Coordinating Board Meeting Agenda
Wednesday, July 5, 2017
3:00 – 5:00 PM
Multnomah Building
Room 315
501 SE Hawthorne Blvd
Portland OR 97214

Time

Agenda Item

Action

5 min

Welcome and Introductions
• Consent Item: Approval of May Minutes

15 min

Open for Public Comment: Up to five people, two minute limit per person

20 min

AHFE Stakeholder Advisory Group Bond Recommendations: Update

15 min

Planning Update

Informational

15 min

3rd Quarter Data Update

Informational

10 min

Fiscal Year 2018 Budget Update

Informational

30 min

Point-in-Time Count Overview

Informational

10 min

Continuum of Care Update

Informational

Informational, Decision
Informational
Informational, Decision

Next Meeting:

Wednesday, September 6, 2017
Multnomah Building
Room 315
501 SE Hawthorne Blvd
Portland, OR 97214

Accessibility: To help ensure equal access to A Home for Everyone programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will reasonably modify
policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services to persons with disabilities. Call 3 days in advance to request special assistance for ADA accessibility.
503-823-2375, TTY, 503-823-6868.
Language Services: To help ensure equal access to A Home for Everyone programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will reasonably provide
translation services with at least 48 hours advance notice. 503-823-2375, TTY 503-823-6868.
Reimbursement: Reimbursement for travel and child care costs are available for those meeting low-income requirements. Please contact Jennifer Chang at
503-823-2391 or Jennifer.Chang@portlandoregon.gov for information.

Commitment to Racial Equity (From “A Home for Everyone”)
Portland prides itself in being a wonderful place to call home. Yet despite our city’s strengths,
every resident does not experience the same access and resources to secure safe, stable
housing. Nearly half (45%) of those experiencing homelessness are people of color, although
they comprise only 29% percent of Multnomah County’s total population1. The Home for
Everyone Coordinating Board is committed to promoting and ensuring racially equitable access
and outcomes in housing and services. This includes using an equity lens to inform and guide
our planning, policies, programs and decisions.

What is a Racial Equity Lens?
A racial equity lens is a set of questions we ask ourselves when we are planning, developing or
evaluating a policy, program or decision. It helps us assess if we are taking in the perspectives of
the racially diverse people and communities we intend to serve, and whether our policies and
programs are resulting in equitable or inequitable outcomes. An equity lens helps us see where
challenges and opportunities exist, so that we can make intentional steps to ensure more
equitable outcomes for all individuals and communities.

Racial Equity Lens Tool2
1. What is the policy, program or decision under review?
2. What group(s) experience disparities related to this policy, program or decision? Are
they at the table? (If not, why?)
3. How might the policy, program or decision affect the group(s)? How might it be
perceived by the group(s)?
4. Does the policy, program or decision improve, worsen, or make no change to existing
disparities? Please elaborate. Does it result in a systemic change that addresses
institutional racism3?
5. Does the policy, program or decision produce any intentional benefits or unintended
consequences for the affected group(s)?
6. Based on the above responses, what are possible revisions to the policy, program or
decision under review?
7. What next step is recommended and how will it be advanced?
1

“2013 Point-in-Time Count of Homelessness in Portland/Multnomah County”, Kris Smock Consulting.
Adapted from “Sample Equity Lens Tool”, Nonprofit Association of Oregon.
3 Institutional Racism refers “to organizational policies, practices and programs that work to the benefit of white people and the
detriment of people of color.” (City of Portland Office of Equity and Human Rights).
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A Home for Everyone (AHFE) Coordinating Board
Meeting Minutes – May 3, 2017

Facilitated by: Initiative Director and Co-chairs
Prepared by: Rhea Graves; Reviewed by: Jurisdictional Staff Members

Members present: Raihana Ansary, Alexandra Appleton, Stacy Borke, Michael Buonocore, Beth Burns, Tou Cha, Sam Chase, Winta Yohannes (Commissioner
Eudaly rep.), Maurice, Evans, Katrina Holland, Marc Jolin, Chair Deborah Kafoury, Monique Menconi, Berk Nelson, Rebecca Nickels, Anne O’Malley, Michael
Parkhurst, Art Rios Sr., Patricia Rojas, Nicole Stein, Becky Straus, Sean Suib, Michael Thurman, Joe Walsh (Councilor Echols rep.), Mayor Ted Wheeler, Marisa
Zapata. Staff: Claire Adamsick, Nancy Bennett, Adam Brown, Jennifer Chang, Kyle Chisek, Ryan Deibert, Christian Elkin, Sally Erickson, Jane Marie Ford, Christian
Gaston, Rhea Graves, Jessica Kinard, Ben Mauro, Anna Plumb, Bimal RajBhandary, Walter Robinson II, Alison Sachet, Ian Slingerland, Wendy Smith, Liz SmithCurrie, Carrie Young. Guests: Lafreda Ceaser, Ian Davie, Marc Dones, Cory Elia, John Elizalde, Moe Farhoud, Laura Golino de Lovato, Molly Harbarger, Charles
Hodge, Amanda Howell, Angie Kuzma, Rachel Monahan, Robbie Noche, Rachel Post , Amanda Saul, Cindy Scheel, Kate Schwab, Mark Sturbois , Lisa Williams, Jill
Wollack.
Agenda Item
Welcome, Introductions
& Minutes
– Stacy Borke, Co-chair

Discussion Points
Stacy Borke, Initiative Co-chair called the meeting to order, reviewed agenda, explained public comment
process and commenced introductions.

Public Comment

John Elizalde, First Unitarian Church and Interfaith Alliance on Poverty, thanked the Coordinating Board
for the opportunity to attend these meetings and share information about upcoming events. John
Elizalde passed out flyers for a trauma informed care training taking place Sunday, May 7th from 1:30pm
to 3:30pm at the Madeline Parish. Continuing Education U credit and childcare is available as well.

– Stacy Borke, Co-chair

March 2017 meeting minutes approved by consent; no objections.

Federal, State, and Local Marc Jolin, Initiative Director, asked Mayor Ted Wheeler to share highlights of his proposed budget
Budget Updates
released this week.
– Marc Jolin, Initiative
Director

Decision/Action
Minutes approved by
consent.

Members interested
in joining phone banks
for housing/tenant
Mayor Wheeler has been working collaboratively with the City Council, and shared that the “request of
advocay hosted at the
the Joint Office of Homeless Services (Joint Office) was $50 million and we have split it exactly 50/50 with
Community Alliance
Multnomah County.”
of Tenants (CAT) to
Board member asked Mayor Wheeler, “does the proposed budget intend to cut services?” He responded contact Pam Pham at
that the “City of Portland is committing $25 million and Multnomah County has dedicated $25 million.”
pam@oregoncat.org.
Board member commented that the “news sources must be incorrect in saying that anything related to
shelter will be cut.” Mayor Wheeler clarified that the “Joint Office decides how to prioritize and allocate
the resources available.” Maurice Evans, Community Member, asked Mayor Wheeler about plans for the
Springwater Corridor. Mayor Wheeler shared plans to increase park ranger capacity for the area. The
Mayor affirmed that there are no plans to increase sweeps, and intends to “increase resources for trash
removal and needle cleanup” in order to address increasing livability and environmental concerns.
Board member asked, “is the amount of funding dedicated to the Joint Office anticipated to result in
budgetary cuts around shelter beds?” Marc Jolin mentioned that there is work to do around “allocating
resources to sustain the expanded temporary shelter capacity and resources, in order to sustain existing
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permanent capacity.”
Mayor Wheeler and Chair Kafoury agreed that a more in-depth discussion of the budget process would
be helpful. Mayor Wheeler presumed that the “requested budget of the Joint Office was enough to
sustain existing capacity and meet the increasing needs of the community.” Mayor Wheeler requested
“more transparency around future budget processes and the way resources are allocated within the
system.”
Marc Jolin shared, that there was a prioritizing exercise conducted with the Coordinating Board, and
committed to sustaining current capacity, expanding prevention and placement supports first.
Mayor Wheeler urged further discussions about creating sustainable streams of funding outside of the
City and County. Marc Jolin agreed that the conversation about funding is much broader, and many
organizations and jurisdictions have a critical role to play.
Katrina Holland of Community Alliance of Tenants (CAT) asked about thoughts regarding allocation of
prevention dollars if rent stabilization and no cause eviction legislation are not passed. A follow-up
question was asked, if we should be looking for a sustainable source of income to replace one-time only
funding.
Mayor Wheeler added that a significant amount of the City’s budget contribution is one-time only and
“dependent on the whims of the economy.” Chair Kafoury added “the County made some tough choices”
and a significant amount of funding was converted from one-time only to ongoing funding for this work.
Additionally, Chair Kafoury reported that funding to prepare for unforeseen federal and state budget
cuts was set aside and agreed with Mayor Wheeler that this is not just a City and County conversation.
Chair Kafoury highlighted that her proposed budget incorporates funding to sustain existing capacity as
well as additional funding to support new programming such as the local voucher pilot.
Sam Chase, Metro and Coalition of Community Health Clinics, reiterated that the issue of identifying a
long-term sustainable funding source is important and one we need to tackle soon. He proposed the idea
of implementing a regional construction excise tax to address housing concerns. Sam Chase highlighted
that Portland is doing a great job in addressing “40% of the region’s population, but our community
needs other regional jurisdictions to get involved.”
Stacy Borke asked, “is funding for the new livability initiatives included in the Joint Office budget?”
Mayor Wheeler answered, “no, these will live primarily in The Office of Management & Finance (OMF)
and The Office of Neighborhood Involvement (ONI).” Mayor Wheeler shared his concern of the
increasing frustration among community members regarding the environmental impacts of
homelessness. Board member had a follow up question, “will sites reported through the One Point of
Contact process turn into a sweep?” Marc Jolin responded that he believes the intention in the Mayor’s
Proposed Budget is to fund new livability initiatives. Mayor Wheeler clarified, “we are in early
conversations surrounding the programming and implementation of these livability initiatives,” and he
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will provide updates to the Board as they become available. Mayor Wheeler clarified that he “is not
proposing increased sweeps.”
Marc Jolin shared a few of the target reductions that could occur at the state level from the Ways and
Means Co-Chairs’ 2017-19 Target Reduction Lists.
Patricia Rojas of El Programa Hispano Católico asked, “what are we doing as a body to advocate against
these cuts?” Marc Jolin shared that the Joint Office of Homeless Services has submitted testimony for
legislative priorities and are not setup to become an advocacy body. Marisa Zapata, Portland State
University, shared that the results from the June 2016 Board Process and Equity Work Survey, indicated
that about a third of the members that responded expressed wanting to engage in more advocacy. She
suggested forming a subcommittee to engage around advocacy work.
Sam Chase urged that those interested get involved in advocacy efforts currently underway. Katrina
Holland suggested that those interested in advocacy work join the phone banks hosted by the
Community Alliance of Tenants (CAT) every Tuesday from 1:00pm to 4:00pm.
Center for Social
Innovation
– Marc Dones,
Center for Social
Innovation

Marc Dones, Center for Social Innovation, shared that Portland’s African-American population is 6%, but
the group represents 45% of the unsheltered population in the community. HUD reports that 13% of the
country’s general population is African-American yet the group represents 40% of the shelter population
nationwide. Marc Dones highlighted that “when these patterns are replicated across jurisdictions it is
evidence that there is a systemic racial equity problem that needs to be addressed as a country.“
SPARC, Supporting Partnerships for Anti-Racist Communities, was created in an effort to support
organizations in better understanding systemic racial inequities. The project will be conducted in ten U.S.
cities by gathering oral histories from people of color who are experiencing homelessness. Cities will be
encouraged to participate in a virtual learning community to foster shared learning across jurisdictions.
Maurice Evans, Community Member, commented that it costs a lot of money to house folks and these
resources are best spent when people are given the tools needed to successfully retain housing.
Board member asked what would it take for Portland to be 1 of the 10 participant cities. Marc Dones
shared that an investment of $40,000 is used to cover travel expenses, data collection efforts and
administrative work needed throughout the project.
Board member asked about the cost to implement this project on a regional scale. Marc Dones
responded with interest in this concept and would check into it.
Raihana Ansary, Portland Business Alliance, asked for examples of some of the innovative strategies that
were developed as a result of this process. Marc Dones responded that San Francisco is developing an
interagency agreement to implement a “leadership incubator” that works to address the racial inequities
in leadership within organizations. Marc Dones also shared efforts underway in southern Dallas
regarding economic mobility and the creation of initiatives that educate people about the historical
systemic racial inequities in the region’s largely black population. Leaders in Dallas hope that these

Motion to move
forward with
discussion about this
potential project.
All in favor.
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initiatives will generate support in passing future legislation focused on building the local economy in the
community.
Mayor Wheeler asked if the “Center for Social Innovation could implement this project with a specific
strategic purpose in mind?” Marc Dones commented that most of the projects are based on work
already going on within the community. Mayor Wheeler asked if the organization had experience
“working with jurisdictions around participatory budgeting and community input in resource allocation.
“Marc Dones responded that the organization has not engaged in this work, and the data collected
through this project could be used for this purpose.
Maurice Evans pledged support for further conversations with SPARC, mentioned that this is a great next
step for our system and highlighted that, as an Equity Task Force member, this data is vital to continuing
the equity work needed in our system.
Continuum of Care
(CoC) Reauthorization
– Ryan Deibert, Joint
Office of Homeless
Services

Emergency Shelter
Guidelines
– Sally Erickson, Joint
Office of Homeless
Services

Stakeholder Advisory
Group Bond
– Jennifer Chang,
Portland Housing
Bureau

Ryan Deibert, Joint Office of Homeless Services, shared the three recommended actions needed by the
Board in preparation for the upcoming Continuum of Care (CoC) application. The Board is being asked to
approve the following actions:

Motion to approve
recommendation 1.
All in favor.

1. Reauthorize Multnomah County, through the Joint Office of Homeless Services, to serve as the
Collaborative Applicant for the 2017 CoC Application.
2. Reauthorize the Portland Housing Bureau to designate the single Homeless Management
Information System (HMIS) for the CoC and to continue acting as the HMIS Lead Agency for the CoC.
3. Reauthorize the Resource Advisory Committee, board’s subcommittee, to conduct tasks related to
the annual CoC Program Competition.

Motion to approve
recommendation 2.
All in favor.

Through collaboration with the Joint Office of Homeless Services, the local field HUD office, the Portland
Housing Bureau (PHB) and the Safety off the Streets (SoS) Workgroup, the Emergency Solutions Grants
(ESG) Program Guidelines for Shelter have been revised for Coordinating Board approval. Sally Erickson,
Joint Office of Homeless Services, shared the Coordinating Board’s request that an intentional
application of the Racial Equity Lens be applied to the guidelines before seeking Board approval.
The SoS Workgroup recommended that the Coordinating Board approve the revised proposed ESG
Program Guidelines for Shelter included in the meeting handout. Charles Hodge, SoS Workgroup
member, was present for the March 14th workgroup meeting and confirmed that the Racial Equity Lens
was applied to the guidelines as requested by the Coordinating Board.
The Portland Housing Bureau (PHB) is coordinating the Affordable Housing Bond Stakeholder Advisory
Group (SAG) to establish a community-driven plan for guiding decisions on use of bond funds. SAG
meetings are open to the public and the meeting schedule posted online.
Ed Blackburn, Central City Concern, commented that it is important that Board members have an
understanding of the waitlist process and the outreach plans related to the bond funds.

Motion to approve
recommendation 3.
All in favor.
Motion to approve
revised Emergency
Solutions Grants (ESG
Program Guidelines
for Shelter. All in
favor.

Staff to coordinate
recommendations
from the Board to
submit to the SAG.
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Marc Jolin proposed a meeting/process for collecting recommendations from the Coordinating Board to
provide to the SAG for consideration.
Oregon Housing
Alliance Legislative
Updates

Alison McIntosh, Oregon Housing Alliance, provided pledge cards and suggested calling thier legislators
in support of House Bill 2004, to advocate for rent stabilization in our community. Currently, the Oregon
Legislature is considering a $10 million Emergency Rent Assistance budget for the entire state.

– Alison McIntosh,
Oregon Housing
Alliance
Next Meeting

Contact Alison McIntosh by email at amcintosh@neighborhoodpartnerships.org or visit the Oregon
Housing Alliance website for more information on how to get involved.

– Marc Jolin, Initiative
Director

The next meeting will be 3:00 – 5:00 PM on Wednesday, July 5, 2017 at the Multnomah Building, Room
315.
Meeting adjourned.

Third Quarter Outcomes
Report
CO O R D I N AT I N G BOA R D
J U LY 5 , 2 0 1 7

1

FY 2017 Third Quarter Results:
Placements
Q3 placements are at 81% of annual goal and are 10% higher than prior year.

2

FY 2017 Third Quarter Results:
Placements

73%

24%

11%

2%

2%

2%

% of HUD Homeless
(2015 PIT)
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FY 2017 Third Quarter Results:
Prevention
Q3 prevention services are at 76% of annual goal and are 15% higher than prior year.

4

FY 2017 Third Quarter Results:
Prevention

73%

24%

11%

2%

2%

2%

% of HUD Homeless

(2015 PIT)
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FY 2017 Third Quarter Results: Retention

*Only represents programs completing the Shared Housing Assessment Report
6

FY 2017 Third Quarter Results: Shelter

7

FY 2017 Third Quarter Results: Shelter

73%

24%

11%

2%

2%

2%

% of HUD Homeless
(2015 PIT)

*Percentages add up to more than 100 due to duplication for the Hispanic/Latino category
8

Questions?
Notes:
All data reported through the county-wide Homeless Management
Information System (HMIS), in alignment with the A Home for
Everyone Systems Performance Monitoring Plan. Reports were
generated by HMIS staff at the Portland Housing Bureau during April
2017 and analyzed by Multnomah County staff. Quarterly data are
preliminary and subject to revision.
For further information, visit: http://ahomeforeveryone.net/
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2017 Point-in-Time Count
of HUD Homelessness
P R E L IMINA RY B R I E F I N G
J U LY 5 , 2 0 1 7

1

Background and Methodology
• Snapshot of those homeless on single night (February 22, 2017)
• Required by HUD, every other year
• Similar methodology since 2007:
• Detailed data from those in shelter
• Survey of unsheltered through street outreach and at service sites

• Provides detailed information on unmet need
• Doesn’t measure overall success
2

Limitations
• Point-in-time; Doesn’t account for inflow and outflow
• Inherently undercount, especially for:
•
•
•
•

communities of color
immigrant and refugee communities
unaccompanied youth
families with children

• HUD definitions don’t count doubled-up populations

3

Unsheltered Down, Sheltered Up, and
HUD Homeless Increased

4

HUD Homelessness: 2015 v. 2017
Housing Situation
Unsheltered
Emergency Shelter
Transitional Housing
Total

2015 PIT
Count
1,887
(49.6%)
872
(22.9%)
1,042
(27.4%)
3,801

2017 PIT
Count
1,668
(39.9%)
1,752
(41.9%)
757
(18.1%)
4,177

Change
Ϯϭϵ;љͿ
(-ϵ͘ϳйͿ;љͿ
ϴϴϬ;јͿ
ϭϵй;јͿ
Ϯϴϱ;љͿ
(-ϵ͘ϯйͿ;љͿ
ϯϳϲ;јͿ

Percent Change
2015-2017
-11.6%
100.9%
-27.4%
9.9%

5

Racial Disparities Persist, Some Progress
Race/Ethnicity
White
People of Color
American Indian/Alaska Native
Asian
Black/African American
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander
Hispanic/Latino (Ethnicity)
Unknown

2015
2,617
(68.8%)
1,477
(38.8%)
82
(2.2%
59
(1.6%)
861
(22.6%)
86
(2.3%)
389
(10.2%)
207
(5.4%)

2017
2,952
(70.7%)
1,693
(40.5%)
424
(10.2%)
57
(1.4%)
676
(16.2%)
108
(2.6%)
428
(10.2%)
157
(3.8%)

Change
ϯϯϱ;јͿ
;ϭ͘ϵйͿ;јͿ
Ϯϭϲ;јͿ
;ϭ͘ϳйͿ;јͿ
ϯϰϮ;јͿ
ϴ͘Ϭй;јͿ
Ϯ;љͿ
(-Ϭ͘ϮйͿ;љͿ
ϭϴϱ;љͿ
(-ϲ͘ϰйͿ;љͿ
ϮϮ;јͿ
;Ϭ͘ϯйͿ;јͿ
ϯϵ;јͿ
(0.0%)
ϱϬ;љͿ
(-ϭ͘ϲйͿ;љͿ
6

Racial Disparities Persist, Some Progress

7

Shelter Status Varies by Race

8

Families Steady, Unsheltered Rates Down

9

Children Steady, Unaccompanied Youth
Up
Children under the Count
Count
Age of 18
2015
2017 Change
Ages 5 and younger
145
156
11
Ages 6-11

149

134

-15

Ages 12-17

80

92

12

374

382

8

Total

Unaccompanied Count Count
2015
2017 Change
Youth
Under age 18
5
14
9
Ages 18-24

261

286

25

Total

266

300

34

10

Most Children, Many Youth Sheltered

11

Older Population Continues to Grow
Age Categories
<18
18-24
25-44
45-54
55-69
70+
*Unknown
Total

2015
374
9.8%
312
8.2%
1427
37.5%
931
24.5%
674
17.7%
30
0.8%
53
1.4%

2017
382
9.1%
335
8.0%
1637
39.2%
958
22.9%
772
18.5%
44
1.1%
49
1.2%
3,801

Change
ϴ;јͿ
(-Ϭ͘ϳйͿ;љͿ
Ϯϯ;јͿ
(-Ϭ͘ϮйͿ;љͿ
ϮϭϬ;јͿ
;ϭ͘ϳйͿ;јͿ
Ϯϳ;јͿ
(-ϭ͘ϲйͿ;љͿ
ϯϰ;јͿ
;Ϭ͘ϴйͿ;јͿ
ϭϰ;јͿ
;Ϭ͘ϯйͿ;јͿ
4
(-Ϭ͘ϮйͿ;љͿ
4,177 ϯϳϲ;јͿ
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Total Women Up, Unsheltered Down

13

High Rates of Disabilities, Especially
Among Unsheltered

14

Chronic Homeless Up, More Sheltered

15

Continued Efforts for Veterans

16

Domestic Violence Continued Driver
Count of Women Reporting
Experience with Domestic
Violence

Unsheltered
Emergency Shelter
Transitional Housing
Total

262
339
142
743

17

More People are Homeless Longer

18

Next Steps
• Release Full Report with PSU – July
• Present to Coordinating Board
• Apply New Data to System Capacity Modeling
• Identify Policy Implications
• Review Methodology for Move to Annual Count

19

Rating and Ranking Criteria for 2017 Continuum of Care (CoC) Program Competition
These measures are used to rate and rank all CoC-funded renewal projects as part of our annual grant application. Some of the data is taken from our Homeless Management Information System (HMIS) and
some is submitted by renewal projects in an annual CoC Renewal Project Survey. Additional information about survey questions—including definitions of key terms, and the referenced rubric and checklists—is
included in the survey itself.
Category
(Max points)
1. A Home for
Everyone
Priorities
(20 points)

Measure

Rationale

Data Source

Scoring Narrative

Does your project serve the priority populations from AHFE?

 AHFE Priority: priority
populations
 AHFE Priority: focus on
advancing racial equity;
prioritization of
communities of color

HMIS-PDR
(Participant
Demographic
Report)
HMIS-PDR

12pts total for 100% priority
populations. Deduct 2 points for every
10% non-disabled males served.

 AHFE System Performance
Measure: effectiveness in
housing placement and
retention
 AHFE Community
Guidelines
 HUD 2016 NOFA
 AHFE System Performance
Measure: effectiveness in
increasing income

HMIS-APR
(Annual
Progress
Report)

Does your project serve populations of color equal to or greater than their respective
percentage of people experiencing homelessness in Multnomah County?
2.
Performance
Outcomes
(25 points)

3. Consumer
Engagement
(5 points)

4. Advancing
Racial Equity
and Cultural
Responsivene
ss (16 points)

(For permanent supportive housing) Housing: % households who remain for at least 12
months or exit to permanent destination.
OR
(For transitional and rapid re-housing) Housing: % households who exit into permanent
housing
Income: % of adult participants who maintained or increased income from employment
between program entry and exit
Income: % of adult participants who maintained or increased income from sources other
than employment between program entry and exit
Income/benefits: % of adult participants who maintained or obtained non-cash
mainstream benefits from entry date to program exit
Income/benefits: % of adult participants who maintained or obtained health insurance
from entry date to program exit.
Does the project collect feedback from participants? If so, how is this feedback used to
inform changes or improvements? Complete the checklist to indicate what methods are
used, rate the project’s work in this area according to the rubric, and provide a narrative
describing why you rated the project that way including a specific example of how
feedback is used.
The “2015 Point-In-Time Count” shows a disproportionately high rate (42%) of our
community’s population experiencing homelessness are people of color. For the past
two years, we’ve asked you to describe what actions the project was taking to help
reverse this trend for communities of color in the year ahead. Review last year’s
response and provide an update.
Does the project actively address and respond to institutional racism? Complete the

HMIS-APR

2pts (up to 8 total) for each community
of color population served; 8 pts for
culturally specific providers
8 pts. for achieved HUD goal (80%); Up
to 5 points based on quintile ranking

Score
Total
20

25

HMIS-APR

2 pts. for achieved HUD goal (20%); Up
to 2 points based on quintile ranking
2 pts. for achieved HUD goal (20%); Up
to 2 points based on quintile ranking
Up to 4 points based on quintile ranking

HMIS-APR

Not scored this year.

• AHFE Community
Guidelines

Project Survey,
Question 1

0-5 points based on checklist, self-rating
and description

 AHFE Priority: promote
racial justice and advance
racial equity.
 AHFE Priority: provide
participant-centered,

Project Survey,
Question 2

0-2 points based on update and progress 16
from 2016 survey response (1pt for
update to plan/action; 2 pts for
implemented plan with outcomes)

Project Survey,

0-5 points based on checklist, self-rating

HMIS-APR

5

Category
(Max points)

5. Program
Design:
effective
practices and
service
delivery
model
(14 points)

6. HMIS Data
Completeness
(5 points)
7. Unspent
Funds
(5 points)

Measure

Rationale

Data Source

Scoring Narrative

checklist to indicate what methods are used, rate the project’s work in this area
according to the rubric, and provide a narrative describing why you rated the project
that way.
Does the project use culturally-responsive programming? Complete the checklist to
indicate what methods are used, rate the project’s work in this area according to the
rubric, and provide a narrative describing why you rated the project that way.
Last year, we asked you to describe what actions the project was taking to address
specific barriers faced by people experiencing homelessness who identify as LGBTQ.
Review last year’s response and provide an update.
Describe and include examples of how the project works to ensure that staff reflects the
diversity of the community that it serves.
Does the project use Assertive Engagement and/or other participant-centered,
strengths-based approaches to engage participants? Complete the checklist to indicate
what methods are used, rate the project’s work in this area according to the rubric
provided, and provide a narrative describing why you rated the project that way.
Does the project have written and publicly-available eligibility criteria? If so, include a
link or submit a separate attachment.
Does the project have a written grievance process in place that is shared with clients? If
so, briefly describe how it is shared with clients and include a link or submit a separate
attachment.
Describe how the project aligns the services it delivers with non-Continuum of Care
services such as health, mental health, and employment.
Does your project follow a Housing First approach? Complete the checklist to indicate
what methods are used, rate the project’s work in this area according to the rubric
provided, and provide a narrative describing why you rated the project that way.
What are the most common barriers faced by your clients to obtaining or retaining
permanent housing? How does the project support clients in addressing these barriers?

culturally-responsive
services
 AHFE Community
Guidelines
 AHFE Community
Guidelines
 HUD Equal Access Final
Rule
 AHFE Community
Guidelines

Question 3

and description

Project Survey,
Question 4

0-5 points based on checklist, self-rating
and description

Project Survey,
Question 5

0-2 points based on description

Project Survey,
Question 6
Project Survey,
Question 7

0-2 points based on description

Project Survey,
Question 8
Project Survey,
Question 9

Yes: 1pt
No: 0pts
Yes: 1pt
No: 0pts

Project Survey,
Question 10
Project Survey,
Question 11

0-3 points based on description

Percent of HMIS data completeness of project performance

 AHFE System Performance
Measure: data
completeness standards
 AHFE System Performance
Measure: effectiveness in
grant expenditure

Percent of HUD funds spent. Complete the table to provide a three-year history of funds
recaptured by HUD broken down by admin funds and all other project funds.

 AHFE Priority: provide
participant-centered,
culturally-responsive
services
 AHFE Community
Guidelines
 HUD requirements for
shared standards of local
effective service delivery
for different program
types
 HUD priority for systemlevel coordination with
mainstream systems
 HUD policy priority for
Housing First

Project Survey,
Question 12
HMIS-APR

Project Survey,
Question 13

0-4 points based on checklist, self-rating
and description

Score
Total

14

0-3 points based on checklist, self-rating
and description
0-2 points based on description of how
project supports clients to address
barriers
Up to 5 points for < 5% Missing Data;
decrease with each 5% missing data
100% = 5 pts.; 90-99% = 4 pts.; 80-89% =
3; 70-79% = 2; <69% = 0

5

5

90

