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Digest of
A Performance Audit of
Utah’'s Homeless Services

For many years Utah has worked towards a more data-driven, results-oriented approach
to providing homeless services. For example, in 2004 the State Homeless Coordinating
Committee (SHCC) prepared a ten-year plan to eliminate chronic homelessness. The plan
states: “Evaluation will be an important part of the plan implementation. Each action will
delineate specific benchmarks and outcome measures as a framework to gauge progress and
report to policymakers and funders.” Since that time, other groups have made similar
commitments to monitor the effectiveness of services provided to the homeless. Even so, we
tound that Utah’s homeless services system still lacks clear goals and objectives and
continues to have difficultly measuring the results of the services it provides. This report
offers several recommendations aimed at strengthening the oversight, planning, and
accountability of Utah’s homeless services system. If implemented, these recommendations
should help public officials, service providers and funders prepare a clear strategy for
addressing the problems associated with homelessness in Utah and measure their progress
towards achieving their goals.

To ensure that our homeless service sytem is as efficient and effective as possible, the
Legislature has asked the Auditor General to conduct three separate audits, each
addressesing a different set of issues. This report answers concerns about the overall
efficiency and eftectiveness of Utah’s homeless services system. The two previous audits
were:

A Limited Review of Souvces of Funding and Expenditures for Homeless Initiative: This
report was released in October 2017. The objective of this audit was to provide the
Legislature with an understanding of the different sources and uses of funds that intended
to provide services to the homeless.

A Limited Review of Three Facilities Operated by The Road Home: Released in May
2018, this audit reviewed concerns regarding health and safety at facilities operated by The
Road Home.
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Chapter I
Utah Lacks Oversight and Performance
Measures of its Homeless System

The information presented in this chapter responds to the Legislature’s request to
identify which programs serving the homeless are effective at achieving their goals, or
placing homeless individuals in housing. Due to problems with the data and weak
management information systems, we were unable to answer either question. Although we
tound no shortage of information about client activities and the services provided to them,
we did not find the data to be of much use in terms of monitoring program outcomes.
Additionally, Utah does not utilize the data for evaluation, which allows data errors to
continue without correction. Moreover, we found that the data gathered from providers by
the Continuum of Care Regions (CoCs)' and the Utah Division of Housing and
Community Development are not being used effectively to monitor performance. This
chapter recommends strenghthening the Homeless Management Information System
(HMIS) so it can be used as an effective tool for creating a more results-driven system for
serving the homeless.

Poor HMIS Data Does Not Allow for Program Performance Evalutaion. Some
key performance indicators drawn from the HMIS either have errors or are incomplete. In
addition, there have been several changes made to the methods used to count chronic
homelessness. As a result, we found it impossible to evaluate the state’s success over time in
serving that critical population.

Utah Does Not Consistently Utilize Performance Measures to Evaluate Contract
Outcomes. The Division of Housing and Community Development (HCD or division)
does not sufticiently utilize contract performance data. The performance measures that the
division does collect are not consistent. However, there are a few private providers and
Operation Rio Grande who have demonstrated that it is possible to evaluate outcomes.

Poor Data Resulted in Utah Erroneously Reporting A Large Decrease in Chronic
Homelessness. We also found that we could not rely on past reports of the performance of
Utah’s homeless services system. For example, we found significant errors in reports
describing the success of Utah’s decade long eftort to end chronic homelessness. These
reports illustrate the need to develop more accurate measures of the service system’s
progress towards accomplishing its goals.

For example, in 2005, the SHCC announced plans to eliminate chronic homelessness by
2014 and made a commitment to measure the state’s success in achieving that goal. Then,
in 2015, the state reported it had largely achieved its goal and that the number of

"Utah has three CoC’s: Salt Lake County CoC (Salt Lake County), Mountainland CoC (Utah, Wasatch
and Summit Counties), and the Balance of the State CoC (represents the rest of the state).
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chronically homeless individuals had declined 91 percent since 2005. However, due to
problems with the data, we determined that those figures were inaccurate. It should be
noted, that the Department of Workforce Services also recognizes the problems with the
past chronic homelessness data and has discontinued using them. Although the state has
greatly expanded the housing available for the chronically homeless, Utah needs to utilize
consistent and reliable data to be able to continually evaluate the performance of individual
programs and the entire homeless services system.

Utah Needs A Data Driven System. This report recommends that the SHCC take
steps to create a more results-oriented system for serving the homeless. Specifically, they
need to strengthening the Homeless Management Information System (HMIS) so it can be
used as an effective tool for monitoring the performance of individual programs as well as
the homeless service system as a whole. However, to develop an effective performance
monitoring system will require the SHCC to prepare a new strategic plan that includes
clear, measurable goals and performance expectations first. That process is described in
Chapter III of this report.

Chapter lll
Utah Needs a Coordinated
Response to Homelessness

Before Utah can evaluate the success of its homeless service system, it must first define
what success 1s. This chapter describes three steps that should be taken to unite Utah’s state
agencies, local governments, business community, and service providers behind a common
strategy and shared goals to reduce homelessness.

Better Oversight and Planning Are Needed to Improve Utah’s Response to
Homelessness. The first step in creating a coordinated response to homelessness is to create
an oversight body that is responsible for strategic planning, goal setting, and results
monitoring. Utah has its SHCC, but the committee does not have a current strategic plan
or a set of measurable goals. We recommend that the Legislature consider clarifying in
statute the SHCC’s specific responsibilities. Among other things, they should be given
responsibility for statewide oversight.

At the local level, we found a few communities which have taken initial steps to prepare
a strategic plan for homeless services. However, local level oversight is fragmented among
different boards and committees. For example, in Salt Lake County, oversight is provided
by three difterent boards and a coordinating committee. To strengthen local planning and
accountability, we recommend that the SHCC designate local oversight bodies for homeless
services in each region of the state.

Office of the Utah Legislative Auditor General
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Chapter |
Introduction

Utah is fortunate to have many different groups working to reduce
homelessness. Funding for homeless services comes from numerous
tederal, state, and local government programs. Many religious
organizations, private foundations, and businesses also provide
tinancial support. These funds are distributed to dozens of non-proft
organizations that offer a wide range of services, including temporary
shelter, housing, food, medical care, and counseling. However, due to
the fragemented nature of the service delivery system, questions have
been raised about whether the resources are being used efticiently and
whether the providers are accomplishing their goals to reduce
homelessness.

To ensure that our homeless service sytem is as efficient and
effective as possible, the Legislature has asked the Auditor General to
conduct three separate audits, each addressesing a different set of
issues. This report answers concerns about the overall efficiency and
effectiveness of Utah’s homeless services system. The two previous
audits were:

A Limited Review of Sources of Funding and Expenditures for
Homeless Initintives: This report was released in October 2017. The
objective of this audit was to provide the Legislature with an
understanding of the different sources and uses of funds that intended
to provide services to the homeless.

A Limited Review of Three Facilities Operated by The Road Home:
Released in May 2018, this audit reviewed concerns regarding health
and safety at facilities operated by The Road Home.

Funding For Homeless Programs Comes From
Many Sources and Serves Many Different Groups

Utah’s homeless services system is comprised of dozens of non-
profit organizations and government agencies that receive funding
from many different public and private sources. We estimate that Utah
spent over $100 million in 2017 on direct and indirect costs associated
with services for individuals experiencing homelessness. According to
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Utah’s Point-in-Time Counts, 61 percent of Utah’s homeless
population is single men, and contains many subpopulations,
including veterans, families, and unaccompanied youth. Also of
interest is the geographic distribution of Utah’s homeless population.
The majority of homeless people in Utah live in Salt Lake County.
One likely reason is that most of the emergency shelters and
supportive services are offered in Salt Lake County.

Utah Relies on a Fragmented Network
of Funding Sources to Pay for Homeless Services

There are numerous funding sources, pass through entities, and
service providers that all play a role in moving resources to where they
can be used to benefit the homeless. However, with so many groups
all trying to help the homeless, it has become challenging to
understand and monitor all the sources and uses of those funds. Figure
1.1 shows the flow of funds to just one non-profit service provider.

Figure 1.1 Flow of Funding for One Service Provider. The flow
of funds is a complex system flowing from multiple funders through
several pass-through entities.

Funder Pass-Through End Use

Green Street Partners
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Source: Auditor Generated
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The provider described in Figure 1.1 has six primary sources of
funding. Many of those funding sources are further divided into
programs that target specific populations and service needs. For
example, the funding that originates from the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development is allocated to 12 of the 13 pass-
through entities before being put to its end use. Figure 1.1 also shows
that most federal and state funding does not go directly to the
provider but is passed through 13 entities that distribute the funds and
monitor their use.

Figure 1.1 shows how complicated and fragmented the flow of
tunds can be for just one provider. Systemwide, this pattern is
repeated as funds move from donors and government agencies to
intermediary agencies and ultimately to dozens of different service
providers. Each funding stream comes with its own set of service
requirements, outcome measures, and evaluation systems. To create a
true “systems” approach to homeless services, an enormous amount of
leadership, cooperation, and coordination is required.

Utah Spends Over $100 Million in Indirect and Direct Services
for Individuals and Families Experiencing Homelessness

We estimate that Utah spends over $100 million in indirect and
direct services on individuals experiencing homelessness. While we did
not examine the appropriations for fiscal years 2017 or 2018, we
know that the Legislature increased appropriations to the State
Homeless Coordinating Committee (SHCC) during these years. In
2016, the SHCC provided oversight for a total of nearly $4.7 million.
The total amount allocated by the SHCC increased to nearly $17
million in fiscal year 2019. Figure 1.2 describes the total amount of
tunds for homeless services from each major governmental source.

Office of the Utah Legislative Auditor General
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Figure 1.2 Recent Federal, State, and Local Funding of Utah
Homeless Services. Amounts are in millions of dollars.?2

The federal
government is the
largest government
funder of homeless
services and programs
in Utah.

We estimate private
donations total over
$18 million in 2017.

I;I:;?*I Cact:ggsct)ry SEeEErT S Sgl;uLna;I;e Sa'Ct:ilt_;l € Vil
Direct $27.0 $5.9 $2.7 $0.4 $36.0
2014  Associated 6.9 4.1 10.0 6.7 27.6
Total 33.9 10.0 12.7 7.1 63.6
Direct 27.1 9.0 2.9 0.5 39.5
2015 Associated 8.6 4.9 9.8 8.7 31.9
Total 35.7 139 127 9.2 715
Direct 28.4 7.6 3.3 1.1 40.4
2016  Associated 135 7.2 8.9 11.2 40.8
Total 41.9 148 12.2 12.3 81.2

Source: Individual federal program data, COBI 2017, Salt Lake City and Salt Lake County provided spending data;
totals may not equal the sum of relevant columns and rows due to rounding

*State, county, and city figures adhere to state fiscal year, July through June. Most federal dollars adhere to federal
fiscal year, October through September. Remainder of federal dollars adhere to state fiscal year.

**The US Department of Veterans Affairs provides many services for homeless veterans directly. The cost of these
services is not included in this report due to the difficulty in acquiring this information from federal agencies.

This information was presented in a prior audit report released in
October 2017. It shows that the total direct financial support for
services to the homeless equal $40 million in 2016, with another $40
million in indirect or associated costs. In addition to public spending
on homeless services, there are also considerable private donations.

Private Donors also Offer Significant Financial Support. While
we were unable to quantify all sources of private donations, we could
identify private donations in the financial statements of 14 service
providers. Our conservative estimates show that during 2017, over
$18 million in private donations were given to non-profit
organizations that serve the homeless. In addition, DWS has stated
private donations can make up nearly 40 percent of a provider’s
budget. The estimated private donation amount, combined with the
$81 million shown in Figure 1.2 and the recent increases in
appropriations from the Utah Legislature, has led us to conclude that
the total funding for homeless services in Utah reached at least $100
million in 2017 alone.

2 Fiscal year 2016 is the most recent year for which we have complete data for all
levels of government.
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Utah’s Homeless Population
Includes Many Subgroups

Those benefiting from services are generally classified as belonging
to one of the five key homeless populations shown in Figure 1.3.

Figure 1.3 The 2018 Point-in-Time Count of Homeless
Individuals in Utah. The point-in-time count is the number of
homeless identified on a single day in January each year.

Homeless Subpopulations Count
1. Survivors of Domestic Violence 635

2. Chronically Homeless 306

3. Families 286

4. Veterans 239

5. Unaccompanied Youth 191
Other homeless not belonging to the above 1,209

Total Individuals Experiencing Homelessness 2,876

Other Characteristics of Homeless* Count

Chronically Homeless Veterans <26

Adults with Mental Iliness 931

Adults with Substance Abuse Disorders 698

Adults with HIV/AIDS <25

We found that 51
percent of individuals
who stay in an
emergency shelter
never return.

Source: State of Utah Annual Report on Homelessness 2018.
*Clients may belong to more than one subpopulation.

The data in Figure 1.3 is from the Point-in-Time count of
homeless individuals taken on January 24, 2018. The Point-in-Time
count is a count of homeless individuals in Utah on a single day. It
includes both individuals who are living in emergency shelters and on
the street. Over the course of one year, the actual number experiencing
homelessness will be several times the number identified during the
Point-in-Time count. The reason is that for most who suffer
homelessness, it 1s a brief, transitional experience. In fact, we found
that 51 percent of those who stay at an emergency shelter never
return. On average, their one and only visit lasts 25 days. About two
out of three people remain no longer than six months after their initial
stay in a homeless shelter. This suggests that the current service system
is effective for most people experiencing homelessness. Either through
their own resources, or through the efforts of local services providers,
most individuals are successful in finding housing within a few months
of becoming homeless or at least did not request additional services.
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A report drafted in
2004 by the SHCC
indicated that
chronically homeless
people consume about
50 percent of the
resources.

The most difficult population to serve, and the costliest, are the
chronically homeless. These are individuals who have been homeless
for at least one year and who suffer from a disability. As shown in
Figure 1.3, the Point-in-Time count identified 306 chronically
homeless individuals. While few in number, the chronically homeless
consume a disproportionate share of public services. A report drafted
in 2004 by the SHCC indicated that the chronically homeless people
represent about 10 percent of all homeless individuals, and “consume
about 50 percent of the resources dedicated for supporting the
homeless.” Furthermore, the United States Interagency Council on
Homelessness notes, “People experiencing chronic homelessness cost
the public between $30,000 and $50,000 per person per year through
their repeated use of emergency rooms, hospitals, jails, psychiatric
centers, detox, and other crisis services”

Most of Utah’s Homeless
Reside in Salt Lake County

Outside of Salt Lake County, only Cedar City, Ogden and St.
George offer emergency shelter to the general homeless population.
Other communities also have emergency shelters, but their service is
limited to victims of domestic violence. Because only a few
communities in Utah have emergency shelters that serve the general
homeless population, and because a broad range of service options are
available in Salt Lake County, many homeless individuals from other
communities end up in Utah’s capital city. Figure 1.4 shows the
number of homeless individuals recorded during the 2018 Point-in-
Time Count for each of Utah’s three Continua of Care (CoC).

Figure 1.4 Number of Homeless Individuals During 2018. 63
percent of homeless individuals in Utah reside in Salt Lake County.

63 percent of all
homeless individual
identified in the Point-
in-Time count reside in
Salt Lake County.

CoC Organization Sheltered Unsheltered Total Percent
Salt Lake County 1,668 136 1,804 63%
Mountainland 128 45 173 6%
Balance of State 660 239 899 31%
Total 2,456 420 2,876 100%

Source: State of Utah Annual Report on Homelessness 2018, Division of Housing and Community

Development.

Figure 1.4 shows that the majority of Utah’s homeless live in Salt Lake
County, with 63 percent of all homeless individuals identified in the
Point-in-Time count. With only 37 percent of the state’s total

A Performance Audit of Utah’s Homeless Services (December 2018)



population, this means Salt Lake County has a disproportionate share
of the state’s homeless population.

While most of Utah’s homeless population lives in Salt Lake
County, not all originate from Salt Lake County. During the past year,
caseworkers at The Road Home have been asking new clients to
identify the location where they resided for at least 90 days before they
were homeless. This information is recorded in the client’s enrollment
record. Using HMIS data provided to us by DWS, we found that 49
percent of those served at the downtown shelter last resided in Salt
Lake County. Another 39 percent came from other counties in Utah.
Only 12 percent came from outside the state.

Creating a True Homeless Services
System Has Required a Coordinated Effort

For many years, several boards, and committees have been
working to unify Utah’s homeless services system under a common
strategic plan with common goals, a shared intake process, and a
shared client information system. The entities working on homeless
service issues include:

State Homeless Coordinating Committee. Created in 1988, the
tocal point for coordinating Utah’s homeless services system has been
the SHCC. The committee 1s comprised of 26 individuals who
represent state and local governments, private funders, service
providers, and others. In 2004, the SHCC drafted a strategic plan to
end chronic homelessness by the year 2014. The focus of that plan was
a strategy they called Housing First. That plan led to the creation of
hundreds of housing units for the chronically homeless.

The Collective Impact Steering Committee. Created by the Salt
Lake County Mayor’s office in 2015, the Collective Impact Steering
Committee is a local effort to unify all service providers, governments,
and funders in Salt Lake County behind a common set of goals and
objectives which they described as a set of “shared outcomes.” The
group is also working towards creating a joint “coordinated entry”
process for enrolling clients in the homeless services system.

Office of the Utah Legislative Auditor General
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Three separate boards
oversee different
segments of the
homeless services
system in Salt Lake
County.

The Three Continuums of Care. Sponsored by the United States
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), Utah has
three CoC regions that represent local efforts to coordinate services.
They include the Salt Lake County CoC, the Mountainland CoC
(Utah, Wasatch, and Summit Counties), and the Balance of State CoC
(serves the remaining counties). These organizations are responsible
tor distributing funds from various HUD programs. They also oversee
the Homeless Management Information System which most service
providers use to maintain a joint set of client records.

Shelter the Homeless Board. Historically, this organization has
been the owner of two shelters in Salt Lake County. One is the family
shelter in Midvale City. The other is the Downtown Shelter on Rio
Grande Street that it has recently agreed to sell to the State of Utah.
Shelter the Homeless is also building three new shelters and will
contract with outside providers to operate those facilities. In addition,
Shelter the Homeless is developing its own set of measures to evaluate
the efficiency and effectiveness of the homeless service system.

Audit Scope and Objectives

The objective of this audit is to provide the legislature with some
assurance that Utah’s homeless services system is using its resources
efficiently and that it is making meaningtul progress towards achieving
its goals to reduce homelessness. Specifically, the Economic
Development and Workforce Services Interim Committee requested a:

...quantitative and qualitative analysis that identifies the

following information with regards to homeless service
g g

providers that receive public funding:

e A description of the levels and sources of
tunding for each service provider in Salt Lake
County;

e  An analysis of the goals and objectives of each
service provider ... and its success in achieving
those goals;

e  An analysis of the effectiveness of initiatives to
place homeless individuals in transitional or
permanent housing;
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. An analysis of the role of the overlapping
jurisdictions involved in the administration;

. An analysis of the impact such initiatives have
on other counties in the state.

Our limited response to items one and five is described within this
introductory chapter. Our response to items two and three is
addressed in Chapter II. Our analysis of the problems associated with
overlapping jurisdictions (item four) is described in Chapter II1.

The findings described in this audit report relied heavily on
information we obtained from sources outside of Utah. We identified
best management practices used in other states and in Utah for
providing oversight, planning, and accountability in a homeless
services system. For example, we made personal visits to shelters and
other homeless service providers in California, Colorado, Nevada, and
Washington. We also interviewed consultants who are actively
involved in helping communities develop a coordinated response to
homelessness. While we did not review Operation Rio Grande, we
tfound it to be a good example that evaluation program can be done.

Office of the Utah Legislative Auditor General
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Chapter Il
Utah Lacks Oversight and Performance
Measures of its Homeless System

The information presented in this chapter responds to the
Legislature’s request to identify which programs serving the homeless
are eftective at achieving their goals, or placing homeless individuals in
housing. Due to problems with the data and weak management
information systems, we were unable to answer either question.
Although we found no shortage of information about client activities
and the services provided to them, we did not find the data to be of
much use in terms of monitoring program outcomes. Additionally,
Utah does not sufticiently utilize the data for evaluation, which allows
data errors to continue without correction. Moreover, we found that
the data gathered from providers by the Continuum of Care Regions
(CoCs)® and the Utah Division of Housing and Community
Development are not being used effectively to monitor performance.
This chapter recommends strenghthening the Homeless Management
Information System (HMIS) so it can be used as an eftective tool for
creating a more results-driven system for serving the homeless.

Poor HMIS Data Does Not Allow for
Program Performance Evaluation

Some key performance indicators drawn from the HMIS either
have errors or are incomplete. In addition, there have been several
changes made to the methods used to count chronic homelessness. As
a result, we found it impossible to evaluate the state’s success over
time in serving that critical population.

There are Specific Concerns
With Data in HMIS

We found numerous problems with the client enrollment data in
HMIS that led us to conclude that the data is not sufticiently reliable
to accurately monitor program outcomes. For example, the list of
clients enrolled in rapid rehousing programs includes hundreds of

Utah has three CoC’s: Salt Lake County CoC (Salt Lake County),
Mountainland CoC (Utah, Wasatch and Summit Counties), and the Balance of the
State CoC (represents the rest of the state).
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We found that 74
percent of clients who
were classified as
“returning to
homelessness” never
received subsidized
housing.
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clients who never received subsidized housing through that program.
In addition, we found clients enrolled in permanent supportive
housing who appear to have left the program without the exit date
being recorded. Finally, we found that the information regarding a
client’s exit destination is not always accurate. Based on these and
other data flaws, we could not evaluate the effectiveness of programs
aimed at helping the homeless find permanent housing.

Key Information for Clients Enrolled in Rapid Rehousing was
Either Inaccurate or Misleading. Because of the way that some
enrollment data is entered, there have been significant errors in the
program performance reports. For example, the Salt Lake County
CoC evaluates each program in terms of the number of clients who
exit the program and return to homelessness within two years. We
tound one performance report that shows a rapid rehousing program
that had 68 percent of its clients returning to homelessness. That is a
very poor result. However, after reviewing the source data, we found
the performance report was inaccurate, either because of errors or
misuse of the data.

In fact, our detailed review found that 74 percent of the clients
included in that program’s performance study never received
subsidized housing. These clients should not have even been included
in the test of program effectiveness. They were only included in the
study because they had been enrolled in a rapid rehousing program for
a very brief time, in some cases just for two days. Figure 2.1 describes
the enrollment history for one such client.

Figure 2.1. Example of One Client Who Was Briefly Enrolled in
Rapid Rehousing Program. Although the client never received a
subsidized apartment, and remained in emergency shelter, he was
still included in a performance study of a rapid rehousing program.

ENROLL
No. DATE EXIT DATE PROGRAM NAME
1 12/26/2015 8/11/2016 Emergency Shelter - Case Managed
2 12/29/2015 12/29/2015 Emergency Services
3 6/28/2016 6/30/2016 Rapid Re-Housing Programs
4 8/5/2016 Shelter Plus/VASH Reporting
5 8/5/2016 Renewal Shelter plus Care
6 1/26/2017 7/11/2017 Emergency Shelter
7 3/30/2017 7/10/2017 Rapid Re-housing Program

Source — Utah HMIS
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The following summarizes this client’s enrollment history
described in Figure 2.1:

e Line 1: The client was enrolled in the emergency shelter from
December 2015 to August 2016.

e Line 2: The client briefly received emergency services shortly
after enrolling in the shelter.

e Line 3: During a brief two-day period in June 2016 while the

client was living at the homeless shelter, the client was enrolled

concurrently in a rapid rehousing program. Apparently, the
service provider tried but failed to find this individual a
subsidized home or apartment and the client remained in the

shelter. However, based on the individual’s two-day enrollment

in rapid rehousing, the client was included in a study of that
program’s performance outcomes.

e Line 6: The client eventually enrolled in an emergency shelter.
Because this was considered a homeless condition, the client
was classified as a rapid rehousing client who had “returned to
homelessness.”

Even though the client had never received subsidized housing
through the rapid rehousing program, the individual was considered
to be a client of the program who had later returned to homelessness.

Client data suggests there may be hundreds of cases in which the
enrollment dates do not represent actual occupancy in a housing
program. Between January 2010 and December 2017, we found just
over 8,600 rapid rehousing cases. Of these cases nearly 1,100 were
individuals in rapid rehousing for less than two days. The entry and
exit dates were the same for over 200 cases. There is no exit date for
43 cases (excluding anyone who entered after January 2017).

Exit Dates are Also Being Used Incorrectly for Some
Permanent Housing Programs. Some programs are not recording
the date when a client physically exits their housing in HMIS. Unless
the client’s physical exit of a housing unit is recorded, they cannot be
included in a study of client outcomes.

For example, Line 5 in Figure 2.1 shows an enrollment date of
August 5, 2016 when the client began to participate in Renewal
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Shelter plus Care, which is a permanent supportive housing program.
However, there is no exit date shown. We know from other public
records that the client was evicted from the housing program in
January of 2017 and then relocated to the emergency shelter. As a
result, the client experienced a return to homelessness which is
considered a negative outcome for the program. However, the
housing program would not have been held accountable for this
negative result because the lack of an exit date meant the client was not
included among those who left the program.

According to one large housing authority, it is their practice to not
record an exit date if they are still trying to find new housing for the
client. However, without an exit date, the client would not be
identified as someone who left the program and had a negative
outcome. Their experience would not be reflected in a study of the
program’s performance outcomes.

This practice of not entering an exit date when a client no longer
occupies a permanent housing facility is not consistent with the HMIS
data requirements. According to the United States Department of
Housing and Urban Development’s (HUD) 2014 Data Standards
Manual, the exit date should represent the date when a client no
longer occupies a housing unit. It defines the “exit date” as follows:

For residential projects this date would represent the last
day of continuous stay in the project before the client
transfers to another residential project or otherwise stops
residing in the project.

Because providers have not followed the above practice recommended
by HUD, we could not identitfy which clients had received housing
and when they physically exited that housing facility. As a result, we
could not identify which clients should be included in our study of the
program outcomes.

We conducted a study of clients residing in permanent supportive
housing during 2015. We found 317 clients with no exit date
recorded. Of those, we found 62 clients (or 20 percent) whose client
records suggest that they may have left the housing program even
though no exit date was recorded. These records indicating the clients
have left include:

e Extended stays in emergency shelter
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e An exit destination reported from another service suggesting
they were no longer living in permanent supportive housing

e An eviction from their housing program.

Client Exit Outcomes are Often Missing or Misreported. To
identify the outcome of a service, such as rapid rehousing or
permanent supportive housing, service providers are asked to record
the client’s exit destination. A successful outcome might be when a
client moves out of a subsidized housing program and rents their own
apartment. A negative outcome might be when the client returns to
homelessness, which would include living in an emergency shelter or
any place not meant for human habitation. The exit destination should
be recorded whenever a client leaves a program. It is one way that
HMIS administrators can monitor client outcomes.

We could not rely on the accuracy of the exit destinations being
recorded by case workers. We conducted a study of the 1,835 clients
who enrolled in permanent supportive housing during 2015. Our goal
was to identify the number of clients who returned to homelessness
during the following two years. However, we found that caseworkers
had not consistently recorded the exit destination for each client.

For example, there were 395 instances in which caseworkers
reported that a client had moved from permanent supportive housing
into a rental without other ongoing housing subsidies. If true, that
would be considered a successful outcome. However, in 63 of those
cases it appears the client had simply moved to another type of
permanent housing unit. Those would not be considered positive
outcomes; rather, it would be considered a neutral outcome. In
addition, three clients reportedly returned to the shelter which would
have been a negative outcome. As a result, 17 percent of clients who,
based on the exit destination data, might have been considered to have
positive outcomes but actually did not. We did not have time to test
the accuracy of all reported exit destinations, but we are concerned
that the errors we did uncover reflect a systematic problem with how
the data 1s being entered into HMIS.

HMIS Data Needs to Be
Evaluated to be Usable

As described in the previous section we have found numerous data
concerns with HMIS. In order for HMIS to be useful for program
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evaluation, the data needs to be reviewed. There are a number of
possible causes for the bad data. HMIS users have blamed poor
training for the inconsistent data entries. Due to these concerns we
concluded that the data was not sufticiently reliable to complete our
study of program outcomes.

HMIS Users Blame Lack of Training for Inconsistent Data
Entries. When we showed the HMIS users the inconsistencies we
There are over 600 tound in the data, they attributed the data errors to a lack of training
active users of HMIS. for the case workers who enter the data. One observed that there are
over 600 active users in the system. In addition, those who manage
the HMIS system have changed over in recent years. This presents a
challenge for the HMIS administrators who are assigned responsibility
tor providing training to the users.

Other HMIS users told us they have not had time to review the
accuracy of the data used to create their performance reports. For this
reason, they were unaware of the problems we had found with the
data. One observed that:

This level of review you have provided is certainly valuable
and a need within our system, which really just highlights
the amount of work that is necessary within our
community/CoC/State but unfortunately goes unfunded
tor stafting. When the immediate HMIS needs of the
providers are so critical, micro-level analysis, unfortunately,
has to be pushed to the side in order to ensure that
programs can operate and people can continue to be

A management provided with services.

information system is

of little use if the users Clearly, a management information system is of little use if the
do not have sufficient users do not have sufficient training to enter data correctly. Another
training to enter data . . . .
correctly. concern, raised by the above statement, is that HMIS administrators

have not monitored the accuracy of the data. The HMIS will be of
limited value if users of the system cannot count on the accuracy and
reliability of the data.

Due to Concerns for the Quality of the Data, We Did Not
Complete Our Study of Program Outcomes. One of our audit
objectives was to identity the performance outcomes of individual
programs that offer housing services to the homeless. With this
objective in mind, we spent a considerable amount of time trying to
evaluate the performance of each rapid rehousing and permanent
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supportive housing program. We even prepared initial drafts of
reports showing the number of clients with a positive, neutral, and
negative outcome after they exited each housing program. However,
after finding significant problems with the data, we lost confidence in
the accuracy of our results. Therefore, we could not complete the
Legislature’s request for program-level performance data. We
concluded that HMIS is not sufficiently reliable to identify the
performance of individual programs.

HMIS Data Needs to Be Used to Evaluate Program
Outcomes. We have been told that HMIS data has mainly been used
to monitor client activity, not program performance. This may be the
reason we had such difficulty using the data to identify program
outcomes. If, in the future, the data is used to evaluate program
performance, with accompanying consequences when programs do
not perform, we believe the accuracy of the data will improve.

For example, if the local oversight body had truly focused on
program outcomes, it would have been alarmed, as we were, by
reports showing 68 percent of one program’s clients returning to
homelessness. This poor result should have led to a review of the
causes for such a poor level of performance. The oversight body would
have found, as we did, that the poor result was mainly due to bad
data. The discovery of bad data should in turn, lead the oversight body
to demand more accurate data.

Utah Does Not Consistently Utilize Performance
Measures to Evaluate Contract Outcomes

The Division of Housing and Community Development (HCD or
division) does not sufficiently utilize contract performance data. The
performance measures that the division does collect are not consistent.
However, there are a few private providers and Operation Rio Grande
that have shown it is possible to evaluate outcomes.

Housing and Community Development Does
Not Utilize Performance Measures

Each year, the State Homeless Coordinating Committee (SHCC)
authorizes millions of dollars in contracts with non-profit
organizations that offer services to individuals experiencing
homelessness. These contracts require providers to gather and submit
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performance data to the division each year. However, the division
does not use this information to measure and evaluate whether
contractors are meeting all expectations. In addition, we did not find
any evidence that there were consequence for not meeting the required
benchmarks.

We reviewed 21 contracts for 10 different providers and found that
data collected 1s not used sufficiently to evaluate performance. After
the data was collected, we found no evidence that the division used the
data from any of the providers to evaluate programs and contracts.
The division had not compiled the data in a way that could easily be
used to evaluate the performance of contracts. For example, we found
that 40 percent of the measures required in the contracts were not
even collected. DWS has said in previous years the focus was on
tracking outputs and in fiscal year 2019 they will begin tracking all
outcome measures. Of measures collected, we found that only 52
percent of performance targets were achieved.

It is concerning that there was no follow up on the outcomes of
targets in the contracts. Ideally, the division should have used this
information to determine whether the contractor had met the state’s
performance benchmarks and then shared the results with the
provider. Corrective action should be taken when performance is well
below expectation, but we found no evidence of this occurring. While
HCD provides contract oversight, we are concerned that without
consistent tracking of outcomes, the division cannot sufticiently ensure
tunds are used eftectively. Tracking outcomes will allow HCD to
evaluate program eftectiveness, concentrate funding on successful
programs, and help less-successful providers make improvements.

Contract Performance
Measures Lack Consistency

We are concerned with the changes in the measures used by the
SHCC to evaluate performance. In 2016, House Bill 328 was passed,
requiring the SHCC to conduct a needs assessment to:

e Identify desired statewide outcomes related to minimizing
homelessness

e Review data gathering... including an evaluation of:

0 the functionality of existing databases;
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0 the ability to expand and tailor existing databases to
better serve the needs of homeless individuals and;

0 ...sharing between entities

e Identify gaps between the data and the data needed to
implement best practices in minimizing homelessness and
achieving desired statewide outcomes

e Identify opportunities to align data gathering and reporting
related to homelessness with other state efforts

To fulfill the requirements of HB 328, the Department of
Workforce Services (DWS) contracted with the Department of
Technology Services (DTS) to review HMIS. DTS issued a report
with recommendations to improve HMIS. DTS recommended:

e Establish HMIS database standards

e Using HMIS, identity common reports, metrics, expected
outcomes, develop models, and use predictive analytics.

e Exploring data sharing agreements with other state initiatives
and agencies.

We agree with these recommendations and believe HCD should take
steps to ensure they are implemented.

Additionally, SHCC adopted performance measures for the
. . . . Current performance
homeless service system. While the requirement in HB328 was measures are not tied
tulfilled, we are concerned with the lack of follow-through to ensure to a plan.

state-funded homeless programs are meeting expectations. As
discussed in the previous section, the performance measures were not
consistently collected nor were they used to evaluate and improve
outcomes. After adopting one set of performance measures, most of
the staft responsible for monitoring contracts left for other
employment. This has created large turnover, but they made changes
to performance measures used for the fiscal year 2019 funding. We are
concerned with this because these measures are not tied to a plan or an
overarching goal for reducing homelessness.
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SHCC’s use of annual contracts also makes it difticult to collect the
performance data required in each service contract and to use the data
to measure performance. Because the contracts that are offered are
renewed annually, it is difficult to collect data and use that information
to evaluate a provider’s performance before the next contract must be
renewed. The use of longer-term contracts would be one way to
improve the link between evaluating provider performance and
renewing their contracts.

While steps have been taken this past year to improve contract
oversight and data collection, Utah still lacks a plan and key measures
to be able to evaluate success. We have seen the use of performance
measures in the state to evaluate progress. There are private providers
who use planning and internal measures. Additionally, Operation Rio
Grande utilizes baselines and a few key measures to evaluate the
progress of the three phases of the plan. Each of the three phases has
an overall outcome and a measurement to evaluate success. Operation
Rio Grande also has required actions as part of each phase. In
contrast, SHCC needs better oversight of contracts and performance
to ensure programs serving individuals experiencing homelessness are
meeting intended outcomes. We recommend an improved use of
benchmarks and performance monitoring to ensure scarce resources
are used efficiently and effectively.

Poor Data Resulted in Utah
Erroneously Reporting A Large
Decrease in Chronic Homelessness

We also found that we could not rely on past reports of the
performance of Utah’s homeless services system. For example, we
tound errors in reports describing the success of Utah’s decade long
effort to end chronic homelessness. These reports illustrate the
importance of accurate success measures of the service system in
accomplishing its goals.

In 2015, Utah received national media attention when DWS
announced that it had largely achieved its goal to end chronic
homelessness. The report states that “Since 2005, the chronic
homeless population in Utah has dropped by 91 percent.” However,
due to problems with the data, those figures were inaccurate.
Although there is evidence that state did make some progress, due to
problems with the data, it is difficult to know just how successful they
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were in reducing chronic homelessness. While we acknowledge that
DWS no longer uses this figure and calculation, our main concern is
that the SHCC did not fulfill its commitment to develop an eftective
system for measuring its progress towards its goals. This information
1s summarized in Figure 2.2.

Utah erroneously

showed a 91 percent
decrease in chronic

homelessness.

Figure 2.2. In 2015, Utah Erroneously Reported a 91 Percent
Decline in Chronic Homelessness Over Ten Years. However, a
close examination of the data shows this claim was inaccurate.
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Source: Department of Workforce Services, Comprehensive Report on Homelessness, State of Utah 2015

While the data presented shows a significant drop in the number of
chronically homeless people, much of the decrease can be attributed to
changes made in the methods used to count chronic homelessness.
The following describes some of these changes:

e As stated in the legend of Figure 2.2, the 2015 number is the
raw data from the Point-in-Time count, while the previous
years are annualized numbers. The annualized number are the
point-in-time count multiplied by some factor. In addition, the
method for annualizing the count has changed.

e One cause for the large reduction in chronic homelessness in
2010 1s that the state stopped counting individuals in
transitional housing as being chronically homeless.

e In 2015, the COC reported that it adopted a new process for
verifying whether an individual is chronically homeless.
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It appears Utah officials did not consider these factors when
concluding that there had been a 91 percent drop in the rate of
chronic homelessness. We do not know the extent to which Utah
efforts have helped reduce chronic homelessness. The construction of
several permanent supportive housing facilities has helped. Utah needs
to utilize consistent and reliable data to be able to continually evaluate
program performance.

Utah Needs A Data Driven System

Utah currently lacks a result-oriented and data driven homeless
services system. As discussed in this chapter, we are concerned that
HMIS is currently not sufficiently reliable to measure program
performance. Additionally, the SHCC lacks oversight and consistent
performance measures. To create a truly effective, results-oriented
service system, Utah needs to improve its use of data and the
performance measures used to monitor outcomes.

We recommend that the SHCC do what it committed to do in its
2004 plan to end chronic homelessness. That plan describes several
steps that should be taken to evaluate provider performance. The plan
states that “Evaluation will be an important part of the plan
implementation.” Figure 2.3 shows key steps in Utah’s plan to end
chronic homelessness.

Figure 2.3 Key Steps Utah Outlined to Evaluate Implementation
of Plan. Utah’s plan to end chronic homeless outlined key steps to
measure performance and implementation.

“Each Action will delineate specific benchmarks and outcome measures as a
framework to gauge progress and report to policy makers and funders.”

“Key to the evaluation effort will be the continued development of the
homeless management information system...”

“[HMIS]...will provide a way of understanding how people who are homeless
use the system of services, and the impact of these services in promoting
housing stability and self-sufficiency.”

Source: Utah’s Plan to End Chronic Homelessness, 2004
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While we support what was stated in the plan and believe the SHCC
should follow through with this plan to create and evaluate specific
benchmarks and outcome measures.

The plan emphasized statewide data collection and outcome
measures, but we are concerned that accurate data collection and
outcome measures are still lacking. With the passage of HB 328
during the 2016 Legislative General Session, the Legislature
recognized the need to review the data management system and
performance measures used by the homeless services system. This bill
required SHCC to complete a study on the data system and adopt
outcome measures. While a study was completed and outcome
measures were adopted, we also could not find evidence that outcome
measures are being used to evaluate performance.

Utah needs to ensure the data collected is consistent and accurate
and can be used to measure performance pertaining to the goals and
objectives outlined in a plan. Finally, Utah should ensure collected
data is used to evaluate individual program performance as well as the
accomplishment of the state’s goals. This process will lead to better
oversight of contract performance. Using benchmarks and
performance measures, Utah homeless services providers should be
able to demonstrate that the state’s limited resources are being used
efficiently and effectively to reduce homelessness. They should also be
able to demonstrate the progress they are making towards
accomplishing the goals described in the state plan to reduce
homelessness.

Recommendations

1. We recommend that the State Homeless Coordinating
Committee require the establishment of clear and measurable
goals and performance benchmarks for each individual provider
offering services to homeless individuals in the state.

2. We recommend that the State Homeless Coordinating
Committee monitor and report on the performance of
individual service providers in achieving their performance
benchmarks.
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3. We recommend that the Division of Housing and Community
Development audit and validate data in the Homeless
Management Information System on a frequent basis.

4. We recommend the Division of Housing and Community

Development train Homeless Management Information System
users on a frequent basis to ensure providers are entering
information consistently.

5. We recommend the State Homeless Coordinating Committee
create a performance measurement process to evaluate progress
in achieving goals and objectives outlined in the state plan.
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Chapter Il
Utah Needs a Coordinated
Response to Homelessness

Before Utah can evaluate the success of its homeless service system,
it must first define what success is. This chapter describes three steps
that should be taken to unite Utah’s state agencies, local governments,
business community, and service providers behind a common strategy
and shared goals to reduce homelessness. These steps are based on
recommendations by the U.S. Interagency Council on Homelessness
(USICH), our observations of other states, and local service
professionals. The steps include:

e Empowering a state coordinating council to act as the focal
point for oversight, planning, and accountability.

e Drafting a strategic plan with measurable goals, strategies, and
action steps for implementing the plan.

e Monitoring success in accomplishing the set goals in the plan.

In the past, Utah has made attempts to implement these steps.
However, these efforts have produced only modest results. For
example, Utah has had a State Homeless Coordinating Committee
(SHCC) since 1988. In 2004, they drafted a strategic plan with a goal
to end chronic homelessness by the year 2014. That plan called for
evaluation tools to measure progress and to hold providers
accountable. Unfortunately, the plan is out of date and the state’s
efforts to reduce homelessness are no longer guided by a set of
measurable goals and strategies. The state continues to struggle to
provide services through a fragmented network of funders and service
providers who do not always coordinate their efforts.

Better Oversight and Planning are Needed to
Improve Utah’s Response to Homelessness

The first step in creating a coordinated response to homelessness is
to create an oversight body that is responsible for strategic planning,
goal setting, and results monitoring. Utah has its SHCC, but the
committee does not have a current strategic plan or a set of
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measurable goals. We recommend that the Legislature consider
claritying in statute the SHCC’s specific responsibilities. Among other
things, they should be given responsibility for statewide oversight. The
SHCC should also be given authority to appoint a single oversight
body to provide local oversight, planning, and accountability of
homeless services provided in each region of the state.

At the local level, we found a few communities which have taken
initial steps to prepare a strategic plan for homeless services. However,
local level oversight is fragmented among different boards and
committees. For example, in Salt Lake County, oversight is provided
by three difterent boards and a coordinating committee.

The Oversight Role of Utah’s
SHCC Can be Enhanced

We found that Utah’s SHCC does not perform the full range of
responsibilities recommended by the USICH and by other states
which are following the USICH recommendations. Utah does not
have a current strategic plan, they have not set specific goals and
performance standards, and they do not have a process for verifying
that the state’s performance goals have been achieved. We interviewed
11 of the 14 voting members of the SHCC and found the members
were generally uncertain as to their role in statewide planning,
oversight and accountability of homeless services. One reason may be
that the Utah Code does not specifically direct the SHCC to perform
those functions.

SHCC Members are Uncertain About Their Authority to
Provide Statewide Oversight. The SHCC is comprised of the
executive directors of several state agencies, local mayors,
representatives from non-profit organizations, and philanthropic
groups that serve the homeless. We were able to interview eleven of
the fourteen members of the SHCC. We discussed their roles as a
committee member and the challenges they face while trying to guide
the state’s efforts to reduce homelessness.

We found that the committee members are generally uncertain as
to their authority and the full scope of their responsibilities. Although
they understand that they have a responsibility to oversee the
awarding of state funds to qualified homeless programs, they were less
certain about their role in overseeing the state’s homeless service
system. Four members said they believe the committee should provide
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statewide oversight, strategic planning and accountability of homeless
services but they said the committee is not performing those functions.
The following are comments made by individual committee members:

e The committee does not know what powers or responsibilities
they have. They do not have a state plan and they need one.
Also, the committee has not discussed what they want to
accomplish this year other than to build three new resource
centers. They spend most of their time on funding issues, not
planning.

e There is a trend towards making the SHCC into more of an

oversight body but they are currently charged with dispersing
tunds.

e The SHCC asked to know what service strategy would be
applied at the new resource centers but did not receive a
response.

e Developing a statewide plan, setting measurable goals, and
identifying performance metrics is the way to go, but the
committee is not doing that.

e There is a lack of coordination. All the funders of homeless
services need to do better at working together to ensure they

are filling the funding gaps.

e The committee does not have a plan for reducing homelessness.
Instead, they only respond to the latest crisis.

During our discussions with the committee members, we also
described the responsibilities performed by oversight bodies for
homeless services in other states, such as strategic planning, setting
goals and monitoring performance. We found that the members of
Utah’s SHCC were not opposed to performing those functions, if the
Legislature established that as their role.

Utah Code Does Not Clearly Define the Responsibilities of
the SHCC. One reason the members of the SHCC may have
difficulty understanding their oversight responsibility to provide
oversight of homeless services, to do strategic planning and to monitor
results is that these responsibilities are not included in the section of
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the statute which describes the purpose of the committee. Utah Code
35A-8-602(a) describes the purposes of the SHCC. It states:

The Homeless Coordinating Committee shall work to
ensure that services provided to the homeless by state
agencies, local governments, and private organizations are
provided in a cost-effective manner.

The remaining language in Utah Code 35A-8-602 only addresses the
committee’s responsibilities to allocate funds devoted to homelessness.

In our view, the language in the statute does not give the
committee adequate guidance regarding their responsibilities. It does
not define the scope of their authority, or the need for them to
provide oversight, strategic planning, and performance monitoring of
Utah’s homeless services system. It is therefore not surprising that they
have expressed uncertainty regarding their role of the committee.

The Legislature Should Consider Clarifying the
Responsibilities of the SHCC. We found that the language
contained in the statutes of five other states provide clear language
regarding the responsibilities of state homeless coordinating
committees in those states. The following are examples of the specific
responsibilities listed in those statutes:

¢ Florida: “Develop outcome and accountability measures and
promote and use such measures to evaluate program
effectiveness and make recommendations for improving current
practices in order to best meet the needs of the homeless.”

e Maine: “Establishes a baseline for homelessness in the State
trom which improvements can be measured.”

e Washington: Prepare a plan which must include “An
implementation strategy outlining the roles and responsibilities
at the state and local level and timelines to achieve a reduction
in homelessness at the statewide level during periods of the
tive-year homeless housing strategic plan.”

e Hawaii: “Formulate, and advise the governor on the
implementation of, a unified ten-year statewide plan to address
homelessness...”
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e California: “... create a statewide data system or warchouse
that collects local data through Homeless Management
Information Systems, with the ultimate goal of matching data
on homelessness to programs impacting homeless recipients of
state programs...”

In addition to considering adopting the above statutory language
used by other states, Utah legislators could also consider the following
list of responsibilities recommended by the USICH.

e Create a state plan to prevent and end homelessness that
assesses overall needs, coordinates resources, and promotes
national best practices.

e Foster the development of local community plans to end
homelessness throughout the state.

e Recommend policy, regulatory and resource changes needed to
accomplish the objectives outlined in the state plan.

e Ensure accountability and results in implementation strategies.

e Create a state-wide partnership with local stakeholders and
local elected officials through Continua of Care.

The above list is only a starting point. Scope of responsibility given to
a statewide council needs to reflect that state’s needs and conditions.

By giving the SHCC a clearer, more specific mandate, we believe
the Legislature can help the SHCC provide the leadership needed by
Utah’s homeless service system. Based on our conversations with
members of that committee, we believe they are ready to assume that
role.

The State Oversight Body Should Coordinate
Efforts to Address Homelessness

In our opinion, the most effective state coordinating councils are
those that have clear statutory authority to perform strategic planning,
set measurable goals, and monitor results. These oversight bodies
typically receive staff support from a lead agency. To address the more
technical aspects of the plan, the oversight body could appoint special
working groups. The following are several other strategies to help
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state councils become effective in leading their efforts to reduce
homelessness.

Create Local Homeless Committee to Coordinate Homeless
Services at the Community Level. Local homeless committees can
be used to promote local implementation of the state’s effort to create
a coordinated response to homelessness. Many communities rely on
Continuum of Care (CoC) Boards that were created for this purpose
by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD). Others have created homeless coordinating councils that are
separate from their CoC’s. In either case, whether it is CoCs or
separate local councils, they work best when they have a diverse
membership representing local service providers, civic leaders, and
local business leaders in the community.

As discussed later 1n this chapter, Utah’s local oversight is divided
among several different boards and committees. In Salt Lake County,
the following entities provide local direction:

e Shelter the Homeless Board
e The Road Home Board
e Salt Lake Continuum of Care

In communities outside of Salt Lake County, oversight is provided
by the Mountainland CoC and Balance of State CoC, as well as by a
tew other LHCC:s that also provide strategic planning and coordinate
homeless services at the local level.

Select a Lead Agency to Provide Staff Support to Each State
and Local Oversight Body. To be effective, an oversight body needs
to focus on making high-level policy decisions, setting standards, and
monitoring results. We believe the actual work of developing policy,
managing data, and preparing performance reports should be
administered by support staft. We found that it is not uncommon for
state and local councils to select a local governmental agency that is
under contract or memorandum of understanding to provide support
to the oversight body.

In Utah, the Department of Workforce Services’ Housing and
Community Development Division provides the staft support for the
SHCC. Similarly, the Salt Lake County CoC has an agreement with
Salt Lake County to provide its administrative support. Additionally,
United Way of Utah County provides administrative support to the
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Mountainland CoC and HCD provides it for the Balance of the State
CoC.

Appoint Task Force Groups to Address Specific Issues. The
support required by the oversight body is best provided by special task
torce groups of experts from the community. Such groups can help
the oversight body formulate strategies to address the more
challenging problems, such as how to address chronic homelessness or
how to address mental illness and drug abuse that is common among

the homeless. Some task force groups might be formed permanently

. . L Task forces can be
and provide ongoing support on a specific issue. Other task force used to help find
groups might be asked to address a special need and then be disbanded solutions for specific
once the task is completed. In either case, task force groups should be Issues facing the

SHCC.
created, and its members appointed, through a formal action by the
oversight body.

We are aware of only one task force group that is currently active
in Utah; the Homeless Management Information System (HMIS)
Steering committee. That group is responsible for overseeing the use
and management of the HMIS. In its 2004 strategic plan, the SHCC
said it intended to create several task force groups to handle specific
issues facing the state homeless services system. However, we found
no evidence that any of those other groups are still active.

Local Oversight, Planning, and Accountability in Salt Lake
County is Divided Among Several Oversight Bodies

Although we found much support for addressing the problem of
homelessness in Salt Lake County, the community needs a single
oversight body that can unite its efforts. Currently, Salt Lake County’s
homeless service system has three major oversight bodies. In addition,
Salt Lake County uses a coordinating council, called the Collective
Impact Steering Committee, that is attempting to unify the
community’s effort to reduce homelessness. Each is independently
working towards addressing the problem of homelessness. Several of
these groups are developing their own unique tools for measuring
service outcomes. While we acknowledge the tremendous support for
addressing homeless issues in Salt Lake County, we recommend the
efforts of the following three groups be joined under a common local
coordinating council.
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Salt Lake County Continuum of Care Board. HUD has
created regional boards throughout the nation to coordinate
the planning of the service delivery system and to oversee the
allocation of federal funds for homelessness. Each CoC is
responsible for conducting the annual point-in-time counts of
homeless individuals in their jurisdictions. The CoC also
monitors the performance of providers who receive funding

through HUD.

Shelter the Homeless Board. Shelter the Homeless does not
provide direct services but is the owner of the major shelters
and housing facilities in Salt Lake County. This includes the
Midvale Shelter, the downtown shelter on Rio Grande Street,
and the three new resource centers. This organization is also
developing its own systemwide performance monitoring tool
which it describes as a “homelessness index.”

The Road Home Board. The Road Home is the largest
provider of shelter services, rapid rehousing, and permanent
supportive housing in Salt Lake County. Much of the funding
tor homeless services 1s channeled through this organization
and the use of those funds comes under the oversight of its
board. As a result, The Road Home and its board play a major
role in developing strategies for serving the homeless in Salt
Lake County. It also has its own set of output measures that it
applies to its programs and services.

In summary, we found that local oversight of homeless services in

Salt Lake County is fragmented among several groups. It appears
there is no single entity that is responsible for crafting an overall
strategic plan, with measurable goals, and annually-reviewed
performance metrics.

Utah Needs a Strategic Plan with
Measurable Goals and Action Steps

The SHCC should draft a new strategic plan for reducing

homelessness statewide. In our opinion, the best state plans for
reducing homelessness are those that include measurable goals,
performance targets and milestones for accomplishing specific tasks. In
2004, Utah drafted a strategic plan to reduce homelessness. Even
though the plan emphasized the importance of accountability, we
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tound no evidence that performance measures were ever fully
developed or monitored.

In 2015, the Salt Lake County Collective Impact Steering
Committee took several steps towards preparing a strategic plan to
reduce homelessness in Salt Lake County. However, their plan also
lacks measurable goals and implementation action steps.

Utah Lacks a Strategic Plan
To Reduce Homelessness

Utah’s SHCC prepared a strategic plan in 2004 with several
ambitious goals and objectives. However, the plan is now out of date
and is no longer used. As a result, Utah’s network of providers,
businesses, and funders are not guided by a common strategy to
reduce homelessness.

The 2004 Plan to End Chronic Homelessness is Out of Date.
In 2004, the SHCC prepared a document titled Ten-Year Strategic
Action Plan to End Chronic Homelessness. The focus of the plan was a
“permanent housing-based strategy” with the following four phases:

) SHCC's last homeless
e “Prevention efforts to forestall homelessness for those at strategic plan was

imminent risk; created in 2004.

e Rapidly re-housing those who are homeless (a Housing First
approach) by increasing available, atfordable housing;

e Funding of supportive services that promote housing stability
and self-sufficiency; and

¢ Collecting and providing accurate data and measuring results.”

The plan was used to generate support for the “housing first”
strategy which resulted in the construction of several permanent
housing facilities which currently serve hundreds of chronically
homeless individuals. The plan also marked the beginning of Utah’s
emphasis on rapid-housing programs. However, as described in
Chapter II of this report, we found that the fourth goal, to provide
accurate data and measure results was not achieved.

The 2004 Plan was Updated in 2008. The updated plan stressed
the importance of developing management information tools that
could be used to identify “what works and what doesn’t,” and to
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“track progress and make adjustments.” Although the plan led to the
construction of four new housing facilities for the chronically
homeless, the information systems needed to identify “what works”
were never developed. The Division of Housing and Community
Development tracks the state’s progress towards ending chronic
homelessness. However, in 2015, as described previously in Chapter
II, they incorrectly reported that the goal had largely been achieved.
Since that time, the goal to end chronic homelessness, and the
strategic plan to achieve that goal is no longer being used. As a result,
Utah’s efforts to serve the homeless do not appear to be guided by a
clear strategy and measurable goals.

The Salt Lake County Plan Lacks Measurable Goals. In 2015,
service providers and community leaders in Salt Lake County formed
what they call the Collective Impact Steering Committee. That body
joined together in support of a document that expressed a shared
vision of how they might address homelessness in their community. In
our view, their efforts represent a good first step towards preparing a
strategic plan. The group has also helped unite the larger community
of service providers behind a common vision of success. However, to
achieve that vision, the plan needs measurable goals, action steps to
accomplish those goals, and a process to measure their progress.

The following are some of the shared outcomes described in the
county plan:

e Successfully divert individuals and families from emergency
shelter whenever possible.

e Meet the basic needs of those in crisis.

e Provide individuals and families with stabilization services
when they need them.

e Ensure Salt Lake County’s housing supply meets the demand
and needs of all residents.

While they are all worthy goals, the above listed items are not
measurable. They are stated in such general terms that there is no
objective way to determine what progress has been made towards
accomplishing each goal. The following section discusses ways to
make both state-wide and local goals measurable.
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Best Practice is to Adopt Measurable Goals to Address
Homelessness Among Specific Client Populations

To gain community support, the strategic plan should include
goals and objectives that focus the community’s attention on the need
to address a specific aspect of homelessness. To promote
accountability, the goals should also be measurable. The plan should

include a list of specific strategies and action items to support the goal.

Milestones should be set to monitor progress in achieving each action
item.

These are the best practices we have observed in the strategic plans
prepared by other states and localities. They are supported by the
USICH and are consistent with the management process described in
Best Practices for Good Management, a document published by our
office. Some of these steps were also recommended to us by a retired
HUD official who provided us with valuable insight into what other
states have done to address homelessness. Finally, these are some of
the same accountability tools that Utah’s SHCC described in its 2004
strategic plan.

Begin with Goals and Objectives for Specific Target
Populations. We have observed that other states typically begin the
strategic planning process by identifying a set of goals and objectives
tor addressing homelessness among specific target populations.
Ideally, the goals should be measurable or sufficiently specific so one
might readily determine whether the goal has been achieved.

The following are examples of goals that we found in other state
and local plans. They are either measurable or sufficiently specific to
know whether they have been achieved.

e Arizona: Move 300 chronically homeless individuals or
tamilies into permanent housing each year for the next 5 years.

e Houston: End Veteran Homelessness by 2015.

e Michigan: Reduce Chronic Homelessness by 20 percent
annually.

e Minnesota: Prevent and end homelessness among families
with children by the end of 2020.
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e Ohio Balance of the State CoC: Rapid Rehousing projects
will have no more than 12 percent of adults who exited to
permanent housing return to [homelessness] within two years
of exit.

The advantage of providing measurable goals, like those described
above, is that it makes accountability possible. We recommend that
Utah’s SHCC select specific measurable goals that reflect the state’s
priorities and the greatest needs of our community. For example,
ending veteran homelessness is sometimes viewed as a good initial
goal because that population is relatively small. Homeless veterans are
also served through a dedicated funding stream.

Similarly, the SHCC’s goal in 2004 to “end chronic homelessness™
was not unrealistic. Utah’s service providers maintain a shared list of
those individuals who are known to be chronically homeless. The last
point-in-time count identified 306 individuals who are known to be
chronically homeless in Utah. It was not unreasonable in 2004, nor
would be unreasonable today, to develop a set of strategies to reduce
that number to nearly zero.

Identify Strategies and Action Steps to Accomplish the Plan’s
Goals. Once a set of goals have been identified, the next step 1s to
develop a set of strategies and action steps to accomplish each goal.
Because they may be somewhat technical in nature, the SHCC and
local oversight bodies should seck the input of a broad group of
stakeholders and experts to help develop strategies and action steps.

We found several examples of states and localities that have
prepared well-drafted strategic plans to reduce or end homelessness.
These are states and a locality that were 1dentified by a regional
manager of the USICH as having made significant progress in
developing their services to reduce homelessness.

Two plans we believe are models of good planning are Minnesota’s
Heading Home Together and Houston’s The Way Home (See
Appendices A and B). These plans have specific goals, strategies, and
action step to accomplish the goals. Minnesota’s utilizes specific
strategies and assigns actions steps to agencies to accomplish difference
strategies. In their report, Minnesota stated that they have been able to
reduce total homelessness by eight percent since 2014 and other
subpopulations even more.

A Performance Audit of Utah’s Homeless Services (December 2018)



The Houston plan, which began in 2012, has goals that are specific
and definite. One of its goals was to end chronic homelessness by the
year 2016. The plan also has specific strategies to accomplish the goal
and action items to accomplish each strategy. One specific goal in the
plan is to end youth homelessness by 2020, with accompanying
strategies to accomplish this goal. Overall Houston reported a 57
percent decline in homelessness since 2011.

The Legislature Should Consider Directing the
SHCC to Prepare a Strategic Plan

Utah should utilize strategic planning to identity goals and
objectives for the state’s homeless service system. Just as the 2004 plan
led to broad community support for Utah’s “housing first” program, a
new strategic plan should generate interest in accomplishing a new set
of goals. The Legislature can initiate this process by clarifying the
responsibilities of the SHCC and by giving them a specific mandate to
prepare a strategic plan. At a minimum, the plan should include:

e Measurable goals
e Strategies and action steps for accomplishing those goals
e Milestones for completing each action step

The plan could also address other issues that appear to be of
concern to the Legislature, such as how the funding from all the
different sources can best be used to cover the cost of implementing
the strategic plan. The Legislature could also require that the SHCC
periodically update a legislative committee on the progress made in
completing the goals and objectives in the plan.

Local Plans Should Guide Community Efforts to Implement
the State Plan. The Legislature should also consider requiring the
SHCC to designate local planning bodies to prepare strategic plans
that address the goals of the statewide plan. Local plans have been
developed in the past. In addition to the three CoC’s, Utah has 13
Local Homeless Coordinating Committees (LHCC) representing
various regions of the state. After the SHCC prepared its 2004
strategic plan, we know that at least two of these LHCCs prepared
their own strategic plans to help implement the state’s goals to end
chronic homelessness in their communities. Furthermore, HUD
already requires each of the CoCs in Utah to work with their local
communities to draft a strategic plan and monitor its progress.
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Representatives from the Salt Lake CoC report that they have not
prepared a local plan as required. However, they express an interest in
participating in that process. Figure 3.1 describes a possible

relationship between the state plan and local planning and oversight
bodies.

Figure 3.1 Example of a Possible Relationship Between the
State Plan and Local Planning and Oversight Bodies. A State
Plan should be developed by the SHCC, while local plans could be
prepared by each CoC or LHCC or by other local entities.

State Plan

Salt Lake CoC Mountainland Balance of the
Plan CoC Plan State CoC Plan

County City LHCC County (@11 LHCC County City LHCC
Plan Plan Plans Plan Plan Plans Plan Plan Plans

Auditor Generated

The SHCC could rely on the HUD network of CoC’s and
LHCCs to facilitate local planning, or it could designate other local
entities to do local planning. For example, it could designate the
Collective Impact Steering Committee to assume responsibility for
crafting a strategic plan for Salt Lake County. In either case, the state
level plan needs to be supported by local strategic plans.
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The SHCC Should Monitor Success in
Accomplishing the Goals

Drafting a strategic plan is just one phase of an ongoing process of
managing for results. Once the measurable goals are set, the next step
1s to gather data to monitor progress in achieving the goals. In the
recent past, it has been a challenge to develop performance measures
because there has been no strategic plan. Although we commend the
Division of Housing and Community Development for developing its
Homelessness Data Dashboard, without goals, objectives and
benchmarks of performance, it is difficult to know how to interpret
the data they are reporting.

The Strategic Plan is Part of a Larger
Process of Managing for Results

Once a strategic plan is adopted, an oversight body should develop
a set of performance measures to monitor the progress in achieving
the goals described in the plan. When reported on a regular basis, the
oversight body should use this information to monitor its progress
towards achieving its goals. In addition, the information should help
identify which strategies are more effective than others. Finally, this
information should enable the oversight body to then modify its
strategic plan and shift resources to those strategies found to be the
most effective. Figure 3.2 illustrates the ongoing process of drafting a
strategic plan, developing goals and performance measures and
monitoring performance.
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Figure 3.2 Performance Measures are Used to Evaluate an
Organization’s Efforts to Implement its Goals. Strategic
planning, setting goals and evaluating success in achieving those
goals are three parts of the process of managing for results.
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Figure 3.2 shows that the oversight process does not end with the
drafting of a strategic plan. Instead, managing for results is an ongoing
process of developing plans, setting goals, measuring success and then
modifying the plan again to reflect what has been learned about what
works and what does not work. As an organization repeats this
process, it should steadily produce better results.

Without Strategic Goals and Benchmarks for Performance, it
is Difficult to Interpret Utah’s Measures of Homelessness. The
Division of Housing and Community Development has created an
online dashboard that contains a large amount of information
regarding what is happening statewide to serve the homeless. The
division also publishes an annual report each year describing various
activities in the homeless services system. However, this information is
of limited value because there are no benchmarks by which to evaluate
the data. The data that is reported does not relate to specific goals and
objectives. Without measurable goals with performance targets for
specific activities, it is difficult to evaluate whether the state’s efforts to
reduce homelessness are effective.

Figure 3.3 describes some of the information shown on the state’s
homelessness data dashboard. It shows that statewide 7.27 percent of
clients returned to homelessness within 6 to 12 months and 31.77
percent of clients returned to homelessness within 2 years. Individuals
were homeless 75.42 days on average and 23.70 percent of homeless
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individuals found permanent housing. This information offers some
value because it describes what is happening in the system statewide.
However, the data by itself does not provide insight into the

effectiveness of Utah’s efforts to reduce homelessness, or whether the
Measurable

state 1s making progress towards achieving its goals. benchmarks are
necessary to evaluate
Figure 3.3 Without Goals and Benchmarks, it is Difficult to performance.

Judge the Performance of Utah’s Homeless Services Data. The
Homelessness Data Dashboard provides a large amount of data
about services to the homeless but is difficult to use the data to
evaluate performance or progress in achieving outcomes.

RETURN WITHIN 6-12 MONTHS RETURN WITHIN 2 YEARS
~7TREND 7 27% 2 TREND 3177%

| BN B wountainiand Salt Lake B s:iance of State
~ATREND 75 42 ~ATREND 23.70%
100 709
w

Source: Homelessness Data Dashboard, Utah Department of Workforce Services, Division of Housing and
Community Development. https://jobs.utah.gov/housing/homelessness/homelessdata.html

To be more useful, the data in Figure 3.3 needs to be compared to
a set of performance benchmarks that are based on the state’s strategic
goals and objectives. That is why the strategic plan and the measurable
goals must be developed before the performance is measured.

Other Entities Use Performance Benchmarks that Can Be
Used to Monitor Success in Achieving Goals.

We found several entities outside of Utah that are using data to
monitor progress in achieving their strategic goals. For example,
Washington State, Houston Texas, and a CoC in Ohio have all
developed benchmarks to monitor the performance of their homeless
service system and individual service providers.
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Washington State’s Online Dashboard Compares Performance
Against a Set of Benchmarks. Like Utah, the State of Washington
has an online dashboard that includes information describing activity
at both the state level and at local units. The Washington dashboard
offers “county report cards” that includes data describing the
performance of the operations offered by individual counties.
However, unlike Utah, Washington compares each county’s actual
performance against the state’s benchmarks. For example, the data in
Figure 3.4 compares the performance of permanent housing programs
in King County against the state benchmarks.

Figure 3.4. Washington State Compares Performance Data
Against Statewide Benchmarks. The performance in King County
is shown for two measures: (1) the exits to permanent housing and
(2) returns to homelessness.
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performance indicators
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Among other things, Figure 3.4 shows that the rapid rehousing
programs in King County have 74 percent of their clients exiting to
permanent housing. This is close to the state benchmark of 80 percent.
In contrast, only 23 percent of clients in the county’s emergency
shelters are exiting to permanent housing. This is less than half the
state’s 50 percent benchmark.

A Houston Report Describes the Progress Made Towards
Achieving the Goals in the Strategic Plan. Houston’s Action Plan
Update for 2016-2017 also provides information that can be used to
monitor the CoC’s progress towards achieving its strategic goals. For
example, pages six and seven of the Action Plan Update (see Appendix
B) describe the progress made toward reducing homelessness among
target population groups, as well as the overall system goals to reduce
homelessness. Each year, they report the numbers housed and the total
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reduction in homelessness since the prior year. The report describes a
57 percent reduction in homelessness over five years.

A CoC in Ohio Uses Specific Performance Measures and
Measurable Goals. The Balance of State CoC in Ohio ofters a good
example of a service system that uses a set of performance indicators
and measurable goals to monitor performance. Its Performance
Management Plan includes some of the same measures displayed in
Utah’s homelessness data dashboard. However, each performance
measure used by this Ohio CoC is paired with a set of performance
benchmarks that can be used to evaluate the effectiveness of different
services provided. Appendix C shows the performance measures they
apply to emergency shelters. They have similar indicators and
benchmarks for other services, such as transitional housing and
homeless outreach programs.

We Found Broad Support for
Improved Accountability

This chapter describes the basic concepts used to create a results-
oriented organization or system. They include strategic planning,
setting measurable goals, and evaluating the progress made. We
described these concepts to members of the SHCC, representatives of
the CoC, and other organizations that serve the homeless. During
those interviews, we found widespread support for greater strategic
planning, goal setting and performance monitoring.

It should not be surprising that we found support for these
concepts, because they are not new. They were first proposed by the
SHCC in its 2004 strategic plan. The need for better data and
performance measures was also described in the 2008 update to that
plan. Several local boards and committees have already taken some
steps towards creating local strategic plans. For whatever reason, it has
been difficult to sustain these efforts. As a result, Utah still lacks a truly
effective, result-oriented homeless services system. We believe the
Legislature can bring about real change by clarifying the role of the
SHCC, directing them to prepare a strategic plan with measurable
goals, and requiring that they monitor the results.
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Recommendations

We recommend that the Legislature consider clarity in statute
the responsibilities of the State Homeless Coordinating
Committee.

We recommend that the Legislature consider requiring the
State Homeless Coordinating Committee to adopt a statewide
strategic plan for reducing homelessness in the state.

We recommend the Legislature consider requiring the State
Homeless Coordinating Committee to develop a system for
monitoring the extent to which the goals and strategies
described in the strategic plan have been achieved.

We recommend the Legislature consider requiring the State
Homeless Coordinating Committee to report progress towards
achieving goals described in their strategic plan.

We recommend that the State Homeless Coordinating
Committee designate local oversight bodies that are responsible
to (1) develop a common agenda and vision for reducing
homelessness in that region, (2) craft a spending plan that
coordinates the funding supplied to local stakeholders, (3)
monitor the progress towards achieving state and local goals,
and (4) realign funding to those projects that are improving
their outcomes and targeting specific needs in the community.

A Performance Audit of Utah’s Homeless Services (December 2018)



Office of the Utah Legislative Auditor General

Appendices

- 45 -



-46 -

This Page Left Blank Intentionally

A Performance Audit of Utah’s Homeless Services (December 2018)



Appendix A
Heading Home Together
Minnesota’s 2018-2020 Action Plan To
Prevent and End Homelessness
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Appendix B
The Way Home
Changing the Path to Houston’s Homeless
Action Plan 2015-2016 Update
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Should you have any further questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact me directly.

Sincerely,

7 l nathan Hardy

Vice-Chair State Homéless Coordinating Committee
Housing and Community Development Director
(801) 468-0137 or jhardy@utah.gov
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