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CT BOS SC Minutes 8/16/19 

1. Welcome, Introductions and Announcements


2. Review Minutes – approved unanimously

3.  2019 NOFA – VOTES NEEDED - handout
· The embedded 2019 CoC Ranking and Bonus Policy document was reviewed. It reviews the purpose and history of ranking decisions in the CoC, recommendations from the 2019 CT BOS Scoring Committee and decisions to be made for the 2019 CoC Application including the allocation of bonus funds and priorities for housing models.  

 
· It was suggested that moving ahead, in order to make decisions on CoC PSH and RRH needs, data on gaps and needs should be brought to the SC for consideration and review prior to deciding on which model type to prioritize. 
F/U: a simple gaps analysis will be prepared for the 2020 application by HI
· It was noted that it would be helpful to have a tally of votes included in the minutes.
F/U: Going forward, vote tallies will be included in the minutes. 
· There was discussion around whether to  use a 40/60 or 50/50 split in the bonus funding amount.
· Motion: To accept the recommendations for the General Ranking Order as presented. Motion passes unanimously.
· Motion:  To allocate the bonus funding to two projects allocated at 50%/50% (Scenario A2 in the document).  Motion passes 11-10.
· Motion:  To rank PSH first in the order of bonus projects followed by RRH.  DOH, ACT, DMHAS and CAN Representatives recused themselves.  Motion passes unanimously by vote of non-conflicted members.
· Motion: To accept the Scoring Committee recommendations as presented in the Ranking and Bonus Policy document.  Motion passes unanimously by vote of non-conflicted members.  

   4.  Revisions to Grievance Policy  - vote
· Policies were reviewed last month and sent out to the SC to review and share with CANs.


Motion: To receive the policy as presented. Motion passed unanimously.  
f/u: Send policy out to email list, post to website 

5.  Dedicated Plus Implementation 
Schedule was presented to SC:
i. Fall 2019 - Revise CAN Policies – DOH w/HI assistance
ii. Fall 2019- Winter 2020 - Plan adjustments to CAN operations/by-name list management  - DOH w/HI assistance
iii. Winter 2020 - Revise Homelessness Verification Tools – HI
iv. Winter 2020 – Conduct training on new eligibility criteria and documentation requirements
v. Spring 2020- Fall 2020 Conduct training on new CAN procedures – DOH w/HI assistance
vi. Fall 2020 – Adjust monitoring standards – HI/CSH
vii. January 2021 – Begin Dedicated Plus referrals to PSH projects (All projects are converted to Dedicated Plus through 2019 project applications)

6. Unifed Funding Agency (UFA) discussion – handout


· The UFA FaQ’s document was reviewed with the group.  
· Th CoC is reviewing this information to determine if it might be advantageous to apply for the UFA  designation in a future HUD competition. 
· In a UFA, responsibilities are moved from HUD to the UFA.  The UFA could be a government or nonprofit entity.    
· CoC gets more money to fund UFA activities and there is more flexibility on reallocations and spending.
· Project based underspending – more flexibility and address issues like this, money is pooled differently.
· In order for CoC to move to this model, all grantees need to say yes for it to be approved.
f/u: More discussions will be had at future meetings. CAN Reps should bring this info bak to their CANs. 
f/u: UFA questions should be sent to: ctboscoc@gmail.com

7. HUD Immigration Documentation Requirements
The following information was provided to clarify requirements around serving documented and undocumented immigrants.
· Non-profits are not required to verify immigration status for CoC or ESG Programs, though they are permitted to do so.
· Non-profit and govt providers of street outreach, emergency shelter, safe havens, TH (except where RA is provided) and RRH, must make CoC/ESG assistance available to participants regardliess of immigration status.
· Government agencies providing RA for PSH or TH must verify immigration status and may serve only those in accordance with PRWORA (Personal Responsibility and Work Opprtunities 
· Nonprofits providing RA for PSH or TH may assist both documented and undocumented immigrants.
· Questions were raised: 
· Does everyone in the HH need to have documentation or just the head of HH? 
· If government agencies must ask immigration status, what agencies does the policy that was passed at the last meeting apply to?  If a non-profit is a sub-recipent to a government agency, is the non-profit required to ompley with PRWORA. 
f/u: HI will research these questions and report back at next SC mtg.

7. 2019 Cost Effectiveness Key findings – handout


· Suzanne Wagner, Housing Innovations presented the key findings and noted that the CoC will continue to review to ensure efficient use of resources

8. Standing Items – Updates as Needed
· Opening Doors Fairfield County
· Launching Progressive Engagement
· Received  Melville funding  for prevention with Sacred Heart and Yale
· Reaching Home Campaign
· Restructuring work groups and recruiting for WG members 
· CCEH mtg next week with Head Start – every CAN has a rep going
· Sustainability/Fed Funding 
· DOH applying for mainstream vouchers, looking to apply for HUD Trafficking NOFA w/CCADV
· CAN Leadership and Coordinated Entry
· Working on legislative priorities – each CAN is being asked what the legislators should be done – policies added, or changed
· Stength-based Assessment Workgroup
· Draft Assessment document complete and now working on scoring and training
· Collaborative for Racial Equity 
· Listening Sessions have been going on throughout the state.  CSH working on a write-up.
· YHDP - tabled

9. SC Meeting Schedule for 2019
· September 20, 2019 - 11:00 am -1:00 pm  
· October 18, 2019  - 11:00 am -1:00 pm  
· November 15, 2019 - 11:00 am -1:00 pm  
· December 20, 2019 - 11:00 am -1:00 pm  (Steering Committee and Semi-Annual Meeting)
· Dates for Q1 2020 were established 
· January 17, 2020
· February 28, 2020 (2/21 is NAEH Conference)
· March 20, 2020

All meetings (unless otherwise noted) will be held at: 
[bookmark: _GoBack]The Connection - 100 Roscommon Drive, Suite 203 Middletown, CT.  
You can enter on the main level, and either take the stairs or the elevator to the 2nd floor. You can also park in the rear of the building, enter through the ground level and take the elevator to the 2nd floor. The entrance to The Connection is clearly marked (left at the top of the stairs, or right off the elevator and check in at the front desk)
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Ranking and Bonus Policy Discussion
CT BOS CoC 2019 CoC Application
Prepared 8/16/2019
Background on Ranking and Tiering:

In the annual CoC competition, HUD requires communities to rank projects for funding based on
performance and community priorities.

Tier 1: (100% of First-time Renewals + 94% of Remaining Annual Renewal Demand (ARD) = $36.1 million

e Projectsin Tier 1 are ensured funding as long as the CoC and project applications meet minimum HUD
requirements.

Tier 2: (Balance of ARD + CoC Bonus@5% of ARD) = $3.9 million

e Projects in Tier 2 are scored on a 100-point basis, and each project competes against every other Tier
2 project across the nation.

e HUD awards funding to Tier 2 projects in order of project scores until it allocates all available CoC
funds.

e HUD estimates that it has enough funds to cover all renewals and some new projects in 2019. Tier 2
projects that scored a 68 or above in 2018 were funded.

Tier 2 Project Scoring:
e Total of 100 points
e 50 points based on CT BOS CoC 2019 Application Score. Last year’s score was 174.5/200. Hlran a
conservative estimate based on a CoC application Score @ 170, which would yield 42.5 points.
e 10 points for projects being low barrier to entry, which all projects would receive
e 40 points based on relative ranking of project as compared to total amount in Tier 2 - smaller
projects get higher scores (algebraic equation — the “1-x factor”)
o Splitting the bonus funds up into multiple projects gets better scores and increases the
likelihood that the CoC will receive bonus funds.

Prior Ranking Strategies in CT BOS:

e Historically, the CT BOS CoC has ranked projects using a combination of performance evaluation
scores, model type and the best mathematical scoring advantage to maximize funds received.

e Reallocated projects, Coordinated Entry and HMIS have been placed in Tier 1 to ensure funding.

e Renewal projects have been ranked above new projects in order of evaluation score. Most but not
all renewals fall in Tier 1.

e The remaining renewal projects that have not been evaluated fall in Tier 2 and have been ranked in
the order that ensures the highest project application scores on the 1-x factor.

e CoCand DV bonus projects have been ranked at the bottom of Tier 2.
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2019 Ranking and Bonus Decisions:

A. General Ranking Order:

1.
2.
3.

Renewal projects that have been evaluated in order of CT BOS CoC Evaluation Score

Followed by HMIS and Coordinated Entry projects in Tier 1 (includes some YHDP projects)
Followed by the remaining YHDP projects, which have not been evaluated in Tier 1 (ranked
lowest to highest ARD).

Followed by remaining renewal projects that have not been evaluated ranked lowest to highest
ARD (i.e., the order that provides the maximum score on the relative ranking factor (1-X), mostly
in Tier 2

Followed by new projects funded through the CoC Bonus and Reallocation - also in Tier 2 and in
the order that provides the maximum advantage on the relative ranking factor (1-X).

Followed by the DV Bonus, which would be funded regardless of ranking position if selected by
HUD in the national DV Bonus competition.

Vote on general ranking strateqy

B. General Bonus Allocation: ($2,056,022)

The CoC support team evaluated more than a dozen scenarios to determine how ranking would
affect Tier 2 project scores.

Splitting the bonus up into multiple projects will result in higher scores for the project
applications. (1-X factor)

It is unlikely that more than one bonus project would be funded.

Four scenarios emerged as good options for the CoC in terms of the 1-x ranking factor — See
appendix for details.

Scenario G1: Splitting the bonus 20/20/20/20/20 would give the highest estimated scores on the
project applications. (70.15, 66.22, 62.3, 58.38, and 54.46 out of 100 points) =5 grants of $383,851
each

Scenario B1: Splitting the bonus 33/34/33 would give the next highest estimated scores on the
project applications. (68.87, 62.3, and 55.74 out of 100 points) = 2 grants of $633,354, and 1 of
$652,547

Scenario F2: Splitting the bonus 40/60 would give the next highest estimated scores on the
project applications. (68.19 and 58.38 out of 100 points) = 2 grants of $ 767,702, and $1,151,553

Scenario A2: Splitting the bonus 50/50 would give the next highest estimated scores on the
project applications. (67.21 and 57.4 out of 100 points) = 2 grants of $ 959,628 each

Vote on bonus allocation — Scenario G1, B1, F2 or A2

C. Types of Bonus Projects for General Bonus

Twenty applications were reviewed; fifteen for PSH and four for RRH.
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e Applicants proposed both new projects and expansion projects to add units and/or
services in existing projects. Applicants proposed PSH projects in six CANS and RRH
projects in three CANs.

e Last year CT BOS split the bonus funds in approximately thirds (i.e., 1) RRH 2) PSH 3) RRH)
and only the first RRH project was funded.

e Vote on whether to fund RRH, PSH or both. If SC decided to fund both models determine

allocation by model type (e.g., 40 PSH/60 RRH or 33 RRH, 34 PSH, 33 RRH)

D. Recommendations from the New Project Scoring Committee

1.

PSH:

RRH:

10.

As determined in 2018, for continuity and consistency, all rental assistance should
be administered by the same rental administrator that is currently used by the State
of CT for existing homeless services programs.

As established in the RFP, all projects should receive at least the minimum per
household annual supportive services amount, unless the project has another source
of funding for services (i.e., a minimum of $4000 per household for RRH and $5000
per household for PSH). No project should receive more than the CT BOS cap for
supportive service costs (i.e., $7,500 per household annually).

One applicant submitted three separate applications to expand services in existing
congregate PSH projects. These should be consolidated into a single application.
To the extent that sufficient funds are available, and applications were submitted,
one project that creates new units and one project that expands services in existing
projects should be funded in each CAN.

Each type of project should be funded in each CAN that applied in the order of their
scores as determined by the Scoring Committee (i.e., from the highest to the lowest
scoring project of each type in each CAN) until funds are exhausted.

Project budgets for new units should be allocated based on BNL data according to
relative need in each CAN or a similar equitable standard.

Project budgets for services only for existing tenants should be allocated based on a
formula using relative unmet need in the applicable CANs or a similar equitable
standard that is applied across programs/CANs.

DMHAS should be the applicant with the selected non-profits listed as sub-
recipients.

All of the RRH project applications should be funded. This will result in four projects
located in 3 CANs and the DV Bonus project located in all CANs being funded. All
projects will create new units.

Project budgets for new units should be allocated based on BNL data according to
relative need in each CAN or a similar equitable standard.
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11. DOH should be the applicant with the selected non-profits listed as sub-recipients.

e Vote on whether to adopt the above recommendations from the Scoring Committees.






CT BOS 2019 Tier 2 Score Analysis Summary
Updated 8/14/19

General Ranking Order:

1)Evaluated renewal projects are ranked first in order of score (highest to lowest)

2)Followed by HMIS and Coordinated Entry projects (includes some YHDP projects) in Tier 1

3)Followed by remaining YHDP projects in Tier 1 (ranked lowest to highest ARD)

4)Followed by remaining unscored renewals (ranked lowest to highest ARD)

5)Followed by new projects funded through CoC Bonus & Reallocation

6)DV Bonus is ranked last and would only be funded if selected by HUD for DV Bonus funding. Scoring Committee gave DV Bonus application the lowest score.

Estimated CoC Appl
& Low Barrier
Tier 2 Project Scores (40 points avail) Scores (60 pts Total Points (100 points available) Bonus Amounts
Scen Renewal | Renewal |Renewal | Bonus |Bonus | Bonus |Bonus |Bonus | CoC Appl (Low Bar (Bonus | Bonus |Bonus |Bonus |Bonus

# Bonus Split 1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 Pts Pts 1 2 3 4 5 Bonus 1 Bonus 2 Bonus 3 | Bonus 4 | Bonus 5
A2 50/50% Tier 1 36.82 26.62 1471 | 49 N/A N/A | N/A 42.5 10 67.21| 574 N/A | N/A N/A [ $ 959,628 | $ 959,628 | N/A N/A N/A

B1 33/34/33% Tier 1 36.82 26.62 | 16.37 [ 9.8 3.24 | N/A | N/A 42.5 10 68.87| 62.3 [55.74| N/A | N/A | $ 633,354 | S 652,547 | $633,354 | N/A N/A

F2 40/60% Tier 1 36.82 26.62 15.69 | 5.88 N/A N/A | N/A 42.5 10 68.19 | 58.38 | N/A | N/A N/A | $ 767,702 | $1,151,553 | N/A N/A N/A

G1 |20/20/20/20/20%| Tier 1 36.82 26.62 | 17.65 [ 13.72| 9.8 5.88 | 1.96 42.5 10 70.15| 66.22 | 62.3 | 58.38|54.46 | $ 383,851 | S 383,851 | $383,851 | $383,851 | $383,851

NOTES:

1) CTBOS scored 174.5 on the CoC applicationin 2018

2)Ascoreof 170 on the CoC application in 2019 would yield 42.5 additional point for each project.
3) All projects will get the full 10 points for being Low Barrier to Entry

4) Tier 2 projects needed a minimum score of 68 to be funded in 2018
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VII.  Grievances 

1. Purpose 

The purpose of the CT BOS Grievance Policy is twofold: 

A. To ensure that there is a fair and accessible process for providers and Steering Committee members to file a grievance with the CoC regarding decisions made during the CoC funding process (See Section 5 below).

B. To ensure that there is a fair and accessible process for consumers served by CT BOS projects who have filed a grievance with a CT BOS CoC funded provider, are dissatisfied with the outcome and wish to file a grievance with the CoC (See Section 6 below).



2. Filing a Grievance 

Grievances submitted by provider agencies and Steering Committee members shall be submitted in writing to the Grievance Committee via e-mail (ctboscoc@gmail.com). Consumer grievances can be  submitted to the CT BOS Grievance Committee  in writing via e-mail (ctboscoc@gmail.com) or by phone 917-449-3918. 

3. Composition of Grievance Committee 

The Grievance Committee shall be made up of a minimum of three members of the CT BOS CoC Steering Committee.  Members shall be appointed by the CT BOS CoC Steering Committee Co-Chairs. In all instances when a conflict of interest is present, parties shall recuse themselves from voting on and otherwise influencing the outcome of matters referred to the Grievance Committee. (see CT BOS Policies, Article VIII, Section 1). 



4. Final review by the CT BOS Co-Chairs

All Grievance Committee decisions may be appealed to the CT BOS Steering Committee Co-Chairs within 10 working days of receipt of the committee’s written decision. In instances in which a co-chair recuses, another Steering Committee member who was not involved in the decision being appealed may be appointed to participate in the final review.  The final review shall be completed within 15 working days of receipt of the request. Within 10 working days of the review, the chairs shall issue a written decision specifying the reasons for the decision. The written decision shall be mailed or emailed to the person who filed the grievance by first class mail, and a copy will be maintained in the CT BOS project files. The decision is final and cannot be appealed.



5. Grievance Policy for Providers and Steering Committee Members

This policy should be used when a provider or Steering Committee member wishes to file a grievance related to the CoC funding process. For instance, a project may file a grievance to appeal a project evaluation result or the rejection of a project for CoC funding.



a. Resolution of a Grievance 

Grievances will be reviewed by the Grievance Committee within 30 days of receipt. The committee will issue a written decision, specifying the reasons for the decision and any actions that need to be taken. The written decision shall also indicate the opportunity to request a final review by the CT BOS Steering Committee Co-Chairs, and provide instructions for requesting the final review, including contact information. The written decision will be emailed to the person filing the complaint.



b. Limitations on Grievances for Providers and Steering Committee Members

Each year, the CT BOS Steering Committee approves the renewal evaluation scoring standards prior to initiating the evaluation.  The CoC distributes draft standards in advance and encourages comment.  In order to ensure equity, scoring is applied consistently to each program. 



The Grievance Committee will not consider grievances based on disagreements with the evaluation standards adopted by the Steering Committee.  Rather providers who believe the criteria or performance targets should be adjusted or certain types of projects should be exempted or have different targets should coordinate with their CAN Steering Committee representative, attend the relevant Steering Committee meeting or submit an email to ctboscoc@gmail.com.  The Steering Committee will consider all such comments received prior to establishing the annual standards 



CT BOS establishes a standardized process that provides the same opportunity for all projects to make data changes in advance of obtaining the APR data used to evaluate projects.  Subsequently, providers are also provided the opportunity to review their preliminary renewal evaluation results, make additional data changes and request that their project be re-scored.  Deadlines for each step are distributed and providers receive multiple reminders.  In order to ensure equity, deadlines are, generally, applied consistently to each program.  Where there are extenuating circumstances that prevent a project from meeting a deadline, the CoC chairs may approve extensions. The Grievance Committee will not consider grievances based on data changes made after the deadline.  



6. Grievance Policy for Consumers 

This policy can be used by consumers who have filed a grievance related to a CT BOS CoC funded project with a provider agency and who remain dissatisfied with the outcome.  Consumers must first complete any grievance process available to them through the relevant CT BOS funded agency prior to filing a grievance with CT BOS. Relevant issues may include determinations of service or housing subsidy terminations, repair issues, discrimination, mistreatment, or other disputes or complaints.



If the project serving the consumer is a DMHAS project (i.e., DMHAS is the CoC grantee or the project receives other DMHAS funding), the consumer must use the DMHAS Appeals Process (available at:  INSERT LINK). The DMHAS Appeals Process includes the following steps:

1) Informal conference with the relevant CAN 

2) Hearing with a DMHAS appeals panel

3) Final review by a Review Panel.

 

The outcome of the DMHAS Appeals process is final and not subject to review through the CT BOS Grievance process.



If the project serving the consumer is a DOH project (i.e., DOH is the CoC grantee or the project receives other DOH funding) or the grievance is about an eligibility or program acceptance decision, the consumer must file an appeal in accordance with the policies defined in the CT Coordinated Access Network (CAN) Policies and Procedures (available at:  INSERT LINK).   The outcome of the CAN Grievance process is final and not subject to review through the CT BOS Grievance process.



Consumers who would like assistance determining which grievance processes are available to them may contact a staff member at the agency at which they receive services or the CT BOS team at  (ctboscoc@gmail.com) or by phone, 917-449-3918.



Grievance Committee Hearing Process for Consumers

When a consumer submits a grievance to the CT BOS Grievance Committee, a hearing shall be held within 30 working days of the receipt of the grievance. A notice regarding the hearing shall be mailed to the consumer by first class mail and email, if applicable, not less than 10 days before the scheduled hearing. The notice shall include the date, time, and location of the hearing and a clear statement of the issues to be considered. 

The consumer who filed the grievance must have the opportunity to be present during the hearing and to hear all oral information and review all written information that is being considered by the Grievance Committee.  They must also have the opportunity to bring a person of their choice to assist them during the hearing. Consumers who would like help identifying someone who can assist them may contact a staff member at the agency at which they receive services or the CT BOS team at  (ctboscoc@gmail.com) or by phone, 917-449-3918.



A member of the Grievance Committee shall keep a sign-in sheet of all who attended the hearing and a list of the documents presented. If the consumer opts not to attend the hearing, the Grievance Committee may, in lieu of convening a hearing, opt to review the grievance and gather all pertinent information via email, phone, or video conference. Such a review must be completed within 30 days of receipt of the grievance.



Within 10 working days of a hearing  or other review process, the Grievance Committee shall issue a written decision specifying the reasons for the decision and any actions that need to be taken. The written decision shall also indicate the opportunity to request a final review by the CT BOS Steering Committee Co-Chairs, and provide instructions for requesting the final review, including contact information. The written decision shall be sent by first class mail and email, if applicable, and a copy will be maintained in the CT BOS project files. 



7. Public Posting of this policy

All CT BOS funded projects are required to post a copy of this policy in an area that is visible to staff working in and consumers receiving services from the project.

        

CT BOS Grievance Policy – revised 7/11/19
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Unified Funding Agency FAQs (7/25/19)

What is a UFA?

A UFA is the direct recipient of all CoC funding from HUD, and enters into a funding contract directly with HUD for all funds awarded to the CoC. UFAs subcontract with non-profit and government agencies, and public housing authorities to provide financial assistance and supportive services to CoC project participants.  UFAs have increased fiscal, administrative, and monitoring responsibilities. To become a UFA, an entity must be selected by the CoC and apply to HUD.



What are the benefits of UFA status?

1. Potential for additional funding

· In addition to CoC Planning funds, there is the potential to receive a grant to cover the costs of operating as a UFA. In 2019, the maximum UFA funds for CT BOS = $1.14M.

· Though UFA funding is not guaranteed, assuming Congress continues to allocate sufficient funds and the CoC submits an adequate project application, UFAs can expect to receive funding annually.



2. Greater flexibility & autonomy in funding decisions

· UFAs can make decisions about local funding anytime, without having to wait for the competition period. This includes decisions to re-allocate funds, consolidate grants and projects, or move funds between budget line items (rental assistance, supportive services, admin, etc) and project types (PSH, RRH, TH, etc.).

· This flexibility enables the CoC to respond to the needs of people experiencing homelessness and the projects working with those people in real time, helping the CoC to right-size the system for the greatest impact, and reducing the potential for unspent funds.

· The CoC retains an oversight role and should establish clear rules and policies regarding how funding decisions are made.



3. Less burden on subrecipients 

· The UFA can act as a buffer between HUD and subrecipients, catching and correcting problems in a timely manner and facilitating improved communication.







What are the drawbacks of UFA status?

1. Increased administrative and fiscal responsibility 

· Managing all funds in compliance with federal and CoC-specific requirements, and ensuring that subrecipients do the same, includes documenting expenditure eligibility and documenting receipt and expenditure of matching funds

· Issuing funding contracts to each subrecipient

· Drawing down & disbursing funds regularly to subrecipients



2. Increased monitoring & reporting responsibility

· Monitoring all subrecipients at least once per year – can prioritize certain projects and/or areas

· Submitting Annual Performance Reports (APRs) to HUD for all CoC projects



3. Developing a more robust governance charter and additional written standards

· CoC governance charter and a variety of written policies and procedures that meet HUD standards are required. 

· HUD frequently rejects UFA applications.



How do you apply for UFA status?

Application for UFA status occurs during the registration phase of the annual CoC competition – next opportunity is anticipated to occur in Spring 2020.  The UFA application is set up like a mini-NOFA, in which the CoC is scored on its capacity to meet the responsibilities of a CoC, its financial and its subrecipient management capacity, including written policies and procedures for meeting the fiscal, monitoring, and other responsibilities of a UFA. In addition, each potential subrecipient must certify that they will allow the UFA to become the recipient of HUD funds.














2



image1.png

-3 Connecticut Balance of State Continuum of Care

CoC Ending Homelessness in Connecticut | Email: ctboscoc@gmail.com | Website: www.ctbos.org







image5.emf
2019 Cost Effect
Analysis CT BOS









2019 Cost Effect 

Analysis CT BOS 


Microsoft_Word_Document2.docx
[image: ]

[image: ]

[bookmark: _GoBack]Key Findings – 2019 Renewal Evaluation Project Cost Analysis



Permanent Supportive Housing- 95 projects[footnoteRef:1]  [1:  2 PSH projects were excluded from the analysis because they were partially located in Danbury during the evaluation period and data on number of households served was unavailable.] 


CT BOS analyzed annual CoC service costs[footnoteRef:2] per household served and found: [2:  All costs reported throughout this document are based on CoC project budgets.] 


· Annual service costs/household ranged from a low of $0[footnoteRef:3] to a high of $13,214. [3:  39 PSH projects have no CoC funds for supportive services.] 


· Average annual service cost/household was $3,243[footnoteRef:4]. [4:  Excludes projects with no CoC service funds.] 


· Median annual service cost/household was $2,855[footnoteRef:5]. [5:  Excludes projects with no CoC service funds.] 




Rapid Rehousing – 11 projects

CT BOS analyzed annual CoC rental assistance and service costs per household exiting rapid rehousing to permanent housing and found:

· Annual costs/exit ranged from a low of $3,400[footnoteRef:6] to a high of $24,800. [6:  The lowest cost/exit project had no CoC supportive services funds and was eliminated in the 2018 CoC competition.  The next lowest cost/exit was $3.7K] 


· Average annual cost/permanent housing exit was $12,000

· Median annual cost/permanent housing exit was $10,000K

Transitional Housing – 4 projects

CT BOS analyzed annual CoC leasing, operating[footnoteRef:7] and service costs per household exiting transitional housing to permanent housing and found: [7:  No CT BOS TH projects use rental assistance funds.] 


· Annual costs/exit to permanent housing ranged from a low of $4,900 to a high of $28,800

· Average annual cost/exit to permanent housing was $13,700

· Median annual cost/exit to permanent housing was $10,600

· 3 of 4 projects included no CoC supportive services funds
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