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AGENDA MINUTES 

1. Introductions & 
Thank You for 
participating in 
this Workgroup 

Cornerstones: Maura Williams 
FACETS: Rena Alexander-Lewis, Marshalee Brown 
NHH: Nima Ganga 
OPEH: Stephen Knippler, Thomas Barnett, Nikki 
Thomas-Campbell, Meghan Heaney,  

Pathway Homes: Lauren Leventhal 
Second Story: Cathy Benn 
Shelter House: Mairin Rivett 
PRS: Charlene Williams 

2. Monitoring & 
Evaluation Tool -  
Purpose 

o The Notice of Funding Opportunity (NOFO) for the annual HUD CoC Program funding competition 
requires communities to create a “Priority List”. All project applications (for both new and renewal 
projects) submitted in the CoC Competition must be reviewed, assessed, approved, and ranked. 

o The CoC Application (that OPEH submits on behalf of all new and renewal projects) asks specific 
questions about the process and requests copies of scored Tools and communication to Recipients. This 
information is required to be submitted via attachments.  

o The extensive process allows Fairfax County’s CoC to be as competitive as possible to retain funding for 
existing renewal projects and hopefully secure additional funding for new projects.  

3. Monitoring & 
Evaluation Tool - 
Feedback 

Recipients will have an opportunity to provide feedback on the Tool after the scores are returned and 
finalized so the Tool can be updated for the next competition cycle.  

o Lauren Leventhal stated that the completion of the APR results section by OPEH was appreciated 
and saved a lot of time for the providers.  

 
 

4. Monitoring & 
Evaluation Tool - 
Scoring 

o Score Ranges – The score ranges are based on the initial scoring process, which may change 
depending on the outcomes of the scoring decisions to be discussed. The final ranges will be provided 
after the scored Tools are returned to the agencies. 

o Scoring Decisions – The following scoring decisions were made:  
o Q07, Question dealing with Housing Quality Standards for PSH and Basic Habitability inspections 

for RRH.  
▪ The tool did not specify that an attachment was required to earn a point for these 

questions. Due to the lack of clear instructions all agencies that answered yes to having 
either Housing Quality Standards or Basic Habitability Inspections were awarded 1 point. 
M&E Workgroup was made aware of this.  

o Q12, Prior living situation 
▪ The notes section of the APR was reviewed for each project that stated they had 

individuals who moved from a “rental by client with ongoing subsidy” to determine how 
many of these clients were moved from one PSH project to another PSH project.  

▪ If it was determined that all reported clients met the qualification for previously 
homeless the projects were awarded 1 point.  M&E Workgroup was made aware of this. 

o Tiebreakers – The total number of points for Q19-24 was calculated and then multiplied by that 
project’s vulnerability score (Q13) for projects that were tied in overall scores. This did not change the 
overall score of the individual projects just their ranking in the scoring summary. M&E Workgroup 
agreed.  

5. Monitoring & 
Evaluation Tool – 
Communication 
to Recipients 

Agencies will receive a scored copy of their Tools with notes via email on June 24th.  
 

Scores and accompanying notes are provided to the Ranking Committee who will utilize them as a primary 
tool while ranking the projects as part of the competition.  
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These were the scores presented to the M&E Workgroup.  Some scores subsequently changed based on the agency review period. 


