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About SSG

Special Service for Groups (SSG) was founded in 1952 with the mission to provide community-
based solutions to the social and economic issues facing those in greatest needs.  SSG believes 
that the needs of our communities cross traditional ethnic, racial and other cultural boundaries.  
By encouraging community involvement and self-sufficiency, SSG serves as a bridge among 
individuals and communities with common needs to identify ways to pool resources for the 
greater good of all.

SSG has grown tremendously over the years and currently operates over 25 major social service 
programs in Los Angeles and Orange Counties, serving diverse communities in areas such as 
mental health, homelessness, HIV/AIDS, youth development and community capacity building.  

In South LA, SSG operates a Homeless Drop-In Center as well as a program that provides shelter 
and services to homeless women with children.  To meet the needs of the many homeless 
individuals who experience mental health and/or substance abuse problems, SSG both offers 
an array of mental health services and operates a Community Assessment Services Center that 
provides assessment and referral services in South LA.  SSG also provides emergency meals and 
grocery distribution in key South LA sites for homeless and at-risk of homeless families.

Unsheltered is part of a series of research reports by SSG’s Census Data and Geographic Inform-
ation Services (CD&GIS) unit.  CD&GIS provides research and evaluation technical assistance to 
SSG programs and their community partners to improve the effectiveness of their work.  CD&GIS 
provides up-to-date community information for our programs and their partners as well as 
works with them to conduct research to collect data they deem most relevant to their work 
in the community.  CD&GIS is also a Census Information Center designated by the U.S. Census 
Bureau.  
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Foreword

For most people, to think about homelessness in Los 
Angeles County conjures up images of Skid Row in 
Downtown.  This 50-block area (rapidly shrinking 
in the face of big development and gentrification) 
has held the dubious honor of having the highest 
concentration of homeless people within the entire 
nation.  But as any homeless provider will tell you, the 
issue of homelessness is much more widespread and 
changing fast.   

Where are our homeless?  Where are they going?  What are we 
doing to help?

With Unsheltered: A Report on Homeless in South Los Angeles, 
Special Service for Groups (SSG) turns a spotlight onto one of 
the most politically and economically neglected areas of Los 
Angeles County, that of South LA (formerly known as South 
Central LA), or Service Planning Area (SPA) 6.  This area has 
the densest homeless population in Los Angeles outside of 
Downtown with all indicators pointing to a steep rise of new 
and incoming homeless from Downtown and other areas.  
Surprisingly, the issue of homelessness in South LA has received 
scant media focus and little attention from elected officials.  

SSG has been providing homeless services in both Downtown 
Skid Row and South Los Angeles for more than twenty years.  
Despite the fact that the homeless population has grown 
tremendously in the last two decades, we together with other 
providers have witnessed the continuing decline of resources 
and housing opportunities in SPA 6.  In fact, one impetus for 
producing this policy report was to level the playing field, 
in terms of funding and media attention, for the homeless 
population in SPA 6.

More than just a reflection of our experience in South LA, this policy 
report compiles official data from multiple sources, including 
the U.S. Census, Los Angeles Homeless Services Authority, 
Home Mortgage Disclosure Act, etc.  As our research and data 
suggest, many of the social problems that disproportionately 
plague South Los Angeles, such as poverty, unemployment, 
substance abuse, overcrowding, and community integration of 
parolees are associated with homelessness.  The recent housing 
crisis caused by predatory subprime lending practices adds yet 
another burden on a long suffering community – and predicted 
by many to be devastating for years to come.  

Accordingly, it is imperative for the service provider community 
to come together and create an effective and comprehensive 
safety net for our families who are at risk of homelessness.  This 
is our second impetus for this policy report.  As vast as the 
problem of homelessness is in South Los Angeles, there is not 
a lack of committed providers and advocates working hard to 
keep the families in our communities stable.  As we speak, SSG 
is working in concert with our allies to improve the coordination 
of homeless services in SPA 6.  Validating the on-the-ground 
experiences of these providers and advocates, we intend this 
policy report to arm them with research findings and data 
that they can use to educate and mobilize other providers, 
community members, and policymakers to work collectively to 
solve this very serious issue in our community.

Unsheltered: A Report on Homelessness in South Los Angeles is the 
first policy report of SSG’s research department, Census Data 
and Geographic Information Services (CD&GIS).   As we move 
forward with our partners in eliminating homelessness in South 
Los Angeles, CD&GIS is committed to providing relevant and up-
to-date data to support this important work.

Herbert Hatanaka, DSW
Executive Director
Special Service for Groups

Herbert Hatanaka, DSW
Executive Director
Special Service for Groups



5

Executive Summary
South Los Angeles has the highest concentration of homeless people in Los Angeles County outside of 
Downtown, yet the issue of homelessness in South LA communities has been largely overlooked in the 
recent media and political attention being paid to homelessness. The purpose of this report is to highlight 
and examine the community-level economic, demographic, and social indicators that help explain the high 
rate of homelessness in South LA (or Service Planning Area (SPA) 6). This data will help policymakers, service 
providers and community members to better understand the conditions of the underserved in the South LA 
area as a way to move forward in the countywide fight against homelessness. 

The following are some of the report’s highlights: 

Key Homelessness Statistics

SPA 6 contains 16% of the LA County homeless population and 17% of homeless persons in families in LA County.•	

South LA has the highest percentage of its homeless population who are unsheltered (91%) – compared to 83% of the •	
entire County’s homeless population.

Despite having 16% of the LA County homeless population, SPA 6 has just 12% of the homeless service providers and •	
13% of the shelter beds in LA County. Furthermore, SPA 6 has the third highest ratio of homeless persons to service 
provider (265:1) and of homeless persons to shelter bed (5:1).

SPA 6 has less than 7% of the County’s year-round permanent housing beds for homeless individuals and families, and •	
less than 3% of the County’s projects in the pipeline are slated for SPA 6.  

South LA received less than 11% of the 2007 Los Angeles Continuum of Care Grant Awards and had the second lowest •	
ratio of grant dollars per homeless person ($607).

SPA 6 has the second highest concentration of homeless persons per square mile (164) in the County.•	
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Key Economic and Social Indicators

SPA 6 had the lowest estimated average household income •	
($41,600) of any SPA in 2005, well below the County average 
($70,238).

South LA had the highest rates of overall poverty (32%), •	
acute poverty (15%), child poverty (40%), and elderly 
poverty (21%) in LA County in 2000.

In 2000, SPA 6 had the highest percentage of residents •	
receiving public assistance (15%) and Supplemental 
Security Income (SSI) (10%). 

SPA 6 had the highest unemployment rate (14%) in the •	
County in 2000.

South LA had the highest overall disability rate in the County •	
in 2000, and ranked among the top three SPAs in rates of 
physical, sensory, mental, and employment disabilities.

SPA 6 had the highest percentage of persons 25 years old •	
and over with no high school diploma or GED (53%) in 
2000.

Nearly one in five LA County parolees resides in South LA.•	

Between 18% and 24% of emancipated foster youth in LA •	
County are estimated to settle in South LA.

Key Housing Statistics

Between 2002 and 2006, median gross rent and median •	
home value increased by 28% and 124%, respectively, in 
Los Angeles County. During the same time period, median 
household income only increased 17%.

In 2000, SPA 6 had the highest percentage of renters (52%) •	
and owners (44%) who pay 30% or more of household 
income on housing. SPA 6 also had the highest percentage 
of renters (29%) and owners (21%) who spend 50% or more 
of their household income on housing.

South LA had the highest percentage of housing units that •	
are overcrowded (more than 1 person to a room) (39%) and 
the highest average household size (3.7) in 2000.

Between April 2007 and June 2007, there were 287 •	
repossessed homes in SPA 6 – an increase of nearly 800% 
from the same time period in 2006. This rate of increase 
was higher than the overall County increase (772%). SPA 6 
also had the lowest resale rate of any SPA (7.3%).

In 2004, SPA 6 had the highest percentage of home purchase •	
(53%) and refinancing (42%) mortgage loans by subprime 
lenders in LA County. These numbers are far higher than 
the County percentages (30% and 23%, respectively).

Seventeen of LA County’s zip codes fell within the top 500 •	
for total foreclosure filings in the United States in 2007. Of 
the 17 zip codes, five are located, or partially located, in SPA 
6.
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Introduction

When members of the Los Angeles City Council voted 
unanimously in 2003 to officially change the name of the 16-
square mile district of South Central Los Angeles to South Los 
Angeles, they hoped to lessen the stigma associated with the area 
(Sims, 2003). Five years later many of the same social problems – 
high poverty rates, unemployment, low educational attainment, 
gang violence, drug use, and inadequate access to health care 
– still impact South LA and its surrounding communities and 
cities. This report focuses on another major social ill plaguing 
South Los Angeles, and one that often times does not garner as 
much attention as the others: homelessness. 

The issue of homelessness in Los Angeles County has reached 
new plateaus of community awareness and political attention in 
recent years, stemming mostly from increased media exposure 
and emerging residential and commercial developments on the 
periphery of the Skid Row area of Downtown. LA’s Skid Row, 
having perhaps the densest homeless population in the entire 
country, also has many homeless service providers, shelter beds, 
and low- or no-cost housing options for the poor.

While the high concentration of the homeless in Skid Row can 
be explained by the presence of services and beds, the large 
homeless population in South LA is explained by poor economic 
and social conditions. This report analyzes some of the key 
economic and social indicators that help explain why South 
LA has the highest concentration of homelessness outside of 
Downtown. And because homeless individuals and families 
are often forced to leave South LA to seek services in Skid Row, 
this report also examines the nature and extent of the South LA 
homeless service and housing infrastructure.

Some researchers have suggested that a major share of the 
Skid Row homeless population originates in South LA – where 
services and shelters lack resource adequacy and unemployment 
rates are high among adult men –  and policy discussions rarely 
focus on this trend (Blasi, 2007; Wolch et al., 2007). Flaming et 
al. (2004) reiterate the infrastructure shortfalls, stating that 
homeless services are highly concentrated in the urban center 
of Los Angeles but sparse in the areas of greatest need – South 
Los Angeles and the Antelope and San Gabriel valleys. 

Recent trends also point toward a need to address homelessness 
in South LA more adequately. The ‘Safer Cities Initiative’ – 
introduced in 2006 by Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa – assigned 
50 additional police officers to Skid Row to reduce crime, fight 
drug dealing and crack down on quality-of-life offenses, leading 
to a reduction of homeless individuals in the Skid Row area.1 
While some of the reduction can be explained by arrests and 
incarceration, another likely cause is a migration out of Skid 
Row. As a result, other local communities – including South LA, 
Hollywood, Echo Park, and Santa Monica – must accommodate 
those homeless individuals. In fact, South LA service providers 
have reported an increase in demand for food, supplies, and 
beds (Khalil & DiMassa, 2007). 

Trends in the housing market also raise concerns about those 
most vulnerable to foreclosures and evictions. The recent 
subprime lending crisis and ensuing rash of foreclosures has the 
potential to impact the homeless population in South LA and 
elsewhere. As more and more individuals and families cannot 
afford increased housing costs and experience foreclosures 
and evictions, they are at greater risk of becoming homeless 
(Johnson, 2007).

The title of this report – Unsheltered – acts as both a literal refer-
ence to the fact that, on any given night, 9 in 10 homeless per-
sons in South LA sleep on the streets, but also alludes to the 
broader vulnerability faced by the underserved populations in 
South LA that makes for them the threat of becoming homeless 
a harsh reality. 
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South Los Angeles
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South Los Angeles
In 1993, Los Angeles County adopted eight regional divisions – service planning areas (SPAs) – in order to better facilitate planning 
and administration of services (see Map 1).2 In this report, South Los Angeles refers to SPA 6 and the communities and cities within 
the SPA 6 boundary (see Map 2).3 SPA 6 is centrally located within Los Angeles County, just south of SPA 4 (Metro), extending from 
View Park in the west, to the cities of Lynwood and Paramount in the east, and from the 10 Freeway in the north to the City of 
Compton on its southern boundary.

   

 Map 1.  Los Angeles County Service Planning Areas (SPAs)
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 Map 2. Service Planning Area (SPA) 6 – South Los Angeles
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In 2007, the Los Angeles Homeless Services Authority (LAHSA) conducted its second 
Greater Los Angeles Homeless Count, which provided an important enumeration 
of the LA County homeless population4,5. Table 1 shows that SPA 6 had the second 
highest percentage of overall homeless individuals (16%) and homeless persons in 
families (17%) in the County (LAHSA, 2007b). These figures become more pronounced 
when you consider that SPA 6 is the third least populous SPA, with under 11% of the 
County’s population. 

  Table 1. Number of Homeless and Homeless Persons in Families, Los Angeles County, by SPA, 2007

Service Planning Area (SPA) Number of Homeless 
Number of Homeless 

Persons in Families Total Population Estimate (a)

SPA 1 – Antelope Valley 1,815 419 333,276

2.4% 2.4% 3.3%

SPA 2 – San Fernando Valley (b) 6,707 1,800 2,129,333

9.0% 10.4% 20.9%

SPA 3 – San Gabriel Valley (c) 10,911 2,695 1,834,677

14.7% 15.6% 18.0%

SPA 4 – Metro 22,030 4,815 1,190,448

29.6% 27.9% 11.7%

SPA 5 – West Side 6,703 1,592 651,084

9.0% 9.2% 6.4%

SPA 6 – South LA 11,670 2,969 1,078,548

15.7% 17.2% 10.6%

SPA 7 – East LA 5,580 1,373 1,405,922

7.5% 8.0% 13.8%

SPA 8 – South Bay (d) 8,932 1,584 1,545,275

12.0% 9.2% 15.2%

Total 74,348 17,247 10,168,563

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Source: LAHSA (2007b)
(a) Source: United Way of Greater Los Angeles (UWGLA) (2007), 2005 Claritas Estimates
(b) Includes data from the City of Glendale 2007 Homeless Needs Assessment
(c) Includes data from the City of Pasadena 2008 Homeless Count
(d) Includes data from the City of Long Beach 2005 Homeless Count
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Demographics

SPA 6 has the highest proportion of communities of color of any of the SPAs. Table 2 shows that the SPA 6 population is 64% 
Latino, followed by African-American (30%), White (3%), Asian (2%) and Other (1%). South LA has by far the highest concentration 
of African-Americans of all of the SPAs – SPAs 1 (Antelope Valley) and 8 (South Bay) have the second highest concentrations, each 
with roughly 15%. And SPA 6 has the second highest concentration of Latinos in LA County – only SPA 7 (East LA) (71%) has a 
higher concentration. Historically a predominantly African American area, SPA 6 has witnessed an influx of Latinos over the past two 
decades. In 1990, approximately 47% of SPA 6 was African-American. The 2005 estimates indicate a 36% decrease in the share of the 
SPA 6 population represented by African-Americans. 

  

 Table 2. Ethnicity, Los Angeles County, by SPA, 2005 Estimates

Ethnicity SPA 1 SPA 2 SPA 3 SPA 4 SPA 5 SPA 6 SPA 7 SPA 8 Total

Latino 33.2% 38.1% 45.3% 54.9% 16.6% 64.3% 70.6% 37.7% 47.0%

White 45.1% 45.4% 23.7% 22.0% 61.3% 2.5% 16.8% 30.9% 28.9%

Asian 3.4% 9.5% 24.7% 15.4% 11.4% 1.5% 8.2% 14.0% 12.5%

African-American 15.1% 3.5% 4.2% 5.4% 7.0% 30.4% 2.8% 14.6% 9.0%

Other 3.2% 3.5% 2.2% 2.1% 3.7% 1.3% 1.6% 2.8% 2.5%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.1% 99.8% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 99.9%

Source: UWGLA (2007), 2005 Claritas Estimates

SPA 6, the smallest SPA in terms of square miles, also has the highest estimated population density of all the SPAs (15,191 people per 
square mile) – over five times the estimated population density of LA County (see Table 3).  
 
  
 Table 3. Population Density, Los Angeles County, by SPA, 2005 Estimates

Service Planning Area (SPA) 
Population Density 

(People per Square Mile)
Percent Difference 

from County Total Population (a) Square Miles (b)

SPA 1 – Antelope Valley 220 -91.2% 333,276 1,517

SPA 2 – San Fernando Valley 2,155 -13.9% 2,129,333 988

SPA 3 – San Gabriel Valley 2,559 2.2% 1,834,677 717

SPA 4 – Metro 13,082 422.4% 1,190,448 91

SPA 5 – West Side 3,445 37.6% 651,084 189

SPA 6 – South LA 15,191 506.7% 1,078,548 71

SPA 7 – East LA 8,955 257.6% 1,405,922 157

SPA 8 – South Bay 4,669 86.4% 1,545,275 331

Total 2,504 0.0% 10,168,563 4,061

(a) Source: UWGLA (2007), 2005 Claritas Estimates
(b) Source: DataPlace
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Causes of Homelessness
Discussions about the causes of homelessness typically focus on two categories: (1) societal or structural conditions and (2) personal 
disabilities or individiual attributes (Sommer, 2001). This report encompasses both categories, focusing on community-level 
economic, social and demographic indicators as a way to highlight the prevalence of myriad pressing conditions in South LA. These 
aggregate indicators include:

poverty rates•	
employment status•	
educational attainment•	
housing trends, including mortgage lending and foreclosure•	
prisoner re-entry•	
community health status•	
prevalence of substance abuse•	
domestic violence•	
emancipation from the foster care system•	

Poverty 

Individuals and families in poverty often lack basic human needs, such as adequate and healthy food, clothing, water, health care, 
and housing. Higher poverty rates increase the demands on a city’s social services, pushing those who cannot find sufficient public 
or private relief into homelessness (Grimes & Chressanthis, 1997). According to the 2007 Greater Los Angeles Homeless Count 
Survey (referred to hereafter as the 2007 LAHSA Survey), which was administered to over 3,000 homeless individuals as part of the 
2007 Homeless County, the majority of respondents (56%) had an income of $350 or less per month, including 24% who did not 
have any monthly income (LAHSA, 2007b).

Table 4 shows a stark contrast between the average household income (in 1999 and estimated for 2005) in SPA 6 and the rest of 
the County. With the lowest average household income of all the SPAs ($38,319 in 1999 and an estimated $41,600 in 2005), the SPA 
6 average income level becomes more disparate from the County average over time. The SPA 6 average was 38% lower than the 
County average ($61,811) in 1999 and was 69% lower than the estimated 2005 County average ($70,238). Whereas the Countywide 
average household income increased by an estimated 14% between 1999 and 2005, average income in SPA 6 increased by less than 
9% (see Figure 1). Only SPA 4 (1.3%) experienced less of an increase in average household income between 1999 and 2005.
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 Table 4. Average Household Income Statistics, Los Angeles County, by SPA, 1999 & 20056

Service Planning Area (SPA) 1999 (a)

Percent Difference 
from County 

Average 2005 (b)

Estimated 
Percent 

Difference 
from County 

Average

Estimated 
Percent 

Increase from 
1999 -2005

SPA 1 – Antelope Valley $55,036 -11.0% $63,772 -10.1% 15.9%

SPA 2 – San Fernando Valley $68,469 10.8% $82,005 14.3% 19.8%

SPA 3 – San Gabriel Valley $64,377 4.2% $75,626 7.1% 17.5%

SPA 4 – Metro $47,019 -23.9% $47,631 -47.5% 1.3%

SPA 5 – West Side $95,510 54.5% $114,510 38.7% 19.9%

SPA 6 – South LA $38,319 -38.0% $41,600 -68.8% 8.6%

SPA 7 – East LA $53,339 -13.7% $61,070 -15.0% 14.5%

SPA 8 – South Bay $62,782 1.6% $70,544 0.4% 12.4%

Total $61,811 0.0% $70,238 0.0% 13.6%

(a) Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000 Summary File 3

(b) Source: UWGLA Zip Code Data Book 2007, 2005 Claritas Estimates

Figure 1. Estimated Percent Increase in Average Household Income, Los Angeles County, by SPA, 1999 – 2005

Source: U.S Census Bureau, 2000 Census Summary File 3; UWGLA; 2005 Claritas Estimates

According to Flaming et al. (2004), the most powerful predictor of homelessness is acute poverty – described as the rate at which 
household income falls below half of the federal poverty line. The urban core of Los Angeles County, specifically SPA 4 (Metro) and 
SPA 6, make up 23% of the County’s population, but account for nearly half of the homeless population. According to the 2000 
Census, these areas are also home to 37% of LA County residents who are living in acute poverty.  Table 5 shows that SPA 6 has the 
highest concentration of households experiencing acute poverty (15%). Furthermore, SPA 6 has the highest overall poverty rate 
(32%), highest child poverty rate (close to 40%) and the highest elderly poverty rate (21%). In 1999, the poverty line was $8,501 per 
year for a single individual and $17,029 for a family of four. 
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 Table 5. Poverty Statistics, Los Angeles County, by SPA, 2000

Service Planning Area (SPA) Acute Poverty Rate Poverty Rate Child Poverty Rate
Elderly Poverty 

Rate

SPA 1 – Antelope Valley 6.9% 15.7% 20.8% 8.8%

SPA 2 – San Fernando Valley 5.9% 13.7% 18.2% 8.9%

SPA 3 – San Gabriel Valley 6.2% 14.0% 18.7% 8.9%

SPA 4 – Metro 11.8% 26.2% 36.6% 16.6%

SPA 5 – West Side 6.9% 12.1% 13.9% 7.5%

SPA 6 – South LA 14.9% 32.1% 39.9% 21.4%

SPA 7 – East LA 6.3% 16.1% 21.5% 9.5%

SPA 8 – South Bay 7.9% 17.1% 25.0% 8.7%

Total 8.0% 17.9% 24.6% 10.5%

Source: U.S Census Bureau, 2000 Census Summary File 3

Figure 2. Poverty Statistics, Los Angeles County, by SPA, 2000

Source: U.S Census Bureau, 2000 Census Summary File 3 
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Map 3 indicates rates of acute poverty at the census tract level. The map clearly shows concentrations of acute poverty in SPA 6 
and in SPA 4. The inset map outlines the boundary of Skid Row and shows the additional concentrations of acute poverty in the 
Downtown areas just south of Skid Row. By comparison, SPA 6 appears to have more widespread acute poverty than SPA 4 with 
multiple pockets of acuter poverty rates above 20% located in the northern and central regions of the SPA.

 Map 3. Acute Poverty Rates, Los Angeles County, by Census Tract, 2000

“SPA 6 has the highest rates 
of overall poverty (32%), 
acute poverty (15%), 
child poverty (40%) 
and elderly poverty (21%).”



17

Government Assistance
Government assistance and homeless programs work to enable the homeless community to obtain income, housing and other 
services. In LA County, individuals and families can qualify for public assistance depending on their income level and whether or not 
they have a disability. Government programs include General Relief (GR), Food Stamps, Supplemental Security Income (SSI), Social 
Security Disability Insurance (SSDI), Medi-Cal, Veteran’s benefits, and Cash Aid (TANF, Welfare, and CalWORKs). 

For those receiving GR benefits in LA County, the monthly grant amount is $221, the same amount as in 1981 (Wolch et al., 2007). In 
today’s dollars, the 1981 grant would be worth about $490 – still far too low to avoid poverty or to cover the cost of most housing 
options (see Housing Trends section). The current benefit amount is almost enough to pay for one week in the worst housing 
available in the City, much less local rental rates (Wolch et al., 2007). SSI is a nationwide U.S. assistance program administered 
by the Social Security Administration that guarantees a minimum level of income for needy aged, blind, or disabled individuals 
(U.S. Census Bureau). In LA County, the SSI benefit for an individual (between $812 and $991) is higher than GR, but still provides 
insufficient income to meet the high cost of housing.

Due to the low benefit levels, especially for GR grants, recipients of government assistance should be considered high risk for 
homelessness. Over one-third of GR recipients in LA County already report being homeless, while another 25% report living with 
family or friends (Bono, 2006). In just the three County GR offices that service South Los Angeles, each month more than 5,000 
people are either denied or terminated from General Relief (Blasi, 2006). 

According to the 2007 LAHSA Survey, over 62% of respondents received some type of government assistance. Of those respondents 
who were receiving government assistance, 58% reported receiving General Relief, 55% were receiving Food Stamps, 20% were 
receiving SSI or SSDI, 15% were receiving Medi-Cal/Medi-Care benefits, 7% were receiving Cash Aid or CalWORKs, and 5% were 
receiving Veteran’s Benefits (LAHSA, 2007b).

Forty-one percent (41%) of all respondents to the 2007 LAHSA Survey indicated that they are receiving no money from government 
sources; 4% of respondents said they were receiving between $1 and $200; 34% were receiving between $201 and $400; 9% of 
respondents received between $401 and $800 per month from government sources; 11% received between $801 and $1,400; 1% 
received more than $1,400 per month (LAHSA, 2007b).

Table 6 and Figure 3 show the number of households and percentage of households receiving public assistance (which includes 
General Relief and Temporary Assistance to Needy Families [TANF] income) and SSI income. SPA 6 has the highest percentage 
of both households receiving public assistance (15%) and households receiving SSI income (10%). The percent of households 
receiving public assistance in SPA 6 is more than 
double the Countywide percentage, and the percent 
of households receiving SSI in SPA 6 is nearly two-
thirds higher than the Countywide percentage.

“The percent of households 
receiving public assistance in 
SPA 6 is more than double 
the Countywide percentage, 
and the percent of households 
receiving SSI in SPA 6 is nearly 
two-thirds higher than the 
Countywide percentage.”
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  Table 6.  Households Receiving Public Assistance (PA) or Supplemental Security Income (SSI),  
                     Los Angeles County, by SPA, 2000

Service Planning Area (SPA) 

Number of 
Households 

Receiving PA

Percent of 
Households 

Receiving PA 

Number of 
Households 

Receiving SSI

Percent of 
Households 

Receiving SSI

SPA 1 – Antelope Valley 7,740 8.1% 5,208 5.4%

SPA 2 – San Fernando Valley 30,055 4.4% 33,008 4.9%

SPA 3 – San Gabriel Valley 28,546 5.4% 30,009 5.7%

SPA 4 – Metro 32,758 7.9% 31,559 7.6%

SPA 5 – West Side 6,096 2.2% 7,779 2.8%

SPA 6 – South LA 37,265 14.5% 24,371 9.5%

SPA 7 – East LA 23,039 6.4% 21,114 5.9%

SPA 8 – South Bay 33,829 6.4% 26,904 5.1%

Total 199,040 6.4% 180,062 5.7%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census Summary File 3

Figure 3. Households Receiving Public Assistance (PA) or Supplemental Security Income (SSI),
                    Los Angeles County, by SPA, 2000

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census Summary File 3
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Employment Status

A lack of income, whether from the loss of a job or being unable to find a job, has a great impact on homeless people in LA County 
(LAHSA, 2007b).  Respondents to the 2007 LAHSA Survey cited loss of employment as the highest rated cause of homelessness. An 
overwhelming majority of respondents (93%) indicated that they were not currently employed at the time of the survey.

Table 7 shows that SPA 6 had the highest unemployment rate of any SPA in 2000 (14%). This rate was nearly 74% higher than the 
County average (8%).

  

  Table 7. Unemployment Data, Los Angeles County, by SPA, 20007

Service Planning Area (SPA) Unemployment Rate
Total Number of 

Unemployed
Percent Difference from 

County Rate

SPA 1 – Antelope Valley 10.2% 12,945 24.5%

SPA 2 – San Fernando Valley 7.1% 67,864 -13.8%

SPA 3 – San Gabriel Valley 6.9% 54,306 -15.6%

SPA 4 – Metro 10.4% 53,689 26.3%

SPA 5 – West Side 6.1% 21,292 -26.0%

SPA 6 – South LA 14.2% 47,931 73.7%

SPA 7 – East LA 8.1% 43,227 -1.1%

SPA 8 – South Bay 7.6% 53,093 -7.0%

LA County Total 8.2% 354,347 0.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000 Summary File 3
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Map 4 shows unemployment rates by census tract and reveals high concentrations of unemployment in SPA 6 compared to other 
regions of the County.

Discussions about employment status, too, must also focus on trends that characterize the local job market. Workers in South LA 
are paid the lowest average wages in manufacturing jobs and lowest wages in the City overall (Burns et al., 2005). Furthermore, 
manufacturing jobs make up over 21% of jobs in SPA 6, compared to 15% for the County (UWGLA, 2007). 
 

 Map 4. Unemployment Rates, Los Angeles County, by Census Tract, 2000

“SPA 6 had the highest 
unemployment rate 
of any SPA in 2000 (14%). 
This rate was nearly 74% higher 
than the County average (8%).”
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Educational Attainment

According to the 2007 LAHSA Survey, 31% of respondents indicated they did not have a high school degree or GED. Table 8 shows 
that SPA 6 has the highest percentage of persons 25 years and over with no high school diploma or GED (53%). The SPA’s low 
educational attainment, highly disproportionate to other parts of the County, can be linked to the aforementioned unemployment 
and poverty rates.

 Table 8. Percentage of Persons 25 years Old and Over with No High School Diploma 
    or GED, Los Angeles County, by SPA, 2000

Service Planning Area (SPA) % Total

SPA 1 – Antelope Valley 23.2% 40,817

SPA 2 – San Fernando Valley 24.2% 308,824

SPA 3 – San Gabriel Valley 27.8% 297,782

SPA 4 – Metro 39.0% 289,279

SPA 5 – West Side 10.3% 46,108

SPA 6 – South LA 52.7% 259,406

SPA 7 – East LA 39.9% 293,838

SPA 8 – South Bay 24.9% 234,470

Total 30.1% 1,770,524

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census Summary File 3

Housing Trends

Issues related to homelessness are inextricably linked to housing trends that affect the availability and affordability of housing. As 
housing options have become more and more expensive in recent years, fewer and fewer LA County residents are able to afford 
even the least expensive housing options. Not only is housing the major cost for most households, it bears significant impacts on 
access to jobs and education. 

Respondents to the 2007 LAHSA Survey named eviction as the 
second most common cause of homelessness after the loss of 
a job. Table 9 compares population growth to the growth in 
housing stock between 1990 and 2000. While the housings stock 
in LA County rose 3%, the population grew 7% – indicative of the 
County’s housing crisis. In SPA 6, the housing stock grew modestly 
(2%) while the population increased nearly 5%. Furthermore, the 
number of new persons per one new housing unit (7.8) was higher 
than the county ratio (6.1). So in SPA 6, between 1990 and 2000 
there was approximately one housing unit built for every eight 
people added to the population. This trend undoubtedly impacted 
the availability and affordability of housing. 
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 Table 9. Population Growth Compared to Housing Stock Growth, Los Angeles County, by SPA, 1990 – 2000

Total Housing Units Total Population

Service Planning 
Area (SPA)
 

1990 2000
Percent
Change 1990 2000

Percent 
Change

Number of 
New Persons 

per New Housing 
Unit

SPA 1 – Antelope Valley 86,256 104,444 21.1% 239,914 305,527 27.3% 3.6

SPA 2 – San Fernando Valley 665,779 701,844 5.4% 1,760,909 1,981,844 12.5% 6.1

SPA 3 – San Gabriel Valley 530,129 540,682 2.0% 1,629,094 1,734,244 6.5% 10.0

SPA 4 – Metro 421,883 436,627 3.5% 1,124,107 1,144,170 1.8% 1.4

SPA 5 – West Side 289,719 295,068 1.8% 591,630 613,191 3.6% 4.0

SPA 6 – South LA 269,753 275,544 2.1% 909,062 954,365 5.0% 7.8

SPA 7 – East LA 359,181 367,594 2.3% 1,193,604 1,285,345 7.7% 10.9

SPA 8 – South Bay 536,646 548,884 2.3% 1,408,237 1,499,948 6.5% 7.5

Total 3,163,343 3,270,909 3.4% 8,863,164 9,519,338 7.4% 6.1

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census Summary File 1

Quigley, Raphael, and Smolensky (2001) found that the greater the disparity between rents and incomes (i.e., as rents move higher 
and incomes move lower), the greater the incidence of homelessness. Higher rents suggest that there will be more homelessness, 
because those with very low incomes can no longer afford housing and are forced on the streets (Quigley et al., 2001). 

Table 10 compares the increase in housing costs to increases in household income between 2002 and 2006 in Los Angeles County. 
While median gross rent increased 28% and the median value of owner-occupied housing units increased a staggering 124%, 
median and mean household income only increased 17% and 21%, respectively.

 Table 10. Housing Cost Increase vs. Household Income Increase, Los Angeles County, 2002 - 2006

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006

Percent 
Increase

  2002-2006

Median Gross Rent $768 $821 $873 $918 $980 27.6%

Median Value of Owner-
Occupied Unit $256,416 $323,066 $395,424 $480,300 $574,100 123.9%

Median Household Income $43,682 $44,674 $45,958 $48,248 $51,315 17.5%

Mean Household Income $60,176 $63,012 $64,467 $70,238 $72,779 20.9%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2002 - 2006
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An analysis of fair market rental rates in LA County between 2001 and 2006 shows a slightly bleaker picture. Figure 4 shows that in 
the five-year span, rental rates – including those for efficiency units (small, sometimes furnished apartments with a private bathroom 
and kitchenette) – increased approximately 45%. The higher increase in rental rates reported in Table 11 and Figure 4 may be 
explained by the fact that the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) determines fair market rental rates by 
using the 40th percentile of rental rates, the dollar amount below which 40% of the standard-quality rental housing units are rented. 
The HUD numbers also exclude non-market rental housing in their computation, such as public and assisted housing8.

Figure 4. Fair Market Rental Rates, Los Angeles County, 2001 – 2006

Source: DataPlace, U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development

 
Table 11 shows average gross rental rates by SPA. SPA 6 has the lowest average gross rent in the County. The increase in rent 
between 1990 and 2000 was slightly higher than the county average. Taking into account the rental increases noted in Tables 10 
and 11, there is a likelihood that rent in SPA 6 has increased since 2000 as well – creating more affordability challenges for the poor 
living in those communities. Based on the federal poverty threshold for a family of four in 2000 ($17,603), and assuming housing 
expenditures equate to 30% of household income, families in poverty could only afford $440 per month on rent. This figure falls 
short of the average gross rent in SPA 6 ($608). In 2007, the poverty threshold for a family of four was $21,386, meaning that those 
families could afford a monthly rent of no more than $534. This figure would not even be enough to afford fair market rent for an 
efficiency unit (according to 2006 rental rates).

 Table 11. Average Gross Rent, Los Angeles County, by SPA, 1990 – 2000 (a)

Service Planning Area (SPA) 1990 2000 % Increase

SPA 1 – Antelope Valley $620 $674 8.7%

SPA 2 – San Fernando Valley $739 $826 11.8%

SPA 3 – San Gabriel Valley $693 $798 15.2%

SPA 4 – Metro $578 $677 17.1%

SPA 5 – West Side $809 $1,039 28.4%

SPA 6 – South LA $525 $608 15.8%

SPA 7 – East LA $634 $719 13.4%

SPA 8 – South Bay $703 $780 11.0%

Total $669 $773 15.5%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 Census Summary Tape File 3, 2000 Census Summary File 3

(a) The data refers to specified renter-occupied units with rent. 
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Table 12 shows the percentage of households that experience cost burden or severe cost burden. Cost burden refers to paying 30% 
or more of household income on housing costs, and severe cost burden refers to paying 50% or more of income on housing. SPA 6 
has the highest percentage of residents – both renters and owners – who experience cost burden and severe cost burden. 

     
 Table 12. Cost Burden Statistics, Los Angeles County, 2000 (a)

Service Planning Area (SPA) 

Percent of 
Owner Units 
with Owner 
Costs 30% 
or More of 
Household 

Income

Percent of 
Owner Units 
with Owner 
Costs 50% 
or More of 
Household 

Income

Percent of 
Renter Units 

with Gross Rent 
30% or More 
of Household 

Income

Percent of 
Renter Units 

with Gross Rent 
50% or More 
of Household 

Income

SPA 1 – Antelope Valley 31.2% 11.5% 48.1% 25.5%

SPA 2 – San Fernando Valley 35.8% 14.5% 44.7% 21.5%

SPA 3 – San Gabriel Valley 32.8% 12.8% 43.4% 20.5%

SPA 4 – Metro 36.3% 17.1% 45.7% 22.3%

SPA 5 – West Side 32.7% 15.6% 41.1% 21.3%

SPA 6 – South LA 43.7% 21.4% 52.9% 29.2%

SPA 7 – East LA 33.3% 13.0% 43.6% 20.3%

SPA 8 – South Bay 33.2% 13.0% 42.6% 21.2%

Total 34.5% 14.2% 44.7% 22.1%

Source: DataPlace, Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy special tabulation (U.S. Census Bureau)
(a) The housing units included in this analysis are “specified” housing units, meaning that they meet the following criteria: one family house on less than 10 
acres without a business or medical office on the property; exclude mobile homes, houses with a business or medical office, houses on 10 or more acres, and 
housing units in multi-unit buildings.

Other housing statistics – vacancy rate, homeownership rate, overcrowding, and average household size – can be important 
predictors of homelessness as well. SPA 6 has the second highest vacancy rate (7%), compared to 4% for LA County (2000 Census). 
Where some see a high vacancy rate as a positive sign that the housing market should soften, others view this distinction with 
more skepticism. According to Leavitt and Heskin (1993), vacancies tend to be at the high end of the market and typically cannot 
meet the housing demands at the lower end. In other words, the available (vacant) housing is not accessible to the poorer residents 
and therefore lower-income residents do not benefit from the relatively high vacancy rate. Vacancy, too, could be indicative of 
dilapidated housing and poor living and economic conditions. 

Repeated studies of homelessness reveal doubling-up as the precipitating move from living inside to the street (Leavitt & Heskin, 
1993). According to the 2007 LAHSA Survey, nearly 30% of homeless respondents indicated they were living with relatives prior to 
being homeless. Twenty-one percent (21%) indicated they were living with their friends. Table 13 shows that SPA 6 has the highest 
percentage of overcrowded units (39%), in which there is more than one person living in one room, of all the SPAs. SPA 6 also 
has the highest average household size. The higher average household size might suggest that a greater number of families and 
households are taking in friends and relatives who would not otherwise have a place to live.
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 Table 13. Overcrowding Rates and Average Household Size, Los Angeles County, by SPA, 2000

Service Planning Area (SPA) Percent Overcrowding Average Household Size

SPA 1 – Antelope Valley 11.2% 3.1

SPA 2 – San Fernando Valley 19.0% 2.9

SPA 3 – San Gabriel Valley 21.2% 3.3

SPA 4 – Metro 31.9% 2.7

SPA 5 – West Side 7.9% 2.1

SPA 6 – South LA 38.5% 3.7

SPA 7 – East LA 31.1% 3.6

SPA 8 – South Bay 20.0% 2.8

Total 23.0% 2.3

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census Summary File 3

SPA 6 also has the second lowest homeownership rate in the county (less than 40%) – another sign of poor economic condition and 
greater susceptibility to changes in the rental market which can create housing difficulties for poor people (2000 Census). 

Mortgage Lending and Foreclosures

Subprime lending and recent foreclosures have also impacted South Los Angeles. Not only do foreclosures increase violent crime 
and decrease property values in neighborhoods, but they pose a risk of homelessness to those individuals or families who are 
losing their homes (ACORN, 2007). The risk is especially severe for those who may have been staying with families whose homes 
are foreclosed or renters who lose their rental unit due to foreclosure. RealtyTrac, a national real estate network that specializes in 
foreclosed properties, estimates that more than 20% of foreclosures involve investment properties, and when landlords lose those 
properties, their tenants lose a roof over their heads with little warning (Johnson, 2007). The California Apartment Association, the 
state’s largest organization of rental property owners, estimates that as much as a quarter of all foreclosed single-family residences 
are occupied by renters. The number of those affected by foreclosures grows even larger when duplexes and other multi-unit 
buildings are factored in (Lazarus, 2008).

Table 14 shows that SPA 6 had the highest percentage of home mortgage and refinancing loans from subprime lenders in 2004. 
These numbers could indicate that foreclosures will be especially severe in South LA. Because of the high rates of low income 
residents, many may have fallen prey to predatory lending practices. As a result, as residents continue to struggle with increased 
mortgage rates and evictions, they are more likely to seek out basic needs and housing assistance from local service providers.

“Not only do foreclosures increase violent crime 
and decrease property values in neighborhoods, 
but they pose a risk of homelessness to those individuals 
or families who are losing their homes.”
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 Table 14. Conventional Mortgage and Refinancing Loans by Subprime Lenders, Los Angeles County,  2004 (a)

Service Planning Area (SPA)

Total Home Purchase 
Mortgage Loans by 
Subprime Lenders

Percent of Home 
Purchase Mortgage 
Loans by Subprime 

Lenders

Total Refinancing 
Mortgage Loans by 
Subprime Lenders

Percent of 
Refinancing 

Mortgage Loans 
by Subprime 

Lenders

SPA 1 – Antelope Valley 5,866 40.8% 7,907 37.7%

SPA 2 – San Fernando Valley 13,384 28.2% 15,556 19.0%

SPA 3 – San Gabriel Valley 7,415 26.6% 13,499 21.6%

SPA 4 – Metro 2,682 24.6% 4,089 20.4%

SPA 5 – West Side 881 8.6% 1,358 6.3%

SPA 6 – South LA 7,707 52.9% 12,976 42.0%

SPA 7 – East LA 6,467 36.5% 10,904 26.5%

SPA 8 – South Bay 6,474 27.2% 11,365 21.7%

Total 50,909 30.4% 77,684 23.4%

Source: DataPlace, Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council)
(a) The loans included in this analysis are “conventional”, meaning that they are not insured by a government program, like FHA or VA. “Subprime lenders” are 
those who HUD has identified as specializing in subprime mortgage lending, but they may also do prime lending. While it is not possible to determine from 
HMDA whether an individual loan is subprime, this indicator can be used to approximate the level of subprime lending.

Table 15 shows the total number of repossessed homes by SPA between April and June 2007. Repossessions are homes reclaimed 
by lenders in the event that home or property owners can no longer afford their monthly mortgage payments. Home repossessions 
in SPA 6 increased by nearly 800% between the second quarter of 2006 and the second quarter of 2007. This increase is only slightly 
higher than the overall County increase, but residents of SPA 6 are arguably more susceptible to becoming homeless due to high 
rates of overcrowding and poor economic conditions. SPA 6 is distinct, too, in that it has the lowest resale rate (7%) of any of the SPAs. 
Resales are lender-reclaimed homes that have been resold. This is yet another example of poor economic conditions and a lack of 
housing affordability.

 
 Table 15. Repossessed Homes, Los Angeles County, by SPA, April – June 2007

Service Planning Area (SPA) 
Q2 2006 

Repossessions
Q2 2007 

Repossessions
Change from 

2006 Resales Resale Rate

SPA 1 – Antelope Valley 34 495 1355.9% 53 10.7%

SPA 2 – San Fernando Valley 90 751 734.4% 100 13.3%

SPA 3 – San Gabriel Valley 41 375 814.6% 67 17.9%

SPA 4 – Metro 36 143 297.2% 16 11.2%

SPA 5 – West Side 11 40 263.6% 7 17.5%

SPA 6 – South LA 32 287 796.9% 21 7.3%

SPA 7 – East LA 26 253 873.1% 34 13.4%

SPA 8 – South Bay 30 272 806.7% 36 13.2%

Total 300 2,616 772.0% 334 12.8%

Source: Los Angeles Times
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Map 5 shows repossessed homes by zip code for the second quarter of 2007 (April – June). The map clearly shows a concentration 
of zip codes with a high number of repossessions within SPA 6. The zip codes with higher numbers repossession rates (the darkest 
regions of the map), particularly in SPA 1, also have the largest zip codes in terms of geography.

RealtyTrac reports that 139 of California’s zip codes and 17 of LA County’s zip codes fell within the top 500 for total foreclosure filings 
in the United States in 2007. Five of the 17 LA County zip codes are contained or partially contained within South LA (90044, 90003, 
90043, 90047, and 90002).9

Map 6 shows the prevalence of LA County zip codes with high foreclosure rates in 2007 in SPAs 1, 2 and 6. Again, the zip codes in SPA 
1 are much larger in size than those in SPA 6 and this in part accounts for the higher foreclosure numbers. 

Table 16 shows that the SPA 6 zip codes represent the top four and five of the top six ratings of foreclosures per square mile. 

 Map 5. Home Repossessions, Los Angeles County, by SPA, April - June 2007 
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Map 6.  Top 17 LA County Foreclosure Zip Codes,2007

 Table 16. Top 17 LA County Zip Codes, by Foreclosure Filings, 2007

Rank
Zip 

Code SPA
Default 
Notices

Auction 
Notices

Bank 
Reposs-
essions

Total 
Foreclosure 

Filings
2005 

Population

Foreclosures 
per 1,000 

Population
Square 
Miles

Foreclosures 
per 

Square Mile

1 93535 1 297 48 61 406 62,236 6.5 300 1.4

2 93550 1 301 47 56 404 73,021 5.5 74 5.5

3 93536 1 209 43 58 310 54,657 5.7 214 1.5

4 91342 2 204 55 43 302 84,121 3.6 85 3.5

5 93551 1 193 42 40 275 42,298 6.5 66 4.2

6 90044 6 162 56 16 234 95,612 2.4 5 45.9

7 90805 8 161 29 27 217 45,413 4.8 8 27.1

8 90003 6 164 27 21 212 65,859 3.2 5 44.2

9 91331 2 146 38 24 208 100,746 2.1 10 21.4

10 93534 1 147 22 31 200 37,719 5.3 41 4.9

11 91335 2 118 44 33 195 72,881 2.7 6 32.0

12 90650 7 145 24 16 185 107,857 1.7 11 17.1

13 93552 1 125 29 25 179 30,093 5.9 40 4.5

14 90043 6 110 46 10 166 46,509 3.6 5 36.9

15 91344 2 110 29 25 164 49,594 3.3 13 12.2

16 90047 6 118 30 13 161 50,142 3.2 5 31.6

17 90002 6 111 26 20 157 50,027 3.1 4 44.9

Source: RealtyTrac, UWGLA 2007, 2005 Claritas Estimates
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Prisoner Re-entry

The California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation (CDCR) reports that at any given time 10% of the State’s parolees are 
homeless. This rate is significantly higher in major urban areas such as San Francisco and Los Angeles, where as many as 30 to 50% 
of parolees are estimated to be homeless (Travis et al., 2001). According to the Interagency Council on the Homeless, 18% of all 
homeless people have spent time in a state or federal prison (Rodriguez & Brown, 2001). Nearly 33% of the 2007 LAHSA Survey 
respondents had spent at least one night in jail or prison during the last 12 months. Five percent (5%) reported that they were in jail 
or prison immediately prior to becoming homeless (LAHSA, 2007b). 

Los Angeles County has by far the highest number of parolees (over 39,000) of any California county (San Bernardino County ranks 
second with under 10,000).10 Furthermore, according to the most recent LA County parole data, nearly one in five parolees reside 
in SPA 6.11

Ex-offenders face a number of challenges that increase their risk of ending up homeless. For one, they rarely have the financial 
resources or personal references necessary to compete for and secure housing in the private housing market (Travis et al., 2001). 
People leaving prison confront barriers to housing associated with their criminal background, as federally subsidized housing 
providers such as local public housing and Section 8 programs may – and sometimes must – deny housing to people with a criminal 
history involving drugs or violence (Rodriguez & Brown, 2003). This population also encounters barriers to employment, depending 
on the severity of their criminal background.

In January 2008, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger proposed to alleviate overcrowded prisons and reduce the CDCR budget by 
releasing more than 22,000 nonviolent offenders in the next year (California Budget Project, 2008b). The May budget revision 
dropped the early release proposal, but the issue may surface again as the State budget woes continue. 

The threat of increased homeless parolees is further complicated by the elimination of AB 2034 (Integrated Services for Homeless 
Adults with Serious Mental Illness Program) funding in 2007. Funding for this program, which totaled $55 million, was used to 
provide integrated mental health treatment and recovery services for almost 5,000 individuals in California and served 13,000 since 
1999 (Gold et al., 2007). The absence of these funds has undoubtedly put new strains on service providers. 

Services for returning offenders suffered another defeat in 2007 when Governor Schwarzenegger vetoed SB 851. The PROMISE 
(Program for Returning Offenders with Mental Illness Safely and Effectively) funding was to provide homes with supportive services 
for mentally ill parolees exiting the state prison system.12 Although advocates for PROMISE successfully won the inclusion of $4 
million for services in the CDCR 2007-2008 budget, the Governor’s veto allowed CDCR to spend the money how they saw fit. 

Community Health Status

Physical and mental health factors also impact homelessness in LA County. Those who experience illness and disability face high 
health care costs, which in the case of the poor or uninsured, can lead to dire economic consequences. People with serious mental 
illness are particularly vulnerable to becoming homeless due to debilitating symptoms that can include lack of social supports, 
ostracism from society and extreme poverty (Okin & Martin, 2004).

According to a report funded by the California Endowment, the residents of South Los Angeles experience the worst health outcomes 
in the County (KSA, 2007). The elimination of services at MLK Harbor Hospital (formerly Martin Luther King/Charles R. Drew Medical 
Center), compounded with the widespread lack of medical services in South LA, continues to put community residents in danger. 
Adults residing in SPA 6 report the lowest health status in LA County (KSA, 2007). One in three adults (33%) reported their health to 
be “fair” or “poor” in SPA 6, compared to 21% countywide (less than 1 in 4). Diabetes rates are 44% higher in SPA 6 than elsewhere in 
the county, while HIV/AIDS rates are 38% higher (KSA, 2007).
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Overall, the Los Angeles County HIV Epidemiology Program estimates that 4.6% of the currently homeless populations are infected 
with HIV, and according to State estimates, one-third to one-half of people living with HIV/AIDS are either homeless or at risk of 
becoming homeless (LAC Commission on HIV, 2002). Financial hardships such as job discrimination, high cost of health care, and 
HIV related disabilities make it difficult for infected individuals to maintain stable housing (LAHSA, 2007b). 

According to the Los Angeles County Commission on HIV (2002), SPA 6 has the third highest rate of people living with HIV (13%). 
Given the rate of infection, the South SPA is likely to have the fastest growth of HIV in Los Angeles County (LAC Commission on HIV, 
2002). Residents of SPA 6 experience rates of HIV/AIDS that are 38% higher than elsewhere in the County (KSA, 2007). 

Overall, approximately 74% of the 2007 LAHSA Survey respondents indicated they were experiencing a disabling condition. For the 
purposes of the survey, a disabling condition was identified as a physical disability, mental illness, Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder 
(PTSD), depression, alcohol or drug abuse, developmental disability, AIDS or HIV related illnesses or chronic health problems. Thirty-
one percent (31%) of respondents to the 2007 LAHSA Survey reported experiencing a mental illness while 52% were experiencing 
depression. Almost 35% were experiencing a physical disability. 

Table 17 shows that SPA 6 has the highest overall disability rate in the County, and ranks among the top three SPAs in rates of 
physical, sensory, mental, and employment disabilities. Because these conditions affect employability and incur health care costs, 
SPA 6 residents are at greater risk of disability-related economic challenges which could lead to the loss of housing. This risk is 
especially salient considering the low rates of public benefits for those who are disabled and cannot work.

  
  Table 17. Disability Rates, Los Angeles County, by SPA, 2000 (a)

Service Planning Area (SPA) 

Percent
 with a 

Disability (b)

Percent 
with a Physical 

Disability

Percent with 
a Sensory 
Disability

Percent with 
a Mental 

Disability (c)

Percent 
with an 

Employment 
Disability (d)

SPA 1 – Antelope Valley 19.1% 8.0% 3.3% 5.3% 8.4%

SPA 2 – San Fernando Valley 19.4% 6.5% 2.8% 4.2% 9.6%

SPA 3 – San Gabriel Valley 19.5% 6.3% 2.9% 4.1% 9.6%

SPA 4 – Metro 23.8% 7.1% 3.4% 5.3% 12.4%

SPA 5 – West Side 15.7% 5.9% 2.6% 3.6% 7.0%

SPA 6 – South LA 24.5% 7.8% 3.1% 5.2% 12.3%

SPA 7 – East LA 20.6% 6.5% 3.0% 3.9% 10.3%

SPA 8 – South Bay 19.5% 6.8% 3.1% 4.3% 9.4%

Total 20.4% 6.7% 3.0% 4.4% 10.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000 Summary File 3

(a) Noninstitutionalized population over 5 years old. 
(b) Disability data was gathered in response to questions that asked about the existence of the following long-lasting conditions: (a) blindness, deafness, or 
a severe vision or hearing impairment (sensory disability) and (b) a condition that substantially limits one or more basic physical activities, such as walking, 
climbing stairs, reaching, lifting, or carrying (physical disability). 
(c) Referring to disabilities that affect learning, remembering, or concentrating. 
(d) Referring to disabilities that affect working at a job or business

 
Uninsured residents of LA County face economic challenges that could impose a risk of becoming homeless. Figure 5 shows that 
SPA 6 has the second highest percentage of currently uninsured residents of all SPAs. Due to rising medical care costs, uninsured 
individuals are at greater susceptibility to becoming homeless. According to Tousignant (2005), the geographic profile of persons 
without health insurance in the county appears even more concentrated in SPA 6 (47%) and SPA 4 (43.5%), followed by SPA 7 (33%). 
Indeed, the lack of coverage has adversely impacted communities of color. Of the uninsured, 49% are Latinos, 25% are APIs, 19% are 
African Americans, and 18% are Whites (Los Angeles County Commission on HIV, pp. 1-34, 35). (Tousignant, 2005)
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Source: 2005 California Health Interview Survey 
(CHIS)
(a) Population 18 years of age and older

Figure 5. Currently Uninsured as Percentage of Total Population, Los Angeles County, by SPA, 2005 (a)

Approximately 48% of 2007 LAHSA Survey respondents indicated that their primary source of health care is the hospital emergency 
room (ER), and over 53% of all respondents had been to an ER at least once in the 12 months prior to the survey. Approximately 22% 
of all homeless survey respondents indicated that since becoming homeless this last time, they have needed medical attention but 
have been unable to receive it (LAHSA, 2007b).

Substance Abuse

Substance abuse is considered a major predictor of homelessness (KSA, 2007). According to the LA County Community Development 
Commission, 30% to 50% of the homeless population in LA County has a substance abuse or dependency problem (LACDC, 2003). 
Thirty-five percent (35%) of homeless respondents to the 2007 LAHSA Survey indicated they were experiencing alcohol abuse at the 
time of the survey and 30% stated they were experiencing drug abuse.
Table 18 shows the number of participants in the Los Angeles Alcohol and Drug Program Administration (ADPA) treatment programs. 
SPA 6 had the highest number of participants in the program between 2003 and 2004.

  Table 18. Number of Los Angeles Alcohol and Drug Program Administration (ADPA) 
                       Program Participants, by SPA, 2003-2004 (a)

Service Planning Area (SPA) Number of Participants % 

SPA 1 – Antelope Valley 2,855 6.1%

SPA 2 – San Fernando Valley 7,685 16.5%

SPA 3 – San Gabriel Valley 7,401 15.9%

SPA 4 – Metro 5,661 12.2%

SPA 5 – West Side 1,567 3.4%

SPA 6 – South LA 7,760 16.7%

SPA 7 – East LA 6,754 14.5%

SPA 8 – South Bay 6,810 14.7%

Total 46,493 100.0%

Source: ADPA 2004
(a) SPA statistics do not include program participants who were homeless at the time of admission and those residents who received alcohol and drug 
treatment services from programs not contracted with ADPA. Therefore, these SPA statistics do not completely reflect the level of incidence and prevalence of 
alcohol and drug problems in a SPA.

According to a report funded by the California Endowment, the 2002/2003 alcohol and drug use rate per 100,000 population for SPA 
6 was 11.2 – higher than all other SPAs and the overall County Rate (9.6) (KSA, 2007). 
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Domestic Violence

Domestic violence has been identified as a common cause of homelessness among women and households with children (Zorza, 
1991; Homes for the Homeless, 1998; American Civil Liberties Union, 2004; U.S. Conference of Mayors, 2005). Women and families 
who experience domestic violence can find themselves with nowhere to go, and often seek out refuge in the form of shelter beds. 

Nearly 11% of 2007 LAHSA Survey respondents, and approximately 20% of female respondents, reported currently experiencing 
domestic violence or partner violence or abuse. And of those who reported experiencing domestic violence, over 50% indicated 
that this had contributed highly to their becoming homeless (LAHSA, 2007b). 

Figure 6 shows that SPA 6 had the second highest percentage of its homeless population reporting domestic violence (13%).  

Figure 6. Percent of Homeless Persons who are Victims of Domestic Violence, Los Angeles County, by SPA, 2007 (a)

Source: LAHSA (2007b)
(a) Data does not include data from the cites of Glendale, Long Beach, or Pasadena.

Emancipated Foster Youth

“Emancipation” or “aging-out” desribes foster youth who are discharged from the foster care system upon reaching the majority age 
of 18, relieving the state of the care, custody, and responsibility of the young adult. A history of foster care increases the likelihood 
that a person will become homeless at a younger age and be homeless for a greater length of time (Roman & Wolfe, 1995). Each 
year, approximately 1,800 foster youth age out of the LA County child welfare system (Tousignant, 2005).  Studies suggest that foster 
care placements strongly predict homelessness, though they cannot be considered causes of homelessness (Piliavin et al., 1993; 
Tousignant, 2005). Some youth face residential instability stemming from residential or institutional placement. Homeless youth 
who have emancipated out of foster care often transition directly into homelessness (NASW, 1992). 

In 2006, SPA 6 had the highest incidence of entries to foster care per 1,000 population ages 0 – 17 (nearly 6)13. According to 
Tousignant (2005), SPA 6 has the third highest percentage of emancipating foster youth ages 14 and older (18%) – only SPA 3 (23%) 
and SPA 8 (20%) were higher. According to the Coalition for Responsible Community Development (2007), approximately 24% 
of the youth who “age out” of the LA County foster care system settle in South Los Angeles. These young people are faced with 
incredible challenges that include finding housing, employment, and educational opportunities-challenges that are compounded 
by a lack of an adequate support system (CRCD, 2007). 

Nine percent (9%) of 2007 LAHSA Survey respondents stated that they had been in the foster care system at some point in their lives 
(LAHSA, 2007b). 
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South LA Homeless Population

Demographics

The 2007 Greater Los Angeles Homeless Count contains detailed demographic data about the LA County homeless population. 
Tables 1 shows that SPA 4 has by far the highest concentration of LA County homeless (30%), mainly due to the large homeless 
population that resides in Skid Row. SPA 6 has the second highest percentage of LA County homeless (16%) despite having the 
third lowest percentage of the overall LA County population (11%). SPA 6 has the second highest percentage of homeless persons 
in families (18%), second only to SPA 4 (29%).

Figure 7 shows that SPA 6 has the second highest concentration of homeless persons per square mile (164) in the County.

Figure 7. Homeless Persons per Square Mile, Los Angeles County, by SPA, 2007

Source: LAHSA (2007b), City of Glendale (2007), City of Long Beach (2005), City of Pasadena (2008)

HUD defines an unsheltered homeless person as “someone who is either living on the streets, or in a vehicle, encampment, abandoned 
building, garage, or any other place not normally used or meant for human habitation” (LAHSA, 2007b). Table 19 compares the 
percentages of unsheltered and sheltered homeless within each SPA. The point-in-time homeless count reveals that SPA 6 has the 
highest percentage of unsheltered homeless (91.4%) of all the SPAs. The percentage of unsheltered homeless in LA County was 
83.3%. 
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“SPA 6 has the highest percentage of unsheltered homeless 
(91.4%) of all the SPAs. The percentage of unsheltered 
homeless in LA County was 83.3%.”

 Table 19. Los Angeles County Homeless Population, Sheltered vs. Unsheltered, by SPA, 2007 (a)

Service Planning Area (SPA)
 

Sheltered Unsheltered Total

SPA 1 – Antelope Valley 200 1,615 1,815

11.0% 89.0% 100.0%

SPA 2 – San Fernando Valley 1,107 5,304 6,411

17.3% 82.7% 100.0%

SPA 3 – San Gabriel Valley 957 8,985 9,942

9.6% 90.4% 100.0%

SPA 4 – Metro 5,656 16,374 22,030

25.7% 74.3% 100.0%

SPA 5 – West Side 1,041 5,662 6,703

15.5% 84.5% 100.0%

SPA 6 – South LA 1,006 10,664 11,670

8.6% 91.4% 100.0%

SPA 7 – East LA 643 4,937 5,580

11.5% 88.5% 100.0%

SPA 8 – South Bay 832 3,625 4,457

18.7% 81.3% 100.0%

Total 11,442 57,166 68,608

16.7% 83.3% 100.0%

Source: LAHSA (2007b)
(a) Table does not include data for cities of Glendale, Long Beach and Pasadena. 



Table 20 shows the number of homeless veterans by SPA and also the percentage of the homeless veteran population that each SPA 
shares. The vast majority of homeless veterans (41%) reside in Skid Row, while SPA 5 (West Side) has the second highest percentage 
of the homeless veteran population (14%) – likely due to the VA facilities in West LA. SPA 6 has the third highest concentration of 
homeless veterans (12%), while at the same time SPA 6 has the second lowest number of veteran residents of all the SPAs.

 
 Table 20. Veteran Population, Los Angeles County, by SPA, 2000

Service Planning Area (SPA) Number of Homeless Veterans (a)  Number of Veterans (b) 

SPA 1 – Antelope Valley 90 27,574

1.0% 5.4%

SPA 2 – San Fernando Valley 673 113,891

7.8% 22.3%

SPA 3 – San Gabriel Valley 719 92,910

8.3% 18.2%

SPA 4 – Metro 3,502 40,109

40.6% 7.9%

SPA 5 – West Side 1,237 40,272

14.3% 7.9%

SPA 6 – South LA 1,013 33,825

11.7% 6.6%

SPA 7 – East LA 607 60,900

7.0% 11.9%

SPA 8 – South Bay 794 101,231

9.2% 19.8%

Total 8,635 510,712

100.0% 100.0%

Source: LAHSA (2007b)
(a) Table does not include data for cities of Glendale, Long Beach and Pasadena.
(b) Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000 Summary File 3
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Table 21 shows the ethnicity breakdown among the LA County homeless population. The overall county numbers show that just 
under half (48%) of the homeless population is African-American, followed by Latinos (25%), Whites (20%), and Other (7%). SPA 6 
has by far the highest concentration of African-Americans among its homeless population (82%). Whites only make up 3% of the 
SPA 6 homeless population, far below the rates in other SPAs. 

 Table 21. Homeless Persons, Los Angeles County, by Ethnicity, by SPA, 2007 (a)

Service Planning Area (SPA) African-American Latino White Other Total

SPA 1 – Antelope Valley 741 260 728 87 1,816

40.8% 14.3% 40.1% 4.8% 100.0%

SPA 2 – San Fernando Valley 1,680 1,603 2,737 391 6,411

26.2% 25.0% 42.7% 6.1% 100.0%

SPA 3 - San Gabriel Valley 2,038 5,856 1,650 398 9,942

20.5% 58.9% 16.6% 4.0% 100.0%

SPA 4 – Metro 12,513 3,811 3,591 2,115 22,030

56.8% 17.3% 16.3% 9.6% 100.0%

SPA 5 – West Side 2,359 1,140 2,400 804 6,703

35.2% 17.0% 35.8% 12.0% 100.0%

SPA 6 – South LA 9,534 1,435 408 292 11,669

81.7% 12.3% 3.5% 2.5% 100.0%

SPA 7 – East LA 1,378 2,422 1,378 402 5,580

24.7% 43.4% 24.7% 7.2% 100.0%

SPA 8 – South Bay 2,505 744 914 294 4,457

56.2% 16.7% 20.5% 6.6% 100.0%

Total 32,748 17,271 13,806 4,783 68,608

47.7% 25.2% 20.1% 7.0% 100.0%

Source: LAHSA (2007b)
(a) Table does not include data for cities of Glendale, Long Beach and Pasadena.

Service Infrastructure

It is not surprising that individuals who become homeless in South Los Angeles or other impoverished communities often seek the 
essentials of survival in Skid Row. The service infrastructure of SPA 6, referring to homeless services, shelter beds and other forms 
of affordable housing, lags behind SPA 4 relative to the respective homeless populations in each area. Table 22 shows that despite 
having 16% of the homeless population, SPA 6 has just 12% of the homeless service providers, behind SPA 4 (39%) and SPA 2 (15%). 
Table 22 also shows the ratio of homeless persons per service provider, revealing that SPA 6 has the fourth highest ratio (265:1), 
behind SPA 3 (364:1), SPA 7 (349:1) and SPA 8 (288:1). 
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 Table 22. Homeless Service Providers, Los Angeles County, by SPA, 2007

Service Planning Area (SPA) 
Number of 
Agencies

Percent of 
LA County 
Agencies

Number of 
Homeless 
People (a)

Percent of 
LA County 
Homeless 

Population

Ratio of 
Homeless 

Persons Per 
Agency

SPA 1 – Antelope Valley 11 3.1% 1,815 2.4% 165:1

SPA 2 – San Fernando Valley 53 14.8% 6,707 9.0% 127:1

SPA 3 – San Gabriel Valley 30 8.4% 10,911 14.7% 364:1

SPA 4 – Metro 137 38.3% 22,030 29.6% 161:1

SPA 5 – West Side 36 10.1% 6,703 9.0% 186:1

SPA 6 – South LA 44 12.3% 11,670 15.7% 265:1

SPA 7 – East LA 16 4.5% 5,580 7.5% 349:1

SPA 8 – South Bay 31 8.7% 8,932 12.0% 288:1

Total 358 100.0% 74,348 100.0% 208:1

Source: HealthyCity, LAHSA (2007a)
(a) Includes data for cities of Glendale, Long Beach and Pasadena.

Map 7 reveals the locations of homeless service providers. The concentrations appear most heavily in SPA 4 (mainly in the Downtown 
area) and SPA 6 (mainly in the northern areas of the SPA). Map 7 also shows office locations for the County Department of Public 
Social Services (DPSS), which offer benefits such as GR, CalWorks, and Food Stamps. Like homeless service providers, DPSS offices 
are most heavily concentrated in SPAs 4 and 6. 

 Map 7. LA County Homeless Service Providers14
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Funding15 

Table 23 shows the 2007 Los Angeles Continuum of Care funding from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD) that is channeled through the following sources: LAHSA, the Housing Authority of the City of Los Angeles (HACLA), the 
Housing Authority of the County of Los Angeles (HACoLA), the Housing Authority of the City of Santa Monica (HACSM), and the 
Housing Authority of the City of Pomona (HACP). Despite having 16% of the homeless population, SPA 6 agencies received just over 
$7 million – about 10% of all funding. Furthermore, SPA 6 had the second lowest ratio of grant dollars per homeless person ($607). 

 Table 23. Los Angeles Continuum of Care Total Grant Awards and Grant Dollars per Homeless Person, by SPA, 2007 (a)

Service Planning Area (SPA) Total Grant Awards %

Number of 
Homeless 

Individuals
Grant Dollars per 
Homeless Person

SPA 1 – Antelope Valley $1,455,404 2.6% 1,815 $802 

SPA 2 – San Fernando Valley $5,859,210 8.7% 6,411 $914 

SPA 3 – San Gabriel Valley $3,041,288 4.5% 9,942 $306 

SPA 4 – Metro $24,934,270 36.9% 22,030 $1,132 

SPA 5 – West Side $8,220,168 12.2% 6,703 $1,226 

SPA 6 – South LA $7,079,221 10.5% 11,670 $607 

SPA 7 – East LA $3,526,262 5.2% 5,580 $632 

SPA 8 – South Bay $3,378,556 5.0% 4,457 $758 

Unknown $10,059,475 14.9% --  --

Total $67,553,854 100.0% 68,608 $985 

Source: 2007 Los Angeles Continuum of Care HUD Award List
(a) Table does not include data for the cities of Glendale, Long Beach, and Pasadena because LACoC funding does not include funding 
for those cities.

Shelter Beds

In 2006, Shelter Partnership released a directory of short-term housing in Los Angeles County, a comprehensive overview of the 
emergency and transitional housing options available to the County’s homeless population. According to the report, the County’s 
short-term housing system consists of 139 agencies and 318 programs that provide a total of 17,055 beds. The report also notes that 
between 2000 and 2006, there was an overall increase of 10.8% in beds despite a 9.2% decrease in the number of agencies and a 
3.9% decrease in the number of programs offering short-term housing. 

Table 24 shows that SPA 6 had a total of 2,251 shelter beds in 2006 (13%) of the County total. Considering that 16% of the County’s 
homeless population resides in SPA 6, there would appear to be a shortage of beds in comparison to other SPAs. This shortage might 
help explain why SPA 6 has the highest percentage of its homeless population who are unsheltered. In contrast, SPA 4 has 33% of 
the total shelter beds to accommodate their share of the County’s homeless population (30%). 

In general, the number of shelter beds appears to be inadequate for the County’s large homeless population. Furthermore, this 
general assessment does not take into account the availability, or lack thereof, of beds at any one time. Blasi et al. (2007) state that 
the median number of actually available shelter beds in Skid Row has been a total of just four beds on any given night.16 

The availability of many shelters or transitional housing beds depends on the funding and program participation restrictions of the 
shelter operations, including restrictions related to disability, religious participation, and gender (Blasi et al., 2007). Furthermore, 
many shelters do not accept individuals who struggle with substance abuse or mental health issues – either because their staffs are 
not trained to handle such clients or based on their participation requirements (Sommer, 2001). Emergency shelters in many cases 
also close their doors in the daytime, forcing homeless persons back onto the streets for much of the day.

Figure 8 shows that SPA 6 has the third highest ratio of homeless persons to shelter beds (5:1), ranking behind SPA 3 (11:1) and SPA 
1 (7:1). 
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Source: Shelter Partnership, LAHSA 
(2007b)
(a) Includes data for cities of Glendale, 
Long Beach and Pasadena.

 Table 24. Total Shelter Beds, Los Angeles County, by SPA, 1996-2006

Service Planning Area (SPA) 1996 2000 2006
% Increase 
1996 - 2006

Number of 
Homeless 

Individuals (a)

SPA 1 – Antelope Valley 173 136 256
48.1%

1,815

1.6% 1.0% 1.5% 2.4%

SPA 2 – San Fernando Valley 1,231 1,908 2,166
75.9%

6,707

11.4% 14.0% 12.7% 9.0%

SPA 3 – San Gabriel Valley 486 818 989
103.5%

10,911

4.5% 6.0% 5.8% 14.7%

SPA 4 – Metro 4,579 5,044 5,696
24.4%

22,030

42.4% 37.0% 33.4% 29.6%

SPA 5 – West Side 821 1,091 1,416
72.5%

6,703

7.6% 8.0% 8.3% 9.0%

SPA 6 – South LA 1,372 1,636 2,251
64.1%

11,670

12.7% 12.0% 13.2% 15.7%

SPA 7 – East LA 799 954 1,381
72.9%

5,580

7.4% 7.0% 8.1% 7.5%

SPA 8 – South Bay 1,339 1,091 2,644
97.4%

8,932

12.4% 8.0% 15.5% 12.0%

Total 10,800 13,632 17,055
57.9%

74,348

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Source: Shelter Partnership, LAHSA (2007b)
(a) Includes data for cities of Glendale, Long Beach and Pasadena.

Figure 8. Homeless Persons per Shelter Bed, by SPA, 2006 (a)
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Table 25 shows the total shelter program sites by SPA. With similar findings to Tables 22 and 23, Table 25 shows that SPA 6 has 13% 
of the County’s shelter program sites, ranked fourth behind SPA 4 (29%), and SPA 2 and SPA 8 (each at 15%).

  

  Table 25. Percent of Total Shelter Program Sites, Los Angeles County, by SPA, 2006

Service Planning Area (SPA) %

SPA 1 – Antelope Valley 2.6%

SPA 2 – San Fernando Valley 15.2%

SPA 3 – San Gabriel Valley 8.3%

SPA 4 – Metro 29.3%

SPA 5 – West Side 8.0%

SPA 6 – South LA 12.9%

SPA 7 – East LA 8.0%

SPA 8 – South Bay 15.2%

Unknown 0.3%

Total 100.0%

Source: Shelter Partnership

Further analysis of the Shelter Partnership data shows that SPA 6 shelters have the second-lowest average maximum length of stay 
(324 days) (see Figure 9). The data also shows that nearly 12% of the County’s shelter beds are winter shelter programs. SPA 6 has the 
highest number of winter shelter beds in the County (484) – more than one-fifth of its shelter capacity (Shelter Partnership, 2006). 
This means that one in five shelters is only available during the winter months.

Figure 9. Average Shelter Maximum Length of Stay, Los Angeles County, by SPA, 2006

Source: Shelter Partnership
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Map 8 shows the density of shelter beds in Los Angeles County with particular focus on SPAs 4 and 6. The inset maps shows that SPA 
4 does indeed have a higher concentration of shelters and shelters with more beds.

  Map 8. Los Angeles County Homeless Shelters17

Thirty-five percent (35%) of the 2007 LAHSA Survey respondents reported that they tried to access a LA County shelter or transitional 
housing program or both within the 30 days prior to taking the survey. Of those respondents, 45% stated they had been turned 
away when they tried to access an emergency shelter (32%), transitional housing facility (4%) or both (10%). Sixty-nine percent 
(69%) of those respondents reported a lack of available beds. This was the number one reason for being denied admittance to the 
shelter; 8% cited not being able to follow the shelter rules as the reason they were turned away; 6% cited lack of identification; 5% 
cited alcohol or drug problems; 10% of respondents indicated other reasons not listed as a response on the survey.

Permanent Housing

According to LAHSA (2007a), SPA 6 has just over 6% of the County’s year-round permanent housing beds, far short of SPA 4 (45%) 
and SPA 2 (17%) (see Table 26). Table 26 also shows the number of year-round permanent housing beds currently in the pipeline 
(estimated completion dates range from June 2008 to June 2009). The vast majority of beds are slated for SPA 4 (52%) and SPA 2 
(35%), while SPA 6 has just one project with 24 beds (3%).
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   Table 26. Permanent Housing Beds, Los Angeles County, by SPA, 2007 (a)

Service Planning Area (SPA) 

Year-Round 
Permanent Housing 

Beds %

Year-Round 
Permanent Housing 

Beds (in Pipeline) %

SPA 1 – Antelope Valley 30 0.4% 35 4.3%

SPA 2 – San Fernando Valley 1,212 16.5% 286 35.1%

SPA 3 – San Gabriel Valley 88 1.2% 0 0.0%

SPA 4 – Metro 3,297 45.0% 426 52.4%

SPA 5 – West Side 494 6.7% 44 5.4%

SPA 6 – South LA 473 6.5% 24 2.9%

SPA 7 – East LA 177 2.4% 0 0.0%

SPA 8 – South Bay 363 5.0% 0 0.0%

Unknown 1,201 16.4% 0 0.0%

Total 7,335 100.0% 815 100.0%

Source: LAHSA (2007a) 
(a) Table does not include data for cites of Glendale, Long Beach and Pasadena.

The Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los Angeles (CRA/LA) has made South Los Angeles project areas one of its 
management priorities, although the agency cites difficulties for redevelopment activities due to low tax revenue generation and 
limited developable sites. The 2007-2008 CRA/LA Budget shows that just 14% of the total budgeted expenditures for South Los 
Angeles had been slated for affordable housing projects (compared to 27% for all regions).  



43

Policy Implications
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Policy Implications
The current state of homelessness in South LA prompts a number of key implications for local policies that 
impact the homeless population. These implications become more pronounced as economic conditions 
continue to worsen, the housing crisis persists, and more individuals and families find themselves in danger 
of becoming part of the nation’s largest homeless population.

In order to address the needs of the current homeless population in SPA 6 and strengthen the service 
infrastructure in anticipation of a potential increase in homeless locally – largely due to the ongoing housing 
and foreclosure crisis, the threat of increased numbers of released inmates, a possible recession, and further 
punitive policies and criminalization of homeless on Skid Row  – new commitments must be made by elected 
officials, public agencies and funders, and service providers to meet growing demands. 

Surveying the Political Landscape

Funding commitments on behalf of local government have increased in recent years, but the money has been slow to make its way 
toward helping local service providers. The LA County Board of Supervisors approved the Homeless Prevention Initiative (HPI) in 
2006, allotting nearly $100 million for housing and homeless programs. The initial County plan, which called for the establishment 
of five regional assistance centers, faltered after communities resisted the idea of homeless people coming to their neighborhoods 
(Rosenblatt, 2007). Out of the initial allotment, $80 million was then used to establish a Housing and Homeless Program Fund 
(HHPF) from which one-time general funds would be distributed to private organizations and smaller efforts (LAC/CDC, 2007; 
Rosenblatt, 2007). A 2007 Request for Proposal (RFP) made available approximately $32 million to City/Community programs (CCP) 
through funds for capital development and service delivery. The County RFP, too, promoted collaboration with community partners, 
coordination of funding sources, and integration of services across jurisdictional boundaries. 

In 2008, the LA County Board of Supervisors unanimously approved a $5.6-million pilot program called Project 50, which is designed 
to provide immediate housing and services for 50 skid row residents deemed most in need of permanent housing. While the County 
can be commended for reaching out to this vulnerable group, many more thousands remain homeless and unsheltered. Unless 
this type of “housing first” approach is adopted elsewhere in the County and at a larger scale, the impact on the overall homeless 
population will be minimal. 

Other steps are being taken to take a closer look at the homeless population in the San Gabriel Valley (the Board of Supervisors set 
aside $150,000 for a consultant to develop a Regional Homeless Services Strategy and $1.2 million annually to carry out the plan).

At the City level, LA Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa has infused $200 million into the city’s housing trust fund to help build new subsidized 
housing and there are current efforts (e.g., Housing LA) to create a permanent source of funding for the trust fund. Trust fund dollars 
currently come out of the City’s annual budget, making it more difficult to appropriate money to the fund.

After the City’s $1 billion housing bond was narrowly defeated in 2006, some elected officials have hinted that it may be back on the 
ballot in the future. More than 62% of city voters cast ballots for the housing bond in 2006, shy of the required two-thirds threshold 
to raise property taxes (Helfand & Hymon, 2007). If passed, the measure would have provided grants and loans to developers to 
build some 20,000 affordable units across Los Angeles and create a home-loan program for workers priced out of the city’s housing 
market (Hymon, 2006).
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Elected officials are also in the process of fighting 
for money from Proposition 1C, a voter-approved, 
statewide $2.85 billion bond for affordable 
housing. In the current round of funding, Southern 
California is slated to get at least $95 million to be 
allocated for “infill” housing projects near mass-
transit stations and rail lines.

At the State level, a $15.2 billion budget shortfall 
and impending cuts threaten to impact the social 
and economic landscape relative to the Los 
Angeles homeless population. Reduced funding 
could impact a variety of programs that help the 
underserved, including Medi-Cal, CalWORKs, and 
other human services (California Budget Project, 
2008a). Governor Schwarzenegger also proposes 
to suspend the 2008 and 2009 state cost-of-living 
adjustments (COLAs), which would eliminate $328.9 million in grant payments to 1.3 million vulnerable Californians and further 
erode the purchasing power of SSI/SSP grants (California Budget Project, 2008b). 

Addressing the Housing Crisis

The housing crisis in Los Angeles County existed long before the recent foreclosure trends, as home prices and rental rates have 
been out of reach for many LA residents – especially the poorer populations – for years. As this report has shown, despite the low 
housing costs in South LA relative to other areas, a higher percentage of South LA residents pay 30% or more of their household 
income on housing compared to other communities. Because the South LA homeless population has fewer housing options than 
other areas, reflected by a high percentage of unsheltered homeless and low per capita rates of shelter and permanent housing 
beds, political influence can help provide more housing by channeling more housing resources into the community.

In light of the recent rash of foreclosures in LA County, local policymakers need to act on behalf of those struggling to keep their 
homes. State and local officials say that many evictions could be avoided if people knew the legal protections available to them. 
However, few lenders and property managers make such information available during the eviction process (Lazarus, 2008). Federal 
interventions to aid homeowners, including Project Lifeline and Hope Now, may not be sufficient to protect struggling homeowners 
in communities like South LA. Families who are more than 60 days behind on their loan payments may not meet eligibility criteria 
to receive assistance. And for those that do qualify, there may be limits to the extent to which brief moratoriums on the foreclosure 
process and renegotiated loans can help in the most severe cases. 

Efforts to curb predatory lending also need to be revamped, especially among minority communities where households of color 
continue to be disproportionately targeted by these lenders. 

Assisting Parolees

The potential for a higher number of prisoners to be released in LA County in coming years has important implications for service 
providers, especially because funding for programs to aid ex-offenders in their transition from incarceration has been cut. Many 
local service providers already have programs in place to address discharge planning for parolees, but these agencies may not be 
equipped to adequately address the needs of a sudden surge in released inmates. As a result, local officials must craft policies to 
promote supportive transitions for individuals leaving prison or jail who may not have a home to return to or the resources to find 
housing.
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Programs like the Community Based Coalition (CBC) – a pilot program that seeks to provide collaboration between the California 
Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation’s Division of Adult Parole Operations (DAPO) and CBCs to provide housing and 
supportive services for parolees in Los Angeles – will become key strategies for working with discharged parolees who may struggle 
to find housing or other services. The CBC already has a particular focus on SPA 6, due to the high number of parolees, and anticipates 
that 250 residential and transitional beds will be available to parolees in South LA. More opportunties for such programs and proper 
linkages between CBCs and homeless service providers will be essential.

Focusing on Job Training and Creation

With the potential for economic downturn on the horizon, at-risk populations can benefit from policies that address the employment 
needs of local residents. Job creation and economic development efforts in South LA can weigh heavily on local homelessness. Public 
agencies have been urged to target areas such as South LA where job opportunities are limited and many residents face barriers 
to employment (Bring LA Home, 2004). The Los Angeles Community Development Department (CDD) and the City of Los Angeles 
Workforce Investment Board (WIB) have several programs that target unemployed or underemployed residents of South LA, but 
more resources are needed to address the needs of the homeless or those in danger of becoming homeless. The city’s Community 
Faith-Based Construction Initiative pools the efforts of clergy and community based organizations to match job candidates with 
construction jobs. These programs need more support in order to expand and provide adequate services for homeless individuals 
and those on the brink of becoming homeless.

Meeting Local Health Needs
 
The rising costs of health care, coupled with recent hospital closures and impending cuts to Medi-Cal and other public benefits, 
will continue to impact community health in South LA.  The fact that more people die of lung cancer, stroke, diabetes, and heart 
disease in SPA 6 than in any other place in the County means that a high number of individuals may be at risk of becoming home-
less due to the economic challenges imposed by health care costs (KSA, 2007). Furthermore, those struggling with substance 
abuse and/or mental illness may find themselves at risk of losing their homes or other sources of support. Policymakers, local 
officials and public and private funders must continue their efforts to rebuild the local health services infrastructure in SPA 6 while 
working with local service providers to improve access and increase treatment compliance.
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Conclusion

To say that homelessness in South LA has been ignored would be inaccurate and generally unfair to the host of service providers 
who have been at work in the community for years. But the political and media attention surrounding homelessness in LA County 
has mainly focused on Skid Row – clearly the most visible and illustrative example of homelessness. News coverage in South LA 
communities typically focuses on gang violence, at-risk youth, and troubled schools. This report has highlighted a number of key 
findings relative to the demographic and economic state of South LA, along with the lagging infrastructure of the SPA 6 homeless 
service sector and shelter capacity, as a way to broaden the dialogue on regional homelessness. 

Future discussions must begin with an understanding that nobody is born in Skid Row, and that homeless men, women and children 
who end up in Downtown as a last resort originate in a number of surrounding communities – including South LA. Subsequent 
policies can then begin to address the specific needs of local communities as a way to prevent homelessness in the first place.

Toward a Focus on Prevention

In order to adequately expand the dialogue about homelessness, more of the conversation must address the prevention side of 
the equation. Where solutions have focused on treatments to aid local homeless populations – in the form of affordable or no-cost 
housing, mental health and substance abuse interventions, counseling, case management, job training and so forth – less focus has 
been aimed at how to prevent marginal populations from becoming homeless in the first place.   

The data in this report illustrates that, in addition to homeless services and housing solutions, Countywide policymakers and service 
providers also need to focus on the various underlying conditions that lead to homelessness. 
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Data Sources
This section explains the various data sources used in this report and discusses some of the limitations of the data.

U.S Census Bureau
U.S. Census data for 1990 and 2000 were collected online (www.census.gov) by using American Factfinder. All census data was 
collected at the census tract level, and was aggregated at the SPA level by using ESRI ArcMap mapping software. Data from the 2000 
Census is used with the understanding that the figures are more than eight years old. The decision to use this data was mainly based 
on attempts to accurately reflect SPA level data aggregations.

United Way of Greater Los Angeles Zip Code Data Book 2007
The 2007 UWGLA Zip Code Data Book uses 2005 estimates (compiled by Claritas) to examine many demographic indicators at 
the zip code level and also offers SPA-level aggregates. The SPA-level data is not as geographically accurate as the Census data 
because census tracts provide a more precise location of indicator levels. In cases where a zip code boundary overlaps a SPA 
boundary, the zip code data is attributed to the SPA in which the greater portion of the zip code is located.

Los Angeles Homeless Services Authority
Data from the 2007 Greater Los Angeles Homeless Count provides an important backbone for this report. Although the data does 
not include homeless counts for the cities of Glendale, Long Beach or Pasadena, the Count offers the best estimation of the County’s 
point-in-time homeless population. The accompanying survey also provides extremely important SPA-level demographic data 
about the local homeless population. 

DataPlace
DataPlace (www.dataplace.org) provides access to data at geographic scales ranging from the neighborhood to the nation. The 
site currently contains data from the 1990 and 2000 Censuses (demographic, economic, housing, and social characteristics), 
Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (home mortgage applications and loans), Section 8 Expiring Use database (neighborhood- and 
property-level data on federally assisted housing at risk of loss), and Consolidated Plan special tabulations (data on housing needs 
by household income level). Through the use of customized geographies, census tract-level data was aggregated at the SPA level 
for the analyses in this report.

HealthyCity
HealthyCity (www.healthycity.org) is an information portal that offers access to the largest database of LA County community 
resources, demographic/health data, and cutting edge GIS mapping technology. The mission of the Healthy City Project is to 
improve the ability of low-income, underserved children, adolescents, and their families to access services and advocate for critical 
resources in their communities. The homeless service providers used in the analyses were found on the HealthyCity website by 
using the word “homeless” to search for appropriate organizations. Of the 488 search results, 130 were not included in the analyses 
because they either do not provide local services or do not provide adequate services to be considered in the analysis. 
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End Notes

1 LAPD data reported at http://homeless.cartifact.com/
2 In 1992, the Children’s Planning Council noted that County departments had conflicting geographic service regions, which created barriers to 

the delivery of integrated services. To address this issue, the CPC brought together representatives from key County departments and other 
non-county entities. This effort resulted in the approval of eight Service Planning Areas by the Board of Supervisors on November 16, 1993 
(LACADPA, 2004). 

3 This report refers to SPA 6 as ‘South Los Angeles’ with the realization that some LA residents may define the geography of South LA 
differently. 

4 The Los Angeles Homeless Services Authority (LAHSA) is a Joint Powers Authority established in 1993 as an independent agency by the 
County and the City of Los Angeles. LAHSA is the lead agency in the Los Angeles Continuum of Care, and coordinates and manages over $60 
million dollars annually in Federal, State, County and City funds for programs providing shelter, housing and services to homeless persons 
in Los Angeles City and County. LAHSA’s mission is “to support, create and sustain solutions to homelessness in Los Angeles County by 
providing leadership, advocacy, planning, and management of program funding.”

5 The homeless count numbers in this report reflect point-in-time observations (i.e., actual homeless counts and enumerated results of 
homeless at a single point in time). The overall homeless population of the Los Angeles Continuum of Care (CoC) at a given point in time is 
estimated to be 68,608 people. The LAHSA count does not, however, include homeless populations in the cities of Glendale, Pasadena, or 
Long Beach. These cities administer and operate their own respective CoC.

6 Because the 2005 estimates are based on zip codes (not census tracts), the comparisons between 1999 figures and the 2005 estimates (by 
SPA) are only used as rough estimations.

7 The U.S. Census Bureau calculates unemployment rate by taking the proportion of persons 16 years old and over who are in the civilian labor 
force and unemployed divided by the number of persons 16 years old and over in the civilian labor force. 

8 U.S. Department of Housing & Urban Development, Office of Policy Development & Research, July 2007
9 http://money.cnn.com/2007/06/19/real_estate/500_top_foreclosure_zip_codes/index.htm
10 Source: CA Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation
11 Source: CA Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation
12 Source: http://www.housingca.org/policy_leg/policynews/homelesscoalitionretainsPROMISE
13 Source: Center for Social Services Research, University of California at Berkeley. Based on incidence rate by zip code using UWGLA zip code 

data book to determine SPA-level data. Available at http://cssr.berkeley.edu/cwscmsreports/maps/data/html/fe06zip_19.html.
14 The service provider map provides locations for all but one of the 358 organizations found on the HealthyCity website (www.healthycity.

org).
15 The funding analysis is limited by the number of unknown locations for grant awards, which account for nearly 15% of funding (over $10 

million). Furthermore, this funding analysis only includes public funding through the Los Angeles Continuum of Care. Private funding by 
foundations, corporations, individuals, and other entities are not included in this analysis.

16 This data is based on an independent analysis of nightly call sheets by LAPD officers.
17 The shelter map provides locations for 280 out of 317 shelters listed in the Shelter Partnership Directory. Of the 37 unmapped shelters, all but 

3 did not provide a location (or use a PO Box).
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