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About the Audits Division

The City Services Auditor (CSA) was created in the Office of the Controller through an
amendment to the Charter of the City and County of San Francisco (City) that voters
approved in November 2003. Within CSA, the Audits Division ensures the City's financial
integrity and promotes efficient, effective, and accountable government by:

= Conducting performance audits of city departments, contractors, and functions to
assess efficiency and effectiveness of service delivery and business processes.

= Investigating reports received through its whistleblower hotline of fraud, waste, and
abuse of city resources.

= Providing actionable recommendations to city leaders to promote and enhance
accountability and improve the overall performance and efficiency of city

government.
Team: Mark de la Rosa
Mamadou Gning, Lead Audit Manager Director of Audits
Megan Siems, Principal Analyst Office of the Controller
Amanda Sobrepefia, Lead Audit Manager City and County of San Francisco
Amanda Kelley, Senior Auditor (415) 554-7574
Calvin Quock, Senior Auditor
Rebecca Charlton, Senior Auditor For media inquiries, please contact
Alice Duncan-Graves, Senior Auditor con.media@sfgov.org.
Emily Lao, Audit Intern
Sally Ma, San Francisco Fellow @ http://www.sfcontroller.org
£ @sfcontroller
m LinkedIn Office of the Controller
Audit Authority

This audit was conducted under the authority of the San Francisco Charter, Section 3.105 and
Appendix F, which requires that CSA conduct periodic, comprehensive financial and
performance audits of city departments, services and activities.

Statement of Auditing Standards

We conducted this performance audit in accordance with generally accepted government
auditing standards (GAGAS). Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to
obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and
conclusions based on our audit objectives. We believe that the evidence obtained provides a
reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. The Audits
Division is independent per the GAGAS requirements for internal auditors.
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Dear City Officials:

The Office of the Controller's City Services Auditor (CSA), Audits Division, presents its audit report of citywide
nonprofit program monitoring. The audit had as its objective to evaluate the frameworks departments use to
measure the impact of services provided by community-based organizations (CBOs) based on departmental
practices and leading practices in program monitoring.

The report presents a citywide view of the scope of agreements with CBOs and analyzes the ways in which
departments measure the impact of services, based on 30 sample agreements between six departments and
13 CBOs. The report also presents the challenges and benefits of the City’s program monitoring processes
from the perspectives of the departments and the CBOs they rely on to provide direct services.

The report includes three recommendations to standardize and streamline existing processes and to
strengthen performance measurement and program monitoring. The departments’ responses are attached
to the report. CSA will work with the Office of the Controller’s City Performance Division to follow up every
six months on the status of open recommendations made in the report.

Since March 2020 all departments have had to focus on the City's response to the COVID-19 pandemic,
delaying their responses to this audit report. The Controller’s Office also understands that the ongoing need
to respond to the pandemic may adversely affect departments’ efforts to implement the recommendations,
which we will consider as we follow up on this report. In May 2022 CSA contacted all of the departments
involved for new or updated responses.

CSA appreciates the assistance and cooperation of everyone involved in this audit. For questions about the
report, please contact me at mark.p.delarosa@sfgov.org or 415-554-7574 or CSA at 415-554-7469.

Respectfully,

oA

Mark de la Rosa
Director of Audits
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Executive Summary

The City and County of San Francisco (City) spent nearly $680 million in fiscal year 2017-18 to fund the
work of 703 community-based organizations (CBOs), spanning program areas including human
services, mental health and crisis intervention, and housing and shelter. The objective of this audit was
to evaluate the frameworks city departments use to measure the impact of services CBOs provide based
on departmental and leading practices in program monitoring.

WHAT WE FOUND

City departments measure the success of CBOs through performance measures and various reports and
monitoring activities. More than 60 percent of CBOs surveyed find city departments’ program
monitoring activities to be valuable (36 percent) or very valuable (25 percent). However, the audit found
that the City could:

e Take advantage of opportunities to standardize some elements of performance measurement
and program monitoring to improve consistency and transparency and to evaluate the quality
of the services CBOs provide.

e Benefit from shared performance measurement and reporting, particularly for similar programs
funded across multiple departments, so that departments better understand the impacts of
those similar programs funded across the City.

e Expand its use of leading practices to create a collaborative program evaluation loop to ensure
city departments and their stakeholders use the results of program monitoring to drive quality
improvements and data-driven funding decisions.

As shown below, four factors—variation in how performance measures are defined, different reporting
requirements, different monitoring requirements, and the decentralized collection and use of
misaligned performance data—hinder departments’ ability to share and use performance data to
understand the impacts of services provided from a citywide perspective.

Performance : Monitoring I:l Shared
b33 Measurement EW % Requirements =0 Reporting

= Performance Reporting /= Program monitoring \/* CBO performance data\

measures for the requirements vary guidelines vary by is not centralized across
same program areas among departments department. departments, making it
are developed and are often = CBOs must spend a difficult to understand
differently. duplicative. significant amount of the lasting impacts of
= Some performance Compliance with time complying with similar programs.

measures are not reporting varying city = Data misalignment
aligned with a CBO's requirements can be requirements, between departments
capacity and do not onerous for CBOs ultimately hindering results in siloed funding
produce data that funded by multiple CBOs' ability to decisions and creates
measures the lasting city departments. effectively serve their obstacles to achieving

impact of services. kclients. /\Citywide results. /
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WHAT WE RECOMMEND

CSA makes three recommendations to strengthen the City's CBO performance measurement and
program monitoring. The Office of the Controller’s City Performance Division should support the
implementation of the following recommendations for all city departments to:

1. Improve performance measurement by:

a.

Standardizing common definitions for performance measures (for example, output and
outcome) across departments and applying them to existing performance measures.
Creating and/or identifying common performance measures to be tracked, focusing on
important outcome measures and the indicators that must be tracked to understand
the outcomes.

Ensuring measures are calculated in the same way so results can be compared across
program areas.

2. Strengthen program monitoring practices by:

a.
b.

Creating a forum to share lessons learned and successful strategies.

Collaborating on developing minimum requirements for program monitoring activities,
such as site visits.

Evaluating the quality of services provided, such as through surveys or interviews of
program participants and observations of services provided, where appropriate.
Ensuring results from program monitoring activities inform technical assistance needs.

3. Explore the possibility of implementing a system with data from multiple departments
integrated to track the performance of CBOs from a citywide perspective. If this is not feasible,
work with information system suppliers to identify opportunities to share data or centralize data
reporting among departments, where appropriate.
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‘ Glossary

Adult Probation

Agreement

City
CBO
CSA

DCYF; Children, Youth and
Their Families

Goal

HOM; Homelessness and
Supportive Housing

HSA; Human Services

MOHCD; Housing and
Community Development

NTEE

OEWD; Economic and
Workforce Development

Outcome

Output

Public Health

Adult Probation Department

Contract or grant agreement between a city department and
community-based organization

City and County of San Francisco
Community-based organization
City Services Auditor

Department of Children, Youth and Their Families

A broad statement about the long-term expectation of what should
happen as a result of the program; a type of performance measure

Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing

Human Services Agency

Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development

National Taxonomy of Exempt Entities

Office of Economic and Workforce Development

The ultimate benefits associated with a program or service, such as
the impacts on clients and the community from participating in the
program; a type of performance measure

The volume of a program’s actions, such as number of people served,
and activities and services carried out; a type of performance measure

Department of Public Health
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Introduction

Community-based organizations (CBOs) are critical to the delivery of public services in San Francisco.
They operate through contracts and grant agreements (collectively referred to as agreements) with the
City and County of San Francisco (City). However, it is difficult to measure the overall impact of the
programs and services provided because performance measurement and program monitoring vary
among city departments and most data is not shared.

The Office of the Controller's City Services Auditor (CSA) prepared this report to present a citywide view
of the scope of agreements the City has with CBOs and to analyze the ways city departments measure
the impact of services. We did this based on a sample of 30 agreements between six departments and
13 CBOs. The report also presents the challenges and benefits of the City's program monitoring
processes from the perspectives of the departments and the CBOs they rely on to deliver services to
clients.

CITYWIDE CBO FUNDING OVERVIEW

In fiscal year 2017-18 the City had 2,494 agreements with 703 CBOs, totaling over $1.6 billion in funding
over the lives of the agreements.! In that year alone, the contracted funding for these agreements was
nearly $705 million and payments totaled nearly $680 million.

The programs and services CBOs provide on behalf of city departments cover a wide range of program
areas. For this audit, we applied the National Taxonomy of Exempt Entities (NTEE) framework at the
program level to gain a deeper understanding of the services CBOs provide across San Francisco. In
total, we identified 16 program areas across the City and chose 9 program areas for the programs we
selected for the audit:

Community Improvement and Capacity = Health Care

Building = Housing & Shelter

Crime & Legal-Related = Human Services

Education «  Mental Health & Crisis Intervention
Employment = Youth Development

The City significantly invests in the Housing & Shelter, Human Services, and Mental Health & Crisis
Intervention program areas. In fiscal year 2017-18 these three areas accounted for $440 million (62
percent) of the City's CBO funding.

" Based on department-provided lists of active agreements with CBOs in fiscal year 2017-18. Agreement terms vary; all
were within fiscal years 1999-2000 through 2022-23 and include end dates extended by amendment.
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DEPARTMENT OVERVIEW

The audit selected six departments as the basis to assess the City's program monitoring practices.
Exhibit 1 summarizes the amounts paid to CBOs and number of CBOs funded in fiscal year 2017-18 by

the six audited departments.

Exhibit 1: Six departments spent 71 percent of the City's payments to CBOs through agreements in
fiscal year 2017-18.

Department No. of CBOs Funded? Amount of Payments to CBOs®
Public Health 115 $192,060,202
Human Services 141 128,835,597
Children, Youth and Their Families 138 76,913,577
Housing and Community Development 131 57,271,314
Economic and Workforce Development 108 22,328,922
Adult Probation 19 3,436,208
All Other Departments 403 198,454,769
Total 703¢ $679,300,589

Notes:
@ Number of CBOs with active agreements and total not-to-exceed amounts based on information from departments.

b From SF Financials system.
¢ Total number of CBOs funded is an unduplicated count, but some CBOs have agreements with multiple departments

reflected in each row.
Source: Departments’ agreement lists, CSA’s application of NTEE, and SF Financials system

Nine program areas were selected based on their comparability of programs across CBOs and
departments. Exhibit 2 shows the program areas selected, by department.

Exhibit 2: Nine program areas, each funded across multiple departments, were selected for
detailed comparison.

Departments
Economic & Housing &

Program Area Children,

Sampled Prgg:'cl:on Youth 8‘¢‘Their Workforce = Community Sl-:;!\r/?f:s E:I:II:;
Families Development Development

Community Improvement & Capacity Building N4 N4
Crime & Legal-Related v v
Education N4
Employment v v v
Health Care 4
Housing & Shelter V4 V4
Human Services v v
Mental Health & Crisis Intervention v
Youth Development v v

Source: CSA
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SAMPLE CBOS RECEIVE FUNDING FROM MULTIPLE DEPARTMENTS TO
PROVIDE SERVICES ACROSS PROGRAM AREAS

At least two of the six sample departments funded each of the 13 CBOs in the sample, as shown in
Exhibit 3.

Exhibit 3: 30 agreements were selected from among multiple departments.

Department
Adult e Their Warkforce  Commugity | Human  Public
Probation y Services Health

Families Development Development

v v

Booker T. Washington
Community Service Center

Community Works Jab
West Inc.

Community Youth Center
of San Francisco

v v v

Five Keys Charter Schools NG
and Programs
Hamilton Families VP v

Mission Language &
Vocational School v v

Renaissance
Entrepreneurship Center

Renaissance Parents of v
Success

Richmond Area Multi-
Services, Inc.

Self Help for the Elderly v v
Success Center SF N4 v

United Playaz v v v

Young Community
Developers

v v v

Notes:

@ Although programs operated pursuant to agreements with only one department were selected for Community
Works West Inc. and Five Keys Charter School and Programs, the programs were chosen for comparison in the
Crime & Legal-Related program area.

b Two agreements selected.

Source: CSA
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We selected programs covering nine program areas to enable the audit to assess comparability of
program monitoring and performance measures across city departments, as shown in Exhibit 4.

Exhibit 4: The 13 CBOs selected for testing received nearly $43 million in fiscal year 2017-18
through agreements with the City in nine program areas sampled.

Payments From

CBO City in FY 2017-18* Program Areas Sampled
. . . Employment
Richmond Area Multi-Services, Inc. $16,127,813 Mental Health & Crisis Intervention
Hamilton Families 9,131,881 = Housing & Shelter
Self Help for the Elderly 7,996,887 Housing & Shelter

Human Services

Community Youth Center of San * Crime & Legal-Related

. 2,686,501 = Health Care
Francisco .
®= Human Services
. Employment
Young Community Developers 2,105,748 Youth Development
Bool.<er T. Washington Community 1739,477 = Education
Service Center = Youth Development
Community Works West Inc. 1,315,489 = Crime & Legal-Related
Success Center SF 448,727 ® Youth Development
Five K h hool :
ive Keys Charter Schools and 428,530 = Crime & Legal-Related
Programs
Mission L Vocational
ission Language & Vocationa 314,273 " Ersleyment
School
. . ity | i
Renaissance Entrepreneurship Center 298,208 Co.mr;r1un|ty mprovement & Capacity
Building
United Playaz 206,833 Crime & Legal-Related
Human Services
Renaissance Parents of Success 34,280 Employment

Youth Development

Total $42,834,647

* Per SF Financials system
Source: Departments’ agreement lists and 30 sample agreements
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OBJECTIVE

The main objective of this audit was to evaluate the frameworks city departments use to measure the
impact of services CBOs provide based on departmental practices and leading practices in program
monitoring. Specifically, the audit assessed:

= The extent to which departments measure the impact of services CBOs provide and how, if at
all, they operationalize measurement results in funding decisions, agreements, or program
monitoring activities.

= Whether departments’ program monitoring activities adequately measure compliance and
performance and how these activities differ among departments for similar programs and
services provided.

SCOPE

The audit focused on program monitoring activities at six city departments for a sample of 30
agreements active in fiscal year 2017-18. The audit also incorporated feedback from departments that
have agreements with CBOs and from CBOs for which contact information was available.

The following six departments were selected:

= Adult Probation Department (Adult Probation)

= Department of Children, Youth and Their Families (Children, Youth and Their Families)

= Department of Public Health (Public Health)

= Human Services Agency (Human Services)

= Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development (Housing and Community
Development)

= Office of Economic and Workforce Development (Economic and Workforce Development)

The audit did not assess the process for departments awarding agreements to CBOs. The Department
of Homelessness and Supportive Housing was not selected because it did not have policies in place at
the start of the audit, as it had just launched in July 2016.

Scope Limitation

Although a list of CBOs the City funds through agreements exists in the City’s SF Financials system (SF
Financials), it does not include program-level data, which was necessary for the audit. Thus, CSA relied
on self-reported information we obtained through a survey we administered to all city departments. We
aggregated this data to yield the population of programs and services described in the Introduction
and obtained payment data from SF Financials. We obtained an understanding of the systems used by
the six sample departments for their contract/grants management and program monitoring and
assessed data reliability to the extent required by the audit objective.
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METHODOLOGY

To perform the audit, we:
Conducted Background Research, Categorized CBOs, and Selected Sample Departments
= Reviewed applicable laws, regulations, policies, and procedures regarding program monitoring.

= Reviewed all payments data for fiscal year 2016-17, using the NTEE framework to categorize
each CBO the City paid. (The U.S. Internal Revenue Service uses the NTEE framework, which
includes 26 program areas, to classify nonprofit organizations.)

= Purposefully selected six departments to create a sample that includes a range of payment
amounts and program areas and an adequate number of CBOs.

Conducted Interviews and Walkthroughs

= At the six sample departments, interviewed key employees and conducted walkthroughs to
observe and understand procedures related to program monitoring activities conducted by
departments and systems used and data collected for program monitoring activities.

Selected Sample Agreements

= Chose 30 agreements from the six sample departments and 13 CBOs that operate 35 similar
programs to assess compliance with agreement requirements, program monitoring, quality and
performance measure compliance, and comparability across departments.

= Obtained lists of all active agreements in fiscal year 2017-18 and compiled them into a
comprehensive list containing information such as CBO name, funding department(s), program
description, and not-to-exceed payment amount for each agreement.

= Excluded CBOs that, based on the information from the departments:
= Provided programs or services solely in one program area, such as Health Care.
= Provided programs or services in program areas that were not funded by more than
one department.
= Were funded by only one department.
= Received only one-time payments.
= Provided nonparticipant-based services, such as community benefit districts.

=  For the remaining CBOs, applied the NTEE framework at the program level to more accurately
identify the types of programs and services the City funds.

= Selected programs from similar program areas across the CBOs.
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Surveyed Departments and CBOs

= Developed and administered two surveys—one to city departments and another to CBOs—and
analyzed the results.

= City departments: Contacted 51 departments, 27 of which confirmed they have agreements with
CBOs and responded to the survey regarding their program monitoring activities.
= Analyzed grant agreement data from the departments (which the survey requested)
and reconciled the number of agreements to data in SF Financials.
= Using the data visualization tool ArcGIS Pro, generated maps to show the distribution of
programs and services by program area and supervisorial district.

= (CBOs: Administered a survey to the 13 CBOs selected for detailed testing (involved in the 30
agreements discussed above) and to a sample of 511 CBOs identified in departments'’
agreement lists. (Using publicly available information, we found contact information for 511 of
the 703 CBOs.) 87 CBOs responded to the survey.

Held a CBO Focus Group

= Conducted a two-hour, facilitator-led focus group to elicit feedback from executive
management of the 13 CBOs selected for detailed testing. Topics included the City's processes
for contracting and program monitoring. The objective was to identify areas of improvement
from a citywide perspective. Analyzed the results.

Benchmarked

= Developed a survey questionnaire and administered it to peer jurisdictions. Starting with the
jurisdictions to which San Francisco is often compared, we identified those with centralized
organizational and funding structures related to nonprofit program monitoring. Based on this,
we identified 13 peer jurisdictions to survey about their program monitoring activities.

= Assessed leading practices in measuring outcomes, program monitoring, nonprofit funding,
and performance measurement models.
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Chapter 1

The City Must Improve Performance Measurement and
Strengthen Program Monitoring to More Effectively Assess
the Impact of CBO Services on a Citywide Level

SUMMARY

City departments measure the success of CBOs through performance measures and reporting and
monitoring activities. Program monitoring is an opportunity for funding departments to better
understand the day-to-day work CBOs perform and to ensure the money the City pays to CBOs is spent
appropriately to provide the intended services. More than 60 percent of CBOs surveyed find city
departments’ program monitoring activities to be valuable (36 percent) or very valuable (25 percent).
However, opportunities exist to standardize some elements of performance measurement and program
monitoring to improve consistency and transparency and to expand program quality assessments.
Specifically, the audit found:

= No common definitions exist for types of performance measures (for example, output or
outcome) used in agreements between departments and CBOs.

= Departments funding similar programs do not use a common set of performance measures to
assess program success.

= Greater transparency with CBOs could help departments ensure performance measure targets
are met and aligned with CBO capacity.

= Departments’ site visit procedures should consider evaluating quality of services provided.

These findings are based on the audit’s analysis of six city departments’ program monitoring policies,
processes, and practices, survey results from 27 city departments that fund CBOs through agreements,
a focus group of 13 CBOs’ managers, and survey results from 87 CBOs that had an agreement with one
or more city department in fiscal year 2017-18.

Finding 1.1: City departments use inconsistent terminology to categorize
performance measures included in CBO agreements, hindering their ability
to share and assess performance across similar programs.

City departments define the success of CBOs in meeting predetermined goals differently and measure
the impact of a program or service provided in various ways. Although some variation is appropriate
and expected, the City is missing some opportunities to share, interpret, and use performance data that
could be comparable, but is not. The six departments included in this audit use performance measures
to track the progress of CBO programs. These measures are documented in the agreements or included
in additional supporting documentation referenced in the agreements, but the agreements do not
define the terminology for performance measures used, which makes it difficult for departments to
share and interpret a program’s impact.
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To assess and compare performance measures used within and across the departments audited, CSA
sorted the performance measures in the sample agreements into the following three categories, based
on public management literature.

Goal? A broad statement about the purpose or long-term expectations of the
program or service

Output The measured results; amount of work performed; volume of a program'’s
activities, such as number of people served

Outcome The ultimate benefits associated with a program or service, such as the impacts
on clients from participating in the program

The 30 sample agreements do not use the same terminology to describe the same type or similar types
of performance measures. Exhibit 5 provides examples of the different terminology used by three
departments when referring to outcome-based performance measures.

Exhibit 5: Departments use different terms for outcome-based measures in three sample
agreements.

Term Used to

Department . Performance Measure
Describe Measure

Housing and Activity Goal 55 transitional age youth will acquire life skills to make
Community healthier life choices around the issues of financial
Development management, time management, goal setting, nutrition,

physical fitness, mental and physical health.

80% of workshop participants demonstrate increase in quality

Public Health Outcome Objective :

of life.
Children, Youth Performance 75% of participants report enhanced enjoyment and
and Their Families  Measure engagement in learning as a result of the program.

Source: Sample agreements

The use of different terminology for similar types of performance measures hinders departments’ ability
to use performance data gathered to clearly communicate program and citywide outcomes to
stakeholders. Further, the inconsistency among departments in the terminology used to measure and
communicate performance understandably causes CBOs funded by multiple departments to be
confused about how the City evaluates their overall success. Using common descriptors for and
definitions of identical, similar, or related performance measures could lead to an increased
understanding of CBO success across departments and enhance the City’s ability to measure the
citywide impact of services provided.

2 Although goals can be used to specify the general purpose or long-term expectations of a program and are generally
not considered performance measures themselves, CSA included goals as a category here because some performance
measures identified by city departments are goal statements.
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Finding 1.2: Performance measurement, reporting requirements, and
program monitoring activities are inconsistent across departments, which
hinders the City's ability to measure the citywide impact of services.

City departments track the progress of CBO programs toward meeting performance measures through
reporting requirements and program monitoring activities described in agreements, but the
requirements and activities often vary among agreements from different departments, hindering the
City from better assessing overall results. As stated in Finding 1.1, departments use performance
measures to evaluate the overall success of a program or service provided. Also, reporting requirements
in agreements compel CBOs to submit data to departments at predetermined frequencies, which
supports continued progress toward these performance measures.

Examples of these requirements include the need to report the number of clients/participants served or
survey results from clients/participants regarding the quality of services received. Departments use
program monitoring activities to verify the data CBOs submit and to better understand any issues that
may prevent CBOs from meeting the agreed-upon performance expectations, as discussed in Finding
1.3. Examples of program monitoring activities include site visits, CBO self-assessments, desk audits, and
interviews of clients/program participants.

Finding 1.2.1: Departments that fund similar programs do not use a common set
of performance measures to assess success.

City departments do not use the same or comparable performance measures for similar programs,
limiting the City's ability to accurately assess the citywide impacts of CBOs’ work. Although populations
served and program goals differ, opportunities exist to align some performance measures to report
program impacts across departments. From the 30 sample agreements, the audit selected 37
performance measures that are similar in two or more agreements in the same program area to
compare how departments describe and calculate them to assess CBOs' performance.

Exhibit 6 shows examples of performance measures that differ in sample agreements in two sample
program areas.
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Exhibit 6: Some performance measures may be better aligned to report program impacts across
departments, even when populations served and program goals differ.

We selected measures from three sample agreements to compare how three departments determine
participants’ completion of employment programs. One department uses an output measure of the
percentage of enrolled participants who completed the program. Another uses an outcome measure of the
percentage of successful job placements following program completion. And the third uses an output
measure of the number of successful job placements, (which would be more valuable if it put the number of
job placements in the context of the number of program participants or program graduates).
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We selected measures from two sample agreements to compare how two departments evaluate the
performance of social skills services provided. One department has an output measure to count the number
of services provided to its target population but could better assess the lasting impact of training by including
an outcome measure. Another department has an outcome measure to determine the reported impact of
social skills programs provided to its target population.

o Vg

ana gﬂ ﬁ .i'%

Number of socialization skills training Percent of youth that report
and

Source: CSA analysis

When possible and appropriate, it is advis