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Report Highlights
This report is the second in a series on the City of Seattle’s Navigation
Team that our office will be producing at the request of Seattle City
Councilmember Lisa Herbold. This report assesses the Executive’s Quarter
1 response to the Navigation Team reporting plan, a plan with 14
reporting checkpoints designed to help inform the City Council on the
Navigation Team approach.

AUDIT SCOPE
This audit addresses 7 of the
14 reporting checkpoints in
the Navigation Team
reporting plan:
1.1

The City launched its 22-person Navigation Team in February 2017 “to
provide outreach to people living unsheltered that is efficient and
effective at moving people out of hazardous conditions and onto a path
toward health, stability, and permanent housing.” 1 This report was
reviewed by the Executive and incorporates its input, but the Executive
did not provide a formal written response.

1.3

What We Found

3.1

We identified findings for each of the reporting checkpoints in the
Executive’s Quarter 1 response to the Navigation Team reporting plan.
Significant findings include:

3.2

• The Executive is currently taking important steps to improve the
Navigation Team’s approach, its data systems, and its financial
reporting. However, these improvements will not be fully in place to
generate a reliable baseline from which to assess future performance
of the Navigation Team until 2019.
• Low shelter bed availability, particularly in enhanced shelters, may limit
the Navigation Team’s ability to make alternate living arrangement
referrals to unhoused individuals.
• 2017 data suggest there are opportunities for increasing use of
diversion strategies (e.g., reunification with family/friends) for
Navigation Team clients.
• Consistent metrics among homeless outreach providers could provide
useful information for refining or revising Navigation Team practices
and City service offerings.

• With the July 2018 transition of Navigation Team leadership to the
Human Services Department (HSD), the City will need to ensure that
HSD has adequate support and resources to implement improvements
including: redevelopment of the Navigation Theory of Change and
training plan, implementation of trauma-informed care, racial equity
analysis, and rigorous evaluation of the Navigation Team.
1

See Appendix C: Navigation Team Theory of Change.

1.4
2.4

3.4

Analysis of Navigation
Team engagement rate
Trauma-Informed Care
self-assessment
Evaluation of Navigation
Team training
Assessment of
opportunities for greater
coordination with King
County
Report on 2017 baseline
data – “Results and
Outcomes”
Report on 2017
expenditures
Report on 2017 racial
equity impacts

As requested by Seattle City
Councilmember Lisa Herbold,
our office will also conduct
audits on the Executive’s
responses to the remaining 7
checkpoints in the
Navigation Team reporting
plan.

AUDIT
RECOMMENDATIONS
Based on our audit findings,
we developed a set of 30
recommendations that are
listed in Appendix B of this
report. Our office will report
on the status of these
recommendations through
our annual recommendation
follow-up process.

Seattle Office of City
Auditor
David G. Jones, City Auditor
www.seattle.gov/cityauditor
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INTRODUCTION
Audit Overview

This report is the second in a series on the City of Seattle’s Navigation
Team that our office will be producing at the request of Seattle City
Councilmember Lisa Herbold. This report assesses the Executive’s
Quarter 1 response to the Navigation Team reporting plan, a plan with
14 reporting checkpoints designed to help inform the Seattle City
Council about the Navigation Team approach. We proposed the
reporting plan in our first report on the Navigation Team, which was
published in November 2017. 2 That same month the City Council
passed a Statement of Legislative Intent (SLI) 3 directing the
Department of Finance and Administrative Services (FAS) and the
Human Services Department (HSD) to report on Navigation Team
activities in accordance with the reporting plan.

Background

The Navigation Team is an approach developed by former Mayor
Murray’s administration for addressing the issue of people living
unsheltered in Seattle. On January 27, 2017, a point in time count
found that there were 8,476 people experiencing homelessness in
Seattle. Of this total, 3,857 people were unsheltered (i.e., they were
sleeping in tents, vehicles and RVs, and on the street).
The Navigation Team became operational in February 2017. The 22person team is “comprised of specially-trained Seattle Police
Department (SPD) officers, a supervising police sergeant, an outreach
coordinator, an encampment response manager, field coordinators,
and contracted outreach providers.” 4
The goal of the Navigation Team is “to provide outreach to people
living unsheltered that is efficient and effective at moving people out
of hazardous conditions and onto a path toward health, stability, and
permanent housing.” 5 The Navigation Team Theory of Change (see
below for our description of the Theory of Change approach) specifies
that “the City has made the strategic operational decision to deploy
the Navigation Team in conjunction with the ongoing encampment
cleanup work conducted by the Finance and Administrative Services
(FAS) Department.” 6 It is important for the City to ensure that the
Navigation Team is an approach that is appropriate and humane as
well as efficient and effective.

2
3
4
5
6

Reporting Plan for Navigation Team, November 2017, Seattle Office of City Auditor
Statement of Legislative Intent 242-1-A-1
See Appendix C: Navigation Team Theory of Change
ibid
ibid
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The sections that follow address each of the seven reporting
checkpoints in the Executive’s Quarter 1 response to the Navigation
Team reporting plan. Each section begins with a brief description of
our findings and any additional research evidence, leading practices,
and emerging issues that support our recommendations.
Limitations: Due to the short timeframe in which we had to conduct
our work, our office limited this project to assessing the Executive’s
Quarter 1 response to the Navigation Team reporting plan. We did
not conduct any direct observations of the Navigation Team’s work in
the field. Also, we did not verify the accuracy and completeness of the
information provided by the Executive. We learned from HSD that
2017 Navigation Team data were collected by three separate entities,
and each entity used their own separate system. The three systems
did not share a common platform and were not reconciled with one
another. We describe in this report the data accuracy, completeness,
and consistency issues that we identified during the project, and we
describe the Executive’s current efforts to improve Navigation Team
data systems.
We would especially like to thank Dr. Cody Telep and Katharine Brown
of Arizona State University for their help in identifying emerging
research. We would like to thank the following individuals for
providing comments on an earlier draft of the report: Lee Thornhill,
Seattle King County Public Health; Justin Anderson and Kayvon Zadeh,
King County Auditor’s Office; Shannon Harper, University of
Washington West Coast Poverty Center; and Dr. Cody Telep and
Katharine Brown, Arizona State University.
This report was reviewed by the Executive and incorporates its input.
The Executive did not provide a formal written response for this
report.

What is a Theory of
Change?

Following a request from City Councilmember Lisa Herbold, the
Mayor’s Office developed a Theory of Change for the Navigation
Team on August 11, 2017 (see Appendix C). A Theory of Change is
basically a framework for understanding how a program works. The
Theory of Change framework is used by tens of thousands of
government agencies, nonprofits, funders, and researchers, including
many organizations in Seattle. It can help an organization understand
whether a program is effective and can help promote continuous
improvement.
In its simplest form, a Theory of Change is a discussion of what
change is expected to happen as a result of a specific intervention. 7 It

7

For example, United Way of King County’s Parent-Child Home Program is designed to improve school readiness and
academic success of children from low-income families by providing twice-weekly home visits from trained parent
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should describe the change that is intended and all of the activities
that the program will undertake to produce that change. It should also
include short and long-term outcome measures that will indicate
whether the intervention is on track for success or if course
corrections are needed. Very importantly, a valid Theory of Change
must be grounded in research evidence on “what works.” 8 As in a
medical model, you would not want to use a treatment without
evidence that it could be effective.

It requires the
program to be
open to analysis,
changes, and
course corrections
in the spirit of
doing “what
works.”

To be applied successfully, the Theory of Change framework also
requires patience and commitment, as it is an iterative process of
systematic data collection and analysis to assess outcomes and make
the adjustments necessary to keep the program on track. Moreover,
program stakeholders must maintain genuine intellectual curiosity
and transparency about how the strategies are working and how they
could be continually improved. The Theory of Change framework
requires the program to “lay all its cards out on the table” and clearly
communicate the thinking behind the program, all the operational
details, and all of the data.
As a result of these requirements, a successful Theory of Change
requires trust and openness from program stakeholders, and a Theory
of Change framework will not work if stakeholders are polarized.
However, when applied well, the Theory of Change framework has the
potential to shift the conversation from polarized viewpoints to a
focus on “what works?” and “is this working?”
To promote continuous improvement and with the goal of learning
“what works,” our office reviewed the Executive’s draft Theory of
Change and developed our November 2017 Reporting Plan for the
Navigation Team. In the November 2017 report, we posed questions
about the Navigation Team Theory of Change that fell into three
broad categories:
1. Is the composition of the Navigation Team appropriate for
Seattle’s needs?
2. Are there opportunities for the City to increase the Navigation
Team’s effectiveness by incorporating a more strategic
approach?
3. How might the City better use data and evaluation to ensure
that the Navigation Team achieves its intended outcomes?

coaches who model educational play. This theory of change clearly identifies the change that is expected (improvement
in school readiness and academic success) and the mechanism by which that change will be affected (twice-weekly home
visits).
8 There are many online resources for developing a Theory of Change, including a guide from the Annie E. Casey
Foundation and a website from the U.S. Agency for International Development.
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Our November 2017 report identified a reporting plan with 14
requests for information (i.e., “reporting checkpoints”) that can help
inform the City Council’s understanding of the Navigation Team
approach. The Executive’s Quarter 1 report addressed seven of these
reporting checkpoints, and this report assesses the Executive’s
responses.

Exhibit 1. Reporting checkpoints addressed in the Executive’s
2018 Quarter 1 report
Checkpoint #
1.1
1.3
1.4
2.4

Request
Analysis of Navigation Team engagement rate
Trauma-Informed Care self-assessment
Evaluation of Navigation Team training
Assessment of opportunities for greater coordination with
King County
3.1
Report on 2017 baseline data – “Results and Outcomes”
3.2
Report on 2017 expenditures
3.4
Report on 2017 racial equity impacts
Source: Executive’s Quarter 1 response to the Navigation Team reporting plan

2017 as Navigation Team “Pilot” Year
Because tracking and analyzing outcome data is a key element of the
Theory of Change framework, it is essential to establish a baseline
against which future performance will be measured. We encourage the
City to consider the 2017 implementation of the Navigation Team as a
“pilot implementation” year rather than the baseline year for assessing
future performance.
The Navigation Team was initiated in February 2017 under former
Mayor Murray’s administration (see text box below). The Theory of
Change for the Navigation Team (Appendix C) was not developed until
August 2017, when program operations were already well underway.
Moreover, performance and expenditures data collected in 2017 for the
Navigation Team were generated from multiple, unconnected data
tracking and financial systems and were provided in a variety of formats
that could not be reliably reconciled. As a result, neither the Executive
(the City Budget Office [CBO], HSD) nor our office independently
verified the 2017 data presented in the Quarter 1 response. We describe
issues with the 2017 data in greater detail throughout this report.
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Development of Navigation Team Approach
The Navigation Team was created in 2017 to respond to an acute humanitarian and public health
crisis in the City of Seattle. Cities around the country are struggling to address the complex issue of
homelessness, including developing humane and effective approaches for addressing the myriad
issues faced by people who are living unsheltered. No city has found the perfect solution to this
crisis.
In 2017, the Navigation Team leadership and staff invested considerable time, energy, thought, and
commitment into the development and implementation of the approach used by the team. This
Seattle Channel video (below) provides a look into the Navigation Team operations in 2017, including
the extreme challenges encountered by the team daily.
“Living outside—it’s not humane. There’s health
concerns there with just the amount of mud, and feces,
and rats, and garbage. A lot of (the unsheltered
homeless individuals) are dealing also with medical
conditions that they aren’t taking care of, so that adds to
it…it’s not healthy for people to be living in. We can do
better than this.” - Sergeant Eric Zerr, Navigation Team
Source: Seattle Channel9

Throughout 2017, the Navigation Team worked to refine and improve its practices based on lessons
they were learning from the field, input from stakeholders, and information from other jurisdictions.
The Executive’s Quarter 1 response to the Navigation Team reporting plan is also a reflection of its
commitment to continuous improvement. While acknowledging the City’s work in 2017, there is still
the need to “do better.” We hope the recommendations in this report will offer the City avenues to
explore in 2018 and beyond.

Important
Improvements Are
Underway

The Executive is currently taking important steps to improve the
Navigation Team’s approach, its data systems, and its financial
reporting. Beginning in August 2018, HSD started leading an effort to
review and revise the Theory of Change for the Navigation Team. The
revised Theory of Change can provide greater clarity about what the
Navigation Team is expected to do and how the City will know if it is
effective. 9
To make sense of the complex reality of street homelessness, the City is
going to need accurate detailed information about its current efforts
and results. The City also needs to candidly assess the gaps in its
current knowledge and maintain a genuine openness and curiosity that
promotes continuous improvement. HSD’s plan for a revised Theory of
Change provides an opportunity to ensure the City proceeds
systematically and with as much information as possible. In addition,
CBO is currently working to develop a methodology to more accurately
track Navigation Team expenditures across City departments as part of
a larger effort to track homelessness-related spending Citywide.

9

Seattle Channel, CityStream: Navigation Team, 8/3/17, TV ID: 4051708
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Exhibit 2 below provides a summary of the improvements for the
Navigation Team that are currently underway or planned for the future.
We will address these improvements in greater detail in the following
sections of our report.
Given the limitations of systems for consistent tracking of Navigation
Team performance and expenditure data for 2017, we would encourage
the City to consider the 2017 implementation of the Navigation Team as
a pilot year of implementation. Further, while some systems
improvements are underway in 2018, the Executive’s timeframe
suggests that data and expenditures tracking systems will not fully be in
place until 2019. As such, 2018 should be considered an extension of
the pilot year. The Executive anticipates that sometime in 2019 these
systems will allow the City to use Navigation Team data as a reliable
baseline from which to assess future performance.

Exhibit 2. Estimated Timeline for the Executive’s Planned Improvements to the Navigation
Team

Source: Office of City Auditor interviews with officials from HSD and CBO.
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CHECKPOINT 1.1: ANALYSIS OF
NAVIGATION TEAM ENGAGEMENT
RATE
Section Summary

Reporting Checkpoint 1.1 raised questions about the rate at which
the Navigation Team can successfully engage with unsheltered
individuals, and it requested an analysis of the Navigation Team
engagement rates from February 22 through December 2017.
The Executive’s Quarter 1 Response provided several engagement
metrics for the Navigation Team, including total contacts made,
unique individuals contacted, service offers accepted, and number of
referrals made to alternative living arrangements. However, our office
did not verify the accuracy of these data because of limitations with
the data collection systems we discuss below.
Although we were unable to verify the data in the Executive’s Quarter
1 Response, we made the following observations based on the
general trends we noted in the 2017 engagement data and
additional information we reviewed during the audit:
•

Low shelter bed availability, particularly in enhanced
shelters, may limit the ability of the Navigation Team to
make alternate living arrangement referrals to unsheltered
individuals.

•

2017 data suggest there are opportunities for increasing use
of diversion strategies.

•

Consistent metrics among homeless outreach providers
could provide useful information (e.g., reasons for refusal)
for refining or revising Navigation Team practices and City
service offerings.

This section concludes with seven recommendations including
ensuring that planned systems improvements are adequately
supported, exploring opportunities to increase enhanced shelter
capacity and diversion strategies for Navigation Team’s clients, and
ensuring that Navigation Team metrics are consistent with those
tracked by other outreach providers.

Limitations with 2017
Engagement Data

We learned that 2017 data on the Navigation Team’s activities were
collected by three separate systems maintained, respectively, by the
Department of Finance and Administration Services (FAS), the Seattle
Police Department (SPD), and REACH, the non-profit organization the
Page 7
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City of Seattle contracted with to help with Navigation Team outreach.
These systems did not share a common platform. Consequently, the
2017 data were manually combined. 10 Due to the lack of maturity of
the Navigation Team data systems in 2017 and the fact that
improvements are underway in 2018 to improve the Navigation Team
data systems, our office opted not to independently verify the 2017
Navigation Team engagement metrics.
HSD has begun business process and data-flow analyses for the
Navigation Team. HSD officials told us that they will also try to do
some manual reconciliations of the three systems beginning with the
2018 Navigation Team data. In addition, HSD is pursuing an updated
data system for the Navigation Team in which FAS, SPD, REACH, and
other outreach partners can share a common platform, use common
data fields, and produce consistent metrics. HSD plans to develop the
system to adhere to strict privacy standards and allow for
compatibility with the countywide Homeless Management Information
System (HMIS). The Executive expects to have this new data system in
place in 2019.

Lack of shelter bed
availability, especially
in enhanced shelters,
limits referrals

Through our review of HSD’s shelter bed availability data 11, we
identified a trend of limited numbers of shelter beds that were
available daily to the Navigation Team in 2017, particularly in
enhanced shelters. The lack of shelter bed availability, especially in
enhanced shelters, adversely affects the Navigation Team’s ability to
make alternate living arrangement referrals.
Enhanced shelters provide 24 hours a day and 7 days a week access
and secure storage, allow pets, and offer accommodations for

10

For example, in 2017, SPD used a custom application for tracking Navigation Team clients, REACH used its in-house
software, and FAS tracked Navigation Team clients in an Excel spreadsheet. In 2017, the FAS Navigation Team Outreach
Coordinator did considerable work to manually combine the data from these separate systems into a single spreadsheet
(i.e., the “By-Name List”). In addition, the Outreach Coordinator worked to incorporate information from other outreach
organizations (e.g., Metropolitan Improvement District, Urban League, Union Gospel Mission, etc.) into the By-Name List.
11 On June 12, 2018, when the Executive presented their Quarter 1 response to the Navigation Team reporting plan to
the City Council’s Civil Rights, Utilities, Economic Development, and Arts Committee, Councilmember Lisa Herbold asked
if an analysis could be done that correlated Navigation Team data on acceptance of referrals to alternative living
arrangements with number of available beds. Due to data systems limitations, HSD indicated that this analysis was not
possible using 2017 Navigation Team data. However, HSD was able to provide our office with the daily counts of bed
availability collected by the Navigation Team in 2017. HSD indicated that the data provided was based on what HSD
received from shelters each morning by 7am. HSD explained to us that Navigation Team members may get updated
availability information throughout the day by contacting shelter providers directly, but the updates are not entered in
the system. Consequently, HSD’s bed availability data does not include the additional vacancies that the Navigation
Team may learn about while in the field. The dataset provided by HSD was missing data for March 31, so that day was
not included in our analysis. Also, the dataset included some data that HSD staff recreated from memory in September
2018 for certain periods of time in 2017 around the opening of new tiny home villages and shelters. These include: Myers
Way (March), Georgetown (March), Licton Springs (April/May 2018), Navigation Center (July/August 2018), First
Presbyterian (September/October 2018).
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couples. They also may provide laundry facilities, showers, and access
to case management. Because of the services and facilities offered,
enhanced shelters reduce the barriers for acceptance of a shelter
referral. In other words, referrals to enhanced shelters are generally
more successful than referrals to basic shelters. The 2017 data showed
that the availability of shelter beds to the Navigation Team was
generally very low at all types of shelters, but it was especially low at
enhanced shelters.
Exhibit 3 shows the fluctuation in daily available beds at all shelters
from March 15 through December 29, 2017 on the days the
Navigation Team worked. The data show that there was a daily
average of 18 beds available for Navigation Team referrals. This
includes 27 days when fewer than 10 beds were available in all
shelters.

Exhibit 3: Beds available daily at all shelters, March 15, 2017 - December 29, 2017
70
60
50
40
30
20
10

15-Mar
22-Mar
29-Mar
6-Apr
13-Apr
20-Apr
27-Apr
4-May
11-May
18-May
25-May
2-Jun
9-Jun
16-Jun
23-Jun
30-Jun
10-Jul
17-Jul
24-Jul
31-Jul
7-Aug
14-Aug
21-Aug
28-Aug
5-Sep
12-Sep
19-Sep
26-Sep
3-Oct
10-Oct
17-Oct
25-Oct
1-Nov
8-Nov
15-Nov
22-Nov
30-Nov
7-Dec
14-Dec
21-Dec
29-Dec

0

Source: Office of City Auditor analysis of shelter bed availability data provided by HSD.

Exhibit 4 shows the average daily vacancy rate during the same period
by month and by shelter type (i.e., basic shelter, enhanced shelter, and
tiny house village/sanctioned encampment). As can be seen in Exhibit
4, there were several months in which availability in enhanced shelters
was extremely low, and there were four months in which the average
daily vacancy in enhanced shelters was less than 1 bed.
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Exhibit 4: Average beds available daily by month and shelter type, March 15, 2017 –
December 29, 2017
18.0

16.8

16.0
13.4

14.0

11.1

12.0
10.0
8.0
6.0

8.2

7.5

10.5
8.7

8.0

5.7

6.8
3.5

4.0
2.0

10.2
8.8

0.3

0.7

0.7

0.3

Mar

Apr

May

Jun

5.9
4.8
3.3

3.7

7.8
6.2
4.9

8.7
7.2
5.2
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Basic Shelter

Enhanced Shelter
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Dec

Tiny House Village/Sanctioned Encampment

Source: Office of City Auditor analysis of shelter bed availability data provided by HSD.

The Executive’s Quarter 1 report (page 4) shows far fewer accepted
referrals to basic shelters than to enhanced shelters and tiny house
villages/sanctioned encampments. This was the case even though
HSD’s bed availability data shows that there were generally more
vacancies in basic shelters. The Executive’s report indicated that, in
2017, 401 Navigation Team clients accepted referrals to enhanced
shelters, 319 accepted referrals to tiny house villages/sanctioned
encampments, and about 102 accepted referrals to basic shelters.
Unfortunately, as shown in Exhibit 4, the Navigation Team generally
had only 4-12 vacancies to offer each day in enhanced shelters or tiny
house villages/sanctioned encampments.
The shelter availability data appear to reflect what the Navigation
Team staff and leadership have reported anecdotally, that when offers
of enhanced shelters are made available to Navigation Team clients,
the clients will accept those offers. In other words, the Navigation
Team’s acceptance rate may have been higher if more beds in
enhanced shelters had been available.
Based on our observations, three questions emerge:
•

What can the City do to increase slots for Navigation Team
referrals in enhanced shelters?

•

Should the City consider dedicating or reserving a certain
number of enhanced shelter beds for Navigation Team clients?

•

Why does the City continue to invest additional resources in
basic shelters (e.g., City Hall shelter)?
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Options for
addressing increased
demand for enhanced
shelters 12

Enhanced shelter capacity: Our November 2017 report offered
examples of other jurisdictions that have rapidly deployed new
“bridge-to-housing” facilities. In this past year, San Diego has
deployed three new bridge-to housing structures serving a total of
700 individuals. Two of the three structures were funded by private
philanthropists. In addition, in 2018 to date, the city of Sacramento
has secured $1.3 million in private funding to rapidly deploy three
200-bed bridge-to-housing structures on city land.

Bridge-to-Housing Structures
Bridge-to-Housing structures, which are currently
used in jurisdictions including San Diego and
Sacramento, CA, have electricity, heat, and water.
They can be configured to accommodate tens to
hundreds of individuals, based on the needs of
the program, with bunks and storage, semiprivate or private rooms, kitchens, or offices.
Click on the image to go to a video of a structure
operated by Veterans’ Village of San Diego.
Source: Used with permission of Sprung Instant Structures.

Sacramento’s new “triage” (i.e., bridge-to-housing”) shelters are characterized by the following:
•
•

•
•

Open and staffed 24 hours every day and 7 days a week;
Encourage guests who typically do not or cannot access traditional shelters by allowing:
◦ Guests with pets, partners, and possessions;
◦ Guests with mental health or addiction issues;
◦ Guests who have been banned from traditional shelters;
Provide on-site wrap around services by professional staff;
Do not exit people to the streets but allow them to stay until a permanent housing opportunity
has been identified.
Reserved enhanced shelter beds for Navigation Team: Compass
Housing Alliance’s Peter’s Place overnight shelter reserves its 46 basic
shelter beds (38 for men and 8 for women) for clients of the
Navigation Team and the Metropolitan Improvement District (MID)
outreach team. Given the high demand and limited supply of
enhanced shelter beds, it might be helpful for the Navigation Team to
also have reserved access to a number of beds at enhanced shelters.
In Portland, OR, for example, the City-run Service Coordination Team 13

12

An August 29, 2018 update on the Mayor’s plans to increase shelter availability by 25% can be found here.
See pages 36-37 of the Police Executive Research Forum’s June 2018 report The Police Response to Homelessness for
a case study of Portland’s Service Coordination Team (SCT). SCT has been evaluated annually by Portland State
University. The 2017 evaluation found a 75% reduction in post-program arrests among the 185 clients served in the
evaluation period. In addition, for every dollar spent of SCT program costs, the evaluators calculated savings of more
than $13 in reduced crime and justice system costs.
13

Page 11

Review of Navigation Team 2018 Quarter 1 Report

has exclusive access to low-barrier Housing-First shelter beds as well
as low-income transitional housing units for its outreach clients.
Recent basic shelter investments: As we explain above, data in the
Executive’s Quarter 1 report indicate that very few Navigation Team
clients accepted referrals to basic shelters. For example, the
Downtown Emergency Service Center (DESC) generally offered five
basic-shelter-beds each day for Navigation Team referrals. However,
during 2017, only three Navigation Team clients accepted referrals to
DESC basic shelter beds. Also, only six Navigation Team clients
accepted referrals to the basic shelter operated at City Hall in 2017.
These data suggest that the City might achieve better results for
Navigation Team clients by investing in enhanced shelters or in
diversion activities (see section below) rather than expansion of basic
shelter capacity (e.g., the recent expansion of the shelter at City Hall).

Opportunities to
increase diversion
strategies

In 2017, the Navigation Team reported that of the 1,842 individuals
they contacted, 17 (less than 1%) were reunited with family or friends.
Reunification is one example of a “Diversion” 14 strategy that is used to
divert homeless individuals out of the shelter system. We found that
several jurisdictions are using a systematic approach to reunification
that includes scheduled follow-up to ensure that reunification efforts
were successful.
San Diego, for example, has found reunification to be a cost-effective
strategy for reducing street homelessness. Between June 26, 2017 and
May 1, 2018, the Downtown San Diego Partnership reunited 696
homeless individuals with support systems across the country at a
total cost of $343,128 (see also textbox below).
The Pierce County, Washington Center for Dialog and Resolution is
actively using diversion strategies, including reunification, to place
people from unauthorized encampments directly into housing, and
they report a diversion placement rate of 20% of the total unsheltered
population. In addition, in 2018, the Mental Health Center of Denver
began to offer reunification services through its 24/7 Walk-In Crisis
Center. In the first four months of 2018, they report reuniting 36
individuals with their family/friend support networks. A staff member
at the Mental Health Center of Denver commented, “If you look at the
cost of homelessness for Denver and then you look at the cost of
homelessness on a person’s soul, either way you want to look at it, it’s
a huge savings to be able to send the person back to where they have
a place to live and back to people who love them.”

14 Diversion strategies divert unsheltered individuals from the shelter system and place them directly in housing. In
addition to reunification with a family or friend support network, diversion strategies include providing mediation to
resolve an issue with a roommate or landlord and providing first and last month rent.
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Connect Navigation
Team clients with City
diversion resources

In 2018, HSD entered into contracts with eight provider organizations
totaling nearly $2 million for diversion services. 15 Our office reviewed
the contracts and found that none mentioned coordination with the
Navigation Team or prioritization of Navigation Team clients for
diversion resources.
In addition, the contracts provide very little guidance to provider
organizations on who should receive City diversion resources. For
example, only one of the contracts specifies that participant eligibility
for diversion services is intended for homeless individuals in Seattle.
The other seven contracts do not specify that participants must be
homeless in Seattle. 16 This current contractual structure means the
City might be missing opportunities to direct diversion dollars to
those living on Seattle streets, including Navigation Team clients.
The City may want to consider including coordination with Navigation
Team or prioritization of Navigation Team clients within some of its
diversion contracts. Further, HSD’s 2018 diversion contracts do not
require follow-up on the status of diversion clients. If the City directs
diversion resources to Navigation Team clients, HSD might consider
requiring providers to follow-up with diversion clients at intervals (see
example from San Diego in text box below) to ensure that the
diversion strategies are working for Navigation Team clients.

15

2018 Diversion
Contract Amount

Diversion Provider
Seattle Indian Health Board/Chief Seattle Club/Mother Nation

$300,847

Mary’s Place

$600,000

Interim Community Development Association

$172,840

YWCA of Seattle, King County, Snohomish County

$238,580

Catholic Community Services of Western Washington

$171,465

Downtown Emergency Services Center

$234,060

New Horizons

$109,159

Solid Ground Washington

$166, 350
Total Amount

$1,993,301

16

For example, one HSD-funded diversion provider indicated that their clients may come from as far away as Sequim for
diversion services.
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“It’s about trust” – Lessons learned from the Downtown San Diego Partnership
The Downtown San Diego Partnership’s Family Reunification Program is designed to reconnect
homeless individuals with their families and loved ones across the country. Between June 26, 2017
and May 1, 2018, the Downtown San Diego Partnership reunited 696 homeless individuals with their
support systems at a total cost of $343,128. The program launched in 2012, and staff members
continue to refine and improve their practices. The homeless outreach team tracks reunification
clients at 3, 6, 12, and 24-month intervals, and have found that among the clients they can reach
(55% of total), 85% are still housed after 12 months. Staff credit several factors for the program’s
success:
The program meets an expressed need: More than 15% of those surveyed in the past two years in
San Diego’s annual Point in Time homeless count indicated that they would like to be reunited with
their families and support systems.
The program has clear expectations: Reunification clients must meet eligibility criteria (e.g., no
outstanding legal issues); the intake process includes calls to families; and clients and their support
system know that staff will be following up at 3, 6, 12, and 24 months.
The program has earned trust: Staff indicate that their program has built momentum from word of
mouth referrals among the homeless, and they believe they have built trust among the homeless
population by delivering on their promises. “Some homeless individuals are considered ‘serviceresistant’ – this is typically because they have been let down in the past,” says Ketra Carter, Homeless
Outreach Team Lead. “We have built their trust by delivering on our promises.”
The program capitalizes on its network: Downtown San Diego’s Clean and Safe program
ambassadors work in the same 275 blocks every single day and generate 41% of the referrals to the
reunification program; the program has also built trust among service providers, the San Diego Police
Department’s Homeless Outreach Team, and their 211 system. These partners also generate referrals
to the reunification program.
Source: (Vivas, Alonso and Carter, Ketra; Downtown San Diego Partnership, Clean and Safe Program, Family
Reuinfication, interview with Office of City Auditor staff, July 17, 2018)

Consistent data
collection among
homeless outreach
providers

In 2018, the City is funding a variety of agencies that provide
homeless outreach services, all of which track data related to services
provided and outcome measures. To facilitate assessment of
Navigation Team performance in comparison with that of other
agencies providing outreach services, the Navigation Team should
gather some of the same data gathered by other City-funded
outreach providers to produce performance metrics, including
tracking reasons for refusing services.
HSD’s 2018 Homelessness Funding Awards provided funding for
homeless outreach activities to nine different organizations, including
Evergreen Treatment Services/REACH, which provides Navigation
Team outreach services. Other agencies providing homeless outreach
services for the City are:
• Downtown Emergency Services Center/HOST
Page 14

Review of Navigation Team 2018 Quarter 1 Report

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Mary’s Place
Neighborcare Health/REACH
New Horizons (youth outreach)
Seattle Indian Center
Seattle Indian Health Board
Urban League/Street Team
YouthCare (youth outreach)

In addition to these organizations, Seattle’s Law Enforcement Assisted
Diversion (LEAD) program provides outreach and case management
services. Although LEAD was primarily designed as a crime prevention
program for low-level offenders, a 2016 evaluation of LEAD showed
that about 82% of the LEAD clients in the study were also homeless
(the majority were unsheltered, some were in shelters). 17
With the July 2018 transfer of leadership for the Navigation Team to
HSD, the department managing the City’s contracts with other
homeless outreach providers, the City has an opportunity to ensure
that there is more consistency between Navigation Team outreach
metrics and the metrics provided by the City’s other contracted
outreach providers.

Metrics recommended
by the Outreach
Continuum Planning
Workgroup

The 2016 report of the Outreach Continuum Planning Workgroup
recommended that outreach providers track their rates of success in
reducing the time individuals spend in homelessness, reducing returns
to homelessness, and reducing the number of unsheltered
individuals. 18 In addition, the workgroup recommended that outreach
providers could be required to track the specific instances of services
provided including: syringe distribution, Narcan training and
distribution, help obtaining ID’s, medical and service referrals, etc. In
the future, it would be helpful for the Navigation Team to also track
and report on measures recommended by the workgroup. This will
help the City assess the Navigation Team’s performance with that of
the City’s other outreach providers.
In addition, the Seattle Office for Civil Right’s 2017 Encampment
Monitoring Report recommended that the Navigation Team track the
reasons that people refuse offers of services and shelter from the
Navigation Team. We concur with this recommendation.
Understanding more about why people living unsheltered refuse
certain types of services and shelter is the type of specific and
nuanced information that will help the City improve its efforts to serve
this population.

17

The 2016 evaluation of LEAD showed a 62% increase in participants housed and a 34% decrease in participants who
were unsheltered over the course of the study.
18 In 2016, HSD, King County All Home, and REACH convened a workgroup and established Standards of Care for all
homeless outreach providers in Seattle and King County (included in Appendix C – All Home Outreach Continuum
Recommendations).
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Recommendations

The table below lists our recommendations for Checkpoint 1.1:
Analysis of Navigation Team Engagement Rate.

Checkpoint #

Recommendation

1.1 Analysis of
Navigation
Team
Engagement
Rate

A. The City should ensure that HSD has adequate support and resources to implement its
planned improvements for accurately tracking and reporting on Navigation Team
engagement metrics for 2018 and beyond.

B. The City should consider opportunities for expanding enhanced shelter capacity,

C.
D.
E.
F.

G.

including the bridge to housing approach used in San Diego and Sacramento that can
be quickly deployed and incorporates private funding.
The City should consider options for reserving a certain number of enhanced shelter
beds daily for Navigation Team referrals.
The City should re-evaluate its recent additional investments in basic shelter capacity
and consider reprogramming those resources for enhanced shelters or diversion.
The City should explore opportunities for the Navigation Team to expand its use of
diversion strategies including reunification with friends and family.
For 2018 and beyond, the City should explore using metrics for the Navigation Team
that are consistent with the other City-funded outreach providers, including tracking
reasons for refusing services.
The Executive should provide the Office of City Auditor with the following deliverables
described in the Quarter 1 response:
a. Results from the four focus groups conducted with Navigation Team staff and
Licton Springs encampment residents.
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CHECKPOINT 1.3: TRAUMA-INFORMED
CARE SELF-ASSESSMENT
Section Summary

Reporting Checkpoint 1.3 asked the Navigation Team to complete a
Trauma-Informed-Care self-assessment to evaluate how well they
incorporate trauma-informed practices, identify areas for
organizational growth, and make practical changes using their selfassessment as a guide. In response to this checkpoint, HSD
conducted a thorough and systemic self-assessment and developed
short and long-term recommendations for incorporating more
trauma-informed practices in its work. We concur with HSD’s
recommendations, and we also make additional recommendations to
help HSD improve assessment participation, address training gaps,
and continue improvements in providing trauma-informed care.

Traumatic Stress

The prevalence of traumatic stress among people who are homeless is
extremely high. Trauma can be associated with childhood abuse and
neglect, domestic violence, community violence, and can also be
associated with poverty and the loss of home, safety and sense of
security. In addition, people of color are disproportionately
represented among Seattle’s homeless, and they may also experience
racial trauma. Racial trauma 19 may result from racial harassment,
witnessing racial violence, or experiencing institutional racism.
Traumatic stress exposures have a significant impact on how people
think, feel, behave, relate to others, and cope with future experiences.
Therefore, it is especially important for the Navigation Team to
incorporate the best available trauma-informed practices, address the
need for self-care among staff who are subject to vicarious trauma,
and take active measures to avoid retraumatizing homeless
individuals.

What is a Trauma-Informed Approach?
“If trauma goes unaddressed, people with mental illnesses and addictions will have poor physical
health outcomes, and ignoring trauma can hinder recovery. Providing care in a trauma-informed
manner promotes positive health outcomes. A trauma-informed approach is defined by the U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services
Administration (SAMHSA) as a program, organization, or system that realizes the widespread impact
of trauma and understands potential paths for recovery; recognizes the signs and symptoms of
trauma in clients, families, staff, and others involved with the system; and responds by fully
integrating knowledge about trauma into policies, procedures, and practices, and seeks to actively
Source: SAMHSA website
resist re-traumatization.”
19 A growing body of new research has identified effects of racial trauma and recommends guidelines for clinical
intervention to address racial trauma. (Bryant-Davis, Adams, Alejandre, & Gray, 2017)(López et al., 2017)
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HSD took a
comprehensive
approach to the
assessment

HSD took a thorough and systematic approach to this reporting
checkpoint. First, they investigated a number of potential tools to use
for the self-assessment, including a tool developed by the U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services’ Substance Abuse and
Mental Health Services Administration (SAMHSA), Homelessness
Resource Center that was identified in our November 2017 report.
Then, they developed an on-line survey for all Navigation Team staff
that included 100 questions that had been drawn from several existing
instruments and tailored those questions for the Navigation Team.
HSD collected responses from 24 of 37 potential respondents. Finally,
based on the survey responses, HSD developed four short-term
recommendations and four long-term recommendations (see
Recommendation D below) for incorporating more trauma-informed
practices in its work. We concur with all of HSD’s short- and long-term
recommendations.

Incomplete
participation in
assessment

The SAMHSA self-assessment tool recommends that the assessment
be completed by all the staff involved in the program, including those
who provide direct service, administrators, and support staff. The
SAMHSA tool indicates that “to create lasting organizational change,
all employees should be involved in the process of organizational selfassessment to understand why change is necessary and what it means
to be trauma-informed.”
HSD offered two different periods in which members of the
Navigation Team staff could take the self-assessment. Subsequently,
24 of 37 members of the Navigation Team staff completed the
assessment, while 13 potential respondents (35%) did not. It is
unfortunate that such a high percentage of Navigation Team staff did
not participate in the self-assessment. There might be other ways that
HSD could engage these staff members to gather their input. HSD
may also want to consider participation in future trauma trainings and
assessments as being mandatory for all Navigation Team staff.

Collaboration with
King County could
help HSD address
training gaps

HSD’s self-assessment identified training gaps in trauma-informed
care. For example, only 38% of the Navigation Team staff who
completed the assessment agreed that staff have been trained on the
relationship between homelessness and trauma, and 42% reported
that they had not received training on vicarious trauma.
Fortunately, several agencies in King County, including Public Health
Seattle King County 20 and All Home 21 provide training in traumainformed care for service providers. Topics include vicarious trauma as

20

For example, King County’s Healthcare for the Homeless has a staff member who provides training in vicarious trauma.
King County’s All Home is offering a two-part training on trauma informed care for homeless organizations in
September 2018.
21
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well as specialized training for providers who work with the homeless.
The Navigation Team should explore collaborating with King County
to address the training gaps identified in the self-assessment.

Follow-up
assessments facilitate
continuous
improvement

The Executive’s Quarter 1 Response noted that the self-assessment
responses “indicate a range of understanding across the Navigation
Team and those who support and impact the team regarding traumainformed care—it’s definition, application in daily work, impact on
staff and consumers, and value.” Given that 2017 was the first year of
operation for the Navigation team, it is not surprising that there is
such variation in understanding about trauma-informed care among
the staff.
In keeping with the spirit of continuous improvement, it might be
helpful for HSD to re-administer the self-assessment after some
period (e.g., in 2019). This could help the Navigation Team track their
progress in this area and identify other areas that need focused
attention. In addition, HSD may want to consider additional selfassessments regarding trauma. For example, the U.S. Department of
Justice Office of Justice Programs has developed an organizational
readiness guide for addressing vicarious trauma.

Recommendations

Checkpoint #
1.3 Trauma
Informed Care
Self-Assessment

The table below lists our recommendations for Checkpoint 1.3:
Trauma-Informed Care Self-Assessment.
Recommendation

A. HSD should develop a plan to ensure full Navigation Team staff participation in
future trainings and assessments related to trauma-informed care.

B. The Navigation Team should consider collaborating with King County to address the
training gaps identified in the Trauma Informed Care Self-Assessment.
C. HSD should consider re-administering the Trauma-Informed Care Self-Assessment to
track progress with Trauma-Informed Care and should consider the use of additional
self-assessment tools related to Trauma-Informed Care.
D. The Executive should provide the Office of City Auditor with the following
deliverables described in the Quarter 1 response. These are deliverables associated
with HSD’s recommended short-term and long-term next steps for trauma-informed
practice:
a. Documentation of any meetings with Navigation Team members and partners to
discuss self-assessment results
b. Documentation that the Navigation Team has established structured meetings
that address trauma for clients and impacts of vicarious trauma on staff.
c. Documentation of written policies regarding trauma-informed practices.
d. Documentation of clear policies regarding client engagement.
e. Documentation of development of training program for the Navigation Team
related to the five domains of trauma-informed practice.
f. Documentation of the Navigation Team’s staff use of SAMHSA resources.
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CHECKPOINT 1.4: EVALUATION OF
NAVIGATION TEAM TRAININGS
Section Summary

Reporting Checkpoint 1.4 asked the Navigation Team to develop a
plan for evaluating the effectiveness of Navigation Team police
officer training and to provide information on the training received
by the non-police members of the Navigation Team. The Executive’s
Quarter 1 response to the Navigation Team reporting plan provided
lists and descriptions of trainings that have been delivered to or are
planned for the police and non-police members of the Navigation
Team.
However, after reviewing the Executive’s response, we determined that
more time is needed to evaluate the effectiveness of the Navigation
Team’s police officer training. The Quarter 1 response indicated that the
Navigation Team “is actively reviewing and developing a plan to
evaluate the effectiveness of training for its Navigation Team Officers,”
and will “develop a scope of necessary future trainings for the team.”

In addition, our office has learned that HSD will be examining the
training plan for all Navigation Team members and may identify
potential revisions to the plan as part of its leadership transition
activities. Therefore, for this Checkpoint, we recommend that the
Executive provide a timetable for completion of its planned activities
to: 1) develop a plan for evaluation of Navigation Police Officer
training, 2) evaluate the effectiveness of the Navigation Police Officer
training, and 3) re-examine and revise as necessary the training plan
for all Navigation Team members.

Recommendations

Checkpoint #
1.4 Evaluation
of Navigation
Team
Trainings

The table below lists our recommendations for Checkpoint 1.4:
Evaluation of Navigation Team Trainings.
Recommendation

A. The Executive should provide a timetable for developing a plan for evaluating
Navigation Police Officer training. The timetable should include the parties
responsible for developing the plan.

B. The Executive should provide a timetable for evaluating Navigation Police Officer
training. The timetable should include the parties responsible for communicating and
implementing the evaluation recommendations.
C. The Executive should provide a timetable for re-examining and revising the
Navigation Team training plan. The timetable should include the parties responsible
for these activities.
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CHECKPOINT 2.4: ASSESSMENT OF
OPPORTUNITIES FOR INCREASED
COORDINATION WITH KING COUNTY
Section Summary

Checkpoint 2.4 asked the Executive to 1) assess the degree to which
the Navigation Team is following the Outreach Standards of Care, 2)
describe the Navigation Team’s role in any other efforts to align
outreach countywide, and 3) report on any other potential areas of
collaboration with King County.
Our review of the Executive’s Quarter 1 response to the Navigation
Team reporting plan suggests that there is the need for additional
consideration in these three areas. We recommend that the Executive
provide a plan for ensuring Navigation Team compliance with the
countywide Outreach Standards of Care, investigate opportunities to
align outreach practices countywide, and consider opportunities for
deeper collaboration with King County, including greater integration
of the Navigation Team and medical and mental health services.

In 2016, HSD, King County All Home, and REACH convened a
Compliance with
Outreach Standards of workgroup and established Standards of Care for all homeless
outreach providers in Seattle and King County (included in Appendix
Care is Unclear
C). Checkpoint 2.4 asked the Executive to assess the degree to which
the Navigation Team is following the Outreach Standards of Care.
The Executive’s Quarter 1 response to the Navigation Team reporting
plan stated that “it is the recommendation of HSD that REACH and
YouthCare adhere to the Standards of Care when they are engaging
clients in the field.” However, the Quarter 1 response did not provide
an assessment of the degree to which the contracted outreach
providers are already following the Standards of Care. Further, the
Quarter 1 response did not indicate whether the Navigation Team’s
police officers follow the Standards of Care.
Moreover, as we noted under Checkpoint 1.1, the Executive’s Quarter
1 response to the Navigation Team reporting plan did not include
reporting on these measures. 22 Therefore, it is difficult to ascertain
the extent to which the Navigation Team is in compliance with the
Standards of Care.
22

The Outreach Standards of Care recommend that outreach providers track their rates of success in reducing the time
individuals spend in homelessness, reducing returns to homelessness, and reducing the number of unsheltered
individuals. In addition, the Standards of Care recommend that outreach providers track the specific instances of services
provided including: syringe distribution, Narcan training and distribution, help obtaining ID’s, medical and service
referrals, etc.
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We recommend that the Executive provide a plan for ensuring
Navigation Team compliance with the Outreach Standard of Care.
That plan should minimally include the elements in Exhibit 5 below.
Exhibit 5: Recommended elements for plan to ensure compliance with Outreach Standards of Care

Will the
Navigation Team
follow the
Outreach
Standards of Care?

Will this include
the Navigation
Team Police
Officers as well as
the contracted
outreach
providers?

Which of the
Outreach
Standards of Care
measures will the
Navigation Team
collect?

How will the
Navigation Team
collect those
measures and at
what intervals?

How will the
Executive ensure
that the
Navigation Team
complies with the
Outreach
Standards of Care?

Source: Office of City Auditor

Other efforts to align
outreach countywide

Checkpoint 2.4 asked the Executive to describe the Navigation
Team’s role in any other efforts to align outreach countywide. The
Executive’s Quarter 1 response to the Navigation Team reporting
plan acknowledged the limited resources of the three King County
outreach programs operating outside the City of Seattle. However, it
offered that “increased collaboration and tools to facilitate
coordination of services such as diversion and housing access could
be valuable to enhance the efficacy of providers in reaching current
and possible clients.”
In our discussion of Checkpoint 1.1, we recommend that the City
explore opportunities for increased use of diversion strategies,
including reunification with family/friend support networks. Diversion
is an area in which the Navigation Team might achieve greater
efficiency and effectiveness through collaboration with King County
and its outreach providers. This might include participating in joint
trainings on diversion strategies, using a common set of metrics for
tracking diversion outcomes, and participating in a forum for
exchanging ideas about what works in diversion.
Therefore, it would be helpful for the Executive to investigate and
report on opportunities to increase alignment between the
Navigation Team and its King County peers, especially in the areas
identified in its Quarter 1 response (i.e., diversion and housing access
coordination).

Greater integration of
Navigation Team and
medical and mental
health services

Checkpoint 2.4 asked the Executive to report on any other potential
areas of collaboration with King County. The Executive’s Quarter 1
response to the Navigation Team reporting plan reported that a
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finding from its recent focus groups 23 is “the people the Navigation
Team engaged responded better when outreach efforts offered by
officers included the possibility of nursing or medical care. It was also
believed by all that additional mental health professionals are
needed as a part of the team’s day-to-day operations.” This suggests
that the City should explore greater integration between the
Navigation Team and medical and mental health services.
Our November 2017 Reporting Plan for the Navigation Team
described Austin’s homeless outreach team, HOST, which is an
explicit collaboration between the City of Austin and Austin-Travis
County Emergency Medical Services (EMS). 24 Our office interviewed
Keith Simpson, of Austin’s HOST team, who indicated that the HOST
team can provide medical and mental health services during their
outreach work. Simpson indicated that this affords the HOST team
greater access to individuals living unsheltered. “The clients have
more of a trusted relationship with EMS than with police officers. We
are welcomed into the camps where (police) officers see
resistance.” 25
Austin is also tracking the savings that the HOST team generates by
avoiding trips to the emergency room. Simpson offered the example
of a diabetic man that the HOST team treated recently. The man had
an open sore on his leg that the HOST EMS outreach worker treated
immediately as part of the outreach engagement. This avoided an
emergency room trip for the individual and addressed his health
need before it became worse.
Based on the stated need from the Navigation Team focus groups
and the example of Austin’s HOST program, it would be helpful for
the Executive to consider opportunities for deeper collaboration with
King County, including greater integration of the Navigation Team
and medical and mental health services.

23

The research team from HSD recently conducted three focus groups with Navigation Team field coordinators, REACH
outreach team members, Navigation Team Police Officers, and residents of Licton Springs who had been recently
referred by the Navigation Team.
24 Austin’s Homeless Outreach Street Team (HOST) is currently comprised of two police officers, two paramedics, three
behavioral health case managers, and one court case manager. In 2017, Austin moved the functional home for HOST
from the Austin Police Department to Austin-Travis County EMS.
25

Simpson, Keith, Mobile Integrated Health Care Strategist, Austin-Travis County Emergency Medical Services, interview
with Office of City Auditor staff, July 18, 2018.
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The table below lists our recommendations for Checkpoint 2.4:
Assessment of Opportunities for Greater Coordination with King
County.

Recommendations

Checkpoint #
2.4 Assessment
of Opportunities
for Greater
Coordination
with King
County

Recommendation
A. The Executive should provide a plan for ensuring Navigation Team

compliance with the Outreach Standard of Care. That plan should minimally
include the elements listed in Exhibit 5:
•
•
•
•
•

Will the Navigation Team follow the Outreach Standards of Care?
Will this include the Navigation Team Police Officers as well as the
contracted outreach providers?
Which of the Outreach Standards of Care measures will the Navigation
Team collect?
How will the Navigation Team collect those measures and at what intervals?
How will the Executive ensure that the Navigation Team complies with the
Outreach Standards of Care?

B. The Executive should investigate and report on opportunities to increase
alignment between the Navigation Team and its King County peers, especially
in the areas identified in its Quarter 1 response (i.e., diversion and housing
access coordination).
C. The Executive should consider and report on opportunities for deeper
collaboration with King County, including greater integration of the Navigation
Team and Public Health-Seattle and medical and mental health services.
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CHECKPOINT 3.1: REPORT ON 2017
BASELINE DATA – RESULTS AND
OUTCOMES
Section Summary

Reporting Checkpoint 3.1 asked the Executive to report on the 2017
“Results and Outcomes” measures that they indicated the Navigation
Team would be collecting in the Navigation Theory of Change. 26
The Executive’s Quarter 1 response to the Navigation Team reporting
plan provided 2017 data for a subset of “Results” (e.g., acceptance of
offers to safer shelter, acceptance of a service, decline of all offers).
Due to the limitations of the Navigation Team data systems
described previously in this report, our office did not verify these
results. Further, the Executive’s Quarter 1 response did not include
any metrics for the short, medium, or long-term outcomes described
in the 2017 Navigation Team Theory of Change (Appendix C).
HSD indicated that, beginning in August 2018, it will be leading an
effort to refine and redevelop the Navigation Team’s Theory of
Change. This work will include identifying the results and the short,
medium, and long-term outcomes that will be tracked. In addition, HSD
has begun reviewing existing sources of data for the Navigation
Team, learning about the current systems that are used to capture
that data, and exploring options for developing and implementing
more streamlined, robust, and accurate data systems and processes
for the Navigation Team.
These are important steps and are necessary for improving the
Navigation Team’s operations and accountability. Therefore, we
recommend that the Executive provide HSD with the necessary
support and resources to complete this work, and that HSD provide
us with the deliverables related to these steps.

Considerations for
refining the
Navigation Team
Theory of Change

Based on our work on our November 2017 report and our review of
the Executive’s Quarter 1 response to the Navigation Team reporting
plan, we offer the following suggestions for the Executive and HSD to
consider in its work to refine and redevelop the Navigation Team
Theory of Change.

26

The Navigation Team’s proposed 2017 metrics for “Results” and short-, medium-, and long-term “Outcomes” were
included in the Navigation Team Theory of Change, Appendix 5 Logic Model (see Appendix C of this report).
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Include input from Navigation Team staff, individuals served,
and individuals not served by the Navigation Team – HSD has
begun to convene focus groups that include Navigation Team staff
members as well as individuals recently referred by the Navigation
Team to the Licton Springs camp. These focus groups can also
provide useful feedback on the re-development of the Navigation
Team Theory of Change. HSD might also consider including input
from unsheltered individuals who have not been served by the
Navigation Team.
Determine whether the Navigation Team is a people-based or
place-based approach or some combination of both – The 2017
Navigation Team Theory of Change (Appendix C) included activities
that were focused on individuals (e.g., outreach, connection to
services) as well as places (e.g., garbage hauling, fencing). Datatracking and outcome measures for people-based activities are very
different from those for place-based activities.
The City might consider the following questions in determining the
Navigation Team approach: Will the Navigation Team continue to
combine a people-based and a place-based approach? If so, how will
the data tracking and outcome measurement be aligned? HSD is
working on developing a new data system for tracking the peoplebased outcomes of the Navigation Team activities. Who in the City
will be responsible for tracking data and outcomes associated with
the place-based activities?
Explore the use of tailored strategies for certain segments of the
unsheltered population – Some jurisdictions have found that it is
effective to use a variety of outreach strategies that are tailored to
meet the specific needs of certain segments of the unsheltered
population.
For example, in New York City, the Bowery Residents’ Committee
(BRC) has developed a tailored approach for unsheltered individuals
who have jobs or are in job training programs. First, BRC outreach
workers identify unsheltered individuals who are employed or
employable but cannot find housing. The outreach workers can then
place the individual in the 200-bed shelter on the ground floor of
BRC’s new Landing Road facility. The Landing Road shelter offers
wrap-around services, including job training. The upper floors of
BRC’s Landing Road facility are home to 135 units of low-income
permanent housing. BRC’s vertically-integrated approach (outreach
to shelter to housing) puts the path out of homelessness in plain
sight and can minimize the chances that these employed individuals
will fall back into homelessness. As it leads the redevelopment of the
Navigation Team Theory of Change, HSD might consider tailored
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strategies, including an outreach strategy for clients who are
employed or employable.
Explore cost-benefit performance measures – Some potential
outcome measures for the Navigation Team might lend themselves
to calculating a cost-benefit ratio. For example, Austin’s homeless
outreach team, HOST, tracks the costs avoided in expensive
emergency room visits when unsheltered individuals receive urgent
medical care from a HOST EMS Outreach Worker. The 2017
Navigation Team activities included SPU’s encampment trash
removal pilot project. While the SPU trash pilot program does not
make unauthorized encampments viable living arrangements in the
long term, every ton of trash that was collected through that effort 27
avoided costs associated with a more labor-intensive future City
clean-up effort. HSD might consider whether certain performance
measures can be expressed through a cost-benefit analysis.
Determine how Navigation Team outcome data will be
communicated – Our November 2017 report included two examples
of jurisdictions that provide regular reporting of their homeless
outreach performance data online. New York City’s HOME-STAT
provides a variety of online public reports, including a daily public
dashboard that maps 311 service requests from the public, a weekly
dashboard that maps data from HOME-STAT canvassing, and a
monthly dashboard that reports on aggregate outcomes, conditions,
and performance. Santa Rosa, California’s Homeless Outreach
Services Team (HOST) produces detailed quarterly reports that
describe HOST activities and performance measures. HSD might
consider what types of Navigation Team performance data it will
make available online and at what intervals.

Recommendations

Checkpoint #
3.1 Report on
2017 Baseline
Data – Results
and Outcomes

The table below lists our recommendations for Checkpoint 3.1:
Report on 2017 Baseline Data – Results and Outcomes.
Recommendation

A. The City should ensure that HSD has adequate support and resources to work
with all relevant stakeholders to refine and redevelop the Navigation Team’s
Theory of Change.

B. The City should ensure that HSD has adequate support and resources to work
with all relevant stakeholders to develop robust systems for tracking the
Navigation Team’s results and the short, medium, and long-term outcomes
associated with the Navigation Team work.

27

Since January 2017, SPU has hosted the program at 28 locations and collected 547,100 pounds of garbage in the
designated areas.
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C. HSD should provide a revised Navigation Team Theory of Change to the
Office of City Auditor.
D. HSD should provide to the Office of City Auditor its plan to develop robust
systems for tracking the Navigation Team’s results and the short, medium,
and long-term outcomes associated with the Navigation Team’s work.
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CHECKPOINT 3.2: 2017 ACTUAL
EXPENDITURES – NAVIGATION TEAM
AND ENCAMPMENT REMOVALS

Section Summary

Reporting Checkpoint 3.2 asked for a report on total 2017
expenditures for the Navigation Team, including staffing and related
costs as well as expenditures related to encampment removals and
cleanups (e.g., trash removal, SPD overtime for traffic directing).
The Executive’s Quarter 1 response to the Navigation Team reporting
plan provided a summary table of 2017 expenditures in response to
Checkpoint 3.2. Our office requested and received from the City
Budget Office (CBO) the back-up documentation used by CBO to
create the summary 2017 expenditures table. Due to the variation in
formats and in the level of detail in the back-up documentation, we
were unable to verify the accuracy of the 2017 expenditures data.
CBO is currently exploring the feasibility of developing a
methodology to track Navigation Team costs across all departments
as it relates to a broader homelessness spending project. Moreover,
in a July 13, 2018 email to City finance managers, CBO indicated that,
“Later this year, CBO will be providing additional guidance for how
all impacted departments should track (homeless) investments in the
financial system beginning in 2019. In addition, we commit to
distributing the final Citywide Homelessness Spending and
Accountability Report that this information is generating when the
end product is completed.”
These are important steps that will improve the reliability and
visibility of Navigation Team expenditures. Therefore, we recommend
that CBO provide us with the deliverables related to these steps.

Recommendations

Checkpoint #
3.2 2017
Actual
Expenditures

The table below lists our recommendations for Checkpoint 3.2:
2017 Actual Expenditures.
Recommendation

A. The Executive should provide the Office of City Auditor with the following:
a. Revised annotated 2018 Navigation Team budget.
b. Timetable for implementing a methodology to track Navigation Team
expenditures across all City departments.
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CHECKPOINT 3.4: REPORT ON 2017
RACIAL EQUITY IMPACTS
Section Summary

Reporting Checkpoint 3.4 asked the Executive to provide an
assessment of 2017 racial equity impacts for the Navigation Team.
The Executive’s Quarter 1 response to the Navigation Team reporting
plan provided 2017 data on its racial equity impacts. Our office did
not verify the 2017 racial equity impacts data provided in the
Executive’s Quarter 1 response. Although we were unable to verify
these data in the Executive’s Quarter 1 Response, we made the
following observations based on the general trends we noted in the
2017 racial equity data and additional information we reviewed
during the audit:
•
•
•

Navigation Team work is affected by societal structural
racism.
Racial equity data can inform Navigation Team strategies.
Navigation Team composition has implications for racial
equity.

We recommend that the City address the gap in racial equity training
for the Navigation Team, continue work on the Racial Equity Toolkit,
explore outreach strategies that might be effective for unsheltered
individuals who are African American and American Indian, and
address racial equity issues in the Navigation Team composition.

“This is no accident…”
A 2018 report on racial inequity in homelessness by the Center for Social Innovation-Supporting
Partnerships for Anti- Racist Communities (SPARC) begins by stating, “People of color are
dramatically more likely than White people to experience homelessness in the United States. This is
no accident; it is the result of centuries of structural racism that have excluded historically oppressed
people—particularly Black and Native Americans—from equal access to housing, community
supports, and opportunities for economic mobility.” Based on data from six communities, including
Pierce County, WA, the SPARC report found that African Americans, and American Indians/Alaskan
Natives were extremely overrepresented among individuals experiencing homelessness. The SPARC
study also found that poverty alone does not explain the inequity. Similarly, a 2011 study by George
Carter of the U.S. Census Bureau found that even when controlling for poverty, poor African
Americans were significantly more likely than poor whites to become homeless. Once homeless,
African American men remained homeless longer than white men.
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Navigation Team work
is affected by societal
structural racism

The 2017 Navigation Team racial equity data echo the linkage
between racism and homelessness that has been found at a national
level. Undoing structural racism requires vigilance and long-term
commitment. With the Navigation Team, the City has some concrete
opportunities to “do better” in addressing and undoing structural
racism.
The Navigation Team data reaffirm that homelessness
disproportionally affects people of color. The Executive’s Quarter 1
response looked at the Navigation Team’s 2017 percentage of
contacts by race and found “the highest disparities (in Navigation
Team contacts) among African Americans and Native Americans.”
These data are consistent with racial disparities in homelessness
found in the Seattle/King County 2018 Count Us In Report 28 as well
as in a recent national study (see sidebar).
These data highlight the urgency of the need for the Navigation
Team to continue to address the role of structural racism in its work,
and the Executive’s Quarter 1 response identified two immediate
opportunities:
•

Address the identified “gap” in race and social justice
trainings for the Navigation Team and its leadership.

•

Continue to develop and implement the Navigation Team’s
Racial Equity Toolkit.

Racial Equity Training: The Executive’s Quarter 1 response stated
that, “the greatest gap of full-team trainings (for the Navigation
Team) is in race and social justice.” The Quarter 1 response indicated
that FAS and HSD were reviewing potential racial equity trainings,
including the People’s Institute Undoing Racism workshop.
This is an important step, and it would be helpful for the City to think
broadly about who should participate in the Navigation Team racial
equity training. Participants might include field staff as well as
leadership from departments (e.g., HSD, SPD, FAS), leadership from
other City agencies (e.g., Mayor’s Office, Council, CBO), other
stakeholders (e.g. County partners, community organizations, service
agencies), and Navigation Team clients. It would also be helpful for
the City to ensure that the investment in Navigation Team
development around addressing structural racism extends beyond a
two-day workshop. The plan for this ongoing investment could be
28

The 2018 Seattle/King County Count Us In report found that when compared to the demographic racial profiles of the
county’s general population, the largest disparities were observed among those identifying as Black or African American
(27% in the Point-in-Time Count compared to 6% in the general King County population), as Hispanic or Latino (15%
compared to 9%), and with multiple races (16% compared to 6%).
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incorporated in the Navigation Team’s Racial Equity Toolkit (see
below).
Racial Equity Toolkit: The Executive’s Quarter 1 response indicated
that SOCR will be conducting further analysis of the Navigation
Team’s 2017 racial equity data. However, SOCR indicated that its
role does not include this analysis. Furthermore, given the difficulty
in verifying the 2017 data from its multiple sources, it was not clear
to SOCR how this analysis would be conducted. SOCR will continue
to support the Navigation Team on its Racial Equity Toolkit by
providing technical assistance through a liaison from the Race and
Social Justice Initiative team. 29 Given the role that structural racism
plays in the work of the Navigation Team, this work is imperative and
urgent. The City should ensure that this work continues, and the
results are communicated broadly.

Racial equity data can
inform Navigation
Team strategies

The Navigation Team’s 2017 racial equity analysis identified trends in
acceptance of services based on race. For example, the highest rates
of acceptance of an alternative living arrangement were by American
Indians (65%), LatinX (52%), African Americans (51%), and Asians
(48%). These data can help inform more effective Navigation Team
strategies, and the exploration of “targeted universalism” strategies.
Outreach to African Americans and American Indians: HSD’s 2018
Homelessness Funding Awards provided funding for homeless
outreach activities to nine organizations, including agencies that
specifically serve African Americans and American Indians (i.e. Urban
League/Street Team, Seattle Indian Center, and Seattle Indian Health
Board). These contracts provide an opportunity to more effectively
reach and serve unsheltered African American and American Indian
individuals. However, it is unclear how these efforts will be
coordinated with the work of the Navigation Team. It would be helpful
to understand how the City will use these outreach efforts to ensure
they yield the best possible outcomes for these marginalized
populations.
Targeted Universalism Strategies: A number of other jurisdictions,
including King County All Home and Portland are exploring the
incorporation of “targeted universalism” in their homeless outreach
approach. “Targeted universalism” was introduced by john a. powell
(lowercase) at University of California Berkeley. [1] Targeted
universalism recognizes that the most marginalized sub-populations
are differently situated in their relationship to formal institutions and

29

To learn more about the City of Seattle Racial Equity Toolkit, see the Seattle Office for Civil Rights Racial Equity Toolkit
website.
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structures and therefore require different systems of support. It would
be helpful for HSD to consider how targeted universalism might be
incorporated in the redevelopment of the Navigation Team Theory of
Change.

Navigation Team
composition has
implications for racial
equity.

The Executive’s Quarter 1 response included a list of the racial identity
of each member of the Navigation Team. Currently, the Navigation
Team reflects what SPARC found in its 2018 national study that “the
homeless services workforce is not representative of the people it
serves.” The SPARC study also looked at whether executive leadership
was representative of the population served, and whether there were
members of the teams who had personally experienced homelessness.
These are important considerations for the Navigation Team’s Racial
Equity Toolkit.
In addition, the Executive’s Quarter 1 response noted that “the impact
of police as part of the Navigation Team still has not been studied,
nor the perceptions of homeless individuals, especially people of
color, concerning the role of law enforcement or their impact on
service delivery.” The role of police officers on the Navigation Team
was raised in our November 2017 report, and we expect that this issue
will be addressed in the Executive’s Navigation Team Reporting Plan
Quarter 2 response under Reporting Checkpoint 1.2 – Organizational
Staffing Assessment.

Recommendations

Checkpoint #
3.4 Report on
2017 Racial
Equity Impacts

The table below lists our recommendations for Checkpoint 3.4:
Report on 2017 Racial Equity Impacts.
Recommendation

A. The City should ensure that HSD has adequate support and resources to
address the identified “gap” in race and social justice trainings for the
Navigation Team and its leadership. This should be an ongoing investment
area for the Navigation Team.
B. HSD should provide a Navigation Team race and social justice training plan to
the Office of City Auditor.

C. The City should ensure that SOCR has adequate support and resources to
continue to work with the Navigation Team on the development of the Racial
Equity Toolkit and to implement the Toolkit recommendations.
D. HSD should provide to the Office of City Auditor an update on the
development and implementation of the Navigation Team Racial Equity
Toolkit.
E.

HSD should provide to the Office of City Auditor a description of how the
Navigation Team efforts will be coordinated with the work of newly contracted
outreach providers who specifically serve African Americans and American
Indians to ensure the best possible outcomes.
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F.

HSD should consider how targeted universalism might be incorporated in the
redevelopment of the Navigation Team Theory of Change.

G. HSD should consider team composition in the Navigation Team Racial Equity
Toolkit.
H. The Executive should address the issue of “impact of police as part of the

Navigation Team” in its Navigation Team Reporting Plan Quarter 3
response (Reporting Checkpoint 1.2 – Organizational Staffing Assessment).
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OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND
METHODOLOGY
Background and
Objectives

On August 29, 2017, Seattle City Councilmember Lisa Herbold asked
the Office of City Auditor to review the Theory of Change for the City’s
Navigation Team and to identify additional information that the City
Council may want to gather on the Team’s activities. In response to
this request, on November 7, 2017, our office published the Reporting
Plan for the Navigation Team that included a reporting plan with 14
requests for information (i.e., “reporting checkpoints”) that can help
inform the City Council’s understanding of the Navigation Team
approach.
On June 12, 2018, the Executive presented their 2018 Quarter 1
response to the Navigation Team reporting plan to the Council’s Civil
Rights, Utilities, Economic Development, and Arts Committee, and
Councilmember Lisa Herbold requested our office to review and
respond to the Executive’s reporting checkpoints.
This October 2, 2018 report responds to the Executive’s Quarter 1
reporting checkpoints. We will produce additional reports for the
Executive’s Quarter 2 and 3 checkpoints as they become available. In
addition, because this work has been conducted as an audit, our
recommendations from this report and our subsequent reports will be
tracked in our annual Audit Recommendations Follow-up Report.

Audit Scope and
Methodology

This audit was conducted at the request of Councilmember Lisa
Herbold for our office to assess the Executive’s Quarter 1 response to
the Navigation Team reporting plan which responded to 7 of the 14
reporting checkpoints from the Office of City Auditor’s 2017 report,
Reporting Plan for Navigation Team.
We conducted this audit using various methodologies, as follows:
• We reviewed the Executive’s May 3, 2018 Quarter 1 Response to
SLI 242-1-A-1;
• We interviewed officials from HSD, CBO, and SPU;
• We reviewed financial data provided to CBO in support of
Executive’s 2017 Navigation Team Baseline Data;
• We reviewed recent research on homeless outreach,
homelessness among young adults, shelter design, etc.;
• We analyzed data provided by HSD on daily shelter availability
in 2017;
• We reviewed the 2018 HSD contracts for outreach and
diversion;
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•

We reviewed information about homeless outreach conducted
in other jurisdictions including King County, Austin, San Diego,
and Portland, as well as recent case studies of police efforts
compiled by the Police Executive Research Forum

We conducted this performance audit in accordance with generally
accepted government auditing standards. Those standards require
that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate
evidence to provide a reasonable bass for our finding and conclusions
based on our audit objectives. We believe that the evidence obtained
provides a reasonable basis for our finding and conclusions based on
our audit objectives.
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APPENDIX B
List of Recommendations
Checkpoint #

Recommendation

1.1 Analysis of
Navigation
Team
Engagement
Rate

A. The City should ensure that HSD has adequate support and resources to
implement its planned improvements for accurately tracking and reporting on
Navigation Team engagement metrics for 2018 and beyond.

B. The City should consider opportunities for expanding enhanced shelter capacity,

C.
D.

E.
F.

G.

1.3 Trauma
Informed Care
SelfAssessment

A.

including the bridge to housing approach used in San Diego and Sacramento
that can be quickly deployed and incorporates private funding.
The City should consider options for reserving a certain number of enhanced
shelter beds daily for Navigation Team referrals.
The City should re-evaluate its recent additional investments in basic shelter
capacity and consider reprogramming those resources for enhanced shelters or
diversion.
The City should explore opportunities for the Navigation Team to expand its use
of diversion strategies including reunification with friends and family.
For 2018 and beyond, the City should explore using metrics for the Navigation
Team that are consistent with the other City-funded outreach providers, including
tracking reasons for refusing services.
The Executive should provide the Office of City Auditor with the following
deliverables described in the Quarter 1 response:
a. Results from the four focus groups conducted with Navigation Team staff
and Licton Springs encampment residents.
HSD should develop a plan to ensure full Navigation Team staff participation in
future trainings and assessments related to trauma-informed care.

B. The Navigation Team should consider collaborating with King County to address
the training gaps identified in the Trauma Informed Care Self-Assessment.
C. HSD should consider re-administering the Trauma-Informed Care SelfAssessment to track progress with Trauma-Informed Care and should consider
the use of additional self-assessment tools related to Trauma-Informed Care.
D. The Executive should provide the Office of City Auditor with the following
deliverables described in the Quarter 1 response. These are deliverables
associated with HSD’s recommended short-term and long-term next steps for
trauma-informed practice:
a. Documentation of any meetings with Navigation Team members and
partners to discuss self-assessment results
b. Documentation that the Navigation Team has established structured
meetings that address trauma for clients and impacts of vicarious trauma
on staff.
c. Documentation of written policies regarding trauma-informed practices.
d. Documentation of clear policies regarding client engagement.
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e.

1.4 Evaluation
of Navigation
Team
Trainings

Documentation of development of training program for the Navigation
Team related to the five domains of trauma-informed practice.
f. Documentation of the Navigation Team’s staff use of SAMHSA resources.
A. The Executive should provide a timetable for developing a plan for evaluating
Navigation Police Officer training. The timetable should include the parties
responsible for developing the plan.

B. The Executive should provide a timetable for evaluating Navigation Police Officer
training. The timetable should include the parties responsible for communicating
and implementing the evaluation recommendations.
C. The Executive should provide a timetable for re-examining and revising the
Navigation Team training plan. The timetable should include the parties
responsible for these activities.
2.4 Assessment
of
Opportunities
for Greater
Coordination
with King
County

A. The Executive should provide a plan for ensuring Navigation Team

compliance with the Outreach Standard of Care. That plan should minimally
include the elements listed in Exhibit 5.
•
•
•
•
•

Will the Navigation Team follow the Outreach Standards of Care?
Will this include the Navigation Team Police Officers as well as the
contracted outreach providers?
Which of the Outreach Standards of Care measures will the Navigation
Team collect?
How will the Navigation Team collect those measures and at what
intervals?
How will the Executive ensure that the Navigation Team complies with
the Outreach Standards of Care?

B. The Executive should investigate and report on opportunities to increase
alignment between the Navigation Team and its King County peers, especially in
the areas identified in its Quarter 1 response (i.e., diversion and housing access
coordination).
C. The Executive should consider and report on opportunities for deeper
collaboration with King County, including greater integration of the Navigation
Team and Public Health-Seattle and medical and mental health services.
3.1 Report on
2017 Baseline
Data – Results
and Outcomes

A. The City should ensure that HSD has adequate support and resources to work
with all relevant stakeholders to refine and redevelop the Navigation Team’s
Theory of Change.

B. The City should ensure that HSD has adequate support and resources to work
with all relevant stakeholders to develop robust systems for tracking the
Navigation Team’s results and the short, medium, and long-term outcomes
associated with the Navigation Team work.
C. HSD should provide a revised Navigation Team Theory of Change to the Office of
City Auditor.
D. HSD should provide to the Office of City Auditor its plan to develop robust
systems for tracking the Navigation Team’s results and the short-, medium-, and
long-term outcomes associated with the Navigation Team’s work.
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3.2 2017
Actual
Expenditures

A. The Executive should provide the Office of City Auditor with the following:
a. Revised annotated 2018 Navigation Team budget.
b. Timetable for implementing a methodology to track Navigation Team
expenditures across all City departments.

3.4 Report on
2017 Racial
Equity Impacts

A. The City should ensure that HSD has adequate support and resources to address
the identified “gap” in race and social justice trainings for the Navigation Team
and its leadership. This should be an ongoing investment area for the Navigation
Team.
B. HSD should provide a Navigation Team race and social justice training plan to the
Office of City Auditor.

C. The City should ensure that SOCR has adequate support and resources to
continue to work with the Navigation Team on the development of the Racial
Equity Toolkit and to implement the Toolkit recommendations.
D. HSD should provide to the Office of City Auditor an update on the development
and implementation of the Navigation Team Racial Equity Toolkit.
E.

HSD should provide to the Office of City Auditor a description of how the
Navigation Team efforts will be coordinated with the work of newly contracted
outreach providers who specifically serve African Americans and American
Indians to ensure the best possible outcomes.

F.

HSD should consider how targeted universalism might be incorporated in the
redevelopment of the Navigation Team Theory of Change.

G. HSD should consider team composition in the Navigation Team Racial Equity
Toolkit.
H. The Executive should address the issue of “impact of police as part of the

Navigation Team” in its Navigation Team Reporting Plan Quarter 3 response
(Reporting Checkpoint 1.2 – Organizational Staffing Assessment).
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APPENDIX C
August 2017 Navigation Team Theor y of Change
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APPENDIX D
Seattle Office of City Auditor Mission, Background, and Quality
Assurance
Our Mission:
To help the City of Seattle achieve honest, efficient management and full accountability throughout City
government. We serve the public interest by providing the City Council, Mayor and City department
heads with accurate information, unbiased analysis, and objective recommendations on how best to use
public resources in support of the well-being of Seattle residents.
Background:
Seattle voters established our office by a 1991 amendment to the City Charter. The office is an
independent department within the legislative branch of City government. The City Auditor reports to
the City Council, and has a four-year term to ensure her/his independence in deciding what work the
office should perform and reporting the results of this work. The Office of City Auditor conducts
performance audits and non-audit projects covering City of Seattle programs, departments, grants, and
contracts. The City Auditor’s goal is to ensure that the City of Seattle is run as effectively, efficiently, and
equitably as possible in compliance with applicable laws and regulations.
How We Ensure Quality:
The office’s work is performed in accordance with the Government Auditing Standards issued by the
Comptroller General of the United States. These standards provide guidelines for audit planning,
fieldwork, quality control systems, staff training, and reporting of results. In addition, the standards
require that external auditors periodically review our office’s policies, procedures, and activities to
ensure that we adhere to these professional standards.

Seattle Office of City Auditor
700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 2410
Seattle WA 98124-4729
Ph: 206-233-3801
www.seattle.gov/cityauditor
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