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The Department of Housing in partnership with not-for-profit community based
organisations delivers a range of housing assistance. The Department determines
policy objectives and service delivery models with service delivery being provided by the
not-for-profit community service organisations. These organisations are frequently
involved in delivering a range of government funded services across portfolio areas and

to diverse client groups.

The Housing Resource Service, one of these programs, provides tenancy information
and housing referral to tenants in residential tenancies. The program was established in
1990 and 28 not-for-profit organisations located throughout Queensland are funded to
deliver this service. Volunteer committees manage these organisations and advice
workers are employed under award conditions. The funds for the service are made
available through the Queensland Residential Tenancies Authority from the interest
generated on rentalbonds paid by tenants to lessors and lodged with the Authority.
Lessors are legally required to lodge rental bonds with the Authority. Funds are made
available to the Department of Housing annually and the Department administers the
program, including the provision of grants to service providers, negotiating and
monitoring activity and outcomes.

The role of service providers and the relationship with the Department is a rich source of
inquiry. This aspect of evaluation has not undergone a significant amount of scrutiny in
Australia and there is much to learn from consideration of these issues, particularly with
government funded services increasingly being delivered by the community services
sector across all human service areas. This case study will explore a number of issues
that arose from evaluating the Housing Resource Service and highlight significant issues
for both evaluators and service deliverers working in this or similar contexts.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Government funded programs ddivered by non government organisationsis a growing contemporary
trend in sarvice provison asmore and more government programs are delivered through or in partnership
with private providers. The quedtionsthese arangements posein rdaion to evauations, such as where
accountability for client outcomes rests and how program objectives are condructed, are sgnificant
issues,

During the course of an evauation of the Queendand Department of Housing's Housing Resource
Savice, issues regarding evauaing government services ddivered by the non-government sarvice
providerswerehighlighted. Theseissuesemerged from differing perceptionsregarding accountability thet
eech of these stakeholders held for functions and outcomes, the tensions between eva uating process
outputs as contrasted with benefits to dients from recelving the service and were complicated by the
complexity of relationships between various sakeholders. Particularly, who held the interests of dlients
paramount, how were those interests represented and how could post service ddivery outcomes be
evauated?

Accountability in ahuman service context needs to be understood as a broader concept than just over
finandd issues. Acocountability for the results to dients deriving from their use of servicesis ariticaly
important. Accountability for funds oent, process outputs and type of service provison do nat fully
cgpture this broader understanding of accountakility. Accountability for client outcomesis moredifficult
toassessand track asgrester importanceisplaced on deve oping indrumentsfor financid accountability
of the funding recipient rather than indituting mechanisms to establish whether the service has been
successtul for dients (Ryan, et al, 1998).

Separatdy identifying what isprovided to clients (advice, information, referrd,, brochures, time spent on
thetdephoneetc.) from the effect theseinterventionshave on asssting dientsto achieveimprovementsin
their housing drcumgtancesis a sgnificant distinction. While accountability over the former activity can
reedily be assessed, the reason government funds are provided is to ensure the latter occurs.

2. EVALUATION OF THE PROGRAM

The program had been in operation for ten yearsbeforeit wasformally and comprehengvedy evauated.
Theeva uation sought to assesswhether the program was il an gppropriate intervention by Government
into the residentia rentd market and whether the dient outcomes provided were il useful onesto
pursue. [naddition, the evauation dso sought to assesswhether the modd of service ddivery used was



efficdent and whether the resources available to it were effectively dlocated. An extract from the
evauation project brief (Department of Housng, 1999) summarisesthese ams asfollows

*  Assssthe gppropriateness of the program’s objectives,

* Assssthe effectiveness of the program’s dlient service ddivery mechaniams,

*Provide a framework for an ongoing drategic partnership between the Queendand Residentid
Tenancies Authority (RTA) and the Department of Housing which congders consumer needs, the
organisations funding capacities and which sedifies
*  Regpective responshilities; and
*  Processesfor planning, funding and accountebility;

*Provide dear direction for the future development of servicesto vulnerable resdentsin the resdentia
rental market. Thiswill indudeidentification of optionsfor both thetype of servicesrequired and the
most appropriate service ddivery mechanisms.

Thefirg of these objectiveswas the mogt difficult to achieve. Thiswas dueto the existing performance
management framework of the program, the time and budget condraints on the evauation and the
circumgtances of dients.

The performance management framework of the program was based on effectiveness and efficiency
measures and therefore evauation of process outputs was in comparison rdatively sraightforward
(number of dlients to receive service, hours spent providing service, whether a referra was made to
another service etc). Thisreflected the traditiond approach by the Department of Housing to program
management. To eva uatethe gppropriateness of the program’ sobjectiveswould haverequired astrong
focus on the outcomes of the sarvice or what dients experienced and what impact thishad onimproving
their housng circumstances. Limitations of data collection and reporting frameworks did not dlow a
focus on dient outcomesto be explored effectivey.

Thetimedlowed for theconduct of the eva uation and the avail able budget for it determined the capacity
of the evauation framework to meet the first objective set for the evauation. Some delays had been
experienced in getting the evauation underway and the eva uation report was required to feed into the
government budget cycle. Hence, the evauation framework had to be constructed to meet externd

imperatives.

Clients stuation and their reesonsfor needing to use the service made evaduating the resultsfor dientsa
diffi cult aspect to measure. The Housing Resource Serviceis provided to assist tenantsin the residentid
rental market to obtain appropriate housing and be made aware of ther lega rights and respongbilities.
If youarelivingin stable and secure accommodation you will havevery little need of thissarvice Tenants
who do use the sarvice are often in the process of moving or atempting to locate housing. A dlient
satisfaction survey conducted asan adjunct to the eva uation found asignificant percentage of thesample
group had moved and was no longer contactable.



3. ISSUESIMPACTING ON THE EVALUATION

The key issues impacting on the evauation, centred on the stakeholders interests, the historica
performance management framework of the program (based on output measures, eg numbers of
households assisted), and the nature of the non-government service sector.

3.1 Stakeholdersinterests

A diverse range of stakeholders with strong interestswasinvolved in the program and in the evaluation.

The primary stakeholders were:
Clients (and potentid dients);

* The Depatment of Housng as the adminidrator of the program and “purchaser” of service
provison;

* TheRegdentid Tenancies Authority asthefunder and “purchasar” of pecified outcomes provided
by program;

*  Saviceproviders- 28 not for profit organisations,

* Advice workersin each of the 28 service providers, and

* Representative and policy advocacy organisations (“pesk bodies’).

Most service provider organisations chose to be represented by their advice worker Some pesk body

organisations are also funded as service providers. Some service providers took on arole of policy

advocacy (anunofficid “peek”) and were unclear about the separation between representing theinterests
of dientsand representing thelr interests as afunded service provider / advice worker. Thisdigtinction

was more likely to be the case where a organisation was focussed on providing services to a pecific
client group, such as youth or people with a disability.

Some sarvice provider organisations found being evauated a threatening prospect and criticised the
credibility of the evduation. A view developed among sarvice providers that the evaluaion was being
undertaken with an am to judtify are-dignment of services. Organisations had difficulty undersanding
that the scope of the evauation was about the program as a whole and not about the operations of
individua services. Some services had the expectation that the evauaion would confirm that the atus
guo wassatisfactory. Theseattitudes highlighted theimportance of building acoeptance of the benefits of
evauation.

3.2 Funding and Adminigration of the Program
The funding arrangements surrounding the program provided an added leve of complexity to the

relationships between the sakeholders. The funding provider (the Resdentia Tenancies Authority)
conddered that there would be insufficient abjectivity if the program adminidirator (the Department of



Housing) were to carry out the evauation. In addition, service providers required assurance that the
evd uation wasindependent of both thefunder and the program adminigrator. To addresstheseissuesan
externd consultant was employed to carry out the evauation and provide a report to the Department.

Prior to the evauation there had been some problematic aspects to the relationship between the
Resdentia Tenancies Authority and the Department of Housing. The Resdentid TenanciesAuthority’s
primary role is as the regulatory body of resdentid tenancies in Queendand, this role indudes
adminigering the Resdentid Tenancies Act, holding resdentia renta bondsin trug, providing adispute
resolution sarvice, and acal centreto respond to enquiresregarding the Act and associated procedures.
The Department of Housing' s traditional core function is as the largest lessor in the Sate with arental
property portfolio of goproximately 50 000 dwelings. The Residentid Tenand es Authority occupiesa
dud roleasregulator of the industry in which the Department is engaged and as the funding provider for
the sarvice adminigtered by the Department to tenants in the rental market. The plurdidic role of the
Department of Housng and itsrdaionship to the Resdentid Tenandes Authority underlay someof these
complexities

4. WHAT WASEVALUATED?

The evauation assessed the program design, and provided andlyss of how to better focus program
dedgn to achieve improvements in sarvice delivery capacity. The program had never been formdly
evauated in its ten years of operaion and that dong with sgnificant regiond variations in demand for
sarvice and the types of rentd markets operating, contributed to Sgnificant variaions in sarvices
developing.

The introduction of new resdentid tenancies law in 1995 and the establishment of the Residentiad

Tenancies Authority crested an expanded range of servicesinduding acal centre and introduction of a
dispute resol ution service provided to tenants and lessors. The HRS program needed to bere-assessed
within its contemporary context induding whet sarvicesit should provide, to whom and which methods
would be mog effective.

Regiond variations n demand had caused some services where there was high demand to provide
primarily telephone basad service while sarvices with lighter demand provided more face to face dient
sarvice. In Queendand sgnificant differences between maor metropolitan aress, regiond centres and
rurd aress cregtes adilemmafor satewide programs of thistype. Congstency in sarvices Satewide
needs to be achieved to ensure that clients throughout the Sate receive an equitable service, however,
individua services need to be flexible to respond sengtively to loca community contexts.

5. ACCOUNTABILITY
Theissueregarding the difficulty of separating service provider interestsfrom client interests goesto the

heart of accountability. The demand for public accountability hasincreased dramaicaly, Themandateto
be more accountable affects both the government and non-profit sectors. The cdl for grater



accountability has become focused on examining and evauating the actud outcomes and impacts of
projects and programs (M Petton 1999). Where government programs ddivered by non-government
providers are evauated, definitions regarding where and to whom accountability lies and over what
functions, need to be articulated and agreed. Service providers viewed accountability to their locd
communitiesastaking priority. Whileresponghility for ddivering sarviceslieswith providers recognition
that public money is being applied to produce specified outcomes means that accountakility for those
outcomes ultimately rests with governmernt.

Anacther issue which highlighted accountability regarded aminority of servicesthet strongly argued they
should beableto provide sarvicesto lessors. Theargument to provide advice and informetion to lessors
maintained thet if they were using the correct forms and were following legaly correct proceduresin
accordance with the Resdentid Tenancies Act that there would be less demand on services by tenants
for asssance. The debate over this and another issue regarding access to services by Public Housng
tenants highlighted how different stakeholders regarded accountability over service provison assome
sarvices openly operated outsde of the approved guiddines governing service provision.

Proposals to develop a demand based modd for resource alocation highlighted the issues regarding
accountability for dient outcomes. This issue aso highlighted the difficulties for service providers to
Smultaneoudy represent thar interests as service providers dong with the interests of dients. For some
sarvicesthisissue became apoint of departure from an adminidrative evauation process to a politicd
process involving lobbying and advocating a public and palitica levelsfor goecific program outcomes.

6. OUTCOMESOF THE EVALUATION

Almost tweve months fter the evaduation was completed the outcomes for the program have been
postive. The evauation and materid it provided has been used:

»As aplatform from which to argue for additiond resources for the program;

*To address long Sanding management and adminigrative issues, and

*As abads from which to develop an improvement process for the program.

Pogt evauation there is dso an improved relationship between the Residentid Tenancies Authority and
the Department of Housng and consensus on the vadue and role of the program in relion to the
respective objectives of both organisations.

7. CONCLUSIONS

A performance management framework based on measuring process outputs does not provide an
adequate basisfor evauating theresultsfor dientsfrom recaving service. To alarge extent, thisaspect of
the program remains unexplored and any assessment of the benefits are based on the perceptions of
sarvice providers and the information able to be gained from dient satifaction surveys.



A dear definition of roles and respongibilities between stakeholders are essentid as are dlear lines of
accountability for dient outcomes to ensure that benchmark data are collected to enable an
asessment of outcomes.

Theroleof service providersaspartners, collaborating in service ddlivery needsto beaffirmed. Thisisa
different rdlaionshiptothet of adient. A partnershipimpliesan activeand collaborativerdaionshipwith
common gods aticulated by dl partners and effort directed to achieve these gods. Accountability for
outcomes produced with public money must go to government and parliament. Consumershavearight to
provison of services which areefficiently and effectively provided, and thereforeimprovement of savice
delivery should aprimary purposefor an eva uation. Joint development of what gopropriaie outcomesare
formed through a collaborative process between partners should underlie gpproaches to evauaion,
improvement programs and service ddivery, (traditiond approaches where relationships are governed
through contractual mechanisms can reinforce adversarid relationships. In addition, * purchaser provider”
relationships appear to have less capacity to achieve collaboration over shared objectives).
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