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The CoC’s Homeless Advisory Board (HAB) determines how to strategically reallocate funding to best 
serve the needs of vulnerable populations in Allegheny County according to the process below.  If they 
choose to reallocate funding, they task the Collaborative Applicant, the Allegheny County Department of 
Human Services (DHS), with issuing RFPs and facilitating an open, competitive and fair procurement 
process to determine which Projects will received reallocated funding. DHS convenes a diverse 
evaluation committee of stakeholders, including HAB members, who review proposals and issue a 
recommendation to the HAB. The HAB then votes on whether to accept the recommendation. 
 
Overall Ranking Strategy 
On July 19, 2016 the HAB voted to use the following strategy for ranking Projects for inclusion in the 
2016 NOFA (Appendix A).1 They identified Five Categories of Project rankings, with sub-categories for 
Renewal and Reallocation Projects in Categories 1 and 3.  
 
Category 1: Housing First, 100% Chronically Homeless, Permanent Supportive Housing (PSH) only 
Category 2: HMIS, HMIS Expansion, LINK (Coordinated Entry) 
Category 3: Housing First, 100% Chronically Homeless, Rapid Rehousing (RRH) only 
Category 4: Housing First, some Chronically Homeless beds prioritized, PSH and RRH 
Category 5: Not Housing First 
Category 6: Bonus Projects 
 
Within Categories 1, 3, 4, and 5 the order of Projects was determined by their overall average proposal 
evaluation score.  
 
The HAB designed the ranking strategy to reflect the following CoC priorities: 

• serve the most vulnerable, most specifically ending chronic homelessness;  
• embrace Housing First;  
• be high performing system; and  
• respond to the populations’ needs  

 
Eligibility for Ranking 
Projects that sought to receive reallocation funding in 2016 (Reallocations) were required to submit a 
complete proposal in response to a Request for Proposals (RFP), issued by DHS and reviewed by a 
diverse, cross-functional evaluation committee, including members of the HAB, by the date outlined in 
the RFP.  DHS notified the public about the funding opportunity by 1.) posting the RFP to its website; 2.) 
sending an email blast to all providers, staff and any agency that requested to receive notifications 
about solicitations via a signup on DHS’s website; 3.) posting an ad in three local newspapers; 4.) posting 
to social media and 5.) posting to www.PAbidsystem.com. 
 
 
Reallocation Processes 

                                                           
1 The strategy arrived at on July 19, 2016 was informed by discussions at CoC Program Committee meetings on June 16 and July 12. Those 
minutes are also included in Appendix A.  

http://www.pabidsystem.com/


 

The CoC arrived at decisions regarding Reallocation based on 1.) data on service-use and client need 
generated throughout the year and 2.) the priorities and perspectives of HUD and the CoC. Analysts 
from DHS’s Office of Data Analysis, Research and Evaluation (DARE) pulled data, from Coordinated 
Intake (Entry) and HMIS, on clients requesting homeless services over a 6 month period (See Appendix 
B). They identified the number of clients calling Coordinated Intake (Entry) and looked at their VI-SPDAT 
scores. The VI-SPADAT is an assessment utilized by Coordinated Intake (Entry) staff to determine level of 
need for a person or family entering the homeless system. The assessment generates a score, which 
places those experiencing homeless within a hierarchy of housing Projects based upon presenting need, 
history and current housing situation or lack of housing situation. Analysts also identified system 
capacity at the service levels that corresponded with callers VI-SPDAT scores and turnover rates, so that 
the HAB could see which services areas had the highest need (service levels corresponding with frequent 
scores) and where the system needed to build capacity.  
 
The analysis showed that effectively responding to the needs of individuals and families in PA-600 would 
require more beds across the system and across service-needs (moderate need and high need). Further, 
national research shows that RRH is an effective and efficient way to house individuals and families 
experiencing a housing crisis and support them on their path to permanent housing. Based on DHS’s 
data analysis, mindful of HUD’s priorities and keeping in line with the priorities already identified by the 
CoC, the CoC decided to reallocate Safe Havens to PSH on March 29, 2016 (Appendix C), and to 
reallocate transitional housing to permanent housing (both RRH and PSH) on May 31, 2016, 2016 
(Appendix D). The Housing First model also informed these decisions, as PA-600 moves towards housing 
vulnerable populations as quickly as possible, eliminating barriers to accessing housing and wrapping 
services around individuals and families so that they remain successfully housed.  

 
Reallocation of Safe Haven Projects 
On March 29, 2016, the HAB voted to reallocate all remaining Safe Haven Projects (3 in total) to PSH and 
directed DHS to issue an RFP and conduct a formal review process for RFP responses (See Appendix C). 
The HAB chose to reallocate Safe Havens to PSH to continue low-threshold services to persons 
experiencing chronic homelessness, while making the beds available as PSH rather than continuing the 
Safe Haven categorization. HMIS data regarding client length of stay and turnover rates identified that 
75% of clients stayed in Safe Haven Projects for over 2 years, indicating that clients required higher 
periods of support and services effectively available through the PSH model. By reallocating Safe Haven 
beds, the PA-600 positioned itself to meet the needs of the clients through PH solutions, thus decreasing 
the time spent homeless.  
 
DHS notified all HUD funded Projects of the HAB’s decision on April 13, 2016 (See Appendix E), and on 
April 28, 2016 DHS issued the RFP for HUD Permanent Supportive Housing for Chronically Homeless 
Individuals, with the deadline for submission of responses on May 26, 2016. Upon submission, proposals 
were sent to an RFP evaluation committee for review. Six reviewers, representing various stakeholders 
in the housing committee and the HAB, scored and reviewed proposals based on criteria outlined in the 
RFP around (See Appendix F). The Committee convened on Monday, June 20 to compile and discuss 
their scores (See Appendix G). Based on the results of their scoring and discussion, the RFP Evaluation 
Committee made a recommendation to the HAB, who voted to accept their recommendation via online 
vote on June 27, 2016 (See Appendix H). 
 
Reallocation of TH Projects 
The 6 month analysis of client level data referenced above indicated a shortage of housing for 
individuals and families with moderate and high level service needs. To address this shortage, and to use 

http://alleghenycounty.us/WorkArea/linkit.aspx?LinkIdentifier=id&ItemID=6442452956
http://alleghenycounty.us/WorkArea/linkit.aspx?LinkIdentifier=id&ItemID=6442452956


 

the most effective model for rapidly housing individuals and families experiencing homeless (per HUD 
recommendation and supported by national research), the HAB voted to reallocate all CoC program 
funded TH Projects to RRH and PSH Projects on May 31, 2016 (See Appendix D).  

 
The HAB directed DHS to issue an RFP and conduct a formal review process. On June 2, 2016, prior to 
the RFP being issues, DHS notified all TH Projects that TH Projects would not be renewed in the HUD 
2016 Process (See Appendix I). DHS issued the RFP for HUD 2016 Reallocation Funding for Permanent 
Supportive Housing and Rapid Re-Housing Program on June 10, 2016, with the deadline for submission 
of responses on July 1, 2016. Upon submission, proposals were sent to an RFP Evaluation Committee for 
review. Thirteen reviewers, representing various stakeholders in the housing committee and the HAB, 
scored and reviewed proposals based on criteria outlined in the RFP (See Appendix J). The evaluation 
committee convened on July 25, 2016 and made a recommendation to the HAB based on their compiled 
scores and discussion (See Appendix K). On August 5, 2016 the HAB approved the RRH and PSH Projects 
selected for reallocation by the RFP Evaluation Committee via online vote (See Appendix H). One 
organization that responded to the RFP, Womanspace East, decided to opt out of their project after the 
procurement process had been completed and they were selected for reallocation. Per an online vote by 
the HAB Executive Committee on September 1, the reallocated funds were offered to Chartier’s Center.  
 
Both reallocation processes for the Safe Haven and TH Projects followed DHS approved procurement 
process with formal advertising, availability on the internet and electronic submission (See Appendix L).  
 
Evaluation Committee Oversight 
Using the scores outlined in the scoring process above, the CoC Committee reviewed the ranking list in 
its entirety, assessing if the list reflected a strong continuum of services, particularly within Tier 1. 
Within this review, the Committee considered the needs of subpopulations (e.g., youth, individuals and 
families fleeing domestic violence, etc), the type of housing services, and the overall performance of 
Projects. The CoC Committee made no adjustments to the ranking list from the review, but did 
recommend that Bonus Projects be placed at the bottom of the ranking chart by average score before 
submitted the ranking to the HAB for their approval on August 2, 2016 (See Appendix M). On August 10, 
2016, the HAB approved the final ranking list (See Appendix H). 
 
Notice of Project Ranking 
DHS posted the Final Ranking List on its website and notified provider agencies included on the list of 
their status and of the Appeals Process on August 16, 2016. 
 
Appeals Process 
The Appeals Process is used to contend that a Project is not categorized and/or ranked appropriately. 
The Appeals Process does not serve to alter the ranking strategy used. Only two reasons may be used to 
appeal a ranking: 

 Project should be ranked higher within a category 

 Project should be in a different category 
 
When appealing that a Project should be ranked higher within a category, the agencies were asked to 
provide a justification that included a clear description of why the Performance Worksheet (Renewals) 
or Proposal Response (Reallocations) did not appropriately reflect Project performance and therefore 
caused a lower score.  Recognizing that Projects were encouraged to provide comment on their 
performance data within the Performance Worksheet and that new Projects were allotted response 
space across all review criteria in the Proposal Process, appeal justifications needed to substantially  

http://alleghenycounty.us/WorkArea/linkit.aspx?LinkIdentifier=id&ItemID=6442453607
http://alleghenycounty.us/WorkArea/linkit.aspx?LinkIdentifier=id&ItemID=6442453607


 

demonstrate validity of evidence to merit an adjustment to the ranking list. Similarly, when appealing 
that a Project should be categorize differently, the justification must have provided evidence of the 
Project’s fulfillment of all requirements of the category.   

 
Appeal Process and Key Dates 
All Projects were notified of their ranking on August 16, 2016.  Any Project that disagreed with the rank 
they receive and wished to appeal must have submitted a completed appeal no later than August 22, 
2016 at 5:00pm.  
 
Appeals submitted on time and in full were reviewed by the Appeal Review Team. The Appeal Review 
Team consists of non-provider members of the CoC Evaluation Committee. One Appeal was received. 
The Appeal Committee met to discuss the appeal (Appendix N) and adjusted the ranking accordingly 
(Appendix O). The appealing provider was notified of the decision on August 31, 2016 (Appendix P).   
 
Appeal Submission 
For an appeal to be considered, an Appeal Process Form (Appendix Q) had to be completed and 
returned to Hilary Scherer (contact information below), by 5:00pm on August 22, 2016. Appeals received 
after that time were not considered (none were received). Partial appeals were not considered (none 
were received).  
 
The Appeal Process Form included agency and Project identifiers and a one (1) page maximum appeal 
justification. An appeal had to be made within the approved ranking strategy which meant that any 
justification should have spoken to the Project’s score or categorization not being appropriate.    
 
Contact Information 
Questions and completed Appeal Process Forms were directed to Hilary Scherer by email 
(hilary.scherer@alleghenycounty.us).  
 
Final Ranking 
 The final ranking document (Appendix R) was posted online on September 9, 2016 (Appendix S). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Appendix A 

CoC Bi-Monthly Meeting 
July 19, 2016 10:00AM to Noon 

Human Services Building 
One Smithfield Street, Pittsburgh. 

 
Purpose: The Homeless Advisory Board (HAB) is a public/private partnership formed to assist and 
recommend to Allegheny County, the City of Pittsburgh, the City of McKeesport and the Municipality of 
Penn Hills on public policy, programs, activities, data and all other efforts that will eliminate 
homelessness and improve the wellbeing of persons and families who are homeless.  
 
HAB Member Attendees 
Meg Balsamico, Penn Hills 
Jerry Cafardi, City of Pittsburgh 
Tom Cummings, URA 
Jane Downing, Pittsburgh Foundation 
Abigail Horn, ACDHS 
Linda Kilderry, Michael’s Place 
Joe Lagana, HCEF 
John Lovelace, UPMC 

Mary Frances Pilarski, VA 
Lenny Prewitt, FamilyLinks 
Laurel Randi, McCune Foundation 
Richard, Ranii, All. Co. Economic Development 
Amy Snider, ACTION Housing 
Philip Spina, Light of Life 
Adrienne Walnoha, CHS 

 
Guest Attendees 
Seth Abrams, ACDHS 
Renee Bell, Naomi’s Place  
Annie Boyd, ACDHS 
Andrea Bustos, ACDHS 
Joann Cyganovich, Sojourner MOMS 
Elizabeth Daniels-Totten, City of Pgh 
Nancy Dunkis, All Co. Economic Development 
Rob Eamigh, ACDHS 
Joe Elliott, ACDHS 
Lora Fraire, ACDHS 
Angalo Farrara, Salvation Army 
Pete Giacalone, WPIC 
Erin Gillette, Alle-Kiski Area HOPE Center 
Andy Halfhill, ACDHS 
Peter Harvey, ACDHS 
Kate Holko, ACDHS 
Lisa Kessler, ACDHS               
Terri Laver, ACDHS 
Jessica McKown, ACHDA 
Stephanie Meyer, ACDHS 
Nicole Molinaro-Karaczan, WC&S 
Mary Parks, Sister Place 
Emil Pyptyk, ACDHS 
LeaEtta Rhodes, Urban League 
Rachel Rue, ACDHS 

Kelly Russell, City of Pittsburgh 
Hilary Scherer, ACDHS 
Trishia Silvis, YWCA 
Barb Smith, HEARTH 
Pat Valentine, ACDHS 
Stephanie Villella, Chartiers 
Laverne Wagner, HACP 
Kyona White, Sojourner MOMS 
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Minutes 

1. Welcome & Review of Meeting Minutes—John Lovelace 
a. The May 31, 2016 meeting minutes were approved. 

 
2. HAB Member Term Appointments—Hilary Scherer 

Before the main meeting discussions were started, initial term designations were selected 
randomly by HAB members. Moving forward terms are 3-years, with members being able to 
serve 2 terms. However, since a new HAB process was started with the revisions to the 
Governance Charter in October 2015, the CoC is seeking to avoid having the entire HAB 
membership leaving at the same time, and has thus implemented shorter initial term limits for 
2/3 of the membership (1/3 having a 1 year initial term, and 1/3 having a 2 year initial term). 
Again, moving forward there will be the standard 3 year term and any member can seek a 
second term. As such, HAB members who are designated a 1 year initial term can submit a 
nomination for a second term, and in total serve the HAB for 4 years. Nominations for HAB 
members will be sought this fall with new members being voted on in January 2017. A list of the 
initial term periods in provided in Appendix 1.  

 
3. HUD 2016 NOFA Ranking Strategy—Amy Snider 

Amy Snider, on behalf of the Evaluation Committee, put forth a recommendation to the HAB on 
a ranking strategy to be used to rank projects for the 2016 CoC Program NOFA. The Evaluation 
Committee’s proposal for the ranking strategy was designed to be reflective of the following 
CoC priorities: 

 serve the most vulnerable, most specifically ending chronic homelessness;  

 a system that embraces Housing First;  

 a high performing system; and  

 a system that is responsive to the populations’ needs  
 
As such, the Committee organized projects into the five (5) categories below, and within each 
category the projects are to be ranked by score (i.e., performance). For any Category that has 
Renewal and New Projects, the Renewal Projects would be ranked first, followed by New 
Projects. Within this organization, the entire list then can be reviewed for special consideration 
around sub-populations and other critical factors (e.g., program operation time to determine if 
score accurately reflects service performance).   
 
In reviewing the draft ranking list based on this strategy the Committee found that sub-
populations were represented across the Tier 1 projects (Tier 1 reflects 93% of funding). The Tier 
2 line would be expected to occur towards the bottom of Category 4, and bonus projects would 
be places at the end of the entire list (and thus in Tier 2).  
 

Category 1:  Housing First, 100% Chronically Homeless, PSH only 
Category 2:  HMIS, HMIS Expansion, LINK 
Category 3:  Housing First, 100% Chronically Homeless, RRH only 
Category 4:  Housing First, some Chronically Homeless beds prioritized, PSH and RRH 
Category 5:  Not Housing First 
 

Ms. Snider went on to clarify that scores by which Projects would be ranked in each Category. 
For Renewal Projects, the score is that Project’s Renewal Score, which is calculated using the 
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Renewal Score Process approved by HAB in March 2016, and includes the Performance 
Worksheet, which Projects submitted by June 2, 2016. For New Projects, the scores reflect the 
each Project’s proposal score, as assigned by the RFP’s Evaluation Committee within the 
competitive RFP process.  
 
Abigail Horn also called the HAB’s attention to the NOFA summary provided to them in advance 
of the meeting, point out that the description Ms. Snider provided falls very nicely in line with 
what HUD is looking for within a CoC. For example, in regards to Housing First there are points 
awarded to a CoC if over 75% of the CoC is implementing a Housing First approach. The HAB’s 
decision in May to embrace Housing First, the decision of so many providers to move in that 
direction, and now how we are ranking with a highlight to Housing First will put us in good 
standings. Other things noted included: 

 System as a safety net to quickly house folks and support towards stability 

 Focusing on participants’ choice and variety of options 

 This is the first year to include significant points around system wide measurements, 
which will be new for everyone 

 And finally, ending of sub-population homelessness—at last meeting we discussed 
veterans end to homelessness, and next on horizon is CH, which our HOCC is really 
starting to get ball rolling on thinking through that, but just so HAB is aware of these 
nationwide initiatives to end homelessness and how they will drive a lot of our 
discussions over the next few years. 

 
The motion to adopt the proposed ranking strategy was approved.  
 
Following the HAB’s approval of the 2016 NOFA Project Ranking Strategy, clarification was 
provided around “100% Chronic Homeless” referenced in Categories 1 and 3. This designation is 
for those projects who have dedicated OR prioritized all of their beds to chronically homeless 
individuals and families. This designation does not mean that all beds will be utilized by 
individuals and families who have documented chronic homelessness, but rather that if an 
individual or family is chronically homeless the Project will prioritize them and is prepared to 
serve them.  

 
4. Preventing and Ending Homelessness by 2020: Community Strategic Planning Process—Jane 

Downing 
Jane Downing updated meeting participants on the Community Strategic Planning Process for 
Preventing and Ending Homelessness by 2020. As a reminder, this Planning Process is a 
community wide effort to create a strategic plan to: (1) prevent and end homelessness among 
veterans in 2016; (2) finish the job of ending chronic homelessness in 2017; (3) prevent and end 
homelessness for families with children and youth in 2020; and (4) set a path to ending all types 
of homelessness. This means the community will have a systematic response in place that 
ensures homelessness is prevented wherever possible, or if it cannot be prevented, it is a rare, 
brief and nonrecurring experience. The HAB Planning Committee selected Housing Innovations 
from New York as the consultant and hired a local project coordinator, Iris Whitworth to help 
guide the process. The first site visit for this process is being held from August 3-August 5, 2016, 
and will begin with a Community Kick-off on the morning of August 3, in the Homestead Grays 
Conference Room (located at 1 Smithfield St). Following the kick-off a number of initial Focus 
Groups have been arranged, with participants in those Focus Groups being identified through a 
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multi-stage planning effort. This is just the first site visit, with subsequent site visits to be 
scheduled over the coming 6 months.  

 
5. Homeless System Scorecard—Andy Halfhill 

Prior to the regular Homeless System Scorecard update, John Lovelace informed HAB members 
and meeting participates that Amy Snider would be stepping into the HAB Co-Chair role for the 
Data and Planning Committee. Diana Bucco and initially served in that role, but as she has 
become the President of the Buhl Foundation her time commitments will not allow her to 
continue. She will remain an active member of the HAB, and the HAB is grateful for the guidance 
she provided to the start-up of the Data and Planning Committee.  
 
Speaking on behalf of the Data and Planning Committee, Andy Halfhill presented HAB members 
with a report update around the Homeless Scorecard, reminding members that the Scorecard 
was developed to provide the HAB with regular updates on how the Allegheny County homeless 
system is doing towards the goal of making homelessness rare, brief, and non-recurring. The 
data presented provides an update around 5 core measures so that progress can be regularly 
tracked.  
 

 Measure 1—Number of persons entering the homeless system for the first time (on an 
annual interval): What this measure does is show us how the number of people entering 
the system changes from one year to the next; we have had a 20% decrease in people 
entering the system since last year (2440 households); the percentage of people 
homeless has also decreased 

 Measure 2—Bed utilization: For different projects in the community this measures 
shows how many households have been served in last 2 months, 6 months and year, 
and how many on a given day. What we hope to do with this measure going forward is 
to show number served on a given day as it relates to capacity.  

 Measure 3—Length of stay: This measure shows how long, in terms of median length of 
stay, individuals and families stay in a program. For ES, median length is 36 days, and we 
want 75% to be under 30 days so there is a place to move on. Generally leading our 
performance goals for PSH and TH. Not quite there for RRH, but we only have few 
current programs for RRH and as we scale up we expect a better analysis 

 Measure 4—Exist to permanent destinations: This measures shows of all households 
who exit, how many go to permanent destination. For ES we have increased over last 
year. Generally across all programs have been able to achieve higher exists to 
permanent destinations. 

 Measure 5—Recidivism: Generally that rate of return are low. 
 

The Scorecard data will be updated and presented to the HAB at each bi-monthly meeting.  
 

6. HUD System Performance Measure Submission—Andy Halfhill 
Mr. Halfhill provided an update on HUD System Performance Measures, which are being 
required by HUD for the first time from all CoC’s. In developing the Homeless System Scorecard, 
the Data and Planning Committee was mindful of HUD’s System Performance Measures, and 
thus there are some overlaps, including first time homeless, exits to permanent housing, and 
recidivism. The System Performance Measures are due to HUD on August 1, 2016 and DHS is 
working with the HMIS vendor to diligently test the system and ensure accurate data is 
submitted by the due date. This submission will serve as a baseline for the CoC, and the goal will 
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to show improvements each year. Mr. Halfhill clarified that the date submitted reflects the 
period from October 2014 to November 2015, and through the testing process DHS’s DARE 
Analysts are identifying and fixing any existing data issues so that there is strong data quality 
moving forward.  
 

7. Committee Updates 
To begin Committee Updates, Mr. Lovelace announced that Allegheny County CoC was not 
approved for the United Funding Agency (UFA) status. DHS has requested direction from HUD 
regarding the lack of approval, and is not aware of how many (if any) CoC’s received the UFA 
designation this year.  
 
Representing the HOCC, Philip Spina noted that the City of Pittsburgh has hired someone to 
guide a Committee on the City’s response and action with persons who are street homeless. The 
HAB would like to have representation on any such group that is formed, and the efforts should 
be linked into the Community Strategic Planning process.  
 

8. Public Comment/Announcements 
 

 Barb Smith provided comment on the CoC’s responsiveness to families fleeing DV 
situations 

 Abigail Horn provided comment on the utilization of Section 8 vouchers by those who 
are homeless 

 Jane Downing provided comment on ending veterans homelessness 

 Elizabeth Daniels-Totten provided comment on processes for making public comment 

 Mary Frances Pilarski provided comment on VA Pittsburgh Healthcare System’s 2016 
Veterans Community Homelessness Assessment, Local Education and Networking 
Groups (CHALENG) Forum 

 Nicole Molinaro-Karaczan provided comment on WC&S renovations  
 
 
 Action Items 

 The approved Ranking Strategy will be used to rank all renewal and new projects being applied 
for in the 2016 CoC Program NOFA.  

 
 

Next CoC Meeting 
Tuesday, September 27—10:00 AM to Noon 

Human Services Building 
One Smithfield Street, Pittsburgh 

 
July 12, 2016 

Attending: Meg Balsamico, Penn Hills 
Nancy Dunkis, Allegheny County Economic Development 
Robert Eamigh, Allegheny County Department of Human Services 
Lora Fraire, Allegheny County Department of Human Services Intern 
Abigail Horn, Allegheny County Department of Human Services 
Terri Laver, Allegheny County Department of Human Services 
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Kelly Russell, City of Pittsburgh 
Hilary Scherer, Allegheny County Department of Human Services 
Karen Snair, Allegheny Valley Association of Churches 
Amy Snider, ACTION Housing 
Lisa Trunick, Bethlehem Haven 
Stephanie Villella, Chartiers Center 

Terri Laver welcomed everyone to the meeting and served as facilitator. The purpose of the meeting 
was to review a ranking document created from the strategies developed at the last committee 
meeting, modify and discuss further strategies or medication and discuss presentation of the adopted 
strategy to the Homeless Advisory Board on July 19, 2016.  

A. Overview of Process 
a. An announcement about the opening of 2016 NOFA was made at the start of the 

meeting. Staff has not yet been able to access the 2016 NOFA application in ESNAPS as it 
is locked. It is unknown when HUD will provide further guidance to access the 
application.  

b. A review of the last meeting’s decisions were discussed. A summary of the sub-
categories was handed out to all members (See Attachment A). There was a reminder 
that new projects are currently being reviewed and final recommendations to the HAB 
have not occurred.  

c. Ranking list was distributed to all present members, as well as electronically displayed in 
the room. The reallocated safe haven funding that was went through a formal request 
for proposal process were added to the present raking in their appropriate sub-category 
per the committee’s recommendation. The draft ranking list was used as a talking point, 
with the understanding that modifications and new projects from reallocation still 
needed to be added.  

B. Discussion of Project Rankings 
a. There was some discrepancy between the 2015 actual HUD application form and the 

2016 performance worksheets as to which programs serve 100% chronic homeless. 
Some projects forgot to answer questions related to this and other answered them 
incorrectly. Committee made the decision to move all providers who truly served 100% 
chronic homeless on the HUD 2015 application (regardless of 2016 performance 
worksheet information) up to category one. A letter would be sent to each of the four 
providers to indicate that they were being placed in category one based on the 2015 
HUD application and would continue to be expected to abide by those rules. The four 
project/programs were Chartiers-Hestia, CHS-Families United, and PATF-Choice II.  

b. From the beginning, the committee wanted to ensure that tier 1 of the ranking 
contained a diverse collection of providers, sub-populations, and units. It was 
determined that this had been achieved and there was no need to make any further 
adjustments based upon special populations for the current projects reviewed.  

c. Projects currently under review from reallocation will be placed in the appropriate 
subcategory as established by the committee once the scoring and the decision is made 
by the HAB to move these projects forward.  

C. Next Meeting 
a. For the next meeting, the committee will convene to review and recommend a final 

ranking recommendation for the HUD 2016 NOFA to the HAB. The committee at that time 
will discuss any critical strategic considerations such as special needs populations or 
serving a particular population.  
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The next meeting of the Evaluation Committee will be August 2, 2016 at 10:00 AM in the Human Services 
Building, Pittsburgh Room, One Smithfield Street, Pittsburgh.  
The meeting adjourned at 10:30 AM.  

  
June 16, 2016 

Attending: Liz Daniels-Totten, City of Pittsburgh 
Lora Fraire, Allegheny County Department of Human Services, Intern 
Linda Kilderry, St Vincent de Paul 
Kelly Russell, City of Pittsburgh 
Hilary Scherer, Allegheny County Department of Human Services 
Karen Snair, Allegheny Valley Association of Churches 
Amy Snider, ACTION Housing 
Lisa Trunick, Bethlehem Haven 
James Turner, Allegheny County Department of Human Services PATH Coordinator 
Stephanie Villella, Chartiers Center 
Robert Eamigh, Allegheny County Department of Human Services 
Terri Laver, Allegheny County Department of Human Services 

Terri Laver welcomed everyone to the meeting and served as facilitator. An overview of the focus of the 
meeting was to develop a strategy for ranking projects for the HUD 2016 application and review the 
scores for renewals from the committee members. 

A. Overview of Process 
a. The Homeless Advisory Board vote on May 31, 2016 was again briefly mentioned in 

relationship to building a strategy for this year’s evaluation process. The HAB is 
emphasizing: serving most vulnerable and adoption of Housing First principles.  

b. Three summaries were distributed for discussion. They were: overall scores, emphasis 
on serving chronic homeless (most vulnerable population) and utilizing housing. The 
summaries were not meant to be a final ranking of renewals but rather serve as a 
discussion point.  

c. The reallocated project funds and bonus project request for proposal has been released 
by DHS. Applications are due by June 30. Current Evaluators will be contacted by the 
DARE office to serve on the review of these applications. If an agency is applying for this 
grant, they cannot be a part of the review process. These projects will be intermixed 
with the renewal projects by the Evaluation Committee once the selected projects are 
selected.  

B. Discussion of Operating projects that had specific ranking issues 
a. Sojourner MOMS- Sankofa and WPIC New Foundations I had specific issues with their 

APRs that were issued when the projects were reviewed by the committee. (Sankofa 
was under construction most of the year and closed to residents, and New Foundations 
APR was not under WPIC jurisdiction when it was completed.) Since both of these 
projects now have draft APRs in the system which correct both of the issues listed, the 
committee agreed to review and re-score these and return scores to Terri Laver by June 
20.  

b. HMIS, HMIS Expansion and Allegheny Link (Coordinated Intake) cannot be scored. 
However, all of these projects are critical to the overall operations of the CoC. If the 
projects are placed in Tier II funding, they run the risk of being cut by HUD. In the 2015 
application, 33 CoCs placed their HMIS grants in Tier II, and 30 of these grants were not 
renewed by HUD. These CoCs can charge each project a fee to participate. This grant 
enables ACDHS to not charge each grant for participating in HMIS and provides the 
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needed staff support to operate HMIS. At one point, Amy suggested that given the 
importance of HMIS to providing the CoC with needed planning data and monitoring of 
projects, HMIS be placed first on the ranking. After discussion of the overall ranking 
process, it was decided to place HMIS, HMIS Expansion and Allegheny Link as the second 
priority in funding for 2016.  

c. A Step Forward – New Rapid Re Housing not yet operational a year and Bridging the Gap 
– APR reflects first year of operation. These renewals will be placed where they most 
appropriately fall within the priority listing despite their low scores due to start-up 
issues. 

d. Mercy- A Path to New Life- just awarded to Mercy. The APR reflected St Vincent de 
Paul’s performance. It was agreed that the APR will be utilized; however, the committee 
will give additional points to Mercy since the project going forward will be 100% chronic 
homeless and utilizes Housing First under Mercy’s contract.  

e. Planning Grant cannot be scored- grant is not operational yet. In 2015, the CoC did not 
have to score this grant and, therefore, the committee assumed if this grant is given 
again under the HUD 2016 NOFA, then it will not be ranked.  
 

C. HUD 2015 RRH and PSH not yet operating 
a. The following projects are not yet operational since they were just awarded by HUD in 

the HUD 2015 competition. None have executed contracts as of today. 
i. Bethlehem Haven- Haven Homes  

ii. Mercy-Home for Good 
iii. Gaudenzia-G-PGH Phase III 
iv. Goodwill Good Start 
v. Mercy Through Open Door 

vi. PATF Integrated RRH Program 
vii. VLP Constitution 

viii. WPIC Soteria 
ix. YWCA Bridges RRH Program  

b. The committee concluded that since all of these projects were scored in the HUD 2015 
process utilizing specific criteria related to new projects, that the scores from HUD 2015 
be utilized for this year’s ranking process. The final score will be utilized for placement 
within the new projects selected for this year since the scoring process is the same for 
this year’s new project applications.  

D. Preliminary Recommendation on strategy for HUD 2016 ranking of projects 
a. After a long discussion of how to rank proposals and the strategic importance of this 

process, the Committee agreed upon this order for consideration: 
 

Category 1: Housing First, 100% Chronically Homeless, PSH only 
Sub-Category A: Renewal Projects 
Sub-Category B: New Projects 

 
Category 2: HMIS, HMIS Expansion, LINK 

No Sub-Categories 
Category 3: Housing First, 100% Chronically Homeless, RRH only 

Sub-Category A: Renewal Projects 
Sub-Category B: New Projects 

Category 4: Housing First, some Chronically Homeless beds prioritized, PSH and RRH 
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Sub-Category A: Renewal Projects 
Sub-Category B: New Projects 

Category 5: Not Housing First 
Sub-Category A: Renewal Projects 
Sub-Category B: New Projects 

b. Ranking Scores will be mixed with chronic homeless and Housing First emphasis as a 
part of the process.  

E. Next Meeting 
a. For the next meeting, the above-listed categories will be cross matched against the 

renewal projects, and space will be held for new projects since the RFP process will not 
be completed for those until later in July. The HUD 2015 projects that were funded will 
utilize the scores that were determined by the review committee for HUD 2015 and 
placed into the appropriate subcategories as renewals/new projects.  

The next meeting of the Evaluation Committee will be July 12, 2016 at 9:00 AM in the Human Services 
Building, Pittsburgh Room, One Smithfield Street, Pittsburgh.  
The meeting adjourned at 11:30 AM.  
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Appendix B 

ASSESSMENT OF RAPID-REHOUSING AND PERMANENT SUPPORTIVE HOUSING NEED AND SUPPLY FOR 
2016 NOFA APPLICATION 

 
The Allegheny County Department of Human Services’ Office of Data Analysis, Research and Evaluation 
(DARE) recently conducted an analysis assessing homeless housing needs and turnover. This information 
is intended to assist in reallocation decision making for the upcoming HUD NOFA competition. Data from 
HMIS and Coordinated Intake (Allegheny Link) were analyzed, including information on homeless 
referrals, VI-SPDAT scores, homeless bed utilization, and other relevant data. Data covering the time 
period of October 1, 2015 through March 31, 2016 (6 months) was analyzed. 
 
Key findings: 

1. 61% of families seeking housing services have moderate service needs, with rapid-rehousing and 
transitional housing being the most appropriate housing options currently available in the CoC. 
Analysis indicates a shortage of 98 units between the current demand and capacity to house 
these families via normal unit turnover. Taking into account project reallocations that have 
already been made between transitional housing and rapid re-housing programs, a future 
shortage will remain, but will decrease to 67 units. 
 

2. 60% of singles seeking housing services have moderate service needs, with rapid-rehousing and 
transitional housing being the most appropriate housing options currently available in the CoC. 
Analysis indicates a shortage of 305 beds between the current demand and capacity to house 
these clients via normal bed turnover. Taking into account project reallocations that have 
already been made between transitional housing and rapid re-housing programs, a future 
shortage will remain, but will decrease to 298 beds. 
 

3. 35% of families seeking housing services have high service needs, with permanent supportive 
housing being the most appropriate housing option. Analysis indicates a shortage of 62 units 
between the current demand and capacity to house these families via normal unit turnover. 
 

4. 28% of singles seeking housing services have high service needs, with permanent supportive 
housing being the most appropriate housing option. Analysis indicates a shortage of 232 beds 
between the current demand and capacity to house these clients via normal bed turnover. 
Taking into account project reallocations decisions already made regarding Safe Haven projects 
as well as the future opening of a project currently under development, a future shortage will 
remain, but will decrease to 155 beds. 
 

VI-SPDAT Score Analysis: 
DHS began storing VI-SPDAT scores within the Link database in September 2015. We analyzed data from 
the 6 month time period of October 2015 through March 2016. During this period, there were a total of 
1570 households who were experiencing a homeless situation and completed a full VI-SPDAT 
assessment to receive a score. This included 360 families (households with children) and 1210 singles. 
The time period we analyzed is relatively small, but is the best proxy of community need that we have 
currently. Given that 1570 households competed the VI-SPDAT assessment during this period, the 
sample size is large enough to confidently draw conclusions regarding community need.  
Of the 360 families, 
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 14 (4%) had a Vi-SPDAT score between 0 and 3 (low service needs), for which emergency 
shelters and homeless prevention programs are most appropriate.* 

 219 (61%) had a VI-SPDAT score between 4 and 8 (moderate service needs), for which 
transitional housing and rapid re-housing projects are most appropriate. 

 127 (35%) had a VI-SPDAT score between 9 and 22 (high service needs), which corresponds to 
eligibility for permanent supportive housing projects. 

*Clients are eligible for emergency shelters or homeless prevention programs regardless of their VI-
SPDAT score 

 Of the 1210 singles, 

 148 (12%) had a Vi-SPDAT score between 0 and 3 (low service needs), for which emergency 
shelters and homeless prevention programs are most appropriate.* 

 720 (60%) had a VI-SPDAT score between 4 and 7 (moderate service needs), for which 
transitional housing and rapid re-housing projects are most appropriate. 

 342 (28%) had a VI-SPDAT score between 8 and 17 (high service needs), which corresponds to 
eligibility for permanent supportive housing projects. 

*Clients are eligible for emergency shelters or homeless prevention programs regardless of their VI-
SPDAT score 

 
Program Bed/Unit Capacity and Client Exit Analysis: 
 
Transitional Housing and Rapid-Rehousing (moderate service needs): 
For the purpose of this analysis, Allegheny County’s Continuum of Care:  

 Currently 121 family units for transitional housing and 90 family units for rapid-rehousing. These 
numbers will soon be 103 and 139, respectively, following last year’s NOFA reallocation of some 
transitional housing programs to rapid re-housing. This will result in a capacity of 242 family 
units for moderate service needs. 

 Currently has 466 single beds for transitional housing and 69 single beds for rapid-rehousing. 
These numbers will soon be 415 and 127, respectively, following last year’s NOFA reallocation of 
some transitional housing programs to rapid re-housing. This will result in 542 single beds for 
moderate service needs. 

 Between October 2015 and March 2016, 121 families and 415 singles exited from transitional 
housing and rapid-rehousing projects (combined).  

 The projected “gap” between this capacity and community need is 67 family units and 298 
single beds for households with moderate service needs. 

  
Permanent Supportive Housing (high service needs): 
For the purpose of this analysis, Allegheny County’s Continuum of Care:  

 Currently 390 family units for permanent supportive housing.  

 Currently has 508 single beds for permanent supportive housing. This number will be 585 
following reallocation of Safe Haven projects and the future opening of the Wood Street SRO 
project.  

 Between October 2015 and March 2016, 65 families and 110 singles exited from permanent 
supportive housing projects.  

 The projected “gap” between this capacity and community need is 62 family units and 155 
single beds for households with high service needs. 
 

Conclusions: 
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There is significant gap between recently assessed community need and projected future available 
capacity to serve families and singles needing homeless services.  The gap for single beds (453) is 
substantially larger than the gap for family units (129). Overall, the largest gap is for singles with 
moderate service needs, where rapid-rehousing is most appropriate. However, there is significant need 
for permanent supportive housing also, particularly for singles. Though the number of singles needing 
permanent supportive housing is only half of the number needing rapid rehousing, the HAB should 
consider that persons exit permanent supportive housing programs at a lower rate than rapid re-
housing programs.  In fact, the median length of stay for singles in rapid re-rehousing programs is 
around 7.5 months versus over 21 months for permanent supportive housing. Additionally, these 
persons have the highest services needs among the homeless population. 



 

Data covers the period of 10/1/15 – 3/31/16 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Project Type
VI-SPDAT Score 

Range

# of families in 

VI-SPDAT range

% of families in 

VI-SPDAT range

Current Capacity 

(units)

Families exiting 

(units becoming 

available)1

Current Gap 

between Need and 

Exits (Exits-Need)

"Next Year" 

Capacity (units)6

Capacity Change 

("Next Year" - 

Current Year)

Gap adjusted to 

reflect "Next 

Year" Capacity

Emergency Shelter/Homeless Prevention2 0-3 14 4%

Transitional/Rapid Rehousing 4 - 8 219 61% 211 121 -98 242 31 -67

121 72 103

90 49 139

Permanent Supportive Housing5 9-22 127 35% 390 65 -62 390 0 -62

360 100% 601 186 -160 632 31 -129

Project Type
VISPDAT Score 

Range

# of singles in 

VI-SPDAT range

% of singles in 

VI-SPDAT range

Current Capacity 

(beds)

Singles exiting 

(beds becoming 

available)1

Current Gap 

between Need and 

Exits (Exits-Need)

Next Year 

Capacity (beds)6

Capacity Change 

("Next Year" - 

Current Year)

Gap adjusted to 

reflect "Next 

Year" Capacity

Emergency Shelter/Homeless Prevention2 0 - 3 148 12%

Transitional/Rapid Rehousing 4 - 7 720 60% 535 415 -305 542 7 -298

466 303 415

69 112 127

Permanent Supportive Housing5 8 - 17 342 28% 508 110 -232 585 77 -155

1210 100% 1043 525 -537 1127 84 -453

1Includes an estimate for DV program exits based upon recent APR data
2Emergency shelter and Homeless Prevention programs accept clients with any VI-SPDAT score; this l ine indicates those who were eligible ONLY for emergency shelter/homeless prevention
3Includes Bridge Housing Programs
4Includes Penn Free Bridge programs operating as RRH
5Excludes VASH units and exits; Excludes Wood Street SRO which has been in development; Includes SRO and CMI Bridge projects operating as PSH
6Adjusted to account for: TH projects already reallocated to RRH and Safe Havens to be reallocated to PSH

Families

Totals:

Totals:

Singles

Transitional Housing3

Rapid Rehousing4

Transitional Housing3

Rapid Rehousing4
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Appendix C 

CoC Bi-Monthly Meeting 
March 29, 2016 10:00AM to Noon 

Human Services Building 
One Smithfield Street, Pittsburgh. 

 
Purpose: The Homeless Advisory Board (HAB) is a public/private partnership formed to assist and 
recommend Allegheny County, the City of Pittsburgh, the City of McKeesport and the Municipality of 
Penn Hills on public policy, programs, activities, data and all other efforts that will eliminate 
homelessness and improve the wellbeing of homeless persons and families.  
 
HAB Member Attendees 
Meg Balsamico, Penn Hills 
Jerry Cafardi, City of Pgh 
Tom Cummings, URA 
Sean DeYoung, PATF 
Jane Downing, Pittsburgh Foundation 
Anthony Duckett, HSAO 
Abigail Horn, ACDHS 
Linda Kilderry, Michael’s Place 
Joe Lagana, HCEF 

John Lovelace, UPMC 
Mary Frances Pilarski, VA 
Lenny Prewitt, FamilyLinks 
Laurel Randi, McCune Foundation 
Richard, Ranii, All. Co. Economic Development 
Amy Snider, ACTION Housing 
Philip Spina, Light of Life 
Adrienne Walnoha, CHS 
James Wyler, UPMC-WPIC 

 
Guest Attendees 
Seth Abrams, ACDHS 
Sheila Bell, ACDHS 
Doug Berry 
Will Boden 
Annie Boyd, ACDHS 
Andrea Bustos, ACDHS 
Matthew Cain 
Tia Canter, Mercy Behavioral Health 
Nancy Dunkis, All Co. Economic Development 
Rob Eamigh, ACDHS 
Judy Eakin, HEARTH 
Joe Elliott, ACDHS 
Steve Forrester, WPIC 
Pete Giacalone, WPIC 
Andy Halfhill, ACDHS 
Carol Haley-Smith, POWER 
Peter Harvey, ACDHS 
Kate Holko, ACDHS 
Regina Janov, ACDHS 

Chuck Keenan, ACDHS 
Terri Laver, ACDHS 
Scott Lewis, Salvation Army 
Stephanie Meyer, ACDHS 
Nicole Molinaro-Karaczun, WC&S 

Dinesh Nair, ACDHS 
Aimee Plowman, Auberlee  
Diana Reichbach, Goodwill SWPA 
Kelly Russell, City of Pgh 
Hilary Scherer, ACDHS 
Trishia Silvis, YWCA 
Karen Snair, AVAC 
Pat Valentine, ACDHS 
Kyle Webster, Proud Haven 
Jeff Wilhelm, Reed Smith 
Kelly Williams, First Step Recovery Home 
Reginald Young, ACDHS 
Representative, HACP 



 

 
Minutes 

9. Welcome & Minutes Review—John Lovelace 
a. Vote to approve the January 2016 meeting minutes was approved by all HAB members 

in attendance. 
b. The July meeting will be rescheduled to Tuesday, July 19th, to avoid a conflict with the 

2016 National Conference on Ending Homelessness, which is occurring July 26 - 28, 2016 
in Washington, D.C.  

 
10. Overview of Homeless Services—John Lovelace, Adrienne Walnoha, Jane Downing 

(Attachment 1) 
As the first meeting of the 2016 appointed HAB, an overview of homeless services was provided. 
John Lovelace presented a history of the high level actions driving homeless services at the 
federal and county level, as well as an explanation of the structure of the Allegheny County 
Continuum of Care (CoC) and how the HAB functions within that continuum. Adrienne Walnoha 
then provided a summary of the various funding sources that contribute to the CoC, overviewing 
federal, state, and local resources and the services they support. Finally, Jane Downing reviewed 
the composition of homeless services in the CoC and advancements made to improve the CoC 
over the past few year, and connected these items to HUD’s policy priorities and the key actions 
to be taken by the HAB in the coming year.  

 
11. HAB Discussion on CoC Planning 

Following the overview HAB members had an opportunity to discuss their role and future 
directions for planning. Mr. Lovelace summarized the iterative planning process, which includes 
Committees conducting work and developing recommendations for presentation, discussion, 
and decision by the HAB. Throughout this process, the intent is to engage all level of 
stakeholder, as the Committees are open, and public comment portions will always be included 
in HAB bi-monthly meetings. Additionally, within this process the HAB is positioned to build the 
system as community stakeholders, and be advocates for the system and its priorities. Mr. 
Lovelace further noted that the intent was to get the HAB situated in a productive cycle, 
enabling responsiveness to the HUD requirements while also providing opportunity for the 
longer term visioning and planning.  
 
Tom Cummings noted that an Affordable Housing Trust Fund was one of the likely 
recommendation from the Mayor’s Affordable Housing Task Force.  

 
12. Unified Funding Agency—Michael Lindsey, Chuck Keenan 

Michael Lindsay, who provides HUD technical assistance through ICF International, and Chuck 
Keenan provided HAB members with an overview of what Unified Funding Agency (UFA) status 
would mean for the CoC. Mr. Lindsay explained that in most communities the decision to 
position themselves to apply for UFA is a big discussion because it requires a significant change 
to the system and the identification of an organizations that can handle the responsibilities; 
however, for the Allegheny County CoC, most of the responsibilities of a UFA are already 
encapsulated in the role of the Infrastructure Organization (IO), which is the Allegheny County 
Department of Human Services (ACDHS).  
 
A UFA is a type of collaborative applicant selected by a CoC and approved by HUD to apply for 
funding for all projects in the CoC’s geographic area; to sign agreements and distribute funds to 
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subrecipients; to oversee the fiscal controls for subrecipients; and to obtain approval for any 
grant amendments. Through the UFA, HUD may enter into one grant agreement with the UFA 
for new awards, in addition to one grant agreement for renewals, CoC planning, and UFA costs, 
if any. These two grants will cover the entire geographic area. Having a UFA also enables the CoC 
to receive additional funds to support the administrative costs of the UFA, and by working with 
the local HUD field office, the UFA has unique ability to move funds across all projects, 
regardless of component type, within the grant, and the only budget changes that require a 
grant amendment are shifts of more than 10 percent of the total grant award amount from one 
approved eligible activity category to another activity in a single year. 
 
What this would mean for the Allegheny County CoC is: 

 ACDHS would continue to apply for HUD CoC Program funding as it has (application 
process often referred to as the NOFA), but two grants would be awarded rather than 
nearly 80 (individual grants per program, as such the number 80 reflects the 
approximate number of programs, but the specific number changes from year to year). 
The two grants would include one for new awards, and one for renewals, CoC planning, 
and UFA costs, but funds would still be identified per specific program, for which ACDHS 
would monitor both fiscally and programmatically.  

 The CoC would be able to make funding adjustments in more real time, rather than 
waiting to make reallocations in the following year. The process for moving funds would 
require coordination with the local HUD field office, as well as approval from the HAB as 
the representative body of the CoC; as such a change to funding allocations would be 
reflective of decisions put forth by the CoC and would not be an action ACDHS could 
take outside of the scope of the CoC.  

 Ability to access 3% of funding for administration of the UFA, which would provide 
funding resources for ACDHS to fulfill its responsibility to complete the NOFA and 
provide fiscal oversight and programmatic monitoring. This 3% is distinct from and in 
addition to the up to 7% administrative funding received within the NOFA and shared 
with providers.  
 

Chuck Keenen noted that the UFA registration process is arduous, with less than 5 UFAs 
identified in the country. Work will need to be done to ensure all necessary documentation is in 
order to fulfill the requirements of the UFA, including required policy and procedures.  
 

13. Reallocation—Linda Kilderry 
Linda Kilderry put forth a recommendation from the CoC Committee to request the 
infrastructure organization issue a Request for Proposal to reallocate the current 40 Safe Haven 
beds to Permanent Supportive Housing for Chronically Homeless Individuals. Within this 
reallocation the intent is to continue low-threshold services to persons experiencing chronic 
homelessness, but to make the beds available as Permanent Supportive Housing, rather than 
continuing the Safe Haven categorization. Safe Havens have not been available as a new project 
type by HUD for several years, and HUD is encouraging continuums that have existing Safe 
Havens to reallocate these projects to a more appropriate housing option for the specific CoC. In 
the HUD 2015 application, 30 beds were removed as Safe Haven category. The continuum at 
that time sent out an RFP for Permanent Supportive Housing for Chronically Homeless 
Individuals, and two projects were funded. Three Safe Haven projects remain with 40 beds. In 
reviewing client entry dates of participants enrolled in the project on February 12, 2016, 75% of 
the consumers had been in the program 2 or more years, while ten participants have been in 
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the program prior to 2011 and as early as 2002. What this indicates is the Allegheny County CoC 
is providing long-term housing and service support through the Safe Haven programs but the 
consumers served are not categorized by HUD as being in permanent housing, and without the 
permanent housing designation there are benchmarks for length of stay. A relocation of the 
remaining Safe Havens to PSH for chronically homeless individuals will help the competitiveness 
of our next proposal, but will also guarantee continuation of the low threshold service the 
residents need.  
 
All HAB members in attendance voted in favor of the reallocation of Safe Haven beds to 
Permanent Supportive Housing for Chronically Homeless Individuals, with a continuation of 
the low threshold for entry.  
 
Ms. Kilderry then put forward a recommendation from the CoC Committee to not further 
reallocate transitional housing programs to rapid re-housing (RRH) so that a review of last year’s 
reallocation, which were just recently awarded, could be completed. Within the HAB’s 
discussion of this recommendation, the following points were made: 

 Rob Eamigh reminded HAB members that the reallocation that occurred last year 
targeted that transitional housing programs that were scattered-site and not targeting a 
specific subpopulation, such as youth or ex-offenders.  

 Abby Horn noted that a change from facility based transitional housing to RRH is more 
difficult for providers, and while a reallocation would be an open, competitive process, 
there would need to be consideration around how to make the transition.  

 Ms. Walnoha questioned how services for consumers would be affected by moving 
away from transitional housing, citing that RRH can be applied in many ways, so it is a 
model that could be used to fulfill the same service needs as transitional housing.  

 Ms. Downing reiterated the importance of putting the discussion in our local context 
and considering the housing needs of the Allegheny County CoC, which should not be 
limited to just a discussion of RRH, but also PSH.  

 Mr. Lindsay noted that the direction heard from HUD is to move to permanent housing. 
 

Based on the HAB discussion, all HAB members in attendance agreed that there is a 
commitment to move from transitional to permanent housing, and an assessment is needed to 
determine the specific types of projects that transitional housing should be reallocated to.  
 

14. Evaluation Tools—Linda Kilderry 
Ms. Kilderry then shared the recommendation from the CoC Committee that the formal review 
process for ESG and CoC HUD applications be continued through the use of evaluation tools. The 
Committee recommends that the two funding sources utilize similar or identical performance 
measures and be in line with the HUD standards, and put forward corresponding evaluation 
tools for approval by the HAB.  
 
For the HUD CoC 2016 process, the Committee recommends: 

 All data with the exception of the Point in Time will be reported from the last submitted 
APR in e-snaps. The point in time data will be reported from the 2016 data submitted to 
HUD in HDX.  

 After reviewing the CoC 2015 tool, three modifications were made to the tool: 
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o Transitional Housing projects will receive a score based upon the average length 
of time in program for exiting consumers. Since HUD is emphasizing that length 
of time in a transitional housing program should not be 24 months but a shorter 
period, projects will be scored based upon the average time consumers who exit 
were in the program. 

o Permanent Housing Chronic homeless bed question was updated to reflect 2015 
application numbers as opposed to 2014 numbers and projecting number of 
beds in 2016. 

o Bonus points will be given to permanent supportive housing projects who utilize 
the HUD established definition of Housing First. In order for a project to receive 
the 5 points, they must answer 9 questions that are asked in the HUD 
application as yes. If they answer no to one or more of the questions, no points 
will be given. 
 

For the Emergency Solutions Grant program, tools were developed for emergency shelter, 
transitional housing, and rapid re-housing (ESG does not fund PSH): 

 The committee took the CoC tool and adopted the emergency shelter component. 

 The RRH, Homeless Prevention and TH tools had to be modified and incorporate 
different measures based upon the HUD requirements for the program. The systems 
performance measure report that HUD issued in May 2015 was reviewed and utilized 
to establish measures. Example: Emergency Shelter tool measures the number of 
persons who exit to any type of housing, not just permanent housing since the goal is 
to move the client to housing.  

 A subcommittee of the CoC Committee met last summer after the System Performance 
Measures were released to discuss specifically RRH and HP. The results of those 
meetings were incorporated into the tool and included in the discussion in December 
2015. 

 
Mr. Lovelace suggested that median be used in place of average length of time, after which all 
HAB members in attendance voted in support of the CoC and ESG evaluation tools.  
 

15. Announcements/Public Comments 

 A representative from a group of churches spoke to the desire to identify how they can 
effectively link to the homeless system when they encounter people who need help. 
The group also asked for consideration of how people who need housing and services 
can receive that assistance more quickly, citing the effectiveness of OSN in providing 
street outreach. The speaker noted issues with coordination with the Link requiring 
regular access to a phone, and the restrictive hours of the severe weather emergency 
shelters.  

o The group was given information about coordinated intake through the 
Allegheny Link, as well as being invited to participate in the HOCC. 

o Points about improving coordination and expending resources were welcomed 
by the HAB and are important for planning. HAB members did note that the 
expansion of SWES hours specifically, and emergency shelter hours generally, 
requires access to additional funding/resources. 

 Joe Elliott informed meeting participants that a Housing and Healthcare Integration 
Planning session had taken place in December, and from that an Action Plan was 
developed and four workgroups were formed. If anyone wants to be involved they can 
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contact Joe (Joseph.Elliott@AlleghenyCounty.US), Peter Harvey 
(Peter.Harvey@AlleghenyCounty.US) or Chuck Keenan 
(Charles.Keenan@AlleghenyCounty.US).  

 Abby Horn announced, on behalf of the Unaccompanied Youth Task Force, that the 
second annual YOUth Count would be taking place from April 29th through May 6th. The 
YOUth Count is a county wide initiative to identify how many unaccompanied youth 
there are (young people, 24 years old and younger, who are experiencing housing 
instability and are not accompanied by an adult). All people under the age of 25 are 
encouraged to take the survey, through which we can identify how many youth are 
experiencing homelessness and/or housing instability.  

 Peter Harvey announced that a Forum of Workforce Development was taking place on 
May 2nd, and would begin the dialogue between workforce and housing.  

 
 Action Items 

 Reschedule the July HAB meeting to July 19, 2016 (10:00am to 12:00pm)  

 Issue RFP for reallocation of Safe Haven beds to Permanent Supportive Housing for persons who 
are chronically homeless 

 Review data on housing needs and availability to identify appropriate reallocation of transitional 
housing.  

Next CoC Meeting 
Tuesday, May 31st, 10:00 AM to Noon 

Human Services Building 
One Smithfield Street, Pittsburgh.  
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Appendix D 

CoC Bi-Monthly Meeting 
May 31, 2016 10:00AM to Noon 

Human Services Building 
One Smithfield Street, Pittsburgh. 

 
Purpose: The Homeless Advisory Board (HAB) is a public/private partnership formed to assist and 
recommend to Allegheny County, the City of Pittsburgh, the City of McKeesport and the Municipality of 
Penn Hills on public policy, programs, activities, data and all other efforts that will eliminate 
homelessness and improve the wellbeing of persons and families who are homeless.  
 
HAB Member Attendees 
Tom Cummings, URA 
Sean DeYoung, PATF 
Jane Downing, Pittsburgh Foundation 
Abigail Horn, ACDHS 
Linda Kilderry, Michael’s Place 
Joe Lagana, HCEF 
John Lovelace, UPMC 

Mary Frances Pilarski, VA 
Laurel Randi, McCune Foundation 
Richard, Ranii, All. Co. Economic Development 
Amy Snider, ACTION Housing 
Philip Spina, Light of Life 
Adrienne Walnoha, CHS 

 
Guest Attendees 
Seth Abrams, ACDHS 
Wendy Allman, YWCA 
Annie Boyd, ACDHS 
Andrea Bustos, ACDHS 
Val Coleman, Naomi’s Place 
Bret Cogis, EECM 
Mary Jo Dickson, ACDHS 
Nancy Dunkis, All Co. Economic Development 
Rob Eamigh, ACDHS 
Judy Eakin, HEARTH 
Joe Elliott, ACDHS 
Kevin Gallagher, OSN 
Erin Gillette, Alle-Kiski Area HOPE Center 
Andy Halfhill, ACDHS 
Carol Haley-Smith, POWER 
Kate Holko, ACDHS 
Ryan Hoy, ACDHS 
Brian Johansson, Light of Life 
Lisa Kessler, ACDHS         Tim 
Kelly, Auberle 

Terri Laver, ACDHS 
Jennifer Lewis, Auberle 
Scott Lewis, Salvation Army 
Leah Marmo, ACDHS 
Nick Martini, City of Pittsburgh 
Stephanie Meyer, ACDHS 
James Morris, Auberle 
Mary Parks, Sister Place 
Diana Reichbach, Goodwill SWPA 
Angela Reynolds, UWAC 
Judy Robertson, HEARTH 
Rachel Rue, ACDHS 
Kelly Russell, City of Pittsburgh 
Hilary Scherer, ACDHS 
Barb Smith, HEARTH 
Pat Valentine, ACDHS 
Iris, Whitworth, Consultant 
Jeff Wilhelm, Reed Smith 

 
Minutes 

16. Welcome & Review of Meeting Minutes—John Lovelace 
a. The May 31, 2016 meeting minutes were approved, pending the correction to the 

spelling of Mary Frances Pilarski and Nicole Molinaro’s names. 
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17. Reallocation of CoC program in Allegheny County 
To inform the HAB’s discussion on reallocation of CoC Program funds, members were reminded 
of a number of HUD’s priorities and presented with data reporting the service level needs of 
consumers requiring homeless system interventions over a six (6) month period, as well as the 
system capacity. The details presented can be found in Attachment 1, but generally spoke to the 
need for resources for both individuals and families across the continuum, and the importance 
of planning towards a system with low barriers and high performance.  
 
To begin the HAB’s discussion on reallocation, Abigail Horn noted that national trends and 
guidance from HUD clearly indicate a need to move toward a Housing First approach and away 
from Transitional Housing. With the announcement of the Tier 2 CoC Program funding, HUD 
noted a $155 million decline in funding for transitional housing projects and over 80 projects 
weren’t funded that would have been if these projects had committed to Housing First 
practices. This decline in funding, which resulted in at least one CoC losing more than $4 million, 
comes after years of HUD sharing research on the effectiveness and efficiency of permanent 
housing over transitional housing, as well as continuing to increase the priority in ranking given 
to projects supplying permanent housing services. Other HAB members then added the 
following points in response: 

 Desire to get people into permanent housing as quickly as possible and support their 
ability to maintain housing 

 Permanent housing, using a housing first approach, meets people where they are, 
fulfilling their housing need, from which support services can be wrapped around 

o Rapid rehousing can be used as shorter term assistance, but prioritizes the 
housing option being long term and without requiring disruptive moves 

 Recognition of the priorities of HUD and the need to position the CoC competitively 
within HUD’s funding announcement  

o Each year, the HUD NOFA includes an increase in the ranking priority given to 
projects supplying permanent housing services 

o HUD cites the effectiveness and efficiency of permanent housing strategies, e.g., 
Family Options Study  

 A decision to reallocate CoC Program Funds away from Transitional Housing would not 
eliminate Transitional housing in Allegheny County; rather, this housing type would not 
be part of the HUD CoC Program funding stream, but may continue to be funded in 
Allegheny County through other sources, including ESG, HAP, and private funds.  

 
The HAB also discussed transitional processes following reallocation decisions; DHS 
representatives explained HUD contracts have different start dates, so the ending of transitional 
programs and starting of new permanent housing programs would occur on a rolling basis over 
the course of 2017, with the earliest programs ending in February.  
 

Jane Downing motioned that for the upcoming NOFA the CoC adopt policy to house the most 
vulnerable in the housing most appropriate for their needs; adopt a housing first approach; and 
reallocate transitional housing to permanent housing (permanent supportive housing and rapid 
re-housing). The motion was seconded and voted in favor by more than two-thirds of HAB 
members, with one abstaining vote. In response to his abstention, Richard Ranii motioned to 
have the vote amended to reflect that 95% of transitional housing be reallocated, stating that he 
had concerns over reallocating all programs and not leaving space for consideration of special 
circumstances which would indicate appropriate use of transitional housing. HAB members 
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discussed this perspective, and some noted discomfort with choosing an arbitrate number and 
suggested a caveat be considered if a specific population was deemed appropriate to retain 
transitional housing. No population was identified, and the motion to amend the previous vote 
to change the reallocation of transitional housing for 95% of the programs did not receive 
enough votes to pass.  
 
As such, the motion that for the upcoming NOFA the CoC adopt policy to house the most 
vulnerable in the housing most appropriate for their needs; adopt a housing first approach; 
and reallocate transitional housing to permanent housing was sustained.  

 
18. RFP for HUD Permanent Supportive Housing Program Recommendation  

Linda Kilderry presented the Evaluation Committee’s recommendation to select Mercy to 
provide permanent supportive housing using the funds reallocated from the Path to New Life. 
She reminded HAB members that Path to New Life had sought a reallocation of these funds so 
that the funds could be utilized within the CoC Program, while St. Vincent de Paul continue its 
mission of serving men exiting jails, and following HAB approval a RFP was released on March 
18, 2016 for these funds. Proposals were reviewed by the Evaluation Committee and the group 
identified Mercy as the strongest candidate.  
 
The motion to approve the selection of Mercy for the RFP for HUD Permanent Supportive 
Housing Program was approved.  

 
19. Ending Homelessness Among Veterans 

Jane Downing provided meeting participants with a brief overview of the efforts that had been 
occurring to meet the Opening Doors priority of ending veteran homelessness by 2015, and 
explained that last year the United States Interagency Council on Homelessness (USICH) 
released guidance on how communities could confirm achieving a functional zero for veteran 
homelessness. As Allegheny County confirms its data to indicate it has achieved the functional 
zero, the application to USICH will be finalized and HAB support for the submission will be 
sought. In recognition of timing needs, Ms. Downing requested that the HAB delegate support 
of the submission of the CoC reaching the functional zero for veteran’s homeless to the 
Executive Committee, and this motion was approved.  
 
Ms. Horn noted that chronic homelessness would be the next area prioritized for reach the 
functional zero mark.  

 
20. HOCC Update 

Christopher Roach, Co-Chair of the HOCC, provided meeting participants an update on the 
Committee, speaking to the Committee’s effort in January 2016 to identify priorities, which have 
been narrowed into three main focus areas: 

 Ending Chronic Homelessness 

 Collaboration with Law Enforcement: Specifically, Mr. Roach spoke to the Committee’s 
efforts to build relationships with emergency providers and law enforcement, noting 
that he has had the opportunity to meet with the Chief of Police and Zone Commanders 
to build collaboration. These connections foster the ability to find long term solutions to 
appropriately responding to persons living on the street, particularly as they interact 
with City personnel (e.g., officers, public works staff). With people on the street being 
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more likely to be the victim of crime than the perpetrator, these relationships are 
particularly important.  

 Transitional Camp Space: Mr. Roach explained current efforts to develop confirmed 
camp space that can be used to support transitions to permanent housing for people 
who are living outdoors. Citing the early presentation of data, and the HAB’s decision to 
focus on Housing First and permanent housing solutions, Mr. Roach explained that 
transitional camp space would provide a safe location where individuals can stay and 
resources can be provided as they wait to access permanent supportive housing. Such a 
space would allow the CoC to meet their needs and have access to the individuals; 
though it is necessary to note the camp would be a transitional space with a time limit 
of 9 months. Both HOCC Co-Chairs met with the Mayor’s Office and the City is 
interested in exploring best practices and policy for such a camp.  

 
In citing the City’s interest around policy and procedure pertaining to persons experiencing 
street homelessness, Mr. Roach explained that the City has discussed forming a Task Force. 
Members have not been named for this group but the HOCC is looking to be represented and 
engaged in any process going forward. 
 
A motion was put forth and approved to have the HAB Executive Committee put forth a letter 
to the City in support of having participation from HAB representatives (such as Philip Spina 
and/or Chris Roach as HOCC Co-Chairs) participate in the City’s Task on policies for working 
with individuals living outside. 
 

21. Data and Planning Update: Homeless Scorecard 
Speaking on behalf of the Data and Planning Committee, Andy Halfhill presented HAB members 
with the Homeless Scorecard, explaining that the Scorecard was developed to provide the HAB 
with regular updates on how the Allegheny County homeless system is doing towards the goal 
of making homelessness rare, brief, and non-recurring. The data presented provides an update 
on: 

 Number of persons entering the homeless system for the first time (on an annual 
interval) 

 Bed utilization 

 Length of stay in homeless programs 

 Exists to permanent housing destinations 

 Recidivism 
 

The Scorecard data will be updated and presented to the HAB at each bi-monthly meeting.  
 
One meeting participant asked for clarification on what “permanent housing destination” 
included. After the meeting the following list of exit destinations which HUD defines as 
“permanent destinations” were shared with attendees. These are response options in HMIS. If 
any client exits a program in HMIS and has one of these as their “destination”, and then returns 
to the homeless system, that is called recidivism. 

 Moved from one HOPWA funded project to HOPWA PH 

 Owned by client, no ongoing housing subsidy 

 Owned by client, with ongoing housing subsidy 

 Permanent housing for formerly homeless persons 



 

28 
 

 Rental by client, no ongoing housing subsidy 

 Rental by client, with GPD TIP housing subsidy 

 Rental by client, with other ongoing housing subsidy 

 Rental by client, with VASH housing subsidy 

 Staying or living with family, permanent tenure 

 Staying or living with friends, permanent tenure 
 

 
22. Severe Weather Emergency Shelter System Considerations 

Kevin Gallagher, supervisor of the Severe Weather Emergency Shelter (SWES) for Operation 
Safety Net (OSN), spoke to the HAB about discussions that have begun around reorganizing the 
structure of SWES to increase the continuity of the shelters, better collect data, and increase the 
ability for the SWES to serve as a base for engagement. These efforts are being considered 
within the same budget, and include: 

 Stabilize the time that SWES are open (e.g., two years ago the SWES were open for 90 
days, while this past year they were open for 45 days), including being open beyond 
winter months 

 Consider a SWES network, which would help provide beds beyond the winter months 

 Utilize SWES as overflow while being able to more consistently serve people throughout 
the year 

 Mr. Gallagher estimated about 90 individuals per night use SWES, and while numbers do 
fluctuate there are returning individuals both within a season and from year to year.  
 
 

23. Public Comment/Announcements 
 
Judy Eakin, Barb Smith, and Jeffrey Wilhelm, each provided comment in response to the HAB’s 
decision to reallocate CoC Program Funds from transitional housing to permanent housing. 

 
 
 Action Items 

 DHS will release an RFP for funds reallocated from transitional housing to permanent housing; 
this RFP will also include options for bonus project funds  

 The HAB Executive Committee will put forward a letter to the Mayor requesting HAB 
representation on the City Task Force related to serving persons experiencing street 
homelessness 

 The Data and Planning Committee will update the Homeless Scorecard for the July meeting to 
include the data.  

Next CoC Meeting 
Tuesday, July 19, 2016—10:00 AM to Noon 

Human Services Building 
One Smithfield Street, Pittsburgh
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Appendix G 

HUD Permanent Supportive Housing for Chronically Homeless Individuals 
Request for Proposal 

Meeting Notes- June 20, 2016 
Attending: Becky Haberstroh, Adrienne Walnoha, Jim Turner, Bless Jagne, Jane Downing, Rob Eamigh, 
Kelly Prokop; Rachel Liggett 
The meeting opened with introductions and an overview of the proposal process. Each project was 
discussed in detail and scores compared. The following is a summary of each discussion: 
Chartiers 

 Housing services – didn't elaborate geographic location of where their scattered sites are – 
others did a better job of elaborating on this. 

 No description of the building(s) they would use (does this matter? Wouldn't they go find 
someone a place to live somewhere in the county?)  

 But overall good job describing the housing plan 
 
No one really addressed housing first, and mostly they said "we'll do what we've always done." "service 
coordination model." Lots of things not answered bc current providers assume that we know their 
programs. Written as though Rob is the one reviewing it. Should be more examples of prior experience, 
outcomes. Some didn't do a very good job of highlighting that they are Housing First providers in their 
proposals. 
Very few organizations did anything with the narrative part - "house people and provide some services." 
We didn't include the full budget from HUD app – missing line items under operations.  
WPIC 

 Best job outlining what ancillary services would be provided 

 Absorbs a lot of service coordination, etc., and doesn't ask for very much money considering 
Mercy 

 Budget way higher than WPIC for similar or smaller population – why? (probably economies of 
scale, WPIC works as a system while OSN is a separate entity and needs to staff programs 
separately) 

 No indication of outside partnerships/external communication 

 Relied heavily on "we've done this before."  

 Badly written proposal. Did not reflect the excellent reputation 

 Need to explain models they refer to: "supportive service model."  

 Need to clarify operations budget – no narrative provided, very large 

 Did not meet the housing requirement for outcomes / exits / increase income. 

 Good organizational experience but wanted more detail on questions 
EECM 

 Did not meet the leveraging requirement – grossly under. Supposed to be 200%.  

 Suffered from the same thing as mercy – not fully answered 

 Spelling mistakes, etc. Need to proofread! 

 Need to elaborate on recruiting, incentives 

 Need to elaborate on procedure for contacting landlords 

 Talked about how utilization has dropped, blame the Link 
The following is a summary of the overall scores by provider: 
 

 Total 
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Ranking Organization Total Average Median High/Low 

1 Western Psychiatric Institute & Clinic 619 88.43 92 91/69 

2 Pittsburgh Mercy 569 81.29 81 93/58 

3 East End Cooperative Ministry 551 78.71 79 96/52 

4 Chartiers Center 540 77.14 79 95/58 

 
The following is a summary of the scores by reviewer: 

  Total 

  Chartiers EECM Mercy WPIC 

Adrienne W. 58 52 58 69 

Becky H.  79 79 81 87 

Bless J. 95 96 93 97 

Jane D. 80 71 80 96 

Jim T. 90 96 88 92 

Rob E. 74 81 93 95 

Terri L. 64 76 76 83 

 
The following is a summary of the outcome and recommendation by the committee: 

RFP for HUD Permanent Supportive Housing for Chronically Homeless Individuals  

Description As recommended by the Allegheny County Homeless Advisory Board 
(HAB), DHS is seeking Proposals from one or more qualified Proposers to 
provide a HUD-funded Permanent Supportive Housing Program. The 
Program will deliver housing in a facility and supportive services to 
chronically homeless adults who have a documented disability. 

Budget $1,052,752  

Number of Awards Multiple awards likely 

Department Housing 

Program Lead Rob Eamigh, Terri Laver 

Proposers 1. Chartiers Center 
2. East End Cooperative Ministry 
3. Pittsburgh Mercy 
4. Western Psychiatric Institute & Clinic 

Committee 
Recommendation 

1. East End Cooperative Ministry 
2. Pittsburgh Mercy 
3. Western Psychiatric Institute & Clinic 

 
The committee recommended that the following projects be taken to the Homeless Advisory Board at 
the July 2016 for a vote to approve submission under the HUD 2016 application under the reallocation 
process: 
1. East End Cooperative Ministry 
2. Pittsburgh Mercy 
3. Western Psychiatric Institute & Clinic 
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Appendix K 

Reallocation and Bonus Project  
Request for Proposal Evaluation Committee 

Meeting Notes- July 25, 2016 
Attending: Abby Horn, Anthony Duckett, Bless Jagne, Diana Bucco, Hilary Scherer, Kelly Russell, Linda 
Kilderry, Lisa Kessler, Liz Totten-Daniels, Nancy Dunkis, Rob Eamigh, Katie Florack, Joann Cyganovich, 
Kelly Prokop; Rachel Liggett 
 
The meeting opened with introductions and an overview of the proposal process. The RFP for HUD 2016 
Reallocation Funding for Permanent Supportive Housing and Rapid Re-Housing Program closed on 
Friday, July 1. The following Proposals for Permanent Supportive Housing Programs (PSH) and Rapid Re-
Housing Programs (RRH) were received from: 
 

  Proposer PSH RRH 

1 ACTION-Housing X X 

2 Auberle   X 

3 Allegheny Valley Association of Churches X   

4 Bridge to Independence X X 

5 Center for Victims   X 

6 Chartiers Center X   

7 Community Human Services X X 

8 Familylinks X   

9 Goodwill of Southwestern Pennsylvania X XX 

10 HOPE   X 

11 Naomi's Place Transitional Housing   X 

12 Pittsburgh Mercy X X 

13 Sisters Place X   

14 Womenspace East X   

15 Veterans Leadership Program of Western Pennsylvania   X 

16 YWCA   X 

 Total 10 12 

Committee members evaluated the proposals. The chart below shows how the proposed programs 
ranked based on average score. 
 

Totals Both Programs  

Rankin
g Name 

PSH 
or 

RRH 
Averag

e 

Proposed 
Program 

Population 

Unit
s 

Beds Budget 
Per unit 

cost 

1 
Center for 

Victims RRH 93.4 
DV - 

Scattered 16 43 
$205,713.0

0 
$12,857.0

6 

2 
Goodwill 
HARBOR RRH 89.6 

Ex-
offenders - 
Scattered 45 45 

$515,505.0
0 $11,455.6

7 

http://www.alleghenycounty.us/WorkArea/linkit.aspx?LinkIdentifier=id&ItemID=6442453607
http://www.alleghenycounty.us/WorkArea/linkit.aspx?LinkIdentifier=id&ItemID=6442453607
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3 Sisters Place PSH 89.4 
Families - 

Facility 10 20 
$177,044.0

0 
$17,704.4

0 

4 CHS RRH 89.2 

Adults, 
Families - 
Scattered 35 90 

$486,626.0
0 $13,903.6

0 

5 CHS PSH 89 

Adults, 
Families - 
Scattered 30 95 

$462,657.0
0 $15,421.9

0 

6 
ACTION-
Housing RRH 88 

Adults, 
youth, 

families - 
Scattered 70 75 

$859,179.0
0 

$12,273.9
9 

7 Mercy PSH 88.6 
Adults - 

Scattered 50 50 
$569,250.0

0 
$11,385.0

0 

8 Mercy RRH 88.4 
Adults - 

Scattered 20 20 
$232,074.0

0 
$11,603.7

0 

9 
Goodwill 
HARBOR PSH 88.4 

Ex-
offenders - 
Scattered 5 5 

$71,734.00 
$14,346.8

0 

10 
Goodwill 

GoodStart RRH 87.6 
Families - 
Scattered 15 35 

$253,094.0
0 

$16,872.9
3 

11 Alle-Kiski HOPE RRH 86.2 
All - 

Scattered 24 54 
$322,378.0

0 
$13,432.4

2 

12 ACTION  PSH 86.2 
Youth - 

Scattered 5 5 
$60,256.00 $12,051.2

0 

13 Auberle RRH 86 
Youth - 

Scattered 30 45 
$433,502.5

7 
$14,450.0

9 

14 Familylinks PSH 85 
All - 

Scattered 15 23 
$223,955.0

0 
$14,930.3

3 

15 Womanspace PSH 84.6 
Families - 

Facility 10 20 
$325,375.0

0 
$32,537.5

0 

16 VLP RRH 84.2 

Veterans, 
adults, 

families - 
Scattered 19 49 

$367,545.0
0 

$19,344.4
7 

17 AVAC PSH 82.8 
Families - 
Scattered 6 16 

$92,416.00 $15,402.6
7 

18 YWCA RRH 81.4 

Adults, 
families - 
Scattered 14 33 

$232,872.0
0 $16,633.7

1 

19 Chartiers PSH 77.6 

15 
individuals, 
20 families - 

Scattered 35 55 

$380,944.9
0 

$10,884.1
4 

20 BTI PSH 65.2 
Families - 

Facility 8 36 
$300,377.0

0 
$37,547.1

3 
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21 BTI RRH 59.25 
Adults - 

Scattered 15 30 
$215,612.0

0 
$14,374.1

3 

22 Naomi's Place RRH 58.6 

Veterans, 
adults, 
youth, 

families, DV 
- Facility 7 ? 

$150,000.0
0 

$21,428.5
7 

 
The committee based their recommendations on the scoring breakdown, Allegheny County’s need 
based on an analysis of callers to the Link for six months, and the number and types of units lost during 
the Transitional Housing reallocation (e.g., domestic violence, youth, singles, families). The committee 
first considered how to award the approximately $3.8 of reallocation funds. Then, they considered 
which programs to include in DHS’s proposal to HUD for bonus funds. 
 
The evaluation committee recommends the following proposed programs be awarded under the $3.8 
million reallocation funds: Center for Victims RRH, Goodwill HARBOR RRH, Sisters Place PSH, CHS RRH, 
ACTION-Housing RRH, Mercy PSH, Mercy RRH, Goodwill GoodStart RRH, Alle-Kiski HOPE RRH, ACTION-
Housing PSH, Auberle RRH and Womanspace PSH. (In the chart below, these programs are highlighted in 
pink and yellow. Domestic violence and youth units are in yellow; all others are pink). 
The evaluation committee recommends the following proposed programs be included in DHS’s proposal 
to HUD for bonus funds: CHS PSH, Familylinks PSH and VLP RRH. (In the chart below, these programs are 
highlighted in green). 
 
The evaluation committee recommended that DHS allocate program budgets and number of units so 
that the $3.8 million covers all recommended programs and that the recommended programs best meet 
the needs of Allegheny County. Rob Eamigh did an analysis to determine the best way to meet this 
recommendation. The chart below shows this analysis with some of the proposed program units and 
budgets lowered. 
 

Totals Both Programs      

Ranking Name 

PSH 
or 

RRH Average 

Proposed 
Program 

Population 

Units Budget 
Per unit 

cost 

1 
Center for 

Victims RRH 93.4 DV - Scattered 16 
$256,322.00 

$16,020.13 

2 
Goodwill 
HARBOR RRH 89.6 

Ex-offenders - 
Scattered 45 

$528,879.00 
$11,752.87 

3 Sisters Place PSH 89.4 
Families - 

Facility 10 
$166,332.00 

$16,633.20 

4 CHS RRH 89.2 

Adults, 
Families - 

Scattered - 20 
singles 35 

$486,746.00 

$13,907.03 

5 CHS PSH 89 

Adults, 
Families - 

Scattered - 11 
singles 22 

$317,129.00 

$14,414.95 
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6 
ACTION-
Housing RRH 88 

Adults, youth, 
families - 
Scattered 65 

$798,923.00 

$12,291.12 

7 Mercy PSH 88.6 
Adults - 

Scattered 41 
$494,101.00 

$12,051.24 

8 Mercy RRH 88.4 
Adults - 

Scattered 20 
$245,794.00 

$12,289.70 

9 
Goodwill 

GoodStart RRH 87.6 
Families - 
Scattered 15 

$245,794.00 
$16,386.27 

10 
Alle-Kiski 

HOPE RRH 86.2 All - Scattered 16 
$256,103.00 

$16,006.44 

11 ACTION  PSH 86.2 
Youth - 

Scattered 5 
$60,256.00 

$12,051.20 

12 Auberle RRH 86 
Youth - 

Scattered 10 
$120,513.00 

$12,051.30 

13 Familylinks PSH 85 
All - Scattered 

- 9 singles 15 
$206,778.00 

$13,785.20 

14 Womanspace PSH 84.6 
Families - 

Facility 10 
$152,857.00 

$15,285.70 

15 VLP RRH 84.2 

Veterans, 
adults, 

families - 
Scattered - 3 

singles 19 

$323,293.00 

$17,015.42 

 
The chart below shows the number units, housing type and subpopulations from the chart above. The 
programs in red are bonus funds programs. 
 

Program 
RRH-

Singles 
RRH-

Family 
PSH-

Single 
PSH-

Family 

CFV 5 11     

Goodwill-Harbor/Good Start 45 15     

Sisters Place       10 

CHS 20 15 11 11 

ACTION (RRH and PSH) 60 5 5   

Mercy 20   41   

Alle-Kiski 4 12     

VLP 3 16     

WSE       10 

Auberle 10       

FamilyLinks 9 6     

TOTAL 176 80 57 31 

REALLOCATION 164 58 46 20 

BONUS 12 22 11 11 
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Populations RRH PSH   

DV 32     

Youth 75 5   

Vets 19     

 
SUMMARY OF THE DISCUSSION  
 
Each project was discussed in detail and scores compared by the committee. The following is a summary 
of each discussion: 
 
Eliminate bottom 4 scorers: Chartiers, BTI x 2, Naomi's Place 

Nancy on BTI: all they have is Transitional...would close their doors. In braddock where there 
aren't other places. ACED funds them (92k supplementing CoC funds). Political reason to keep them on 
the list? What about their employees? 

Abby: there are other constructive things they could do with their buildings in Braddock 
Rob: we've talked to them about revamping them into different kinds of housing, and re: HUD, 
their program just doesn't hold up 
Katie: what are options for Naomi's place facility? 
Abby/Rob: they could rent out the apartments...they don't understand RRH. We will be ready to 

work with BTI and Naomi's Place to help them figure out what their options are/may be 
Hillary: Chartiers – left some blanks in their application "insert text" - lowered their scores 

overall 
 

Reframe discussion – think in terms of 3.8 million 
ACTION's 70 units is close to what they are losing – combined three transitional programs. Confident 
that they can keep doing scattered site and work with landlords 
One of the Mercy program's is Bethlehem Haven, the other will be operated by operation safety net 
Skip number 9, Goodwill's 5 bed "extra program" 
Alle-Kiske came in with 16 DV units and 8 singles (but they are a DV shelter...why did they do this?) 

Could we ask them to just do the 16 DV units? If we do that they'd fit into the reallocation 
budget (if we skip goodwill's 5 PSH beds) 
Number 12 is ACTION's 5 PSH beds for Youth – if we are giving them 70 RRH units they should 
understand not funding these 5.  

Linda: but youth is a specific population for PSH – if ACTION has expertise should we try to keep 
the youth with them? 
Could we keep 10 of Auberle's RRH for youth (proposed 30 but they are only losing 10) 
To try to get Auberle in – who above the line is not losing a program? Just CHS 
Bonus: better to put in one project or multiples? Doesn't matter 
Want to replace beds and then look at needs – special populations (vets, youth, DV) 
Not discussing anything below number 16 – VLP. Ok?  

Chartiers – the scores they reported are good. People like their program, but their proposal is 
not strong. Justification for bumping them up over the number 17 and 18 providers? Don't think so...but 
their cost per unit is really low. Cost could be a justification for pulling them up 

Womanspace over Familylinks – all family (10) rather than mixed with family links (6 out of 15 
family)  

Bonus: CHS PSH, VLP, Familylinks PSH 
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Appendix M 
 

Evaluation Committee 
August 2, 2016 

Attending: Meg Balsamico, Penn Hills 
  Liz Daniels-Totten, City of Pittsburgh 

Nancy Dunkis, Allegheny County Economic Development 
Robert Eamigh, Allegheny County Department of Human Services 
Lora Fraire, Allegheny County Department of Human Services Intern 
Abigail Horn, Allegheny County Department of Human Services 
Terri Laver, Allegheny County Department of Human Services 
Linda Kilderry, St Vincent de Paul 
Kelly Russell, City of Pittsburgh 
Hilary Scherer, Allegheny County Department of Human Services 
Amy Snider, ACTION Housing 
Jim Turner, Allegheny County Department of Human Services 
Lisa Trunick, Bethlehem Haven 
Maria Wallace, Allegheny County Department of Human Services 
Stephanie Villella, Chartiers Center 
 

Terri Laver welcomed everyone to the meeting and served as facilitator. An overview of the focus of the 
meeting was to finalize the ranking recommendation based on the strategies approved by the HAB.  
 

A. Review of Process 
a. The Homeless Advisory Board (HAB) voted to approve the committee’s ranking strategy 

on July 19, 2016.  
b. The RFP review committee made a recommendation to the HAB as to which new 

projects the Continuum should reallocate to. While the HAB had not yet approved the 
recommendation, the new projects have been added to the ranking in anticipation of 
being approved.  

c. An updated ranking list with the recommended new projects was distributed to all 
present members, as well as electronically displayed in the room. This ranking list was 
used as a talking point, not as a final product.  
 

B. Discussion of Project Rankings 
d. An explanation as to how the new projects were scored was presented. Projects were 

independently scored by reviewers and a final average score was assigned. In order to 
keep consistency, all renewal projects and safe haven reallocation projects had an 
average score calculated.  

e. Discussion around how the reallocated safe haven projects and the reallocated new 
projects in category 1 should be ranked. It was decided that because the safe haven 
projects were scored out of 100 points and the new projects were scored out of 105 
points each project’s average score should be divided by total points to create a new 
percentage score. Once a percentage score is calculated, safe haven and new projects 
will be ranked according to their score.  

f. In this final draft, the committee wanted to ensure that tier 1 of the ranking contained a 
diverse collection of providers, sub-populations, and units. It was determined that this 
goal had still managed to be achieved and no further adjustments needed to be made. 
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C. Next Meeting 
g. There is no immediate meeting planned. Committee members will be notified via e-mail 

if for any reason the final proposed recommendation is not approved by the HAB.  
 

The meeting adjourned at 11:00 AM.  
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Appendix N 
 

2016 NOFA Ranking List Appeal Review Team 
August 25, 2016 10 AM to 11:30 AM 

Department of Human Services- Riverview Room 
1 Smithfield Pittsburgh, PA 

 
On August 16, 2016 all new and renewal projects within PA 600’s 2016 NOFA Application were notified 
of the Ranking List, which was approved by the Homeless Advisory Board (HAB) on August 10, 2016. 
Along with the Ranking List, Projects received full descriptions of the Renewal Scoring, Reallocation, and 
Ranking Processes, Policies, and Procedures. Projects were given until August 22, 2016 to appeal their 
ranking, on grounds that they were in the wrong category or were not ranked appropriately within a 
category. On August 25, 2016 the Appeal Review Team met to discuss appeals. The Team was comprised 
of members of the Evaluation Committee who were not providers included in the 2016 Ranking List.  
 
Attendees 

Elizabeth Daniels-Totten 
City of Pittsburgh, Planning Dept. 

Nancy Dunkis 
Allegheny County Department of Economic Development 

Linda Kilderry 
St Vincent de Paul 

Kelly Russell 
City of Pittsburgh, Planning Department 

Terri Laver 
ACDHS DARE 

Hilary Scherer 
ACDHS Integrated Program Services 

 
Notes 

1. Hilary Scherer and Terri Laver facilitated the meeting as non-contributory participants (e.g., they 
presented the information, provided references from previous HAB and Committee meetings, 
and took notes).  

a. Appeal Review Team members were informed that 1 appeal had be received, as North 
Hills Affordable Housing dba HEARTH had appealed that PRIDE Permanent Supportive 
Housing  should be ranked within Category 4 (Housing First, some prioritized or 
dedicated CH beds, PSH and RRH) instead of Category 5 (not Housing First) 

b. Appeal Review Teams members were provided the following documentation: 

 Timeline of PA-600 decisions and submissions regarding the 2016 NOFA 

 HEARTH PRIDE’s appeal form 

 HEARTH PRIDE’s appeal documentation (Housing First questions from the 2016 
Supplemental Information Form2) 

 HEARTH PRIDE’s Performance Worksheet 
 
 

                                                           
2 The Supplemental Information Form is a form developed by DHS to complete Project Applications for the NOFA. 
This form parallels the questions required within the NOFA for each Project application to HUD.  
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2. The Appeal Review team then discussed the appeal: 
a. Various perspectives were considered in determining if this appeal should be accepted 

or not. Concerns were raised about the fairness of allowing a project to shift its model 
after the review process, with Team members additionally noting that there were other 
projects that were not inclined to adopt Housing First on their own but recognized the 
direction of the CoC and made the necessary adjustments so that they could file their 
Performance Worksheet as Housing First. However, the Appeal Review Team ultimately 
decided that the intent of the CoC is to fully adopt Housing First and that allowing a 
project to update itself as Housing First is a more pragmatic way of facilitating that 
adoption than to require them to maintain a non-Housing First approach. As such, the 
Appeal Review Team determined it would recommend that HEARTH’s appeal to be 
placed within Category 4 be accepted in a good faith effort that supports the CoC’s 
embrace of Housing First.  

 
b. In addition to considering PRIDE’s categorization, the Appeal Review Team examined 

PRIDE’s renewal score. Within the renewal scoring process, which was approved by the 
HAB on March 29, 2016, 5 points were available to Housing First Projects. The Appeal 
Review Team discussed if additional points should be attributed to PRIDE’s score and 
ultimately decided that they would recommend adding 3 points to PRIDE’s score; this 
score adjustment would reflect the incorporation of Housing First while also 
acknowledging that contradictory information had been submitted beyond the scope of 
the Evaluation Committee’s review, and that there are concerns around HEARTH’s  
implementation of Housing First within their existing programmatic philosophies.  

 
c. Finally, the Appeal Review Team considered the expectations of the PRIDE project in 

light of this recommendation. The Team decided that along with the recommendation 
to the HAB to approve the appeal, HEARTH should be informed that it is expected that 
PRIDE, like all Housing First projects, will be held to the requirements of Housing First 
and monitored as such. HEARTH should continue working with DHS’s Bureau of 
Homeless Services to ensure the program and its components (e.g., acceptance and 
retention procedures, program agreements, etc) are in accordance with Housing First 
principles.  

 
Next Steps 
Following the conclusion of the Appeal Review Team meeting, the HAB will be presented with the 
recommendation to adjust HEARTH’s PRIDE Program ranking from Category 5 (Not Housing First) to 
Category 4 (Housing First, some Chronically Homeless beds prioritized, PSH and RRH) and reflect partial 
points received for Housing First.  These changes would update PRIDE’s ranking from 65th to 64th.  
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Appendix O 
 

PA 600 Continuum of Care 
2016 Local Competition Ranking Appeal 

 
Appeal Review Team Recommendation: Adjust HEARTH’s PRIDE Program ranking from Category 5 (Not 
Housing First) to Category 4 (Housing First, some Chronically Homeless beds prioritized, PSH and RRH) 
and reflect partial points received for Housing First.  
 
Recommendation Implications: By moving HEARTH’s Pride Program from Category 5 to Category 4 and 
adding Housing First points to their renewal score, the program’s ranking would be 64 (currently 65) and 
East End Cooperative Ministry’s FAITH Program would become 65 (currently 64). This change would not 
result in any change in terms of which projects fall within Tiers 1 and 2.  
 
Appeal Process Summary: On August 16, 2016 all new and renewal projects within PA 600’s 2016 NOFA 
Application were notified of the Ranking List, which was approved by the HAB on August 10, 2016 
(Appendix 3). Projects were given until August 22, 2016 to appeal their ranking, on grounds that they 
were in the wrong category or were not ranked appropriately within a category. An appeal was received 
regarding HEARTH’s PRIDE program on August 16, 2016 and reviewed by the Appeal Review Team on 
August 25, 2016 (Appendix 2).  
 
HEARTH PRIDE Appeal Background: As is described in the Review and Ranking Process Document3, 
renewal projects were required to submit a Performance Worksheet with comments by June 2, 2016. 
This worksheet was reviewed and evaluated by the Evaluation Committee to determine ranking. Within 
the Performance Worksheet, HEARTH’s PRIDE project did not identify itself as Housing First; indicating 
that it requires 90 days clean time for program acceptance, and it does not ensure participants will not 
be terminated for failure to participate in supportive services (Appendix 1). Due to these responses, 
PRIDE was placed within Category 5 (Not Housing First). However, on August 11, 2016, HEARTH 
submitted the Supplemental Information Form for PRIDE, which is a form developed by DHS to complete 
the NOFA. Within the Supplemental Information Form are questions pertaining to Housing First, which 
HEARTH completed with indication of being Housing First. 
 
Recommendation Rationale:  The Appeal Review Team discussed various perspectives in determining if 
this appeal should be accepted or not. Concerns were raised about the fairness of allowing a project to 
shift its model after the review process, with Team members additionally noting that there were other 
projects that were not inclined to adopt Housing First on their own but recognized the direction of the 
CoC and made the necessary adjustments so that they could file their Performance Worksheet as 
Housing First. However, the Appeal Review Team ultimately decided that the intent of the CoC is to fully 
adopt Housing First and that allowing a project to update itself as Housing First is a more pragmatic way 
of facilitating that adoption than to require them to maintain a non-Housing First approach. As such, the 
Appeal Review Team is recommending that HEARTH’s appeal to be placed within Category 4 is accepted 
in a good faith effort that supports the CoC’s embrace of Housing First. Should this recommendation be 
approved by the HAB, it is expected that PRIDE, like all Housing First projects, will be held to the 
requirements of Housing First and monitored as such. HEARTH should continue working with DHS’s 

                                                           
3 Review and Ranking Process Document synthesizes the decisions around the review and rankings of projects for 
the 2016 NOFA application, including renewal scoring (approved by the HAB on March 29, 2016) and ranking 
strategy (approved by the HAB on July 19, 2016).  
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Bureau of Homeless Services to ensure the program and its components (e.g., acceptance and retention 
procedures, program agreements, etc) are in accordance with Housing First principles.  
 
In addition to considering PRIDE’s categorization, the Appeal Review Team examined PRIDE’s renewal 
score. Within the renewal scoring process, which was approved by the HAB on March 29, 2016, 5 points 
were available to Housing First Projects. The Appeal Review Team recommends adding 3 points to 
PRIDE’s score; this score adjustment would reflect the incorporation of Housing First while also 
acknowledging that contradictory information had been submitted beyond the scope of the Evaluation 
Committee’s review, and that there are concerns around HEARTH’s  implementation of Housing First 
within their existing programmatic philosophies.  
 
Incorporating these two adjustments, HEARTH’s PRIDE project’s ranking categorization would change 
from Category 5 to Category 4, and its rank would change from 65th to 64th.  
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Appendix P 
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Appendix Q 
 

Appeal Process for the 2016 Notice of Funding Availability Ranking Process Form 
 

Submit this completed form by 5:00pm on Monday, August 22, 2016 and return to Hilary Scherer at 
hilary.scherer@alleghenycounty.us  
 

Agency Name:  

Project Name:  

Contact Name:  

Contact Email:  

Contact Phone:  

 

 
Reason for Appeal:  
(select one) 

☐ Project should be ranked higher within category 

☐ Project should be in a different category 

 
 
Project Reallocation Justification 
Provide a one (1) page maximum summary that clearly articulates why the project should be scored 
higher within a category or should be in a different category. When appealing that a project should be 
ranked higher within a category, the justification should include a clear description of why the 
Performance Worksheet (renewal projects) or Proposal Response (new projects) did not appropriately 
reflect Project performance and therefore cause a lower score.  Recognizing that Projects were 
encouraged to provide comment on their performance data within the Performance Worksheet and that 
new projects were allotted response space across all review criteria in the Proposal Process, appeal 
justifications will need to substantially  demonstrate validity of evidence to merit an adjustment to the 
ranking list. Similarly, when appealing that a project should be categorize differently, the justification 
must provide evidence of the projects fulfillment of all requirements of the category.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

mailto:hilary.scherer@alleghenycounty.us
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Appendix R 
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Appendix S 
 

 
 
 
 
 


