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Mid-Fairfield AIDS Program 

618 West Avenue 

Norwalk, CT 

10:00-11:30AM 

 

Attendance:  Karen Mahar-Homes with Hope, Stuart Lane-MFAP, Steven Mallard-Operation Hope, Erin 
Russell-Alpha Community Services, Neelam Joseph-DMHAS, Wendalina Claudio-Laurel House, Deborah 
Smith-Catholic Charities, Christy Rubenstein-DMA (on telephone)  
Staff:  Pamela Ralston-ODFC, Lynne Bannister-ODFC Project Coordinator 
 
Potential Revisions to the Scoring Standards Criteria 

Agency Scoring – these specific criteria are still in effect under agency scoring: 

PIT participation, CoC participation, Data confidentiality policy and Appeals policy. 

The new criteria additions are: CAN participation on all projects, agency equal access policy, 

participation in the Quarterly Monitoring process with HDC represented at required meetings and 

finally, required reports to be submitted. 

Discussion followed centered around retaining the 100 point score and adjusting some of the numbers.  

Under agency revisions, it was noted that the state already requires that all agencies have an equal 

access policy.  

Timely APR submission 

Sage will be re-instated for compliance since there has not been much negative feedback about Sage 

and folks seem comfortable with re-stating them.     

Severity of Need/Vulnerability  

This was previously scored based on whether projects filled vacant/open slots through the FC Housing 

Placement meeting process.  Now there is a need to adjust for people who have been in the system a 

really long time, i.e., 15+ years. 

PSH will deal with new people just coming into the system.  Discussion followed concerning the need to 

account for vulnerability in a different way.  Perhaps using criteria to balance out made it more difficult 

to account for earned income.  Severity of needs uses points to determine income and the majority of 

people will lose points on income.  It was decided to put this change on hold for the short term. 

Cost Effectiveness 

We will keep the existing measures, score on them for this year but there is a need to come up with a 

cost effective measurement using 2 measures: the cost per unit and the cost for a positive exit.  This will 

be determined at a later date, as we wait for more information.  There is also a need to equalize FMR’s 

against each other.  We need to continually look back as we move forward with these changes.  

 



Housing First 

The Housing First Assessment Tool raises a question of capacity and resources.   Criteria is based on 

what type of housing exists and the agency that does the assessment will receive additional points.  Pam 

to send the HF tool link to all. 

  Length of Stay 

Presently, we are only looking at RRH and transitional housing, there is no inclusion of PSH.  Any 

participant should not extend past 12 months and there should be no client going past 12 months.  

There is, however, an exception for youth and domestic violence victims.  

  CAN Criteria 

The established time frames provide an adequate length of time.  They include 3 criteria: vacancies 

reported in a timely manner, date of referral to referral response and date of referral response to 

housed.  For the next reporting timeframe we will need to include specific dates for these 3 criteria, 

including the exit dates.  We need to make sure that staff are reporting the vacancies and we need to 

include the referral denial rate.   

Income 

Last year, people struggled with reporting earned income, we want to make sure that we look only at 

the increases.  We should use the System Performance Measurement rating.  It was decided that we 

should table this until the next meeting. 

Next steps: Christy to update the tool with this input – we will reconvene on February 15th with a goal to 

review all and complete process to move the scoring tool to the decision making body with identified 

numerical values for each criterion.  


