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CALIFORNIA SWOT ANALYSIS 
Strengths
· Programs that work

· Strong practice models

· Information, evidence, data

· Strong advocacy network

· Agencies coming together

· Voter support/public sentiment

· 10 year planning processes
· Thinking more strategically (e.g., 10 year plans, especially at county level)

· Resources (never had before)

· State administrative leadership

· Not starting from scratch; a lot of history and work already done

· “No wrong door” approach

· Costs less to do it right

Weaknesses
· Complexity of the issue and needs

· No one level of government has authority or responsibility for this issue

· Practice needs to follow policy, statements, grant text

· Society tolerates homelessness (due to values of individualism, etc.)

· Size of the jurisdiction limited or facilitates collaboration

· Finger pointing; unclear focus

· Diminishing subsidies from the Federal government

· Welfare system regulations and policies

· Statute and regulations mitigate against collaboration

· Welfare system regulations and policies

· NIMBYism 

· County government is less transparent than other levels – especially social services

· Transitional housing – funding sources requiring high outcomes ay hold families longer to deal with issues and get on stable income; could be faster movement in and out by families with the most problems (most vulnerable)

· Escalating housing costs 

· What about experiences with violence? Public parenting; stress in emergency shelters; family violence; intersection of mental illness, substance use, and violence

· Gaps within major programs for children and families – TANF; CWS (foster care/ emancipated youth)

· Homelessness and placement into foster care of unhoused kids

· Protective action may lead to homelessness (loss of income and children)

· Aging out of foster care may lead to homelessness

· Income provided through Cal Works is not high enough to sustain housing; how to meet policy objectives and not lead to homelessness

· STEP program  county match is higher (60%) than counties can manage

· Competition among service providers
· Not strong grassroots advocacy network

· Coercive components to “clean” streets

· Costs of solutions

· Silo’d perspective on costs

· Methodology – definitional issues; ratio of families to singles in California may be lower than nationally – 1:5

· Local variations – in Los Angeles large number of single adults with substance abuse issues; large number with disabilities; over ½ with co-occurring disorders

· Definitions – literal homelessness? HUD definition? What about people who are doubled up or marginally housed?

· Done street counts and found inflated numbers of beds; program outcomes skewed

· Done street counts and found inflated numbers of beds; program outcomes skewed

· Term limits – mixed blessing

· Competing political agendas

Opportunities
· Align policy with practice (with clients)

· Katrina response -- getting attention to the issue of homelessness and housing

· Emphasis on performance-based outcomes – allows us to test approaches/make changes

· Leveraging all the multiple planning efforts that are going on

· Co-occurring disorders and housing action plan – link up with housing; provide services; there is momentum from co-occurring disorders action plan to close the gap between substance abuse, mental health, and homelessness

· Composition of team brings lots of sophistication; possibilities for doing better

· Overlapping planning activities (current examples: ABAG meeting, MHSA planning, co-occurring disorders policy academy, local 10-year plans, child welfare plans; previous examples: State Child Welfare redesign, welfare reform, Burton commission, Davis Council, Deukmajian request of HCD to plan lead to EHAP; Stakeholders are meeting on housing affordability, supply; meetings happening with CSAC, League of Cities, general plans, and long-term city growth)

· Translate pertinent issues and knowledge without meetings – have values and principles that make sense across each of our arenas

· Capitalize on federal leadership and public relations effort

· Homeless Management Information System (HMIS) implementation

· New state housing and service initiatives

· Statewide emphasis on housing affordability and reform

· Learn local and other homelessness activity; take info to the governor’s staff

· Governor has revived interagency council on homelessness – how should the state work with CBO’s / providers? How can we improve funding streams

· Department of mental health doing housing “by default” – not any one entity is responsible for managing all the needs of any one person; Department of Mental Health (DMH) is seeking to coordinate multiple needs has worked; people are willing to work together

· DMH has an on-going relationship with HPD

· Proposition 63 is a great opportunity to act – housing and homelessness are priorities in most local mental health services act planning; important to the Gov. and Gov’s office

· Using CHFA, Prop. 63 and other money

· Buy-in at the governor’s office; need public/private partnerships and collaboration among agencies; this will help with all issues

· Transitional living program for foster youth – governor just signed bill allowing them to remain in housing until age 25

· Moves for county-level housing trust funds

· Discern the difference between homeless and housed families (e.g., which group has more disabilities, role of the male in the family; learning disabilities impact on parents and children; east coast versus west coast variations)

Threats
· Are there liberal tolerance areas that have greatest homelessness? (acceptance, tolerance, street culture)

· Public apathy

· Lack of trust in government’s ability to solve problems

· Lack of political resolve/belief that we can’t end homelessness. What happens at Year 11? When do you start counting the 10 years? Is the goal reasonable? Does it inspire participation and allow critical achievements? Is a mechanism and means in place to get one family at a time out of homelessness? Can we change the system to afford this opportunity for all? Is shelter a response? If an integrated system exists, can we avoid sheltering? Are public officials responsible for people being on our streets?

· Federal focus on “chronic homelessness” not on families

· Medi-Cal changes to rehab option

· Federal housing cuts

· Federal cuts as a result of Katrina

· Taxpayer revolutions

· Incentive to build in localities is based on sales taxes, not property taxes – no incentive to build housing

· Coercive/court orders to bring people in off the street
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Colorado swot analysis

Strengths

· Existing staff experience

· Knowledge and willingness to collaborate

· Strong Interagency Council with active committees

· Homeless liaisons in schools

· McKinney-Vento Act

· No child left behind

· Increasing training

· Law is helpful

· Educational and training vouchers

· Participation of people who have experienced homelessness

· Involvement of faith communities and charities

· Stronger relationship between providers and other entities 

· Better discharge planning from Department of Corrections and jails

· Veteran’s reintegration program

· All 3 Continuums of Care (CoC) using same Homeless Management Information System (HMIS)

· Strong and active CoC – MDHI, BOS, Colorado Springs

· Federal grants – strong maximization of resources

· 211 Helpline

· Increased focus on homelessness by state funders (homeless funders collaborative)

· Cooperation between Division of Housing and Supportive Housing and Homeless Programs

· Statewide affordable housing database

· Increased public awareness/media attention

· More liaisons between outreach workers and law enforcement

· PACE prisoner reintegration program

· Focus at MDHI on families – education and awareness

· Team leader out of governor’s office

Weaknesses

· Lack of mental health services

· Lack of affordable rental housing for very low income

· Salary level

· Rental assistance subsidies

· Homeless prevention funding limited

· Small state tax check off

· Limited permanent/ transitional services for kids exiting foster system, DYC, mental health institutes, child welfare

· Discharge planning for youth in DYC

· No streamlined service delivery system for mental health, affordable housing, healthcare (navigating systems)

· Disparate populations in urban/Frontier/resort communities 

· Education

· Resource availability

· Transportation

· Access to services

· Housing

· TABOR

· Low consumer involvement at planning level

· Homelessness not a priority to most Housing Authorities or to general public

· Not enough policymaker “champions”

· No good database of who is providing services and what’s provided

· Skepticism on part of policymakers about numbers

· Funding stove pipes, limits ability to be flexible with funding

· No universally accepted ID for homeless people

· Human Service System

· CBMS implementation problems

· Low benefit levels

· Benefit limitations (2 yr. limit)

· Disparity between counties

· County run system leads to lack of ability to standardize policies

· No housing trust fund or stabilized funding source

· Lack of flexible federal/state funding for housing first model

· Unequal dispersal of housing programs throughout Colorado

· Lack of crisis intervention services for stressed homeless and at risk families

· Lack of culturally appropriate services (Native Americans, Spanish, Asian, Korean)

· Need for more collaboration across government levels

· Federal reporting requirements

· Standard homeless definitions

· Matching services/treatment funding for housing

· City plans to end homelessness/state policy plan

· No state funding for homelessness or domestic violence

· General lack of political will

· Accurate/reliable baseline data difficult to obtain and use

· Core set of common data needs to be collected across public and private agencies 

· Underutilization/inconsistent use of faith-based and other volunteer resources (including political influence/resources/connections)

Opportunities

· New substance abuse resource for Medicaid

· Flip side to county-run programs – local communities choose to contribute to certain programs

· HMIS

· Volunteerism potential

· Denver’s homeless plan

· CHFA incentive on tax credit application 

· Revisions to Denver’s zoning code for housing as result of 10 year plan

· Community connect

· CBMS

· 211 Helpline

· Housing Colorado public relations campaign

· Employment strategies

· Cross-systems training to identify homeless and at-risk families

· Understanding and learning from stories of people who have been homeless

· Governor Owens and Mayor Hickenlooper communication

· Metro mayor’s caucus, DRCOG

· Blue Ribbon panel community planning process

· CAF subcommittee on housing and homelessness

· Mile High United Way involvement in homeless issues

· Metro Denver news service, more interest in subject

· Harnessing the Katrina response for homelessness

· McKinney Vento – identification of homeless students

· Other states’ experiences with ID issue

· Denver hired marketing firm to increase awareness

· Enterprise Foundation case management network 

Threats

· Lack of a livable wage

· High childcare costs

· TABOR

· High health care costs and affordable health insurance

· Undocumented workers have no access to services for their families including legal children

· Katrina

· All systems not taking responsibility for homelessness

· Disconnect between housing authorities/housing providers and homelessness

· High foreclosures on single family homes and multi-family affordable housing developments 

· NIMBY, fear and hate of homeless people

· Lack of participation by poor/homeless people - voting

· Family violence

· HUD rules prohibit creative administration for homeless families

· Different federal homeless definitions

· Lack of family shelters

· HUD chronic definition excludes families

· State’s Residential Treatment Center  program 

· Limited childcare assistance

· Lack of willingness to target housing resources for extremely low income groups (below 30% AMI)

· Increasing drop-out rates

· Will new administration support this work

· Federal funding drives local solutions
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Indiana swot analysis

Strengths

· Systems in place

· Enhancing the work of other planning efforts in the states

· Involvement of community and local groups in process

· Strong advocacy network

· Data available to support need

· Political will exists on issue

· Interagency Council

· Availability of stabilizing structures

· Knowledge base of our McKinney-Vento grantees

· Diverse representation on PA team

· Homeless Management Information System (HMIS) bringing agencies together and driving data

· Ability to redirect resources at state level

Weaknesses

· Gentrification

· Lack of Section 8 vouchers or replacement

· Intra-agency collaboration

· Funding silos

· Structural incompatibilities between different agencies (differing mandates, definitions, etc.)

· Losing industries/high unemployment 

· Missing families/not identifying them

· Lack of knowledge/awareness

· Service providers/funders not at table (e.g., TANF)

· No dedicated state housing authority

· Unsafe housing stock

· Lack of housing stock

· Data does not exist – what is there is not cross-systems data

· Getting people who don’t access services to access them

· No services for unattached youth

Opportunities

· Political will exists – chance to put into action

· Systems transformation (mental health and substance abuse)

· Changing how state systems operate

· Getting buy in

· Chronic Homeless Policy Academy work

· Re-forming state education roundtable

· Mandate or weight behind issue, institutionalizing 

· Schools as community centers

· New administration

· Real world accountability through government and community partnerships – public and private – for community or housing development

Threats

· Fears about liability and systems change

· Attitudes and stigma

· Federal regulations

· Budgets and available resources

· Priorities – time and space to get things done

· Mandates and added weight could work against us

· Political will

· Implementation – follow-through

· Buy-in

· Institutionalizing the plan
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Massachusetts swot analysis

Strengths

· High level leadership across state agencies

· Creativity

· Public will

· Spend a lot of money on issue

· Family advisory committee w/direct link to Interagency Council on Homelessness (ICH -infrastructure)

· Will money passion to do it better

· Perception/belief that Massachusetts is leader nationally

· Successful models to learn from

· Strong spirit of collaboration

· Partnerships w/foundations

· Established ICH

· Involvement of faith-based communities
· Strong academic community for evaluation, collaboration

· Strong/active research and advocacy community

· Sophisticated service delivery systems

· Leadership willing to think and implement ideas outside the box

· Strategic planning around related issues (e.g., substance abuse)

· Consensus among agencies on housing needs

· Statewide initiative/all on same page

· Movement toward better use of technology

· Established formal and informal partnerships

· Data expertise in public health

Weaknesses

· Limited resources (affordable housing and services)

· Funds earmarked/not flexible

· High cost of living

· Competing visions regarding the solution 

· Inconsistently implemented ideas/grassroots efforts not replicated throughout state 

· Inability to share data among agencies serving same people

· Boston not at table

· Education not represented

· Lack of investment by private sector health system for mental health
· Lack of resources to prevent homelessness for those being discharged

· Immigration issues

· Transportation issues

· Site acquisition issues

· Federal restrictions on use of funds 

· Lack of family-centered services

· Lack of clear prevention approach

· Multiple strategic plans/competing priorities, how to coordinate?

· Legislature not engaged

· Lack of case management to navigate systems

· Competition between individual and family systems

· Regional differences in service delivery approach

· Lack of understanding of substance abuse treatment

· Lack of joint interagency programming/procurements

· NIMBYism

· Need to improve knowledge among health and human service, one-stop and adult education providers about housing system/resources and vice versa

Opportunities

· Partnership in Spring w/MHSA on housing first project

· Changes in leadership in advocacy community

· Learning from what didn’t work in past

· Statewide Homeless Management Information System (HMIS)
· Experimentation w/in agencies, learning from best practices

· Tracking outcomes for families rapidly re-housed

· Katrina/excess housing resources identified for evacuees

· Partner with local Continuum of Cares (CoCs)
· Raise families as a priority within CoCs

· Springfield exploring use of Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) for subsidies

· Multiple Agency Action team experience, case management and referral

· Literacy coalition

· In-state policy academy to bring regions/other players together

· Data to drive policy

· Address foster care system/youth aging out and prevention

· Build on existing collaborative efforts

· Identify/track homeless people within mainstream systems

· Better linkage to employment programs

· Tap into CDCs as housing resource for families/create incentives 

· Develop knowledge management strategy for workers

· Engage local communities/state local partnership

· Suggest to HUD priorities within CDBG to address homelessness

· Raise awareness among municipal government to develop new housing

· Build more trusting relationships between agencies

· Governor’s executive commission

· VA resources

· Consumer involvement/opportunity to expand voice 

Threats

· Federal deficit/impact on mainstream programs

· Katrina

· Lack of trust/ competition between agencies

· Shift to housing first model/fear among shelter providers

· Community capacity to take on issue without all supports in place

· Lack of understanding in legislature

· Lack of common vision

· Substance abuse, domestic violence, other risk factors

· Increasing poverty

· Section 8 crisis

· Lack of public awareness/invisibility of homeless families
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Montana swot analysis

Strengths

· Strong state leadership

· Homelessness (serving the least and the last) is one of Governor Schweitzer’s priorities. 
· Governor has made an effort to include Native Americans in key policy positions 

· Paid staff to lead council

· Sense of community – communities work together

· Real ability to make a difference

· Montanans are passionate and are willing to fight for what they believe
· There are three mothers and children’s homes in the state that provide an excellent working model
· There is an active Council on Homelessness 
· Those involved are open to innovative ideas

· The Council’s work has included families all along 
· There are a large number of resources for homeless families already in place
· Increase in nationwide awareness around issue of homelessness
· McKinney Vento in relation to education is in place – there is a liaison in every school district

Weaknesses

· Economy of scale – equitable access to services in every town is impossible because this is such a geographically big state

· Some areas have very few resources, e.g., public transportation

· The stereotype of homelessness and personal bias (stigma) 
· Identifying homeless families 

· Fragmentation of current resources

· Communication between programs is not as good as should be

· Competition for scarce and limited resources

· No Native American representation on team or understanding of homelessness in that culture

· Existing rules and policies create barriers to creative use of funding

· Mentor program/single case management program is missing

· In some communities don’t see homeless families

· Lack of adequate mental health and substance abuse services

· Lack of adequate, affordable housing

· Lack of living wage jobs

· Lack of skill building to put people in living wage jobs

· Lack of consistent data.  Data systems don’t talk to each other.  Unresolved issues around sharing data among programs
Opportunities

· Demonstration project rising from partnership between the Montana Council on Homelessness and the community of Billings

· Issue is politically highlighted right now

· Leaders’ and legislators’ buy-in

· Council is open to new approaches to homelessness
· General fund surplus

· Federal emphasis on issue

· Opportunity to tap into resources, e.g., VISTA

· Availability of training, e.g., Policy Academy Technical Assistance
· Empower families to move away from entitlement

· Education resource rooms for kids and parents to develop skills, e.g. reading

· Improve electronic communication between organizations--Homeless Management Information System (HMIS) can be very valuable

· Brokering funding streams to be more cost effective

Threats

· Federal changes in Medicaid 
· Organizations are territorial about services and funding sources

· Turf issues around brokering funds

· Ineffective use of funds

· Lack of funds

· Loss of federal appropriations

· Turnover of staff in strategic positions

· Some legislators don’t want to face problem

· Issue is politically highlighted now – state/federal

· No measurable outcomes

· Growing chasm between “haves” and “have nots” 
· Increased cost of living in urban areas

· High drop out rates, especially among Native American populations
· Stigma surrounding homelessness
· Bias against those who are homeless
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Rhode Island swot analysis

Strengths

· Size of state

· Networking capability

· Rhode Island Housing partner

· State/federal law regarding the education of homeless youth – liaison in schools
· Creation of Office of Housing and Community Development

· Philanthropic community involvement

· Access to legislature

· Governor’s attention

·  Statewide HMIS

· Attendance at Policy Academy 4

· CSH and creating permanent supportive housing
· New awareness of plight of people due to Katrina

· Non-profits and advocates

· Neighborhood Opportunities program

· Senior Senator from Rhode Island

Weaknesses

· Limited capacity to enforce education laws for homeless youth

· Lack of knowledge of whole child in school system

· Tension between advocacy and philanthropy – have different philosophies

· Transportation

· Tax structure for schools

· Lack of affordable energy plan

· NIMBYism

· Different high school systems don’t map exactly – catchment areas – e.g., 43 school districts

· State budget 

· Federal funds not secure

· Lack of new, fresh ideas

· Legislature not sufficiently educated on homeless issues

· Don’t prioritize people in shelter into affordable housing
· Housing market

· Most recent low-wage job projection

· Disparities between low-high income 

· Reliance on private non-profit sector, underfunding

· Lack of resources

· Homeless people not at table

· Increasing gap between urban and rural areas

· Coordination and commitment of mainstream resources

· Lack of understanding of homeless situation in Rhode Island

Opportunities

· New office of Housing and Community Development
· Services to end homelessness federal act

· New money for supportive housing pilot

· Partnership of Housing Works

· State Housing strategy

· Local affordable housing plans

· Partnerships and efforts to carry out education of homeless children and youth

· Katrina gave state “practice” in putting services together for homeless populations
· Mutual problems of state departments, non profits and school systems should encourage collaboration

· Opportunity  to get broader community involvement

· Getting things done through face-to face relationships – Policy Academy 9 (PA9)
· Office of Health and Human Services ability to data share across systems

· Development of affordable energy plan

· Consolidating of homeless funds

· Capitalize on positive key leaders

· Public has now connected dots through Katrina and state’s homeless
Threats

· Energy costs

· Tight state budget

· Opposition to local family housing development

· Lack of working together

· Cuts in staffing related to state budget

· Challenges of large immigrant population

· HUD funding cuts

· Federal Medicaid cuts

· Funding for support services

· Direction of federal funding to states

· Any threat of another world disaster diverts money and attention from homeless
· Cost of housing

· Lack of disaster or crisis response or plan

· Stigma of homelessness and poverty – “deserving versus un-deserving”
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Strengths

· Homelessness has a lot of support and a voice

· Utah community has strong response to social issues

· Excellent collaboration among service providers
· Manageable numbers

· Good private sector involvement

· Man people in the right places – on the bus and in the right seats
· High Faith-based and community participation

· Pro-active housing authorities

· Has unique resources in place

· Group is open to new ideas

· Concentrated effort

· Utah economy is strong and growing, especially with the energy boom
· Human, workforce services and health department have strong working relationship

· Highly mobilized volunteer efforts

· Have a “Driver” /point person for this issue

· Higher ed institutions for research who are presently involved
· Systems in place to move initiative along – infrastructure – Homeless Coordinating Committee and Local Homeless Coordinating Committees throughout the State
· RDAs have 20% set aside for housing

· Homeless Management Information System (HMIS) in place and statewide
· Strong and well-placed, individual advocate

Weaknesses

· Lack of financial resources

· No unified plan to overcome lack of financial resources

· HMIS confidentiality Memoranda of Understanding (MOUs), standardized management reports and outcome measures
· Lack of full understanding of poverty and homeless issues

· Housing programs and social service programs are separated

· Local and state government conflicts – who pays? Whose issue?

· Too many hoops for families to jump to get services

· Fragmented system

· So few numbers that homelessness has not been a priority

· High cost per individual, as opposed to roads that serve entire community

· Legislature not making homelessness a priority.  Not replacing federal cuts to key programs

· Zoning/planning laws are restrictive in some areas

· Issue of living wage and being able to afford housing

· People not understanding the roles that different entities play in this issue – especially role of government in this issue

· Under-utilized mainstream resources – estimated at $80 million
· Learning curve still exists at state level

· Outside the Wasatch Front (urban), lack of engagement in issue (rural)
· Housing market costs are increasing

Opportunities

· Impact on concentrated numbers of homeless – 88% in urban area
· Better management of volunteers

· Raise public awareness thru better data and reduce stigma

· Have a goal to end homelessness and beginnings of plan

· Educate new leaders in new positions

· Policy Academy provides opportunity to learn from others

· Vacancy rates in some parts of the state are high

· On-going housing development

· Use expertise on team 

· Tax reform initiative in state – flat tax
· Pilot projects in several Local Homeless Coordinating Committee that will have specific outcomes

· Leverage collaboration to more fully integrate systems

· Use HMIS to track outcomes, manage agencies, and shape initiatives

· Reduce difficulties in obtaining services – no wrong door

· Policy Academy to develop specific plan for homeless families and incorporate into present plan for chronic
· Ask for state and county resources – budget timing

· State surplus

· Capitalize on what has happened nationally, e.g., Katrina, to make point that same issues are in Utah
· Improving economy

· Educating homeless, poor and middle class on responsibilities

· Living wage task force

· Media willing to get involved and cover this issue
· With research under taken and pilots, story can be told more effectively to investors
Threats

· Federal funding cuts

· More competition for state dollars

· Increased utility costs

· Tension in local areas between those who want larger lots and those who advocate for affordable housing

· Homeless issue gets lost due to competing issues

· Have-nots are squeezed out in improved economy

· Paradigms of policy makers and homeless are very different

· Continuing narrowing eligibility criteria for programs

· Property and housing costs are escalating

· Education system not training necessary skills

· Low wages – families not being together

· Maintaining momentum within team

· Team Members
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