


CDBG Advisory Board Meeting
3/29/2016
The meeting began at 6:08 PM
Members Present: Ben Hatch, Russ Elek, Rita Neopaney, Jane Helmstetter, Karen Freudenberger, Anne Brena, Cassie Lindsay, Basu Dhakal, Peter Ireland
Staff Present: Marcy Esbjerg, Val Russell
Marcy initiated welcome and a group activity.
A motion to approve the draft minutes from the last meeting is made and seconded. 
Marcy reviewed the agenda with the group and asked for any additions. 
Public Comment – No public comment
The Mayor’s representatives reported back on their meeting with the Mayor regarding unallocated funds.  Next, the Advisory Board discussed how they would like to allocate the funds and the best plan to move forward. 
Marcy asked the group if they want to make the decision tonight about how they will re-allocate $42,572 in the event that it is released. 
A Board Member moved to make these allocations at this meeting  - 8 yes - 1 no – approved. 
The group then made several proposals regarding the re-allocation, discussed each option, and voted  
to increase the award of the highest scoring applications to fully fund them (PS1, PS2, PS4). Any 
remaining funds to go to PS 5. 
Allocations (if the funds are released)
Additional $19,260 to PS1 – Pathways Vermont – Expanding Housing First Services
Additional $11,554 to PS2 - Women Helping Battered Women – Safe Tonight
Additional $10,000 to PS4 - Vermont Works for Women – FRESH Food
Additional $1,756 to PS5 – HomeShare Vermont – Homesharing: People Helping Each Other
A Board Member requested that Marcy meet with the Mayor regarding the unallocated funds.  Another Board Member volunteered to attend the meeting. 

Confirm Allocations for Public Services and Development Projects
Board Member moves to accept slate as presented – unanimously approved.

Advisory Board Recommendations
	2016 CDBG Applicants - Public Service
	 
	 

	Proj #
	Project/Program
	Organization
	Amount Requested 
	Recommended Award

	 
	Homeless & Housing Services
	 
	 
	 

	PS1
	Expanding Housing First Services in Burlington, VT*
	Pathways Vermont, Inc.
	$50,000
	$30,740

	PS2
	Safe Tonight*
	Women Helping Battered Women
	$38,546
	$26,992

	 
	Hunger/Food Security
	 
	 
	 

	PS3
	FRESH Food*
	Vermont Works for Women
	$30,000
	$16,000

	 
	Seniors & Persons w/Disabilities
	 
	 
	 

	PS4
	Complex Case Management for At- Risk Seniors*
	Champlain Valley Area Agency on Aging
	$20,000
	$10,000

	PS5
	Homesharing: People Helping Each Other*
	HomeShare Vermont
	$25,000
	$13,000

	 
	Equal Access 
	 
	 
	 

	PS6
	Volunteer Income Tax Assistance Program
	Champlain Valley Office of Economic Opportunity
	$12,000
	$12,000

	 
	Health 
	 
	 
	 

	PS7
	Rapid Intervention Pre-Natal/Parenting Project
	Vermont Parent Representation Center, Inc
	$127,000
	$0

	PS8
	Safe Recovery Opioid Recovery Case Manager
	Howard Center
	$47,250
	$0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	* Two-Year
	TOTAL AMOUNT REQUESTED 
	$349,796
	$108,732


[bookmark: _GoBack]
	2016 CDBG Applicants - Development
	 
	 

	Proj #
	Project/Program
	Organization
	Amount 
Requested
	Recommended Amount

	 
	Housing
	 
	 
	 

	D1
	Affordable Rental Development and Preservation
	Champlain Housing Trust 
	$130,000
	$130,000

	D2
	YouthBuild Energy Efficiency and Housing Rehabilitation Project
	ReSOURCE 
	$70,584
	$70,584

	 
	Economic Development
	 
	 
	 

	D3
	Women's Small Business Program
	Mercy Connections 
	$21,000
	$21,000

	 
	Neighborhood Development 
	 
	 
	 

	D4
	Westview House Kitchen Renovation
	Howard Center, Inc
	$66,000
	$66,000

	D5
	Community Emergency Food Shelf
	Chittenden Emergency Food Shelf - CVOEO
	$29,450
	$29,450

	D6
	Lower Floor Remodel
	Chittenden County Senior Citizens Alliance, Inc.
	$44,800
	$44,800

	D7
	Westview House Bathroom Remodel
	Howard Center, Inc
	$14,200
	$14,200

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	TOTAL AMOUNT REQUESTED
	$376,034
	$376,034



Next Steps
Next, Marcy explained to the Advisory Board the next steps in the CDBG process.  First, an Action Plan will be written that includes all of the funded projects and that will be advertised for 30 days.  Then it will be presented at a Public Hearing at City Council.  Next, it will be presented to the Board of Finance for approval, and then submitted to City Council for approval.  After it is approved by the City Council it will be submitted to HUD. 
Review of Process, Applications, Marketing
Marcy asked the Advisory Board members to provide feedback on the allocation process.
Board Member comments on the process: 

· The application should be different for Development projects.  Some questions to add - what do you have now, what are you going to do with the funds, what are you going to get, provide a measurable improvement in service or operation.
· Push the group to fully fund fewer projects instead of spreading the funding out.  Specifically to drop certain applications. Suggested changing the dot system and making people choose their top 2 and bottom 2 applications. 
· Funding everything in the middle is not helpful, other members think the dots and average funding amount are a starting point and then the conversations do the rest or the work.
· Would like more education in first meeting around the impact of fully funding a project, and best practices around awarding grant money.
· The group discussion is very valuable, some members would not like to choose applications to eliminate before the group discussion.    
· As a new member of the board it is difficult to understand the subtext of the process and the applications.  There is presumed knowledge that the Boards Members have.  New members would like to have more information in the beginning, before scoring. 
· The average funding level becomes a really strong anchor that is difficult to get away from.  What is the value of providing the group with the average funding amount?  Pick your 2 favorites (blue dots), 2 worst (red dots) that would simplify that dot process.  Other are concerned with the transparency of picking your favorite and least favorite instead of scoring.   Perhaps change it to the 2 top scoring and the 2 low scoring applications.  
· We should go back to the scoring system that had a wider range of scores, the 3 point system has flattened out the scores. Marcy would be happy to look into a better way to score.
· A lot of the scoring was based on completion of application (how else can you quantify?) there wasn’t a lot of room for scoring value. 
· Some members were able to assign that value through the conversation and process. 
· Would you prefer to have more meetings - have the discussion first and then read it and score after?  No.
· We should be more clear about the guidelines for how much money applicants can request, and have a higher minimum for development projects.
· Should we have a cut-off of one development application per organization?
· Small organizations wouldn’t be able to ask for small grants that would have a higher impact.  This process prioritizes organizations that have a CFO, a database, etc. we should be more explicit about that.  What does that mean for the community?  Some members think that this funding is not appropriate for a small start-up nonprofit, others disagree. 
· Are there guidelines about what information Board Members should bring back to the NPA’s?  One member would like guidance in order to provide a consistent message across the City.  An experience Board Member offered to write up notes about what can and cannot be shared and to share them with the group. 
· How do you feel about telling public services/dev that they have to ask for at least $10,000?
· It is interesting to see who has been funded in the past and how much they ask for in following years. 
· Good process, good year, great group of positive invested citizens.  

Marcy thanked the group for their service.  

The meeting was adjourned at 7:54 PM.

Respectfully submitted, 


Val Russell
Community Development Specialist – Grant Administration



