
 
 
 

Executive Committee Meeting 
FCCF 40 Richards Street, Norwalk, CT 

Monday July 24, 2017, 12:30 pm – 2:30 pm 

 
Attendees:  
ODFC Officers: David Rich (ODFC co-chair), Adam Bovilsky (ODFC co-chair), Carmen Colon (ODFC Secretary), Chris 
Jachino (ODFC Treasurer) 
Executive Committee: Jeanette Archer-Simons (by phone), Stuart Lane , Helen McAlinden-Lavin , Carla Miklos, Lisa 
Tepper-Bates , Rafael Pagan, Joyce Platz ( by phone), Jason Shaplen  
Coordinating Council Member: Kellyann Day 
Guests: Allison Basset, Brian Roccapriore 
Staff:  Lauren Zimmermann (ODFC/SHW) Pam Ralston (ODFC/CCEH), Doran Wright (ODFC/CCEH, notes) 
 

1. Welcome, Introductions, Approval of Meeting Notes June 19, 2017  
Adam called for approval of the notes from the June 19 meeting. Jeff Wieser motioned to approve and 
Kelly Ann Day seconded the motion. Upon Adam’s asking if there were any comments following the 
motion being made and seconded, Jason Shaplen proposed that the notes be amended by replacing the 
last sentence with respect to the options being available in the HUD-NOFA bonus round RFP to include all 
three available options. The proposal to amend was unanimously approved. 
 

2. Co-Chair’s Report (Adam Bovilsky, David Rich) 
David Rich: RE: 2016 a HUD round for youth demonstration and it was decided not to apply as ODFC 
because BOS (Balance of State) was applying for it and ODFC would support them because if the money 
came through they would try to divert as much state money as possible to ODFC. David remarked that it is 
still in play and there is some money available but it is not known yet how much DCF has in the budget. 
There will be some Home dollars for RRH (Rapid Rehousing) for youth, but those funds will not be able to 
be used for services.  
Set aside for FC youth; the rest of state has received demonstration funding. 2

nd
 round this fall. David 

recommends that ODFC apply. DMA created a strong application / ODFC should be competitive  
 

3. Presentation and Discussion: ODFC System Performance Measurements (Brian Roccapriore, CCEH) 

 Brian presented a PowerPoint presentation: ODFC SPM Presentation  

 Referring to slide #1: with respect to NOFA criteria #5., System Performance, HUD will award up 
to 49 points for CoC system-wide performance related to reducing homelessness within the 
CoC’s defined geographic area  

 NOFA:  200 points / 49 points is roughly 25% of scoring. It’s not just the narrative that matters, 
it's the system that matters and it only matters what is in HMIS: 

 https://www.hudexchange.info/programs/coc/system-performance-measures/) 

 How can you help? :Get your data right. The 2017 DQ report is your best friend; Fix missing  data 

 David: review monthly enables month to month comparison. Data quality report shows 
timeliness of entries; some projects take too much time to enter/ exit people. Extremely 
important on a project to project level. The question was asked as to how much work would it be 
to compare ODFC to BOS; could we take a couple of key data points so we can see where we are 
compared to the state?  

o Lisa recommended Brian think about what are the key points to be compared (top 4 or 5 
to be looked at an ongoing basis). Pam suggested looking at Length of Time homeless. 
Jason asked, if there’s a variance more than 10-15% what can we look at that tell us 
there may be something different we can do? Pam said we should share this with 
everyone who uses data. Brian remarked that outliers would be some PSH projects. 
David asked that a section be made on the ODFC website for this information. 

 
4. ODFC Finance Committee Update (Chris Jachino),  

ODFC%20SPM%205-15-17.pdf
https://www.hudexchange.info/programs/coc/system-performance-measures/


Chris: as discussed at the June 19
th

 meeting EX Committee ODFC has extra money, to the extent of 
$45,000, the finance committee proposes the following use: 

• $20,000 would be put toward the DMA contract out of the $45,000.   
• $10,000 for project monitoring. Important to monitor programs rather than rely on HUD. 2 or 3 projects 

first 
• $15,000 data related work.  

Data proposed project: Lauren Zimmerman discussed some ways data can be made more accessible. CT 
HMIS steering, statewide CAN, local CAN and S&E working to conceptualize a filterable dashboard for 
shelter, transitional housing, PSH plus system performance. 
Two significant products and deliverables: 
1. Available on ODFC website for drill down data by project (useful for grant writing, etc.) 
2. Build a duplicate HMIS system that wouldn’t be publically interfacing so we could link an ODFC 

tableau system and alleviate concerns for security. For data-driven decisions high quality data is 
essential. This also allows for a much more iterative process that is forward looking as well as reflects 
current projects.  

David: for examples look at the two tableaus on CCEH website. There is a wealth of information that could 
be very useful for grants. Lauren asked that if there is some data that would be useful to know to please 
let her know as soon as possible.  
Question:  allocating $10,000 across all projects in Fairfield County is a low number. Could we consider 
increasing funding so that we can ensure high performance? It is important to show we are high 
performing community. 
Action: A motion was made by Helen Lavin to allocate $10,000 as recommended: Stuart Lane seconded 
the motion and the motion was unanimously approved.  
 
Chris: finance committee has discussed raising money to cover incidentals. A recommendation will be  
made to the executive committee to solicit monies in the form of dues in the amount of $250.00 from any 
agencies covered by HUD, DOH or DMHAS. The dues collected will cover items for which the planning 
grant cannot be used.  
Questions/Discussion:  
What are the conceivable penalties of not paying?  
Suggestion: to initiate first on a voluntary basis initially. If it’s something we want to do then put it into 
next year’s budgets since no HUD funding can be used. It might be optional to fit it into either a budget 
that starts on a calendar year or fiscal year basis. Could we agree to do it on a voluntary donation basis. 
David said we should vote on it this year? 
Action: A motion made by Jason Shaplen and seconded by Rafael Pagan that every agency that is a part of 
ODFC make a $250 voluntary donation as they are able, with the intention of becoming actual dues upon 
further discussion. Stuart commented that there should be a discussion about criteria as to how funds will 
be used. Rafael remarked this would be discretionary, for lunch, training, room rental, etc. The motion 
was unanimously approved. Joyce Platz abstained. 
 
3. FY 2017 HUD NOFA & Related Updates (Adam Bovilsky, Pam Ralston) 

• Pam stated that grantees know we are in active appeal process. 37 projects being reviewed; 3 
projects held harmless (reallocation of Liberation transitional to PSH, ODFC bonus, Supportive 
Housing #3 – have not had time to submit an APR). 

• 90% have filed appeals. We also had reallocations based on over-budget cost per unit; almost 
finished with that process. Funding Oversight committee will be meeting Thursday; some have 
been solved with correcting mathematical errors. Christy is putting together all the appeals that 
will be reviewed by the FOC. After that time we will have a final list of scores that will inform 
tiering of projects and possible reallocations based on performance.  

• We are still in good shape since the NOFA is out later than expected. ODFC webinar 8/1 to 
highlight preparations for ODFC application / specifically for grantee info. If your budget changes 
due to reallocation then use new amount. Forms for renewal application should be uploaded into 
your e-snaps account.  

 
Review handout): 2017 CoC NOFA Highlights   
 

2017%20CoC%20NOFA%20Highlights%20(2).docx


Adam:  discussed the RFP process /how Funding O committee (FO) oversight should operate; we made a 
mistake; will operate going forward. 
Reviewed conflict of interest rules Grantees should not vote in future funding but should maintain input. 
Executive Committee should discuss CoC priorities and can recommend; FO makes decisions without the 
funded programs at the table. This year we skipped a critical step: we did not discuss at length what the 
RFP should be applying for such as transitional housing or RRH. We have rescinded and will  replace those 
RFPs with republished version. In future, priorities will be handled via Executive Committee and 
forwarded to FO. FO will discuss appeals and perhaps the RFP process. Adam asked for comments. 
 
Questions/comments: Comments from several regarding appreciation to FO for re-evaluating the process 
and recognition of the difficulty the volunteer role carries and for lessons learned.  
Comment There are three things in play, not limited only to this RFP. ODFC is only 3-4 years old; 
improvement has been huge but not where we should be in terms of transparency and control. We want 
to think about controls.  If Pam were to send out, what are the right controls? Its hundreds of thousands 
of dollars. If we get it wrong it would probably result in an appeal that would go directly to HUD. As to 
transparency; can we have FOC minutes published. Pam:  the FO minutes are published on the website.  
 
Comment:  In view of two members of Funding Oversight Committee not being at the Executive 
Committee meetings, the burden is on Adam to hear correctly what is discussed. This is a good example of 
transparency and control being improved and linked. Can we implement a way of communicating more 
directly with Funding Oversight Committee and hear the discussion without voting?  
 
Adam:  discussion and voting should be in a private room/ communication can be direct. Control can be 
facilitated by having agendas and minutes that capture decisions.  
Comments: it is very difficult to get outsiders to do this work, let alone attend meetings. There is nothing 
that stops anyone from sending their input via email. If there is a way where Housing First participants can 
convey what the priority is within their communities, at the community level, it could be a vehicle for 
getting to better control and transparency. There was then discussion about whether email is better or in 
person for communicating with FOC.  
 
4. NAEH Summary (Discussion: led by Lisa Tepper Bates) 

• A number of sessions in which good work in CT was noticed  
• How can we have a high performance community engaged 
• Participated “dynamic prioritization” session, another term for progressive engagement; how to 

do that without waiting for new resources. 
• No best practice on that but working to get our best thinkers together. 
• Heard from HUD chief / more positive than many expected. Stated that HF HUD principle 
• We participated in a conference to bring together our DV and Homelessness system. CT is a little 

way of ahead of the curve on that.  
• More to come on family definition: putting together our goal post:   

5. FC CAN Chronic Homeless BNL Status (David) 
David: we have not ended chronic homelessness / still hovering between 50-70 verified chronic; down at 
the lower end of range right now. Length of time, 91 days going up. Have had a lull in chronic coming into 
our system; have to still keep pushing in light of budget cuts. We are close but have to keep pushing and 
thinking out of the box.   

 
      Next meeting:  8/21/17 

 
Adjournment:  2:38 pm 
 
 
 

 
 

 


