CONSOLIDATED COMMUNITY FUNDING POOL
FY 2027-2028 AWARD CYCLE
Selection Advisory Committee (SAC) Chair Report

Background

The County personnel from the Department of Procurement and Material Management (DPMM) held
four sessions prior to the SAC receiving proposals for review: an orientation meeting, a technical training
session, a cost training session, and a final session to review and execute administrative requirements.

The SAC consisted of Fairfax County residents who were not principally engaged with the programs
submitted for the Consolidated Community Funding Pool (CCFP) Fiscal Year 2027 - 2028.
Approximately 130 programs submitted proposals.

The SAC comprised four subcommittees, each separated into two groups, tasked to review and evaluate
approximately 17-18 proposals per group over a three-month period. Each subcommittee appointed a
chairperson for oversight, and to participate as a subcommittee representative in the periodic SAC Chairs’
meetings. The two groups within the subcommittees, each consisted of two (2) to three (3) member teams.

The SAC met virtually weekly from early January through mid-March to complete the technical and cost
proposal evaluations. The SAC chairs also met virtually periodically from late January to mid-March to
discuss the subcommittees’ reviews and inform the County of recommended processes.

Outcomes

The SAC determined a proposal cutoff score at 83 of 100. To spread more funding across programs with
support services within focused service areas, the SAC applied a five percent cap on returning programs
which were funded for Fiscal Year 2026. The five percent cap ensured returning funded Fiscal Year 2026
programs did not exceed a total five percent funding increase from the previous cycle. The scores were
weighted then adjusted to determine the funding for each program. The approach resulted in 69 programs
being funded at the amount, $9,603,566.00. Of the 69 recommended programs, 32 were not funded in
Fiscal Year 2026; including six new organizations and eight new programs. On March 26, 2026, the SAC
reviewed the final award determinations and recommended additional programs for restoration should
funding remain.

Recommendations and Feedback

Following the award recommendations, the SAC was surveyed about their experience and areas of
improvement. The majority of the surveyed members approved of the County’s approach to training,
software, and data tools. However, some members provided constructive feedback for process
improvement.



SAC and Bonfire Orientation/ Training

e The orientation and training sessions were good. The only improvement might be to hold them in

a larger space. The room was pretty crowded for the initial session.

Provide more training on the cost section of the proposals.

Provide more information about Fairfax County government and how this program fits into other
services.

e Concerning “specific direction” vs. “broad direction”, the County’s approach seemed to provide
wide latitude to the reviewer. The approach could lead to proposals being scored differently based
on the reviewer’s preference. For example, if the information is not in the right place the reviewer
may choose to provide a low score on that question or the reviewer may choose to score based on
reading the whole proposal. Similarly, if there were spelling and grammar issues the reviewer
may choose to value/score the question negatively. An improvement would encourage an
approach that still leaves authority to the reviewers, but provides more direction to encourage
consistency.

The Bonfire Orientation was excellent.
Provide new members a cheat sheet of the two-three sections of Bonfire that are accessed most
frequently, e.g. Submissions and Files.

e For potential conflicts of interest, the SAC member should not have to verify that they have no
conflict with ALL grant submitters one-by-one. Instead, the SAC member should have an option
to "select all" as default, then uncheck those that the member may have (if any) conflicts with
submitted programs.

TAC, Reading List, and Member Involvement

e The TAC member assigned to my group was very nice and did contribute good comments to our
discussion.

e The TAC was really helpful in giving context to the review process. Sometimes her insights were
really helpful.

e Because the proposals were not distributed to groups based on service area, the TAC member
sometimes did not have knowledge of the existing systems and services. They were a helpful
extra set of eyes to help volunteers understand the proposals, but sometimes they also did not
have answers.

Be consistent with the names in Bonfire and the reading list spreadsheets.

Participating in the SAC as a first-time member was a valuable and insightful experience. It
provided an opportunity to engage deeply with community organizations and to better understand
the scope and complexity of the work being supported.

Proposal Evaluation Process
e The review criteria had overlap with each other, and some had multiple parts. This often led to

confusion about how to rate an applicant if they covered some of the points of the criteria but not
all.



e Across proposals, the abstracts often did not provide sufficient information of the problem/
program, and the reviewer wouldn't know what an applicant was looking to fund, until the
reviewer moved through the proposal, versus the abstract being a solid summary.

e The overall review process was well structured, thoughtful, and grounded in fairness. The
evaluation criteria, reviewer guidance, and coordination supported a consistent and credible
process.

SAC Member Experience and Process Improvement

e [ feltlike I was providing real community service. I learned from my teammates (SAC and TAC
and County Staff.

e For the final SAC meeting, in such a large group it felt awkward to ask questions and when
people did ask questions I didn't think the response to the questions was very clear. An
opportunity to ask questions in a smaller group would increase my confidence in how things play
out in the end.

e The Volunteer Management System (VMS) was confusing. Please continue to provide more
support to SAC members.

Define scoring ratings from 5 to 1 to ensure more consistency among reviewers.

Continue to revise and eliminate duplicative questions.

Consider adding this question in the Cost section: "What would be the impact of not receiving
this funding? Indicate anticipated impacts as Ist, 2nd and 3rd, then check as many others as may
apply." __ Services discontinued or not started.  Reduced hours for services  Reduced
locations for services  Reduced number of clients able to be served  Reduced/limited pay
for staff  Reduced staffing  Other. Explain:

e Require organization/ submitters with multiple proposals to provide an explanation of their

overlap, if any, and how the programs interact with the organization.
Conclusion

As we conclude this CCFP SAC evaluation cycle, each SAC member should be commended for the
volunteer hours they participated in to review proposals, independently assess the proposal based on RFP
criterion, and then present their independent score during their subcommittee meetings to ultimately reach
a consensus for each RFP question.

The SAC subcommittee chairs who virtually attended meetings to represent their subcommittees should
be recognized. The subcommittee chairs were vital to the transition from the technical evaluation to the
cost evaluation through their deliberations in determining the technical proposal cutoff score. Later the
subcommittee chairs met again to determine the cutoff score for program award recommendations.

The County staff deserves equal praise for their continual support to the SAC. The staff provided timely
updates to the SAC. The staff provided historical information to the subcommittee chairs when requested.
All County staff were professional and patient through the evaluation process.



All SAC decisions were deliberated and the final decision considered efficiency and proper use of
taxpayer funds.

Working with DPMM and Neighborhood Community Services was an enlightening experience. Karin
Ventura, Michelle Brizzi-Graham, Vannessa Calderon Moran, Marla Zometsky, and Sara Miner
demonstrated leadership throughout the CCFP evaluation process. The SAC members routinely
communicated positive remarks when discussing the County staff’s acumen and keen interest in their
work.

Sincerely,

Renko- Hordison

SAC Chair
Renko Hardison



