
City of Charlottesville  
MEMO 

    

 
 
 
TO:  Planning Commission  
 

FROM: Tierra Howard, Grants Coordinator 
 

DATE:  March 14, 2017 
 

SUBJECT: Public hearing for proposed FY 2017-2018 CDBG and HOME Budget 
Allocations for the Annual Plan of the Consolidated Plan 

 
 

As part of the CDBG public participation process, the Planning Commission must provide 
recommendations to City Council on all Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) and 
HOME Investment Partnership (HOME) funding recommendations. 
 
Attached you will find the proposed allocations for FY 17-18 CDBG and HOME programs.  
These recommendations are based on CDBG Task Force recommendations for Housing and 
Public Service activities, the Strategic Action Team for Economic Development activities, and 
10th and Page Priority Neighborhood Task Force in light of FY 17-18 budget estimates.   
 
Also attached you will find copies of meeting minutes where these recommendations were made. 
 
Other attachments include a memo of explanation and a list of all the projects reviewed as a 
result of the Request for Proposal (RFP) process.   
 
Following the public hearing, staff is asking for a recommendation to City Council concerning 
the CDBG and HOME budget allocations.  This will include the approval of funds to be 
reprogrammed. 
 
If you have any questions or concerns, please contact Tierra Howard at 970-3182 or 
howardti@charlottesville.org. 
 
 
Cc:  City Council 
       Maurice Jones, City Manager 
 Alexander Ikefuna, Director of NDS 
 Missy Creasy, Assistant Director of NDS 
 Stacy Pethia, Housing Program Coordinator 
 CDBG Task Force 
  
       



City of Charlottesville  
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TO:  Planning Commission 
 

FROM: Tierra Howard, Grants Coordinator 
 

DATE:  March 14, 2017 
 

SUBJECT: Proposed FY 2017-2018 CDBG and HOME Budget Allocations  
 
 
  
CDBG and HOME Project Recommendations for FY 2017-2018:  
 
The CDBG program total has an estimated $371,309 for the 2017-2018 program year.  The 
CDBG grand total reflects the $371,309 Entitlement (EN) Grant, $42,268.31 in Reprogramming, 
and $0 in previous years’ entitlement available after program income has been applied.  The 
HOME total consists of an estimated $58,520 which is the City’s portion of the Consortium’s 
appropriation, in addition to $14,630 for the City’s 25% required match, $0 in Reprogramming 
and $20,000 in program income.  Minutes from the meetings are attached which outline the 
recommendations made.  It is important to note that all projects went through an extensive 
review by the CDBG/HOME Task Force as a result of an RFP process.  
 
Priority Neighborhood – The FY 2017-2018 Priority Neighborhood is the 10th and Page 
Neighborhood, which also serves as the Block by Block Neighborhood.  The 10th and Page 
Priority Neighborhood Task Force has recommended several projects to improve the streetscape 
and pedestrian safety along the 10th Street Corridor and within the 10th & Page Neighborhood.  
The Task Force has set the following as priorities, thus far: 1) Pedestrian improvements at the 
10th St NW and West St intersection; 2) Pedestrian improvements at the 10th St NW & Page St 
intersection; 3) Beautification efforts at 8th Street and Hardy Drive; and 4) Lighting 
improvements on the west end (dead end) of Page Street. The Task Force will continue to meet 
on an as needed basis to discuss additional priorities and improvement projects for FY 17-18.   
 
Economic Development – Council set aside FY 17-18 CDBG funding for Economic 
Development Activities. Members of the Strategic Action Team reviewed applications for 
Economic Development.  
 
Funds are proposed to be used to provide scholarships to assist 20 entrepreneurs hoping to 
launch their own micro-enterprises.  
 
Public Service Programs – The CDBG/HOME Task Force has recommended several public 
service programs.  Programs were evaluated based on Council’s priority for workforce 
development and quality childcare.  Programs were also evaluated based upon metrics included 
in the RFP evaluation scoring tool.  Funding will enable the organizations to provide increased 

 



levels of service to the community.   
 

Estimated benefits include increased participation in parenting education and support, access to 
quality childcare and preschool enrollment and access to quality after-care for 20 families; re-
entry (supportive) services for 100 recently released offenders to assist with recidivism; and 
childcare scholarships for 2-3 families;  

 
Administration and Planning: To pay for the costs of staff working with CDBG projects, citizen 
participation, and other costs directly related to CDBG funds, $74,261 is budgeted.   

 
HOME Funds: The CDBG/HOME Task Force recommended funding to programs that support 
down payment assistance.  Estimated benefits include 11-13 newly supported affordable units. If 
less funding is available, than estimated, the Task Force recommends that the funding be 
deducted from PHA’s funding allocation and if more funding is available that it be added to 
PHA’s funding allocation.  HOME program income will also be applied to FY 17-18 projects.  

 
Program Income/Reprogramming: For FY 2017-2018, the City has $0 in previous CDBG EN 
that has been made available through the application of received Program Income (PI) to be 
circulated back into the CDBG budget.  The City has $20,000 in HOME PI to be circulated back 
into the HOME budget.  There are also completed projects that have remaining funds to be 
reprogrammed amounting to $42,268.31 CDBG and $0 HOME.  These are outlined in the 
attached materials. 
 
Adjusting for Actual Entitlement Amount:  Because actual entitlement amounts are not known at 
this time, it is recommended that all recommendations are increased/reduced at the same pro-
rated percentage of actual entitlement to be estimated.  No agency will increase more than their 
initial funding request.   
 
 Attachments:  Proposed FY 17-18 CDBG and HOME budgets 
   Funds to be reprogrammed   
   FY 17-18 List of RFPs received 
   Task Force Minutes 
 
     
 



2017-2018 CDBG and HOME BUDGET ALLOCATIONS 
RECOMMENDED BY CDBG/HOME TASK FORCE and SAT:  1/10/17, 1/11/17, 1/19/17, and 1/25/17 

RECOMMENDED BY PLANNING COMMISSION: 
RECOMMENDED BY CITY COUNCIL: 

 
 

    
I. PRIORITY NEIGHBORHOOD 

A. 10th and Page         $271,120.31*  
 
II. ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS 

A. Community Investment Collaborative Scholarships    $12,500 
           ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT TOTAL: $12,500    

III. PUBLIC SERVICE PROJECTS 
 A.   City of Promise – Enrolled to Launch      $17,000 
 B.   OAR – Re-entry Services       $14,696 
 C.   United Way – Child Care Subsidies      $24,000 
                            SOCIAL PROGRAMS TOTAL: $55,696     (15% EN) 
 
IV. ADMINISTRATION AND PLANNING: 
 A. Admin and Planning          $74,261      (20% EN) 
 

 
 
       GRAND TOTAL: $413,577.31 

          ESTIMATED NEW ENTITLEMENT AMOUNT: $371,309 
   ESTIMATED EN AVAILABLE AFTER PI APPLIED: $0.00  

     REPROGRAMMING: $42,268.31 
 
* Funding includes program income/reprogrammed funds  
_______________________________________________________________________ 

 
2017-2018 HOME BUDGET ALLOCATIONS 

 
A. Habitat – Down payment Assistance      $40,000 
B. PHA – Down payment Assistance      $38,520* 
          

TOTAL: $93,150 
        ENTITLEMENT AMOUNT: $58,520 

ESTIMATED EN AVAILABLE AFTER PI APPLIED: $20,000 
       REPROGRAMMING: $0.00 
             LOCAL MATCH: $14,630*  

 
* Includes estimated EN available after program income applied 



APPROPRIATION 
AMENDMENT TO COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT ACCOUNT 

Reprogramming of Funds for FY 17-18 
 

 WHEREAS, Council has previously approved the appropriation of certain sums of 
federal grant receipts to specific accounts in the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) 
funds; and 
 
 WHEREAS, it now appears that these funds have not been spent and need to be 
reprogrammed, and therefore, 
 
 BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the City of Charlottesville, Virginia that 
appropriations made to the following expenditure accounts in the CDBG fund are hereby 
reduced or increased by the respective amounts shown, and the balance accumulated in the Fund 
as a result of these adjustments is hereby reappropriated to the respective accounts shown as 
follows: 
 

Program 
Year 

14-15 
15-16 
15-16 
15-16 
16-17 
16-17 

 

Account Code Purpose Proposed 
Revised 

Reduction 

Proposed 
Revised 
Addition 

Proposed 
Revised 

Appropriation 
P-00001-05-03 C4K Websites $37,340.08   
P-00001-05-08 Seedplanters $150.29   
P-00001-02-72 City of Promise  $2,624.77   
P-00001-05-12 ReadyKids Facility Project $1,556.12   
P-00001-02-79 OED GO Driver $597.05   
P-00001-05-19 Priority Neighborhood  $42,268.31 $42,268.31 
 TOTALS: $42,268.31 $42,268.31 $42,268.31 

 
** At the time of the Planning Commission Meeting, it is too soon to know if there will be 
any CDBG FY 16-17 funds to be reprogrammed.  All funds identified will be included in 

the April 4, 2017 Council materials.    



CDBG/HOME RFP SUBMISSIONS - FY 2017-18

Organization, (Program Title) Applicant
Program Description

Funding 

Requested
City of Promise Sarad Davenport Enroll to Launch $20,000

OAR Pat Smith Reentry Services $20,000
PACEM Dawn Grzegorczyk Shelter to Home $12,000

United Way Barbara Hutchinson Child Care Scholarships $28,500
$80,500

Organization, (Program Title) Applicant
Program Description

Funding 

Requested
Community Invest. Collaboration Stephen Davis Entrepreneurship-training $12,500

$12,500

Organization, (Program Title) Applicant
Program Description

Funding 

Requested

City of Charlottesville Dept of Parks & Recreation Chris Gensic Crescent Halls sidewalk connection $10,000
$10,000

Organization, (Program Title) Applicant
Program Description

Funding 

Requested
Habitat for Humanity Ruth Stone Project 20 - Downpayment Assistance $40,000

PHA Karen Reifenberger Downpayment Assistance $58,520
$98,520

Social
Economic 

Development
Public Facilities 

Housing 

Programs
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CDBG TASK FORCE 

Minutes 

Neighborhood Development Services Conference Room, City Hall 

Tuesday, January 10, 2017 

2:00pm – 3:00pm 

 

Attendance: 

 

Task Force Members Present Absent 
Taneia Dowell X  
Howard Evergreen X  
Kathy Johnson Harris X  
Joy Johnson  X 
Sherry Kraft X  
Kelly Logan X  
Sarah Malpass X  
Megan Renfro  X 
Matthew Slaats X  
Tierra Howard (staff) X  
Others:   
 

The meeting began at 2:00pm.  The group members began introductions.   
 
Task Force Questions 
Staff provided asked the Task Force (TF) if there were any questions before reviewing 
scores.  Tierra Howard (TH) explained that the SAT reviews the economic develop 
proposals and that they would be reviewing the CIC proposal.  Sherry asked for an 
explanation of question #5 regarding how the point system works.  TH explained that 
recipients of FY 15 funds could get up to 10 points on #5, non-recipients or new applicants 
would receive 5 points (neutral score) and then would have the opportunity to gain 5 
additional points in the next question (posed to non-recipients of FY 15 funds).   
 
There was discussion about how many of the proposals received (from applicants that 
received FY 15 funds) did not answer #5 or report on FY 15 outcomes.  TH explained that 
she has the data on FY 15 outcomes, however, TH expressed that it is up to the TF to decide 
if it would like to provide a score based solely on the application response versus scoring 
on additional information provided by staff or other group members.  Howard Evergreen 
(HE) explained that he would like to have additional information from staff on outcomes 
because he would not like to penalize an applicant on a misunderstanding.  Sarah Malpass 
(SM) explained that OAR and PACEM answered the question fully but she did not see the 
information from City of Promise.  TH explained that she could share the information.   
 
Taneia Dowell (TD) asked if the TF is supposed to utilize the beneficiary information that 
was included in the staff report.  TH explained that some of the information in relation to 
beneficiaries was unclear in the proposals, therefore questions about the number of those 
to be served were sent out as applicant questions and responses were distributed to the 
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group.  TH explained that as the TF reviews the applications, she can share the responses 
with the group. 
SM explained that for item #7 on the evaluation, she was unsure how to evaluate the 
proposals based on key words of “evidence-based practices” and “best practices and/or 
research) because many of the proposals did not include the key words.  TH explained that 
difference between best practices, solid research on the effectiveness of strategies, and 
evidence-based strategies.  She explained that evidence-based strategies would be 
strategies in which there are proven scientific (specific) results and best practices would be 
using models from other programs/places that were successful (more of a general 
consensus).  Matthew Slaats (MS) explained that evidence-based strategies would have 
numbers to support the strategies whereas best practices would be more of a verbal 
suggestion or idea.  TH explained that next year it would be helpful to have the questions of 
clarification from the TF when the evaluation tool is sent out so that the tool can be revised 
or staff can provide clarification prior to the evaluation of proposals.  The TF agreed that 
the evaluation tool improved from the previous year.   
 
HE stated that it is difficult to determine organizational capacity on paper.  Kelly Logan 
(KL) explained that some of the items on the evaluations are hard to quantify into a 
number, however, she was in hopes that the discussion would help with quantifying a 
score.  TH explained that meeting with the organization is an option.  HE explained that he 
thinks that the group has enough information to make an informed decision. 
 
Review of Preliminary Scores for Public Service Proposals 
 
City of Promise – Enrolled to Launch Proposal 
 
The group shared preliminary scores for items #1 – 10 on the evaluation tool and 
discussed why certain scores were given.  

 [#2]  Sherry Kraft (SK) explained that the domain of the program and what it is 
trying to accomplish is broader than childcare and the program has proven to fit 
within the goals of the Consolidated Plan and priority neighborhood and the goals 
are very broad for the families (children and parents) and it is hitting the mark.  HE 
stated that the broadness of the response made it more difficult to provide a high 
score.  TD explained that she looked at the Council Priority, however, SK explained 
that the specific question is asking about the high priority need.  HE explained that 
the question asks the applicant to demonstrate how the program will address the 
need and it was so broad that he was unable to determine how the program would 
meet the need.  TD disagreed and stated that they explained what they were going to 
do and how they would meet the needs (help enroll children) and that the program 
is helping the City schools in meeting their goals.  MS explained that he scored low 
because he was confused.  TH explained that the question is specifically related to 
the high priority need and not consolidated plan goal (in previous question).  SM 
asked what the reasoning is for asking if it meets a consolidated plan goal, TH 
explained that the program has to meet a consolidated plan goal to be eligible for 
CDBG.  SM explained that the TF should not be so rigid in scoring because the 
program ties to supporting job improvement and quality childcare.  HE explained 
that he had difficulty identifying what the broader CoP programming was, TD 
explained that the proposal did a good job in identifying what it offers and the 



 

successes.  MS explained that there was no place on the evaluation to evaluate 
grammatical errors and TD stated that that issue does not give her heartburn.   

 [#3] SK explained that she was confused because the timeline was not clear.  TH 
explained that she believes that the dates are an oversight error.  KL explained that 
she did not see as much detail.  The group decided that they would like to stick to 
providing an average score versus a consensus score.   

 [#4] MS explained that the proposal did not clearly describe the answer to the 
question.  KL agreed.  SK asked the group, how is performance indicators being 
define and she suggested that the TF is probably not defining it in the same way.  SK 
stated that the application provided specific answers related to reading benchmarks 
(reading assessments) and no children will enter kindergarten with less than 15 
hours/week of preschool.  SK stated that she may have a biased view because she 
reviews reports that have the information in them so she knows it but CoP did not 
explain it in their proposal.  SM explained that the application did a good job in 
showing how CoP is shifting the bar.  HE explained that he felt that the discussion is 
important for someone who does not know about CoP.   

 [#5] TD explained that she was unable to identify actual outcomes from the 
application, however, the staff report provided the actuals.  TD asked if were are 
supposed to go by what is provided in the application versus what the staff report 
provided.  HE stated that he thinks that other information should be included in the 
evaluation process and that we should not be so rigid.  Kathy Johnson Harris (KJH) 
stated that the group could have asked staff to find out the actual outcomes from 
CoP, however, staff provided the information upfront therefore the information 
should be used.  KL stated that it was not reported, so she gave a score of a 0.  TH 
explained that they were not the only applicant that missed the question.  TD stated 
that she agreed with KL.  She stated if we are only using what was provided in the 
application, then the score for her is a 0.  TD suggested that the group provide a 
decision on what information to use to provide a score.  SM stated that maybe we 
should provide some flexibility because they were not the only applicant who 
missed the question, she suggested that perhaps there was confusion about the 
question.  SM stated that she would provide a higher score due to the fact that they 
did meet their goals, however, she suggested that next year it should be made clear 
to the applicant that if the applicant does not provide an answer as to how it met its 
goals and of outcomes of the previous funding, perhaps they should be 
penalized/disqualified from the process.  SM stated that CoP did not answer the 
question but they did provide outcome data in other sections.  KJH asked if staff can 
provide the applicants feedback to brush up on skills so that if applicants apply for 
other grants, they will have that knowledge.   

 [#7] TD explained that some of the needs were identified in other areas,  
 [#8] HE stated that he could not identify the rigorous evaluation score in the 

application.  SK stated that they did adequately explain their evaluation system.  KL 
stated that it was hard to determine the rigorous nature of the evaluation system in 
the application.  TD explained that they did provide outcome information under 
question #19.  SK stated that they explained how they are using a data system 
similar to other promise neighborhood programs and also working with City 
schools to report on data/evaluate.  KL stated that she fully supports CoP’s efforts 
and if it was a yes or no of whether or not to provide funding, she would say yes, 
however, she felt as though the application did not answer a lot of the questions.  KL 
stated that there is a lot of information that they could provide, but it is not being 
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provided in the application.  MS feels that the application perhaps was not written 
by an experienced grant writer (weak application).  SK stated that perhaps the 
group was looking at different things but she felt as though they described their data 
collection system but others felt it was not adequate as a description of their 
evaluation system.  TH stated that perhaps the source of confusion amongst the 
group is that the question asked them how the evaluation system informs their 
program and that information was not clear.   

 [#9] SK stated it’s hard to assess the financial benefits as they are long-term.  HE 
stated that the conversation has helped increase his score.  MS stated that it is hard 
to assess financial benefits in this program because benefits occur long term, 
however, other applications were able to assess the financial benefits (where this 
application was lacking that information).  TD stated that the program budget 
leverages 16 percent of alternative funds, which does not seem like a lot of funding 
from other sources, however, she stated that she can see how the program could 
assist with generating revenue for the City long-term but the application did not 
answer the question or provide enough detailed information.  SM explained that she 
felt like the application did not use key words from the question to answer the 
questions.   

 [#10] SM stated that the application did not mention MOU or formal partnership 
agreement.  SK stated that they do work with ReadyKids and the school system, 
which was mentioned in the application. 

 [#11] SM stated that since the program is targeted outside of the SIA, she did not 
know how to answer it.  KJH stated that it is outside of the SIA, however, the 
majority of the kids that they are serving are transient.  SM suggested that for next 
year we may want to change the question.  SK asked if this question was in place to 
differentiate the SIA from the priority neighborhood.   TH explained that when 
Council set priorities they specifically stated that they wanted to see workforce 
development funds tied towards PHA and CRHA residents within the SIA area.  
There was a discussion about whether the other applications specifically stated that 
they would assist beneficiaries living within the SIA area.  SM stated that OAR did 
specifically discuss doing outreach in the SIA area.  HE stated that OAR’s application 
stated that OAR did not describe that it would be using the funds to specifically 
target residents within the SIA area. 

 
KL stated that we had an intense discussion about how to score applications based on 
specific facts and information provided.  She stated that she had framed her scoring based 
upon last year’s discussion regarding using facts and information provided in the proposal.  
She stated that this year, it seems as though we are not providing scores based on the 
information provided in the proposal (more flexible).  She stated that the group needs 
decide what approach it will be taking to score the evaluations (we are not being 
consistent).  SM stated that she believes that we have not ever decided on an approach.  MS 
stated that it would be helpful for staff to take the averages and focus on numbers that the 
group does not agree on.  KJH stated that she agrees with KL, however, when you have an 
open end to discuss, it allows you to be flexible.  TD stated that she is trying to leave out her 
personal knowledge about the organization and she is using the proposal to score.  SM 
asked if we can submit out scores based upon the application submissions and then discuss 
flexibility about the scores that have major differences.  SK asked if any of the groups 
requested technical assistance.  TH stated that PACEM was the only organization that she 
met with.  SK stated that she is okay with the approach that SM stated.  SK stated that she 
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was looking for the answer in the application under different questions.  TH stated that she 
will tabulate all TF member scores, distribute them to the TF, point out the major point 
differences (3-4 points), and then the TF can focus discussion on areas where scores 
differed and then TF members who wish to change their scores can do so.  TD stated that 
we just ask if we can go off of the information that was provided.  KJH stated that when she 
evaluated the applications, that she used what was provided in the application.  She stated 
that if we submit forms to TH and she tabulates them (based on the submission), then we 
can discuss the areas where there are differences and that should satisfy TD and KL’s 
concerns.  MS stated that the larger concern is that the estimated budget is $55,696 and we 
have requests of up to $80,000.  He stated that we should move quickly through the 
evaluations and focus more on funding amounts/recommendations. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 3:15pm.   
 
 
 



 

CDBG TASK FORCE 

Minutes 

Neighborhood Development Services Conference Room, City Hall 

Thursday, January 19, 2017 

2:00pm – 3:30pm 

 

Attendance: 

 

Task Force Members Present Absent 
Taneia Dowell X  
Howard Evergreen X  
Kathy Johnson Harris X  
Joy Johnson  X 
Sherry Kraft X  
Kelly Logan X  
Sarah Malpass X (via phone)  
Megan Renfro  X 
Matthew Slaats  X 
Tierra Howard (staff) X  
Others:   
 

The meeting began at 2:00pm.  Taneia Dowell (TD) suggested that staff provide the Task 
Force (TF) with a map of the SIA next year.   
 
Review of Preliminary Scores for Public Service Proposals 
 
Tierra Howard (TH) reviewed the preliminary scores.  After discussion, the scores were as 
follows: 
 
United Way 86 
City of Promise (CoP) 86 
OAR 84 
PACEM 71 
 
TD stated that she struggled with the identifying answers to the budget-related questions.  
TD expressed that some of the proposals did not provide a clear/detailed line item budget.  
Howard Evergreen (HE) stated that United Way’s budget is straightforward because they 
are requesting funding for childcare scholarships.  HE agreed that it was difficult to identify 
what the CDBG funding would be used for in many of the proposals.  HE stated that he 
could not identify what PACEM wanted the funding for other than to use CDBG to 
supplement the organizational budget.  Sherry Kraft (SK) questioned if CDBG funds are 
supposed be target a discreet activity and if it is legitimate to fund a position for “X” 
number of hours with CDBG funds.  TH stated that using CDBG funds to fund a position that 
is providing a direct service to eligible beneficiaries is an eligible activity under the HUD 
regulations.  HE stated that he would be more inclined to fund applicants who can 
demonstrate specifically “how” the CDBG funds will be used. 
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SK stated that the scoring criteria related to outreach and services provided to residents 
within the Strategic Investment Area (SIA) puts CoP at a disadvantage because their 
services are limited to a specific geographic area.  SK suggested that maybe the request for 
proposal should state that the City will not provide funding to organizations that do not 
serve or do outreach to residents within the SIA.  TH explained that the application was not 
limited to only those serving or doing outreach to residents within the SIA, however, the 
evaluation tool allowed for an applicant to gain additional points.  HE explained to SK that 
the scoring criterion allows the applicant to gain bonus points.  Sarah Malpass (SM) asked 
TH if she could elaborate on City Council’s push for targeting funds to SIA residents, which 
she explained is different from how applications were evaluated last year.  She stated that 
in previous years, applicants were encouraged to target funds towards residents who live 
in the 10th & Page Neighborhood which was the current priority neighborhood.  TH stated 
that City Council sets the CDBG & HOME priorities every year and that for FY 17-18, Council 
set a priority that emphasized the targeting of economic development and workforce 
development activities to CRHA and PHA residents that live in the SIA.  TH explained that 
the priorities are used as directives/guidance that the TF must follow.   
 
Kelly Logan (KL) stated that it appears as though the scores reflect expectations of where 
each of the applicants should have scored.  She stated that she felt as though PACEM did not 
meet the requirements, therefore the TF should not recommend funding for PACEM.  She 
suggested that the TF should focus on funding amounts for the top three scoring 
organizations (United Way, CoP, and OAR).  The TF agreed with KL.  Kathy Johnson Harris 
(KJH) and HE agreed with KL and stated that they also felt like the scores came out as 
expected.   
 
HE stated that PACEM’s application indicates that the organization has $175,000 in cash.  
HE also stated that PACEM had the lowest scoring application.  SK agreed that PACEM’s 
application was an outlier.  The TF agreed to not consider PACEM’s application for funding.   
 
SK inquired about the number of beneficiaries to be served by United Way.  TH explained 
that initially, United Way proposed to serve over 20 beneficiaries by subsidizing childcare 
costs for each child, however United Way could fully fund three scholarships for three 
beneficiaries if they received the requested amount. 
 
TH explained that she had one concern with CoP being able to expend the amount of 
requested funds ($20,000) within the required timeframe.  She stated that CoP had funds 
leftover from FY 15-16 and unlike other CDBG categories, public services funds cannot be 
rolled over to the following year due to the annual budget cap on public service activities.  
TH stated that she was unclear on how many total hours would be charged to CDBG within 
the fiscal year.  TH explained that she sent a question to CoP requesting that they outline 
the details on total CDBG hours, however, she did not receive the appropriate response.   
 
HE stated that he feels that if CoP cannot explain how they will budget to expend the full 
funding request at $20,000, then perhaps the reduction from CoP could be used to increase 
the funding amount for United Way.   
 
KJH explained that she feels that OAR is going to receive funding no matter what.  She 
stated that the funding should be divided in three ways in accordance with the ranking 
scores.   
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HE stated that according to the application, the CoP did include other funding sources 
(other than CDBG) for the Enrolled to Launch Program.  He stated that OAR may be able to 
find other funds, however, for CoP, he does not know how they would be able to function if 
their funding amount was reduced by $4,000 or $5,000.     
 
KL stated that she would like to fully fund United Way because there is a high need for 
childcare.  TD stated that if you don’t have childcare, then you are unable to work and 
childcare is tied to workforce development.  She stated that she feels like OAR may be able 
to identify alternative funding.  KJH stated that she feels like United Way can find 
alternative funding (not OAR - as she previously suggested).  HE stated that United Way 
always has a waiting list and if the TF makes a recommendation to fully fund United Way, 
then it’s possible that they will be able to serve three more beneficiaries from the waiting 
list.  KL stated that the Department of Social Services (DSS) has a waiting list for childcare 
assistance as well and that if clients can’t get the childcare assistance from DSS, then United 
Way is the only other option.   
 
TD stated that if you invest into childcare, then you are preventing the need for OAR 
services in the long run.  HE asked the group about the average cost of childcare.  The TF 
stated that it is very expensive.  TD stated that childcare costs more than college tuition.  
KJH stated that she believes that childcare is very important.   
 
SM stated that she agrees that United Way can find alternative funding sources.  She stated 
that she scored OAR as the highest because they had a good application.  She stated that all 
of the services by each of the applicants are valuable to the community.  She added that 
when she looks at the difference between fully funding United Way and CoP, that she would 
be inclined to fully fund CoP because wrap around services are so important and that if the 
TF does not recommend fully funding United Way, United Way will most likely be able to 
still fully fund the scholarships.   
 
TH reviewed CoP’s outcomes from previous years in relation to the proposed outcomes and 
the amount of requested funding for FY 17-18.  TH explained that if the group decided to 
reduce the funding amount for CoP , then CoP would probably still be able to operate the 
program, but may not be able to serve as many beneficiaries as proposed.  KL stated that 
she feels like CoP did not demonstrate the need in the application and did not report on 
outcomes.   
 
SK stated that she feels that the three proposals have worthy requests and that we should 
fund them to some extent.  SK stated that CoP is trying to grow with the Enroll to Launch 
program, OAR is trying to sustain their services, and United Way has been a great asset 
with providing childcare scholarships. 
 
SK suggested that the TF consider not fully funding all of the requests, but reducing the 
requests by some amount.  TD stated that she recalls a discussion from last year about fully 
funding requests and KL added that the discussion was about whether or not organizations 
can provide the proposed service with reduced funding.   
 
TH suggested that the group come up with options for voting on how to divide the funding 
amounts.   
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 TH asked the group to raise hands and/or vote yes if they would like to equally 
divide the $55,696 by three and each agency would receive $18,565.  There were no 
“yes” votes out of six votes for this option.   

 TH asked the group if the top two scoring agencies should be fully funded.  There 
were two “yes” votes out of six votes for this option. 

 TH asked the group to vote on a proportional reduction with some reduction for the 
top two agencies and more of a reduction for the lowest scoring organization.  There 
were three “yes” votes (HE, SM, SK) out of six for this option.   
 

KL stated that the scores are so close that she suggests splitting the funding equally 
amongst the three.  SK stated that the group would be eliminating more funding from 
United Way if the group decided to equally divide the funding.     
 
TD asked if the TF recommends reducing funding from CoP, then would CoP be able to still 
operate the Enroll to Launch program. TH suggested that the TF review CoP’s budget.  She 
stated that if the TF recommends reducing CoP’s request, then, there would be a reduction 
of CDBG hours for the Enroll to Launch coach and/or the community connections 
coordinator.   
 
On a motion by SK, seconded by TD, the CDBG Task Force unanimously approved the CDBG 
public services funding recommendations as follows: 

 Fund United Way at $24,000; and 
 Fund CoP at $17,000; and 
 Fund OAR at $14,696. 

 
TH stated that if the City receives less funding than estimated, then, each organization’s 
funding recommendation will be reduced equally (proportionately).  The TF agreed.   
 
TD suggested that staff inform each applicant that it is very important for them to answer 
the questions.  TD stated that the TF puts a lot of hard work into the applications to make 
funding recommendations.  KJH asked TH if she could help the applicants by providing 
technical assistance.  She also suggested that staff provide helpful grant writing tips to the 
applicants.  TH mentioned that she provided a mandatory technical assistance workshop to 
all of the applicants.  HE suggested that TF members attend the mandatory workshop and 
provide feedback about their experience.   
 
The meeting adjourned at 3:30pm.   
 
 
 



 

CDBG TASK FORCE 

Minutes 

Neighborhood Development Services Conference Room, City Hall 

Wednesday, January 25, 2017 

2:00pm – 2:30pm 

 

Attendance: 

 

Task Force Members Present Absent 
Taneia Dowell X  
Howard Evergreen X  
Kathy Johnson Harris X  
Joy Johnson  X 
Sherry Kraft X  
Kelly Logan X  
Sarah Malpass  X 
Megan Renfro  X 
Matthew Slaats  X 
Tierra Howard (staff) X  
Others:   
 

The meeting began at 2:00pm.  The Task Force (TF) decided not to fund the City of 
Charlottesville Department of Parks and Recreation proposal as the project scored very low 
at a 27.  There was discussion about the proposal not being strong and not fitting in with 
the priorities.   
 
Tierra Howard (TH) explained that the City has an extra $20,000 of program income or 
recaptured funds to be added toward the estimated budget of $58,520. 
 
Review of Preliminary Scores for Housing Proposals 
 
Habitat for Humanity and Piedmont Housing Alliance (PHA) 

 Tierra Howard (TH) stated that the score for Habitat is 90 and the score for PHA is 
84. 

 TH shared Sarah Malpass’ (SM) email to the group that if all other things are equal, 
her preference is to prioritize funding for programs that address the needs of 
Charlottesville’s lowest-income residents.  TH stated that maybe SM was indicating 
the maximum area median income (AMI) eligibility thresholds for those being 
served by Habitat is up to or below 60% of the AMI and the maximum area median 
income (AMI) eligibility thresholds for those being served by PHA is up to or below 
80% of the area median income.    

 Taneia Dowell (TD) stated that Habitat does receive some down payment assistance 
(DPA) from PHA.  TH stated that specifically for their HOME DPA FY 17-18 project, 
the sources of funding are proposed to be $40,000 from CDBG and $64,000 from the 
Federal Home Loan Bank for DPA.   

 Sherry Kraft (SK) stated that last year the City gave Habitat $139,460 last year.  TH 
stated that the reason why Habitat received that amount is because they were able 
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to show how they would commit the $105,400 of recaptured funds by the July 21, 
2016 deadline and the TF agreed that they outlined a specific plan/projects for how 
they would be able to do that. 

 TD stated that she had a question about Habitat beneficiaries to be served.  She 
stated that Habitat has proposed to assist 8 families with $40,000 in HOME funds 
this year but they requested $80,000 last year to assist 8 families in the previous 
year (more than half of the FY 17-18 request).  Howard Evergreen (HE) stated that 
this year, Habitat is incorporating the Federal Home Loan Bank as an additional 
source of funding.  TH also stated that the DPA amount per family is based upon 
need and is determined on a case by case basis. 

 HE stated that Habitat has the ability to serve families that go below the 60% AMI 
and possibly serve families that make up to 40% AMI whereas PHA would probably 
not be able to do that given the different mortgage streams that they work with.  He 
stated that when it comes to serving lower income families, Habitat is most likely 
able to do that. 

 HE suggested that the TF fully fund Habitat and give PHA the amount of funding that 
is leftover (about $38,000).  SK agreed. 

 
On a motion by TD, seconded by Kathy Johnson Harris (KJH), the CDBG Task Force 
unanimously approved the HOME funding recommendations as follows: 

 Fully fund Habitat’s request at $40,000; and 
 Fund PHA with the remaining balance at $38,520; and 
 If less funding is available, the TF recommends that the funding be deducted from 

PHA and if more funding is available that it be added to PHA. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 3:15pm.   
 
 
 




