RBA Committee Workplan
What
Performance Measurement
Quarterly updates to practitioner scorecard
Integrate BNL and HMIS data for unduplicated count of
literally homeless
Funder/reporting reconciliation
Public Facing Dashboard
Data Points: First time homeless, # of Literally homeless,
Exits to Permanent Housing
Clean visual representation of dashboard/infographic
Leadership Board Approval
PSH capacity and occupancy
Turn the Curve
Review System Performance Data for Length of Time (LOT)
Homeless
Facilitate Quarterly Turn the Curve conversations with
other EOH Committees, Funders Collaborative, Leadership
Board, and stakeholders
Develop LOT Homeless action plan with Committees
Track progress of LOT Homeless via Practitioner Scorecard
(Quarterly)
Review System Performance Data for first time
homelessness with link to prevention
Facilitate Turn the Curve conversations about first time
homelessness with other EOH Committees, Funders
Collaborative, Leadership Board, and stakeholders
Develop First Time Homeless action plan with Committees
Track First Time Homeless via Practitioner Scorecard
HMIS Expansion and Data Sharing
Orientation to non-HMIS DV data sources (pending NOFA
bonus funding)
Orientation to the Community Health Record and SHIE
Orientation to 211

Q1
Status/Notes

Q2
Status/Notes

Q3
Status/Notes

Q4
Status/Notes

Start Date

Deadline

1/1/2019

12/31/2019

1/1/2019
1/1/2019

12/31/2019
6/30/2019

1/1/2019
1/1/2019
1/1/2019
1/1/2019

3/31/2019
3/31/2019
4/30/2019
12/31/2019

1/1/2019

12/31/2019

1/1/2019
1/1/2019

12/31/2019
12/31/2019

1/1/2019

12/31/2019

6/30/2019

12/31/2019

6/30/2019
6/30/2019
6/30/2019

12/31/2019
12/31/2019
12/31/2019

7/1/2019
1/1/2019
4/1/2019

9/30/2019
3/31/2019
6/30/2019

Results-Based Accountability Committee
January 14, 2019
Present: Trevor Mells, Mike Keller, Anthony Federico, Myisha Steward, Sharon Osterweil, Julian Leiserson, Kathy Naff,
Jennifer Vasquez, Patrice Woeppel
1. Welcome and Introductions
2. Announcements and Updates
• Next Meeting: 2-4 PM on Monday February 11th at a location TBD in Oakland. Jessie to follow up with A
Federico and M Steward about using City of Oakland room.
• Prioritization analysis from November 2018 (see page 4-6)
• Online office hours focused on the CE Access Packet will take place February 8th February 22nd
• HMIS Update
o HMIS Training calendar is available at: http://www.acgov.org/cda/hcd/hmis/training-calendar.htm
o To register for training, or to request new projects or agency onboarding, email hmissupport@acgov.org
3. 2019 EveryOne Counts! HIC and Sheltered PIT
• Housing Inventory Count! Maps the housing and shelter capacity in our continuum of care. How any shelter
beds? How many transitional housing, rapid re-housing, and permanent supportive housing beds exist in the
system.
• Point In Time Count! Maps the occupancy of the shelter and housing resources in our system.
• Keep HMIS up to date and Trevor will be in touch with additional questions and instructions.
4. Public Facing Dashboards
• Explore dashboards from other CoCs:
o Mecklenburg County North Carolina
o King County Washington
o Chicago
o Houston (performance measurement dashboard)
o Los Angeles
• Best Practices, as identified by the group
o No abbreviations/acronyms
o Not too technical, which is hard. Small words and as few words as possible.
o Not text heavy- visual, charts help
o Many of these are more closely aligned with our Practitioner’s Scorecard. Not many examples of
dashboards geared to a less specialized audience.
o Break words and charts up with pictures
o No scrolling- we don’t want people to navigate all around the page
o Edit so that there’s not an avalanche of data

•

•

Moving Forward we will
o First phase of the public facing dashboard project will be to use plan graphics to show first time
homeless, literally homeless, and exits to PH destinations. As well as quarter by quarter progress
against the annual prevention and housing goals from the plan
o Phase 2 will be to layer on additional data. Options include subpopulations (TAY, families, etc),
another option is turnover or vacancy rate in PSH
Graphics from the 2018 Strategic Plan Update
Twice as many people are becoming homeless for the first time, as those who are ending homelessness with
permanent housing.

Year over year goal: Prevention

Year over year goal: Permanent housing

Scaling our system to end homelessness

5. Turn the Curve
•

Length of Time Homeless: who is interested in working on this/presenting on this?

6. Next Steps
•

Jessie will work at creating a de-duplicated list of literally homeless households that cross references the BNL
with enrollments in Street Outreach, Emergency Shelter, and Transitional Housing.

•

Let Jessie know if you’re interested in facilitating “turn the curve” conversations with one or more EveryOne
Home committees, which includes System Coordination Committee, Leadership Board, HUD CoC or Funder’s
Collaborative

•

Jessie to follow up with A Federico and M Steward about using City of Oakland room for meetings.

Prioritization Analysis through October 31, 2018
Alameda County’s housing crisis response system implemented a standard assessment process in October 2017. The
assessment’s weighted scoring framework quantifies housing barriers and vulnerabilities, allowing the housing crisis
response system to prioritize the most vulnerable households for housing and support resources.
As of 31 October 2018, coordinated entry staff have assessed and prioritized 4,185 households. These are distributed
across the county as shown:
Resource Zones
East County Adults and Families
Mid-County Adults and Families
North County Adults
North County Families
Oakland Adults
South County Adults and Families

•
•
•

Households Prioritized
195
741
932
258
1695
334

% of Total
5%
18%
22%
6%
41%
8%

Range of Scores
27-192
15-174
12-183
18-177
9-195
9-177

71% of households are composed of a single adult, and 29% are multi-person households.
15% of households have minor children
40% of the households fit the criteria of chronic homelessness

The distribution of prioritization scores is normal, with scores ranging from 9 to 192. The average score is 93 and the
median score is 93. This means that the assessment tool is sensitive to variations in vulnerability and capable of elevating
the most vulnerable households to the highest priority.

Subpopulations
Chronic Homelessness
1,688 assessed households fit the criteria of chronic
homelessness. Their scores tend to be higher than
nonchronically homeless households, with an average
score of 115 and median score of 114. Chronically
homeless households comprise 64% of all
households at or above the median, and 77% of
scores in the top quartile of scores. Although
chronically homeless households tend to be more
vulnerable, the tool does not equate chronic
homelessness with high vulnerability. Highly
vulnerable households that do not fit the HUD
definition of chronic homelessness can and do obtain high scores. In the graph above, orange represents chronically
homeless households within the total distribution of prioritized households.

Households with Minor Children
648 households with minor children have been assessed
and prioritized, making up 15% of the total number of
households. The distribution of scores is normal. The
average and median scores are lower for households with
minor children than for all households, with an average
score of 86 and a median score of 87. However, there are
resources dedicated to serving only families with children.
In the graph to the left, the color orange represents the
distribution of households with minor children within the
distribution of all prioritized households.

Transition Aged Youth Headed Households
326 households headed by Transition Aged
Youth, a person between 18-24 years of age,
have been assessed and prioritized. TAY make
up 8% of the total number of prioritized
households. Though relatively well distributed,
scores tend to be lower for this subpopulation
than for prioritized households generally. The
average score for TAY households is 90 and the
median, 87. However, there are resources
dedicated to serving this population. In the graph
to the right, the orange segments represent TAY
headed households within the greater distribution
of prioritized households.

Veteran Households
403 households headed by veterans have been assessed
and prioritized, making up 10% of the households
prioritized to date. Veteran households are normally
distributed and tend to score at the lower end of the
vulnerability spectrum. The average score for a veteran
is 79, and the median is 75. This may be the result of
Operation Vets Home’s targeted work with the vets by
name list as well as the dedicated resources available to
veteran households. In the graph to the left, the orange
segments represent veteran headed households within
the distribution of prioritized households.

Seniors (aged 50+)
1, 813 assessed households are headed by a
person aged 50 or older, making up 43% of the
households prioritized to date. Senior
households are normally distributed, with
average score of 95 and a median score of 93. In
the graph to the right, senior headed households
are shaded orange to show their distribution
among all prioritized households.

Results-Based Accountability Committee
February 11, 2019
Present: Anthony Federico, Liz Taking, Donna McNichol, Kathy Naff, Mike Keller, Daphine Lamb-Perrilliat, Julian
Leiserson, Sharon Osterwil, Jennifer Vasquez, Myisha Steward, Dani Pederson, Tomika Miller, Jessica Shimmin
1. Welcome and Introductions
2. Announcements and Updates
• Next Meeting: 2-4 PM on Monday March 11th at Conference Room 1, 4th Floor, 150 Frank Ogawa Plaza,
Oakland.
• Online office hours focused on the CE Access Packet will take place February 8th February 22nd
o Topics: Literal homelessness, how does TH affect scoring?, blank fields
• Revised version of the By Name List report is now active!
• Coordinated Entry Assessor Training scheduled for the afternoon of 2/26. If you have staff who need to
attend, please speak with your zone’s Lead Operator (i.e. City of Berkeley, City of Oakland, Abode) for
registration information.
• HMIS Update
o HMIS Training calendar is available at: http://www.acgov.org/cda/hcd/hmis/training-calendar.htm
o To register for training, or to request new projects or agency onboarding, email hmissupport@acgov.org
3. 2019 EveryOne Counts! HIC and Sheltered PIT
4. Public Facing Dashboards
• First phase of the public facing dashboard project will be to use plan graphics to show first time homeless,
literally homeless, and exits to PH destinations. As well as quarter by quarter progress against the annual
prevention and housing goals from the plan
• Phase 2 will be to layer on additional data. Options include subpopulations (TAY, families, etc), another option
is turnover or vacancy rate in PSH
Plan graphic:

Question about including RRH- seems to be 3 options: include, exclude, include those who don’t have a move
in date. Similar for PSH- do we include those who don’t yet have a move in date?
Year over year goal: Prevention

Year over year goal: Permanent housing

Both target tracking graphics are confusing because the quarterly actual is being shown against an annual goal. For next
meeting try a single, more thermometer like bar graph vs a line graph showing change over time.

5. Turn the Curve/ System Performance Measures
• Length of Time Homeless: who is interested in working on this/presenting on this to Leadership Board on
February 28th?
• What information needs to be presented to frame the conversation?
o 1A: important to note that this measures when the person first engaged with emergency shelter/TH
in Alameda County—not when they said they became homeless. In that sense it is a very good
indicator of our system performance but perhaps a poor representation of how long people have
been homeless.
o Measure 1b in the summary table shows length of time homeless using the date the client said they
became homeless.
2015
Measure 1: Length of time homeless
HUD
2016 HUD
2017 HUD 2018 (2/19)
1a ES-SH Count/Universe
2,266
2,361
2,030
1a ES-SH Average Nights
85
96
99
129
1a ES-SH Median Nights
53
60
59
74
1a ES-SH-TH Count/Universe
3,249
3,258 2,884
1a ES-SH-TH Average Nights
170
186
170
209
1a ES-Sh-TH Median Nights
96
114
93
131
1b Current Year Count/Universe ES, SH, and PH
2,195
2,354
2,590
1b Current year average ES, SH, and PH
276
458
632
1b Current year Median ES-SH-PH
118
222
379
1b Current Year Counts/Universe ES, SH, TH,PH
3,157 3,466
3,408
1b Current Year Average ES, SH, TH, PH
356
558
723
1b Current year Median ES-SH-TH-PH
209
333
489

6. Next Steps
•
•
•

Jessie to re-visit homelessness number that integrates BNL with SO, ES, TH, and Housing Navigation services.
Jessie to reformat the target graphs
Jessie to schedule late February check in on 2019 ScoreCard

Measure 1: Length of time homeless
1a ES-SH Count/Universe
1a ES-SH Average Nights
1a ES-SH Median Nights
1a ES-SH-TH Count/Universe
1a ES-SH-TH Average Nights
1a ES-Sh-TH Median Nights
1b Current Year Count/Universe ES, SH, and PH
1b Current year average ES, SH, and PH
1b Current year Median ES-SH-PH
1b Current Year Counts/Universe ES, SH, TH,PH
1b Current Year Average ES, SH, TH, PH
1b Current year Median ES-SH-TH-PH
Measure 2: PH Exits who return to homelessness
Total Persons Exited, Universe
Number returning to homelessness <6 months
Percentage returning in less than 6 months
number returning to homelessness in 6-12 months
Percentage returning in 6-12 months
Number returning to homelessness in 13-24 months
Percentage of returns 13-24 months
Number of returns in 2 years
Percentage of returns in 2 years
Measure 3.2: Number of Homeless Persons
Unduplicated Total Sheltered Homeless Persons in HMIS
Emergency Shelter
Safe Haven
Transitional Housing
Measure 4: Employment and Income Growth
4.1 Universe, change in earned income stayers
4.1 Adult stayers with increased earned income
4.1 % of adult stayers with increased earned income
4.2 universe, change in non-empl. cash income, stayers
4.2 Adult stayers with increased non-empl. cash income
4.2 % adult stayers w/increased non-empl. cash income
4.3 universe, change in total income for adult stayers
4.3 # adult Stayers with increased total income
4.3 % of adult stayers with increased total income
4.4 Universe, changed in earned income, leavers
4.4 # adult leavers with increased earned income
4.4 % adult leavers with increased earned income
4.5 universe, change in non-empl. cash income, leavers
4.5 # adults with increased non-empl. income, leavers
4.5 % adults with increased non-empl. income, leavers
4.6 universe, change in total income for adult leavers
4.6 # adult leavers with increased total income
4.6 % adult leavers with increased total income

2015 HUD 2016 HUD
85
53
170
96

2015 HUD
1966
180
9%
88
4%
105
5%
373
19%
2015 HUD
3,759

2015 HUD
1,317
39
3%
1,317
218
17%
1,317
236
18%
767
125
16%
767
184
24%
767
289
38%

2017 HUD 2018 (2/19)

2,266
2,361
2,030
96
99
129
60
59
74
3,249
3,258
2,884
186
170
209
114
93
131
2,195
2,354
2,590
276
458
632
118
222
379
3,157
3,466
3,408
356
558
723
209
333
489
2016 HUD 2017 HUD 2018 (2/19)
2,412
2,321
1,983
204
184
149
8%
8%
7.51%
83
106
84
3%
5%
4.24%
146
143
71
6%
6%
3.58%
433
433
304
18%
19%
15.33%
2018
(2/19)
2016 HUD 2017 HUD
3,547
3,481
2,936
2,270
2,363
2,028
4
58
1,570
1,370
1,089
2016 HUD 2017 HUD 2018 (2/19)
1,297
1,233
1,843
50
78
104
4%
6%
5.64%
1,297
1,233
1,843
214
278
354
16%
23%
19.05%
1,297
1,233
1,843
242
336
425
19%
27%
23.06%
709
638
710
123
102
112
17%
16%
15.77%
709
638
710
165
133
145
23%
21%
20.42%
709
638
710
270
211
233
38%
33%
32.82%

Measure 5 First Time Homeless
ES-SH-TH 1st Time Homeless
ES-SH-TH-PH 1st Time Homeless

2015 HUD 2016 HUD
705
1,805
1,134
2,688

2017 HUD 2018 (2/19)
1,973
1,428
2,979
2,217

Measure 7: Exits to/Retention of Permanent Housing
7a1 Universe Exits to SO
7a1 SO exits to temp/institutional
7a1 SO exits to PH
7a1 % Successful Exits
7b1 Universe ES, TH, RRH exits
7b1 ES, TH, RRH positive housing outcomes
7b1 % successful exits
7b2 Universe PH projects
7b2 PH exits to positive housing outcomes
7b2 % successful exits/retention

2015 HUD 2016 HUD 2017 HUD 2018 (2/19)
599
1,636
2,122
844
100
582
756
236
138
114
70
83
39.73%
42.54%
38.93%
37.80%
3,483
3,038
3,004
2,353
1,663
1,418
1,389
1,216
47.75%
46.68%
46.24%
51.68%
2474
2,494
2,292
2,593
2349
2,404
2,226
2,543
94.95%
96.39%
97.12%
98.07%

Housing Crisis
Response System
Performance
Comparing 2015, 2016, 2017, and 2018 (11/1)

HUD System Performance Measures
• 6 key performance measures that every Continuum of Care reports to
HUD annually through the CoC funding competition
• Standard Measures: the universe and equations are defined by HUD
and provided to HMIS vendors so that CoC performance is
comparable
• For more information about the measures and their calculation, see
System Performance Measures, An Introductory Guide
• Presentation excludes a graph of Measure 4, Growth in Income,
because the tables are very complex. Also excludes Measure 6, which
is now defunct.

Measure 1: Length of Time Homeless
• What does it measure?
• How effective is our system in ending homelessness?

• How does it measure?
• Measure 1a: length of time from first ES or TH enrollment to housing move in.
• Measure 1b: length of time from self-described start of homelessness to
housing move in.

• What do we want to see?
• Shorter is better
• Also desirable: average and median are the same.

Measure 1A: Length of Time Homeless

Measure 2: Extent to which persons who exit to
permanent housing return to homelessness
• What does it measure?
• Whether our interventions are effective and long-lasting in ending
homelessness.

• How does it measure?
• Follows people who exited PH during the fiscal year 2 years previous and
counts the number of people re-appear in HMIS in the subsequent two years.

• What do we want to see?
• Decreasing proportion would indicate that we are effectively ending
homelessness.

Measure 2: Extent to which persons who exit to permanent housing return to homelessness

Measure 3: Number of Homeless Persons
• What does it measure?
• Change in the number of sheltered homeless people in HMIS (annual)
• Change in the number of unsheltered homeless people (PIT Count, biennial)

• How does it measure?
• Provides an unduplicated count of people who stayed in interim housing
programs (ES and TH).

• What do we want to see?
• Overall, we want to see a reduction in the number of people who are
homeless.
• Right now we may want to see an increase in unduplicated individuals served
by shelters as a sign of system flow to permanent housing.

Measure 3: Unduplicated Count of Sheltered Homeless Persons in HMIS

Measure 4: Employment and Income Growth
• What does it measure?
• Changes in income for adult system stayers and leavers.

• How does it measure?
• Compares income and non-cash benefits at program entry, annual update,
and exit assessment for adults in TH, RRH, and PSH projects.

• What do we want to see?
• A growing percentage of adults who gain or increase employment or nonemployment cash income.

Measure 5: First Time Homeless
• What does it measure?
• How many people became homeless for the first time during the reporting
period.

• How does it measure?
• Counts the number of people who entered ES, TH, RRH, and PSH programs
during the year and subtracts those with a project entry within the prior 24
months.

• What do we want to see?
• Decreasing number of people becoming homeless for the first time

Measure 5: First Time Homeless

Strategic Update Target: Decrease the Number of People Becoming
Homeless for the First Time to Less than 2,500 in FY2019

Measure 7: Exits to/Retention of Permanent Housing
• What does it measure?
• How many people exited our system to permanent housing, or retained
permanent supportive housing.

• How does it measure?
• Counts the number of people with successful housing outcomes for each
grouping of intervention:
• Street Outreach: exits to interim and permanent housing destinations
• Emergency Shelter, Transitional, and Rapid Re-Housing: Perm housing destinations
• Permanent Supportive Housing: retention and exits to other perm housing destinations

• What do we want to see?
• Increasing the proportion of people who exit to, or retain permanent housing

Measure 7: Exits to Permanent Housing from ES, TH, and RRH

Strategic Update Target: Increase the Number of People Ending
Homelessness in Permanent Housing to 2,000 or More in FY2019

Results-Based Accountability Committee
March 11, 2019

Present: Julian Leiserson (AbS), Jennifer Vasquez (CoB), Anthony Federico (CoO), Trevor Mells (HMIS Lead), Kathy Naff
(BFHP), Karen Erickson (CCEB), Tajmal Payne (HFC), Donna McNichol (ACBH), Mike Keller (EOCP), Daphine LambPerrilliat (EBHO), Jessica Shimmin (EOH)
1. Next Steps before April RBA Committee meeting
•
•

System Performance Measures (item 4 below) Review the System Performance Details dashboard in Clarity
and email Trevor Mells with feedback/suggestions: trevor.mells@acgov.org
Data Dashboards (item 5a): Jessie to make suggested revisions to the annual summary chart for final review at
April meeting

•

Data Dashboards (item 5b): Jessie to add Q2 to quarterly tracking charts for final review at April meeting

•

Length of Time Homeless (item 6): Jessie to prepare turn the curve PowerPoint (short) for review and
discussion at April meeting.

•

Length of Time Homeless (item 6): Please consider volunteering to facilitate turn the curve conversations with
other EOH committees between April and December

2. Welcome and Introductions
3. Announcements and Updates
Jessie
th
• Next Meeting: 2-4 PM on Monday April 8th at Conference Room 1, 4 Floor, 150 Frank Ogawa Plaza, Oakland.
• Update from Virtual Office Hours for Assessors: may not be the right people to convey changes to
• 2019 Meeting dates, times, locations
• HMIS Update
o HMIS Training calendar is available at: http://www.acgov.org/cda/hcd/hmis/training-calendar.htm
o To register for training, or to request new projects or agency onboarding, email hmissupport@acgov.org
4. System Performance Measures (SPM)
Trevor
• Presentation and discussion of a Looker report offers greater SPM detail
o Beginnings of a report, there are some things that need to be ironed out still, such as measure 1B, which
appears to put everyone in a single bucket at the far right.
o Report is under Data Analysis tab→Alameda Clarity System Reports→System Performance Details
Dashboard
o Would like to have dashboard filters for agency and project type
o Please email Trevor with feedback and suggestions at trevor.mells@acgov.org
5. Public Facing Dashboards
Jessie
• First phase of the public facing dashboard project will be to use plan graphics to show first time homeless,
literally homeless, and exits to PH destinations. As well as quarter by quarter progress against the annual
prevention and housing goals from the plan

•

Phase 2 will layer on additional data. Options include subpopulations (TAY, families, etc.), another option is
turnover or vacancy rate in PSH, also 2019 Point In Time Count data

5a. Annual infographic summarizing previous year:

•
•
•

Make text at the top white so that it stands out more
Define how often the public facing infographic would be updated, ideally more often than once a year
Watch out for jargon and abbreviations in the note below. Maybe have a page footer or something similar so
people can see the source information, but it doesn’t overwhelm the chart.

5b. Quarterly Dashboard will track system performance on two targets: first time homeless and exits to permanent
housing:
•
•

Presentation style 1 is preferred by the RBA Committee
Integrate both color coded quarter with dates in the legend, and a label to the side that summarizes
the year to quarter end totals and proportion.

Presentation Style #1

Presentation Style #2

Presentation Style #3

6. Turn the Curve/ System Performance Measures
Jessie
• Recap of discussion at Leadership Board
• Length of Time Homeless: Received 7 of 14 points on the most recent NOFA (using 2017 #s)
o Social context: Low incomes and affordability
o Giving shelter more resources to move people into permanent housing
o Working with higher needs people- could be an indicator that we’re doing what we said we’re doing. Look at
outcomes! Do we see an increase in exits to permanent housing?
o We don’t do data collection on housing problem solving and prevention that would be useful to
understanding flow.
o Wondering how different these data points would look if we used the assessment date of first homelessness
o Show the record level distribution

Results-Based Accountability Committee
April 8, 2019
150 Frank Ogawa Plaza
th
4 Floor, Conference Room 1
Oakland, CA
Present: Kathy Naff (BFHP), Jennifer Vasquez (CoB), Anthony Federico (CoO), Karen Erickson (CCEB),
Sharon Osterweil (LLM), Julian Leiserson (Abode), Jessica Shimmin (EOH)
1. Welcome and Introductions
2. Upcoming
• Next RBA Meeting: 2-4 PM on Monday May 13 at Conference Room 1, 4th Floor, 150 Frank Ogawa
Plaza, Oakland.
• Leadership Board: 1-4pm April 25th at San Leandro Public Library
• Community Meeting: 1-4 pm on April 30th at California Endowment in Oakland
3. Announcements and Updates
• EveryOne Home
o New Public Participation Policy means more opportunities for public participation at EveryOne
Home Committees, including HMIS Oversight, HUD CoC, and System Coordination Committee
• HUD Updates
o Revised 2019 FMRs! New rates are lower than 2018 but adjusted up from the original 2019
amounts. They go into effect 4/15/2019. See the Federal Register for more information:
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2019/03/14/2019-04691/fair-market-rents-for-the-housingchoice-voucher-program-and-moderate-rehabilitation-single-room
• Prevention $$
o SB 18 Keep Californians Housed would add CESH $$ to eviction prevention and legal
representation
o AlCo has asked CCEB to become the fiscal agent for HELP funds for Seasons of Sharing type
funding for single individuals
• HMIS Update
o Update on HMIS TA: will be getting an assessment and recommendations from ICF (Mike and
Leah), EveryOne Home and HCD have requested that ICF be allowed to share its recommendations
to the system in person and then help implement recommendations
o HMIS Training calendar is available at: http://www.acgov.org/cda/hcd/hmis/trainingcalendar.htm
o To register for training, or to request new projects or agency onboarding, email
hmissupport@acgov.org
4. Public Facing Dashboards continued on next page

4.A Annual infographic summarizing previous year: RBA Committee chose the option on the right
with the below changes (already made)

•
•
•

Make the takeaway the same size as the title for emphasis
Consider a graphic representation of the two to one takeaway in future versions
Data sources as footnote, or clickable references

Data Sources
The Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Fiscal Year 2018 began 10/1/2017 and
ended 9/30/2018.
(1) The number of people who "became homeless for the first time" is calculated using HUD
System Performance Measure 5: Number of Persons who Became Homeless for the First Time
between 10/1/2017 and 9/30/2018.
(2) The number of "homeless people served" is an un-duplicated count of individuals on the
Coordinated Entry By-Name List, and enrollments in Street Outreach, Emergency Shelter, Housing
Navigation, and Transitional Housing between 10/1/2017 and 9/30/2018.
(3) The number of "homeless people gained a home" is calculated using HUD System
Performance Measure 7: Successful Placement in Permanent Housing Destinations, metric 7b.1
between 10/1/2017 and 9/30/2018.

4.B Quarterly Dashboard will track system performance on two targets: first time homeless and
exits to permanent housing
RBA Committee chose the second option with the below changes:
• Color code red and green
• Add takeaway text: “We are half way through the year.
• We are on track to achieve the goal of fewer than 2,500 persons becoming homeless for the first
time during 2019.
• We are falling short of our goal to house 2,000 or more homeless people during 2019. At this rate
we will achieve less than half of our goal.

5. Turn the Curve/ System Performance Measures
a. Length of Time Homeless: Received 7 of 14 points on the most recent NOFA (using 2017 #s)
b. Story behind the curve from March RBA Committee:
• Social context low incomes and low affordability
• Need to be linking shelters with permanent housing resources
• Working with higher needs people- could be an indicator that we’re doing what we said we’re
doing. To know, we would want to look at outcomes! Do we see an increase in exits to
permanent housing from ES and TH?
• Medium to lower need people who are in shelters/TH are getting stranded
• We don’t do data collection on housing problem solving and prevention that would be useful
to understanding what’s happening.
• Wondering how different these data points would look if we used the assessment date of first
homelessness (measure 1b)
Talking to other committees:
•
•
•

•
•

Describe the parameters and how it’s used by HUD,
NOFA score
Show the record level distribution (using Trevor’s
new, cool dashboard)
Showcase alternate ways of slicing the list to take a
focused look at length of stay in shelters at the case
conference, what are creative ways to mobilize
resources to help people move. (Jennifer V.)
Share housing successes, particularly over extreme
barriers (Sharon O.)
Data clean up: some people hadn’t been exited

Prioritization Analysis through March 31, 2019
Alameda County’s housing crisis response system implemented a standard assessment process in October
2017. The assessment’s weighted scoring framework quantifies housing barriers, household characteristics,
history of homelessness, risk factors, and medical vulnerabilities to prioritize the highest need households for
housing and support resources.
Since implementing coordinated entry 6,859 households have been assessed and prioritized. As of 31 March
2019, there are 6,425 active households on the by name list. These are distributed regionally:
Range
Number of
% of
of
Average Median
Resource Zone
Households
Total
Scores
Score
Score
East County Adults and Families
263
4%
12-183
96
96
Mid-County Adults and Families
1012
16%
3-189
93
93
North County Adults
1245
19%
9-198
102
102
North County Families
409
6%
18-195
88
84
Oakland Adults
2997
47%
9-198
98
99
South County Adults and Families
483
8%
9-168
95
96
•
•
•
•

•
•

70% of households are composed of a single adult, and 30% are multi-person households
15% of households have minor children
45% of households are headed by women and 54% are headed by men
56% of households identify as African American or Black, 3% as American Indian or Alaska Native, 2%
as Asian, 7% as Multiple Races, 1% as Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, 27% as White, and 3%
refused to identify their race
15% of households describe themselves as Hispanic or Latino
46% of the households fit the criteria of chronic homelessness

The distribution of prioritization scores is relatively normal. Scores range from 3 at the lowest vulnerability, to
198 at the highest vulnerability. The average score is 97 and the median score is 96. There are no outliers.
Taken together, this means that the assessment tool is sensitive to variations in vulnerability across the
population and is working well to elevate the most vulnerable households to the highest priority.

Subpopulations
Chronic Homelessness
2,972 assessed households fit the
criteria of chronic homelessness.
These households tend to score
higher than non-chronically
homeless households, with an
average score of 119 and median
score of 120. Chronically
homeless households comprise
83% of all households at or above
the population median of 96, and
85% of scores in the top quartile
of scores. Although chronically
homeless households tend to be
more vulnerable, the tool does not equate chronic homelessness with high vulnerability. Highly vulnerable
households that do not fit the HUD definition of chronic homelessness can and do obtain high scores. In the
graph above, orange represents chronically homeless households within the total distribution of active
prioritized households.
Households with Minor Children
As of 31 March 2019, 996 active
households with minor children appear
on the by name list, making up 16% of
the total number of households. The
distribution of scores is normal.
Households with minor children tend to
be less vulnerable than their adult only
counterparts, with an average score of 91
and a median score of 90. Because of this
there are resources dedicated to serving
only families with minor children. In the
graph above, orange represents the
distribution of households with minor
children within the distribution of active
prioritized households.

Transition Aged Youth Headed Households
412 of the active households are headed by
Transition Aged Youth aged 18-24 years. Of
those, 109 TAY heads of households are
parenting minor children. TAY make up 6% of
the active households on the by name list.
Though normally distributed, the center of the
distribution is lower for this subpopulation
than for the adult population, with an average
of 92 and a median of 90. As a result,
resources are set aside for this subpopulation.
In the graph to the right, the orange areas
represent TAY headed households within the
distribution of active prioritized households.
Veteran Households
577 of the active households are headed by
veterans, making up 9% of the households on
the by name list. The distribution of veteran
skews to the right, that is, a longer tail of
higher vulnerability households. Measures of
center are lower than the prioritized
population: the average score for a veteran is
78, and the median is 72. This may be the
result from several years of targeted work by
Operation Vets Home with the veterans by
name list as well as the dedicated resources
available to veteran households. In the graph
to the left, orange represents veteran headed
households within the distribution of all active households.

Seniors (aged 50+)
2,855 of the active households are headed by
a person aged 50 or older, making up 44% of
all households on the by name list, and 56%
of the adult-only households aged 25 and
older. There are 555 active head of
households aged 65 and older; 75 active head
of households aged 75 and older. Scores range
from 6 at the lowest vulnerability to 189 at
highest vulnerability, with an average score of
98 and a median score of 99. In the graph to
the right, senior headed households are
shaded orange to show their distribution
among all active households.

Results-Based Accountability Committee
May 13, 2019
150 Frank Ogawa Plaza
th
4 Floor, Conference Room 1
Oakland, CA
Present: Mike Keller (EOCP), Julian Lieserson (AbS), Kathy Naff (BFHP), Dani Pederson (LLM), Karen
Erickson (CCEB), Suzanne Warner (HCD), Jessica Lobedan (City of Hayward), Anthony Federico (City of
Oakland), Nic Ming (City of Oakland), Amy Turner (Cal), Michelle Chen (Cal), Trevor Mells (HCD), Jennifer
Vasquez (City of Berkeley), Kat Fraser (HCSA), Sharon Osterweil (LLM), Hanna Flores (HCSA), Julie
Leadbetter (EveryOne Home), Jana Hiraga (WDDC)
1. Welcome and Introductions
• RBA Committee is an open committee and welcomes participation from stakeholders who are
committed to learning and implementing the RBA framework.
• Welcome to members of System Coordination Committee
2. Upcoming
• Next RBA Meeting: 2-4 PM on Monday June 10 at Conference Room 1, 4th Floor, 150 Frank Ogawa
Plaza, Oakland.
• Next month’s RBA Meeting: Planning turn the curve and dashboard for Length of Time Homeless
3. Announcements and Updates
• EveryOne Home
o Public Participation Policy means more opportunities for public participation at EveryOne Home
Committees, including HMIS Oversight, HUD CoC, and System Coordination Committee.
o HMIS Oversight Committee: 9-11 on Wednesday May 15th at EveryOne Home in San
Leandro
• HMIS Update
o Update on HMIS TA: our CoC will be getting a presentation from Mike and Leah, in person, to share
their assessment and recommendations. And they will be able to provide support implementing
those recommendations, courtesy of HUD. Contract is being finalized in May. Stay tuned!
o Update on HMIS licenses: lots more licenses will be purchased!
o HMIS Training calendar is available at: http://www.acgov.org/cda/hcd/hmis/trainingcalendar.htm
o To register for training, or to request new projects or agency onboarding, email
hmissupport@acgov.org
4. Coordinated Entry Evaluation Planning

What does HUD require?
•
•
•

The Coordinated Entry Management and Data Guide published by HUD in October 2018 describes
the requirements.
Annual evaluation
Focus on the quality and effectiveness of the CE experience and include the perspective of participants
and participating projects (agencies)

What are our constraints?
•
•
•
•

Must happen during calendar year 2019
No funding budgeted
We don’t have a lot of administrative data because the BNL doesn’t link up with HMIS enrollments
Therefore, to fulfill this requirement system coordination committee has asked for a narrowly
scoped initial evaluation.

Are we already doing anything that fulfills evaluation requirements?
•
•

•

•
•

Because this will be a narrowly scoped evaluation, it is worth considering what we’re already doing
that fulfills evaluation requirements.
System Coordination Committee will prepare a compliance review using HUD’s Coordinated Entry
Self-Assessment Tool.
o CE self-assessment covers the entire CE process and will be completed with participation
from providers/participating projects.
Quarterly analysis of the CE Prioritization Tool that addresses the effectiveness of the CE tool in
prioritizing the most vulnerable, including how special populations are scoring.
o Prioritization analysis focuses on prioritization, speaks to effectiveness, does not incorporate
provider or participant input.
Point In Time Count survey included a question about coordinated entry that will speak to the
quality? Effectiveness? of access by people experiencing homelessness.
Are there other things we’re already doing that could be included in the Year One Evaluation?

Review proposed questions and data sources (grid available on last page of packet)
•

•

What questions and themes of CE aren’t here? These can be used to guide focus groups or to set the
stage for year 2, 3, 4+ evaluations
o Bearing in mind that this first will be a narrowly scoped evaluation, much of what follows are
data development ideas for future evaluations. For instance, what is the length of time from
assessment to match, length of time from assessment to move in date? Want to get our data
into shape to answer these questions.
o Is there a pool of people who aren’t assessed? We don’t know what we don’t know.
Suggestion to identify this in the evaluation as a topic for future consideration: how can we
find people who are even more high needs?
o Data completeness impacts: High needs people who we can’t find is another issue impacting
the scores of people who move in. i.e. maybe there was a higher scoring person who we
couldn’t find and then had to move down the list. Or how many people do we match but then
there are major issues with their assessment or eligibility.
o What has been the impact of case conferencing?
o Are people getting help with other things before they’re getting housed? Could look at
changes over time in the assessment, particularly in terms of the effectiveness of diversion
and/or prevention resources. Alternatively, effectiveness of referrals to mainstream
resources
o Distinction between matching, which can be 10 people to 1 slot, referral or application
process with the housing provider, and move im
Methodology: what are the strengths and limitations of various data collection and analysis methods?
Any glaring holes or issues?
o Bearing in mind that this needs to be a narrowly scoped evaluation, many of the below
suggestions could be incorporated into subsequent years’ evaluations
o What’s outside HMIS? What pieces of the system aren’t in HMIS? Housing Problem Solving
and Screening, 211

Methodology, continued
o Focus groups
1. Use language of unexpected consequences vs pain points
2. Questions should be open ended but somewhat circumscribed or thematic to make
the data analysis more easily
3. Who gets to participate in the focus groups? People who get resources? People who
don’t?
4. Families and adult only households?
5. Is “coordinated entry” a thing in the minds of people experiencing homelessness?
Many people know “coordinated entry” but that is a confusing concept. Lots of
skepticism. Participants may identify more with the agency that’s helping them than
with the system/coordinated entry.
a. Subpopulations: making sure that we have representation
b. Is there a reason not to do a survey? Why wouldn’t we do surveys as well as
focus groups?
• Operationalizing the evaluation plan: where will we do focus groups, how many, who is involved, etc.
What’s the timeline? Who can help?
o Cover all regions: Like one per HUB? Drop in hours at the HRCs, wellness centers
1. Outreach to drop in centers and shelters, hosted at Library or another public place
that can
2. A group focused on people who have been housed; or perhaps an exit survey for
those who have been housed
5. Update on Dashboards and Infographic
In April, the Leadership Board approved the annual summary infographic and the quarterly dashboard
measures shown below with the following guidance:
o The info-graph and quarterly dashboards “bury the lead,” specifically they wanted the infograph to more clearly headline that two people become homeless for every one that gains
housing.
o On the dashboard: is there a way to represent inflow and outflow in a way that is less spatially
confusing? Representing the negative inflow measure and the positive homes measure as side by
side, using identical bar charts is spatially confusing; is up good or bad? Do we want to reach the
target or not?
o Quarterly dashboards use a black line as the maximum/minimum target. Looks like
underlining.
o Dashboard language could be tightened up (see also the 1st bullet point)
o Link the info-graphic and dashboard more clearly to the 2018 Strategic Plan Update
Original annual summary infographic:

Original Quarterly Dashboards:

This guidance could be incorporated in the following ways:
1. Split the annual summary into two infographics and in doing so more closely link the info/outflow
message of 2 persons becoming homeless for every 1 who gains a home. The number of literally
homeless people served could become its own datapoint

RBA Committee Input:
•
•
•

Experiment with 2 x 1 sizing ratio
# served (yellow above) is wordy. Try “8,674 literally homeless people were served”
Black on blue is hard to read numbers, maybe green? White letters?

2. Quarterly Dashboards: combine and shift the orientation of the dashboards and allow the y-axis to
divide positive from negative.

RBA Committee
• try vertical orientation?
6. Next Steps
• Working group to think through questions, methodology, and participation rate Tuesday June 4
• Sharon O will look for examples of participant feedback from other communities
• National Alliance to End Homelessness has an evaluation tool: check it out!
• Incorporate RBA Committee feedback into infographic/dashboards and post to website

Has CE been fully implemented with fidelity
to the original design? What areas require
further attention? *In progress

Coordinated Entry SelfAssessment

How is the prioritization tool working? How
are subpopulations distributed in the
prioritization? *Existing data and analysis

Prioritization analysis
(distribution and populations)

Are the highest needs people being matched
to PSH and RRH services? *Existing data,
New analysis
Do homeless people know about
coordinated entry? *In progress

What has been your experience with
coordinated entry? What is working well?
Where are the pain points? *New data
collection and analysis

X

X

X

X

Point In Time Count Survey
Datapoint

X

Focus groups (how many?) with
providers and participants (who
to invite, how to recruit,
incentives?)
Re-launch the feedback survey
on the everyonehome.org
website

X

X

X

X
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X

X
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Results-Based Accountability Committee
June 10, 2019
150 Frank Ogawa Plaza
th
4 Floor, Conference Room 1
Oakland, CA
Present: Julian Leiserson (AbS), Dani Pederson (LLM), Kathy Naff (BFHP), Michael Drane (HCD), Karen Erickson (CCEB), Sharon Osterweil
(LLM), Melvin Calwin (BOSS), Jennifer Vasquez (CoB), Anthony Federico (CoO), Jana Hiraga (WDDIC)
1. Welcome and Introductions
• RBA Committee is an open committee and welcomes participation from stakeholders who are committed to learning and implementing the
RBA framework.
2. Upcoming
• Next RBA Meeting: 2-4 PM on Monday August 12 at Conference Room 1, 4th Floor, 150 Frank Ogawa Plaza, Oakland.
• NOFA release may impact next meeting schedule, stay tuned
3. Announcements and Updates
• Coordinated Entry Evaluation Plan update: draft of plan, methods, and timeline is forthcoming
• Dashboard and social media update
• HMIS TA: On Wednesday June 19th, Mike and Leah of ICF will be presenting their assessment of our HMIS and recommendations for
improvement with HMIS Oversight Committee. The meeting is public and will take place from 9-12 in Public Hearing Room 160 at 224 W.
Winton Ave in Hayward.
• HMIS Training calendar is available at: http://www.acgov.org/cda/hcd/hmis/training-calendar.htm
• To register for HMIS new user training, privacy and security training, or to request new projects or agency onboarding please email
hmissupport@acgov.org
• Coordinated entry assessor training? Web based coming in June!
• System Performance Measures submitted to HUD 5/31
• High level Point In Time Count Data was released in mid-May
o 8,022 is the new Point In Time Count number, up 43% since 2017
▪ 1,710 (21%) sheltered, down 3% since 2017
▪ 6,312 (79%) unsheltered, up 63% since 2017
o A great article that summarizes the Homeless population history in the Bay Area
• Stella--a game changing analytic tool for understanding system performance—has been released by HUD!

4. Turning the Curve
• Task: Revise draft power point to create a standard presentation that can be used to facilitate turn the curve conversations on length of
time homeless in the housing crisis response system.
• Age breakdown would help understand the population
• Where ratio is 0%, show the fraction of a percent
• Looking at exits to PH, there are so few exits to PSH or RRH that it would be helpful to be able to talk with people about the likelihood
that a person will be offered a housing opportunity.
• Stella: length of time from entry to move in?
• Maybe a summary with highlights from the data slides i.e. 365 days or longer;
• Would be good to know how many of our RRH, PSH, and section 8 vouchers are going unfilled for whatever reason? zip code where
voucher is used?
5. Next Steps
• Jessie to incorporate feedback into powerpoint
• Plan Stella demo and exploration

Turning the
Curve:
Length of Time
Homeless

What does it measure?

System
Performance
Measure 1:
Length of
Time
Homeless

•Measure 1a: How efficiently is our system ending
homelessness?
•Measure 1b: How long are people experiencing homelessness?
How does it measure?
•Measure 1a: length of time from first ES, SH, or TH enrollment
to housing move in.
•Measure 1b: length of time from self-described start of
homelessness to housing move in.
How is it used?
•Measure 1a accounted for 14 points on the 2018 Continuum of
Care NOFA
•Our CoC earned 7 of 14 points
What do we want to see?
•Shorter is better: Reduction in the average and median length of
time homeless.
•Also desirable: average and median are the same.

Measure 1A:
How efficiently is
our system
ending
homelessness?
Length of time from
first ES/TH/SH
enrollment to
permanent housing
exit

A closer look at length of time homeless in FY 2018:
HMIS universe includes persons homeless in date range 10/1/2017-9/30/2018,
counts number of nights between first ES/TH/SH enrollment and permanent
housing exit or end of date range on 9/30/2018

What is the
story behind the
increasing
length of time?
• Social context: low incomes
and low vacancy rates
• Working with higher needs
people means document
readiness, etc. takes longer

• Medium to lower need people
are getting stranded in ES &
TH.
• Data quality issues
• Transitional housing models,
particularly for youth,
emphasize 2-year stay
• What other narratives help to

make sense of this curve?

• What data points would

inform action?

Data points to
inform action:
exits from ES,
TH, SH

Permanent Housing Exits from ES, TH, SH, 90 days
FY2018
or less
Rent or owned with no ongoing subsidy
79
Rent or owned with other ongoing subsidy
43
Family, permanent
76
PSH
27
RRH
31
Friends, permanent
18
VASH or GPD
11

More % of
than 90 PH
days
exits
166 29%
157 24%
105 21%
53
9%
36
8%
23
5%
18
3%

Data points to
inform action:
permanent
housing exits
from ES, TH, SH
• Speaks to limitations of PSH

• Family reunification is a large
proportion
• How can we support people
as they move into
unsubsidized PH?

What actions
could turn the
curve?
• Mobilize PH resources to help
those who get “stuck” in
shelters
• Nearly 25% of people are
exiting to unsubsidized
rental/ownership or family and
friends, so, what kinds of
strategies might folllow?

Results-Based Accountability Committee
June 10, 2019
150 Frank Ogawa Plaza
th
4 Floor, Conference Room 1
Oakland, CA
Present: Julian Leiserson (AbS), Dani Pederson (LLM), Kathy Naff (BFHP), Michael Drane (HCD), Karen Erickson (CCEB), Sharon Osterweil
(LLM), Melvin Calwin (BOSS), Jennifer Vasquez (CoB), Anthony Federico (CoO), Jana Hiraga (WDDIC)
1. Welcome and Introductions
• RBA Committee is an open committee and welcomes participation from stakeholders who are committed to learning and implementing the
RBA framework.
2. Upcoming
• Next RBA Meeting: 2-4 PM on Monday August 12 at Conference Room 1, 4th Floor, 150 Frank Ogawa Plaza, Oakland.
• NOFA release may impact next meeting schedule, stay tuned
3. Announcements and Updates
• Coordinated Entry Evaluation Plan update: draft of plan, methods, and timeline is forthcoming
• Dashboard and social media update
• HMIS TA: On Wednesday June 19th, Mike and Leah of ICF will be presenting their assessment of our HMIS and recommendations for
improvement with HMIS Oversight Committee. The meeting is public and will take place from 9-12 in Public Hearing Room 160 at 224 W.
Winton Ave in Hayward.
• HMIS Training calendar is available at: http://www.acgov.org/cda/hcd/hmis/training-calendar.htm
• To register for HMIS new user training, privacy and security training, or to request new projects or agency onboarding please email
hmissupport@acgov.org
• Coordinated entry assessor training? Web based coming in June!
• System Performance Measures submitted to HUD 5/31
• High level Point In Time Count Data was released in mid-May
o 8,022 is the new Point In Time Count number, up 43% since 2017
▪ 1,710 (21%) sheltered, down 3% since 2017
▪ 6,312 (79%) unsheltered, up 63% since 2017
o A great article that summarizes the Homeless population history in the Bay Area
• Stella--a game changing analytic tool for understanding system performance—has been released by HUD!

4. Turning the Curve
• Task: Revise draft power point to create a standard presentation that can be used to facilitate turn the curve conversations on length of
time homeless in the housing crisis response system.
• Age breakdown would help understand the population
• Where ratio is 0%, show the fraction of a percent
• Looking at exits to PH, there are so few exits to PSH or RRH that it would be helpful to be able to talk with people about the likelihood
that a person will be offered a housing opportunity.
• Stella: length of time from entry to move in?
• Maybe a summary with highlights from the data slides i.e. 365 days or longer;
• Would be good to know how many of our RRH, PSH, and section 8 vouchers are going unfilled for whatever reason? zip code where
voucher is used?
5. Next Steps
• Jessie to incorporate feedback into powerpoint
• Plan Stella demo and exploration

Results-Based Accountability Committee
June 10, 2019
150 Frank Ogawa Plaza
th
4 Floor, Conference Room 1
Oakland, CA
Present:
1. Welcome and Introductions
• RBA Committee is an open committee and welcomes participation from stakeholders who are committed to learning and implementing the
RBA framework.
2. Upcoming
• Next RBA Meeting: 2-4 PM on Monday August 12 at Conference Room 1, 4th Floor, 150 Frank Ogawa Plaza, Oakland.
3. Announcements and Updates
• Coordinated Entry Evaluation Plan update: draft of plan, methods, and timeline is forthcoming
• Dashboard and social media update
• HMIS TA: Mike and Leah of ICF will be visiting Alameda County the week of June 17th to share their assessment of our HMIS and
recommendations for improvement with HMIS Oversight Committee.
• HMIS Training calendar is available at: http://www.acgov.org/cda/hcd/hmis/training-calendar.htm
• To register for HMIS new user training, privacy and security training, or to request new projects or agency onboarding please email
hmissupport@acgov.org
• System Performance Measures submitted to HUD 5/31
• High level Point In Time Count Data was released in mid-May
o 8,022 is the new Point In Time Count number, up 43% since 2017
▪ 1,710 (21%) sheltered, down 3% since 2017
▪ 6,312 (79%) unsheltered, up 63% since 2017
o A great article that summarizes the Homeless population history in the Bay Area
• Stella--a game changing analytic tool for understanding system performance--is being released by HUD in June!
4. Turning the Curve
• Revise draft power point to create a standard presentation that can be used to facilitate turn the curve conversations on length of time
homeless in the housing crisis response system.
5. Next Steps

Turning the
Curve:
Length of Time
Homeless

What does it measure?

System
Performance
Measure 1:
Length of
Time
Homeless

•Measure 1a: How efficiently is our system ending
homelessness?
•Measure 1b: How long are people experiencing homelessness?
How does it measure?
•Measure 1a: length of time from first ES, SH, or TH enrollment
to housing move in.
•Measure 1b: length of time from self-described start of
homelessness to housing move in.
How is it used?
•Measure 1a accounted for 14 points on the 2018 Continuum of
Care NOFA
•Our CoC earned 7 of 14 points
What do we want to see?
•Shorter is better: Reduction in the average and median length of
time homeless.
•Also desirable: average and median are the same.

Measure 1A:
How efficiently is
our system
ending
homelessness?
Length of time from
first ES/TH/SH
enrollment to
permanent housing
exit

A closer look at length of time homeless in FY 2018:
HMIS universe includes persons homeless in date range 10/1/2017-9/30/2018,
counts number of nights between first ES/TH/SH enrollment and permanent
housing exit or end of date range on 9/30/2018

What is the
story behind the
increasing
length of time?
• Social context: low incomes
and low affordability
• Working with higher needs
people means document
readiness, etc. takes longer

• Medium to lower need people
are getting stranded in ES &
TH.
• Data entry issues
• Transitional housing models,
particularly for youth,
emphasize 2 year stay
• What other narratives help to

make sense of this curve?

• What data points may help

inform action?

Data points to inform
action: household
configuration and
subpopulations
during FY2018?
• Is there anything in this chart
that helps think about action
on LOT?

Data points to inform
action: Lengths of
stay in shelters,
transitional housing,
and safe havens FY
2018?
• Is there anything in this chart
that helps think about action
on LOT?

Data points to inform
action: Living
situation before ES,
TH, SH enrollment
• Is there anything in this chart
that helps think about action
on LOT?

Data points to
inform action:
permanent
housing exits
from ES, TH, SH
• Is there anything in this
chart that helps think
about action on LOT?

What actions
could turn the
curve?
• Mobilize PH resources to help
those who get “stuck” in
shelters
• Nearly 25% of people are
exiting to unsubsidized
rental/ownership or family and
friends, so, what kinds of
strategies might folllow?

Results-Based Accountability Committee
August 12, 2019
Zoom web conferencing: https://zoom.us/j/218182921
Present: Julian Leiserson (Abs), Trevor Mells (HCD), Tucker Brofft (StM), Karen Erickson (CCEB), Sharon
Osterweil (LLM)
1. Welcome and Introductions
• RBA Committee is an open committee and welcomes participation from stakeholders who are
committed to learning and implementing the RBA framework.
• Because the Continuum of Care funding competition is in full swing, August’s meeting will be
abbreviated and focus on updates for fall.
2. Upcoming
• Next RBA Meeting: 2-4 PM on Monday September 9 at Conference Room 1, 4th Floor, 150 Frank
Ogawa Plaza, Oakland.
3. HMIS and Training
• HMIS Training calendar is available at: http://www.acgov.org/cda/hcd/hmis/training-calendar.htm
• To register for HMIS new user training, privacy and security training, or to request new projects or
agency onboarding please email hmissupport@acgov.org
• Coordinated entry assessor training is now web based, contact your zone coordinator (at Abode, City
of Berkeley, City of Oakland) for details.
4. Coordinated Entry Evaluation Plan
• Prioritization Effectiveness: to include expanded consideration of how many records are inactive, how
many are “stale,” how many have become housed, as well as looking at how well the BNL is linking up
with enrollments in PSH.
• Focus Groups in six resource zones: North County Adults, Oakland Adults, Family Front Door, Mid
County Adults and Families, South County Adults and Families, East County Adults and Families.
These groups will be coordinated through the HRCs and System Coordination Committee.
• Surveys for front line staff and organizations that receive CE referrals/matches
5. Pathway Design and Gaps Analysis
• Launching this fall!
• HUD TA will support our community in thinking about how the system should work, and the services
combinations people need to end homelessness.
6. ScoreCard and Dashboards
• Q3 updates to ScoreCard are now available.
• Q3 updates to dashboard:

•

Both sets of measures are consistent with the results of the 2019 point in time count and align with
the action plan laid out in the 2018 Strategic Update.

7. HMIS TA
• Data Quality Initiative will produce a data quality plan
• HMIS Implementation and Governance will update policies, procedures, privacy and security, etc.
• Are there things that you need or want to do in Clarity that you can’t do currently?
o Caseload report that includes paperwork due: ROIs expiring and assessments would be
helpful (maybe Looker)
o Better reports in Clarity generally: demographic report, reports on services, tricky to get
reports on null/people missing certain services etc.
o Analysis training has been recorded and is available to users through the HMIS portal
8. Next Steps

Results-Based Accountability Committee
September 9, 2019
Conference Room 1, 4th Floor
150 Frank Ogawa Plaza
Oakland, CA 94612
Present:
1. Welcome and Introductions
• RBA Committee is an open committee and welcomes participation from stakeholders who are
committed to learning and implementing the RBA framework.
2. Upcoming
• Next RBA Meeting: 2-4 PM on Monday October 7, at Conference Room 1, 4th Floor, 150 Frank Ogawa
Plaza, Oakland.
3. HMIS and Training
• HMIS Training calendar is available at: http://www.acgov.org/cda/hcd/hmis/training-calendar.htm
• To register for HMIS new user training, privacy and security training, or to request new projects or
agency onboarding please email hmissupport@acgov.org
• Coordinated entry assessor training is now web based, contact your zone coordinator (at Abode for
Mid, South and East County; City of Berkeley for North County; City of Oakland for Family Front
Door and Oakland Adults; BFHP for Vets) for details.
4. Coordinated Entry Evaluation
• Please let Jessie know if you are interested or willing to provide note-taking support at a focus group
with Coordinated Entry consumers!
5. Racial Disparities Analysis
• See attached analysis for CoC Funding Competition
6. HMIS TA: Data Quality
7. Dashboard

8. Next Steps

FY2018 Summary Assessment of Racial Disparity in Alameda County:
Housing Crisis Response System Access and Permanent Housing Outcomes
Comparing the general and homeless
populations of Alameda County demonstrates
the patterns of racial disparity that are visible
throughout the United States. African
Americans make up only 11% of Alameda
County’s general population, but 47% of its
homeless population. American Indians and
Alaska Natives similarly comprise 1% of the
general population but 4% of the homeless
population, a relative increase of 300%. By
contrast, Asians appear in Alameda County’s
homeless population at a 94% lower rate than in its general population. And, Whites comprise a 38% smaller proportion
of the homeless population than in the general population.
Ethnic disparities in Alameda County are slightly
different from national trends. The National
Alliance to End Homelessness’s 2018 analysis,
“Racial Disparities in Homelessness in the United
States” showed slightly higher representation of
Hispanic/Latino identified persons in the homeless
population compared with the general population,
Alameda County’s 2019 Point In Time Count shows
that Hispanic/Latinos make up a 23% smaller
proportion of the homeless population than in the
general population of Alameda County.
Given the disparities that are visible in the above population-level comparisons, the Continuum of Care is looking closely
for racial and ethnic disparities in access to the housing crisis response system and permanent housing outcomes. The
following analysis presumes that there may be some small variation in how racial groups appear across the homeless
population, access the housing crisis response system, and exit to permanent housing, but that the variation should be
within 3%. Homeless American Indian or Alaskan Natives, Asians, and Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islanders show
levels of access and permanent housing outcomes that are consistent (identical or within 1%) with their proportion in
the homeless population. Similarly, homeless Hispanic/Latinx and non-Hispanic/Latinx groups access the housing crisis

response system and achieve positive outcomes at rates that are consistent with their proportion in the homeless
population.
African Americans access the housing crisis response system at higher rates (+7%) and exit to permanent housing at
slightly higher rates (+4% compared with access). Whites access the housing crisis response system at lower rates (-4%),
but exit to permanent housing at rates that are consistent with their level of access (-3%) Those identifying as MultiRacial access the system at lower rates (-6%) and exit the system to permanent housing at lower rates (-6% compared
with access). These more substantial differences between the population, access to the housing crisis response system,
and permanent housing outcomes raise questions and warrant further exploration.
In the past year EveryOne Home’s Results Based Accountability (RBA) Committee began looking at returns to
homelessness by race and ethnicity using FY2018 data. During the FY2018 year, CA-502 had a 15% rate of returns to
homelessness over 24 months, which is represented by the orange line in the graph below. During that same period,
people who identified as Native Hawaiian (22%), African American (20%), and Multi-Racial (18%) returned to
homelessness at rates above the system average, while people identifying as American Indian or Alaska Native (8%),
Asian (2%) and White (11%) returned at rates below the system average. People identifying as Hispanic or Latinx (11%)
also had lower rates of return to homelessness than the system average. It should be noted that some racial groups
have very small sample sizes, specifically Native Hawaiian (n=27) but also Asian (n=63), and American Indian or Alaska
Native (n=64). A small sample size makes it difficult to know if the results are representative of the group as a whole.
These data add nuance to the permanent
housing outcomes data reported earlier. For
instance, African Americans access the
housing crisis response system and exit to
permanent housing at proportionally higher
rates, but they also return to homelessness
at disproportionately higher rates.
Alternately, homeless Whites access the
housing crisis response system and exit to
permanent housing at slightly lower rates,
though appear to retain permanent housing
at higher than average rates. Notably,
people identifying as multi-racial appear to
access the HCRS and exit to permanent housing at lower rates while also returning to homelessness at higher than
average rates.
In the coming year the EveryOne Home Results Based Accountability (RBA) Committee will undertake a closer look at
racial and ethnic disparities identified in this analysis with the goal of pinpointing best practices and addressing
persistent problems. Activities will include sharing these data with partners and other stakeholders, conducting
interviews and focus groups with consumers, reviewing data quality, and trying to connect the dots between population,
system accessibility, obtaining and retaining permanent housing. We also intend to expand the analysis to consider how
the prioritization tool works across racial and ethnic groups.
In the past year the CoC committed itself to developing racial and ethnic representation on the CoC board, EveryOne
Home Leadership Board, and seated committees that reflects the homeless population in Alameda County. This
commitment will continue to inform the CoC’s approach to representation in the governance structure. Lastly, in the
past year the CoC has made the coordinated entry assessment available in Spanish. However, critical materials including
but not limited to information about coordinated entry, and the consent to participate in HMIS are still not available.
Moreover the CoC recognizes, and is working to make all materials available in the four threshold languages.

Results-Based Accountability Committee
September 9, 2019
EveryOne Home Offices
101 Callan Ave, Suite 230
San Leandro, CA 94577
Present: Brittany Carnegie (CoB), Tuck Brofft (StMC), Sharon Osterweil (LLM), Trevor Mells (HMIS-HCD),
Mike Keller (EOCP), Julian Leiserson (AbS), Hanna Flores (HCSA), Jessica Shimin (EOH)
1. Welcome and Introductions
• RBA Committee is an open committee and welcomes participation from stakeholders who are
committed to learning and implementing the RBA framework.
2. Upcoming
• Next RBA Meeting: 2-4 PM on Monday October 7, at Conference Room 1, 4th Floor, 150 Frank Ogawa
Plaza, Oakland.
3. HMIS and Training
• HMIS Training calendar is available at: http://www.acgov.org/cda/hcd/hmis/training-calendar.htm
• To register for HMIS new user training, privacy and security training, or to request new projects or
agency onboarding please email hmissupport@acgov.org
• Bitfocus offers some training videos on frequently asked questions
• Coordinated entry assessor training is now web based, contact your zone coordinator (at Abode for
Mid, South and East County; City of Berkeley for North County; City of Oakland for Family Front
Door and Oakland Adults; BFHP for Vets) for details.
4. Coordinated Entry Evaluation
• Change in highest score of active households
o Family Front Door (FFD) not showing any change in housing status. Look at FFD housing
navigation APR to see how many people have exited to PH.
o A challenge that not all staff can update CE assessment. So PSH can’t update the housing
status. This could be an underlying technical issue that we need to plan for and around.
o Are scores getting inflated or deflated overall? Could be helpful to look at changes in average
and median over time.
o Movement between regions/counties? Abode is seeing movement from Alameda County to
Napa and Sta Clara. Seeing people go elsewhere because it’s too hard to sustain here. Seeing
not any movement into Alameda County.
o Look at Returns to homelessness dashboard that Trevor created!
• PSH matching
o Seeking to answer the question of are we targeting resources to the highest need people in
our system? Answer, sort of.
• Please let Jessie know if you are interested or willing to provide note-taking support at a focus group
with Coordinated Entry consumers!
o Brittany and Hanna are interested in helping out.
o Did we add into the budget any resources for evaluation?

5. Racial Disparities Analysis
• See attached analysis for CoC Funding Competition
o Concerns that scattered site vouchers combined with the rent-economics are leading to
moving a lot of people (of color) out of county. Displacement due to FMR adequate for AlCo,
landlords may prefer not to accept vouchers, etc.
o EOCP serves a lot of people in East Oakland who grew up there, generations on generations,
don’t want to leave Oakland.
• Even if our rates of access and exit to PH are accurate, the disparity is so great that insignificant.
• Seems like the greatest disparities are outside the HCRS. Perhaps we focus on first and last point.
Would like to see race broken out by race within ethnic groups. Would we see similar
• Wonder on ethnic disparities if we’re seeing an accurate picture: legal status may be a deterrent from
engaging with the system, also are there socio-cultural patterns of dealing with housing instability
(e.g. doubled up vs living in car)
• Geographic distribution urban, suburban, rural, racial distribution isn’t equal across the county. It
may be interesting to look for racial and ethnic disparities across the 5 zones.
6. HMIS TA
• Data Quality: Patrick, Mike K, and Jessie are working on creating a data quality management plan.
o Plan needs to scale who will be doing what and how often, what sort of support or feedback will
be required, etc.
• HMIS Implementation: Trevor, Suzanne Warner, and Andrew Wicker are working through this
community of practice to grow training capacity and update policies and procedures, including Privacy
and Security.
7. Next Steps

FY2018 Summary Assessment of Racial Disparity in Alameda County:
Housing Crisis Response System Access and Permanent Housing Outcomes
Comparing the general and homeless
populations of Alameda County demonstrates
the patterns of racial disparity that are visible
throughout the United States. African
Americans make up only 11% of Alameda
County’s general population, but 47% of its
homeless population. American Indians and
Alaska Natives similarly comprise 1% of the
general population but 4% of the homeless
population, a relative increase of 300%. By
contrast, Asians appear in Alameda County’s
homeless population at a 94% lower rate than in its general population. And, Whites comprise a 38% smaller proportion
of the homeless population than in the general population.
Ethnic disparities in Alameda County are slightly
different from national trends. The National
Alliance to End Homelessness’s 2018 analysis,
“Racial Disparities in Homelessness in the United
States” showed slightly higher representation of
Hispanic/Latino identified persons in the homeless
population compared with the general population,
Alameda County’s 2019 Point In Time Count shows
that Hispanic/Latinos make up a 23% smaller
proportion of the homeless population than in the
general population of Alameda County.
Given the disparities that are visible in the above population-level comparisons, the Continuum of Care is looking closely
for racial and ethnic disparities in access to the housing crisis response system and permanent housing outcomes. The
following analysis presumes that there may be some small variation in how racial groups appear across the homeless
population, access the housing crisis response system, and exit to permanent housing, but that the variation should be
within 3%. Homeless American Indian or Alaskan Natives, Asians, and Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islanders show
levels of access and permanent housing outcomes that are consistent (identical or within 1%) with their proportion in
the homeless population. Similarly, homeless Hispanic/Latinx and non-Hispanic/Latinx groups access the housing crisis

response system and achieve positive outcomes at rates that are consistent with their proportion in the homeless
population.
African Americans access the housing crisis response system at higher rates (+7%) and exit to permanent housing at
slightly higher rates (+4% compared with access). Whites access the housing crisis response system at lower rates (-4%),
but exit to permanent housing at rates that are consistent with their level of access (-3%) Those identifying as MultiRacial access the system at lower rates (-6%) and exit the system to permanent housing at lower rates (-6% compared
with access). These more substantial differences between the population, access to the housing crisis response system,
and permanent housing outcomes raise questions and warrant further exploration.
In the past year EveryOne Home’s Results Based Accountability (RBA) Committee began looking at returns to
homelessness by race and ethnicity using FY2018 data. During the FY2018 year, CA-502 had a 15% rate of returns to
homelessness over 24 months, which is represented by the orange line in the graph below. During that same period,
people who identified as Native Hawaiian (22%), African American (20%), and Multi-Racial (18%) returned to
homelessness at rates above the system average, while people identifying as American Indian or Alaska Native (8%),
Asian (2%) and White (11%) returned at rates below the system average. People identifying as Hispanic or Latinx (11%)
also had lower rates of return to homelessness than the system average. It should be noted that some racial groups
have very small sample sizes, specifically Native Hawaiian (n=27) but also Asian (n=63), and American Indian or Alaska
Native (n=64). A small sample size makes it difficult to know if the results are representative of the group as a whole.
These data add nuance to the permanent
housing outcomes data reported earlier. For
instance, African Americans access the
housing crisis response system and exit to
permanent housing at proportionally higher
rates, but they also return to homelessness
at disproportionately higher rates.
Alternately, homeless Whites access the
housing crisis response system and exit to
permanent housing at slightly lower rates,
though appear to retain permanent housing
at higher than average rates. Notably,
people identifying as multi-racial appear to
access the HCRS and exit to permanent housing at lower rates while also returning to homelessness at higher than
average rates.
In the coming year the EveryOne Home Results Based Accountability (RBA) Committee will undertake a closer look at
racial and ethnic disparities identified in this analysis with the goal of pinpointing best practices and addressing
persistent problems. Activities will include sharing these data with partners and other stakeholders, conducting
interviews and focus groups with consumers, reviewing data quality, and trying to connect the dots between population,
system accessibility, obtaining and retaining permanent housing. We also intend to expand the analysis to consider how
the prioritization tool works across racial and ethnic groups.
In the past year the CoC committed itself to developing racial and ethnic representation on the CoC board, EveryOne
Home Leadership Board, and seated committees that reflects the homeless population in Alameda County. This
commitment will continue to inform the CoC’s approach to representation in the governance structure. Lastly, in the
past year the CoC has made the coordinated entry assessment available in Spanish. However, critical materials including
but not limited to information about coordinated entry, and the consent to participate in HMIS are still not available.
Moreover the CoC recognizes, and is working to make all materials available in the four threshold languages.

Results-Based Accountability Committee
October 7, 2019
Conference Room 1, 4th Floor
150 Frank Ogawa Plaza
Oakland, CA 94612
Present: Sharon Osterweil (LLM), Brittany Carnegie (CoB), Myisha Steward (CoO), Tuck Brofft (StMC), Mike
Keller (EOCP), Karen Erickson (CCEB), Naseem Falla (community), Hanna Flores (HCSA/Care Connect),
Jessica Shimmin (EOH)
1. Welcome and Introductions
• RBA Committee is an open committee and welcomes participation from stakeholders who are
committed to learning and implementing the RBA framework.
2. Upcoming
• Next RBA Meeting: EveryOne Home Community Meeting 1:30-4 PM on Monday November 4, at the
California Endowment, 2000 Franklin St. Lauren Room, Oakland CA 94612
3. HMIS and Training
• HMIS Training calendar is available at: http://www.acgov.org/cda/hcd/hmis/training-calendar.htm
• To register for HMIS new user training, privacy and security training, or to request new projects or
agency onboarding please email hmissupport@acgov.org
• Bitfocus offers some training videos on frequently asked questions
• Coordinated entry assessor training is now web based, contact your zone coordinator (at Abode for
Mid, South and East County; City of Berkeley for North County; City of Oakland for Family Front
Door and Oakland Adults; BFHP for Vets) for details.
4. Coordinated Entry Evaluation
• Participant focus groups will take place:
o Berkeley from 12-2pm on Wednesday October 23 at the HRC
o Fremont from 4-5:30 on Thursday October 24th at Centerville Presbyterian Church
o Oakland, the afternoon of Friday October 4th at Oakland City Hall hearing room 4.
5. HMIS Data Quality Plan Development
• Discussion of “Agency Manager” role both in terms of improving data quality, but also as a strategy to
build knowledge of reports and other tools that can be used within agencies.
• Concern and awareness that many organizations, even those with data quality staff, may not have the
administrative capacity to take the lead on data quality, etc. Desire for contracts to more fully support
administrative activities.
• Reviewed 5 aspects of data quality and made small revisions to the draft Data Quality Plan.
• Draft Data Quality Plan is included in this packet following notes
6. Next Steps

Oakland, Berkeley, Alameda County (CA-502)
Homeless Management Information System
Data Quality Plan
General Objective:
Data quality is built on five pillars: Timeliness; Completeness; Accuracy; Consistency; and Coverage. Our data quality
program will establish policies and procedures to strengthen each of these pillars to improve the reliability of analysis
that we do about the effectiveness of our provision of services to our homeless community.
Timeliness:
Policy:
The CoC standard for timeliness is less than seven days for data entry, with the goal of all enrollment
and exit data entered within 3 days.
Procedure:
Participating agencies/jurisdictions will run the HUD Annual Performance Report (APR)or HMIS Data
Quality Report.
These should be run on an agency-wide basis at least once a month to monitor overall agency
performance. The reports can be run at the project level to identify underperforming projects. The
information should be used to identify potential workflow issues or staffing issues that are contributing
to delayed data entry.
Timeliness will be reviewed at the Agency Manager Meeting that is convened monthly and facilitated by
the HMIS Lead. Agencies will be prepared to share their performance, discuss challenges, and develop
strategies to improve performance.
HMIS Lead will present timeliness reporting to HMIS Oversight Committee on a quarterly basis.
The CoCwill add timeliness to the scoring criteria for the annual CoC Local Competition for funding.
Best Practice:
Running reports on a weekly basis and correcting data quality issues uncovered by the reports builds a
culture of timeliness. Workflow and staffing issues are discovered early which greatly reduces the
systemwide impact of data issues.
Timeliness metrics should be included in program contracts and monitoring, as well as performance
incentives and reporting requirements for funding.

Completeness:
Policy: Categories include:
•
•
•
•

Personally Identifiable Information
Universal Data Elements
Income and Housing Data Quality
Chronic Homelessness.
5% or less error rate for ES, TH, RRH, PSH, SSO, HP and Other projects.
25% or less error rate for SO and CES projects.

Procedure:
Participating agencies/jurisdictions will run the HUD Annual Performance or the HMIS Data Quality
Report looking specifically at Personally Identifiable Information, Universal Data Elements, Income and
Housing Data Quality, and Chronic Homelessness.
At a minimum the reports should be run on an agency-wide basis at least once a month to monitor
overall agency performance. The information should be used to identify data collection and data entry
problems and resolutions to those problems such as staff training.
Completeness will be reviewed at the monthly Agency Manager Meeting convened and facilitated by
the HMIS Lead.
Completeness will be reviewed at the Agency Manager Meeting that is convened monthly and
facilitated by the HMIS Lead. Agencies will be prepared to share their performance, discuss challenges,
and develop strategies to improve performance.
The CoC is adding timeliness to the scoring criteria for the annual competition for funding.
Best Practice:
Running reports on a weekly basis and correcting issues uncovered by the reports builds a culture of
timeliness. Workflow and staffing issues are discovered early which greatly reduces the systemwide
impact of data collection errors.
Accuracy:
Policy:
•
•
•

100% of PSH will have move in dates
100% of RRH with rental subsidy will have move in dates documented in HMIS
0% child and unknown age heads of household, except for RHY programs

Additional
•
•
•
•
•

Exit anything?
MediCal CIN numbers?
Could be done through monitoring
No veterans in a VASH/SSVF
Client doesn’t have HIV in a HOPWA unit.

Procedure:

Participating agencies/jurisdictions will run the HUD Annual Performance, Data Quality Report and
Missing Move In Date Report and any community reports found in the data quality section of the
reporting tool.
At a minimum the reports should be run on an agency-wide basis at least once a month to monitor
overall system performance. The information should be used to identify potential workflow issues or
staffing issues that are contributing to delayed data entry.
Completeness will be reviewed at the Agency Manager Meeting that is convened monthly and
facilitated by the HMIS Lead. Agencies will be prepared to share their performance, discuss challenges,
and develop strategies to improve performance.
Accuracy will be reviewed by the HMIS Oversight Committee on at least a quarterly basis. Timeliness
metrics should be included in program incentives and reporting requirements for funding.
The CoC is adding timeliness to the scoring criteria for the annual competition for funding.
Best Practice:
Running reports on a weekly basis and correcting issues uncovered by the reports builds a culture of
timeliness. Workflow and staffing issues are discovered early which greatly reduces the systemwide
impact of data issues.
Consistency:
Policy:
Coordinated entry assessment
Procedure:
Participating agencies/jurisdictions will run the HUD Annual Performance and any community reports
found in the data quality section of the reporting tool. At a minimum the reports should be run on an
agency-wide basis at least once a month to monitor overall system performance. The reports can be run
at the project level to identify underperforming projects. The information should be used to identify
potential workflow issues or staffing issues that are contributing to delayed data entry.
Timeliness will be reviewed by the CoC committee responsible for overseeing system performance on at
least a quarterly basis. Timeliness metrics should be included in program incentives and reporting
requirements for funding.
The CoC is adding timeliness to the scoring criteria for the annual competition for funding.
Best Practice:
Running reports on a weekly basis and correcting issues uncovered by the reports builds a culture of
timeliness. Workflow and staffing issues are discovered early which greatly reduces the systemwide
impact of data issues.
Coverage:
Policy:
Goal of 95% coverage across emergency shelter, transitional housing, rapid re-housing, and permanent
supportive housing that appear in the Housing Inventory Count (HIC).

Procedure:
The HMIS Lead will present coverage rates to HMIS Oversight Committee and CoC Board twice a year.
HMIS Oversight Committee and CoC Board identify and outreach to providers and programs that aren’t
in the HMIS.

Results-Based Accountability Committee
December 2, 2019
City of Oakland Human Services Department
150 Frank Ogawa Plaza
th
4 Floor, Conference Room 1
Oakland, CA
Present:
1. Welcome and Introductions
• RBA Committee is an open committee and welcomes participation from stakeholders who are
committed to learning and implementing the RBA framework.
2. Upcoming
• Next RBA Meeting: 2-4 PM on Monday January 6, at Conference Room 1, 4th Floor, 150 Frank Ogawa
Plaza, Oakland.
3. HMIS and Training
• HMIS Training calendar is available at: http://www.acgov.org/cda/hcd/hmis/training-calendar.htm
• To register for HMIS new user training, privacy and security training, or to request new projects or
agency onboarding please email hmissupport@acgov.org
• Bitfocus offers some training videos on frequently asked questions
• Coordinated entry assessor training is now web based, contact your zone coordinator (at Abode for
Mid, South and East County; City of Berkeley for North County; City of Oakland for Family Front
Door and Oakland Adults; BFHP for Vets) for details.
4. Homeless Crisis System Modeling
• A presentation of the system modeling work completed to date and request for provider input!
o Adult Only Households
o Households with Minor Children
o Sub-Populations: Vets, Youth, Chronically Homeless, Seniors, others?
o Racial Equity
5. Next Steps

