Applicant: Philadelphia CoC PA-500
Project: PA-500 CoC Registration FY2016 COC_REG_2016 135692

Before Starting the CoC Application

The CoC Consolidated Application is made up of two parts: the CoC Application and the CoC
Priority Listing, with all of the CoC'’s project applications either approved and ranked, or rejected.
The Collaborative Applicant is responsible for submitting both the CoC Application and the CoC
Priority Listing in order for the CoC Consolidated Application to be considered complete.

The Collaborative Applicant is responsible for:

- Reviewing the FY 2016 CoC Program Competition NOFA in its entirety for specific application
and program requirements.

- Using the CoC Application Detailed Instructions while completing the application in e-snaps.

- Answering all questions in the CoC application. It is the responsibility of the Collaborative
Applicant to ensure that all imported and new responses in all parts of the application are fully
reviewed and completed. When doing this keep in mind:

- This year, CoCs will see that a few responses have been imported from the FY 2015 CoC
Application.

- For some of the questions HUD has provided documents to assist Collaborative Applicants in
completing responses.

- For other questions, the Collaborative Applicant must be aware of responses provided by
project applications in their Project Applications.

- Some questions require the Collaborative Applicant to attach a document to receive credit.
This will be identified in the question.

- All questions marked with an asterisk (*) are mandatory and must be completed in order to
submit the CoC Application.

For CoC Application Detailed Instructions click here.
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1A. Continuum of Care (CoC) Identification

Instructions:

For guidance on completing this form, please reference the FY 2016 CoC Application Detailed
Instructions and the FY 2016 CoC Program Competition NOFA. Please submit technical
questions to the HUD Exchange Ask A Question.

1A-1. CoC Name and Number: PA-500 - Philadelphia CoC

1A-2. Collaborative Applicant Name: City of Philadelphia

1A-3. CoC Designation: CA

1A-4. HMIS Lead: City of Philadelphia
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1B. Continuum of Care (CoC) Engagement

Instructions:

For guidance on completing this form, please reference the FY 2016 CoC Application Detailed
Instructions and the FY 2016 CoC Program Competition NOFA. Please submit technical

questions to the HUD Exchange Ask A Question.

1B-1. From the list below, select those organizations and persons that
participate in CoC meetings.

Then select "Yes" or "No" to indicate if CoC meeting participants are
voting members or if they sit on the CoC Board.

Only select "Not Applicable" if the organization or person does not exist in
the CoC's geographic area.

Votes,
Participates including Sits
Organization/Person Categories in CoC electing on
Meetings CoC Board CoC Board
Local Government Staff/Officials Yes Yes Yes
CDBG/HOME/ESG Entitlement Jurisdiction Yes Yes Yes
Law Enforcement Yes No No
Local Jail(s) No No No
Hospital(s) Yes Yes Yes
EMT/Crisis Response Team(s) Yes No Yes
Mental Health Service Organizations Yes Yes Yes
Substance Abuse Service Organizations Yes Yes Yes
Affordable Housing Developer(s) Yes Yes Yes
Public Housing Authorities Yes Yes Yes
CoC Funded Youth Homeless Organizations Yes No No
Non-CoC Funded Youth Homeless Organizations Yes Yes Yes
School Administrators/Homeless Liaisons Yes No No
CoC Funded Victim Service Providers Yes Yes No
Non-CoC Funded Victim Service Providers Yes No No
Street Outreach Team(s) Yes No No
Youth advocates Yes Yes Yes
Agencies that serve survivors of human trafficking Yes Yes Yes
Other homeless subpopulation advocates Yes Yes Yes
Homeless or Formerly Homeless Persons Yes Yes Yes
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1B-1a. Describe in detail how the CoC solicits and considers the full range
of opinions from individuals or organizations with knowledge of
homelessness or an interest in preventing and ending homelessness in
the geographic area. Please provide two examples of organizations or
individuals from the list in 1B-1 to answer this question.

Any stakeholder interested in the goals of the CoC can join the Coc. This past
year, following a listening tour with downtown businesses and residents who
expressed concerns about people living outdoors, the Office of Homeless
Services (collaborative applicant) worked closely with street outreach teams to
review current practices and implement their recommendations for public
messaging around street homelessness and panhandling, outreach schedules
and functions, and more visible apparel. Also, the CoC has benefited from the
expertise of youth providers over the past year. They created a Youth PIT
Planning Committee that led youth-specific counts over the past year, including
collaboration with the January count as well as the Voices of Youth Count;
advocated for and gave testimony at a City Council hearing, for which OHS lent
support and will administer a new City funding allocation; and lead 2 teams
emerging from the Rapid Results Institute 100 Day Challenge Launch.

1B-1b. List Runaway and Homeless Youth (RHY)-funded and other youth
homeless assistance providers (CoC Program and non-CoC Program

funded) who operate within the CoC's geographic area.

Then select "Yes" or "No" to indicate if each provider is a voting member

or sits on the CoC Board.

Youth Service Provider
(up to 10)

RHY Funded?

Participated as a
Voting Member in
at least two CoC
Meetings between
July 1, 2015 and
June 20, 2016.

Sat on CoC Board
as active member
or official at any
point between
July 1, 2015 and
June 20, 2016.

Youth Services, Inc.

Yes

No

No

Covenant House PA

No

Yes

Yes

Pathways PA

Yes

No

No

The Attic Youth Center

No

No

No

Valley Youth House

Yes

No

No

1B-1c. List the victim service providers (CoC Program and non-CoC
Program funded) who operate within the CoC's geographic area.
Then select "Yes" or "No" to indicate if each provider is a voting member
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or sits on the CoC Board.

Victim Service Provider
for Survivors of Domestic Violence
(up to 10)

Participated as a | Sat on CoC Board as

Voting Member in at active member or

least two CoC official at any point

Meetings between [ between July 1, 2015
July 1, 2015 and June| and June 30, 2016.

30, 2016

Women Against Abuse No No
Dawn's Place No No
Congreso de Latinos Unidos, Inc No No
Lutheran Settlement House No No
Women in Transition No No
The Salvation Army No No

1B-2. Explain how the CoC is open to proposals from entities that have
not previously received funds in prior CoC Program competitions, even if

the CoC is not applying for new projects in 2016.
(limit 1000 characters)

An annual Request for Proposals for new projects permits any non profit to
apply, and is posted on the City's website. Extra efforts are made to notify the
larger community, e.g. CoC Board& Advisory Committee, Coordinated
Community Response team for Domestic Violence, Housing Counseling

agencies, CDC's, emergency shelters, & community and faith-based "interested
providers" mailing list. Questions regarding the RFP are accepted via email with
responses posted online; an optional informational briefing is held. The process
is very competitive, & financial/management capacity are required, so first time
applicants or those with limited expertise are encouraged to partner. OHS
posted the sign in sheet from the briefing publicly to facilitate coordination.
Successful projects are those which score highest by independent review for
soundness of proposal to meet housing and service needs of the target
population; experience; and cost effectiveness.

1B-3. How often does the CoC invite new Annually
members to join the CoC through a publicly

available invitation?
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Applicant: Philadelphia CoC PA-500
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1C. Continuum of Care (CoC) Coordination

Instructions:

For guidance on completing this form, please reference the FY 2016 CoC Application Detailed
Instructions and the FY 2016 CoC Program Competition NOFA. Please submit technical
questions to the HUD Exchange Ask A Question.

1C-1. Does the CoC coordinate with Federal, State, Local, private and other
entities serving homeless individuals and families and those at risk of
homelessness in the planning, operation and funding of projects?
Only select "Not Applicable" if the funding source does not exist within
the CoC's geographic area.

Coordinates with Planning,
Operation and Funding of
Funding or Program Source Projects

Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS (HOPWA) Yes

Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) Yes

Runaway and Homeless Youth (RHY) Yes

Head Start Program Yes

Housing and service programs funded through Federal, State and local government resources. Yes

1C-2. The McKinney-Vento Act, requires CoC's to participate in the
Consolidated Plan(s) (Con Plan(s)) for the geographic area served by the
CoC. The CoC Program Interim rule at 24 CFR 578.7 (c) (4) requires the
CoC to provide information required to complete the Con Plan(s) within
the CoC's geographic area, and 24 CFR 91.100(a)(2)(i) and 24 CFR 91.110
(b)(2) requires the State and local Con Plan jurisdiction(s) consult with the
CoC. The following chart asks for the information about CoC and Con
Plan jurisdiction coordination, as well as CoC and ESG recipient
coordination.

CoCs can use the CoCs and Consolidated Plan Jurisdiction Crosswalk to assist in answering
this question.

Number

Number of Con Plan jurisdictions with whom the CoC geography overlaps

How many Con Plan jurisdictions did the CoC participate with in their Con Plan development process?

How many Con Plan jurisdictions did the CoC provide with Con Plan jurisdiction level PIT data?

How many of the Con Plan jurisdictions are also ESG recipients?

How many ESG recipients did the CoC participate with to make ESG funding decisions?

RlrRr|lRr|[Rr|Rr|FR

How many ESG recipients did the CoC consult with in the development of ESG performance standards and evaluation
process for ESG funded activities?
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1C-2a. Based on the responses provided in 1C-2, describe in greater detail
how the CoC participates with the Consolidated Plan jurisdiction(s)
located in the CoC's geographic area and include the frequency and type
of interactions between the CoC and the Consolidated Plan jurisdiction(s).
(limit 1000 characters)

"The City of Philadelphia’s Division of Housing & Community Development
(DHCD) is the City's applicant for HOME, CDBG, HOPWA, & ESG funding &
prepares the Con Plan/CAPER; Office of Homeless Services (OHS) is the CoC
Collaborative Applicant & administers ESG. DHCD & OHS collaborate at least
monthly through the following planning activities: Con Plan public hearing; Con
Plan/CAPER reporting; CoC Board & Advisory Committee; annual joint RFP for
affordable housing development funding (including Special Needs/Homeless
setaside); HIV/AIDS/HOPWA needs assessment & quarterly committee;
Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Plan. Programmatically, all development
activity with City funding is coordinated through DHCD/Phila Redevelopment
Authority, including CoC projects; DHCD funds homeless activities through
MOU with OHS for Housing Trust Fund, ESG & HOME/CDBG; both collaborate
& problem-solve around programs with shared funding (e.g.
CoC/HOME/HOPWA).

1C-2b. Based on the response in 1C-2, describe how the CoC is working
with ESG recipients to determine local ESG funding decisions and how
the CoC assists in the development of performance standards and
evaluation of outcomes for ESG-funded activities.

(limit 1000 characters)

OHS, the CoC Collaborative Applicant, administers ESG funding through
contracts with subrecipients and therefore is able to integrate program and
performance with the larger CoC. ESG recipients are represented on the CoC
Advisory Committee and Board, and the annual ESG spending plan and Con
Plan narrative is presented for approval to the Advisory Committee and Board.
OHS oversees the coordination of CoC and ESG resources using PIT, HMIS,
and unmet need estimates to best meet the needs of individuals and families
experiencing homelessness in Philadelphia. OHS monitors performance of ESG
subrecipients of both Rapid Rehousing and Emergency Shelter activities
through expectations defined in contract scope of services. OHS was
designated by the CoC Board to lead the planning process to strengthen
Coordinated Entry. ESG recipients are involved in Coordinated Entry Design
Processes.

1C-3. Describe how the CoC coordinates with victim service providers and
non-victim service providers (CoC Program funded and non-CoC funded)
to ensure that survivors of domestic violence are provided housing and
services that provide and maintain safety and security. Responses must
address how the service providers ensure and maintain the safety and
security of participants and how client choice is upheld.

(limit 1000 characters)

Women Against Abuse (WAA) and partners (Congreso, Women in Transition,
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Lutheran Settlement) operate the 24-hour hotline for victims of domestic and
intimate partner violence. WAA operates the two DV shelters that provide 200
beds per night that are City, State and federally funded and staff are co-located
at City shelter intake to complete DV assessments, safety plan, and coordinate
options including ESG shelter. The City funds partners to serve LGBTQ, Latino,
men in emergency hotel and RRH. DV victims have access to City and CoC
funded transitional and rapid housing as well as PHA and all assessments
include questions to support choice e.g. unsafe areas of the City. DOJ funds are
used to provide legal services and teen dating violence supports. DV providers
adhere to Federal law and do not disclose any identifying information without
written consent. Housing applications are submitted through a secure website,
physical address is not listed and access to records is limited.

1C-4. List each of the Public Housing Agencies (PHAS) within the CoC's
geographic area. If there are more than 5 PHAs within the CoC’s
geographic area, list the 5 largest PHAs. For each PHA, provide the
percentage of new admissions that were homeless at the time of
admission between July 1, 2015 and June 30, 2016 and indicate whether
the PHA has a homeless admissions preference in its Public Housing
and/or Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) program.

% New Admissions into Public Housing and PHA has General or
Public Housing Agency Name Housing Choice Voucher Program from 7/1/15 to Limited Homeless
6/30/16 who were homeless at entry Preference
Philadelphia Housing Authority 42.00% | Yes-Both

If you select "Yes--Public Housing," "Yes--HCV," or "Yes--Both" for "PHA
has general or limited homeless preference," you must attach
documentation of the preference from the PHA in order to receive credit.

1C-5. Other than CoC, ESG, Housing Choice Voucher Programs and
Public Housing, describe other subsidized or low-income housing
opportunities that exist within the CoC that target persons experiencing
homelessness.

(limit 1000 characters)

Since 2012, the City has operated a Permanent Supportive Housing
Clearinghouse to facilitate access to affordable housing for individuals and
families who are homeless and/or have special needs. In addition to nearly 600
CoC units and PHA conventional/HVC units (at least 500 committed annually),
the Clearinghouse serves as the state-designated Local Lead Agency for
Philadelphia for developers participating in the Low Income Housing Tax Credit
Program, and will administer Section 811. All City-supported affordable rental
housing projects with more than 20 units must Set-Aside 10% of the units for
households with special needs, and the Clearinghouse refers to set-aside units
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committed under HUD's Multifamily Initiative to End Homelessness. A total of
1764 units is managed through this centralized and automated referral system.

1C-6. Select the specific strategies implemented by the CoC to ensure that
homelessness is not criminalized in the CoC's geographic area. Select all

that apply.

Engaged/educated local policymakers:

Engaged/educated law enforcement:

Implemented communitywide plans:

No strategies have been implemented

Other:(limit 1000 characters)

Enforce Local Ordinance (Sidewalk Behavior Ordinance): The primary protection against criminalization of individuals experiencing
homelessness in Philadelphia is the 1999 Sidewalk Behavior Ordinance, whose final version and City Council passage were
influenced heavily by advocates for homeless individuals. The ordinance requires that prior to taking any legal action against an
individual outdoors, police must first attempt to connect the individual with services via outreach. Ongoing collaboration with law
enforcement officials and representatives concerned with the impact of homelessness on tourism and hospitality industries,
especially in Center City, occurs monthly through the “Combined Outreach” meeting, where CoC, Business Improvement District,
tourism, and street outreach representatives convene to openly address concerns, issues, trends, and events that require
collaboration and coordination.
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Applicant: Philadelphia CoC PA-500
Project: PA-500 CoC Registration FY2016 COC_REG_2016 135692

1D. Continuum of Care (CoC) Discharge Planning

Instructions:

For guidance on completing this form, please reference the FY 2016 CoC Application Detailed
Instructions and the FY 2016 CoC Program Competition NOFA. Please submit technical
questions to the HUD Exchange Ask A Question.

1D-1. Select the system(s) of care within the CoC's geographic area for
which there is a discharge policy in place that is mandated by the State,
the CoC, or another entity for the following institutions? Check all that

apply.

Foster Care:

X
Health Care:

X
Mental Health Care:

X
Correctional Facilities:

X
None:

1D-2. Select the system(s) of care within the CoC's geographic area with
which the CoC actively coordinates with to ensure institutionalized
persons that have resided in each system of care for longer than 90 days
are not discharged into homelessness. Check all that apply.

Foster Care:

X
Health Care:

X
Mental Health Care:

X

Correctional Facilities:

None:

1D-2a. If the applicant did not check all boxes in 1D-2, explain why there is
no coordination with the institution(s) that were not selected and explain
how the CoC plans to coordinate with the institution(s) to ensure persons
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discharged are not discharged into homelessness.
(limit 1000 characters)

Coordination with correctional facilities has been sporadic due to number of
state/local institutions all with different protocols: developing a systemic strategy
to prevent discharges into homelessness requires consistent focus. CoC began
a process to improve coordination with Department of Behavioral Health &
Criminal Justice Advisory Board (committee of top-level criminal justice and
public health officials), including a CSH FUSE TA application. CoC responds to
numerous requests for housing assistance pre-release; of >30,000 discharges
annually, nearly 1000 persons enter emergency shelter, with just over half (554)
coming within 90 days of leaving jail. Small efforts include a master-leasing
project for individuals with behavioral health diagnoses exiting state correctional
facilities, and SOAR assistance for individuals homeless at re-entry. CoC will
develop a coordinated systemic response, increasing collaboration between
system partners, and reviewing discharge planning policies.
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1E. Centralized or Coordinated Assessment
(Coordinated Entry)

Instructions:

For guidance on completing this form, please reference the FY 2016 CoC Application Detailed
Instructions and the FY 2016 CoC Program Competition NOFA. Please submit technical
questions to the HUD Exchange Ask A Question.

The CoC Program Interim Rule requires CoCs to establish a Centralized or
Coordinated Assessment System which HUD refers to as the Coordinated
Entry Process. Based on the recent Coordinated Entry Policy Brief, HUD's
primary goals for the coordinated entry process are that assistance be
allocated as effectively as possible and that it be easily accessible no
matter where or how people present for assistance.

1E-1. Explain how the CoC's coordinated entry process is designed to
identify, engage, and assist homeless individuals and families that will
ensure those who request or need assistance are connected to proper
housing and services.
(limit 1000 characters)

For over 20 years the City has operated centralized intake sites for City-funded
shelters & street outreach that’s accessible 24hrs/day, 365 days/yr & covers all
of Philadelphia. The Coordinated Entry System (CES) design includes the
following: Expand role of Outreach to connect those on the street to CES & add
more access points. CES will use a phased assessment process with a
standardized tool assessing shelter needs & VISPDAT determining severity of
service needs. CES will combine many referral processes into one referral
management system (RMS) & by-name list in HMIS that prioritizes assistance
using the Order of Priority in Notice CPD-16-11. The RMS will consider eligibility
criteria ensuring households are only referred to projects they are eligible.
Projects will fill vacancies only through the RMS. CoC scoring criteria & funding
decisions incentivizes projects to reduce barriers. Philadelphia effectively ended
Vet homelessness in 2015 & the by-name list was critical to success.

1E-2. CoC Program and ESG Program funded projects are required to

participate in the coordinated entry process, but there are many other
organizations and individuals who may participate but are not required to
do so. From the following list, for each type of organization or individual,
select all of the applicable checkboxes that indicate how that organization
or individual participates in the CoC's coordinated entry process. If there
are other organizations or persons who participate but are not on this list,
enter the information in the blank text box, click "Save" at the bottom of
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the screen, and then select the applicable checkboxes.

Makes Receives | Operates
Participate | Referrals | Referrals Access
sin to the from the Point for | Participate | Does not Does not
Organization/Person Categories Ongoing [ Coordinate [ Coordinate | Coordinate | s in Case | Participate Exist
Planning d Entry d Entry d Entry [ Conferenci
and Process Process Process ng
Evaluation

Local Government Staff/Officials ] ] ] ] ] ] ]
X X X X X

CDBG/HOME/Entitlement Jurisdiction Bl Bl Bl Bl Bl Bl Bl
X

Law Enforcement ] ] ] ] ] ] ]
X

Local Jail(s) ] ] ] ] ] ] ]
X

Hospital(s) R ] ] ] ] ] ]
X

EMT/Crisis Response Team(s) ] ] ] ] ] ] ]
X

Mental Health Service Organizations ] ] ] ] ] ] ]
X X X

Substance Abuse Service Organizations Bl Bl Bl Bl Bl Bl Bl
X X X

Affordable Housing Developer(s) ] ] ] ] ] ] ]
X X

Public Housing Authorities ] ] ] ] ] ] ]
X X

Non-CoC Funded Youth Homeless Organizations Bl Bl Bl Bl Bl Bl Bl
X

School Administrators/Homeless Liaisons ] ] ] ] ] ] ]
X

Non-CoC Funded Victim Service Organizations ] ] ] ] ] ] ]
X

Street Outreach Team(s) Bl Bl Bl Bl Bl Bl Bl
X X

Homeless or Formerly Homeless Persons ] ] ] ] ] ] ]
X
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1F. Continuum of Care (CoC) Project Review,
Ranking, and Selection

Instructions

For guidance on completing this form, please reference the FY 2016 CoC Application Detailed
Instructions and the FY 2016 CoC Program Competition NOFA. Please submit technical
questions to the HUD Exchange Ask A Question.

1F-1. For all renewal project applications submitted in the FY 2016 CoC
Program Competition complete the chart below regarding the CoC’s
review of the Annual Performance Report(s).

|HOW many renewal project applications were submitted in the FY 2016 CoC Program Competition? | | 101|
|HOW many of the renewal project applications are first time renewals for which the first operating year has not expired yet? | | 6|
How many renewal project application APRs were reviewed by the CoC as part of the local CoC competition project review, 94
ranking, and selection process for the FY 2016 CoC Program Competition?

Percentage of APRs submitted by renewing projects within the CoC that were reviewed by the CoC in the 2016 CoC 98.95%

Competition?

1F-2 - In the sections below, check the appropriate box(es) for each
selection to indicate how project applications were reviewed and ranked
for the FY 2016 CoC Program Competition. Written documentation of the
CoC's publicly announced Rating and Review procedure must be attached.

Performance outcomes from APR reports/HMIS:

% permanent housing exit destinations

% increases in income

Monitoring criteria:

Utilization rates

Drawdown rates

Frequency or Amount of Funds Recaptured by HUD

|Need for specialized population services:
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Youth

Victims of Domestic Violence

Families with Children

Persons Experiencing Chronic Homelessness

Veterans

None:

1F-2a. Describe how the CoC considered the severity of needs and
vulnerabilities of participants that are, or will be, served by the project
applications when determining project application priority.

(limit 1000 characters)

In local renewal competition, more points were awarded/ higher priority given to
renewal projects for: adopting or moving toward adopting a Housing First
Approach, majority of renewal project’s participants entered from literal
homelessness, project dedicates or prioritizes beds for households
experiencing chronic homelessness, majority of project participants are priority
populations: chronically homeless, youth 18-24, veterans, and/or those
experiencing domestic violence. In performance section of app, projects able to
explain reasons for lower perf., such as subpopulation served, for 1-3 bonus
pts. New projects were sought solely to serve chronically homeless in PSH; or
RRH, described as a program to help people move as quickly as possible into
PH without pre-conditions. Commitment to serving those with the longest time
homeless and most severe needs was emphasized at the 7-29 new project RFP
informational briefing and related materials posted publicly for new project
applicants.

1F-3. Describe how the CoC made the local competition review, ranking,
and selection criteria publicly available, and identify the public medium(s)
used and the date(s) of posting. Evidence of the public posting must be
attached.

(limit 750 characters)

4/18: CoC emailed renewal application to CoC projects. 5/4: CoC emailed
evaluation tool used to score renewal applications to CoC projects. 7/15: CoC
emailed govt and non-profit agencies link to new project RFP, posted on City of
Phila website on 7/14. CoC presented HUD's Policy Priorities and local scoring
criteria to CoC projects at meetings on 4/26 and 7/13 and to CoC Advisory
Committee in email (8/15). 8/4: Quality Improvement and Evaluation
Subcommittee reviewed proposed rating strategy. 8/18: Advisory Committee
provided input on proposed rating strategy. 8/30: Board-approved Review,
Rating, and Selection process, including tools used to evaluate all projects,
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emailed to CoC and posted to City of Phila website

1F-4. On what date did the CoC and
Collaborative Applicant publicly post all parts
of the FY 2016 CoC Consolidated Application
that included the final project application
ranking? (Written documentation of the
public posting, with the date of the posting
clearly visible, must be attached. In addition,
evidence of communicating decisions to the
CoC's full membership must be attached).

1F-5. Did the CoC use the reallocation
process in the FY 2016 CoC Program
Competition to reduce or reject projects for
the creation of new projects? (If the CoC
utilized the reallocation process, evidence of
the public posting of the reallocation process
must be attached.)

1F-5a. If the CoC rejected project
application(s), on what date did the CoC and
Collaborative Applicant notify those project
applicants that their project application was
rejected? (If project applications were
rejected, a copy of the written notification to
each project applicant must be attached.)

1F-6. In the Annual Renewal Demand (ARD)
is the CoC's FY 2016 CoC's FY 2016 Priority
Listing equal to or less than the ARD on the

final HUD-approved FY2016 GIW?

09/12/2016

Yes

08/30/2016

Yes
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1G. Continuum of Care (CoC) Addressing Project
Capacity

Instructions

For guidance on completing this form, please reference the FY 2016 CoC Application Detailed
Instructions and the FY 2016 CoC Program Competition NOFA. Please submit technical
questions to the HUD Exchange Ask A Question.

1G-1. Describe how the CoC monitors the performance of CoC Program
recipients.
(limit 1000 characters)

CoC monitors performance via annual local renewal tool that heavily scores
performance in most recently submitted APR against national & local standards
for: utilization rates, housing stability/ exiting participants to PH, residence prior
to entry/ participant eligibility, increase participant income, connect participants
to mainstream benefits, % of grant expended, and unresolved HUD monitoring
issues. Renewal projects describe plan to improve performance if not meeting
standards. Ranking of project is based largely on project’s APR performance.
CoC monitors APR due dates, provides APR TA, and reviews APRs prior to
HUD submission. CoC has access to LOCCS activity for the 35 Office of
Homeless Services projects only and monitors activity annually to ensure
compliance with funding and performance requirements. 2016 Planning grant to
fund staff to monitor more frequently & intensely the non-OHS projects (2/3 of
CoC funded projects) and 1 FTE for intensive grantee TA.

1G-2. Did the Collaborative Applicant include Yes
accurately completed and appropriately
signed form HUD-2991(s) for all project
applications submitted on the CoC Priority
Listing?
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2A. Homeless Management Information System
(HMIS) Implementation

Intructions:

For guidance on completing this form, please reference the FY 2016 CoC Application Detailed
Instructions and the FY 2016 CoC Program Competition NOFA. Please submit technical
questions to the HUD Exchange Ask A Question.

2A-1. Does the CoC have a Governance Yes
Charter that outlines the roles and
responsibilities of the CoC and the HMIS
Lead, either within the Charter itself or by
reference to a separate document like an
MOU/MOA? In all cases, the CoC's
Governance Charter must be attached to
receive credit, In addition, if applicable, any
separate document, like an MOU/MOA, must
also be attached to receive credit.

2A-1a. Include the page number where the Pages 1-2: HMIS Governance Charter
roles and responsibilities of the CoC and
HMIS Lead can be found in the attached
document referenced in 2A-1. In addition, in
the textbox indicate if the page number
applies to the CoC's attached governance
charter or attached MOU/MOA.

2A-2. Does the CoC have a HMIS Policies and Yes
Procedures Manual? If yes, in order to receive
credit the HMIS Policies and Procedures
Manual must be attached to the CoC
Application.

2A-3. Are there agreements in place that Yes
outline roles and responsibilities between the
HMIS Lead and the Contributing HMIS
Organization (CHOs)?

2A-4. What is the name of the HMIS software ClientTrack
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used by the CoC (e.g., ABC Software)?

2A-5. What is the name of the HMIS software Eccovia Solutions
vendor (e.g., ABC Systems)?
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2B. Homeless Management Information System

(HMIS) Funding Sources

Instructions

For guidance on completing this form, please reference the FY 2016 CoC Application Detailed
Instructions and the FY 2016 CoC Program Competition NOFA. Please submit technical

questions to the HUD Exchange Ask A Question.

2B-1. Select the HMIS implementation Single CoC
coverage area:

* 2B-2. In the charts below, enter the amount of funding from each funding
source that contributes to the total HMIS budget for the CoC.

2B-2.1 Funding Type: Federal - HUD

Funding Source Funding
CoC $247,196
ESG $438,273
CDBG $0
HOME $0
HOPWA $0

Federal - HUD - Total Amount $685,469

2B-2.2 Funding Type: Other Federal

Funding Source Funding
Department of Education $0
Department of Health and Human Services $0
Department of Labor $0
Department of Agriculture $0
Department of Veterans Affairs $0
Other Federal $0
Other Federal - Total Amount $0

2B-2.3 Funding Type: State and Local
|Funding Source | Funding
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City $917,613
County $0
State $0

State and Local - Total Amount $917,613

2B-2.4 Funding Type: Private

Funding Source Funding
Individual $0
Organization $0

Private - Total Amount $0

2B-2.5 Funding Type: Other

Funding Source Funding
Participation Fees $0

Other - Total Amount $0

2B-2.6 Total Budget for Operating Year $1,603,082
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2C. Homeless Management Information System
(HMIS) Bed Coverage

Instructions:

For guidance on completing this form, please reference the FY 2016 CoC Application Detailed
Instructions and the FY 2016 CoC Program Competition NOFA. Please submit technical
questions to the HUD Exchange Ask A Question.

2C-1. Enter the date the CoC submitted the 05/02/2016

2016 HIC data in HDX, (mm/dd/yyyy):

2C-2. Per the 2016 Housing Inventory Count (HIC) Indicate the number of
beds in the 2016 HIC and in HMIS for each project type within the CoC. If a
particular project type does not exist in the CoC then enter "0" for all cells
in that project type.

Project Type

Total Beds
in 2016 HIC

Total Beds in HIC
Dedicated for DV

Total Beds
in HMIS

HMIS Bed
Coverage Rate

Emergency Shelter (ESG) beds

3,768

200

2,711

75.98%

Safe Haven (SH) beds

85

0

85

100.00%

Transitional Housing (TH) beds

1,905

107

1,646

91.55%

Rapid Re-Housing (RRH) beds

759

676

89.06%

Permanent Supportive Housing (PSH) beds

5,146

4,340

84.34%

Other Permanent Housing (OPH) beds

900

900

100.00%

2C-2a. If the bed coverage rate for any project type is below 85 percent,
describe how the CoC plans to increase the bed coverage rate for each of
these project types in the next 12 months.

(limit 1000 characters)

The HMIS bed coverage rate for Emergency Shelter beds is 76% is mainly due
to the non-participation of Faith-based and privately-funded shelters. The HMIS
Bed Coverage rate for Permanent Supportive Housing beds is 84%. The only

PSH beds not participating in HMIS are those funded through the HUD-VASH

Program. Once the transition to a new HMIS is complete, the CoC HMIS
Subcommittee will reengage with each non-participating provider to encourage
HMIS Participation. Key to the reengagement process is first gaining the
support and “buy-in” of the HMIS Participating community. Initial response from
the community has been favorable.

2C-3. If any of the project types listed in question 2C-2 above have a
coverage rate below 85 percent, and some or all of these rates can be

FY2016 CoC Application

Page 22

09/12/2016




Applicant: Philadelphia CoC PA-500
Project: PA-500 CoC Registration FY2016 COC_REG_2016 135692

attributed to beds covered by one of the following program types, please
indicate that here by selecting all that apply from the list below.

VA Grant per diem (VA GPD):

VASH:

X
Faith-Based projects/Rescue mission:

X
Youth focused projects:

X

Voucher beds (non-permanent housing):

HOPWA projects:

Not Applicable:

2C-4. How often does the CoC review or Semi-Annually
assess its HMIS bed coverage?
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2D. Homeless Management Information System
(HMIS) Data Quality

Instructions:

For guidance on completing this form, please reference the FY 2016 CoC Application Detailed
Instructions and the FY 2016 CoC Program Competition NOFA. Please submit technical

questions to the HUD Exchange Ask A Question.

2D-1. Indicate the percentage of unduplicated client records with null or
missing values and the percentage of "Client Doesn't Know" or "Client
Refused" within the last 10 days of January 2016.

Percentage
Percentage Null | Client Doesn't

Universal Data Element or Missing Know or Refused
3.1 Name 0% 0%
3.2 Social Security Number 0% 2%
3.3 Date of birth 2% 0%
3.4 Race 10% 1%
3.5 Ethnicity 5% 1%
3.6 Gender 2% 0%
3.7 Veteran status 8% 0%
3.8 Disabling condition 21% 1%
3.9 Residence prior to project entry 27% 0%
3.10 Project Entry Date 0% 0%
3.11 Project Exit Date 0% 0%
3.12 Destination 60% 0%
3.15 Relationship to Head of Household 1% 0%
3.16 Client Location 33% 0%
3.17 Length of time on street, in an emergency shelter, or safe haven 68% 0%

2D-2. Identify which of the following reports your HMIS generates. Select

all that apply:
CoC Annual Performance Report (APR):
X
ESG Consolidated Annual Performance and Evaluation Report (CAPER):
X
Annual Homeless Assessment Report (AHAR) table shells:
X

FY2016 CoC Application

Page 24

09/12/2016




Applicant: Philadelphia CoC PA-500
Project: PA-500 CoC Registration FY2016 COC_REG_2016 135692

None

2D-3. If you submitted the 2016 AHAR, how O

many AHAR tables (i.e., ES-ind, ES-family,
etc)

were accepted and used in the last AHAR?

2D-4. How frequently does the CoC review Quarterly
data quality in the HMIS?

2D-5. Select from the dropdown to indicate if Both Project and CoC
standardized HMIS data quality reports are
generated to review data quality at the CoC
level, project level, or both.

2D-6. From the following list of federal partner programs, select the ones
that are currently using the CoC's HMIS.

VA Supportive Services for Veteran Families (SSVF):

VA Grant and Per Diem (GPD):

Runaway and Homeless Youth (RHY):

Projects for Assistance in Transition from Homelessness (PATH):

None:

2D-6a. If any of the Federal partner programs listed in 2D-6 are not
currently entering data in the CoC's HMIS and intend to begin entering
data in the next 12 months, indicate the Federal partner program and the
anticipated start date.

(limit 750 characters)

PATH funded projects are projected to start participating in HMIS by Fall 2016.
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2E. Continuum of Care (CoC) Sheltered Point-in-
Time (PIT) Count

Instructions:

For guidance on completing this form, please reference the FY 2016 CoC Application Detailed
Instructions and the FY 2016 CoC Program Competition NOFA. Please submit technical
questions to the HUD Exchange Ask A Question.

The data collected during the PIT count is vital for both CoC's and HUD.
HUD needs accurate data to understand the context and nature of
homelessness throughout the country, and to provide Congressand the
Office of Management and Budget (OMB) with information regarding
services provided, gaps in service, and performance. Accurate, high
quality data is vital to inform Congress' funding decisions.

2E-1. Did the CoC approve the final sheltered Yes
PIT count methodology for the 2016 sheltered
PIT count?

2E-2. Indicate the date of the most recent 01/27/2016
sheltered PIT count:

(mm/dd/lyyyy)

2E-2a. If the CoC conducted the sheltered PIT Not Applicable
count outside of the last 10 days of January
2016, was an exception granted by HUD?

2E-3. Enter the date the CoC submitted the 05/02/2016
sheltered PIT count data in HDX:

(mm/dd/yyyy)
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2F. Continuum of Care (CoC) Sheltered Point-in-

Time (PIT) Count: Methods

Instructions:

For guidance on completing this form, please reference the FY 2016 CoC Application Detailed

Instructions and the FY 2016 CoC Program Competition NOFA. Please submit technical
questions to the HUD Exchange Ask A Question.

2F-1. Indicate the method(s) used to count sheltered homeless persons

during the 2016 PIT count:

Complete Census Count:

Random sample and extrapolation:

Non-random sample and extrapolation:

2F-2. Indicate the methods used to gather and calculate subpopulation

data for sheltered homeless persons:

HMIS:

HMIS plus extrapolation:

Interview of sheltered persons:

Sample of PIT interviews plus extrapolation:

Other: Project — level surveys. The CoC distributed project-level surveys to each housing project included on the HIC. Prior to
the night of the PIT count, the CoC distributed a letter to every homeless assistance provider to reiterate the importance of
participating in the count & providing accurate & complete data. The standardized survey was distributed to identified PIT
Count “leaders” at each project. The survey contained detailed instructions and definitions of each subpopulation. The survey
was created in Excel and contained numerous formulas to identify inconsistent data as the providers completed the form.
Providers were instructed to collect the required subpopulation data either through client records (case management files) to
return the completed surveys by fax or email to the CoC Lead Agency within 3 days of the PIT count, where they were
reviewed and analyzed for accuracy.

2F-3. Provide a brief description of your CoC's sheltered PIT count

methodology and describe why your CoC selected its sheltered PIT count

methodology.
(limit 1000 characters)
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As in years past, the Philadelphia CoC conducted a complete census count of
sheltered persons in all projects identified on the HIC. At the time of the 2016
PIT count, the CoC was without an HMIS; therefore, both population and
subpopulation data for sheltered homeless persons was collected through
project-level surveys. Due to consistent follow-up, 100% of all projects
participated in the count by returning the surveys to the CoC lead agency.

2F-4. Describe any change in methodology from your sheltered PIT count
in 2015 to 2016, including any change in sampling or extrapolation
method, if applicable. Do not include information on changes to the
implementation of your sheltered PIT count methodology (e.g., enhanced

training or change in partners participating in the PIT count).
(limit 1000 characters)

N/A

2F-5. Did your CoC change its provider Yes
coverage in the 2016 sheltered count?

2F-5a. If "Yes" in 2F-5, then describe the change in provider coverage in
the 2016 sheltered count.

(limit 750 characters)

The provider coverage in the 2016 sheltered count changed due to the following
reasons: 1 VADOM Project was removed per HUD guidance; 2 Emergency
Housing (EH) projects closed; 1 Transitional Housing (TH) project closed; 1 new
EH project opened; Due to funding changes, 1 TH project transitioned to EH; 3
EH projects and 1 TH project that became recently known to the CoC were
added, including 1 RHY funded project.
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2G. Continuum of Care (CoC) Sheltered Point-in-
Time (PIT) Count: Data Quality

Instructions:

For guidance on completing this form, please reference the FY 2016 CoC Application Detailed
Instructions and the FY 2016 CoC Program Competition NOFA. Please submit technical
questions to the HUD Exchange Ask A Question.

2G-1. Indicate the methods used to ensure the quality of the data collected
during the sheltered PIT count:

Training:

Follow-up:

HMIS:

Non-HMIS de-duplication techniques:

2G-2. Describe any change to the way your CoC implemented its sheltered
PIT count from 2015 to 2016 that would change data quality, including
changes to training volunteers and inclusion of any partner agencies in
the sheltered PIT count planning and implementation, if applicable. Do
not include information on changes to actual sheltered PIT count
methodology (e.g. change in sampling or extrapolation methods).

(limit 1000 characters)

N/A
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2H. Continuum of Care (CoC) Unsheltered Point-
in-Time (PIT) Count

Instructions:

For guidance on completing this form, please reference the FY 2016 CoC Application Detailed
Instructions and the FY 2016 CoC Program Competition NOFA. Please submit technical
questions to the HUD Exchange Ask A Question.

HUD requires CoCs to conduct an unsheltered PIT count every 2 years
(biennially) during the last 10 days in January; however, HUD also strongly
encourages CoCs to conduct the unsheltered PIT count annually at the
same time that they conduct annual sheltered PIT counts. HUD required
CoCs to conduct the last biennial PIT count during the last 10 days in
January 2015.

2H-1. Did the CoC approve the final Yes
unsheltered PIT count methodology for the
most recent unsheltered PIT count?

2H-2. Indicate the date of the most recent 01/27/2016
unsheltered PIT count (mm/dd/yyyy):

2H-2a. If the CoC conducted the unsheltered Not Applicable
PIT count outside of the last 10 days of
January 2016, or most recent count, was an
exception granted by HUD?

2H-3. Enter the date the CoC submitted the 05/02/2016
unsheltered PIT count data in HDX

(mm/dd/yyyy):

FY2016 CoC Application Page 30 09/12/2016




Applicant: Philadelphia CoC PA-500
Project: PA-500 CoC Registration FY2016 COC_REG_2016 135692

21. Continuum of Care (CoC) Unsheltered Point-
in-Time (PIT) Count: Methods

Instructions:

For guidance on completing this form, please reference the FY 2016 CoC Application Detailed
Instructions and the FY 2016 CoC Program Competition NOFA. Please submit technical
questions to the HUD Exchange Ask A Question.

21-1. Indicate the methods used to count unsheltered homeless persons
during the 2016 or most recent PIT count:

Night of the count - complete census:

Night of the count - known locations:

Night of the count - random sample:

Service-based count:

HMIS:

21-2. Provide a brief descripton of your CoC's unsheltered PIT count
methodology and describe why your CoC selected this unsheltered PIT
count methodology.

(limit 1000 characters)

The CoC utilized the Night of the Count — Complete Coverage methodology to
conduct the unsheltered PIT count. This method was chosen to expand
knowledge of the unsheltered population beyond known hotspots and to better
utilize the ever-increasing number of volunteers. On the night of the PIT count,
volunteers were sent to 37 zones within Philadelphia. Volunteers canvassed
block by block in some of the zones. In other zones, volunteers first counted at
a known hotspot and then surveyed the remaining area as time allowed. To
reach more homeless youth, additional volunteers paired with youth street
outreach providers canvassed known hotspots in which unsheltered youth were
likely to be encountered; additionally, indoor events were held at youth-friendly
spaces. Hotspots were selected by utilizing data gathered through quarterly
street counts, street outreach contact locations, public response calls to the
Outreach Coordination Center, and the homeless death review database.
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21-3. Describe any change in methodology from your unsheltered PIT
count in 2015 (or 2014 if an unsheltered count was not conducted in 2015)
to 2016, including any change in sampling or extrapolation method, if
applicable. Do not include information on changes to implementation of
your sheltered PIT count methodology (e.g., enhanced training or change
In partners participating in the count).

(limit 1000 characters)

In 2016, the CoC utilized the Complete Census methodology for the first time. In
previous years, the CoC counted mostly at known locations.

21-4. Has the CoC taken extra measures to Yes
identify unaccompanied homeless youth in
the PIT count?

21-4a. If the response in 2I-4 was "no" describe any extra measures that
are being taken to identify youth and what the CoC is doing for homeless
youth.

(limit 1000 characters)

N/A
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2J. Continuum of Care (CoC) Unsheltered Point-
in-Time (PIT) Count: Data Quality

Instructions:

For guidance on completing this form, please reference the FY 2016 CoC Application Detailed
Instructions and the FY 2016 CoC Program Competition NOFA. Please submit technical
questions to the HUD Exchange Ask A Question.

2J-1. Indicate the steps taken by the CoC to ensure the quality of the data
collected for the 2016 unsheltered PIT count:

Training:

"Blitz" count:

Unique identifier:

Survey questions:

Enumerator observation:

None:

2J-2. Describe any change to the way the CoC implemented the
unsheltered PIT count from 2015 (or 2014 if an unsheltered count was not
conducted in 2015) to 2016 that would affect data quality. This includes
changes to training volunteers and inclusion of any partner agencies in
the unsheltered PIT count planning and implementation, if applicable. Do
not include information on changes in actual methodology (e.g. change in
sampling or extrapolation method).

(limit 1000 characters)

The Philadelphia CoC had a much higher survey response rate in 2016 than in
2015. This increase is mostly due to the use of electronic tablets and improved
volunteer training. In addition to recording the number of persons encountered
on a paper tally sheet, volunteers used electronic tablets for the first time to
collect survey data. The use of tablets simplified the collection and analysis of
the survey data. Training was offered to volunteers throughout January and on
the night of the Point in Time count. All new volunteers were required to attend
the training. A separate more in-depth training was developed for team leaders.
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This year's training provided more detail on the goals and purpose of the Point
in Time Count.
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3A. Continuum of Care (CoC) System
Performance

Instructions

For guidance on completing this form, please reference the FY 2016 CoC Application Detailed
Instructions and the FY 2016 CoC Program NOFA. Please submit technical questions to the

HUD Exchange Ask A Question.

3A-1. Performance Measure: Number of Persons Homeless - Point-in-Time

Count.

* 3A-1a. Change in PIT Counts of Sheltered and Unsheltered Homeless

Persons

Using the table below, indicate the number of persons who were homeless
at a Point-in-Time (PIT) based on the 2015 and 2016 PIT counts as
recorded in the Homelessness Data Exchange (HDX).

2015 PIT
(for unsheltered count, most recent 2016 PIT Difference
year conducted)

Universe: Total PIT Count of sheltered and 5,998 6,112 114
unsheltered persons

Emergency Shelter Total 3,558 3,656 98

Safe Haven Total 109 7 -32

Transitional Housing Total 1,661 1,674 13
Total Sheltered Count 5,328 5,407 79
Total Unsheltered Count 670 705 35

3A-1b. Number of Sheltered Persons Homeless - HMIS.
Using HMIS data, enter the number of homeless persons who were served
in a sheltered environment between October 1, 2014 and September 30,

2015 for each category provided.

Between October 1, 2014 and September 30, 2015

Universe: Unduplicated Total sheltered homeless persons 11,633
Emergency Shelter Total 9,218
Safe Haven Total 59
Transitional Housing Total 2,747

3A-2. Performance Measure: First Time Homeless.

Describe the CoC's efforts to reduce the number of individuals and
families who become homeless for the first time. Specifically, describe
what the CoC is doing to identify risk factors of becoming homeless.
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(limit 1000 characters)

Diversion is practiced daily at the City's centralized intake, where households
are assessed to determine homeless status & whether the household can
safely return to a prior residence or with a family or friend. The City's homeless
prevention program provides payment of back rent to avoid eviction, and/or
security deposit to relocate to a new unit if possible, including those being
evicted from PHA; coordinates with landlord/tenant court; and assists
households involved in fire or City closure of dangerous residences to relocate
rapidly without the use of shelter. A newly formed committee is reviewing
prevention approaches in other cities, including Homebase in NYC; an RFQ for
a firm to assist with data analysis and recommendations around family
homeless is expected to help formulate risk identification & future strategies.
Data will be essential & will now be available: in May 2016, HMIS went live for
CoC & RHY after a year offline, in August, 2016 all legacy data was migrated in.

3A-3. Performance Measure: Length of Time Homeless.

Describe the CoC’s efforts to reduce the length of time individuals and
families remain homeless. Specifically, describe how your CoC has
reduced the average length of time homeless, including how the CoC
identifies and houses individuals and families with the longest lengths of
time homeless.

(limit 1000 characters)

Without the ability to generate data through HMIS this past year, measuring
Length of Time Homeless performance has been limited, the System
Performance report, generated for the 1st time in August, is a first step to
tracking. Specific efforts underway to reduce the length of time homeless
include: 1) Requiring shelter providers to initiate housing applications as soon
as possible upon entry 2) Systematically tracking 10 "longest stayers" in City
funded ES and TH to identify and resolve barriers 3)Limiting length of TH
programs 4) Utilizing Rapid Re-Housing and/or SSVF funding to bridge people
into housing 5) Using Rapid Re-Housing & SSVF to immediately enroll into
housing 6) Using VISPDAT to more quickly assess and refer to most
appropriate housing.

* 3A-4. Performance Measure: Successful Permanent Housing Placement
or Retention.

In the next two questions, CoCs must indicate the success of its projects
in placing persons from its projects into permanent housing.

3A-4a. Exits to Permanent Housing Destinations:

Fill in the chart to indicate the extent to which projects exit program
participants into permanent housing (subsidized or non-subsidized) or the
retention of program participants in CoC Program-funded permanent
supportive housing.
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Between October 1, 2014 and September 30, 2015

Universe: Persons in SSO, TH and PH-RRH who exited 434

Of the persons in the Universe above, how many of those exited to permanent 375
destinations?

% Successful Exits 86.41%

3A-4b. Exit To or Retention Of Permanent Housing:
In the chart below, CoCs must indicate the number of persons who exited
from any CoC funded permanent housing project, except rapid re-housing
projects, to permanent housing destinations or retained their permanent
housing between October 1, 2014 and September 31, 2015.

Between October 1, 2014 and September 30, 2015

Universe: Persons in all PH projects except PH-RRH 3,898

Of the persons in the Universe above, indicate how many of those remained in 3,755
applicable PH projects and how many of those exited to permanent destinations?

% Successful Retentions/Exits 96.33%

3A-5. Performance Measure: Returns to Homelessness: Describe the
CoCs efforts to reduce the rate of individuals and families who return to
homelessness. Specifically, describe strategies your CoC has
implemented to identify and minimize returns to homelessness, and
demonstrate the use of HMIS or a comparable database to monitor and
record returns to homelessness.

(limit 1000 characters)

Over the past 24 months, HMIS implementation problems hampered access to
data, and the integration of coordinated entry. The CoC adopted the HUD's
PSH Order of Priority and the VISPDAT as a common assessment tool.
Previously, HMIS provided clients’ history of homelessness as a basis for
service planning to prevent future episodes; HMIS data was used for a
Cloudburst analysis of RRH data and identified # of previous episodes as a risk
factor for additional episodes. Applications for TH, RRH, and PSH include
homeless history, which is used to assess intensity of services that may be
needed to improve housing stability; and the by-name list for veterans tracks
returns to homelessness following prevention or housing assistance.

3A-6. Performance Measure: Job and Income Growth.

Performance Measure: Job and Income Growth. Describe the CoC's
specific strategies to assist CoC Program-funded projects to increase
program participants' cash income from employment and non-
employment non-cash sources.

(limit 1000 characters)

Most strategies to improve employment income are led by nonprofit CoC
providers, and include a community-based Financial Opportunity Center
operated by People’s Emergency Center that provides employment support to
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West Philadelphia CoC project participants. Project HOME's social enterprises
(public library café, homemade gifts) employ more than 100 homeless/formerly
homeless men and women. For non-employment assistance, HAP runs
Philadelphia’s SOAR project, achieving 1550 SSI/SSDI approvals since their
start in 2005 in an average of 36 days. In addition to chronically homeless men
and women, SOAR assists youth aging out, individuals homeless at reentry &
veterans through SSVF. New leadership at OHS is re-establishing partnerships
with PhillyWorks, the WIB, and private sector partners to develop more
connections. The spring 100 Day Challenge to End Street Homelessness
recruited City business and hospitality leaders active in identifying opportunities
to serve the target population.

3A-6a. Describe how the CoC is working with mainstream employment
organizations to aid homeless individuals and families in increasing their
income.

(limit 1000 characters)

Many Philadelphians experiencing homelessness are not able to access the
level and type of support needed through the mainstream workforce
development system. The CoC works with the Community Action Agency, the
Mayor’s Office of Community Empowerment and Opportunity (CEO) to address
poverty. CEO leads the City’s strategy to increase job opportunities and training
for those with the greatest barriers to employment, and developing new career
pathways toward family sustaining jobs. Three recipients (AchieveAbility,
People’s Emergency Center, Catholic Social Services) operate Financial
Empowerment Centers, supported by Bloomberg Philanthropies and Living
Cities CFE Fund, to assist in moving from debt to savings. CEO funded
BenePhilly Centers screen and help residents apply for benefits/entitlements
and services. Three of 6 Centers are operated by grantees (CSS, PEC, Project
HOME). City funds residential employment programs through Doe/Ready,
Willing and Able & Depaul Foundation."

3A-7. What was the the criteria and decision-making process the CoC
used to identify and exclude specific geographic areas from the CoC's
unsheltered PIT count?

(limit 1000 characters)

Street outreach is overseen by Project HOME's Outreach Coordination Center
(OCC) & funded by DBH. OCC coordinates 5 street outreach teams run by
nonprofit organizations, which operate year-round, around the clock, with over
30 staff. The general public can call a 24-hour outreach hotline to request an
outreach team to be dispatched anyplace in the City. The OCC coordinates with
VA, youth, and additional community outreach organizations to provide targeted
outreach to specific areas where homeless individuals reside who are least
likely to access services. Teams work to connect individuals to shelter, services,
and safe havens. Outreach contacts are tracked using a handheld device and
information is used to identify individuals for the City’s outreach priority list, a
by-name list used to prioritize individuals with the longest outreach histories for
“housing first” permanent housing placements.

3A-7a. Did the CoC completely exclude No
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geographic areas from the the most recent
PIT count (i.e., no one counted there and, for
communities using samples the area was
excluded from both the sample and
extrapolation) where the CoC determined that
there were no unsheltered homeless people,
including areas that are uninhabitable (e.g.
disasters)?

3A-7b. Did the CoC completely exclude geographic areas from the the
most recent PIT count (i.e., no one counted there and, for communities
using samples the area was excluded from both the sample and
extrapolation) where the CoC determined that there were no unsheltered
homeless people, including areas that are uninhabitable (e.g. deserts,
wilderness, etc.)?

(limit 1000 characters)

N/A

3A-8. Enter the date the CoC submitted the 08/15/2016
system performance measure data into HDX.
The System Performance Report generated
by HDX must be attached.

(mm/ddlyyyy)

3A-8a. If the CoC was unable to submit their System Performance
Measures data to HUD via the HDX by the deadline, explain why and
describe what specific steps they are taking to ensure they meet the next
HDX submission deadline for System Performance Measures data.

(limit 1500 characters)

N/A
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3B. Continuum of Care (CoC) Performance and
Strategic Planning Objectives

Objective 1: Ending Chronic Homelessness

Instructions:

For guidance on completing this form, please reference the FY 2016 CoC Application Detailed
Instructions and the FY 2016 CoC Program Competition NOFA. Please submit technical
questions to the HUD Exchange Ask A Question.

To end chronic homelessness by 2017, HUD encourages three areas of
focus through the implementation of Notice CPD 14-012: Prioritizing
Persons Experiencing Chronic Homelessness in Permanent Supportive
Housing and Recordkeeping Requirements for Documenting Chronic
Homeless Status.

1. Targeting persons with the highest needs and longest histories of
homelessness for existing and new permanent supportive housing;

2. Prioritizing chronically homeless
individuals, youth and families who have the longest histories of
homelessness; and
3. The highest needs for new and turnover units.

3B-1.1. Compare the total number of chronically homeless persons, which
includes persons in families, in the CoC as reported by the CoC for the
2016 PIT count compared to 2015 (or 2014 if an unsheltered count was not
conducted in 2015).

(for unsheltered count,
most recent year

2015 2016 Difference

conducted)
Universe: Total PIT Count of sheltered and 829 853 24
unsheltered chronically homeless persons
Sheltered Count of chronically homeless persons 468 451 -17
Unsheltered Count of chronically homeless 361 402 41

persons

3B-1.1a. Using the "Differences" calculated in question 3B-1.1 above,
explain the reason(s) for any increase, or no change in the overall TOTAL
number of chronically homeless persons in the CoC, as well as the
change in the unsheltered count, as reported in the PIT count in 2016
compared to 2015.

(limit 1000 characters)
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The total number of chronically homeless persons increased by 3% (24 people)
in 2016 as compared to 2015; while the number of unsheltered chronically
homeless persons increased by 11% (41 people). Changes to the unsheltered
PIT count methodology likely contributed to the increase. In 2016, the
unsheltered count included all areas of the City; not only known hotspots, as in
years past. This year’s volunteer training provided more detail on the goals and
purposes of the Point in Time Count. In addition, volunteers used electronic
tablets to collect survey data for the first time, simplifying the collection and
analysis of the data. All of these factors resulted in the ability to use the survey
data collected during the night of the PIT count to report the number of
unsheltered individuals in each subpopulation. In years past, volunteers had
completed too few surveys for the data to be usable and the CoC relied on data
collected by street outreach workers throughout the previous year.

3B-1.2. Compare the total number of PSH beds (CoC Program and non-
CoC Program funded) that were identified as dedicated for use by

chronically homeless persons on the 2016 Housing Inventory Count, as
compared to those identified on the 2015 Housing Inventory Count.

2015 2016 Difference

Number of CoC Program and non-CoC Program funded PSH beds dedicated for use 1,497 1,389 -108
by chronically homelessness persons identified on the HIC.

3B-1.2a. Explain the reason(s) for any increase, or no change in the total
number of PSH beds (CoC program funded or non-CoC Program funded)
that were identified as dedicated for use by chronically homeless persons
on the 2016 Housing Inventory Count compared to those identified on the
2015 Housing Inventory Count.

(limit 1000 characters)

The number of beds dedicated for use by chronically homeless persons
decreased from 1497 to 1389 (decrease of 108 beds). In 2016, the VA reported
178 fewer chronic beds in the HUD VASH program than in 2015. Through better
assessment of family situations and tracking methods, they determined that the
families placed in HUD VASH units were not, in fact, chronically homeless.
Therefore, the beds occupied by these families could no longer be considered
dedicated for chronically homeless persons. Notwithstanding, 70 new dedicated
beds were added to the CoC inventory as three new programs began operating
in 2015.

3B-1.3. Did the CoC adopt the Orders of Yes
Priority into their standards for all CoC
Program funded PSH as described in Notice
CPD-14-012: Prioritizing Persons
Experiencing Chronic Homelessness in
Permanent Supportive Housing and
Recordkeeping Requirements for
Documenting Chronic Homeless Status?
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3B-1.3a. If “Yes” was selected for question Pages 3-4
3B-1.3, attach a copy of the CoC’s written
standards or other evidence that clearly
shows the incorporation of the Orders of
Priority in Notice CPD 14-012 and indicate
the page(s) for all documents where the
Orders of Priority are found.

3B-1.4. Is the CoC on track to meet the goal Yes
of ending chronic homelessness by 2017?

This question will not be scored.

3B-1.4a. If the response to question 3B-1.4 was “Yes” what are the
strategies that have been implemented by the CoC to maximize current
resources to meet this goal? If “No” was selected, what resources or
technical assistance will be implemented by the CoC to reach to goal of
ending chronically homelessness by 20177

(limit 1000 characters)

In June, 2016 the CoC hosted 100 Day Street Homeless Challenge, out of
which formed a leadership team and a community-led team to end chronic
homelessness. The team is resolving long-standing data sharing problems,
developing a by-name list of “high-flyers”, using case conferencing, compiling
housing resources and referral sources, & will test the VISPDAT, with the goal
to target those homeless longest and most in need. CoC was awarded funds for
60 additional Housing First units operated by Pathways to Housing PA in 2015,
and adopted the Order of Priority as described in HUD's Notice CPD-16-11,
which is anticipated to provide greater access to turnover units in a priority
manner for those who are experiencing chronic homelessness.
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3B. Continuum of Care (CoC) Strategic Planning
Objectives

3B. Continuum of Care (CoC) Strategic Planning Objectives

Instructions:

For guidance on completing this form, please reference the FY 2016 CoC Application Detailed
Instructions and the FY 2016 CoC Program Competition NOFA. Please submit technical
questions to the HUD Exchange Ask A Question.

HUD will evaluate CoC's based on the extent to which they are making
progress to achieve the goal of ending homelessness among households
with children by 2020.

3B-2.1. What factors will the CoC use to prioritize households with
children during the FY2016 Operating year? (Check all that apply).

Vulnerability to victimization:

X

Number of previous homeless episodes:
Unsheltered homelessness:

X
Criminal History:
Bad credit or rental history (including
not having been a leaseholder):
Head of household has mental/physical disabilities:

X

N/A:

3B-2.2. Describe the CoC's strategies including concrete steps to rapidly
rehouse every household with children within 30 days of those families
becoming homeless.

(limit 1000 characters)
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Strategies are to increase Rapid Rehousing, streamline assessment & housing
application systems by putting them in HMIS. Success requires provider
education as some family providers are skeptical about RR e.g. sharing of
strong local outcome, discussions on the benefits of the program & the need for
ES providers to participate in the RFP for new RR projects. OHS will expand
RR by more than 100 units this FY, including the 55 funded in 2015 and TANF,
locally funded TH conversion, a foundation-funded pilot & proposes to create 50
more through this competition. OHS has a pending state ESG RR request to
serve 75 households. Data about who is in the system is critical. The new HMIS
came online in spring 2016 with all legacy data migrated, % of housing
application/matching process for TH & RR is live. In 2017, the CoC will adopt
the VISPDAT. Previously, there were > 3 application processes for TH, RR, PH,
and PSH. Families were on several waitlists with little/no coordination among
them.

3B-2.3. Compare the number of RRH units available to serve families from
the 2015 and 2016 HIC.

2015 2016 Difference

RRH units available to serve families in the HIC: 147 118

-29

3B-2.4. How does the CoC ensure that emergency shelters, transitional
housing, and permanent housing (PSH and RRH) providers within the CoC
do not deny admission to or separate any family members from other
members of their family based on age, sex, gender or disability when
entering shelter or housing? (check all strategies that apply)

CoC policies and procedures prohibit involuntary family separation:

There is a method for clients to alert CoC when involuntarily separated:

CoC holds trainings on preventing involuntary family separation, at least once a year:

None:

3B-2.5. Compare the total number of homeless households with children in
the CoC as reported by the CoC for the 2016 PIT count compared to 2015
(or 2014 if an unsheltered count was not conducted in 2015).

PIT Count of Homelessness Among Households With Children
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2015 (for unsheltered count,
most recent year conducted) 2016 Difference
Universe: Total PIT Count of sheltered and 906 885 -21
unsheltered homeless households with
children:
Sheltered Count of homeless households with 906 885 -21
children:
Unsheltered Count of homeless households 0 0 0
with children:
3B-2.5a. Explain the reason(s) for any increase, or no change in the total

number of homeless households with children in the CoC as reported in

the 2016 PIT count compared to the 2015 PIT count.
(limit 1000 characters)

Philadelphia has never counted unsheltered families in the January PIT ¢
In 2016, there were 21 fewer sheltered households than 2015. A small
reduction last year can be attributed to more assertive diversion efforts at

ount.

centralized shelter intake, and the continued partnership with the Philadelphia
Housing Authority, which has a limited preference for homeless families. There
was no change in the PIT methodology that would account for the decrease.

3B-2.6. From the list below select the strategies to the CoC uses

to

address the unique needs of unaccompanied homeless youth including
youth under age 18, and youth ages 18-24, including the following.

Human trafficking and other forms of exploitation? Yes
LGBTQ youth homelessness? Yes
Exits from foster care into homelessness? Yes
Family reunification and community engagement? No
Positive Youth Development, Trauma Informed Care, and the use of Risk and Protective Factors in assessing Yes
youth housing and service needs?

Unaccompanied minors/youth below the age of 187 Yes

3B-2.6a. Select all strategies that the CoC uses to address homeless
trafficking and other forms of exploitation.

youth

Diversion from institutions and decriminalization of youth actions that stem from being trafficked:

X
Increase housing and service options for youth fleeing or attempting to flee trafficking: ]
Specific sampling methodology for enumerating and characterizing local youth trafficking:
Cross systems strategies to quickly identify and prevent occurrences of youth trafficking:

X
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Community awareness training concerning youth trafficking:

=

N/A:

3B-2.7. What factors will the CoC use to prioritize unaccompanied youth
including youth under age 18, and youth ages 18-24 for housing and
services during the FY 2016 operating year? (Check all that apply)

Vulnerability to victimization:

Length of time homeless:

Unsheltered homelessness:

Lack of access to family and community support networks:

N/A:

3B-2.8. Using HMIS, compare all unaccompanied youth including youth
under age 18, and youth ages 18-24 served in any HMIS contributing
program who were in an unsheltered situation prior to entry in FY 2014
(October 1, 2013-September 30, 2014) and FY 2015 (October 1, 2014 -
September 30, 2015).
FY 2014 FY 2015

(October 1, 2013 - (October 1, 2014 - Difference
September 30, 2014) September 30, 2105)

Total number of unaccompanied youth served in HMIS 6 8 2
contributing programs who were in an unsheltered situation prior
to entry:

3B-2.8a. If the number of unaccompanied youth and children, and youth-
headed households with children served in any HMIS contributing
program who were in an unsheltered situation prior to entry in FY 2015 is
lower than FY 2014 explain why.

(limit 1000 characters)

N/A
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3B-2.9. Compare funding for youth homelessness in the CoC's geographic
areain CY 2016 and CY 2017.

Calendar Year 2016 Calendar Year 2017 Difference
Overall funding for youth homelessness dedicated $6,652,045.00 $7,241,651.00 $589,606.00
projects (CoC Program and non-CoC Program funded):
CoC Program funding for youth homelessness dedicated $850,718.00 $728,711.00 ($122,007.00)
projects:
Non-CoC funding for youth homelessness dedicated $5,801,327.00 $6,512,940.00 $711,613.00
projects (e.g. RHY or other Federal, State and Local
funding):
3B-2.10. To what extent have youth services and educational
representatives, and CoC representatives participated in each other's
meetings between July 1, 2015 and June 30, 20167?

Cross-Participation in Meetings # Times
CoC meetings or planning events attended by LEA or SEA representatives: 3
LEA or SEA meetings or planning events (e.g. those about child welfare, juvenille justice or out of school time) 10
attended by CoC representatives:
CoC meetings or planning events attended by youth housing and service providers (e.g. RHY providers): 14

3B-2.10a. Based on the responses in 3B-2.10, describe in detail how the
CoC collaborates with the McKinney-Vento local educational authorities
and school districts.

(limit 1000 characters)

School District of Philadelphia (SDP) McKinney Liaison meets regularly
w/homeless service providers to ensure access to services and supports, &
connects families & providers with designated staff in each school. SDP &
CoC'’s Family Service Providers Network (FSPN) educate community about
homeless children using data & materials. SDP teachers deliver afterschool
programming in SDP administration building for all sheltered students, & plan
expand in shelters, to be identified with Ofc of Homeless Srvcs, in 2016-17

to

school year. SDP provides Youth Risk Behavior Survey data to inform planning
for youth homeless & those at risk of homelessness. Annually, FSPN launches

a mass communication effort for ES/TH staff to contact the schools their

children attend to foster service coordination. Children’s Workgroup Committee

works with SDP Head Start & other programs to increase access. SDP is in
Rapid Results 100 Day Challenge with RHY, youth & service providers to
improve the system for youth.

3B-2.11. How does the CoC make sure that homeless individuals and
families who become homeless are informed of their eligibility for and
receive access to educational services? Include the policies and
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procedures that homeless service providers (CoC and ESG Programs) are
required to follow.
(limit 2000 characters)

The School District of Philadelphia McKinney-Vento liaison convenes meetings
with family homeless providers and offers special programming. CoC and OHS
ensure each project has designated staff whose role is to connect families to
educational services. Education Law Center conducts surveys and focus groups
to identify and address barriers to access and school success among children
experiencing homelessness. All families in City shelter, including ESG funded
shelter, sign a Children's Services Agreement with their case manager and
commit to school attendance and support for school performance. For the past
4 years, RHY and other youth providers have worked with CoC to conduct
counts and surveys of young people experiencing homelessness and housing
instability to find those in need. OHS collaborates with Dept. of Human Services
(child welfare) to coordinate access to services. A City budget commitment and
a spring 100-Day Challenge to End Youth Homelessness is increasing system
coordination to identify youth eligible for programs and services, and create
additional capacity to serve them. The PA Dept of Human Services' PA State
Interagency Coordinating Council for Early Intervention is providing training to
shelter staff re: access early intervention services under a new law.

3B-2.12. Does the CoC or any HUD-funded projects within the CoC have
any written agreements with a program that services infants, toddlers, and
youth children, such as Head Start; Child Care and Development Fund;
Healthy Start; Maternal, Infant, Early Childhood Home Visiting programs;
Public Pre-K; and others?

(limit 1000 characters)

The CoC, through the Office of Homeless Services (OHS) collaborates regularly
to coordinate Ages & Stages assessments to address developmental concerns
in children 0-5; and is a partner in a William Penn Foundation grant with the aim
of testing HHS Shelter Self Assessments and increasing the number of
homeless children in early childhood education, where Head Start is a
participating partner. Several individual programs have written agreements with
Head Start grantees in close proximity to their programs, and a handful operate
early childhood programs. OHS is a recipient of CACFP, used to provide
nutritious meals and snacks in family shelters. In spring 2016, City Council
approved a sugary sweetened beverage tax that will increase pre-K slots.
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3B. Continuum of Care (CoC) Performance and
Strategic Planning Objectives

Objective 3: Ending Veterans Homelessness

Instructions:

For guidance on completing this form, please reference the FY 2016 CoC Application Detailed
Instructions and the FY 2016 CoC Program Competition NOFA. Please submit technical
questions to the HUD Exchange Ask A Question.

Opening Doors outlines the goal of ending Veteran homelessness by the
end of 2016. The following questions focus on the various strategies that
will aid communities in meeting this goal.

3B-3.1. Compare the total number of homeless Veterans in the CoC as
reported by the CoC for the 2016 PIT count compared to 2015 (or 2014 if an
unsheltered count was not conducted in 2015).

2015 (for unsheltered count,

most recent year conducted) 2016 Difference
Universe: Total PIT count of sheltered and 337 293 -44
unsheltered homeless veterans:
Sheltered count of homeless veterans: 327 276 -51
Unsheltered count of homeless veterans: 10 17 7

3B-3.1a. Explain the reason(s) for any increase, or no change in the total
number of homeless veterans in the CoC as reported in the 2016 PIT
count compared to the 2015 PIT count.

(limit 1000 characters)

The number of veterans counted in 2016 (276 sheltered and 17 unsheltered)
was 15% lower than 2015 (327 sheltered and 10 unsheltered). The reduction is
due to the Philly Vets Home partnership, who in December 2015 celebrated an
effective end to homelessness among veterans with 1400 veterans housed, 800
more than the number housed the year before. Although the 17 unsheltered
individuals were self-reported veterans as identified through surveys, there were
14 unsheltered veterans on the by-name list at the end of January, and 223 in
emergency/transitional housing.
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3B-3.2. Describe how the CoC identifies, assesses, and refers homeless
veterans who are eligible for Veterean's Affairs services and housing to
appropriate reources such as HUD-VASH and SSVF.

(limit 1000 characters)

Veterans are identified through public advertising, street outreach/navigation
efforts by City, VA & SSVF funded programs, and CoC data queries of street
and shelter. VA determines eligibility & whether person is registered with the
VA, and refers those with OTH/D discharges to privately funded legal services.
VA’'s HOMES and SSVF risk assessment are used along with the by-name list
& case conferencing to determine housing eligibility and priority. At case
conferencing, veterans are assigned to outreach/navigators, who seek/ engage
and offer an invite to come to the centralized intake CRRC (co-located VA,
VASH, SSVF, & GPD funded day program) for assessment and enrollment in a
housing program. VA operates Safe Haven, shelter, GPD and VASH (with
PHA); CoC and other mainstream housing (PHA, tax credit) is accessed
through a clearinghouse. CoC selected VISPDAT as system wide assessment
tool in spring 2016. Veteran serving agencies will utilize when implemented.

3B-3.3. Compare the total number of homeless Veterans in the CoC and
the total number of unsheltered homeless Veterans in the CoC, as
reported by the CoC for the 2016 PIT Count compared to the 2010 PIT
Count (or 2009 if an unsheltered count was not conducted in 2010).

2010 (or 2009 if an
unsheltered count was 2016
not conducted in 2010)

% Difference

Total PIT Count of sheltered and unsheltered
homeless veterans:

350

293

-16.29%

Unsheltered Count of homeless veterans:

73

17

-76.71%

3B-3.4. Indicate from the dropdown whether Yes
you are on target to end Veteran
homelessness by the end of 2016.

This question will not be scored.

3B-3.4a. If "Yes", what are the strategies being used to maximize your
current resources to meet this goal? If "No" what resources or technical

assistance would help you reach the goal of ending Veteran

homelessness by the end of 2016?

(limit 1000 characters)

On December 15, 2015, Philadelphia effectively ended homelessness among
veterans. Philly Vets Home continues its strong collaboration to regularly
identify veterans for the by-name list, engage and assess them; and case
conference to coordinate efforts through City and VA-funded street outreach
and navigators, City and VA-funded Safe Haven and emergency shelter; VA
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Medical Center; City's personal care home; City-funded transitional housing and
VA GPD; SSVF; CoC-funded TH and PSH; PHA non-veteran specific
resources; HUD multi-family housing, and VASH. Sustainability efforts include
adding more housing resources, a representative payee program for rents, and
analyzing risk factors for returns to homelessness.

FY2016 CoC Application Page 51 09/12/2016




Applicant: Philadelphia CoC

PA-500

Project: PA-500 CoC Registration FY2016 COC_REG_2016 135692

4A. Accessing Mainstream Benefits

Instructions:

For guidance on completing this form, please reference the FY 2016 CoC Application Detailed
Instructions and the FY 2016 CoC Program Competition NOFA. Please submit technical
questions to the HUD Exchange Ask A Question.

4A-1. Does the CoC systematically provide No
information to provider staff about
mainstream benefits, including up-to-date
resources on eligibility and program changes
that can affect homeless clients?

4A-2. Based on the CoC's FY 2016 new and renewal project applications,
what percentage of projects have demonstrated they are assisting project

participants to obtain mainstream benefits? This includes all of the
following within each project: transportation assistance, use of a single
application, annual follow-ups with participants, and SOAR-trained staff
technical assistance to obtain SSI/SSDI?

FY 2016 Assistance with Mainstream Benefits

Total number of project applications in the FY 2016 competition (new and renewal):

106

Total number of renewal and new project applications that demonstrate assistance to project participants to obtain
mainstream benefits (i.e. In a Renewal Project Application, “Yes” is selected for Questions 2a, 2b and 2c on Screen
4A. In a New Project Application, "Yes" is selected for Questions 5a, 5b, 5c, 6, and 6a on Screen 4A).

106

Percentage of renewal and new project applications in the FY 2016 competition that have demonstrated assistance
to project participants to obtain mainstream benefits:

100%

4A-3. List the organizations (public, private, non-profit and other) that you
collaborate with to facilitate health insurance enrollment, (e.g., Medicaid,
Medicare, Affordable Care Act options) for program participants. For
each organization you partner with, detail the specific outcomes resulting
from the partnership in the establishment of benefits.

(limit 1000 characters)

Health Care for the Homeless clinics & co-located care at intake and
emergency shelter sites: 9,000 served annually; 980 assisted to enroll in
insurance through the Marketplace. Horizon House Fairmount FQHC: 800
served annually, approximately 25% from homeless programs, 98% are
connected to health insurance benefits; Project HOME’s FQHC (Klein)
connected 121 to new health insurance & provided care to 2000 more. Benefit
access (Benephilly) at PHOME had 621 applications for all benefits resulting in
enrollment, 128% of the enrollment target, incl health benefits. Community
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Behavioral Health (CBH) — City’s behavioral health Medicaid (MA) MCO funds
BH services in shelter & supportive services in CoC projects. Participants in
CoC/CBH co-funded projects enroll in Medicaid as part of housing entry. New
partnerships with Health Partners (MCO) & New Courtland LIFE centers for
access to medical benefits/services and housing as part of CoC move-on
strategy out of PSH.

4A-4. What are the primary ways the CoC ensures that program
participants with health insurance are able to effectively utilize the
healthcare benefits available to them?

Educational materials:

In-Person Trainings:

Transportation to medical appointments:

Not Applicable or None:
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4B. Additional Policies

Instructions:

For guidance on completing this form, please reference the FY 2016 CoC Application Detailed
Instructions and the FY 2016 CoC Program Competition NOFA. Please submit technical
questions to the HUD Exchange Ask A Question.

4B-1. Based on the CoCs FY 2016 new and renewal project applications,
what percentage of Permanent Housing (PSH and RRH), Transitional
Housing (TH), and SSO (non-Coordinated Entry) projects in the CoC are
low barrier?

FY 2016 Low Barrier Designation

Total number of PH (PSH and RRH), TH and non-Coordinated Entry SSO project applications in the FY 2016 competition
(new and renewal):

104

Total number of PH (PSH and RRH), TH and non-Coordinated Entry SSO renewal and new project applications that
selected “low barrier” in the FY 2016 competition:

103

Percentage of PH (PSH and RRH), TH and non-Coordinated Entry SSO renewal and new project applications in the FY
2016 competition that will be designated as “low barrier”:

99%

4B-2. What percentage of CoC Program-funded Permanent Supportive
Housing (PSH), Rapid Re-Housing (RRH), SSO (non-Coordinated Entry)
and Transitional Housing (TH) FY 2016 Projects have adopted a Housing
First approach, meaning that the project quickly houses clients without
preconditions or service participation requirements?

FY 2016 Projects Housing First Designation

Total number of PSH, RRH, non-Coordinated Entry SSO, and TH project applications in the FY 2016 competition (new and
renewal):

104

Total number of PSH, RRH, non-Coordinated Entry SSO, and TH renewal and new project applications that selected
Housing First in the FY 2016 competition:

98

Percentage of PSH, RRH, non-Coordinated Entry SSO,
and TH renewal and new project applications in the FY 2016 competition that will be designated as Housing First:

94%

4B-3. What has the CoC done to ensure awareness of and access to
housing and supportive services within the CoC’s geographic areato
persons that could benefit from CoC-funded programs but are not
currently participating in a CoC funded program? In particular, how does
the CoC reach out to for persons that are least likely to request housing or
services in the absence of special outreach?

Direct outreach and marketing:
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Applicant: Philadelphia CoC PA-500

Project: PA-500 CoC Registration FY2016 COC_REG_2016 135692
Use of phone or internet-based services like 211:

X
Marketing in languages commonly spoken in the community:
Making physical and virtual locations accessible to those with disabilities:

X
Not applicable:

4B-4. Compare the number of RRH units available to serve populations
from the 2015 and 2016 HIC.
2015 2016 Difference

RRH units available to serve all populations in the HIC: 534 452 -82

4B-5. Are any new proposed project No
applications requesting $200,000 or more in
funding for housing rehabilitation or new
construction?

4B-6. If "Yes" in Questions 4B-5, then describe the activities that the
project(s) will undertake to ensure that employment, training and other
economic opportunities are directed to low or very low income persons to
comply with section 3 of the Housing and Urban Development Act of 1968
(12 U.S.C. 1701u) (Section 3) and HUD’s implementing rules at 24 CFR part
1357

(limit 1000 characters)

N/A

4B-7. Is the CoC requesting to desighate one No
or more of its SSO or TH projects to serve
families with children and youth defined as
homeless under other Federal statutes?

4B-7a. If "Yes", to question 4B-7, describe how the use of grant funds to
serve such persons is of equal or greater priority than serving persons
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Applicant: Philadelphia CoC PA-500
Project: PA-500 CoC Registration FY2016 COC_REG_2016 135692

defined as homeless in accordance with 24 CFR 578.89. Description must
include whether or not this is listed as a priority in the Consolidated
Plan(s) and its CoC strategic plan goals. CoCs must attach the list of
projects that would be serving this population (up to 10 percent of CoC
total award) and the applicable portions of the Consolidated Plan.

(limit 2500 characters)

N/A

4B-8. Has the project been affected by a No
major disaster, as declared by the President
Obama under Title IV of the Robert T. Stafford
Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistanct
Act, as amended (Public Law 93-288) in the 12
months prior to the opening of the FY 2016
CoC Program Competition?

4B-8a. If "Yes" in Question 4B-8, describe the impact of the natural
disaster on specific projects in the CoC and how this affected the CoC's
ability to address homelessness and provide the necessary reporting to
HUD.

(limit 1500 characters)

N/A

4B-9. Did the CoC or any of its CoC program Yes
recipients/subrecipients request technical
assistance from HUD since the submission of
the FY 2015 application? This response does
not affect the scoring of this application.

4B-9a. If "Yes" to Question 4B-9, check the box(es) for which technical
assistance was requested.

This response does not affect the scoring of this application.

CoC Governance:

CoC Systems Performance Measurement:

Coordinated Entry:

Data reporting and data analysis:

HMIS:
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Applicant: Philadelphia CoC
Project: PA-500 CoC Registration FY2016

PA-500
COC_REG_2016_135692

Homeless subpopulations targeted by Opening Doors: veterans, chronic, children and families, and
unaccompanied youth:

Maximizing the use of mainstream resources:

Retooling transitional housing:

Rapid re-housing:

Under-performing program recipient, subrecipient or project:

Not applicable:

4B-9b. Indicate the type(s) of Technical Aassistance that was provided,
using the categories listed in 4B-9a, provide the month and year the CoC
Program recipient or sub-recipient received the assistance and the value

of the Technical Assistance to the CoC/recipient/sub recipient involved
given the local conditions at the time, with 5 being the highest value and a

1lindicating no value.

Type of Technical Assistance Received
Date Received

Rate the Value of the
Technical Assistance

HMIS 12/01/2015

Coordinated Entry 12/01/2015
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Applicant: Philadelphia CoC

Project: PA-500 CoC Registration FY2016

PA-500
COC_REG_2016_135692

Instructions:

4C. Attachments

Multiple files may be attached as a single .zip file. For instructions on how to use .zip files, a
reference document is available on the e-snaps training site:
https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/3118/creating-a-zip-file-and-capturing-a-screenshot-

resource
Document Type Required? Document Description Date Attached
01. 2016 CoC Consolidated Yes Email to CoC with... 09/09/2016
Application: Evidence of the
CoC's communication to
rejected participants
02. 2016 CoC Consolidated Yes
Application: Public Posting
Evidence
03. CoC Rating and Review Yes Philadelphia CoC ... 09/09/2016
Procedure (e.g. RFP)
04. CoC's Rating and Review Yes
Procedure: Public Posting
Evidence
05. CoCs Process for Yes
Reallocating
06. CoC's Governance Charter | Yes Philadelphia CoC ... 09/09/2016
07. HMIS Policy and Yes Philadelphia CoC ... 09/09/2016
Procedures Manual
08. Applicable Sections of Con No
Plan to Serving Persons
Defined as Homeless Under
Other Fed Statutes
09. PHA Administration Plan Yes PHA Administratio... 09/09/2016
(Applicable Section(s) Only)
10. CoC-HMIS MOU (if No Philadelphia CoC ... 09/12/2016
referenced in the CoC's
Goverance Charter)
11. CoC Written Standards for No Philadelphia CoC ... 09/09/2016
Order of Priority
12. Project List to Serve No
Persons Defined as Homeless
under Other Federal Statutes (if
applicable)
13. HDX-system Performance Yes HDX - System Perf... 09/09/2016
Measures
14. Other No
15. Other No
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Attachment Details

Document Description:

Email to CoC with project ranking attached; email
directing members to CoC website, where
Project ranking is posted; emails and letters to
rejected projects

Attachment Details

Document Description:

Attachment Details

Document Description:

Philadelphia CoC Rating and Review Procedure;
Local Renewal Application Evaluation Tool; Local
New Project Evaluation Tool; Email to community
with new RFP; screenshot of new project RFP;
new project RFPs; July 29th new project RFP
briefing sign in sheets; new project RFP
resources posted on CoC website; April 18th
email to CoC renewals with application attached
and May 4th email to providers with evaluation
tool attached; April 26th Renewal Project
Technical Assistance Briefing sign in sheets and
powerpoint presentation; July 13th Provider
meeting agenda, sign in sheets, powerpoint
presentation; Quality Improvement and
Evaluation Subcommittee meeting minutes

Attachment Details

Document Description:
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Applicant: Philadelphia CoC PA-500
Project: PA-500 CoC Registration FY2016 COC_REG_2016 135692

Attachment Details

Document Description:

Attachment Details

Document Description: Philadelphia CoC Governance Charter

Attachment Details

Document Description: Philadelphia CoC HMIS Policies and Procedures
- HMIS Governance Charter, Security Plan,
Privacy Plan, Data Quality Plan, Notice of
Privacy Practices, User Agreement

Attachment Details

Document Description:

Attachment Details

Document Description: PHA Administration Plan: Table of Contents
highlighting applicable sections; Special Housing
Initiatives; Good Neighbors Make Good
Neighbors; Limites Local Preferenc; Veterans
Affairs Supportive Housing; Mod-Rehab SRO for
Homeless Individuals
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Applicant: Philadelphia CoC PA-500
Project: PA-500 CoC Registration FY2016 COC_REG_2016 135692

Attachment Detalils

Document Description: Philadelphia CoC HMIS Governance Charter

Attachment Detalils

Document Description: Philadelphia CoC PSH Prioritization Policy -
Order of Priority

Attachment Detalils

Document Description:

Attachment Detalils

Document Description: HDX - System Performance Measures

Attachment Detalils

Document Description:

Attachment Detalils
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Document Description:
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Applicant: Philadelphia CoC PA-500
Project: PA-500 CoC Registration FY2016 COC_REG_2016 135692

Submission Summary

Ensure that the Project Priority List is complete prior to submitting.

Page Last Updated
1A. Identification 08/12/2016
1B. CoC Engagement 09/11/2016
1C. Coordination 09/07/2016
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Applicant: Philadelphia CoC
Project: PA-500 CoC Registration FY2016

PA-500

COC_REG_2016_135692

1D. CoC Discharge Planning
1E. Coordinated Assessment
1F. Project Review

1G. Addressing Project Capacity
2A. HMIS Implementation

2B. HMIS Funding Sources
2C. HMIS Beds

2D. HMIS Data Quality

2E. Sheltered PIT

2F. Sheltered Data - Methods
2G. Sheltered Data - Quality
2H. Unsheltered PIT

21. Unsheltered Data - Methods
2J. Unsheltered Data - Quality
3A. System Performance

3B. Objective 1

3B. Objective 2

3B. Objective 3

4A. Benefits

4B. Additional Policies

4C. Attachments

Submission Summary

09/01/2016
09/11/2016
09/12/2016
09/12/2016
09/06/2016
09/12/2016
09/12/2016
09/12/2016
09/09/2016
09/09/2016
09/02/2016
09/09/2016
09/06/2016
09/02/2016
09/11/2016
09/11/2016
09/12/2016
09/11/2016
09/11/2016
09/12/2016

Please Complete

No Input Required
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RE: Philadelphia CoC FY 2016 HUD CoC Competition Reduction, Reallocation, and Ra,.. Page 1 of 3

RE: Philadelphia CoC FY 2016 HUD CoC Competition Reduction,
Reallocation, and Ranking Strategy

Lauren Whitleigh

Sent: Wednesday, August 31, 2016 3:27 PH

To: David Duabeck [&MM@W&W&; Sha]nl Meacham [ h yyouthh org);
Sharon Mackrey [sharon.mackrey .net]; ury [fury@RHD.org]; Beverly Roberts [broberts@dignityhousing.org];
D. Michetson [dmicheison@familesforwardphily.org]; Nia Brown [nla,brown@phila.gov]; Amiitra Sutton-Bey [almitra. sutton-
bey@phila.gov]; Danlel C. Farrel! [dctarreli@helpusa,org]; Linda Mormando [Imormando@rhd.org]; Jamiee Moshe
{jaimee@RHD, org]; Jayne Reuter [Jayne@RHD.org); B Stevens [bills@RHD.0rg); Sue Smith [suesmith@projecthome.org); Dr.
Cheryl Pope [cheryl.pope@apmphila.ong]; Nicole White [nlcole.white@ourturn.net]; Darry] Parker {danryl. parker@hhinc.org];
Kathleen Salema (Kathleen.Salermo@VYMCenter,org); Kathrine Martin [kmartin@methodistservices.org); Bl Jones

(bjones@comhar.org); Jepbir G DapbirGil@profecthome.ong]; Cassandra Paoll [CPacli@voadv.omg]; Steve Blackixirn

sblackbum@cvea-pa.org]; Emille Richey [erichey @1260hdc.org); Molly McAndrew [moltym@ecs1870.0rg}; Donaid Price

‘donald. price@®apmphiia.org]; Deborah McMillan [deborah@phmc.org); Susan Cahiil [scahii@helpusa.org]; Lee Harrison

LEE@RHD.0rg]; Hans Reiser [hans@myplacegermartown,org); Victorla Bennett [victoriab@ecs1870.0rg]; Niool Moody

= philty.crg]; Shelley Chatterjea [sch dohilly.org]; Peter Valelly

Talh

palelly buse.org]; Kathy Desmond [kdesmond@pec-cares.otg]; Michael Lewis [MLewls@CATCHInc.com];
Willa Master [ esft org); Christine Stevens [cst org); Jeanne-Marie Hagan
[fhagan Instabuse.org]; Diana McWillams (dmcwiliams@familiestorwardphilly,org); Joyce Alexand
Hoyce.alexand oo} abatista@helptsa.org; scolkns@holyred com; ahoward@methodistservices org:
tolnettebul @yahoo.com; arkce @methodi rices ong; Ashley Shearer [ashearer@dignityhousing.org];
atumer@gaudenzia,org; Khadijeh Aztz [azizkhadijah2407 @gmail.com]; bhagan@actionaids.org; bifimots@valleyyouthhouse.org;
bitvi ivath y.0rg; catvin.hall@apmphiia.org; Carka Wiktlams [carta, wilkams@hhinc.org); qrussell ady.org;
csimir path housh n org; ddok th plinwigs whui skl Rl

org; : 9 org;
dinorsh.dkhz@sprmphita.org; drossi@bethesdaproject.org; dwayna.durham@hhinc.org; dzippy@voady.org;
emma ory; esclosch kstabuse. oxg; ghannah@g 07g; D. Geiffith [griffithd@ecs1870,0rg)
3 gschoenberg@combar.ong; gwillams@voadv.org; habech ""ani.oom;HamReber[hreiser&:@wwif.mm];jamﬂa.lwﬂs«
morrison@achleveabllity.org; fefl wilush@hhinc.org; Jerry.skilkings@hhinc.org; John Karpinski [fkarpinski@combar.org];
Hhsttsk} instabase.org; fnottingham@rpinc.ory; Josa Nieves [Jose.nleves@apmphifa.org]; kburns @actionakds.org;
kdurand@pec-cares.org; kims@ 1870.0rg; Kkrabi keyyouthh 00g; knagrory@calcuttaholise,org; Mary Alice
[maryaliced@ecs1870,0r9); Mark Butier [mbutier@cvea-pa.org); Mary Swan-Hokmes [mswanholmes@frpinc.org]; Nikda Ruiz
{nitda.rulz@apmphila,org); patriothouse@catchine.com; Phit Lord [phillord@ourttim.net]; rachefyoder@projecthome.org; Ralph
Green [ralph.green@hhinc.org); resek.a org; ReobbsTk th dren.org; roberth@ecs1870.0rg;
Sandra Gutllery [sendra.quiliory@dep org); sculb pactservices.ofy; sfrisby@chs-adphia.org; shirteyr@phmc.org;
sfohnson@frpinc.org; svand pathwaystohousingpa.org; tm denzla.org; t hesdaproject.org;
veta@comhiar.org; vtercero@dignityhousing,org; Wanda Mial {wanda.mial@achleveabriity.org); woekee@msn.com;
yanatole®actionakds.org

Ce:  Michelle.Butfer; Roberta Cancelier; Nicole Drake; David Rollomari; Tara Gaudin; Wiilam McIntyre; Sara Pagni; Michele Mangan;
Dotothy Haug; Chelsea i; Rob Harrison [rhars org); Susan Sh
[sshy independencefound org); John Ducoff [Jducoff@covena -org); Stephanie Pastula

[Stephanle.Pastula@pha.phila 9ov]; McCollum, Caxsey [Casey.McColiumi@va.gov]; Thm Sheahan [tsheahan@pmbcc.org)s Jim
Womer [#wj48@gmeail.com]; Uz.Hersh; Michell Little; Sharee Heaven; Comer Clips [emmaurbanworks2@gmai.com];
kehampl7 @kdoud.com; shedk com; bradl.nesmith@rhd.org; Zachary Weiss [zweiss@actionalds.org);
Casey O'Donnell {codonnell@impactservices.orgl; Hugh Organ org]; Jennier Bohnenberger
[jbohnenb: independk dation,ory]; Adrienne Craln [acraln@actionalds.org); Marcey Huoging
{mhuoginsmekdnney@stentonim.org]; Robert Greco [Robert.Greco2€@va.gov]; Marcus Kellam [Marcus. Kellam@pha, phila.gov);
Carolyn R Brown; Gary Tumoko; Katrina Pratt-Roebuck; Michele Wesder; Janet Kroll (anet@hafl-phlka.org); Jessica Blum
(Ibium@dignityhousing.org); Jamifa Harris-Morrison Uamila.hm@achieveabllity.org); Jim Plasecki [JIMP@RHD.ORG); Richard
McMilten {dmemiik ybreskfast.org); Wynn [swy harefoodprogram.ong]; Rachel Falkove
(rachel@philashelter.org); Stephanie Puccia (STEPHANTE.SOSAR@tenethealth.com); Rev. Kathleen Jones
(pottershousem@aol.com); Francine Willams [fwilliams@ysiphia.org]; Tonl Mantier {zmontier@Gaudenzia,org); Susan
Brotherton [Susan_Brother fvath y.org]; flamb th ) org; Syreeta Owers-Jones
(syreeta,owens-jones@phiia.gov); cheryfmackey@uesfacts,org; Shnran Sidhu [ssichu@youthbulidphlity.crg); Cartle Jacobs
[@rie@atticyouthcenter.org]; Sandy Shefler [Sandy@sheller.com]; Robert Emberger [remb pel.org);
CGarolyn Haynes [chaymes@wcrpphiia.org]; Marsha Cohen [marsha®@phitalegal.org]; Jennier Pok [ipokemprer@fic.org];
Mary Ellen Graham [maryeken&39@aol,com]; Brenda Dawson [bdawson@pattwayspa,org]; James Amato [Jamato@chs-
adphlla.org]; Pau! Levy [plevy kyphila,org]; Rebln Ingram [robini@chphila.org]; David E. Thomas [dthomas@acp.edu];
agéler@youthbutidphitty,org; pathwayspa.ong; menichol@fight.org; mike@witagearts.org; Veronka Britto

[b library.org); elexie@youthbulkiphifly.org; tanthony@frpinc.org; edd@broadstreetministry.org;

org

Greetingst

I hope you are well.

https:l/mymail.philagov!owa/?ae=1tcm&t=lPM.Noie&i_d=AMB.RgAAAAAPthehywOTS... 9/8/2016

-

RE: Philadelphia CoC FY 2016 HUD CoC Competition Reduction, Reallocation, and Ra.,, Page 2 of 3

Please be advised that the following materials related to Philadelphia's FY 2016 Application to HUD for coC
Program funding are posted to the City of Philadelphia Office of Homeless Services' web #
http://www,phila.povosh/aboutusy/Pa 2es/COC aspx;

¢

« Philadelphia's FY 2016 Project Ranking/ Priority Listing
 Philadeiphia’s FY 2016 Review, Reallocation, and Rating Proceduce

Best,
Lauren

Lauren Whitleigh, MSW

Continuum of Care Program Manager
Office of Homeless Services

City of Philade!phia

Phone: 215-686-7194

Fax: 215-686-7142

lauren whitleiph@phila poy

From: Lauren Whitleigh

Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2016 4:05 PM

Tot David Dunbeck; amoore@valleyyouthhouse.org; Shani Meacham; Sharon Mackrey; David Jury; Beverty
Roberts; D. Michelson; Nia Brown; Amiltra Sutton-Bey; Danlel C. Farrell; Linda, Mormando; Jamlee Moshe; Jayne
Reuter; Bill Stevens; Sue Smith; Dr, Cheryl Pope; Nicole White; Darryl Parker; Kathleen Salerno
(Kathleen.Salemo@VMCenter.org); Kathrine Martin; Bill Jones; Japbir Glll; Cassandra Paoli; Steve Blackburn;
Emille Richey; Molly McAndrew; Donald Price; Deborah McMilan; Susan Cahill; Lee Harrison; Hans Relser; Victoria
Bennett; Nicol Moody; Shelley Chatterjee; Peter Valeily; Kathy Desmond; Michael Lewls; Willa Master; Christine
Stevens; Jeanne-Marle Hagan; Diana McWilliams (dmcwillrams@famlliaforwardphllly.org); Joyce Alexander;
Doyothy Haug; abatista@helpusa.org; acollins@holyredeemer.com; ahoward@methodistservices.org;
antolnettebull@yahoo.com; arice@methodistservices.org; Ashley Shearer; atumer@gaudenzia,org; Khadifah Aziz;
bhagan@acticnaids.org; billmots@valleyyouthhouse.org; blivingston@use.salvationarmy,org;
calvin.hali@apmphila.org; Caria Williams; crussefl@voadv.org; tsimlﬂglia@paunwaystnhousingpa.org H
csmith@frpinc,org; ddolan@northernchildren.org; dennism@rhd.org; dinorah.dlaz@apmphila.org;
drossi@bethesdaproject.org; dwayna,durham@hhinc.org; dzippy@voadv.ory; emma.magnus@vmeenter,org;
escloscla@womenagalnstabuse.org; ghannah@gaudenzia.org; D, Griffith; gschoenberg@combhar.org;
gwilllams@voady.org; habeebahS7@aof.com; Hans Relser; jamIla.harrb-morrison@achleveabluty.org;
feffwilush@hhinc.ory; Jerry.skillings@hhinc.org; John Karpinskl; jl!sftskl@womenaga!nstabme.org;
jnottingham@frpinc.org; Jose Nieves; kburns@actionalds.org; kdurand@pec-cares.org; kims@ecs1870,0rg;
kkrablin@valleyyouthhouse.org; kmagtory@caicuttahouse.org; Mary Alice; Mark Butler; Mary Swan-Holmes; Nida
Rulz; patriothouse@catchinc.com; Phil Lord; rachelyoder@projecthome.org; Ralph Green;
rasak.azeez@apmphila.org; Reobbsfletcher@northemchildren.org; roberth@ecs1870.0rg; Sandra Guillory;
sculbertson@impactservices.org; sfrisby@chs-adphila.org; shirleyr@phme.org; sjohnson@fiplnc.org;
svanderburg@pathwaystohousingpa.org; tmontier@gaudenza.org; tpagotto@bethesdaprofect.org; -
veta@comhar.org; vtercero@dignityhousing.org; Wanda Mial; woekee@msn.com; yanatole@actionalds,org

Cc: Michelie.Butier; Roberta Cancellier; Nicote Drake; David Holloman; Tara Gaudin; Willlam McIntyre; Sara
Pagni; Michele Mangan; Dorothy Haug; Chelsea Maxwell; Rob Harrlson; Susan Sherman; John Ducoff; Steve
Culbertson; Stephanie Pastula; McCollum, Casey; Tim Sheahan; Jim Womer; Rachel Yoder; Uz Hersh; Mitchell
Little; Sharee Heaven; Comer Clips; kehampl7@lcloud.com; shejlaeamtshong&lﬂ&?@gmall.com;
tracl.nesmith@rhd,org; Zachary Weiss; Casey O'Donnell; Hugh Organ; Jennlfer Bohnenberger; Adrenne Craln;
Marcey Huggins; Robert Greco; Marcus Kellam; Carolyn R Brown; David Helloman; Gary Tumolo; Katrina Pratt-
Roebuck; Michele Wexler; Rachel Yoder; Tina Pagotte (tpagotto@bethesdapmject.org); Janet Kroll (fanet@hofi-
phila.org); Anne Marie Collins (acollins@holyredeemer.com); Jessica Blum (blum@dignityhousing.org); Kathleen
Salerno (Kathleen, Salerno@VMCenter.org); Jamlia Harris-Morrison (jamlla.hm@achleveabllity.org); Jim Plasecki;
Richard McMiiten (dmemillen@sundaybreakfast.org); Steveanna Wynn; Rachel Falkove (rachei@philashetter.org);

bttps://mymail.phila. govlowa/?ac=ltcm&t==l‘PM.Not&&id=AMB.RgAAAAAFB ZichywOTS5,..  9/8/2016




RE: Philadelphia CoC FY 2016 BUD CoC Competition Reduction, Reallocation, and Ra.., Page 3 of 3

nicole.white@ourtum.net; Stephanle Puccla (STEPHANIE.SOSAR@tenethealth.com); Rev. Kathleen Jones
(pottershousem@aol.com); Francine Wilikams; Toni Montier (amontler@Gaudenzia,org); Sandra Guillory; Susan
Brotherton; Kim McGrary {kmcgrory@calcuttahouse.org); Daniel Farrell (dcfarrell@helpusa.org);
Jlambert@pathwaystohousingpa.org; Syreeta Owens-Jones (syreeta.owens-jones@phlla.gov);
cherylmackey@uesfacts.org; Hugh Organ; Michael Lewis (mlewis@catchlnc.com); Simian Sldhu; Carrfe Jacobs;
Sandy Sheller; Robert Emberger; Carolyn Haynes; Victorla Bennelt; Dlana McWilllams; Jena Nottingham; Marsha
Cohen; Jennifer Pokempner; Maty Ellen Graharm; Brenda Dawson; James Amato; Paul Levy; Robin Ingram; Davki
E. Thomas; ageler@youthbulidphilly.org; rtoussalnt@pathwayspa.org; sfrisby@chs-adphila.org;
menichol@fight.org; mike@villagearts.org; Veronica Britto; elexle@youthbulldphllly.org; tantheny@frpinc.org;
Shanl Meacham; Vahessa Tercero; Flise Scloscla; edd@broadstreetministry.org; Carla Williams
(Carla.williams@hhinc.org); Chery! Pope (Cheryl.Pope@apmphlia.org); ddunbeck@phmc,org;
gstewart@|utheransettiement.org; Kathy Desmond

Subject: Philadelphla CoC FY 2016 HUD CoC Competition Reduction, Reallocation, and Ranking Strategy

Dear Philadelphia CoC Providers:

Attached, please find the Philadelphia CoC Project Ranking for the FY 2016 HUD CoC Competition,

approved by the CoC Board on Monday, August 29, 2016. In addition, please find attached a summary

ocf; the Philadelphia CoC reduction, reallocation, and ranking strategy for the FY 2016 HUD CoC
mpetition.

Please note that the Philadelphia CoC reduction and reallocation strategy was shared with the CoC
Quality Improvement and Evaluation Subcommittee for input and recommendations on August 4th. The
reduction, realiocation, and ranking strategy was presented to the Philadelphia CoC Advisory
Cornmittee on Thursday, August 18th for input and recommendations. The proposed strategies, as well
as the input from the community, were presented to and approved by the Philadelphia CoC Board on
Monday, August 29th,

Congratulations to all renewal and new projects recornmended for inclusion in Philadelphia's FY 2016
Application to HUD for CoC Prograra funding!

Best,

Lauren

Lauren Whitleigh, MSW

Continuum of Care Program Masager
Office of Homeless Services

City of Philadelphia

Phone: 215-686-7194

Fax: 215-686-7142
fauren.whitleigh@phila.gov

https://mymail, phila. goviowa/Pac=liem&t=1PM Note&id=AMB.RgAAAAAFBziehywOTS,.. 9/8/2016

FY 2016 HUD CoC Competition - Philadelphia CoC Project Ranking

Rank

Applicant Name

Project Name

Grant and Project Type

Requested
Amount

RUNNING TOTAL

Homeless Management

$247,196

C
ity of Philadelphia Information System (HMIS) Renewal HMIS Project $247,196
The Veterans Multi- Renewal Permanent
\ H :
Service Center eterans Home Project Supportive Housing Project $313.334
Renewal Permanent
3
City of Philadelphla Reunification supportive Housing Profect $3,081,396
City of Philadelphla pathways Bonus Renewal Permanent $686,052
M P ¥ Supportive Housing Project '
$t, John the Evangelist Renewal Permanent
6
City of Philadelphla House SPCL Supportive Houslng Project $618,660
Renewal Permanent
Bty of Philadelphia 1523 Falrmount Supportive Housing Project 444,856
Renewal Permanent
8
City of Philadelphla Kalros House supportive Housing Project $248,400
B9 ity of Phifadelphl Kate's Place Renewal Permanent $281,700
I T ty of Phlladelphla Supportive Houslng Project '
Pathways to Houslng Pathways Phlla IVAST Renewal Permanent $500,148
PAInc Project Supportive Housing Project '
Travelers Ald Soclety of Renewal Permanent
238,019
philadelphla Chestiut Manor Suppartive Houslng Project s
; Renewal Permanent : R
: 231,106 6,490,868 3N
My Ploce Germantown | My Place Germantown | ¢\ oo viousing project $231, _ :
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FY 2016 HUD CoC Competition - Philadelphia CoC Project Ranking

Requested

Supportlve Housing Project

Rank |  Applicant Name Project Name Grant and Project Type R::‘n“::::' RUNNING TOTAL
City of Phiadelphia '"“g"mf;‘;"“i” Sup:‘:w‘”:u;i:;;":::jw $266,430
Cty of Philadelphla Bainbridge Sup’:’z’r‘;‘:‘f:::"sm“:r";]e o | S1easts
City of Philadelphla Rowan Dlamond Supﬁi‘:‘l “L’;i:’:fg";{“;le o | $139356
Bethesda Project Sanctuary Supiz:;:?;zz;’r;::; ect $164,670
el iy of Philadelphia HOPIN | Sup’;‘;’:;rﬁ:’::’;:& o | 7728
Achlevenbilty Cecll Housing Sup*;z::‘e aLZ’::g“::‘;m $42,000
. 93 ' Horizon House Home Flrst SUpﬁZ:;‘fL:::‘zn:;jm $932,721
e | rcommnite | ot | 1
20%| City of Philadelphia Serenlty Court s pﬁi'::e al'_;z::fg"::;eﬁ $180,959
Horizon House Welcome Home Sup’:}:’;x‘::;‘;:‘g":g,e o | sessas
E Methodist Services Fresh Start Renewal Permanent $173,383

Page 2

Rank Applicant Narne Project Name Grant and Project Type Amount RUNNING TOTAL
City of Philadelphia Rowan Judson Renewal Permanent $488,160
Supportive Houslng Project ‘
Eplscopal Community Rehewal Permanent
Housti
l Sejvices FAST Houslng Supportlve Housing Profect $602,128
Resources for Human [SALT: Supported Adult Living Renewal Permanent $238,167
Develapment, Inc. Teams Supportive Housing Project '
People’s Emergency Renewal Permanent
H. |
Center Imanl Homes | Supportive Housing Project $217,480
Volunteers Of America | Station House Supportive Renewal Permanent $114.744
Delaware Valley Inc Hotising Supportive Housing Project ’
City of Philadelphla Hope Haven ! Renewal Permanent $149,520
e pe Suppartive Houslng Profect ’
Impact Services Renewal Permanent
meBase 2015
Corporation Homeba Supportive Housing Project $640,126
Circle of Care Supportive
Ri
ActlonAlDS, Inc, Houslng for Persans with su E::I:': LZZ;‘B": nt + $142,885
Disabilttes Ppo g Project
Renewal Permanent
City of Philadelphla Tioga Arms Supportive Housing Profect $364,992
Renewal Permanent
Herizon House Journey Home Supportive Housing Project $210,864 1$13,589,268)
P
Methodist Services Monument Village Renewal Permanent $238,975

Suppartive Houslng Project
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FY 2016 HUD CoC Competition - Philadelphia CoC Project Ranking

Rank

Applicant Name

Project Name

Grant and Project Type

Requested
Amount

RUNNING TOTAL

Drueding Center

New Neighbors

Renewal Permanent
Supportive Housing Project

$314,452

-

1260 Housing Renewal P t .
Development Reed Preston Houslng enewa permanen 38,4
Corporatian Supportive Housing Project 338,408 313,181,104
Renewal Permanent ,
Clty of Philadelphla | Calcutta House Apartmen ,
ty P P t Suppartive Housing Project $43,296 (mm R
Pathways to Housing PTH Phila Integrated Renewal Permanent
PAlnc Setvices Profect SHP Supportive Houslng Project $702,942
Asoclaclon Renewal P t
Puertorlquencs en SERA newa ermanen $217,154
Marcha, Inc. Supportive Housng Project
Renewal Permanent
COMHAR SHP 2
Supportive Houslng Project $496,728
Renewal Permanent
Methodlist Services Falrway C ]
t ervice ay Commons Supportive Housing Project $553,734 $16,154,958%
Renewal Permanent
City of Phitadelphla  |Sslvation Army Consalidated
(Q: ty elphla atlo y Co ate Supportive Housing Project $351,216 i 16,546,174!
. Renewal Permanent '
COMHAR COMPASS 1-2015 :
m, AsS 12 Suppartive Housing Project $304,608
Renewal Permanent .
City of Philodelphta Hogar de Es!
ty pl ga peranza Supportive Housing Project $104,280 $16,955,05;
Renewal Permanent
City of Philadelphia arT
ty it Supportive Houslng Project $205,200
Page 4

FY 2016 HUD CoC Competition - Philadelphia CoC Project Ranking

Rank |  Applicant Name Project Name Grant and Profect Type “::“‘::t: RUNNING TOTAL
The Salvation Army, a | Reed House and Mid-City Renewal Permanent $278,869
New York Carporation Apartments Supportive Housing Project ’

Renewal Permanent

3
City of Philadelphia | DOEH Houslng Flrst Project Supportive Housing Project $361,080
Resources for Human Renewal Permanent
1 18,721
Development, Inc. SALT10 Supportive Housing Project 3
Renewal Permanent
&
City of Philadelphia Patriot House Supportive Housing Peoject $62,393
Travelers Ald Soclety of Renewal Permanent
Philadelphia P Supportive Houslng Project 882,914
Renewal Permanent
Gaudenzia Inc. Tloga Arms Apartments $243,570

Supportlve Housing Project

1260 Houslng

Thompson Street Housing

Develop 4

Corporation

Renewal Permanent
Supportlve Housing Project

$260,604

$19,368,413¢

People's Emergency
Center

iman| Homes 1l

Renewal Permanent
Supportive Houslng Project

$224,166

Resources for Human

Renewal Permanent

250,28
Development, Inc. Project Advantage Supportive Housing Project ¥250,281
Renewal Permanent
183,696
ActlonAlDS, Inc. Casa Nueva Vida Supportlve Housing Profect $183,

People's Emergency Renewal Permanent 6,27 " )
272 | §420,102,828
Center Bermice Eiza Supportive Housing Project 87 . R .
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FY 2016 HUD CoC Competition - Philadelphia CoC Project Ranking

Project Name

Requested

Rank licant Name Grant and Project T
Appl and Profe ype Amount RUNNING TOTAL
Renewal Permanent
Phlladelphl Belfleld Townhom ;
563 City of phia € nhomes Supportive Houslng Project 584,048 20,186,876
Renewal Permanent
i (adel )
& City of Philadelphla Escalera Supportive Houslng Praject $72,720 $20,259,596
Renewal Permanent
Positl
ActlonAlDS, Inc. ositive Living Supportive Housing Project $266,892 $20,526,488
Philadelphia Rapid Renewal Permanent
Clty of Philadelphla Rehousing Supportive Houslng Project $192,335 $20,718,823
. Pebpie's Emergency Renewal Permanent
Fatt, mes 1}
Center attah Ho Supportive Houslng Project $78,294
Renewal Permanent
Gaudenzia (nc. Harbor House Supportive Housing Project $74,787
1260 Houslng
Development Pennsgrave Renewal Permanent $130,410
Supportive Houslng Projact
Corporation
1260 Housing
Renawal Permanent
(53} Development Center West Walnut Access Supportive Housing Project $22,400
Corporatlon
5] City of Philadelphi Independ Place Renewsl Permanent $118,919

Suppartive Housing Project

Thompson Street/Shelton
Court Apartments

Renewal Permanent

Supportive Housing Project:

$72,855

L65) Gaudenzia Inc,
Asoclacion

[56] Puertorlquencs en
Marcha, Inc.

Abrlendo Caminos

Renewal Permanent
Supportive Houslng Project

$149,711

Page 6
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Reguested
Rank Applicant Name Project Name Grant and Project Type A:wum RUNNING TOTAL
City of Philadelphia HOPIN (1 fienewal Permanent $733,872

Supportive Housing Project

People's Emergency

Renewal Permanent

Corporation

Project

52
Center Blgham Homes Supportlve Bouslng Project 988,528
Renewal Permanent
City of Philadelphia | FRP CoC Rapid Re-HousIng Supportive Housing Project $629,026
Renewal Permanent
City of Philadelphia Hope Bridge Supportive Housing Project $218,950
Housing First and Renewat Permanent
i 75,26
City of Philadelphla Communlty [ntegration Supportive Housling Project $975,269
City of Philadelphi St, Raymond's House Renewal Permanent $328,179
ty o adefpnia - Ray Supportive Housing Project »
Supports to Achieve Self- Renewal Permanent
9
Hottzon House Sufficdency {SASS) Supportive Housing Project $333,87
Valley Youth House NEW Rapld Re-Houslng
a‘ey Toulh Mo apaYouth Project created through 725,972 25,399,574
Committee, Inc. RapaYe ) ® $725,
Voluntary Reallocation
Bethesda Project | ¢ Hm;;::: Brother’s | penewal Safe Haven Project | $223,761
Project HOME Womez;iﬂ\;: ge /St Renewal Safe Haven Project | $773,964
itk
HELP Development HELP Philadelphla I Renewal Transitional Housing $487,622
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FY 2016 HUD CoC Competition - Philadelphia CoC Project Ranking

Inc.

Project

Rank Applicant Name Profect Name Grant and Project Type Reques(id RUNNING TOTAL
Amoun!
Drueding Center Project Ralnbow Renhewal Transltional Houslng $1,081,411
Project o
Waomen Against Abuse,
en Against Abuse, Sojoumer House Renewal Transltlonal Housing $179,786

Travelers Ald Society of
Phlladelphia

Familles in Transition

Renewe| Transitional Housing
Project

$359,948

Cathollc Soclal Services

Visitation Homes

Renewal Transitional Housing
Project

$202,085

$28,708,55%

AchleveAbllity

Haddington Houslng

Renewal Transitional Housing
Project

$181,700

Travelers Ald Soctety of
Philadelphla

Melville Way

Renewal Transitlonal Housing
Pioject

$131,428

$29,001,673

AchleveAbility

Appletree Houslng

Renewal Transitionat Houslng
Project

$210,000

Committee For Dignity
and Falmess For the
Homeless Housing

Dignhty Il Transitlonal
Housing

Renewa! Transitional Houslng
Project

$122,253

Committee For Dignity
and Falrness For the
Homeless Housing

Oignlty {}{ - Better Optlons
for Self-Sufficlency {BOSS)

Renewal Transitlanal Housing
Project

$30,569

People's Emergency

Rowan House

Renewal Transitional Houslng

$248,181

K529,612,682

through Reallocation

Center Project
NEW Permanent Supportive
Project HOME Willard Scheol HouslIng Project created $211,701
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Rank

Appllcant Name

Project Name

Grant and Project Type

Requested

G
Amount RUNNING TOTAL

Calcutta House

Independence Place
Expanslon

through Reallocation
1'ends at 30,347,491

NEW Permanent Supportive
Housing Project created

NEW Rapld Re-Housing

HEL(!-; Soclal‘SiervIce HELP Pgﬂ:delsplhla Rapid Project created through $510,580
orparation ehousing Reallocation

N ct
City of Philadelphla CES HMiIS EW HMIS Project created |, 909

through Reallocation

Renewal Permanent

People's Emergency
Center Imant{l Lessing Supportive Houslng Project $16,328
City of Philadelphia | Asslsted Living Project I Renewal Permanent $323,748
ty P & Supportive Houslng Project '
HORIZON HOUSE Renewal Permanent
Horizan House PERMANENT HOUSING Supportive Houslng Project $108,305
INITIATIVE PROGRAM i &
Asoclacion S
tatino Homeless Services Renewal Permanent >
16
Puestoriquenos en Inltiative Supportlve Houslng Profect $116,801 ’ $31.268,028
Marcha, Inc,
Committee For Dignity S h '”‘
Enhanced Services Project Renewal Permanent 9 g
8,03 0
and Fairness Far the (ESP) Supportive Housing Profect $218,034 $31,, 52 9%
Homeless Housing S .
City of Phitadelphia Shelton Court Renewal Permanent $108,755
¢ P Supportive Houslng Project '
NEW Permanent Supportive X T
impacl Services Housing ProJect created -
111,177 w31 705,994
Corporation Hancock Manor through Voluntary $ _ v ,9 :
Reallocation
Page 9




FY 2016 HUD CoC Competition - Philadelphia CoC Project Ranking

Rank | Applicant Name Project Name Grant a Requested
nd Project T
o Ject Type Amount | AUNNING TOTAL
People's Emergency R |
Clolsters (Il enewal Permanent '
Center Supportive Housing Project $98,188 $317804,182
City of Philadelphia HOPIN IV Renewal Permanent
Suppartive Housling Project $429,600
Gty of Philadelphla | New Generations Renewal Permanent
Suppartive Housing Project $80,943
People's Emergency Renewal Transitional Houslng
Center 3502 Transltlonal Housng Project $241,083 $32,555,808,
: 1260 Housing Shella 8 .
103 Development ella rcow:n Women's | Renewal Transitional Housing $67,686
Corporatlon enter Profect
¢ NEW Rapid Re-Housin
4| £piscopal Community 8
$104] Services ECS Rapld Housing Project created through $599,286
Bonus Fundlng
NEW Rapld Re-Hausing
Rapld Rehousing/Housing
UESF Stabilization Project created thraugh $534,961
Bonus Funding
NEW Rapld Re-Housing
Invisibllity te independen:
Covenant House ty olzr; ependence Project created through $505,556

Bonus Funding
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FY 2016 Notification of Rejection for Funding (Voluntary Reallocation) for

Phila Transitional Support

tauren Whitieigh

Sent: Wednesday, August 31, 2016 4:23 PM

Tor Tom Harrington [thai keyyouthhouse.org)

(<] Michelle.Butler; Roberta Canceliler; kkrablin@vatleyyouthhouse.org

Attachments: Rejection- Voluntary Realt~1.pdf (449 KB}

Good Afternoon Tom:

As required in the HUD Notice of Funding Availabllity for the FY 2016 CoC Competitlon, the Philade!lphla CoC
must notify every proJect as to whether they will be included, rejected, or reduced in the CoC's Application to

HUD for CaC Program funding.

On Monday, August 29', 2016 the CoC Board accepted our recommended ranking and funding strategy, which
Includes rejecting Valley Youth House's Philadelphla Transltional Support profect application, a transitionat
housing project serving youth ages 18-24. Attached, please find the formal letter of rejection

for said transltional housing prefect,

The CoC s pleased that Valley Youth House elected to voluntarily reallocate its transitional housing project,

and that the proposed RapAYouth Rapid Re-Housing praject has been rec

2016 cotnpetition,

Best,
tauren

Lauren Whitleigh, MSW

Continuum of Care Program Manager
Office of Homeless Services

City of Philadelphia
Phone; 215-686-7194
Fax: 215-686-7142

lauren.whitleigh@phila.goy

ded for new f

ding In the FY

https://mymail phila.gov/owa/Tac=Item&t=1PM.Note&id=AMB .RgAAAAAFBztehywOTS5... 9/6/2016




CITY OF PHILADELPHTIA

OFFICE OF HOMELESS SERVICES
1401 JFK Boukeverd

10th e,

Phiadeiphia, PA 19102

August 29, 2016

Thomas Hastington

Presidsot/CEO

Valley Youth House Committes, Inc.
829 Linden Street

Allentown, PA 18102

RE: Notification of Eimination (Voluntary Reallocation) of the Philadeiphia
Transitional Support Profect

Dear Mr, Harrington:

This letter Ts to notify you that on August 29, 2016 the Continuum of Care (CoC) Board of Directors
approved the ded ranking and funding sccoario for the 2016 CoC competition. This incfudes
the rejection of Valley Youth House's Philadelphia Transitional Support Project, & transitional housing
project serving youth ages 18-24. This means that as of November 1, 2017, HUD funding will no longer
be available for this project.

The CoC Is pleased that VYH elosted to voluntarily reallocate its transitional housing project, and that the
proposed Rap4Youth Rapid Re-housing project has been 1 ded for now funding in the 2016
competition.

As required in the HUD Notice of Funding Availabiity for the 2016 Coatinuum of Care competitlon, the
CoC must notify any project that is rejected In the local competition, with an explanation for the decision
to reject the project. Pec HUD (24 CFR 578.35(c)), project applicants that belicvs they were denied the
opportunity to participat in the local CoC pl ing p ina bie manner and wese rejected or
reaflocated by the CoC may appeal the rejection directly to HUD by submitting as 4 Selo Applicant prior
to the application deadlinc of September 14, 2016 by 7:59:59 p.m. eastern time.

This s the link to tho Notice of Funding Availability - the requiremonts about appeals are on pages 46-
49, Yalley Youth House Committes, Jnc. would be eppealing as a “Solo Applicant”

Below Is the Iink to the information about how to appeal tite decision.

Sincerely,

C Ol A~ 6

Elizabet] 6. Hersh ' N\ Date
Co-Chali{ Philadelphia CoC Bog

A Cuttle REAL

Co-Char, Philadelphla CoC Board
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FY16 Notification of Rejection of Funding for CVCA Transitional Housing

Michelle.Butier
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2016 4:24 PM
To: Mark Butier [mbutler@cyca-pa.org); dkiddy@cvea-pa.org

ce: Steve Blackbum (sbiackburn@cvea-pa.orgl; Roberta Cancellier; Lauren Whitleigh; Nicole Drake
Attachments: CVCA Notification of Rejec1.pdf (92 KB) ; CoC Application,pdf (880 KB) ; CoC Evaksation Took.pdf (653 KB)

Good afternoon Mark, on Monday, August 29, 2016 the CoC Board accepted our recommendation to defund
CVCA Transitlonal Housing, which means that at the end of the current grant term, CVCA will ha longer receive
CoC funding for the Transitional Housing program. The notificatlon, as well as the CoC Application and

Evaluaticn Tool Is attached for your revlew and as we shared during our meeting, we encourage CVCA to
continue their efforts on assisting young people because we know that they are a vulnerable populatlon that
requires support. We appreciate every effort that CVCA put forth to align with HUD regulatlons and although
this was a tough decision, we had to be strategic about funding renewals given cost effectiveness and outcames.
If we can be of any assistance to you and your team during the transition time, please do not hesitate to reach
out to us. We wish you the best as you contlnue to serve young adults In Philadelphia,

Mkl Nt MG
Director, Long-Term Iousing Unit
Office of Homeless Senices

1401 JFK Boulevard - 10th Floor
Phitadeiphia, PA 19102

215-686-7834 (desk)

267-3244017 (mabile)

¢

https://mymail.phila.goviowa/?ac=ltem&t=IPM Note&id=AMB.RgAAAAAFBztehywOTS... 9/6/2016

CITY OF PHILADELPHIA

OFFICE OF HOMELESS SERVICES ELIZABETH G. HERSH
1404 JFK, Boulevard DIRECTOR

Phitadelphla, PA 18102

(215) 886.71
Rhersh@phila.gov

August 29, 2016

Diane Kiddy, CEO

Carson Valley Children’s Aid
1419 Bethlehem Pike
Flourtown, PA 19031

RE: Notification of Rejection of Funding for CVCA Transitional Housing
Dear Ms. Kiddy:

We regret to inform you that the renewal project submitted by Carson Valley for $353,356 in the
2016 HUD Continuum of Care competition was not recommended for funding by the CoC Board
of Directors on August 29, 2016, This means that the HUD grant starting July 1, 2017 will not
be awarded,

In the local renewal competition conducted in May 2016 in preparation for the 2016 HUD
Continuum of Care application, CVCA Transitional Housing scored an average of 81.9 out of
105 points. Each project requesting renewal funding is reviewed by S Independent volunteer
reviewcrs. Polnts are given in accordance with HUD and local performance standards, Ata
mandatory mecting for rencwing grantees held on April 26, 2016, the Office of Homeless
Services (OHS) reviewed and distributed the renewal application along with the scoring tool that
is provided to each reviewer, (Please see attached)

This year, the Quality Improvement and Evaluation Committee carefully reviewed the
performance and cost effectiveness of all renewal projects, as well as the history of prajects with
low average scores over the past three years. With an average score of 78,6, CVCA Transitional
Housgﬁ »\;;s) among the 3 lowest scoring projects of any project in the CoC, (Prior years: 2015;
72, 2014:

As discussed ai our face-to-face meeting on August 29, 2016, and as required in the HUD Notice
of Funding Availability for the 2016 Continuum of Cars competition, the CoC must notify any
project that is rejected in the local competition, with an explanation for the decision to reject the
praject. Per HUD (24 CFR 578.35(c)), project applicants that belicve they were denied the
opportunity to participate in the local CoC planning process in a reasonable manner and were




rejected or reatlocated by the CoC may appeal the rejection directly to HUD by submitting as a
Solo Applicant prior to the application deadline of September 14, 2016 by 7:59:59 p.m, castern
time,

This is the link to the Notice of Funding Avallability — the requirements about appeals are on
pages 46-49, Women of Excellence would be appealing as a “Solo Applicant”™

ttps:/A ud info/resources/ds e -2016-CoC-Pro -NOF,

Below is the link to the information about bow to appeal the decision.

Sincerely,

o 1 g@g /4

piti G, Hersh
Co-Chigir, Philadelphia C

A Lol 6

Steve.Cuiberison e
Co-Chair, Philadelphia CoC Board

Attachments

Co: Mark Butler, Steve Blackburn

FY 16 Nofification of Rejection for Funding for VSHI Page 1 of |

FY16 Notification of Rejection for Funding for VSHI

Michelle.Butler

Sert: Tuesday, August 30, 2016 4:39 PM

To: codonnell@impactservices.org

ca sculbertson@lmpactservices.org; Roberta Cancellier; Lauren Whitlelgh; Nicole Drake .
Attachments: Impact Notification of Rej1.pdf (94 KB) ; CoC Appiication.pdf (880 KB) ; CoC Evaluation Tool.pdf (653 KB)

Good afternoon Chris, on Monday, August 29"‘, 2016 the CoC Board accepted our recommendation to defund
Jmpact's VSH! Transitional Houslng, which means that at the end of the current grant term, impact will no longer
recetve CoC funding for the Transltional Housing program. The notification, as well as the CoC Application and
Evaluation Tool Is attached for your review and as we shared during ous meeting, we encourage Impact to
contlnue thelr efforts on assisting homeless Veterans because we know that they are a vulnerable population
that requires support. We appreclate every effort that Impact has put forth to align with HUD regulations and
although this was a tough decisian, we had to be strategic about funding renewals given cost effectiveness and
outcomes. if we can be of any assistance to you and your team during the transition time, pléase da not hesltate
to reach out to us. We wish you the best as you continue to serve hameless Veterans [n Philadelphla.

Director, Long-Term Housing Unis
Office of Homeless Services
1401 JFK Boulevard - 10ik Flaor
Phitadelphla, PA 19102
215-686-7834 (desk)
267-324~4017 (mobile)

e

https:l/mymail.phila.gov/owa/?ac=ltem&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAACmy4m68b%ZbLRSL.. 8/31/2016




CITY OF PHILADELPHIA

%%F HOMELESS SERVICES ELIZABETH G, HERSH
Bouevard DIREGTOR
10t fr, Sute 1030

Philadeiphis, PA 19102

(215) 686-1108

Kz hershd@phile.gav

August 29, 2016

Crsey O'Donnel|
President/CEQ

[rapact Servicss Corporation
1952 E. Allegheny Avenue
Philadclphla, PA 19124

jection af Veterans Shared Housing Initiative (YSHI) Transitional

We rogret to Inform you that the renewal project submitted by Impact Servlees Corporation for $268,304
In the 2016 HUD Continuum of Care competition was not recommended for funding by the CoC Board of
Diroctors on August 29, 2016, This means that the HUD grant starting April 1, 2017 will not be

awarded.

In the locat renewal competition conducted in May 2016 In preparation for the 2016 HUD Continuum of
Caro application, VSHI scored an average of 76.5 out of 105 points. Bach project requesting renewal
funding Is reviewed by 5 independent volunteer reviewers. Points are given in accordance with HUD and
Jocal performance standards, At a mandatory meeting for renewing grantees held on April 26, 2016, the
Offico of Homeless Services (QHS) raviewed and distributed the renewal application along with the
scoring tool that is provided to cach reviewer, (Please scc att hed)

This year, the Quality lmprovement and Evalustion Commlttee carefully revicwed the performance and
history of projects with low averags scores aves the past thres years. With an average score of 74.2,
VSHI’s score was among the lowest average of any project in the CoC. (Prior years: 2015 67,2014: 79)

As required in the HUD Notice of Funding Availabillty for the 2016 Continuum of Care
competition, the CoC must notify aay project that is rejeoted In the local compotition, with an
explanation for the decision to reject the project. Per HUD (24 CFR 578.35(¢)), project
applicants that believe they wero denied the opportunity to participato in the local CoC planning
process in a reasonable manser and were refected or reallocated by the CoC may appeal the
rejection directly to HUD by submitting as a Solo Applicant prior to the application deadline of
September 14, 2016 by 7:59:59 p.m, castem time.

This is the link to the Notieo of Funding Availabllity - the requirements about appeals are on pages 46~
49, Impact would be appealing as a “Solo Applicant” P

OHS appreciates the offorts Impact Services has made over the past several yeans to

performance deficlencies for this transitional housing project thsta;travides ﬁ);nding tiﬁgsp;r?‘ :e(t::::ns in
your VA Grant and Per Diem-funded programs. We are aware that the project performs well from the VA
txeah:\ent swidpoim. However, from a CoC performance standpoint, the project docs not help participants
galn 3 ted to mainstream benefits, and oxit to permanent housing.

The CoC also voted to acospt Impact’s proposal to voluntarily reallocate a portion of this pro
" et
Permanent Supportive Houslng Program serving veterans experioncing chgic homclesmp;s). oroe

Sincerely,

/29
Eli . Hersh Daf (’
Co-Chafr, Phllade}phla C :
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FY16 Notification of Rejection of Funding for Project Restoration

Michelte.Butler
Sentz Tuesday, Augué! 30, 20k16 4:35PM ]
¢ MILDRED.MS KEE [woekee@msn.com,
I.:: mpemeli@aoLcmn[; ermegruderdmd@comaast.net; Roberta Cancelller; Lauren Whitleigh; Nicole Drake

Attachmentst WOE Notification of Refect~1,pdf {104 KB) ; CoC Appiication.pdf (880 KB) ; CoC Evaluation Tool.pdf (653 KB)

Good afternoon Rev. Kee, oh Monday, August 29"‘, 2016 the CoC Board accepted our recommendation to
defund WOE’s Project Restoratlon Program, which means that at the end of the current grant term, WOE will no
longer recelve CoC funding for the Permanent Supportive Housing program. The notification, as well as the CoC
Application and Evaluation Tool is attached for your review and as we shared during our meeting, we encourage
WOE to develop a strateglc pfan, along with Offlce of Homeless Services (OHS), to assist the current clients in
transitioning to stable housing. We wili no longer make referrals to WOE In order to ensure that the current
clients are addressed. We are wilfing to work with members of the Board and staff to discuss the current clients
and work on a timeline prior to the end of the grant to help WOE declde thelr next steps. You have been glven
the informatian for an appeal to HUD, However, In any case, we request that the Board begin to consider thelr
next steps to address the Restrictive Cavenant on the property. We discussed WOE consldering a TH mode!,
which requires private funding to sustain the new model or allawing another housing provider to utilize the
space in order to meet the 20 year requirement of the facility belng used as a houslng facility. Either way, once
we submit this year's CoC application on September 14“'. 2016, we hope to begin discussions on these plans.
Thank you for all that you have done and are willing to do to assist the homeless papulation in Philadelphia.

MLl N s MOE

Director, Long-Term Houstng Unilt
Office of Homelexs Services

1401 JEX Boulevard - 10th Floar
Phitadelphia, PA 19102
215-686-7834 (desk)
267.3244017 (mobile)

b

https://mymail.ph ila.goviowalae=ltem&t=TPM.Note& id=RgAAAACmy4m68b%2bLR51., 8/31/2016

CITY OF PHILADELPHTIA

OFFICE OF HOMELESS SERVICES
gPFce 0 &m&mgégensu
10th fic. Suite 1030
, PA 19102
{215) 686-7108

izhersh@phita.gav

August 29, 2016

Reverend Mildred Kee
Executive Director
Women of Excellence
2848 N, 9™ Street
Phifadelphia, PA 19124

RE: Natification of Rejection of Funding for Project Restoration
Dear Rev. Kee:

We regret to inform you that the renewal project submitted by Women of Excellence for
$345,091 in the 2016 HUD Coatintrum of Care competition was not recommended for funding
by the CoC Board of Directors on August 29, 2016, This means that the HUD grant starting
April 1, 2017 will not be awarded.

In the local renewal competition conducted in May 2016 in preparation for the 2016 HUD
Continuum of Care application, Project Restoration scored 2n average of 75.7 out of 105 points.
Each project requesting renewal funding is reviewed by 5 independent volunteer reviewers.
Points are given in accordance with HUD and local performence standards, At a mandatory
meeting for renewing grantees beld on April 26, 2016, the Office of Homeless Services (OHS)
reviewed and distributed the renewal application along with the scoring too! that is provided to
each reviewer. (Please see attached)

This year, the Quality Improvement and Evaluation Committes carefully reviewed the
performance and cost effectiveness of all renewal projects, as well as the histary of projects with
low average scores over the past three years, With an average score of 70,6, Project Restoration
hed the lowest average of any project in the CoC, (Prior years: 2015: 55, 2014: 81}

On August 24, 2016, In a face-to-face meeting with you and members of your Board of
Directors, OHS notified Women of Excellence of our intent not to recommend this project for




funding. As required in the HUD Notice of Funding Availability for the 2016 Continuum of Care
competition, the CoC must notify any project that is rejected in the local competition, with an
explanation for the decision to refect the project. Per HUD (24 CFR 578.35(c)), project
applicants that believe they were denied the oppartunity to participate in the local CoC planning
process {o ?masonablemamer and were refected or reallocated by the CoC may appeal the
rejection directly to HUD by submitting as a Solo Applicant prior to the application deadline of
September 14, 2016 by 7:59:59 p.m. eastern time.

This is the link to the Notice of Funding Avallability ~ the requirements about appeals are on
pages 46-49, Women of Excellence would be appealing as a “Solo Applicant”

hitps://www.hudexchange.i documen -2016-CoC- -

Below is the link to the information about how to appesl the decision.

hitps://www.hudexchange info/tesource/4065/project-application-appeal-process-instructional -
guide/

As you know, HUD funding was originally awarded in 2004, and included funds for
rehabilitation of the property, There s a recorded Declaration of Restrictive Covenant on the
property requiring it to be maintained and operated as supportive housing for twenty years from
inltial occupancy. Please know the City is available to work with you and your Board members
to review and identify options golug forward.

Dal; 9'?7 /é

¥i3de
Stewe Culbertson Dat
Co-Cheair, Philadclphia CoC Board

Attachments

Ce: Carla McGruder, Richard Pernell

Roberta Cancellier

From: Roberta Cancellier

Sent: Wednesday, August 24, 2016 7.08 PM

To: ‘woekee@msn.com'; ‘ficpemeli@aol.com’; ‘cmegruderdmd@comcast.net’

Ce: Michelle.Butler; Basll Chukwunenye; James Malloy; Beverly Kelly; Lauren Whitlelgh
Subject; Information about Appealing CoC Declsion

Rev Kee, Ms. McGruder, Mr, Pernell — As we discussed today, Project Restoration is not being recommended for
renewal funding in the 2016 HUD Continuum of Care competition. The CoC Board meets Monday August 25 to apprave
the CoC funding strategy for this year’s grant application, By August 30, 20316 we will give you formal notice of the
Board’s decision.

This is the fink to the Notice of Funding Availability —the requirements abaut appeals are on pages 46-45. Women of
€xcellence would be appealing as a “Solo Applicant”
https://www.hudexchange.Info/resources/documents/FY-2016-CoC-Program-NOFA pdf

Below is the link to the Information about how to appeal the decision.

https://www.hudexchange info/resource/4065/project-application-appeal-pracess-instructional-guide/

Roberta Cancellier, Deputy Director
Office of Homeless Services

City of Philadelphia

215-686-7105

Oftee ol
Memeieii Services
————

-
And Mk siness




CITY OF PHILADEILPHTIA

QFFICE OF HOMELESS SERVICES
1401 JFK Boulevard

10th Fir,

Philadelphta, PA 19102

August 23, 2016

Ms. Mary Steed

Founder and CEO

Houss of Roses in Bloom, In¢.
3816 N.18% Street
Philadelphia, PA 19140

a

RE: 2016 Continnum of Care New Project Corapetition
House of Roses in Bloom Transltional Housing

Dear Ms. Steed:
Thank you for submitting your proposal in response to the Request for Proposals for Permanent

Supportive Housing projects for Indlviduals and Families Experiencing Chronic Homel in the
2016 Continuum of Care competition,

We are unable to Include your proposal for further review in the competition, as the proposal doesn't meet
the threshold requirements as identified on page 15 of the Request for Proposals, which state that the
applicant must be eligible to respond to the RFP on the basis of demonstrated financial and g
capacity and experience to carry out the project; and that the activities proposed and clients proposed to

be served must be eligible under the RFP.

Regarding experience: on page 4 of the RFP, proposers must have five years organizational experience
providing services to homeless individuals or families with disabilities, and at least three years experience

fully providing housing and case gement services to the target population. While the
individuals involved in the project have a breadth of experience in the human service and health care
fields, It's not clear how long the organization has been in existence, nor its track record of operating
housing and services.

Regarding eligible beneficlarics and activities: page 5 of the RFP describes that people to be served in the
program must be chronically hameless with a disabllity; and that the housing must be permanent
supportive housing. The proposal submitted by House of Roses in Bloom describes the project as
“transitional” housing, as lasting “up to 24 months as needed per participant” and doesn’t identify
disabilities of people to be scrved. Unfortunately, HUD Continuum of Care funding in this competition
cannot be used for transitional housing, but rather only for permanent supportive housing for people
meeting the HUD definition of chronically homeless.

This i§ thg first time we have received a proposal from your agency to provide housing to people
experiencing homelessness, and we acknowledge this is a difficult and competitive process. Following

Page 2: 2016 Coutinuem of Care New Project Competition
House of Roses [n Bloom Transitlonal Housin

the competition closing in mid September, we are available to schedule a {ace to face meeting to review
strengths and weaknesses in your proposal,

If you wish to schedule a face to face debriefing, please contact Cecllia Jones at (215) 686-7165 of my
office to find a mutually agreeable date and time.

We thank you so much for participating In this year’s process.

Sincerely,

Roberta Cancellier
Deputy Director

Co:  Liz Hersh, Michells Butler, Lauren Whitleigh

Attachment




CoC New Project Requests Page 1 of 1

CoC New Project Requests

Roberta Cancelller

Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2016 5:18 PM

To:  phil.lord@ourtum.net; nicole.whie@ourturm.ret

Cer Michelte.Butler; Nicole Drake; Lauren Whitleigh; Bruce K, Johnson

Phil and Nicole - this is to notify you that the two PCRC projects - TURN Permanent Supportive Housing and
TURN Rapid Rehousing, submitted in response to the 2016 Continuum of Care New Projects Request for
Proposals, were not selected for funding In the 2616 CoC competition.

This year we recelved 19 proposals In response to the RFPs, requesting over $13M In funding, With $3.5M
avallable for new projects, we couldn't fund ali new requests,

Followlng the competition's close on September 14, we are willing to schedule a debriefing phone call at your
request to share with you the strengths and weaknesses Identified by reviewers of the proposals.

We were so pleased to see so many new project requests, and we're grateful for your parinershlp and work to
address homelessness in Philedelphla,

Roberta Cancellier, Deputy Director

Office of Homeless Services
Clty of Philadelphla

https://mymail, phila.gov/owa/?ac=Itcn&t=IPM Note&id=RgAAAACmMy4m68b%2bLR5L.,  8/31/2016
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CoC New Project Requests

Roberta Cancellier

Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2016 5:21 PM

To:  jnottingham@frpinc.org

Cet Michelte.8utler; Nicole Drake; Lavren Whitleigh; Bruce K. Johnson

Jena - this Is to notify you that the Friends Rehabliftation Program's proposed project- CoC Rapid Rehousing
Project for Individuals and Familtes - submitted In response to the 2016 Continuurm of Care New Projects Request
for Proposals, was not selected for funding in the 2016 CoC competition.

This year we recetved 19 proposals In response to the RFPs, requesting over $13M In funding. With $3.5M
avallable for new profects, we couldn't fund all new requests,

Follawing the competition's close on September 14, we are willing to schedule a debriefing phone call at your
request to share with you the strengths and weaknesses Identified by reviewers of the proposals,

We were so pleased to see so many new project requests, and we're grateful for your leadership In the Rapld
Rehousing model and your partnership to address homelessness In Philadelphla,

Roberta Cancelller, Deputy Director

Offlce of Homeless Services
City of Philadelphla

bttps://mymail.phila gov/owa/?ac=Item&t=IPM.Note & id=Rg AAA A Cmy4m68b%2bL R 51... 8/3172016
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CoC New Project Requests

Roberta Cancelller

Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2016 5:30 PM

Tot  scub pactservices.org; cok pactservices.org
Ce Mihelle.Buder; Nicole Droke; Lavren Whitlelgh; Bruce K. Johnson

Steve and Casey - this Is to notify you that Impact Services Corporation's proposed projects- Kensington Counts
Rapld Rehousing and Kenslngton Counts PSH, submitted in response to the 2016 Continuum of Care New Projects
Requiest for Proposals, were not selected for funding in the 2016 CoC competition.

This year we received 19 proposals In response to the RFPs, requesting over $13M in funding. With $3.5M
avallable for ew projects, we couldn't fund all new requests,

Following the competition's dlose on September 14, we are willing to schedule a debriefing phone call at your
request to share with you the strengths and weaknesses identified by reviewers of the proposals,

We were so pleased to see so many new project requests, and we're grateful for your leadership an
homel among vet and In strategles to address and reduce homelessness In Kensington.

Roberta Cancellier, Deputy Director
Office of Homeless Setvices
City of Phliadelphia

ht‘tps:/lmymail.philmgov/owa/?asltcm&t~=IPM.Notc&id=RgAAAACmy4m68b%ZbLRSi... 8/31/2016
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CoC New Project - ECS PSH/FAST

Roberta Cancelller

Sent: Tuesday, Au?:&st 30,2016 5:24 PM o i

To:  Mary Alice DUSf [maryallced@ecs1870.0rg); David Griffith [griffithd@ecs 1870.0rg); Molly McAndrew [mollym @ecs1870.0al;
Shirtey Warner [shireyw@ecs1870.0m9] {moltym@ecs1570.orgl:

Co MichelleButier; Bruce K. Johnson; Lauren Whitleigh; Nicole Drake

E£CS colleagues - this |s to notify you that Episcopal Community Service's proposed project- ECS PSH/FAST -
submitted In response to the 2016 Continuum of Care New Projects Request for Proposals, was not selected for
funding in the 2016 CoC competition.

This year we recelved 19 propasals In response to the RFPs, requesting over $13M In funding, With $3.5M
avallable for new profects, we coukin't fund ali new requests.

Following the competition's close on September 14, we are willing to schedule a debriefing phone call at your
request to share with you the strengths and weaknesses identified by reviewers of the proposal,

We were $o pleased to see sa many new project requests, and we're grateful for your Innovation and your
partnership to address homelessness In Philadelphla.

Roberta Cancelller, Deputy Director

Office of Homeless Services
City of Philadelphla

https://mymail.phila. goviown/2ae=ltem&t=IPM.N otedid~RpAAAACMy4m68b%2bLRS1...  8/31/2016
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CoC New Project Requestsv

Roberta Cancellier

Sents Tuesday, August 30, 2016 5:26 PM

To: amontier@gaudenzia.org

Co Michelie,Butler; Nicole Drake; Lauren Whitielgh; Bruce K. Johinson

Tonl - this {s to notify you that Gaudenzia's proposed profect- Gaudenzla Rapld Rehouslng - submitted In
response to the 2016 Continuum of Care New Projects Request for Praposals, was not selected for fundling In
the 2016 CoC competition,

This year we received 19 proposals In response to the RFPs, requesting over $13M in funding. With $3.5M
avallable for new projects, we couldn't fund all new requests,

Following the competition's close on Septerber 14, we are willing to schedule a debriefing phone call at your
request to share with you the strengths and weaknesses ldentified by reviewers of the proposals.

We were so pleased to see 5o many hew proect requests, and we're grateful for your partnership to address

iy ' in Phifad .rn_n

Roberta Cancellier, Deputy Director
Office of Homeless Services
City of Phifadelphia

Roberta Cancellfer, Deputy Director
Offlce of Homeless Services

City of Phifadelphia

215-686-7105

o e ieiad
Ollies of
Hemelan Serviees
ibtnbiiossi-s Aobay

o riv oy
L b aiad

bitps://mymail.phila.goviowa/Tac=em8=IPM Note&id=RgAAAACroy4m68b%2bLR 5L, 8/31/2016

3

CoC New Project Requests Page 1 of |

CoC New Project Requests

Roberta Cancellier
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2016 5:32 PM
To: ko A . L "

H pec-cares,org; kd: pec-cares,ong
Cci Michelle.Butler; Nicole Drake; Lauren Whitleigh; Bruce K. Johnson

Kathy and Kelly - this Is to notify you that People’s Emergency Center’s propased projects- 644 Apartments and
Your RaRe Home, submitted in response to the 2016 Continuum of Care New Projects Request for Proposals,
were not selected for funding in the 2016 CoC competition,

This year we recelved 19 proposals in response to the RFPs, requesting over $13M In funding, With $3.5M
avallable for new projects, we couldn't fund all new requests.

Following the competition's close on September 14, we are wiillng to schedule a debriefing phone call at your
request to share with you the strengths and weaknesses identified by reviewers of the proposals.

We were 50 pleased to see so many new project requests, and we're grateful for your partnership as we work
together to improve systems and programs to serve young people and families experiencing homelessness In
Phlladelphia.

Raberta Cancellier, Deputy Director

Office of Homeless Services
City of Phlladelphia

hitps://mymail.phila.goviowa/?ae=Item&i=IPM .Note& id=Rg AAAACmy4m68b%2bLR5i... 8/31/2016
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CaC New Project Request

Roberta Cancellier

Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2016 5:42 PM

To:  smatlocktumer@uac.org

Ce  Michelle.8utier; Nicole Drake; Lauren Whitielgh; Bruce K. Johnson

Sharmaln - this Is o notify you that UAC/ODAAT's proposed project- ODAAT Rapid Rehousing Project- submitted
in response to the 2016 Continuum of Care New Projects Request for Proposals, was not selected for funding in
the 2016 CoC competition.

This year we received 19 proposals In response to the RFPs, requesting over $13M In funding. With $3.5M
avallable for new projects, we couldn't fund all new requests.

Foliowlng the competition's close on September 14, we are wiliing to schedule a debriefing phone call at your
request to shara with you the strengths and weaknesses identified by reviewers of the proposals,

We were so pleased to see so many new project requests, Including yours, and appreciate your partnership to
address homelessness In Phliadelphla,

Roberta Cancelller, Deputy Director

Office of Homeless Services
City of Philadelphla

https/imyrmell. phila goviowa/ac=ltem&t=IPM Note&id-RgAAAACmy 4mfSb%IELRSL.. - 8/31/2016




Philadelphia Continuum of Care (PA-500)
2016 CoC Program Review, Rating and Ranking Procedure

Project Rating and Revicw Process:

Renewal Projects

In order to be considered for inclusion in Phifadelphia’s Continuum of Care Consolidated Application,
Jocal organizations must submit the local 2016 Continuum of Care Program Renewals Application
Proposal, which includes submitting performance data from their most recently submitted APR.
Organizations are given 6 weeks to complete and submit the CoC Renewals Application to the City of
Philadelphia Office of Homeless Services, The Office of Homeless Services provides organizations the
evaluation tool to be used to score their proposals and hosts a technical assistance briefing for
organizations. Proposals received are first reviewed by City of Philadelphia Office of Homeless Services
staff to establish whether they pass threshold requirements. All 2016 CoC Program Renewals Proposals
that pass threshold requirements are reviewed by the CoC Program Renewals Review Panel, a volunteer
parnict convened to review and score project proposals. Members of the ‘Review Panel are responsible for
independently reviewing and scoring proposals using the 2016 CoC Program Renewszl Project Proposal
Review Instrument, found in Appendix A. Members of the Review Panel are trained on using the review
instrument to score renewal project proposals.

Proposal Bvaluation and Scoring

All renewal project applications, cxcept for first time renewals, are independently reviewed and scored
by 5 individuals using the local review instrument, developed by members of the CoC Quality
Jmprovement and Evaluation Subcommittee. The review instrument includes the scoring criteria
described in {he table below and is found in Appendix A. The performance data vsed {o review renewal
project proposals is from the project’s most recently submitted APR. Once all reviewer scores are
submitted to the Office of Homeless Services, renewal project proposals scores are analyzed to identify
any proposals with a significantly wide range in scores. The Review Panel is brought together for a
session to discuss and potentially adjust outlier scores for said proposals. Once reviewer scores are
finalized, the reviewer scores are averaged, which forms the basis for the preliminary ranking of projects
within the local pricrities.

Philadelphia Continuum of Care (PA~500)
2016 CoC Program Review, Rating and Ranking Procedure

Change in Other Cash Income: Local standard: 35% of adults increase or gain other 5
income

Non-Cash Benefits: Local standard: 82% of participants connected to 1+ mainstream 10
benefit

Housing Stability: Local Standard for PSH: 93% retain or exit to permanent, RRH:80% 10
Jeavers exit to PH, TH:80% of lcavers exit to PH, SH:55% of leavers exit to PH

Overall responsiveness, strength, and completeness of application 15
Total 105

Criteria Max Points
Projcet Deseription and Participant Information 10
Case Study 10
Housing First Approach and Prioritizing Households Most In Need : 10
Data Quality: Standard is less than 10% “Don’t Know/Refused” and “Missing” valucs 10
Unit Utilization Rates: Local standard is 90% or above for the 4 points in time 10
Residence Prior to Entry: Participaats entering from appropriate locations; majority from 10
literally homeless situations

Change in Barned Income: Local standard: 10% of adults increase or gain earned income 5

In addition to the evaluation {ool, proposals lose 1 point if at lcast two members from the applicant’s
organization did not pasticipate in the January 2016 unsheltered PIT count, Ten points are removed from
proposals received afler the submission deadline.

New Projects
In order to be considered for inclusion in Philadelphia’s Continuum of Care Consolidated Application,

local organizations must respond to the City of Philadelphia RFP for new CoC projects. Proposals
received are first reviewed by City of Philadelphia Office of Homeless Services staff to establish
whether they pass threshold requirements. All proposals that pass threshold requirements are then
independently reviewed and scored by 3 individuals using the local evaluation tool created by the City
of Philadelphia Office of Homeless Services, found in Appendix B. Individual reviewer scores are
averaged, which forms the basis for preliminary ranking within the local priorities.

Conflicts of Interest

Every effort {s made to avoid conflict, or the appearance thereof, when assigning proposals to reviewers,
Before revicwers score proposals, they are asked to detcrmine whether a conflict of interest exists with
any application that has been assigned to them. if a conflict or the appearance of a conflict exists, the
proposal will be assigned to another reviewer and a replacement proposal will be provided. Renewal
project proposals are anonymized so {hiat reviewers are unaware of the name of the organization and the
project whose proposal they are reviewing. )

A conflict of interest can be defined as; an actual or perceived interest by a review committee member in
an action which tesults or appears to result in personal, organizational, or professiopal gain. This may
involve a dircet or indircet financial or other intercst in a decision of the planning body. Examples of
possible conflicts of interest include cases where a reviewer:

» Is employed or has a formal association with an agency that has submitied an application;

e Has recently served as a consultant for an applicant agency;

» Is pamed as a potential consuitant or subcontractor in the application; or

« Has extensive knowledge about the application or proposed project and is unable to objectively

review the application.

————




Philadelphia Continuum of Care {PA-500)
2016 CoC Program Review, Rating and Ranking Procedure

Confidentlality

Adherence to confidentiality is critical to the integrity of the revicw process and the protection of
reviewers evaluating proposals. All revicwers must agree to abide by the following confidentality
requirements before, during, and afer the review process;

¢ All information related to the proposals should be kept in strict confidence;

* Impressions or judgments concerning the proposals are not to be discussed or shared with anyone
prior to, during, or after the review panel’s deliberations (exceptions: discussions with other
review panel members dwing panel deliberations and staff discussions during CoC Advisory
Committee and CoC Board meetings); :

¢ The proposals, as well as the ideas, concepts, methods, or techniques {ncluded in the proposals
are to be considered proprictary, and ail rights thereby implicd are to be respected;

¢ Proposals, in part or whole, are not to be photocopied; and

.= Questions about any specific proposals are not (0 be directed to the applicant organization, or to
a consultant who assisted in the preparation of the application.

Reviewers must adhere to the following requirements during and after the Review Panel meeting:

* Statements and notes of the reviewers should not be shared with anyone outside the review
panel;

= Discussions concemning any specific application are to be confined to the review panel meeting
room;

* Proceedings of the review panel are to be kept in strict confidence; and

» Proposals and review materials are to be left with the Office of Homeless Services (Collaborative
Applicant) staff at the conclusion of the reyiew session.

Philadelphia Ranking Order

Projects are grouped according to program type (PH, SH, and TH) and arc ranked according o the
average score received during the renewal proposal review process, The Philadelphia CoC has a long-
standing commitment to rank permanent housing renewal projects higher than safe haven and
transitional housing renewal projects, with the exception of low-scoring permanent bousing projects.
Because the primary basis for reviewing and scoring renewal proposals is performance data from the
Annual Performance Reports (APRs), first time renewal projects not operating long enough to have 3
year of performance data are not reviewed by the Renewals Review Committee, These projects are
ranked below the reviewed renewal PH projects, but above safe haven renewal projects. To emphasize
the importance of project performanee, new projects created through reallocation are ranked above the
lowest scoring renewsl projects,

The Philadelphia CoC project applications included in the 2016 consolidated application are ranked as
follows:

1. Renewal HMIS projeet

2. Renewal permanent housing (PSH and RRH) projects that scored 82 and above

3. First Time Renewal PH projects not operating long enough to have a year of performance data

Philadelphia Continuum of Care (PA-500)
2016 CoC Program Review, Rating and Ranking Procedure

4. New permanent supportive housing (PSH) project voluntarily reallocating from a TH project

5. Renewal safe haven (SH) projects

6. Renewal transitional housing (TH) projects that scored 82 and above

7. New permanent supportive housing (PSH) project for Chronic — created through reallocation

8. New permaneni supportive housing (PSH) project for Chronic and HIV/AIDS — created through

reallocation

9. New rapid re-housing (RRH) project for families fleeing domestic violence - created through
reallocation (This project straddles Tier 1 and Tier 2)

10. New HMIS project for Coordinated Entry — created through reallocation

11. Lowest scoring renewal permanent housing (PH) projects scorin g 81 and below

12. Lowest scoring transition housing (TH) projcets scoring 81 and below

13. New rapid re-housing (RRH) project for youth and families - created through Bonus funds

14. New repid re-housing (RRH) project for singles - created through Bonus funds

15. New rapid re-housing (RRH) project for youth - created through Bonus funds

Selection and Ranking Approval Process

On Thursday, August 18, 2016, the City of Philadelphia Officc of Homeless Services presented the
proposed ranking strategy 1o the Philadelphia CoC Advisory Committee for their input. On Monday,
August 29, 2016, the Office of Homeless Services presented the proposed project selection and ranking
order to the CoC Board, along with the input of the CoC Advisory Committee, The CoC Board
approved the proposed project selection and ranking order for the FY 2016 CoC Consolidated
Application on Monday, August 29, 2016.




APPENDIX A
Philade!phia Continuum ol Care (PA-500)
2016 CoC Program Renewal Project Proposal Review lastrument

Al FY 2016 renewal project applications with at least one year of performance data were de-
identified/ anonymized and scored by 5 tndividual reviewers using the following evaluation tool

ok A 3
ot L s

o AN
Clear and comprehensive project description that describes the target
population(s) to be served, the plan for addressing the identified
needsfissues of the CoC target population(s), projected outcome(s),

. . . s e . -10
supportive services provided and coordination with other 8

D Pm‘! e;t source{s)/partner(s). The project participant chart is fully consistent with
€serpHon | 4o description. Ifnot, a sound explanation was provided.
and T ) + — — - 10
.. Project description provides a limited description of the population served
Participant . N s N . . .
" | and services provided. The project participant chart is somewhat consistent 5-7

Information | .. . e

with the description.

Project description is lacking in content and does not present a clear

picture of the project for reviewer. The project participant chart js not 0-4
consistent with the description.

¥ it

; DS ORI L IS Mo S e W Ll
One case study of client challenges was provided. The individual described
is representative of the target populatian. The case clearly and completely

illustrates efforts made by the housing and service providers to address the 8-10
client’s identified issues/needs. The outcome is clear.

Case Study | Case study briefly highlights cfforts made by both the housing and service 10
providers to address the client’s identified issues/needs and client’s 57
outcomes are clear,

Case study is lacking in conlent and does not present a clear picture of 04

client challenges and staff interventions.

Housing Project follows 2 “Housing First" approach (met ALL three conditions) 5
First . A ”
Approach Project docs not follow a “Housing First” approach, but met 2 conditions 3
(PSH, RRH, | Project does not follow a *Housing First” approach (met 1 or none of the 0
and TH | conditions) 5
only}. Bonus points: A sound explanation Jor why the project does not follow
Award SH | “Housing First" Approach was provided.
projects full | Examples of sound explanations include: 1-3
5 points - Other funding sources require project ta follow certain processes OF
crileia

APPENDIX A

Philadephia Continuum of Care (PA-500)
2016 CoC Program Rencwal Project Proposal Review [nstrument

Prioritizing
Houschalds
Most in Need

Data Quality
HUD/Local
Standard:
Less than
10% “Den’t
Know/Refuse
d” and less

than 10%
“Missing
Values™ for
each dala
clement,

Unit
Utilization
Rates

i i it L e i
Local standard: 90% ur above for the 4 points in time

= Project is a recovery program and commits to maintaibing a sober
living environment for participanis

TR

51% or more of projeét pammp s are HUD's priority populations:
chronjcally homeless individuals or families, veterans, youth (ages 24 and
below), andfor victims of domestic violence

50% or less of project participants are HUD's priority populations:
chronically homeless individuals or familics, veterans, youth {ages 24 and
below), and/or victims of domestic violence

/.

Sl s N f C o 3 %
“There ure a total of 22 data clements. For cach data clement to be

Know/Refused” or “Missing’™ values.

o

Yoint Valune for 0 N

each Point-in-Time 2 25

90% and
above

Utilization Rate | gyoo9506 | 75-79% | 80-89%

Add up the scores for each Point in Time to calculate the overall score;

January __ -+Apdl ___+July +October = Overall Scare:

considered meeting 1{UD’s standard, BOTH “Don’t Know/Refused”™ and
“Missing Values™ must cach be less than 10%.

Points ol112[3 4 s]se6]7[8]19 |10

# of data

clements with 0-10
less than 10%

“Don’t Know/ 1-]3-5- {1-] 13- | 17- | 20~
AN 1913 46 | 781910 12 | u |19 |21 | P

less than 10%

“Missing”

values

Bonus points: A sound explanation and plan to cure the missing data was

supplicd if there arc data efements with more than {0% of “Don’t 3

0-10

Bonus points: A sound explanation of any extenuating circumstances of
challenges faced in achieving higher utilization rates, and plan to address
them was provided.

1-3

10

19
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2016 CoC Program Rencwal Project Proposal Review Instrument

Residence
Prior to
Program
Entry -

Permanent
Housing

Residence
Prior to
Program
Entry —~
Tranpsitional

Housing

Residence
Prior to
Entry --

- Rapid Re-
Housing

Local / HUD Standard: BOTH of the following conditions must be met:
*  100% of participants MUST cnter from either literally homeless situations (20a) or
institutional settings (20b); AND
* 51% or more of participants MUST enter from literally homeless situations (20a).

Project met local standard (met both conditions) 10
Project met the following condition ONLY: 51% or more of participants 5
pater from litcrally homeless situations (20a). 10
Project met no conditions of the local standard 0

i o

Bonus points: A sound explanation of any extcnuating circumstan'ce.s or
Ehallenges in achieving required rates of applicants coming from litcrally 1-3
homeless situations, and plan to address them was provided,

V.ocal Standard:

¢ 51% or more of participants MUST enter from literally homeless situations (20a).

* THProjects serving youth under 25 or domestic violence survivors may have .
participants cnter from other Jocations {20c), such as their own rental housing, family or

friends.
51% or more of participants enter from literally homeless situations (20a). 10
50% or less of participants eater from literally homeless situations (20a); Y 10

Banus points: A sound explanation of any extenuating circumstances or
challenges in achieving required rates of applicants coming from literally i-3
homeless situations, and plan to address them was provided.

Local / HUD Standard: BOTH of the following conditions must be met:
¢ 100% of participants MUST enter from either litcrally homeless sitvations (20a) or
institutional settings (20b); AND v
* S51% or more of participants MUST enter from literally bomeless situations (20a).

Project met local standard {met both conditions) 10
Project met the following condition ONLY: 51% or more of participants 5
enter from literally homeless situations (20a). 10
Project met no conditions of the local standard 0

Bonus points: A sound explanation of any extenuating circumstances or
challenges in achisving required rates of applicants coming from literally 1-3
homeless situations, and plan to address them was provided.

APPENDIX A

, Philadelphia Continuum of Care ( PA-500)
)l

_ 2016 CoC Pro Rencwal Project Praposal

it
.4 i

T
b

acaI/HUD

human habitation (20a), or an Institutional Setting (20b).

100% of participants enter from an emergency shelter, a safc haven, a place not meant for

100% of participants enter from an emergency shelter, a safe haven, a
Residence
Priorto (20b).

Setting {20b).

place not meant for human habitation {20a), or an Institutional Setting 10
Entry—Safe | Less than 100% of participants enter from an emergency shelter, a safe
Haven haven, a place not meant for human habitation (20a), or an [nstitutional 0 10

Bonus points: A sound explanation of any extenuating circumstances or
challenges in achieving required rates of applicants coming from literally
homeless situations, and plan to address them was provided,

Local Standard: 10% or more of all ad eavers and Stayers) will

have more eamed income than at entry,

project’s target population and potential challenges the population would
have when seeking employment.

—

T RPN AL S WY, i PROSESCRSTTARPLING
Local Standard: 35% or more of all Adults (Leavers + Stayers) will have
more income than at entry from sources other than employment.

[ Points BN ERNEEERE

FPoints 0 1 2 3| 4 5
. 3 . : 0-5
Spangein || more comeninsome | % 0%
Earned/ than at program ad | 6% [ 7% | 8% | 9% | and
Employment atprogra below above 5
Tncome enfry .
Bonus Points: A sound explanation of any extenuating circumstances or
challenges faced in achieving higher rates of adults improving their
jncome, and plan to address them was supplied, Please consider the 1-3

project’s target population and potential challenges the population would
have when sceking employment,

0-5
», n- . 0, 0,
Change in ifcg;id;lssm‘ll:i,r?;n Zaij 2‘1‘ Zi- 29 | 32- 32:1?
Other other than employment | below 25% | 28% | 31% | 34% above 5
Income Bonus Points: A sound explanation of any extenuating circumstances or
challenges faced in achicving higher rates of adults improving their
income, and plan to address them was supplied. Please consider the 1-3




APPENDIX A

Non-Cash
Benefit
Sources

Housing
Stability —
Permasent
Supportive

Housing

= i i i s i
HUD/ Local Standard: 80% or more of Ieavers will exit to a permanent

Philadelphia Continuum of Care {PA-500)
2016 CoC Program Renewal Project Proposal Review [nstrument

el i K8 THEE T RN A O e 1 X3!
Local Standard: SZ% or more of Leavers and Stayers (adults + children)

will be connected to at [east one mainstream benefit,

better appropriatencss, and plan to address them was provided.

Local Standard: 93% or more of all participants (ers and Stayers)
remain in (he program at the end of the operating year or exit to a different

Points 0 1123141516} 7 8 9 10
% of 0-10
PPN ¢ o) o,
pacticipants | €% 40|71 |72 73 | 74| 75 | 76- | 78- | s0- | 82
9, 9, o, 9, o, L 18,
one non~cash | below B %% | % | %) %) TT% TO% ) 81% above
benefit
Bonus points: A sound explanation of any extenuating circumstances or
challenges faced in achieving higher rates of connection to benefits or 1-3

exiting to a different permanent housing destination, and plan to address
them was provided.,

housing destination. If no leavers, score “0”,

permanent housing destination.

Points 0 1213714156 | 718159 10

Yo 6% | 70 | 7477 (78 179 | 80 | 83 1 86 | 89 | 93% 0-10
pacticipants | and | - | -1 % (% 1% | - |« [~ ]| -] and
remaining | below | 73 | 76 82 | 85 [ 8B | 92 | abave

in program % | % % | % | % | %

or exifing {o

permanent

bousing

Bonus points: A sound explanation of any extenuating circumstances or

challenges faced in achieving higher rates of participants remaining or 13

huusmg dcstmallon dnd plan to addmss lht.m was supplied

Points 0 1,234 516 7t 8 9 10

%, of leavers | 64% | 65 66| 67 | 68- | 70- | 72- | 74| 76| 78-| 80% | [ 0-10
who exit ta and (% { %1% | 69170 |73 [75|77( 79| and
permanent | below Y%t % | % % | %] % |above

housing

Banus points: A sound cxplanation of any extenuating circumstances or

challenges faced in achicving higher rates of leavers exiting to a permanent 1-3

10

10

10

APPENDIX A

Philadelphia Continoum of Care (PA-500})
2016 CoC Program Renewal Project Propasal Review Instrument

HUD/ Local Standard: 80% or more of leavers will exit to a permanent
housing destination.

Housings
Stability ~
Safe Haven

Overal]
responsiven
ess to REP
/Explanatio

ns and

plans to
address
deficiencies

Local Slandard 55% or more of leavers w111 exitto pcrmanent housmg

permanent housing destination, and plan to address them was supplied.

If no leavers, score “0”,

Housi Points 0 112 i3] 4 5 6 [ 718 9 10 0-10
Stabilityb— % of leavers | 64% | 65| 66 | 67 | 68-1 70 [ 72- | 74~ | 76-{ 78- | 80%
Rapid Re- exiting to and | % | % | % |69 |71 |73 |75177] 79| and
= per t | below % | % | % | % | % | % |above
Housing housing -
Bonus points: A sound explanation of any extenuating circumstances or
challenges faced in achieving higher rates of participants exiting to a -3

Points [ 1[2{314 |54 7 s 9 10
oot 0-10
leavers 41% 47- | 49- | 51- | 33| 55%
extingto | and |32 1%l wlag | 50| 52154 and
permanent | below { | T T 7 °l % | % | % | % |above
housinp

Bonus points; A sound explanation of any extenuating circumstances or

challenges faced in achieving higher rates of participants exiting to a 13

permanent housing destination, and plan to address them was supplied.

2 gt L AT Y e s Yt i
All sections of proposal (budget, tables and narratives) are clear and
complete — program structure is easy to understand, population served is
explicit. Data is complete and if there are narrative explanations, they are

. . 11-15
clear and convincing, If participants exited the program, most destinations
arc positive. Those who remained appeared to be on track for positive
outcomes (same/increased income, connected to mainstream benefits).
Fairly clear proposal. Complete with some details. 6-10
Proposal unclear, sections or responses missing, hard to understand 0-5

program or population to be served

TOTAL SCORL

10

10




APPENDIX B

2016 CoC Program New Rapid Re-Housing Project Proposal Review [nstrument

NEW RRI PROJECT PROPOSAL REVIEY INSTRUMENT

Score, Rank, and Overali Evaluation / Comments:

This review tool is divided into 5 sections, cach with its own point value, Please enter your
score for each section on (he lines below. Each section contains a series of questions to
consider when scoring. Please read through all questions and assign a total score for that
scetion based on your answers to the questions, Space is provided for notes, if needed.

1.
2
3.

.

1lousing component: appropriateness and effectiveness (25 points maximum)
Services component: appropriateness and eflcctiveness {20 points maximum)
Experience of the applicant agency and other involved agencics (25 points
maximum}

Budget, financial resources, and leveraging (20 points maximum)

5. Responsiveness to RFP and Local Needs (10 points maximum)

Total (100 poinis maximum)

APPENDIX B

2016 CaC Program New Rapid Re-Housing Project Proposal Review Instrurnent

assistance, who/what agency is provi ding the services, who/if anyone is coordinating

services received from multiple entities)

c. How effective will the proposed services program be to serve the required papulation,

_(homeless individuals and/or families, including youth)?

d. How effectively will the program, as described, assist participants in “increasing their

Incomes and maximizing their ability to live independently*?

e. Does the applicant provide sufficient detail on the proposed supportive services
partnerships and proposed coordination among the participating eatities?

[ COMMENTS:

]

OVERALL COMMENTS:

1. Housing Component

[Maximum Score: 25 points

A

b.

I3

Reviewer Score:

Does the applicant clcarly and completely respond to all-applicable content arcas;

How well does the applicant demonstrate an understanding of the housing ncoc!s of
the tarpet population, the neighborhoods and markets in which the project(s) will be
located?

tHow strong and reasonable are the methods used for determining type, amount, and

duration of assistance (RRH uses the Sufficiency Assessment fo create Sell
Sufficiency Plans and financial assistance not to exceed $3,000 per household)?

. How appropriate is the proposed method of providing housing through the program

for meeting participants’ housing needs?

- How well will the proposed program meet participants® “community amenity” needs

~housing in proximity to shopping, schools, public transportation, health care,
recreation, social services, ete,?

COMMENTS:

2. Services Component

[Maximum Score: 20 poinis

a

b.

Reviewer Score: 1
Llow well does the applicant demonstrate an understandin g of the service needs of the
target population when they enter the program, and us they change over time?

How well will the proposed services meet the needs of participants (consider types of
services, how ofen/long they will be provided, location of services, transportation

3. Experience of the Applicant Agency und Other Invetved Agencies: Section E

[Maximum Score: 25 points

a,

C.

.

g.

Reviewer Scare: 1

How exceptional and/or extensive is the organization’s cxpericnce [per RFP, 5 years
providing services to homeless houscholds, 3 years providing housing and case
management services, established partnerships, financial and administrative capacity,
equal opportunity employer]; how comprehensive and compelling is the justification
for why the applicant is appropriate entity to receive funding for the proposed
project?

. How experienced is the applicant organization (and any other entities identified in the

proposal) in providing housing and supportive services to homeless persons?

How experienced is the applicant organization (and any other participating entities
identified in the proposal) in providing housing and supportive services to the
particular priority population to be served by this new pragram (consider length and
type of experience they described, and measures of success if they were provided)?

. How well does the proposed program “fit” with the past/ current experience of the

applicant organization - a wholly new endeavor, an increase in capacity to serve a
population already being served in this way, or an additional “next step” project to
serve a population already being served but in a new way?

Does the applicant organization have the capacity in terms of current and propased
staffing and workload to deliver the services as described in the proposal? Among
other points, consider the information provided in the “HUD grant table”,

What is the applicant’s track record in administering rental subsidies and carrying out
projects in a timely manner? Does the applicant demonstrate ability to calculate
annual income/tenant rent and work with landlords?

How well does the applicant organization describe its respousibilities and the
responsibilities of its partners in administering the proposed project (if applicable)

[ COMMENTS:

—




APPENDIX B
2016 CoC Program New Rapid Re-Bousing Project Proposal Review Instrument
4. Budget, Financial Resources, and Leveraging: Section F
[Maximum Score: 20 points Reviewer Score: ]

a. s the proposed budget reasonable for the level of services provided, based on the
type of project, population served, and number of households to be served?

b, Did the applicant provide clear and accurate calculatons on Budget Forms
Attachment ?

¢.  Has the applicant secured commitments beyond the required 25% (projects
approaching leverage/match of 150% are more competitive)? Is this level of
additional cash more substantial than that of other proposals you have reviewed
under this competition? If the cash has not been secured, is the explanation of the
agency’s efforts sufficient (o convince you that it will be secured in the future?

d.  Are there non-CoC program sources of services identified and secured that will be
sufficient to meet participants’ services needs? (This is preferable, but only il the
sources are secured or clearly will be secured.)

e.  How much of an impact will {everaged services, for which (he agency has secured
commitments, have on the effectiveness of the proposed program? Consider this
particularly as it relates to projects that require rehabilitation of the property prior to
utilizing the rental assistance/leasing/service funding. (more=better)

[COMMENTS: 1

5. Respoansiveness fo RFP
[Maximum Score: 10 poinls Reviewer Score: ]

a. How well did the applicant respond to the RFP? Was the response sufficiently
detailed to allow you to adequately understand the proposed program?

b, Based on written descriptions, how well does the applicant understand the population
to be served — where they come from, what their housing and services needs are?

¢. How well does the applicant demonstrate they understand concepts like housing first,
rapid rehousing, and operating projects with lower barriers.

d. How well does the applicant demonstrate a commitment to serving individuals and

families who have barriers, including more severe service needs?

e. How well will program the identified supportive scrvices and housing needs of the
participants? 1s the project reasonable and achievable?

[ COMMENTS: |

APPENDIX C
2016 CoC Program New Permanent Supportive Housing Project Proposal Review Instrument

NEW PSH PROJECT PROPOSAL REVIEW INSTRUMENT

Score, Rank, and Overall Evaluation / Comments:

This review (ool is divided into 5 sections, each with its own point value. Please enter your
score for cach section on the lines below. Each section contains a series of questions to
consider when scoring. Please read through all questions and assign a total scorc for that
section bascd on your answers to the questions. Space is provided [or notes, if nceded,

1. Housing component: appropriateness and effectiveness (25 points maximum}

2. Services component: appropriateness and cffectivepess (20 points maximmum)

3. Experience of the applicant agency and other involved agencies (25 points
maximum}

4, Budget, financial resources, and leveraging (20 points maximum)

5. Responsiveness to RFP and meeting local needs (10 points maximum)

Total {100 maximum points)

6. Housing Component Section C
[Maximum Score: 25 points Reviewer Score: ]

f. Does the applicant clearly and completely respond to afl applicable conlent areas;

g. How well does the applicant demonstrate an understanding of the housing needs of
the target population, the neighborhoods and markets in which the project(s) will be
located?

h. How appropriate is the proposed method of providing housing through the program
(scattered-sile or identified sites) for meeting participants® housing needs?

i. How reasonable is the proposed schedule of activitics for program implementation,
(especially if the proposal includes rehabilitation or a new coustruction)?

j. How well will the proposed program meet participants’ “cornmunity amenity” needs
— housing in proximity to shopping, schools, public transportation, health care,
recreation, social serviees, etc.?

[COMMENTS: |

7. Services Component: Section D

[Maximum Score: 20 points

Reviewer Score:

a. How well docs the applicant demonstrate an understanding of the service needs of the
target population when they enter the program, and as they change over time?

b. How well will the proposed scrvices meet the needs of participants {consider types of
services, how often/long they will be provided, location of services, transportation

2




APPENDIX C

2016 CoC Program New Permanent Supportive Housing Project Proposal Review Instrument
assistance, who/what agency is providing the services, who/if anyone is coordinating
services received from multiple entities)

c. How effective will the proposed services program be to serve the required population,
(chronically homeless individuals)?

d. How effectively will the program, as described, assist participants in “increasing their
incomes and maximizing their ability to live independently™?

e. Does the applicant provide: sufficient detail on the proposed supportive services
partnerships and proposed coordination among the participating entities?

| COMMENTS:

8. Experience of the Applicant Agency and Other Involved Agencics: Section E
{Maximum Score: 25 points Reviewer Score: ]

a. How excepfional andfor extensive is the organization’s experience [per RFP, S years
providing services to bomeless households with disabilities, 3 years providing
housing and case management services, established partnerships, financial and
administrative capacity, equal opportunity employer]; how comprehensive and
compelling is the justification for why the applicant is appropriate entity to receive
funding for the proposed project?

b. How experienced Is the applicant organization (and any other entities identified in the
proposal) in providing housing and supportive services to homeless persons?

How experienced is the applicant organization (and any other participating entities
identified in the proposal) in providing housing and supporfive services to the
particular priority population to be served by this new program (consider length and
type of experience they described, and measures of success if they were provided)?

C,

:

a

How well does the proposed program “fit” with the past / current experience of the
applicant organization — a wholly new endeavor, an increase in capacity to serve a
population already being served in this way, or an additional “next step” project to
serve a population already being served but in 2 new way?

e. Does the applicant organization have the capacity in terms of current and proposed
staffing and workload to deliver the services as described in the proposal? Among
other points, consider the information provided in the *HUD grant table”,

[ COMMENTS:

9. Budget, Financial Resources, and Leveraging: Section F
[Maximum Score: 20 points Reviewer Score:
f.  Isthe proposed budget reasonable for the level of services provided, based on the
type of project, population served, and number of houscholds to be served?

g. Did the applicant provide clear and accurate calculations on Budget Forms
Attachment 7

h.  Has the applicant secured commitments beyend the required 25% (projects
approaching leverage/match of 150% are more competitive)? [s this level of

APPENDIX C
- 2016 CoC Program New Permanent Supportive Housing Project Proposal Review lastrument
additional cash more substantial than that of other proposals you have reviewed
under this competition? [fthe cash bas not been secured, is the explanation of the
agency’s efforts sufficient to convince you that it will be secured in the future?

I Howmuch of an impact will leveraged scrvices, for which the agency has sccured
commitments, have on the effectiveness of the proposed program? Consider this
particularly as it relates to projects that require rehabilitation of the property priot to
utilizing the rental assistance/leasing/service funding. (more=better)

[ COMMENTS; ]

10, Respoasiveness to RFP
{Maximum Score: 10 points Reviewer Score: }
f. How well did the applicant respond to the RFP? Was the response sufficiently
detailed to allow you to adequately understand the proposed program?

g Based on written descriptions, how well does the applicant understand the population
to be served — where they comc from, what their housing and scrvices needs are?

h. How well dogs the applicant demonstrate they understand cancepts like housing first,
chronically homeless, and severe service needs?

i.  How well does the applicant demonstrate a commitimont to serving individuals and
families who have barriers, including more severe service needs and those with long
histories of homclessness?

J- How well will program the identificd supportive services and housing nceds of the
participants? Is the projcct reasonable and achigvable?

[ COMMENTS: |
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City of Philadelphia RFP for New CoC Permanent Suppartive Housing and
Rapid Re-Housing Projects
Lauren Whitleigh

Sent:
To:

Friday, July 15, 2016 12:33 PM
Lz Hersh; Eva Glactstein; Michael DiBerardinis; Arthur C Evans; David T Jones; Sandy Vasko; Allan Domb; Janale L
thkwdl Heien Gym; Gaty O Wslinans‘ Timene L Fadow; Frands Healy; sharokd@septa.org;

phliasd.org; t -mxﬂmg,Blamhe('amey Tesvell Bagby;
13 fthearts.org; steph bee.com; Sher il.com;
Ssher independencelolndats bl org; dmzesqi@aol.com; egrose@gpha.us;

hn@dmoverPHLcom. lrﬁz@v&s"tphw cDm 'I'heresa.&ngfetm@ph\l frb.org; maari@phitanthropynetwork.og;
jmenichol@ paconventlon.com; Jane.Vincent@hud.gov; Nadab.Bynum@hud.gov; klyn.kirshenbaum@hud.gov;
Pievy@oerte'cny og; H‘-ugh&s@cer\temymle org; jbendcal@fhib-pgh.com; David.Buches@Mib-pgh.com;
2.upenn.edy; HFA.org; MRehedl Little; kklphom@BOM.WlLA COoM;
JStrite@ARnIndustries mrn Kelvin.feremiah@pha. phila.gov; Celeste fidds@pha.phika.gov; Benita P Williams; tinda
Ricel; Lauren Whitleigh; Cynthia L. Pace; Ddethme Co!eman [ddcoleman@philasd. org], Hugh Ofgan
[horgan@covenanthousepa.org]; Akdla Manley ienter.org); th thh
amoore@wyhphila.ong; hnghter@vyhphila org; gbanr.y@ysnphda org; Brenda Dawson Ibdawson@pathwayspa Ofg].
mmcinerney@ele-pa.org; Deborah Fesrell; pa.org; pha.phila.gov;
rmanning@pathwayspa.org; Carolyncrouch-mtinson@projecthome.s org, confirm emai address
[diohnson@covenanthousepa.org); Willam Mcintyre; Nancy M Guarine; tmassaquoi@ysiphila,org; Carrle Jacobs
[carrie@atticyouthcenter.arg); Rachael Pritzker; Shanee Gamer; abqtarles@ philasd.org; Kamilah Jackson; Maria

Dolinick' Nsheln@ enter.org; hillcoles,ty 332@g9mall.com; jduoii@covenanthouseps.org;
crg; Davig Holl ; Sara Pagni; Ebonye Willlams; Michele Mangan; Angela Foreman;
BridgeueTobier Ben Lambetsen; Sue Smrlh [sumiﬂ\@pmjcfﬂmmemg], Misty Sparks
thesdaproject.orgl; ¢ Sl org; Bret.holden@pha.phila.gov;

Jenniferpf.odaat@gmall.com; Carda Wililams [cara. wdllams@hhlrc.nrg] ryoder@projecthome.org;
michael@broadstrectministry.org; Timothy Sheahan; thakerjra4@amail.com; Joseph Harpet; Misty Sparks
[n‘sgaﬁa@h:thesdapro;ect.org], ryoder@projecthome.ong; David. Buches@fhit-pgh.com;

%.lyn kirsh iscoverPHL.com; Fegreenl@gmail.com; Margarel, 8rannan;
mlbertson@lmpadsmcamg, /9ov [rose fullius@phita); Deanna Lear; Michele Wexter; Dick McMillen

Tdmemi org]; @tenethealth.com; lewksn@selfincorp.org;

DawdS Ddaatcgmaﬂ com, Dwayna Durham [OWAYNA.DURF org]; ctt cthome.ory; Katting Pratt~
Roebuck; jecthome. org; bmderr& dsa.org:
roblnbonﬂeld@pm;ecthome.org, (:armena Green [carmenagreen@pro;ecﬁnme org], Domthy Haug,

Owen.c d.org; marsh ro; PPP 9; Theresa borg;
friz@visitphilly.com; Tara Gaudin; Melw»ll corm; shoffs phi k5,097 kij@ 000.01a;

robinsonrs@selfincorp.org; Bruce K. Johnson

Attachments: 2016 New Projects Announce~1.doc (72 KB) 3 2016 New Projects Announce~2,doc (74 KB)

Good Afternoon and Happy Friday!

The City of Philadelphia has issued Requests for Proposals (RFP) for new Permaneol Supportive
Housing projects for people expericncing chronic homelessness; and/or Rapid Re-Housing projects for
individuals and familjes, including youth 18-24, to be included in Philadelphia’s 2016 application for
HUD Continuum of Care (CoC) Program funding.

Proposals are due Friday, August 12, 2016. There is an informational briefing scheduled for Friday,
July 29th, 2:30-3:30pm at the Municipal Services Building, 1401 JFK Boulevard, 16th Floor, Room Z,

The RFPs and additional information can be found at the following links:
httpefhwwwphila.govirfpPagcsidefaultaspx,

Please share with your petworks.

Best,
Lauren

Tauren Whitleigh, MSW
Continuum of Care Program Manager

hitpst/mymail.phila.goviowa/7ae=lem&t=1PM Note&id=AMB.RgAAAAAFBztehywOT... 8/31/2016
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City of Philadelphia RFP for New CoC Permanent Supportive Housing and
Rapid Re-Housing Projects
Ashley.M.3Johnson

Sernts
Ta:

Cet

Friday, July 15, 2016 10:54 AM
Darlene Morls [Darlenernorris}e@rrm com}; David Stier [USUaec}i&ADPHlLA ogls Dxana McWilliams
[u..- il i rdphilly. 0rg); Dwayna Durham [dy orgl; Stewart
lement.org]; Jason Roskowskd froskowski@bethesdaprojec.ong]; Jim Piasech {Jimp@rhd.org);
che Jackson [Joyjackson@pec-cares.org); JullusJed&on (Juiius@fhd org); Karmen Patton-Faucett
org); Katherine White {g@cshphita.org]; Kathryn Barenackie
kb Kle@fami dphilty.org]; Kathy D&smmd [kGesmond@pec-cares.ong); Kelty Devin
{Kelly.Devlln@USE.SalvationArmy.Org]; Kelly Durend [kdurand@pec-cares.org); Marityn Canty
{Merilyn_Canty@use.salvationarmy.org); Michelle Burns (Michelle, 10.0RG); Monique Wikson-Johnson
{monique,witton@rhd.org]; Omarl Bave [acﬁitM@aol com]; Rob Harrison {Rharison@stentontm.org}; Robin Ingram
[ cfhphila.org]; Sharon R orp.org}; Shawn Janes [sfones@familiesforwardphilly.org);
Shirkey Robinson [shifeyr@phme.org); Shiriey Wamer [shirleyw@ecs1870.0rg]; Steven Johnson
{Stevend@thphita.org]; Susan Broth {susan. brothy hrationarmy.og); Toni Montier
[Amontier@gaudenzia.org); Victora Bennett (victorkab@ecs1870.0rg); Abayomi Gladainde [abayornio@selfincorp.org);
Angela Griffin [angela.geiffin@hhloc.org); Barry Mastin [bmartin@CHS-ADPHILA.ORG]; Cassle Pustilnlk (cpustiinik@pece
cares.org); Chermian Ramey [cramey @Gaudenzia.org); Corlette Monroe [Cnmme@stenbnfm org); Hitlary Coulter
[HCoulter@bethesdaprojedt.org); Janel Davis [Jadavis@phme.org]; Joanne W ifincorp.org];
Katherine White [KatherineWecthphiia.org]; Malkia Slngie(on Ofori Agyekum [rmlk;asﬁ*esisi‘o og); Marcla Cedero
[mceceno@chs-adphiia.ong]; Megan Parkinson {mp ©rg); MICHAELE FERREE
[mgferree@hotmail.com]; Monique Wikson [Momque Witson@RHO.ORG); Streena High [sheena.high@rhd.org]; Sonya
Jackson [facksons@seffincom.org]; Steve Walenta [swalente @CHS- -ADPHILA ORG); Vivien Hilt
[vivian_hill@use,salvationarny,org)
Unda Rledd; Margaret Brannan; Tara Gaudin; Lauren Whitkeigh

Importance: High
Attachments: 2016 New Projects Announce~1.doc (75 KB) ; 2016 Neay Projects Annancen2.doc (77 K8B)

Good Marning Providers,

" The City of Philadelphia has issued Requests for Propasals {RFP) for new Permanent Supportive Houslng projects

for people experiencing chronic homelessness; and/or Rapid Re-Housing projects for individuals and families,
including youth 18-24, to be Included in Philadelphia‘s 2616 application for HUD Continuum of Care {CoC)
Program funding.

Proposals are due Friday, August 12, 2016, There Is an Informational briefing scheduled for Friday, July 29th,
2:30-3:30pm at the Munldpal Services Bullding, 1401 JFK Boul d, 16th Floor, Room Z.

The RFPs and additional information can be found at the following link:
http://www.phlla.goy, Pages/default.aspx.

Have a great weekend}

Asfiley M. Johnson

Emergency Housing Project Manager
Office of Supportive Housing

1401 JFK Boulevard - 10th Floor
Philadelphia, PA 19102

Phone: (215) 686- 6797

Fax: (215) 686-7187

Emall: ashley.mjohnson@phila.gov

https://mymail.phila.goviowa/2ac=Item&1=IPM Note&id=AMB RgAAAAAFBztchywOT... 8/31/2016
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Requests for Proposals for New 2016 CoC Projects

Roberta Canceliler
Sent: Toesday, July 26, 2016 12:27 PM

To:  Lauren Whitleigh; kalf yyouthh org; tanth inc.org; shell 1 il.com; vito@H
» youl % y@frp o 10 ; vito@hbertl.org;
stephen. bennett@nhsonline.org; denise.botches@uphs.upenn.edu; b th@phme.org; owen. org; o
nal org; acllins@holyredeemer.ory; sarah.cotton it.com; scuib impactservices.org; Bresda Dawson
[bdawson@pathwayspa.org]; key1@gmal.com; jducoft@covenanthousepa.org; David Dunbeck
orgl; cts.0rg; stark tt il.com; agek thbuildphiity.org; Japbir Gi

; 3geler@y
IR, .

[japbhgill@p:o!ecthomé.org]; ﬁm@discovaﬂﬂ,com; h valleyy 0fg; §
Harrison [rharsison@stentonfm.og); Sharee Heaven; dhiggins@doe.org; hilloles.tyroned32@gmail.com;
o cton . sion

com; Rob

bret.hokd phila.gov; shuc hs-adphlia.org: A Boh e on FaRSy
e onchs-adphl @ph , pinC.org; patriothouse@xatchine.org;
i . gov; ca y.0g; Michelle Marlin {mmariin@bethesdsproject.org]; '
;q ana@;ppponhne.o;g;l_ nml@.@sunda!‘breg@wg; Diana Mcwilliams [dmawiliiams@famikesforwardphilty.org]; Tina
torg); {a@pha.phila.gov; Jim Piasecki [jmp@rhd.org]; arandali@voady.org;

hrighterm'al)eyyoutmmseorrg- Pemi Roberts; Katrina Pratt-Roebuck; johnrowe @uesfacts.or i

3 0 ); " .0rQ; ssocksarom@frpnc.org;

lsattersl@dole.org, hnd_h@cnl umb‘usm.org: SuLe s‘?ﬁ“{ gsuamith@pmjecthome.org]; Misty Sparks - ® 9
org; di

[msp p 0rg]; dsp Y q ddingl2@gmall.com; davids, odaat@gmail.com; Bridg

Iﬁfémﬁ?ﬁ*ﬁ“mw; sly'“ta Vereen [sver tionalds.org]; et fecthame ocrwr'»ﬂcheleme
t Mhard [jwillard@pec-taces.org]; tim.willlams@vincenter.org; Jim Womer [ @gnar ; Rachel

[rachelyoder@projecthome.org) ’ 757 Womer LS @gmat coml; Rachel Yoder

Ca: Liz.Hersh; Tara Gaudin; Nancy M Guarino; Darothy Haug; Charlel son; 5 H :
Wilzree: M)chel!e.auﬂe}; AN Mdntyré ¥ Haug; Charlette Harison; Sara Pagnl; Linda Ricd; Linda White; Ebonye

Apologies if you have received ths informatian alrea dy.

The City of Phifadelphia bas issued Reguests for Proposals {RFP) for new Permanent Supportive
Hous}ng projects for people expedencing chronic homelessness; and/or Rapid Re-Housing projects for
Indlwdualf and families, Including youth 18-24, to be Included in Philadelphia's 2016 application for
HUD Continuum of Care (CoC) Program funding.

Propasals are due Friday, August 12, 2016. There is an informational briefing scheduled for Friday, July
29th, 2:30-3:30pm at the Municipal Services Building, 1401 JFK Boulevard, 16th Floor, Room Z.

The RFPs and additional information can be found at the foliowing link:

httg:[[www.ghila.gov[rfg[Pages[defauit,asgx.

Please share with your networks.

Roberta Cancellier, Deputy Directar
Office of Homeless Services

City of Philadeiphla

215-686-7103

Offtsr 4t
Nemahis Seieiart
e———

Wr ey
$rHora el

hnps:llm}'mail,phiIa.govlowa/?aFIwm&FIPlﬂ.Note&id=AMB.RgAMBﬂehyw0T... 8/3172016
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City of Philadeiphia RFP for New CoC Permanent Supportive Housing and
Rapid Re-Housing Projects

Lauren Whitleigh

Sent: Thursday, July 21, 2016 10:28 AM

To: Jsweeney@chs-adphita,org; will gonzokezédeeibaphiodelphia.org: beth@cdesigne.org; diteedman@cisphlia.org;
finkj@delcohsa.ong; Uz@cecasavesenergy.org; atucker@fsabc.ong; bmack@familyservice.us;
fed 0,019} Aanderson@frpinc.arg; Jena Nottingham [inotth L H
mharle@gaudenzia.org; ginderwels@keystonecare, com; Andrew Frishkoff [Afrishkoff@iisc.ong);
P icenter.org; nshed icenter,omg; mmecarvil@Pennhort,org; rsaver@pacdc.org; David A,
Thomas; phi ¥.org; joon.reilty larts.org; Brian.Abematty; swoods@phityvip.org; Simran Skibu
[ssidhu@youthbuildphilly.orgl; weber@phme.org; dyatin@rhd.org; Xaren Buck {KBuck@Seniodl AWCenter.omg);
ennis@rhd.orgs org; joh stacts.org; kbigos@ahcopa.org; rose.gray@apmphila.org;
Nikda.ruiz@apmphita.org; It inth k.org; ph larifi.org; @ net;
Obulk la.org; ek passpa.org; mgonzalkez@hacecde.orgy
At ot ityaction.org; evelyn.hidalgo@ifsinc.org;
hy @k Xirces.org; Iryisa.org; 55 kede.org;
pdecarl & li@esp us; phi. et Nicole White
[nicole.white@curtumunet]; jeffrey@p org; mbok P enter.org; o thwestede.org;
erodriquez@philaup.org; 3DoddsPUP@aol.tom; FrandsCamey@ucsep.org; smiumer@uac.org; .
rmepherss \ tita.ong; gpokard@urbank ohia.org; d@oarephilly.on
Roberta Cancellier; Michelie.Butter

Cex o
Attachments: 2016 New Profects Announcen 1.doc (72 KB) § 2016 Now Projects Announces2.doc (74 KB) -

Good Moming!

The City of Philadclphia has issued Requests for Proposals (REP) for new Permanent Supportive
Housing projects for people experiencing chronic homelessness; and/or Rapid Re-Housing projects for
individuals and familics, including youth 18-24, to be included in Philadelphia's 2016 application for
HUD Continuum of Care (CoC) Program funding.

Proposals are due Friday, August 12, 2016. There is an informational briefing scheduled for Friday,
July 29th, 2:30-3:30pm at the Municipal Services Building, 1401 JFK Boulevard, 16th Floor, Room Z.

The RFPs and additional information can be found at the following link:
http:ffwwnw.phila. gov/rfp/Pages/default.aspx.

Pleasc share with your networks.

Best,

Lauren

Lauren Whitleigh, MSW

Continuum of Care Program Manager
Office of Homeless Services

City of Philadelphia

Phone: 215-686-7194

Fax: 215-686-7142

lauren.whitleigh@phila.gov.

https:#/mymail.phila.gov/owar2ac=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=AMB RgAAAAAFBztehywOT... 8/31/2016
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Requests for Proposals for New HUD CoC Projects - Questions and Answers

Posted

Lauren Whitlelgh
Sents Wednesday, August 03, 2016 10:50 AM

To:

Roberta Cancelller; sthhouse.org; tanthy il 8103 it.com; vito€liberti.org;
Stewmbenmn@nrsnnlmeorg. dmmﬁ@upfﬁ upenn edu; bethﬂphmorg. owenmuso@md.og;
marst teqal,org; acolll 0tg; sarah.cottond@ .com; sculber npactservices.org; Brenda Dawson
[bdawson@pathwayspa.org); hamahcxickcyl@qmall com; Jdumff@cwenamtnusepa org; David Dunbeck
[ddunbeck@phmc.arg]; tinafk xts.0r9; <t l.com; agH youthbusidphitly y-org; Japuer
{iapbirgili@prajecthome.omg); ﬂm@dﬁtovetwl com; tharr Ik tthix org; (.com: Rob
Harrison {rhatrison@stentonfm.org); Sharee Heaven, dhiggins@doeorg, h-lbo!stymnasz@gmailcom'
bret.hoder@pha.phita.gov; rhudson@chs-adphila.org; st org; patriothouse@catchinc.org?
k.Nn hrsl\mbaum@hud gw; carﬂe@bmﬂ'refﬂmeunlnlstry ong; Mcchelle Marhn [nmtlxn@bcthlsdapm}m ong);

line.ong; Kfast.org; Diana McWilliams [dmowil L0rg); Tina
Pagotto || [tpagotto@ bethesd t.org); stephani Ha@pha.phila.gov; Jim Piaseckd Uimp@rhd omgl; arandall@voadv i
hnghte:@valewomhl'm‘se org;  Penni Roberts; Katrina Pratt-Roebuck; joh cts,0rg; SSOx inC.org;

org; ksmil org; Sue Smith (suesmith@projecthome.om]; Misty Sparks
[nspa-b@hemesdapmjectag], dsgeam@yowwu'lcbhnw org; mspeddingl 2@amail. com‘ davids odaat@gmall com; Bridgette
t.019; Syreeta Vereen [ Bactionalds.org]; twei jecthome.org; Michele
chle‘ Joe Wiklard Lmlbrd@peeamnrg], . willams@vmcenter.s Drg' Jim WOmcr [jlwﬂS@gmaIl mm], Rachel Yoder
[rachefyoder@projecthome.org]; Misweeney@chs-adphila. org; will phia.org; beth@cdesigne.org;
dfveedman@clsphﬂa og; ﬁnkj@delmlra org; Lizgec Y.org; atuckert org; bmac yservice.us;
otg; A inc.org; Jena Nattingham Jjrottingh plnc.org]; mharl denzia.org;
ginderweis@keystonecare.com; Andrew Fashkoff [Afrishkolf@lisc.org]; rpowers@mazonicenter.org;
nshe\n@rnauomcmte! oG, mrnoaml@\"ennhortorg, rsauer@pacdcnrg, David A, Thomas; asantos@phllalegal.org;
Joan farts.org; Brian A Ap.org; Simean Sidhu [s:dhu@ywthbuldphllhr org];
weba@phnc.w. dyann@rhd.org; Karen Buck {KBuck lorLAWCenter.org]; dennis@rhd.org; ! ? »o‘rg; )
fohntowe@uesfacts.org; kbigos@ahoopa,org; rose. org; Nilda fla.org; 1h org;
ph facifi.org; fig ongreso.net; obuliocl@dsphile o1 Mbrm@dsphlla ory; ekim@gpasspa.org
lez@hacecdc oy dbof ction.orq; swyt Y uuu.D(’g, evelyn.| hldalgo@tfs!rr_org,
enter.ong; t Dliberty es.0rg; sbialr@mitairyusa,org; de.org;
pdwudo@mcaphﬂa 0rg; miewt Ng, K Ik us; phillord@ net; Nicokﬁ‘ V!hite
{nkole.whi net]; jefft M g ich hik enter.org; ¢ 0c.0rg;
erod uer@ hllaup JDochPUP com; ams:amey@msza.org. smtumer@uac.org;
dq 4 eogueph g} gpolkard@l- I ila,org; tstafford@oarcphilly,org; Eva Gladstein; Michael
DlBerardms; Arthur C Evans; DavldTJDna‘ SandyVasko Altan Dumb JannleL. Blackwen Helen Gyoy; Gan/ D Williams;
Timene t. Farlow; Frarus He:ah/, cpta.0rg; org; d.org; Blanche Camey;
Teqp_ugagby” fth oig; stephanie.th chee.com: Shetk il.cosmy;
dercefoundation.org; il d.org; dmuesql @aol.com; og Xjpha,us; ti i hl.com;

fmz@vlslphd}y com; Thcrefa.SngIeton@phI frb.org; maari@phitanthropynetwork.org; ]ntr\idloi@pacunmtmcom,
Jane,Vincent@hud.gov; Nadab.Bynum@hud.gov; k.lynkirshenbaum@hud.gov; Plevy@centerdty.org;
bhughes@centercityphlfa,ong; [bendel@hib-pgh.com; David, Buches@fhib-pgh. com; cdhanc@spz UpeAn, edu‘ . .
bhudson@PHFA.org; Mitcheil Litthe} Kkiphorn@BOMAPHILA COM; 154 com; Kebvin.j h phikd.gov;
Celeste.fields@pha.phila.gov; Benita P Williams; Linda Ricci; Lauren \Whitlefgh; Cynthia L. Pace; Delethine Colesnan
Iddcoisnan@phnlasd org], Hugh Otgar\ {horgan@covenanthousepa,org]; Alecka Manley [amanley@mazzonicenter.org];

tharring Yy org; hphila,org; hrighter@vyhphika.org; gbatley@ysiphila.org; Brenda Dawson
[ @ pathwayspa.orgl; i ~pa org; Deborah Ferrell; snatarajan@elc-pa.org;
stephant la@pha.phila.gov; i org; Carolyncrouct-robinson@projecthome.org; confirm email

address (djohnson@covenanthousepa. otg], Witliam Mdrtvre. Nancy M Guanno; tmassaquol@ysiphita.org; Carrle Jacobs
[carrie@atticyouthcenter,org]; Rachae! Pritiker; Shance Garnet; abquarfes@phiiasd.org; Kamilah Jackson; Maria Dobinick;

nshein@mazzonicenter.arg; hﬂlcoles.tyrone?:!z@gmad com; jducolf @covenanthousepa,org; k.org;

David Holloman; Sara Pagni; Ebonye Willlams; Michele Mangaﬂ, Angela th]anan’ BndqatcToblcr Ben Lambertsal, Sue Smith

[suesmith@projecthome.org]; Misty Spal ; cshmirig

Brex. holden@pha phita,qov; ia-msl:eyrpf.odaa@maﬂ com; Carla W'mams [carta. wﬂllams@hhlmorg} ryaderﬁp(o}ecllmnp_org,
michael@bi y.0rg; Timathy Sheahan; thokerjr44@gmail.comy; Jaseph Harper; Misty Sparks

f k theia proj Jorg]“, Jer@projecthome.org; David,Buch b-pgh.com; k.fyn.kirshenb hud.gov;

hm@dsmverphl oom; Feg |.com; Margaret sculb t wvlc&org. a0y [n:se]utllus@phda].

Deanna Lear; Michele: Wexler; Dick McMitien [dmcmillen@sunday breakfast.oral; i

lewisn@selfincorp.org} d:vtdsodoat@gmad com, Dwayna Dutham [DWAYNA DURHAM@hhi org]. 2p home.org;

Katrina Pratt-Roebuck; ppponline.ceg; thome.ong; brodenck.g lusa.org;

mhnbcnﬂeld@pm)ectfnme.org, Cammna Gmen [ca ecthome.ong]; Donothy Haug, owen Comuso@rhd.org;
mar o org; Thaaa Smglc(m@pm frb.org; !mz@vlsntphil'y wrn, Tara Gawdiny .
Me!wdbodaat@gmaﬂ com; she hi Orp.OG; amp.org; Bruce K.

Rachel Yoder [rachelyoder@projecthome, org)y Tna Pagotto [tpagetto@bethesdapraject.org); Janet Kroll (Janet@haft-phila. on_:),
Anne Marle Coltins (acollins@holyredeemer.com); Jessca Blum (Jblum@dignityhousing org); Kathieen Salemo

hitps://mymail.phila.goviowa/?ac=lem&1(=[PM.Note&id=AMB.RgAAAAAFBztchywOT5...  9/7/2616
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(KamieenSaIemo@VMCenta org),Jamila Harris-Motrison {Jamdla.+ hleveabifity.omg); Nicolc Drake
Instab ); Jim Plaseck []Irm@rhd org); Dick McMilien [dmx Kfast.org]; St
\V)'nn[wm@shale{oodprogram org], Rachel Falkove (rachei@philashekter.otg); Nicole White [nicole. wh riurn.net];

h.com; Rev, Kathleen Jones {pottershousem@aol.com); Frandne Wiliams [fwilliatms@ysiphita.org);

Tont Montier (amontler@cawermaug], Sandra Gulllory [sandra.guilloty@depautusa.org]; Susan Brotherton
[Susan_Broth y.org]; Xim MCvary (kmcgrory@alcmahouse.org) DonPnce
{denaid.price@apmphila.org); Dael Famrell (def ; jlambert@path oPa.00g; Syreeta Owens-Jones
(S‘:'reeiz awens: Jones@phnla gov); Jenntfer Rogers (3enmfer vugers@jevs om); drery{mackey@msfads cwg, Carrie Kitchen-
ry.org}; Hugh Organ [horgan@cavenanthousepa,org); Michael Lewls
(mlew!s@catchmc_mm). Vanessa Tercero [viercero@dignityhotssing.org); David Dunbeck [ddunbeck@phme.org);

lement.org; Kathy Desmond [kdesmond@pec-cares.org}; Rachel Yoder [rachelyoder@projecthome, orgl;
Tina Pagotta [magotto@bemsdapm}u:t org); Janet Krofl (fanet@hafi-phita.org); Anne Marke Coflins
{ollins@hctyredeemer.com); Jessiaa Blum (jblum@dignityhousing.. org), Kathleen Salerno (Kathieen,Salemo@VMCenter,org);

Jamila Harris-Motrison (Jamila. hm@adﬂeveabﬂtty org), Ntde Drake (ndrak nrn), Jim Plasacki
{imp@rhd.om]; Dick MchRlen {dimx org); St Wynn [swmn@sh org); Rachel
Fatkove (rachel@phRashelter.org); Nicole White [nicole.whit .net); @tenetheattr oom; Rev. Kathleen
Jones {pottershousem@aai. mrn), Franone Wililans [fwﬂllarns@yziphla orQ}. Toni Momer (arnontref@GaUOmzsa org); Sandra
Guillory [sandra.guillory@dd: 1; Susan Brotherton [Susan_B org]; Kim McGrory
[kmagrnry@mkmahouse org). Don Pdce (donald.price@apnphila.org); Dantel Farrell (ddafre(l@hapus org);

jlamb jpa.org; Syreeta Owens-Janes (syreeta,owens-jones@phila.gov}; Jennifer Rogers

(fennier.rogers@jevs. org); cherylmackey @uestacts, org; Carrle Kitchen-Santiago (ame@broadstrectministry.org); Hugh Organ
[horgan@covenanthousepa.org); Michael Lewis (miewis@catchine.com); Vanessa Tescero [vtercero@dignltyhousing. org],
Dunbeck [ddunbeck@phme.om); gstevart@lutheransettement.org; Kathy Desmond {kdesmond@pec-cares,org); Ca:

O'Donnell Icodmneﬂ@m\pactservmnrg], Hugh Drgan [horgan@eovenanthousepa.org); Jennifer Bohnenberger

[ibotr i Crain [scraln@odtionalds.om); Marcey Huagins

[mhugginsmcka org); Robeﬂ Grccu [Robert. Greco2@va.gov]; Maraus Kellam [Marcus Ketlem@pha.phita. govl;

Camlyn R Brown Dawd Houoman, GaryTumolo Michele wetier' Rob Hanison [rhammn@stmtmfm org]‘
Jependencefoundation.org; jducoff pa.org; sculb pactsenvt

h stula@pha.phita.gov; McCollum, Casey [Casey.McCollum@va.gov]; Rachel Yoder [rachelyoder@prukcttnn‘e gy
Bridgette Tobler; Mitchelt Uttie; Sharee Heaven; Comer Clips [emmaurbanworks2@gmail.com}; Zachary Weiss
{zwelss@actionaids.org); Simran Sidhu [ssdhu@youthbotidphilly.org); Carrie Jacobs [carrie@atticyouthcenter. org); Sandy
Sheller [Sandy@sheller.com); Robert Emberger [remberger@whosoevergospel.org); Carolyn Haynes {chaynes@werpphila.ong];
Victoria Bennett {victorab@ecs1870.0rg3; Diana Mchlarns {dmecwi dphily.org]; Jena Nottingham
[rattingham@irpinc.org]; Marsha Coben [marsh gal.org); Jennifer P {ipok @jic.org); Mary Ellen
Graham [maryellen839&aol.com]; Brenda Dawson [bdawsun@paﬁm org], James Arnatn {lamatodchs- -adphila.org); Paul
Levy [plevy@oenterdityphita, on], Robin Ingram [robini@cthphila,ong]; David E. Thomas [dtbomas@ccp, edu]

) xp.edil; agelerd P "9: P pa.org; y@chs-adphila.org; merich ht.org;
ike@vill 15,0r9; brittov@freedib fox i org; tanth Inc.org; cana.wilk hhinc.org;
Shanl Meacham [meacham@v:ileyyoumhwseug], Davkl Dmbed( [adunber.k@phmc org] amoore@valleyyouthhouse.org;

Shani Meacham [smeacham@valleyyouthhouse.org]; Sharon Mackrey [sharon. mackrey@ourtum net]; David Jury
Qury®RHD.0rg); Beverly Reberts [broberts@dignityhousing.org]; D. Michelson {dmichet hilly.org); Nia
Brown; Almitra Suttan-Bey; Dardel C, Farrell [defarell@helpusa.org]; Linda Mormardo [Imermando@rhd. org], Jamiee Moshe
Dalmee®RHD.omg); Jayne Reuter [{ayne@RHD.org); Bl Stevens [bills@RHD. org; Sue Smith [suesmith@projecthome.ora); Dr.
Cheryl Pope [cheryl.pope@apimphila.org}; Nicole White [nicole.white@ourtum,net]; Darryl Parker [darryl patker@hhinc.org];
Kathleen Saleme (Kathleen.Salemo@VMCenter.org); Kathrine Martin [kmartin@methodistservices ong); Bit Jones
[bjones@comhar,org]; Japbir Gill apbirgitl@projecthome.org]; Ca: dra Paoll [CPaoli@voadv.org); Steve Blackbum
[sblackbum@cvea-pa.org); Emilie Richey [erichey@1260hde.org); Molly McAndrew [molym@ecs1870.0rg); Donald Price:
[donald.price@apmphlla.org); Deborah McMillan [deborah@phmic.org); Susan Cahil [scahli@belpusa.org); Lee Hamrkson
ILEE@RHD wg], mns Relser [hans@myplacegermantovin. org]. Vlctnna Bennett [victoriab@ecs1870.0rg}; Nicol Moody

y.org]; Shelley Chatterjee [schatterjee@f: y.org); Peter Valelly
telly instabuse.org]; Kathy Desmond {kdesmond@pec-cares.org); Michael Lewis [MLewrs@O\TOﬂmoom].
Wllla Master [ It it iphilly.org); Christine Stevens ests org); Jeanne-Marie Hagan
buse.org]; Diana MCARiams [dmewilii familiesf dphilly.org}; Joyce Alexand
[}qym alexande’@hnlnc orgl; Dumthy Haug; ab ip org; & i fyred com;
hodistservices.org; hoa,com; aric dk Aces.org; Ashiey Shearer

ignityhousing.orgl;
Py

org; b
9

uuueulld .0g; Khadijah Aziz [aziekhadijah2407@gmail.com); bhagan@actionaids.org;
ralley i y-arg; caivin.hali@apmehila,org; Carta Willlams
[cada willi WC.Oog); ¢ dv.org; csi } org; mmr

el oy

P Y a pinc.org;

hernchildren,org; dennism@rhd nn;v, dnorah.diaz@apmptila.org; dr % project.org; Dwayna Durham
[DWAYNA.DURHAM@hhInc.org); dzippy@voadv.org; emma. ter.om; esciose buse.org;
ghannah@gaudenzia.org; D. Grffth [gnfﬁthd@eslmo 0xq); gsch omhar.omg; gwitia 060} )
habeebah57@aol.com; Bans Reiser [hrekerf2@gmail cnm], Jamika.| harrls mnsm@acbk‘veahhly otg, Jest, Miush@hhlnc.urg:
ferry skillings@hhinc.org; John Karpinsid [;l N omhar.org); jit ; jnotti frpinc.org;
Jose Nieves [jose.nk hik.org); kb tonaids.org; kd. LS.y} hn‘s@ecsl&?o org;
Kkrablin@valieyyouthhouse.org; krmgrufvmkmahouse.mg‘ Mary Ancn Imaryaﬂoed@ecslS?O ™g]; Mark Butier
[mbutier@cvea-pa.ong); Mary Swan-Holmes {; omg); Nikka org; patrioth atchine.com;

phillord@ourturn.net; Rachel Yoder [mchedyujer@pro}edmme argj; Ra!ph Green [ralph grcen@hhmcnrg],

hltps:lf‘mymail.phﬂa.gov10\va/?ac=ltem&t=].PM.Notc&id=AMB.RgAAAAAFthchywOTS... 9712016
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rasok.azeez@3pmphita.org; ReobbsTetcher@northernchildren.org; roberth@ecs1870.0rg; Sendra Gutory )
[s3ndra.gulliory @0 orgl; saib tservices.org; slrisby@chs-adphila.org; shisleyr@phme.org;

' pInC.org; svanderburg@pathwaystohousingpa.org; tmontier@gaudenza.org; Tina Pagotto
[tpagotio@bethesdapoiect.org); vela@comhar,org; vtercero@dignityhousing.org; Wanda Mial {wanda.mial@achieveabikty.org]
N K com;: ctiondids, o4t

3 Y 9 . 8 e
Cer i.‘zﬂersh, Tara Gouding Nancy M Guadno; Dorothy Haug; Charlette Hamison; Sara Pagni; Unda Rici; tinda White; Ebomye
Williams; Michefle.Butle; Wiliam Mclntyre -

Good Moming!

“I'te City of Philadelphia has posted the questions and answers and additional information for the
Requests for Proposals (RFP) for new Permanent Supportive Housing projects ff)r p?oplc experiencing
chronic homelessucss; arid Rapid Re-Housing projects for individuals and families, including youth 18-
24, to be included in Philadelphia's 2016 application for HUD Continuum of Care (CoC}) Program
funding at the following link: http://www.phila.gov/rfp/Pa res/default.aspx.

Propesals arc due to the City of Philadelphia Office of Homeless Services on Friday, August 12, 2016.
Please share with your networks.

Best,
Lauren

Lauren Whitleigh, MSW

Cantinuum of Care Program Manager
Office of Homeless Services

City of Philadelphia

Phone: 215-686-7194

Faxz 215-686-7142
laurenavhitlcigh@@phila.cov

hupszllmym:ﬁI.phiIa.gov!owa!?ae‘—‘llcrn&t‘—‘lPM.Note&id=-‘AMB.RgAAAAAFthehywOTS... 9/7/2016

&8
City of Philadelphia
Office of Supportive Housing
Request for Proposals for Permanent Supportive Housing
for People Experlendng Chronlc Homelessness; and/or Rapid Re-housing for Individuals and Familles,
Induding Youth

The City of Philadelphia Office of Supportive Housing is hosting an informationat briefing for the Reguest for
Proposals (RFP} for new permanent supportive housing projects for people experlencing chronic
homelessness; and/or Rapid Re-housing for individuals and families, including youth, to be included in the
2016 Continuumm of Care program competition application.
Friday, July 29, 2016
2:30 p.m. to 3:30 p.m.
Office of Supportive Housing
1401 JFK Blvd, 16” Floor, RoomZ.

Project Type: Permanent supportive housing and/or rapid re-housing

Eligible Applicants:
Only not for profit organizations may apply.

Eligible Activities
» Rental Assistance
* Lleasing
* Operating Costs {cannot be combined with rental assistance in same project)
« Project Administrative Costs {capped at 10% of total funding request)
= Supportive Services
e New Construction
* Acquisitlon
» Rehabilitation

Match Reguirements: 25% for all activities except leasing ~match commitment may be met by cash or
in-kind contributions. tn addition, the most competitive proposals will include leveraged

funding at or above 150% of the project request.

The RFP can be obtalned at the City of Philadelphia’s RFPs Online website at
http://www.phila.gov/rfn/Pages/default.aspx beginning July 14, 2016.

Due Date: Friday, August 12, 2016.

Please direct' inquiries to Roberta Cancellier, Office of Suppartive Housing at roberta.canceliles@phia.gov.
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REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS
for
PERMANENT SUPPORTIVE HOUSING PROJECTS for individuals and families
experiencing chronic homelessness

. Mayor

for

Liued by

Philadelphia, PA 19102
Tim

Issued by:
THE CITY OF PHILADELPHIA (“City”™)
OFFICE OF SUPPORTIVE HOUSING (OSH)

Proposals must be received no Iater than 5:00 p.m. Philadelphia, PA, local time,
on Friday, August 12,2016 to: Roberta Cancelier, Deputy Director
1401 JFK Blvd, MSRB, 10™ Floor, Suite 1030

Tite, 230 p.a - 330 pa,
Localion: Municipal Sepvices Building

Date; Friday, July 29, 2016

REQUEST YOR PROPOSALS
eTperiencing chronic bomelesiness
Oprlental Pre-Proposal Confervuce!

1401 JFK Blvd, {6 Floor, Room Z

THE CITY OF PHILADELPHIA {"City")

OFFICE OF SUPPORTIVE HOUSING (OSH)
Elizabeth G. Henh, Office of Supportive Housing

on Friday, August 12, 2016 to: Roberta Cancelller, Deputy Dlrector
1401 JFK Blvd, MS$B, 10% Floor, Sulte 1030

Proposals must be Tecetred no later than 5:09 p.ro. Philadelphia, PA, loeal time,

PERMANENT SUPPORTIVE BOUSING PROJECTS for indfviduals and families

Optional Pre-Proposal Conference:
Date: Friday, July 29, 2016
Time: 2:30 p.m. — 3:30 p.m.
Location: Municipal Services Building
1401 JFK Blvd, 16" Floor, Room Z
Philadelphia, PA 19102
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Jim Kenney, Mayor
Elizabeth G, Hersh, Office of Supportive Housing




I. Project Overview
A. Introduction; Statement of Purpose
B. Praject Background
C. Eligible Applicants
D. General Disclaimer of the City of Philadelphia
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{l. Scope of Work
A. Project Details
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. Eligible Activities
Centralized/Coordinated Entry
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Timetable
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L. Proposal Format, Content, and Submission Requirements; Selection Process
A, Proposal Foanat 10
B. Proposal Checklist 14
C. Selection Process 15

IV. Pre-Proposal Conference and Questions Relating to the RFP 16

V. General Rules Governing RFPs/Proposals; Reservation of Rights, Confidentiality and Public
Disclosure
A. Revisions to RFP 17
B. City Employee Conflict Provision 17

Attachments - to be included with proposal
1. Project Summary Form 18
2. Bousing Assistance Budget Form 19
3. Supportive Services Budget Form 20
4, Operating Budget Form 21

A. Introductiva; Statement of Purpose

The mission of the Office of Supportive Housing is to provide the leadership, coordination, planning, and
mobilization of resources 1o make homelessness rare, brief and non-recurring in the City of Philadelphia.
The Office of Supportive Housing (OSH) is the Collaborative Applicant for the Philadelphia Continuum
of Care, and as such Is responsible for conducting a lacal review process and selecting housing projects to
be submitted for funding. OSH will serve as the direct HUD grantee; the agency spansoring the project
will be a sub recipient via a contract with OSH.

On June 23, 2016, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) issued a Notice of
Funding Availability (NOFA) for Continuum of Care (CoC) Programs. The NOFA allows Philadelphia
to submit funding requests for new projects or reallocate funds from cxisting projects. Philadelphia’s
collaborative application in response to the NOFA will be compiled and submitted by the City of
Philadelphia, Office of Supportive Bousing, on behalf of applicant organizations, subject to the approval
of the CoC Board. A local review and ranking process is required prior to the compilation of the HUD
application. This RFP is one component of that required local process.

B. Project Background

In 2012, as & part of the Homeless Assistance and Rapid Transition to Housing Act of 2009 (HEARTH
Act), HUD Tmplemented the Continuum of Care. The Contil of Care consolidated into a single
program what used to be known as the Supportive Housing Program (SHP) and Shelter Plus Care (S+C)
progy The Conli of Carc is designed to promote the development of transitional and permanent
supportive housing and to rapidly rehouse homeless persons in a concerted effort to assist homeless
persons to live as independently as possible.

The Continuum of Care program is authorized by the Homeless Assistance and Rapid Transition to
Housing Act of 2009 (HEARTH Act). Section 1504 of tto HEARTH Act directs HUD to establish
regulations {or this program. Funds made available under the Continuum of Carc program are subject to
the interim program regulations at 24 CFR part 578, cffective 8/31/12. Continuum of Care program
regulations can be accessed thtough the following web page:

https:/www, hudexchanpe info/programs/coc/ Applicants under this RFP are strongly encouraged to

review the information on the webpage prior to submitting a proposal.

In the 2016 compctition, polential applicants for new project funding must be private non-profit
organizations with tax-oxempt status under Section 501{c){3) of the 1986 IRS Code as amended.

There is no maximum request for a project under (his RFP. The 2016 NOFA indicates that HUD will
provide bonus funding for new permanent housing projects in Philadelphia in an amount up 1o
$1,631,586. HUD has also indicated that the the City may reallocate fimds in whole or in part from
existing projects to create one or more new projects in 2016,

The Philadeiphia®s CoC Board identified the following as the highest priority:
- New permanent supportive housing projects that serve chronically homeless individuals; and
- New Rapid Re-housing projects that serve homeless individuals, including unaccompanied youth
(ages 18-24), and families coming directly from the streets or emergency shelter or fleeing
domestic violence.




pruposals to provide Rapid Re-housing
C. Eligible Applicants

The proposalé submitted in response to this RFP will be reviewed for Tnclusimj in the City’s competitive
anaua! Consalidated Applicationto HUD for Continuum of Care program funding.

Non-Profit Organizations: HUD's criteria for a private aon-prolit organization, is an entity:

«  Inwhich, no part of the st earnings fnure to the benefit of any member, founder, contributor, o1
ndividual;
»  Thathas a voluntary board;
« That has 2 functioning accounting system that is operated in accordance with ge.ner.ally aceepteu
ting principles, o has designaled a fiscal agent that will maintain s functioning accounting
system for the organization fn accordance with generally aceepted accounting principles; and
»  That practiccs nondiscrimination in the provision ol assistance.

A privale nonprofit organization do¢s not include gavernmental organizations, such as public housing
agencies.

ioi it demc financial and t capacity and
The eligible nonprofit applicant or partner/s must .lﬂ s the' 2 a age
experience: to carmy out the peoject as detailed in its project application and to administer Federal funds.
In addition: . . o
« Five (5) years organizational experience providing serviees lo homeless families in a residential
or nor-residential setting; . .
»  Five (5) years of experience successfully providing services to homeless 1nd|v.|duals or families
with disabilities { i.e., history of substance abuse, physical and/or menl.:'al health issues);
» At least three (3) years of experience successfully providing bousing and case management
services to the target population; .
o Established partnerships with providers of mainstream cesaurces and benelits, as well as other
relevant service providers; o i
« Financial solvency and administrative capacity to operate a program ol':thc indicated scopes
+  Demonstrated track record of being an equal opportunity employer, without any founded charges
of unfair hiring or promotions within the past ten years; A )
»  Must not be currently fadebted 1o the Federal Government, State of Pennsylvania, or the City of
Philadelphia for nonpayment of taxes, fines, judgmeats, Jiens or fees.

D. Generul Disslatmmer of the City

This REP does not commit the City of Philadelphia to award a contract. This RFP and the process il
describes are proprietary to the City and ate for the sole and cxclusive benefit of the Cily: h'fo ‘o‘lhsr party.
including any Applicant, is intended to be granted any rights h der. Any resp g written
de and verbal ication, by any Applicant to this RFP, shall become the propedty of the
City and may be subject to public disclosure by the City, or any autharized agent of the City.

B Scopeotore

A. Project Details

The City is seeking proposals for Permament Suppartive Housing projects that serve individuals and
families experiencing chronic homelessness using o Housing First approach, Perma , 'at Suppostive
Housing provides affordable housing and supportive services for people with disabilities to hielp them end
homelessness and move toward greater independence. Housing First is aa approach to quickly connect
people experiencing homel to per t housing without preconditions and barrices to cairy, such |
as sobricty, freatment or service participation requirements. Supportive services are offered to maximize
housing stability. :

B. Eligible Beneficiaries (Program Participants)

All participants in 2016 CoC funded new Per Supportive Housing projects must serve chronically
homeless individuals and/or families coming directly from the streets, Safis Havens, emergency shelters,
or institutions in which they have stayed less than 90 days. HUD finulized the definition uf chronic
homelessness effective January 15, 2016 {(below). All participants must meet this definition and follow
the documentation requirements at http://www. phila_pov/ushfaboutug/Pages/COC aspx.

Chronically homeless means: {1) A ““homeless individual with a disability,’” as defined in section 401(9)
of the McKinney-Veato Homeless Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 11360(9)), who: (i} Lives fn a place not
meant for human habitation, a safe haven, or in an emergency shelter; and (if) Has been homeless and
living as deseribed in paragraph (1Xi) of this delinition continuously for at feast 12 manths oron at least 4
separate occasions in the last 3 years, as long as the combined oceasions equal at least 12 months and
each bresk in homelessness separating the occasions included at least 7 co ive nights of not living as
described in paragraph (1)X(3). Stays in institutional care facilities for fewer than 90 days will not constitute
as a break in homelessness, but rather such stays are fncluded in the 12-month total, 25 long as the
individual was living or residing in a place not meant for human habitation, a safe haven, or an cmergency
shelter immediatefy before entering the institutional care facility; (2) An individual who has been residing
in an institutional care facility, including a jail, substance abuse or mental health treatment facility,
hospital, or other similar facility, for fewer than 90 days and met all of the criteria in paragraph (1) of this
defiition, before entering that facility; or (3} A family with an adult head of househald (or if there is no
adult in the family, 2 minor head of household) who meets all uf the criteria in paragraph (1) or (2) of this
definition, including a family whoss composition has fluctuated whilc the head of household has been
homeless.

C. Eligible Activities fur New Permanent Supportive Housing Projects

These are activities deemed eligible under HUD guidelines. Due to HUD's requirements for timely
implementation of new projects, proposals for project-based rental assistance that do not have existing
development funding commitments cannot be recommended for CoC funding,.

Eligible Activities Grant Fuads May Be Used To:
New Construction Pay up to 100 percent of the cast of new

construction, jncluding the building of'a new
structure or building an addition to an existing
structurs that fncreases the floor area by 100 percent
or more, and the cost of land associated with that
construction, for use as housing. [ grant funds are
used for new construction, the applicant must
demonstrate that the costs of new construction ase

bstantially less than the costs of rehabilitation or




that there s a lack of available appropriate units that
could be rehabilitated at a cost less than new
construction. For purposes of this cost comparisor,
costs of rebabilitat’, 1 or new construction may
include the cost of real property acquisition.

Acquisition

Grant funds may be used to pay up to 100 percent of
the cost of acquisition of real property selected by
the recipient or subrecipicnt for use in the provision
of housing or supportive services for homeless
persons.

Rehabilitation

Grant funds may be used to pay up to 100 percent of
the ¢ost of rehabilitation of structures to provide
housing or supportive services to homeless persans.
Eligible rehabilitation costs include installing cost-
cfiective energy measures, and bringing an existing
structure (o State and local government health and
safety standards. Grant funds may not be used for
rehabilitation of leased property.

Housing scarch and counseling
Legal services
Life Skills teaining
Outpatient mental health or physical
health services; or outpatient
substance abuse

o Quireach services

© Transporiation

o Utility deposits
In the past, the City has capped the supportive
service request. This year, there is no cap, Costs
must be reasonable for the project proposed.

g o0ooQ

Suppartive Services, continued

Leasing

Grant funds may be used to pay for 100% of costs of
leasing for a structure or portions of a structure,
Security deposits and utilities included in rent arc
eligible leasing costs. Funds may not be used for
units or structures owned by the recipicnt, ora
related organization, The lease is between the grant
recipient/subrecipient and owner of the property.
Leasing projects may require that program
participants pay an occupancy charge (or in the case
of a sublcase, rent) of no more than 30 percent of
their income, Income must be calculated fn
accordance with HUD's regulations in 24 CFR.
5.609 and 24 CFR.3.611(a}. However, the interim
rule clarifies that projects may ot charge program
fees.

Operaling Funds may be used to pay day-to-day operating
costs a a single structure or individual housing units
(in..uding maintenance such as scheduled
replacement of major systems), repairs, building
secveity, electricity, gas, water, fumiture, equipment,
property insurance, and taxes. These costs may not
be combined with rental assistance funds.

Project Administration Recipieats or subrecipients may use up to 10% of
any grant for project administrative costs. Expeases
related to the overall adminstration of the grant such
as management, coondination, monitoring and
evaluation, and eavironmental review are eligible,
Costs for staff and overhead directly associated with
camrying out activitics under leasing or rental

i ¢ are not administrative costs,but are
eligible costs under leasing and rental assistance. Of
the total 1094 administrative costs, 5% will be
retained by the Qffice of Supportive Housing to
support management of the HUD grant.

Renlal Assistance

Graot funds may be used for tenant-based, project-
based, or sponsor-based rental assistance, but cannot
be used if participant is recciving rental assistance
from any other source. Funds may be used for
sceurity deposits, The amount of rental assistance
requested is derived from the Fair Market Rent for
the vait'size requested.

Supportive Services

Services must be offered to program participants
duriilg the full duretion of their residency. Eligible
serviees are as follows:

’ Annual assessmient of service needs
Assistance with moving costs
Case management

Child care operations or voeuchers
Education services

Employment assistance and job
training

o Food

cCo00O0OQOQ

Any new project requesting construction, acquisition or rehabilitation fuads will be submitted to HUD for
a three year grant term, The funding will be for the three years requested, and the grant term will be three
years plus the time necessary to acquire the property, complete consturction, and begin operating the
project. HUD will require recordation of a HUD approved use and repayment covenenat, Renewal
funding may be requested In subsequent years,

Al activities listed in the charts above must be matched with a 25% cash or in-kind coatribution,
with the exception: of easing, for which no match is required.

D. Centralized/Coordinated Entry

Continuum of Carz regulations require recipients/sub-recipients 1o use the centralized or coordinated
system as cstablished by the Coati of Care to identify participants for funded programs. In addition,
recipients/sub-recipients must comply with CoC written standards for the usc of this assistance, which
includes policies and procedures for evaluating individualg/famities eligibility for assistance; and for
determining and prioritizing which individuals/families will receive permanent supportive housing.
Proposals funded under this RFP will be required to participate in the CoC’s coordinated entry system.

E. Match Reguirements




Match s actual cash or in-kind resources cantributed to the grant, All costs paid for with matching funds
must be for activities that are eligible under the CoC Program, even if the recipient is not receiving CoC
Program grant funds for that activity, All grant fuads must be matched with an amount no less than 25%
of the awarded grant amount (excluding the amonnt awarded (o tha Jeasing budget line item) with cash or
ja-kind resources. Match resources may be from public (not statutorily prohibited by the funding agency
from being used as a match) or private resources, The recipient or sub-recipient must match the fotal grant
funds requested for eligible activities with no less than a 25% eash or in-kind cantribution, Match must
‘be met on an annual basis.

For an in-kind match, the recipient or sub-recipient may use the value of property, equipment, goods, or
services contributed to the project, provided that, if the reciptent or sub-recipient had to pay for such
items with grant funds, the costs would have been cligible. If third-party services are to be used as a
match, the recipient or sub-recipient and the third-party service provider that will deliver the services
must enter into a memorandum of understanding (MOU), which must be dated between May 1, 2016
and Septentber 2, 2016, dc ing that the third party will provide such services and value towards
the project. HUD now petmits “program jncome”, which jncludes tenant rents and operating charges, 10
be used as match,

F. Timetable

If awarded funding by HUD, the timetable for program implementation of this project depends upon
HUD issuance and execution of s Grant Agreement to the City of Philadelphia.

G. HMIS Technology Requirements

The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) requires that all projects funded uader
this competifion provide client-level data to the Lead Agency for the Homeless Management Information
System (HMIS), which in the Philadelphia Cantinuum of Care (CoC) is OSH. The HMIS product used
by the Philadelphia CoC is ClientTrack™ by Eccovia SoJutions, Inc. Each project is respensible for
meeting the following teehnology requirements in erder ta be sble to access the ClientTrack™ HMIS:

Workstation , .
Specifications Minimuwn - Optimum
User PC Pentium $00 MHz Pentium [I1 1.2 GHz+
' | GB+ (24 MB+ free
Memory 512 MB {12 MB [ree when other apps are open) when other apps are
open)
Free Disk 2M8B , 10 MB+
Space
Windows . . . .
Versians Windows XP or higher Windows XP or higher
Networking TCP/IP TCP/P
Internet Explorer 9.0 or
Sofeware Intere t Exptorer 9,0 or higher or Firefox 30.0 or higher, bigher or Firefox 30.0
b Adobe Acrobat Reader (free) or higher, Adobe
Acrobat Reader (free} |
Internet DSL High Speed - Fiber,
Connection Cable, T1, or DSL
Browsers

Acceptable browsers include:
« Google Chrome 35.0 or above
Internet Explorer 9.0 or above
FireFox 30.0 or above
Mobile Safari for 10S 6.0 or above {used on iPhone, iPad, and iod mobile diyital devices)
Firefox for Android (may be installed on Android 2.1 or above)
Google Chrome for Android {may be installed on Android 4.0 or above)

s ¢ v o »

HMUS Security, Privacy, and Confidentiality Requirements

All recipients/sub-recipients are required to comply with security, privacy, and confidentiality standards
regarding the collection, maintenance, and use of protected personal information recorded, used, or
processed for the HMIS, The current requirements, which are defined by HUD in the HMIS Data and
Technical Standards Final Notice of 2004, are available at the link below. Compliance is required for this
and any future revisions.

hitps:fwww.hudexchange. info/resources/documents/2004 HUDDataand TechnicalStandards.,

All projects padticipating in the Philadelphia CoC's HMIS are required to sign the EIMIS Participation
Agreement between the City of Philadelphia Office of Supportive linusing and HMIS Participating
Agencies. All users of the Philadelphia CoC’s HMIS are required to sign the HMIS User Agreement.
{nformation about the CoC's HMIS standards and policies with regard to security, privacy, and
conltidentiality, as well as these agreements, is available at the link below:

http:/fsyww,phila.pov/osh/aboutus/Pages/standards.aspx.
BMIS Data Collection Standards and Reporting Requirements
As required by HUD, all recipients/sub-recipients are required ta participate in the Jocal CoC's HMIS and

collect and enter dota according to HUIY's data standards. These requirements are defined by HUD in the
2014 HMIS Data Standards Manual, revised June 2016, and are available at the link below:
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https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/HMIS. Data-Standards-Manual pdf.
HJ.'IS Training Requirements

Upon HUD notification of a project’s grant award, OSH will contact the recipient/sub-recipient to arrange
training for the project’s HMJS users, No one will be granted access to the HMLS without having
received initial training by OSH trainers.

H. Monitoring

Consistent with OSH’s role as the Collaborative Applicant for the Continuum of Care, OSH will at least
annually review the sub-reciplent’s performance for purposes of grant rencwal. This review may include
review of performance against HUD measures, rate of grant expenditure, client eligibility and/or site
visits fu. housing conditions. OSH will establish the method and frequency of monitoring.

Y. Propusal Furimat, Content. and Submission Reguirementsy Selection Provess

A. Proposal Format
1. Proposal Submissien Instructions
Applicants are required to submit hard copy responses, only. One (1} ariginal and five (5} coples
of completed proposals must be submitted tos

Office of Supportive Housing (OSH)

Municlpal Services Building

1401 JFK Blvd, 10 Floor, Suite 1030
Phitadelphia, PA 19102

Attentfon; Roberta Cancellier, Depuriy Director

‘The following conditians apply to this submission:

Proposals must he submitted by 5:00 PM Philadelphia, PA local time an Friday, August 12,
20616. Proposals submitted after this deadline will not be accepted,

+ Hard copy proposals must be signed in jnk by an individual duly authorized 1o bind the
applicant and must be sealed and labeled on the cover with the applicant’s name.

¢ Hard copy proposals must confain the signature of a duly authorized officer or agency of the
applicant who is empowered to bind the applicant to the requirements of the RFP. Proposals
submitted without an authorized signature will be deemed non-responsive and incomplete and
will not be aceepted for review.

»  Proposals must be typed on 8.1/2 inch by 11 inch white paper with all pages pumbered and
either 1 ¥ spaced or double-spaced. Single spaced proposals will not be accepted.

»  Proposals or proposal components will not be accepted via facsimile (fax) n,

2. Proposal Centent

10

Submissions that are missing or have incomplete sections or forms may not pass threshold review.
“The narralive part of the proposal should not exceed 14 pages, including charts noted below.

A, Project Summary Form — proposal cover page
Complete “Atlachment 13 Project Summary Form”, and use it as the cover page far your
proposal.

B. Project Information and Description
1. Project Name

2. Congressional District in which project is located

3. City Council DistricMember in which the project is located (please indicate
N/A if (enant based arnot established at the time of applicatian)

4. DUNS number

5. Tax ID or Employer ldentification Number (EIN)

6. Orpanizetion’s Street Address, including city, state and zip code
7. [s your agency a faith-based orgraization? Yes or No

8. Have you ever seceived a federal grant, directly or through a State/local
agency? Yes or No

9. Does/will the project use Energy  Star  products/appliances
(htp/fwwwenerpystar.govl) - Yes or No

10. Contact Persom, Title, Email Address and Phane Number

Provide a description of the project that is complefe and concise. The description must address the
entire scope of the project, including a clear picture of the community/target population(s) and
number to be served, the plan for addressing the idertified needs/issues ol the CoC
community/target population(s), projected outcome(s), and any coordination with other
source(s)/partner(s). In cases where the proposed project is expanding an existing facility oc
service deseribe, when applicable, how the requested funds will supplement existing services and
resousces, or increase participants served. The narrative is expected to describe the project at full
operational capacity and to demonstrate how full capacity will be achieved over the term
requested in this application. 2 pages maximum

C. Property(ies) —Please describe in detail the specific housing proposcd ta be utilized for
participants. If proposing acquisition, please describe the current and proposed ownership of
the property. 1L proposing to rehabilitate or build new housing, please describe how and when
site control will be obtained, the work to be completed to make the housing habitable, and
proposed funding sources to complete the work. If requesting project based or sponsor based
wental assistance, please describe the property ownership and maintenance responsibilities. If
requesting tenant based leasing or rental assistance funds, describe the process that will be
used to assist program participants to find their own rental units, including enlisting
participation of landlords and ensuring the widest possible choice of housing units.

Describe the expected housing needs of program participants, including type (specific size of
units? clustered uaits? shared sciting?) and scale (number of units per site, number of persans
per unit) and any other relevant infonnation.

Describe the estimated schedule of activities for program implementation,




Exp[flin haw pecessary community amenities will be made accessible to program participants - if
hnusl‘ng units will be identified at program outset, describe the particular ncighborhood
conditions; if program will be seattered-site, describe how unit selection will ensure accessibility
of participants to community amenities.

4 pages maximum

D. Supportive Services — Describe the supportive services that will be provided to help project
participants locate and stabilize in permanent housing, access mainstream resources! and/or
obtain employment. Descebe how you will ensure that participants will be individually
assisted to identify, apply for and obtain benefits under mainstream health and social services
programs for which they are eligible, e SSI,TANF, Medicaid, Food Stamps, SCHIP,
Workforce lovestment Act, and Veterans Health Care prograims,

Desc.ribc how participants will be assisted to obtain and remain in permancnt housiag. Describe
spcclﬁcally‘ hf)w pa:}ldpams will be assisted both to increase their employment and/or income
and to maximize their ability to live independently. 4 pages maximum, ineluding chart below.

Using the chart below, specify the frequency of supportive services to be provided:

Daily | widy | B | aronth rerty | B | e
Y monthty | 20ROV Quarterly weekdy Ap;:y

Describe the experience of the agency and partners, as it relates to building/rehabilitating
housing, ad ing rental assi » providing suppostive services, and utilizing HMIS, as
applicabie to the propased project,

Deseribe experience and expertise in;
I working with the target population(s);
2, developing and impicmenting appropriate housing, services, and residential property
construction and rehabilitation, if applicable; and
3. addressing the target population’s identified housing and supportive Services needs.
Include in the description any previous work of a similar nature and for the proposed
project population.

If the agency has wnresolved monitoring or audit findings on HUD grants; open OIG audit
findings; poor or non-compliance with applicable Civil Rights Laws and/or Executive Orders,
please explain.

List all HUD CoC grants currenily held by {or awarded to, but not yet under agreement) the
agency that is listed as the receipicnt/subrecipient for the proposed program, and the grant’s
current status {number of months or years program has actually been operating). Please jnsert the
foliowing table format into your narrative, adding rows as nceded, and complete it fully. 4 pages
maximum, including chart below

Amnual  Assessment  of
Services Needs

Project Competition 0# Ze:m HUD-issued Total Grant ch:glsmg
Name Yr Awarded perating Grant No. Asvarded (balance)

Assistance with Moving
Costs

Case M t

Child Care Operations
and Vouchers

Education Services

Employment  Assistance
and Job Training

Food {meals or groceries
for program participants)

Housing  Search  and
Counseling

Legal Services

Life Skills Training

Outpatient Mental Health
Services

Outpatient Heaith
Services

Outreach Services

Outpatient Substance
Abuse Treatment Services

Transportation

Utility Deposits

E. Experience Narratives

F. Project Budgets

Utilize the budpet forms at Attachment 2-4 1o request acquisition, new construction,
rehabilitation, leasing, rental assistance, operating, supportive services, and administration
funding for the proposed project, as applicable. Note that the budgets are for one year of funding
only.

If requesting acquisition funding, please attach an agreemecnt of sale or other site control
documentation; if requesting funding for new construction or rehabilitation, please include a
detailed sources and uses budget.

Gross rents must not exceed current Section 8 Fair Market Rents for FY2016, which are below,
Rental assistance requests must use the FMR caleulations, Income limits are in Appendix C.

Unit Size {2016 FMR
SRQ $623
Effliciency $330
1BR $1,003
2BR 31,210
3 BR 31,502
4 BR $1,659
13




HUD Guidance regarding suitable dwelling size. The dwelling urit must have at least one
bedroom or living/sleeping room for each two persons. (1) Children of opposite sex, other than
very young children, may not be required to occupy the same bedroom or living/stecping room.
(2) If household composition changes during the term of assistance, recipients and subrecipients
may relocate the houschold to a more appropriately sized unit. The houschold must still have
access to appropriate supportive services.

Project Match and Leverage Documentation

Create a summary chast (see below) to include details for each cash or in-kind contribution you
are secking Using the following format, The summary should be followed by copies of the
letters/memoranda you obtained to document the commitment. Projects that demonstrate
leverage/matching finds of 150% of the project request will be more competitive.

Type Contributor Source Date of Value of
Commitment (f Commitment
applicable)

(Cash orin- (Name o (Private or {Date of (Dollar value of

kind} organization) Go 0 commitment commitment)

. letter/MOU)
Total
Note that you will be required io obtaln letters or M da of Under ding to de {

ihe commitments, which must be dated betweers May 1, 2016 and September 2, 2016,

Required Hard Copy Proposal. The follawing items must be submitted
L Submit the Project Summary Form (see Attachment 1} as the cover.
2. Applicable Budget Forms (see dttachments 2 -4 to this RFP).
3. Copy of 501¢(3) determination (submit only with original proposal)

B.Proposal Checklist
The checklist below applies to the hard copy submission of your proposal, Online requirements can be
found below.

Proposal Cheeklist

v

A. Project Summary Form (Sec Attachment 1)

B._Project Information and Description — 2 pages

C. Propertyfies —4 pages )

D. Suppartive Services -4 papes

E. Experience of Recipient/Sub and Partrers — 4 pages

F. Budget Forms (see Attachmients 2 ~4); SourcesiUses if

proposing rehabilitation or new development

G. Project Match and Leverage Documentation -
Documentation ol 5013 Status — WITH ORIGINAL PROPOSAL
{ ONLY (Appeadix 5)

Applicants must organize their hard copy praposal submissions in conformance with the Proposal Format
and Content section of the REP and must respond to all items in the scope of work and other information
requested throughout the RFF. Failure to adhere to format or supply requosted information may result in
the disqualificalion of a proposal.

C. Selection Process

Proposals submitted under this RFP will be evaluated in a two-step process. First, each proposal will be
reviewed based on basic threshold requirements. If the answer to any of the following, threshold
questions js “no™, the propasal will be rejected.

= s the applicant eligible to respond to the RFP?

+  Are the activities for which fanding Is requested eligible under this RFP?

e Are the beneficiaries for which funding is requested eligible under this RFF?
= 1s the proposal complete?

This REP is not a competitive bid subject to the requitement of Seetion 8-200 of the Philadelphia Home
Rule Charter that award be made to the lowest responsible bidder. Cost to the City is a material factor, but
itis not the sole, or necessarily the determining factor, in proposal evaluation, The City may, at its sole
discretion, award a contract resulting from this RFP to a person or entity other than the responsi ‘e
Applicant submitting the lowest price. 1f the City chooses to award a contract, that contract will be
awarded to the Applicant whose propossl the City determines, in its sole discretion, is the most
advantageous to the City and in the City’s best interest.

The City will base its selection on criteria that include, but are not limited to:
«  Superior ability or capacity to meet particular requirements of contract and needs of the
City Department and those it serves
Eligibility under Code provisions relating to campaign contributions
Superior prior experience of Applicant and staff
Superior quality, efficiency and finess of proposed solution for City Department
Superior skill and reputation, including timeliness and d strable results
Special benefit to continuing services of incumbent, such as operational difficultics with
transition or needs of population being served
»  Benefit of promoting long-term competitive development and allocation of experience to
new or smalt businesses, including thosc owned by minority or disabled persons or by
women
e Lowercost
«  Administrtive and operational efficiency, requiring fess City oversight and
administration
Anticipated long-term cost effectivensss
Meets prequalification requirements
Applicant’s certification of its Local Business Entity/Local Impact status pursuant to
Executive Order 04-12

« s 2 o ®

Second Proposal Submissien for Approved Proposals

Notice of the final review and acceptance decisions made through the Jocal process will be distributed to
successful applicants via phonc call, electronic mail, facsimile, or regular mail and posted on
itpalAwww.phila. gov/rfp/Pages/defaulLaspx. Applicants whose proposals are approved for inelusion
in Philadelphia’s Coltaborative Application will be required to previde additional information, and
will be required to sabmit that response to OSH prior to the federul deadline. Final assembly and
submission of Philadelphia’s Collaborative Application will bc completed by OSH.

[fa contract is awarded pursuant to this RFP, in compliance with Section 17-1402 (¢} of the Philadelphia
Code, a notice will be published on the City’s RFPs Online website {go to

https/hwaw.phila. govirip/Pages/default.aspx and RFPs Oniine) listing the names of all Applicants and
identifying the successful Applicant and the basis for the award to that Applicant, This notice will appear
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on the City’s website for through the closing date. In no event, hawever, shall the City Department or
City Agency issuing this REP be obligated to debrief unsuccessul Applicants as to the basis for its
decision not to award a contract to them. :

nestions Relating tv the RFP

1V, Pre-Proposal Conference and

Administrative, finance andfor program staff of interested parties are strongly encouraged to attend the
RFP Briefing Session listed in the fimetable below:

RFP Posted July 15,2016

Pre-Proposal Meeting Friday, July 29, 2616, 2:30 p.m.,
Office of Supportive Housing, 1401
JEK Blyd,, 16® Floor, Room Z

Applicant Questions Due Monduy, July 25,2016

Answers Posted on eContract Philly Website Friday, July 29, 2016

Proposals Due Friday, August 12,2016, 5:60 p.m.
Philadelphia local time

Applicant Selection (Local Process Only) Tuesday, August 30, 2016

Contract Execution (Depends on whether HFUD awands TBD

the grant)

Commencement of Work TBD

The above dates are estimates only and the City reserves the right, i its sole diseretion, to change this
schedule. Notice of changes in the pre-proposal meeting date/time or location, the due date for Applicant
questions, and the date for propasal submission will be posted on the City’s website at

www phila.gov/rfiyPages/defaultaspx (Request for Proposals). The other datesitimes listed may be changed
without notice to prospective Applicants.

Questions Relating to the RFP

Representatives of applicant agencies must obtain and review a copy of this RFP in advance of attending
this meeting. OSH will not be responsible for di inating information di. d at the briefing {0
applicants got in attendance. OSH staff members will be present to review the RFP and address
questions regarding the proposed services.

All questions conceming this RFP must be submitted in writing via email to Roberta Cancellier, Deputy
Disector, Qfftice of Supportive Housing at Roberta,Cancellien@phila.gov no later than Monday, July 25,
2016 and say not be considered if not received by then. The City will respond to questions it considers
appropriate to the RFP and of interest to all Applicants, but resorves the right, in its discretion, not to
respond  to  any  question. Responses  will be posted on the City’s website at
wwwphil Irfp/Pages/defaultaspx (Request for Proposals). Responses pasted on the City's website
become part of the RFP upon posting. The City reserves the right, in its discretion, to revise responses to
questions after posting, by posting the modified response. No oral response to any Applicant question by
any City employee or agent shall be binding on the City or in any way considered to be a commitment by
the City.

The electronic and hard copy applications are due no later than 5:00 p-m. Philadelpbia, PA, local time,
on Friday, Augost 12,2016, Hard copy applications must be delivered ta:

Office of Supportive Housing
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1401 JEK. Blvd, MSB, 10* Floor, Suite 1030
Philadelphia, PA 19102
Atin: Roberta Cancellier, Deputy Director

V. Geaeral Rules Governim: REPs/Prapusals: Reservation of Rights snd Confidentiality

A. Revisious to RFP ; . .. .
The City reserves the right ta change, modify or revise the RFP at any time. Any revision to this RFP

will be posted on RFPs Online with the original Opportunity Details. Tt is the Applicant’s responsibility
to check the City's website frequently to determine whether additional information has been released or

requested.
B. City Employee Conflict Provision

City of Philadelphia employees and officials are prohibited from submitting a pro}zosal in response to this
RFP. No proposal will be considered in which a City employee .« official has a direct or indirect interest.




ATTACHMENT 1
PROJECT SUMMARY FORM
City of Philadelphia
Office of Jupportive Housing
2016 HUD Continunm of Care Homeless Assistance Program - New Pecmanent Supportive
Housing

Ageney/Organi

Title of Project

ATTACITMENT 2
HOUSING ASSISTANCE BUDGET FORMS
Please check onet

Reyjuesting Leasings Junding Requesting Rental Assistance Funding

FORM A:

Brief Description of Project: {{dentify targeted homeless population)

Name of metropolitan or non-metropotitan FMR area: DE-Philadeiphia, Camden, Wilminglon

Address of structure where units will be leased (if known):

Location of Project/Aseas Affected by Project:

Type of Housing Funding Requested Leasing Rental Assistarce WA

If requesting Rental Assistance, which type is requested (check only, one):
Tenan{-Based Sponsor-Based Project-Based

Ts this projects New Expansion of Existing Project Devclopment

Households to be Served (point in time):

Total Number of Program Pasticipants to be Served (point in time):

BUDGET REQUEST

1 year of funding

New Construction®
Acquisition
Rchabilitation*
Rental Assistance
Leasing
Suppottive Services
Operating,
SubTotal
Administration
(10%)

Tatal

*if requesting new construction of rehabilitation funding. please attach a sources and uses budget

Contact Person: Title:

No, of Na. of Total rent | Reguested
Unit size units FMR months budget Amount Match*

SRO X $610 |x 12 =§ =3 +$
0-bedrm
(e[ficiency) X 3814 {x 12 =3 g +3
1-bedrm X $959 |x 12 =3 3 +§
2-bedun x  $1,156 ix 12 =3 =3 +$
3-bedm X S1L,440 |x 12 =% =8 +8
4-bedm x $1546 [x 12 =8 =5 +$

&2 TOTALS: =3 +3

Only ong Form A is necded if program is “scat(ered-site”, or if you have only one identified address at
which units will be leased. However, il you have mare than one identified address at which units will be
leased, duplicate this form and use one per address.

FORM B - LEASING PROGRAM SPACE ONLY:

Form B should be filled out only if you will lease a structure or portion of a structure for which
an FMR is not applicable. If you have more than one address where this applies, duplicate this
form.

Monthly Number of | Total Rent | Requested
Structure#__ Leasing Cost Months Budget Amount Match®
e S x_ 12 =% =% +3
Structure Address:

Phone: Email Address:
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If vou use Form B, you must provide a narrative in the space betow that explains why it is
necessary for your program to lease a structure that can not have an FMR applicd to it.

The CoC program allows you to request 100% ol your leasing costs, with no match required, as long as
costs do not excerd Fair Market Rents. You may clect, however, to request less than 100% and if so,
indicate how much in this c