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  CONSOLIDATED COMMUNITY FUNDING POOL 
FY2025-2026 AWARD CYCLE 

SAC CHAIR REPORT 

Background  

On Wednesday, January 10, 2024, an 18-member resident volunteer SAC, representing 

multiple regions of the county and including retirees and employed individuals in both the 

public and private sectors, began their review and evaluation of 120 proposals submitted in 

response to RFP#2000003360 Consolidated Community Funding Pool FY 2025-2026 

award cycle. Four subcommittees were established and charged with the responsibility of 

reviewing and evaluating 30 proposals each over a nine-week period. Each subcommittee 

appointed a chairperson for oversight, and to participate as a subcommittee representative 

in the SAC Chairs’ meetings.                                                                                               

 

The SAC subcommittees were further divided into two, 2 to 3-member teams and met 

virtually on a weekly basis through mid-March to complete the evaluation of the proposals. 

SAC chairs also met virtually several times over an 11-week period to discuss 

recommended contract awards and restoration funding for the approval of the full SAC on 

March 28, 2024.  

Outcomes 

An overall proposal score of 85 out of 100 points was established as the cutoff for 

recommending programs for contract award. Final recommended contract awards and a 

restoration list of 16 programs was approved by the full committee on March 28, 2024. The 

recommendations included the funding of 60 human services programs, or 50% of the 120 

proposals received.  Submitting organizations can identify up to two priority areas for each 

program proposed, therefore the following percentages total more than 100%. The 60 

programs support the CCFAC funding priorities as follows: 28 (47%) support direct needs 

such as food, shelter and health/dental care,36 (60%) support education, literacy or 

financial assistance, and 33 (55%) support social, community, and positive behavior 

services. Seven programs (12%) are new (submitting first grant requests). (See the 

attached Analysis of Funded Programs). Total funding recommendations are $9,395,176 

for FY2025.  

 

Recommendations: 

Post task completion, SAC Members were surveyed about their experiences and 

recommendations for future SAC cycles. Responses were largely supportive of the practice 

and the volunteers felt their combined 1100 volunteer hours were well spent. As with each 

cycle, SAC Members made numerous recommendations to enhance the quality of the 
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program and the process. Below is a summary of some of the main points: 

SAC and Bonfire Orientation/Training  

● Some members requested more training and practice time, and some requested that 

if they have attended training before, to notify them if there are enough changes 

from prior training to warrant having to attend again. 

● Recommend/allow SAC members to bring their laptops and engage with Bonfire 

directly during the training so SAC members have a hands-on opportunity to 

navigate the software and learn how to use it. Provide an info guide for future 

reference. 

● Seat team members together so they have an opportunity to get to know each other 

before the SAC kickoff meeting where they have to select a team captain. 

● Continue recording the training session for SAC members to be able to refer back if 

needed. 

● Review the applicable RFP and proposal documents in Bonfire, and how they can be 

used by SAC members as part of their evaluation process. “Hide” the documents that 

are not relevant to evaluation of the proposals so SAC members can more easily find 

relevant forms and documents. Arrange forms and documents in Bonfire in the order 

they would most reasonably need to be read if possible. 

● Address issues such as how personal values, expertise in a particular subject matter, 

etc. should or should not affect scoring. 

● Provide more training on how to evaluate the cost proposals. 

● Show SAC members how they can open multiple sessions of Bonfire in separate 

windows to make it easier to read a proposal section and then score that section on 

the separate score sheet. 

 

TAC Tools, Comment Sheets, Member Involvement  

● Have TAC members that are knowledgeable about the effectiveness of the proposed 

programs provide information, insights, aspects that are worthy of discussion, etc. 

Many were not familiar with the programs, and the information on the forms did not fit 

the criteria SAC members were supposed to be evaluating. 

● Some SAC members found TAC comments and member involvement helpful, and 

others found the information requested from TAC members redundant, and not 

helpful, or necessary to have TAC members’ attendance at meetings. 

● Enlarge printing on financial analysis forms. Many found them not useful for reviewing 

the cost proposals and did not know their purpose. 

● Many SAC members indicated they would have liked to have a TAC member or the 

info provided, that would help them better understand how to assess the cost 

proposals. 
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Proposal Evaluation Process  

● Streamline and shorten proposal and requested forms. Many sections seemed 

overlapping, redundant, or unclear, and made it difficult to score. Use the same 

sections and scoring for both under and over $50,000 proposals. There were several 

more suggestions of changes to the RFP to help SAC members evaluate the 

responses more effectively. 

● Make review criteria more qualitative, for both technical and cost proposals i.e., not 

just whether or not something was addressed, but how effectively or completely it met 

the criteria requested in the RFP.  

● Have a mechanism for “normalizing/standardizing” scores across subcommittees to 

make the scoring less dependent on which subcommittee any particular proposal was 

assigned. 

● When developing evaluation criteria, if certain types of services, populations, 

geographic areas, or other criteria as determined by the BOS, CCFAC, and/or county 

staff are deemed to be more important or needed than others, include that as part of 

the evaluation process.  

● Have county staff who are knowledgeable about the effectiveness of the currently 

funded programs address this as part of subcommittee discussions or perhaps 

through the TAC’s written information. 

 

SAC Member Experience Improvement  

● Make SAC members more aware of time commitment at recruitment. Improve the 

proposals and evaluation criteria as indicated above to shorten and make the process 

clearer for the volunteer SAC members. 

● Try to have at least one experienced person on each subcommittee, and perhaps 

request that those people act as their team chairperson. 

● Because each subcommittee is broken down into two teams, but there is only one 

subcommittee member assigned as the chairperson, a mechanism should be 

developed for the subcommittee chairs to better represent the team on their 

subcommittee that they do not participate on. 

● Several suggestions were made to clarify the RFP, and thus clarify the evaluation 

process.  

Conclusion  

As we wrap up another CCFP SAC evaluation cycle, I want to thank the other SAC 

members who willingly gave up their free time to thoroughly read proposals, determine 

what they thought was the best score for each criterion and indicate why they chose that 

score, and participate in their subcommittee meetings to discuss each proposal. I also want 

to thank the SAC subcommittee chairs who virtually attended the SAC chair meetings to 
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represent their subcommittees. The subcommittee chairs reviewed the whole list of 

technical proposal scores, and discussed and determined the cutoff score for cost proposal 

review. They then repeated this process for determination of the cutoff score for program 

award recommendations. This step is always hard because there are many worthwhile 

programs and never enough funding, and subcommittee chairs are aware of the stakes of 

this process for the nonprofit organizations who take the time and effort to write a proposal. 

Their decision is not made lightly. 

 

It was a pleasure to work with Michelle Brizzi and her staff from DPMM, and the Fairfax 

County human services staff who also support the CCFP contract process. SAC members 

indicated that staff were respectful, kind and helpful. Not only were they responsive and 

professional, but they also display a keen interest and passion in their work.  

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Karen Mellon 

SAC Chair 
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