, 30% substance abuse, and
9% poverty. For example, one mayor explicitly eschewed housing prices
when outlining the causes of homelessness in his community: “It’s mental
illness and a lack of desire to be within housing. To not want to be housed.
And drug and alcohol addiction. These are people who want to live on the
street, and they don’t want to take advantage of the shelters that we have.”
Indeed, a sizable minority of mayors saw mental health and substance
abuse as inextricably linked drivers of homelessness. As one mayor put it,
“I want to mention two [causes], because it’s the co-occurring issues with
addiction and mental health.”

Given the relatively small percentage of mayors that recognize the primacy
of housing prices in driving homelessness, it is perhaps unsurprising that our
2021 survey of mayors reveals that an even smaller share of local officials see
zoning and land use as connected to homelessness. Only 32% of mayors see
zoning and land use regulations as a significant obstacle to addressing home-
lessness. Forty-six percent of mayors perceive evictions as a major obstacle.
In contrast, strong majorities of mayors identify limited funding (79%) and
public opposition to new housing and shelters (63%) as hindrances.
Figure 1 displays these results. While a few mayors saw clear links
between their regulatory regimes and the affordable housing supply, most
mayors pointed to the behavior of external actors—the federal government,
nonprofit partners, and the general public—as the most potent barriers to
reducing homelessness in their communities.

Predicting Variations in Homelessness Planning Processes. We turn to predicting
variations in the inclusion of land use and zoning in local homelessness pol-
icymaking using cross-tabulations of key independent variables. We start by
exploring state/regional context before moving to the role of unsheltered
homelessness.

State-Level Effects

We begin our state and regional analysis with homelessness and housing
plans. We then delve into results from the survey of mayors, focusing on
responses to two questions: (1) whether mayors perceive homelessness as
driven by housing market conditions; and (2) whether mayors perceive
zoning and land use policies as hindrances to addressing homelessness. We
present cross-tabulations that compare: (1) California cities to those in the
rest of the country and (2) cities by census division.
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Homelessness and Housing Plans. We first evaluate whether state and regional
location predict the discussion of land use and zoning in homelessness and
housing plans. Due to unique state-level legislation, we begin by assessing
whether location in California predicts discussion of land use and zoning.
Conditional on having a homelessness plan in place, CA cities were eight per-
centage points more likely to discuss land use and zoning in their homeless-
ness plans than other cities (36% of CA cities versus 28% of non-CA cities).
CA city housing plans were sixteen percentage points more likely to connect
land use and zoning with homelessness than their non-CA counterparts (29%
of CA cities versus 13% of non-CA cities; see Table 1. We only include
census regional divisions with at least five cities with homeless/housing
plans).

Broadening the geographic scope, we also find stark differences by census
division. Conditional on having a homelessness plan in place, half of cities
located in the Pacific region (California, Oregon, Washington) and South
Atlantic region (Maryland, Virginia, West Virginia, North Carolina, South
Carolina, Georgia, and Florida) include land use and zoning in their home-
lessness plans. Over 20% of cities in those same census divisions connected
land use and zoning with homelessness in their housing plans; in no other
census division did that figure rise above 20%. Collectively, these results

Figure 1. Barriers to addressing homelessness.
How much do each of the following hinder your ability to address homelessness? (Menino
Survey of Mayors).
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suggest potential policy learning between states and cities within regions
(Shipan and Volden 2008; Shipan and Volden 2021).

Importantly these regional effects do not appear to be merely a
consequence of higher housing costs. Conditional on having a homelessness
plan, 30% of cities in the highest tercile of median housing values included
land use and zoning in their homelessness plans—virtually identical to the
31% of cities in the lowest tercile of median housing values who did the
same. Twenty-two percent of cities in the highest tercile of median housing
values connected land use and zoning to homelessness in their housing
plans, compared to 13% of cities in the lowest tercile of median housing
values.

These results broadly suggest that state law, rule-making, guidance, and
procedures shape cities’ homelessness plans. California cities are somewhat
overrepresented among homelessness plans that mention land use and
zoning as well, though not as starkly as in the housing plans. This relatively
lower frequency, compared with housing plans, indicates the potentially
pivotal influence of state politics and policies: incontrast to the strong state
role in housing elements, to our knowledge, there are no state-level guidelines
about the inclusion of land use and zoning policies in city-level homelessness
plans.

Survey of Mayors. We turn to evaluating whether we observe similar state-
level effects in mayoral attitudes. In contrast to California’s distinctive

Table 1. Land Use/Zoning and Homelessness Connections by Location in California
and Census Division.

% of homelessness plans
including land use/zoning

mention (n= 56)

% of housing plans including
connection between land use
and homelessness (n= 99)

CA Cities 36% 29%
Non-CA Cities 28% 13%
New England Fewer than 5 cities29 Fewer than 5 cities
Middle Atlantic Fewer than 5 cities 0%
East North Central 20% 9%
West North Central Fewer than 5 cities 0%
South Atlantic 50% 24%
East South Central Fewer than 5 cities Fewer than 5 cities
West South Central 43% 18%
Mountain 25% 13%
Pacific 50% 27%
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homelessness and housing plans, only 45% of California mayors highlighted
housing costs as a leading cause of homelessness in response to our open-
ended question; this figure is fairly similar to mayors in the country as a
whole. Intriguingly, mayors in the Pacific census region (California,
Oregon, and Washington) were significantly more likely to name housing
prices as a leading cause of homelessness. Table 2 shows that this region
was the only region in the country for which a majority of mayors (53%)
believed housing was the main driver of homelessness. In contrast, only
33% of Pacific region mayors cited mental health, and 30% substance
abuse. These results are also not merely a function of the West Coast’s ele-
vated housing prices: 46% of mayors of cities in the upper tercile of
housing costs cited housing as a main driver of homelessness. Importantly,
city-level housing costs still hold some predictive power: only 25% of
mayors of cities in the lowest tercile of housing costs believed housing was
the most important cause of homelessness in their cities, twenty-one percent-
age points less than mayors of the most expensive cities.

Finally, we find little evidence of state-level differences in mayors’ percep-
tions of zoning and land use policies as hindrances to effectively addressing
homelessness in their communities. Six percent of California cities perceive
zoning and land use as significant obstacles, compared with 8% of mayors
elsewhere in the country. We also observe few regional differences when
we draw comparisons by census division; in no census division did more

Table 2. Mayors’ Perceptions of Connections Between Housing Supply, Land Use/
Zoning, and Homelessness by State and Census Division.

% of Mayors listing
housing as a main cause of

homelessness
(2023, n= 114)

% of Mayors rating zoning and
land use as a significant
obstacle to addressing

homelessness
(2021, n= 116)

CA Cities 45% 6%
Non-CA Cities 39% 8%
New England 43% 14%
Middle Atlantic 43% 0%
East North Central 31% 6%
West North Central 38% 33%
South Atlantic 33% 8%
East South Central 40% 33%
West South Central 14% 0%
Mountain 41% 0%
Pacific 53% 4%
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than two responding mayors state that zoning and land use hindered their
efforts at addressing homelessness “a lot.”

Unsheltered Homelessness

We first compare the homelessness and housing plans of cities with higher
and lower rates of unsheltered homelessness. We then explore the survey
responses of mayors representing each type of city.

Homelessness and Housing Plans. As noted earlier in this article, cities with
higher per capita rates of unsheltered homelessness are significantly more
likely to have homelessness plans in place. Conditional upon having a
plan, we find that cities with high rates of unsheltered homelessness included
land use and zoning at similar rates to their counterparts with lower rates of
unsheltered homelessness. This runs counter to our expectations, which pre-
dicted a negative relationship between unsheltered homelessness and connec-
tions between land use and zoning and homelessness policymaking.
Twenty-eight percent of cities in the upper tercile of per capita unsheltered
homelessness mentioned land use and zoning in their homelessness plans,
compared with 31% of cities in the lowest tercile of per capita unsheltered
homelessness (see Table 3).

Our results for housing plans are remarkably similar. Eleven percent of
cities in the lowest tercile for per capita unsheltered homelessness connect
zoning and land use to homelessness in their housing plans. Fifteen percent
of their counterparts in the upper tercile of unsheltered homelessness do the
same.

Survey of Mayors. Mayors of cities in the highest and lowest terciles of per
capita unsheltered homelessness hold similar views on the key causes of

Table 3. Land Use/Zoning and Homelessness Connections by Rates of City-Level
Per Capita Unsheltered Homelessness.

% of homelessness plans
including land use/zoning

mention (n= 56)

% of housing plans including
connection between land use
and homelessness (n= 99)

Top tercile per capita
unsheltered
homelessness

28% 15%

Bottom tercile per
capita unsheltered
homelessness

31% 11%
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homelessness. Forty percent of mayors of cities with high rates of unsheltered
homelessness saw housing as a main driver of homelessness in their commu-
nity, compared with 47% of their counterparts in communities with low rates
of unsheltered homelessness (see Table 4). While these differences are fairly
muted, they are consistent with our expectation that places with less unshel-
tered homelessness would be more likely to connect homelessness with
upstream housing market conditions and policies.

Mayors of cities with high and low per capita rates of unsheltered home-
lessness are both unlikely to rate zoning and land use as a significant obstacle
to addressing homelessness. Only 4% of high homelessness cities and 6% of
low homelessness cities say that zoning and land use hinder their ability to
address homelessness by “a lot.”

Discussion

We find mixed evidence in support of our hypotheses. We generally find
support for the importance of federal and state guidance (or lack thereof).
Homelessness planning is deeply fragmented: even among large, high-
capacity cities, only half have homelessness plans. This absence of central-
ized coordination is remarkable. To not even have a plan on file suggests
that a city is doing little to coordinate or organize its homelessness policy.

We also find support for our prediction that most cities would eschew
zoning and land use as part of their policy approach for addressing homeless-
ness in their communities. Zoning and land use policies alone are insufficient
tools for addressing homelessness. But, they are pivotal components of long
term, homelessness prevention that treats homelessness as a “housing
problem” (Colburn and Clayton 2022). Indeed, changes in zoning and land

Table 4. Mayors’ Perceptions of Connections between Housing Supply, Land Use/
Zoning, and Homelessness by Per Capita Unsheltered Homelessness.

% of Mayors listing
housing as a main cause of

homelessness
(2023, n= 114)

% of Mayors rating zoning and
land use as a significant
obstacle to addressing

homelessness
(2021, n= 116)

Top tercile per capita
unsheltered
homelessness

40% 4%

Bottom tercile per
capita unsheltered
homelessness

47% 6%
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use take years to have an effect on the housing supply (Freemark 2023),
making its incorporation into long-range planning absolutely essential.

Contrary to our hypotheses, there is little relationship between community-
level unsheltered homelessness and local connections between land use and
zoning, the housing supply, and homelessness. Cities with high and low
levels of unsheltered homelessness were similarly unlikely to make links
between these sets of policies.

Consistent with our expectations, state policy appears influential in driving
variations in connections between zoning/land use, the housing supply, and
homelessness. In California, Housing Element guidance and requirements
means that cities consider how their land use policies do (and do not) allow
for the construction of affordable housing and emergency shelters. Recent
federal policies may help to make recognition of these links—and adoption
in planning documents—more widespread. In December 2022, the Biden
administration released the Federal Strategic Plan to End Homelessness.
This expansive plan highlights the nation’s inadequate housing supply as
an important driver of homelessness, and lists restrictive land use and
zoning as root causes of the housing shortage. It encourages federal incentives
to both state and local governments to reform their zoning to allow for more
multifamily housing and greater housing density.24

Of course, California’s present homelessness crisis illuminates the chal-
lenges higher levels of government face in getting local governments to
comply with state-level zoning guidance and requirements. California faces
a multitude of challenges in building enough housing to meet demand:
onerous land use regulations (Marantz, Elemendorf and Kim 2023), state
environmental laws (Elmendorf and Duncheon 2022), and the state’s infa-
mous Proposition 13 tax laws (Fissher 2022) have all served as potent barriers
to new housing development. While California has unusually strong stan-
dards for its Housing Elements, enforcement has been fairly limited, and
state housing production (affordable and otherwise) has lagged other states
(Ramsey-Musolf 2017; Elmendorf et al. 2020). Moreover, even if local
zoning does permit the development of emergency shelters and affordable
housing, there are a variety of local process requirements, such as mandatory
public hearings, and substantive zoning requirements, such as parcel shape
regulations and setbacks, that can obstruct the development of new housing
(Einstein, Glick and Palmer 2019; Bronin, 2023). Indeed, local zoning poli-
cies can sound housing-friendly on paper, while, in practice, create onerous
permitting requirements. Moreover, state-level land use regulations and indi-
vidual legal challenges, sometimes actively promoted by local economic
elites, remain formidable obstacles (Giamarino and Loukaitou-Sideris
2024). For example, in Los Angeles and San Francisco, residents used
California’s Environmental Quality Act to file lawsuits against proposed
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homeless shelters. Such lawsuits can trigger years of additional delays, even if
a project is ultimately approved.25

In short, having the land use planning in place that allows for homeless
shelters and affordable housing is a necessary first step; but, California high-
lights the limits of incorporating zoning and land use into homelessness
policy plans without stringent requirements (and enforcement) about the
actual development of housing for the homeless. Many of the homelessness
and housing plans we reviewed discussed zoning in fairly broad strokes
without detailed discussion of policy implementation, rule-making, and
process. Long Beach, CA’s homelessness plan recommended “strengthen[-
ing] the City’s efforts to identify and implement affordable and homeless
housing opportunities by creating a position dedicated to positioning the
City for future housing funding, addressing zoning and entitlement concerns,
and participating with expanded governance structure.” It also suggested
“provid[ing] zoning accommodations to developers who wish to convert
existing motels into supportive housing” without specifying what those pro-
cedural and regulatory changes might look like.26 Stockton, CA similarly
(and vaguely) supported “evalut[ing] and modify[ing] codes and zoning
laws at City and County levels that unnecessarily restrict the development
of high-density affordable housing.”27

Notably, some plans did consider detailed procedures. For example,
Oklahoma City, OK acknowledged potential procedural zoning challenges
and suggested that the city “complete [an] evaluation of Zoning Ordinance
and ensure addition of elements that allow for easier development of afford-
able units.” The city also proposed a “review [of] permitting costs and impact
fees for possible reductions in cost.” Indeed, the city was unique in discussing
problems with the public review process, and the extent to which it dispropor-
tionately represented the voices of privileged residents.28

Conclusion

Drawing stronger links between homelessness, land use, zoning, and the
housing supply comes with significant political peril for state and local offi-
cials. Land use and zoning have long been used as tools to wall off commu-
nities, allowing privileged white homeowners to limit access to their
communities, and the high-quality public goods within (Rothstein 2017;
Trounstine 2018). Those same homeowners use these tools today to block
developments large and small, affordable and market rate (Einstein, Glick
and Palmer 2019). In this context, it makes perfect political sense that
public officials at the state and local levels would opt for short-term tools
immediately responsive to highly visible homelessness, and avoid the poten-
tially more politically toxic long-term solutions. The failure to connect the

22 Urban Affairs Review 0(0)



housing planning process with homelessness not only hampers potential
efforts at reducing homelessness (Colburn and Clayton 2022); it may actually
worsen the crisis by spurring cities to implement punitive policies (Stuart
2016; Herring 2019).

Yet, a small, but significant, minority of cities do pursue upstream land use
and zoning policies that regulate the development of new housing. Moreover,
a growing number of states, including Massachusetts, California, Oregon, and
Montana, have adopted stringent state-level laws requiring local communities
to increase their allowable density. Future research might begin to qualita-
tively unpack the political conditions—including pivotal organizations and
public official decision-making—that drove these policies at the state and
local level. These land-use reforms also present an exciting opportunity for
researchers and policymakers to explore which land use changes are most
effective at increasing the supply of affordable housing and reducing
homelessness.

Our research suggests, though, that city policymakers must draw clearer
connections between land use and zoning policies and tackling their home-
lessness crises. Cities that do not make these links are unlikely to take the
next step of actually implementing upstream policies that are critical to suc-
cessfully reducing homelessness. While our findings reveal that cities
largely fall short of coordinating important homelessness and housing poli-
cies, they also may indicate a promising role for centralized state (and poten-
tially federal) policy. Guidance and requirements from higher levels of
government appear to shape the likelihood that cities link zoning and land
use with homelessness policy.
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Notes

1. https://www.hud.gov/house_america/why_house_america.
2. Importantly, there is a wide mismatch between the scholarly body of literature

which shows a tight connection between housing prices and homelessness and
public perceptions of the drivers of homelessness, which tend to focus on mental
health and substance abuse (Colburn and Clayton 2022). Health and substance
use, of course, are important drivers in homelessness; within a given housing
context, they shape an individual’s risk of becoming homeless. Untreated mental
illness or substance use disorders may lead to situations that end in homelessness
(Larimer et al. 2009; Stergiopoulos et al. 2014)—particularly in high cost commu-
nities where affordable housing is scarce. Yet, there is also an important
bi-directional relationship between homelessness and mental health—further under-
scoring the centrality of housing and housing markets to addressing this crisis.
People who experience homelessness are more likely to develop mental illness
and substance use disorders as a result of extreme stress associated with homeless-
ness, with risks increasing dramatically with the duration of homelessness.

3. While their legal powers and financial resources vary, some local governments
can also mitigate homelessness by implementing tenant protections to reduce
evictions and directly funding the production of subsidized housing and
housing vouchers (Michener 2020).

4. https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/statements-releases/2022/05/16/president-
biden-announces-new-actions-to-ease-the-burden-of-housing-costs/

5. https://www.kgw.com/article/news/local/homeless/market-street-shelter-complaint-
central-eastside-developers/283-99553840-c6a9-4e58-842c-7a02471cd800

6. https://www.bostonglobe.com/2022/01/20/metro/during-crisis-zoning-laws-are-
hindering-construction-affordable-housing-units/

7. https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/sites/whitehouse.gov/files/images/Housing_
Development_Toolkit%20f.2.pdf

8. https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/statements-releases/2022/05/16/
president-biden-announces-new-actions-to-ease-the-burden-of-housing-costs/

9. https://www.latimes.com/homeless-housing/story/2021-09-17/what-just-happened-
with-single-family-zoning-in-california

10. https://www.mass.gov/info-details/multi-family-zoning-requirement-for-mbta-
communities

11. https://www.opb.org/news/article/oregon-single-family-zoning-law-effect-developers/
12. https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2023-04-28/montana-s-yimby-revolt-

aims-to-head-off-a-housing-crisis
13. Over 70% of CoCs are non-governmental entities (Klasa et al. 2021;Willison 2021).
14. By 2019, homeless encampments had grown to levels that the federal Department

of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) noted “had not been seen in a
century.” The problem has only become more severe in the face of the
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COVID-19 pandemic. In response to HUD and CDC guidelines on the reduction
of disease spread, many communities moved away from the traditional congre-
gate shelter model. This shift led to a major increase in encampments—and asso-
ciated substance use disorders. HUD commissioned a series of policy reports
investigating encampments and potential solutions (Dunton et al. 2021) and
established formal Encampment Management policies.

15. https://www.surveyofmayors.com
16. Due to the ongoing COVID-19 pandemic, 2021 interviews were all conducted

over the phone, rather than in person.
17. More details about the full demographic breakdown of the sample population can

be found here: https://www.surveyofmayors.com/files/2022/01/2021-MSOM-
Homelessness-Report.pdf

18. https://homeless.lacounty.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/Public-Counsel-SB-
2-Best-Practices-Guide.pdf

19. https://www.hcd.ca.gov/planning-and-community-development/housing-
elements/building-blocks/zoning-variety-of-housing-types

20. We rely on 2019 because of COVID-related distortions to the Point In Time
counts in 2020 and 2021.

21. Some plans were separate, stand-alone plans, while others were incorporated into
the city’s comprehensive planning process.

22. To define high and low housing costs for cross-tabulations, we cut all cities over
75,000 into two categories: high housing cost (above the median housing value of
those cities) and low housing cost (below the median housing value of those
cities). We used cities over 75,000 as our population in order to keep cross-
tabulation cut-offs consistent between our analysis of city plans and the survey
of mayors (the survey of mayors queries leaders of cities over 75,000).

23. As with our analysis of unsheltered homelessness, we calculate per capita home-
lessness using population figures from cities and 2019 homelessness figures from
the CoC.

24. https://www.usich.gov/All_In_The_Federal_Strategic_Plan_to_Prevent_and_End_
Homelessness.pdf

25. https://www.latimes.com/politics/la-pol-ca-ceqa-homeless-shelter-20190515-story.html
26. https://www.longbeach.gov/globalassets/everyone-home-lb/media-library/documents/

news/everyone-home-lb-task-force–recommendations-sm-file
27. http://www.sanjoaquincoc.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/San-Joaquin-Community-

Response-to-Homelessness-Strategic-Plan-June-2020.pdf
28. https://www.okc.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/25089/637686947197230000
29. We do not calculate cross-tabulations for cells with fewer than five cities.
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