[image: image1.png]COMMITTEE TO END
HOMELESSNESS
KING COUNTY




www.cehkc.org

Interagency Council Minutes
April 2, 2007

	Interagency Council Members Present: 
	Interagency Council members absent: 

	Humberto Alvarez (SKCCH/Solid Ground)

Rhonda Berry (City of Tukwila)

Michael Brown (Seattle Foundation)

Sandy Brown (Church Council)

Tom Carr (City Attorneys Office)

Dini Duclos (MSC)

Bill Hobson (DESC)

Reed Holtgeerts (KDDAJD) 

Barbara Hope (EDVP) 
Katherin Johnson (City of Kent)

Kate Joncas (DSA)

Paul Lambros (PHG)

Emily Leslie (City of Bellevue)

Jackie MacLean (King County DCHS)


	Marilyn Mason-Plunkett (Hopelink)

David Okimoto (UWKC)

Mario Paredes (Consejo)

Randy Pellam (CAC)

Adrienne Quinn (Seattle Office of Housing)

Dave Ramsay (City of Kirkland)

Faith Richie (Valley Cities)

Sue Sherbrooke (YWCA)

Kathleen Southwick (Crisis Clinic)

Tom Tierney (SHA)
Christine VanderWerf  (CAC)
	Doreen Cato (First Place)

Mark Dalton (DSHS – Belltown CSO)

Lynn Davison (Common Ground)

Charissa Fotinos (Public Health)

Bill Hallerman (AHA)

Mike Heinisch (KYFS)

Clark Kimerer (Seattle Police Dept)
Patricia McInturff (City of Seattle HSD)

Stephen Norman (KCHA)

Kris Stadelman (WDC)

Jerry Towne (WA State VA)
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Kelli Carroll (KC Council Staff)

Frank Fernandez (Community Partnership for the Homeless)

Patricia Gray (Family Services)
	Terris Harned (SHARE)

Colleen Kelly (City of Redmond)

Katy Miller (KC DCHS)
Laird Heia (CEHKC)

Peggy Hotes (Tent City 4)

Cheryl Markham (KC DCHS)

Vince Matulionis (UWKC)

Linda Olsen (Seattle HSD-DVSAP)

Janice Tufte (ITFH)

Mark Putnam (AHW)
Kim von Henkle (City of Seattle HSD)
Melora Hiller (SHIP Consultant)
	Maureen Kostyack (Seattle Office of Housing Patricia Tolson-Robinson (CCS)

Bill Rumpf (Seattle Office of Housing)

Sara Levin (City of Seattle)

Jason Johnson (City of Kent)
Lisa Gustaveson (AHW)
Lisa Cipollone (SHA)

Mari Moen(CSH)
Christina Garcia (CSH)
Kelley Kent (CSH)

13 Members of the Texas Delegation on Homelessness


Welcome and Introductions / Approval of Minutes

In the absence of the two IAC co-chairs who were both out of town, Bill Block called the meeting to order at 2:05 pm.  The February 5 and March 5 meeting minutes were approved.  

Feedback from the Consumer Advisory Council
The March 21 CAC meeting focused on a review of the 2007 CEH workplan developed at the IAC retreat, and a review of 2163 draft processes and priorities.  Minutes of the March CAC meeting were included in the IAC packet.  Christine Vanderwerf and Randy Pellam, reporting on behalf of the CAC referenced those minutes, and shared other comments/highlights from the CAC meeting:

· The CAC’s motion to support the request to the City of Seattle that the Seattle-funded Women’s Severe Shelter be kept open year round.
· Support for the Homeless Memorial that is being designed for placement in Victor Steinbrueck Park.
· Concern that Redmond had revoked Tent City 4’s permit at St. Jude's Catholic Church and the church was being fined for each day it hosted T4.  (Note: Sandy Brown later reported that the Redmond City Council had very recently passed a motion to authorize Tent City 4’s stay and the fines were lifted.)
· The issue of coordinated entry and the challenge of getting folks into the right housing with the right level of support
· Continued concern over finding landlords willing to rent to formerly homeless individuals, and the additional challenges of finding someone willing to accept a Section 8 housing voucher.  CAC members recommend tracking the “shopping rate” of these vouchers as one method for tracking how difficult it is for people to find housing.
IAC Membership

The IAC welcomed Randy Pellam (representative of the CAC) and Rhonda Berry (City of Tukwila) to the IAC.  Randy replaces Chris Jones and brings his knowledge and experience of homelessness to the table.  Rhonda was recruited to increase the visibility and understanding of issues from the south end of the County.

Success in Housing Implementation Plan

The Ten-Year Plan calls for 9,500 units of housing – with approximately half of that coming from new construction and half coming from existing housing stock.  The problem, however, is that screening criteria related to credit, criminal history and prior rental history, along with lack of money for security deposits, creates barriers to people finding housing and exiting homelessness.  Melora Hiller was retained as a consultant to identify incentives such as risk mitigation funds and case management supports that would encourage landlords to relax certain screening criteria and address these barriers.  Melora conducted field research, focus groups and worked with a Success in Housing Implementation Project (SHIP) workgroup to develop a proposed model which was presented at the February and March IAC meetings. Elements included:

· Emergency Financial Assistance 

· Rental Assistance (short- and moderate-term) 

· Service Protocols (case management standards) 

· Risk Mitigation Pool 

· Alternatives to Eviction 

· Ready to Rent Tenant Workshops 

· Master Leasing 

· Housing Locator (web-based database) 

· Outreach / Central Contract Point for Landlords 

· Housing Search Assistance 

· Quality Assurance Oversight 

· Background Checks / Portable Credit Reports 

· Certificate of Rehabilitation / Record Expungement 

· Respite Housing 

During the February and March IAC discussions (and also afterwards) several IAC members commented that the SHIP proposal appears to be a duplicate layer to our current system and is trying to “fill in” gaps within existing programs.  These members wondered which portions of the toolkit are best centralized (ie, within the SHIP toolkit) and which should be developed (or remain) decentralized at the program level.  Some members also felt that SHIP should more appropriately limit its focus on helping people access housing, while leaving retention to programs with whom the client is already affiliated.

The SHIP workgroup reviewed these suggestions and agreed that in most cases case management supports should be funded at the program level.  They identified, however, certain constraints that will need to be addressed:

1. There will be households who are originally placed under the SHIP model, but will have exited from case management and will experience a temporary crisis.  Given this:

· The workgroup recommends that there be some supportive service dollars to help these households re-stabilize.  

· They would also recommend that SHIP partner with only those agencies that can assure case management supports since landlords have stated that the availability of case management is critical if they are to accept “risky” tenants.  Pending agreement on that point, it will be important that local decisions be weighed in favor of increasing funding to culturally-focused agencies so that their clients have access to the SHIP model, as most culturally-focused agencies have not, traditionally, received ongoing case management dollars.  Hence, their clientele would be ineligible for SHIP supports if access to SHIP rests upon an agency’s ability to guarantee ongoing case management supports.

2. We will still need to address the need for emergency assistance and rental subsidy resources.  Numerous bodies of research show that the single greatest predictor of stability for formerly homeless families is housing affordability.  

With this background in mind, the SHIP workgroup restructured which portions they recommend be centralized and which decentralized in order to achieve the goals of access and stability.  (A document was included in the IAC packet that more fully explained which components the workgroup felt were fundamental to a SHIP project, which were optional and which could be accessed through community-based supports.)  The workgroup requested that the IAC review the elements and identify which model and elements the IAC would recommend for implementation.  A lively discussion of this document and the components ensued.  Comments included:

· There is still a concern that SHIP adds a layer in the process.  There was consensus that any proposed system must be more streamlined and user friendly for clients, providers and especially landlords.  

· It has been recommended that existing emergency and rental assistance dollars go through SHIP to be better streamlined/coordinated.  Numerous concerns were expressed, including:

· How would SHIP make decisions about allocations, and is it the appropriate role for SHIP to make allocation decisions of public resources?

· Recapturing emergency assistance dollars would destabilize existing programs and populations that currently rely on those resources (ie, SHIP will likely serve high barrier families who are or have been homeless.  Existing rental assistance programs typically serve the working poor whose housing stability is at risk due to economic factors such as job loss and short-term illness.)  The suggestion was made that we make a commitment to find new funds for this component during Phase 1 implementation of the SHIP project, allowing SHIP the opportunity to prove itself before making decisions to reallocate existing funds.

· Several policy and questions about the IAC’s role were raised, including:
· What decisions about model design should be made by the IAC and which should be entrusted to the workgroup appointed by the IAC or to the agency selected via RFP to implement the project?
· How do we balance decisions about funding, the model, and selected elements against current realities.  Do we respond to what currently exists, or do we build it as we want our system to look 5, 10 and 15 years from now.
· What is the extent of the need and role of rental assistance / rental subsidies in securing existing housing.  It was agreed that this issue warrants its own discussion at an upcoming IAC meeting.
It was moved and seconded that the IAC adopt as a best-practice model a SHIP Phase I project that includes certain fundamental components.  There was considerable discussion and recognition of the fact that any funding of SHIP will need to be coordinated with other funding sources, and details and decisions will need to be the responsibility of the funders, including balancing the funding needs of SHIP with other funding needs.  
The components of the proposed “best practices” model include the first nine fundamental elements listed in the SHIP document distributed at the April 2nd IAC meeting as follows:

1. Risk Mitigation Pool 

2. Housing Locator 

3. Landlord/Provider Agreements 

4. Outreach / Education / Central Contact Point for Landlords

5. Housing Search  Assistance 

6. Quality Assurance Oversight

7. Criminal and Background Checks / Portable Credit Reports

8. Emergency financial assistance 

9. Temporary Payments to Retain Housing 

The motion was approved with two members in opposition and one abstaining.
2163 Process and Priorities

Katy Miller, with King County Community and Human Services, attended today’s meeting to review the current policies and procedures for making recommendations for use of local 2163 funds, and to seek IAC feedback and approval to forward to the Governing Board.  In 2007, an estimated $2.47 million in 2163 funds will be available for projects in King County (this calculation assumes a $300,000 renewed commitment to City of Seattle for Safe Harbors).  Katy presented the currently proposed policies for allocating 2163 funds, which state:  

· 2163 funds will be used to implement projects and/or initiatives that promote the goals of the Ten-Year Plan to End Homelessness;

· 2163 will fund projects and initiatives that promote better coordination among providers and systems, eliminate barriers for homeless people and create clear paths out of homelessness;

· 2163 funding processes will be designed to encourage the distribution of  funding countywide and to meet the needs of diverse homeless populations;

· 2163 funding will be packaged with or used to leverage other state, local, federal and private funding sources in order to maximize its impact; 

· To the extent possible, 2163 funding priorities, applications, awards, reporting and monitoring will complement and coordinate with other public and private funding sources;

· 2163 annual collections will be awarded through competitive Requests for Proposals (RFP)/ Request for Qualifications (RFQ) processes carried out by King County DCHS/ HCD Program.  An RFP/RFQ will be held at least annually for monies collected the following year and awards may include multi-year commitments up to five years; and

· Funding proposals will be evaluated based on set criteria and reviewed by a committee that is representative of diverse viewpoints, both geographic and programmatic and consistent with conflict of interest rules.  The reviewers will present recommendations to the Director of King County DCHS, who will make the final funding decisions.

Funding can be used for:

· Services and rental assistance (both short and long-term) to increase access to permanent housing and to expand the choices of housing available for homeless people;

· Housing and service systems change initiatives that eliminate barriers to housing/ services for homeless people by creating efficiencies and linkages within the current housing and services system; and 

· Services and housing assistance that prevents households from becoming homeless. 

The CEH/IAC, in coordination with DCHS/HCD staff (given that King County/DCHS is the legal entity liable for oversight of the funds), will recommend specific priorities for 2163 funding awards to the CEH Governing Board.  Funding priorities will:

· Be decided through a process that will conclude no later than June 1st of any given year, so that funds may be included in a fall NOFA;

· Set clear guidance for the use of monies collected the following year; 

· Be within the scope of the 2163 Funding Policies; 

· Take into consideration the diverse geographic areas and population needs of homeless people in King County; 

· Clearly align with the Ten-Year Plan to End Homelessness in King County.

The IAC packet included draft priorities to seed the IAC’s discussion and selection of priorities for upcoming rounds of local 2163 funds.  The draft priorities included the following:

· Funding for service and/or operating gaps for new capital units in production.  Priority would be given to projects that are scheduled to come online in 2008 (projects that will otherwise lose other committed local, state and federal funds). 

· Service and system coordination efforts that are designed to increase access and direct links to services and housing for households with housing barriers (those with poor rental and credit histories, criminal backgrounds, etc.).  This includes access to low income housing units, housing subsidies and/or emergency rent assistance. 

· Case Management support in units not currently available to homeless people due to lack of funding for onsite service supports (units in non-profit owned buildings or in the private rental market).

· Short or long-term rental assistance for permanent housing units not currently affordable to homeless people at or below 30% AMI. 

Comments from IAC members:

· It would be helpful to have specific definitions for terms like case management, rental assistance etc. to ensure consistent use of these terms.

· An amendment was suggested to specifically include faith-based efforts in order to build capacity among volunteer-run shelters.  It was noted that churches that operate as a non-profit are eligible to apply, and that there are other faith based initiatives that are more appropriately targeted to this need.  Members agreed not to include this in the current proposed priorities for local 2163 funds at this time.

· It was suggested that the line which states “…2163 funding processes will be designed to encourage the distribution of  funding countywide and to meet the needs of diverse homeless populations…” should simply state that “2163 funds will be distributed countywide to meet the needs of diverse homeless populations;”
It was moved, seconded and approved to forward the 2163 Funds priorities to the Governing Board for their approval.

2007 IAC Initiatives

Each of the workgroups has met at least once to scope out a work product.  There was not enough time remaining in today’s meeting to have a full discussion of these efforts, however.  These initiatives/work products will be the focus of the May IAC meeting.

Public Comment:

A member of SHARE thanked the Committee for the work being done to end homelessness.  He also encouraged that a homeless person be represented on the Governing Board.

Peggy, with Tent City 4, stated that the number of homeless people living in Seattle has increased and that the Ten-Year Plan recognizes the need for interim survival mechanisms to ensure that people have safe place to sleep.
The meeting was adjourned at 4:00 p.m.  Respectfully submitted, 
Gretchen Bruce
821 Second Avenue, Suite 600              Seattle, WA  98104
206-205-5506
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