
Memorandum 

Date: June 3, 2024 

To: Thomas B. Modica, City Manager 

From: Alison King, Director of Health and Human Services 

For: Mayor and Members of the City Council  

Subject:  Safe Sleep Program Feasibility Study 

On September 12, 2023, the City Council directed the City Manager and staff to conduct 
a feasibility study regarding Sanctioned Encampments, also known as Safe Sleep 
Programs. To work in partnership with the community, the City’s Homeless Services 
Bureau administered a survey to community members, organizations, inclusive of clergy 
and nonprofits, and to individuals experiencing homelessness to gauge community 
interest, concerns, and identify potential future partners.  

This memorandum provides an overview of various Safe Sleep Programs across the 
United States as a response to unsheltered homelessness. Additionally, this document 
provides an overview of survey results administered by the City’s Homeless Services 
Bureau. 

Background 

Los Angeles County (County) is facing a homelessness crisis. With some of the highest 
rates in California, the County’s current estimated population is over 75,000 individuals 
experiencing sheltered and unsheltered homelessness. In the case of Long Beach, the 
City’s 2024 Point in Time Homeless Count found that over 3,300 people were 
experiencing homelessness in Long Beach. A majority (72.7 percent) of the individuals 
experiencing homelessness in Long Beach are unsheltered, which is similar to the rate 
of unsheltered homelessness within the County and throughout California.  

Homelessness in Long Beach decreased 2.1 percent from the 2023 Point in Time 
Homeless Count, the first decrease the City has reported since 2017. This decrease is a 
testament to the City’s proactive response through a multi-pronged approach focused on 
the immediate needs of those experiencing homelessness, such as shelter and direct 
services, and the solutions to ending homelessness, such as permanent supportive 
housing and job connections.  

To address the more immediate needs of living unsheltered, some municipalities across 
the United States have turned to Safe Sleep programs to support individuals experiencing 
homelessness. This is an approach that has been taken as a stop gap measure because 
it can be costly as well as take more time to develop new shelters and Permanent 
Supportive Housing (PSH) projects. Safe Sleep programs are temporary sites where tents 
and other service structures are developed to provide a safe, regulated, sanitary 
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environment for people while they work on finding more permanent housing solutions. 
Some Safe Sleep programs are inclusive of basic amenities such as bathrooms, trash 
disposal, on-site security, case management services, and connection to other resources 
including permanent housing.  

The City of Long Beach’s Homeless Services Advisory Committee (HSAC) has engaged 
with different local and out of state municipalities to learn more about their Safe Sleep 
efforts. HSAC has received presentations from the City of Eugene, Oregon, and the City 
of Denver, Colorado, regarding their programs. To gain deeper insights into our local 
region, several Committee members toured Culver City’s Safe Sleep Program to learn 
more about their development process, program functions, and operational logistics.  

Within this report, you will see two different terms utilized. The term “Sanctioned 
Encampment” is both more commonly known and describes a wide approach of having 
a designated area where people who are sleeping unsheltered in tents can stay. The term 
“Safe Sleep” is less well known and references an approach to doing a sanctioned 
encampment where services and supports are reflective of what would most commonly 
be seen within a shelter. With sanctioned encampment being a more commonly known 
terminology, we utilized sanctioned encampment within the surveys that were conducted. 

Review of Safe Sleep / Sanctioned Encampment Programs 

Jurisdictions across the country have taken a reactive or proactive approach with 
Sanctioned Encampments. Proactive approaches by municipalities refer to organized, 
government supported and/or facilitated programs that most closely align to what we are 
referring to as Safe Sleep programs. A reactive approach is the natural development of a 
homeless encampment within an area and the jurisdiction allows its continuation through 
a soft endorsement due to community advocacy, pressure and/or legal concerns. After 
reviewing various Sanctioned Encampment sites across the United States, several 
programs are summarized below of proactive and reactive approaches to addressing 
homelessness.  

Proactive Examples of Sanctioned Encampments: 

Denver, Eugene, Portland, Sacramento, San Diego, San Francisco, and Santa Rosa are 
examples of proactive approaches taken by local municipalities. These jurisdictions 
recognized the need for clean and safe spaces for individuals and implemented Safe 
Sleep programs to provide temporary shelter. These cities’ programs offer access to 
bathrooms, food, comprehensive case management to residents, and on-site security. 
Although these cities have implemented Safe Sleep programs and connected individuals 
experiencing homelessness to services, they still face challenges such as zoning 
requirements, public health issues, poor operations, community support, and legal battles 
relating to safety concerns. 



Safe Sleep Program Feasibility Study 
June 3, 2024 
Page 3 

Reactive Examples of Sanctioned Encampments: 

There are a number of high-profile situations where large-scale homeless encampments 
have grown in size over time and have become semi-protected zones. There are several 
instances where encampments became home to hundreds of individuals who were 
unsheltered. Some of the locations that were looked at became segments of court cases 
that speak to the existing approaches in working with encampments. The reactive 
encampments through research review tend to have more challenges around 
engagement, resources, and community perception in addition to having legal challenges 
and often costing significant resources with poorer outcomes. For example, the City of 
Sacramento’s Sanctioned Encampment, Camp Resolution, was a reactive approach. 
Although Sacramento originally intended to demolish the encampment, the City instead 
offered a lease to people experiencing homelessness in the area. This allowed the 
encampment to remain in place with no City interference or offering of services. The lease 
was originally considered a win for Camp Resolution, but the encampment lacked access 
to basic needs such as running water and electricity which created challenges for the 
resident’s wellbeing. Camp Resolution’s lease also stated that the City would provide 33 
trailers but residents only received 16. Additionally, the Sacramento County District 
Attorney raised concerns about the location's safety. The site, formerly a vehicle 
maintenance yard, had contaminated soil, posing a public health hazard. The city could 
face legal action if they do not address the situation. Because of the varying concerns, 
Sacramento has decided to close the site. The City of Sacramento took a more proactive 
approach earlier this year with their new Safe Sleep site on Roseville Road. This site 
offers more capacity, with 60 sleeping cabins and 40 trailers, along with basic necessities 
such as toilets, showers, and electricity. For more information, see the attached article on 
Sacramento’s efforts. 

Costs of Sanctioned Encampment 

While Sanctioned Encampments generally have a lower upfront cost to set up in 
comparison to a typical shelter, their ongoing annual operating expenses can be 
comparable to shelters. For example, the City of San Diego manages two Safe Sleep 
sites. The larger of these costed the City roughly $450,000 to establish but runs at an 
annual cost of $8.2 million.  

Similarly, the City of Eugene operates a total of four Safe Sleep sites, previously five but 
one closed down in 2023 to make space for an on-site shelter. The program cost from 
July 1, 2021, through June 30, 2023, has costed approximately $8.4 million, which 
includes start up and operating costs. The City of Eugene originally funded these projects 
using federal grant dollars through the American Rescue Plan, but these funds are set to 
expire June 2024. To cover the $5 million operating cost, the City identified funding from 
state and one-time grants to keep the Safe Sleep sites operational through the 2025 fiscal 
year. 

https://www.governing.com/urban/sacramentos-mixed-experiment-with-a-sanctioned-homeless-encampment
https://www.governing.com/urban/sacramentos-mixed-experiment-with-a-sanctioned-homeless-encampment
https://www.kcra.com/article/camp-resolution-shut-down/60473321
https://sacramentocityexpress.com/2024/01/05/city-to-open-new-shelter-and-service-campus-for-people-experiencing-homelessness/
https://www.eugene-or.gov/4701/Safe-Sleep-Sites
https://kval.com/news/local/final-safe-sleep-site-location-opens-while-the-programs-future-is-undetermined
https://nbc16.com/news/local/safe-sleep-sites-in-eugene-to-continue-to-operate-into-2025
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Sanctioned Encampment Survey Analysis 

To gather feedback on the concept of a Safe Sleep program and potential sites in Long 
Beach, the Homeless Services Bureau conducted two surveys.  
 
The first survey polled community partners and organizations, and was made available 
online from November 10, 2023, to November 28, 2023, yielding 328 responses. This 
non-scientific survey allowed the City to assess the community’s level of interest in a 
Sanctioned Encampment program, gather their opinions and concerns, and identify 
potential partners with suitable land and willingness to host such a site. Most respondents 
(61 percent) believe the City should pursue a program. Common themes emerged among 
respondents in favor. Their opinions and concerns revolved around three key areas:  

1. Access to Services: Program participants should have access to case 
management, mental health counseling, job training, addiction counseling, and 
housing navigation resources.  

2. Addressing Basic Needs: Participants should also have access to on-site clean 
bathrooms, showers, food, drinking water, mail services, charging outlets, and 
laundry.  

3. Enhanced Safety: On-site security to promote the safety of participants and 
surrounding areas.  

 
The City was also interested in identifying community partners and organizations with 
vacant land who would be willing to participate in the potential implementation of this 
initiative. Out of 328 respondents, 99 percent responded “no.” In reviewing the four 
responses that indicated “yes,” it was apparent that none of the entities had readily 
available land that could be utilized for a Safe Sleep program.  
 
Conversely, 39 percent of respondents did not support the proposition of a Sanctioned 
Encampment. Their primary concerns can be summarized by four main themes:  

1. Quality of Life: Presence of a Sanctioned Encampment could negatively impact 
their sense of safety and security.   

2. Location: Many residents believe that Sanctioned Encampments should be 
strategically located away from schools, parks, and neighborhoods, indicating that 
these respondents may be supportive depending on an identified location.  

3. Potential Magnet Effect: Some residents shared concerns that a program would 
attract more individuals experiencing homelessness to Long Beach, exacerbating 
the issue.  

4. Long-Term Solutions: Many residents spoke to not being opposed to programs 
that find solutions but shared their preference to invest in long-term solutions, such 
as permanent supportive housing.  
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The Homeless Services Bureau conducted a second survey to better understand the 
perspectives of people who are experiencing homelessness. Before any programs move 
forward, it is vital that we receive input from those who would utilize the program. The 
second survey was distributed online and in paper format from Thursday, November 16, 
2023, through December 22, 2023, and received 89 responses. The Homeless Service 
Outreach Team, along with the Multi-Service Center staff disseminated the survey and 
collected responses. An overwhelming majority of respondents (81 percent) reported that 
they would likely utilize a Safe Sleep program if it was available. Feedback on desired 
program elements from survey participants revealed a strong preference for a 
comprehensive safe sleep program, including robust services as opposed to merely 
offering a safe sleeping area. To understand what services would be the most important 
and would encourage people to utilize a Safe Sleep Program in Long Beach, respondents 
prioritized six key areas: 

1. Bathrooms and Showers 

2. Food 

3. Case Management 

4. Quality of Tent  

5. Trash Services 

6. Location of Safe Sleep Program Site  
 
Additionally, survey participants highlighted the following factors that could deter them 
from utilizing a Sanctioned Encampment:  

1. Crowding 

2. Safety and Theft  

3. Cleanliness  

4. Shared Tents  
 
The surveys received by the Homeless Services Bureau revealed varying perspectives 
on the concept of a Safe Sleep Program in Long Beach. Most community partners and 
organizations expressed support for the program, highlighting the importance of providing 
access to holistic services, addressing basic needs, and enhancing safety for both 
participants and the surrounding areas. Results from the survey of potential participants 
indicated that a vast majority were eager to participate in the program if it were made 
available by the City. These findings suggest that a comprehensive approach considering 
all perspectives would be crucial if the City decides to move forward with such a program.  
 
Considerations and Next Steps 

There are several important takeaways from this review of existing programs: 
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• Safe Sleep programs tend to be less cost-intensive up front and can be setup 
quicker; however, in speaking to programs that have been successful, the cost 
structure for operating programs is similar to those operating a site-based shelter. 
Given that the operating costs are similar to running a shelter, it is more fiscally 
prudent to identify costs to site and set up an actual shelter that eliminates the 
other issues caused by a sanctioned encampment site.  

• It is still a considerable investment so any site pursued should be considered for 
multiple years of programming.  

• In looking across funding sources, the one area that does allow for a safe sleep 
approach with funding is the Encampment Resolution Fund through the state. In 
most instances of Safe Sleep programs, the costs are being covered by the local 
jurisdiction.  

 
It is worth noting that there are considerable amounts of resources expended in providing 
responses to encampments. It is also crucial to acknowledge the public health risks 
associated with encampments. Encampments can negatively impact the health of those 
living within them and for the surrounding communities. Lack of basic access to sanitation 
and hygiene, exposure to environmental hazards, limited access to healthcare, and 
mental health challenges may all be present within an encampment. This presents an 
increased risk of infectious diseases, respiratory problems, and skin infections.  
 
While encampment cleanups may address immediate health concerns, it is also important 
to note they cause disruptions to individuals experiencing homelessness. Displaced 
individuals may be less likely to seek services from the City after a cleanup. Additionally, 
cleanups are resource intensive. However, they do help remove hazards and reduce the 
spread of disease.  
 
To foster trust and build rapport, the City could consider deploying resources directly to 
encampments to help alleviate public health concerns and provide direct services to 
people living in encampments. Resources such as trash receptacles and increased case 
management could alleviate some of the adverse public health impacts of encampments. 
Cities such as Oakland and Denver have implemented encampment-focused programs 
where services such as trash pickup, portable bathrooms, and hand-washing stations are 
made available on a routine basis to various encampments across the respective city. 
Long Beach has attempted these strategies in the past, with less than successful results.  
Hand-washing stations are vandalized and destroyed, restrooms are inappropriately used 
and cannot be maintained, and trash collection results in increased illegal dumping.   
 
Lastly, The City of Long Beach’s dense development makes it difficult to acquire land 
equipped with the necessary utilities, such as running water and electricity, to operate a 
Safe Sleep site. Finding appropriate and safe plots of land would be difficult in Long Beach 
compared to cities like San Diego and Sacramento with more open space. As an example, 
identifying an appropriate location for a Tiny Home site, where residents have access to 
bathrooms, showers, fire sprinklers, and other amenities, has proven difficult given the 
lack of available land. Finding a site for tents, rather than actual structures, that has 

https://www.oaklandca.gov/topics/encampment-management-team#encampment-cleanup-operations
https://denverite.com/2023/07/30/denver-trash-service-for-some-sidewalk-encampments-and-a-sweep/


Safe Sleep Program Feasibility Study 
June 3, 2024 
Page 7 
 
community support will be even more difficult.  Long Beach has explored whether Edison 
right of way would be a possibility, and safety concerns do not allow Edison to authorize 
residential uses on their property.   
 
Implications of Martin v. Boise 
 
Furthermore, in relation to the Martin v. Boise ruling, a Safe Sleep program would not 
constitute adequate shelter compliance. Offering a Safe Sleep program, unlike a 
traditional shelter bed, does not meet the legal requirements established by the Court 
ruling. This is important context when considering whether to move forward with a Safe 
Sleep program in Long Beach. As the operating costs are the same for an actual shelter 
that does qualify under Martin v. Boise, investing in a building like the City did for the 
Winter Shelter provides the benefit of better shelter for the residents as well as shelter 
capacity as defined by Martin v. Boise. 
 
Recommendations 
 
At this time, there is no funding or land identified to host a Safe Sleep site. While Safe 
Sleep programs may serve as a temporary haven and a potential pathway for stability for 
people experiencing homelessness, it is a temporary solution with mixed results of 
effectiveness. The cost to acquire and operate a site is similar to that of a shelter and 
Safe Sleep programs present their own unique challenges as found in areas such as San 
Diego and Sacramento 
 
HSAC’s commitment to researching and advocating for Safe Sleep solutions, tailored to 
Long Beach’s specific needs, will be instrumental in guiding the City towards the most 
effective approach. Despite land limitations, the City remains committed to stakeholder 
engagement and resource identification for collaborative solutions. One such 
recommendation that was informed by this analysis is to explore partnerships with 
religious institutions to allow Safe Sleep areas on private property. Several churches have 
large properties that could host a smaller Safe Sleep site. They could be managed by the 
congregation and provide restrooms and showers on site. City services could partner with 
the church to provide case management services. A smaller distributed model with 
support from the churches would have less impact on the community and more available 
sites to provide these services than attempting to identify a large City-run site. The City 
would engage in discussions with any organization that would like to explore this concept 
further. In working collaboratively with religious institutions or nonprofits, there may be an 
opportunity to launch a smaller Safe Sleep model. City staff will continue to assess both 
land and funding potential for a Safe Sleep program and will bring forward any future 
opportunities to create a Safe Sleep program.  
 
Please contact Paul Duncan, Homeless Services Bureau Manager, at 
paul.duncan@longbeach.gov, if you have any questions. 
 
 
 

mailto:paul.duncan@longbeach.gov
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ATTACHMENT 

 
CC:  DAWN MCINTOSH, CITY ATTORNEY 
 DOUGLAS P. HAUBERT, CITY PROSECUTOR 
 LAURA L. DOUD, CITY AUDITOR 
 APRIL WALKER, ASSISTANT CITY MANAGER 
 TERESA CHANDLER, DEPUTY CITY MANAGER 
 MEREDITH REYNOLDS, DEPUTY CITY MANAGER 
 GRACE YOON, DEPUTY CITY MANAGER 
 TYLER CURLEY, DEPUTY CITY MANAGER 
 KEVIN LEE, CHIEF PUBLIC AFFAIRS OFFICER 
 MONIQUE DE LA GARZA, CITY CLERK  
 DEPARTMENT HEADS  



Attachment













has no plans to launch additional safe sleeping sites, Swanson said. At a 

committee meeting last month, city staff predicted that by next year, the city's 

budget for homeless services would be short $11 million. By the 2025-26 fiscal 

year, they expected to be short nearly $39 million. 

This article originally appeared in CalMatters. You can read the original here. 
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