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Introduction & Overview






Purpose of this report:

Columbus and Franklin County’s Continuum of Care consolidated application was submitted to HUD on June 12, 2007.  The purpose of this report is to create a final comprehensive record of the process and results of the 2007 Continuum of Care project review process.   In this process, new (proposed) and existing supportive housing programs were evaluated and reviewed according to a set of community priorities established by the Continuum of Care Steering Committee.   A 12-person subcommittee of the Steering Committee, the Technical Review Committee (TRC) performed the bulk of the evaluation and review work. One TRC member was from an organization (Community Shelter Board) that submitted an application, so she abstained from voting on that project.  No other TRC members were from organizations that submitted applications.

2007 Continuum of Care Steering Committee and TRC Members

	Organization
	Individual

	ADAMH Board of Franklin County
	Susan Lewis Kaylor*

	City of Columbus
	Kim Stands*

	Citizen’s Advisory Council
	Ronald Baecker*

	Citizen’s Advisory Council
	Owen Bair

	Citizen’s Advisory Council
	Sheila Prillerman*

	Citizen’s Advisory Council
	Gloria Kilgore

	Columbus City Council
	Caton Woods

	Columbus Metropolitan Housing Authority
	Tom Dobies*

	Columbus Coalition for the Homeless
	Don Strasser*

	Columbus Coalition for the Homeless
	Beth Fetzer-Rice*

	Columbus Coalition for the Homeless
	Virginia O’Keeffe

	Columbus Coalition for the Homeless
	Colleen Bain Gold

	Columbus Foundation
	Emily Savors*

	Columbus Health Department
	Nina Lewis*

	Community Shelter Board
	Barbara Poppe*

	Corporation for Supportive Housing
	Sally Luken

	Franklin County Board of Commissioners
	Jim R. Schimmer

	Franklin County Dept. of Job & Family Services
	Michelle Morgan

	Legal Aid Society of Columbus
	Emily Crabtree

	Ohio Capital Corporation for Housing
	Karen Kerns-Dresser*

	Twin Valley Behavioral Healthcare
	Jim Ignelzi

	United Way
	Joe McKinley*

	Veterans Administration
	Juanita Wilson

	Veterans Services Commission
	Douglas Lay


*Member of Technical Review Committee

Description of Process

Evaluation of Renewal Projects:

Renewal projects were reviewed by the TRC, along with Jill Spangler, an outside consultant. After a review of each project’s most recent Annual Performance Report data submitted to HUD, two to three representatives from the TRC, along with the consultant, visited each project to evaluate the programs’ performance and effectiveness at addressing the needs of the populations served and the community, using a standardized evaluation tool.   The Columbus and Franklin County Continuum of Care 2007 Project Evaluation & Ranking Plan: Appendix, updated in November 2006, defined the standards by which each program would be measured.
The TRC and consultant looked at several indicators to assess whether the programs were effectively addressing local needs and priorities as identified by the Continuum of Care Steering Committee:

· effectively serving a greater number of persons;
· are cost effective and leveraging new or existing funds from other sources;
· are integral to the operation of other community programs;
· providing housing and services that are not available elsewhere for the population served; and
· have high rates of successful permanent housing outcomes and links to income (measured at client exit).

Preliminary reports based on the APR data and the site visits were distributed to each program for their review of the content and the conclusions.  Along with the compilation of program information, the reports made note of program strengths and challenges.  Agencies were able to appeal and/or correct any factual errors or interpretational disagreements.  Final program reports (along with copies of the appeals) were then forwarded to the whole TRC for use in making ranking recommendations.

CSB’s HMIS renewal project was not evaluated in the above manner, as it does not fit the program mold of providing housing or services to homeless individuals or families.  CSB utilized a Community HMIS Self-Assessment Process from HUD’s website to evaluate the system. The self-assessment reflects both participation and non-anticipation in the HMIS system by agencies. Results of the evaluation were presented to the Steering Committee on January 23rd. The Steering Committee has agreed to continue to seek resources and evaluation assistance in order to conduct an external evaluation of HMIS as part of the 2008 project review process.
Evaluation of New Projects:

CSB issued a Request for Proposals (RFP) on January 12, inviting interested parties to submit applications for new Continuum of Care projects.  The RFP was posted on the CSB website and distributed electronically to CSB partner agencies.  CSB hosted a New Project Technical Assistance meeting on January 29. New projects were invited to submit pre-applications by February 28, 2007, in order to be reviewed for HUD’s threshold criteria and consistency with local priorities.  

One new project was submitted by the February 28th deadline: NCR’s Commons at Buckingham.  That project was reviewed by a pre-application review group consisting of the outside consultant and Community Shelter Board staff.  The group concluded that the project met the threshold requirements and recommended that the applicant proceed with their application with a few adjustments.  

On April 27, after reviewing NCR’s new project application, three members of the TRC and the CoC consultant conducted a telephone “site visit” with NCR; their findings were presented to the TRC for the ranking meeting on May 2.   
Ranking Process:

The evaluation reports for the new and renewal projects, agency appeals, and 2007 applications were presented to the Citizen’s Advisory Council and to the Provider’s Group on April 30 for their review of applications.  Each provider was also invited to give a short overview of their project and answer questions. The recommendations of both the Citizen’s Advisory Council and Provider’s Group were reported to the whole TRC for consideration in the final project eligibility determination process. 

On May 2, 2007, the Continuum of Care TRC met to review twenty six projects.  Each project was presented to the full committee for discussion.  An important element of the discussion was the evaluation of each project application (new and renewal) by at least two TRC members using a standard Application Review Tool that examined:
· Consistency with Local Priorities




· Quality of Project Design





· Organizational Capacity & Experience



· Community Impact

· Consistency with HUD Standards

· Quality and Completeness of Submission
Overall, the TRC used the following information to evaluate the projects:

· Performance of renewal projects based on the project evaluation report;

· Response by renewal project sponsors to their evaluation report;

· Project application review for renewal and new projects;

· Site visit findings for the new projects; 

· Recommendations of the Citizens Advisory Council and CoC Providers Group; and

· Other relevant information from TRC members.

After reviewing each project, the TRC identified recommendations concerning project eligibility, conditions of eligibility, and funding. Immediately after the April 28 meeting, all projects were notified of the TRC recommendations and were given an opportunity to appeal the TRC recommendations. None appealed their ranking, however, three agencies – Columbus AIDS Task Force, National Church Residences and Community Housing Network – submitted appeals regarding challenges and conditions identified by the TRC.  At a meeting on May 15, 2007, the Continuum of Care Steering Committee approved the TRC recommendations as modified following a review of the project appeals.  The following reflects the final decision made by the Steering Committee.

· Five (5) projects were found Eligible Without Condition.

· CHN Briggsdale
· CHN East Fifth Avenue

· CHN Parsons

· CHN Safe Haven

· Lutheran Social Services Shelter Plus Care

· Twenty-one (21) projects were found Eligible With Conditions that have to be addressed in the coming year, with progress assessed during next year’s renewal process.  (See individual project details in next section.)
· The TRC recommended that nine (9) of these projects be monitored by the CoC Steering Committee over the next twelve months on the conditions noted below:

· National Church Residences: Commons at Buckingham

· Provide documentation of proposed services plan-consistent with plan provided to RLFC

· Assure that admissions criteria are inclusive of persons with criminal histories who are not a current threat to themselves or others.

· Community Housing Network: Wicklow

· Provide an update on the status of facility relocation to CoC Steering Committee by September 1, 2007.
· Community Shelter Board: Homeless Management Information System

· Participate in SC directed external evaluation

· Work collaboratively with providers to improve the efficiency of the data QA process

· Work collaboratively with the CoC Steering Committee to complete the HMIS upgrade process 

· National Church Residences: Commons at Grant

· Revise administrative policies and procedures to ensure persons with criminal histories, with the exception of those who do not meet federal restrictions, are served by the project.  Submit revised administrative policies and procedures the CoC Steering Committee by September 1, 2007.
· Southeast, Inc.: New Horizons

· Bring units into compliance with HQS or otherwise assure that clients are provided safe, decent housing that meets HQS

· Complete administrative merger with women’s New Horizon’s program

· Continue program improvements as a Safe Havens transitional program

· Participate in full evaluation as part of 2008 CoC renewal process.
· Volunteers of America: Family Permanent Supportive Housing

· Assure that project can serve families with the most challenging barriers who are appropriate for permanent supportive housing.  

· Redesign program admission criteria and model to be consistent with Housing First model and ensure that both program documentation and practice reflect these changes. This includes adoption of tenant lease, no sobriety admission requirement, and voluntary service participation.

· Adopt a formal quality assurance process that includes active tenant involvement.

· Submit the following to the CoC Steering Committee by September 1, 2007:

· Revised tenant selection criteria 

· Tenant lease

· Quality assurance plan

· Participate in full evaluation as part of 2008 CoC renewal process.
· Amethyst: Shelter Plus Care

· Amethyst and CMHA improve occupancy to 95% or greater (SRA)

· Comply with HMIS participation requirements

· Columbus AIDS Task Force: Shelter Plus Care

· Approve and implement policies and procedures that follow landlord-tenant law by September 1, 2007.  Submit a copy to the CoC Steering Committee.
· Approve and implement policies and procedures that assure only HUD eligible clients are served by September 1, 2007.  Submit a copy to the CoC Steering Committee.
· CATF and CMHA improve program occupancy to 95% or greater (combined)
· Participate in full evaluation as part of 2008 CoC renewal process.
· Community Housing Network: Shelter Plus Care

· CHN and CMHA improve occupancy to 95% or greater

The final project ranking was based on ranking principles outlined in the Columbus & Franklin County’s Continuum of Care 2006 Project Evaluation & Ranking Plan and Appendix.  According to the plan, ranking preference would be given to the top scoring new permanent supportive housing project to take advantage of available HUD bonus funds. The remaining renewal projects were ranked in alpha order by agency and project with the exception of Friends of the Homeless New Horizons, which  was ranked last among SHP renewal projects due to persistent performance issues.
The total HUD request for 2007 was $7,512,775.   The project ranked number one was NCR’s Commons at Buckingham, a new permanent supportive housing project for chronically homeless men and women.  New HUD funding will provide capital funds along with support for operations.  This project was unanimously recommended by the TRC and subsequently approved by the CoC Steering Committee.  HUD Supportive Housing Program renewals were ranked numbers 2-19 in alpha order by agency and then project.  Shelter Plus Care renewals were ranked number 20-26 in alpha order by agency and then project.
Other Issues
The TRC discussed the following concerns related to CoC projects and developed recommendations specific to each. The Steering Committee agreed to form a subcommittee to examine, prioritize and addresses these issues. 
A. Under Leasing of Shelter Plus Care Units

The TRC examined occupancy data from CMHA for Shelter Plus Care projects and found significant issues related to low occupancy for three out of five sponsor agencies (84% occupancy overall).  The group discussed reasons for low occupancy, including:

· Missed admissions appointments

· Mandatory service participation requirements

· Missed recertification appointments

· Unit inspection process and timing

· Coordination with ADAMH system

CMHA is convening a meeting with project sponsors and ADAMH agencies on May 22nd to discuss occupancy issues and develop a plan to improve occupancy.  Low occupancy rates were also identified as part of the individual project review process and corresponding conditions have been recommended.

B. Assure all projects have good processes to ensure homeless eligibility is met

Some projects may be admitting non-homeless clients (per federal definition) and/or do not have effective eligibility determination procedures to ensure clients are homeless at admission.  TRC recommendations:

· Semi-annual reporting from HMIS

· Establish consistent CoC-wide forms and procedures

· Review agency procedures and files

· Consider best approach for each

C. Report on prior living situation for SHP & SPC

Related to the above issue, projects may be entering non-eligible “prior living situations” in HMIS.  TRC recommendation: 

· CSB consider feasibility of reporting on prior living situation
D. Services to “move-out” of PSH

Permanent supportive housing projects should encourage clients to move to greater independence, as appropriate, to allow new tenants to be served.  TRC recommendations:

· Convene discussion with providers

· Explore practices in other communities

· Compare cost of resources/inventory of units versus demand for service-enriched housing

E. Develop CoC-wide analysis of CAC participation that is objective (# participating relative to project size)

CoC Steering Committee expectations regarding client participation in the Citizens Advisory Council are unclear.  TRC recommendations:

· Analyze CAC attendance by project
· Determine how programs invite participation in CAC
· What are marketing and outreach plans?
· Promote “incentives” for participation
F. Increase occupancy rates in SHP projects

Many projects had occupancy rates below the CoC Steering Committee standard of 95%.  TRC recommendations:

· Monthly reporting from HMIS

· Require projects with low occupancy (<90%) to report on reasons for low occupancy and plans to remediate

G. Assistance to tenants to access benefits, including Benefits Bank training for staff

Many projects appear to have low rates of benefits enrollment for project participants.  TRC recommendations:

· Projects should follow Benefits Workgroup recommendations adopted by the CoC Steering Committee

· Require providers to report on progress in 2008 renewal

H. Match between homeless client characteristics and needs and programs available

It is unclear whether clients are effectively matched to available services and housing designed to meet their needs and/or whether specific services/housing gaps exist in the CoC.  TRC recommendations:

· Review RLUS “unmet needs” report

· Consider how occupancy issues and remediation impacts this

I. Addressing needs of couples without children

It is unclear whether the needs of couples without children are adequately addressed in the CoC, specifically in permanent supportive housing.  TRC recommendations:

· Ask PSH providers about current practices and perceived demand

· Get input from outreach and CAC on extent of need

· Get input from MH/FoH/FM about extent of need

· Add couples without children as priority population in CoC priorities and evaluate access in 2008 process

J. Addressing needs of persons with criminal histories

It is unclear whether the needs of persons with various criminal histories are adequately addressed in the CoC, specifically in permanent supportive housing.  TRC recommendations:

· Ask PSH providers about current practices and perceived demand

· Get input from outreach and CAC on extent of need

· Get input from all shelters about extent of need

· Consider persons with criminal history as priority population in CoC priorities and evaluate in 2008

K. Address exclusion related to credit and eviction history

It is unclear whether the persons with poor credit and/or past evictions are adequately addressed in the CoC, specifically in permanent supportive housing.  TRC recommendations:

· Ask PSH providers about current practices and perceived demand

· Get input from outreach and CAC on extent of need

· Get input from all shelters about extent of need

· Consider persons with poor credit and/or past evictions as priority population in CoC priorities and evaluate in 2008

2007 Project Priority Ranking

	Priority:
	Agency:
	Project:
	Type:
	HUD Amount:
	Term:

	1
	NCR
	Commons at Buckingham
	PSH: New
	 $        422,927 
	2 years

	2
	Amethyst
	RSvP
	TH: Renewal
	 $        161,172 
	1 year

	3
	CHN
	Briggsdale Apartments
	PSH: Renewal
	 $        226,316 
	1 year

	4
	CHN
	East Fifth Avenue
	PSH: Renewal
	 $        236,416 
	1 year

	5
	CHN
	Family Homes
	PSH: Renewal
	 $          35,233 
	1 year

	6
	CHN
	North High
	PSH: Renewal
	 $          83,283 
	1 year

	7
	CHN
	Parsons 
	PSH: Renewal
	 $        260,672 
	1 year

	8
	CHN
	RLPTI
	PSH: Renewal
	 $        637,479 
	1 year

	9
	CHN
	Safe Haven
	PSH: Renewal
	 $        184,834 
	1 year

	10
	CHN
	St. Clair
	PSH: Renewal
	 $          87,316 
	1 year

	11
	CHN
	Wicklow
	PSH: Renewal
	 $          59,060 
	1 year

	12
	CHN
	Wilson
	PSH: Renewal
	 $          97,293 
	1 year

	13
	CSB
	HMIS (I & II)
	HMIS
	 $        166,413 
	1 year

	14
	Huck House
	Transitional Living Program
	TH: Renewal
	 $        229,539 
	1 year

	15
	NCR
	Commons at Grant
	PSH: Renewal
	 $        250,092 
	1 year

	16
	Southeast, Inc.
	New Horizons
	SH-TH: Renewal
	 $        260,680 
	1 year

	17
	VOA
	Family PSH
	PSH: Renewal
	 $        353,432 
	1 year

	18
	YWCA
	WINGS I
	PSH: Renewal
	 $          99,015 
	1 year

	19
	YWCA
	WINGS II
	PSH: Renewal
	 $        162,559 
	1 year

	20
	Amethyst
	SRA 82
	S+C
	 $        636,432 
	1 year

	21
	Amethyst
	TRA 10
	S+C
	 $          80,880 
	1 year

	22
	CATF
	SRA 15
	S+C
	 $        107,352 
	1 year

	23
	CATF
	TRA 74
	S+C
	 $        487,632 
	1 year

	24
	CHN
	SRA 137
	S+C
	 $        921,108 
	1 year

	25
	CHN
	TRA 149
	S+C
	 $     1,050,780 
	1 year

	26
	LSS
	SRA 35
	S+C
	 $        214,860 
	1 year

	 
	 
	
	TOTAL RECOMMENDED:
	 $     7,512,775 
	 


Priority #1 
(New Project)
NCR: commons at buckingham
Technical Review Committee Report

Requested Funding Level: $422,927 for 2 years

TRC Recommended Funding Level: $422,927 for 2 years


Final SC-Approved Funding Level: $422,927 for 2 years

Project Description:

This project will provide 16 new units of permanent supportive housing for chronically homeless (per HUD definition) individuals.  The units will be located in a 100-unit single-structure, four-story building to be built in downtown Columbus just south of the 670 inner-belt near Columbus State Community College.  The Commons at Buckingham will include a total of 50 persons with long-term homelessness and a disabling condition and 50 individuals with low incomes from the general community.  The SHP request is solely for operating costs, including round-the-clock front desk coverage, on-call resident assistance and a fulltime Project Manager.  .    

Technical Review Committee (TRC) Recommendations: Supports funding this project for two years at the requested funding level with the conditions outlined below. 

TRC recommendations are based on a review of the project application, a TRC telephone “site visit,” and  recommendations from the CoC Provider Group and Citizen’s Advisory Council.
2007 TRC Findings & Recommendations

· High leverage

· Development $ pending

· Linkage with street outreach cluster

· Experience with Commons at Grant

· Fully accessible
· Efficiency with Commons at Grant re: services and operations
· Intent to have 75% of referrals come from street
· Strong plan for housing stability and employment goals
· Have potential for accessing ODMH capital funds
· Have done fair amount of community acceptance work to date
· Attempting to incorporate green technology
· Redevelopment of brownfield site
Challenges:

· Unwilling to serve couples

· Exclude some persons with criminal histories

· Did not score sufficiently in 2007 round for tax credits
Conditions:

· Provide documentation of proposed services plan-consistent with plan provided to RLFC

· Must incorporate plan to serve couples in development plan and admissions criteria.

· Assure that admissions criteria are inclusive of persons with criminal histories who are not a current threat to themselves or others.

Priority #2 (Renewal Project)
amethyst: rapid stabilization program
Technical Review Committee Report

HUD Grant #: OH16B30-3002
Latest Funding Award and Term:   2006: $161,172 for one year




TRC Recommended Funding Level: $161,172 for one year

Final SC-Approved Funding Level: $161,172
Project Description and Background: The program is located in an 11-unit apartment building nearby Amethyst’s permanent supported housing program.  Originally, HUD funded four units and ODADAS funded five units; two units were used for program space.   In 2003, the TRC requested that Amethyst add four units.  They did so by shifting 4 of the ODADAS-funded apartments to HUD.  
Amethyst’s Rapid Stabilization Program (RSvP) serves five female-headed families and three individual women at a time who are in need of transitional housing and intensive alcohol and drug treatment in order to become stable enough to access permanent supportive housing and long-term treatment.  The intent is to move the families into Amethyst’s Shelter Plus Care housing within eight weeks.

Technical Review Committee (TRC) Recommendations: Renew this project for one year with two conditions to be addressed over the next year.  

TRC recommendations are based on a review of 2006 project evaluation findings, recommendations from the CoC Provider Group and Citizen’s Advisory Council, and a review of the project application.

2007 TRC Findings & Recommendations

Strengths:

· Increased units did not increase HUD request

· Since 2004 the % of African American women served increased 14% consistent with prior recommendations

· Number of participants who left and moved into permanent housing is 79%

· Active involvement of residents in the agency QA program

· Unique trauma programming

Challenges:

· Continue to work to increase enrollment of racial and ethnic minorities
· Low leveraging
Conditions:

· Follow SC HMIS enrollment recommendation
· Make progress on increasing enrollment of racial and ethnic minorities
Priority #3 

(Renewal Project)
CHN: Briggsdale 

Technical Review Committee Report

HUD Grant #: OH16B30-3002
Latest Funding Award and Term:   2004: $678,948 for three years




TRC Recommended Funding Level: $226,316 for one year

Final SC-Approved Funding Level: $226,316
Project Description and Background: The grant pays for operating costs for 16 studio units of permanent supportive housing for (HUD-defined) chronically homeless individuals who are disabled by mental illness, substance addiction or dual diagnosis. The apartment complex has a total of 35 apartments: 10 units are set aside for individuals stepping down from mental health hospitalization or other clinical step down programs in the ADAMH system; 9 other units are for individuals who meet Rebuilding Lives eligibility criteria. ADAMH provides operating and support funding for all 35 units.

Technical Review Committee (TRC) Recommendations: Renew this project for one year with no conditions to be addressed over the next year.  

TRC recommendations are based on a review of 2007 project evaluation findings, recommendations from the CoC Provider Group and Citizen’s Advisory Council, and a review of the project application.

2007 Evaluation Findings

Strengths:

· Program only operated for 10 months during this APR period, but excluding one tenant who died, 16/17 (94%) remained housed.

· Good income outcomes and links to benefits: 61% had income from employment; 89% applied for benefits with 56% receiving benefits during the APR period

· Fully occupied since June 2006, with 77 on waiting list

· Project serves chronically homeless persons; many coming directly from the land

· Program serves persons with serious and recent criminal histories; persons with HIV/AIDS, dual diagnosis

· Fully ADA accessible

· Lots of services, including nurse on-site

· The project budget has a 100% housing emphasis 

· Good collaboration; interesting arrangement with the Coalition for the Homeless to get members to represent tenants during appeals

· Housing is outside the central city
· Participants who leave after twelve months can take Section 8 vouchers with them
Challenges:

· CHN does not show two to one leverage for this project

2007 TRC Findings & Recommendations

Strengths:

· Great CAC participation
· Service enrichment with ADAMH partners
· In-kind services leverage
Challenges:

· No additional challenges
Conditions:

· None

2007 Continuum of Care Renewal Evaluation

CHN Briggsdale

	Site Visit Date:  March 22, 2007
Agency Participants & Titles:  Anthony Penn, Chief Operating Officer; Mike Tynan, Director of Housing Services; Vanitia Turner, Assistant Director of Special Housing; Mike Preston, Assistant Director of Homeless Housing; Ron Lee, Controller; Shawn Paynemiller, Supportive Housing Director; Melissa Shelek, Southeast Assistant Clinical Director 
Consultant:  Jill Spangler
Technical Review Committee:  Nina Lewis, Sheila Prillerman, Don Strasser



Evaluation Summary

HUD Grant #: OH16B30-3001
HUD Grant Period: 1/1/06 to 12/31/08

Latest Funding Award and Term:  $678,948 for three years 


One-Year Renewal Amount: $226,316





Project Description and Background:  In 2002, this project was the CoC bonus project: it was called Men’s & Women’s Supportive Housing and CHN was awarded $400,000 for capital expenses.  In 2003, CHN applied for, and was awarded, another $678,948 for three years for operating and administration.  That second grant is the one that CHN is seeking to renew through this year’s CoC application.

The grant pays for operating costs for 16 studio units of permanent supportive housing for (HUD-defined) chronically homeless individuals who are disabled by mental illness, substance addiction or dual diagnosis. The apartment complex has a total of 35 apartments: 10 units are set aside for individuals stepping down from mental health hospitalization or other clinical step down programs in the ADAMH system; 9 other units are for individuals who meet Rebuilding Lives eligibility criteria. ADAMH provides operating and support funding for all 35 units.

The project opened on March 24, 2006; this is the first year it has been evaluated by the CoC.  Data used for this report is from the APR for the period 1/1/06 to 12/31/06 and from CSB’s Semi-Annual System & Program Indicator Report for 7/1/06 to 12/31/06.

2007 Evaluation Findings:

Strengths:

· Program only operated for 10 months during this APR period, but excluding one tenant who died, 16/17 (94%) remained housed.
· Good income outcomes and links to benefits: 61% had income from employment; 89% applied for benefits with 56% receiving benefits during the APR period

· Fully occupied since June 2006, with 77 on waiting list

· Project serves chronically homeless persons; many coming directly from the land

· Program serves persons with serious and recent criminal histories; persons with HIV/AIDS, dual diagnosis

· Fully ADA accessible

· Lots of services, including nurse on-site

· The project budget has a 100% housing emphasis 

· Good collaboration; interesting arrangement with the Coalition for the Homeless to get members to represent tenants during appeals

· Housing is outside the central city

· Participants who leave after twelve months can take Section 8 vouchers with them
Challenges:

· CHN does not show two to one leverage for this project
1. Priorities for Persons Served

The project serves at least one of the following priority populations:

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Families 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Chronically homeless men and women

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Youth

Notes/Comments:

CHN uses their own Rebuilding Lives Eligibility Verification Form/HUD Chronic Homeless Verification Form to determine whether tenants meet HUD chronic homelessness criteria or local Rebuilding Lives criteria.  100% of persons served in this project’s units meet the HUD definition of chronic homelessness.
2.
Priorities for Effective Use of Community Resources

A. Collaboration with and accessing resources from community-wide service systems appropriate to the consumer population.  

	Agencies/Projects
	Routine Referrals
	Identified Contact Person


	Written MOU
	On-Site Service Provision

	ADAMH programs and services
	√
	√
	√
	√

	Franklin County Department of Job and Family Services OWF/JOBS programs
	√
	
	
	

	Franklin County Children Services
	√
	
	
	

	Columbus Public Schools and other Franklin Co. schools
	NA
	
	
	

	Juvenile Court and Youth Services
	√
	
	
	

	Area Agency on Aging and other services for the elderly
	√
	
	
	

	Transportation services
	√
	√
	
	√

	Job readiness, training and placement services, including Workforce Investment Act (WIA) funded services
	√
	√
	
	√

	Workforce Investment Act (WIA) funded services
	
	
	
	

	Health care services
	√
	√
	√
	√

	HIV/AIDS services
	√
	√
	√
	√

	Veterans Services 
	√
	√
	
	

	Enterprise Zone/Columbus Compact
	
	
	
	

	Basic needs services (e.g. food, furniture, clothing)
	√
	√
	√
	√

	Legal services
	√
	√
	
	


Notes/Comments:

Good collaboration.  Southeast provides nurse and HIV/AIDS services on site.
B. Collaboration with other parts of the continuum of care system, with particular emphasis on:

i. Collaboration with the emergency shelter system.  The project is working with a variety of shelters in the following ways:

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Routinely advertising program openings and waiting list protocols

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Routinely educating shelter staff on referral processes

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Routinely participating in housing fairs for adult shelter clients

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Accepting referrals from more than one shelter

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Routinely participate in adult and family system planning meetings

NA Projects that serve families work closely and/or have a Memorandum of Agreement with the Interfaith Hospitality Network for placement and referral

 FORMCHECKBOX 
For projects serving chronically homeless adults, routinely collaborate with community outreach projects.

ii. Systematic sharing of consumer information among service providers.  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project can describe or document how consumer information is shared with other service providers in a systematic and collaborative manner, given appropriate client consent, in order to help meet the needs of project clients.

iii. Avoiding duplication of existing community services and programs.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project provides a type of service not available elsewhere in the community.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project serves a population under-served or not served by any other program.

Notes/Comments:

Briggsdale provides nursing and other health-related services on-site.  This project has a good reputation for working with outreach providers.
C.
Reasonable costs to the community for the number of persons served and the type of housing and services being provided, with particular emphasis on:

i. Maximizing the use and effectiveness of continuum of care resources (funds, facilities and services) that currently exist in the community.

NA The average monthly occupancy over the 12-month review period is at least be 95%. 

· Average monthly occupancy over the 12-month reporting period: NA – fully occupied in the seven months since full lease-up

	MONTH 1
	MONTH 2
	MONTH 3
	MONTH 4
	MONTH 5
	MONTH 6

	NA
	NA
	4
	11
	13
	16

	MONTH 7
	MONTH 8
	MONTH 9
	MONTH 10 
	MONTH 11
	MONTH 12

	16
	16
	16
	16
	16
	16


· History of occupancy throughout life of project:

This is a new project and has not been evaluated previously.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Full occupancy reflects the number in the HUD submission, or the project has evidence of HUD’s and CoC Steering Committee’s permission to reduce the number.

Full occupancy as described in HUD submission: 16 individuals

Current occupancy (number of individuals or families/persons in families being served): 16 (3/22/07)

Numbers served during reporting period:  1/1/06 to 12/31/06

	Number single individuals served (annual unduplicated)
	18

	Number of families/persons in families (annual unduplicated)
	                NA

	Total Number of Households Served
	18

	Number of referrals 
	95

	Number of referrals who entered project
	18


 FORMCHECKBOX 
Housing and service facilities are in compliance with the HUD requirements and Housing Quality Standards (HQS), as well as applicable local code(s). 
Notes/Comments:

This project has been fully occupied since the initial lease-up was completed.  These units are inspected annually by ADAMH.  

ii. Leveraging other public, private and non-profit sector community resources.  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project leverages other funding and in-kind support for services and operations.

Reporting Period: 

  01/01/06 to 12/31/06

Households Served:  

18


Total Housing Units: 

16



	
	HUD Funds
	%
	Other Funds
	%
	Total Funds
	Average Annual $ per HH Served
	Average Annual $ per Housing Unit

	Leasing
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Operating
	146,683
	69%
	64,898
	31%
	211,581
	11,755
	13,224

	Supportive Services
	0
	0%
	4,389
	100%
	4,389
	244
	274

	Acquisition/

Construction
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Admin
	10,777
	100%
	0
	0%
	10,777
	599
	674

	TOTAL
	157,460
	69%
	69,288
	31%
	226,748
	12,597
	14,172


Amount and source of other funds:

	SOURCE
	In-kind Value
	Cash AMOUNT

	MATCH:
	
	

	ADAMH
	
	59,609

	OHTF
	
	7,424

	Tenant Rent
	
	2,255

	
	
	

	Subtotal Match
	
	69,288

	LEVERAGE:
	
	

	ADAMH In-kind service cost report
	103,290
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	Subtotal Leverage
	103,290
	

	TOTAL
	
	69,288

	GRAND TOTAL
	172,578


 FORMCHECKBOX 
Agency can demonstrate the commitment of leveraged resources through written commitments from the other funders or providers.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The percent of HUD funds in the agency’s annual CoC program budget exceeds HUD match requirements of at least 25% for services, 30% for operating, and 50% for acquisition and/or new construction.


 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project effectively provides services at comparable cost per household/unit cost of other similar projects in the community.  

Notes/Comments:

Less than 2:1 leverage.  CHN reports that it expects to identify more leverage in the 2007 application for this project.
Priorities for Effective and Innovative Delivery of Housing & Services

A. Providing housing and services for those with the greatest needs and greatest difficulty accessing the current homeless service system, with particular emphasis on:

i. Providing housing and services for persons with special needs, including mental health problems, substance abuse problems, HIV/AIDS, physical disabilities, Veterans, the elderly, and large families with six or more members.

	Special Needs
	Number Who Entered*

N=18
	% of Total Who Entered*

	Mental Health Problems
	13
	72.2%

	Alcohol Abuse
	18
	100.0%

	Drug Abuse
	13
	72.2%

	HIV/AIDS
	1
	5.6%

	Physical Disabilities
	3
	16.7%

	Veterans
	0
	0.0%

	Elderly
	0
	0.0%

	Large Families (6+)
	NA
	NA


*APR reports special needs of the people who entered the program during the APR period.

Notes/Comments:

72% are dually diagnosed.

ii. Having proactive inclusion and non-restrictive housing admission requirements that are appropriate for the population being served, including “no sobriety” requirements for persons with substance abuse problems and inclusion for persons with criminal histories.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project has written client eligibility criteria consistent with what is appropriate for the targeted population.  Participation in supportive services is not an eligibility requirement, except where required by HUD regulations (i.e. Shelter Plus Care).

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The admissions policy/residential selection plan and procedure are distributed or otherwise made known.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project does not have “sobriety” requirements unless they can demonstrate sound programmatic and/or clinical reasons for the requirement.  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project does not exclude persons with criminal histories unless there are specific and sound safety and/or programmatic issues involved (e.g. persons with sexual predator histories in projects located very near to schools).  Sex offenders are excluded due Briggsdale’s to proximity to schools.
iii. Having expedited admission processes, to the greatest extent possible, including providing assistance with obtaining necessary documentation.  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project applicants are not required to participate in more than two interviews and can be admitted within a few days if eligible and opening is available.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project can provide examples of expediting the admission process for applicants coming from a variety of circumstances.  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project can provide examples of systematic aiding of applicants in obtaining necessary documentation or waiving documentation requirements until after admission.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The agency has a reasonable procedure for maintaining and updating the waiting list.

	Number of households on waiting list:
	77

	Number of households otherwise pending (describe below):
	0


 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project works to minimize denials for reasons unrelated to project eligibility criteria (e.g. missed appointments).

iv. Having fair and consistent admission and termination policies and procedures that: 

Provide documented intervention, prevention or a housing retention assistance for clients at risk; 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project has a proactive policy of providing written plans for at-risk clients, that include strategies for intervention, prevention or housing retention that help clients avoid losing their housing. 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Documentation that a plan has been implemented.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
APR data shows a low rate (<20%) of persons leaving the project for non-compliance or disagreement with rules

Number/% of persons leaving the project during the APR period for non-compliance or disagreement with rules: 0/2 = 0%
Inform clients in writing of their rights and responsibilities, including the appeal process and the termination process at the time of entry and at risk of termination;

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project has a clearly defined client code of conduct, as well as a process for distributing and making known project rules, regulations, and termination policies with accommodation for literacy and language barriers.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The client/project participant is informed in writing of rights and responsibilities, the appeal process and the termination process at the time of entry and at risk of termination. 

Follow administrative and legal due process when terminating clients according to administrative due process standards or the Ohio Revised Code.  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project has an appeals policy and follows appropriate due process when handling appeals and evicting clients, as well as when deciding to restrict clients from services.  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
There is evidence that the project observes the following elements of good administrative and legal due process when terminating clients:

 FORMCHECKBOX 
A pre-termination hearing.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
An appeal/hearing before someone other than and not subordinate to the original decision maker.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Opportunity ​for the client to see and obtain evidence relied upon to make the decision to terminate and any other documents in the client’s file prior to the hearing.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Opportunity for the client to confront witnesses who have provided evidence used to terminate, especially if the witness is employed by the provider.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Opportunity for the client to bring a representative of their choice to the hearing.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
A written final administrative decision prior to termination. 


 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project can give examples of clients who have successfully and unsuccessfully appealed termination.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Terminations from the project follow eviction procedures consistent with applicable Ohio Revised Code.

Notes/Comments:

CHN has an arrangement with the Coalition for the Homeless to represent tenants dealing with eviction risk.  This arrangement has been utilized successfully at Briggsdale.
v. Providing services in a way that affirmatively furthers access to facilities and services for racial and ethnic minorities and persons with all types of physical disabilities.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
There is evidence that the project is serving a percentage of racial and ethnic minorities that is at least reflective of HMIS data showing the percentage of that group in the target homeless population in Franklin County.

According to APR, the % of racial and ethnic minorities served during the APR period: 9 of 18 (50%) of those who entered were black/African-American, compared to 61% of men and 56% of women in the shelter system (per the 2006 Snapshot Report issued by CSB for 7/1/05 to 6/30/06). Of the 10 who came from the shelter system, 6 (60%) were from racial and ethnic minorities. The 8 others who came from the land were largely from west-side camps, which are populated primarily by non-minorities. 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
There is evidence that reasonable efforts are made to accommodate applicants with a disability, including compliance with ADA requirements.  Examples of appropriate and successful referrals to other projects in cases where the project was not able to accommodate a client.

As reported in the APR, three persons moving into Briggsdale have physical disabilities. As a new construction, the 35-unit apartment complex has three units that meet all ADA standards for handicap accessible units. The doors, doorways, public corridors, restroom, parking areas and sidewalks all meet ADA requirements. The building also has an elevator. Universal design standards include 5x5 minimum maneuvering space at the entrance, flush thresholds, light switches at 44/48-inch maximum height, 5 lb maximum force to open doors, grab bar blocking in walls around toilet, and lever-type faucets.
NA Evidence that appropriate and successful referrals to other projects occurs in cases where the project was not able to accommodate a client.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Evidence that staff receive at least annual training in cultural competency relevant to the client population served.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The agency has a resident admissions policy/residential selection plan with clearly delineated criteria that are not intended to unfairly discriminate against clients.  This includes evidence that all families, including those with same-sex partners, are given the same access to services as other families. 

Notes/Comments:

B.
Reducing dependency on the shelter system, repeat incidences of homelessness and chronic homelessness, with particular emphasis on:

i. Accelerated and increased permanent housing outcomes for persons living on the streets, in emergency shelter or in transitional housing.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
As reflected in the APR, 100% of clients enter the permanent supportive housing project from living on the streets, emergency shelter, or transitional housing.

NA As reflected in the APR, 100% of clients enter the transitional housing project from living on the streets or emergency shelter.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project provides permanent housing, either directly by the project sponsor, or in collaboration with other housing providers.

ii. Formulating individualized service delivery approaches that follow customers through the continuum of care.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
For permanent supportive housing projects, supportive services are voluntary and tenants are not required to engage in supportive services as a condition of their tenancy (except Shelter Plus Care).

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project can describe how services are delivered in an individual manner (e.g. individual clients actively participate in developing their own case plans, and services are tailored to individual needs).

iii. Providing services designed to enable persons to successfully maintain permanent housing.

Permanent supportive housing projects successfully meet the following standards for permanent supportive housing projects:

 FORMCHECKBOX 
There is evidence in the APR that at least 80% of persons served during the evaluation period remain in the permanent supportive housing project or exit and move into permanent housing, where the client has control of the housing.


16 of 17 who entered = 94% (18 entered, but one tenant who “moved out” actually died.)

NA The average length of stay for persons living in permanent supportive housing is at least 12 months.

During the APR period, the program was not in operation for 12 months. However, excluding one tenant who died, 16 of 17 (94%) remained housed during the reporting period.
NA Project has met their housing stability goals for the APR period being evaluated.

Reporting Period: 

	
	Projected Outcomes


	Actual Outcomes



	Residential Stability
	92% of tenants will remain in permanent housing 12 months or longer.


	Program did not operate for 12 months during this APR period. Excluding one tenant who died, 16/17 (94%) remained housed.


Transitional housing projects successfully meet the following standards for transitional housing projects:

NA There is evidence in the APR that at least 70% of persons who exit transitional housing during the evaluation period move into permanent housing, where the client has control of the housing.

NA Transitional housing projects have at least one systematic method of contacting clients for at least one year after they leave the project. 

NA Project has met their housing stability goals for the APR period being evaluated.

Reporting Period: 

	
	Projected Outcomes


	Actual Outcomes



	Residential Stability
	
	


iv. Enabling homeless adults to be successfully employed and to have income, benefits and other resources that support independent living.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
There is evidence in the APR that projects have and meet a measurable increased income and employment outcome goal that at least reflects the following standards:

At least 45% of persons living in permanent supportive housing who exit, increase their income;

At least 50% of persons living in long-term transitional housing who exit, increase their income.

Reporting Period: 1/1/06 to 12/31/06

	
	Projected Outcomes


	Actual Outcomes



	Increased Skills & Income
	100% of residents who qualify will secure SSI, SSDI, or other benefits with 12 months of move-in.

45% of residents will receive some income from employment within 12 months of move-in.
	Project has not been in operation for 12 months. However, all tenants (except 2 who opted not to apply) have either been awarded benefits (10) or have applied for benefits (6) within 9 months of tenancy.

61% (11/18) received some income from employment within 9 months of move-in.


Notes/Comments:

The program had strong outcomes, although they did not meet two out of three of their goals due to being in operation for less than one year.  

61% of residents received some income from employment, 56% applied for and now receive benefits, and another 33% have applied for benefits.  Only two people left the program: one of them died and the other experienced an increase in income.  That means 100% who exited (alive) increased their income.
C.
Creating greater geographic dispersion of facilities and services throughout Franklin County, with particular emphasis on:

i. Developing flexible (non-facility based) housing subsidies.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project has evidence that they are developing or utilizing flexible housing subsidies.

ii. Enabling homeless persons to access employment and housing outside of the central city.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Evidence that some percentage of project clients are working and/or living outside the central city (per the 1950’s boundaries).  Projects with higher percentages are given higher priorities.

· Number/% of project clients working outside the central city: 9/18 = 50%

· Number/% of project clients living outside the central city: 18/18 = 100%

iii. Providing facilities and services in locations outside of the central city of Columbus if appropriate for the population being served.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project provides facilities and/or services in locations outside of the central city of Columbus.

Notes/Comments:

This project is located outside the central city in southwestern Columbus.
D. 
Including homeless persons in the design, implementation and evaluation of projects and services.

i. Providing services in a way that is respectful of the customer and treats customers in a dignified manner.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
There is evidence that client evaluation and feedback are collected, analyzed and used as part of agency quality assurance/improvement practices.  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
There is evidence that clients are involved in decision-making processes, including planning for services.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
There is evidence that clients are involved in monitoring summary information and trends related to grievance and appeals as part of agency quality assurance/improvement practices.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
There is evidence that clients are provided information about and participate in the Citizen’s Advisory Council (CAC).

Notes/Comments:

CHN has several mechanisms for collecting, analyzing and utilizing client feedback.  Residents are also strong participants in the CAC. 
4. 
Effectiveness in Addressing Previously Identified Issues

NA Project has corrected or made major progress on all of the issues identified as challenges in a previous Continuum of Care evaluation (1997-2006):

NA Project has corrected or made major progress on all of the issues identified with a minus in a Technical Review Committee project ranking memo (1997-2006):

NA Project has made marked improvement in all items identified under “Recommendations for Project Improvement” in a Technical Review Committee project ranking memo (1997-2006):  
Notes/Comments:
5.   Priorities for Meeting HUD Standards

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project meets HUD threshold, non-discrimination and other requirements.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project meets HUD Supportive Housing Program, Shelter Plus Care or Section 8 Mod Rehab requirements.
 FORMCHECKBOX 
For every CoC dollar of funding the project leverages at least two dollars of cash or in-kind support.
SHP Request  $226,316

Leverage Amount 
$172,578

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project will use a greater percentage of requested HUD Continuum of Care funds for housing activities versus supportive services, relative to other new and renewal projects.

% of SHP funds requested for housing activities 
100%


 FORMCHECKBOX 
At least 70% of single adults served by the project are chronically homeless, as defined by HUD.  100% were chronically homeless
NA For transitional housing projects, there is evidence in the APR that at least 61.5% of persons exiting the project move to permanent housing.
 FORMCHECKBOX 
For permanent housing projects, there is evidence in the APR that at least 71% of persons remain in permanent supportive housing for at least 6 months. 

14/18 = 78% 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
For all projects, there is evidence in the APR that the employment rate of persons exiting the project is at least 18 percent.

1 of 1 who exited was employed = 100%
 FORMCHECKBOX 
For all projects, there is evidence in the APR that the project has successfully linked persons to income sources identified in the APR chart.

	
	# Exiting TH or PSH
	# Linked at Exit
	% Linked at Exit

	SSI
	2
	1
	50.0%

	SSDI
	2
	0
	0%

	Social Security
	2
	0
	0%

	General Public Asst.
	2
	0
	0%

	TANF
	2
	NA
	NA

	SCHIP
	2
	NA
	NA

	Veterans Benefits
	2
	0
	0%

	Employment Income
	2
	1
	50.0%

	Unemployment Benefits
	2
	0
	0%

	Veterans Health Care
	2
	0
	0%

	Medicaid
	2
	1
	50.0%

	Food Stamps
	2
	1
	50.0%

	Other - Pension
	2
	0
	0%

	No Financial Resources
	2
	0
	0%

	WIA
	2
	0
	0%


For all projects, there is evidence that the project systematically helps homeless persons identify, apply for and follow-up to receive benefits under: SSI, SSDI, TANF, Medicaid, Food Stamps, SCHIP, WIA and Veterans Health Care.
 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project has case managers who systematically assist clients in completing applications for mainstream benefit programs.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project shares a single application form with four or more of the above mainstream programs.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project systematically provides outreach and intake staff with specific, ongoing training on how to identify eligibility and program changes for mainstream programs.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project/organization has specialized staff whose only responsibility is to identify, enroll, and follow-up with homeless persons on participation in mainstream programs.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project provides transportation assistance to clients to attend mainstream benefit appointments.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project staff systematically follow up to ensure that mainstream benefits are received.
Priority #4 
(Renewal Project)
chn:  East Fifth Avenue

Technical Review Committee Report

HUD Grant #: OH16B50-3005
Latest Funding Award and Term:   2006: $236,416 for 1 year
TRC Recommended Funding Level: $236,416 for 1 year

Final SC-Approved Funding Level: $236,416

Project Description and Background: The East Fifth Avenue project provides permanent supportive housing to 38 chronically homeless women with substance abuse and/or mental illness.  The program began accepting residents on 2/11/04, was fully occupied within two months.

Technical Review Committee (TRC) Recommendations: Renew this project for one year with no conditions to be addressed over the next year.   

TRC recommendations are based on a review of 2005 project evaluation findings, recommendations from the CoC Provider Group and Citizen’s Advisory Council, and a review of the project application.

2007 TRC Findings & Recommendations

Strengths:

· Progress on addressing recommendations from 2005 evaluation.
· CMHA partnership to provide vouchers
· 80% housed for 7 months or longer

· Good CAC participation

· Accessible units

· Good housing retention despite neighborhood challenges

Challenges:

· Low leveraging (less than 2:1)
Conditions:

· None

Priority #5
 (Renewal Project)
chn: Family Homes

Technical Review Committee Report

HUD Grant #: OH16B50-3003
Latest Funding Award and Term:   2006: $35,233 for 1 year
TRC Recommended Funding Level: $35,233 for 1 year
Final SC-Approved Funding Level: $35,233
Project Description and Background: This project provides fifteen units of permanent supportive housing for homeless families in which at least one of the adults is disabled.  At the request of CSS and the Community Shelter Board, CHN took over the program from Catholic Social Services (it was the old Warren Street Transitional Housing program that converted to permanent supportive housing in 2003) in March 2004.  CSS sold the property on Warren Street, so now the housing is provided in scattered site CHN apartments (2-3-bedroom townhouses and flats).

Technical Review Committee (TRC) Recommendations: Renew this project for one year with two conditions to be addressed over the next year.   

TRC recommendations are based on a review of 2005 project evaluation findings, recommendations from the CoC Provider Group and Citizen’s Advisory Council, and a review of the project application.

2007 TRC Findings & Recommendations

Strengths:

· CMHA partnership to provide vouchers
· Good leverage (3:1)
· 90% SMD
· Sites throughout Franklin County
· Strong community building with tenants despite scattered sites
· Strong participation in computer training program
Challenges:

· Not enrolling clients in food stamps/Medicaid, per APR
· 60% occupancy (July-December 2006)
Conditions:

· Participate in Benefits Bank or otherwise assure client benefit enrollment

· Increase occupancy to 95% or greater

Priority #6 

(Renewal Project)
CHN: north high street apartments 

Technical Review Committee Report

HUD Grant #: OH16B30-3007
Latest Funding Award and Term:   2006: $83,283 for one year




TRC Recommended Funding Level: $83,283 for one year

Final SC-Approved Funding Level: $83,283
Project Description and Background: This project was funded in 2001, but did not begin leasing the apartments until May 2002, due to construction difficulties.  

North High Street provides 36 efficiency apartments for chronically homeless men and women with disabilities or homeless men or women with disabilities.  Engagement specialists link tenants to services; CHN Employment Services assist tenants in overcoming barriers to employment.  A strong harm reduction philosophy provides a stable environment for growth and change.  

Technical Review Committee (TRC) Recommendations: Renew this project for one year with two conditions to be addressed over the next year.   

TRC recommendations are based on a review of 2006 project evaluation findings, recommendations from the CoC Provider Group and Citizen’s Advisory Council, and a review of the project application.

2007 TRC Findings & Recommendations

Strengths:

· Several tenants trained in Benefits Bank
· Strong collaboration with Concord Counseling
· Started Stages of Change tenant group
· Developing Stages of Change assessment tool
· Addressed benefit enrollment documentation issue
· Accessible units
· Good CAC participation
Challenges:

· Entered non-eligible clients in HMIS

· 88% occupancy (July-December 2006)

Conditions:

· Ensure only eligible clients are served and entered into HMIS
· Increase occupancy to 95% or greater

Priority #7 
(Renewal Project)

community housing network: Parsons Avenue

Technical Review Committee Report

HUD Grant #: OH16B50-3007
Latest Funding Award and Term:   2006: $260,672 for 1 year
TRC Recommended Funding Level: $260,672 for 1 year
Final SC-Approved Funding Level: $260,672
Project Description and Background: Parsons Avenue provides studio apartment units of permanent supportive housing to 25 formerly homeless men who have experienced long-term chemical dependency. The program provides group and individual support services based on a readiness to change model of service delivery.  Services are provided in partnership with Community Housing Network and Southeast, Inc. and include on-site groups that address goal setting, physical fitness, basic life skills, budgeting, spirituality, addiction education, job preparation and leisure.  Individual services include case management, referrals and advocacy.  
Technical Review Committee (TRC) Recommendations: Renew this project for one year with no conditions to be addressed over the next year.   
TRC recommendations are based on a review of 2005 project evaluation findings, recommendations from the CoC Provider Group and Citizen’s Advisory Council, and a review of the project application.

2007 TRC Findings & Recommendations

Strengths:

· Documenting enrollment in benefits and have good enrollment rates
· Strong Recovery Readiness model for men with addictions
Challenges:

· Low leveraging (1:1)

· Lack of CAC participation

Conditions:

· None

Priority #8

(Renewal Project)

chn: rebuilding lives pact team initiative 

Technical Review Committee Report

HUD Grant #: OH16X-B3-0346

Latest Funding Award and Term:   2006: $637,480 for 1 year




TRC Recommended Funding Level: $637,480 for 1 year

Final SC-Approved Funding Level: $637,479
Project Description and Background: The Rebuilding Lives Pact Team Initiative (RLPTI) was funded in 2004 by a grant from the Collaborative Initiative to End Homelessness that included funds from HUD, SAMHSA, HRSA and the VA.  RLPTI is a multi-agency partnership including: Community Shelter Board, Community Housing Network, Columbus Neighborhood Health Centers Inc., Franklin County Department of Job and Family Services, Southeast, Inc., and Chalmers P. Wylie VA Outpatient Clinic.  RLPTI partners provide a multi-disciplinary team of primary health care, mental health and substance abuse, benefits linkage, and housing professionals to form a team that utilizes evidenced based practices to deliver services to clients in their homes and the community.

CHN is seeking renewal for the HUD portion of the project; it pays for 80 leased units of permanent supportive housing at 5 sites; all for chronically homeless individuals.  CMHA has added another 28 units for a total of 108.  SAMHSA, HRSA and VA funds will not be renewed after the initial 3-year grant term; CSB is working with a committee to develop a financial sustainability plan for this project, as the model appears to be working very well.

Technical Review Committee (TRC) Recommendations: Renew this project for one year with two conditions to be addressed in the upcoming year.   

TRC recommendations are based on a review of 2006 project evaluation findings, recommendations from the CoC Provider Group and Citizen’s Advisory Council, and a review of the project application.

2007 TRC Findings & Recommendations

Strengths:

· Pursuing SAMHSA funding
· Use Medicaid to pay for services
· One of top performing projects of 11 pilot sites in U.S.
Challenges:

· Weak CAC participation

· FY2008 funding for services not fully committed 

· Low occupancy at 84% (July-December 2006)

· Lower number of clients served than planned

· Entered 7 ineligible clients in HMIS

Conditions:

· Increase program occupancy to 95% or greater

· Ensure only eligible clients are served and entered into HMIS
Priority #9

(Renewal Project)
chn: Safe Haven

Technical Review Committee Report

HUD Grant #: OH16B50-3002
Latest Funding Award and Term:   2006: $184,834 for 1 year
TRC Recommended Funding Level: $184,834 for 1 year

Final SC-Approved Funding Level: $184,834
Project Description and Background: This project was originally funded in 1994 to provide low expectation/high demand supportive housing for single homeless men and women with serious mental illness and substance abuse problems who had historically rejected other treatment, supportive services and housing.  For several years, Maryhaven’s Women’s Engagement Center was included in this grant, but this year the two programs are applying separately.  The other change in the 2005 application is that CHN will increase the capacity number from 13 to 16 by converting three of the larger units to two-person units.
Technical Review Committee (TRC) Recommendations: Renew this project for one year with no conditions.   

TRC recommendations are based on a review of 2005 project evaluation findings, recommendations from the CoC Provider Group and Citizen’s Advisory Council, and a review of the project application.

2007 TRC Findings & Recommendations

Strengths:

· Increased numbers served from 13 to 16 by converting 3 units to serve couples

· Developing Stages of Change assessment tool
· Improved benefits enrollment
Challenges:

· Low leverage (less than 2:1)

Conditions:

· None

Priority #10

(Renewal Project)
chn: St. Clair
Technical Review Committee Report

HUD Grant #: OH16B40-3003
Latest Funding Award and Term:   2004: $411,949 for three years (including $150,000 in non-renewable rehab costs)

TRC Recommended Funding Level: $87,316 for 1 year

Final SC-Approved Funding Level: $87,316
Project Description and Background: St. Clair Apartments provide 16 units of permanent supportive housing to chronically homeless individuals who are 55 or older and are in early recovery from substance addiction and/or have other disabilities such as mental illness and physical disabilities.  There are a total of 31 apartments in the complex, with 16 units funded through CoC for HUD-defined chronically homeless people; up to 10 more units for persons who meet the local Rebuilding Lives definition of homelessness; and five units for other populations.  However, at this point, seven units are occupied by former long-term residents who are not program participants.  That leaves 24 units available for HUD and Rebuilding Lives.  The project was first funded in the 2004 Continuum of Care application; it opened September 2005. This is the first year the project has been evaluated by the CoC.  Data used for this report is from the APR dated 11/1/05 to 10/31/06 and from CSB’s Semi-Annual System & Program Indicator Report for 7/1/06 to 12/31/06.

Technical Review Committee (TRC) Recommendations: Renew this project for one year with two conditions to be over the next year.   

TRC recommendations are based on a review of 2007 project evaluation findings, recommendations from the CoC Provider Group and Citizen’s Advisory Council, and a review of the project application.

2007 Evaluation Strengths:

· Project serves chronically homeless individuals

· Good housing outcomes (90% stayed for the duration of the APR period or moved to other permanent housing)

· Good links to benefits (100% of those who exited were linked to SSI, 67% to Medicaid and Food Stamps)

· This project had a 99% average monthly occupancy during the APR period and has a 12-person waiting list

· The project meets a specific community need (for chronically homeless seniors in recovery)

· Strong relationships with neighborhood service providers (Urban League, Neighborhood House, Food Stamp Office, CATF)

· Good attention to customer satisfaction and input

· Good outreach and proactive admission procedures

· Participants who leave after twelve months can take Section 8 vouchers with them

2007 Evaluation Challenges:

· The information in the APR combines the 16 project units with 8 more Rebuilding Lives units, so it does not reflect the original contract with HUD.

· It is not possible to separate out HUD cost per unit, match and leverage issues from this data.

· Due to the HUD ruling regarding projects that use Section 8 vouchers, this project has zero percent housing emphasis (all HUD dollars go to services)

2007 TRC Findings & Recommendations

Strengths:

· Fully accessible

· Offers sober housing model

· Project preserves historic building in predominately African-American neighborhood

Challenges:

· Overall program occupancy at 89% (July-December 2006)

Conditions:

· Amend HUD contract to cover entire building or amend reporting (cost and clients) to be specific to only HUD funded units (16)

· Increase overall program occupancy to 95% or greater

2007 Continuum of Care Renewal Evaluation

CHN St. Clair Apartments

	Site Visit Date:  March 20, 2007
Agency Participants & Titles:  Anthony Penn, Chief Operating Officer; Mike Tynan, Director of Housing Services; Vanitia Turner, Assistant Director of Special Housing; Alice Blackwell, Supportive Housing Manager; Mike Preston, Assistant Director for Homeless Housing; Ron Lee, Controller
Consultant:  Jill Spangler
Technical Review Committee:  Ron Baecker, Susan Lewis Kaylor, Nina Lewis, Lianna Barbu



Evaluation Summary

HUD Grant #: OH16B40-3003

HUD Grant Period: 11/1/05 to 10/31/08

Latest Funding Award and Term:  $411,949 for three years (including $150,000 in non-renewable rehab costs)

One Year Renewal Amount: $87,316






Project Description and Background:  St. Clair Apartments provide 16 units of permanent supportive housing to chronically homeless individuals who are 55 or older and are in early recovery from substance addiction and/or have other disabilities such as mental illness and physical disabilities.  There are a total of 31 apartments in the complex, with 16 units funded through CoC for HUD-defined chronically homeless people; up to 10 more units for persons who meet the local Rebuilding Lives definition of homelessness; and five units for other populations.  However, at this point, seven units are occupied by former long-term residents who are not program participants.  That leaves 24 units available for HUD and Rebuilding Lives.  The project was first funded in the 2004 Continuum of Care application; it opened September 2005. This is the first year the project has been evaluated by the CoC.  Data used for this report is from the APR dated 11/1/05 to 10/31/06 and from CSB’s Semi-Annual System & Program Indicator Report for 7/1/06 to 12/31/06.

2007 Evaluation Findings:

Strengths:

· Project serves chronically homeless individuals

· Good housing outcomes (90% stayed for the duration of the APR period or moved to other permanent housing)

· Good links to benefits (100% of those who exited were linked to SSI, 67% to Medicaid and Food Stamps)

· This project had a 99% average monthly occupancy during the APR period and has a 12-person waiting list

· The project meets a specific community need (for chronically homeless seniors in recovery)

· Strong relationships with neighborhood service providers (Urban League, Neighborhood House, Food Stamp Office, CATF)

· Good attention to customer satisfaction and input

· Good outreach and proactive admission procedures

· Participants who leave after twelve months can take Section 8 vouchers with them
Challenges:

· The information in the APR combines the 16 project units with 8 more Rebuilding Lives units, so it does not reflect the original contract with HUD.

· It is not possible to separate out HUD cost per unit, match and leverage issues from this data.

· Due to the HUD ruling regarding projects that use Section 8 vouchers, this project has zero percent housing emphasis (all HUD dollars go to services)

1. Priorities for Persons Served

The project serves at least one of the following priority populations:

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Families 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Chronically homeless men and women

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Youth

Notes/Comments:

This is the only permanent supportive housing project to target persons aged 55 and older.  CHN uses their own Rebuilding Lives Eligibility Verification Form/HUD Chronic Homeless Verification Form to determine whether tenants meet HUD chronic homelessness criteria or local Rebuilding Lives criteria.  100% of persons served in the 16 HUD units met the HUD definition of chronic homelessness.
2.
Priorities for Effective Use of Community Resources

C. Collaboration with and accessing resources from community-wide service systems appropriate to the consumer population.  

	Agencies/Projects
	Routine Referrals
	Identified Contact Person


	Written MOU
	On-Site Service Provision

	ADAMH programs and services
	√
	√
	√
	

	Franklin County Department of Job and Family Services OWF/JOBS programs
	√
	√
	
	

	Franklin County Children Services
	√
	
	
	

	Columbus Public Schools and other Franklin Co. schools
	NA
	
	
	

	Juvenile Court and Youth Services
	√
	
	
	

	Area Agency on Aging and other services for the elderly
	√
	√
	
	√

	Transportation services
	√
	
	√
	

	Job readiness, training and placement services, including Workforce Investment Act (WIA) funded services
	√
	√
	
	√

	Workforce Investment Act (WIA) funded services
	
	
	
	

	Health care services
	√
	√
	
	√

	HIV/AIDS services
	√
	√
	
	√

	Veterans Services 
	√
	√
	
	

	Enterprise Zone/Columbus Compact
	√
	√
	
	√

	Basic needs services (e.g. food, furniture, clothing)
	√
	√
	
	√

	Legal services
	√
	√
	
	√


Notes/Comments:

Good use of service providers in the neighborhood.
D. Collaboration with other parts of the continuum of care system, with particular emphasis on:

iv. Collaboration with the emergency shelter system.  The project is working with a variety of shelters in the following ways:

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Routinely advertising program openings and waiting list protocols

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Routinely educating shelter staff on referral processes

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Routinely participating in housing fairs for adult shelter clients

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Accepting referrals from more than one shelter

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Routinely participate in adult and family system planning meetings

NA Projects that serve families work closely and/or have a Memorandum of Agreement with the Interfaith Hospitality Network for placement and referral

 FORMCHECKBOX 
For projects serving chronically homeless adults, routinely collaborate with community outreach projects.

v. Systematic sharing of consumer information among service providers.  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project can describe or document how consumer information is shared with other service providers in a systematic and collaborative manner, given appropriate client consent, in order to help meet the needs of project clients.

vi. Avoiding duplication of existing community services and programs.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project provides a type of service not available elsewhere in the community.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project serves a population under-served or not served by any other program.

Notes/Comments:

Hotel St. Clair is the only permanent supportive housing program in Franklin County that is designed to serve chronically homeless seniors in early recovery.
C.
Reasonable costs to the community for the number of persons served and the type of housing and services being provided, with particular emphasis on:

iii. Maximizing the use and effectiveness of continuum of care resources (funds, facilities and services) that currently exist in the community.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The average monthly occupancy over the 12-month review period is at least 95%. 

· Average monthly occupancy over the 12-month reporting period: 99%
	MONTH 1
	MONTH 2
	MONTH 3
	MONTH 4
	MONTH 5
	MONTH 6

	16
	16
	16
	16
	16
	16

	MONTH 7
	MONTH 8
	MONTH 9
	MONTH 10 
	MONTH 11
	MONTH 12

	16
	16
	15
	16
	16
	16


· History of occupancy throughout life of project:

This is a new project and has not been evaluated previously.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Full occupancy reflects the number in the HUD submission, or the project has evidence of HUD’s and CoC Steering Committee’s permission to reduce the number.

Full occupancy as described in HUD submission: 16 individuals

Current occupancy (number of individuals or families/persons in families being served): 16 (3/20/07)

Numbers served during reporting period:  11/1/05 to 10/31/06

	Number single individuals served (annual unduplicated)
	30*

	Number of families/persons in families (annual unduplicated)
	                NA

	Total Number of Households Served
	30

	Number of referrals 
	50

	Number of referrals who entered project
	18


 FORMCHECKBOX 
Housing and service facilities are in compliance with the HUD requirements and Housing Quality Standards (HQS), as well as applicable local code(s). 
Notes/Comments:

*This number is for the 24 units, not only the HUD 16.
Third party verification of HQS: units are inspected by ADAMH and CMHA. 
Leveraging other public, private and non-profit sector community resources.  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project leverages other funding and in-kind support for services and operations.

Reporting Period: 

__11/1/05 to 10/31/06_
Households Served:  
___30*___________

Total Housing Units: 
___24*___________

	
	HUD Funds
	%
	Other Funds
	%
	Total Funds
	Average Annual $ per HH Served
	Average Annual $ per Housing Unit

	Leasing
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Operating
	0
	0
	189,586
	100%
	189,586
	6,320
	7,899

	Supportive Services
	95,030
	67%
	47,338
	33%
	142,368
	4,746
	5,932

	Acquisition/

Construction/ 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Admin
	6,539
	100%
	0
	0
	6,539
	218
	272

	TOTAL 
	101,569
	43%
	236,924
	37%
	338,493
	11,283
	14,104


*These numbers reflect all of the units, not just the HUD-funded 16 project units.

Amount and source of other funds:

	SOURCE
	In-kind Value
	Cash AMOUNT

	MATCH:
	
	

	Community Shelter Board
	
	$36,739

	ADAMH
	
	1,085

	CMHA – Section 8
	
	64,084

	Ohio Capital Corporation for Housing
	
	65,917

	Tenant Rent
	
	68,603

	Ingram White Castle
	
	496

	Subtotal Match
	
	$236,924

	LEVERAGE:
	
	

	ADAMH In-kind service cost report
	$66,800
	

	TBD
	
	

	Subtotal Leverage
	$66,800
	

	TOTAL
	$66,800
	

	GRAND TOTAL
	$303,724


 FORMCHECKBOX 
Agency can demonstrate the commitment of leveraged resources through written commitments from the other funders or providers.


See note below.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The percent of HUD funds in the agency’s annual CoC program budget exceeds HUD match requirements of at least 25% for services, 30% for operating, and 50% for acquisition and/or new construction.



See note below.
 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project effectively provides services at comparable cost per household/unit cost of other similar projects in the community.  



See note below.

Notes/Comments:

This budget is for the whole 31 units, even though only 16 are HUD-funded and 7 more are not being utilized by former tenants who are not project participants.  It is not clear how much is match for the HUD funds and how much is funding the additional units.  CHN says it will provide more information about leverage in its 2007 application.
Priorities for Effective and Innovative Delivery of Housing & Services

B. Providing housing and services for those with the greatest needs and greatest difficulty accessing the current homeless service system, with particular emphasis on:

vi. Providing housing and services for persons with special needs, including mental health problems, substance abuse problems, HIV/AIDS, physical disabilities, Veterans, the elderly, and large families with six or more members.

	Special Needs
	Number Who Entered*

N=18
	% of Total Who Entered*

	Mental Health Problems
	7
	38.9%

	Alcohol Abuse
	17
	94.4%

	Drug Abuse
	15
	83.3%

	HIV/AIDS**  
	0 (1)**
	0 (5.55%)**

	Physical Disabilities
	7
	38.9%

	Veterans
	4
	22.2%

	Elderly
	9
	50.0%

	Large Families (6+)
	0
	0


*APR reports special needs of the people who entered the program during the APR period.

Notes/Comments:

100% of the persons served during the APR period were at least aged 51 (according to the APR) and 50% (8 men and 1 woman) were over 62. [All residents are at least 55.]

**After APR was completed, one tenant self-disclosed having HIV/AIDS.

vii. Having proactive inclusion and non-restrictive housing admission requirements that are appropriate for the population being served, including “no sobriety” requirements for persons with substance abuse problems and inclusion for persons with criminal histories.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project has written client eligibility criteria consistent with what is appropriate for the targeted population.  Participation in supportive services is not an eligibility requirement, except where required by HUD regulations (i.e. Shelter Plus Care).

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The admissions policy/residential selection plan and procedure are distributed or otherwise made known.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project does not have “sobriety” requirements unless they can demonstrate sound programmatic and/or clinical reasons for the requirement.  


Sobriety is a part of the Sober Living program

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project does not exclude persons with criminal histories unless there are specific and sound safety and/or programmatic issues involved (e.g. persons with sexual predator histories in projects located very near to schools).

viii. Having expedited admission processes, to the greatest extent possible, including providing assistance with obtaining necessary documentation.  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project applicants are not required to participate in more than two interviews and can be admitted within a few days if eligible and opening is available.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project can provide examples of expediting the admission process for applicants coming from a variety of circumstances.  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project can provide examples of systematic aiding of applicants in obtaining necessary documentation or waiving documentation requirements until after admission.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The agency has a reasonable procedure for maintaining and updating the waiting list.

	Number of households on waiting list:
	12

	Number of households otherwise pending (describe below):
	0


 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project works to minimize denials for reasons unrelated to project eligibility criteria (e.g. missed appointments).

ix. Having fair and consistent admission and termination policies and procedures that: 

Provide documented intervention, prevention or a housing retention assistance for clients at risk; 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project has a proactive policy of providing written plans for at-risk clients, that include strategies for intervention, prevention or housing retention that help clients avoid losing their housing. 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Documentation that a plan has been implemented.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
APR data shows a low rate (<20%) of persons leaving the project for non-compliance or disagreement with rules

Number/% of persons leaving the project during the APR period for non-compliance or disagreement with rules: 0/6 = 0%

Inform clients in writing of their rights and responsibilities, including the appeal process and the termination process at the time of entry and at risk of termination;

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project has a clearly defined client code of conduct, as well as a process for distributing and making known project rules, regulations, and termination policies with accommodation for literacy and language barriers.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The client/project participant is informed in writing of rights and responsibilities, the appeal process and the termination process at the time of entry and at risk of termination. 

Follow administrative and legal due process when terminating clients according to administrative due process standards or the Ohio Revised Code.  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project has an appeals policy and follows appropriate due process when handling appeals and evicting clients, as well as when deciding to restrict clients from services.  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
There is evidence that the project observes the following elements of good administrative and legal due process when terminating clients:

 FORMCHECKBOX 
A pre-termination hearing.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
An appeal/hearing before someone other than and not subordinate to the original decision maker.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Opportunity ​for the client to see and obtain evidence relied upon to make the decision to terminate and any other documents in the client’s file prior to the hearing.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Opportunity for the client to confront witnesses who have provided evidence used to terminate, especially if the witness is employed by the provider.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Opportunity for the client to bring a representative of their choice to the hearing.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
A written final administrative decision prior to termination. 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project can give examples of clients who have successfully and unsuccessfully appealed termination.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Terminations from the project follow eviction procedures consistent with applicable Ohio Revised Code.

Notes/Comments:

This project is a sober-living project, although no one left during the APR period for non-compliance or disagreement with rules.  

x. Providing services in a way that affirmatively furthers access to facilities and services for racial and ethnic minorities and persons with all types of physical disabilities.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
There is evidence that the project is serving a percentage of racial and ethnic minorities that is at least reflective of HMIS data showing the percentage of that group in the target homeless population in Franklin County.

According to APR, the % of racial and ethnic minorities served during the APR period: 14/18 = 78% of those who entered during the APR period were black/African-American, compared to about 61% of men and 56% of women in the shelter system (per the 2006 Snapshot Report issued by CSB for 7/1/05 to 6/30/06).

 FORMCHECKBOX 
There is evidence that reasonable efforts are made to accommodate applicants with a disability, including compliance with ADA requirements.  Examples of appropriate and successful referrals to other projects in cases where the project was not able to accommodate a client.

As reported in the APR, 7 of the 18 entering this year have physical disabilities. The rehabbed building has the following ADA features: elevator that meets ADA requirements; ADA access from rear/parking area; ADA covered entrance on side of building, which is accessible from the front street and rear and provides access to the elevator; electrical receptacles at 18-inch maximum height; high visibility address numbers; and designated parking.

NA Evidence that appropriate and successful referrals to other projects occurs in cases where the project was not able to accommodate a client.  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Evidence that staff receive at least annual training in cultural competency relevant to the client population served. 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
The agency has a resident admissions policy/residential selection plan with clearly delineated criteria that are not intended to unfairly discriminate against clients.  This includes evidence that all families, including those with same-sex partners, are given the same access to services as other families. 

Notes/Comments:

Good ADA compliance and accessibility.
B.
Reducing dependency on the shelter system, repeat incidences of homelessness and chronic homelessness, with particular emphasis on:

v. Accelerated and increased permanent housing outcomes for persons living on the streets, in emergency shelter or in transitional housing.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
As reflected in the APR, 100% of clients enter the permanent supportive housing project from living on the streets, emergency shelter, or transitional housing.

NA As reflected in the APR, 100% of clients enter the transitional housing project from living on the streets or emergency shelter.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project provides permanent housing, either directly by the project sponsor, or in collaboration with other housing providers.

vi. Formulating individualized service delivery approaches that follow customers through the continuum of care.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
For permanent supportive housing projects, supportive services are voluntary and tenants are not required to engage in supportive services as a condition of their tenancy (except Shelter Plus Care).

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project can describe how services are delivered in an individual manner (e.g. individual clients actively participate in developing their own case plans, and services are tailored to individual needs).

vii. Providing services designed to enable persons to successfully maintain permanent housing.

Permanent supportive housing projects successfully meet the following standards for permanent supportive housing projects:

 FORMCHECKBOX 
There is evidence in the APR that at least 80% of persons served during the evaluation period remain in the permanent supportive housing project or exit and move into permanent housing, where the client has control of the housing.


24 stayed + 3 to ph = 27/30 served = 90%

NA The average length of stay for persons living in permanent supportive housing is at least 12 months.

NA Project has met their housing stability goals for the APR period being evaluated.

Reporting Period: 11/1/05 to 10/31/06

	
	Projected Outcomes


	Actual Outcomes



	Residential Stability
	90% of tenants will remain in permanent housing 12 months or longer.


	According to the APR, the program was still leasing up during the APR period, so this measure could not be evaluated.


Transitional housing projects successfully meet the following standards for transitional housing projects:

NA There is evidence in the APR that at least 70% of persons who exit transitional housing during the evaluation period move into permanent housing, where the client has control of the housing.

NA Transitional housing projects have at least one systematic method of contacting clients for at least one year after they leave the project. 

NA Project has met their housing stability goals for the APR period being evaluated.

Reporting Period: 

	
	Projected Outcomes


	Actual Outcomes



	Residential Stability
	
	


viii. Enabling homeless adults to be successfully employed and to have income, benefits and other resources that support independent living.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
There is evidence in the APR that projects have and meet a measurable increased income and employment outcome goal that at least reflects the following standards:

At least 45% of persons living in permanent supportive housing who exit, increase their income;

At least 50% of persons living in long-term transitional housing who exit, increase their income.

Reporting Period: 11/1/05 to 10/31/06

	
	Projected Outcomes


	Actual Outcomes



	Increased Skills & Income
	45% will increase income within six months of admission.

50% will follow through on referrals to health care providers for medical needs.

50% will access CHN or other employment services.
	67% of those who exited increased income by accessing Medicaid and Food Stamps.

As reported in APR for this objective, 50% followed through with referrals.

According to the APR, “43% accessed CHN or other employment services.  Because most residents are at retirement age, fewer tenants than projected were interested in employment.


Notes/Comments:  

These outcomes show good links to benefits and at least short-term housing stability (the program was not open for the entire APR period).  However, they are for the 30 persons served and do not distinguish between HUD and Rebuilding Lives tenants.  
C.
Creating greater geographic dispersion of facilities and services throughout Franklin County, with particular emphasis on:

iv. Developing flexible (non-facility based) housing subsidies.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project has evidence that they are developing or utilizing flexible housing subsidies.

Tenants can take Section 8 vouchers with them after they live in St. Clair for at least one year.

v. Enabling homeless persons to access employment and housing outside of the central city.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Evidence that some percentage of project clients are working and/or living outside the central city (per the 1950’s boundaries).  Projects with higher percentages are given higher priorities.

· Number/% of project clients working outside the central city: 

· Number/% of project clients living outside the central city:

vi. Providing facilities and services in locations outside of the central city of Columbus if appropriate for the population being served.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project provides facilities and/or services in locations outside of the central city of Columbus.

Notes/Comments:

This project is located in the central city.
D. 
Including homeless persons in the design, implementation and evaluation of projects and services.

ii. Providing services in a way that is respectful of the customer and treats customers in a dignified manner.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
There is evidence that client evaluation and feedback are collected, analyzed and used as part of agency quality assurance/improvement practices.  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
There is evidence that clients are involved in decision-making processes, including planning for services.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
There is evidence that clients are involved in monitoring summary information and trends related to grievance and appeals as part of agency quality assurance/improvement practices.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
There is evidence that clients are provided information about and participate in the Citizen’s Advisory Council (CAC).

Notes/Comments:

CHN has strong systems in place to collect, analyze and utilize client feedback and encourage participation in CAC.  

4. 
Effectiveness in Addressing Previously Identified Issues

NA Project has corrected or made major progress on all of the issues identified as challenges in a previous Continuum of Care evaluation (1997-2006):

NA Project has corrected or made major progress on all of the issues identified with a minus in a Technical Review Committee project ranking memo (1997-2006):

NA Project has made marked improvement in all items identified under “Recommendations for Project Improvement” in a Technical Review Committee project ranking memo (1997-2006):  
Notes/Comments:

5.   Priorities for Meeting HUD Standards

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project meets HUD threshold, non-discrimination and other requirements.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project meets HUD Supportive Housing Program, Shelter Plus Care or Section 8 Mod Rehab requirements.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
For every CoC dollar of funding the project leverages at least two dollars of cash or in-kind support.

SHP Request $87,316


Leverage Amount  $303,794 for all units

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project will use a greater percentage of requested HUD Continuum of Care funds for housing activities versus supportive services, relative to other new and renewal projects.

% of SHP funds requested for housing activities ___0%_______

 FORMCHECKBOX 
At least 70% of single adults served by the project are chronically homeless, as defined by HUD.  17/18 who entered the project = 94%

According to CHN, one tenant was mistakenly listed in the APR as having “other” for prior housing because she was put in a hotel for a few days by an emergency shelter due to a serious medical problem. She also should have been categorized as chronically homeless, so 18/18 who entered (100%) were chronically homeless.

NA For transitional housing projects, there is evidence in the APR that at least 61.5% of persons exiting the project move to permanent housing.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
For permanent housing projects, there is evidence in the APR that at least 71% of persons remain in permanent supportive housing for at least 6 months. 24/30 = 80%
 FORMCHECKBOX 
For all projects, there is evidence in the APR that the employment rate of persons exiting the project is at least 18 percent.

0 of 6 who exited were employed = 0%
 FORMCHECKBOX 
For all projects, there is evidence in the APR that the project has successfully linked persons to income sources identified in the APR chart.

	
	# Exiting TH or PSH
	# Linked at Exit
	% Linked at Exit

	SSI
	6
	6
	100%

	SSDI
	6
	0
	0

	Social Security
	6
	0
	0

	General Public Asst.
	6
	0
	0

	TANF
	6
	0
	0

	SCHIP
	6
	0
	0

	Veterans Benefits
	6
	0
	0

	Employment Income
	6
	0
	0

	Unemployment Benefits
	6
	0
	0

	Veterans Health Care
	6
	0
	0

	Medicaid
	6
	4
	66.7%

	Food Stamps
	6
	4
	66.7%

	Other - Pension
	6
	1
	16.7

	No Financial Resources
	6
	0
	0

	WIA
	6
	
	


For all projects, there is evidence that the project systematically helps homeless persons identify, apply for and follow-up to receive benefits under: SSI, SSDI, TANF, Medicaid, Food Stamps, SCHIP, WIA and Veterans Health Care.
 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project has case managers who systematically assist clients in completing applications for mainstream benefit programs.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project shares a single application form with four or more of the above mainstream programs.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project systematically provides outreach and intake staff with specific, ongoing training on how to identify eligibility and program changes for mainstream programs.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project/organization has specialized staff whose only responsibility is to identify, enroll, and follow-up with homeless persons on participation in mainstream programs.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project provides transportation assistance to clients to attend mainstream benefit appointments.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project staff systematically follow up to ensure that mainstream benefits are received.
Priority #11

(Renewal Project)

chn: Wicklow

Technical Review Committee Report

HUD Grant #: OH16B30-3003
Latest Funding Award and Term:   2006: $59,060 for 1 year




TRC Recommended Funding Level: $59,060 for 1 year
Final SC-Approved Funding Level: $59,060
Project Description and Background: In 1991, the Wicklow project received five-year funding through HUD’s Permanent Housing for the Handicapped Homeless Persons program.  The funding amount of $369,691 included acquisition, moderate rehabilitation, supportive services, operating and administrative funds.  Since 1998, the project has been renewed through the Continuum of Care.

The project provides permanent supportive housing to households in which at least one of the parents is disabled by a serious mental illness.  The housing is designed to provide a mixture of independence, privacy and flexible support to each tenant and family.  Services are provided by Concord Counseling Center.  CHN is exploring opportunities to relocate the program in the future.
Technical Review Committee (TRC) Recommendations: Renew this project for one year with two conditions to be addressed over the next year.   

TRC recommendations are based on a review of 2006 project evaluation findings, recommendations from the CoC Provider Group and Citizen’s Advisory Council, and a review of the project application.

2007 TRC Findings & Recommendations

Strengths:

· Improved client enrollment in benefits
· Improved leveraging
· One of few PSH programs serving families
Challenges:

· Low leveraging (less than 2:1)
· Low program occupancy at 67% (July-December 2006)
Conditions:

· Increase program occupancy to 95% or greater
· Provide an update on the status of facility relocation to CoC Steering Committee by September 1, 2007
Priority #12

(Renewal Project)

chn: wilson

Technical Review Committee Report

HUD Grant #: OH16B30-3005
Latest Funding Award and Term:   2006: $97,293 for 1 year




TRC Recommended Funding Level: $97,293 for 1 year
Final SC-Approved Funding Level: $97,293
Project Description and Background: In 1991 the Wilson project received five-year funding through HUD’s Permanent Housing for the Handicapped Homeless Persons program. The funding amount of $628,944 included acquisition, substantial rehabilitation, supportive services, operating and administrative funds. HUD granted a one-year renewal in 1997 for supportive services, operating and administrative costs. Since1998, the project has been renewed through the Continuum of Care.  

The project provides permanent housing for eight men and women who are homeless and have serious mental illness or dual diagnosis. Services are provided by an array of mobile case managers, peer supporters from the nearby Pathway Clubhouse, and a full-time Program Manager.

Technical Review Committee (TRC) Recommendations: Renew this project for one year with one condition to be addressed over the next year.   

TRC recommendations are based on a review of 2006 project evaluation findings, recommendations from the CoC Provider Group and Citizen’s Advisory Council, and a review of the project application.

2007 TRC Findings & Recommendations

Strengths:

· 82% have stayed in program 7 months or longer

· Strong partnership with Columbus Area

· Staff on-site daily

Challenges:

· Improved client enrollment in benefits
· Low program occupancy at 75% (July-December 2006)
Conditions:
· Improve program occupancy to 95% or greater

Priority #13

(Renewal Project)

Community Shelter Board: homeless management information system (HMIS) I &II
Technical Review Committee Report
HUD Grant #: OH16B50-3008
Latest Funding Award and Term:   2006: $42,771 for 1 year
TRC Recommended Funding Level: $166,413 for 1 year
Final SC-Approved Funding Level: $166,413
Project Description and Background: This project is used to collect, monitor, and evaluate homeless and housing services in Columbus and Franklin County.  HUD requires Continuum of Care communities to have an HMIS. The Community Shelter Board sought and received approval from HUD to combine the renewal application for the two HMIS grants into one grant to support HMIS expansion and upgrade, implementation and management services. This merger was completed in order to place both projects on the same renewal schedule. 
Technical Review Committee (TRC) Recommendations: Renew this project for one year with three conditions to be addressed over the next year.   

TRC recommendations are based on a review of 2005 project evaluation findings, recommendations from the CoC Provider Group and Citizen’s Advisory Council, and a review of the project application.

2007 TRC Findings & Recommendations

Strengths:

· One of best HMIS in country

· Staff turnover issue has improved

· Have increased number of participating programs by 15

· 97% bed coverage and 100% of required program participating

· Quarterly reports being provided

· In process of system upgrade with Selection Committee 

Challenges:

· Low leverage (1:1)

· System error caused inaccurate data QA reports to be issued, causing concern among agencies

· Providers dislike the data quality assurance process

· System doesn’t have automated data quality checks

· Unfunded mandate from HUD for providers and administrative burden for providers continues to increase

· Staff turnover has caused inconsistent communication

· CoC Steering Committee has not yet secured external evaluator to evaluate project

Conditions:
· Participate in SC directed external evaluation

· Work collaboratively with providers to improve the efficiency of the data QA process

· Work collaboratively with the CoC Steering Committee to complete the HMIS upgrade process 

Priority #14

(Renewal Project)

huckleberry house: transitional living program

Technical Review Committee Report
HUD Grant #: OH16B30-3008
Latest Funding Award and Term:   2006: $229,539 for 1 year




TRC Recommended Funding Level: $229,539 for 1 year

Final SC-Approved Funding Level: $229,539 for 1 year
Project Description and Background: Since 1991 this project has provided transitional housing to multi-problem, older adolescent, homeless youth.  The program is an 18-month program that serves youth 16.5 to 19 years of age.  It also provides transitional housing for teen parents who have their own children.  The project was evaluated in 2000 and 2003 and was awarded three-year renewal grants of $688,617.  

The program operates in 5 phases: Phase I is Pre-Housing for about 30 days; Phase II is an Assessment Period where up to 5 youth share half of a 2 or 3-bedroom double; Phases III-V involve youth living in their own apartments.  Huck House leases up to 34 scattered site apartments – HUD pays for 24.     

Technical Review Committee (TRC) Recommendations: Renew this project for one year with one condition to be addressed over the next year.

TRC recommendations are based on a review of 2006 project evaluation findings, recommendations from the CoC Provider Group and Citizen’s Advisory Council, and a review of the project application.

2007 TRC Findings & Recommendations

Strengths:

· Good leverage at 300%

· 100% of HUD funds for housing activities

· Meet housing and employment goals

· Have resident council

· Clients now involved in review of grievance/appeal summary information
Challenges:

· Low program occupancy at 74%
Conditions:

· Improve program occupancy to 95% or greater
Priority #15

(Renewal Project)
ncr: Commons at Grant

Technical Review Committee Report

HUD Grant #: OH16B50-3004
Latest Funding Award and Term:   2005: $250,092 for 1 year

TRC Recommended Funding Level: $250,092 for 1 year

Final SC-Approved Funding Level: $250,092
Project Description and Background: This project includes 50 apartments for chronically homeless women (currently 13) and men (currently 37) with mental health, physical disabilities and/or substance abuse problems.  The apartments are located within a larger building that provides a total of 100 units.  It is modeled after the Lake Front SRO’s South Loop Apartments in Chicago.  

Technical Review Committee (TRC) Recommendations: Renew this project for one year with one condition to be addressed over the next year.   

TRC recommendations are based on a review of 2005 project evaluation findings, recommendations from the CoC Provider Group and Citizen’s Advisory Council, and a review of the project application.

2007 TRC Findings & Recommendations

Strengths:

· Resolved cash match issue from 2005
· Consistent CAC participation
· Fully accessible
Challenges:

· NCR excludes persons with prior criminal histories who do not present a current threat of harm to themselves or others.
Conditions:

· Immediately revise the tenant selection criteria to include persons with criminal histories, with exception of those who do not meet federal restrictions.  Submit revised tenant selection criteria to the CoC Steering Committee by September 1, 2007.
Priority #16

(Renewal Project)

Southeast: New Horizons
Technical Review Committee Report
HUD Grant #: OH16B50-3009
Latest Funding Award and Term:   2006: $260,680 for 1 year




TRC Recommended Funding Level: $260,680 for 1 year

Final SC-Approved Funding Level: $260,680
Project Description and Background: This program historically provided ODADAS-certified AOD treatment in 28 units (beds) of transitional housing located in the neighborhood around Friends of the Homeless Emergency Shelter (on Carpenter, McAllister and East Main).  Friends submitted a single combined grant in 2005, and began operating a new Safe Haven Transitional Housing program targeting chronically homeless men with mental illness, still called New Horizons, on January 1, 2006.  They received HUD permission to reduce the number of beds from 28 to 24, in keeping with Safe Havens requirements not to exceed 25 units, and to improve programming and access to services.  As a Safe Haven, the program is no longer providing ODADAS-certified services.  In 2006, the TRC recommended one-year renewal of the program conditioned on Friends’ merger with Southeast.  Southeast began operating the program July 1 2006.  
Technical Review Committee (TRC) Recommendations: Renew this project for one year with seven conditions to be addressed over the next year.   

TRC recommendations are based on a review of 2007 project evaluation findings, recommendations from the CoC Provider Group and Citizen’s Advisory Council, and a review of the project application.

2007 Evaluation Findings:

Strengths:

· Housing stability outcomes are improving

· 54% increased their income (the standard is 50%). 

· Southeast has a strong QA process, including an accessible and highly visible Client Rights officer

· Good collaboration with other services, relationship with outreach cluster and interesting relationship with Legal Aid

· Project serves chronically homeless men with serious mental illness

· The Safe Havens program is more clearly focused now, with an emphasis on engagement.  Southeast staff visited other programs in Ohio to learn about the model.

· Southeast made progress on or corrected 23/24 previously identified challenges, items or conditions  

· Although there was no APR, Southeast was able to provide verifiable and consistent 6-month data

Challenges:

· The project did not meet the standard (70%) for moving persons into permanent housing.  

· The configuration of the housing units work against the success of this program.   Currently, some of the housing requires men to share bedrooms with up to three others, causing delays due to roommate matching issues.  It is probably not possible to provide 24 units of housing in the current units.  

· Average monthly occupancy was 83% for the six-month review period; this was a 5% decrease from the previous evaluation.

· Housing units have not passed internal Housing Quality Standards inspections and are not likely to pass a CMHA HQS inspection.  Southeast did not indicate they have a plan to improve the housing quality. 

· It is not going to be possible to make these units wheelchair accessible.

· Southeast is tracking the referral source instead of the previous housing situation of their participants, so it is not possible to know whether the program is accepting people from more than one shelter (e.g. Friends).  Related to this, there is at this time no systematic effort to educate other shelters about admission criteria and openings.

· At least one of the persons who entered during the evaluation period did not meet HUD’s homelessness criteria and was ineligible for the program (he came from 5 months in prison).

· Only six months of data were available to evaluate this project and there was no APR available (Southeast’s first APR is not due until summer 2007).

· It looks like Southeast does not understand match and leverage requirements and is not pro-rating other funding sources to include only the funds going to the participants of this program.

· Southeast appears to be working hard to understand and implement a successful Safe Havens project, but they appear to have doubts about the efficacy of the program in its current location.

· Only 48% of the project participants were from racial or ethnic minorities (vs. 61% of men in the shelter system).  

2007 TRC Findings & Recommendations

Strengths:

· Merger with Southeast completed

· Progress made on planned improvements

· Met employment goal at 41%

· Housing activity rate at 79%

· Revised eligibility criteria and rules to be consistent with Safe Havens model

· All clients have leases

· Improved staff training

· Improved tenant involvement and QA processes

Challenges:

· Housing outcomes at 53%

· Low leverage at 62%

· No CAC participation

Conditions:

· Bring units into compliance with HQS or otherwise assure that clients are provided safe, decent housing that meets HQS

· Increase housing outcomes to 70% or greater

· Improve leveraging

· Improve program occupancy to 95% or greater

· Complete administrative merger with women’s New Horizon’s program

· Continue program improvements as a Safe Havens transitional program

· Participate in full evaluation as part of 2008 CoC renewal process

2007 Continuum of Care Renewal Evaluation

southeast new horizons

	Site Visit Date:  March 19, 2007
Agency Participants & Titles:  Sandy Stephenson, Executive Director; Sue Green, Grants Manager; Carl Landry, Director, Friends of the Homeless Programs; Sandra Salina, Program Manager; Steve Atwood, Chief Finance Officer
Consultant:  Jill Spangler
Technical Review Committee:  Joe McKinley, Sheila Prillerman, Emily Savors



Evaluation Summary

HUD Grant #: OH16B50-3009

HUD Grant Period: 7/1/06 to 6/30/07 (It was renewed effective 7/1/07 to 6/30/08)

Latest Funding Award and Term: $260,680 for one year  





One Year Renewal Amount: $260,680

Project Description and Background:

This program historically provided ODADAS-certified AOD treatment in 28 units (beds) of transitional housing located in the neighborhood around Friends of the Homeless Emergency Shelter (on Carpenter, McAllister and East Main).  Three of the units were paid for through ODOD; 25 by HUD.  Two HUD grants operated under the umbrella of the Readiness to Change program and the Solutions & Possibilities state-certified ODADAS treatment program.  In 2005, the Technical Review Committee (TRC) rated the program a low performer and recommended one year of funding contingent on major programmatic and administrative changes, including turning the program into Safe Haven-type of Transitional Housing, and on combining the two grants into one.

Friends submitted a single combined grant in 2005, and began operating a new Safe Haven Transitional Housing program targeting chronically homeless men with mental illness, still called New Horizons, on January 1, 2006.  They received HUD permission to reduce the number of beds from 28 to 24, in keeping with Safe Havens requirements not to exceed 25 units, and to improve programming and access to services.  As a Safe Haven, the program is no longer providing ODADAS-certified services.

In 2006, the TRC recommended one-year renewal of the program conditioned on Friends’ merger with Southeast.  Southeast began operating the program July 1 2006.  In lieu of a relevant APR, data for the evaluation was supplied by Southeast for the first six-month period they operated the program (7/1/06 to 12/31/06) and was supplemented with CSB’s Semi-Annual System & Program Indicator Report for 7/1/06 to 12/31/06.  There is no current relevant APR to evaluate, as Southeast’s first APR is not due until after 6/30/07 and that will be the first combined APR for the project.  (Previously, the project was funded through two grants with separate reporting periods, so no comprehensive APR for the whole project exists.)   
2007 Evaluation Findings:

Strengths:

· Housing stability outcomes are improving

· 54% increased their income (the standard is 50%). 

· Southeast has a strong QA process, including an accessible and highly visible Client Rights officer

· Good collaboration with other services, relationship with outreach cluster and interesting relationship with Legal Aid

· Project serves chronically homeless men with serious mental illness

· The Safe Havens program is more clearly focused now, with an emphasis on engagement.  Southeast staff visited other programs in Ohio to learn about the model.

· Southeast made progress on or corrected 23/24 previously identified challenges, items or conditions  

· Although there was no APR, Southeast was able to provide verifiable and consistent 6-month data

Challenges:

· The project did not meet the standard (70%) for moving persons into permanent housing.  

· The configuration of the housing units work against the success of this program.   Currently, some of the housing requires men to share bedrooms with up to three others, causing delays due to roommate matching issues.  It is probably not possible to provide 24 units of housing in the current units.  

· Average monthly occupancy was 83% for the six-month review period; this was a 5% decrease from the previous evaluation.

· Housing units have not passed internal Housing Quality Standards inspections and are not likely to pass a CMHA HQS inspection.  Southeast did not indicate they have a plan to improve the housing quality. 

· It is not going to be possible to make these units wheelchair accessible.

· Southeast is tracking the referral source instead of the previous housing situation of their participants, so it is not possible to know whether the program is accepting people from more than one shelter (e.g. Friends).  Related to this, there is at this time no systematic effort to educate other shelters about admission criteria and openings.

· At least one of the persons who entered during the evaluation period did not meet HUD’s homelessness criteria and was ineligible for the program (he came from 5 months in prison).

· Only six months of data were available to evaluate this project and there was no APR available (Southeast’s first APR is not due until summer 2007).

· It looks like Southeast does not understand match and leverage requirements and is not pro-rating other funding sources to include only the funds going to the participants of this program.

· Southeast appears to be working hard to understand and implement a successful Safe Havens project, but they appear to have doubts about the efficacy of the program in its current location.

· Only 48% of the project participants were from racial or ethnic minorities (vs. 61% of men in the shelter system).  

1. Priorities for Persons Served

The project serves at least one of the following priority populations:

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Families 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Chronically homeless men and women

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Youth

Notes/Comments:

According to Southeast, 15/21 people (71%) who entered the program during the reporting period were chronically homeless per HUD’s definition and the rest of the participants met the Rebuilding Lives eligibility criteria.  

2.
Priorities for Effective Use of Community Resources

E. Collaboration with and accessing resources from community-wide service systems appropriate to the consumer population.  

	Agencies/Projects
	Routine Referrals
	Identified Contact Person
	Written MOU
	On-Site Service Provision

	ADAMH programs and services
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Franklin County Department of Job and Family Services OWF/JOBS programs
	X
	
	
	

	Franklin County Children Services
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	Columbus Public Schools and other Franklin Co. schools
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	Juvenile Court and Youth Services
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	Area Agency on Aging and other services for the elderly
	
	
	
	

	Transportation services
	X
	X
	
	X

	Job readiness, training and placement services, including Workforce Investment Act (WIA) funded services
	X
	X
	
	X

	Workforce Investment Act (WIA) funded services
	
	
	
	

	Health care services
	X
	X
	
	X

	HIV/AIDS services
	X
	X
	
	X

	Veterans Services 
	X
	X
	
	

	Enterprise Zone/Columbus Compact
	
	
	
	

	Basic needs services (e.g. food, furniture, clothing)
	X
	X
	X
	

	Legal services
	X
	
	
	


Notes/Comments:

F. Collaboration with other parts of the continuum of care system, with particular emphasis on:

vii. Collaboration with the emergency shelter system.  The project is working with a variety of shelters in the following ways:

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Routinely advertising program openings and waiting list protocols

Not yet – use Outreach Cluster
 FORMCHECKBOX 
Routinely educating shelter staff on referral processes

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Routinely participating in housing fairs for adult shelter clients

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Accepting referrals from more than one shelter

They are tracking by referral source instead of shelter, but 43% came from Southeast, 32% from Friends and 12% from Columbus Area Community Mental Health Center

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Routinely participate in adult and family system planning meetings

NA Projects that serve families work closely and/or have a Memorandum of Agreement with the Interfaith Hospitality Network for placement and referral

 FORMCHECKBOX 
For projects serving chronically homeless adults, routinely collaborate with community outreach projects.  Outreach cluster
viii. Systematic sharing of consumer information among service providers.  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project can describe or document how consumer information is shared with other service providers in a systematic and collaborative manner, given appropriate client consent, in order to help meet the needs of project clients.

ix. Avoiding duplication of existing community services and programs.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project provides a type of service not available elsewhere in the community.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project serves a population under-served or not served by any other program.

Notes/Comments:

There is some question that Southeast is not accepting referrals from shelters other than Friends and that their referral information does not include proof of homelessness.

This is the only Safe Havens transitional housing project in the community, although the YMCA operates a Housing Stability Program during the winter months that serves a similar target population.

C.
Reasonable costs to the community for the number of persons served and the type of housing and services being provided, with particular emphasis on:

iv. Maximizing the use and effectiveness of continuum of care resources (funds, facilities and services) that currently exist in the community.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The average monthly occupancy over the 12-month review period is at least be 95%. 

· Average monthly occupancy over the 12-month reporting period: 83% for 6 months 

	MONTH 1 July 2006
	MONTH 2

Aug 2006
	MONTH 3

Sept 2006
	MONTH 4

Oct 2006
	MONTH 5

Nov 2006
	MONTH 6

Dec 2006

	22
	23
	19
	17
	19
	20

	MONTH 7

Jan 2006
	MONTH 8

Feb 2007
	MONTH 9
	MONTH 10 
	MONTH 11
	MONTH 12

	20
	21
	
	
	
	


· History of occupancy throughout life of project:

At Friends, this project has historically been underutilized.  The 2005 evaluation found “the program was never fully occupied; average monthly occupancy was 88%.”  However, the occupancy rate has decreased since then.
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Full occupancy reflects the number in the HUD submission, or the project has evidence of HUD’s and CoC Steering Committee’s permission to reduce the number.

Full occupancy as described in HUD submission: 24 individuals

Current occupancy (number of individuals or families/persons in families being served): 21 (3/16/07)

Numbers served during reporting period:  7/1/06 to 12/31/06

	Number single individuals served (annual unduplicated)
	43

	Number of families/persons in families (annual unduplicated)
	                NA

	Total Number of Households Served
	43

	Number of referrals 
	54

	Number of referrals who entered project
	21


 FORMCHECKBOX 
Housing and service facilities are in compliance with the HUD requirements and Housing Quality Standards (HQS), as well as applicable local code(s). 
Notes/Comments:

Southeast will work with CMHA to get an inspection, but according to their own Life Safety Review inspection, the housing does not meet HQS.

Average occupancy was 83%; that represents a 5% decline from the last evaluation period.

v. Leveraging other public, private and non-profit sector community resources.  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project leverages other funding and in-kind support for services and operations.

Reporting Period: 

__7/1/06 to 12/31/06_
Households Served:  
___43___________

Total Housing Units: 
___24___________

	
	HUD Funds
	%
	Other Funds
	%
	Total Funds
	Average Annual $ per HH Served
	Average Annual $ per Housing Unit

	Leasing
	14,400
	100%
	
	
	14,400
	335
	600

	Operating
	153,912
	74%
	53,869
	26%
	207,781
	4,832
	8,658

	Supportive Services
	35,843
	79%
	9,320
	21%
	45,163
	1,050
	1,882

	Acquisition/

Construction
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Admin
	10,745
	100%
	
	
	10,745
	250
	448

	TOTAL
	214,900
	77%
	63,189
	23%
	278,089
	6,467
	11,587


Amount and source of other funds:

	SOURCE
	In-kind Value
	Cash AMOUNT

	MATCH:
	
	

	Ohio Housing Trust Fund
	
	37,500

	ODOD SHH
	
	25,689

	
	
	

	Subtotal Match
	
	63,189

	LEVERAGE:
	
	

	Byrne Memorial
	
	40,000

	Contributions
	
	5,000

	ODOD SHH
	
	83,111

	Southeast
	70,000
	

	CSB
	42,775
	

	Subtotal Leverage
	112,775
	

	TOTAL
	112,775
	128,111

	GRAND TOTAL
	304,075


 FORMCHECKBOX 
Agency can demonstrate the commitment of leveraged resources through written commitments from the other funders or providers.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The percent of HUD funds in the agency’s annual CoC program budget exceeds HUD match requirements of at least 25% for services, 30% for operating, and 50% for acquisition and/or new construction.


 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project effectively provides services at comparable cost per household/unit cost of other similar projects in the community.  

Notes/Comments:

CSB in-kind is for time from Southeast’s Permanent Supportive Housing staff, who are funded by CSB, to work with New Horizons clients as they transition from New Horizons into Southeast’s permanent supportive housing program.  However, it is not clear why Southeast is counting the whole grant toward this program.  Other questions are whether the ODOD and other funds include money for the women’s units (not included in this grant) and/or clients in other programs.  Are ODOD and Housing Trust Fund the same funds?
Priorities for Effective and Innovative Delivery of Housing & Services

C. Providing housing and services for those with the greatest needs and greatest difficulty accessing the current homeless service system, with particular emphasis on:

xi. Providing housing and services for persons with special needs, including mental health problems, substance abuse problems, HIV/AIDS, physical disabilities, Veterans, the elderly, and large families with six or more members.

	Special Needs
	Number Who Entered*

N=21
	% of Total Who Entered*

	Mental Health Problems
	21
	100%

	Alcohol Abuse
	15
	71.4%

	Drug Abuse
	9
	42.9%

	HIV/AIDS
	0
	0

	Physical Disabilities
	12
	57.1%

	Veterans
	0
	0

	Elderly
	0
	0

	Large Families (6+)
	0
	0


*APR reports special needs of the people who entered the program during the APR period.

Notes/Comments:

Two vets were already in the program at the beginning of the APR period.

xii. Having proactive inclusion and non-restrictive housing admission requirements that are appropriate for the population being served, including “no sobriety” requirements for persons with substance abuse problems and inclusion for persons with criminal histories.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project has written client eligibility criteria consistent with what is appropriate for the targeted population.  Participation in supportive services is not an eligibility requirement, except where required by HUD regulations (i.e. Shelter Plus Care).

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The admissions policy/residential selection plan and procedure are distributed or otherwise made known.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project does not have “sobriety” requirements unless they can demonstrate sound programmatic and/or clinical reasons for the requirement.  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project does not exclude persons with criminal histories unless there are specific and sound safety and/or programmatic issues involved (e.g. persons with sexual predator histories in projects located very near to schools).

xiii. Having expedited admission processes, to the greatest extent possible, including providing assistance with obtaining necessary documentation.  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project applicants are not required to participate in more than two interviews and can be admitted within a few days if eligible and opening is available.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project can provide examples of expediting the admission process for applicants coming from a variety of circumstances.  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project can provide examples of systematic aiding of applicants in obtaining necessary documentation or waiving documentation requirements until after admission.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The agency has a reasonable procedure for maintaining and updating the waiting list.

	Number of households on waiting list:
	9

	Number of households otherwise pending (describe below):
	


 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project works to minimize denials for reasons unrelated to project eligibility criteria (e.g. missed appointments).

xiv. Having fair and consistent admission and termination policies and procedures that: 

Provide documented intervention, prevention or a housing retention assistance for clients at risk; 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project has a proactive policy of providing written plans for at-risk clients, that include strategies for intervention, prevention or housing retention that help clients avoid losing their housing. 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Documentation that a plan has been implemented.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
APR data shows a low rate (<20%) of persons leaving the project for non-compliance or disagreement with rules

Number/% of persons leaving the project during the APR period for non-compliance or disagreement with rules: Southeast data show 0/25 = 0%

Inform clients in writing of their rights and responsibilities, including the appeal process and the termination process at the time of entry and at risk of termination;

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project has a clearly defined client code of conduct, as well as a process for distributing and making known project rules, regulations, and termination policies with accommodation for literacy and language barriers.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The client/project participant is informed in writing of rights and responsibilities, the appeal process and the termination process at the time of entry and at risk of termination. 

Follow administrative and legal due process when terminating clients according to administrative due process standards or the Ohio Revised Code.  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project has an appeals policy and follows appropriate due process when handling appeals and evicting clients, as well as when deciding to restrict clients from services.  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
There is evidence that the project observes the following elements of good administrative and legal due process when terminating clients:

 FORMCHECKBOX 
A pre-termination hearing.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
An appeal/hearing before someone other than and not subordinate to the original decision maker.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Opportunity ​for the client to see and obtain evidence relied upon to make the decision to terminate and any other documents in the client’s file prior to the hearing.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Opportunity for the client to confront witnesses who have provided evidence used to terminate, especially if the witness is employed by the provider.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Opportunity for the client to bring a representative of their choice to the hearing.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
A written final administrative decision prior to termination. 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project can give examples of clients who have successfully and unsuccessfully appealed termination. 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Terminations from the project follow eviction procedures consistent with applicable Ohio Revised Code.

Notes/Comments:

Although there seems to be a very good administrative and legal due process in place, no one has yet appealed a termination or eviction from this program.

xv. Providing services in a way that affirmatively furthers access to facilities and services for racial and ethnic minorities and persons with all types of physical disabilities.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
There is evidence that the project is serving a percentage of racial and ethnic minorities that is at least reflective of HMIS data showing the percentage of that group in the target homeless population in Franklin County.

According to Southeast, 10 of the 21 (48%) of those who entered during the evaluation period were black/African-American, compared to 61% of men in the shelter system (per the 2006 Snapshot Report issued by CSB for 7/1/05 to 6/30/06).

 FORMCHECKBOX 
There is evidence that reasonable efforts are made to accommodate applicants with a disability, including compliance with ADA requirements.  Examples of appropriate and successful referrals to other projects in cases where the project was not able to accommodate a client.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Evidence that appropriate and successful referrals to other projects occurs in cases where the project was not able to accommodate a client.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Evidence that staff receive at least annual training in cultural competency relevant to the client population served.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The agency has a resident admissions policy/residential selection plan with clearly delineated criteria that are not intended to unfairly discriminate against clients.  This includes evidence that all families, including those with same-sex partners, are given the same access to services as other families. 

Notes/Comments:

Less than half (48%) of the persons who entered the program were black/African American (compared to 61% of men in Columbus shelters).

This housing is not wheelchair accessible.

B.
Reducing dependency on the shelter system, repeat incidences of homelessness and chronic homelessness, with particular emphasis on:

ix. Accelerated and increased permanent housing outcomes for persons living on the streets, in emergency shelter or in transitional housing.

NA As reflected in the APR, 100% of clients enter the permanent supportive housing project from living on the streets, emergency shelter, or transitional housing.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 As reflected in the APR, 100% of clients enter the transitional housing project from living on the streets or emergency shelter.



One of the 23 of those who entered came from five months in prison, so did not meet project eligibility criteria.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Project provides permanent housing, either directly by the project sponsor, or in collaboration with other housing providers.

x. Formulating individualized service delivery approaches that follow customers through the continuum of care.

NA For permanent supportive housing projects, supportive services are voluntary and tenants are not required to engage in supportive services as a condition of their tenancy (except Shelter Plus Care).

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project can describe how services are delivered in an individual manner (e.g. individual clients actively participate in developing their own case plans, and services are tailored to individual needs).

xi. Providing services designed to enable persons to successfully maintain permanent housing.

Permanent supportive housing projects successfully meet the following standards for permanent supportive housing projects:

NA There is evidence in the APR that at least 80% of persons served during the evaluation period remain in the permanent supportive housing project or exit and move into permanent housing, where the client has control of the housing.

NA The average length of stay for persons living in permanent supportive housing is at least 12 months.

NA Project has met their housing stability goals for the APR period being evaluated.

Reporting Period: 7/1/06 to 12/31/06

	
	Projected Outcomes


	Actual Outcomes



	Residential Stability
	
	


Transitional housing projects successfully meet the following standards for transitional housing projects:

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 There is evidence in the APR that at least 70% of persons who exit transitional housing during the evaluation period move into permanent housing, where the client has control of the housing.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Transitional housing projects have at least one systematic method of contacting clients for at least one year after they leave the project. 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Project has met their housing stability goals for the APR period being evaluated.

Reporting Period: 7/1/06 to 12/31/06

	
	Projected Outcomes


	Actual Outcomes



	Residential Stability
	70% of participants who exit the program will exit to permanent housing per their case plan.


	63% of participants who exited, exited to permanent housing.


xii. Enabling homeless adults to be successfully employed and to have income, benefits and other resources that support independent living.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
There is evidence in the APR that projects have and meet a measurable increased income and employment outcome goal that at least reflects the following standards:

At least 45% of persons living in permanent supportive housing who exit, increase their income;

At least 50% of persons living in long-term transitional housing who exit, increase their income.

Reporting Period: 7/1/06 to 12/31/06

	
	Projected Outcomes


	Actual Outcomes



	Increased Skills & Income
	60% will have increased income at exit.

30% of TH enrollees will be employed full-time or have appropriate disability benefits at exit.  

90% of enrollees will demonstrate linkage to community resources for medical, psychiatric, or social service needs.
	54% had increased income at exit.

42% had benefits such as SSI, SSDI, Medicare, Medicaid or Veteran’s healthcare benefits.

83% were linked at exit.


Notes/Comments:

Southeast did not meet their housing stability goal or the local standard of 70%, although they improved markedly over the last evaluation period (63% vs. 45%).    

One person did not meet project eligibility criteria (e.g. they were not homeless per the HUD definition on admission to the program).

There are good results in linking participants to benefits and increasing income.
C.
Creating greater geographic dispersion of facilities and services throughout Franklin County, with particular emphasis on:

vii. Developing flexible (non-facility based) housing subsidies.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project has evidence that they are developing or utilizing flexible housing subsidies.

viii. Enabling homeless persons to access employment and housing outside of the central city.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Evidence that some percentage of project clients are working and/or living outside the central city (per the 1950’s boundaries).  Projects with higher percentages are given higher priorities.

· Number/% of project clients working outside the central city: 0/25 = 0%

· Number/% of project clients living outside the central city: 0/25 = 0%

ix. Providing facilities and services in locations outside of the central city of Columbus if appropriate for the population being served.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project provides facilities and/or services in locations outside of the central city of Columbus.

Notes/Comments:

The program operates in the central city.
D. 
Including homeless persons in the design, implementation and evaluation of projects and services.

iii. Providing services in a way that is respectful of the customer and treats customers in a dignified manner.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 There is evidence that client evaluation and feedback are collected, analyzed and used as part of agency quality assurance/improvement practices.  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 There is evidence that clients are involved in decision-making processes, including planning for services.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 There is evidence that clients are involved in monitoring summary information and trends related to grievance and appeals as part of agency quality assurance/improvement practices.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 There is evidence that clients are provided information about and participate in the Citizen’s Advisory Council (CAC).

Notes/Comments:

Notice of CAC meetings (including refreshments) are reported in a regular newsletter for program participants, but at this time no one has participated in the CAC.
4. 
Effectiveness in Addressing Previously Identified Issues

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project has corrected or made major progress on all of the issues identified as challenges in a previous Continuum of Care evaluation (1997-2006):

Issues from 2006:

No APR data on outcomes or numbers/type of persons served.

Status in 2007: Southeast was able to provide six-month data in all of these areas.
Written eligibility criteria and rules seem at odds with Safe Haven model, e.g. rules against using alcohol, etc.

Status in 2007: There is major improvement in this area.  Evaluators noted language in the lease that “alcohol abuse is strongly discouraged.”  Southeast reports that has been changed to “Any use or possession of illegal drugs or drug activity is strictly prohibited on the property of New Horizons.  Inappropriate behaviors may be violations of program rules or your lease agreement and can lead to eviction.”
No protocol or proactive policy of strategies for intervention, prevention or housing retention.

Status in 2007: Southeast now uses a Risk Intervention/Housing Retention Plan and an active focus on engagement instead of punishment.
This project met none of the standards for “administrative and legal due process when terminating clients.”  They may also be in violation of landlord/tenant law.  

Status in 2007: This has been remedied.  Southeast uses a lease and has administrative and legal due process in place.
There were no examples of making reasonable accommodations or successfully referring someone with special needs to a more appropriate project.

Status in 2007: The housing is not wheelchair accessible.  There were no examples of referring someone elsewhere, although Southeast said that they have mechanisms in place to do so
There was no cultural competency training of any kind.

Status in 2007: This appears to have been remedied.  Southeast has a strong cultural competency curriculum, although the review did not examine whether the project staff actually received the training.
A budget analysis completed by Southeast’s fiscal consultant differed from the budgets in the most recent APRs turned into HUD.

Status in 2007: There was no APR to compare numbers with, and there is still some confusion about the budget, especially in the match/leverage area.  
Clients are not involved in monitoring grievance and appeals procedures and there is no systematic method for gathering or analyzing client feedback or satisfaction.

Status in 2007: Southeast’s Client Advisory Committee monitors summary information related to grievances and appeals, and client feedback is collected through quarterly and exit surveys and open forum discussions with program participants.  
Friends did not make significant progress on many previously identified issues/challenges.

Status in 2007: NA

Information is inadequate to assess the cost effectiveness of the program.

Status in 2007:  This year reviewers were able to get a total cost for the program along with reliable information on the number served, so it was possible to assess the cost effectiveness of the program.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Project has corrected or made major progress on all of the issues identified with a minus in a Technical Review Committee project ranking memo (1997-2006):

Issues:

Unclear if documentation exists that they serve chronically homeless 

Status in 2007: Southeast data show that 71% of the persons served during the six-month reporting period were chronically homeless but it remains unclear how they are documenting this.  At least one client was not even homeless per HUD’s criteria (he came to New Horizons directly from five months in prison).
Unclear if SE has adequate vision and commitment to project
Status in 2007: This is still an issue, although not as strong.  Southeast appears to be working hard to understand and implement a successful Safe Havens project, but they appear to have doubts about the efficacy of the program in its current location.

Low leveraging

Status in 2007: This is not yet clear, because it looks like Southeast is counting funds that go to non-New Horizons participants in their leverage figures.  
Implementation of new model needs to be demonstrated

Status in 2007: This is being demonstrated, but has only been operational for six months.
Housing outcomes are low per APR

Status in 2007: Six-month outcomes data show that 63% of persons who left went to permanent housing.  This meets the HUD standard of 61.5% but does not meet the local standard of 70%.
 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project has made marked improvement in all items identified under “Recommendations for Project Improvement” in a Technical Review Committee project ranking memo (1997-2006):

Issues Marked as “Conditions” in 2006 TRC project ranking memo:  

By May 15, 2006, complete merger with Southeast or submit Board approved letter of intent to merge with Southeast with a commitment to complete the merger process fully by no later than June 30, 2006.  This was accomplished.  Southeast began operating the New Horizons program July 1 2006.

If first condition is not met, the CoC Steering Committee will reallocate HUD funding to another project and sponsor agency.  The condition was met.

If first condition is met, Southeast must address historical concerns in the coming year prior to future renewal application, including:

· successfully implement new Safe Havens-Transitional Housing model as described and provide evidence of implementation and results;  This is still in progress
· written eligibility criteria that is inclusive of due process; Accomplished
· involve clients in grievance process; Accomplished
· document serving chronically homeless-according to HUD definition; This is not yet clear
· improve housing placement services and increase outcomes; Accomplished
· improve leveraging to 1:1 or greater; This is not yet clear
· combine women’s units with this project (via HUD amendment process). Southeast is working with HUD to accomplish this but may not succeed for the 2007 application.
Notes/Comments:

Southeast made progress on many of the previously-identified challenges, items and conditions, but there are still some challenges that remain, particularly around budget issues, documentation of chronic homelessness, and housing outcomes.  There were also still no examples of making reasonable accommodations and the units remain non-wheelchair accessible.
5.   Priorities for Meeting HUD Standards

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 The project meets HUD threshold, non-discrimination and other requirements.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project meets HUD Supportive Housing Program, Shelter Plus Care or Section 8 Mod Rehab requirements.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
For every CoC dollar of funding the project leverages at least two dollars of cash or in-kind support.

SHP Request _$260,680____

Leverage Amount $304,075

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project will use a greater percentage of requested HUD Continuum of Care funds for housing activities versus supportive services, relative to other new and renewal projects.

% of SHP funds requested for housing activities ___82%__(the 2006 average was 83%)_

 FORMCHECKBOX 
At least 70% of single adults served by the project are chronically homeless, as defined by HUD.  
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 For transitional housing projects, there is evidence in the APR that at least 61.5% of persons exiting the project move to permanent housing.  63% left for permanent housing

NA For permanent housing projects, there is evidence in the APR that at least 71% of persons remain in permanent supportive housing for at least 6 months. 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
For all projects, there is evidence in the APR that the employment rate of persons exiting the project is at least 18 percent.

5 of 25 who exited was employed = 20%
 FORMCHECKBOX 
For all projects, there is evidence in the APR that the project has successfully linked persons to income sources identified in the APR chart.  
	
	# Exiting TH or PSH
	# Linked at Exit
	% Linked at Exit

	SSI
	25
	6
	24.0%

	SSDI
	25
	0
	0

	Social Security
	25
	0
	0

	General Public Asst.
	25
	2
	8.3%

	TANF
	25
	0
	0

	SCHIP
	25
	0
	0

	Veterans Benefits
	25
	1
	4.0%

	Employment Income
	25
	5
	20.0%

	Unemployment Benefits
	25
	0
	0

	Veterans Health Care
	25
	0
	0

	Medicaid
	25
	1
	0

	Food Stamps
	25
	12
	48.0%

	Other
	25
	0
	0

	No Financial Resources
	25
	5
	20.0%

	WIA
	25
	0
	0


For all projects, there is evidence that the project systematically helps homeless persons identify, apply for and follow-up to receive benefits under: SSI, SSDI, TANF, Medicaid, Food Stamps, SCHIP, WIA and Veterans Health Care.
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Project has case managers who systematically assist clients in completing applications for mainstream benefit programs.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project shares a single application form with four or more of the above mainstream programs.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Project systematically provides outreach and intake staff with specific, ongoing training on how to identify eligibility and program changes for mainstream programs.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project/organization has specialized staff whose only responsibility is to identify, enroll, and follow-up with homeless persons on participation in mainstream programs.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Project provides transportation assistance to clients to attend mainstream benefit appointments.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Project staff systematically follow up to ensure that mainstream benefits are received.

Priority #17

(Renewal Project)

VOA: Family psh
Technical Review Committee Report
HUD Grant #: OH16B20-3007
Latest Funding Award and Term:   2004: $1,060,296 for 3 years




TRC Recommended Funding Level: $353,432 for 1 year

Final SC-Approved Funding Level: $353,432
Project Description and Background:

For many years, this project served as transitional housing for 30 families in a combination of VOA-owned and master leased apartments scattered around south and far-west Columbus and Franklin County and the suburb of Hilliard.  In July 2003, HUD approved VOA’s request to change the program to permanent supportive housing.  This project was last reviewed in 2005.  Data used for this report is from an APR dated 3/1/05 to 2/28/06 and from CSB’s Semi-Annual System & Program Indicator Report for 7/1/06 to 12/31/06.  
Technical Review Committee (TRC) Recommendations: Renew this project for one year with seven conditions to be addressed over the next year.   

TRC recommendations are based on a review of 2007 project evaluation findings, recommendations from the CoC Provider Group and Citizen’s Advisory Council, and a review of the project application.

2007 Evaluation Findings

Strengths:

· 98% of persons served during the APR period remained in permanent supportive housing or moved into permanent housing.

· This program provides a needed housing resource for homeless families with disabilities, including some large families (of 6 or more)

· 38.5% of persons who left the program were employed (the HUD standard is 18%); nearly everyone who participated in the program during the APR period increased their income

· The program includes units located outside the central city, on the far west and far east sides of Columbus

· VOA addressed most of the previously identified issues

· Good leverage of 3:1

· Project was fully occupied on date of site visit (3/20/07)

Challenges:

· Average monthly occupancy was 90% - less than the 95% standard.  VOA said one of the reasons for this is difficulty finding persons eligible for the NCR units (they require persons to have decent credit and eviction histories and no criminal record).  It is not clear why VOA has not negotiated with NCR for more lenient admissions criteria since they are master-leasing the units and can take the responsibility of getting the rent paid and proactively solving potential problems before they get out of hand.

· There is no residential stability outcome that measures what happens to families after admission into the program; the outcome as written measures success as moving into the program.

· Admission criteria require sobriety, case management participation and treatment.  Supportive services are not voluntary; participants are required to engage in supportive services (e.g. case management and substance abuse treatment) as a condition of their tenancy.

· There is no lease for participants in this project.  This runs counter to permanent supportive housing guidelines.

· Many of the written materials are inconsistent with and do not reflect the service philosophy that appears to be being implemented by VOA.  For example, written materials requires sobriety, but VOA staff report that no one is terminated from the program for lack of sobriety.  

· It is difficult to determine whether due process is available for participants appealing termination or eviction.

· There is no formal QA/QI process that includes client feedback and participation in decision-making.
· Units are not wheelchair accessible.
2007 TRC Findings & Recommendations

Strengths:

No additional strengths noted
Challenges:

· No CAC participation

· Low occupancy at 87%

Conditions:

· Improve occupancy to 95% or greater

· Assure that project can serve families with the most challenging barriers who are appropriate for permanent supportive housing.  

· To extent feasible, assure that program can serve large families.

· Redesign program admission criteria and model to be consistent with Housing First model and ensure that both program documentation and practice reflect these changes. This includes adoption of tenant lease, no sobriety admission requirement, and voluntary service participation.

· Adopt a formal quality assurance process that includes active tenant involvement.

· Submit the following to the CoC Steering Committee by September 1, 2007:

· Revised tenant selection criteria 

· Tenant lease

· Quality assurance plan

· Participate in full evaluation as part of 2008 CoC renewal process
2007 Continuum of Care Renewal Evaluation

VOA Family Permanent supportive housing

	Site Visit Date:  March 20, 2007
Agency Participants & Titles:  Karen DeBerry – Director of Family Services, Terri Power, Director of Operations
Consultant:  Jill Spangler
Technical Review Committee:  Beth Fetzer-Rice, Karen Kerns-Dresser, Don Strasser



Evaluation Summary

HUD Grant #: OH16B20-3007

HUD Grant Period: 3/1/05 to 2/28/08

Latest Funding Award and Term:  $1,060,296 for 3 years 

One Year Renewal Amount: $353,432





Project Description and Background:

For many years, this project served as transitional housing for 30 families in a combination of VOA-owned and master leased apartments scattered around south and far-west Columbus and Franklin County and the suburb of Hilliard.  In July 2003, HUD approved VOA’s request to change the program to permanent supportive housing.  This project was last reviewed in 2005.  Data used for this report is from an APR dated 3/1/05 to 2/28/06 and from CSB’s Semi-Annual System & Program Indicator Report for 7/1/06 to 12/31/06.  
2007 Evaluation Findings:

Strengths:

· 98% of persons served during the APR period remained in permanent supportive housing or moved into permanent housing.

· This program provides a needed housing resource for homeless families with disabilities, including some large families (of 6 or more)

· 38.5% of persons who left the program were employed (the HUD standard is 18%); nearly everyone who participated in the program during the APR period increased their income

· The program includes units located outside the central city, on the far west and far east sides of Columbus

· VOA addressed most of the previously identified issues

· Good leverage of 3:1

· Project was fully occupied on date of site visit (3/20/07)
Challenges:

· Average monthly occupancy was 90% - less than the 95% standard.  VOA said one of the reasons for this is difficulty finding persons eligible for the NCR units (they require persons to have decent credit and eviction histories and no criminal record).  It is not clear why VOA has not negotiated with NCR for more lenient admissions criteria since they are master-leasing the units and can take the responsibility of getting the rent paid and proactively solving potential problems before they get out of hand.

· There is no residential stability outcome that measures what happens to families after admission into the program; the outcome as written measures success as moving into the program.

· Admission criteria require sobriety, case management participation and treatment.  Supportive services are not voluntary; participants are required to engage in supportive services (e.g. case management and substance abuse treatment) as a condition of their tenancy.

· There is no lease for participants in this project.  This runs counter to permanent supportive housing guidelines.

· Many of the written materials are inconsistent with and do not reflect the service philosophy that appears to be being implemented by VOA.  For example, written materials requires sobriety, but VOA staff report that no one is terminated from the program for lack of sobriety.  

· It is difficult to determine whether due process is available for participants appealing termination or eviction.

· There is no formal QA/QI process that includes client feedback and participation in decision-making.

· Units are not wheelchair accessible.  

Recommendation:

Suggest VOA apply their own match funds to services so they can shift HUD dollars into operating and leasing in their 2007 application.

1. Priorities for Persons Served

The project serves at least one of the following priority populations:

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Families 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Chronically homeless men and women

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Youth

Notes/Comments:

Families with adults with serious mental illness, substance abuse problems or physical disabilities.  According to the APR, everyone who entered was chronically homeless – this is a mistake in the APR.

2.
Priorities for Effective Use of Community Resources

G. Collaboration with and accessing resources from community-wide service systems appropriate to the consumer population.  

	Agencies/Projects
	Routine Referrals
	Identified Contact Person


	Written MOU
	On-Site Service Provision

	ADAMH programs and services
	X
	X
	
	

	Franklin County Department of Job and Family Services OWF/JOBS programs
	X
	
	
	

	Franklin County Children Services
	X
	
	
	

	Columbus Public Schools and other Franklin Co. schools
	X
	X
	
	

	Juvenile Court and Youth Services
	X
	
	
	

	Area Agency on Aging and other services for the elderly
	
	
	
	

	Transportation services
	X
	
	
	

	Job readiness, training and placement services, including Workforce Investment Act (WIA) funded services
	X
	
	
	

	Workforce Investment Act (WIA) funded services
	
	
	
	

	Health care services
	X
	
	
	

	HIV/AIDS services
	
	
	
	

	Veterans Services 
	
	
	
	

	Enterprise Zone/Columbus Compact
	NA
	
	
	

	Basic needs services (e.g. food, furniture, clothing)
	MAPS
	
	
	

	Legal services
	X
	
	
	


Notes/Comments:

This program appears to rely on VOA services more than developing relationships with other service providers.  There is no identified contact with Franklin County Children’s Services and with the Department of Jobs and Family Services because each VOA client has a different case worker from these large agencies.
H. Collaboration with other parts of the continuum of care system, with particular emphasis on:

x. Collaboration with the emergency shelter system.  The project is working with a variety of shelters in the following ways:

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Routinely advertising program openings and waiting list protocols

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Routinely educating shelter staff on referral processes

NA Routinely participating in housing fairs for adult shelter clients

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Accepting referrals from more than one shelter

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Routinely participate in adult and family system planning meetings

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Projects that serve families work closely and/or have a Memorandum of Agreement with the Interfaith Hospitality Network for placement and referral

NA For projects serving chronically homeless adults, routinely collaborate with community outreach projects.

xi. Systematic sharing of consumer information among service providers.  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project can describe or document how consumer information is shared with other service providers in a systematic and collaborative manner, given appropriate client consent, in order to help meet the needs of project clients.

xii. Avoiding duplication of existing community services and programs.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project provides a type of service not available elsewhere in the community.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project serves a population under-served or not served by any other program.

Notes/Comments:

This program only accepts referrals from the YWCA Family Center, which it works closely with.  

C.
Reasonable costs to the community for the number of persons served and the type of housing and services being provided, with particular emphasis on:

vi. Maximizing the use and effectiveness of continuum of care resources (funds, facilities and services) that currently exist in the community.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The average monthly occupancy over the 12-month review period is at least be 95%. 

· Average monthly occupancy over the 12-month reporting period: 90%
	MONTH 1
	MONTH 2
	MONTH 3
	MONTH 4
	MONTH 5
	MONTH 6

	28
	28
	28
	29
	27
	27

	MONTH 7
	MONTH 8
	MONTH 9
	MONTH 10 
	MONTH 11
	MONTH 12

	27
	23
	25
	25
	27
	29


· History of occupancy throughout life of project:

The 2004 evaluation reported 96% average monthly occupancy for the reporting period.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Full occupancy reflects the number in the HUD submission, or the project has evidence of HUD’s and CoC Steering Committee’s permission to reduce the number.

Full occupancy as described in HUD submission: 30 families

Current occupancy (number of individuals or families/persons in families being served): 30 families (3/20/07)

Numbers served during reporting period:  3/1/05 to 2/28/06

	Number single individuals served (annual unduplicated)
	NA

	Number of families/persons in families (annual unduplicated)
	              41/133

	Total Number of Households Served
	41

	Number of referrals 
	11

	Number of referrals who entered project
	11


 FORMCHECKBOX 
Housing and service facilities are in compliance with the HUD requirements and Housing Quality Standards (HQS), as well as applicable local code(s). 
Notes/Comments:

Average monthly occupancy is less than the 95% standard: VOA stated that part of the problem is that NCR excludes many potential participants (e.g. those with debt, eviction or criminal histories) from master-leased NCR apartments.  Another problem was the structural damage found in 8 VOA units on W. Broad after the mass-eviction of 8 families due to drug trafficking and non-payment of rent.  Sale of the units, locating new units and replacing the families took two months.  VOA will contact CMHA for an HQS inspection on the VOA-owned properties.  NCR produced an inspection report for their units.
vii. Leveraging other public, private and non-profit sector community resources.  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project leverages other funding and in-kind support for services and operations.

Reporting Period: 

__3/1/05 to 2/28/06_
Households Served:  
___41___________

Total Housing Units: 
___30___________

	
	HUD Funds
	%
	Other Funds
	%
	Total Funds
	Average Annual $ per HH Served
	Average Annual $ per Housing Unit

	Leasing
	64,115
	38%
	106,563
	62%
	170,678
	4,163
	5,690

	Operating
	122,998
	74%
	44,007
	26%
	167,005
	4,073
	5,567

	Supportive Services
	133,214
	80%
	33,303
	20%
	166,517
	4,061
	5,551

	Acquisition/

Construction
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Admin
	16,817
	100%
	0
	0
	16,817
	410
	561

	TOTAL
	337,144
	65%
	183,873
	35%
	521,017
	12,708
	17,367


Amount and source of other funds:

	SOURCE
	In-kind Value
	Cash AMOUNT

	MATCH:
	
	

	Grantee/project sponsor cash
	
	$111,114

	ODOD
	
	40,367

	Tenant Rent
	
	32,394

	Subtotal Match
	
	$183,875

	LEVERAGE:
	
	

	VOA Grantee/Project
	$160,504
	

	VOA Resource Center
	63,462
	

	VOA Career Academy
	133,321
	

	YWCA Family Center Day Care
	241,796
	

	Volunteer Hours
	49,200
	

	Holiday Gift Project ($50 x 133 people)
	6,650
	

	Youth Education 
	68,849
	

	Southeast, Inc (Case Management @ 85.40/hr)
	42,700
	

	Southeast, Inc. (Med Somatic Services @ $210.76/hr) 20x210.76x12=
	50,582
	

	Subtotal Leverage
	817,064
	

	TOTAL
	817,064
	183,875

	GRAND TOTAL
	1,000,939


 FORMCHECKBOX 
Agency can demonstrate the commitment of leveraged resources through written commitments from the other funders or providers.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The percent of HUD funds in the agency’s annual CoC program budget exceeds HUD match requirements of at least 25% for services, 30% for operating, and 50% for acquisition and/or new construction.


 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project effectively provides services at comparable cost per household/unit cost of other similar projects in the community.  

Notes/Comments:

This project shows 3:1 leverage. 

Priorities for Effective and Innovative Delivery of Housing & Services

D. Providing housing and services for those with the greatest needs and greatest difficulty accessing the current homeless service system, with particular emphasis on:

xvi. Providing housing and services for persons with special needs, including mental health problems, substance abuse problems, HIV/AIDS, physical disabilities, Veterans, the elderly, and large families with six or more members.

	Special Needs
	Number Who Entered*

N=13 adults
	% of Total Who Entered*

	Mental Health Problems
	12
	92.3%

	Alcohol Abuse
	1
	7.7%

	Drug Abuse
	4
	30.8%

	HIV/AIDS
	0
	0

	Physical Disabilities
	3
	23.1%

	Veterans
	0
	0

	Elderly
	0
	0

	Large Families (6+)
	3
	10%


*APR reports special needs of the people who entered the program during the APR period.

Notes/Comments:

Three 6-member families were served during the APR period.

xvii. Having proactive inclusion and non-restrictive housing admission requirements that are appropriate for the population being served, including “no sobriety” requirements for persons with substance abuse problems and inclusion for persons with criminal histories.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project has written client eligibility criteria consistent with what is appropriate for the targeted population.  Participation in supportive services is not an eligibility requirement, except where required by HUD regulations (i.e. Shelter Plus Care).


Participants are required to sign a service/case management agreement instead of a lease.  VOA reports that participation in case management is not actually required to stay in the program.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The admissions policy/residential selection plan and procedure are distributed or otherwise made known.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project does not have “sobriety” requirements unless they can demonstrate sound programmatic and/or clinical reasons for the requirement.  


Program does require sobriety.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project does not exclude persons with criminal histories unless there are specific and sound safety and/or programmatic issues involved (e.g. persons with sexual predator histories in projects located very near to schools).


The NCR master-leased properties do exclude persons with criminal histories.

xviii. Having expedited admission processes, to the greatest extent possible, including providing assistance with obtaining necessary documentation.  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project applicants are not required to participate in more than two interviews and can be admitted within a few days if eligible and opening is available.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project can provide examples of expediting the admission process for applicants coming from a variety of circumstances.  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project can provide examples of systematic aiding of applicants in obtaining necessary documentation or waiving documentation requirements until after admission.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The agency has a reasonable procedure for maintaining and updating the waiting list.


There is no waiting list as all referrals come through the Family Center.
	Number of households on waiting list:
	

	Number of households otherwise pending (describe below):
	


 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project works to minimize denials for reasons unrelated to project eligibility criteria (e.g. missed appointments).

xix. Having fair and consistent admission and termination policies and procedures that: 

Provide documented intervention, prevention or a housing retention assistance for clients at risk; 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project has a proactive policy of providing written plans for at-risk clients, that include strategies for intervention, prevention or housing retention that help clients avoid losing their housing. 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Documentation that a plan has been implemented.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
APR data shows a low rate (<20%) of persons leaving the project for non-compliance or disagreement with rules

Number/% of persons leaving the project during the APR period for non-compliance or disagreement with rules: 0/13 = 0%

Inform clients in writing of their rights and responsibilities, including the appeal process and the termination process at the time of entry and at risk of termination;

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project has a clearly defined client code of conduct, as well as a process for distributing and making known project rules, regulations, and termination policies with accommodation for literacy and language barriers.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The client/project participant is informed in writing of rights and responsibilities, the appeal process and the termination process at the time of entry and at risk of termination. 

Follow administrative and legal due process when terminating clients according to administrative due process standards or the Ohio Revised Code.  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project has an appeals policy and follows appropriate due process when handling appeals and evicting clients, as well as when deciding to restrict clients from services.  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
There is evidence that the project observes the following elements of good administrative and legal due process when terminating clients:

 FORMCHECKBOX 
A pre-termination hearing.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
An appeal/hearing before someone other than and not subordinate to the original decision maker.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Opportunity ​for the client to see and obtain evidence relied upon to make the decision to terminate and any other documents in the client’s file prior to the hearing.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Opportunity for the client to confront witnesses who have provided evidence used to terminate, especially if the witness is employed by the provider.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Opportunity for the client to bring a representative of their choice to the hearing.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
A written final administrative decision prior to termination. 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project can give examples of clients who have successfully and unsuccessfully appealed termination.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Terminations from the project follow eviction procedures consistent with applicable Ohio Revised Code.

Notes/Comments:

This project requires a program agreement instead of a lease and there is a $50 minimum monthly fee.  Written materials are not consistent with stated actual practice, particularly in the areas of requiring sobriety, participation in case management, payment of fees, etc.  For example, there is a rule in the program agreement that all participants agree to work with a case manager.  In reality, according to VOA staff, many participants do not work with case managers and are not terminated for that reason.  It is also not clear where the Client Code of Conduct applies and it contains vague instructions such as, “Do not act out to gain attention.”

There does not appear to be a formal eviction prevention strategy other than not applying the stated rules when the time comes.

The standard practice for terminating clients from the program or evicting them from apartments is not clear, as there is only one reason for termination (according to VOA); that is for non-payment of rent.  

xx. Providing services in a way that affirmatively furthers access to facilities and services for racial and ethnic minorities and persons with all types of physical disabilities.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
There is evidence that the project is serving a percentage of racial and ethnic minorities that is at least reflective of HMIS data showing the percentage of that group in the target homeless population in Franklin County.

According to APR, 10 of 13 (77%) adults who entered during the APR period were black/African-American, compared to 70% of families in the shelter system (per the 2006 Snapshot Report issued by CSB for 7/1/05 to 6/30/06).

 FORMCHECKBOX 
There is evidence that reasonable efforts are made to accommodate applicants with a disability, including compliance with ADA requirements.  Examples of appropriate and successful referrals to other projects in cases where the project was not able to accommodate a client.  

VOA has worked with participants who were blind or needed first-floor units, however, these apartments are not wheelchair accessible or compliant with ADA requirements.  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Evidence that appropriate and successful referrals to other projects occurs in cases where the project was not able to accommodate a client.


The YWCA does the referrals.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Evidence that staff receive at least annual training in cultural competency relevant to the client population served.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The agency has a resident admissions policy/residential selection plan with clearly delineated criteria that are not intended to unfairly discriminate against clients.  This includes evidence that all families, including those with same-sex partners, are given the same access to services as other families. 

Notes/Comments:

VOA showed evaluators written evidence of the change in admissions policy related to families led by same-sex partners, etc.  The policy is now consistent with local and CoC standards.

B.
Reducing dependency on the shelter system, repeat incidences of homelessness and chronic homelessness, with particular emphasis on:

xiii. Accelerated and increased permanent housing outcomes for persons living on the streets, in emergency shelter or in transitional housing.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
As reflected in the APR, 100% of clients enter the permanent supportive housing project from living on the streets, emergency shelter, or transitional housing.

NA As reflected in the APR, 100% of clients enter the transitional housing project from living on the streets or emergency shelter.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project provides permanent housing, either directly by the project sponsor, or in collaboration with other housing providers.

xiv. Formulating individualized service delivery approaches that follow customers through the continuum of care.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
For permanent supportive housing projects, supportive services are voluntary and tenants are not required to engage in supportive services as a condition of their tenancy (except Shelter Plus Care).

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project can describe how services are delivered in an individual manner (e.g. individual clients actively participate in developing their own case plans, and services are tailored to individual needs).

xv. Providing services designed to enable persons to successfully maintain permanent housing.

Permanent supportive housing projects successfully meet the following standards for permanent supportive housing projects:

 FORMCHECKBOX 
There is evidence in the APR that at least 80% of persons served during the evaluation period remain in the permanent supportive housing project or exit and move into permanent housing, where the client has control of the housing.


37 stayed + 12 to ph = 49/50 served = 98%

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The average length of stay for persons living in permanent supportive housing is at least 12 months.  18 months
 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project has met their housing stability goals for the APR period being evaluated.

Reporting Period: 3/1/05 to 2/28/06

	
	Projected Outcomes


	Actual Outcomes



	Residential Stability
	100% of appropriate referrals will move into permanent supportive housing.


	100% of all appropriate referrals moved into PSH, totaling 11 families for this review period.  96% moved into permanent housing, and 100% of these families remained in permanent supportive housing for a minimum of six months.


Transitional housing projects successfully meet the following standards for transitional housing projects:

NA There is evidence in the APR that at least 70% of persons who exit transitional housing during the evaluation period move into permanent housing, where the client has control of the housing.

NA Transitional housing projects have at least one systematic method of contacting clients for at least one year after they leave the project. 

NA Project has met their housing stability goals for the APR period being evaluated.

Reporting Period: 

	
	Projected Outcomes


	Actual Outcomes



	Residential Stability
	
	


xvi. Enabling homeless adults to be successfully employed and to have income, benefits and other resources that support independent living.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
There is evidence in the APR that projects have and meet a measurable increased income and employment outcome goal that at least reflects the following standards:

At least 45% of persons living in permanent supportive housing who exit, increase their income;

At least 50% of persons living in long-term transitional housing who exit, increase their income.

Reporting Period: 3/1/05 to 2/28/06

	
	Projected Outcomes


	Actual Outcomes



	Increased Skills & Income
	95% of all participants who are eligible for benefits (child care, TANF, food stamps, subsidized housing, etc.) and not currently receiving them, will receive those benefits within six months of entering the program.

100% of participants who are able to work will secure at least part time employment of 10 or more hours per week within 60 days of program entry.

90% of all participants will demonstrate proof of increase income attributable either to obtaining benefits or employment within 90 days of program entry.
	100% met this goal.

100% met this goal.

100% met this goal.




Notes/Comments:

The Housing Stability goal counts all families moving into the project as having met the goal of achieving permanent housing; it does not measure participant outcomes after they move into housing.  However, the APR shows that 98% of participants either remained in the housing (average length of stay was 18 months) or moved to permanent housing.  

VOA reports that 100% of participants increased income within 90 days, and that is not likely as the APR shows one person leaving with no income.  However, it does look like most of the participants did increase their income and 38.5% were employed at exit.
C.
Creating greater geographic dispersion of facilities and services throughout Franklin County, with particular emphasis on:

x. Developing flexible (non-facility based) housing subsidies.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project has evidence that they are developing or utilizing flexible housing subsidies.

xi. Enabling homeless persons to access employment and housing outside of the central city.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Evidence that some percentage of project clients are working and/or living outside the central city (per the 1950’s boundaries).  Projects with higher percentages are given higher priorities.

· Number/% of project clients working outside the central city: 5/30 = 16%

· Number/% of project clients living outside the central city: 7/30 = 23%

xii. Providing facilities and services in locations outside of the central city of Columbus if appropriate for the population being served.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project provides facilities and/or services in locations outside of the central city of Columbus.

Notes/Comments:

VOA continues to master-lease units in Hilliard from NCR.  Other units are located on South Powell (west side of Columbus) and the far east side of Columbus in the Groveport-Madison school district.

D. 
Including homeless persons in the design, implementation and evaluation of projects and services.

iv. Providing services in a way that is respectful of the customer and treats customers in a dignified manner.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
There is evidence that client evaluation and feedback are collected, analyzed and used as part of agency quality assurance/improvement practices.  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
There is evidence that clients are involved in decision-making processes, including planning for services.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
There is evidence that clients are involved in monitoring summary information and trends related to grievance and appeals as part of agency quality assurance/improvement practices.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
There is evidence that clients are provided information about and participate in the Citizen’s Advisory Council (CAC).  Clients are told about the CAC meetings, but at this time, no one from this project has attended a meeting.
Notes/Comments:

VOA does not have a formal QA or QI process and does not have a systematic method of gathering, analyzing and utilizing client feedback.   They do get feedback (reviewed by the director and case managers) at regular resident community meetings, and provided examples of utilizing client feedback in developing domestic violence programming and allowing parents on vans transporting their children.
4. 
Effectiveness in Addressing Previously Identified Issues

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project has corrected or made major progress on all of the issues identified as challenges in a previous Continuum of Care evaluation (1997-2006):

Issues from 2004:

Although HUD officially changed the program to permanent supportive housing in July 2003, VOA appears not to have made the change yet.  At the time of the site visit, VOA had not yet identified a new service model, budget, outcomes, admission and termination policies and other important PSH program components, including the program name (still Family Transitional Housing).

Status in 2007: This is no longer a problem.

There do not appear to be strong links to benefits.  No family who lacked benefits upon entry was linked to additional benefits during their stay in the program.

Status in 2007:  This is no longer a problem.  The APR shows strong connections to benefits.

Operating costs are still relatively high at $6640 (more than $500 per month) per unit per year.

Status in 2007:  Costs were reduced to $5567 per unit per year.

VOA missed meeting one of its outcome goals – increasing income.  Their goal was that 85% of families would increase; 50% actually did.  The problem is that they missed their goal, not the number of families who increased their incomes.  For example, the CSB standard for permanent supportive housing is that at least 45% of residents will increase their income within six months of entering the housing [CSB no longer uses this goal].

Status in 2007:  VOA did not meet their own housing goal again (it was still 100%).   A bigger problem was that the goal did not measure the impact of the program on the participants; it measured entry into the program as achieving permanent housing.

This program does not serve all types of families.  For example, it does not serve households headed by gay or lesbian couples and does not allow adults who do not have a legal relationship with at least one of the children in the household.

Status in 2007:  This has been remedied.  The policy has been changed.

NA Project has corrected or made major progress on all of the issues identified with a minus in a Technical Review Committee project ranking memo (1997-2006):

NA Project has made marked improvement in all items identified under “Recommendations for Project Improvement” in a Technical Review Committee project ranking memo (1997-2006):

Notes/Comments:

VOA made progress on or corrected all of the past issues except the outcomes issue.  

5.   Priorities for Meeting HUD Standards

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project meets HUD threshold, non-discrimination and other requirements.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project meets HUD Supportive Housing Program, Shelter Plus Care or Section 8 Mod Rehab requirements.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
For every CoC dollar of funding the project leverages at least two dollars of cash or in-kind support.

SHP Request ___$337,144______

Leverage Amount __$1,000,938_______
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 The project will use a greater percentage of requested HUD Continuum of Care funds for housing activities versus supportive services, relative to other new and renewal projects.

% of SHP funds requested for housing activities ____58%__(the 2006 average was 83%)__

NA At least 70% of single adults served by the project are chronically homeless, as defined by HUD.

NA For transitional housing projects, there is evidence in the APR that at least 61.5% of persons exiting the project move to permanent housing.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
For permanent housing projects, there is evidence in the APR that at least 71% of persons remain in permanent supportive housing for at least 6 months. 

According to the APR, 40 of 50 (80%) remained for 6 months
 FORMCHECKBOX 
For all projects, there is evidence in the APR that the employment rate of persons exiting the project is at least 18 percent.

5 of 13 who exited were employed = 38.5%
 FORMCHECKBOX 
For all projects, there is evidence in the APR that the project has successfully linked persons to income sources identified in the APR chart.

	
	# Exiting TH or PSH
	# Linked at Exit
	% Linked at Exit

	SSI
	13
	2
	15.4%

	SSDI
	13
	0
	0

	Social Security
	13
	0
	0

	General Public Asst.
	13
	0
	0

	TANF
	13
	6
	46.2

	SCHIP
	13
	0
	0

	Veterans Benefits
	13
	0
	0

	Employment Income
	13
	5
	38.5%

	Unemployment Benefits
	13
	0
	0

	Veterans Health Care
	13
	0
	0

	Medicaid
	13
	9
	69.2%

	Food Stamps
	13
	8
	61.5%

	Other
	13
	0
	0

	No Financial Resources
	13
	1
	7.7%

	WIA
	13
	
	


For all projects, there is evidence that the project systematically helps homeless persons identify, apply for and follow-up to receive benefits under: SSI, SSDI, TANF, Medicaid, Food Stamps, SCHIP, WIA and Veterans Health Care.
 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project has case managers who systematically assist clients in completing applications for mainstream benefit programs.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project shares a single application form with four or more of the above mainstream programs.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project systematically provides outreach and intake staff with specific, ongoing training on how to identify eligibility and program changes for mainstream programs.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project/organization has specialized staff whose only responsibility is to identify, enroll, and follow-up with homeless persons on participation in mainstream programs.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project provides transportation assistance to clients to attend mainstream benefit appointments.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project staff systematically follow up to ensure that mainstream benefits are received.
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Technical Review Committee Report
HUD Grant #: OH16B30-3004
Latest Funding Award and Term:   2003: $483,515 for 3 years




TRC Recommended Funding Level: $99,015 for 1 year
Final SC-Approved Funding Level: $99,015
Project Description and Background: The WINGS program was originally implemented in 1988 with a five-year HUD transitional housing grant.  In 1999, the YWCA undertook a comprehensive program evaluation to determine the future direction of the program and made a number of changes to improve the effectiveness of the program and to address concerns of the Continuum of Care Steering Committee.  In 2000, it was rated a medium performer; in 2003 it was rated a high performer and was awarded 3-year renewal funding at the 2000 level of $297,045.

The WINGS program is now a permanent supportive housing program for unaccompanied homeless women who are affected by mental illness. The 28 SRO units are located among a total of 102 SRO-type apartments at the downtown YWCA building. The WINGS units, which were initially located in one section of the building prior to renovation, are now scattered throughout the four residence floors, so that the women will not be labeled or isolated.

In November of 2004, the WINGS program was formally recognized by the Rebuilding Lives Funder Collaborative as a Rebuilding Lives program, providing 69 units of supportive housing for chronically homeless, disabled women.  The 69 units are comprised of the original 28 WINGS units, 16 additional WINGS II units, and 25 Shelter Plus Care units.   The unification of these programs has created a seamless program that is easier for tenants and staff alike to understand and access.  CMHA has approved 44 project-based Section 8 subsidies for the women served in the expended WINGS program; the other 25 units are subsidized through Shelter Plus Care.  Supportive Services have been significantly expanded with the addition of service coordinators, engagement specialists, a PSH program director, and a new chart of organization featuring a blended management approach to providing housing and services.  Supportive services are voluntary and focus on engagement, housing retention, and creating community.  A new partnership with Amethyst offers onsite recovery readiness and engagement services, provided by a licensed independent social worker with a background in AOD treatment.   

Technical Review Committee (TRC) Recommendations: Renew this project for one year with two conditions to be addressed over the next year.   

TRC recommendations are based on a review of 2006 project evaluation findings, recommendations from the CoC Provider Group and Citizen’s Advisory Council, and a review of the project application.

2007 TRC Findings & Recommendations

Strengths:

· See WINGS II

Challenges:

· See WINGS II

Conditions:

· See WINGS II
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Technical Review Committee Report
HUD Grant #: OH16B40-3008
Latest Funding Award and Term:   2004: $487,677 for 3 years




TRC Recommended Funding Level: $162,559 for 1 year
Final SC-Approved Funding Level: $162,559
Project Description and Background: This project added 16 units of permanent SRO supportive housing to the existing 28 units in the WINGS program located in the downtown YWCA building.  It also expanded services to the original 28 WINGS units, bringing the number of units getting HUD SHP funding to 44.  The YWCA also subcontracts with Amethyst to provide engagement and recovery services.  The YWCA is working to get permission from HUD to combine the WINGS II and WINGS I grants so the program is funded through one SHP grant in the future.

Technical Review Committee (TRC) Recommendations: Renew this project for one year with two conditions to be addressed over the next year.   

TRC recommendations are based on a review of 2007 project evaluation findings, recommendations from the CoC Provider Group and Citizen’s Advisory Council, and a review of the project application.

2007 Evaluation Findings

Strengths:

· Good increase in income outcomes: 70% of participants increased their income.

· Organizational commitment to self-monitor and take proactive corrective action (e.g. problem with occupancy).  YWCA staff negotiated with CMHA to accept women with assault histories, started transporting participants to CMHA appointments to avoid missed appointments and provide a witness to the process, and now make copies of all application materials in case they are lost by CMHA.  

· Strong service collaboration with variety of agencies (Amethyst, Benefits Bank, Premier Healthcare, etc.)

· Good staff/tenant ratio

· Impressive ADA accessibility

· YWCA cultural competence training (Racism Dialogues) is a community model.  Plans to include DWAVE (Deaf Women Against Violence Everywhere) also impressive.

· YWCA has strong QA process that gathers and utilizes client feedback.

· 100% occupancy for past seven months (last 3 months of APR period plus four months since), with 62 people on the waiting list
· Participants who leave after twelve months can take Section 8 vouchers with them
Challenges:

· The APR provided for this evaluation was signed by the Executive Director but had not been submitted to HUD, so none of the data meets the CoC Committee standards.

· The APR contains several mistakes, specifically in the budget and in the housing stability outcomes.  It is also confused about which units to report on, as there are 16 housing units, but services for 44.

· Appears that the project budget and match are intertwined with WINGS I.  YWCA seems confused about how to keep the two separate.  

· It is possible that the program is not meeting its match, as it shows about $99,000 coming from HUD for WINGS I.

· With the questions raised above, it was not possible to determine a cost per household served.

· The APR reported that 0% of participants were housed for 12 months or more.  This was probably an error.

· The APR states that 100% of the persons who entered were chronically homeless by HUD standards; that may or may not be so (see note below).

· It appears that YWCA staff has not implemented appropriate screening and verification processes to determine whether incoming clients meet the HUD definition of chronic homelessness.  

· Relatively low average monthly occupancy for part of the APR period (77% for the year).

· Housing stability outcomes are lower than the standard

· No leverage information was provided

· Due to the HUD ruling regarding projects that use Section 8 vouchers, this project has zero percent housing emphasis (all HUD dollars go to services)

2007 TRC Findings & Recommendations

Strengths:

· Fully accessible

· No evictions

· Participate in the Benefits Bank 

· Improved occupancy

Challenges:

· No CAC participation

Conditions:

· Improve administrative management of HUD grants to ensure that financial and programmatic reporting is consistent with HUD requirements.

· Ensure clients meet HUD and/or local eligibility requirements, including determining eligibility per HUD chronic homeless requirements, as appropriate.

2007 Continuum of Care Renewal Evaluation
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	Site Visit Date:  March 22, 2007
Agency Participants & Titles:  Caroline Holmes, Permanent Supportive Housing Director; Melinda Swan, Chief Operating Officer
Consultant:  Jill Spangler

Technical Review Committee:  Nina Lewis, Sheila Prillerman, Don Strasser, Susan Lewis Kaylor



Evaluation Summary

HUD Grant #: OH16B40-3008
HUD Grant Period: 12/1/05 to 11/30/08
Latest Funding Award and Term:   2004: $487,677 for 3 years





One-Year Renewal Amount: $162,559
Project Description and Background:

This project added 16 units of permanent SRO supportive housing to the existing 28 units in the WINGS program located in the downtown YWCA building.  It also expanded services to the original 28 WINGS units, bringing the number of units getting HUD SHP funding to 44.  The YWCA also subcontracts with Amethyst to provide engagement and recovery services.  
The YWCA is working to get permission from HUD to combine the WINGS II and WINGS I grants so the program is funded through one SHP grant in the future.

The project was evaluated using data from an APR dated 12/1/05 to 11/30/06 (signed by the YWCA Chief Executive but not submitted to HUD) and from CSB’s Semi-Annual System & Program Indicator Report for 7/1/06 to 12/31/06.  
2007 Evaluation Findings:

Strengths:

· Good increase in income outcomes: 70% of participants increased their income.

· Organizational commitment to self-monitor and take proactive corrective action (e.g. problem with occupancy).  YWCA staff negotiated with CMHA to accept women with assault histories, started transporting participants to CMHA appointments to avoid missed appointments and provide a witness to the process, and now make copies of all application materials in case they are lost by CMHA.  

· Strong service collaboration with variety of agencies (Amethyst, Benefits Bank, Premier Healthcare, etc.)

· Good staff/tenant ratio

· Impressive ADA accessibility

· YWCA cultural competence training (Racism Dialogues) is a community model.  Plans to include DWAVE (Deaf Women Against Violence Everywhere) also impressive.

· YWCA has strong QA process that gathers and utilizes client feedback.

· 100% occupancy for past seven months (last 3 months of APR period plus four months since), with 62 people on the waiting list

· Participants who leave after twelve months can take Section 8 vouchers with them
Challenges:

· The APR provided for this evaluation was signed by the Executive Director but had not been submitted to HUD, so none of the data meets the CoC Committee standards.

· The APR contains several mistakes, specifically in the budget and in the housing stability outcomes.  It is also confused about which units to report on, as there are 16 housing units, but services for 44.

· Appears that the project budget and match are intertwined with WINGS I.  YWCA seems confused about how to keep the two separate.  

· It is possible that the program is not meeting its match, as it shows about $99,000 coming from HUD for WINGS I.

· With the questions raised above, it was not possible to determine a cost per household served.

· The APR reported that 0% of participants were housed for 12 months or more.  This was probably an error.

· The APR states that 100% of the persons who entered were chronically homeless by HUD standards; that may or may not be so (see note below).

· It appears that YWCA staff has not implemented appropriate screening and verification processes to determine whether incoming clients meet the HUD definition of chronic homelessness.  

· Relatively low average monthly occupancy for part of the APR period (77% for the year).

· Housing stability outcomes are lower than the standard

· No leverage information was provided

· Due to the HUD ruling regarding projects that use Section 8 vouchers, this project has zero percent housing emphasis (all HUD dollars go to services)

1. Priorities for Persons Served

The project serves at least one of the following priority populations:

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Families 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Chronically homeless men and women
 FORMCHECKBOX 
Youth
Notes/Comments:

This project serves chronically homeless women with serious mental illness and/or dual diagnosis and is able to accept women with assault histories.
2.
Priorities for Effective Use of Community Resources

I. Collaboration with and accessing resources from community-wide service systems appropriate to the consumer population.  

	Agencies/Projects
	Routine Referrals
	Identified Contact Person


	Written MOU
	On-Site Service Provision

	ADAMH programs and services
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Franklin County Department of Job and Family Services OWF/JOBS programs
	X
	X
	
	(Periodic)

	Franklin County Children Services
	
	
	
	

	Columbus Public Schools and other Franklin Co. schools
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	Juvenile Court and Youth Services
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	Area Agency on Aging and other services for the elderly
	X
	X
	
	X

	Transportation services
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Job readiness, training and placement services, including Workforce Investment Act (WIA) funded services
	X
	X
	
	X

	Workforce Investment Act (WIA) funded services
	
	
	
	

	Health care services
	X
	X
	
	X

	HIV/AIDS services
	X
	X
	
	X

	Veterans Services 
	X
	X
	
	

	Enterprise Zone/Columbus Compact
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	Basic needs services (e.g. food, furniture, clothing)
	X
	X
	N/A
	X

	Legal services
	X
	X
	
	Periodic


Notes/Comments:

Good collaboration overall, but there is no routine referral or identified contact person with Franklin County Children Services.
J. Collaboration with other parts of the continuum of care system, with particular emphasis on:

xiii. Collaboration with the emergency shelter system.  The project is working with a variety of shelters in the following ways:

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Routinely advertising program openings and waiting list protocols

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Routinely educating shelter staff on referral processes

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Routinely participating in housing fairs for adult shelter clients

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Accepting referrals from more than one shelter

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Routinely participate in adult and family system planning meetings

NA Projects that serve families work closely and/or have a Memorandum of Agreement with the Interfaith Hospitality Network for placement and referral

 FORMCHECKBOX 
For projects serving chronically homeless adults, routinely collaborate with community outreach projects.

xiv. Systematic sharing of consumer information among service providers.  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project can describe or document how consumer information is shared with other service providers in a systematic and collaborative manner, given appropriate client consent, in order to help meet the needs of project clients.

xv. Avoiding duplication of existing community services and programs.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project provides a type of service not available elsewhere in the community.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project serves a population under-served or not served by any other program.

Notes/Comments:

Good participation with system.  
C.
Reasonable costs to the community for the number of persons served and the type of housing and services being provided, with particular emphasis on:

viii. Maximizing the use and effectiveness of continuum of care resources (funds, facilities and services) that currently exist in the community.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The average monthly occupancy over the 12-month review period is at least be 95%. 

Average monthly occupancy over the 12-month reporting period: 77%
	MONTH 1
	MONTH 2
	MONTH 3
	MONTH 4
	MONTH 5
	MONTH 6

	8
	12
	10
	12
	11
	12

	MONTH 7
	MONTH 8
	MONTH 9
	MONTH 10 
	MONTH 11
	MONTH 12

	12
	13
	13
	16
	16
	16


History of occupancy throughout life of project:

This is a new part of the WINGS program; leasing started two months before this APR period.  YWCA reports that there was a problem for the first several months with the original property manager and slow-downs at CMHA (this project uses Section 8).  The property manager was replaced during month 9, and many of the CMHA problems have been worked out.  Occupancy is now at 100% throughout the building.
NA Full occupancy reflects the number in the HUD submission, or the project has evidence of HUD’s and CoC Steering Committee’s permission to reduce the number.

Full occupancy as described in HUD submission: 16 individuals (plus 28 in WINGS I)

Current occupancy (number of individuals or families/persons in families being served): 16 (3/22/07)

Numbers served during reporting period: 12/1/05 to 11/30/06

	Number single individuals served (annual unduplicated)
	21

	Number of families/persons in families (annual unduplicated)
	NA

	Total Number of Households Served
	21

	Number of referrals 
	62

	Number of referrals who entered project
	13


 FORMCHECKBOX 
Housing and service facilities are in compliance with the HUD requirements and Housing Quality Standards (HQS), as well as applicable local code(s). 
Notes/Comments:

The units are inspected for HQS by CMHA, OHFA and Ohio Cap Corp.  Occupancy has been at 100% since September 2006.
ix. Leveraging other public, private and non-profit sector community resources.  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project leverages other funding and in-kind support for services and operations.

Reporting Period: 

___12/1/05 to 11/30/06_
Households Served:  
_____21__________

Total Housing Units: 
____44 (includes 16 units plus services to 28 more)___

	
	HUD Funds
	%
	Other Funds
	%
	Total Funds
	Average Annual $ per HH Served
	Average Annual $ per Housing Unit

	Leasing
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Operating
	0
	
	245,215
	
	245,215
	?
	5,573

	Supportive Services
	101,530
	56%
	78,622
	44%
	180,152
	?
	4,094

	Acquisition/

Construction
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Admin
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	TOTAL
	101,530
	24%
	323,837
	76%
	425,367
	?
	9,667


Amount and source of other funds:

	SOURCE
	In-kind Value
	Cash AMOUNT

	MATCH:
	
	

	CSB
	
	46,248

	ODOD
	
	83,400

	YWCA
	
	49,436

	United Way
	
	45,738

	HUD WINGS I
	
	99,015

	
	
	

	Subtotal Match
	
	323,837

	LEVERAGE:
	
	

	TBD
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	Subtotal Leverage
	
	

	TOTAL
	
	

	GRAND TOTAL
	


 FORMCHECKBOX 
Agency can demonstrate the commitment of leveraged resources through written commitments from the other funders or providers.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The percent of HUD funds in the agency’s annual CoC program budget exceeds HUD match requirements of at least 25% for services, 30% for operating, and 50% for acquisition and/or new construction.


 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project effectively provides services at comparable cost per household/unit cost of other similar projects in the community.  

Notes/Comments:

The budget in the APR (as shown above) is for services for 44 units (the number receiving SHP service funds) but it is not clear which units the operating line is for.  The match shows HUD WINGS I as a source of match and that is not allowable, so the program might not meet its match requirements.  (And the total in the match chart does not match the total in the budget.)  The YWCA could not sort out the budget between WINGS II and WINGS I, so it is possible that they are mixing match and leverage funds.  The APR provides client data for only the 16 new units.

ADDITION TO NOTES from information provided through YWCA evaluation report appeal process (not verified by APR): The YWCA reports that cash match for Services should be $25,382.60 from ODOD.  The Operating line should be taken out, as there are no HUD funds involved in Operating.  Total Expenditures should be $126,913.01.  

We did not receive information on leverage in time for this evaluation.

ADDITION TO NOTES from information provided through YWCA evaluation report appeal process (not verified by APR):  The YWCA reports a total of $204,788.43 in leveraging.  Sources include ODOD, United Way, ADAMH, Section 8, volunteers/interns; Mid-Ohio Food Bank and YWCA.
Priorities for Effective and Innovative Delivery of Housing & Services

E. Providing housing and services for those with the greatest needs and greatest difficulty accessing the current homeless service system, with particular emphasis on:

xxi. Providing housing and services for persons with special needs, including mental health problems, substance abuse problems, HIV/AIDS, physical disabilities, Veterans, the elderly, and large families with six or more members.

	Special Needs
	Number Who Entered*

(N=13)
	% of Total Who Entered*

	Mental Health Problems
	13
	100%

	Alcohol Abuse
	7
	54%

	Drug Abuse
	7
	54%

	HIV/AIDS
	0
	0

	Physical Disabilities
	0
	0

	Veterans
	0
	0

	Elderly
	0
	0

	Large Families (6+)
	NA
	NA


*APR reports special needs of the people who entered the program during the APR period.

Notes/Comments:

More than half of the population served were dually diagnosed.
xxii. Having proactive inclusion and non-restrictive housing admission requirements that are appropriate for the population being served, including “no sobriety” requirements for persons with substance abuse problems and inclusion for persons with criminal histories.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project has written client eligibility criteria consistent with what is appropriate for the targeted population.  Participation in supportive services is not an eligibility requirement, except where required by HUD regulations (i.e. Shelter Plus Care).

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The admissions policy/residential selection plan and procedure are distributed or otherwise made known.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project does not have “sobriety” requirements unless they can demonstrate sound programmatic and/or clinical reasons for the requirement.  
 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project does not exclude persons with criminal histories unless there are specific and sound safety and/or programmatic issues involved (e.g. persons with sexual predator histories in projects located very near to schools).  No blanket refusals; use caution when admitting persons with histories of arson or violent felonies.
xxiii. Having expedited admission processes, to the greatest extent possible, including providing assistance with obtaining necessary documentation.  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project applicants are not required to participate in more than two interviews and can be admitted within a few days if eligible and opening is available.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project can provide examples of expediting the admission process for applicants coming from a variety of circumstances.  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project can provide examples of systematic aiding of applicants in obtaining necessary documentation or waiving documentation requirements until after admission.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The agency has a reasonable procedure for maintaining and updating the waiting list.

	Number of households on waiting list:
	32 (all paperwork complete – waiting for units

	Number of households otherwise pending (describe below):
	30 (paperwork in process)


 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project works to minimize denials for reasons unrelated to project eligibility criteria (e.g. missed appointments).

Transport people to CMHA for Section 8 interviews so alleviate reasons for missing appointments and serve as witness to process.  Keep copies of all paperwork.
xxiv. Having fair and consistent admission and termination policies and procedures that: 

Provide documented intervention, prevention or a housing retention assistance for clients at risk; 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project has a proactive policy of providing written plans for at-risk clients, that include strategies for intervention, prevention or housing retention that help clients avoid losing their housing. 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Documentation that a plan has been implemented.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
APR data shows a low rate (<20%) of persons leaving the project for non-compliance or disagreement with rules

Number/% of persons leaving the project during the APR period for non-compliance or disagreement with rules: 0/5

Inform clients in writing of their rights and responsibilities, including the appeal process and the termination process at the time of entry and at risk of termination;

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project has a clearly defined client code of conduct, as well as a process for distributing and making known project rules, regulations, and termination policies with accommodation for literacy and language barriers.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The client/project participant is informed in writing of rights and responsibilities, the appeal process and the termination process at the time of entry and at risk of termination. 

Follow administrative and legal due process when terminating clients according to administrative due process standards or the Ohio Revised Code.  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project has an appeals policy and follows appropriate due process when handling appeals and evicting clients, as well as when deciding to restrict clients from services.  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
There is evidence that the project observes the following elements of good administrative and legal due process when terminating clients:

 FORMCHECKBOX 
A pre-termination hearing.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
An appeal/hearing before someone other than and not subordinate to the original decision maker.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Opportunity ​for the client to see and obtain evidence relied upon to make the decision to terminate and any other documents in the client’s file prior to the hearing.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Opportunity for the client to confront witnesses who have provided evidence used to terminate, especially if the witness is employed by the provider.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Opportunity for the client to bring a representative of their choice to the hearing.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
A written final administrative decision prior to termination. 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project can give examples of clients who have successfully and unsuccessfully appealed termination.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Terminations from the project follow eviction procedures consistent with applicable Ohio Revised Code.

Notes/Comments:

Strong eviction prevention strategy.  32 people on waiting list, ready to move in, with 30 more in process.  The YWCA staff have worked out proactive strategies to reduce slow-downs in CMHA process to get section 8 approval.
xxv. Providing services in a way that affirmatively furthers access to facilities and services for racial and ethnic minorities and persons with all types of physical disabilities.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
There is evidence that the project is serving a percentage of racial and ethnic minorities that is at least reflective of HMIS data showing the percentage of that group in the target homeless population in Franklin County.

According to APR, 9 of the 12 (43%) of those who entered during the APR period were black/African-American, compared to 56% of women in shelters (per the 2006 Snapshot Report issued by CSB for 7/1/05 to 6/30/06).  According to the YWCA, 50% of the overall WINGS residents who entered during the APR period were black/African-American. 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
There is evidence that reasonable efforts are made to accommodate applicants with a disability, including compliance with ADA requirements.  Examples of appropriate and successful referrals to other projects in cases where the project was not able to accommodate a client.

NA Evidence that appropriate and successful referrals to other projects occurs in cases where the project was not able to accommodate a client.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Evidence that staff receive at least annual training in cultural competency relevant to the client population served.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The agency has a resident admissions policy/residential selection plan with clearly delineated criteria that are not intended to unfairly discriminate against clients.  This includes evidence that all families, including those with same-sex partners, are given the same access to services as other families. 

Notes/Comments:

Units are fully ADA accessible, including flashing lights for persons with hearing impairments, Braille instructions in the elevators, etc.  Racism dialogues are model in cultural competence training.  Organizational mission to alleviate racism.  However, only 43% of persons in these units were African American (about 50% for WINGS units in total).  
B.
Reducing dependency on the shelter system, repeat incidences of homelessness and chronic homelessness, with particular emphasis on:

xvii. Accelerated and increased permanent housing outcomes for persons living on the streets, in emergency shelter or in transitional housing.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
As reflected in the APR, 100% of clients enter the permanent supportive housing project from living on the streets, emergency shelter, or transitional housing.

NA As reflected in the APR, 100% of clients enter the transitional housing project from living on the streets or emergency shelter.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project provides permanent housing, either directly by the project sponsor, or in collaboration with other housing providers.

xviii. Formulating individualized service delivery approaches that follow customers through the continuum of care.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
For permanent supportive housing projects, supportive services are voluntary and tenants are not required to engage in supportive services as a condition of their tenancy (except Shelter Plus Care).

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project can describe how services are delivered in an individual manner (e.g. individual clients actively participate in developing their own case plans, and services are tailored to individual needs).

xix. Providing services designed to enable persons to successfully maintain permanent housing.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Permanent supportive housing projects successfully meet the following standards for permanent supportive housing projects:

There is evidence in the APR that at least 80% of persons served during the evaluation period remain in the permanent supportive housing project or exit and move into permanent housing, where the client has control of the housing.


90% stayed or exited to permanent housing
 FORMCHECKBOX 
The average length of stay for persons living in permanent supportive housing is at least 12 months. 

According to the YWCA, the average length of stay for the APR period was 4.5 months.  According to CSB’s Semi-Annual System & Program Indicator Report for 7/1/06 to 12/31/06, the average length of stay for all 69 WINGS units was 18 months.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project has met their housing stability goals for the APR period being evaluated.

· Reporting Period: 12/1/05 to 11/30/06

	
	Projected Outcomes


	Actual Outcomes



	Residential Stability
	90% of residents entering the WINGS program will have maintained residence at the YWCA for at least one year at the time they exit the program.
	The APR states that 0% maintained housing for one year.  


Transitional housing projects successfully meet the following standards for transitional housing projects:

NA There is evidence in the APR that at least 70% of persons who exit transitional housing during the evaluation period move into permanent housing, where the client has control of the housing.

NA Transitional housing projects have at least one systematic method of contacting clients for at least one year after they leave the project. 

NA  Project has met their housing stability goals for the APR period being evaluated.

· Reporting Period: 

	
	Projected Outcomes


	Actual Outcomes



	Residential Stability
	
	


xx. Enabling homeless adults to be successfully employed and to have income, benefits and other resources that support independent living.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
There is evidence in the APR that projects have and meet a measurable increased income and employment outcome goal that at least reflects the following standards:

· At least 45% of persons living in permanent supportive housing who exit, increase their income;

· At least 50% of persons living in long-term transitional housing who exit, increase their income.

· Reporting Period: 12/1/05 to 11/30/06

	
	Projected Outcomes


	Actual Outcomes



	Increased Skills & Income
	90% of participants will obtain Section 8 certificates.

50% of participants will increase income.
	60% obtained Section 8.

71% increased income.


Notes/Comments:

There was a mistake in the APR: it stated that 0% of residents maintained housing for at least one year.  Late information from the YWCA (not confirmed by official APR at this time) shows 63% of residents who were in the program at the beginning of the APR period stayed for the APR period.  71% increased their income.

C.
Creating greater geographic dispersion of facilities and services throughout Franklin County, with particular emphasis on:

xiii. Developing flexible (non-facility based) housing subsidies.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project has evidence that they are developing or utilizing flexible housing subsidies.

Women who stay for one year can take Section 8 vouchers with them on exit.
xiv. Enabling homeless persons to access employment and housing outside of the central city.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Evidence that some percentage of project clients are working and/or living outside the central city (per the 1950’s boundaries).  Projects with higher percentages are given higher priorities.

Number/% of project clients working outside the central city: 4/21 = 19%

Number/% of project clients living outside the central city: 0/21 = 0%

xv. Providing facilities and services in locations outside of the central city of Columbus if appropriate for the population being served.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project provides facilities and/or services in locations outside of the central city of Columbus.

Notes/Comments:

Flexible housing subsidies (women can take Section 8 vouchers with them on exit after one year).  19% of participants are working outside the central city.

D. 
Including homeless persons in the design, implementation and evaluation of projects and services.

v. Providing services in a way that is respectful of the customer and treats customers in a dignified manner.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
There is evidence that client evaluation and feedback are collected, analyzed and used as part of agency quality assurance/improvement practices.  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
There is evidence that clients are involved in decision-making processes, including planning for services.


Resident Concern Committee gets aggregated data on complaints and responses.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
There is evidence that clients are involved in monitoring summary information and trends related to grievance and appeals as part of agency quality assurance/improvement practices.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
There is evidence that clients are provided information about and participate in the Citizen’s Advisory Council (CAC).

Notes/Comments:

Good collection and analysis of client feedback.

4. 
Effectiveness in Addressing Previously Identified Issues

NA Project has corrected or made major progress on all of the issues identified as challenges in a previous Continuum of Care evaluation (1997-2005):

NA Project has corrected or made major progress on all of the issues identified with a minus in a Technical Review Committee project ranking memo (1997-2005):

Issues:

NA Project has made marked improvement in all items identified under “Recommendations for Project Improvement” in a Technical Review Committee project ranking memo (1997-2005):

Issues:  

Notes/Comments:

5.   Priorities for Meeting HUD Standards

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project meets HUD threshold, non-discrimination and other requirements.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project meets HUD Supportive Housing Program, Shelter Plus Care or Section 8 Mod Rehab requirements.
 FORMCHECKBOX 
For every CoC dollar of funding the project leverages at least two dollars of cash or in-kind support.
SHP Request __$162,559______
Leverage Amount _____________

 FORMCHECKBOX 
The project will use a greater percentage of requested HUD Continuum of Care funds for housing activities versus supportive services, relative to other new and renewal projects.
% of SHP funds requested for housing activities __0%_____

 FORMCHECKBOX 
At least 70% of single adults served by the project are chronically homeless, as defined by HUD.  100% were chronically homeless, according to the APR
NA For transitional housing projects, there is evidence in the APR that at least 61.5% of persons exiting the project move to permanent housing.
 FORMCHECKBOX 
For permanent housing projects, there is evidence in the APR that at least 71% of persons remain in permanent supportive housing for at least 6 months.    According to the APR, 62% stayed for at least 6 months
 FORMCHECKBOX 
For all projects, there is evidence in the APR that the employment rate of persons exiting the project is at least 18 percent.

1 of 5 who exited were employed = 20%
 FORMCHECKBOX 
For all projects, there is evidence in the APR that the project has successfully linked persons to income sources identified in the APR chart.

	
	# Exiting TH or PSH
	# Linked at Exit
	% Linked at Exit

	SSI
	5
	0
	0

	SSDI
	5
	2
	40.0%

	Social Security
	5
	0
	0

	General Public Asst.
	5
	0
	0

	TANF
	5
	0
	0

	SCHIP
	5
	0
	0

	Veterans Benefits
	5
	0
	0

	Employment Income
	5
	1
	20.0%

	Unemployment Benefits
	5
	0
	0

	Veterans Health Care
	5
	0
	0

	Medicaid
	5
	1
	20.0%

	Food Stamps
	5
	1
	20.0%

	Other
	5
	0
	0

	No Financial Resources
	5
	2
	40.0%

	WIA
	5
	0
	0


For all projects, there is evidence that the project systematically helps homeless persons identify, apply for and follow-up to receive benefits under: SSI, SSDI, TANF, Medicaid, Food Stamps, SCHIP, WIA and Veterans Health Care.
 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project has case managers who systematically assist clients in completing applications for mainstream benefit programs.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project shares a single application form with four or more of the above mainstream programs.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project systematically provides outreach and intake staff with specific, ongoing training on how to identify eligibility and program changes for mainstream programs.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project/organization has specialized staff whose only responsibility is to identify, enroll, and follow-up with homeless persons on participation in mainstream programs.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project provides transportation assistance to clients to attend mainstream benefit appointments.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Project staff systematically follow up to ensure that mainstream benefits are received.

Priority #20 & 21
Amethyst: Shelter Plus Care (SRA 82, TRA 10)

Technical Review Committee Report
HUD Grant #: OH16C60-3016 (SRA)
Latest Funding Award and Term: 2006: $618,168 for one year  

TRC Recommended Funding Level: $636, 432 for one year
Final SC-Approved Funding Level: $636, 432
Project Description and Background: This is 82 SRA units of Shelter Plus Care, last evaluated in 2003.

Technical Review Committee (TRC) Recommendations: Renew this project for one year with two conditions to be addressed over the next year.   

HUD Grant #: OH16C60-3017 (TRA)

Latest Funding Award and Term: 2006: $78,600 for one year
TRC Recommended Funding Level: $80, 880 for one year
Final SC-Approved Funding Level: $80, 880
Project Description and Background: This is 10 TRA units of Shelter Plus Care, last evaluated in 2003.
Technical Review Committee (TRC) Recommendations: Renew this project for one year with two conditions to be addressed over the next year.   

2007 TRC Findings & Recommendations

Strengths:

· On-site staffing 24/7

· Intentionally locate units in clusters to provide supportive environment for recovery

· Employment outcomes have improved

· Fully leased and used full S+C allocation (TRA)

· 85% employed (TRA)

Challenges:

· Low housing outcomes (SRA)

· Low occupancy at 64% (SRA), per CMHA (April 2006-March 2007)

· Low client enrollment in benefits (SRA)

· No CAC participation 

Conditions:
· Improve occupancy to 95% or greater (SRA)

· Continue to increase housing outcomes to 80% or greater (SRA)

· Improve client enrollment in benefits (SRA)

· Comply with HMIS participation requirements

Priority #22 & 23
CATF: Shelter Plus Care (SRA 15, TRA 30 & 44)
Technical Review Committee Report
HUD Grant #: OH16C60-3018 (SRA)
Latest Funding Award and Term: 2006: $104,292 for one year
TRC Recommended Funding Level: $107,352 for one year
Final SC-Approved Funding Level: $107, 352
Project Description and Background: This is 15 SRA units of Shelter Plus Care, last evaluated in 2003.

Technical Review Committee (TRC) Recommendations: Renew this project for one year with four conditions to be addressed over the next year.   

HUD Grant #: OH16C60-3020 (TRA)
Latest Funding Award and Term: 2006: $473,136 for one year

TRC Recommended Funding Level: $487,632 for one year
Final SC-Approved Funding Level: $487,632
Project Description and Background: This is 74 TRA units of Shelter Plus Care, last evaluated in 2003.

Technical Review Committee (TRC) Recommendations: Renew this project for one year with four conditions to be addressed over the next year.   

2007 TRC Findings & Recommendations

Strengths:

· Services and housing are provided in a culturally competent manner to persons living with HIV/AIDS.

· All clients are receiving benefits.

Challenges:

· Slow response to previously identified challenges and conditions

· No CAC participation

· Change in executive leadership

· Property management and program occupancy issues at Broad Street site (SRA)

· Low occupancy at 79% (combined), per CMHA (April 2006-March 2007)

Conditions:
· Approve and implement policies and procedures that follow landlord-tenant law by September 1, 2007.  Submit a copy to the CoC Steering Committee.
· Approve and implement policies and procedures that assure only HUD eligible clients are served by September 1, 2007.  Submit a copy to the CoC Steering Committee.
· Improve program occupancy to 95% or greater (combined)
· Participate in full evaluation as part of 2008 CoC renewal process.
Priority #24 & 25
CHN: Shelter Plus Care (SRA 137, TRA 149)

Technical Review Committee Report
HUD Grant #: OH16C60-3021 (SRA)
Latest Funding Award and Term: $893,892 for one year
TRC Recommended Funding Level: $921,108 for one year 
Final SC-Approved Funding Level: $921,108
Project Description and Background: This is 137 SRA units of Shelter Plus Care, last evaluated in 2003.
Technical Review Committee (TRC) Recommendations: Renew this project for one year with one condition to be addressed over the next year.   

HUD Grant #: OH16C60-3022 (TRA)
Latest Funding Award and Term: $1,019,724 for one year
TRC Recommended Funding Level: $1,050,780 for one year
Final SC-Approved Funding Level: $1,050,780
Project Description and Background: This is 149 TRA units of Shelter Plus Care, last evaluated in 2003.

Technical Review Committee (TRC) Recommendations: Renew this project for one year with one condition to be addressed over the next year.   

2007 TRC Findings & Recommendations

Strengths:

· Good leveraging

· Percentage of racial minorities served is consistent with shelter population

Challenges:

· Low occupancy at 88% (combined) per CMHA (April 2006-March 2007)

· Low benefits enrollment of those who exited

Conditions:
· Improve occupancy to 95% or greater

· Improve client benefits enrollment

Priority #26
LSS: Shelter Plus Care (SRA 35)

Technical Review Committee Report
HUD Grant #: OH16C60-3023
Latest Funding Award and Term: $208,500 for one year
TRC Recommended Funding Level: $214,860 for one year
Final SC-Approved Funding Level: $214,860
Project Description and Background: This is 35 SRA units of Shelter Plus Care, last evaluated in 2003.
Technical Review Committee (TRC) Recommendations: Renew this project for one year without condition.   

2007 TRC Findings & Recommendations

Strengths:

· Complied with 2006 CoC renewal conditions.

· High occupancy at 98% (July-December 2006)

· Improved client enrollment in benefits

Challenges:

· No CAC participation

Conditions:
· None
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