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ABSTRACT
Democratic participation has been integrated in public administration theory and

practice since the mid 20th century. It is a strategy used by public entities to enhance social
equity by engaging citizens, including those who are marginalized and lack political efficacy.
Most efforts to engage the public focus on program or policy planning rather than developing
and interpreting performance measures. Even more limited are efforts to engage marginalized
citizens in this work. This dissertation explores how preferences for performance measures
differ between public sector representatives at the federal, state, and local levels and the
marginalized citizens served by the public program of focus. Permanent supportive housing,
or housing designed specifically for individuals moving out of homelessness, serves as a case
in point to explore this research question. Research findings indicate that marginalized
citizens differ frequently from public sector representatives in regards to both the importance
assigned to selected performance measures and to their perceptions of what specific
performance measures may indicate. Findings contribute to the literature on performance
measurement, democratic participation, and social equity, and have practical applications for
public administrators seeking to engage citizens in public processes.
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CHAPTER1
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Engaging citizens in performance measurement efforts has not been as strategic as
efforts to incorporate participatory practices in other aspects of government work, such as
program planning. Engaging citizens that are marginalized or in the minority has been given
even less attention, both in research and in an applied context. As public entities strive to
address performance gaps, particular attention should be given to the insights provided by
those who are marginalized and often excluded from public discourse and decision-making.
Intentionally incorporating these diverse perspectives may allow communities to develop
more comprehensive, thorough, and nuanced performance measurements that better address
the varied outcomes and goals that citizens as well as public managers desire.

Individuals experiencing homelessness are often stigmatized and marginalized.
Although structural factors, such as a lack of affordable housing or high unemployment rates,
contribute to homelessness, blame is often placed on the individual’s behaviors or choices
(Belcher & DeForge, 2012). This creates a perception and norm in communities that
homelessness is a choice, the result of poor decisions, and the fault of the individual who is
homeless. With blame shouldered by the victims, they are seen as no longer useful or capable
of contributing to a community (Belcher & DeForge, 2012). Instead, they are negatively
constructed as powerless users or deviants (Schneider & Ingram, 1993). Their input to
community programs and processes is rarely sought or is seen as unmerited. This failure to
incorporate marginalized populations’ voices leaves significant gaps in our knowledge on

how to best develop performance protocols.



Participatory Democracy as a Critical Component of Public Administration

The American state was developed to stand in stark contrast to the monarchy with
which the country’s founders were most familiar. While the intention was to create a system
that would serve the people rather than a single ruler, these processes were exclusively
reserved for wealthy, well-positioned men. For example, the drafting of the constitution, the
document serving as the cornerstone of the federal government, was closed to the public
(Elkins, Ginsburg, & Blount, 2008). Subsequent ratification involved more individuals, but
was still limited to a group of elite men.

Mosher (1982) labeled these early years the period of “government by gentlemen”
given the status of those appointed to federal positions. Most of the political elites (positions
comparable to today’s presidential appointees and other leaders in the executive branch) had
upper class backgrounds, with their fathers coming from high-ranking professions such as
merchants and landowners. These gentlemen were skeptical of the capabilities of the average
citizen to make decisions regarding the governance of the state. James Madison is often cited
as one of the most fervent advocates for opting for a representative republic instead of a
democracy with direct participation from citizens (deLeon, 1997). Madison outlined a series
of checks and balances among branches of government, which were eventually adopted into
the Constitution and became the framework for the current American state. This system
could simultaneously limit and temper citizens’ untamed passions while also helping to
prevent one faction from establishing themselves as the majority ruler, with no option for the
minority factions to also be represented.

The inauguration of Andrew Jackson in 1829 brought a shift in how citizens’ were

perceived within the context of the American state. This era, an era of “government by the



common man” (Mosher, 1982), brought overarching themes of pluralism and egalitarianism.
While the intention was to open up governing to those with merit and skill, the resulting
system was still fairly exclusive. This approach ushered in the spoils system, awarding
political position to those close to elected officials. Government, during this era, was no more
accessible to the “common man” and no more responsive to the will of the people.

Subsequent reform efforts addressed the spoils system and set the path for a
professionalized civil service, but these changes failed to address how citizens were
represented in the public sphere. Mosher (1982) describes two forms of representation: active
and passive. Active representation refers to administrators or elected officials who
intentionally advocate on behalf of those they represent. Mosher (1982) saw this form of
representation as “a major threat to orderly democratic government” (p. 15) since the unequal
distribution of power that resides in the different interest groups represented would lead to an
inequitable state.

Passive representation generally refers to the make-up of administrators elected
officials and whether they demographically mirror the communities they represent. It is
assumed that individuals with similar backgrounds will also share values and beliefs that will
be translated into policies responding to the needs of citizens from comparable backgrounds
(Lim, 2006). Passive representation can be problematic given elected positions are not as
accessible to certain minority or marginalized groups. Through passive representation, not all
populations or interests can be represented. Portions of the American population are
unaccounted for or underrepresented among policymakers, making the opportunity for

passive representation to influence policy decisions unlikely.



Even without a perfectly representative elected body, officials from minority groups
can still effect change (Lim, 2006). First, minority members may check members of the
majority, bringing attention and disapproval of actions of the majority that are biased against
minority groups. Majority members may respond to the potential to be “checked” by acting
with greater restraint than if they were surrounded only by others in the majority. The
adjustments of actions and behaviors that result from those in the minority checking those in
the majority and the majority restraining their own biased actions can result in eventual re-
socialization wherein the values and beliefs of the majority shift.

These options outline an ongoing issue with the current structure for American
governance, established by Madison and other federalists. The core system was established to
limit participation to those who owned property, and even with a more diverse body of public
officials today, the process of re-socializing individuals to adhere to the values and beliefs of
those in minority or marginalized groups is tedious and lengthy. Given these issues, other
strategies are needed to ensure that perspectives of the diverse American citizenry are
incorporated into the development and implementation of policies and public programs.
Participatory democracy, in which citizens are actively engaged in decision making, extends
an individual’s ability to impact public processes beyond the more passive option of aligning
with a particular political party or candidate.

Participatory democracy is fundamental to public processes for multiple reasons.
First, it is seen as contributing to a more socially equitable state. The concepts of equality and
equity were woven into the founding of the American state, but were not addressed in
administrative practices until more recently. Grounded in the idea of a social contract and

emphasizing equality among citizens of a state, the concept of social equity that is common



in public administration today did not gain traction until the 1960’s as racial and social
tensions heightened (Guy & McCandless, 2012).

The Minnowbrook Conference of 1968 and Frederickson’s (1971) subsequent
theoretical developments outlined in New Public Administration emphasized the need to
consider equity alongside efficiency and effectiveness in assessing government processes. As
participatory democracy seeks to engage perspectives of all those impacted by government
processes, participation is a strategy now commonly used to enhance social equity.

Participation by citizens can also increase accountability and transparency in the
public sector. Accountability for the practices and outcomes of government shifted from
residing in the elected official who could be held responsible for missteps (Dubnick, 2005) to
residing with bureaucrats and those responsible for implementing public processes and
carrying out the work of the public sector (Barberis, 1998). This shift came in tandem with
other reform efforts in the 1980’s, under the umbrella of New Public Management, which
promoted efficiency and incorporated private sector practices in public work (Hood, 1991).
Alongside these efficiency-driven changes in administrative practices grew public mistrust in
government. Engaging the public through participatory processes can enable citizens to
directly experience how government work was being conducted, increasing the accessibility
and transparency of public processes, and ultimately enabling the citizenry to hold public
officials accountable for their actions.

In addition, strategically involving members of certain communities (either
geographical or demographic) can help public officials understand the needs of that
community and the potential repercussions of any policies or programs implemented. This

“in” into the community is also beneficial if the outcomes of any decisions are not as positive



as intended. With members of the community agreeing to and reinforcing decisions made by
elected officials or administrators by participating in decision-making processes, the results
of those decisions cannot be seen as solely the responsibility of public officials. Rather, the
responsibility is shared among all participants of public processes constructing and
implementing the program or policy.

Participatory Democracy and Performance Regimes

Participatory democracy is a critical component of modern administrative practices,
which are seen as advancing social equity, enhancing accountability, and providing access
into communities not commonly represented among public officials. One component of the
public sector sometimes overlooked in regard to participatory practices is performance
measurement and management. While governments commonly establish performance
measures and follow through on data collection, citizens are largely absent from the process
(Spray Kinney, 2008; Heikkila & Roussin Isett, 2007).

Performance measurement involves collecting both outputs and outcomes from public
programs, policies, and processes. Outputs are those measurements that quantify services or
products and generally communicate how much has been accomplished. Examples of outputs
include the number of individuals served, the number of miles of streets paved, or the
number of tons of recyclables processed. Outcomes are measurements that describe the
impact of a service or product. Outcomes could measure impacts such as academic growth in
a classroom, recidivism rates among participants in a criminal justice intervention, or
improvement in air or water quality.

Performance management involves using these outputs and outcomes to change or

reinforce management practices (Hatry, 2010). The term “performance management” still



does not encompass the breadth of uses of performance information for some scholars.
Moynihan, et al (2011) use the term “performance regimes” to “refer not just to the practices
of measuring and managing performance indicators but also to capture the embedded nature
of these practices in almost all aspects of contemporary governance” (p. i141). This
definition extends the use of performance information beyond management practices and into
virtually all aspects of the public sector, including how resources are allocated, how values of
a public entity are formed and expressed, and how government structures its work and
relationships with outside entities. To accommodate the widespread uses of performance
information in the public sector, this paper utilizes the term “performance regimes” when
discussing the application of performance information to effect change within the public
sector.

Performance regimes, in both practice and study, have gained prominence in public
administration, starting primarily in the 1980s when New Public Management and its
emphasis on increasing efficiency in the public sector increased in popularity and
prominence (Hood, 1991). Performance regimes are tools for measuring government
effectiveness, and subsequently affecting program implementation and policy design. Given
the widespread use of performance regimes in theory and practice, they must develop
alongside and incorporate other trends in public administration to remain useful and be in
alignment with other values of the field.

With the emergence of New Public Management, much of the emphasis on social
equity that had been prominent under New Public Administration was buried under attempts
to increase efficiencies and incorporate private sector practices into the public sector. Rather

than seen as a critical and foundational component of the administrative state, social equity



would only have a place in New Public Management if it were incorporated as a performance
goal or indicator (Hood, 1991). The use of performance regimes persists, and incorporating
participatory democracy practices into these regimes can create a system that simultaneously
works to achieve the diverse values of efficiency and social equity.

At the most fundamental level, utilizing participatory democracy strategies in
performance regimes can have utility because the perspectives of citizens can differ from
those of government officials tasked with creating performance measurements and making
decisions based on those performance measurements. Citizens can provide a context
regarding other factors that may be impacting the intended outputs or outcomes a program.
With the knowledge of both administrators and citizens involved, those developing and
finalizing performance regimes can have more complete and nuanced information to inform
decisions. The process of involving citizens comes with costs of additional time, effort, and
resources spent. Without this engagement, though, administrators may be unaware of what
information they are missing, limiting their ability to assess whether citizens’ participation
yields different or improved outcomes from what would have been developed otherwise. In
addition, the process of engaging citizens upholds the value of social equity critical to public
administration.

Homelessness as a Marginalizing Experience

Participatory democracy enhances social equity in part because of its focus on
engaging marginalized voices. Marginalization occurs when a particular grouping of people
(by race, gender, social class, disability status, or another identifying quality) collectively
have limited political efficacy. Political efficacy is composed of three interdependent

components: a norm, a disposition, and a behavior (Easton & Dennis, 1967). As a norm,



political efficacy describes the assumption that within a democracy, all members will be able
to participate in and influence their government. As a disposition, political efficacy reflects
community members’ feelings about their ability to fulfill the norm of political participation
and influence. As a behavior, political efficacy reflects community members’ actual actions
to participate in and influence the public sphere, regardless of their perceived ability to act
efficaciously. If any of these three components of political efficacy is diminished, a group of
community members can be considered marginalized.

Depending on the group, marginalization may occur for several reasons. Political
efficacy may be limited as a result of direct, intentional discrimination against the group,
restricting its access to political decision-making. It may also result from stigma and fear of
others’ differentness. This stigma can limit opportunities for participation because of the
individual’s perceived lack of ability to or worth of participating in public processes.
Marginalization also can occur as a result of the status quo, with processes and rules that
limit marginalized community members’ ability to participate in public processes
institutionalized into standing systems.

The degree of marginalization will differ among groups and can change over time.
This may occur because of changes in cultural acceptance of certain groups that allow for
individuals representing those groups to be invited in to political decision-making processes.
Laws and policies that push for greater equity in access to power and decision-making
processes will also shift the degree of marginalization for different groups. Often, both the
cultural acceptance of certain groups and the policies impacting their participation influence

one another and lead to greater access to public participation.



One group of community members that qualifies as marginalized is individuals
experiencing homelessness. Homelessness is a stigmatizing experience (Belcher & DeForge,
2012; Phelan, Link, Moore, & Stueve, 1997). Stigma is not an internally-driven perception,
but rather is reflected in social processes that shift non-normative traits to negative traits
(Goffman, 1963). In a society rooted in a sense of rugged individualism, someone who
utilizes assistance from public or non-profit entities may be seen as inadequate, lazy, or a
drain on others (Belcher & DeForge, 2012; Jo, 2013). Given these perceptions, individuals
experiencing homelessness may be seen as less capable or less worthy to participate in public
processes.

Stigma also impacts the individual’s perception of him or herself. This can, in turn,
affect people’s feelings about their ability to influence public decisions and their competence
to participate in public processes. In addition, given the extraordinarily low incomes of those
who are homeless, many may not have the time or resources to participate in public
processes. The costs of missing work and finding transportation are prohibitive.
Homelessness, including both the stigma attached to it and the difficulties navigating day-to-
day functions, may limit public participation. Therefore, it affects all components of political
efficacy — norms, dispositions, and behaviors — and individuals experiencing homelessness
are marginalized in public decision-making processes.

To examine participatory practices within performance regimes, homelessness serves
as a relevant case for study. The first federal efforts to incorporate the public into decision-
making processes began with efforts to engage communities that were marginalized given
their economic status (a component of the marginalization of homelessness). Engaging

community members with homeless experiences in studies of participatory practices builds
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on research and theory that was developed in communities with a similar basis of
marginalization.

Homelessness has also been given greater attention in recent years at federal, state,
and local levels. It is a timely issue to study and the outcomes of this research have the
potential to impact practices in homelessness programs and policies. In 2010, the Obama
administration released Opening Doors (USICH, 2010), the first federal plan to end and
prevent homelessness. This plan advocates for research-based solutions and guides federal
funding to align with those strategies. Permanent supportive housing is included in the
strategies outlined in Opening Doors. This type of housing is designed for individuals for
whom significant barriers exist to access housing on their own. These may include
disabilities or an extensive history of homelessness. Permanent supportive housing provides
time-unlimited housing support, coupled with supportive services that are often offered on-
site. As described in the following section, a permanent supportive housing program in Fort
Collins, Colorado, funded in part by federal dollars specified in Opening Doors, serves as the
setting for this research.

Homelessness in Fort Collins, Colorado

Fort Collins, Colorado sits in the foothills of the Rocky Mountains in Northern
Colorado, approximately one hour north of Denver. Serving as the county seat of Larimer
County, the town has a total population of approximately 164,000, excluding the student
population of Colorado State University, situated in the center of Fort Collins. The
downtown area, or “Old Town,” extending slightly north is home to many non-profit
homeless service providers including two overnight shelters (each provide daily meals), three

day shelters, the food bank, Larimer County Human Services, the community mental health
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center, a Federally Qualified Health Center, and others. Homelessness in Fort Collins is often
most visible in Old Town.

In 2006, as conversations of development and preservation in Old Town and along
the Poudre River corridor just north of Old Town began to take shape, local homeless
advocate Sister Mary Alice Murphy called on a small group of local citizens to consider the
needs of people experiencing homelessness when crafting plans for the Old Town area. In
2010, after four years’ work to better identify the current status of homelessness in Fort
Collins, to research best practices, and to understand federal and state trends in ending
homelessness, Fort Collins launched a local 10 Year Plan to Make Homelessness Rare,
Short-Lived, and Non-Recurring. The Plan aligned closely with the strategies outlined in
Opening Doors, released that same year. Homeward 2020, a community-based non-profit
initiative, was formed alongside the Plan to drive its implementation.

Leaders from Fort Collins’ Plan also participated in the development of Pathways
Home Colorado, a statewide initiative to ensure all Coloradoans have a place to call home
(Pathways Home, 2012). In a few years time, efforts and strategies for addressing
homelessness at the local, state, and federal levels began to better align, with overall goals
focused on reducing homelessness permanently through housing rather than managing the
effects of homelessness through temporary shelter and services.

To remain in compliance with federal funding requirements and to better understand
the current state of homelessness, Fort Collins administers an annual Point-in-Time Survey
that counts the number of people experiencing homelessness on a single night in January.
Based on the 2017 Point-in-Time Survey conducted on the night of January 24, 2017, at least

331 individuals experience literal homelessness on a single night in Fort Collins. Those
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canvassed as part of the Point-in-Time survey are only those staying in emergency shelters,
in transitional housing, or outside in unsheltered areas including sleeping in cars, sleeping in
sheds or abandoned buildings, or camping. Around 77% of all respondents stayed in a shelter
the night of the survey. Men comprised 65% of survey respondents. Around 81% of
respondents were single adults. Another 11% of respondents were unaccompanied children
or youth under the age of 25. The remaining 9% of respondents were families with at least
one child under the age of 18.

Almost half of respondents self-identified as having a disabling condition, including a
mental health disorder, substance abuse disorder, traumatic brain injury, developmental
disability, or a chronic physical illness or disability. In addition, 28% of respondents qualify
as chronically homeless, meaning they had been homeless for a year or more or had four or
more episodes of homelessness within the past three years, and had a long-term disabling
condition. Individuals and families experiencing chronic homelessness face some of the
highest barriers to being able to access and to retain housing. It is generally recommended
that chronic homelessness is solved through permanent supportive housing (USICH, 2010).

In March of 2015, new housing opened in Fort Collins to provide a permanent
residence for individuals with disabilities who are also experiencing homelessness. Redtail
Ponds is a 60-unit apartment complex in south Fort Collins, developed by Housing Catalyst,
the public housing authority for Fort Collins, using a combination of low-income housing tax
credits, federal, state, and local funds, and private donations. Forty of the 60 units are
dedicated as permanent supportive housing with the remaining 20 serving as general
affordable housing. Ongoing operations are supported by a grant from the U.S. Department

of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), renewed annually. Funding for this grant comes
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through the Colorado Balance of State Continuum of Care, a 56-county region that
collectively applies to HUD for funding to support housing and services for people
experiencing homelessness in Colorado.

To qualify to live at Redtail Ponds, residents must be experiencing literal
homelessness as defined by HUD. This means that they must meet the same qualifications as
those surveyed by the Point-in-Time Survey (i.e., staying outside, in emergency shelters, or
in transitional housing). In addition, to live in the permanent supportive housing units at
Redtail Ponds, residents must have an income that is 30% or less of area median income and
have a disability. Qualifying disabilities include physical disabilities, chronic physical
illnesses, mental health disorders, substance use disorders, brain injuries, or post traumatic
stress disorder. Although not a requirement for residence, most residents also qualify as
chronically homeless.

All residents at Redtail Ponds are required to pay 30% of their monthly income
(whether acquired through employment or cash benefits, such as disability or veteran
benefits) towards rent. Each resident is provided with a private one-bedroom apartment (or
two-bedroom for those requiring additional space for medical equipment, live-in care, or
partner), multiple community spaces, the security and support of 24/7 staff coverage, and
access to on-site supportive services including behavioral health care, group sessions, social
activities, and case management.

Research Question

Participatory democracy is grounded in the idea of providing opportunities to those

commonly excluded from political decision-making, with limited efficacy and access to

decision-making processes. This research builds on previous studies of participatory
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democracy that similarly examine participatory practices as one option for enhancing social
equity. It expands the literature by examining a component of public administration that
infrequently utilizes citizen participation: performance regimes. The case of supportive
housing for people moving out of homelessness in Fort Collins, Colorado provides an
opportunity to conduct research into how marginalized voices can impact performance
protocols.

To begin to understand this impact and to contribute to the literature on citizen
participation and performance regimes, this study focuses on the following research question:
How do preferences for performance measures differ between public sector representatives
at the federal, state, and local levels, and the marginalized public served?

Exploring this research question matters for three primary reasons. First, if the
preferences of individuals who are marginalized, with less political efficacy, differ from
administrators and the general public but are not incorporated, the resulting performance
regimes lack the breadth of perspective to fully gauge, report, and utilize performance
information in a complete and nuanced manner. Second, the perspectives of marginalized
communities are critical to further enhance social equity in the public sector. While relevant
in any public work, engaging individuals from marginalized communities when it relates to
policies and programs directly serving that population better ensures the program is not
inequitably designed, implemented, and assessed for effectiveness without consideration of
the viewpoints of those served. Third, examining the differences in preferences for
performance regimes between those representing the public sector can contribute to a more
robust understanding of where, when, and in what ways preferences align with the

marginalized public served.
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This study offers both theoretical and applied contributions by expanding the minimal
research conducted on citizen input to performance regimes. It addresses the specific gap of
how input from marginalized populations impacts the development of performance measures
and performance regimes by examining marginalized citizens’ preferences for different
performance measures. This research will also contribute to applied practices around
performance regimes, particularly in permanent supportive housing programs. It provides
initial evidence on what residents in permanent supportive housing programs deem most
important in measuring the success of supportive housing programs, as well as how residents
interpret commonly-used performance measures. Continued research and modifications to
applied practices that evolve from this line of research can ultimately inform more robust and
inclusive performance regimes in supportive housing programs and other programs serving

marginalized populations.
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CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter reviews the following three streams of literature: participatory
democracy, performance regimes, and homelessness and housing policy. Research questions
are identified at the intersection of these streams.

Participatory Democracy and Citizen Engagement

Citizen participation is a key democratic ideal of the American public sector (Day,
1997). In today’s public sector, the concept of citizen participation allows for a substantive
role that extends beyond that of a passive voter. Opportunities exist for citizens to serve as
collaborators and experts in developing public strategies that will respond effectively to their
needs.

Engaging the public gives legitimacy to public action and allows for decisions to be
made beyond a small group of elite policymakers. This provides an avenue to enhance social
equity and to promote a sense of justice, reinforcing the concept of public action as a tactic
for building a strong, democratic state (Fung, 2006). With expected outcomes and benefits
for both the individual participants and the public sector, participatory practices have been
used across jurisdictional levels and for a variety of purposes since the first large-scale
engagement efforts were implemented in the 20" century.

A Brief History of Citizen Participation in the Public Sector

Until recently, citizens informed public decisions most frequently through non-
engaged methods of voting and party involvement. A model of public participation relying
on discourse and with more equitable opportunities for non-policymakers to actively

participate in decision making is a recent development (Webler & Tuler, 2000).
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Demonstration projects implemented in the mid-20" century seeking to alleviate poverty and
improve educational outcomes in poor schools sought to engage local residents as leaders for
community action (Rubin, 1969). These projects provided a foundation for modern public
participation efforts.

The first widespread efforts to insert participatory practices into public programs
occurred with the Housing Act of 1954, in which communities were required or strongly
encouraged to involve citizens affected by the urban renewal projects funded by the Act. In
this case, citizen participation was sought less to ensure equity in public processes and more
to co-opt community members so they would not object to the projects once development
and rehabilitation began (Johnstone, 1958).

In the late 1950s, around the same time as the Housing Act of 1954 was being
implemented, Mobilization for Youth, Inc. was founded with the intention of improving
issues of juvenile delinquency in the Lower East Side of New York (Moynihan, 1970). This
effort, spearheaded by private philanthropists and notable academics with community
members at the helm, conceived of community change occurring through community action.
In 1961, a request for funding from the National Institute of Mental Health outlined the
structure of this community-based program. The details of the program, including the use of
community action and language used to describe it aligned with the Economic Opportunity
Act of 1964 presented two years later (Moynihan, 1970).

The 1964 Economic Opportunity Act established the Community Action Program as
a strategy in President Johnson’s War on Poverty. The legislation mandated “maximum
feasible participation” among local communities, specifically among those citizens living in

poverty and frequently politically isolated, with the intention of building community and
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improving service delivery through better coordination (Adler, 2012). The clause, given
almost no attention in legislative discussions, was broadly criticized. Some insisted it would
encourage revolution, local officials claimed it impinged on their authority, and welfare
workers asserted that people living in poverty would not participate as collaborative decision
makers (Rubin, 1969).

Although broad community participation was encouraged, individual organizations
that were already prepared to mobilize and serve within the community could seek federal
funding (Adler, 2012). With funding secured, there was little incentive to work through
conflict and intentionally engage stakeholders with divergent backgrounds and perspectives
in order to achieve “maximum feasible participation.” As Adler (2012) summarizes, “Given
the social, political, and racial tensions of the sixties, in addition to the animosity many civil
rights groups and the poor felt toward municipal political machines, in many cities around
the country...consensus was more of an ideal goal than a political possibility” (p. 553).

At the same time these federal legislative efforts and demonstration projects were
developed and implemented, the field of public administration was responding to citizens’
changing attitudes toward government in attempts to remain relevant. Amid a sense of public
unrest, scholars in the 1960s began highlighting the role of democracy and the importance of
social equity in the public sector (Kim, O’Leary, Van Slyke, Frederickson, & Lambright,
2010). These themes were core to the first Minnowbrook Conference in 1968, in which
scholars met to discuss, debate, and wrangle with the complex social issues confronting the
public sector at the time.

New Public Administration (NPA) arose out of the Minnowbrook Conference and the

on-going debates on how to resolve the disconnect between administration and democracy
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(O’Toole, 1977). Frederickson (1971) argued that administration had become more about the
institution of government than problems faced by the public; NPA could refocus the field on
resolving those complex social problems. To do this, the field would need to re-examine
those values to which it held itself accountable. Rather than being dominated by the
bureaucratic values of efficiency and productivity, Frederickson (1976) noted that public
administration needed to adhere to and be dominated by another set of values:

“...a concept of new public administration would have to begin with the argument

that a different (and certainly not new) set of values should predominate. These

values would be humanistic and would be realized in decentralized, democratic
organizations which distribute public service equitably. New public administration,
therefore, would be the attempt to organize, describe, design, or make operative

organizations that further these norms” (p. 167).

Creating opportunities for involvement in public decision-making processes with the
intention of having stronger outcomes as a result, as the Economic Opportunity Act sought to
do, reflects this shift in values.

In administrative reform movements that have developed since NPA, the role of the
citizen has maintained a strong presence while shifting in the expectations of what that role
should involve. Beginning in the 1980s and 1990s, as practitioners and scholars began to
look toward the private market for models of how the public sector could be more effective,
efficient, and economical, the citizen took on the role of the government’s customer
(Thomas, 2012). For example, the Reinventing Government movement, sparked by Osborne
and Gaebler’s (1992) book by the same name, emphasizes competition and customer service,
both of which are common themes in the private sector.

New Public Management (NPM), sharing enough tenets with the reinvention

movement that they are sometimes treated interchangeably, similarly emphasizes a market-

approach to public service delivery (Hood, 1991). NPM relies on the principle that if
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government competes with the private market to provide certain services, it must remain
responsive to the needs of its citizen-customers. Considering citizens as customers reduces
the likelihood that a government can go about its work adhering to the rules and processes
with less attention to the effects on the public.

Considering citizens as customers has been questioned and criticized for several
reasons. First, the choices that arise when entities compete to provide public services may not
have a profound effect on citizens choice for services or goods. Instead, more choices are
provided to public administrators as they choose between potential providers to serve the
citizens. While the process pulls from private sector practices, the resulting scenario involves
contracting out for services rather than citizens selecting from among multiple choices of
public services or goods they prefer (Thompson & Riccuci, 1998).

Second, citizens are encouraged to make those decisions that are best for themselves
or their family, responding as they would in a competitive market as a rational human being.
As Frederickson (1996) notes, “[t]he values of individual satisfaction are judged to be more
important than the values of achieving collective democratic responsiveness” (p. 265). This
tendency undermines the democratic ideals of the public sector and does not account for the
irrationalities expressed in human decision-making and human behavior.

Finally, this approach relies primarily on the possibility for customers to leave a
particular organization if it is not performing well. While this may be effective motivation to
improve services or products in the private sector, citizens cannot easily exit participation in
their government. If a citizen is discontent with the national defense strategy and its
implementation, there is no way for that citizen to opt out of receiving protection from

national defense agencies. Government relies on a process of citizens claiming ownership
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and working to change and improve its functionality in order to improve performance
(Hirschman, 1970).

Collaborative governance, another concept for understanding administrative
functioning that emerged in the 1990s, is also grounded in the ideal of participation of
multiple stakeholders, which can include citizens. Ansell and Gash (2008) define
collaborative governance as “[a] governing arrangement where one or more public agencies
directly engage non-state stakeholders in a collective decision-making process that is formal,
consensus-oriented, and deliberative and that aims to make or implement public policy or
manage programs or assets” (p. 544). Others argue that collaborative governance practices
can extend beyond those formal interactions between state and non-state partners, and
involve other arrangements such as public-private partnerships (Emerson, Nabatchi, &
Balogh, 2011).

Now, citizens are viewed as not only collaboratively participating in the public sector,
but also in partnering with government to co-produce services (Thomas, 2012). For example,
producing public education requires students to show up and learn and parents to prepare
their children for school; producing public waste services requires residents to take their trash
to the curb for collectors to pick up; and, producing the public safety services of the police
requires citizens to report potential criminal activity.

In addition to co-producing these and other services, the public also has a role in
producing public values (Rosenbloom & Gong, 2013; Thomas, 2012). Citizens choose to
uphold or challenge certain policies, rules, and programs through their actions, reinforcing or
redefining the community’s conception of what is important. For example, a citizen calling

and reporting criminal activity is co-producing public safety services and is also co-
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producing the value of public safety (Rosenbloom & Gong, 2013; Thomas, 2012). Citizens in
this role reinforce their desire for a safe community and express which behaviors are
acceptable or not. For instance, citizens may be more inclined to report a robbery, which is
seen as threatening to the safety of others, than to report someone jaywalking. The action of
reporting crime and the discretion of what crimes will be commonly reported define the value
of public safety through citizen co-production.

From co-production of services and values to engaged participation in public
decision-making processes to passive participation via voting and partisan identification, the
concept of citizen participation in government has seen multiple iterations. Several public
administration and public management theories and frameworks have incorporated public
participation as a key concept for an effective government. While in theory, citizens should
and do have multiple opportunities for participation, engaging the public in meaningful
decision-making processes in practice can have costs and can prove difficult for practitioners.
The Rationale Behind Citizen Engagement

Although the founding fathers wanted to establish a government directed and
controlled by “the people,” the state was never intended to allow for a widespread, active
citizenry. Common citizens were seen as incapable of making the right choice, according to
political leaders. James Madison, in particular, is noted for advocating for a state that could
temper the irrational or hasty interests of the common citizens by limiting their direct
involvement and input in public policy (deLeon, 1997). As a result of these initial designs,
our public sector has unfolded as one that seeks to involve citizens in politics while

simultaneously not allowing for too much active public participation (King, Feltey, & Susel,
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1998). This foundational paradox illuminates why participatory strategies can be troublesome
and difficult to implement.

Most see an engaged public as being more positive than one that is passive (King,
Feltey, & Susel, 1998; Putnam, 2000). In addition to enhancing social equity in public
processes, public entities engage citizens for many other reasons. Citizen participation is
often cited as encouraging collaboration between the community, policymakers, and
administrators. This results in more effective and higher quality policies and programs that
are more responsive to citizen needs (Bryson, Quick, Slotterback, & Crosby, 2012; Newman,
Barnes, Sullivan, & Knops, 2004). Engaging citizens allows for citizens and policymakers to
learn from and have the opportunity to inform the other (Bryson et al, 2012; Irvin &
Stansbury, 2004). For government partners, this educational process may help mollify fears
or hesitations in the community around a proposed policy. Particularly if a policy or program
is controversial, a lack of communication may be perceived as a disingenuous attempt to
make unfavorable or damaging changes. By being informed early on of a proposed change,
citizens may instead perceive the government as being more transparent and more
accountable to the residents of that community (Leroux, 2009). In addition, public officials
may also see public participation as an opportunity to educate citizens on the limitations of
government, enforcing why the bureaucracy works as it does and why certain changes cannot
happen (Newman, Barnes, Sullivan, & Knops, 2004).

Attempts to engage citizens are not equally effective in every community and for
every issue. Generally, when the community or the multiple groups of stakeholders are
diverse, consensus is difficult to reach, even with extensive community deliberation (Irvin &

Stansbury, 2004). Rather than achieving a consensus, the result may instead be a decision
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reflective of only a few people’s ideas. Stakeholders may leave the process feeling ignored
rather than engaged.

The decision-making process also becomes lengthier and more costly with greater
citizen input, which leaves less funds for implementation. If the issue is not one that is likely
to draw much controversy or potential litigation, extensive community engagement may be
more detrimental than effective (Irvin & Stansbury, 2004). In addition, if the input provided
by citizens is not incorporated into the final decisions, the public may develop greater
resentment and distrust of the government (Irvin & Stansbury, 2004). While the rationale for
engaging citizens in public processes is strong, in some cases it is not necessary or helpful
given the costs of greater and more diverse public participation.

Considerations in Engaging the Public in Decision-Making

Public participation is not a singular concept but rather involves three elements: the
scope of participation, the methods of interaction and communication, and the level of
authority given to citizen participants (Fung, 2006). The role of the citizen and the methods
used to engage citizens will vary depending on the intended outcomes of the project. Other
factors, including the timeline, funding available, intended participants, and requirements
from any funding or regulatory agencies responsible for the program, will also influence the
methods used. Common forms of public participation include public comment periods,
advisory committees, feedback surveys, and various forms of public deliberation (Leroux,
2009; Thomas, 2012). To accommodate multiple outcomes and work through multiple
barriers, successful citizen participation strategies may utilize several methods to engage

citizen stakeholders (Yang & Pandey, 2011).
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The scope of participation in participatory democracy processes is related to the mode
of selection for citizen participants. This dimension encompasses who is involved in the
public process and how they are selected (Fung, 2006). Some projects may call for open
participation from the designated community and participants self-select. Depending upon
the target community, this can yield a large and diverse participant body, with varying
interests and perspectives. Although inclusivity may be an objective of engaging the public,
this make-up may cause difficulty when attempting to reach consensus on a topic.
Collaborative decision-making has benefits, but it is most successful in small, homogeneous
groups rather than large, diverse communities (Ostrom, 1990).

One limitation of a self-selection process is that while some select in, some will select
out. Rarely does a self-selection process yield an equitable and representative group of
participants. For projects needing the input and participation of specific groups or specific
individuals within a community, targeted recruitment may yield a more exclusive, but higher
functioning group to tackle the designated project. The desired participants may be engaged
through strategic recruitment or by representing organized public interest groups (Thomas,
2012).

Even if a specific group—particularly a marginalized or minority group of the
population—is invited to participate, the perspectives they offer may not be held in the same
regard as the majority of the community. Public officials generally see citizens as capable of
contributing to public processes, but as Fung (2006) notes, some populations may not be
perceived in the same manner. For example, those who receive welfare benefits wield little
power and influence and are thought of more negatively (Schneider & Ingram, 1993). These

constructions may affect the interactions within decision-making bodies or affect the ways in
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which policymakers choose to use the information gathered from those citizen groups.
Additional research is needed to fully understand the manner and degree to which this may
happen.

In addition to the influence that social constructions play in citizen participation, very
real barriers will also exist for some communities. Language barriers, lack of access to public
processes (because of lack of transportation, childcare, or technology), or a general
discomfort or feeling of exclusion, can all hinder the ability of people to participate in public
processes. Although appearing neutral and allowing for equal participation, public processes
will favor those who have the skills, knowledge, and resources to participate in bureaucratic
processes. Without these skills, knowledge, and resources, political efficacy is limited. Public
participation will be as much about acclimating these individuals to existing processes as to
examining how the public processes may better adapt to suit the needs of a diverse public
(Newman et al, 2004).

The methods of communication and decision-making to allow for public participation
also vary. Participation in public processes can range from fairly passive, with community
members serving as little more than spectators, to more active and engaged, during which
citizens participate in developing a true, collaborative outcome (Fung, 2006).

In-person forums with smaller groups may provide the level of interaction that allows
for quality citizen participation (Thomas, 2012). Officials can strategically invite members of
specific populations, which allows for a more diverse representation than a self-selected
process. This allows for a more collaborative process in which citizens and government
officials learn from one another. Though the perspectives of the multiple stakeholders and

participants involved may not initially align, face-to-face discussion allows for a process of
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bargaining, deliberation, and negotiation to arrive at a final outcome that more effectively
incorporates the viewpoints of participants (Fung, 2006).

Online forums, posting regulations and information on websites, and other
technology-based methods allow for greater participation in public processes, which may or
may not be beneficial. In an analysis of online comments submitted to regulations.gov, Bryer
(2013) found the majority of comments were based on emotion, and commenters largely
failed to establish any credibility in having informed knowledge of the subject matter at
hand. Technology increases the volume of citizen participation, but the majority of
participation is low quality, providing policymakers and administrators with little useable and
credible information (Bryer, 2013).

Special Considerations for Marginalized Populations

The public is often defined in one of two ways: as the white, privileged, and able-
bodied group or as the minority, disadvantaged group (Newman, Barnes, Sullivan, & Knops,
2004). Each of these groups is socially constructed (Schneider & Ingram, 1993; Barnes,
Newman, Knops, & Sullivan, 2003), impacting their perceived ability to participate in public
processes. The perception of whether or not a group is capable of effective citizen
participation limits their political efficacy, marginalizing that population in the community.

Engaging minority, disadvantaged, or marginalized groups is seen as beneficial for
the opportunity to educate or empower participants (Newman, Barnes, Sullivan, & Knops,
2004). With limited political efficacy, disseminating information can enhance citizen
competence on the issue at hand or on ways individuals can participate in and influence the

political process. Increasing individuals’ knowledge and advocacy skills improves the
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outcomes of those engagement strategies as individuals learn how to participate in public
processes given the established forums (Yang & Pandey, 2011; Leroux, 2009).

Improving knowledge and skills so that marginalized individuals can participate in
established public processes allows for more equitable outcomes, though this process is still
less than ideal. Approaching citizen engagement among marginalized communities with only
the intention of assimilating those individuals to existing processes reinforces the power
differential already in place. These goals for citizen engagement emphasize public processes
that exclude marginalized portions of the public (Barnes et al, 2003; Newman et al, 2004). As
participatory processes are generally meant to build consensus and represent the public
broadly, relying on processes known to exclude portions of the population only highlights the
differences between participating and non-participating community members (Barnes,
Newman, & Sullivan, 2006). In addition to enhancing political efficacy through building
skills and knowledge of marginalized communities, public officials can also examine altering
public participation processes to better accommodate those individuals.

There is no singular process or set of methods established as best practice for
engaging marginalized populations. Communities or organizations develop engagement
strategies based on participant profile, purpose of engagement, resources available, or the
history between the engaged community and the engaging organization (Bryson, Quick,
Slotterback, & Crosby, 2012; Thomson, 2012). Bryson, Quick, Slotterback, & Crosby (2012)
identified guidelines for public participation, constituting an iterative process that encourages
evaluation and redesign of the participation process. An effective participation process,
including one that engages marginalized communities, should be designed to (a) fit the

problem at hand and the purpose of engagement; (b) foster effective leadership from the
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engaged community; (c) engage diverse participation through inclusive processes; (d) use
multiple technologies to heighten participation; (e) manage existing power differentials; and,
(f) continue to generate resources for participation processes (Bryson, Quick, Slotterback, &
Crosby, 2012).

When marginalized communities are successfully engaged in public processes, the
effects are varied. Different perspectives are offered, which may impact the design or
implementation of the program or policy discussed. Participation also impacts the individual.
Gupte (2010) notes that public participation reinforces one’s identity as a member of a
certain group. With time, this identification strengthens that community and its advocacy
power as more individuals develop closer ties to others. Stronger and better organized, that
group is better positioned to advocate for changes needed to improve their community and
generally promote equity.

Public participation of marginalized communities may not only have an immediate
impact on the public process at hand, but also can have rippling effects. Citizen participation
creates a different conversation, framing the needs of the community and the responses by
the state in a way different than what would occur with only elected officials or
administrators participating in decision-making. The interactions between citizens and public
institutions serve to reshape those institutions and community values, influencing later
responses from the public sector as well as influencing how citizens react to and interact with
the public sector (Stivers, 1990). The outcomes of citizen participation, then, may have a
more long-lasting effect than what is immediately noticeable.

Including marginalized groups allows for a more diverse and robust dialogue that will

shape not only policy, but also the long-standing values and institutions in the community
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(Gupte, 2010). People who have recently experienced homelessness are often marginalized,
and their voices are frequently missing from public processes. They are even less frequently
engaged in developing performance protocols given the limited use of participatory practices
in general when establishing performance measurement and reporting processes. To improve
performance processes and promote democratic participation, people experiencing
homelessness have a role to play in developing performance regimes.

Performance Measurements and Performance Regimes

Measuring outcomes in the public sector began in the 1960s with a federal effort to
connect program effectiveness to budget items (Newcomer, Forthcoming). This concept of
“effectiveness” evolved into a focus on “results” and “outcomes” eventually developing into
an emphasis on performance measurement and performance management. Performance
measurement generally describes collecting performance information and data while
performance management requires the use of that performance information to make
management decisions. Performance information may have even broader uses, influencing
many aspects of the public sector. For this reason, Moynihan, et al (2011) coined the term
“performance regimes” to capture the extensive impact that performance information has on
current government practices.

Performance management and performance regimes emerged in the 1980s,
incorporated into the doctrines of New Public Management (Van Dooren, 2011). Using a
market-driven approach to governing, New Public Management advocates for the use of
measurements to determine what is being accomplished and how well. This information can

be used to make budgeting decisions and ultimately create a more efficient public sector.
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While used in some situations prior, the emphasis on performance measurement
gained a prominent position in federal administrative processes beginning in 1993 with the
passage of the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) (Lavertu & Moynihan,
2012). GPRA was grounded in the findings that a lack of clearly stated goals and related
performance information diminished public trust for government, limited administrators in
implementing effective and efficient public programs, and impeded policymaking and
program oversight by legislative bodies (GPRA, 1993). By implementing performance
regimes that included setting goals, developing performance indicators, identifying data
collection methods, and creating opportunities for administrators and policymakers to utilize
this information, public programs could function more effectively and could enhance public
trust.

Since GPRA was initially implemented, researchers have developed a more
comprehensive understanding of the uses of performance indicators and performance regimes
beyond improving the effectiveness and efficiency of service delivery in public sector. First,
as anticipated by the stated purposes of the GPRA, performance regimes enhance
accountability and transparency of the public sector (Moynihan, 2008; Grosso & Van Ryzin,
2011). The public distrust arising in the 1960s fueled the desire for the government to be able
to show what it was doing and how effective it was at its work. By aligning programs with
outputs and outcomes, measuring them, and communicating results, the public ideally has
more knowledge of how their government works and how their public dollars are spent.
Performance information is also used to celebrate and promote accomplishments of the
agency, and to motivate staff and stakeholders involved in the government’s work (Behn,

2003).
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While performance measurements can be beneficial if used appropriately, the reliance
on performance information may encourage some managers to do the minimum work
required to collect the required performance information and disseminate the findings
(Moynihan, 2009). In such cases, performance information is rarely used to modify and
improve any management practices or program activities. Rather, collecting performance
indicators is viewed as little more than a mandate to comply with policies or program rules.

The emphasis on performance indicators and the pressure to perform may also lead
some managers to manipulate the program or the collection of data to demonstrate outcomes.
Concentrating on those aspects of the agency that are measured may lead to a perceived
improvement in performance, but if other aspects of the program are correspondingly
deteriorating, no actual program improvement can be expected (Van Thiel & Leeuw, 2002).
These factors all result in a tendency for performance indicators to lose their power and
ability over time to differentiate strong performers from weak performers (Meyer & Gupta,
1994). To ensure that performance information is used effectively, these possible
shortcomings should be considered in the design of public performance regimes.

Citizen Participation and Performance Regimes

The trends of citizen participation and performance regimes have generally been dealt
with separately, both in the literature and in practice. Public officials usually pull citizens into
public processes simply to inform them. More active participation by citizens, in which they
are involved in collaborative decision-making processes, is rare (Yetano, Royo, & Acerete,
2010). Even in communities with strong efforts to engage citizens, the public participates
more frequently in planning efforts (Epstein, Wray, & Harding, 2006). While these impact

the subsequent establishment of performance regimes, citizens’ preferences on goals,
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outcomes, and measurements, or their knowledge of other factors that may impact
performance goals, are often not reflected in final evaluation efforts.

Engaging citizens in processes to define, measure, and report outcomes is critical to
establishing performance regimes that will benefit the public sector and its constituents. First,
engaging citizens helps ensure the goals of the public sector are aligned with citizen
preferences (Spray Kinney, 2008), potentially affecting what programs or services are
prioritized, funded, and implemented to meet those citizen preferences. In addition, including
citizens when establishing performance regimes can increase support for government action
among citizens, increase social capital in a community, and increase the capacity of the
public sector to deal with complex problems (Heikkila & Roussin Isett, 2007). Through
citizen engagement, ties among community members and between citizens and their
government can strengthen, all while establishing performance regimes that measure and
produce outcomes that the citizenry values (Cohn Berman, 2008; Epstein, Wray, & Harding,
2006).

Citizen engagement can also improve the transparency and accountability of the
public sector, one of the primary purposes of establishing performance regimes (Moynihan,
2008; Grosso & Van Ryzin, 2011). Even if actual practices or programs do not change as the
result of engaging the public in performance regimes, educating and involving citizens in the
process of measuring outcomes can lead to a perception of greater trust and accountability
(Halachmi & Holzer, 2010). When perceived transparency, accountability, and trust increase,
the public sector and its work is also perceived as more legitimate (Woolum, 2011).

Although perceived favorably and as a missing component of larger citizen

engagement efforts, few public agencies and communities have strategically or effectively
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involved citizens in performance efforts. Research from the Government Finance Officers
Association found that fewer than five percent of communities engaged citizens when
developing performance measures (Spray Kinney, 2008). Similarly, an analysis of special
districts revealed that very few districts had any citizen input in developing performance
measures (Heikkila & Roussin Isett, 2007).

The lack of citizen voice in performance measures is often reflected in evaluation
reports published by public agencies. Government reports do not regularly address those
services or attributes of an agency that citizens deem most critical (Cohn Berman, 2008;
Cohn Berman, 2012). While public agencies commonly report outputs, these measures mean
little to citizens because they have no basis for comparison with other communities. Citizens
prefer to focus on outcomes, as well as measures of the quality of service delivery, such as
responsiveness and accessibility (Cohn Berman, 2008; Cohn Berman, 2012; Woolum, 2011).
The disconnect between which indicators governments and citizens each deem relevant to
measure and report can lead to a poor perception of government and the quality of its work,
and general confusion and frustration among both citizens and public officials (Cohn
Berman, 2012).

Citizens may also have different preferences with how information is communicated
(Heikkila & Roussin Isett, 2007), opting for simple, honest, and complete accounts of how
their government is performing and how their community compares to others (Cohn Berman,
2008). Citizens prefer having all information accessible, rather than only those measures that
highlight positive outcomes, allowing them to make assessments about the efficacy of the

work conducted (Cohn Berman, 2008).
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Technological advances allow governments to provide easier access to performance
information to citizens via websites, multiple social media channels, or emails. With these
options available, government officials must weigh the advantages and costs of using various
formats for information dissemination. For instance, publishing performance information
online is less costly and allows for more data to be published, as compared to printed data
reports. Despite these potential benefits, Des Moines, lowa opted to mail their final
performance report to everyone in the city with the assumption that more citizens would
receive the information if sent directly to them (Matthes, 2008).

Technology not only makes disseminating aggregated performance information easier
and less expensive, but it is also effective in providing more data, updated in real-time or
more frequently than printed evaluation reports. For example, in the City of Chicago, the
datasets on different community indicators are made available to citizens, allowing them to
examine those data that are of most interest to them rather than the limited data that a public
agency may determine is important to communicate (Spray Kinney, 2008). Citizens in
Chicago can access information on everything from the number of WiFi sessions used per
month at public library branches to the number of days taken to issue a building permit to the
percentage of homeless shelter beds used each month (City of Chicago, 2014).

Although having thousands of indicators available for citizens to explore may have
utility, understanding data is often complicated and complex. Without a mutual
understanding between both citizens and public employees of what constitutes success, the
conclusions drawn from data may still not lead to a greater understanding of how effectively

the government is responding to a particular issue. In addition to providing the actual data,
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effective performance regimes that are responsive to citizens’ needs also provide
explanations and a context for understanding the numbers (Cohn Berman, 2012).

Multiple reasons have been cited for not actively engaging citizens in performance
processes. First, managers may question citizens’ abilities to make informed, qualified
decisions regarding performance measures and changes in management practices (Heikkila &
Roussin Isett, 2007). Particularly those areas requiring specialized or technical expertise are
difficult for most citizens to understand (Cohn Berman, 2008). This lack of knowledge may
negatively impact citizens’ abilities to effectively participate in performance-related
activities.

Public managers also perceive that citizens generally are not interested in being
involved in many engagement efforts (Heikkila & Roussin Isett, 2007; Yetano, Royo, &
Acerete, 2010). Particularly at the most active levels of participation, public agencies find it
difficult to engage citizens and retain their participation throughout the performance regime
process. Lack of resources, lack of political will, and a general resistance to change also
impact efforts to engage citizens in performance regimes (Yetano, Royo, & Acerete, 2010).
These concerns are valid, as even communities that have strategically changed their
performance processes to allow for more robust citizen engagement have had to work
through the challenges of involving citizens, gaining acceptance among public managers,
finding the time and resources required, and collecting accurate and reliable data (Cohn
Berman, 2012).

Findings from Current Research on Citizen Engagement in Performance Regimes

Although still uncommon, some local governments have made significant attempts to

engage citizens in establishing performance regimes. The Center on Government
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Performance at the National Center for Civic Innovation established a Trailblazers program
in 2003 (with additional cohorts of communities participating in later years) as part of an
“effort to encourage and support government management practices that inform and are
informed by the public” (National Center for Civic Innovation, 2014).

Communities accepted into the Trailblazers program were already collecting data,
primarily consisting of costs, revenues, workloads, and outputs. Public employees and
managers typically used the information; reports compiled were generally not constructed for
public dissemination or consumption. Trailblazer communities were asked to engage citizens
in performance processes, using the book Listening to the Public: Adding the Voices of the
People to Government Performance Measurement and Reporting (Cohn Berman, 2005) as a
guide.

Trailblazer communities used a variety of methods to engage the public, with the
most common approaches being surveys and focus groups. Some communities also utilized
community conversations and citizen committees. As a result of these engagement efforts,
Trailblazer communities tended to share two common observations: 1) the public actually is
interested in their government, wants information on what is happening within the
government, and wants to be involved in government efforts; and, 2) public agencies’
assumptions about what citizens want and need from their government are often incorrect
(Cohn Berman, 2012).

After soliciting information from citizens, Trailblazer communities implemented
changes to improve their performance regimes. Across all participating communities, five
broad categories of change occurred. First, Trailblazer communities changed their practices

by adopting new measures that better aligned with citizens’ preferences (Cohn Berman,
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2012). Instead of relying solely on the output-related measures previously used, communities
utilized outcomes and measures of service quality and responsiveness.

Second, performance reporting improved, with reports becoming more accessible to
the public (Cohn Berman, 2012). For some communities, this process led them to produce a
performance report for the first time. Other communities modified their reports to be more
user-friendly for the public, including relying on graphs and charts to relay data, providing
both quick summaries as well as more in-depth information, and including information to
provide a context to many of the data. Communities also changed how information was
disseminated back into the community. In addition to publishing more comprehensive
reports, Trailblazer communities reported posting data and reports online and printing shorter
performance summaries in brochures or report cards.

A third major change seen as a result of the Trailblazer program was the adoption of
legislation by participating governments requiring performance reporting to the citizenry
(Cohn Berman, 2012). This formalizes and institutionalizes the need for effective
performance regimes that engage citizens in decision making, helping to ensure these
practices are sustained after the initial champions of the Trailblazer program leave their
posts.

Fourth, public managers and elected officials came to rely on the performance data to
a greater degree than before (Cohn Berman, 2012). For many agency heads or managers,
performance data became a valuable tool for evaluating current programs and making
subsequent changes to improve those programs. Elected officials utilized performance data

when making funding decisions or other programmatic decisions.
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Finally, as a result of the Trailblazer program, governments reported their
performance improved (Cohn Berman, 2012). Participating communities reported employees
beginning to rely on data to look for opportunities for improvement and implement changes
to enhance performance. All of these effects demonstrate the potential for public agencies to
ultimately serve the public more effectively when citizens’ ideas and preferences inform the
established performance regimes.

Special Considerations for Marginalized Populations

Research and practice in the past decade has brought a greater understanding of the
impact of engaging citizens in performance regimes, including its impact on improving
public program performance and better aligning performance measures with citizen
preferences (Cohn Berman, 2012). For citizen participation to matter, citizens may relay
different perspectives and ideas from those of administrators or policymakers. The concept of
“the citizen” in these efforts, though, is still fairly homogeneous.

Newman, Barnes, Sullivan, and Knops (2004) note that citizens are often described in
binary terms, as either members of the able-bodied, capable, majority; or as those belonging
to minority groups, with a disability status, or somehow marginalized. References to the
“public” in documentation or research on citizen engagement typically include few
descriptors, resulting in a picture of the public that aligns with this first description. Little
attention has been given to engaging groups that may possess minority, disadvantaged, or
marginalized status in performance regimes. Given the limited research conducted on the
influence of citizen participation on performance regimes, one topic that remains unexplored

is the impact of engaging marginalized citizens in performance regimes.
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One population that is marginalized is people experiencing homelessness. Their
perspectives on the performance measures used to gauge the success and impact of the public
programs, such as housing programs intended to serve them, are important. These
perspectives can provide additional options for performance measures or can provide some
context to the performance data collected. To accurately measure the impact of these
homeless assistance and housing programs, input from those who have been homeless is
needed.

Housing and Homeless Assistance in the United States

Housing for low-income populations has been a relevant policy issue nationwide for
the past century. More recently, permanent housing for individuals experiencing
homelessness has taken primacy in federal policy and funding over general homeless services
or emergency shelters (McKinney-Vento, 2009). With this focus, more permanent supportive
housing projects have been developed in recent years, serving some of the most stigmatized
and marginalized individuals in a community. Performance regimes established to measure
the success of these housing communities serve as an effective case in point to explore the
research question: How do preferences for performance measures differ between public
sector representatives at the federal, state, and local levels, and the marginalized public
served?

The focus on affordable housing in the public sector began as industrialization and
urbanization occurred concurrently during the late 1800s and early 1900s, bringing the need
for housing for urban workers (Purdy & Kwak, 2007). Decades of conversations regarding
the need for housing in American cities did not result in any significant policy change until

the passage of the Housing Act of 1937, which established the United States Housing
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Authority, a structure for disseminating federal funds for public housing development to
local communities (Shester, 2011). The call of the Act to develop housing was just as much a
response to the Great Depression and the desire to increase employment opportunities and
stimulate the economy as it was a response to the growing need for urban housing (Purdy &
Kwak, 2007; Stoloff, 2004).

Twelve years later, the Housing Act of 1949 was passed with the intention to develop
over 800,000 units of public housing over six years. Over a decade later, less than 40 percent
of the units had been developed or were in the process of development (Coulibaly, Green, &
James, 1998). The Housing Act of 1949 also established subsidized housing, including
guidelines on rental and income limits and a prioritization of very low-income individuals,
and moved the task of developing housing for low-income workers to the private sector
(Stoloft, 2004).

Over the following decades, as a result of income limits as well as efforts by
advocates to have public housing used for those who were most disadvantaged, units more
commonly became occupied by some of the poorest and most marginalized in communities
(Stoloff, 2004). As reported by the National Commission on Severely Distressed in Public
Housing (HUD, 1992), as of 1981, around 2.5 percent of all public housing residents had an
income level of 10 percent of the area median income or less (a measure of extreme poverty).
By 1991, almost 20 percent of public housing residents fell into this income bracket.

At the same time that public housing was serving more individuals at lower income
levels, the federal government was responding to calls from advocates and communities to
recognize homelessness as a national issue requiring a federal response. In 1987, Congress

passed the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act (titled at that time the Stewart B.
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McKinney Homeless Assistance Act). This legislation established the United States
Interagency Council on Homelessness and authorized multiple funding streams and programs
serving homeless individuals including programs addressing food, shelter, housing, health
care, and education (National Coalition for the Homeless, 2006).

The McKinney-Vento Act was amended in 1988, 1990, 1992, and 1994, expanding
and strengthening the original programs and provisions outlined in the legislation. In 2009,
the original act was amended with the passage of the Homeless Emergency Assistance and
Rapid Transition to Housing (HEARTH) Act. While final rules for all of the programs falling
under the HEARTH Act have not been published, interim rules and additional guidance from
the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) point to an increased emphasis
on housing rather than emergency shelter. Specifically, funding guidelines under the
McKinney-Vento Act promote and prioritize permanent supportive housing, particularly for
individuals who are chronically homeless, meaning they have been homeless for a year or
more or have had four or more episodes of homelessness in the past three years, and have a
long-term disabling condition (HUD Exchange, 2012).

Permanent supportive housing is a general term for subsidized housing with no time
limits that is accompanied by supportive services that include medical care, mental health
and substance use disorder treatment, case management, employment assistance and job
training, general life skills, and any other services that may be needed for individuals to
retain their housing. Permanent supportive housing can either be developed as a single-site
building, with all individuals residing there being formerly homeless individuals in need of
this level of care; as a mixed-use building in which some individuals are formerly homeless

and others do not meet this definition; or as a scattered-site project in which individuals

43



reside in apartments rented on the private market (typically with the help of housing vouchers
or other rental assistance) and supportive services are offered to that individual to help them
retain their housing.

While the HEARTH Act has formalized a response to homelessness driven by
permanent housing options, additional guidance on implementation of the HEARTH Act and
Opening Doors have advocated for communities to use a Housing First approach in homeless
assistance efforts. Housing First describes an approach that provides access to safe,
affordable, permanent housing for people experiencing homelessness first, then offers
services and resources to residents to aid in retaining their housing (NAEH, 2006). As
opposed to “housing ready” programs requiring sobriety, compliance with services, or other
evidence of programmatic or clinical success prior to being housed, Housing First relies on
the assumption that individuals moving out of homelessness should be held to comparable
standards as any other housed person as outlined in a standard lease agreement. Supportive
services provided to those in housing largely involve taking steps to avoid any issues that
may jeopardize one’s ability to uphold the lease.

Housing First programs have been shown to be as or more effective in helping
individuals who are chronically homeless or who are homeless with mental health and/or
substance use disorders in retaining housing as other housing programs (Groton, 2013).
Housing First programs have also demonstrated significant cost savings to public systems
when used to house individuals with high emergency service utilization. A Denver-based
Housing First program reduced costs in emergency services including detoxification services,
emergency department visits, incarceration costs, inpatient and outpatient medical care, and

shelter usage by 73% in two years among program participants, totaling an average net
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savings per person of $31,545 annually (Colorado Coalition for the Homeless, 2006). These
outcomes, for both participating individuals and communities, have helped promote the use
of Housing First strategies to address homelessness.

Permanent Supportive Housing in Fort Collins, Colorado

In 2010, a group of community leaders, prompted by local advocate Sister Mary
Alice Murphy, launched a ten-year strategic plan to make homelessness rare, short-lived, and
non-recurring. Among other strategies, the plan called for an increase in permanent
supportive housing, particularly to serve residents experiencing chronic homelessness or with
barriers severe enough to warrant long-term housing assistance and services. The plan also
advocates for the community to utilize a Housing First philosophy in planning and service
implementation, aligning with the prioritizations of the federal government outlined in the
HEARTH Act and Opening Doors.

In Fort Collins, the public housing authority (Housing Catalyst) has the largest
portfolio of affordable housing units of any housing provider. In addition, Housing Catalyst
manages most voucher programs serving the area, including the Housing Choice Voucher
(formerly Section 8 voucher) program, the HUD-Veterans Affairs Supportive Housing
(VASH) voucher program, Tenant-Based Rental Assistance program, and Family Unification
Program (FUP) vouchers. Housing Catalyst also develops new affordable housing throughout
Fort Collins for a variety of income levels.

In 2011, new federal funding became available in the form of bonus funding through
the Continuum of Care process, which is a HUD homeless assistance funding stream that
allocates dollars to communities in alignment with the strategies outlined in the HEARTH

Act. Housing Catalyst applied for funds that would provide ongoing operations support for a
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new permanent supportive housing community. Additional grant monies were secured, along
with low income housing tax credits, to develop a 60-unit apartment complex, with 40 of
those units dedicated as permanent supportive housing.

This apartment complex, Redtail Ponds, secured its Certificate of Occupancy in
Spring 2015, and residents moved in beginning in March 2015. Individuals occupying the 40
permanent supportive housing apartments all moved directly out of homelessness, with some
previously staying primarily in emergency shelters, some primarily staying outside in
unsheltered areas, and others staying in buildings unfit for human habitation. All residents in
the permanent supportive housing units at Redtail Ponds have a diagnosed disabling
condition, whether physical, medical, mental, or behavioral. The building is staffed 24 hours
a day, seven days a week with, at minimum, a security person. Additional full-time staff
include front desk staff, a property manager, a program manager, a case manager funded
through the local community mental health center (SummitStone Health Partners), and a case
manager for HUD-VASH clients. The full-time staff work closely with tenants to identify
and arrange for additional services including medical check-ups, job training and
employment coaching, or behavioral health treatment.

Redtail Ponds integrates many Housing First practices in its design and operations.
The lease generally mirrors those used in other traditional affordable housing units, with
expectations for tenancy revolving around paying rent on time, maintaining one’s unit, and
generally being a good neighbor. In line with Housing First, sobriety is not required for
residents to stay in compliance with their lease.

For the first two years of operations, any individual meeting the qualifications of the

building (for example, income falling between zero and 30 percent of area median income,
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currently homeless, and living with a disability) could apply to be a resident. Prioritization,
however, was given to those applicants referred from partnering service providers, including
the community mental health agency, a local emergency shelter, and the Department of
Veteran Affairs. Beginning in Summer 2017, Redtail Ponds began receiving referrals through
a community-wide process called Coordinated Entry. Rather than every housing project
maintaining their own waitlist and referral process, Coordinated Entry consolidates those
separate lists into a single community-wide list on which individuals are organized not on a
first-come, first-served basis, but instead by vulnerability. Those with the most severe
disabilities or the longest length of time homeless are now referred first into any available
housing units. Housing projects funded with Continuum of Care funding, such as Redtail
Ponds, are required to accept referrals from the Coordinated Entry process existing in a
community beginning in early 2018.

Those residents interviewed for this study were selected as tenants at Redtail Ponds
prior to the Coordinated Entry process. Therefore, every tenant had been referred from a
partnering service provider. Particularly for the first group of tenants moving in, Housing
Catalyst favored selecting residents who remained in good standing with the referring service
provider. Accepting tenants with positive referrals from these partner service providers was
intended to increase the likelihood of success of Redtail Ponds, specifically in those first
months as staff were discovering how best to manage the property and the community was
keeping a close eye on how well the project would blend into the surrounding
neighborhoods. As the first true permanent supportive housing project in Fort Collins,
success at Redtail Ponds can help to build community and political will for future permanent

supportive housing developments.
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Redtail Ponds provides an ideal environment for exploring the research question
outlined in this thesis for three reasons. First, given the stigmatizing nature of homelessness
and of mental health and substance use disorders, residents of Redtail Ponds will have direct
experience of living in one of the most marginalizing situations one can experience. Second,
while anyone who has been homeless may be able to recount the experience and the
perspectives it provided, residents at Redtail Ponds will have recently moved out of
homelessness. Those experiences will be fresh in mind, but with being housed currently, they
will also have the experience to comment on the evaluation and performance measurements
of the housing project of which they are now residents and know well. Third, because of the
federal funding supporting operations of the building, Redtail Ponds operates in a way that
aligns with common best practices promoted by HUD and collects data for federally-
established performance measures for permanent supportive housing.

HUD requires three standard performance measures that each funded permanent
supportive housing project must report annually. The first performance measure relates to
housing retention for the project overall, with projects expected to keep 80 percent of
residents housed for at least one year. The second and third performance measures relate to
changes in income, with the second performance measure focused on overall income
(including benefits), and the third performance measure focused on earned income. These
performance measures are narrow in scope and may not capture the breadth of measures that
residents in permanent supportive housing perceive as capturing success.

In addition to each housing project funded by HUD collecting and reporting on
specific performance measures, data from the region as a whole receiving funding (the

Continuum of Care) are also collected and submitted to HUD. The highest performing
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Continuums of Care are more likely to have all projects within that region funded each year.
While the income-related measures for permanent supportive housing deem either
maintained or increased income of residents a success, the system-level performance
measures a Continuum of Care must collect focus on employment and income growth. As a
whole, all of the funded housing projects in a Continuum of Care should be working towards
increasing residents’ income and working with residents to secure employment.

Housing Catalyst must collect and report the performance measures outlined by HUD
to remain in compliance with grant funding expectations. In addition to these performance
measures, Housing Catalyst also has specified the following broad descriptors of success for
Redtail Ponds: 1) “A project the whole community can be proud of” and, 2) “A safe and
beautiful housing community” (Housing Catalyst, 2013a). These reflect Housing Catalyst’s
general commitment to good neighbor practices including developing and managing
attractive, safe housing communities; holding residents accountable to certain standards of
conduct respectful of the surrounding neighborhoods and neighbors; and, communicating
openly with area residents regarding any relevant development or management concerns
(Housing Catalyst, 2015). To create the expectations for operating as a “good neighbor” and
creating a safe and beautiful housing community that the entire community can be proud of,
Housing Catalyst developed a Good Neighbor Statement of Operations for Redtail Ponds in
conjunction with area neighbors. This document outlines general management practices for
the building, tenant selection processes, and measures taken to ensure safety and security of
residents and surrounding neighborhoods (Housing Catalyst, 2013b).

In addition to the HUD-required and locally-developed performance measures and

goals, more research has been conducted in recent years on the effects of permanent
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supportive housing and the best practices for management. Supportive housing projects have
been able to demonstrate a reduction in the use of more expensive emergency services,
including hospitals, jails, and shelters, once individuals are living in permanent housing. In
addition, having robust supportive services available voluntarily is a standard best practice.
Successful supportive housing projects are able to find creative ways to engage residents who
may be reluctant to participate in any traditional case management or therapy. There is also
an increasing emphasis on permanent supportive housing projects to accept those residents
who are highly vulnerable and chronically homeless upon move-in. All of these components
point to the following profile for a “successful” permanent supportive housing project: A
project which accepts highly vulnerable and chronically homeless residents; which creatively
engages residents in services while not requiring participation in case management, therapy,
or other services; which reduces the impact to emergency rooms, jails, and other emergency
services; which keeps residents housed in permanent housing for at least one year; and,
which assists residents in, at minimum, maintaining their income if not increasing their
income. Redtail Ponds also holds itself to the standard of being a good neighbor and a
beautiful and safe housing community.

Previous research has shown that the preferences for performance measures
established by public officials differ from what the citizenry deems important and relevant.
No research has specifically examined how these preferences differ when comparing public
officials to a marginalized citizenry. To begin to explore these differences, this research
centers on the following question: How do preferences for performance measures differ

between public sector representatives at the federal, state, and local levels, and the
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marginalized public served? To inform this research question, the following sub-questions
are also included in this research:

1. How do marginalized citizens and public sector professionals differ in the importance
assigned to performance measures based on their impact at either the individual level, the
system level, or the community level?

2. How do public sector professionals’ and marginalized citizens’ understanding of
performance measures (i.e., what information they can provide or what change they may
indicate) differ?

Two populations were involved in this research study. People living in permanent
supportive housing at Redtail Ponds represented the marginalized public served. Each person
moving into permanent supportive housing has experienced homelessness and been
politically marginalized. Professionals working in the field of affordable housing or
homelessness, with familiarity of the goals, intentions, and basic program design of
permanent supportive housing represent the public sector professionals. Focusing specifically
on individuals living in permanent supportive housing and the professionals who work
closely with these housing projects also has the additional benefit of relating to the well-
defined performance measures established by federal funding streams supporting the

development and operations of permanent supportive housing.
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CHAPTER 111
RESEARCH DESIGN

As outlined in the previous chapter, this dissertation addresses the following research
question: How do preferences for performance measures differ between public sector
representatives at the federal, state, and local levels, and the marginalized public served?
The premise behind this research question extends from findings within the limited literature
on citizen engagement efforts in performance regimes. When citizens are called to the table,
most communities find that the goals and values outlined by citizens differ from those
outlined by employees and officials within the government (Cohn Berman, 2008; Cohn
Berman, 2012; Spray Kinney, 2008; Woolum, 2011). The public generally prefers those
measures related to outcomes rather than basic outputs, and values measures of service
delivery, such as responsiveness.

The minimal research that has been conducted on citizen engagement in performance
regimes has not examined the impact of engaging individuals with limited political efficacy,
who are often marginalized and excluded from participating in public processes. These
populations were at the center of some of the first federal efforts to engage citizens in public
program planning. For those individuals who have been marginalized given their lived
experience of homelessness, to better understand how their perspectives on performance
measures for the supportive housing in which they reside differ from those deemed most
important by professionals working in the field, two additional sub-questions support the

main research question:
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1. How do marginalized citizens and public sector professionals differ in the importance
assigned to performance measures based on their impact at the individual, system, or
community level?
2. How do public sector professionals’ and marginalized citizens’ understanding of
performance measures (i.e., what information they can provide or what change they may
indicate) differ?
Sampling and Recruitment

This research examines the perspectives of both public sector professionals and
members of the marginalized community of people with experiences of homelessness. To
examine the perspectives of the marginalized community members, the permanent supportive
housing community of Redtail Ponds in Fort Collins, Colorado serves as the research site.
The selection of this site is both purposive and convenient (Singleton & Straits, 2010;
Teddlie & Yu, 2007). The site is convenient given the researcher’s knowledge of and
connections to Redtail Ponds through her previous professional position of Director of
Homeward 2020, a non-profit initiative that drives the implementation of Fort Collins’ 10
Year Plan to Make Homelessness Rare, Short-Lived, and Non-Recurring. In this role, the
researcher advocated for the development of Redtail Ponds and worked daily with staff of
Housing Catalyst, the entity that developed, owns, and manages Redtail Ponds. Given the
working relationship between the researcher and the staff of Redtail Ponds, the process to
obtain permission from Housing Catalyst to conduct research at Redtail Ponds was without
complication.

The site was selected purposively given its alignment with common practices for

permanent supportive housing and the federal funding awarded to support ongoing
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operations of Redtail Ponds. While some other permanent supportive housing resources exist
in Fort Collins, including housing vouchers that can be used on the private rental market with
access to supportive services, Redtail Ponds was designed and developed to reflect the most
up-to-date best practices for providing permanent supportive housing to people moving out
of homelessness. Staff of Housing Catalyst and from other non-profit organizations providing
supportive on-site services visited multiple projects throughout the country regarded as
models for permanent supportive housing prior to designing and developing Redtail Ponds.
These site visits and additional extensive research conducted led to intentional design
considerations to best meet the needs of residents. For example, ceilings are high to provide a
more open feeling in apartments, which is expected to aid the transition from people
accustomed to sleeping outside to sleeping inside. Ample open, public space is available to
foster a sense of community in the building. In addition, there is a single point of entry to the
building, and the building is staffed 24 hours a day and seven days a week. This ensures
somebody is available if a resident is in need of support or assistance at any time of day. It
also serves as a buffer for some residents who may be trying to distance themselves from
previous relationships, as the front door staff can refuse entry to those visitors on behalf of
residents who may find it difficult to turn those acquaintances away.

As aresult of these intentional design and staffing elements, Redtail Ponds has been
highlighted in workshops on developing permanent supportive housing, supported by the
Colorado Governor’s Office, the Colorado Housing and Finance Authority, and the Colorado
Division of Housing. In addition to these elements that were voluntarily incorporated into
Redtail Ponds and that have led the project to be acknowledged by state-level housing

entities, Redtail Ponds receives an annual, renewable operating grant from the Department of
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Housing and Urban Development (HUD) through the Continuum of Care process. This
funding requires Redtail Ponds to measure and adhere to the performance measures set by
HUD. For these reasons, Redtail Ponds serves as an ideal example of permanent supportive
housing, selected purposively for this research.

To examine the perspectives of public administrators operating at the federal, state,
and local levels, representatives from various public and non-profit agencies were also
interviewed. Interviewed professionals held varying functions in the homelessness and
housing field, including as administrators of permanent supportive housing, as funders of
permanent supportive housing, or as capacity-builders. Capacity-builders work in public and
non-profit agencies providing training, technical assistance, and other support to
communities or agencies in developing permanent supportive housing or generally working
to end homelessness. Professionals interviewed also represented different levels of
government and different geographic purviews, working at either the local, state, or
federal/national level. These interviews were conducted with the intention of collecting data
from those working in the field, to serve as points of comparison to the findings from the
residents’ interviews.

Study Participant Selection

Of the 60 apartments in Redtail Ponds, 40 are designated as permanent supportive
housing, with the other 20 apartments designated as traditional affordable housing, offered
for individuals at a slightly higher area median income than those units designated as
permanent supportive housing. Only the permanent supportive housing residents are required
to be moving out of homelessness to be eligible for tenancy at Redtail Ponds. Tenants of the

permanent supportive housing units are also required to have a disability to be eligible for
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residence. While these are requirements only for the 40 permanent supportive housing units,
the majority of the first tenants in the 20 affordable housing units also had experiences of
homelessness.

Most of the permanent supportive housing residents living in Redtail Ponds at the
time of the interviews had been referred to the housing project by either the community
mental health center, a local emergency shelter, or the Department of Veteran Affairs (for
those units reserved for veterans because of the type of housing voucher associated with that
unit). Therefore, most residents at Redtail Ponds are individuals who had been engaged with
other service providers, had demonstrated they could comply with program rules and
requirements, and were deemed suitable referrals to Redtail Ponds. When determining if
someone is suitable for tenancy at Redtail Ponds, service providers may consider someone’s
perceived stability, tendencies for violence, or ability to live in close quarters to others.
Given this tenant referral process which intentionally screened in individuals who staff felt
could live successfully in a communal environment, follow rules, and generally be a good
tenant, a selection bias does exist for the pool of eligible study participants. The tenant
selection process to Redtail Ponds is now more objective, with new tenants being referred
from one common community-wide list, with little to no consideration for tenants’ perceived
suitability for the project. Therefore, repeating the interviews conducted in this study in the
future may yield different results given the potential for a different, less engaged population
to be housed at Redtail Ponds.

Given the marginalizing effects of homelessness and the performance measurements
attached to the permanent supportive housing units, the 40 residents living in units designated

as permanent supportive housing units were all eligible to participate in this research as
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interview subjects. Within the pool of eligible interviewees, a convenience sample was used
to select individual participants (Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2007), as residents volunteered to
be interviewed. The opportunity was advertised through publicly posted flyers. Front desk
staff at Redtail Ponds managed the sign-up sheets for the interviews. Resident participants
received a twenty-dollar stipend for their participation. To avoid any potential issues with
affecting a resident’s reported income, the stipend will be paid in the form of a gift card. A
total of 24 of 40 eligible residents of Redtail Ponds completed interviews, in line with other
studies involving interviewing subjects who are experiencing or have experienced
homelessness which have sample sizes ranging from 16 to 30 interviews (Dang & Miller,
2013; Collins & Barker; 2009; Kennedy, Grewal, Roberts, Steinauer, & Dehlendorf, 2014;
Neale & Stevenson, 2014).

The sample of professionals interviewed was also selected purposively and for
convenience (Singleton & Straits, 2010; Teddlie & Yu, 2007). To have a broad range of
perspectives, representing both those working daily to manage permanent supportive housing
as well as those with more removed positions as funders or capacity-builders, the researcher
strategically targeted those who could offer these perspectives as well as variously represent
those working at the local, state, and federal/national levels. Given the researcher’s
professional position in the field, she was able to directly reach out to other professionals
who fit the criteria of the research subjects she sought. A total of 14 professionals were
interviewed. Five worked at the local level, four at the state level, and six at the
federal/national level. Given that professional interview subjects were selected based on their
availability and, often, their existing working relationship with the researcher, a sampling

bias also exists for these interviews. Randomly sampling professionals working in different
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capacities that mirror the criteria established by the researcher may yield different results.
Between resident and professional respondents, a total of 38 interviews were conducted for
this research.

Data Collection and Measurement Strategy

One-on-one, semi-structured interviews were the primary data collection strategy for
this research, both for the residents of Redtail Ponds and for the professionals. For those
residents of Redtail Ponds, one-on-one interviews provided the privacy and ability to engage
in a dialogue regarding different performance measures that focus groups or surveys would
not have allowed. Interviews with residents typically lasted between 30 minutes and one
hour, depending on the verbosity of each individual.

Prior to conducting the interviews with the Redtail Ponds residents, the interview
instrument was piloted with three residents at Redtail Ponds residing in the 20 affordable
housing units. All three individuals had comparable histories and experiences with
homelessness as those residents interviewed for this research. These pilot interviews
provided an opportunity to refine the wording and order of questions, clarify instructions for
the interview, and ensure the wording of questions would yield useful data.

Interviews with residents were all conducted at Redtail Ponds in a vacant office.
Conducting all interviews at Redtail Ponds ensured all interview subjects could physically
participate in the interview by eliminating the need for residents to arrange transportation to
an off-site location. This location also ensured interview subjects were in a comfortable and
familiar environment, which could facilitate conversation better than a strange,

uncomfortable, or unknown location.
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All interviews with residents were conducted during regular business hours in which
multiple staff members were available. While no interview subjects expressed the desire or
need to speak with any staff member as a result of completing the interview, all staff
members were aware the interviews were taking place, and were available if this need did
arise during or after the interview.

Prior to each interview with residents, the researcher first described the purpose of the
interview and how responses would be used and reported. Anonymity was ensured to all
participants, and residents were all informed that their participation was voluntary. Given all
residents at Redtail Ponds are disabled (many with mental health or substance use disorders),
during this introductory time, the researcher was also able to ask questions of the resident to
gauge whether she or he was coherent and adequately understood the purpose of the research
to participate. No residents were excluded from the research project due to an inability to
comprehend the purpose of the study and their role in the research. Subjects were also
provided the opportunity to ask the researcher any questions during this introductory time.

Every interview subject was asked to review and sign an IRB-reviewed and -
approved consent form prior to beginning the interview process. Residents were also asked if
the researcher could digitally record the interview. All but one resident permitted their
interview to be recorded. Verbatim transcriptions of the interviews, along with any notes
taken by the researcher during the interview process, serve as the data sources analyzed for
this research.

Interviews followed a semi-structured format. Interviews began with the researcher
gaining basic information from the residents including age, veteran status, and the length of

time residents had been living at Redtail Ponds. Residents were then asked to comment and
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reflect on those things they thought made Redtail Ponds successful, and those things they
thought made Redtail Ponds less successful and could be improved upon. This provided the
researcher with a general sense of how residents viewed success for the housing project. The
next section of the interview involved residents ranking (on a five-point Likert scale) the
importance of nine separate performance measures, pulled from relevant literature and
guidance on permanent supportive housing. These performance measures were described in a
way that would be understandable to a lay-person who did not have technical expertise in the
field of homelessness. For each performance measure, the researcher also asked the interview
subject to comment on why they assigned the performance measure the score they did and
what information they thought the performance measure would provide.

The order of the performance measures was randomly generated for each interview so
any consistencies in responses would not be due to the order in which the performance
measures were presented. The researcher asked residents to specifically comment on the
performance measures specified by HUD, asking if those measures could adequately
determine whether a housing project was successful or not. Finally, residents were asked
their opinions on participating in efforts to establish performance measures. The full
interview tool for residents is included as Appendix B.

Interviews with the professionals occurred either in person or over the phone,
depending on the location and preference of the interview subject. Interviews generally lasted
between 30 minutes and one hour. Given that these interview subjects participated in these
interviews in a professional capacity, they were not required to sign a consent form and no
incentive was provided for their participation. Prior to beginning each interview, the

researcher explained the purpose of the research and generally how findings would be
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presented. Interview subjects were given the opportunity to ask any questions prior to
beginning the interview process, and were asked if the interview could be digitally recorded.
All professionals interviewed permitted recording the interview. Verbatim transcriptions of
the interviews, along with any notes taken by the researcher during the interview process,
serve as the data sources for this research.

Each interview began with the researcher soliciting basic information on the
professional’s background and experience in the fields of affordable housing and
homelessness. Professionals were then asked to comment on how they and their colleagues
use performance measures in their work. Following these questions, professionals were
provided with the same list of nine performance measures and the same five-point Likert
scale that was provided to the residents interviewed. As all professionals were working in the
fields of housing or homelessness, the performance measures were presented in the technical
language more commonly used in writings or guidance for professionals in the field.

As with the residents interviewed, the order of the performance measures was
randomly generated for each professional so any consistencies in responses would not be due
to the order in which the performance measures were presented. The interview subjects first
offered their initial, quick ranking on each of the nine performance measures. Then, the
researcher prompted the interview subject to revisit each performance measure and talk
through their rationale behind assigning the ranking they did to the measure in question.

This process of revisiting the performance measures instead of asking for additional
explanation when the professional initially ranked the measure served two purposes. First, it
ensured if an interview was cut short, since these were occurring during regular work hours

when other work emergencies may come up, the researcher would still have some data for all
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performance measures with which to work. Second, it allowed for the interview subjects to
have some space between their initial gut reaction to a performance measure and their more
thought-through response to explain their reasoning behind each ranking. This enabled the
researcher to see if any professionals may change their initial thoughts and for what reasons.
Asking for a ranking and reasoning all at once may not have provided as much time for
professionals to revisit and reflect on their thought process behind each ranking.

After receiving rankings and explanations for each of the nine performance measures,
the researcher asked each professional if there were other performance measures the
professional considered to be critical to collect and which performance measures would be
the three most important to collect. The researcher also asked them to comment specifically
on the HUD-required performance measures and whether those could adequately gauge a
permanent supportive housing project’s level of success. Interview subjects were also asked
to guess which performance measures they thought the residents interviewed would consider
to be the most important, providing information on how professionals’ assumptions regarding
residents’ preferences may differ from or align with residents’ actual stated preferences.
Finally, professionals interviewed were asked their opinions and advice on engaging
residents in helping to establish outcomes or performance measures for permanent supportive
housing. The full interview tool for professionals is included as Appendix C.

Explanation of Performance Measures

Nine performance measures related to permanent supportive housing were included in
the interviews with both the residents and the professionals. Two of the performance
measures discussed (retention in housing and increased income) are directly related to those

outcomes HUD requires of funded permanent supportive housing projects. Retention in
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housing measures whether people are able to stay in their housing or move on to other
permanent housing. For a population that cycles frequently in and out of homelessness and
has experienced homelessness for an extended period of time, simply providing housing that
enables people to remain housed is considered a success by HUD’s standards.

The performance measure related to increasing income has shifted over time. A
commonly-accepted approach to providing services and housing to people experiencing
homelessness used to center on a “housing ready” philosophy in which people were placed
into transitional housing, would re-learn how to be housed and employed, and then graduate
to permanent housing. Aligning with this framework, HUD focused on increasing
individuals’ income primarily through employment, even while acknowledging that some
individuals experiencing homelessness were living with severe disabilities that limited their
ability to work. For instance, in the Annual Performance Plan for Fiscal Year 2006, HUD
explicitly stated that “[e]mployment is a critical step for homeless persons to achieve greater
self-sufficiency” (p.121) and developed employment-related performance measures for
projects (HUD, 2005).

With greater research and evaluation of homeless services and housing, the standard
now centers on a housing first philosophy in which individuals are provided with access to
permanent housing without preconditions, such as an income. With this shift to a housing
first approach, there has also been an emphasis on serving those who are the most disabled
and for whom self-sufficiency or employment may not be realistic goals. As the general
framework through which HUD operates has shifted, their emphasis on employment has
somewhat dissipated. Now, permanent supportive housing projects report on income through

various measures, including reporting total income (from employment and public benefits) as
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well as broken down by earned or employment income and income from benefits. The

performance measure “increased income” used in this research aligns with HUD’s general

emphasis on individuals accessing, maintaining, and ideally growing that income while in

HUD-funded housing or services.

The remaining seven performance measures come from relevant literature and current

best practices in the field of housing and homeless services. The performance measures

selected also reflect a variety of impact levels. Some performance measures are geared more

towards measuring individual-level change. Others best measure change occurring within the

housing project or within the homeless services system in a community. Still others measure

change at the community level. A summary of each of the nine performance measures

selected, level of impact, and general description are included in Table 1.

Table 1. Overview of Performance Measures

need for emergency shelter for residents, with
the assumption that providing enough housing
will reduce the overall need for shelter

Performance Measure Description Level of
Impact
Voluntary participation in Measures the degree to which residents Individual
case management or other voluntarily participate in services provided
services
Increased incomes of the Measures whether residents can increase their | Individual
residents income either through employment or benefits
Resident satisfaction Measures the satisfaction level of current Individual
residents
Retention in housing Measures whether the project retains most System
residents in that housing or assists them in
finding other permanent housing
Chronicity and/or Measures whether the project is serving those | System
vulnerability of new who qualify as chronically homeless or who
residents are the most vulnerable, based on an identified
set of criteria
Reduced shelter bed days Measures whether the project alleviates the System
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Table 1. Overview of Performance Measures cont’d

Performance Measure Description Level of
Impact
Reduced jail bed days Measures whether by providing permanent Community

housing, the frequency of jail stays is reduced
for those residents

Reduced emergency Measures whether by providing permanent Community
department (ED) visits housing, the frequency of emergency

department visits is reduced for those residents
General community Measures the satisfaction level of the Community
satisfaction surrounding community or neighborhood in

which the project is situated

Analysis Strategy

This research aims to answer broad research questions related to the preferences for
performance measures of marginalized citizens and professional working in the fields of
homelessness or housing. Interviews with current residents of permanent supportive housing
as well as professionals served as the primary data sources. A major portion of each
interview involved the interview subject reflecting on and responding to questions about nine
identified performance measures for permanent supportive housing. All interview subjects
were also asked to rate each performance measure on a scale from one to five based on how
important the interview subject felt the performance data would be to collect. In addition,
interview subjects were asked to select the top three most critical performance measures from
those provided. These rankings and the request for interview subjects to identify their top
performance measures allowed the researcher to tabulate frequencies and mean scores on
each performance measure, providing a general sense of the importance the interview
subjects assigned to each performance measure.

The researcher then relied on constant comparison analysis (Leech & Onwuegbuzie,

2008) to identify other themes emerging from the verbatim transcriptions of the interviews.
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While often used for grounded theory research, this technique was appropriate given the
intent of the research to discover anew, themes and trends from the interviews. The
researcher coded each interview, with each identifiable theme uniquely coded. Once all
interviews within each subject group (residents or professionals) were coded, the researcher
reviewed each interview’s coding to ensure no themes that emerged in later interviews were
overlooked in the initial interviews. This process also enabled the researcher to identify codes
that were similar enough to merge into a single overarching theme. In addition, those
portions of the interviews in which respondents were speaking specifically to one of the nine
performance measures were coded as such to allow for a quicker review of all responses and
comments related to each performance measure. A codebook of those themes that emerged is
included as Appendix D.

When analyzing all frequencies, means, and codes for the interviews, the researcher
referenced those characteristics that may have impacted responses, such as residents’ veteran
status or gender, or professionals’ length of time in the field or experience with direct
service. Given the sample size, little variation was identified when considering these
characteristics. Where viable, these variations are noted in the research findings.

In addition to the interviews, the researcher reviewed selected documents published
by HUD related to performance goals and outcomes for the department. The researcher
coded segments of these documents related to HUD’s description of housing and services for
people experiencing homelessness, with a specific focus on how HUD described success for
individuals served in these funded projects and how success was defined for HUD’s funding
priorities. For example, the documents were reviewed to determine if HUD described success

for individuals and funded projects based on residents’ ability to be “self-sufficient,”
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indicating HUD expects individuals to reduce their reliance on housing or other government
assistance; or on residents’ ability to be “stable,” indicating HUD finds value in simply
having residents maintain housing and a consistent quality of life, without an expectation that
they will reduce their reliance on government assistance. The findings from this document
review are intended to serve as a point of reference for and comparison to the statements
made by interview subjects, particularly professionals who were asked in greater detail about
their understanding or knowledge of how any HUD-required performance measures have
been developed or why they believe HUD has adopted the performance measures currently in

use.
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CHAPTER 1V
RESULTS
Characteristics of Respondents

This research is informed by interviews from 24 residents living in permanent
supportive housing at Redtail Ponds in Fort Collins, CO and from 14 professionals with
knowledge, expertise, and experience around housing and homelessness. All interviews with
residents at Redtail Ponds were conducted between February and April 2015. Interviews with
professionals were conducted between December 2015 and October 2016. Among the
residents of supportive housing interviewed, the majority identified as male, with only six of
the 24 respondents identifying as female. Six residents self-identified as veterans; one
resident opted not to disclose his veteran status. This corresponds to approximately one-
quarter of all residents surveyed who have served in the military. Overall, at least 38% of all
residents in Redtail Ponds’ supportive housing units at any time are veterans as 15 of the 40
units are dedicated to veterans. The ages of respondents ranged from 31 — 60, with a mean
age for respondents of 51 years old. The length of time residents had lived at Redtail Ponds
ranged from one week to over a year, with a mean length of time of around eight and a half
months.

Residents varied considerably on the length of time they had experienced
homelessness prior to moving into Redtail Ponds. The shortest length of time of homeless
reported was around three months, with the longest length of time reported of 19 years. The
average length of time homeless among residents prior to moving into Redtail Ponds was
over three years. Most residents were able to recall the approximate length of time they had

spent homeless, however many residents who had had multiple bouts of homelessness or had
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moved frequently in and out of housing had more difficulty recalling with much certainty the
length of time they had experienced homelessness overall. In addition, some people’s
experiences were limited to those times they were staying outside or in shelters, aligning with
HUD’s definition of “literal” homelessness, while others included stays with friends or
family. Given the varying definitions people used to define their own homeless experiences
and the limitation of relying on self-reporting, the three-year average length of time is only
an approximation.

The housing professionals interviewed worked at varying levels in the public sector
(e.g., local, state, or federal) and in different capacities. Table 2 provides breakdowns of the
characteristics of the professionals interviewed.

Table 2. Number of Housing Professionals Interviewed, by Level of Authority and Role

Administrator Funder Capacity-Builder
Local 3 2 0
State 0 2 2
National/Federal 0 1 4

Those professionals working as “administrators” are those directly responsible for
overseeing, managing, and staffing supportive housing. All administrators are employed at a
local level by Housing Catalyst, the owner and manager of Redtail Ponds. The “funders” are
those representing agencies that regularly fund supportive housing, including both
development costs and the ongoing operations and services costs. “Capacity-builders” are
individuals responsible for supporting and building capacity in the state and in local
communities to develop and manage supportive housing. Three of the four capacity-builders
operating at the national/federal levels work for organizations with a formal relationship with
HUD, providing contracted technical assistance and training to communities receiving HUD

funding for housing and services dedicated to people experiencing homelessness.

69



Three of the housing professionals interviewed work for non-profit organizations (all
falling into the national capacity-builder category). The three local administrators all work
for a public housing authority, a quasi-governmental agency. All remaining housing
professionals interviewed work for public agencies at the local, state, or federal levels.

A total of six out of the 14 professionals have had direct service experience at some
time in their career, meaning they have worked directly with clients who are experiencing or
have experienced homelessness, often as a case manager or program manager. Three out of
those six with direct service experience are currently working directly with clients as local
administrators of supportive housing. The majority of the housing professionals interviewed
have worked at least 15 years in the fields of affordable housing or homelessness services.
Only two out of the 14 professionals interviewed have worked less than five years in the
field.

Summary of Performance Measure Rankings for Residents

Generally, residents were able to assign scores along a Likert scale reflecting their
perceived importance of collecting those performance data. The Likert scale provided was a
five-point scale, with a “one” described as “not at all important,” and a “five” described as
“absolutely important or critical.” Three respondents provided feedback on what they thought
of each performance measure and generally whether it made sense to collect or not, but opted
not to use the Likert scale. In addition, occasionally other respondents would avoid assigning
a score to a specific performance measure, largely those in which they did not see the
relevance in collecting those data. A summary of the scores assigned by residents is included

as Table 3.
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Table 3. Residents’ Scores on Nine Performance Measures

# #
Residents | Residents | Minimum | Maximum

Performance Mean . .

Measure Score Scoring a | Ranking Score Score n

5 on the in Top Awarded | Awarded
Scale Three

Retention in
Housing 4.53 12 14 3 5 20
Chronicity/
Vulnerability 4.23 8 11 2 5 20
Resident
Satisfaction 4.11 7 9 2 5 21
Reduced Jail
Bed Days 4.00 6 7 1.5 5 21
Increased
Incomes of 3.96 7 4 2 5 21
the Residents
Reduced
Shelter Bed 3.78 4 3 1 5 20
Days
Reduced
Emergency 3.73 7 3 1 5 20
Dept. Visits
Community
Satisfaction 3.71 7 7 1 5 21
Voluntary
Participation 3.67 6 4 1.5 5 21
in Services

Housing retention

Residents ranked “retention in housing” high and generally considered it an important
outcome to collect. Twelve out of 20 residents assigning a score to this outcome measure
ranked it as a five, “absolutely important or critical.” In addition, 14 of the resident

respondents included retention in housing in their top three performance measures to collect.
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This performance measure also had the narrowest range, with no resident ranking the
measure less than a three on the Likert scale (“fairly important™).

The most prevalent theme among residents related to the performance measure of
housing retention related to the core purpose of permanent supportive housing: providing a
long-term or permanent place to live. Some connected this to the basic principle that it would
allow people to leave homelessness and avoid having to return to that life. One resident also
mentioned that this was important because it signified a “whole different way of looking at
[homelessness]” by providing access to permanent housing without preconditions, in line
with housing first practices.

Residents also mentioned that knowing people were choosing to stay could indicate
they were happy, comfortable, or felt safe in their apartment and in the building:

There's so many fears in a person that's homeless. And to be able to establish a safe

residence kind of cuts all that out. You feel safe, you know. You know where

your next meal's going to come from. You know you're going to wake up in the

morning and have a nice hot shower. You know, all those things fall right into place.

So, I'd say that's the most important.

Having a stable place to live could also allow people to work on what they needed to
and get the help they needed. One resident described the difficulty in trying to do anything
other than manage the crisis of homelessness when you are without stable housing by noting
that “when you're homeless, your head's just not in the right place to get help. You're just too
stressed trying to survive.” First having a permanent apartment could provide the stability
and ability for people to focus on other needs and goals. One resident reflected on his

recognition of his inability to stay healthy and care for himself without his apartment at

Redtail Ponds, even in the face of being uncertain about staying:
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I've been struggling with it for like the last couple weeks. I've been packing my pack
and unpacking my pack. Packing my pack and unpacking my pack. Am I going to
stay? Now I have a heart problem, tore up shoulder. I've had my spine fused since I've
been here. My neck -- I've got a cracked vertebrae in my neck. And I've been ready to
walk out the door. But then I realize if I do that, that the physical condition I'm in is
just going to get worse and worse. So, bite the bullet, continue to ride the experiment,
and we'll see what happens.

For some, that opportunity to take care of their existing needs may also set them up to
think forward into the future and consider plans for eventually moving on from Redtail
Ponds. One resident described the differences he saw in his neighbors’ goals and intentions:

[Flor some people, this might be permanent. Or for some, it might be a stepping stone

to getting something better. And, if those people that choose to move out, if you keep

track of it or whatever, then you know that they're doing well, then you were a

stepping stone to them doing well.

In discussing this performance measure, many residents also indicated this housing
may not be an appropriate fit for all. Often, issues with ongoing alcohol or drug use,
behavioral issues that affected others, or an inability to follow rules were cited in residents’
reasoning that Redtail Ponds was not the right place for some. Redtail Ponds does not
prohibit alcohol use, and staff often go to extensive lengths to avoid evicting residents, in line
with best practices for housing first-oriented permanent supportive housing.

Some expressed frustration with the perceived leniency of staff, wondering for those
who continue to heavily drink, “how will their life be better here than it was on the street,
other than they have a roof over their head?” Others acknowledged that for those who do end
up leaving or being evicted, it simply may not have been the right living situation:

[Blasically if somebody can't [live] here, it's either because the facility isn't up to the

challenge or the resident isn't. And so that's a case where you assume that...we’re

following all the HUD guidelines. At least approximating them well. And then, if that

person isn't able to make it in that environment, then that obviously wasn't the right
environment to cultivate that sustained period of whatever [e.g., sobriety].
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Chronicity and vulnerability

Chronicity and vulnerability of new residents was the second highest ranked performance
measure, based on mean score awarded. Eight of the 20 residents responding rated this
measure a five, “absolutely important or critical,” and 11 residents placed this measure in
their top three most important measures to track. Scores for this performance measured
ranged from two to five on the five-point Likert scale.

The most commonly cited benefit stated for tracking the chronicity and vulnerability
of residents related to how this information could be used to better serve residents. If staff
knew what illnesses, disabilities, or other circumstances someone faced, they could provide
the right kind of help and assist residents in meeting their needs. One resident noted how
staff having this information had helped him when he moved in:

[Wlhen I first got here...David (the property manager) mentioned to me that if I

needed a railing in the showers, he would have it installed. Yeah, if there was

someone who was handicapped or needed something like that, they would certainly
need to know that.

Another common theme similarly dealt with the need for staff to know about people’s
disabilities and illnesses, but more for reasons of safety and more surrounding issues of
mental health and substance use disorders. If staff did not understand people’s issues and
illnesses, they may be “caught off guard” and unable to both help the person and keep other
residents safe if something went wrong. One resident described the need for staff to be aware
of people’s illnesses for this purpose:

[Y]ou're here to help people. But at the same time, you have to look out for everyone.

So, I would want to know who's got what as far as...like mental issues or maybe

medical issues. That way you can try to explain their behavior or protect them.
Protect them and the other people that they have to live with.
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Some residents connected the potential issues seen with people with severe disabilities,
including mental illness, to suitability for the building, thinking this could be used as a
“filtering point” to select new residents. These residents expressed a preference for a
treatment-first orientation to housing in which individuals with severe mental illness or
substance use disorders may be required to access treatment before being provided with
permanent housing. This model is incongruent with the approach Redtail Ponds is taking (the
housing first approach) in which everyone is ready for housing and anyone can access
permanent housing without needing to show any evidence of treatment compliance or other
forms of clinical success.
Resident Satisfaction

Resident satisfaction was the third highest-ranking performance measure based on
mean score. The range of scores assigned to this performance measure ranged from two to
five. Seven of 21 residents responding ranked this performance measure as a five, absolutely
important or critical, and nine residents included “resident satisfaction” in their top three
most important performance measures.

Many residents expressed the importance of people being happy, recognizing that
“it's kind of the goal of everyone to lead a satisfied and happy life.” One resident also
connected being happy to housing retention noting, “they want you to be happy so you can
stay here.” This comment mirrors some statements made by professionals in the field who
felt that poor housing retention likely reflected that people were not happy or satisfied in
their housing. What happiness means to residents, though, varied from person to person.
Residents described happiness as being a reflection of people having privacy, people having

a voice in how their housing operated, people not being depressed, people feeling safe,
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people feeling a sense of unity and camaraderie, and the project promoting and reflecting a
“healthy environment” in which to live.

The perception of to what degree the housing project in which a person was living
could impact their happiness differed among residents. A few residents recognized this
would be a helpful performance measure to track as the housing project could change things
if residents were generally unhappy in their housing. These may be programmatic changes or
rules of the property. This may also be something small, however, such as how staff interacts
with residents. One resident noted the impact having happy staff has on residents stating, “It's
all up to [the staff]. I mean if they're having a bad day, then they're showing it. Then they're
not going to make too many people happy that day.”

Other residents acknowledged the lack of control the housing project may have to
affect someone’s level of satisfaction, noting “you can’t make everybody happy” and “no one
can make another person happy or unhappy.” Other factors, including mental illness or past
trauma people are dealing with, may also impact residents’ satisfaction or happiness and are
largely out of the control of staff. One resident illustrated this point, commenting on her own
past experiences and trauma:

I'm very unhappy, ok? But that has to do with my personal stuff and I realize that. But

I see a lot of other residents that are just tickled pink to be here and have a chance.

And me it's just, you know, like I said, working through. The tragedy that I've gone

through is just pretty deep.

Reduced Jail Bed Days
The performance measure related to reducing the number of days spent in jail was ranked

fourth by residents, based on mean score. Awarded scores ranged from one and one-half to

five. Six of 21 residents responding ranked this performance measure as a five, and seven
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residents placed this performance measure in their top three most important measures to
collect.

The most common theme expressed by residents related to the changes that can come
from someone having access to a permanent place to live. For some residents, a change in the
number of jail bed days would reflect individuals changing their lifestyle or not engaging in
the same behaviors as they did before, including alcohol or drug use. One resident described
these changes seen in residents after moving out of homelessness, and what a reduction in jail
use could indicate:

Well, it'd show rehabilitative changes. See what they were doing before -- if they

were hanging out in Hobo Park, they were doing drugs, they were drinking. Now all

of a sudden you got them into this facility, they're going to groups, they're doing
mindfulness, and look at what happened. No more steel bracelets. So, and I've seen
quite a few of them come in here who were real hellions on the street. Staff doesn't
need to know that. They're now being real cool.

Other residents who felt a reduction in jail bed days indicated what could change in
someone’s life from homelessness into housing, connected one’s homelessness to
“unnecessary” police contact and criminal justice involvement that results from being
homelessness. One resident described his own experience with spending time in jail while
homeless:

I ended up a week in jail for a disorderly conduct ticket that I probably wouldn't have

gotten if I had a home. And I could've had my outburst in my own domain rather than

having no place to go to de-fuse.

Another resident noted that people living on the streets get in fights and may end up
in jail “because they’re fighting over survival.” In both of these examples, residents
communicate criminal justice and legal issues that arise specifically due to one’s

homelessness. While some simply acknowledged that it generally would be better for one to

not go to jail, others connected a reduction in jail bed use to reduced costs to the community,
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noting that “every time we put someone in jail, that costs a lot of money for the city and
state.” This cost argument was also a common theme among professionals discussing this
performance measure. While many of these residents pointed to circumstances beyond one’s
control, two residents stressed that ultimately behaviors and choices are up to the individual.
A change in the number of visits to jail would therefore reflect a person’s choice to change
their behavior.

Others felt this would be a useful performance measure to collect and track due to
safety reasons. Knowing who had been in jail and still was going to jail would allow staff to
identify the “criminal element” in the building or determine who should not be permitted to
live in the building at all. One resident described this concern for housing someone with a
criminal history:

I don't want those people doing whatever they do here and that not be known because

they could hurt somebody else and...they could be bringing other people in here and I

guess as an apartment manager, a property manager, [ wouldn't want those kind of

people around.

While there were no overriding themes related to why people placed less importance
on this measure than others, two residents did comment on issues of privacy. These residents
felt you “don’t need everybody knowing what you’re doing,” and keeping track of people’s
visits to jail would violate residents’ privacy. One resident also placed less importance on
this performance measure given not all calls to police resulting in an arrest are “legitimate”
but may instead reflect a “he said/she said” situation.

Increased Income
The HUD-related performance measure related to income was not perceived as

favorably as the housing retention measure, the other HUD-required measure. Scores for

“increases in income” ranged from two to five. Based on the average score for each

78



performance measure, the income measure ranked fifth out of nine possible measures. Only
four of 21 residents responding placed “increases in income” in their list of top three
performance measures, coming in sixth and tied with “participation in services.”

The most commonly stated reason for residents that this performance measure is less
important relates to how having income and increasing one’s income demonstrates one’s
stability and the corresponding ability for that person to “move forward” with their life.
Rather than being stagnant and content in their current state, having income and working
towards increasing income also demonstrates a sense of productivity and can indicate people
are learning to live and budget more responsibly.

Some residents also connected their income (or lack thereof) back to personal feelings
and emotions. For example, one resident noted having income was important to him because
it helped him know “I got power.” Having income and knowing one can pay for the items
they need to sustain, including their housing, can be a source of positive self-esteem and
pride. By having an income and paying for rent, one resident also felt this helped her show
her appreciation for her housing.

One resident with limited income who was unable at the time of the interview to work
towards increasing her income mentioned the emotions that come with having enough money
to pay for your expenses and do the things that make life more enjoyable. Referencing her
neighbors with more income, she stated, “Like, socially, emotionally, they seem happier. I'm
kind of jealous of them, because they always have money and I don't. They always get to go
do things, and I'm just like, ‘Uh, I can't do that.””

Two residents mentioned how income is tied to stability, and saw an increase in

income not as an indicator of the individual’s stability but as an illustration of what was
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possible when one has the stability of permanent housing. It permitted people to focus on and
be better equipped to seek and retain employment. While the increase in income was
important, these residents framed this performance measure as a residual effect of sustained
housing retention.

Another reason cited by multiple residents for tracking people’s incomes related to
issues around scamming and playing the system. Residents in Redtail Ponds are expected to
pay one-third of their income to rent. The remainder of the rent is paid by a Housing Choice
Voucher. While some expressed issues of fairness and dishonesty if people did not disclose
their full income, one resident also tied this back to the ability of the building to sustain and
the effect on other residents if not all were forthcoming with their income amounts and
sources:

They got a scale that they use. And people could get around it real easy and that

wouldn't be fair to the other tenants. I think it's 30% of your income. And it'd be very

easy to hide that income and not pay their way. You know, they don't pay their way
then we're going to start losing amenities and the help we get and the maintenance of
the building. Just so many things involved in that. Somebody making $2,000 a month
and only pays $50 a month rent. You know, they gotta track that. Make sure he's not
stashing money somewhere.

Residents stated a few reasons why measuring income and increases in income would
not be the most useful or important measure to track. Several residents mentioned issues
people may have with budgeting. Simply having more income would make little difference if
people did not know how to use it well or spent it on items that were not necessities.

One resident also mentioned that income was not a driving factor in his experience of
becoming homeless. If one became homeless only because of financial reasons, that could be

remedied by “getting a job or getting assistance.” For this resident and others, there were

other situations and factors contributing to their homelessness. If the intention was to help
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someone move out of homelessness and into a place of greater stability, those other factors
and not income should be addressed and tracked.

One resident did rate this performance measure lower for reasons that echoed those of
the professionals interviewed. Many residents have disabilities or other barriers that may
limit how much income they can earn. Tracking changes in income, then, may be of little
value:

There's some of these folks that are never really going to have a private, you know,

independent income again. Some of these guys that are here are strictly going to have

benefits. They'll establish disability income if they haven't already and are going to
have Social Security and Section 8 housing, or whatever is going to assist them with
housing. And, they'll have their benefits, and that's it. So, as far as tracking income
then, I'm not sure what purpose that serves.
In these cases, measuring changes in income is less indicative of whether the project is
successful and more indicative of the need for supportive, affordable housing for people with
limited income.
Reduced Shelter Bed Days

Scores assigned to the performance measure “reduced shelter bed days” ranged from
one to five. The average score awarded to this measure was 3.78, placing it sixth out of nine
measures by mean score. Four of 20 residents responding assigned this measure a five, as an
absolutely important or critical measurement to collect, and three residents placed reduced
shelter bed days in their top three most important performance measures.

This performance measure caused noticeable confusion and questions from residents.
The most common theme expressed by residents was that it did not make sense to measure a
reduction in shelter use because nobody should be returning to a shelter once they had

permanent housing. One resident’s comments on this performance measure reflected others’

questions and confusion well:
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I never thought they would use the shelter after they got an apartment. That one I
don't know. I'd imagine they'd stay here as much as they could. ‘Cause it's an
apartment. I'd never heard of anybody going back to the shelter, though.
While most did not offer specific explanations of why returning to the shelter would be bad,
other than it did not make sense if someone had their own apartment to stay in, others
brought up poor conditions in the shelter. The shelter was described by residents as crowded,
as dirty, as contributing to illness, as a place to contract bedbugs, and as unsafe or potentially
violent.

Two additional reasons were provided for why this performance measure carries less
importance than others. Issues of privacy were raised, with one resident noting that “tracking
where people go outside of this building is really [nobody’s] business.” One resident also
noted that looking at shelter usage may not make sense given many people would choose to
sleep outside. There would be no impact to shelters, even if the person did opt to not stay in
their apartment.

The residents expressing confusion or questioning the validity of this performance
measure connected shelter use to an individual’s circumstances and choices once in housing.
They did not discuss the collective impact to a shelter that may come from a large number of
individuals moving into permanent housing and reducing the overall need for shelter in a
community. A couple of residents, though, did make a connection between an individual
accessing and staying in permanent housing and the overall capacity of the community’s
system to serve people experiencing homelessness:

[I]f you can get a place like this and fall into a way of life where you get back into the

mainstream of life and you're doing great, it frees up a bed for somebody else that
really needs it.
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Another resident connected this performance measure to issues of retention, noting it would
be important to know that people were “staying here and not having to go and use a shelter
anymore or be homeless.”

In discussing this performance measure, several residents noted the difficult transition
from homelessness to housing, citing this as a reason some people may choose to stay in a
shelter instead of their apartment. If people were opting to stay in shelters, it would “show
that a habit had been developed.” This may help staff understand how they could step in and
help someone to keep moving forward instead of backwards.

Reduced Emergency Department (ED) Visits

Residents rated the performance measure “reduced emergency department visits”
seventh overall, based on mean score. Scores assigned ranged from one to five, with seven of
20 residents responding scoring it as a five. Three residents placed this performance measure
in their top three most important measures to collect.

Residents most commonly communicated that a reduction in emergency department
visits would signify that people were able to deal with their medical and behavioral health
issues better once in housing as compared to when they were homeless. By having a
permanent place to live, people may see their health improve and be less prone to getting
sick. One resident, who had seen the toll that homelessness had taken on the health of those
on the street described the importance of housing as it related to improved health:

How many fewer times they went to the emergency department, though, that's huge

for me. Because with my health situation and with the people I saw die on the

streets...] mean, if people are dying on the streets. If people have emergency health
issues in the shelters. And if people are compromised to the point that their lives are
in jeopardy. And you can provide them housing, and then suddenly those kinds of

emergencies seem to go away or are minimized. Well, right there alone is the success
of the program. I mean, good Lord. If you save one life, right?
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Some residents stressed that not only was one’s physical health compromised when
homeless, but that “the street takes a toll on you” and will greatly impact your mental health
as well.

Some residents focused on the use of emergency rooms as a place to keep warm
during the winter months. One resident described how people experiencing homelessness
may drink alcohol excessively with the purpose of being transported to the emergency room
where they could stay warm for the night:

And they get really hammered sometime. And every night, the ambulance shows up

and takes someone away. A lot of times, they'll do it on purpose because it's really

cold out. And, they want to go to the hospital. Poudre Valley (Hospital) is wise to
that. And they only keep them in there as long as is necessary. And they usually let

them out about one or two in the morning when it's really cold. So, what they'll do, I

mean if they're really desperate, they'll go out there and get hammered again and then

have the ambulance pick them up again. They end up back in the hospital twice a

night. Here, totally different situation. You have shelter here...Well, here you are,

you got a room. You got no reason to go to the hospital.

Going to the emergency department less frequently, whether because one was
healthier or because one had another place to be warm during colder months, was generally
seen as a positive outcome. Two residents specifically mentioned the costs savings that
would come from fewer emergency department visits. People would cost the government one
way or another. Rather than paying for expensive hospital visits, helping to subsidize
people’s rent would be a better use of funding.

Those who ranked this performance measure lower pointed to one of two arguments.
First, issues of privacy were noted. Knowing whether someone visited the emergency
department should only be “important to the person seeking medical treatment.” Second,

some residents commented on the necessity of still receiving medical care, which may

involve a visit to the emergency department. For this reason, it did not seem appropriate to
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“make a goal out of” reducing the number of trips to the emergency department that someone
may take. This sentiment was also communicated by a professional currently working as an
administrator in permanent supportive housing. Residents should feel confident staff will
help them access medical care or call an ambulance if needed. If a goal was set to reduce the
number of visits to an emergency department, staff may question or try to dissuade someone
from calling an ambulance or seeking medical care in an emergency situation.

Community Satisfaction

Responses to the performance measure “community satisfaction” were varied, with
residents generally feeling it was either very important or critical, or not at all important.
Overall, the performance measure had the second lowest mean score awarded, and scores
ranged from one to five. Seven residents (out of 21 resident respondents), however, ranked
this performance measure as a five. Seven residents also placed this performance measure in
their top three most important measures, a pattern more common of performance measures in
the top half of performance measures discussed.

The most common theme emerging from residents centered on the stigma they felt
that comes with being homeless or formerly homeless. Residents described the looks and
attitudes from others in the neighborhood, noting they are viewed as a “different species,” as
“leeches,” and as if “we’re not even people.” This stigma then often translated into a “Not In
My Backyard” attitude toward the permanent supportive housing project. Multiple residents
commented on how the neighborhood had fought Redtail Ponds being developed in its
current location.

Although the majority of residents similarly communicated issues of stigma and

community perception around homelessness, there was a split among residents with how
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much importance this performance measure should carry given that stigma. For some,
because the neighbors unfairly looked down upon the residents, being concerned with their
satisfaction levels was not important. One resident explained why he felt paying attention to
the surrounding community’s perceptions and satisfaction levels was not important:

[W]hen they hear about a building like this, they're going to have preconceptions. Oh,

this is going to be bad for business. This is going to be bad for the neighborhood...I

mean, this place does not bring down property values. Honestly, I think some people
need to kind of just shut up. What other people think about the surrounding building,

I don't think it's that important.

For other residents, Redtail Ponds provides an opportunity for residents to help combat some
of the stigma surrounding homelessness. One resident explained the importance of having a
well-run supportive housing community by noting that “we may be handicapped, and we
may be using their tax dollars, but we can still contribute something back to the community
that supports us.”

Some residents also pointed to the importance of Redtail Ponds being successful and
the surrounding neighborhood being satisfied in helping to lay the groundwork for
developing other permanent supportive housing projects. As one resident noted, “If it turns
out that [Redtail Ponds] wasn't what they thought it was going to be or as bad as they thought
it was going to be there will be less resistance in the future projects.” Several residents also
noted things they and their neighbors do regularly to help show they can be a good neighbor
and to help reduce the negative perceptions of Redtail Ponds:

You've gotta get along with your neighbors. Even though they say they don't like the

place or the people -- you know, a bunch of homeless people. I say, I'm not homeless.

I got an apartment now. But I try to -- a couple of us go around, picking up trash. I
don't know if they see that.
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Another group of residents connected with the satisfaction of the surrounding
neighborhood to their own personal safety, and for those reasons felt this performance
measure was important. For some residents, the safety component of the project was inherent
with the location and general characteristics of the neighborhood. Others noted that due to
neighbor concerns, several safety provisions were put into place prior to the building opening
including secured entrances, security cameras, and a 24/7 staffing pattern. While these may
be frustrating for some residents, they help others feel safer in their housing.

While much of the conversation regarding this performance measure centered on the
neighbors and concerns for having Redtail Ponds in their neighborhood, several residents did
note that the building is surrounded by office and business buildings. There is some distance
between Redtail Ponds and the nearest residential neighborhood. Because of the location,
perceived as being isolated from the community for some, this performance measure was not
important. It may possibly matter for another project that more directly impacted the
neighborhood in which it was located, but the location of this project made it an inapplicable
performance measure to track.

Voluntary Participation in Services

This performance measure had the lowest mean score of the nine performance
measures discussed. Scores ranged from one and one-half to five. Six of 21 residents
responding scored this performance measure as a five, absolutely important or critical, and
four residents placed the performance measure in their top three most important performance
measures.

The most common theme related to this performance measure centered on how

services can be important in helping people to progress. Tracking participation in those
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services offered on-site in permanent supportive housing can assist the program staff to see
“what's working and who shows up and how effective that is for helping people move
forward.” Although several residents discussed the services available in how they could be
helpful, some residents pointed to others’ reluctance to participate, connecting this to a lack
of desire to receive help and move forward. For example, one resident noted how people
have changed since moving in, claiming, “They came in. They got comfortable. They sat
down, and they’ve stopped working.” Another resident described the services as a critical
part of permanent supportive housing, particularly for those who choose to engage in
services, stating, “This is supportive housing. The idea of this is to help people that want
help, that want to be more stable in their life financially, mentally, and physically. There’s a
lot of people...that will just take a free ride.”

For those who disclosed they are not regularly engaging in services, they described
issues with anxiety, a desire to “keep to myself,” and a lack of interest in some of the classes
or services provided. Two residents also expressed there may be other and better ways to
help residents rather than the type of services or classes provided. Those who personally did
not regularly participate in services or find value in what was offered also tended to see less
importance for tracking this performance measure.

Two residents also specifically mentioned the financial component of providing
services on-site. While some classes and services are provided by community members at no
cost to the participants or the permanent supportive housing project, these residents assumed
there was some cost to every service provided on-site. For these residents, tracking
participation in services would allow staff to determine whether those services were being

used and if the benefit warranted the cost. Another resident also commented on the
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relationship between the cost of providing services and the resulting benefits, but instead

focused on the difficulty of measuring the actual impact of services:

[S]ometimes participation may not be as big as they would like. They may think, "Oh,
we thought 40% of the residents would show up for this. Only 10% showed up." But
the 10% that showed up got so much from the program. It could change somebody's

life.

Summary of Performance Measure Rankings for Professionals

Fourteen professionals responded to nine measures often used to gauge the

performance and success of permanent supportive housing programs. Two of these measures

(incomes of the residents and retention in permanent housing) are required outcomes for

HUD-funded programs to report in annual grant reports and funding applications. The other

seven performance measures are derived from guidance and recommendations from leaders

in the field, including HUD, the United States Interagency Council on Homelessness, and

non-profit technical assistance and training providers. A summary of the scores given by

professionals for each performance measure is included as Table 4. Charts comparing the

rankings of professional and resident respondents are included in Appendix A.

Table 4. Professionals’ Scores on Nine Performance Measures

# Prof. # Prof. - .
. . Minimum | Maximum
Performance Mean Scoring a | Ranking
. Score Score
Measure Score 5 on the in Top n
Awarded | Awarded
Scale Three
Retention in
Housing 4.93 13 14 4 5 14
Chronicity/
Vulnerability 4.32 7 5 2 5 14
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Table 4. Professionals’ Scores on Nine Performance Measures cont’d

# Prof. # Prof. . . .
] . Minimum | Maximum

Performance Mean Scoring a Ranking

Measure Score 5 on the in Top Score Score n

Awarded Awarded
Scale Three

Voluntary
Participation 4.11 4 5 3 5 14
in Services
Reduced
Emergency 4.04 3 6 3 5 14
Dept. Visits
Reduced Jail
Bed Days 3.93 2 4 3 5 14
Resident
Satisfaction 3.79 5 4 1 5 14
Reduced
Shelter Bed 3.68 2 2 2 5 14
Days
General
Community 3.39 1 1 2 5 14
Satisfaction
Increased
Incomes of 3.18 1 2 2 5 14
Residents

Housing Retention

The retention in housing performance measure was consistently ranked as being
highly important by professionals. Every professional but one ranked this measure as a five,
“absolutely important or critical,” and all professionals included retention in housing as one
of their top three performance measures to collect. In addition, this measure had the overall
highest mean score of the nine performance measures to which administrators responded.

The high ratings for this performance measure corresponded with statements from
professionals expressing how this measure reflected the ultimate intention of permanent

supportive housing: to keep people housed, including those who have previously been
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unsuccessful in housing. Thirteen of the 14 professionals interviewed framed this
performance measure as being “the whole main reason,” the “overall goal,” the “ultimate
goal,” and the “whole key to permanent supportive housing.” One professional working in a
capacity-building function summarized the importance and weight this performance measure
carries:

I think this is really the bottom line. For me about supportive housing is if it doesn't

do anything else under the sun, it has to keep people housed...And the biggest way to

tell if a project is not doing a good job is if they have high turnover. That means
they're not doing whatever they can do to keep people housed. So I think this is the
most important outcome that we should be measuring.

Given the vulnerable nature of those who are typically housed through permanent
supportive housing, simply keeping residents in permanent housing may be a significant
success, as it shows signs of increasing stability for the person. Aside from the weight this
performance measure carries on its own, it is also a prerequisite of achieving success with
any other performance measure. As stated by one professional interviewed, “[I]t’s the root of
every other outcome. You can’t do any of the other things unless they’re housed.”
Chronicity and Vulnerability

Chronicity and vulnerability of residents was the second highest-ranking performance
measure, based on the mean score awarded. Professionals cited the necessity to target limited
resources to those who need them most. By prioritizing people who are experiencing chronic
homelessness or are deemed to be extremely vulnerable, the permanent supportive housing
units, which are often limited in number and expensive to operate, can be used as efficiently
as possible. As one professional noted, “The need is so great and the resources are so scare

that you’ve got to be able to prioritize who you take in.” One professional also noted that the

individuals who are highly vulnerable and often experiencing chronic homelessness also use
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significant community resources, such as healthcare or crisis mental health care. By
prioritizing those individuals for access to permanent housing where they can receive
ongoing care, other community resources can be freed up and used by others.

One professional, an administrator currently operating and managing permanent
supportive housing, also noted that information about chronicity and vulnerability is helpful
for program management purposes. By understanding what people have been through and
what disabilities or other vulnerabilities they may be living with, administrators can better
determine what supports and services need to be provided. This comment most closely
aligned to residents’ perceptions on the utility of this measure in that by having more
information about someone’s history and current health issues, others can better know how to
support them.

While most professionals focused on the utility of this measure to the target and
prioritize these units to those most in need, a couple of professionals also noted this
performance measure is important because of its alignment with HUD’s priorities. A
program that states it will serve a certain percentage of people verified to be experiencing
chronic homelessness can apply for different funding than without that criterion in place. If a
program, such as Redtail Ponds, is already receiving certain streams of HUD funding for
permanent supportive housing, then the need to serve individuals who are chronically
homeless simply becomes “the reality” of operating that program. To ensure the program can
continue to access this funding, a focus on the chronicity of new residents is necessary.

Perspectives on this performance measure were not uniformly positive. Two
professionals noted that the measure is lacking given the data around chronicity and

vulnerability can be “fuzzy” or the methods used to calculate who is chronically homeless or
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vulnerable can be faulty and incomplete. One current administrator of Redtail Ponds
explained this point:

I think there's just people who are vulnerable in ways that the scale doesn't even

measure. ..l think, you know, people with developmental disabilities, for

example, are at-risk of being sort of victimized. And, we've got...a guy at

Redtail who is doing great, but once his brother gets out of jail, we know that's a huge

risk for him because he's been a horrible influence on him and every time they get

together, things fall apart...[T]here’s always circumstances you can’t predict.

In addition to questions raised regarding the objectivity, clarity, and uniformity of
assessing one’s chronic status or vulnerability, two administrators also noted this metric was
less of a measure that could gauge a program’s performance and more of a component of this
model of housing. If HUD requires permanent supportive housing to prioritize people
experiencing chronic homelessness, then a program that does not do this is not actually
operating as permanent supportive housing.

Voluntary Participation in Services

“Voluntary participation in services” received the third highest mean score of the nine
performance measures discussed. This performance measure had one of the smallest ranges
of scores, with all professionals assigning a three, four, or five (on the five-point Likert
scale). It also had the second highest number of professionals (seven of 14) awarding it a
five.

Professionals emphasized both the importance of services being offered to permanent
supportive housing residents and the condition that those services are all voluntary. The
availability of services was noted as important because these could assist people in getting

their needs met, having the support needed to make progress toward their individual goals,

and having support, case management, or other services that can aid someone in retaining
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their housing. As one current administrator of permanent supportive housing noted, the
incentive to retain one’s housing can also be a motivation to engage in services:

We're here to help you. The services are offered. But it's up to you if you want to

partake in them. So my residents I've seen in the last year have been up and down.

Fortunately, many times where they're really like desperately needing help, there's a

foot in the door and they'll be willing to work with a provider because they want to

retain their housing. And that's a big thing. And so that usually works successfully.

Professionals stressed the importance that services were offered but not required in
permanent supportive housing. Some noted that people are more likely to participate when
services are offered as voluntary rather than mandated. Many also thought it was a key
program component to have things operate on the residents’ terms as “these folks have
already been case managed to death.” Having self-determination and being able to dictate
how one spends their time is simply a core value of the program model. One professional
also connected the voluntary aspect of participation in services to an indication of how a
resident was progressing and growing:

I think the key word there is “voluntary.” Because that to me is the demonstrated

evolution of the individual. And the long-term health and viable independence of the

individual. Forced case management and other services typically don't work. They
have to want it. They have to want to get healthy. So the fact that they are doing that
is, that's a key to retention in housing. That's a key to not being in jail. That's a key to
not visiting the ED (emergency department). That's a key to not pissing off the
neighborhood. I mean, it's, you can go on and on. But that to me is a pretty key
indicator.

Two professionals noted the relevance of this performance measure as a management
tool. Both professionals have direct service experience and recognized that tracking and
measuring participation in services can help a program better determine how to assist or case
manage residents and how to plan and budget for those services provided.

While ranked relatively high by professionals, some pointed out this measure’s flaws.

One professional, for example, ranked voluntary participation in services as a four, and stated
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she refrained from ranking it as a five given that score would indicate, to her, a mandate. If
the purpose was to provide access to services but not require them, putting too much of an

emphasis on this measure may create pressure on programs to have residents participate in

services, thus removing some of the “voluntary” aspect of participation.

Another professional also stated that this measure is too subjective to be a reliable
indicator for a program’s performance. For instance, staff in permanent supportive housing
programs may use casual interactions, such as an impromptu conversation over coffee, to
engage with residents rather than a traditional, one-on-one case management or therapy
session. Different funders or other program stakeholders may view what constitutes
voluntary participation in services very differently from each other and from what the
permanent supportive housing program determines to qualify as “participation.”

Reduced Emergency Department (ED) Visits

Reducing ED utilization at hospitals fell in the top half of all performance measures
when ranked by mean score. Reduced ED visits had the highest number of professionals
place the performance measure in their top three most critical measures to collect, second
only behind retention in housing. Two general themes emerged among professionals
discussing the utility and importance of tracking ED utilization: improved quality of care and
cost-savings.

Ten of the 14 professionals interviewed explicitly mentioned cost-savings or cost
avoidances to hospitals and the healthcare system in their explanations on the importance of
measuring changes in ED visits. Most professionals also connected these cost-savings to
better care for the individual. As explained by one professional working in a capacity-

building function:
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The other piece is that the less people...are using the emergency department is an
indicator that they're getting some sort of regular medical care. So that means that the
program is doing a good job of hooking them up with their regular doctor, making
sure they get to their appointments, making sure they're doing preventative and self-
care at home.
Other professionals did not feel that a reduction in emergency department usage would
necessarily indicate better healthcare or health outcomes for individuals. A stronger
performance measure would gauge whether there is an increase in preventative or regular
healthcare usage rather than a reduction in emergency service usage.

Three professionals, including two administrators currently working in permanent
supportive housing, noted there should be a consideration for the length of time someone had
been in housing before relying too heavily on these data. Individuals moving into permanent
supportive housing, by definition, often have severe disabilities and illnesses. If only a short
period of time after moving into permanent supportive housing is examined, “it can be really
misleading because...there...may be things that were unaddressed that now are finally
addressed and can actually result in an increase in utilization initially.” A reduction in
emergency department visits may show an impact at the community-level, but will serve
little function in illustrating whether an individual is better off or healthier.

This perspective was not shared by all professionals. One professional expressed that
a reduction in ED visits does have the capability of assessing how well someone is doing at
an individual level. If someone is still using the emergency department frequently, programs
can examine why this person is still relying on the ED heavily. Do they feel safe in their

housing, or do they still feel threatened or in crisis physically or behaviorally, triggering a

trip to the emergency department?
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One professional who works in a capacity-building function also recognized the
importance of tracking ED usage for engaging additional partners and potential funders. With
hospitals’ interest in reducing those costs that cannot be reimbursed or billed for through
insurance, hospital administrators are examining ways to provide better care and reduce
utilization among those accessing the ED most frequently, a population that is often
chronically homeless and disabled. By demonstrating that existing permanent supportive
housing can yield the hospital’s desired outcomes, hospitals, healthcare providers, and
insurance providers may be more apt to explore options for funding future permanent
supportive housing options for patients.

While tracking ED visits has its utility, issues still exist with data quality and fidelity.
Accessing data directly from hospitals or insurance providers would be accurate, but
programs may instead rely on their own accounts of how frequently and for what purposes
residents visited the ED. The reliability of these data would be questionable.

Reduced Jail Bed Days

Reducing the utilization of jails ranked in the middle of all nine performance
measures, when ranking based on mean score assigned by professionals. Only two
professionals assigned a “five” to the performance measure, denoting it as absolutely
important or critical data to collect. Four professionals placed this performance measure in
their top three measures to collect.

The most consistent theme expressed by professionals when discussing the relevance
of collecting data related to jail bed usage related to cost-savings, similar to the reduction in
emergency department visits. Eleven of 14 professionals interviewed cited cost-savings or

avoidances as a reason for collecting these data. One federal-level professional noted that
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“night by night, it’s a whole lot cheaper to have someone in their own studio apartment in
PSH (permanent supportive housing) than it is in a cell. Period. It’s just that simple.”

The cost savings argument is relevant not only because of the actual potential dollars
saved by providing permanent supportive housing instead of “housing” people in jails, but
also because it ensures those resources in the criminal justice system are being used as
efficiently and effectively as possible. One professional working in a capacity-building
function described recent conversations she has had with professionals in the criminal justice
field who are interested in understanding what can be done to address homelessness as they
are seeing the court and justice system clogged with non-criminogenic homeless individuals
instead of focusing on those with more dangerous behaviors. It has become a public safety
issue for those professionals and not only a matter of reducing costs.

Beyond the cost argument, professionals had varying explanations for what a
reduction in jail bed days may show. Some felt by having housing those individuals may not
be in situations that would more likely end in police contact or arrest, such as getting in
fights. Another professional relayed stories she has heard of people not having a shelter bed
to sleep in and knowingly committing a crime to get arrested and have a warm place to go.
Two other professionals brought up the issue of the unfair criminalization of homelessness,
or ticketing and arresting people for conducting daily living functions (such as sleeping) in
public spaces. As one professional stated:

[I]t’s an inhumane response to homelessness...I think it depends on why people are in

jail. But if they’re being criminalized due to not having a place to go, we need to offer

them a more humane response and reducing any time that they spend being in that
situation and not being housed would be...ideal.
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Two professionals working as administrators of permanent supportive housing
questioned the connection between this measure and the actual performance of the project.
While showing a reduction in jail usage may be helpful to show on the community level, it
may be difficult to effect change on the individual level. Whether or not someone recidivated
into jail would largely be out of the control of the permanent supportive housing project and
its staff. For these professionals, any jail usage would reflect more on the individual and their
choices than on the success of the housing project.

Resident Satisfaction

Resident satisfaction had the broadest range, with rankings ranging from one (not at
all important) to five (absolutely important or critical). Five professionals ranked this
performance measure a five, outdone only by housing retention and the chronicity and
vulnerability measure. The relatively low mean score is due to two professionals’ lower
rankings of the measure.

Measuring resident satisfaction was viewed as relevant for two primary reasons. First,
it could act as a useful performance management tool, allowing permanent supportive
housing projects to understand for what reasons and in what contexts residents are satisfied
or not. This information would enable the housing project to modify programs, services, or
amenities to better meet the needs of residents. Second, it would correlate to individuals’
likelihood of staying in their housing. As one professional noted:

[I]t should be about them at the end of the day. I mean, if they’re not happy, if they’re

not getting what they need from the building, they’re not going to stay. They’re not

going to get healthy. And what’s it all about?
While the professionals interviewed thought it would be ideal for residents to be happy and

satisfied in their housing, several noted issues with relying too heavily on resident
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satisfaction as a gauge of project success. Two professionals mentioned the possibility of
individuals acting entitled and not being thankful for and satisfied with the housing in which
they now live.

Two professionals, both working as administrators of permanent supportive housing,
also noted it is not the best measure of success because it can fluctuate greatly. Whether an
effect of a mental health or substance use disorder or the result of someone just having a
rough day, the measure of resident satisfaction does little to inform the project of how well
an individual is actually doing. Instead, it is a snapshot of how that person is feeling on that
particular day. Another current administrator of permanent supportive housing noted it is
more useful to understand why a person’s level of satisfaction may be low and react to those
complaints or concerns accordingly. For example:

[I]f they’re not satisfied because we don’t have a pool table for them, or there’s not a

swimming pool, then that’s one thing. But if they’re really feeling unsafe or we’re not

able to meet their needs, then I think that would be a very important one.

Even with concerns around objectivity and the need to look more specifically at why
a resident may be unhappy, most professionals felt this was an important measure to
consider. For one professional now working in a capacity-building function and with direct
service experience, there typically is a direct correlation between the overall success and
performance of a project and the satisfaction levels of the residents:

I think in some ways that is the way you tell if a housing project is being done

right...[O]bviously you’re going to run into situations where you have — because

you’re working with people who are vulnerable and have a lot of issues — you’re
going to have people that get mad a lot. I know that from direct service. But overall

the projects that I’ve seen that do a really good job, the residents are really, really
happy to be living there. And I think that’s in some ways the most important thing.
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Reduced Shelter Bed Days

“Reduced shelter bed days” was one of the lower ranking performance measures
ranked by professionals. There was a range of scores between two and five on the five-point
Likert scale, with only two professionals giving the measure a five and only two placing the
measure in their top three most critical performance measures. The most commonly cited
explanation for this measure carrying some importance was the through-flow of the
community’s response to homelessness demonstrated by showing a reduced use or need for
shelter once someone was in housing. Taking “an entire cohort out of...competition for beds”
would open up shelter bed days for others and reduce the overall demand on emergency
shelters in the community. Three professionals connected the reduced demand for emergency
shelter to the reduced costs associated with placing people in permanent housing. One
professional, working in a capacity-building function, also focused on the need to
demonstrate that the community was doing more than “warehousing” people in shelters.
Showing a reduced need for emergency shelter would indicate the community was working
to find a better and more humane living situation for people than emergency shelters.

Three professionals pointed to the connection to measuring housing retention. Using
emergency shelters once a person was in housing would indicate they had lost their housing
or were not actually staying in their apartment. Because of this reason, some felt it would be
a less useful measure as it would be duplicative to measuring retention in housing. One
current administrator of permanent supportive housing commented on the relevance of this
measure when looking at the community impact of providing permanent supportive housing

but the inadequacy of the measure when looking at impact at the individual level:
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[O]n a community level it's important to see that we're making that impact. That we
were able to take 15 people off the Point-in-Time Count. That means there's 15 less
people using the shelter beds. But once they're in supportive housing, that seems like

a weird measurement because they're housed, so why would they use a shelter?
Another current administrator of permanent supportive housing did, however, see a
connection between showing a reduction in reduced shelter bed days and an impact at the
individual level:

[E]specially for the community it helps to show that, that again the permanent

supportive housing is being successful. That you are reducing that need in the

community. That you are, people are in homelessness for a shorter amount of time,
which is again not only important for the community, but important for the
individual. The longer somebody is homeless, the more trauma they're going to
experience. The more damage to their health, to their emotional well-being. You
know, the more work it's going to take to get them stable and help them start moving
forward in their lives. So, the less time that they're out on the street or in a shelter, the
better for everybody.

Professionals generally felt this was not one of the most critical measures that could
be relied upon to show how well a permanent supportive housing project performed as there
are simply other, better measures to use. A few professionals also pointed to the specific
issue with who may move into and use permanent supportive housing. If individuals who are
the most vulnerable are prioritized for permanent supportive housing, many of these
individuals may be sleeping outside, a more dangerous location than inside in an emergency
shelter. If this is the primary sleeping location new residents are moving from, there should
not be an impact to emergency shelter use.

Community Satisfaction

The performance measure “community satisfaction” had the second lowest mean

score among the nine performance measures for professionals. One professional ranked it as

a five and one professional (a different individual than the professional assigning a five to

this performance measure) placed it in their top three most critical performance measures.

102



The most common theme emerging from professionals’ discussions on this performance
measure addressed NIMBY-ism, or the tendency for neighborhoods to oppose the project,
wishing it to be placed elsewhere and “Not In My Backyard.” The need to reduce or address
this NIMBY effect, creating a more positive response from the community yielded varied
responses.

A few comments emerged regarding the benefit of being a good neighbor just for the
sake of being a positive part of the community. For one current administrator of permanent
supportive housing, this was most important to address at the beginning of implementation of
a new project, with many of the concerns from neighbors dissipating over time. Six
professionals tied the need to address community satisfaction and the NIMBY -ism faced by
permanent supportive housing projects to longer-term outcomes, including the ongoing
financial support and sustainability of existing programs as well as the provider’s ability to
develop future projects. Without a positive response from the community, the existing
program would be at risk of folding, and the potential to develop future properties would be
dismal without being able to point to a currently successful project in the community.

A few professionals also pointed to the stigma attached to being homeless, which
tends to follow someone into housing, especially if they are living in a property designated
for formerly homeless persons. Having a successful permanent supportive housing project
can help to change people’s minds and reduce the stigma attached to people with disabilities
or people who have experienced homelessness. One professional commented on this

potential effect:
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[I]t’s wonderful to be able to get the community like, "Oh wait, this isn't so bad. No
wait, these aren't scary people. Wow. You've totally changed my thinking around
people with mental illness or people who have been homeless...” And you can
demystify all of these things and how amazing is that? That this can be used as a tool
for that.

Professionals expressed several reasons why overall community satisfaction would
not be as critical of a performance measure as some others. Most community members would
have a lack of understanding about what permanent supportive housing is and how it
operates. They simply would not have the depth of knowledge needed to have an informed
opinion of whether or not a project was operating well or not. Examples from other
communities have also shown that after initial fear and frustration from the community, most
community members forget the project is operating or, at minimum, are not vocal about any
remaining fears or concerns. Finally, permanent supportive housing is not designed to serve
and accommodate the entire community. It is designed to serve people experiencing
homelessness, and this should not be sacrificed for the sake of other community members
who may fear or dislike the project. As one professional working in a capacity-building
function stated:

I think that we tend to as non-profit and supportive housing providers, we tend to

have a mentality...that we owe something to the neighbors that an affordable housing

or a for-profit housing developer doesn't think they owe...[W]e don't want people to

be unhappy. Neighbors to be unhappy. Or the politicians to be unhappy. And at the

same time, I think we just got to do what we got to do, regardless if they are or not.
Increased Income

Professionals’ opinions and preferences toward the performance measure related to
increasing or maintaining residents’ income were mixed. This measure received scores (on

the five-point Likert scale) ranging from two to five, or from “a little important” up to

“absolutely important or critical.” “Increased income” also received the lowest average score
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of all performance measures discussed. It was also one of the least frequently cited
performance measures to include in one’s top three measures to collect, tied with a reduction
in shelter usage and community satisfaction.

Some professionals struggled to even provide a single number rating this performance
measure because of the different circumstances faced by residents in permanent supportive
housing. Some may be able to be employed, and gaining employment and increasing their
earned income would be a viable performance measure for those individuals. Some may
move into permanent supportive housing with no income, be unable to work enough to
sustain themselves, and ultimately be connected to benefits, which would be a positive
outcome for those individuals. Some people, though, will have access to those benefits to
which they are entitled at the time of move-in, and will never be able to see an increase in
income unless those payment formulas for benefits changed. The varying expectations for
people and whether it was realistic to increase one’s income or simply maintain was a
frequent topic of discussion among professionals.

The idea of gaining more income was not negative in itself. Professionals recognized
having more money could enable people to have their basic needs met and even have
additional funds to allow them to be more involved in the community. One administrator of
permanent supportive housing noted this could be a measure used to generally gauge
someone’s ability to live in a better circumstance:

[I]f somebody goes from having zero income to having AND (Aid to the Needy and

Disabled), that's only an extra $189 a month but that makes a huge difference in the

person's life in terms of being able to eat better. In terms of being able to go out and

actually participate in something in the community. And then the jump from AND to
getting SSI (Supplemental Security Income) is really huge. So yeah, I mean I think it

definitely can be a good, hard number that can help give you some sense of at least
somebody's opportunities in life.
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In addition, one professional working in a capacity-building role linked having income to
housing retention. One major component of adhering to one’s lease is paying rent on time.
This can only happen if the person has access to income. For being able to maintain one’s
housing and have opportunities to reconnect in the community, having some income is
important. This was also seen as an outcome measure that would be easy to measure and to
track.

The reality of whether it was an appropriate expectation of residents in permanent
supportive housing to increase income, though, was called into question. Given that
individuals who are severely disabled and who have been homeless for extended periods of
time are targeted for permanent supportive housing, having a performance measure related to
income seemed “incongruent with the goals of permanent supportive housing.” These are
individuals who are not likely going to be able to be employed. The only option for income
for many is public benefits. Once someone has been connected to those benefits, there is no
room for continued improvement and no ability for the staff to effect any change. One
current administrator of permanent supportive housing relayed her frustration with being
required to report on things seemingly outside of their control:

I think you have to look at what they came in with. So if they came in with no

benefits and you were able to get them some benefits, then that's a success. But if

they're looking at earned income, then again, you've got the conflict between people
with disabilities and just their ability to do that is -- it's not anything we can control.

So in some ways it feels like an unfair measurement. It's like, give me something I

can control.

Another professional expressed concern that there could be residual effects of pushing
permanent supportive housing projects to assist those who can be employed to gain more

income through earned sources. If a heavy emphasis was placed on increasing income,

projects may unintentionally be encouraged to select those people who seem the most
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employable rather than those who are deemed to be most vulnerable or most in need of this
type of housing. When speaking about placing an emphasis on increasing income through
employment, one professional mentioned the potential outcomes that may follow:

[D]oes it inadvertently change your selection process on what tenants you get because

you're like, "Well this one won't be able to get a job." But they're the ones who need

the permanent supportive housing the most. And so you've got to be very careful
about inadvertently creaming or going for the wrong population...based on what
outcomes you set.

HUD has adjusted the performance measure related to income from one that
previously focused on increasing income to one that now counts maintaining or increasing
income as a positive outcome. Even with this adjustment, the professionals working as
administrators of permanent supportive housing did not view this measure as the most
relevant or valuable to determine whether or not their project was a success. Income is not
necessarily tied to someone’s well-being. One administrator illustrated this by noting that
there are “some people at Redtail who haven't increased their income but are doing 100 times
better than they were a year ago.” Other people find the stability that comes with housing,
work to become employed, and take on a schedule that is too much to handle at once. The
same administrator described these experiences:

We have some other people who have increased their income. They felt like, "Oh,

now I can get back to work." They're going back to work and they went a little bit too

fast. And going from a few months ago sleeping under a bridge to now working 50

hours a week is too much for them. And it really is actually a detriment.

Overall, professionals felt more comfortable with a performance measure that focused
on maintaining or increasing income. Even with this modification, professionals generally
felt this was not as critical of a measure to collect given the focus of permanent supportive

housing to simply house those who previously were thought to be “unhouseable” and the lack

of a consistent correlation between one’s income and their overall health and well-being.
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Other Themes Among Respondents

A few common themes emerged among resident respondents while discussing their
experiences in Redtail Ponds and the performance measures that are often associated with
permanent supportive housing. The most common theme emerging centered on the issue of
safety. Fourteen of the 24 residents mentioned safety in some context. For some, Redtail
Ponds offered a safer location to live as compared to their time on the streets. One resident
commented on the enhanced safety he felt in his new housing by stating, “Living on the
street, obviously it's not a very safe place to be. But here you feel very safe. You don't lock
your doors or anything.” For others, issues or conflicts with other residents reduced their
feelings of safety. One resident described how she does not always feel completely safe at
Redtail Ponds:

I still have trouble sometimes feeling safe all the time here, because of the few people

that I don't trust or like their behavior or whatever. ‘Cause I think when people are on

drugs or really drunk, they are capable of doing just about anything. And so it's kind

of scary. But, I definitely feel safe in my apartment. And really the only time I don't

feel safe is like on the weekends, because the staff isn't here. I mean, sure there's still

front desk staff, but something about having the staff here just makes me feel safe.
Still other comments related to safety did not mention Redtail Ponds specifically. Instead,
residents were commenting on such things as their perceived levels of safety at the
emergency shelters or on the general sense of safety they have while walking around the
area.

In total, almost 60% of the residents interviewed mentioned safety in some sense
during the course of the interview. A slightly higher percentage of women interviewed
mentioned issues of safety as compared to men. Two-thirds of the women interviewed

commented on safety issues while around 55% of men brought up this theme in their

interview. In addition, a higher proportion of non-veteran residents discussed issues of safety
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as compared to the veteran residents. Half of the veterans interviewed (three of six)
mentioned safety issues or concerns while around 61% of the non-veteran interview subjects
brought up the topic of safety.

By comparison, just over one-third of those administrators interviewed brought up
safety during the course of the discussion. Of the five professionals who relayed the
importance of residents feeling safe, three had direct service experience working with people
experiencing homelessness. All five of the respondents mentioning “safety” worked at either
the local or state level.

Issues of safety were typically brought up in conjunction with other performance
measures. For instance, one professional relayed a story of a supportive housing resident
(living in a different program from Redtail Ponds) who because of serious mental illness is
never satisfied and frequently calls staff as well as her elected officials to complain. As stated
by the professional interviewed, “And so...you might not be able to ever fully satisfy her.
But are we keeping her safe? And are we improving her stability in some way?”” Another
professional incorporated safety into his definition of positive housing retention, stating the
purpose of permanent supportive housing is to help “people stay housed in a safe place.” Still
another professional incorporated the concept of safety into discussions about the use of
emergency services noting that there is a need to “get these folks out of our system and
somewhere where they can be safe and not clog the system.” While safety was not expressed
as explicitly by professionals as by some of the residents interviewed, those professionals
who did mention the concept of safety regarded it as an assumed expectation of permanent

supportive housing, that residents could and should feel safe and secure in their housing.
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While not as prominent as the theme of “safety,” one-third of residents interviewed
mentioned the concept of moving forward or progressing in their life. An expectation of
federally-funded permanent supportive housing is that supportive services and case
management are offered but not required. Similarly, expecting certain outcomes from
residents is not in line with the housing first philosophy underlying permanent supportive
housing programs. For three residents, this concept of improving their lives or moving
forward was tied to an increase in income; increasing one’s income was viewed as an
indication that one was making an effort to improve his life. For other residents, having a
sense of stability from living in permanent housing allowed them to work on personal goals.
One resident described his process of moving from gaining stable housing to moving forward
in other areas of his life, such as rebuilding his familial relationships:

Now we can start talking about doing a little old self-improvement. Now we can start

talking about some of the things that we need to do to get this right and get that right

to get you on your way. Which I'll be glad to get back to. I've got a lot of things I'd

love to do. Got a lot of unfinished business. A lot of things to do for kids and

grandkids.

Few of the professionals interviewed conveyed the theme of resident growth,
improvement, or progression. Four professionals mentioned the need for residents in
permanent supportive housing simply to have their basic needs met. Four professionals (not
exclusive to the four expressing the need for residents’ basic needs to be met) expressed an
interest in having performance measures that could indicate residents were doing more than

simply subsisting with their most basic needs met. One professional, currently working as an

administrator of permanent supportive housing, described how this may work:
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Every resident has kind of their individual goals. And...another thing we were

looking at was how many residents achieve the goal that they set. Rather than saying,

"how many achieved this goal," but just how many achieved a goal. Which means

they're motivated and they're making progress and they're moving forward and they're

forward-thinking versus just in survival mode.

One-third of residents interviewed also conveyed issues around feeling a sense of
empowerment and control over their living spaces and their lives. Some residents noted their
current living situation afforded them a sense of control they had not had when they were
homeless and living in shelters. One resident described these feelings of powerlessness:

Because homeless, we start feeling like we're somebody's child. They tell us when we

can eat, when we can go inside, when we can go out and play. We might not want to

go out and play, but we get eight hours out there whether we want it or not... I'd

rather have a home of my own and my own roof over my head where I have a little

bit of control of what goes on in my home. You know, being in the shelter, you have
no control.

Other residents, still conveying this theme around wanting a sense of control and
power in one’s living situation and life, reflected instead on those factors of living in
permanent supportive housing that limited their sense of control. Some residents mentioned
issues around privacy that have come from having heightened security (including security
cameras and round-the-clock staff who are responsible for monitoring guests and visitors)
and regular apartment inspections. Commenting specifically on the frequent inspections
conducted when Redtail Ponds first opened, one resident stated it “just feels too much like an
invasion of privacy. Too much like control, and not enough like it’s my place.” Another
resident described the building as feeling “slightly institutionalized” with the security
measures taken and rules related to visitors (such as requiring visitors to check in when they
arrive and requiring residents to escort their guests at all times).

Five professionals mentioned the concept of residents having control or having a

voice in how their housing looked. For some, this was a generic statement related to the ideal
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of giving residents a say in what happens in their own housing. For two professionals, the
concept of having a choice was communicated specifically in relation to their participation in
services. As supportive services and case management are intended to be voluntary, this is
one aspect of permanent housing in which resident control and resident voice are embedded
in the program design.

For professionals, resident choice may come into play with the services offered or the
general management of the project; for residents, more specific issues around privacy and
security were those areas that impacted their sense of power and control most frequently.
One professional currently working as an administrator of permanent supportive housing
recognized and commented on some residents’ feelings related to their sense of control:

[There are] people who are actually doing really well, and were doing horribly on the

streets, suffering a ton on the streets. And they're saying, "I don't like it here. I feel

like it's a jail. I feel like it's a mental institution." And you're sitting there thinking,

"You can walk out the door at anytime." This clearly is not like a jail. We had one

guy who was saying, "This feels like it's a gigantic Nazi experiment." And I

understand his frustration, and you want to find ways to address that frustration. At

the same time, I don't remember concentration camps having birthday parties and art
classes, you know?

The most frequently expressed theme among professionals related to cost-savings,
cost benefits, or cost avoidances by providing permanent supportive housing. Every
professional interviewed mentioned the costs associated with serving people experiencing
homelessness at some point during their interview. Serving people in emergency
departments, shelters, and jails is seen as inefficient and expensive. Providing permanent
supportive housing offers an alternative intervention that can reduce the use of these systems,
thereby reducing the costs to these systems and the community.

While efficiency of community systems and responsible use of resources may be

desirable goals in general, professionals interviewed connected the cost savings or
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avoidances that could be tabulated to the need to advocate for retaining existing permanent
supportive housing and building additional units of housing. This is an effective argument
when speaking with community members (who are taxpayers seen as subsidizing these types
of housing projects) and political leaders. One professional serving in a capacity-building
role summarized the utility of a cost savings or cost avoidances argument by noting the
following:

Cost-savings, cost-savings, cost-savings. All the time. I mean, it's 90% how I get

engaged with our leadership. And it's so nicely defined. And I think if we didn't have

the cost-savings argument so well-defined, we wouldn't be as successful as we are
right now.

Another common theme among professionals dealt with the stability or improved
health and well-being of residents as a result of living in permanent supportive housing.
Eleven of the fourteen professionals interviewed relayed the importance of seeing residents’
lives stabilize in whatever ways are relevant to that individual. In addition to demonstrating
stability in terms of one’s housing, professionals spoke of stability in relation to one’s ability
to be more independent and healthy. One professional, for example, noted that if someone
could earn some income, this would be “a massive step not towards self-sufficiency, but a
level of independence that is not purely program dependent.”

For other professionals, the connection between being “stable” and being independent
was less important than a connection between being “stable” and being healthier. Measuring
one’s health, though, may prove difficult given the diversity of health issues and needs with
which residents may be dealing. Professionals offered suggestions for helping to measure
one’s well-being, stability, and overall health including tracking diet and nutrition, measuring

one’s use of preventative or primary medical care (rather than emergency care), and tracking

the management of any chronic conditions one may be living with. One professional who
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currently works as an administrator of permanent supportive housing also noted the utility of
speaking with those who have known the resident the longest to get an anecdotal sense of
how residents’ health and well-being have improved over time:

I think a lot of times people may not be able to see the forest through the trees. And

even themselves, may not recognize how much better they're doing. But somebody

who has known them for a long time. Talking to family members and friends who
have known them for a really long time and may say, "Yeah, this person is doing so
much better. They may not feel like they are, but man, they're doing so much better
than they were a couple of years ago."
For all of the value that professionals may find in knowing someone is in a more stable or
healthier place due to accessing permanent supportive housing, there was no consistency in
how stability may be able to be measured. Seeing an improvement in one’s stability or well-
being was related less to hitting a pre-determined benchmark and more to a sense that one’s
life was continuing to improve.

Professionals also spoke frequently to the value of residents having choices and
having a voice in their housing. This theme emerged in interviews with ten professionals,
primarily when speaking about residents’ decisions to try to gain employment income, to
participate in services provided, and in setting up personal goals. In addition, measuring
resident satisfaction was seen as valuable for how this measure could reflect residents’
perceptions of having a voice and having options in their housing. For these professionals,
having these choices related strongly to the basic tenets of permanent supportive housing,
including adhering to a housing first philosophy. To avoid having permanent supportive
housing feel like anything less than a traditional apartment, providing choices ensures

individuals have a say in how their life and their residence looks. As one professional

working in a capacity-building role stated, “[That's our entire goal. To get folks into
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housing, have them satisfied, and have them have some say over where their life is going
now. Or have them have complete say over where their life is going now.”

For professionals, the idea of having choices means residents are in control of their
living situation. In reference to having case management and participation in services be
voluntary, one professional noted, “[T]hey know...they are in control and this is not
something being forced upon them.” In contrast, when residents spoke of feeling in control
(or conversely lacking control) it was in relation to rules of the permanent supportive housing
or of shelters or a perceived lack of privacy often resulting from security measures, such as
locked front doors and cameras. While both populations interviewed valued resident choice,
voice, and control, perceptions of where residents could exercise that control varied.

Alignment of Preferences for Performance Measures Between
Residents and Professionals

Findings from the interviews with residents and with professionals indicate each
group may place an emphasis or importance on different performance measures, and each
group may view each performance measure’s importance for different reasons. The mean
scores for all performance measures fell between 3.18 and 4.93 for professionals and
between 3.67 and 4.53 for residents. In both groups, four performance measures received an
average score of 4.0 or above, and five performance measures received an average score
below 4.0. Appendix A provides charts comparing professionals’ and residents’ rankings of
each performance measure.

Table 5 below summarizes the findings for both residents and professionals and
specifies whether the residents and professionals are aligned in their perspectives on the

performance measures examined. In Table 5, those performance measures with mean scores
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of 4.0 or above are marked as those receiving strong support. Those performance measures

scoring less than 4.0 are marked as having mixed/mild support, indicating there was not

consistent support for the measure across the interview group.

Alignment refers to differences among the interview groups’ understanding of the

performance measures and what each performance measure indicates. Generally, there was

more consistency among professionals in their rationales behind their rankings. Residents

expressed greater variation in their assumptions around what information each performance

measure could provide and why the measure is important. The more frequently stated

rationales expressed by residents are provided in Table 5 as an illustration of the most

common themes and are not inclusive of every opinion offered.

Table 5. Overview of Findings

* Valued for preventing
cheating or scamming

progress
* Is valued less because
it is incongruent with
serving those who with
most severe needs

Resident/
Residents Professionals Professional
Alignment
Strong Support Strong Support
Retention * Valued for measuring | * Valued for measuring
core function of PSH core function of PSH Alignment
% (providing a permanent | (providing a permanent
[0 . .
‘é place to live) place to live and keeping
s people housed)
% Mixed/Mild Support Mixed/Mild Support
Q
g * Valued for indicating * Valued because income
S | Increased residents’ stability and can be positive, but it
E Income progress does not guarantee Misalignment
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Table 5. Overview of Findings cont’d

are dirty and unsafe for
people

* Performance measure
does not make sense

Resident/
Residents Professionals Professional
Alignment
Strong Support Strong Support
Chronicity/ * Valued as a * Valued for prioritizing
Vulnerability | management tool; staff | and targeting scarce PSH | Misalignment
knows how to deal with | resources
people and keep other
residents safe
Strong Support Mixed/Mild Support
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Resident happy is important, management tool; can
. . although happiness is not | indicate where the Misalignment
Satisfaction cp . )
always within the control | project can improve
of the project * Valued for its
8 connection to housing
5 retention
é’ Strong Support Mixed/Mild Support
(0]
:é * Valued because it * Valued for
g indicates a change in reducing/avoiding costs
€ | Reduced Jail | negative behavior or Some
& | Bed Days indicates a reduction in alignment
unnecessary police
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* Valued for
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Reduced . .
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Table 5. Overview of Findings cont’d

in Services

people progress

people meet their needs
and continue to progress

Resident/
Residents Professionals Professional
Alignment
Mixed/Mild Support Strong Support
* Valued for * Valued for indicating
Reduced ED | demonstrating improved | people are accessin —
Visits health Eettle):r and more ¢ Misalignment
appropriate care
* Valued for
reducing/avoiding costs
g Mixed/Mild Support Mixed/Mild Support
é * Valued because project | « Valued because the
3 can help de-stigmatize project should be a good
g | Community | homelessness, with neighbor to create Some
£ | Satisfaction | others feeling stigma is support for the current alignment
2 so entrenched that and future project(s)
& gauging others’ * Valued because project
satisfaction is useless can help de-stigmatize
homelessness
Mixed/Mild Support Strong Support
;];rltlil(rzli?gon * Valued for helping * Valued for helping Alignment

Of the nine performance measures discussed during interviews, professionals and

residents were misaligned in the level of support assigned and/or their understanding of the

context of the performance measure for five separate performance measures (increased

income, chronicity or vulnerability of residents, resident satisfaction, reduced shelter bed

days, and reduced emergency department visits). For the performance measures “reduced jail

bed days” and “community satisfaction,” there was some alignment between residents and

professionals. With both of these performance measures, there was overlap in the

understanding of why each measure was important, but also some variation expressed
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between groups. With the measure “reduced jail bed days,” there was also a difference in the
level of importance assigned to the measure, with residents rating the measure higher in
importance out of the nine performance measures and professionals rating the measure lower
in the ranks of the performance measures.

Two performance measures (retention and voluntary participation in services) yielded
alignment between residents and professionals in their understanding of the performance
measure’s meaning. Both groups felt retention was a useful performance measure that was
helpful in measuring the core intention of permanent supportive housing (to provide
permanent housing and keep people in that housing) and both expressed strong support for
using this performance measure. Both groups were also similar in their understanding of the
meaning of the performance measure “voluntary participation in services,” specifically that it
shows individuals’ needs are met and they are able to make progress in their life. With this
performance measure, however, professionals and residents differed in the importance
assigned to the measure. Professionals expressed stronger support, ranking this performance
measure third by mean score, as opposed to residents who ranked this performance measure
last by mean score.

The common misalignment between residents and professionals in stated preferences
for performance measures is also illustrated by findings from the interviews with
professionals in which they were asked to guess which performance measures would be most
important to residents to collect. Generally, administrators did not accurately guess those
performance measures that residents found most important, with the exception of the

“retention in housing” measure. Ten of the 14 administrators believed “retention in housing”
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would be frequently ranked in residents’ top three performance measures list. More residents
did place “retention in housing” in their top three list more than any other measure.

There was more division between what administrators guessed residents’ preferences
would be and residents’ actual reported preferences for the other performance measures.
Twelve out of the 14 administrators guessed “resident satisfaction” would be in the top three
measures for residents. Only nine residents interviewed actually placed this measure in their
top three measures. More residents ranked both “retention in housing” and the “chronicity or
vulnerability of new residents” in their top three.

While important to residents, no administrators assumed the residents would select
“chronicity or vulnerability of new residents” as one of their top three performance measures
to collect. Residents valued this performance measure because they felt it would help staff
better know what issues people were dealing with so they could provide the right kind of
support. They viewed these data as being used primarily as a performance management tool,
assisting staff to be prepared for the disabilities, addictions, and other issues facing residents.
Administrators, however, viewed this performance measure as a gauge on whether the
project was serving those for which it was designed. HUD’s most recent guidance requires
permanent supportive housing projects to first house people experiencing chronic
homelessness. HUD also encourages communities to use measures of vulnerability to
determine who may be most in need of the permanent supportive housing available in a
community. For administrators, this measure is less about the management of the project and
more about adhering to HUD requirements and demonstrating that the project is serving

those with the most severe needs in the community.
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Resident Involvement in Establishing Performance Regimes

If a permanent supportive housing community were to engage residents in
establishing performance regimes, some residents would need to volunteer for these efforts.
Half of the residents interviewed stated they would be willing to assist staff at Redtail Ponds
if they were to ask for their help to understand what was most important to them related to
the performance of the project. Four more residents were uncertain or needed more
information before they would commit to participating. One resident’s hesitancy tied back to
his experience with some of the staff, which had tainted his enthusiasm for participating in
some formal efforts of Redtail Ponds:

I want to help. But at the same time...I’ve been put in a situation at the same time

where I don't feel like I want to help anymore. You know when I first came here, I

wanted to help...Some staff members have shown that they don't really care. It's just

a job. So, it's like, well now, why should I care?

Those residents who stated they would not be interested in participating cited various reasons
including not knowing if they could be of much help to the process, preferring to “stay out of
the drama,” and simply not preferring to engage in these types of efforts.

No professional interviewed felt residents did not have a role to play in helping
permanent supportive housing projects to develop performance regimes. Professionals
generally expressed it was a good practice to involve those most impacted by the housing
project (in other words, the residents) in decision-making processes. In addition, some noted
that there may be additional information gained from involving residents in those

discussions. One professional currently serving as an administrator of permanent supportive

housing described the potential benefit coming from resident involvement:
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I'm not sure if somebody would come up with some new performance measure that
somebody else hasn't thought of before, but it definitely doesn't hurt to have people
involved in that conversation. I think it can also be helpful just on a community level
because while it's great that HUD has tried to identify a few performance measures
and outcomes that can really be applied in any community, there may be ones that are
more specific to an individual community that can really help identify whether or not

a program is successful or whether or not a person is being successful.

While there are perceived benefits to involving those with the lived experience of
homelessness in establishing these performance measures, most professionals also offered
conditions and caveats to this participation, highlighting potential issues that may arise
during this process. First, professionals noted that individuals should not be put in a situation
that would cause them greater harm or stress. Individuals who are frequently in crisis or have
more immediate needs to attend to may not be the best fit for this work. If administrators are
responsible for only selecting those who appear more stable, happy, and less likely to be
triggered by any conversations, administrators run the risk of “cherry picking who’s giving
input so that you’re basically getting people who are going to give you the same input that
everybody’s always gotten.”

Second, professionals must recognize these individuals are civilians and are generally
uninformed about complicated regulations and rules that may exist and are tied to funding or
the project development. To make the process more accessible to those residents involved,
considerable work should be done to properly prepare them for participation. One
professional currently working in a capacity-building role described how the organization for
which she works aims to have resident participation in much of their work, including having
at least one tenant or resident of permanent supportive housing sitting on the organization’s

board of directors at all times. She described the level of engagement and amount of effort

from staff to ensure this participation is meaningful and successful:
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[W]hat we've found to be successful and what we encourage providers to do, and do
ourselves because we have a tenant on our board, is really assign a more senior-level
staff person to that tenant. Prep them before the meeting... And give them a strong,
meaningful role in board participation. It takes a lot of work and time. For us, we
don't just concentrate it in one senior staff member. We all kind of take a turn getting
to know our board member and helping her navigate the meetings...I get to know her

story, I can call on her if I'm in the board meeting and say, "Hey, don't you have a

perspective on that, Dorothy, from living in supportive housing? What do you think?"
In addition to this intensive work to ensure the resident can participate and will stay engaged
in the process, one professional also recommended compensating residents if they participate
in this type of work. For professionals in the field, they are paid for the time spent in
meetings and participating in these efforts. As one professional noted, “I'm getting paid to be
at this meeting, so why would I expect this client to not get paid?”

A third issue centers around an inability for any one resident to completely represent
the views of all residents in the program. For some professionals, this is simply a recognition
that having a few voices at the table still will not fully capture everyone person’s perspective,
opinions, and ideas. One professional currently working as an administrator in permanent
supportive housing relayed a story regarding residents’ frustrations with a single person who
had taken it upon himself to speak for other residents, with the intention of representing their
interests:

You know, we have one resident who wants to be a spokesperson for everyone. The

result was they are now meeting where he can't find them because they don't want

him in their group. So they've gone underground. And they aren't telling him where
they're going.
In addition to issues that may arise from one person or a few people attempting to represent
the views of many, there is also the risk of a person coming to the table thinking primarily

about their own needs or successes rather than thinking of what may be best for or applicable

to the project as a whole. Professionals also noted that if any residents were involved in the
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process of making decisions for the project, it should be stressed that many people’s ideas
would feed into the process and be incorporated into any final decisions. One professional
described setting this expectation with residents:
[TThis is a collective decision-making process with multiple...stakeholders that
ultimately decide what's going happen and that you play a role in that. But that it will
be a compromise at the end of the day. And just setting that expectation. And there
might be different things that they would want to have as an outcome that you don't.
Overall, results from this research indicate residents and professionals understand
performance measures differently. Only one performance measure (retention in housing) had
strong support from both residents and professionals and had alignment between both
groups’ understanding of what the performance measure would indicate. There was a lack of
complete alignment in the understanding or interpretation of all other performance measures.
In addition, the other themes that emerged through interviews indicate residents and
professionals value different aspects of the program implementation and corresponding
performance measures. All of these findings illustrate that professionals and marginalized
citizens think differently about performance measures. Including perspectives from

marginalized citizens can provide different or additional information when developing

performance regimes.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

This research examines the following question: How do preferences for performance
measures differ between public sector representatives at the federal, state, and local levels,
and the marginalized public served? To inform this main research question, the following
sub-questions are also included in this research:

1. How do marginalized citizens and public sector professionals differ in the importance
assigned to performance measures based on their impact at the individual, system, or
community level?

2. How do public sector professionals’ and marginalized citizens’ understanding of
performance measures (i.e., what information they can provide or what change they may
indicate) differ?

In regards to sub-question number one, both residents and professionals interviewed
preferred performance measures focused on the system-level. Both groups ranked “retention
in housing” and “chronicity/vulnerability of residents” as the top two performance measures;
both of these performance measures primarily indicate change at the homeless services
system level. A reduction in shelter bed days (the third performance measure impacting the
system level) fell farther down in each group’s rankings. Preferences for those measures
reflecting change at the individual and community levels were mixed, providing no clear
indication of preference for one group of measures over another in either group of interview
subjects. In this regard, both residents and professionals expressed similar preferences for

performance measures.
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Both “retention in housing” and the “chronicity or vulnerability of residents” are
heavily emphasized for permanent supportive housing. “Retention in housing” is a required
performance measure of HUD-funded permanent supportive housing projects, and newly-
funded permanent supportive housing projects are required to prioritize people experiencing
chronic homelessness. As these performance measures reflect requirements from HUD, a
major-funder of permanent supportive housing, professionals may have been drawn to these
performance measures due to the alignment with federal requirements rather than an appeal
to measure change at the system level. While a valid consideration for the professional
interviewees, this would not explain residents’ preference for these performance measures as
those individuals are unfamiliar with the details of HUD’s requirements for permanent
supportive housing.

This emphasis on system-level performance measures does not necessarily align with
professionals’ emphasis on cost savings, especially cost savings to the community. While the
theme of cost savings was prominent throughout the professional interviews, those costs are
typically measured at the community level, through a reduction in jail or emergency
department use. The disconnect between the common theme of cost savings and the
preference for system-level, rather than community-level, indicators is reconciled when
considering professionals’ designation of “retention in housing” as a core performance
measure. While cost savings may be ideal and may be what will open the door to
conversations with community members, funders, and elected officials, these savings cannot
be realized unless individuals are housed and retain that housing over time. Similarly,
housing someone who has been on the street longer or who has more severe needs is assumed

to have a greater impact on the cost savings from those emergency services used. Even if
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critical for gaining favor, cost savings occurring at the community level is impossible without
first focusing on housing those most in need and keeping those individuals in housing long-
term.

The preference among residents for system-level indicators also does not align with
the common themes that emerged from resident interviews, which primarily focused on their
individual experiences related to feeling safe, feeling a sense of control, and seeing progress
in one’s life. Given these themes that emerged throughout the resident interviews, a
preference for individual-level performance measures would seem to better align with
resident preferences. However, when asked about specific performance measures, residents
leaned first towards preferring the system-level measures of “retention in housing” and
“chronicity or vulnerability of new residents.”

While residents’ conception of what “retention in housing” could measure was
consistent with how professionals as well as major funders, like HUD, define the
performance measure, residents did differently define the “chronicity or vulnerability”
measure. For residents, identifying or tracking chronicity or vulnerability of new residents
would be helpful to understand the individual issues residents are facing. Residents noted this
would be beneficial for program staff, but several residents also felt they are able to better
interact with one another once they understand the other residents’ issues. In these cases,
residents may be using a performance measure that is typically used to show system-level
performance to improve their daily lives. If program staff or other residents can better deal
with residents with complicated issues, the daily experience of sharing a living space with

those individuals may be less tumultuous.
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In relation to research sub-question number one, when examining the basic rankings
of the performance measures discussed during this research, professionals and residents
appear aligned in their preferences for system-level indicators. However, through more open-
ended questioning, residents more frequently discussed factors occurring at the individual
level, and professionals more frequently discussed factors reflecting community-level
change.

Sub-question number two questions whether professionals and residents have similar
or different definitions for each of the performance measures discussed. With only “retention
in housing” and “voluntary participation in services” did professionals and residents
communicate similar understandings or definitions of what those performance measures
could indicate. With the remaining seven performance indicators discussed, there was
misalignment or only partial alignment in professionals’ and residents’ definitions of the
performance measures.

Even when there is clarity on how a performance measure would be measured, there
are considerable differences in what conclusions professionals and residents think can be
drawn based on those data. For example, a performance measure such as “reduced
emergency department visits” is intuitively clear. The measure would measure how much
placing someone in permanent supportive housing could reduce their reliance on the
emergency department. The expectations of what this could indicate are broad. A reduction
in emergency department visits may indicate someone is receiving care in more primary care
settings, that someone is no longer using the emergency department to stay warm or out of
the elements, or that someone’s overall health has improved. For those preferring this

performance measure because of its connection to a cost savings or avoidance, the reasons
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behind this reduction may be less critical. However, even for those partners, they may not be
able to explain these cost savings with much specificity without having a common
understanding of what these data may reveal or complementary measures to explain any
measured reductions in emergency department usage.

Overall, findings from this research indicate that professionals and residents are rarely
in agreement on what performance measures indicate, which can impact the importance
assigned to those performance measures by each group. Even within each group of interview
subjects, there may be variety in how individuals may read the intention of certain
performance measures. As many of these performance measures are not required by any
funder or other entity, there is not always a consistent definition or explanation of what the
data can reveal. Even when there is another entity, such as a funder, in play, the intention of
the performance measure may still not be clear.

When discussing those performance measures required by HUD for permanent
supportive housing communities, professionals were asked if they had any knowledge of how
those measures (“retention in housing” and “increases in income’) came to be the primary
indicators for this type of housing. No professional, including those working in the federal
government, had any knowledge of how these performance measures came to be or why
HUD preferred these performance measures over others. Particularly for the measure related
to residents’ incomes, this lack of clarity resulted in multiple speculations regarding why this
measure was required. Professionals thought it was selected because it was easy and
universal to collect, it “tells a good story,” it shows progress towards self-sufficiency, or it
would encourage residents to earn more and pay more in rent, thus reducing HUD’s burden

for paying for the remaining rent on a unit through a housing voucher.

129



Based on a review of HUD’s strategic plans, annual performance plans, and
performance and accountability reports over the past 15 to 20 years, these performance
measures have been carried through year over year, even as department priorities or program
models have changed. For instance, in 2001-2002 HUD was just beginning to promote
permanent housing as an option for funded programs. Transitional housing was still a more
common and more heavily promoted strategy. For the 2002 Performance and Accountability
Report, HUD aimed to serve at least 20,000 people in permanent housing, but aimed to serve
at least 115,000 in transitional housing (HUD, 2002). Transitional housing relies on the
assumption that after an extended stay (up to two years) in a housing program with
supportive services, individuals would be able to sustain housing on their own. This
emphasis on providing limited support aligned with HUD’s philosophy at the time that “[t]he
ultimate goal of homeless assistance is to help homeless families and individuals achieve
permanent housing and self-sufficiency” (HUD, 2002, p. 2-69).

In contrast, HUD now recognizes that not all will be able to become self-sufficient
given the disabilities or other barriers some individuals experiencing homelessness may face.
This shift is reflected through the following statement in HUD’s 2012 Annual Performance
Report:

For those individuals who are able, increasing self-sufficiency requires access to life-

skills training, wealth-creation and asset-building opportunities, job training, and

career services. For those who need long-term support, HUD housing will provide
access to income support and other benefits that can enhance an individual’s quality

of life (HUD, 2012, p. 13).

HUD may now recognize the limitations of assuming that self-sufficiency is appropriate or

within reach for everyone experiencing homelessness, but the performance measures

originally tied to this ideal (and correspondingly, the transitional housing programs that
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supported this philosophy) have been carried through and used for permanent supportive
housing, designed to provide long-term housing assistance and support. As some
professionals indicated, HUD now is interested in both maintaining and increasing residents’
income, a reflection that the performance measures may be catching up to better reflect the
intention and goals the program models emphasized for several years now, specifically
permanent supportive housing and other housing first models.
Impacts for Theory and Practice

This research extends the findings from the limited research on the intersection of
citizen participation and performance regimes to include the experiences of marginalized
citizens. Those who have experienced homelessness and are often living with severe
disabilities, including severe mental health or substance use disorders, are stigmatized. This
stigma may also bring judgment around an individual’s capacity and ability to participate
meaningfully in public processes. Rather than questioning marginalized citizens’ ability to
participate, this research demonstrates the potentially beneficial nature of engaging
marginalized citizens in public processes, including those related to establishing performance
regimes for programs designed to serve that group of citizens. Although the research was
conducted with people with the lived experience of homelessness, the findings and
recommendations stemming from this research have application when working with other
marginalized populations including, for example, people living in poverty and low-income
communities, immigrant or migrant populations, individuals identifying as LGBTQ, or
communities of color.

Engaging marginalized citizens in the process to establish performance regimes is

beneficial as it helps provide better context for those data collected. Funders, program
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providers, and others without the lived experience may provide some input to interpret data,
but including the perspectives of those with the lived experience can reveal something very
different. For example, one resident interviewed spoke of not having his income increase
since moving in and not being interested in gaining any income at this point. Based on
HUD’s expectations for residents to increase their incomes (or maintain if one already has
adequate income), this would be interpreted as a negative outcome. However, this individual
explained that he had a history of alcoholism. He was currently sober, on probation, and
pleased he had a permanent place to live. Violating the law would mean a return to jail and a
loss of his housing, and the key to avoiding breaking the law was to also avoid drinking. He
explained his connection between a lack of income, his sobriety, and his ability to stay
housed as follows:

Well the biggest thing about alcohol is that it takes money to get it...I don't have job,

I'm not making any money. I don't drink. Because I can't buy it. So as soon as I get a

job, start making money, I start buying alcohol. And then I destroy everything I

built...Now I've got this great place to live and everything. And, I can stay here, be

broke and be happy and be off the streets.
With the context this resident is able to provide, the “negative” outcome of no income and no
desire to earn an income is reframed as a desire to remain housed. These are the nuances to
an understanding of data that only those with the lived experience, who are stigmatized and
criticized for their circumstances and choices, can provide.

Engaging marginalized citizens in establishing performance regimes, particularly
when it is they who benefit from the program in question, also better enables staff to
determine where there are inconsistencies in participants’ understanding of how their data is

used and what those data may reveal. Privacy was a theme that emerged frequently in

conversation. While privacy could arguably be a concern of any individual who is asked to
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provide their personal information to others, often individuals who have experienced
homelessness are expected to reveal not only their identifying information, but their personal
histories repeatedly. With every intake to a new program or service, they may have to re-tell
their story of how and why they became homeless. Because they are asking for assistance
from others and because a large proportion of their life is lived in public (given their lack of a
private residence), these individuals’ sense of privacy is often disrupted or disregarded.

In a permanent supportive housing community, residents are supposed to be living as
if in any other apartment. Given funding requirements, concessions to neighbors who fought
against the building, or other reasons, program staff may still be required to more closely
monitor residents’ whereabouts or collect more information on residents as compared to
tenants in market-rate rental units. If these measures are all needed and there are no options
for changing practices to provide a greater sense of privacy for residents, some of these
frustrations or concerns may be alleviated if residents understood exactly how and why any
data was collected from them or why certain practices were in place. For example, in regards
to resident satisfaction, particularly as it concerns residents’ sense of safety, some residents
may feel comforted knowing the building is secure, staff is on-site 24 hours a day, and that
there are multiple cameras in place. For others without safety concerns, these practices may
feel instead like they are being monitored and their privacy is being violated. For those
individuals, if they were regularly reminded of the positive impact those practices had on
those who were concerned for their safety (for instance, because of past trauma or abuse),
might they reframe the purpose of these practices, react less negatively, and in turn, report

less frustration or greater satisfaction with their housing?
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Program staff may also benefit from hearing residents’ interpretation of different data
indicators. Depending on how a resident may define the purpose of an outcome measure,
their response to self-reported data may change. Understanding residents’ knowledge and
interpretation of performance data could assist program staff to anticipate any over- or under-
estimates provided in self-reported data. This knowledge can assist staff in interpreting data,
particularly if any self-reported data do not align with data collected from other sources.

Finally, engaging marginalized citizens in performance processes enables them to
provide input on what matters most to them. Residents interviewed spoke of desiring a sense
of control. Even if certain indicators are not reported to funders or external stakeholders,
there are items that residents may find important, and that by measuring and working to
improve through performance management efforts, could improve the experiences and lives
of those citizens. Marginalized citizens are those who lack political efficacy. Individuals who
have experienced homelessness have lacked this sense of efficacy and control for major
portions of their lives. Even if not everything may be under their control in a permanent
supportive housing unit, involving them in this work, taking their opinions and input
seriously, and actively working to utilize their input for management practices, for changes in
policy, for changes in the design or layout of the building, or for future advocacy efforts can
instill a sense of control and a sense of contribution to those who have repeatedly felt their
input matters less than others’. For any marginalized citizen, this process can contribute to
efforts to elevate those citizens’ sense of efficacy and ability to participate in public
processes. Widespread participation in public processes, including participation by those who
are typically marginalized, is critical for upholding democracy and continuing to build a

more equitable state.
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Despite its value there are considerations when involving marginalized citizens in the
performance process. Previous research has noted there is a cost (in staff time and other
resources) to engaging citizens in public processes. Particularly if citizens leave more
frustrated or feeling less heard, program staff may determine there is a greater cost than
benefit to this work. To mollify some of these concerns, staff must keep a clear and ongoing
line of communication with citizens. In some cases, staff and residents (or other participating
citizens) may collaboratively establish expectations for participating in the performance
process. Even if some expectations must be outlined primarily by staff, these should be made
clear from the beginning to avoid any citizen feeling their voice was not heard or their time
was wasted. In particular, it would benefit all parties to explicitly express there may be
conflicting preferences from among citizens, and a compromise may not always be feasible
or appropriate. For every data point collected or every performance management decision
made, there should be a rationale that can be shared with citizens, particularly if they are the
ones most impacted by those practices. Providing this rationale can demonstrate to citizens
that every effort can be justified and have a purpose; staff are not trying to be nosey or to be
controlling by asking for certain pieces of information or implementing certain practices.

Documenting these compromises could also help administrators recognize when or if
others’ preferences are consistently prioritized over those of the marginalized citizens
participating. This practice could provide a cue for those administrators to examine how, if
others’ preferences are consistently adopted over marginalized citizens’ preferences, the
process may need to be adjusted to ensure marginalized citizens’ perspectives are heard and

are considered equitably.
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Aside from these issues, there may be instances in which being fully transparent
around how or why data is collected could negatively impact another aspect of the program.
In the case of people with the lived experience of homelessness, the performance measure
related to residents’ chronicity and vulnerability is particularly problematic. Individuals
experiencing homelessness have traditionally had to prove their worth and a certain level of
functioning before being offered housing assistance. If this is still the understood practice
among people experiencing homelessness, they may not be fully transparent about what they
are experiencing. The stigma related to severe mental health issues, severe disabilities, or
addictions may impact their willingness to share more than needed with program staff, and as
a result, any assessment of their vulnerability or level of need may be lower than in actuality.

Professionals typically use the indicator related to one’s vulnerability or chronic
status to identify those who are the most in need of housing. Those who are identified as
being the most ill, the most disabled, or having the most barriers are no longer those who are
screened out from a housing project. Instead, they are prioritized for housing, and the success
of a permanent supportive housing project relies on the project demonstrating they are
serving those most in need in a community. If potential residents knew the actual intention of
this data point, the project may be facing the opposite problem that is faced when people
downplay any disabilities or illnesses. Applicants may exaggerate their disabilities or severity
of illness to demonstrate a higher vulnerability and move higher in the list of people
prioritized for housing.

This one example illustrates the persistent issue of engaging citizens in establishing
performance regimes. Although beneficial for several reasons, other considerations will

always limit the ability for citizens (including marginalized citizens) to participate in the
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same vein as professional staff. While it may be a goal of public programs to engage citizens
as thoroughly and authentically as possible, considerations for data quality may draw a line
with where their participation should be limited. For public administrators or other
professionals working with citizens to establish performance measures, collect performance
data, or use these data, they must understand the interpretations and biases citizens bring with
them to anticipate where the process and data quality may be compromised with greater
citizen participation.

To maintain the integrity of the performance data collected, public administrators
may choose to limit citizens’ participation or withhold some pieces of information, revealing
the persistent power differential between professionals and citizens involved in the process.
Citizen participation is a means to increase equity in the public sphere by providing citizens a
voice in how their government operates. As citizen engagement gains a stronger hold in the
public and non-profit spheres, and phrases like “nothing about us without us” become
mantras of community-based efforts, recognizing there may still be limits to this engagement
is imperative. The ideal of citizen participation cannot be implemented when efforts to
enhance equity impact the effectiveness or accuracy of the public process.

In the case of permanent supportive housing, residents want a sense of control and
professionals advocate for residents to have a voice in their community. Residents’ statuses
as marginalized citizens, whose experiences and perspectives have been impacted by the
stigma they have faced, continue to relegate them to a place of less control than staff of the
project. As this cannot be easily avoided, this difference in power should be acknowledged
and addressed as part of the public process. The reasons residents have been marginalized

may not be the same as before — someone who once was marginalized because they were
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homeless may now be renting their own apartment — but the lack of control still stemming
from a place of limited political efficacy should be validated, rather than glossed over or
dismissed. Only by explicitly addressing these differences in power and how they may
impact citizens’ ability to be more fully engaged in certain public processes can public
administrators maintain citizens’ interest in participating in public efforts and identify other
opportunities to utilize citizens’ ideas, perspectives, and efforts.
Limitations

Several limitations to this research and its findings exist. This research relied on
interviews with individuals residing in permanent supportive housing units at Redtail Ponds
in Fort Collins, Colorado. Residents in Redtail Ponds were referred to their housing by either
the community mental health center, a local emergency shelter, or the Department of Veteran
Affairs (for those units reserved for veterans). Given this process, individuals referred for
tenancy were those who were already connected with other service providers and generally
participating in those services without issues. For some experiencing homelessness,
particularly those who have been homeless for extended periods of time, they may be
resistant to work with service providers due to issues with mental illness, previous poor
experiences with service providers, a desire to not rely on others for assistance, or other
reasons. Other individuals may not be able to engage with certain providers because they
have been banned (even if temporarily) from accessing certain services because of violent or
threatening behavior. Individuals with these tendencies were not likely referred to Redtail
Ponds, and therefore not a part of this research study.

In addition to the selection bias occurring from the overall tenant selection process for

Redtail Ponds, respondents self-selected into the research project. Information on the
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opportunity to participate in this research study was provided to all, with 60% of residents
opting to participate. It is feasible that those who volunteered to participate were more
homogenous or different than the total population of Redtail Ponds. For instance, those who
work during typical work hours (during which the interviews took place) may not have been
able to participate. In addition, those who feel they have adequate income may not have been
incentivized as much as those with lower income levels to receive the gift card for
participation. Finally, those with certain disabilities, including some mental health issues,
may not have been able to participate as others, despite efforts by the researcher to reduce
barriers to participation for all potential subjects.

Given the sample size of the residents interviewed as well as the limitation of only
interviewing in one housing project in one community, limited generalizations can be drawn.
Participants were not randomly selected given the tenant selection process for Redtail Ponds
and the process to recruit study participants, and the findings from this research are not
necessarily representative of the perspectives of all Redtail Ponds residents. In addition, this
research was conducted approximately one year after the building had opened. Many of the
residents had been homeless in Fort Collins while the building was being proposed and
developed, and were exposed to more community feedback and input about homelessness,
permanent supportive housing, and their future homes than typical. Expanding this research
to supportive housing programs that have been operating for years and are no longer active
topics of conversation within the community may yield different perspectives, particularly
related to outcomes related to community satisfaction. In addition, some permanent
supportive housing exists as “scattered-site” meaning individuals are provided rental

assistance and supportive services (similar to a “single-site” project like Redtail Ponds), but
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are living in a traditional market-rate or affordable housing building. The expected outcomes
for this type of supportive housing would remain the same, but the influence of having an
entire apartment building serving as this type of housing may impact both professionals’ and
residents’ perspectives on what matters most in measuring the performance of permanent
supportive housing. Some of the themes that emerged for residents, including “safety” and
“control” may be reflective of realities faced by many marginalized communities, or they
may be more specific to those who are marginalized because of their homeless status.
Examining these research questions in a different context and with different marginalized
populations can strengthen the theoretical contributions of this line of research.

While there are limitations with the sample size and sampling strategy, this research
does have relevance beyond the population of people with the lived experience of
homelessness. Other groups of citizens may lack political efficacy for different reasons, but
the recommendations for practice can be applicable when working with a range of citizen
groups. Findings from this research can impact the work of non-profits and government
entities when serving other marginalized communities including individuals with disabilities,
immigrant or migrant populations, communities of color, or low-income households, for
example.

Similarly to the issues with generalizability for residents, the interviews with
professionals working in homelessness or affordable housing provided a helpful touchpoint
to compare perspectives with those marginalized citizens interviewed. Interview subjects
were invited to participate by the researcher based on her knowledge of the field of
homelessness and organizations and individuals in prominent positions. Specific individuals

were invited to participate given their roles at different levels of government and in different
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functions. Given this process, sampling for the professionals’ interviews was not random,
and only limited generalizations from these interviews can be drawn.

Another limitation centers on the analysis strategy for the research. Qualitative data is
often coded by multiple individuals, with coding schemes checked for intercoder reliability.
As this research study was conducted by a single individual, these precautions were not
taken. The researcher attempted to address inconsistencies in coding by reviewing every
entry again once all interviews had been quoted, ensuring any themes that emerged later in
the coding process could then be identified in earlier interviews. In addition, the researcher
conducted queries for word frequencies to confirm no major themes were missed.

Future Research

There is limited research on engaging citizens, particularly marginalized citizens, in
establishing performance regimes. To continue to develop this stream of research, additional
studies could examine a multitude of population characteristics or performance measures in
addition to conducting research with more individuals who have experienced homelessness.
These paths would strengthen current theoretical findings and indicate whether some of the
themes that have emerged among the residents interviewed, such as “safety” and “control,”
hold for other marginalized populations or are unique to the experience of homelessness.

Another useful line of research would more closely examine the power dynamics at
play between public administrators and citizens, including marginalized citizens, which may
influence what performance measures are established and whose preferences carry the most
weight. In this research, professionals and residents similarly expressed a desire for residents
to play a role in shaping performance measures and program components of the permanent

supportive housing in which they resided. The language used to express this desire differed
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between interview groups. Professionals spoke of giving residents a voice and a say in how
their housing looked, felt, and operated. Residents spoke of wanting power and control in
their housing. For professionals, they want residents to be involved, but their language
reinforces the fact that those in the professional roles do have power and control over many
aspects of the housing in which people are living. Residents who have been beholden to
others’ schedules and rules for the duration of their homelessness experience still are not able
to always feel they have a sense of control even though they are now no longer homeless and
living in housing that is intended to feel like a “typical” apartment.

These are the types of power differences that should be acknowledged and addressed
during the course of engaging citizens. The power dynamics between professionals and
citizens, especially marginalized citizens, are not often addressed. Future research could test
different approaches for acknowledging and working through the power differences felt
between professionals and the citizens they are engaging in public processes. Findings on
how these different approaches impact the outcomes of engaging citizens could yield
interesting theoretical insights as well as practical tools for administrators.

Research regarding citizen participation in public processes acknowledges there are
costs to engaging citizens. Many professionals interviewed in this research project also
commented on those things program administrators should consider when engaging residents
in certain aspects of program development, implementation, and evaluation. Knowing that
other aspects of a public process, such as efficiency, are often diminished by more
thoroughly engaging citizens, the field would benefit from understanding these relationships
and to what extent broader or deeper citizen engagement actually impacts other values of the

public process. With this knowledge, future research could be used to help identify the
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thresholds at which citizen engagement is the most useful and can increase equity without
seriously depleting the efficiency or effectiveness of the public process and its resulting
performance regimes.

Future research should also more closely examine the process through which funders
or those overseeing public programs design performance measures and to what degree
considerations for citizen participation are taken. While those professionals interviewed
generally felt it was useful to engage residents in establishing performance measures, this
preference is not currently enforced in any of HUD’s requirements. Only general
expectations for participation on oversight committees or boards for the Continuum of Care
process is mentioned. Funders have influence on what is emphasized in any program’s design
or evaluation. Those items that funders establish are the most important will be at the center
of any program’s implementation. Future research could better tease out the influence
funders, other stakeholders, or other agency or program aspects (such as an organization’s
mission or values) have on the willingness to engage citizens in certain aspects of program
design, implementation, and evaluation. This line of research can lead to a practical
understanding of what could be changed to more quickly or effectively encourage public
programs to engage citizens in their decision-making processes, continuing to build the

field’s knowledge of how efforts to build equity are encouraged.
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APPENDIX A

Comparisons of Resident and Professional Responses

Chart 1. Comparison of Mean Scores for Professionals and Residents
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Chart 2. Proportion of Respondents Ranking Measures in Top Three
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Chart 3. Proportion of Respondents Ranking Measure a Five
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APPENDIX B

Interview Tool for Residents
First, I'm going to start by asking you a few questions about yourself.
Before moving in here, how long had you been homeless?
How old are you now?
Are you a veteran or have you ever served in the armed forces?
Now, I'd like to ask you some questions about Redtail Ponds and your experience living here.
When did you move into Redtail Ponds?

Why did you opt to move in here instead of remaining homeless or waiting for another
housing option to open up?

How would you describe Redtail Ponds to someone who has never heard of it?
What are things you think make Redtail Ponds successful?
What are the things you think make Redtail Ponds less successful?

You just talked about how you determine if Redtail Ponds is successful or not. I'm now going
to read through some other things that other apartment complexes like Redtail Ponds may
use to tell if they 're successful or not. 1'd like you to tell me how important you think each
one is and why.

I’ll ask you to rank each one on a scale from I to 5, with 1 being “not at all important” and
5 being “absolutely important/critical.” Here'’s the scale written down for you, if it’s helpful
to have it to look at.

1 = Not at all important

2 = A little important

3 = Fairly important

4 = Very important

5 = Absolutely important/critical

*After interview subject provides ranking, researcher asks why they think that performance
measure carries the importance assigned (e.g., Why is that “very important” to you?), and
why it was not higher or lower (e.g., And why wasn’t that quite at that 5-level, “absolutely

important or critical”, for you?), if applicable.
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1. How many residents stay here instead of moving out or being evicted and becoming
homeless again

2. How much incomes of the residents increase after moving in (from a job or benefits)

3. How many new residents were homeless for a very long time or had multiple illnesses or
disabilities

4. How many fewer nights residents would spend in jail (as compared to when they were
homeless)

5. How many residents voluntarily choose to participate in services
6. How satisfied or happy residents are living here

7. How satisfied or happy the surrounding neighborhood or community is with the building
and housing project

8. How many fewer nights residents would use a shelter (as compared to when they were
homeless)

9. How many fewer times residents would go to the emergency department (as compared to
when they were homeless)

Are there things that you’ve seen change in your life as a result of living here?

Of all of the outcomes we've talked about (including any just added), which three do you
think are the most important for permanent supportive housing projects to collect?

Why these three?
Some of organizations that help fund programs like Redtail Ponds tend to look mostly at two
outcomes: whether people have stayed in housing (housing retention) and whether people’s

income increased.

Do you think these provide enough information to determine whether a housing program like
Redtail Ponds is successful?

Why or why not?
If staff here wanted help deciding what they should be measuring and how they should
measure it, would you, as a resident here, be interested in working with them and helping

them to make those decisions?

Do you have any final thoughts you’d like to share with me about your experience living here
or how you think we can show whether or not programs like Redtail Ponds are successful?
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APPENDIX C
Interview Tool for Professionals

First, I'd like to get some information related to your experience and professional
background.

How long have you been in your current position?
How long have you been working in the affordable housing or homelessness field?

In the course of your career, have you ever worked in a direct service position, working with
clients who are homeless?

Now, 1'd like to talk to you about permanent supportive housing and the outcomes and
performance measures we see attached to these types of housing projects.

How do you (and your colleagues in your organization) use outcomes or performance
information related to permanent supportive housing, if at all?

Now, I'm going to read off some different outcomes related to permanent supportive housing.
I want you to tell me how important you think each outcome is for a PSH project to collect,
on a scale from 1 to 5, with I being “not at all important” and 5 being “absolutely
important/critical.” Here’s the scale written down for you, if it’s helpful to have it to
reference. We'll have the chance in a minute for you to share more of your thoughts on each
of these outcomes.

1 = Not at all important

2 = A little important

3 = Fairly important

4 = Very important

5 = Absolutely important/critical

1. Retention in housing

2. Reduced jail bed days

3. General community satisfaction with project
4. Reduced shelter bed days

5. Resident satisfaction

6. Reduced emergency department visits

7. Voluntary participation in case management or other services
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8. Increased incomes of the residents
9. Chronicity and/or vulnerability of new residents

Now, 1'd like to go back to each one to better understand why you think that outcome carries
the importance you 've stated.

*Researcher re-reads each outcome and asks “Why do you think this outcome is
( ) important?”, filling in the blank with the interview subject’s previous
response.

1. Retention in housing

2. Reduced jail bed days

3. General community satisfaction with project

4. Reduced shelter bed days

5. Resident satisfaction

6. Reduced emergency department visits

7. Voluntary participation in case management or other services

8. Increased incomes of the residents

9. Chronicity and/or vulnerability of new residents

Aside from these nine outcomes we've been talking about, are there other outcomes that you
think would be very important or critical to collect?

Of all of the outcomes we've talked about, including those you just added, which three do
you think are the most critical for permanent supportive housing projects to collect?

Why these three?

I’m also asking these questions of residents of PSH. Which three do you think a resident of
PSH would say are the most important?

HUD's required performance measures for PSH relate to housing retention and income

growth. To what extent do these outcomes adequately determine whether a housing project is
successful and performing well?
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Do you have any knowledge or sense of why HUD has selected these performance measures
as the primary ones for PSH projects to collect?

This research is examining citizens' roles in shaping performance measures and outcomes in
the public sector. Do you see a role for residents of PSH to participate in developing
performance protocols (in other words, informing what is measured and how)?

If yes, why?
If no, why not?

Do you have any final thoughts on permanent supportive housing, the performance measures

associated with PSH, or the idea of involving residents in forming those performance
measures?
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APPENDIX D

Codebook

Only those themes that emerged in at least three interviews are included.

Code Description

Indication that many clients can’t work; have too many disabilities or
CantWork barriers

Indication of community engagement/support or lack of engagement
CommEngage | broadly

Mention of outcome or need to reconnect with family, friends, community,
Connections etc.

Mention of having or lacking control over environment/home/surroundings,
Control etc.; importance of having a sense of control

Performance measure/outcome is at the core of PSH; what it’s all about; the
Core end game; etc.
CostBenefit Economic/cost benefit to a certain outcome/the program
Easy Outcome would be easy to track

Indication of residents acting entitled, that they deserve something for
Entitled nothing, or that they do not have a right to complain
FunderLed Outcomes are designated by funder
FundingTies Outcome is tied to funding for program or individual
FuzzyOutcome | Outcome isn’t clear or can be manipulated
GranteeLed Program aspects (include performance measures) driven by grantee/program
Growth Resident shows progress, growth

Indication that health of residents is important/would be valuable outcome
Health to see/show; or improved health is shown through outcome
Individualized | Goals are individualized; tailored for each resident
NAToAll Outcome doesn’t apply to all residents
NeedsMet Indication of importance of having residents’ needs met
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Expression of “not in my backyard” attitude from community or

NIMBY surrounding neighborhood
Metric is marker of basic program design or implementation, not an
ProgDesign outcome or performance measure
Indication that residents should/do have a choice in their apartment,
ResChoice participation in services, how their life looks, etc.
ResImpact Impact to residents is important (more important than impact elsewhere)
Safety Indication of safety being important
Scarcity Resources are scarce
SelfSufficiency | Mention of self-sufficiency
Mention of client becoming more stable or independent; “self-sufficiency”
not used or mentioned as people aren’t there or can’t get to full self-
Stability sufficiency
Indication/recognition of stigma attached to homelessness, mental health,
Stigma etc.
Sustainability | Sustainability of project
Tension Hard to get along with others; indication of tension among residents
Time Relevance or potential to see change with outcome changes over time
Trigger Someone/something can trigger PTSD or past trauma
Universal Outcome applies to all or most
Voice Residents have a voice, have something to say about their living situation
Well-Being Description of outcome related to overall well-being
WelfareDep Client(s) will always be dependent on social services, welfare, etc.
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