
 
 
 

Executive Committee Meeting – DRAFT NOTES 
Bridgeport YMCA, 850 State Street, Bridgeport 

Monday September 18, 2017, 12:30 pm – 2:30 pm 

 
Attendees:  
ODFC Officers: David Rich (ODFC co-chair), Adam Bovilsky (ODFC co-chair), Carmen Colon (ODFC Secretary) 
Executive Committee: Jeanette Archer-Simons (by phone), Stuart Lane, Carla Miklos, Lisa Tepper-Bates, Rafael 
Pagan, Jeanette Archer-Simons ( by phone), Jason Shaplen, Joyce Platz  
Coordinating Council Member: Kellyann Day 
Guests: Allison Basset (New Reach), Brian Roccapriore (CCEH), Julian Pierce (FCCA), John Lawlor (The Connection), 
Barbara Bloom 
Staff:  Jessica Kubicki (SHW), Pam Ralston (ODFC/CCEH), Doran Wright (ODFC/CCEH, notes) 
 

1. Welcome / Adoption of July meeting notes: Adam 
Carla moved to approve August notes, Lisa Tepper-Bates seconded the motion and the motion was 
unanimously adopted with the exception of  Kara Capobiano and Nancy von Euler who both abstained. 
 

1. NOFA Update: Standards and Evaluations Chair – Stuart 
Stuart provided a summary of the process and timeline working with DMA on the process of developing a 
scoring tool in anticipation of this year’s NOFA, and the steps leading to renewals eventually being 
submitted.  
 
In March, April and May DMA met with the ODFC Executive Committee to review last year’ score and to 
strategize how to improve this year’s scoring. As part of that process, leadership had to choose on what 
would the most time be spent on to get the most points. Stuart stated that DMA was highly responsive to 
calls and emails. In April DMA returned to Connecticut and met with the Executive Committee and the 
Funding Oversight Committee and established a standard for renewals based on $4,500 for a single 
individual and $5,500 for families. That began the process of reallocation through which ten projects in 
Bridgeport had budget reductions using the scoring formula. Standards and Evaluations developed a 
revised standard and a renewal project standard form and renewal process.  
 
Approximately three fourths of agencies appealed and that many appeals were resolved through 
correcting mathematical errors. Stuart commented that each year a scoring tool is revised and adopted 
and agencies have to freshly learn to adapt to new complexities and a new evaluation tool. Stuart 
remarked that going forward Standards and Evaluations will look to simplify without losing the heft of it. 
Stuart reported that final drafts of 2017 scoring standards went out in May and in June DMA collected 
APRs and HMIS data, worked with Nutmeg and CCEH to address specific concerns and CCEH released 
scores, about two weeks later than planned. 
 
On July 7 scores were released, appeals were received and over seven weeks the appeals were reviewed 
and in the course of that time period DMA requested additional supporting information on projects still 
appealing and the Funding Oversight Committee weighed evidence carefully on each appeal. Stuart 
commented that the community allowed recalibrated APR’s to be submitted, which may not be allowed 
next year. Pam interjected that next year APR’s will be collected quarterly because projects were 
unaware they needed to do an annual assessment and a lot of zeroes were entered. In response, the 
question asked as to who decides if a second APR is allowed and Pam said that in early November DMA 
will return to go over the plan for next year. Pam remarked that DMA should not be doing TA for agencies 
since Nutmeg collects the data, and it shouldn’t be a necessity for DMA to give that level of technical 
guidance. Pam additionally said there were assessments that were given and there were cases where 
annual assessments were not given and so when data was collected all those areas we zeroes. Carla 
commented that providers need to be held accountable for APR’s. There was then discussion regarding 
the need for all agencies to comply. Stuart stated that appeals went through and after final scores were 
obtained the rating and ranking went out.  



Stuart reported that on October 25 Standards and Evaluations is holding a Systems Performance Data 
Quality Roundtable to figure out how projects can improve data reporting and clean up old/duplicate 
files which has been an issue. Two members from every agency can attend the roundtable including the 
HDC and a back-up data or decision making person in case there is a staff transition. Brian will provide 
names of HDCs to Stuart. 
 
Stuart also mentioned that an area that needs to be addressed are cases of undocumented people and 
Pam remarked that a list is being kept of policy issues and with respect to certain populations and their 
prioritization based on HUD regulations. Pam stated that there is some rigidness around undocumented 
people and will be looked at with DMA and in Standards and Evaluations. Lisa Tepper-Bates cautioned 
that care should be exercised in saying that undocumented people can get Federally-funded housing. 
Kara remarked that DOH got guidance under the Obama administration that undocumented people could 
get housed under very narrow criteria and that the DMHAS admin plan essentially became a housing 
authority and they only asked for homeless verification (shelter plus care). Rafael said we need to be 
smarter in how we access health care for undocumented. Stuart pointed out that we don’t get points for 
caring for undocumented and the scoring too should be changed so as to include them, but the route is 
not clear how to do that. 
 
Jason raised a concern regarding using the same standards in the overall approach and across all sub-
regions, and that while it may make sense in one place it may not in another. Jason stated he encourages 
the CoC to look at how as a system approaches can be differentiated in particular parts/sub-regions of 
the system, and yet still operate as one system. Jason stated that the goal should be to be consistent as 
possible but not so rigid that there is harm done to our end goal and he encouraged a fine-tuning that 
may take years to accomplish. Carmen suggested that ODFC needs to look at where the funding is going 
and that perhaps Stamford needs a different funding source from Bridgeport or Norwalk, depending on 
particular factors. Carla commented that here are differences and similarities but the reason we are 
together is to meet the goals established by HUD and Opening Doors, and to meet those goals directly 
without “mission-creep” and to stay focused on the main goals as HUD sees them.  
 
David remarked that as ODFC pivots towards Progressive Engagement the opportunity presents itself to 
look over the next few months at what works in each community given that we have the same over-
riding goals. Jason commented that everyone has the same end goals and allegiance to the HUD goals but 
all don’t have to have the same approaches. Rafael said that he would echo that in the PSH area, and in 
Stamford have been developing the shared housing model that has worked well for the Stamford-
Greenwich community as not one to be imposed on any other community to emulate but it is a strategy 
that is true to the HEARTH Act. David said that it shows a difference without being penalized. 
 
Joyce remarked that just before ODFC engaged in the reallocation process, HUD came up with a tool and 
it was great to see that ODFC’s tool mimicked HUD’s, but there were certain questions where HUD’s 
standards were lower and in her judgment more realistic. Joyce cited as an example areas such as 
income, where if HUD is setting a standard, ODFC shouldn’t be 20% higher. Jason expressed the belief 
that there can be fidelity without rigidity and that ODFC has ended up with more rigidity and the NOFA is 
just one manifestation of that, and we should continue to look at that. Adam asked for an example from 
Stuart where rigidity causes a problem and Stuart remarked that an example would be undocumented 
people not eligible for insurance and benefits on the scoring tool, even in the APR and that’s where they 
clash. It is hard to increase their income if they are ineligible for insurance (except through Ryan White 
funding) and other benefits.  
 

2. Data Dashboard and System Performance Measures Presentation: Brian  
Brian Roccapriore of CCEH presented data and background analysis focused on Metric 7 – Successful 
Housing Placements. Executive Committee members had been emailed a copy of the presentation in 
advance of the meeting. 
 
Adam asked if there were a comparison of the data presented with that of BOS, and Brian there is a side-
by-side comparison but it would be difficult to make direct comparisons. David said it is hard to compare 
when it is just absolute numbers. Brian said that will run through this comparison next month. 
 



Brian ended his presentation encouraging agencies to get their data right, fix mixing data, identify and 
correct inactive clients, run APR’s quarterly and go to monthly webinars. There was a brief discussion on 
under what jurisdiction Bridgeport homeless outreach teams are under. 

 
3. Progressive Engagement Kick Off (October 5th) : Lisa Tepper Bates, Kara Capobianco  

Lisa stated that in our effort to end chronic homelessness we have seen progress slow down, in the last 
six months in particular. If we’re trying to solve for the issue, what are we going to do, people are asking? 
Lisa said there is little to no chance of funding for the expansion of PSH in the state and on the Federal 
level. Given that is the circumstance (no expansion and having to work within current resources) we 
solicited help from our HUD technical assistance (TA) provider and they said we in Connecticut are 
“there” faster but we’re all going to hit the wall (insufficient PSH supply). HUD knows it to be the case 
that we’re not going to have enough PSH. Part of the difficulty is how to create a system that is not so 
rigid. At the national level there are people working on how to match resources with needs so that from 
highest needs on down the most people possible are housed with needed flexibility, primarily by asking 
“what do I have and how can I work with this person”? Lisa further said that the more data we get, the 
more we find that the people who succeed in RRH. Veteran secured through SSVF are the biggest data-
set. Rates of success are high, including among more vulnerable clients. There is room for us to be more 
innovative and creative so we do not keep people who need housing “stuck.” HUD is good with this; they 
will not pull a grant because an agency was flexible to break a log-jam. DOH and DMHAS are involved in 
planning the October 5 training with Iain deJong dovetails nicely with this. Iain feels strongly about 
Progressive Engagement as an underpinning.  
 
Kara stated that there has been some distinct progress in Hartford around culture shift. Kara remarked 
that everyone’s job is to house people so that everyone who hits the system we help them to self-
resolve, divert from the system. We have to right-size the system so that more people are housed, 
creating movement in the system without new financial resources. Iain will help us to “culture shift” 
through outreach, shelter, shared housing (which is going to be the answer in this economy). The aim is 
to make sure every front line staff ask what is your plan to house yourself and how can we help you. 
 
David remarked that October 5 important day as it is our Fairfield County Progressive Engagement 
Launch. In October there will be over $2,000,000 in place for RRH through the state and elsewhere and 
this is the time to make it work. Michelle asked, could we ask DMHAS to officially “bless this” for support 
services? Joyce asked if Progressive Engagement can be used to move people out of PSH with shelter-
plus-care, for example. Joyce remarked that we’ve talked a lot about the front door and need to talk 
more about the back door. Michelle said less about the voucher case management and more about 
increasing income and where is the service point. Jason asked, what are we doing for those who can’t 
afford housing and need deeply affordable housing? At the end of the day, it’s not increasing income 
that’s going to work but deeply affordable housing. Lisa noted that advocacy for more deeply affordable 
housing is a key pillar of the Reaching Home campaign. 
  

4. Chronic Homelessness Discussion:  David  
Referring to the By Name List that was distributed to the Executive Committee, Davis stated we have 46 
that are verified chronic in our system and while the trend is down, there are still 8 unmatched and 24 
that are over 90 days. David reiterated that the goal is to get unmatched to zero, and there are still many 
structural issues, citing for example it takes six months to go through Bridgeport Housing Authority. David 
reported that Jessica is working closely with Housing First teams to grapple with how to get numbers 
down to zero, and this dovetails with Progressive Engagement. David stated there is $540 thousand 
available and it has to be used quickly; $240 thousand in the next two months and try to house off the 
BNL as many as we can by end of the year. If we don’t spend it in the next two months on RRH we will 
lose it.  
 
Joyce remarked that we need to help people to accept what’s available and front line staff do not see the 
big picture. Jessica remarked that more often than not, she hears at placement meetings that RRH or 
congregate housing won’t work for that person.  Joyce stated that St. Vincent’s tells people this 
(whatever type of housing is offered or available) is only permanent for as long as you need it. Rafael 
commented that they are trying to have outcome measures, but the average length of stay is 2.5 years 
and the majority of exits are positive. 



 The goal is to figure out strategies without being in homeless shelters and the stresses of being 
homeless. Jessica commented that some people linger in shelters because they get comfortable. Lisa said 
shared housing is a solution that helps people to bridge from shelter to self-sufficiency. Kara remarked 
that t’s a myth that length of time homeless is measured by shelter stay only, it’s measured for the entire 
CoC. 
 

5. October Coordinating Council / Annual Meeting Agenda Ideas:  Adam 
Adam stated that we want to plan for the Annual Meeting but that the nominating committee is non-
functioning due to no one’s fault in particular however the need exists to select a new nominating 
committee so they can slate the board. Adam encourages people to caucus and each CoC will select their 
own nominating committee member, and to start discussing it among members who it is you want and 
who is willing to take on the role and responsibility.  
 
Adam asked for suggestions as to what might go onto the October agenda which has not been finalized. 
Ideas suggested were to highlight a couple of committee updates (such as from Communications that will 
be developing a quarterly newsletter; to engage in an interactive activity during the meeting; to bring 
members “up to speed” and to plan for advocacy around alignment and investment. 
 

6. State Budget / RAPS Update:  David, Lisa Tepper-Bates 
Lisa reported that the Governor has promised he will veto the Republican budget. It is believed that the 
Senate thought they had the votes and three Democratic senators flipped their vote. It is not on the 
Governor’s desk yet and he is not in favor because of the fact that is relies on labor savings that will result 
in lawsuits, it drastically burdens UConn, and it would merge DOH into DSSD (timetable uncertain). It 
impacts us in that there is a much stronger pushback from towns and the only way you can balance the 
budget is to take it out of services. Lisa said we have fared well in the Republican budget however 
because our argument has been that our numbers are working and that is what has kept us relatively 
protected. Lisa said there is a possibility according to one lobbyist we may have no budget for the fiscal 
year and instead a fiscal mitigation measure. 
 
David commented that there had been some confusion on turn-over RAPS. Jessica said we have identified 
4 clients in Danbury, 1 in Stamford and 1 in Bridgeport to go through Kara in DOH when funds are 
available and in the meantime bridging with RRH.  
 

7. Officer’s Report: Adam, David  
a. Sub CoC Litchfield / Torrington Discussion 

Adam stated that he and David were approached by Litchfield/Torringotn and asked to be 
considered to join ODFC. There are some challenges to that request. Litchfield/Torrington gave 
as possible reasons their having bigger independence from BOS, all of Western Connecticut 
working together, and they have some resources to bring the table (which have not been 
explored). The question was asked as to why they are leaving BOS. Adam said it was in part 
about how rules are applied and the meeting was basically about them selling themselves to us 
and us trying to dissuade them from joining ODFC. Adam said the question for the Executive 
Committee is whether there is interest in exploring the idea and if so, should a working 
committee, to for example, say, send us a proposal? Jason asked if they could come talk to us. 
After brief discussion the consensus was reached to ask them to provide something in writing 
asking what are they bringing and why do they want to join? 
 

b. November 15th: ODFC/FC-CAN/HUD/DOH/HA’s Round Table  
David said this roundtable is for all housing authorities, to be held from 10:00 am to 12:30 pm 
and the gospel is to try to get every Housing Authority to have a set-aside policy in every admin 
plan. 

 
Meeting adjourned 2:35 pm 

 
Next meeting to be held October 16, location to be announced. 


