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Executive Summary

This evaluation is an independent examination of the City of Philadelphia’s Encampment Resolution Pilot
(ERP), an initiative to shut down two homeless encampments located in the Kensington section of
Philadelphia. The closure process involved an extended period of active outreach that facilitated access
to housing, substance use treatment, and other services to people who stayed in the encampments and
faced displacement. We examined two primary outcomes: first, whether the encampments were closed
as scheduled and remained closed; and, second, the extent to which the people who were sleeping in
the encampments (i.e., the target population) received needed services.

The evaluation is based upon five primary data collection activities that, combined, provided a timely,
multifaceted assessment of ERP, and particularly of the impacts ERP had on both those displaced by the
initiative and the area of Kensington surrounding these encampments. These data components are:

1. An “Outreach Encampment and Survey” of 169 persons who frequented the encampments;

2. Data collected as part of ERP outreach services and linked to the City of Philadelphia’s
integrated data system of services records known as CARES;

3. Direct observation of community meetings, ERP planning meetings, and encampment sites;

4. Interviews with people who stayed in encampments and community members as well as
advocates for those staying in the encampments, and ERP officials and providers; and

5. Documents and records from City of Philadelphia and other sources, and media coverage
related to ERP and Kensington.

The ERP involved three phases: planning, implementation, and sustainment. The planning phase
spanned early 2018, corresponding with the growth of the encampments and area concerns. During this
initial phase, the encampment resolution group, consisting of leadership from multiple City
departments, completed a plan for closing the Kensington Avenue and Tulip Street encampments. Two
encampments were targeted so that sufficient housing would be available for the estimated 90 persons
regularly sleeping in these locations. The plan highlighted the exceptional nature of the situation in
Kensington, providing an opportunity to innovate and promote novel approaches to aiding those staying
in encampments and improving the quality of life in the area around the encampments. It also
underscored the heroic dimension to the initiative, in which modest resources were pitted against the
daunting problems of homelessness and opioid abuse that were particularly intertwined and
concentrated in the Kensington area.

ERP started on April 30 with a 30-day implementation period where on-demand, low barrier housing
and substance use treatment were offered to the target population in advance of the encampment
closures. We assessed the implementation phase using a six-pronged approach: (1) findings from the
Outreach Encampment Survey, which demonstrated the characteristics and needs of those staying in
the encampments; (2) cataloging available services, and the extent to which they were appropriate, in
sufficient supply, and accessible to the target population; (3) monitoring service engagement and its
impact; (4) collecting perspectives from people staying in the encampments; (5) collecting perspectives
from individuals advocating on behalf of those staying in the encampments and community members;
and (6) documenting the encampment clearance process. When the implementation phase ended on
May 30 with the closure of the two encampments, 83 individuals had engaged in temporary housing or
substance use treatment services.

After the encampments were cleared, the sustainment phase commenced and stretched well into Fall
2018. Our monitoring of this period focused on the longer-term outcomes of those who had engaged in
services through ERP and the impact that the encampment clearances had on the surrounding area.



There were three facets to this monitoring. First, we took an in-depth look at the use of data, both ad
hoc records used by outreach workers to structure sustained engagement, and administrative records
covering a range of City-based services provided both before and after the ERP initiative. This allowed us
to assess changes in services use as well as housing and treatment outcomes four and a half months
after the encampments closed. In addition, we examined perspectives and reflections on the ERP from
those who engaged with ERP-related services and from those involved in providing services, offering on-
the-ground views of the sustainment process as well as early assessments of what worked and how
future initiatives could be improved. Finally, we explored how the encampment closures impacted the
surrounding community and, specifically, what changed in the wake of the closures, both near the
former encampment locations and, more generally, in terms of impacts on homelessness and substance
use in the area.

This report offers the most comprehensive examination of an encampment clearance process, including
the outcomes of those who were displaced by the clearances and the impact on the community, of
which we are aware. Integrating an array of quantitative and qualitative data, we distill the key findings
from this evaluation into 22 “lessons learned.” These are presented by the phase by which they are
most readily associated: the planning phase (3 lessons), the implementation phase (9 lessons), and the
sustainment phase (10 lessons).

1- Lessons Learned in the Planning Phase

1.1- Don’t reinvent the wheel.

The City of Philadelphia’s approach adapted a model used in San Francisco that combined services with
encampment closure, and now provides its own model that could potentially be used to guide similar
efforts in other jurisdictions.

1.2- Effective coordination between participating entities is essential to overall success.
Based upon our access to many planning meetings, officials and staff, and field settings related to

implementing the ERP, we observed a high and, in our experience, unusual degree of coordination and
cooperation among an array of services.

1.3- Keep expectations in perspective.
ERP organizers emphasized the heroic nature of pitting the limited resources of a pilot project against

the twin public health crises of homelessness and opioids. This provided a justification for setting aside
bureaucratic caution and offered an opportunity to implement novel approaches.

2- Lessons Learned in the Implementation Phase

2.1- The encampments are an opioid-related problem.
There was near ubiquitous substance use among those staying in the encampments: among all

respondents on the Outreach Encampment Survey, 94 percent reported current substance use and 73
percent (79 percent of those reporting substance use) reported opioids as their drug of choice. As such,
the ready availability of substance use treatment services was a critical component of the ERP.

2.2- The encampments are a homelessness-related problem.
Over half (57 percent) of those staying in the encampments reported having spent time in a homeless

shelter, and forty percent reported being homeless for over a year on the Outreach Encampment
Survey. This was a population with substantial housing needs, and not simply a population who was
homeless “by choice” in order to facilitate their substance use.



2.3- Homelessness in Kensington is a Philadelphia problem.
On the Outreach Encampment Survey, 84 percent of survey respondents were Philadelphia residents,

with 65 percent stating they were from Philadelphia and 19 percent coming from elsewhere but had
lived in Philadelphia for over a year. The need for services to treat unsheltered homelessness in
Kensington has Philadelphia origins and requires Philadelphia-based solutions.

2.4- Temporary housing availability is limited by local resistance.
While low-demand local housing was desirable for the target population, community interests resisted

local siting of temporary housing and other services. The resulting temporary housing supply appeared
to have been an inadvertent compromise: more than many residents wanted, but less than what was
needed. More proximal services would likely have led to higher levels of engagement by those staying in
the encampments.

2.5- Closing encampments means balancing competing interests.
The standoff over housing is one example of contrasting views that divide community members and

advocates. Both stakeholder groups criticized aspects of the closure process, though from different
perspectives; the City tried to maintain a middle position and be responsive to concerns from both sides.

2.6- Individual placements did little to relieve population pressures at the encampments.
As substantial numbers of individual placements to housing and substance use treatment services

occurred, new persons seemed to take their places as the encampments maintained a rough population
equilibrium.

2.7- Involving people experiencing homelessness in resolving encampments is difficult.
The target population was difficult to engage in a participatory process on resolving the encampments.

Despite initial failure in this objective, the goal remains important. This challenges future closure efforts
to develop innovative ways to involve the target population in the closure process.

2.8- Effective services require removing access barriers.
Providing amenable, effective, and accessible housing and substance use treatment services under ERP

led to more widely adopted best practices and was instrumental in providing temporary housing and/or
treatment services to a total of 126 persons at some point during the implementation phase.

2.9- Closing the encampments is the easy part.
Consolidating the closure into a reduced presence of unsheltered homelessness and providing housing

and recovery options to those displaced by the closures showcased the formidable problems associated
with addressing homelessness and substance use in the Kensington area.

3- Lessons Learned in the Sustainment Phase

3.1- Most of the encampment population is involved with municipal services systems.
Among those most targeted for services through ERP, 55 percent were actively enrolled in Medicaid,

and 90 percent were matched with some type of record in the City’s homeless, behavioral health,
and/or prison systems. This could serve as a potential basis for creating more coordinated and effective
services.

3.2- Use of a bv-name list (BNL) is essential to coordinating individuals’ services.

Creating and maintaining a BNL was the centerpiece of engaging with and managing services for 189
persons targeted for services. Six months after the encampments were cleared, the BNL was



instrumental in enabling outreach staff and caseworkers to maintain ongoing contact with 62 percent of
the target population and engaging 41 percent with housing or substance use treatment services.

3.3- Having data makes a difference.
Multiple data sources contributed to providing a rich report and evaluation of processes and outcomes

related to the ERP. Future projects can learn from and build upon what was accomplished in this pilot.

3.4- Be deliberate in identifying outcomes and setting benchmarks.
There was limited opportunity to design the evaluation beyond existing programmatic structures, and

the evaluators largely adapted the evaluation to existing data. Benchmarks and successful program
outcomes were at times unclear.

3.5- There is no model for policing an area overwhelmed by homelessness and opioid use.
Many aspects of law enforcement’s role in the ERP were not within the bounds of traditional policing,

and more support is needed to further formulate, implement, and communicate a clearer and more
proactive role for the police.

3.6- Availability of short-term resources contrasts with scarcity of long-term resources.

In October 2018, half of the 72 persons on the BNL who received either housing or substance use
services were in long-term or permanent placements. This proportion would be higher, and thus the ERP
outcomes would have improved, had more permanent housing and recovery housing resources been
available citywide.

3.7- Consolidating gains made by a pilot program requires routinizing pilot services.
Many ERP services required either diversions of existing resources or additional resource allocations.

Converting these levels of services into ongoing services is necessary for continued access to housing
and substance use treatment for the unsheltered homeless population targeted in this pilot.

3.8- Summer 2018 was long and difficult in Kensington.
In the summer following the encampment closures, the number of persons counted as unsheltered and

homeless increased to an unprecedented 700. This increase was unrelated to the encampment closures,
but efforts to consolidate the gains from the closures were strained from this influx. This underscores
the limited overall impact of a targeted initiative such as ERP.

3.9- Crisis creates opportunity.

Among the lasting and most widely adopted innovations of the ERP was changing intake procedures to
facilitate and expedite access to substance use treatment, and changing how temporary housing was
provided to attract people who would otherwise have remained outdoors. Implementing such changes
are more feasible in crisis conditions, and ERP was able to capitalize on local circumstances.

3.10- Pilots should lead to larger initiatives.
We closed our examination of the ERP at the point at which the City implemented the Philadelphia

Resilience Project, which would not have been possible without the groundwork in logistics, inter-
departmental and agency coordination, and services provision that was developed through the ERP.



Chapter 1- Introduction

This process evaluation is an independent examination of the City of Philadelphia’s Encampment
Resolution Pilot (ERP), an initiative with the goal of shutting down two outdoor homeless encampments
after actively reaching out to and providing assistance with housing, substance abuse and other services
to people sleeping in the encampments. Process evaluations, in general, examine the functioning of an
intervention and determine the extent to which the program’s implementation followed its design and
led to attaining desired outcomes. In this process evaluation of ERP, there were two primary outcomes:
first, whether the encampments were closed as scheduled and remained closed; and, second, the extent
to which the people who were sleeping in the camps (i.e., the target population) received needed
services. Additionally, an ethnographic component provided context regarding how the initiative was
perceived by various stakeholders, including those staying in the encampments and community
members and advocates. (See Appendix A for Methods.)

The process of resolving encampments and relocating the target population was complex and
multifaceted. Challenges included balancing the demands of the surrounding community with
addressing the housing and substance use treatment needs of those in the target population. Conditions
at the encampments raised substantial public health concerns, but closing them raised concerns related
to due process, relocation, access to services and other health issues. Creating the atmosphere of trust
necessary for an effective services-based and person-centered approach meant prioritizing a human
services-based outreach over a more enforcement-based approach. All of this necessitated coordination
between various entities, within and outside of City government, in the homeless services, behavioral
health services, law enforcement, legal, sanitation, and communications domains. Finally, the ERP, as a
pilot initiative, had limited resources with which to confront an extreme situation brought on by the
larger crises of homelessness and opioid use that have been experienced nationwide.

The ERP involved three phases: (1) planning, (2) implementation, and (3) sustainment. The planning
phase spanned early 2018, followed by execution of the ERP. This started with a 30-day implementation
phase that commenced on April 30 with posted announcements stating the City’s intention to close the
two encampments. The objective of this phase was to make available on-demand, low barrier housing
and substance use treatment services to the target population in advance of the closing of the
encampments on May 30. The objectives of the sustainment phase were twofold: to assist those placed
in temporary housing and substance use treatment as they continued to receive needed services; and to
ensure against the formation of new encampment sites and the repopulation of those that were
cleared.

This report reviews each of the three phases of the ERP process, drawing on an array of data sources
including: survey data from persons who frequented the encampments; integrated services use and
outcomes data collected by the City; ethnographic observation; interviews with key stakeholders and
persons directly involved with implementing the ERP; qualitative interviews at the encampments and in
the surrounding community; and documents and records from City of Philadelphia and other sources;
and media coverage related to ERP and Kensington. Taken together, this evaluation documents the ERP
process; assesses planning, implementation, and outcomes; and reviews its strengths and limitations.

Appendix | contains a glossary of terms and can be referenced for details on acronyms used throughout
this report.



Chapter 2- Background
2.1- Geography

The ERP targeted two of four encampments located in the Kensington section of Philadelphia. The
encampments were on a series of streets that connected Somerset Street and Lehigh Avenue as they
passed under a set of active Conrail railroad tracks. The camps were located in these underpasses on a
corridor that was almost a half-mile long. The names of these encampments came from the names of
these four streets: the Kensington Avenue and Tulip Street encampments were slated by the ERP for
clearance; the other two camps, Frankford Avenue and Emerald Street (also called Emerald City)
remained occupied.

= SR b o B
Figure 2a. Southern end of the Kensington Avenue underpass encampment, with Lehigh Avenue and

Visitation Catholic School playground in the background. (source: Wall Street Journal)!

The encampments took advantage of the shelter provided by the underpass. Tents, mattresses and
makeshift structures occupied the entire sidewalk on one side of each of the roadways. The sidewalk on
the opposite side of each of these blocks, as well as the roadway itself, was kept clear of people camping
and allowed pedestrians and vehicles to pass by unimpeded. Kensington Avenue, a major commercial
thoroughfare, had steady streams of vehicular and pedestrian traffic going by the encampment. Down
the block from the southern end of this underpass was the major intersection of Lehigh and Kensington
Avenues, and on the other side of this intersection was a K-8 Catholic school. This epitomized the

1 Jon Kamp, “Wracked by Opioid Crisis, Philadelphia Braces for Tent-Camp Closures.” Wall Street Journal, May 26,
2018 (https://www.wsj.com/articles/wracked-by-opioid-crisis-philadelphia-braces-for-tent-camp-closures-
1527332400)
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dissonant coexistence of the camps with the surrounding neighborhood. Figures 2a and 2b are photos of
the Kensington encampment. In contrast, the Tulip Street camp was located on a less traveled street
with Lehigh Avenue and Somerset Streets providing some buffer between the camp and adjoining
residential blocks. Photos of this encampment are provided later in this report (Figures 4b through 4d),
in conjunction with our account of the closure process. Police censuses indicated that, in April 2018, as
many as 50 people per night slept in each camp (Kensington and Tulip), with a combined total for both
bridges reaching as many as 90 people on a given night.

The encampments were located in the Kensington section of North Philadelphia. Kensington
encompasses several neighborhoods, and the railway under which the encampments lie forms a
boundary that separates the Heart of Kensington, East Kensington, Somerset, Olde Richmond and Port
Richmond neighborhoods. Because of this, a number of neighborhood-based organizations took an
interest in the disposition of the encampments.? In addition, the encampments were along the
boundaries of the 1t and 7™ City Council districts and of the 24" and 26" police districts.

Appendix B contains a map with demarcated encampment locations.

2.2- Historical Context and Rise of Encampments

The socioeconomic fortunes of Kensington have paralleled the rise and fall of industry and
manufacturing in Philadelphia.® This was an area where factories were located among residential blocks
in a self-styled “workshop of the world.” As Philadelphia deindustrialized after World War I, its working
class, predominantly Irish-American population declined and Hispanic and African American populations
expanded. In contrast to other North Philadelphia neighborhoods, the Kensington area maintained a mix
of races and ethnicities. As blue-collar jobs departed during the postindustrial era, unemployment,
poverty and related socioeconomic woes increased and the industrial infrastructure that once provided
this area with its identity and jobs fell into ruin.

These conditions of postindustrial decay, particularly given a topography that includes railroad
infrastructure, has provided the setting for Kensington’s rise as Philadelphia’s main hub for heroin and
related activity. Abandoned railway infrastructure, vacant land and empty factories have created, in the
words of one profile of the area, “a complete ideal place to be an open-air drug market.”* Kensington
Avenue has two intersections, at Allegheny Avenue and at Somerset Street, that rank among
Philadelphia’s two most well-known drug corners and the street between these intersections is a known

2 Organizations that have participated in the ERP process include the East Kensington Neighborhood Association
(EKNA), Harrowgate Civic Association (HCA), the Hispanic Association of Contractors and Enterprises (HACE)
Community Development Corporation, the Kensington and Allegheny Business Association (KABA), New
Kensington Community Development Corporation (NKCDC), Olde Richmond Civic Association (ORCA), Port
Richmond Community Group (PRCG), Port Richmond on Patrol and Civic (PROPAC) Association, Somerset
Neighbors for Better Living (SNBL), and West Kensington Neighbors (WKN).

3 For a more detailed account of economic, social and demographic indicators of the area around the
encampments, see the report facilitated by Interface Studio LLC & V. Lamar Wilson Associates, Inc. (2016) Heart of
Kensington: Collective Impact, 2022 (http://www.impactservices.org/neighborhood-plan/).

4 Alfred Lubrano (1/24/2018), “How Kensington got to be the center of Philly's opioid crisis.” Philly.com
(www.philly.com/philly/news/kensington-opioid-crisis-history-philly-heroin-20180123.html).
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prostitution strip.”> As opioid use has reached the level of public health crisis, Kensington has become
the city’s hub of illicit opioid activity and a reputed source for particularly high-quality heroin.

Heroin in Kensington received widespread attention in Summer 2017 with the clearance of a half-mile,
semi-secluded stretch of railroad track that had functioned for several years as an open-air drug market
and shooting gallery. Known alternately as E| Campamento or Gurney Street (after a street that runs
along that stretch of tracks), the area was located just west of Kensington Avenue (see Appendix B) and
preceded three of the four underpass encampments (with the Emerald Street camp already established
by Spring 2017). The scale and openness of the drug activity in this area, set against a large
accumulation of needle debris and general squalor, received extensive media coverage.® In July of that
year, the City pressured Conrail, the owners of the railway property, to secure and clean up the area,
and mobilized outreach workers to encourage people frequenting the Gurney Street area to accept
temporary housing and substance use treatment.

While consensus holds that the Gurney Street area was primarily used for drug transactions and use, it
also contained a homeless encampment. A 2016 study, Kensington Counts, reported a “tent city” there
of 60-75 individuals.” The emergence of three of these encampments in Fall 2017, along with their close
proximity to the Gurney Street area (see Appendix B), led to the widespread belief that the underpass
encampments were a regrouping of displaced people and drug activity in a process akin to “a grim game
of whack-a-mole.”® City of Philadelphia officials cite surveys that showed a large majority of those
staying in the underpass encampments to have reported not staying at the Gurney Street encampment.®
Regardless of perspective, the clearance of the Gurney Street area was frequently cited as a reference
point in the context of the underpass encampments, and provided the City with a prototype from which
to help plan their outreach and housing efforts.

By the winter of 2017-18, police in the 24" District were regularly counting 200 unsheltered homeless in
a series of nightly censuses, the majority of whom slept in the underpass encampments. This group was
resistant to staying in shelters, as the demands of maintaining regular opioid use was difficult in a
regulated shelter environment, and shelter locations were typically far from Kensington and a

5 Many media accounts highlight this notoriety of Kensington Avenue and these two intersections. A
comprehensive account of the origins of the association between drugs, prostitution, and Kensington Avenue is in
Jeff Deeney (8/13/2011), “Philadelphia's Kensington Avenue: Heroin, Prostitution, and No Police.” The Daily Beast
(https://www.thedailybeast.com/philadelphias-kensington-avenue-heroin-prostitution-and-no-police?ref=author).

8 For examples of this, see Mehmet Oz (4/18/2017), “Inside Ground Zero of the Heroin Epidemic in Philadelphia”
(https://www.doctoroz.com/episode/oz-inside-festering-epicenter-heroin-will-shock-you); Jeffrey Stockbridge &
Courtenay Harris Bond (7/25/17), “Inside A Notorious Philadelphia Drug Market Before It Gets Shut Down” Time
Magazine (http://time.com/4868823/philadelphia-campamento-cleanup/); and Alan Taylor (8/8/17) “Closing
Down a Notorious Heroin Camp in Philadelphia” The Atlantic
(https://www.theatlantic.com/photo/2017/08/closing-down-a-notorious-heroin-camp-in-philadelphia/536232/).

7 Kensington Counts Final Report (2016) (http://www.philadelphiaofficeofhomelessservices.org/news/reports/).

8 Edward Helmore (6/1/2018), “How Philadelphia closed homeless 'heroin camps' amid US opioid crisis.” The
Guardian (https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2018/jun/01/philadelphia-homeless-heroin-bridge-camps).

% For a sample of opposing perspectives on the Gurney Street area clearance, see Thom Nickels (8/31/2017),
“Neighborhoods Are Bearing the Cost of the Conrail Heroin Camp Cleanup.” Philadelphia Magazine
(https://www.phillymag.com/news/2017/08/31/conrail-heroin-camp-port-richmond); and the response by Liz
Hersh & David T. Jones (9/13/2017), “Response: The City was well-prepared for the Conrail Heroin Camp Cleanup.”
Philadelphia Magazine (https://www.phillymag.com/news/2017/09/13/city-role-conrail-heroin-camp-cleanup/).
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dependable heroin supply. This recalcitrance, despite the hazards of staying outdoors in December’s
extreme weather conditions, prompted the City to open a “warming center” at the Cione Recreation
Center, located near the encampments at 2600 Aramingo Avenue, that provided temporary overnight
accommodations to roughly 75 people a night. Nonetheless, even on the coldest nights, roughly 100
people continued to sleep in the encampments.*°
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Figure 2b. Kensington Avenue underpass, with encampment on the eastern (northbound) sidewalk
(source: photo posted on social media by Vanessa Baker'?)

As Spring approached and the encampments became increasingly entrenched, political and community
pressure grew for the City of Philadelphia to address the issue. Two constituencies took a particular
interest in the issue. On one hand, community members pointed to the encampments as the most
visible example of how opioid-related activity had decimated the quality of community life in the
neighborhoods abutting the encampments. On the other hand, advocates for a harm reduction
approach to opioid use, along with groups that provided material assistance and support for persons in
the encampments, opposed closing the encampments in the absence of access to sufficient housing,
substance use treatment, and safe injection resources. They maintained that closing encampments
without sufficient alternatives would increase the public health risk that led to 1,217 overdose deaths in
Philadelphia in 2017. Amidst the high visibility of the encampments, and the competing concerns of
these stakeholders, a City-led group of municipal entities and community non-profit organizations
started to formulate a plan to close the underpass encampments and address the needs of those
sleeping there.

10 press release (1/2/18), “City Provides Extended Warming Center Hours and Other Supports for Homeless Living
in Kensington-Fairhill.” City of Philadelphia (https://beta.phila.gov/2018-01-02-city-extends-warming-center-hours-
for-homeless-in-kensington-fairhill/); Aubrey Whelan (1/4/18), “In Kensington, battling the cold means battling
addiction.” Philly.com (http://www.philly.com/philly/health/addiction/in-kensington-hundreds-homeless-
addiction-and-only-40-shelter-beds-20180302.html).

11 see https://www.facebook.com/events/959839337513714.
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Chapter 3- Phase 1: Planning and Developing the Encampment
Resolution Pilot

In January 2018, planning began for what would become the Encampment Resolution Pilot (ERP). This
chapter documents key elements of this planning process up to its culmination with the 30-day
implementation period that is described in the next chapter.

Leadership of this group came from:

- the City of Philadelphia’s Managing Director’s Office (MDO)*? and their divisions of Health &
Human Services (Eva Gladstein, Deputy Managing Director) and Community Services (Joanna
Otero-Cruz, Deputy Managing Director);

- the Office of Homeless Services (OHS, Liz Hersh, Director);

- the Philadelphia Police Department (PPD, Ray Convery, Inspector, East Division);

- the Department of Behavioral Health and Intellectual disAbility Services (DBHIDS, Jill Bowen);

- Community Behavioral Health (CBH, Geoffrey Neimark); and

- the City of Philadelphia Law Department (Kristin Bray).

Many of the departments in this resolution group were involved with clearing the Gurney Street area in
2017. This clearance process was different in key respects to the clearance of Gurney Street in that it
was on public property and insofar as the functions of the four underpass sites were primarily as
encampments of people experiencing homelessness. This led the group to examine models for
specifically addressing homeless encampments, and in developing an approach in which making housing
and substance abuse services available became a key element of preparations for physically clearing the
encampments.

3.1- Using San Francisco as a Model

In developing a plan, the group looked to an approach developed and used by the City of San Francisco.
This approach connects persons sleeping in camps to services and housing as part of physically removing
the encampment. This adds a social services component to a process that has traditionally been
primarily a law enforcement operation. The structure of this approach is also mindful of potential legal
challenges to removing encampments on the basis that there are insufficient alternative
accommodations available to those displaced by the closures. To avoid such legal challenges, one
component of the closure process was for the City to have sufficient housing and services available to
accommodate those in the targeted encampments.

With this approach, known as encampment resolution, San Francisco closed 17 encampments in its first
year of operation (August 2016 through July 2017). This approach starts by setting a deadline for
removing the encampments, and subsequently focusing outreach efforts on people staying in the
encampments. The imminent camp closure creates some urgency for accepting housing, treatment and
other services as an alternative to displacement. In their plan, Philadelphia adapted many of the same
measures and nomenclature from the San Francisco approach. Key features of San Francisco’s process
include:®

12 5ee MDO’s website: http://www.phila.gov/mdo/pages/default.aspx

13 The information presented here about San Francisco’s approach uses an outline and descriptions that closely
follow (and in some cases paraphrase) City of San Francisco webpages. See: http://hsh.sfgov.org/street-
homelessness/encampment-resolution-team and https://www.sfpublicworks.org/navigationcenter.
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1. Input from all stakeholders including people staying in encampments and community members
impacted by encampments in planning and implementing an encampment resolution strategy.

2. Collaboration across a variety of City government agencies that have jurisdiction over various
aspects of the camp resolution.

3. Intensive and persistent outreach and engagement by trained, experienced outreach workers.

4. Establishment of Navigation Centers, which offer housing and related services specifically for
those staying in the encampments targeted for closure. Navigation Centers provide lodging and
those served are encouraged to work with case managers who can connect them to income,
public benefits, health services, shelter, and housing. Navigation Centers are different from
traditional shelters in that they have few barriers to entry and ready access to intensive case
management.

5. Evaluation and documentation of the encampment resolution process and outcomes in order to
assess the success of the resolution effort and to apply findings to future resolution initiatives.

6. Prevention of encampments from re-forming in previously addressed areas through a variety of
means, including police monitoring, outreach efforts, community involvement and physical
changes to the site.

As was the case with San Francisco, Philadelphia’s emerging resolution plan prioritized both the physical
clearance of the encampments and making available housing and other services for those facing
displacement from the encampments. With this design, there was a partnership between human
services and law enforcement in which the lead role consisted of intensive efforts to connect persons
with needed services. The specifics of these services will be described later in this report. A secondary
function of this prominent service component was to reduce the risk of legal challenges to the
resolution efforts.

3.2- Legal Considerations4

Philadelphia Code § 10-611 clearly precludes establishing encampments on public sidewalks insofar as it
specifically prohibits sitting, standing, lying or otherwise using the public sidewalk, or placing one's
belongings or other objects upon the public sidewalk, so as to impede, block, or obstruct the free
passage of pedestrians. Furthermore, the underpass encampments, insofar as they generated
considerable needle debris and had inadequate facilities to accommodate human waste, could also be
considered a public nuisance. Either ordinances, restricting the uses of the sidewalk, or the City’s general
regulatory authority to abate curbing public nuisances, would provide legal grounding for the City to
clear the camps.

The City also needed to consider potential Constitutional claims under the US and Pennsylvania
Constitutions. While we are unaware of any litigation regarding removal of encampments in
Pennsylvania, other municipalities had been sued when they engaged in encampment removal
strategies; those legal challenges were primarily based upon infringements to the Constitutional
guarantee of due process and the Eighth Amendment prohibition against cruel and unusual punishment.
In general, other jurisdictions were found to have violated the Constitutional guarantee of due process
when orders were given to abruptly vacate a camp area, without notice, and/or the municipality

4 Information on legal considerations is largely based upon an interview of and materials provided by Kristin Bray
from the City of Philadelphia’s Law Department. Stated opinions those of the report authors.
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disposed of personal possessions without notice. Challenges under the Eighth Amendment were
brought when municipalities engaged in punitive measures such as arrests or criminal citations that
were executed in conjunction with clearing encampments. Courts generally reasoned that such actions
were cruel and unusual insofar as they punished people for their status as a homeless individual, who
were involuntarily living on the street and who had no other viable housing options.
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Figure 3a. Encampment closure notice posted in Kensington Avenue underpass (source: evaluation
team)

The structure of ERP, insofar as it gave a 30-day notice (Figure 3a) in addition to other documents
notifying encampment residents of the City’s plans and options available to them in both English and
Spanish, provided alternative housing and services, and outlined clear procedures for safeguarding and
storing possessions, appeared to exceed measures that were used in other jurisdictions, including San
Francisco, to facilitate transitions for those persons who would be displaced due to encampment
clearance. While plans for developing the ERP were clearly mindful of past legal challenges in other
jurisdictions, there is nothing that we found to suggest that the ERP was developed for the primary
purpose of precluding legal liability; rather the primary purpose was to provide support and services and
encourage individuals to seek treatment.

16



3.3- Framework for the ERP

In March 2018, Philadelphia’s encampment resolution group completed a plan for closing two of the
four Kensington underpass encampments, at Kensington Avenue and Tulip Street.!® Only two
encampments were targeted so that sufficient housing would be available for those sleeping in the
encampments, which were estimated to contain up to 90 persons who regularly slept in these locations.
This plan was considered a pilot project, and an assessment of this resolution pilot would guide
subsequent actions targeting the remaining two underpass encampments at Frankford Avenue and
Emerald Street.

The plan for the ERP that emerged from the planning process outlined an organizational structure and
activities for the remainder of the planning period, for a 30-day implementation period starting with
posting notices announcing the City’s intention to close the encampments and ending with the removal
of all materials under in the encampments. The most visible activities during this implementation period
included intensive outreach efforts, increased police monitoring activity, and twice per week cleaning of
the encampment areas by the Streets Department. The implementation period would be followed by a
sustainment period during which those who accepted services would have access to more long-term
housing and case management services. Police and outreach workers would monitor the closed-down
underpass areas to ensure against re-encampment.

In the plan, the resolution group was divided into three teams. An Encampment Oversight Team (EOT)
would provide largely logistical support with primary duties that included creating the Encampment
Engagement Team (EET), securing needed resources, and removing barriers to housing and substance
use treatment services to the extent possible. Once the EET was established, it would handle matters
related to engaging those identified on a by-name list (BNL) as sleeping in the encampments, with the
aim of facilitating their exit from the camp and acceptance of services. The EET would also coordinate
outreach staff with police patrols to provide alternatives to enforcement actions. These two teams (EOT
and EET) would be coordinated by a third team, the three-person Encampment Coordinating Team (ECT)
representing DBHIDS (Bridgette Tobler and Tim Sheahan) and OHS (David Holloman). ECT would provide
operations leadership. Table 3a contains a comprehensive list of the entities that were part of the
resolution group, and indicates which ones participated on each of the three teams.

The three teams were presented with a substantial number of operations challenges to address before a
functioning engagement process was feasible. Primary among these challenges included:

- Locating and establishing a Navigation Center with approximately 40 beds to supplement the
existing, low-barrier respite bed supply at PPP and ODAAT shelters that was available for short-
term housing.

- Ensuring the availability of sufficient assessment services, appropriate treatment services, and
other services, and arranging to expedite intake and assessment so that, to the extent possible,
these services were available on demand. This included providing assistance with (or waiving
requirements for) identification, suspending preauthorization for services, and providing
services while any issues with insurance coverage were worked out.

15 The primary sources for the City of Philadelphia’s encampment resolution plan come from internal planning
documents and interviews with David Holloman (Director of External Affairs, OHS) and Beverly Woods (Assistant
Deputy Managing Director, Health and Human Services Division of MDO).
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- Appropriating and coordinating intensive outreach services with outreach workers from DBHIDS,

ODAAT, Project HOME, and PPP.

- Ongoing case management and services coordination for those accepting services during the

implementation phase, which included having sufficient long-term housing.

- Collecting survey data and creating a BNL that included the names of all persons who were

sleeping at the Kensington and Tulip encampments and who got priority for housing.

- Coordinating activities of the many and varied entities that were involved in the encampment

resolution process.

- Formulating the logistics of shutting down the two encampments.

- Addressing unanticipated problems.

Table 3a. Entities Participating in the ERP

services for Philadelphia residents with Medicaid
eligibility

. . . Team
Entity Role in Encampment Resolution Process Participation
Managing Director’s Office (MDO) Direct the resolution group, media relations and other
communications functions
Office of Homeless Services (OHS) Direct housing resources and provide operations ECT, EOT
leadership
Department of Behavioral Health Direct substance use treatment services, provide ECT, EOT,
and Intellectual Disability Services operations leadership, and coordinates outreach EET
(DBHIDS) services
Philadelphia Police Department Provide security, coordinate with outreach, and lead EOT, EET
(PPD) role in shutting down the encampments and preventing
(with outreach services) resettlement
Prevention Point Philadelphia (PPP) Provide respite and navigation housing and outreach EOT, EET
services (non-City, non-profit agency)
Project HOME Provide outreach services (non-City, non-profit agency) | EOT, EET
One Day at a Time (ODAAT) Provide respite housing and outreach services (non- EET
City, non-profit agency)
Community Behavioral Health (CBH) Provide substance use treatment and mental health EOT

Law Department

Provide guidance in legal matters

Streets Department

Carry out regular cleanups of encampment areas

Licenses and Inspections

Assist with code compliance and logistics of property
management in conjunction with encampment closures

Note. ECT=Encampment Coordinating Team; EET=Encampment Engagement Team; EOT=Encampment Oversight

Team

A draft plan that was put together on March 18, 2018, called this the Kensington Encampment
Resolution Pilot Strategy, a name that would be shortened to the Encampment Resolution Pilot (ERP).
Calling it a pilot highlighted several aspects of this initiative that were emphasized in presenting it to the
public. The exceptional nature of the situation provided an opportunity to innovate, an opportunity to,
in the words of DBHIDS’s Tim Sheahan “push the system farther” in being more responsive to the needs
of persons who are both unsheltered and opioid dependent. In calling this a pilot, officials also
underscored the novelty of the approach they were taking. OHS’s David Holloman observed:
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Models are made to be shaken, broken, and put back together. This process is as much
about finding out what works and doesn’t work as it is about providing assistance.

Finally, framing this as a pilot underscored a heroic dimension to this initiative, in which modest
resources were pitted against the daunting problems of homelessness and opioid abuse that were
particularly intertwined and concentrated in the Kensington area. Managing Director Mike DiBerardinis,
commenting in the wake of the encampment closures, underscored this theme:

We have never seen a crisis like this before in Philadelphia and doing nothing is not an
option.*®

16 Sheahan’s and Holloman’s quotes were from evaluation team member notes of a “Town Hall” meeting at the
Visitation Church Community Center in Kensington, May 4, 2018. DiBerardinis quote was from notes of a press
conference at MacPherson Square in Kensington on May 30, 2018.

19



Chapter 4- Phase 2: Implementing the Encampment Resolution Plan

On April 30 notices went up in the Kensington and Tulip underpasses that gave people thirty days, by
May 30, to “leave this location and remove your personal property” (Figure 3a). This ushered in the
implementation phase of the ERP, with the objective of getting as many people as possible out of the
encampments and into housing or substance use treatment before the encampments were closed on
May 30. The implementation phase was a complex undertaking and, in chronicling these thirty days, we
seek in this chapter to give it a structure that captures this complexity and renders it amenable to critical
assessment based upon the evaluation questions presented in the introductory chapter.

In order to do this, we chronicle the implementation phase in six dimensions. Each of these dimensions
overlaps with some of the other dimensions, but provides a singular perspective and draws upon
different data sources. The first dimension focuses on the target population, and uses survey findings to
report their characteristics and needs as a basis for matching to available services. The second
dimension reviews the available services, and the extent to which they were appropriate, in sufficient
supply, and accessible to the target population. Service engagement, the third dimension, examined the
interface between the target population and the available services in terms of how many persons
received services and how this impacted the encampment populations.

The next two dimensions take qualitative approaches to examining key groups involved with the ERP. In
the fourth dimension, findings based upon open-ended interviews of those staying in the encampments
address questions related to how people come to stay in the encampments, the reasons why they
accept or decline services, and other challenges to living at or leaving the encampments. The fifth
dimension then broadens this focus of target population and available services to consider two key
stakeholder groups: housed residents of the communities around the encampments and groups and
individuals who advocate on the behalf of the target population. Both had specific interests that
overlapped and at times conflicted.

Finally, the entire implementation phase steadily built to the day of the encampment clearances, and we
detail this process as the sixth dimension. The process of physically removing the encampments, and
coordinating the relocation of those in the encampments, required coordination between multiple
actors, and involved a considerable amount of uncertainty as to how things would go. The degree to
which the encampments were cleared would, along with the number of people receiving services, be
the key indicator of whether or not the implementation phase was successful.

4.1- Target Population

In the week leading up to the closure announcement (April 23-27), outreach workers surveyed persons
at the Kensington and Tulip Street encampments. The object of this survey, called the Outreach
Encampment Survey, was both to identify a discrete target population, the basis of a BNL, and to collect
information about this group. The BNL would include all those who were sleeping in the two
encampments at the time of the closure notice posting. This survey, in providing a profile of the
personal characteristics and service needs of unsheltered persons experiencing homelessness in
Kensington, was only the second survey to date focusing on this population.t’

The Outreach Encampment Survey was collected from a convenience sample in that no sampling
methodology was used and many of those who responded were not sleeping in the two targeted
encampments at the time of the survey (although nearly all respondents reported being homeless).

17 The 2016 Kensington Counts report contained the first such survey (see note #7).
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While the results must be viewed with these limitations in mind, they provide a profile of this population
that is useful for planning purposes. The survey document is included in this report as Appendix C.
Respondents were provided with a $5 convenience store gift card for participating. Name and date of
birth was collected for those willing to provide it. Key findings are presented here; detailed survey
results are provided as Appendix D.

Findings from the 169 respondents surveyed are summarized below by the following topics:
demographics; current living conditions and place of origin; homeless service use and interest,
employment history and service needs; and substance use, treatment and mental health.

- Demographics.
o The surveyed population was about three-quarters (76 percent) male.

o The population was of mixed racial/ethnic composition, with the respondents being
majority non-Hispanic White (57 percent), about one-third (31 percent) non-Hispanic
Black, and 12 percent Hispanic.

o The median age of the respondents was in the 35-44 age range, and 88 percent were
under age 55.

o These demographics were very similar to those found in the 2016 Kensington Counts
survey of unsheltered homeless in Kensington.’

o Compared to the 2018 city-wide homeless Point-in-Time (PIT) count results for
unsheltered homeless, the proportion of male and Hispanic were similar. In contrast to
this survey, where the majority of respondents was non-Hispanic White (57 percent),
the majority of the unsheltered population in the PIT count was Black (54 percent).®

- Current Living Conditions and Place of Origin.

o Almost all respondents (94 percent) reported living “on the street,” and 92 percent
reported having spent the previous night “on the street” or in a bridge encampment. At
the time the survey was administered, about 90 persons slept in the Kensington and
Tulip encampments on a given night.

o The median time spent living on the street was 6 to 9 months. Twenty percent reported
living on the streets for less than three months, while forty percent reported being
homeless for over a year. Given that virtually all respondents likely had substance use
issues (among other conditions) that may have been considered disabling, a large
proportion of this 40 percent would likely have fit the federal definition of "chronically
homeless."* If so, such a proportion would have been consistent with the
corresponding proportion of chronically homeless in Philadelphia’s unsheltered PIT
count.

o One-third of those surveyed disclosed being with a partner. This had implications for
providing housing, as the respites and navigation centers often had to make special
arrangements to accommodate couples. No data was collected to indicate families with
children.

o Almost two-thirds of the respondents (65 percent) stated they were from Philadelphia,
with a little over half of those from outside of Philadelphia reporting that they had lived

18 City of Philadelphia Office of Homeless Services, 2018 Philadelphia CoC Point in Time Count Summary with
Subpopulations (http://www.philadelphiaofficeofhomelessservices.org/know-homelessness/point-in-time-count/).

19 For the federal definition of chronic homelessness, see
https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/DefiningChronicHomelessness.pdf
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in Philadelphia for over a year. This is inconsistent with 