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SAFE HARBORS DESIGN PROJECT

1. Context of the Safe Harbors System Design Process

This countywide project semmed from long-standing efforts by funders,
planners, service providers and consumers to effectively prevent, address and
reduce homeessness in Sesttle and King County. They recognized that families
and individuas mugt dedl with an unending maze of dead ends and red tapein
their efforts to obtain the resources and services they need, and that city and
county homeless service planning decisions are, for the most part, made in the
absence of sound informetion.

In response to these problems with the current service system and planning
gpproaches, the City of Seettle, King County and the United Way of King County
joined together as partners to spearhead and shepherd this regiond initiative. In
Fdl 1999, the City of Sesttle led the way by devoting fundsto hire design
conultants and by passing legidation laying out the following objectives of a

Safe Harbors System.

Objectives of the Safe Harbor s System:

Improve qudity of client services and provide fagter linkage to housing, benefits
and services

Identify gapsin the service system

Provide an unduplicated count of homeless men, women, and children

Improve the availability of datato aid the City and its funding partnersin making
planning and funding decisions about services provided to homeless people

In Spring 2000, the Center for Socid Policy, University of Massachusetts Boston
consultant team was hired to develop the Safe Harbors design.  The consultant
team in turn sub- contracted with Northwest Resource Associates (NWRA) as
locdl Sedttle-based partnersin carrying out thiswork. A Safe Harbors staff team
comprised of city, county, United Way, and Human Service Roundtable planners
took the lead in steering the planning process, in informing loca governments,

key community service organizations and advocacy groups about the purpose and
datus of the design process, and in soliciting feedback on the system design asiit
progressed.

Extengve community input has influenced the proposed Safe Harbors design.
Specificaly, members of the Safe Harbors Advisory Group and Safe Harbors
Work Group have spent countless hours over the past six months discussing,
gathering information, disagreeing, and consdering options for the design and
implemertation of the systlem. These persons are listed in Appendix B.



Many aspects of the Safe Harbors system are controversid. While wide
agreement has been reached on many aspects of the design, consensusis not
expected on some system design issues. For example, an area of wide agreement
isthe use of computer technology to enhance the information and referrd services
within the county. Everyone agreed that families and individuas should not have
to“cdl incrcles’ to find out about openings for services and resources they need.
All agreed that sate-of-the-art technology should be utilized to ensure that
homeless persons have ble and culturdly-appropriate avenues for learning
about their digibility for public assstance benefits, and for obtaining these

benefits with as little red tape as possible.

An area of consderable controversy is the eectronic sharing of client records
between service agencies. Some service providers who participated in the
planning process for Safe Harbors would like to use computer technology to
coordinate services with and for dlients by eectronically sharing client recordsin
accordance with local, state and federa privacy protection laws. Other
participants in the planning process vociferoudy oppose this use of computer
technology arguing that the risk of harm to homeless personsis high; they believe
that the same technology could and would be used to deny services to those
clients with chalenging behaviors, for example.

In the face of these diverse opinions, the consultant team has made a public
commitment to incorporate community input, including minority opinions, into
the system design recommendations to follow.

The consultant team was asked to craft a Safe Harbors design that would be
focused on the needs of persons who are homeless, not those who are at risk of
becoming homeless. However, the key components of the design to follow will
have relevance for homeless prevention efforts within King County.

2. Process Used to Develop Recommended Design

Key Policy Questions. Decisions on severa important policy questions needed to be
determined to inform the design of the Safe Harbors system, including: how the
privacy protections will work, what common set of datadements dl service
programs will collect from the people they serve, whether participation in the
system will be voluntary or mandatory, and how the system will be structured. As
of September 2000, consensus has been reached on many of these questions,
including the privacy protections and basic system Structure. Agreement has not
as yet been reached on conditions of client and program participation, processes
for selection of the Centra Server organization, or the standardized set of data
elements Safe Harbor service programs will be expected to collect from the
personsthey serve,



Process for determining Safe Harbor policies. Asmentioned earlier, Safe
Harbors Advisory and Work Groups were established at the project’ s inception as
the primary vehicles for answering the key policy questions referred to above.

L egal analysis. Steven Gross, lawyer with the City of Seettle, carried out an andysis
of the current federal and state laws governing the protection and sharing of
identifiable dient—evel information relevant for Safe Harbors.

Review of existing systems. Itisdesirable for the Safe Harbors System to build
upon the systems dready in place within the county. For thisreason, the Safe
Harbors gt&ff, the consultant team and NWRA staff reviewed the array of existing
information/referral and other computerized data systems currently in use within
King County. They aso reviewed the experiences of jurisdictions e sewherein
the country that are further dong in their system-wide homeless services data
collection implementations. To inform the design recommendations, the
consultant team also drew upon another project they have recently completed, that
isaHUD-funded technica review of existing vendor-devel oped Homeless
Management Information Systems (HMI1S) software currently in use and available
for purchase by nonprofits and locd jurisdictions.

Technical assessment of service provider agenciesin Seattle/King
County. Ancther information gathering activity that informed the design to

follow was the adminigtration of a mailed survey, avehicle used to assessthe
current technical capacity of homeless service agencies in the County.

Review of funders data requirements on service agencies. Thefind
information gathering activity undertaken is till in process. That is, areview of
the reporting requirements currently in place for homeless service agenciesin the
county. When thisandysisis completed, the participating community will know
which core data dements are required by more than one funder and will beina
position to initiate didogue with these funders in an effort to develop redidtic
options for streamlining the reporting requirements for homeless service
organizations.

3. Guiding Principlesand Community Vision

Bottom line requirements for the Safe Harbors System as articulated by the City of
Seattle, King County and the United Way of King County are:

“An outcome- based, computerized system to facilitate timely, efficient, and effective

access to needed services and supports for persons who are homeessin Sesttle and King
County.

Two components:

Timdy linkage of individuds and families to the services and supports they need




Accurate data about the nature and extent of homelessness in Sesttle and King
County to assgt in identifying and addressing system gaps and barriers.”

Bottom line requirements as articulated by the majority of community participants
in the planning processare:

Privacy protections need to be a primary consderation in the design of the

System.

Service agencies should not bear the burden for funding the implementation of

Safe Harbors. Resources for housing or support services needed to prevent,
address and reduce homeessness in Sesttle/King County should not be diverted to
fund the implementation of Safe Harbors.

Data generated through the Safe Harbors system should be used to increase
housing and service resources, and identify service gaps and effective service
delivery. These data should not be used in any way to deny or prevent homeless
persons from receiving the services and resources they need.

Shared Hopesfor a Safe Harbor System. inApril 2000, the Safe
Harbors Advisory and Working Groups articulated their collective hopes for the
Safe Harbors System.  This visioning process surfaced the following shered
hopes that dl involved participants held in common.

Easy accessto resourcesfor individuals and familieswho are homeless or near
homeless:

No barriers to needed resources, including eimination of red tape and duplicated
assessment processes,

Culturaly competent resource delivery;
A maich between what individuas and families ask for and what they receive;

Individuas and families timely and direct connection with needed resources,
including public assstance benefits;

Attention to individuals and families' strengths, desires and needs;

Recognition and acceptance of the diverse paths and choices individuads and
families make for themsalves when they are deding with their homeless stuation.

Effective use of data generated through a Safe Harbor s system:

De-identified aggregate data available to al stakeholders;
Data used to identify system gaps and barriers,

1 The April 2000 visioning process resulted in avisual drawing crafted by Kevin Woodson that is
currently viewed asadraft. Asthe Safe Harbors design process proceeds, the drawing will be revised to
reflect the recommendations that emerge.



Data used to increase public awareness and mobilize public action that resultsin
increased resources for improving the Seattle/King County response to
homelessness,

Maximum protection of the privacy rights of individuas and families who use
sarvices that are part of the Safe Harbors System,

Streamlining of the adminidrative reporting requirements for agencies serving
individuas and families who are homdess




A framework for redizing these hopesisto ensure that the Safe Harbors system
provides benefits to three primary groups of stakeholders.

TRIANGLE OF BENEFITS

Personswho
are homeless

Service Agencies
and Providers

Public Policy
Stakeholders

Figurel. The Triangle of Benefits

If Safe Harbors is to be effective, homeless persons, homeless service providers

and agency heads, and the public policy community should benefit from its

implementation. Among the anticipated benefits, as articulated by the Sefe

Harbors staff team, September 2000:
“For homeless men, women and children, Safe Harbors will make it eesier
to learn about and access the different types of shelter, services, and public
assistance benefits that are available and that they are digible to receive.

For homeless service providers and agency heads, Safe Harbors will make
it eeser to get information about services for their clients and will help
greamline data collection and reporting.

For funders, planners, Safe Harbors will provide “big picture’ data about
homeessness in King County, information that is needed to help clear
bottlenecks, garner resources, and improve the overdl continuum of care
for homeless persons.

For the community as a whole, over time, Safe Harbors will provide
increasingly useful informetion on what works best for supporting
homeless persons in their work to regain and maintain stability. Thiskind
of understanding can ultimately lead to reductions in homelessness”



4. Proposed Design

This section of the Safe Harbors design report describes the proposed design for
the countywide outcome-based, computerized, coordinated intake and referral
system to fecilitate timely, effective and efficient access to needed services and
supports for persons who are homeless in Seettle/King County.

The design is presented at three operationd levels:

Leve 1. Information and Referra
Leve 2. System-wide Information
Leve 3. Case Management and Sharing

As mentioned earlier, the design was influenced by the various perspectives and
views presented by numerous participants in the process, who directed the
consultant team to use the following design guiddlines:

The Safe Harbors system design should be flexible enough to alow agencies
to participate in Safe Harbors a different levels within the * bottom line”’
requirements;

A Leve 3 component is not a direct recommendation, since it addresses issues
that go beyond “bottom ling” requirements,

Leve 3isincluded as part of the design to accommodate the interests of those
agencieswho are willing, on avoluntary basis, to use aLevel 3 component;
Any agency participating in Leve 2 will have the technical cgpability to
implement aLevel 3 operationa modd.

The following sections describe in detall the design of a Safe Harbors gpplication
for the three operationd levels. For each level, we describe the different mgjor
components of the application and the mgor configurations (i.e. operating on a
sngle computer, operating on a network of computers within an agency, and the
role of the central server application). We aso describe here the typical processes
that users will be engaged in when using the Safe Harbors application.

Level 1. Information & Referral (I1&R)

Description. The &R component isthe part of the system that provides coordinated
information on services available within King County and provides its users with
the ability to sreamline the digibility and referrd processes. It collects
information about referrd transactions without retaining any individua client
data. The objective of Level listo provide red-time centrdized information for
consumers and providers about resource availability and digibility requirements,
and a consumer-friendly network that will enable consumers to obtain services
and resources in astimely and effective manner as possible.



Ser vices. Thel&R component will provide three fundamenta services: 1) red-time
directory of services within King County; 1) support to determine client digibility;
and [11) capabilitiesto conduct effective referrals for dients. These fundamenta
sarvices have three levels of functiondity (see Figure 2):

a) &R services provided by the organization that will host the Safe Harbors
&R service,
Clients may directly contact (eg. viatelephone) the I&RR host agency who
may conduct the I& R service over the phone.

b) &R services that are accessed by provider agencies who are participating in
Safe Harbors.
A gaff member of a participating Safe Harbors provider organization may
access the I& R service on-line, on behdf of aclient and/or in the presence of
the client.

C) Information services accessed on-line by the consumer (Self query).
At apublic locetion (i.e. public library, hedlth clinic, etc.) aclient conducts
his or her own search of the ontline directory.

These services and thar functiondity are described in the next section.

Figure 2 shows an overview of the I& R system. An I&R organization hogs the
“Safe Harbors 1&R Databasg” whichis ble via Internet. This organization
aso provides direct information and referrd servicesto clients. The diagram dso
shows the various access methods proposed.

— Information & Referral
Overview

= D
E * Internet application
= SIS * Safe Harbors I&R Central Server and Databank
T IAREEEE=D * Access methods

1&R Telephone Access

at Host Organization A nmn NeLE—L

C=RARRRAN
Public Building
1&R Access via computers that
exist in community settings (i.e.
public libraries, community centers, etc.)

[]

Kiosk
Public I&R Access
at selected locations
(i.e. bus station, food banks)

Safe Harbors
Service Provider

1&R Access on behalf of aclient Safe Harbors

or in the presence of the client Level 1 Information & Referral
by a staff member Overview
D.L1.1

Figure2. &R Overview
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Information & Referral
Sub-Components

* Directory of Serviceswithin King County
* Eligibility

* Referral

Safe Harbors
1&R Database

1&R Server

Service Directory Eligibility Referral
* Comprehensive centralized database of * Comprehensive centralized database of * Capability to record referral

Resources eligibility requirementsin the form of transactions that originate at sites
* Simple and powerful search capabilities criteria, rules or regulations for service other than kiosks and public
* Capability to display and print search * Simple dialog to trigger eligibility buildings

results rules * No client data saved in the system
* Links to other on-line resources * No client datais saved in the system * Capability to print referral
* Directory update capabilities * Capability to display and print information for the client to bring

eligibility results and suggestions with him/her
* Eligibility update capabilities * Referral entry capabilities by

authorized individuals

Safe Harbors

Sub-Components
D.L12

Level 1 Information & Referrg

Figure 3. &R Components
Figure 3 showsthe 1&R Components:

Service Directory
Higibility
Referrdl

Real-time directory of services within King County. Thereal time directory
is an Internet- based database system that allows its usersto interactively search
for and obtain services and resources within King County. By “red-time
directory” we mean that there is a direct, uninterrupted communication between
the station where the user is ng the directory and the server where the
directory resdes. This part of the sysem will contain rlevant informéation on al
possible organizations and programs, relevant for homeless and near-homeless
individuas and families, available on the system. The core system features
incdlude the fallowing:

" Comprehensive centraized database
" Coordination mechanisms
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" Internet application to search, review, assess eligibility and
print selected information.

Eligibility. The criteria, rules or conditions under which men, women, and children
can obtain services they need or want are recorded and maintained in the
Information and Referral components of the Safe Harbors system. It should be
noted that a distinction must be made between two types of digibility. Smple
digibility refersto the criteria, rules or conditions that enable individuals or
familiesto qudify for services. Complex digihility refersto the more elaborate
process for determining access to entitlement programs. Thisdiginctionis
necessary because the process for assessing the two types of digibility may vary.
Smple digibility is based on smply maiching avery few st of criteria. It can be
performed without assistance and requires ardatively smadl amount of deata
callection. Complex digihility, on the other hand, may necessitate that
individuas be assisted to complete gpplication forms and may involve a
sgnificant amount of data collection.

Complex digibility assessment under Information and Referral may collect client
datato assst in the assessment, but it will not be saved in the system. Therefore,
upon conclusion of the digibility process, data collected about clients will not be
saved on the local or the server computers.

The digibility component wil offer the cgpability to print gpplication forms.

Referral. Thereferra sub-component of the 1& R system requires the existence of the
Service Directory. Once the search for a service is completed, the system should
be able to alow authorized personnd within the network of organizations
participating in Safe Harbors to electronically reserve or secure services for a
client, refer a client to another organization, or record each ingance inwhich a
client was able and unable to obtain the services to which she was referred. The
referra sub-component of the I& R specification is critica in order to comply with
the “outcome-based” clause of the Safe Harbors System charter.

It isimportant to note the distinction that we make between the Service Directory
and the Referral sub-components. The Service Directory isapublic Internet
gpplication available at any location where Internet access is present. It isa public
electronic catalog with search capabilities. The Referral component alows
authorized individuas to register areferrd transaction. This component is the part
of the Internet gpplication that provides secure access to the system, so that
authorized personnel can record the referrd transaction on the system without
registering client identifiers.

With thisdesign it is possible to capture some outcomes from the I& R service
without compromising any privacy protections and client confidentiaity. The

term “referra transaction” is used here to record the fact that an &R service
provison took place. The objectiveis to capture the types of programs or services



to which clients were referred, the originators of the referrd and the recipients of
the referrd, with some kind of resulting annotation or dispostion.

Scenario 1: via telephone

. Establishing Simple or Recording Referral Information & Referral
z:Iz == Understanding Need L . N
e — Complex Eligibility (|f|med|ated) Process
- 1&R Host
or Provider Agency
. ) I Searching for Negotiating and Obtaining Print
Scenario 2: Kiosk or Community Building Matching Sgrvices Exei%ling Rsferral Documentation
-
= 7 Q§\
e - P .
7 K’ N\ N \Searching for Services Establishing Simple
f N Eligibility
/ \ A\
f | 1\
I r | I A Safe Harbors
- 1&R
M | Reviewing Available Obtaining Printed Database
I " Public Building I Information Documentation
& ==
1&R Server

Safe Harbors Kiosk

Scenario 3: Provider Agency

Understanding Need Establishing Simple or Recording Referral

- - | Complex Eligibility (If|mediated)
Searching for Negotiating and Obtaining Printed
Matching Services Executing Referral Documentation SdfeHarbors
Level 1 Information & Referral
Provider Agency Process
D.L1.3

Figure4. 1&R Processes

Processes. Figure 4 shows the typica processes conducted under the 1& R component.
In the first scenario, aclient may contact via telephone the 1& R host organization
or any Safe Harbors participant agency. Because the client is accessing the
system through an intermediary, we cal thistype of sesson, amediated sesson.
The benefits of mediated 1& R access are: @) assistance in the process of assessing
complex eligibility; and b) the capability to record areferra by the case worker or
counsdlor atending the cdl.

In the second scenario, access is obtained through a kiosk located in a community
building. We usethe term “kiosk” in abroad senseto refer to any
communications station that provides access to the Information & Referra
component of Safe Harbors and that is basically unattended by technica or
support staff. One exampleis a persona computer with Internet access that is
secure, properly enclosed and located at a strategic, accessible public location.
Another example is the specificaly desgned “touch-screen sation” where the
user interacts with the system by pressing menu options on a computer screen.
The differences are essentidly in smplicity for the user and in cost. Our
recommendations provide an idea of the cogtsinvolved in deploying both
approaches. Here, the Information and Referra component will be located at
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selected public Sites. The design recommendation is for the creation of enough
public access dtes and the deployment of the 1&R at selected public buildings
(the recommended number of Sitesis discussed later in this document). Inthis
scenario, the application isto be used by clients directly on ared-time bass. This
scenario places mgor emphasis on the information component of the I& R system.
In other words, it uses the service directory exclusvely. We cdl thisa"sdf query
modd". In this scenario, the client performs his or her own search for services at
alocation in which a communications Sation is avallable, such asapublic

building or a hedth dlinic.

The third scenario is access to the I& R service at a service provider agency. Here
the client will perform, with the assistance of agency staff, such tasks as complex
eigibility assessment, placement of on-line referras, and printing of required
forms. The client may aso access the system without mediation, for information
search only. In this case referrals will not be recorded.

Information & Referral
Data

Information

Understanding Need

Eligibility

Establishing Eligibility

Referral

Recording Referral

(i mriaed)

Searching for
Matching Services

Agency ID
ProgramlD

Agency Name
Agency Address
Directions

Map Reference
Bus routes

Contact Person
Telephone Number
Fax Number

Contact person's e-mail

Program Description
Descriptive
Capacity

Related programs or services

Simple Eligibility
Program Specific Regulations
Requirements
Duration
Schedule
Enrollment criteria
Enrollment process

" Complex Eligibility

Program Application Requirements

or

Program Eligibility Elaborate Criteria
Simple dialog to answer afew
questions to determine eligibility

Negotiating and
Executing Referral

Referral ID

Date of transaction
Referral origination
Referral destination
Disposition of the referral
Y Disposition Code
Note

Obtaining Printed
Documentation

Safe Harbors

Level 1 Information & Referral
Data

D.L14

Figureb. 1&R Data

Data. Thedatato be maintained in the system is presented in Figure 5. Thisfigure
shows three categories of data that are consistent with the three sub-components.
The two dashed arrows that cross over between categories were placed to
represent the fact that in order to process digibility, service data must be
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available, and in order to process areferrd, both service and digibility data must
be available.

Information & Referral
M aintenance

* Directory of Services within King County
* Eligibility
* Referral

Safe Harbors
1&R Database

Eligibility

Service Directory Referral
* Directory update capabilities * Eligibility update capabilities * Referral entry capabilities
* Frequent * Sporadic * Very low maintenance required
* Routine * Low maintenance
* High maintenance * Up-front development time/cost
= [
I | )
=T

Changes are communicated

Eligibility programs Changes to the Safe
to I&R central server office are set-up or linked to Harbors referral
for update Safe Harbors &R database
Component

L

Resources manually

Complex eligibility Criteria on the type
doc_umen; and update programs are designed and nature of the
xheu serv}lc»es‘ gnd by community referral data to be
si mple eligibility representatives collected are decided
requirements by community 'Sz Harbors
representatives

Level 1 Information & Referral
Maintenance
D.L1.5

Figure6. 1& R Maintenance

M aintenance. Sustained success of the & R component can only be achieved through
proper and continuous maintenance. Referra maintenance is the process of
modifying the structure of the database to capture new criteria Maintaining
igibility criteriawill be performed in two ways smple digibility is an update
process of the participating resource as described above. Complex digibility
requires community representatives to define specific programs to be incorporated

into the I&R service. Figure 6 shows the necessary processes to achieve these
maintenance functions.

Role of the central 1& R organization. The centra organization isan
agency that dready performs &R activities. Their role as a centrd server
involves the following tasks:

Hosting, safeguarding, and maintaining the centra information and
referral database;

Coordinating regularly with agencies on service and program
updates;

Performing standard technical tasks concerning data safeguard
procedures such as regular backups and restores.
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Producing reports related to the number of referrals and
dispositions.

Provide training according to pre-established schedule to users on
basicsand Levd lusage.

Role of participating service resour ces. Resources are any documented
program, individua, group or agency who provides one or more services to
consumers experiencing homel essness and whose entry is recorded and
maintained in the Information and Referrd components of the Safe Harbors
system. Resource entities have the primary tasks of updating their
descriptions, capacities, and dligibility rules or regulations. Updating does not
mean modifying the database that resides at the centra server. A mechanism
should exigt to dlow resources to communicate their changesto the I&R
organizetion who in turn will maintain the database.
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L evel 2. System-Wide | nformation.

Descr iption. The system-wide information component is the part of the system that
will generate sandardized data collected from agencies throughout the county.
The datawill be aggregated in a centra location. Figure 7 shows an overview of
this component. A system-wide database server will hold de-identified dient
level datafor analysis and aggregation. This database contains data uploaded on a
periodic basis by al agencies participating in Safe Harbors and collecting Leved 2
data

System Wide I nfor mation
Overview

* Safe Harbors Database stored at the agency in a
networked environment coexisting with agency's
own database

* Safe Harbors Database stored at the agency

Safe Harbors

de-identified
client-level

Database

Internet/
Communication through modem

provider's
own network

Proviaer
SH
Database
Single computer at
Service Provider with

dataresiding on the
computer

Safe Harbors

Level 2 System-Wide Information
Overview

D.L2.1

Figure 7. SystemWide I nformation. Overview.

The system-wide gpplication may or may not be an internet- based application.
This decision is contingent upon the software package that the community decides
to adopt. TheLeve 2 design takes into consderation various possbilities to
accommodate both the limitations of smal agencies and the opportunities
expected by larger, more technicaly sophiticated organizations. On the right
hand side of Figure 7, asingle agency is shown incorporating Safe Harbors into
its operation. The Safe Harbors database becomes the agency’ s electronic client
data management system.

On the left hand side, Figure 7 shows an example of an organization that aready
has its own data management system but participatesin Safe Harbors. The client
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data resides on the organization’ s existing database and is periodicdly imported
into a Safe Harbors format for uploading. Obvioudy, an agency who has an
exiging data system and wishes to convert to Safe Harbors will be able to do so.

Services. The Leve 2 system-wide data component will provide val uable standardized
county-wide data for a non-duplicated number of people ng the homeless
sarvice sysem aswel as many who do not enter the service syssem. The data
might include: number of people requesting and receiving homeless services, age,
race, family members present, place of birth, last place Stayed, income sources,
services requested, and servicesreceived. The data eements to be collected
depend upon the work of the Data Elements sub-committee of the Working
Group. We recommend that these data e ements be reviewed in order to balance
the interests of: consumers (making their needs known, enough information to
addressthe full complexity of their Situations, not collecting too much
information to be burdensome and unnecessarily intrusive); agency staff (data
needed to provide service effectively, making the amount of data managesble,
providing data to report to funders); and city/county policy makers (targeted data
to effectively answer policy questions); and funder s (mesting funding
requirements).

Model and data uploading from a Safe Harbors only database. The

moded shown in Figure 8 describes the process of client de-identification and data
transmission from a Safe Harbors data Site.

System Wide I nformation
Data Transmission from
SH L ocal Database

— 1

Safe Harbors

Provider's T e de-identified
Database -Ei client-level
—

Database

Single computer at
Service Provider with
data residing on the
computer

Service Provider Site System-Wide Central Server Site

* All client-level dataresides at the service
provider's computer

* A unique client code is generated at the agency
level. Social Security Number shall not be used
as a"seed" data element for the generation of
the unique client code.

* Prior to transfer, all client-level datais
"stripped” from identifiers so that all data
transmitted to the central server is de-identified

* Service provider retains full data ownership for
detailed reporting and analysis

* According to a pre-established upload schedule,
the service provider will upload the de-identified
database to the central server. The recommended
upload frequency is two weeks.

* All de-identified client-level datais placed on the

central server to determine unduplicated counts
and for data aggregation

* The unique client code has no relation to client

identifiers. In other words, there is no way to
derive client identifiers from the client code

* The data that has been transmitted from the

network of providers according to their upload
schedule, is incorporated into the Safe Harbors
integrated database. This proces is performed
daily.

Safe Harbors

Data Transmission. SH Database
D.L2.2

Level 2 System-Wide Information

Figure 8. Data Transmission from a Safe Harbor s only database
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An agency will retain full ownership of its own dients data because dl dient-
level dataresdes at the service provider’ s computer.

A unique dient codeis generated at the agency leve. Thisunique codeis
obtained at the agency’ s computer by a technique called hashing. The processis
described and exemplified in Figure 9.

Seed

(i.e. datafrom
which the
unique code
will be
generated)

Example:

Hashing
dgorithm

Unigque
identifier

Peter Smith, Male, 02/03/68 Conversion 1983890

Figure 9. Hashing unique identifier on name, sex and date of birth.

Socia Security Number shal not be used as a seed data eement for the
generation of the client code. The reason for thisis that Some agencies do not
collect socid security number in thelr current system.

Prior to transfer, dl client level datais*“ stripped” from identifiers so thet al data
that is transmitted to the central server is de-identified. The stripping processwill
apply to dl those data elements that are considered possible client identifiers.
Therefore, the stripping process does not only apply to the seed data e ements.

Data uploading will occur on a periodic basis. We recommend a two week
frequency period for each agency. According to a pre-specified upload schedule,
the service provider will upload the de-identified data to the central server. The
existence of a pre-specified schedule is necessary to ensure an even distribution of
upload time. Overall, there will be daily uploads within the network.

The direction of the arrows shown in figure 9 isimportant. It means that the
unique client code has no relaion to client identifiers. In other words, thereisno
way to derive client identifiers from the client code.

At the centrd server Ste dl de-identified client-level datais used to compute
unduplicated counts and to form part of the aggregated pool of datafor overal
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andysis. This means that the data transmitted from the network of providers
according to their upload schedule is incorporated into the Safe Harbors system-
wide integrated database. In thismodd there is no possibility to derive identifying
data at the central server. This process is performed daily at the centrd ste.

The organization that collects and aggregatesthis Leve 2 data must have the
technical resources to do the following:
Provide “ar-tight” storage and protection of the Safe Harbors database.
Adminigter the database including onSte and off-site back up.
Provide technica assistance (troubleshooting) to agencies regarding use of the
chosen software and data transmission requirements (transmission may not be
an issueif the systemisred time).
Generate aggregate, de-identified reports on the data based on Safe Harbors
accessto datapolicies.
Prompt agencies to submit latest data.
Post regular aggregate, de-identified reports on the web.
Provide training according to pre-established schedule on basicsand Leve 2

usage.

The core system features will include the following:

= Comprehengive centralized database

= Cgoability to maintain historicd dlient-level de-identified records

= Secure datatransfer

= Dataeementsthat baance needs of clients, service providers, policy makers,

and funders as much as possble.

Capability to generate arange of reports for stakeholders

= Allow individua agenciesto collect their own additiona information beyond
the core countywide data

= Allow individua agenciesto easily generate reports on their own data

Model and data uploading from a service provider’s own database.

Organizations who adready have an exigting dient data management system and
who participate in Safe Harbors will be able to:
a) Convert their existing database to Safe Harbors to use Safe Harbors as
their dient management system.
b) Export their datainto aloca Safe Harbors database for data
transmisson.

Figure 10 shows the process to follow when an organization exports the current
database into Safe Harbors for data transmission.

The sarvice provider will use the Safe Harbors import/export utility to produce an
“import” fileinto Safe Harbors. Thisfile will be used to copy data from the
provider’s own database to the Safe Harbors database residing at the same site.
Thisisdonein order to create a Safe Harbors local database. Thisloca database
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is necessary for compatibility reasons. The requirement posed on these agenciesis
the need to create their own “export” utility into a standard format that the Safe
Harbors import/export utility can understand. Then al the steps and
characterigtics involved in the transmission of a Loca Safe Harbors datafile to
the central server gpply. This processis described in the previous section.

System Wide I nfor mation
Data Transmission from
Provider's Own Database

Safe Harbors
Provider's de-identified
Database e R client-level
Database
Computer at -
Service Provider with System-wide
own database exported to Server
Safe Harbors database format
Service Provider Site Sysem-Wide Central Server Site
* Service Provider will use the Safe Harbors * All de-identified client-level datais placed on the
import/export utility to produce an “import" file. central server to determine unduplicated counts
Thisfile will be used to copy data from the and for data aggregation
provider's own database to the Safe Harbors
database. Thisis donein order to create a SH * The unique client code has no relation to client
Local Database. identifiers. In other words, there is no way to

derive client identifiers from the client code
* All characteristics of SH Local Database
transmission described in D.L2.2 will apply. * The data that has been transmitted from the
network of providers according to their upload
schedule, isincorporated into the Safe Harbors
integrated database. This procesis performed
daily.

Safe Harbors

Level 2 System-Wide Information
Data Transmission. Own Database
D.L23

Figure 10. Data transmission from a service provider’s own database

Pr ocesses. The system-wide information level supports three fundamental processes.
These are represented in Figure 11 and are:

Outreach
Asesament
Basic resdentid

Outreach and assessment are very Smilar. These processes are concerned with
basc identification of client needs, their assessment or obtaining basic client
identification and recording these information on the Safe Harbors system.
Support for this agpect applies to both, individuas and families.

The third scenario, resdentia, allows use of the system to obtain bed ligson a
dally basis. See Figure 11 for the full range of datatransmisson dternatives.
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System-Wide Information
Scenario 1: Outreach

' . Processes
" Recording basic
Understanding need identification
Performing basic
identification
Provider Agency

[—

Scenario 2: Assessment _ ) E
Understanding need Recording assessment Safe Harbors

de-identified
client-level
Database

b
"i U I | | L] e
!_’ ) J.A Performing assessment System-wide

Server

Provider Agency

Scenario 3: Residential

Obtaining bed lists

Safe Harbors

Provider Agency Level 2 System-Wide Information
Process
D.L24

Figure 11. SystemWide Information Processes.

Core Data Elements. Criticd to the success of the system-wide Safe Harbors
implementation is the sandardized collection of information regarding the
characteridtics, life circumstances, previous living Situations, and service needs of
men, women and children who are homeless or near homeless. At thispaintin
time, participants in the design planning process have not completed the task of
determining which core data dements al service programs participating in Safe
Harbors will be asked to collect from the persons they serve.

FHgure 12 shows the data elements at this system level agreed upon by the Safe
Harbors work group to date. The figure shows what data e ements are collected at
the agency and which of them will be “<tripped” prior to data transfer to the
central server.
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Current Homeess Management Information Systems offer data collection
capabilities beyond the standards set by the Safe Harbors Working Group.
Agencieslooking at ways in which Safe Harbors software can alow them to
capture data € ements above and beyond what is currently offered by the Safe
Harbors standard, will find an array of possibilities and features that will be for
them to chose to use or ignore.

We strongly recommend that Advisory and Work Group members consider two
groups of key questions as they findize thair thinking on thisissue. They are

What are the mogt critica public policy questions you intend to address with the
data generated through Safe Harbors? What specific information will need to be
collected over time from homeless and near homeless persons to answer these
guestions?

What common set of data eements are required by the diverse range of funders of
homeless ass stance services? How might the Safe Harbors system dlow service

programs to meet these reporting requirements most efficiently? How can funders

adapt their reporting requirements to match each other and streamline collection

and reporting?
System-Wide Information
Data
Individual Family or Group
Performing basic Performing Family/
" individual identification/ Group Assessment and
Understanding Need assessment and recording recording
Collected at Agency Shared Collected at Agency ~ Shared
Name Yes No Family Composition Yes Yes
Client Code (Hashed) Yes Yes # of persons requesting
Social Security # Yes No services Yes Yes
Date of Birth Yes No For each Family Member
Gender Yes Yes Race Yes Yes
Race Yes Yes Date of Birth Yes No
Ethnicity Yes Yes Disability Yes Yes
Country of Birth No No Last Address Considered Home
County of Birth No No Street Address No No
Primary disability Yes Yes City Yes Yes
Last place stayed 1 Yes Yes State Yes Yes
Reasons Left (1-4) Yes Yes Zip Code Yes Yes
Last place stayed 2 Yes Yes Income
Reasons left (1-4) Yes Yes Type of Income Yes Yes
Last place stayed 3 Yes Yes Amount of Income Yes Yes
Reasons |eft (1-4) Yes Yes
Veteran status Yes Yes
Primary Language Yes Yes
Age* Yes Yes
Date of entry* Yes Yes
# of people requesting
services Yes Yes
Refugee/Immigrant status® Yes Yes
Reasons for Homel essness* Yes ?
Safe Harbors
Level 2 System-Wide Informatior
Data
D.L25

Figure 12. Systemwide Data Elements Recommended as of September, 2000.
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We further recommend that Safe Harbors be involved with the work of the
Outcome Alignment Team. Thisis an effort by the City of Sesttle, King County
and United Way to coordinate the contractua results of agenciesthat are mutudly
funded. One of the godsis to ease the burden of reporting for the agencies by
digning the deata dements.

Level 3. Case Management / Sharing.

Description. The case management component is the part of acomputerized system
that would provide individuas, families and their case managers with atool for
enhancing assessment of needs, providing clients with direct access to resources,
and diminaing duplicative assessments.

Services. A distinction should be madein theLevel 3 component between Case
Management and Sharing. Level 3 (Case Management) alows for amore
comprehensive set of tools to better plan and support the provision of services.
Levd 3 (Sharing) enables agencies serving the same dients to eectronicaly share
(with written client consent) relevant portions of client records as a means of
eliminating duplicative assessment processes and streamlining service provison.

Figure 13 presents an overview of the Level 3 Case Management / Sharing
component. The uploading process of Safe Harbors data to the central server is
thesameasLevd 2 (SystemWide Information) and is described earlier in this
report. However, data sharing among providers who agree to do so, is particular to
Levd 3 (Sharing). In this scenario, as shown in Figure 13 by way of example,
Providers 1 and 2 agree to share certain client data according to agreed upon
client consent policies. These two agencies, on a periodic basis (frequency
decided by the participant agencies) perform a function to copy on€'s database
and append it to the other’ s database and vice versa. Thiscommunication can
even be performed in redl-time. By “red-time” is meant that there isa direct,
uninterrupted communication between agencies.  This agency-to-agency
communication process is independent from any communication with the central
server. Inthisway dient identifiers do not go through the central server. The data
transmisson details in thismodd are shown in Figure 14.
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Case Management
Overview

Safe Harbors

[ de-identified * Support for Case Management, Service Planning
client-level & and Residential Information
service * Safe Harbors Database shared among agencies

Database

_)
Service StatioR

Provider 1

[ =1
Service Station

Service Station

Internet/
Communication through modem

Providerl Local Server

Agency-to-agency
communication

Single computer at
Service Provider with
data residing on the
computer able to conduct
case management
and service planning

Provider 2
Local Network JService Station

Safe Harbors
Provider 2 Local Server Level 3 Case Management
Service Station gvf;vwlew
Figure 13. Case Management / Sharing
D Case Management/Sharing
I PS;Y;E?; Data Transmission from SH
Local Database

2 - N
0% o Service Provider 2
QP e ;
< \,ai‘\c“an shares with
308 o8 Service Provider 1

°©

T x
:s‘(@‘e“\! ‘eg\.\\“‘e (if client consents)

" ified client data
Only de ‘de“:] 1is transferred

Safe Harbors
de-identified

client-level
Database

delgls a

p——

from provide!
- - System-wide
Service Provider 1 Server
shares with
Service Provider 2
(if client consents) X
System-Wide Central Server Site
Service Provider Site
X X X * All de-identified client-level datais placed on the

* All client-level data resides at the service central server to determine unduplicated counts
provider's computer. Agencies agree on which and for data aggregation
data they will share.

. . . . * The unique client code has no relation to client
A unique client code is generated at the agency identifiers. In other words, there is no way to
level. Social Security Number shall not be used derive client identifiers from the client code
as a"seed" data element for the generation of
the unique client code. * The central server does not know who shares

* Prior to transfer to the central server, * The data that has been transmitted from the
all client-level datais "stripped” from identifiers network of providers according to their upload
%0 ‘hﬁfl al .d.ata transmitted to the central server schedule, isincorporated into the Safe Harbors
is de-identified integrated database. This proces is performed

daily.

* Service provider retains full data ownership for
detailed reporting and analysis

* According to a pre-established upload schedule,
the service provider will upload the de-identified Safe Harbors
database to the central server. The recommended Level 3 Case Management
upload frequency is two weeks. Data Transmission. SH Database

D.L3.3

Figure 14. Data transmission with data sharing.
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Level 3 (Case Management) offers enhanced features to enable service provider staff
to use the system in ways that go beyond the Safe Harbors bottom line requirements.
These are examples of additiond standard features offered by most currently
available Homedess Management Information Systems. Figure 15 gives an idea of
what these features are, and Figure 16 shows respective data e ements.

Sarvice planning

Client-based referras (as opposed to anonymous 1& R referral transactions)
Case management annaotations

Follow-ups

Scenario 1: Outreach
Recording basic
identification

Case M anagement
Process

Understanding need

Performing basic
identification

Provider Agency

Scenario 2: Assessment

Understanding need Recording assessment
{ ; . D R A client-levél
t e ¥ ©
Performing assessment
[~ A & e
Provider A =
rovider Agency System-wide
Server
Scenario 3: Residential & Service Planning
Determining service Case managementProcessing residential
- - nTed anncltalions | logs
Recording service @anai ning bed lists Obtaining reports Safe Harbors
Provider Agency Level 3 Case Managemefit
Process
D.L3.2

Figure 15. Case M anagement Processes.
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Case M anagement

Data

Service Plan

Determining service

Case Management

Case management
annotations

Residential

Processing residential
logs

reed
Obtaining Printed
Recording service plan Obtaining bed lists Documentation

Description of need
Refer to
Date

Problem Type
Description
Medication
Completed Meds

Contact Date Comments

Contact Time
Service
Status
Service Date
Comments

Program
Counselor
Status
Outcome
Comments

Safe Harbors

Level 3 Case Management
Data

D.L3.4

Figure 16. Case Management Data Elements.

Guidelinesfor Implementation of a Level 3 System. Asmentioned earlier,
we are not making recommendations that a Level 3 component be part of the Safe
Harbors implementation, even though this capability will be technicaly available
to those programs who participate in Safe Harbors. However, some organizations
in Seettle/King County are dready operating such networks; other organizations
have expressed an interest in utilizing this feeture to improve the coordination of
sarvices and reduce duplicative assessments for the people they serve. For this
reason, we recommend that the project’ s Steering Committee develop guiddines
for programs participating in Safe Harbors who voluntarily choose to utilize this
case management and e ectronic data sharing capability.  Specificdly, these
programs will need forma guidance on information security, client consent, and
interagency agreement standards that they will be expected to meet as Safe
Harbors sites.

5. Technical Assessment
A malled survey was administered to obtain an indication of the technical

cgpabilities found within the network of service providersin King County. A tota
of 175 surveys were mailed to organizations whose addresses were obtained from
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mailing ligts provided to us by City of Sesttle aff and staff from Northwest
Resource Associates. A total of 112 surveys were completed and returned;
representing an impressive 64% response rate.

We conducted an andysis of each of the surveys for duplication, fithess and
grouping. Thisandlysis resulted in 95 vdid surveys from 77 different
organizations.

Infrastructure. We esimate that atotal of 1020 persona computers exist within the
network of service providers who responded to the survey. Extrapolating to an
estimated total of 103 organizations, the projected total number of computersis
1364.

From the survey we conclude that 51% of the equipment is 1 to 3 years old; 39%
is3to 5 yearsold; 5% of the installed computer baseis older than 5 years, and
5% is undetermined.

In an effort to understand how widely computer telecommunications is spread
within the network of providers we found the following: 89% of organizations use
electronic mail, 79% use Internet access for information directly related to the
job; 61% have local computer networking within their organization; and 33%
establish ectronic communication across savera Sites.

With respect to an organization’s practice in uploading/downloading data or grant
gpplications or other materials to and from government agencies, 53% of
organizations do so while 47% do not.

Technical Specialization. With respect to overall technica specidization, 28% of
organizations reported being computer usersfor 1 or 2 years, 39% have used
computersfor 3to 5 years; 21% for 5 to 10 years, and 12% for more than ten
years.

A reatively low number of individuas within these organizations operate
computers as part of their jobs: 2% of al organizations have no individuds
operating computers as part of their job; 37% report 1 to 4 individuds, 19%
reports 5 to 10 individuas; 14% report 11 to 20 individuals, and 28% of all
organizations report that more than 20 individuals operate computers as part of
their jobs.

Nearly dl organizations (92%) indicate that between 1 to 20% of their staff can be
considered computer “experts.” Therefore, computer training needs are relatively
highin some organizations. Thirty-eight percent of dl organizations indicate that
between 1to 20% of their staff need computer or basic systems training; 25% of
organizations indicated 21 to 40% of staff require training; 16% indicated that
between 41 to 60% of their saff need training; 11% reported that between 61 to
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80% of their staff require it; and 10% indicated that between 81 to 100% of their
daff need computer or basic sysems training.

Equipment Requirementsfor Safe Harbors.

The estimated total number and type of Stesisasfollows

Level lonly sites. Organizations Sites
Organizations providing Information and 20 24
Referra service only

Public Stations'Community buildings 30
Level 2/3 sites

Shdlter, trangstiond and permanent housing

organizetions 72 217
Services only organizations 11 12
Total 103 283

The number 103 shown above represents the estimated total number of
organizations that provide homeess servicesin King County. The number 283
represents the estimated tota of different locations where homeless services are
provided. Note that the 283 total include 30 kiosks/public buildings.

In order to determine the equipment requirement for Safe Harbors we first applied
the following rule of thumb: “one Ste, one computer” to Level 1and Service only
gtes, giving usatota of 66 computers.

For the remaining 271 Sites, we gpplied the following second rule of thumb based
on numbers of clients served per month:

#of clients  Computer % of Total # of
requirements organizations computers

1-20 1 10 22

21-50 1 20 44

51-100 1 8 17

100 — 500 2 32 139

> 500 3 30 195

We then added the suggested number of computers for atota of 483.

Anather requirement is the specific alocation of two enterprise computer servers.
One to support the Level 11& R function and another to support the Leve 2
System-wide function. For a discussion of the options to implement and maintain
the two servers see the section * Preparation Work”™ in Chapter 7, Implementation
Framework.
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6. Coordination Structure

Successful implementation of Safe Harbors is dependent upon having both a solid
management and staffing structure, as well as a structure for ensuring that
community service, consumer, funding and policy stakeholders provide the
project with ongoing palicy direction. Thisinitiativeisfundamentaly a
collaborative effort among the City of Sesttle, King County and the United Way
of King County. Therefore, we recommend that these sponsors develop formal
memoranda of agreement that spell out the roles, responsibilitiesand areasin
which each sponsor has sole decision making authority, aswell asthose areasin
which decison making authority is shared anong the partners. Thiswill be
particularly important given the intent of the sponsors to house the Project
Adminigtrator within the City of Seettle's Department of Human Services. Other
specific structura components that we recommend be built into the Safe Harbor
Sructure from the start-up phase through full implementation follow.

Safe Harbor s Steering Committee. We recommend establishment of a Steering
Committee at the inception of the project whose responsibilitiesinclude: review
of policies and mgor implementation processes; review and authorization of data
releases; and review of the project’s dtrategic direction. Committee members will
aso be criticdl in providing project management and staff with assistance and
support when expected and unexpected implementation hurdles arise.
Representation on the committee needs to be broad-based and attentive to: the
geographic makeup of King County; sub-populations served by homeless service
and mainstream agencies; consumer, advocacy, service provider and program
management perspectives; the range of local, Sate, federd, and private funding
and public policy organizations, private sector stakeholders, and technical
expertise.

| & R Organization. An organizationa entity needsto be responsible for
implementing and maintaining the Leve 1- Information and Referrd portion of
Safe Harbors. We recommend that resources for Safe Harbors be used to expand
and consolidate the capacities of an existing | & R organization in the county.
The Crigs Clinic has been suggested by many participants in the planning process
asaviable trusted and respected candidate for thisrole. Any organization
undertaking the implementation of the [& R component of Safe Harbors will
shoulder the primary respongibility for maintaining a red-time Information and
Referrd database, providing | & R servicesto consumers and to service providers,
and generating periodic and ad hoc aggregate reports on trends in referra
transactions over time.

The Crigs Clinic currently operates aweb-based | & R gpplication. We
recommend the community to consder the following dternatives: a) to expand
the capacity and enhance the technology base of the current gpplication, b) to
assess the features and capabilities of 1& R systems available in the marketplace.



Three of the software products that we suggest as possible candidates for King
County are or include Information & Referrd systems.

System-Wide Organization. The same or another organizationa entity needs to be
respongible for implementing the Leve 2- System-wide portion of Safe Harbors.
This organization's primary responghilitiesfal into two digtinct areas. On the
technical Sde of operations, Saff in this organization will be in charge of setting
up and maintaining the technica infrastructure of the Centra Server that will
receive de-identified client level data from participating programs. Additiondly,
these staff will work with agency heads and program saff to ensure thet they are
equipped with the knowledge, the software and the hardware to effectively
implement the data collection, data entry, and data transmission tasks associated
with participation in Saefe Harbors. On the data analysis side of operations, staff
in this organization will aso be in charge of periodicaly caculaing coverage
rates, ensuring data reliability, carrying out sophisticated data analyses, and
producing data releases for the participating community.

Safe Harbors Project Administrator. A Project Adminigtrator is essential for
the successful implementation of the project. This person will have primary
responsibility for leadership and oversight of dl project operations, including
liason work with the Steering Commiittee, funders, and community participants.

Safe Harbors
Steering
Committee

Safe Harbors
Project
Manager

|l &R
Organization

'\ System-Wide

Organization

Figure 17. Coordination Structure



7. Implementation Framework

This section of the report describes the proposed implementation framework for Safe
Harbors. It is written as a step-by- step guide to complete a three-year gradud, phase-in
implementation of Levels 1 and 2. The Implementation framework aso provides
directionsto pilot Leve 3. Some guiddines are necessarily generd given the amount of
preparation work that till needs to be completed before actua implementation.

The implementation framework congsts of four mgor pieces.

Preparation work. The necessary activities that need to be completed in order
to begin implementation by the community. In this section of the report we
expand and comment on the Safe Harbors Staff Team’s “Implementation

Steps’ presented to the Safe Harbors Advisory Committee on November 17,
2000.

Overall implementation phases. Asawhole, the community’ s necessary steps
to achieve a considerable amount of coverage to: serve the consumer, be

useful to provider agencies, be useful to advocacy groups and policy makers.
Ste implementation methodology. The necessary activitiesto ingtal and make
the Safe Harbors System substantialy operationd at a specific site.

I mplementation control methodology. The mechanisms to monitor and cortrol
the implementation process.

Thefollowing sections describe the details of the implementation framework. Each
section presents the specific steps and magjor actions that need to be completed in order to
move forward through the methodology.

Proposed | mplementation Framewor k

The objective of the implementation framework is to provide a concrete strategy
to identify detailed steps for the overdl system implementation aswell asthe
steps needed to bring individual Sites up on the system.

Preparation Work. Preparation work involves a series of actions that need to be
taken prior to the execution of the implementation steps. The Safe Harbors Staff
Team has made sgnificant recommendations for this part of the implementation.
We concur with their proposa and provide the following comments and
additiona recommendations.

Organization (The necessary communication, coordination and technica
dructure to sustain the implementation effort)

Server Organization (A key player in the project). The server organization is
critical to a successful implementation of Safe Harbors. This should take first
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priority. In our opinion thisissue should have smilar urgent priority asthat of
identifying and hiring a Project Administrator. There are two reasons for this

a) The server organization must have a"say” on whom the Safe Harbors
Project Administrator will be. The Project Adminigirator will inevitably
gpend most of hisor her time working hand-in-hand with management
and gaff at the server organization. Mogt of the detailed
Implementation tasks center on activities initiated and managed by the
server organization. For example, advising on, executing and managing
software indalations in an estimated number of 40 to 80 Sites per year,
user training, troubleshooting, support, and follow-up to the next leve
of implementation. These centrd activities are a the core of the
technical aspects of the project and inevitably fal under the jurisdiction
of the server organization. This makes the server organization akey
player in the project. We do not recommend that the server organization
be sdlected on its capacity to Smply house and protect the database.

b) Waiting for a Project Administrator to incorporate server
organization recommendations in a decision package may delay the
process. In order to conduct the software selection process, we strongly
recommend that the server organization be a centra participant with
voting power. Condder this sdecting aserver organization is not
secting a hardware platform. It involves making achoice of a
structure with a set of skills and expertise that go beyond those needed
to support a complex networked application. It isa structure that
should be capable of conducting good customer service and training. If
the Safe Harbors Project Adminigtrator is charged with preparing a
decison package that includes both server organization and software
seection, we have then excluded the server organization with dl its
above mentioned skill set from any significant "say" as to the software
selection process. Inevitably thiswould cause delay. Thisis because by
the time the Implementation Steering Committee is asked to review a
decision package (June, 2001), the server organization will not have a
clear gtrategy of how to proceed with actua implementation details. So
the question has to be asked: who will put forward the implementation
details? The Project Adminigirator? If the Project Administrator will be
addressing these technical matters, who then will address the broader
ISsues concerning voluntary Site recruitment, Site agreements, Safe
Harbor Policies, guiddines and procedures?

Single or multiple server organizations. Our design recommendations clearly
draw distinctions between Level 1and Leve 2/3 server roles. While the former
is focused on maintenance of a massive service directory and on coordination
with service providers of the update function, the latter is more concerned
with technica support and with andytica work and reporting. We strongly
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recommend that the dud roles are recognized and appropriate resources are
alocated to each one of them.

Furthermore, we would like to express the potential benefits of identifying a
sngle server organization that satisfies the duad server roles. On the software
sde, there are packages such as ServicePoint or ClientTrack that are
integrated, thus providing dl levels of functiondity (Levels 1, 2 and 3). With
asngle server organization, packages such as the two mentioned above
become extremely attractive.

On the cogt Sde, there are benefits that accrue from having a single server
organization. Operationd codts of server maintenance, including day-to-day
operations, backup technologies and operation, and security can be
appropriately shared.

On the technicd side, there are synergies that benefit the entire network of
service providers. For example: centralized, comprehensive technica support;
interna technica assistance across both server roles; increased possibilities
for growth and for having common standards and platforms.

We strongly recommend that the process to identify the server organization be
executed immediately. We further recommend that this process be based on
assessment of the potential organization's standing and capabilitiesin the
following aress:

Experience with confidentidity/privecy issuesin the manipulation and
gtorage of senditive data

Current role in and standing with the community of service providers
Experience in the technica handling of networked data management
sysems

Experience in the deployment, training and support of computer
goplications

Training experience on the use of interaction protocols with consumers

We recommend that potentia server organizations be asked to make their case
aong the above-mentioned parameters.

Project Adminigrator. The Safe Harbors Staff Team agreed with our

recommendation to move forward with the creation of afull-time pogtion. In
their November 17, 2000 document they state: "The staff team recommends that
the position be created as soon as possible so that a full-timeindividud — with
strong project management skills— is leading the sart-up phase of the Safe
Harbors system.” The staff team's document further elaborates on major duties
for the pogtion.

We provide two comments regarding this important gppointment:



a) Strong Project Management vs. Strong Policy Roles. As stated in the above
section, the server organization will inevitably play a project management role,
especialy on the technicd, training and support aspects of the implementation
effort. The server organization must have adequate infrastructure or should be
provided with the resources to develop these technica project management
capabilities. We view the Safe Harbors Project Administrator as someone who a)
oversees the technicd project management, which is executed by the server
organization, and b) provides leadership through the difficult steps of recruiting
service provider agencies into Safe Harbors.

b) Housing. We are concerned that a physica and organizationa split between the
Safe Harbors Project Adminigtrator and server organization may lead to
inefficiencies and fragmentation in the implementation process. Furthermore,
having the project administration designated as a government position may
compromise the independence needed to assume community stakeholders
positions. For these reasons we recommend that Safe Harbors Sponsors consider
the location of Safe Harbors Project Administration at or nearby the central server
organization's location.

Decigons (The necessary decisons to put the implementation effort
underway)

We recommend that in addition to the decisons dready outlined by the Safe
Harbors gtaff team, the following issues so be considered in the anayss.

Deployment plan Although Safe Harborsis voluntary, it is the respongibility

of the Safe Harbors Project Administrator to formulate a deployment plan and
acorresponding strategy. Our assumptions and cost estimates are based on an
80% site coverage at the end of year 3 for Leve 2. Levd 1isassumedto be
implemented a 100% participation by relevant service programs. With these
assumptions we anticipate the Project Adminisirator’ s efforts to recruit 40
dgtesin year one, 80 Sitesin year two and 80 sitesin year three for atota of
200, approximately 80% of atota of 253 Sites.

A note on coverage. Thefigure of 80% coverage refersto Site participation
and not to population coverage. In our experience, an 80% leve of dte
participation is adequate enough to achieve population coverage worthy of
andyss and disssmination. However, Ste participation by itself isan
inadequate measure of progress with implementation. That is, Smply having
the software ingtdled in a service Ste doesn't guarantee that the program has
actudly integrated use of the data system into its day-to-day operation and
reporting procedures. Therefore, the community must determine the
appropriate Ste participation level to achieve satisfactory population coverage
based on the level of actud Site participation.  1n our Massachusetts
experience, reaching 60% population coverage has been the minimum




threshold for analysis and release of aggregate data. In the case of
M assachusetts, these population thresholds have been surpassed when site
coverage has reached an 80% levdl.

Daaeements. The work carried out by the Working Group and the Advisory
Group produced alist of data dementsto be included in Safe Harbors. We
strongly recommend that they be reviewed and possibly augmented. We
suggest that this process be undertaken immediately following the review of
the potentia software programs to implement Safe Harbors.

Client consent and information security protocols. Client consent and
information security protocols should be developed prior to implementation
start-up. Client protocolsfal in two categories: consent and data collection.
Consent protocols refer to the process for obtaining, recording and
maintaining client consent for data usage and storage in eectronic media
Data collection protocols refer to the processes for obtaining, recording,
maintaining and protecting client dataiin eectronic media

Articulaion agreements with agencies. Articulation agreements with agencies
describe in detail the respongibilities of both, the centra server organizetion
and the service provider in avariety of issues including requirements, training,
support, and data transport issues. It dso provides the medium to enforce
standards and compliance with regards to technical and operationa issues.

Articulation of privacy safeguards and pendlties for privacy violations. Prior
to implementation, written policies need to be in place that summarize the
lega and ethicd standards and procedures that will guide dl participantsin
use of the Safe Harbors system. Legd standards represent a minimum privacy
protection standard. However, the community involved in the design of Safe
Harbors clearly indicated its desire for Safe Harbors to operate at a higher
ethicad standard. For this reason, the policy document on information security
for Safe Harbors should strongly articulate the privacy protection stlandard
agreed upon by the community, including how the data can and cannot be
used; which specific procedures will need to be followed by Central Server
and service program staff to ensure that the privacy protections are honored,;
and what enforcesble pendtieswill ensueif privacy rights have been violated.

Any agency participating in Safe Harbors should be required to sgn awritten
agreement to follow these policies/procedures and should forward to the
Centra Server copies of commitment forms that staff must sign reflecting
agreement with the procedures. In addition, al staff should be required to
participate in a structured training session on privacy protection policies and
procedures prior to gaining access or user rights with the Safe Harbor system.
We recommend that consumers be hired by the Project team to conduct these
tranings. We aso recommend that a sub-committee of the Steering
Committee be established to review the information security
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policies/procedures and to ensure ongoing monitoring of the integrity of the
system with respect to thisissue.

Resource acquisition (The necessary resources to execute the implementation)
Thefollowing resources need to be in place prior to implementation start-up.

Software. Software selection can be avery long and time-consuming process.
Furthermore, the decision to select a package generates a great number of
issues that consume many, many hours. We recommend that the Project
Adminigrator and Technology Manager take alead in Structuring review and
decison making processes in which Steering Committee members and other
stakeholders have an opportunity to learn about the available software
products and register their preferences. The Safe Harbors Project team may
then be in a position to present clear recommendations to the Steering
Committee so that the negotiations with a product vendor can proceed.

We mugt stress the fact that the outcome of the software selection process
generates enormous amounts of preparatory work, especidly if the software is
customized. In the case of Safe Harbors, thereis a high possibility that some
leve of customization will be necessary on at least two fronts:

a) The need to address the specific requirements of Level 2, Mode 2
hashing, described earlier in this report. We strongly recommend that
an assessment be made on how the potential software tools address
data security, particularly encryption and hashing. Their solution may
prove satisfactory at considerable time and cost savings.

b) The developments of import/export utilities to support data linkage
with those ingdlations that dready have an automated system. We
recommend that a data-linkage work group be formed to prepare a
gtandard format that al agencies can use and that is according to the
Safe Harbors Leve 2 data element specifications. Thiswork group
should be formed by agencies who have their own system and that will
be uploading data to Safe Harbors.

For afull in-depth review of criteriato aid in the software selection process

for Homeless Management Information Systems, and for a detailed

description of the Sx most highly devel oped software products relevant for

the Safe Harbors project, please refer to “Homel ess Management Information
Sysems An In-depth Look” at http://www.McCormack.umb.edu and click on
Center for Socia Policy (CSP) button. Thiswill take you to the CSP
homepage where you will see the button for downloading this report.
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Hardware. Another time consuming and potentialy expensive part of the
preparation work is hardware acquisition. There are four categories of work in
thisitem:

a) Pan of the Infrastructure. Although Safe Harbors is voluntary, it isthe
responsbility of the Safe Harbors Project Administrator to work in
coordination with the Server Organization, in the preparation of a
blueprint of the overdl infrastructure. Traffic and loading estimates
need to be made; planned data uploading schedules need to be
prepared and tested; system halt and downtime communication
processes need to be established and tested; switch to backup system
needs to be planned and tested. All of these tasks are dependent on the
software configuration (e.g. whether the entire Safe Harbors system is
web-based or not).

b) Central Server set-up, security and backup. Server configuration is
dependent on software and database engine chosen. The selected
software vendor will assist the server organization in the detailed
Specification of the server configuration. In addition, security
mechanisms need to be set-up such asfirewalls and backup. A separate
contract with an organization expert at testing the security
functiondity will dso need to be arranged a this stage.

c) Equipment Acquisition. A coordinated effort should be made to assst
service providersin the acquisition and ingtdlation of their equipment.
The objectiveisto achieve economies of scale and to ensure acertain
level of standard for service and support.

d) Network preparation. A concerted effort should be made to establish a
common set of standards pertaining to network configuration. These
include but are not limited to: choice of ISP, loca network within a
dte (a sarvice provider building), modem, network interface card, etc.
We make this recommendation thinking of those agenciesthat do not
have the levd of technica sophidtication of the larger agenciesfor
whom thisissue isimmateria. However, smaler Stes would benfit
from standardization in that the provison of maintenance and
troubleshooting services could be done more efficiently.

Personndl. Personnd involves the Safe Harbors Project Administrator,
technica dtaff at Server Organization, and assigned individua () a each
service provider dte. These individuas need to be in place with specific roles
and properly trained prior to the go-live date.

Traning. A key element to the success of any computerized system is
training. Safe Harbors should be no exception.



Training for Central Server personnel. Throughout every stage of the
project'simplementation, technologica advances will be acongtant. For this
reason, resources will need to be set aside to enable Centrd Server staff to
keep up to speed so that they will be in apogtion to offer high-qudlity training
and technica assstance to service providersin program sites. Our cost
estimatesinclude an alocation of resources to cover these expenses a an
adequate level.

Trainingsfor service providersin program sites. We recommend that
cycles of a least three curriculums be developed under a Safe Harbors
training program. The proposed curriculums for service providers would be
asfollows Bascs Levd 1 and Leve 2 training. The Basics program should
be designed for those individuas new to computers and networks. Leve 1
training should be areview of the infrastructure, procedures and operation of
thel & R gpplication. Leve 2 training should be areview of the
infrastructure, procedures and operation of the System-Wide information
component of Safe Harbors. Recognizing the possibly high staff turnover
rates within some service provider agencies, we recommend these programs to
be cyclicd, that isto be offered each severd times every year. Our
recommended scheduleis asfollows:

Training sessions Year | Year | Year
1 2 3
Basics (windows, report generation) 6 6 6
Levd 1 6 6 6
Leve 2 6 6 8

Overall Implementation Phases.

Phase 1 Central Server(s) Start-Up.

The project will be in Phase 1 when the implementation dructure is in place, the
gysdem is inddled a the centrd organization, and traning of implementation Staff
a the centrd organization is completed. This phase involves the following
detailed steps.

Software sdlection and/or enhancement

Pricing negotiations and customization agreement

Software customization

Hardware acquidtion and ingdlation

Security and backup acquidtion and ingalation

Software ingdlation, configuration and testing

Traning of professona dtaff at the server organization

Penetretion testing by a third-paty and corrective action on software,
hardware or security set-up.
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Policy on system breakdown, switch to backup and recovery. Testing of the
procedure

Phase 2 Level 1: I&R Implementation

The project will be in Phase 2 when mogt of the centrd effort is devoted to taking
the mgority of the participaing stes to Stage 2 (Leved 1. I&R in use) of ther
implementation. Mgor steps involved:

Formalization of directory update procedures
Implementation of such procedures

Develop and deliver Leve 1 training program

Assg stesin Stages 1 and 2 of their implementation

Phase 3 Leve 2. System Wide Information I mplementation

The project will be in Phase 3 when most of the centra effort is devoted to taking
the mgority of the participating dtes to Stage 4 (Levd 20 Sysem Wide
Informeation data uploading) of their implementation. Mgor steps involved:

Develop and deliver Leve 2 training program

Assg gtesin stages 3, 4 and 5 of their implementation

Develop reporting specifications at aggregate leve

Work with individud gtes on becoming sdf-sufficient in the production of
gte-leve reports

Phase 4 Full Implementation

The project will be in Phase 4 when most of the entrd effort is devoted to taking
the mgority of the participating dtes to Stage 5 (Levd 20 Sysem Wide
Information operationd) of their implementation. This phase maks the trangtion
from implementation to regular use. Mgor steps involved:

Develop specifications to aggregate and extract data from the central server to
show mgjor trends and gaps.

Work on developing the reports.

Continuous assstance to sites

Ongoing training
Phase5 System Oper ational
The project will be in Phase 5 when some of the centrd effort is devoted to

providing operational support to participaing dtes and most of the centrd effort
is devoted to data analysis and reporting by exception. Mgjor tasks:

Assging steswith complex reports and troubleshooting
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Working on automating the 1& R maintenance process
Site Implementation M ethodology.
Pre-Stage 1 Preparation

A dte will be in PreStage 1 during the planning process. The dte makes the
commitment and begins discussons with the central organization's implementers.

Stage 1 Start-Up

A dte will be in Stage 1 when it becomes a new dte, works on dart-up and
training steps.

Stage 2 Level 1. I&R InUse

A dte will be in Stage 2 when the Levd 1 system is inddled, saff is trained and
mediated |& R services are provided at the Site.

Stage 3 Level 2: System Wide Information Local Use

A dgte will be in Stage 3 when the Levd 2 system is inddled, saff is trained and
dataentry has begun.

Stage 4 Leve 2: System Wide Information Data Uploading

A ste will be in Stage 4 when data is entered regularly on many clients and has
transmitted data to the central server.

Stage 5 Level 2. System Wide Information Operational

A dgte will be in Stage 5 when it is fully operaiond, core de-identified data
edementsfor most clients are entered and transmitted regularly.

Stage 6 Level 3: Case Management Extended | mplementation
(optional)

A dgte will be in Stage 6 when the sysem has been fully integraied into the daily
operations of the dte and used for assessment, case management, service
planning, resdentid logs and follow-ups.

I mplementation control methodology.
The implementation control methodology is a mechanism that we propose to

monitor the progress of the implementation effort. It differs from the evaluation
framework (presented in the next chapter) in that it focuses on the progression of
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the implementation steps, rather than on the impact of Safe Harbors. To do so the
methodology relies on the formulation of both operationa and project
deliverables. We propose that these deliverables be formulated by the Safe
Harbors Staff Team, the Project Administrator and representatives from the
Server Organization(s), for review by the Steering Committee. Here we propose
basdline operationa and project deliverables.

Operational deliverables

Operational deliverables are specific products, outcomes or targets that are to be
completed or reached by the end of each year. We propose that the following
deliverables be formulated and set according to the community's best estimates.
See the operationd ddiverables matrix for the three-year ralling plan.

Percentage of shdter, trandtiond and permanent housing organizations.
Recognizing tha a the beginning of the implementation these percentages
will be zero, the targets should mean an increase in the percentage from year
to year. We recommend that in the sdection of the target organizations
(recognizing that participation is voluntary), that some type of common
criteria cluser them. For example, use organization type, program type, Sze,
geogrgphy  or  common funding. This will dlow addressng common
procedures, issues and concerns.

Percentage of clients served recorded through Safe Harbors.

An excdlent indicator of progress during implementation is the number of
total transactions recorded in the centrd server. Data a the central server will
provide the best indicator of coverage: unduplicated counts. The objective
when udng this criterion is to collect data on a percentage of individuas or
families served. For example, an operational objective for year one could be to
assist 10% of emergency sheter programs to upload at least 75% of client de-
identified data

Target percentage of dtes involved in the implementation (i.e. percentage of
gtes in stage 1, 2, 3 or 4 of ther implementation). We recommend that the
project adminigtration adopt a grict follow-up process of the implementation's
progresson and to do this dte-by-ste The reason for this is tha
implementation is extremdy time consuming; it is gradual and dow. It is
common for evauators to assume that no progress is being made because
ddiverables have not been met. However, many hours of graduad progresson
will be put into the process and they should be accounted for. In our
methodology we provide the stepping stones to document the dow, evolving
progresson of the implementation. The matrix shown bedow indicates the
percentage of dtes that should be a stages 1 through 6 in the three year
period. It is important to note that at the end of the 3% year only 10% of sites
will befully operationd.
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Daa dements. We recommend that after the review of prospective software
packages, a group be formed to agree on a complete list of data elements to be
supported in the sysemwide informaion component of Safe Harbors. This
issue should be resolved within the first year.

Reports. Report  requirements never end in actuaity. We propose that a
sandard suite of reports be defined for Safe Harbors users, that will bring cost
and time savings to service providers. The matrix shown below indicates that
in the first year 50% of such reports should be defined; in the second year
100% of these reports should be defined.

Client consent protocols. We recommend that client consent forms and
protocols be defined ealy in the firsd year of operation. The matrix shown
below indicates that these protocols should be defined in ther entirety and in
practice by the end of year 1.

Training. For the implementation process to succeed, training must be
constant. Worker turnover, computer skills and the nature of the
implementation process make it necessary to provide a platform for the
community to learn, remember and relearn how to operate the system. We
recommend that a least three types of training programs be developed: basic
computer literacy and report generation course, use, maintenance and update
of the I&R system; and use of the system wide information system.

Year | Year | Year
1 2 3
Complete necessary customization 100%
Client consent protocols defined 100%
Data e ements agreed upon by stakeholders 100%
Reports 50% | 100%
Sitesin stage 2 of their implementation 25% | 25% | 30%
Stesin stage 3 of their implementation 20% | 20% | 40%
Stesin stage 4 of their implementation 10% | 20% | 20%
Stesin stage 5 of tharr implementation 20% | 20%
Stesin stage 6 of their implementation 5% 5%
Training sessons
Basics (windows, report generation) 6 6 6
Levd 1 6 6 6
Leve 2 6 6 8

Operationd Deliverables Matrix

Project deliverables
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Project ddiverables extend through the entire project and may not be redidtic to
asess them on ayearly basis. They represent ongoing efforts or mgjor targets.

Aggregate reports. A mgor indicator of overdl project implementation
success is the production of aggregate reports that help to explain trends and
gaps in behaviors and services. We recommend that a set number of aggregate
reports be defined as targets to demonstrate overall implementation progress.

Target percentages for overdl implementation. These are the ultimate criteria
for evauation: how many sites effectively use Safe Harbors.

Effective use of Safe Harbors directly impacting clients
This criterion relates to the overdl effectiveness of Safe Harbors from the
perspective of the client. Thisissueis address in the eva uation framework.

Effective use of Safe Harbors directly impacting service programs.

This criterion relates to the overdl effectiveness of Safe Harbors from the
perspective of the service provider. This issue is address in the evduation
framework.

Effective use of Safe Harbors directly impacting public policy

This criterion rdaes to the overdl effectiveness of Safe Harbors from the
perspective of the policy maker. This issue is addressed in the evauation

framework.

Year | Year | Year

1 2 3
Phase 1 Start-up 100%
Phase 2 1& R Implementation 25% | 50% | 80%
Phase 3 System Wide Information 20% | 40% | 80%
Phase 4 Full Implementation 20% | 40%
For metrics (See evauation framework)

Project Deliverables Matrix

8. Evaluation Framework

General Approach. We recommend an evaluation process based on the
following principles and procedures.

a) Evauation steps should be conducted throughout the project, in accordance
with the project’ s implementation plan. The mgor steps are asfollows:



Level 1 Component of Safe Harbors, Assessment of:
The volume and type of 1&R transactions
The leve of participation of new dtesin I&R
The speed a which homeless persons and case managers are able to
complete information and referral processes

Level 2 Component of Safe Harbors. Assessment of:
The extent to which aggregate data generated by Safe Harbors system is
used to assess service effectiveness, to advocate for additiona resources,
and to inform resource decisons,
The extent to which the Safe Harbors system reduces the leve of effort
service agencies must take to report to their federa, state and loca
funders,
The level of participation of new Stesin Leve 2 Safe Harbors Component
Theimpact of Safe Harbors on collaborative planning and decison
making among stakeholders addressing home essnessin Seattle/King
County

Level 3 Component of Safe Harbors. Assessment of:
The volume and type of provider-mediated service planning transactions
The leve of participation of new Stesin Level 3 Safe Harbors Component

b) Evaduation that addresses both the effectiveness of the implementation process
and project outcomes should be performed on:
Specific outcomes at prOJect milestones to be determined by the project's
Steering Committee in conjunction with the Safe Harbors staff;

Process issues concerning both community planning dynamics and project
implementation Srategies.

c) Threetypesof data collection mechanisms should be put into place:

Technology-based mechanisms, deigned to understand how specific
technological tools are being used;

Survey-method questionnairesto dicit process- specific issues concerning
the substantive ares;

Process documentation techniques to understand the dynamics of the
implementation process and to draw generd recommendations.

d) Bothinternd and externa evauation processes should be put into place
during the first 9x months of the implementation.

Detall on the recommended eva uation plan follows.
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SafeHarbor Evaluation Design

Evaluation Questions

Evaluation Strategies

Data Collection M ethods

Data Analysis M ethods

General Approach

Criteriafor Assessment

Populations

Process evaluation

Level 1: Information & Referral:
1. What technological access
mechanisms are most utilized by
people who are homelessin King
County?

2. Towhat extent are the
Seattle/King County homeless
assistance programs participatingin
the |& R component of Safe
Harbors?

1. Assessment of the volume
and type of transactions (direct
or provider-mediated
transactions);

2. Assessment of the level of
participation of new sitesin the
1&R component of Safe
Harbors

1. All technologies will be used
by people who are homelessin
King County.

a. The number of transactions
by these persons will increase
over the three years.

b. The number of direct
transactions by these persons
will increase over the three
years.

2. The number of service
programs participating in the
1& R component will increase
over the three years.

Participantsin 1& R sites,
including primary health
clinics; shelters and service
programs for homeless
people; and public access
settings

Statistical information collected
on:

1. thevolume of users, type of
use (direct or provider-mediated),
the type of information accessed
by users, and

2. number of programs
participating in the I& R
component of Safe Harbors

1. Analysisof trendsin useof |
& R technologies over the
course of athree year period,
along the dimensions listed
(volume of users, type of use,
information accessed and

2. Analysis of changesin the
number of programs
participating over the course of a
three year period

Level 2: Community planning:

1. Does utilization of the system
improve effectiveness of the
Seattle/King County response to
homelessness, including its ahility to
improve service outcomes, to
advocate for additional resources,
and to make informed resource
decisions?

2. Does utilization of the system
reduce the data collection burden for
agencies providing shelter and/or
homeless assistance services?

3. To what extent are the
Seattle/King County programs that
provide resources to homeless
persons participating in Level 2
component of Safe Harbors?

1. Assessment of extent to
which aggregate data generated
by the Safe Harbors system is
used to assess service
effectiveness, to advocate for
additional resources and to
inform resource decisions;

2. Assessment of the extent to
which the Safe Harbors system
reduces the level of effort
service agencies must take to
report to their federal, state and
local funders;

3. Assessment of the level of
participation of new sitesin the
Level 2 component of Safe
Harbors

1. Aggregate data generated by
the Safe Harbors system and
used to assess service
effectiveness, to advocate for
additional resources and to
inform resource decisions will
increase over the three years;
2. Thelevels of effort
participating service agencies
take to report to their federal,
state and local funders will
decrease over the three years;
3. The number of service
programs participating in the
Level 2 component will increase
over the three years.

Participantsin I&R, shelter,
and homel ess assistance
settings, including
consumers, service
providers, agency heads,
advocates, City of Seattle,
King County and United
Way planners.

Statistical information collected
on:

1. The extent to which service
programs in the Safe Harbors
system are collecting data needed
for community planning
purposes, including daily census
data; client characteristics; and
their resource/service needs.

2. Thelevels of effort required
by participating service agencies
to report to their federal, state and
local funders;

3. The number of service
programs participating in the
Level 2 component of Safe
Harbors.

1. Analysis of the types of
aggregate data generated by the
Safe Harbors system, including
daily census data, client
characteristics and
service/resource needs, an
inventory of service units,
incidence and prevalence counts,
and the dynamics of shelter stays
and readmissions; 2. Analysis
of changesin the levels of effort
required by service agencies to
report to their federal, state, and
local funders as they use the
Safe Harbors system;

3. Analysisof changesin the
numbers of programs
participating in the Level 2
component of Safe Harbors
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Evaluation Questions

Evaluation Strategies

Data Collection M ethods

Data Analysis M ethods

General Approach

Criteriafor Assessment

Populations

Process evaluation

Level 3: Case Management*

1. Does utilization of the service
planning functions in the Safe
Harbors system increase and
improve  Seattle/King  County
homeless persons' timely accessto
information about available housing
and supportive services?

2. To what extent are the
Seattle/King County homeless
assistance programs participating in
the Level 3 case management
component of Safe Harbors?

1. Assessment of the volume
and type of provider-mediated
service planning transactions
2. Assessment of the level of
participation of new sitesin the
Level 3 case management
component of Safe Harbors

1. The number of provider-
mediated service planning
transactions will increase over
the three years

2. The number of program sites
using the Level 3 case
management component will
increase over the three years
3. The number of computer-
generated reports that case
managers and consumers can use
in obtaining resources that
consumers need will increase
over the course of the three
years.

Participantsin shelter and

homeless assistance
settings in  Seattle/King
County area, including

consumers and service
providers

Statistical information collected
on:

1. The volume of users and types
of service planning transactions
taking place

2. The number of programs
participating in the Level 3 case
management component of Safe
Harbors

3. The number of computer-
generated reports that case
managers and consumers can use
in obtaining resources that
consumers need.

1. Analysis of trends in use of
Level 3 case management
component of Safe Harbors over
the course of a three-year paiod.
2. Analysis of changes in the
number of programs using the
Level 3 case management
component over the course of a
three year period

2. Analysis of numbers of
computer-generated reports
made available for use by case
managers and consumers over
the course of a three-year peiod.

Outcome Evaluation

General Approach

Criteriafor Assessment

Populations

Data Collection M ethods

Data Analysis M ethods

Level 1: Information/Referral:

1. Doesthenew | & R system
increase and improve King County
homeless persons' timely access to
information about available housing
and supportive services?

Assessment of the volume and
type of transactions (direct or
provider-mediated
transactions) and the speed at
which homel ess persons and
case managers are able to
complete information and
referral processes

1. Greater numbers of King
County homeless persons use | &
R system;

2. Homeless persons' and
service providers knowledge of
resource options will be
enhanced;

3. Increased efficiency in use of
available shelter beds/units;

3. The speed of information and
referral transactions will
increase over the three years.

Participants and service
providersin 1& R sites,
including primary health
clinics, sheltersand
services for homeless
peoplein King County; and
other public access settings.

1. Statistical information
collected on: the volume of
users, type of use (direct or
provider-mediated), the type of
information accessed by users,
and the speed of information and
referral transactions, and use of
shelter beds/units.

2. Survey of arepresentative
sample of homeless persons and
service providersin| & R sitesto
assess impacts of I&R on their
knowledge of resource options
and the speed of information and
referral transactions.

1. Analysisof trendsin useof |
& R technologies over the
course of the three year grant
period, along the dimensions
listed (volume of users, type of
use, and information accessed)
2. Analysis of perceived
impacts of 1&R system on
homeless persons' and service
providers' knowledge of
resource options and the speed
of information and referral
transactions.
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Outcome Evaluation

General Approach

Criteriafor Assessment

Populations

Data Collection M ethods

Data Analysis M ethods

Level 2. Community Planning:

1. Does use of aggregate data
generated by the Safe Harbors
system result in more effective
planning to meet the needs of
homeless persons in moving toward
economic and housing stability?

1. Assessment of theimpact of
Safe Harbors on collaborative
decision making among
stakeholders addressing
homelessness in the City of
Seattle and King County

Resource and planning decisions
that conform to needs as
identified by system-generated
aggregate data, and reflect
consensus among the
stakeholders will increase over
the three years.

Participantsin &R and
community planning
settings, including persons
who are homeless, service
providers, agency heads
and managers, and city
county and United Way
planners.

Review of documentation of
planning processes and decisions,
including system-generated
aggregate data as well as Steering
Committee meeting minutes,
memos, proposals, funding and
other documentation of City and
County planning decisions.

1. Analysisof extent to which
resource and planning decisions
conform to system-generated
aggregate data, including daily
census data, client characteristics
and service/resource needs, an
inventory of service units,
incidence and preval ence counts,
and the dynamics of shelter stays
and readmissions. Analysis of
extent to which resource and
planning decisions reflect a
consensus of stakeholders.

Level 3. Case Management:

1. Does utilization of the service
planning functions in the Safe
Harbors system increase and
improve  Seattle/King  County
homeless persons’ timely access to
available housing and supportive
services?

1. Assessment of the extent to
which provider-mediated
service planning transactions
result in clients obtaining the
services and resources to which
they are referred

1. Provider-mediated service
planning transactions that result
in clients obtaining the services
and resources to which they are
referred will increase over the
three year period

Participantsin shelter and
homeless assistance
settings in Seattle/King
County area, including
consumers and service
providers

1. Statistical  information
collected on the number of
provider-mediated service
planning transactions that result
in consumers obtaining the
services and resources to which
they are referred

2. Survey of a representative
sample of homeless persons and
case managers in homeless
assistance programs to assess the
impacts of Level 3 Case
Management component of Safe
Harbors on their knowledge of
resources for which consumers
are eligible and the speed with
which they obtain these resources

1. Analysis of trends in
provider-mediated service
planning transactions that result
in consumers obtaining the
services and resources to which
they are referred

2. Andysisof perceived impacts
of the Level 3 Case Management
component of Safe Harbors of
consumers obtaining the services
and resources to which they are
referred

*  Case management in this evauation format refers solely to those senvice transactions that take place between a consumer and a
service provider, and do not include éectronic transmisson of client-leve records between service providers.  We are limiting the
evauation to this parameter for Level 3 based upon the guidance we have received from participants in the Safe Harbors planning

Processes.
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9. Cost Analysis

The estimated cogts for the implementation of Safe Harbors are divided over three
years. Thisdetalled cost andyssis closely digned with the 3 year

implementation plan described earlier in this document. It isimportant to note

that all estimated costs are based upon what we believe to be very redistic
projected levels of Site participation for each component of Safe Harbors: 100%
for implementation of the Level 1 1& R component and 80% for the Leve 2
component. These percentages refer to Site participation and not population
coverage. Thejob categories and costs for project staff were supplied to us by the
Safe Harbors Staff.

The cost of software varies sgnificantly and depends on the pricing structure set
by the software vendors. The prices presented here are set for the number of Sites
and users described earlier. Therefore, it should be assumed that the price for the
software that we present here also assumes 100% Ste participation in Level 1and
80% site participation in Level 2 by the end of the three year period. In this cost
andysis our estimated pricing is based upon cogts for the most expensive
homeless management information system software applications. A
comprehensive review of four software products that we consider most applicable
for Safe Harbors isincluded in the gppendix. These four software packages offer
somewhat different levels of functiondity. Therefore, it is recommended that
these vendors be contacted to arrange presentations of their productsto the
community of interested parties.

Development costs will be incurred primarily for software customization (changes
to the software programs in order to accommodeate for specific requirements). We
anticipate the development of a standard import/export utility to alow for data
transfer to/from proprietary databases from/to the software’ s own database.
Equdly important will be the development of specific changesin the product’s
approach to client code creation and client data de-identification. Customization
rates vary from vendor to vendor. We believe that our cost estimates for these
customizations will be sufficient for the Safe Harbors system.

Some development will be necessary to set-up the I& R component for useina
kiosk.. We have factored in afigure for the customization, as the configuration
needed for Safe Harbors to our knowledge is not currently available in the market.
However, setting up akiosk for homeless 1& R exclusvely may be questionable.

A public kiosk is likely to be accessed by awide range of individuas not
experiencing homelessness but who may be interested in searching for other
human services programs. We recommend that the feasibility of setting-up
homeless services kiosks only be critically anayzed.

We have included the cost of training Safe Harbors staff on software
implementation, maintenance, upgrade and troubleshooting. Software vendors
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have different training pricing schemes, but the figure included in our esimatesis
representative.

We have dso included the estimated cogts of training the staff who will be
operdaing the system at the service program sites. This figure should cover the
curriculum development and training on the specifics of the Safe Harbors system
operation.

Findly, the cost to the Safe Harbors system, Centra Server and participating
programs dike, can be dramatically offset if the project team is able to garner
resources from the range of funding sources described in the next section of this
report. In addition to the public funding avenues, this project has the potentid to
offer private philanthropists from the foundation and corporate technology sectors
many gppealing opportunities that can make a subgtantia contribution to the
success of the project.
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Cost Analysis

Central Server Personnel (Levels 1,2, & 3)
Project Administrator (City of Seattle position) 1FTE
Technology Manager/Network Administrator 1FTE
Computer Support Specialist 1FTE

Resource Specialist 1FTE

Information and Referral Specialist 1FTE

Data Manager 1FTE

Computer Support Specialists 2FTE

Project liaison .25

Sub-total

Benefits- 15%
Administrative Support - 25%
Total Personnel
Hardware
Central Servers Set-Up*
Central Server Maintenance
Program Sites Set-Up*
~Level | (24 PCs & 10 Kiosks) $10,000 per kiosk and
$1000 per PC
~Level Il (180 Sites - 80% coverage over 3 years)

~Site connectivity assuming Safe Harbors absorbs
this cost for all sites

Year 1
40 sites

80,000.00
47,000.00
32,000.00
23,400.00
23,400.00

B BB P

$8,000
$ 213,800.00
32,070.00

53,450.00
299,320.00

©“ B &P

L

30,000.00

@

42,000.00

40,000.00
20,000.00

@ &

Program Sites Maintenance (troubleshooting resources)

Software
Central Server and User Licenses and
Customization**

Training

Central Server Training
Basic User Training
Level | & Il Training

Other

Central Server Travel

Project Meeting Expenses

Office Supplies

Training Materials and Documents

Grand Total

$ 205,000.00

10,000.00
1,200.00
2,400.00

@ B »

&

20,000.00

$ 669,920.00

Year 2

70 new sites
3% cost of living 3% cost of living

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

@ & h

$

$

82,400.00
48,410.00
32,960.00
24,102.00
24,102.00
33,000.00
64,000.00

8,240.00

317,214.00
47,582.10
79,303.50

444,099.60
10,000.00

42,000.00

70,000.00
53,000.00

10,000.00

205,000.00

4,000.00
1,200.00
2,400.00

20,000.00

861,699.60

Year 3
70 new sites

$ 84,872.00
$  49,862.30
$  33,948.80
$ 24,825.06
$  24,825.06
$  33,990.00
$  65,920.00
$ 8,487.20
$ 326,730.42
$  49,009.56
$ 8168261
$ 457,422.59
$ 12,000.00
$  42,000.00
$ 70,000.00
$  77,000.00
$  10,000.00
$ 205,000.00
$ 4,000.00
$ 1,200.00
$ 2,800.00
$  20,000.00
$ 901,422.59

$2,433,042.19

*Hardware acquisition and installation, security backup acquisition and installation, penetration testing by

third party, connectivity

**Software selection; Software acquisition, installation, configuration and testing. Customization: $25,000 to

assist agencies that require a convert utility
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10. Potential Resour ces

The City of Sedtle, King County and the United Way of King County, as key
patners in spearheading the Safe Harbors Initiative, have assumed magor
regponsbility for identifying the resources for its implementation. As such, they
have requested that the consultant team include in this report suggested avenues for
funding the project. The following is a beginning set of ideas for fund development.
We have identified funding options that will not re-direct funds from services but
rather have the potential to draw additional resources into the Sesitle/King County
homel ess assistance network.

Planned commitment of resour ces from the City of Seattle and the
United Way of King County

The City of Seattle. Inlate Fal the Human Services, Education and Civil Rights
Committee was successful in receiving approva from the Sesttle City Council for
funding a portion of the Safe Harbors implementation. The approved Statement
of Legidative Intent (SLI1) follows.

“A maximum of $680,000 will be gppropriated for the implementation of the Safe
Harbors System. These funds shdl not be expended until the Housing, Human
Services, Education and Civil Rights Committee has received and approved the
consultant’ sfind design and implementation plan (expected to be submitted in
January 2001).

A minimum of a1:1 match for City funds must be secured from other non-City
sources such as the United Way, Federd, States or other public or private entities.
The required match may consist of cash, equipment or in-kind services.

The Human Services Department shdl provide areport by September 1, 2001
regarding implementation of the Safe Harbors System, including a report
concerning the funding secured for implementation and fulfillment of the 1.1
match requirement.”

The United Way of King County. The United Way is currently sponsoring a
homdessness initiative known as Out of the Rain, which isworking to enhance
collaboration, understanding and resources to aleviate and prevent homelessness
in King County. One of the dleven srategiesin Out of the Rain’soverdl design
isto “better coordinate our region’s homeless response system.” A data system
such as Safe harbors is acknowledged in the Out of the Rain plan as an important
component in improving the overdl system of services for homeless people,

As part of its fund development work to carry out the 11 strategies, the Out of the
Rain initiative anticipates that it will be able to identify private investorswith a
particular interest in the use of technology to improve homeess services, and

share with them information about the Safe Harbors effort and the various
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opportunities available to hdp implement it. Thiswould likely include requests
for direct financia support as well as other resources such as donations of
hardware, software, training, programming, etc. Such fund devel opment work
would take place once the Safe Harbors partners have agreed upon an feasible,
appropriate system design and shared implementation approach that they are
willing to pursue. The United Way of King County, in conjunction with the other
partners of the Safe Harbors initiative, will explore a specific fund devel opment
drategy for Safe Harbors upon completion of the proposed design and
implementation plan in early Winter 2001.

Other Funding Avenues.

Federd technology grant programs. The Technology Opportunities Program
(TOP). Severd communities across the country have implemented systems
smilar to the proposed Safe Harbors System through use of Department of
Commerce TOP grant funds (in combination with local matching resources). The
Crigs Services of Alabama ( a FY 2000 awardee) and Project IMPACT in Lake
County, Illinois (a FY 1999 awardee) are two such communities. The TOP
“promotes the widespread availability and use of advanced tdecommunications
technologies in the public and non-profit sectors. ... TOP gives grants for model
projects demondrating innovative uses of network technology. TOP eva uates
and actively shares the lessons learned from these projects to ensure the benefits
are broadly distributed across the country, especialy in rurd and underserved
communities”

The FY 2001 Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) for TOP grantsis due to be
released on January 11, 2001 with an expected deadline for proposasin the
month of March 2001. These multi-year grants are highly competitive; in FY
2000, 662 proposals were submitted and 35 awards were granted. Loca matching
funds are arequirement. Grant awards for each of the Alabamaand Lake County,
IL projects exceeded $300,000. The Safe HarborsLevel 11 & R component in
particular appears very compatible with TOP objectives. We recommend that
Safe Harbors gtaff review the TOP website (www.ntiadoc.gov) for information
about the application process and its history of grant awards. I1n addition, Saff
attendance at one of its upcoming technica ass stance workshopsis strongly
advised.

Other Public Funding Options.

Many jurisdictions across the country have received U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development (HUD) Technicad Assgtance funds to facilitate their
HMIS implementations. In addition, each Sate hasits own programs for funding
technology projects that will improve the effectiveness of publicly funded

services (i.e. technology bond or trust funds). We recommend that Safe Harbors
daff explore these funding options.



GiftdnKind, International. This corporation manages the product philanthropy
for nearly 40% of the Fortune 500 companies. This corporation is currently
engaged with the National Human Services Data Consortium (NHSDC) whose
member communities are implementing Home ess Management Information
Systems (HMIS) across their cities, counties or states. The Executive Director of
GiftslnKind isin the process of proposing to the mgor suppliers of computers and
Internet access in the US that they consder NHSDC communities as a priority for
ther giving. Sheis specificaly targeting CompUSA, Gateway Country, Déll,
AOL, and Verizon for donations of computers, broadband Internet access and
training. The Seettle/King County Safe Harbors staff received and responded
positively to an invitation from the consultant team to join in this effort.

NPower.org. NPower isatechnology resource located in the heart of Sesttle. Its
mission is “heping non-profits use technology to better serve their communities.”
Theinitia geographic priority of this organization is the Puget Sound area.

Services and resourcesinclude: assessing non-profits technology status,

providing hands-on technica assstance, conducting trainings, offering an online
library of resources, and matching non-profits with volunteers for short-term
technology projects.

TechFoundation. Thisnew foundation is being launched in January 2001 to
provide long-distance service and technica consuitation resources to non-profits
to help them utilize technology to improve program operations. David Altshuler,
formerly the Executive Director of TCN in Cambridge, MA, is the founder and
Executive Director of this foundation. With a funding base of more than $2.5
million, the foundation anticipates awarding $500,000 within the next 12 months.
The TechFoundation is based in Cambridge, MA with officesin New York,
Washington, D.C. and Sedttle.

11. Concluding Thoughts

The consultant team has had the opportunity over the past 10 months to witness
the Seattle/King County community's commitment to effectively fight
homeessness and to diminate the barriers men, women and children face when
they must rely upon the service system to meet some of their most basic needs.
The collective taent, intelligence, energy, and sheer hours of work on the part of
S0 many men and women who engaged in the planning process for Safe Harbors
is clear evidence of this commitmen.

Early on in the design process, community participants made it clear to usthat
they want Safe Harbors to result in easy access to resources for individuas and
families who are homeless or near homeless, and in substantia improvementsin
the Seattle/King County response to homelessness. Furthermore, we learned that
the bedrock principle grounding al aspects of the implementation of Safe Harbors
should be to ensure maximum protection of the privacy rights of individuas and
familieswho use sarvices that are part of the Safe Harbors System.



We fed very confident that the work undertaken thus far in planning Safe Harbors
will enable the Seettle/King County community to redlize these gods. We offer
thisfind design report as our most complete portraya of what we believe needs
to be done to move ahead and to achieve redlistic outcomes over the next three
years. The plan builds upon the what we know about the strengths of the
Sesttle/King County public, non-profit and private sectors who have a stakein
addressing and ending homelessness. It d so recommends processes for
continuing to engage people who hold widdy disparate views regarding how
technology can and should be used to respond to homelessness in Seattle/King

County. We are honored to have had arole as your partnersin crafting thisplan
for the future.
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APPENDI X

A. Description of Potential Software Tools
B. Advisory and Work Group Members
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Background and Purpose

Bowman Internet Systems is an Internet company that, in addition to web-site
development, web hosting, and other business services, developed a single-point of
entry client-tracking system.

ServicePoint is a web-enabled information management system built specifically for

human service agencies, coalitions, communities, and states to track client and resource
information in a user friendly, real-time environment. ServicePoint was released in 1999
after three years of collaboration with homeless agencies and Human Service coalitions.

Architecture and Database Structure

ServicePoint is a web-based system using Microsoft SQL Server and Internet Information
Server. It can be run over a LAN (Local Area Network) and data can be stored locally or
at a centralized location, using a centralized or a distributed database model.

ServicePoint utilizes web programming techniques and a SQL database engine that
allows users to input, archive, and retrieve information through their web browser.
ServicePoint is a multi-user database that is accessible via an existing Internet
connection. It is designed to track client and resource information in a real-time
environment. Since ServicePoint is a web-based system, data can be integrated into a
publicly accessible website. Data analysis findings are available for public viewing.

The following modules are included within the ServicePoint software:

ClientPoint - intake and assessment;

ServicePoint - enter and track referrals, needs, and services;

ShelterPoint - check clients in and out, manage shelter inventory, and make
referrals;

ResourcePoint - a database of area agency and program information; and
NewsWire - post important news items, including community news boards.

ServicePoint also offers an email referral option. An agency can choose to communicate
via email with the program to which a client is being referred.

Security and Privacy

ServicePoint is accessed through a user name and password process. When a client is
entered onto the system at a local site, a case manager may choose to leave access to
the record open, or to restrict access. At the operating system level, ServicePoint relies
upon the ability of Windows NT to record server log transactions. The vendor is
currently in the process of building a web-based audit trail function to their software;
this feature will be included in the 2.0 release in Feb. 2001. ServicePoint also offers



disaster recovery services, including 24-hour emergency support, server restoration, and
remote daily tape backups.

Data Elements

Bowman Internet Systems’ ServicePoint interface collects many data elements in several
fields. It gathers demographic information for clients and their accompanying family
members. Comprehensive service, physical and mental health, alcohol and drug usage,
legal information, and case management tracking are available. ServicePoint records
residential history, educational history and goals, employment history and information,
and current income. It also features exit information, referral and follow-up, and shelter
specification screens. The ShelterPoint module offers nightly bed tracking.

Customization and Reporting Capabilities

ServicePoint is sold as an off-the-shelf product, however the developers acknowledge
the need to customize the system to meet the specific needs of an agency, coalition, or
organization. Bowman Internet Systems is currently planning an upgrade for 2001 that
will feature several enhancements. Among additional features planned are: a web-page
builder for inexperienced users to publish an agency or program website; a food-pantry
module to be used specifically for programs that serve meals; VolunteerPoint, a module
allowing users to post volunteer opportunities on a public website; CallPoint, a module
designed for call centers, outreach workers, and others who need a one-screen quick
entry system for tracking clients; an eligibility module to automatically determine
program eligibility; free standing community kiosks; and off-line entry with a Palm Pilot
or portable device.

The ‘Report Center’ feature in ServicePoint allows the user to generate customized
reports for agencies or programs. Bowman Internet Systems has built HUD and FEMA
annual reporting capabilities into the ServicePoint system.

System Requirements

Workstations Server

Operating System: Windows 95+, Operating System: Windows NT 4.0
Macintosh 8.0+ Processing Speed: 200 MHz Processor
Processing Speed: Pentium Memory: 128 MB RAM

Memory: 16 MB RAM Hard Drive: 4.3 GB Hard Drive

Hard Disk Space: 4.3 GB Modems and/or Internet Connections:
Modems and/or Internet Connections: 28.8 Modem, 128 KB + dedicated
Required, Microsoft Internet Explorer/ connection

Netscape Navigator

Personnel Requirements

The system requires system administration staff and personnel to input and maintain a
comprehensive list of referrals in ResourcePoint. System Administrator requirements
vary depending upon the type of implementation deployed. If the server is hosted on



the Bowman Internet Systems’ network, most of the server administrator duties will be
performed as part of the monthly server fee. If the client purchases the system to

operate at their location, the System Administrator will need to possess advanced

network administration and support skills.

A representative from each coalition or organization is responsible for coordinating

system implementation. They meet, test, evaluate, and approve each phase of the
implementation schedule.

Costs
One Time One Time Variable Costs | Variable Costs Total 2-
Fixed Costs | Variable Costs | First 12 Mos. Second 12 Mos. | Year Costs
ServicePoint- Small $6,294 $20,700 $5,060 $5,060 $37,114
Community
ServicePoint- $6,294 $60,000 $15,000 $40,000 $121,294
Medium Community
ServicePoint- Large $6,294 $105,000 $27,000 $71,000 $209,294
Community

Technical Assistance Hourly Rates (unless otherwise indicated)

Customization

Training

ServicePoint

$75/ hr

$795/ day




CLIENTTRACA™
Homeless

Background and Purpose

Data Systems International (DSI) was established in 1983 to promote a business
software package developed for a multi-user environment. DSI provides integrated
software system solutions that can be modified for a variety of agencies and program
needs.

DSI's ClientTrack application utilizes web application technology for people, case, client,
and information management. ClientTrack is a multi-faceted, modular application
specifically designed to track and manage people and information. ClientTrack is one
solution in their range of products and was designed to be a complete case
management and reporting application for homeless service providers.

Architecture and Database Structure

The ClientTrack software is configured using the centralized database model. DSI’s
ClientTrack utilizes Internet-based technology, but can also be used over a LAN (Local
Area Network), WAN (Wide Area Network), or a dial-up connection. ClientTrack
provides a web-based system for sites and large localities that are connected to the
Internet, but also offers human service solutions to smaller agencies. Agencies that
want to shift to an Internet system at a later time may do so without losing data or
functionality. ClientTrack uses a Microsoft SQL Server database and can handle large
numbers of users and records.

The ClientTrack software features multi-tier architecture. The most common
configuration consists of three tiers: data storage is at the server level; the user
interface is at the site level; and a middle level generally contains the business rules,
directs traffic to the server, and provides security to the server. This multi-level
database allows flexibility for sharing of data for state, regional, and county/local areas.
With a multi-tier design, if one tier is altered, it will not affect the other tiers. This
arrangement allows for many low-cost, low-powered client computers and a few
expensive, powerful servers in a central location.

Data transfer can occur real-time while maintaining real-time interaction with other
systems over LANs, WANSs, and the Internet. A ‘verify application’ option ensures that
all the required fields on the application are complete and have been responded to
correctly. A list of all elements that have not been completed, or are not in the correct
format, is displayed upon exit.



Security and Privacy

ClientTrack requires a user name and password for different levels of access for each
user for input, on-line inquiries, and viewing. Data transfers between client computers
and the centralized repository are encrypted. Client authorization to share data is
recommended. An ‘information release’ feature allows the user to specify client
authorizations for which agencies will be granted access to the shared client information.

ClientTrack contains audit trail capabilities for specific standard features such as initial
intake application and case notes. Once a record is created, the system allows the user
to lock down or write protect it. In addition, DSI can create a table that would track
changes made to a record/field once an audit trail requirement is identified.

Data Elements

DSI’ s ClientTrack has comprehensive data tracking capabilities. It collects thorough
demographic, family member, case management, exit, and follow-up information. It
records agency specifications, such as type of program, address, and funding sources.
ClientTrack records all information about services received, residential history,
educational history and goals, employment history and goals, and current income and
assistance benefits. It collects basic health, mental health, alcohol, drug, and legal
issues and contains a nightly bed list. ClientTrack allows input of multiple programs at
one agency and users can track which services a client receives by program. The
software also features a cost analysis of services received for billing purposes.

Customization and Reporting Capabilities

DSI has explained that all components of the ClientTrack system are adaptable to the
different needs of agency participants. If any customizations or data conversion are
necessary, DSI will negotiate that as part of a contract, and build tables, logic, and data
elements needed to facilitate this process. As part of a data conversion process, DSI will
ensure that the data is accessible in a standard SQL data exchange format and agencies
can monitor accuracy of data conversion.

The Case Management Reports module is a version of Crystal Reports and contains
extensive reporting capabilities for client demographic, service information, and agency
funding information. Individuals can build their own reports by choosing data fields, sort
orders, and data ranges. ClientTrack also contains tools to generate responses for
HUD’s Annual Progress Report. The software also produces a report that measures
individual clients’ length-of-stay.



System Requirements

Workstations
Operating System:
Windows 95
Processing Speed:
Pentium 100 MHz
Memory: 64 MB RAM
Hard Drive Space: 50
MB

Modem or Internet
Connection: Required

Application Server
Operating System: NT
Server 4.0 SP 4+
Processing Speed:
Pentium 400 MHz
Memory: 500 MB RAM
Hard Drive Space: 2 GB
Modem or Internet
Connection: Required

Database Server

Operating System: NT
Server 4.0 SP 4+,
Microsoft SQL Server or
Oracle 7

Processing Speed:
Pentium 400 MHz
Memory: 500 MB RAM
Hard Drive Space: 5 GB
Modem or Internet
Connection: Required

Personnel Requirements

DSI recommends that each community employ a System Administrator responsible for
maintaining the network, hardware, and communications; a Database Administrator
responsible for accuracy and integrity of data; and a Trainer responsible for ensuring
that all sites and users understand how to correctly use ClientTrack. It is possible that
one or two people could fulfill more than one role and the duties of each could overlap.

Costs
One Time One Time Variable Costs | Variable Costs Total 2-
Fixed Costs Variable Costs First 12 Mos. Second 12 Mos. | Year Costs
ClientTrack-Small $28,500 $48,750 $8,775 $8,775 $94,800
Community
ClientTrack-Medium $28,500 $96,750 $17,415 $90,790 $233,455
Community
ClientTrack-Large $28,500 $181,500 $32,670 $47,420 $290,090
community

Technical Assistance Hourly Rates (unless otherwise indicated)

Customization

Training

ClientTrack $150/day

$1,050/day




PATHWAYE QOMPASS

Background and Purpose

The Pathways Community Network is a small, nonprofit group in Atlanta dedicated to
making technology available to homeless service agencies and other social service
organizations. The company has developed partnerships with technology providers,
enabling them to use high-tech products on a non-profit budget. Their goals are to: help
families and individuals in need to connect with and receive necessary services; give
agencies the tools to make sure that their services are appropriate and effective; and
help communities monitor the overall, long-term impact of these services.

Pathways Compass is a web-based client information system that features an interface
with menus and drop-down options. Pathways Compass securely connects case
managers, clinicians, and other service providers across a community to share
information and work together closely to enhance services for homeless and at-risk
families and individuals. This review is of Pathways Compass; since this evaluation the
company has released an updated version, 2.0. The upgraded version 2.0 includes new
features such as on-line data validation and error reporting.

Architecture and Database Structure

The database is configured as a centralized model. Users can access Pathways Compass
from any computer with an up-to-date Internet browser and connection. As the modem
is only used for the actual downloading of a page and uploading of changes, users can
share a modem connection. Pathways Compass is a real-time application with data
shared instantaneously with other authorized users.

Data fields and modules can be added and customized. Pathways Compass uses the
Oracle 8i database. The Oracle 8i database has robust archiving capabilities; all of the
data for the agencies using the software is stored and maintained by the Pathways
Community Network.

Security and Privacy

Access requires a user name and password; users are allowed to view only the
information that they are authorized to work with. A screen displays only data that the
user is allowed to view; there are no indications that additional data exist. Client
authorization forms should be completed before data can be accessed. Data are
additionally protected with encryption technology during transmission to the centralized
repository.



Pathways Compass contains an audit trail that produces a list of client authorizations,
and staff who have certified these authorizations. The system also maintains records of
attempted and successful logins, as well as changes to records on a user level.

Data Elements

Pathways Compass collects comprehensive demographic data and records extensive
information about site specifications. Only name and gender is recorded for
accompanying family members (version 2.0 does however, include a full case record for
each household member). The software records limited information regarding
residential history, employment, education, income, services and case management, exit
information, and health issues. An addiction module records alcohol and drug issues
and monitors current treatment. Pathways Community Network does not collect
information regarding mental health issues, or legal issues. There is no screen for
recording follow-up information. The new 2.0 version allows agencies to record and
share follow-up information. It also sends an automatic email to the receiving agency

when a referral is made.

Customization and Reporting Capabilities

Modules and data fields may be added for an additional cost, provided that they are
useful to other Pathways Compass users and do not negatively affect system
performance. Pathways contains 12 hidden, customer defined fields; six for intake and
six for service records. Each System Administrator or program staff member may
activate hidden, region-defined fields and can change visible agency defined fields and

drop-down menus.

SQL generated reports are instantly available to Pathways Compass users in HTML or
Adobe PDF formats. Pathways 2.0 users may download data and create reports using a
spreadsheet (Lotus 1-2-3, Excel), a simple database (FoxPro, Access), or a personal
reports application (Crystal Reports). Pathways Compass is compatible with current
HUD data collection requirements, including formatting data for the Annual Progress

Report.

System Requirements

Workstations

Operating System: Windows 3.1;
Windows 95; Windows 98; Linux; or
Maclntosh

Processing Speed: 486 or better
Memory: 16 MB Ram

Hard Drive Space: 540 MB

Modem or Internet Connection: 56K
Netscape 4.7 or higher; Opera 3.5 or
higher; or Internet Explorer 5.0 or
higher

Server

Operating System: Windows 95,
Windows 98

Processing Speed: 450 MHz Pentium
Memory: 512 MB RAM,

Hard Drive Space: 9 GB

Modem or Internet Connection: 56K or
higher




Personnel Requirements

A System Administrator is responsible for activating or changing agency or region-
defined fields and drop-down menus. The System Administrator is also responsible for
overseeing data and user accounts.

Costs
One Time One Time Variable Costs | Variable Costs Total 2-
Fixed Costs Variable Costs First 12 Mos. Second 12 Mos. | Year Costs
Pathways Compass- | --- $56,347 $10,701 $10,701 $77,749
Small Community
Pathways Compass- | --- $107,275 $21,905 $21,905 $151,085
Medium Community
Pathways Compass- | --- $186,259 $39,282 $39,282 $264,822

Large Community

Technical Assistance Hourly Rates (unless otherwise indicated)

Customization

Technical Support

Pathways Compass

$150

$100*

*$50 on-site system support, $100 on-site systems analysis, $150 on-site database

administration



LIGHT

The Resource House Information and Referral system works through a set of software
products developed using Microsoft Visual Studio. The master database is housed in a
Microsoft SQL Server database residing on a Microsoft NT server platform. The software
uses Microsoft Internet Information Server to interface with the Web and can be
accessed by individuals with little or no computer experience from home, work, public
libraries, schools, health clinics, and other community-based organizations. The
Resource House can be configured as a touch screen system and the web pages
displayed with touchable command buttons, rather than standard HTML underline links.

The software allows individuals to find an assortment of resource information about
health care, job training, childcare, retirement and human services and creates a
confidential personal record that can be used to automatically sign up for services. The
software offers interactive, talking, multicultural and multilingual guides using a fifth-
grade vocabulary through the Talking Guides CD-ROM. Participating agencies and
institutions can read and respond to public inquiries, download intake information, and
view demographic statistics about individuals who have shown interest in their
programs. A Quicken-style interface allows an unlimited number of screens to be
opened, each with its own tab; for referrals, separate searches, individual provider
maps, program detail screens and client tracking screens

All referral information provided on the site is locally administered and updated. Service
providers can receive the personal record applications via fax, e-mail or direct data
download from the Web. The Resource House also allows consumers to send questions,
comments, and eligibility inquiries directly to service providers and receive answers in
their own personal mailbox file on the Resource House site. A general resource-
matching and financial planning service is also accessible. North Light information and
referral partners locally maintain the Resource House database of local services.

The Resource House Provider Annex

Within the Resource House, the Provider Annex allows community agencies and
educational institutions to update information about their programs stored in the
Resource House Library. These updates are automatically forward to the local Resource
House Hub, a central clearing-house for community information that provides quality
control and day-to-day maintenance.

The system also gives community planners the ability to display cumulative statistics on
inquiries, users' anonymous profile information, unmet needs and taxonomy service
categories for which people inquired or signed up. The client-server architecture of the
Resource House creates automatic local, regional and statewide database integration.



Security and Privacy

Each user must have a logon name and password before being allowed access to the
system. Consumer data records are encrypted at the record level with a password
known only to the consumer. Although all other resources (i.e. provider records) are
public domain, data is restricted to providers with valid certificate IDs, so they, too, have
control of their own data. The operating system allows system administrators to audit
security reviews. The operating system protects data stored in memory.

Web Hostin
The Resource House can be hosted on a local server, on North Light's server or on both

a local and North Light servers simultaneously. The software is designed so data is
automatically uploaded to both. North Light recommends that they host or co-host the
server for cost effectiveness of providing tech support including: adding new features to
one central location; off-site data backup; and evaluation and provision of additional
hardware requirements,

If an organization or agency already has a web-site on another server, North Light will
create a customized page that can be added to pages on the existing server. The
Resource House pages--housed on North Light's server—are integrated into an existing
web-site and appear as on continuous web site.

System Requirements

The public access portion of The Resource House requires a Web browser compliant
with HTML 3.1 or better and access to the Internet. Similarly, agencies and system
partners can access The Resource House's Provider Annex with HTML 3.1 compliant
browsers.

The Resource House system currently requires Access97 database. While it is possible to
open, inspect and modify data in Access2000, users of the "hub" and "partner" software
should not convert or modify the database design to Access2000.

Customization and Reporting Capabilities

A "roll-your-own" case management/client system lets users start with the core
enrollment fields, configure the ones to be used and add any number of new fields in
five categories: text, numbers, dates, pick lists, and check boxes. If a field is set as a
pick list, pick list options for that field can also be set up. These client fields can be
sequenced in any order and that is the order chosen is the order they appear on the
"client" tab when a new client is opened. This system is designed to interact directly
with enrollments coming down from The Resource House. Automatic shortcut keys,
which are set for every client field configured, enhance date entry. Search criteria can
include any combination of search keywords, Info-line codes, People's codes or features,
plus geographic designators--zip, city and county.

In the Provider Annex, agencies can create reports and view statistics on:
The number of times users have "saved" their program for later reference
The number of email requests they've received
The number of enrollments they've received
I&Rs "hubs" also receive the following reports:



General system comments submitted to the "hub" by users
Summaries of users' responses to the Resource House "exit interview" (unmet
needs, level of user satisfaction)
Aggregate demographic data cross-referenced by taxonomy category (both for inquiries
and enrollments).



B. Advisory Committee and Work Group Members

The Safe Harbors Advisory Committee

Peter Steinbrueck, Co-Chair, Seettle City Council

Gary Gigot, Co-Chair, United Way Board of Directors

Terry Anderson, Councilmember, City of SeaTac / Member, South King Co. Human Services Forum
Janaea Bellows, Peace for the Streets by Kids from the Streets

Tom Byers, Deputy Mayor, City of Seattle

Joan Campbell, Chair, Eastside Human Services Alliance/Deputy Director, Friends of Y outh
Doreen Cato, Executive Director, First Place School

Marty Chakoian, Interim Director, Department of Information Technology, City of Sedttle
Dini Duclos, Co-chair, So. King Council of Human Services/Exec. Dir., So. King Co. Multi-Service Ctr
Lisa Duggins, representing families with children

Barbara Gletne, Director, King County Department of Community and Human Services
Joan Haynes, Divison Manager, Public Hedlth — Seattle & King County

Bill Hobson, Executive Director, Downtown Emergency Service Center

Janice Hougen, Co-Chair, Sea King Codition for the Homel ess’Compass Center

Ruthann Howell, President/CEO, Family Services

James Jackson, representing single adult men

Venerria L. Knox, Human Services Department, City of Seattle

Paul Lambros, Executive Director, Plymouth Housing Group

Scott MacCormack, Downtown Seattle Association

Doreen Marchione, Executive Director, Hopelink

TinaNarr, Campus of Learners Foundation

Stephen Norman, King County Housing Authority

Linda Olsen, Executive Director, Eastside Domestic Violence Program

Estela Ortega, Community Services Director, El Centro De La Raza

Cynthia A. Parker, Director, Office of Housing, City of Sesattle

Ted Randall, representing single adult men

Sue Sherbrooke, Deputy Director, YWCA of Sesttle, King County, Snohomish County
Doug Stevenson, Metropolitan King County Council Staff

Christi Trapp, representing single adult women

Karen Zammit, representing families with children




Safe Harbors Work Group

Anne Snook, Family Services

Anne Thomson, Teen Hope

Bill Goldsmith, King County Department of Community and Human Services
Bill Hallerman, Archdiocesan Housing Authority

Bob Almquigt, Plymouth Housing Group

Bob Kubiniec, Real Change

Carolyn Sundvall, City of Kent

Charles Kueck, Peace for the Streets by Kids from the Streets
Christi Trapp

Conner Bennett Sharpe, Seattle Human Services Department/PRO-Y outh
Curtis Knight, Compass Center

Dan Owcarz, Alohalnn

Daniel Maone, Downtown Emergency Services Center

Debhbie Clark, University of Washington

Elaine Simons, Peace for the Streets by Kids from the Streets
Emily Nolan, Crigs Clinic

Erin Katz, Church Council of Greater Sedttle

Flo Beaumon, Aloha Inn

Gail Turner, Columbia Legd Services

Ginny Ware, New Beginnings

Graydon Andrus, Downtown Emergency Services Center
Humberto Alvarez, Fremont Public Association

Joe Easterday, Seattle Emergency Housing Association

Joel Estey, King County Veterans Program

John Steetle

Judy Summerfield, Seettle Jobs Initiative

Karen Zammit

Karina Luboff, Orion Center

Kate Spelt, Low Income Housing Institute

Katie Warner, Family Services Transitional Assistance Program
Katy Thomas, Fremont Public Association

Ken Tanzer, Downtown Emergency Services Center

Kristin Schroeder, YWCA

Linda Rasmussen, YWCA

Linda Weedman, YWCA

Margaret Smith, King County Department of Community and Human Services
Mariah Y barra, AIDS Housing of Washington

Mark Dansby, Union Gospel Mission

Marta Vega, El Centro de la Raza

Maureen McCarry, University of Washington

Mike Stanford

Mohamed Aden, Mudim Housing Services

Nancey Goforth, Health Care for the Homeless

Richard Andrews, King County Department of Community and Human Services
Reverend Rick Reynolds, Operation Nightwatch

Ronni Gilboa, Low Income Housing Ingtitute

Shelle Crosby

Susan Adams, Alohalnn




Tamara Brown, Catholic Community Services South King County
Tara Connor, Plymouth Housing Group

Ted Randdl

Tom Richards, Fremont Public Association







