
 
OPENING DOORS FAIRFIELD COUNTY MEETING WITH DMA 

 
Facilitated by Diana T. Myers & Associates, Inc. (DMA) 

April 19, 2017 10:00 am to 1:00 pm 
Mid-Fairfield AIDS Project, 615 West Avenue, Norwalk, CT 

 
Attendees: Adam Bovilsky (ODFC Co-Chair, City of Norwalk), Kathy Hunter (SHW), Jerome 
Roberts (Shelter for the Homeless), Rafael Pagan (Pacific House), Pam Ralston (CCEH/ODFC), 
Leigh Howard (DMA), Chisty Rubenstein (DMA), Erin Russell (Alpha), Helen McAlinden (The 
Connection), Carla Miklos (Operation Hope), Lauren Zimmerman (SHW), Noel Kammerman 
(Inspirica), Jason Shaplen (Inspirica), David Rich (ODFC Co-Chair, SHW), Deborah Smith (Catholic 
Charities), Nancy von Euler (FCCF), Stuart Lane (Triangle), Chris Jachino (FCA), Jennifery Delaney 
(Danbury Housing Authority), Doran Wright (CCEH/ODFC, notes) 
 
I. REVIEW OF COC GOALS (facilitated by Leigh Howard) 
 
a. Chronic families and youth 
b. Get to functional zero by end of 2016 
c. Identify what do we need in the system to achieve that goal and maintain it 
d. Target: i) 660 families with children over course of the year with variety of housing options 
including RRH, affordable housing, diversion; ii) 360 youth over next year is estimate including 
parenting youth; iii) Veterans— are we in good shape? 
e. CAN — Build and maintain an infrastructure for an effective system. More pieces to invest in 
to make it as functional and effective as possible. 
 
II. METHODOLOGY AND ANALYSIS OF CAN DATA (facilitated by Christy Rubenstein) 
 
Christy walked the group through an analysis and methodology for diverting and housing 
chronic, families and youth based on CAN appointments and projections, identifying programs, 
resources and anticipated costs/funding needs. A long discussion ensued regarding the new 
face of chronic homelessness— i.e. those with high service needs, those with substance use and 
high mental health needs entering chronicity. 
 
Baseline — CAN Appointments: 
Chronic  15 180 
Families  55 660 
Youth   30 360 
TOTAL   100 1200 
 
Goal has been to ensure we’re on the same page in terms of COC’s 
 
III. RE-ALLOCATION STRATEGY (facilitated by Leigh Howard) 
 
•  National re-allocation averages about 5.8% nationally.  
•  Focusing on efficiency, between 2014 and 2016 HUD awards there has been a 14.8% 

increase in efficiency in use of dollars.  
 
 



 
•  How are we going to continue to make progress toward these goals with same or fewer 

dollars being strategic and creative? 
 
• HUD is looking for enhanced cost effectiveness which can be achieved through re-

allocation, say 10% of existing funds, not necessarily to restructure programs but to 
create new units without using existing units. 

 
• How do we get to 10% level which equates to $1 million (i.e. PSH for Chronic, RRH for 

families, system efficiency enhancement.  
 
• Look at each individual project by location, population, service packages, FMR’s, cost 

assumptions. Not to reduce capacity of those projects but make them more efficient. 
 
• Look at project evaluation process (i.e. data review) and re-allocating projects that have 

been under-performing for some period of time. Still a couple of projects that 
consistently underperform the entire COC.  

 
IV. REALLOCATION STRATEGY METHODOLOGY (Facilitated by Christy Rubenstein) 
 
Christy handed out and walked the group through a spreadsheet displaying a possible re-
allocation strategy. Leigh explained a methodology that how, as a result of reduced building 
and leasing operating costs (not service delivery costs) funds can be freed up to create new. 
Maximum operating cost is based on FMR (fair market rent). Services maximum cost is based 
on setting a standard on what those services, other than housing, would cost to provide. 
 
A discussion ensued regarding the service line ($4,500 for singles and $6,000 for families) and 
whether that is too low. David Rich and Adam Bovilsky explained that the numbers presented in 
the chart are “ball park” recognizing that depending on project, client service need and 
population, and are federal dollars (HUD funded) that are being leveraged by other funding 
sources but represent the believed to be highest 25% of all costs that can be in some ways 
trimmed. Jeannette Archer-Simon said that it needs to be clear as to what defines success. 
Stuart Lane remarked that quality of care in service delivery cannot be overlooked. Adam 
Bovilsky explained that they are not being overlooked but factored in.  Leigh said that the 
question is how much can the COC pay to support the mission that this particular organization 
is fulfilling. A discussion ensued about what costs are within individual agency contracts that do 
not allow for a true apples-to-apples analysis. David Rich said that the goal is to lower the per 
unit cost of all programs to stay as effective as possible. As an alternative, all the high cost 
programs could be eliminated. 
 
It was mentioned that funders should be willing to reallocate based on a collective approach to 
efficiency demonstrating the collaboration that exists among grantees 
 
A further discussion ensued as to how particular costs are assessed with a concern that the 
analysis not be overly harsh, programs not be done “on the cheap.” Adam expressed that he 
sensed a consensus was formed that the methodology as presented by DMA. It was agreed that 
there was. 
 
 



 
V. PROJECTION REALLOCATION (Facilitated by Leigh Howard and Christy Rubenstein) 
 
• Leigh stated we want to ensure that the details in all the projects are correct.  
 
• There should be an appeal process available and that it be very narrow, i.e. an error in 

calculations or if a project will cease to operate (i.e. $300,000) because the costs cannot 
be covered and it will need to be reallocated in total); if they do that they then have the 
grounds to appeal to the committee not that they cannot afford it but that they aren’t 
“bluffing”). It would be a mistake not to have an appeal process for the project re-
allocation.  

 
• Ensuring that ranking is improved upon more so from last year— ranges so as to 

differentiate lower from higher performing and ensuring evaluation process is strong. 
Trying to get to goal of 10%, but more than that, want to avoid continue funding 
projects that are under-performing. Need to know who is at the bottom and why. 

 
• Adama Bovilsky stated that we’re not going for 10% not because we must, but because 

we want to be an exceptional COC so as to get more bonus dollars so as to create more 
housing.  

 
• Leigh said we need to talk about allocation of uses. There is no pre-determination as to 

which programs will be cut. An excerpt of data presented shows a gap needing to be 
closed (with additional PSH or other): 

 
SH (Supportive Housing for Chronic and for Progressive Engagement) 

 
Uses     201 
Resources 
SH Turnover  65 (12 additional turnover units dedicated to  

             current RRH clients) 
 COC Reallocation  ` 57 (10% increase in CoC SH units) 
 Housing Authorities   50 
 HUD 811    3 
 State bond funds   15 
 State turnover vouchers  15 

Sub-total    205 
  GAP     (4) 
 
• David Rich stated that the goal is spending $850,000 on new PSH 
 
• Rafael Pagan suggests that consideration be given to include PSH in bonus. Jeanette 

Archer-Simon said priority should be given to whatever program would leverage most 
bonus dollars and next priority goal should be youth and families since it is our goal to 
end youth and families by 2020. Also, RRH should include adequate funding for case 
management.   

 
 
 



 
• Leigh stated there will be an RFP process. HUD is behind in releasing NOFA so 

encourages the group to collect data and assess which projects can leverage the most 
dollars for writing of an RFP. 

 
• Christy: Don’t know where the split is going to be between Tier 1 and Tier 2 in terms of 

ranking. Previously were ranked at the bottom of Tier 1. There will be a series of tie-
breakers for programs that have the same ranking. Still using 2015 APR off of HMIS that 
they will be scoring things off of.  

 
• Leigh confirmed David Rich’s assertion that new bonus projects will go in Tier 1 

according to Norm Suchar. Projects below the bonus will be evaluated on performance 
with the possibility that renewal projects could go down into Tier 2 which is a concern of 
both Rafael Pagan and Jason Shaplen who don’t want to risk losing PSH dollars. Jason 
doesn't want to inadvertently bump down 20 or 30 of PSH units into Tier 2 to create 
more RRH when we might need more PSH and believes that perhaps the better 
alternative would be to place the bonus project at the top of Tier 2. Rafael asserts that 
he would not want to risk seeing a good mid-level program eliminated, along with the 
loss of PSH, due to the placement of the bonus in Tier 1.  

 
• Leigh stated that it makes sense to entrust this responsibility to the funding committee 

because at this point we are shooting in the dark with incomplete information and 
absent a NOFA. Rafael commented that if the priority of HUD (and our Coc) is to have 
PSH units in place, and the reason that we are reallocating is to create more PSH units, 
then he would not want to leave to the funding committee the determination of 
priorities that could favor something other than RRH. 

 
• Jason stated that it matters a great deal how much the bonus is (whether $500 

thousand or $1.5 million) and how it affects the other projects; as much as 25% of 
existing programs could be pushed down into Tier 2 which he believes would be 
unacceptable. Adam Bovilsky replied that the funding committee will take that into 
consideration. 

 
VI. SYSTEM PERFORMANCE MEASURES (Facilitated by Leigh Howard and Christy 

Rubenstein) 
 
• Leigh commented that it was very helpful to have come together to get all the HIC data. 

When you look at the draft data that was pulled, there are less people returning to 
homelessness in the category of shelter has come down.  

 
• Unfortunately, measures of income has come down -25%, -27%. Leigh posed the 

questions, do we have the right employment opportunities and do we need to add 
something on the system level regarding employment? Time doesn't allow us to have 
that conversation today, but how can we use new projects to enhance our overall 
system and leverage resources outside our CoC. 

 
Meeting concluded at 1:00 pm. 


