




Minutes from October: accepted as submitted.

Updates:

Cindy - Went to the HUD COC Training in Boston, word is the NOFA will be out November 22. There are lots of changes and new information, such as Match documentation and new Services Only activities.

Sandra – will be leaving CHCS and starting a new position as Director of Senior Services with VOA in Portland.

Arwen – Has posted a link to the VA CHALENG survey on the Maine Homeless Planning site and encouraged all providers to take the survey.

Donna – the MCOC funded KBH 5 unit project in Waterville is set to open in January!

Melody – the MCOC funded CHOM/FVP project is leasing up tenants today! All four units.

Business:

HUD TA Performance Measures: The Resource Committee has been assembling a spreadsheet of all homeless programs in the state with lots of details on eligibility, populations, services, etc… They can send out a draft to folks who are interested – contact Heather R. for a copy. If you see something that is blank or incorrect, let the committee know, as they will be keeping it up to date.

AHAR: Draft data was submitted for both Portland and MCOC. This is the information that HUD presents to Congress for them to make funding related decisions. Abt associates (HUD’s contractor on AHAR) will review the data and follow up on any questions. The Final should be ready next month.

Joint HMIS Governance: the one that covers both Portland and MCOC in relation to HMIS, is currently being reviewed by the MaineHousing legal dept. They will send it back to the Advisory group with comments. Chet asked that it be posted, so that everyone can have a look at it, but hopefully this will be finalized and done soon. The Privacy and Data Quality sections are also drafted and can also be posted.

Steering Committee:

MCOC Governance document (as opposed to the HMIS governance) should be reviewed (annually) and any updates brought to the group.

Monitoring updates: Heather has updated the Project list on the Monitoring template based on this year’s GIW. Now needs to fill in the results from the monitoring process once those are recieved from the Project Com.

In light of the impending NOFA, Steering meetings will be scheduled weekly and the group will meet with Anne Gass as needed to coordinate the application. Once the NOFA is released EVERYONE should read it so that we can have meaningful and informed discussions and move quickly to adapt to any changes.

Project Committee:

The Monitoring process has been completed, including follow-up and feedback from projects. This is a very cumbersome and complicated process, both for the projects and for the committee, and we must find a more efficient way to do it. The committee proposes that next year, regional meetings be organized where projects will speak with the committee, face to face, and go over all of the questions and information required in one session, rather than sending everything back and forth many times. 

Also proposed that the tasks of Monitoring and Scoring be handled by separate committees. 

The Scoring Template drafted by the Project Committee is done. It is based on HUD and MCOC priorities and there are a possible 105 points available. 
- Cindy asked if there were a separate Scoring template for HMIS, as had been discussed at previous meetings? 
- No, this tool is intended to cover all renewal projects regardless of type.
- The Data Committee was asked to provide information that would help the Project Committee develop a meaningful scoring template for HMIS. The Data Committee provided the information, and suggested an entirely separate scoring tool for HMIS, but their recommendations were not used by the Project Committee, which felt that even though HMIS is a very different type of project, it is competing for the same money and therefore should be scored on the same tool. 

How DV data is to be considered is also not clear, since it is outside of HMIS. 
-Francine said that she submits all required data to MaineHousing, but is not sure how it is used with other CoC data.

The Template also awards points for CoC level participation, but this is not clearly defined.

-The only reference to participation in our current governance is in regard to being in good standing in order to vote – present at three of the last six meetings. This does not seem applicable in this context.

If Section C Priorities are the same as the HUD priorities on the top of the first page – this seems to be awarding a lot of points based only on type, without any consideration of performance? 

-One section is on MCOC priorities, the other is on HUD priorities, and all rest of the questions look at APR and HMIS performance. 

-But awarding double points for type alone seems to skew the field – has anyone done the math? 
-No, they didn’t have time. 
-So, can a high performing TH, SSO or HMIS project ever score higher than a poor performing PSH project? 
-The Data Committee did this for HMIS - even if HMIS performs at 100% it cannot get better than about 60 points.  

-All projects should be able to have the potential to score the maximum allowable points, otherwise it is not a fair tool. 
-But all projects are NOT equal – there needs to be Prioritization. Both HUD and MCOC have priorities that are factored into this tool. 

-Scoring should be a separate process from prioritization. We should look at how other CoCs do this and not just keep re-working the numbers on the same old template.

-But we did that last year and no one was happy – we ended up with high scoring TH and SSO projects being ranked lower than some low scoring PSH projects  because the priorities were applied after the scoring. This tool factors priorities in so it scores and ranks the projects at the same time. If the priority sections are removed from the template we end up doing exactly what we did last year.

-The Project Committee, which pretty much dwindled down to two people, has worked on this for three months now, and tried to incorporate everything that MCOC asked for into this tool.  Now the NOFA is about to be released and people want to throw this out and start over?

-After what happened last year we were adamant that we, as a CoC, were going to come up with something that would work – and not let it come down to the last minute and be forced to use something we didn’t like. But here we are again.

-How does HUD apply priorities? 
- HUD prioritizes what types of project it will fund first, so regardless of what a CoC gives a particular project in terms of score or rank, HUD will fund all PSH first, them TH, then HMIS, then SSO, even if the COC puts the PSH at the bottom. So  doesn’t that make our scoring moot, if HUD is going to pick and choose out of the order we put them in?

-We need to decide what makes sense for Maine – what is important for the people we serve – not just what will please HUD or what will look good on paper. 

-What are the implications of removing HMIS from this process and just agreeing it needs to be funded? 
-HMIS funds come out of the same pot of money as other programs so it should have to compete against those programs. 
-But we cannot even decide on a fair way to compare different types of housing, and HMIS is entirely different. 
-We should decide what portion of our total funding is reasonable to devote to HMIS, not by artificially scoring it against totally different programs. 
-Some CoC’s do not fund HMIS with CoC funds, but each agency is charged a participation fee to use the system. 
-That would place yet another burden on already struggling agencies. - -

-HMIS is a requirement of the CoC as a whole, so it is appropriate that the CoC fund it.

-A MOTION was made by Heather L. Seconded by Craig, that the points on the top of page two be changed so that PSH w/o Services and TH w/o Services would each get 8 points and PSH w/ Services and TH w/ Services would each get 5 points. PASSED.
-A MOTION was made by Francine to remove HMIS from this Scoring Template and look at funding HMIS as a set portion of the total COC funding available. 
-There was discussion about how we could determine what that portion might be, and it was decided we did not have enough time or information to go into that before the NOFA. NO VOTE was taken.
-It was then proposed that HMIS be scored separately using the tool developed by the Data Committee, but the Data Committee did not assign points to its criteria, it just developed the questions and presented that information to the Project Committee for them to assign points and finalize the template, but the Project Committee did not use it. 

At this point, the meeting had run well past 3:00, and it was agreed that this discussion would be taken up by Steering at their meeting on Dec. 2nd. All remaining business was tabled.   

Next meeting: 

December 19, 2013 from 1:00 to 3:00

Library Conference Rooms 

(Please note – Portland Library will not be connected in December)
Maine 


Continuum of Care








Augusta:  Sandra Kimball (CHCS), Donna Kelley (KBH), Mike Mooney (New Beginnings), Chet Barnes (SAMHS/ DHHS), Cindy Namer (MaineHousing), Arwen Roth (VA), Scott Tibbitts (MaineHousing), Craig Phillips (Tedford Housing), Larry Duquette (Veteran’s Inc.), Holly Stover (DHHS), Melody Fitch (Family Violence Project), Bonnie Gerard (Bath Initiative on Homelessness), Betty King (Home Together, Emmaus, Bath), Heather Lea (Bread of Life Ministries), Rick Larabee (Bread of Life Ministries) 


Bangor: Rowena Griffin (Bangor Area Homeless Shelter), Tiffany Albert (Shaw House)


Portland: Heather Rhoda (Frannie Peabody), Shana Pike (MAPS), Ginny Dill (Shalom House), Cullen Ryan (CHOM)


Presque Isle:  Francine Stark (Hope & Justice Project)


Farmington: Pat Starbird (Western Maine Homeless Outreach)





Meeting: Maine CoC


Date:  November 21, 2013


Time: 1pm to 3pm


Location: Maine Library Teleconferencing 





Disclaimer: These notes are not intended to represent direct quotes, things may not be in chronological order, and ideas may not always be accurately attributed. If you have corrections or comments, please let Scott know and he will edit accordingly.  
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