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Housing Activities Proposal/Project Request Ranking 
Housing Solutions of Northern Arizona Development of 3 Permanent Affordable Rentals $205,000.00 103 
Northland Family Help Center Shelter Renovations $25,408.70 88 
The Guidance Center ADA Improvement Project $69,051.29 82 
Catholic Charities Bridge House Rehabilitation $113,000.00 75 
City of Flagstaff Owner Occupied Housing Rehab $150,000.00 NR 
    

    Public Service Activities Proposal/Project Request Ranking 
DNA People’s Legal Services Legal Services for Unlawful Eviction Prevention $11,400.00 108 
Catholic Charities Homeless Outreach Operations $45,000.00 102 
Flagstaff Shelter Services Operational Assistance for Housing Services $50,000.00 94 
Coconino County Community Services Housing Stabilization $100,000.00 90 
Northland Hospice Palliative Care Medication Coverage for LMI Olivia White Patients $20,000.00 77 

 

  
    
    
 

 
  

 
 

  



CDBG Entitlement Funds Allocation 
2015/2016 Budget Year 
 
Overview 
Through a clearly defined public participation process outlined in the Citizen 
Participation Plan of the 2011-2015 Consolidated Plan (pg. 80), the City of Flagstaff 
seeks public input each year for the use of its CDBG Entitlement Grant funds.   
 
The attached document is provided to City Council as supplemental information for the 
May 5, 2015 Council Meeting for consideration of the 2015/2016 grant allocations and 
Annual Action Plan. To gain public input on the use of funds, the City conducted a 
formal proposal submission process, a written comment process and public comment 
sessions during public meetings (see Public Process below).  Input received during this 
process will be incorporated in the writing of the 2015/2016 Annual Action Plan.  
 
The proposals included in this booklet are the eligible proposals received through the 
formal proposal process, and one internal request.  The Owner Occupied Housing 
Rehabilitation internal request fills gaps that were not addressed by any of the external 
proposals in order to meet City Council CDBG Priorities and the community needs 
outlined in the Consolidated Plan. Proposal eligibility was determined by City staff 
according to the Federal Register requirements of 24 C.F.R. Part 570 and OMB Circular 
A-110.  
 
The City uses subrecipients to carry out most of the activities undertaken with CDBG 
funds. Subrecipients can be private, non-profit agencies as well as other public 
agencies.   
 
Activities undertaken with CDBG funds must meet the following objectives:  

1) Primary Objective - Development of viable urban communities by providing 
decent housing, a suitable living environment, and expanding economic 
opportunities principally for persons of low- and moderate-income; and  

2) National Objective - Benefit low- and moderate-income persons, aid in the 
elimination of slum and blight, and address urgent need; and   

3) Flagstaff City Council Priorities – Neighborhood Revitalization, Housing, 
Homelessness, Mentally Ill and/or Serial Inebriate Populations 

 
Public Process 
Public process requirements, as outlined in the FY 2011-2015 Consolidated Plan, were 
met in the following ways: 
 
First Public Meeting – February 3, 2015 

- Display advertisement (January 18, 2015 and January 28, 2015 AZ Daily  
 Sun) 

- Meeting discussed the CDBG proposal process and the Annual Action   
     Plan  



 
 
Second Public Meeting – March 19, 2015 

- Display advertisement (February 27, 2015 and March 8, 2015 AZ Daily 
Sun)  

- Meeting reviewed the submitted proposals and allowed public comment in 
preparation for making funding recommendations to City Council 

 
Additionally, providers who had previously requested information and/or had been 
involved in the CDBG proposal process in prior years were sent personal invitations. 
With efforts to attract new interest and a diverse group of social service agencies, an 
invitation was sent to all members of Coconino County’s Continuum of Care. The 
proposal format was provided at the first meeting and placed on the City website with a 
deadline of March 3, 2015.  Ten external agency proposals were received along with one 
City of Flagstaff request.  
 
The proposal ranking committee was held on March 23, 2015 at City Hall met to review 
the external proposals. The committee was comprised of three community 
representatives and three City staff members.  
 
This committee is an example of public participation at the collaboration level, meeting 
Council’s goal of public involvement. Rankings are created to primarily serve as a risk 
and benefit assessment and are a crucial part of the staff recommendations forwarded 
to City Council.  Based on HUD criteria, public service proposals are only ranked 
against other public service proposals and housing proposals against housing 
proposals.  CDBG guidelines allow a maximum of 15% of annual funding to be allocated 
for Public Services and a maximum of 20% for administration. Administration funding is 
critical this year, as the Five Year Consolidated Plan is due in May of 2016.  
 
The 2015/2016 CDBG allocation is $579,591, a minor increase from $570,941 from last 
year. In addition there is $215,484 in reallocated funds and program income, a 
$171,000 increase from last year. Funding options will be presented to City Council at 
the April 14, 2015 Work Session. 
 
Included in this packet for each external proposal are: 

• executive summary 
• narrative questions 
• schedule and budget  
• ranking form and comments.  

 
For additional information or questions please contact Leah Bloom, Housing and Grants 
Administrator at (928) 213-2752 or lbloom@flagstaffaz.gov.  
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Executive Summary 
 
Agency requesting funding:  Housing Solutions of Northern Arizona, Inc. 
Amount of funds requested:  $205,000.00 
Project name:  Financial Assistance and Housing Counseling for First-time Low-
Income Homebuyers 
Please indicate the following for the agency representative that will be the 
primary contact person for this project: 

- Name  Devonna McLaughlin                              -  Fax number (928) 774-6937 
- Title     Executive Director                                  -   E-mail devonnam@housingnaz.org 
- Mailing address  PO Box 30134, Flag, 86003   -   Phone number (928) 214-7456 

 

Brief project description (2-3 sentences): 
Housing Solutions of Northern Arizona (HSNAZ) will provide low-income households with safe, decent 
and affordable permanent rental housing. Specifically, CDBG funding will be used to construct three 
affordable rental units in Sunnyside – a target neighborhood. We propose to construct two 2-bedroom 
units and one 3-bedroom unit. The units will be affordable to households earning no more than 80% of 
the area median income, based on household size, for a minimum of 30 years (as is required to utilize 
the Affordable Housing Incentive Policy).  
 
Total estimated number of persons to be assisted:  Initially: 3 households (7.83 people w/ 
estimated household size of 2.61). Over the 30-yr. life of the project, we will serve est. 60 households 
(est. length of client occupancy: 18 mos; 156.6 people served total).  
 
Council priority (mark all that apply): 

 Neighborhood Revitalization                 
 Housing 
 Homelessness 
 Mentally Ill and/or Serial Inebriate Populations         

 

Will the activity take place in a target neighborhood: 
 Southside                 
 Sunnyside 
 La Plaza Vieja 
 Pine Knoll 

                           
Special population (if any) to be assisted:  

 Abused Children                          Persons with HIV/AIDS 
 Elderly Persons                           Migrant Farm Workers                                             
 Severely Disabled Persons         Homeless Persons          
 Victims of Domestic Violence     Illiterate Adults                           

 
Name of authorized representative:  Devonna McLaughlin 
 

Signature: _____________________________________Date: 3/3/2015 
 

Title: Executive Director                                                                             
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______________________________________________________________________ 
Answer questions 1 - 3 for Public Service submissions only!   

 
1. Mark the public service activity that best fits your proposed service.  
 

o Employment services (e.g., job training);  

o Crime prevention and public safety;  

o Child care;  

o Health services;  

o Substance abuse services (e.g., counseling and treatment);  

o Fair housing counseling;  

o Education programs;  

o Energy conservation;  

o Services for senior citizens;  

o Services for homeless persons;  

o Welfare services (excluding income payments);  

o Recreational services.  

o Other  

 
Not Applicable as our project is not a public service activity. 
 
2. Clearly define how the proposed service is one of the following:  
                1. A new service;  
                2. A quantifiable increase in the level of an existing service.  
 
Not Applicable as our project is not a public service activity. 
 
3. Discuss similar services that are offered in Flagstaff and how the proposed  
service is different than what is already offered to the community, (e.g. what gap will the service be 
filling?)  
 
Not Applicable as our project is not a public service activity. 
__________________________________________________________________  
Answer question 4 for Economic Development submission only!  
 
4. Economic Development activities create jobs or support businesses in low income neighborhoods or  
for low income people. Please check one of these eligible activities if applying under the Economic 
Development category. 

o Special economic development;  
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o Economic development undertaken by a community based development organization  (CBDO);  

o Technical assistance to businesses;  

o Microenterprise development;  

o Commercial rehabilitation;  

o Public facilities and improvements;  

o Job Training  

 
Not Applicable as our project is not an economic development activity. 
___________________________________________________________________________  
Answer the following questions for ALL submissions:  
Proposed Activity:  
 
5. Describe the proposed scope of the project, including: 

- An estimated number of persons who will receive assistance from the proposed activity. (There are 
an average of 2.61 people in a household).   

- The current status of this project: (i.e. planning stage, resubmission from last year, feasibility study 
complete etc.)  
Attach construction or concept plans with a scope of work if applying for construction or 
rehabilitation funding.  

- Attach price estimate or quote if applying for construction or rehabilitation funding (required if 
applicable).  
 

Community Development Block Grant Funding from the City of Flagstaff would enable Housing 
Solutions of Northern Arizona (HSNAZ), a Community Development Housing Organization (CHDO), to 
develop three permanent affordable housing rental units, which will be rented to low-income households, 
earning no more than 80% of the area median income, based on household size. CDBG funds will be 
used for construction costs and direct project costs, helping to lower the long-term carrying costs of the 
project and enabling HSNAZ to serve low-income households.  
 
Initially, the project will serve three low-income households, resulting in 7.83 persons assisted (with the 
assumption that the average household size is 2.61 people). However, HSNAZ is committed to serving 
low-income households with the development project for a minimum of thirty (30) years. Over the 30-
year life of the project we will assist an estimated 60 households (3 units x 30 years / 1.5 yrs occupancy 
per household), providing safe, decent and affordable housing to help families today and tomorrow.  
 
New CDBG Submission 

This is a new submission by Housing Solutions of N. Arizona, Inc. for CDBG funding. The project is 
in the planning/development stage. To date, we have accomplished the following to move the project 
forward for completion: 

• Evaluated the parcel/property for development potential, determining that utilities were 
available to site and that the property is not in a flood plain. 

• Consulted with an architect who created a proposed site plan for the project to determine the 
site’s development potential given the size of the lot, city requirements, zoning, etc. 

• Completed a Pre-Application Meeting with the City of Flagstaff Development Services Dept., 
who reviewed our proposed site plan and determined that the project was feasible. In 
addition, City Development staff informed us that we could do residential development in the 
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current commercial zoning without a Conditional Use Permit, if we were developing affordable 
housing, as was our intent.  

• Worked with our architect on a re-design of the plans to create one unit with a ground floor 
bedroom to accommodate individuals with mobility challenges. 

• Worked to secure funding for site acquisition. We are still finalizing grant requests with the 
Forest Highlands Foundation and working to fill funding gaps for construction through private 
grant sources.  

• Determined a rough construction budget based on past development/construction experience. 
• Completed a pro-forma for the property to determine estimated rents and to ensure the 

property would have positive cash flow in the future. 
• Entered into a purchase contract with the seller of the property owners to establish site 

control. 
  

Rough site plans are attached to this application. We are working with our architect (who has 
donated his services), to complete final construction drawings for the project by the summer. This will 
provide us with sufficient time to complete procurement processes to identify subcontractors, finalize 
our construction budget, and be ready to begin construction (if awarded funds) when we receive our 
Notice to Proceed in the fall of 2015.  
 
Housing Solutions of N. Arizona, Inc. is self-performing general construction work for the project 
through our general construction company, AHC Construction, LLC. AHC Construction is a licensed 
general construction company, licensed to complete residential and small commercial construction 
projects.  
 
We have attached a construction cost estimate for the project, which has been completed by Greg 
Pishkur, general contractor and licensed party for AHC Construction, LLC. The cost estimate is 
based on real costs incurred on our last rental development project, located at 2606 N. East St. That 
project was completed in May 2014.  

 
HSNAZ has experience utilizing CDBG funding and other federal and private sources of funding to 
develop affordable rental and homeownership units for low-income households. Most recently, we 
leveraged CDBG funds with HOME funds to rehab one unit and construct a triplex (for a total of 4 
units) on a property we own on East St. That project is now successfully serving four low-income 
households, providing decent, affordable housing opportunities to local households. As required by 
HOME funding, that project is serving low-income households earning no more than 60% of the area 
median income, by household size.  
 

Rental/Financial Literacy Counseling 
After successful construction, HSNAZ will be responsible for leasing the units developed to eligible 
low-income households earning no more than 80% of the area median income, based on household 
size (as determined annually by HUD). Our Housing Counseling staff is trained and has experience 
in working with low-income households to determine eligibility to rent our affordable rental homes. 
Specifically, counselors determine (1) household size; (2) household income; (3) if all members of 
the household are legal permanent residents of the United States or citizens of the United States; (4) 
housing and debt-to-income ratios; and (5) criminal backgrounds. Counselors also work with clients 
to develop a household budget, helping to ensure clients have the funds on a monthly a basis to pay 
rent AND other household expenses such as child care, transportation, food, etc. We work with 
clients to ensure that they are not housing cost burdened and that they can be financially self-
sufficient. The budget counseling clients receive is an important resource for clients as they work to 
ensure the housing we provide is sustainable for them. In addition, once clients secure stable, 
affordable rental housing, they are often able to begin to work on personal financial goals such as 
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paying off debt and increasing household savings. These strategies for financial stability are 
discussed with clients as part of the budget process. We offer support and resources to our housing 
clients, if they are interested in pursuing additional financial goals.  
 
Housing Counseling services, including rental counseling, are made possible through ongoing grant 
funding through partners such as RCAC, Wells Fargo Housing Foundation, National Bank of Arizona 
and others.  
 

Determining Affordable Rents 
We are proposing to charge $800/mo. in rent for the two 2-bedroom units and $1,000/mo. for the one 
3-bedroom unit. These monthly rental amounts are well below Fair Market Rents for Flagstaff and 
would be affordable to households earning less than 80% of the area median income. The income 
from rents would offset ongoing carrying costs for the project, as outlined below. Cost estimates are 
on a monthly basis and are based on our experience with costs on similar rental properties. 
 
PI (principal & Interest) 6% for 25 yrs                $1,772.00 
Water/Sewer                                                      $   175.00 
Insurance                                                           $   170.00 
Repairs & Maintenance                                     $     75.00 
Replacement Reserves                                     $     75.00 
Property Management                                       $   150.00 
Total Monthly Costs                                           $2,417.00 
 
Proposed rents = $800 (2 bed) + $800 (2bed) + $975 = $2,575.00 
$2,575 x .95 (vacancy rate of 5%) = $2,446.00 

 
 
6. Identify how this proposed project achieves the CDBG Primary and National Objectives by addressing  

how the project will develop viable urban communities and benefit low-moderate income persons or 
neighborhoods. Focus your response on:  
- Providing decent housing  
- Providing a suitable living environment  
- Expanding economic opportunities principally for low-moderate income persons or neighborhoods.  

 
Decent Housing 
This project achieves the CDBG Primary and National Objectives because it directly benefits low-
income households earning no more than 80% of the area median income, helping them to secure 
affordable, decent housing. 100% of households assisted through this project will be low income, as 
defined by HUD. Through this project, initially 3 low-income households will access safe, decent and 
affordable housing; over the 30-year life of the project, we anticipate serving an estimated 60 
households. HSNAZ staff will consistently utilize one of the HUD recognized methods provided in the 
“Technical Guide for Determining Income and Allowances for the HOME Program: Third Edition – 
January 2005” or its successor, to determine and verify household income, ensuring that all CDBG 
loan funds go to benefit households earning no more than 80% of the area median income. 
 
Through this project, HSNAZ will be able to increase the supply of safe, decent and affordable rental 
opportunities for low-income households. Not only will the initial three households who rent one of the 
units built with CDBG funding benefit from the project, but the development of affordable rental units 
on this site will help revitalize the neighborhood – a target low-income neighborhood, as designated 
by the City of Flagstaff. Currently, the property is under-utilized and poses a safety issue for 
neighbors. The dilapidated house on the site is unsafe. We are proposing to purchase the property, 

10



demolish the existing structure, and then utilize CDBG funding and private loans to build new, safe, 
decent affordable housing units. The revitalization of the property is a true neighborhood benefit.  
 
The project would provide decent housing and a suitable living environment, as well as neighborhood 
revitalization of a target neighborhood.  

 
7. If applicable, indicate whether the project takes place in one of the four target neighborhoods (Southside, 
Sunnyside, Plaza Vieja, Pine Knoll) and how the proposal meets one or more of the Council CDBG 
Priorities:  
            a) Neighborhood Revitalization 
            b) Housing 
            c) Homelessness 
            d) Mentally ill and/or serial inebriate populations 
 

This project will take place at 2113 N. Second St., Flagstaff, AZ 86004. The site is located in the 
Sunnyside Neighborhood of Flagstaff – a target neighborhood identified by the City.  
 
This project meets the Council’s identified priority to provide affordable Housing opportunities for low-
income households in the Flagstaff community. The project would also provide neighborhood 
revitalization as it would result in the re-development of an under-utilized, unsafe property into an 
attractive property that meets community needs. We would be improving the neighborhood through the 
removal of the existing dilapidated structure.  

 
8. Identify how the proposed project is consistent with the needs, priorities, goals and objectives identified 
in the City of Flagstaff FY 2011/2015 Consolidated Plan. (Include Page # Citations). 

 
This project is in line with the City’s Consolidated Plan Goals and Activities to INCREASE THE 
AVAILABILITY AND AFFORDABILITY OF QUALITY RENTAL HOUSING FOR LOW AND 
MODERATE INCOME RENTER HOUSEHOLD (pg. 70).  
Specifically, this project will work to “through acquisition and rehabilitation or development, add 
permanently affordable rental housing to the stock.” This project also utilizes two strategies under 
Goal 2, Objective B, Number 4: “Development of additional units, either directly or in partnership with 
the nonprofit and private sectors” and “infill development.” (pg. 70) 

 
9. Provide recent statistics or other information to define the community need for the proposed project. 
Please be detailed regarding local needs within city limits. 
 

There is a significant and ongoing need for affordable housing opportunities for low-income 
households in the greater Flagstaff area. According to HUD CHAS data, in 2008 there were an 
estimated 10,908 renter households in Flagstaff. The Consolidated plan states: “According to HUD 
CHAS data, 2,560 (82%) of extremely low income households rent and 1,848 (72%) are cost 
burdened … 1,457 or 62% of low and moderate income renters experience cost burden as do 49% 
(2,025) middle and higher income renters.” (City of Flagstaff Consolidated Plan, pg. 31).  

 
Housing costs continue to challenge local families, especially those who are low-income. Housing 
costs in Flagstaff are 52% higher than the national average, according to the Chamber of Commerce 
Researchers’ Association (Fourth Quarter of 2014).  
 
Fair Market Rents, as determined annually by HUD, are $1,021/mo. for a 2-bedroom unit in Coconino 
County and $1,296/mo. for a 3-bedroom unit in Coconino County. Those rent numbers are for 2014 
and should be updated soon for 2015. In addition, it is widely believed that those rent amounts are 
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under-reported and should be higher as the rural parts of Coconino County (with typically lower rents) 
are impacting the HUD Fair Market Rent numbers for Flagstaff.  
 
Although there are affordable rental units in the Flagstaff area, their availability is very low. According 
to the City of Flagstaff Housing Authority, “ we currently have over 800 families on our public housing 
waiting list. We have less than 70 apartment vacancies a year; it would take us over 10 years to 
house everyone currently on our list. Clearly there is a very serious shortage of affordable housing in 
Flagstaff.” The waiting list for Section 8 Housing Choice Vouchers has been closed for the past 3 
years and will open for the first time later this month. However, once households are able to apply to 
be on the waiting list, we know (based on past experience) that they are likely to wait 2+ years to 
secure a rental voucher.  
 
On March 3, 2015, we contacted the following Low Income Housing Tax Credit properties in Flagstaff 
to determine availability of affordable units. Not one of the properties we were able to speak with had 
available rental units; all had waiting lists. For the list of properties contacted and details, please see 
below: 
 

• Village @ Lake Mary 2-bedroom unit           2-3 mo. waiting list 
• Village @ Lake Mary 3-bedroom unit           2-3 mo. waiting list 
• Pinehurst 2-4 bedroom units                        Min. 5 families on each waiting list 
• Timber Trails 2-bedroom unit                       6 month waiting list 
• Timber Trails 3-bedroom unit                       4 month waiting list 
• Flagstaff Senior Meadows                            Waiting list – not sure how long 
• Mountainside Village 2-bedroom unit           3 families on waiting list 
• Mountainside Village 3-bedroom unit           3 families on waiting list 
• Sandstone Village 2-bedroom unit               6mo- 1yr waiting list 
• High Country Estates 1-3 bedrooms            25 families on waiting list 
• Oakwood Village 2-bedroom unit                 6 families on waiting list 
• Oakwood Village 3-bedroom unit                 6 families on waiting list 
• High Country Estates 1-3 bedroom               25 families on waiting list 

 
 
At Housing Solutions of N. Arizona, we have been working to increase the supply of affordable rental 
units. We have six rental units available to low-income households. All six are rented and we currently 
have 32 households on our waiting list. Sharon Manor provides transitional housing to low-income 
families who have experienced domestic violence. We are at capacity at Sharon Manor with all 24 
units rented or in the process of being rented to eligible households. We have more than 40 
households on our waiting list for Sharon Manor.  
 
In addition to the high housing costs we face as a community, our lower wages add another challenge 
to families who struggle to find decent, affordable housing. Incomes in our community are simply not 
sufficient for families to pay high housing costs. Because the need for safe, decent and affordable 
homeownership opportunities continues in our community, this project will help to address a growing 
need.  

 
10. Briefly describe the scope of the community collaboration surrounding the proposed project.  
          a) Be specific, citing additional leverage1 funding sources, agreements, staffing  
               partnerships, etc.  
           b) If formal partnerships exist, please include documentation of all leveraged resources  
               and identify leverage in budget. 
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            c) Attach letters of community collaboration/support for the specific project. 
In order to ensure the ongoing success of our programs, HSNAZ staff has worked to build strong 
partnerships in the community with local partner organizations to help meet the housing needs of low-
income households. We have successfully worked with the following organizations to help house 
individuals/households in Flagstaff: 

• Veterans Resource Center – provided permanent housing to VRC referred clients at our East 
St. Rental Development. 

• Catholic Charities – worked with Catholic Charities to access rental assistance to Veteran 
rental clients living at our East St. Rental Development. 

• Coconino Community Services – this agency has a strong history of working with our Sharon 
Manor clients to provide move-in and utility assistance. If appropriate, we would work to refer 
potential renters to Community Services for assistance in securing one of our affordable rental 
units.  

 
Leverage: 

The proposed project is the result of a collaboration of partners, who have come together to help us 
leverage resources to make the project financial feasible. Specifically, we have worked with the 
following organizations: 
 
Forest Highlands Foundation – we are seeking acquisition funding from the Forest Highlands 
Foundation to purchase the property located at 2113 N. Second St. and to pay for demolition of the 
existing structure. Although a formal agreement is still pending, the Grants Committee is 
recommending to the Board of Directors that they provide us with $30,000 in grant funding, which can 
be used toward the purchase of the property. The Board of Directors will officially meet March 17, 
2015 to formalize their decision on the grant. HSNAZ has a long-standing and positive working 
relationship with the Forest Highlands Foundation. FHF has provided operational support for Sharon 
Manor Transitional Housing Program for the past 10+ years and is a key partner to our organization.  
 
Arizona Community Foundation of Flagstaff – We have worked with ACF Flagstaff to secure the 
additional funding we need for acquisition and demolition. To date, we have commitment of 
$10,000.00 in additional funding from ACF Flagstaff partners. Please see the attached email that 
documents this gift. We continue to work to identify the remaining $10,000.00 needed for 
acquisition/demo.  
 
Bike and Build – Bike & Build is a nonprofit organization that provides funding to nonprofit housing 
organizations. We received a $3,300 grant from Bike & Build in the fall of 2014 to be used for the 
development and/or rehab of affordable housing. We have $2,000.00 in Bike and Build funding 
available for use with this project. The $2,000.00 will be used for demolition of the existing structure. 
Please see the attached documentation of our Bike & Build grant.  
 
Maury Herman – Maury Herman, with Coast and Mountain Properties and a donor has generously 
offered HSNAZ a 0% interest loan for up to 2 years to help with property acquisition. The loan amount 
cannot exceed $20,000.00. This loan would enable HSNAZ to purchase the property in question and 
give us the time necessary to identify grant funds to pay off the loan. Please see the attached 
documentation of this loan offer. 
 
Rural Community Assistance Corporation – We receive HUD Housing Counseling funds through the 
Rural Community Assistance Corporation (RCAC). These Housing Counseling funds can be used for 
rental counseling. Funds are awarded on an annual basis. We have submitted our renewal application 
to RCAC for funding next year and have attached documentation for our current grant contract. 
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Sunwest Bank – We have successfully worked with Sunwest Bank in the past to finance construction 
costs as well as providing long-term mortgage financing for our rental projects. We have worked to 
secure a preliminary commitment of loan funding from Sunwest Bank for this project. Specifically, they 
are interested in working with us to provide $275,000.00 in construction financing. That $275,000.00 
would convert to a long-term mortgage against the property once the project is completed and 
reaches full occupancy. Essentially, Sunwest Bank would be providing two loans – one for $275,000 
for construction financing and one for $275,000 for long-term mortgage financing. Please see the 
attached documentation of loan funding from Sunwest Bank.  
 
 

Community Support: 
We also have received community support letters from the following organizations. These letters can 
be found in tab F: 

• Catholic Charities 
• City of Flagstaff Housing Authority 
• Sylvie Stuart – Keller Williams Realty 
• Continuum of Care 
• Coconino County Community Services 

 
Agency Capacity:  
11. Briefly describe:  
a) The organization’s history administering this or similar projects.  
b) The organization’s realistic capacity for undertaking this project.  
c) Experience administering federal and state grants and complying with federal statutes. Please provide 
funding dates and award amounts. 
d) Was the agency ever asked to return awarded funds for cause? 
 

a) Housing Solutions of Northern Arizona (formerly BOTHANDS, Inc) has a long history of 
successfully administering CDBG projects in partnership with the City of Flagstaff. In the past, 
HSNAZ has successfully utilized CDBG funding for new construction as well as rehabilitation 
projects to increase homeownership and rental opportunities for low-income families. We have 
also successfully used CDBG funds to provide down payment and closing cost assistance 
programs, including our currently funded Housing Solutions of Northern Arizona Financial 
Assistance Program (BFAP), which utilizes CDBG funds for financial assistance to low-income 
households. Since 1999, Housing Solutions of Northern Arizona has partnered with the City of 
Flagstaff to administer its Community Homebuyer Assistance Program. (BOTHANDS did not 
administer the program for one year, as the contract was awarded to another agency.) Through 
our partnership with the City of Flagstaff, Housing Solutions of Northern Arizona successfully 
administered more than $2.8 million in financial assistance (both CHAP and BFAP programs 
combined), leveraging $36 million in private mortgages. We also provided homebuyer education 
and counseling to thousands of families preparing to purchase their first home. This project is 
similar to our most recent rental development project located at 2606 N. East St. At that site, we 
utilized CDBG and HOME funds from the Arizona Dept. of Housing to rehab one existing home 
and build a tri-plex to provide affordable rental housing opportunities. We successfully constructed 
the homes and leased the units to income-eligible households. Because of our experience in 
administering CDBG and federally funded projects, HSNAZ is aware of the 
administrative/reporting responsibilities associated with this grant and with how to ensure 
household eligibility. 

 
b) Housing Solutions of Northern Arizona has the capacity for undertaking and completing this grant 

within the timeframe provided because existing staff have the expertise and experience to 

14



administer the grant. Our Executive Director has extensive experience with development and 
construction projects, have completed several with HSNAZ utilizing federal funding. Our housing 
counselors are certified through NeighborWorks and our organization has adopted and follows the 
National Homebuyer Counseling Standards. Our Housing Counselors have experience screening 
eligible households to determine if they are able to rent one of our affordable units. They also 
have experience providing budget/credit counseling to help families meet their financial goals. In 
addition, HSNAZ is a HUD-approved counseling agency and, as such, follows HUD guidelines and 
regulations for file management, client tracking as well as client counseling standards. Finally, our 
construction company, AHC Construction, LLC, has experience constructing affordable and 
market-rate units. We self-perform construction-related duties through AHC Construction. Greg 
Pishkur serves as the general contractor for AHC Construction and is the licensing party for our 
residential and small commercial construction license. Greg has extensive experience working 
with regulators, architects and engineers, subcontractors and contract laborers to get projects 
completed. He is also familiar with the administrative requirements of construction projects that 
utilize federal grants.  

 
c) In addition to having extensive experience successfully administering and completing CDBG 

projects in partnership with the City of Flagstaff, Housing Solutions of Northern Arizona also has 
experience with other federal and state grants. We have successfully utilized HOME funding 
through the State of Arizona to construct homes in Sunnyside and West Village Estates that 
helped increase the supply of safe, decent and affordable homes available to low-income working 
families. Our West Village Estates project was recognized by the State of Arizona with an 
Innovative Partnership Housing Hero Award. In May 2014, we completed construction on three 
new-construction and one rehab rental unit in Sunnyside utilizing HOME funds. This project 
resulted in four affordable housing units in Flagstaff. We also receive ongoing Supportive Housing 
Program funds from the federal government passed through the State of Arizona to help with the 
operational and support services costs at Sharon Manor. In addition to these funds, HSNAZ 
receives HUD funds through the Rural Community Assistance Corporation for housing education 
and counseling services. Because we receive funding from HUD, we are obligated to follow HUD 
standards for homebuyer education and counseling, as well as file management and client 
tracking. We are audited by HUD and/or RCAC regularly so we can ensure that our procedures 
and processes are compliant with regulations. We are a sub-recipient of the Arizona Dept. of 
Housing for National Foreclosure Mitigation Counseling funds (NFMC). These federal funds also 
require significant program compliance and regular audits. We have also had financial support for 
homebuyer education and counseling from local banks including National Bank of Arizona, 
JPMorgan Chase and Bank of America.  
 
Housing Solutions of Northern Arizona/BOTHANDS has worked closely with the City of Flagstaff 
to successfully administer CDBG grants since the City became a CDBG entitlement community. 
The staff is familiar with the administrative and reporting responsibilities associated with CDBG 
grants. As an organization, we have received the following CDBG grant awards from the City of 
Flagstaff. 

 
Date of funding        Award Amount                    Project              ______ _ 
7/1/2003                $ 58,141           New Home Construction (31C-03) 
3/10/2006              $100,000          Acq/Rehab (91C-05) 
7/17/2006              $ 30,000           Individual Development Accounts (101C-06) 
7/9/2007                $107,000          Acq/Rehab (90C-06) 
10/5/2007              $142,000          Housing Subsidy (101C-07) 
10/15/2007            $ 24,031           Minor Rehab at Sharon Manor (121C-07) 
11/15/2008            $150,000          Acq/Rehab (91C-08) 
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1/12/2010              $160,000          Housing Subsidy (101C-09) 
 6/2010                  $150,000          Rehab (91C-10) 
 6/2010                  $200,000          Down payment Assistance (101C-10)      
 6/2011                  $100,000          Down payment Assistance (101C-11) 
 6/2012                  $120,000           Down payment Assistance (101C-12) 
 6/2012                  $60,000             Rehab (91C-12) 
 5/2013                  $138,404.79      Down payment Assistance (101C-13) 
 5/2013                  $70,336.86        Job Creation (201C-13) 
 11/2014                $150,000.00      Down payment Assistance (101C-14) 

 
d)  During the past 11 years, we have never been asked to return awarded CDBG funds for cause. In 

2012, we returned CDBG funding for the AFI/IDA program when we were unable to spend the 
funds on eligible households; however this was not a reflection on the organization’s competency. 
The program was challenged because of the income guidelines of a partner funder as well as the 
economic downturn.  

 
12. Divide the execution and administration of the project into areas of responsibility and provide the 
names, titles, and resumes of all staff involved with carrying out these areas of responsibility.  
 

a) Names, titles and resumes of all staff involved with carrying out these areas of responsibilities. 
a. Devonna McLaughlin, Executive Director (in-house staff) – Devonna is the proposed project 

manager and would be responsible for overall program design and implementation. She is 
also responsible for ensuring the project is completed in accordance with grant funder 
guidelines and will provide reports as requested. 

b. Kristine Pavlik, Business Manager (in-house staff) – Kristine is the business manager for 
HSNAZ and AHC Construction. In this role, she will be responsible for paying 
subcontractors, contract laborers and ensuring all financial policies and procedures are 
followed.  

c. Greg Pishkur, General Contractor (in-house staff – AHC Construction employee) – Greg is 
responsible for the successful construction of the triplexes on Second St. He will identify 
subcontractors, following our procurement policies, work with architects, engineers and city 
staff to complete the project in a timely and workman like manner.  

d. Marie Allen, HAP Manager (in-house staff) – Marie will work with potential renters to 
determine their eligibility to rent one of the units on Second St. 

e. Angela Koder, Housing Counselor (in-house staff) – Angela works with Marie to determine 
client eligibility for renting affordable housing units owned by HSNAZ. 
 

***Resumes and Job Descriptions for all positions can be found at Tab B. 
 

b) Job descriptions for any new positions. 
a. We have attached job descriptions for all staff members working on the project. At this time, 

we are not proposing to hire new or additional staff members to implement this project. 
 

c) Identify the project manager (this person is responsible for the project and must be directly 
employed by the applying agency) 

a. Devonna McLaughlin, Housing Solutions of Northern Arizona Executive Director, is the 
project manager. Devonna is employed by the Housing Solutions of Northern Arizona, Inc., 
the applying agency. 
 

d) Distinguish between in-house agency staff and contracted assistance. 
a. That designation is indicated in Question 12a above. 
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e) Include a listing of all staff positions and proposed CDBG funded positions in the Organization 

Chart, found in Tab G. 
a. The Organization Chart is attached on Tab G. However, the only CDBG funded position 

through this grant would be Greg Piskhur, general contractor, and contract laborers. CDBG 
funds would be used for construction and construction-related expenses.  

 
13. Tab D of the checklist requires a budget for this proposed project. In Appendix E, please provide a 
narrative summary describing exactly what CDBG funds will pay for.  
 
        Please see attached information as required in tabs D & E. 
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Attachment A 
Map of Project Location 
Pictures of Project Location 
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Pictures of Project Location 
2113 N. Second St., Flagstaff, AZ 86004 
 

 
View looking at the front of the lot from the street. 
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View from the front of the lot. 
 
 

 
View from the back of the lot.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

20



 A
ttachm

ent C
 

S
chedule of C

om
pletion 

 
  

                                          

21



 A
ttachm

ent D
 

B
udget  

 
  

 

22



Attachment L 
Site Control & Architectural Drawings 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

SITE PLAN 
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FRONT (SOUTH) 
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FIRST FLOOR PLAN 
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SECOND FLOOR PLAN 
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STREET VIEW 
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Appendix B 
CDBG Project Ranking Form 2015/2016  

 
City staff will use this form to evaluate potential projects.  Assessments are based on 
CDBG eligibility criteria and the needs of the citizens of Flagstaff as identified in the 
Consolidated Plan.  Consideration is given to past performance of the submitting 
organization.  A summary of this evaluation is presented to City Council for their review 
and consideration in making final funding decisions.  Maximum potential scores are 
listed in parenthesis next to the ranking form questions.   
 
Agency Name: Housing Solutions of Northern Arizona 
 
Amount of Funds Requested: $205,000 
 
Name of Project: Development of 3 permanent affordable rentals 
 

 Public Service  
 

 Housing  
 

 Economic Development 
 
 
103 points overall 
 
 
 
Additional Considerations: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
$26,181 Ratio of dollars per person benefitted by proposed project 
 
172% – Percent of leverage toward proposed project (must have letters of award 

for any leverage funds – these funds must also match and be 
outlined in the budget) 

 
     Yes   Past successful CDBG contract administration (yes or no) 
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1- 3. (For Public Service Submissions Only) How well does the answer define how 
the service is either: (10 points) NA 
 

a) A new service? 
b) A quantifiable increase in the level of an existing service? 
c) To what extent does the answer explain how the proposed project will 

fulfill service gaps in Flagstaff? 
 

(Not at all)  0      1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10   (Very Much) 
 
 
4. (For Economic Development Submissions Only)  (1 point) NA 
 

a) Did the agency check which economic development activity it was 
applying for? 

 
No (0 points)        Yes (1 point) 

 
 

5. How well does the answer explain the proposed scope of the project? Does the 
answer include: (10 points) 
 

a) Estimated number of persons to be served 
b) Current status of the project  
c) Are construction/concept plans attached with a scope of work for 

construction/rehabilitation projects (this is required if applicable) 
d) Is a price estimate/quote attached for construction/rehabilitation projects 

(this is required if applicable) 
  
 

(Not at all)  0      1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10   (Very Much) 
 
 
6. How well does the answer explain how the project will achieve the CDBG 
Primary and National objectives? How well does the response explain how the 
project will: (10 points) 

a) Provide decent housing; or 
b) Provide a suitable living environment; or 
c) Expand economic development opportunities 

 
(Not at all)  0      1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10   (Very Much) 
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7. How well does the answer explain whether the proposal meets one or more of 
the Council’s CDBG Priorities and whether or not it takes place in one of the 
target neighborhoods? (10 points) 
 
Priorities: (5 points) 

a) Neighborhood Revitalization 
b) Housing 
c) Homelessness 
d) Mentally Ill and/or Serial Inebriate 

Populations 

 
Target Neighborhoods: (5 points) 

a) Southside 
b) Sunnyside 
c) La Plaza Vieja 
d) Pine Knoll 

 
0       5       10 

 
 
 
 8.  How well does the answer document that the proposed project will meet the 
needs identified in the in the Program Year 2011/2015 Consolidated Plan? Are 
page numbers included? (5 points) 

 
0      1       2       3       4       5 

 
 
9. How well does the answer justify the local need for the proposed project within 
Flagstaff city limits? Are recent data and/or supportive statistics attached? (10 
points) 

 
(None) 0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10 (Extensive) 

 
 
10. Is there evidence of community collaborations that can be effective 
programmatic support?  Does the answer provide evidence of the following: (10 
points) 

a) Additional leverage 
b) Agreements, staffing partnerships, etc. 
c) Are current letters of community collaboration/support attached?  

 
(None) 0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10 (Extensive) 
 Pending commitments are concerns.  Timeline is very tight 

 
 
11. How well does the question describe: (10 points) 

a) The organization’s history administering this or similar projects?  
b) The organization’s realistic capacity for undertaking this project? 
c) The organization’s experience administering federal grants and complying with 

federal statutes? 
 

(None) 0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10 (Extensive) 
 Not much detail on past projects, construction, time frame 
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___________________________________________________________________ 
12. Did the answer divide the organization’s execution and administration of the 
project by the following: (10 points) 

a) Name, titles, and resumes of the staff involved?  
b) Job descriptions for any new positions? 
c) Is project manager identified? 
d) Is a distinction made between in-house staff and contracted assistance? 
e) Does Tab G include all staff positions and CDBG proposed positions?  

 
0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10 

 

 
13. Does Tab D include a comprehensive budget for this proposed project? Is a 
narrative summary describing exactly what CDBG Funds will pay for found in 
Appendix E? (10 points) 
 

(None) 0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10 (Extensive) 
 Level of detail got confusing on budget.  Questioning $5K 

 
 
General Criteria: 
      

1. How realistic is this project in terms of probability of success within the 
community? (10 points) 
 

(Not at all)   0    1      2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10   (Very) 
 

 
 

2. How realistic is the 12-month Schedule of Completion? Was the correct 
format used in creating the schedule? (5 points) 

 
(Not at all)  0   1    2    3    4    5  (Very) 

 
 
 

3. How realistic is the project budget? Was the correct format used? Does the 
budget include: (15 points) 

a. All funding sources to be used for the project, separating CDBG funds 
from non CDBG funds? (1 points) 

b. Leverage numbers on budget match to leverage letters (3 points) 
c. Is a realistic dollar amount assigned to any in-kind contributions? (1 

points) 
d. Overall Budget Evaluation: (10 points) 

Is the project cost effective? What percentage of the project budget is 
leveraged funding? What percentage of the budget is for administration? 
Isthe budget logical? Etc. 
 

0     1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10     11     12     13     14     15 
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4. Has the applicant exhibited competence in preparing this proposal?  
(10 points) 

a. Thorough and complete answers, well written, correct grammar, easy to 
follow format, etc. 
 

(Not at all)   0    1      2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10   (Very Much) 
 

 
 

Notes:  
  
General Criteria: 

 Concern with procurement process 
 Difficult to match up leverage for in-kind donations.  Leverage letters didn’t 

reflect the budget 
 Procurement process?   

 
General Comments: 
Flagstaff Housing Authority possibly already provides this service 
Is the rental income paying off the loan? 
What happens after the 30-year mortgage is paid? 
What happens to the rental income after the loan is paid off? 
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2015/2016 Grant Application  

City of Flagstaff Community Development Block Grant  

Northland Family Help Center Shelter Renovations 
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Typewritten Text



Please respond to the following questions in the order listed.  Reformat as 
necessary. Make sure to include the entire question in your response. 
______________________________________________________________________ 
Answer questions 1 - 3 for Public Service submissions only   
 
(To find out if your activity is categorized as a Public Service activity please contact 
LBloom@Flagstaffaz.gov) 
______________________________________________________________________ 
1. Mark the public service activity that best fits your proposed service. - for a definition of the 

below categories visit 
https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Basically-CDBG-Chapter-7-Public-
Services.pdf 
 

o Employment services (e.g., job training)  
o Crime prevention and public safety 
o Child care 
o Health services  
o Substance abuse services (e.g., counseling and treatment)  
o Fair housing counseling 
o Education programs 
o Energy conservation  
o Services for senior citizens  
X   Services for homeless persons  
o Welfare services (excluding income payments)  
o Recreational services 
X    Other - Services for domestic violence victims and unaccompanied minor 
youth 

2. Clearly define how the proposed service is one of the following: 
1. A new service.  
2. A quantifiable increase in the level of an existing service. 

The proposed service is a quantifiable increase in the level of an existing service. 
While the new kitchen cabinets and counters will not increase the number of clients 
NFHC is able to serve, it will increase the quality of life for all of our shelter clients in 
2015-16 and additional residents for at least 15 years to come. The shelters are not 
provided by or on behalf of the local government and the funds requested will not 
replace local or state monies to fund essential services. Funds for shelter repairs 
and renovations come from agency reserves; help with these expenses from City 
CDBG funds will help Northland Family Help Center (NFHC) to ensure that essential 
shelter services will be available in a decent, homelike living environment at the 
current or increased levels without depleting agency reserves. 

 
3. Discuss similar services that are offered in Flagstaff and how the proposed   
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service is different than what is already offered to the community, (e.g. what gap 
will the service fill?) 

Flagstaff Shelter Services offers overnight emergency services during the harshest 
winter months: October-April. Hope Cottage, a faith-based shelter for homeless 
women is a frequent referral for women NFHC cannot house in our shelter for 
reasons of no space, active inebriation, or non-domestic violence homelessness. 
Neither offers shelter specifically for domestic violence survivors. Bothands’ Sharon 
Manor assists survivors of domestic violence with transitional housing but does not 
offer emergency shelter or shelter for unaccompanied minor youth. NFHC operates 
the only domestic violence shelter in Flagstaff and provides the only emergency 
shelter in Coconino County for youth under the age of 18. Both shelters are 
accessible 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, year-round. NFHC is also the only 
agency in Arizona that offers a Women’s Shelter, Youth Shelter, and Counseling 
Department in one secure location. The emergency shelter and services at NFHC 
are unduplicated in Flagstaff and are critical to ensuring that victims of domestic 
violence and youth under 18 who are homeless, runaway, abused, in crisis, or in 
need of respite are able to access safe emergency shelter and trauma-informed 
care. 

 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
Answer question 4 for Economic Development submission only. NA 
(To find out if your activity is categorized as an Economic Development activity please 
contact LBloom@Flagstaffaz.gov)  
______________________________________________________________________ 

 
4. Economic Development activities create jobs or support businesses in low income 

neighborhoods or for low income people. Please check one of these eligible 
activities if applying under the Economic Development category - for a definition of 
the below categories visit 
https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Basically-CDBG-Chapter-8-
Section-108.pdf 

o Special economic development  
o Economic development undertaken by a Community Based Development 

Organization (CBDO) 
o Technical assistance to businesses 
o Microenterprise development 
o Commercial rehabilitation 
o Public facilities and improvements 
o Job Training 

_______________________________________________________________________ 
Answer the following questions for ALL submissions: 

_______________________________________________________________________ 
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5. Describe the proposed scope of the project, including:  
- An estimated number of persons who will receive assistance from the 

proposed activity (an average of 2.61 people per household). 
Yearly, our shelters house 365-400 woman and children. Based on the most 
recent agency numbers, we expect that the number of women and children who 
will be housed with us will be approximately 385 in 2015-16. The kitchen cabinet 
and counter top replacements for which we are requesting CDBG funds and the 
other renovations NFHC is implementing with agency funds will benefit all 385 
shelter residents in 2015-16, and approximately 5,390 residents in the following 
15 years by increasing the quality of the shelter environments.  

 
- The current status of this project (i.e. planning stage, resubmission from last 

year, feasibility study complete etc.) 
Renovations and repairs for the Women’s and Youth Shelter are ongoing. The 
kitchen cabinet and counter top project is currently in the pre-bid stage. The 
Executive Director has developed a project description that includes long-lasting 
materials approved by the Health Inspector, and has received one estimate, which 
is attached under tab M (multiple estimates were requested of local businesses, 
but only one was received by the grant deadline). If funds are awarded, NFHC will 
hire a contractor through a competitive bid process and will also hire a contractor 
to ensure Davis Bacon compliance with federal labor standards (see attached 
letter from Gary Robertson under tab N). Completion will result in new cabinets 
and counter tops installed in the kitchens of the Women’s Shelter and Youth 
Shelter. 
 
- Attach construction or concept plans with a scope of work if applying for 

construction or rehabilitation funding (required if applicable). 
No new construction is planned. The work for which we are applying involves 
replacing the worn and damaged kitchen cabinets and counter tops in the kitchens 
of the Women’s Shelter and Youth Shelter. The work will include removal of the 
existing cabinets and counter tops and delivery and installation of new cabinets 
and counter tops, with multiple installations to reduce disruption of daily shelter 
activities.  
 
- Attach price estimate or quote if applying for construction or rehabilitation 

funding (required if applicable). 
A price estimate was obtained and is attached under tab M. The estimated costs 
was $23,345.87. 

 
6. Identify how this proposed project achieves the CDBG Primary and National 

Objectives by addressing how the project will develop viable urban communities and 
benefit low-moderate income persons or neighborhoods. Focus your response on:  
- Providing decent housing 
- Providing a suitable living environment 
- Expanding economic opportunities principally for low-moderate income persons or 

neighborhoods. 
 
This proposed project will address the provision of decent housing and a suitable 
living environment and meets two of three National objectives. It will benefit low 
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and moderate income persons; all NFHC shelter clients are low-moderate income 
according to HUD guidelines and the majority are low-income. It will also help 
NFHC continue to meet a need having particular urgency, specifically the need for 
emergency shelter for women, children, and youth in crisis. The shelters serve all 
of Flagstaff and are located closest to the Sunnyside and lower Greenlaw 
neighborhoods. 
  

 
7. If applicable, indicate whether the project takes place in one of the four target 

neighborhoods (Southside; Sunnyside; Plaza Vieja; Pine Knoll) and how the proposal 
meets one or more of the Council CDBG Priorities: 

a) Neighborhood Revitalization  
b) Housing  
c) Homelessness 
d) Mentally Ill and/or Serial Inebriate Populations     

NFHC’s Women’s and Youth Shelters are located in the Rickey Industrial park area just 
south of the railroad tracks and accessible from the north by Fourth Street or Steve’s 
Boulevard-the neighborhoods closest to it are Sunnyside and Lower Greenlaw. See 
attached Flagstaff neighborhood map from City of Flagstaff website. 
 
Because this project is to improve the quality of the Women’s Shelter and Youth 
Shelter, it meets the Homelessness priority. The shelters house women and children 
who are homeless due to domestic violence and have special needs related to their 
circumstances, and house youth under the age of 18 who are homeless because they 
are runaways, homeless, abused, or in need of respite. 

 
8. Identify how the proposed project is consistent with the needs, priorities, goals, and 

objectives identified in the City of Flagstaff Program Year 2011/2015 Consolidated 
Plan. (Include Page # Citations). The plan is available at 
http://www.flagstaff.az.gov/index.aspx?NID=2876 
 
This project is consistent with goal three on page 6 in the City of Flagstaff 2011/2015 
Consolidated plan, “Invest in housing, public and supportive services for vulnerable 
populations.” Page 46 of the Consolidated plan lists victims of domestic violence and 
unaccompanied youth under 18 as homeless and special needs populations, and page 
47 states that Non-homeless “Special Populations as defined by HUD and the City 
include Victims of Domestic Violence.”  
 
On page 38 of the City of Flagstaff HUD FY 2011 – 2015 HUD Consolidated Plan, 
homelessness is defined “According to the Stewart B. McKinney Act, a person is 
homeless who “lacks a fixed, regular, and adequate night-time residence and... has a 
primary night time residency that is: A supervised publicly or privately operated shelter 
designed to provide temporary living accommodations; ...”. 
 
On page 67, assisting low and moderate income households throughout the City is 
identified as an key element of strategies for meeting the City’s goals. On pages five 
and six of the Consolidated Plan “Support efforts for safe and adequate homes” is 
identified as one of four key elements of the mission statement. The goals on pages 6 
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and 69 of the Consolidated Plan include: “Invest in housing, public and supportive 
services for vulnerable populations.”  
 
Under this goal, Objective C, on page 71, is: “Invest the maximum possible resources 
(15% of CDBG funding) in human services activities for poverty-level and special 
populations.” Priorities for this objective include “Provide operating support for facilities 
that serve persons who are homeless and/or non-homeless special populations.”  
Also one page 71, Objective D is: “Develop, expand and rehabilitate public facilities. 
HUD Outcome SL1. 
1. Support facilities and services for persons who are homeless, persons with AIDS, 
victims of domestic violence, persons over the age of 65, persons with disabilities, and 
persons with mental illness. 

b. Provide operating support for service and shelter providers leveraging additional 
resources.” 

 
Because this project serves unaccompanied youth under age 18 and victims of 
domestic violence who are in need of emergency shelter due to abuse and 
homelessness, and requests support for improvements to the emergency shelter NFHC 
provides for those vulnerable and homeless populations, it is consistent with goal three 
and its objectives and priorities listed above. 

 
9. Provide recent statistics, data or other information to define the community need for 

the proposed project. Please be detailed regarding local needs within city limits. 
Northland Family Help Center (NFHC) is a 501(c)(3) non-profit organization that has 
provided shelter and services to women and children victims of domestic violence and 
unaccompanied minor youth since 1978. Safe shelter and healing services remain 
essential for northern Arizona adults and children who are victims of domestic violence 
(DV) and other abuse. In 2014, the Flagstaff Police Department recorded 1667 DV 
incidents and 773 arrests, as well as 70 child abuse incidents. NFHC responded to 
1,948 crisis calls in FY 2014, provided 9,364 safe bed nights for 347 women domestic 
violence survivors and children displaced from their homes, and provided professional 
counseling for 129 adults and children. From May 2012 through April 2013, NFHC 
Runaway Homeless Youth (RHY) outreach staff made street outreach contacts in 
Flagstaff with 931 youth under the age of 18. NFHC’s shelters see a great deal of use, 
which makes maintenance and renovations an ongoing need.  
 
The City of Flagstaff Consolidated Plan 2011/2015 acknowledges both the need for 
these services and NFHC’s history of providing them. Pages 52-53 state “From 2005 
through August 2010, there were 9,363 domestic violence incidence reports leading to 
4,096 arrests in Flagstaff. The incidence of domestic violence has increased annually 
since 2005, with the exception of 2008, when fewer incidences were reported than in 
2007. The relationship of economic stress and domestic violence is well documented. 
According to recent studies funded by the US Department of Justice (DOJ), domestic 
violence increases under economic stress. DOJ reports indicate that: 

 There is a strong relationship between couples worried about finances and the 
likelihood of intimate partner violence. The violence for couples experiencing low 
levels of subjective financial strain was 2.7% compared to 9.5% for couples 
experiencing high levels of subjective financial strain. Repeat victimization of 
women is also more frequent in couples feeling financial strain. 
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 Unstable employment increases the risk of intimate partner violence. For 
couples where the male was always employed, the rate of intimate partner 
violence was 4.7%. When men experienced one period of unemployment the 
rate rose to 7.5% and when men experienced two or more periods of 
unemployment the rate of intimate partner violence rose to 12.3%. 

 Violence against women in intimate relationships occurred more often, was more 
severe and was more likely to be repeated in economically disadvantaged 
neighborhoods. The rate of intimate partner violence in economically 
disadvantaged neighborhoods is 8.7% compared with 4.3% in more 
economically advantaged neighborhoods. 
 

While not all victims of domestic violence require shelter services, many do seek both 
shelter and services. Emergency shelter for domestic violence victims is available at 
The Haven for Advocacy and Learning Opportunities (HALO House) operated by the 
Northland Family Help Center (NFHC). A 38-bed shelter facility for women and children 
who are victims of domestic violence, HALO House provides a comprehensive 
continuum of services both for those that stay in the shelter and those simply needing 
assistance with domestic violence-related issues. ….” 
 
Shelter design and appearance have an enormous impact on victims residing in the 
shelter and administrative staff who work there. The design, space planning and 
functionality of the shelter affect victims psychologically, as well as physically and 
emotionally impacting them (Baker, Cook, & Norris, 20031). These women have left 
nearly everything behind in an attempt to escape an abusive situation; they would not 
be living in shelter if other options were available to them. Human beings develop 
feelings of place attachment to spaces that they have inhabited for years or where 
there is a particularly strong emotional bond (Kopec, 20062). Suffering from domestic 
violence is an example of an emotional bond, even though it is a negative experience 
for the victim. Kopec (2006) explained that there are often negative outcomes when 
place attachment is lost, especially when the bond is forcibly severed as in the case of 
a domestic violence victim fleeing the home. 
 
After the victim leaves an abusive situation it becomes vital to give them the opportunity 
to develop a sense of place within the shelter environment. When a level of comfort 
and feelings of safety are associated with a space, a sense of place develops for that 
individual (Kopec, 2006). Relocating to a shelter environment that promotes these 
ideals gives victims a feeling of belonging and security, which encourages healing and 
independence. This is further proof of the notion that housing is much more than just 
protection from the elements; inhabitants must find a sense of dignity and pride in their 
home in order to truly connect with the space (Davis, 20043). 
 
As with most homes, the shelter kitchens are the center of activity and the true hearts 
of the shelter’s communal living areas. Frequent use by thousands of shelter residents 
have left the kitchen cabinets and counter tops in both the Women’s and the Youth 

1 Baker, C. K., Cook, S. L., & Norris, F. H. (2003). Domestic violence and housing problems. Violence 
Against Women, 9(7), 754-783. doi: 10.1177/1077801203253402 
2 Kopec, D. A. (2006). Environmental psychology for design. New York, NY: Fairchild Publications, Inc. 
3 Davis, S. (2004). Designing for the homeless. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press. 
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shelter in bad shape, which impacts not only their functionality, but also the feel of the 
shelter kitchens as a safe, dependable, homelike space. Renovations are necessary to 
the residents’ sense of well-being as well as to the ongoing function of the kitchens, 
which provide residents with healthy food, social opportunities and life skills learning. 

 
When women and children survivors of domestic violence and abuse come into shelter, 
they are at the end of their ropes. They are deeply traumatized by the abuse they have 
fled, and they desperately need to feel and be safe and secure in their surroundings, 
and those surroundings need to be as welcoming, homelike, and attractive as possible 
to reduce the likelihood that survivors will feel institutionalized and insecure. 
 
Victims of domestic violence and abuse can only begin to heal and attain self-
sufficiency to become productive, contributing community members once their basic 
needs for safety, shelter, and support are met.  As the only domestic violence shelter 
and youth shelter in Flagstaff and the only full service provider in northern Arizona, 
NFHC’s shelter programs and the services we provide are a critical piece of our 
community’s continuum of care to women and children in need. 
 
For several years, the economic downturn has hit service providers, including NFHC, 
with a double whammy of increased demand and decreased funding. NFHC has 
maintained positive relationships with all funders but has also had to weather over 
$200,000 in budget cuts over the past few years, mostly in the form of contracts with 
Child Protective Services being underutilized well below the maximum and state budget 
cuts, and we’re not out of the woods yet. The result is, that while NFHC has innovated 
ways to maintain and even improve and expand access to service provision in the face 
of significant budget cuts, we are not able to also cover the costs of all needed repairs, 
maintenance, and renovations. And the budget cuts have made us a more than ever 
essential resource to other service providers in the community as well, as they struggle 
with the same challenges.          

 
10. Briefly describe the scope of the community collaboration surrounding the proposed 

project.   
a) Be specific, citing additional leverage4 funding sources, agreements, staffing 

partnerships, etc.   
Services provided to shelter residents are facilitated via partnerships with other 
community and governmental agencies. On behalf of clients, NFHC staff regularly 
work with County and City Law Enforcement agencies, Coconino County 
Community Services, DNA People’s Legal Services, Coconino County 
Victim/Witness Services, Hope Cottage, Catholic Charities, Northern AZ Center 
Against Sexual Assault, and Bothands’ Sharon Manor.  

 
Community civic groups continue to provide resources towards shelter upkeep in 
the form of paying for supplies like paint and providing volunteer labor through our 
Adopt-A-Room program. The Exchange Club, Kiwanis, and Soroptimists 
International have at various times adopted rooms in the shelter to help with 

4 Leveraged funds are specific non City, non Federal (unless specifically allowed) funds committed towards 
this project. 
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repairs and maintenance, and Soroptimists’ members and local restaurant owners 
have prepared special meals for residents in our shelter kitchens. 
  
Through the foresight and planning of previous NFHC leadership, the agency 
maintains a designated depreciation fund for the purpose of building repair and 
maintenance. This fund has proven absolutely necessary in completing several 
building related projects. Unfortunately, this fund does not cover the expense of 
projects resulting from gaps in the original building construction, as identified 
through years of actual use. NFHC funds designated for repair and maintenance 
will be appropriately leveraged against CDBG funds. As time goes by, our repair 
and maintenance fund is more often depleted as components of HALO House and 
its equipment break down or wear out. Because this is the only agency fund that is 
available for any kind of building expenses, its use is restricted to critical projects 
related to immediate need. These funds will be available to maintain CDBG 
funded projects after their completion.  
 
NFHC is conserving funds as much as possible to ensure we can continue to 
provide essential services in the face of continuing budget cuts. We spend 84.8 
percent of our funds on our programs; our administration and fundraising rate is 
only 15.2 percent. It is neither prudent nor desirable to let needed repairs and 
renovations go, and it is also not responsible to spend all agency reserves when 
they may be needed to continue basic service provision. As the attached letter 
and budget show, we are leveraging $27,451 of our agency repair and 
maintenance funds for additional renovations and repairs in the shelter. We are 
grateful for the consideration of this proposal for Flagstaff CDBG funding. 
 
b) If formal partnerships5 exist, please include documentation of all leveraged 

resources and identify leverage in budget. 
Agency repair and maintenance funds will be leveraged in support of this 
project. Please see attached letter under tab E. 
 

c) Attach letters of community collaboration/support for the specific project.  
Please see attached letters under tab F. 

                 
11. Briefly describe: 

a) The organization’s history administering this or similar projects. 
Northland Family Help Center has operated successfully as a local non-profit 
since 1978. In the mid-1990’s a group of community members and NFHC staff 
embarked on a capital campaign to build a one of a kind shelter and 
counseling facility, to be named HALO House (Haven for Advocacy and 
Learning Opportunities). Northland Family was able to secure financial support 
from many sources, including private donors, foundations, businesses, and 
government entities.  
 
In 1998-99, the agency was awarded $293,450 in City CDBG funds for land 
acquisition for the shelter. HALO House was also built with a grant award from 

5 Formal Partnerships are contractual agreements that exist between two agencies. Informal partnerships are 
existing proposed business relationships not formalized by contract or funding agreement. 
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AZ Department of Housing – Housing Trust Funds. In 2007, NFHC was 
awarded $93,000 in CDBG funds to remodel HALO house and consolidate all 
agency operations - Women’s and Youth Shelters, Counseling, Legal 
Advocacy, Community Education, and Administration - in one secure location. 
This was a significant, $120,000 undertaking that resulted in better 
coordination of services and greatly increased efficiency, including an 
approximate $30,000 reduction in overhead costs annually.  
 
These funds were awarded November 2007. In January 2008 the Board of 
Directors chose a contractor from 6 competitive bids obtained by NFHC staff. 
Construction began February 2008. Construction was completed early April 
2008. NFHC moved all of its operations into HALO House April 18, 2008. All 
project funds were expended by August 2008. At this time, the kitchen sinks 
were replaced but the kitchen cabinets and counter tops were not and, while 
they remain functional, after 15 years of hard use, they are starting to fall 
apart. 
 
There were and continue to be no issues with the administration of these 
funds. NFHC receives a positive monitoring visit from AZ Department of 
Housing every year, stating that NFHC/HALO House is in full compliance of 
our original award requirements. On May 26, 2009, NFHC received a close-out 
letter from City Staff that thanked us for fulfilling the requirements of our 
contract for CDBG. 
 

b) The organization’s realistic capacity for undertaking this project. 
The proposed project is relatively small in scale and simple to carry out. NFHC 
will contract with a local contractor to install the kitchen cabinets and 
countertops under supervision by NFHC’s Facilities Specialist and oversight by 
the Executive Director. NFHC is able to provide the insurance required by the 
City of Flagstaff. 
 

c) Experience administering federal and state grants and complying with federal 
statutes. Please provide funding dates and award amounts. 
NFHC administers approximately 23 awards each year, including federal 
Victims of Crime Act (VOCA), and U.S. Department of Health and Human 
Services Runaway and Homeless Youth (RHY) Basic Center Program grants, 
which we have received for decades. NFHC has also been funded for years by 
Arizona Department of Economic Security, Arizona Department of Health 
Services, and the Navajo Nation. Financial and program reports are completed 
on time and are tracked by the use of a Reporting Calendar. NFHC’s major 
funders conduct site visits and require financial and program reports on a 
regular basis (monthly, quarterly or annually). Monitoring summaries from site 
visits generally meet or exceed grant requirements. 
 
We comply with all provisions of OMB Circular A-133 and are fully insured with 
commercial general, automobile and professional liability coverage and 
worker's compensation. NFHC uses QuickBooks Accounting-Nonprofit System 
and employs the expertise of a non-profit financial consultant. Hardcopy of 
backup documentation is maintained in the Finance Coordinator's office. 
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Original invoices are filed by vendor with copies of checks and authorization 
for payment. Expenses are distributed according to allocations pre-
programmed in QuickBooks, ensuring that each expense is tied to the 
appropriate funding based on contract terms and conditions. 
 
As described more fully above, in 1998-99, the agency was awarded $293,450 
in City CDBG funds for land acquisition for the shelter. On November 26, 2007, 
NFHC was awarded $93,000 in CDBG funds to remodel HALO house and 
consolidate all agency operations - Women’s and Youth Shelters, Counseling, 
Legal Advocacy, Community Education, and Administration - in one secure 
location. There were and continue to be no issues with the administration of 
these funds. 
 

d) Was the agency ever asked to return awarded funds for cause? 
NFHC has never been asked to return awarded funds for cause. 

 
12. Divide the execution and administration of the project into areas of responsibility by 

providing the following: 
 

a) Names, titles, and resumes of all staff involved with carrying out these areas 
of responsibility 
Aileen Fitz, Executive Director, will provide oversight for the project, while Jeff 
Niece, Facilities Specialist, will be the day to day point of contact to assist the 
contractor with issues related to the sensitive nature of the facility and 
residents. (Please see job descriptions and resumes under tab B.) 
 

b) Job descriptions for any new positions 
No new positions will be hired for this project 
 

c) Identify the project manager (this person is responsible for the project and 
must be directly employed by the applying agency) 
The project manager will be NFHC employee Facilities Specialist Jeff Niece 
who will be directly supported by the Executive Director. 
 

d) Distinguish between in-house agency staff and contracted assistance    
Contractors will be hired to obtain and install the kitchen cabinets and counter 
tops and to ensure Davis Bacon compliance. The NFHC Executive Director will 
be responsible for administration and oversight. The NFHC Facilities 
Specialist, in consultation with the Director of Residences and the Executive 
Director, will be responsible for supervising and scheduling contracted work.  
 
Include a listing of all staff positions and proposed CDBG funded positions in 
the Organization Chart, found in Tab G. Organization Chart attached. 

 
13. Tab D of the check list requests a budget for this proposed project. In Appendix E, 

please provide a narrative summary describing exactly what CDBG Funds will pay 
for. Please see attached budget and narrative summary 
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Project Schedule

City of Flagstaff

Project Description:  

Northland Family Help Center Shelter 

Renovations

Implementing Agency:         Northland Family Help Center

Project No.: 

Persons Served: 385 per year

Date submitted: 3/3/2015

Action Items Item Description YEAR 1st month begins with the Notice To Proceed

1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 8th 9th 10th 11th 12th 13th
Technical assistance meeting with City 

CDBG administrative staff completed

1

Obtain a minimum of 3 new project bids and submit to 

City

2 Choose a project contractor and agree on a timeline

3 Contract with Davis Bacon Administration

4 Provide insurance required by City of Flagstaff

Facilities Specialist consult and coordinates with 

contractors and shelter staff on work schedule to 

minimize disruption

5

Complete project and project final walk through with 

contractor

Complete final project reports

Submit for reimbursement in  compliance with CDBG and 

agency reporting requirements

Schedule final walk through CDBG staff
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Appendix E   Budget
Project Budget
City of Flagstaff
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Program

Project Description: Northland Family Help Center Shelter Renovations
Implementing Agency: Northland Family Help Center
Project No.:
Date: 03/03/2015
Persons served: 385 per year
Item 
and 
Activity CDBG

NFHC Building 
Maintenance Reserve  
Fund other grant Project Total

1 Kitchen Cabinets 23,345.87      

A Construction cost 23,345.87       
2 Staff Salaries and ERE's 3,925.66        

A Facilities Specialist 5% of Total Salary 1,649.44         1,649.44      
B 5% of total ERE's 313.39            313.39         

3 Program Related Expenses 100.00           

A Davis Bacon compliance administration - consultant 100.00            
4 Professional Services 4,500.00        

Finance/Audit 3% of total audit cost 4,500.00      
5 Administration 5,247.90        

A Executive Director 3% 4410.00
B 3% of total ERE's 837.9

6 Leveraged funding sources 27,451.00      

A
Northland Family Help Center repairs and maintenance fund used for shelter 
renovations 27,451.00                       
CDBG Totals        25,408.70 

Totals 27,451.00                       11,710.73    64,570.43      

Staff Salaries and ERE's

Program Related Expenses

$100.00 is the fee for a contractor to ensure project is compliant with Davis Bacon requirements

Professional Services

The total renovations cost is 3% of the total agency expense budget is 3%. This item represents 3% of the total cost of NFHC's annual audit.

Administration

Item/Activity Description

3% of the Executive Director's salary and ERE's are included to reflect the 3% of her time that will be spent in oversight and administration for the shelter 
renovations, including kitchen cabinets and counter tops.

Facilities Specialist: 5% percent of total salary and employee related expenses spent on shelter renovations project, including kitchen cabinets and 
countertops.

Budget Justification

49



Appendix E   Budget
Leveraged funding sources

$27,451.39 is the amount from agency repair and maintenance funds for carpets, furniture, curtains, and alarms in the Women's Shelter and Youth Shelter.

CDBG Totals

CDBG funds requested are $25,000 for the cost of replacing the kitchen cabinets and counters, half of the Facilities Specialist's time and ERE's for 
project management and $100 for a contractor to ensure Davis Bacon compliance.
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Appendix B 
CDBG Project Ranking Form 2015/2016  

 
City staff will use this form to evaluate potential projects.  Assessments are based on 
CDBG eligibility criteria and the needs of the citizens of Flagstaff as identified in the 
Consolidated Plan.  Consideration is given to past performance of the submitting 
organization.  A summary of this evaluation is presented to City Council for their review 
and consideration in making final funding decisions.  Maximum potential scores are 
listed in parenthesis next to the ranking form questions.   
 
Agency Name: Northland Family Help Center 
 
Amount of Funds Requested: $25,408.70 
 
Name of Project: Shelter Renovations 
 

 Public Service  
 

 Housing  
 

 Economic Development 
 
 
 
88 points overall 
 
 
Additional Considerations: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
$66  Ratio of dollars per person benefitted by proposed project 
 
108% Percent of leverage toward proposed project (must have letters of 

award for any leverage funds – these funds must also match and be 
outlined in the budget) 

 
Yes  Past successful CDBG contract administration (yes or no) 
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1- 3. (For Public Service Submissions Only) How well does the answer define how 
the service is either: (10 points) NA 
 

a) A new service? 
b) A quantifiable increase in the level of an existing service? 
c) To what extent does the answer explain how the proposed project will 

fulfill service gaps in Flagstaff? 
 

(Not at all)  0      1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10   (Very Much) 
 
 
4. (For Economic Development Submissions Only)  (1 point) NA 
 

a) Did the agency check which economic development activity it was 
applying for? 

 
No (0 points)        Yes (1 point) 

 
 

5. How well does the answer explain the proposed scope of the project? Does the 
answer include: (10 points) 
 

a) Estimated number of persons to be served 
b) Current status of the project  
c) Are construction/concept plans attached with a scope of work for 

construction/rehabilitation projects (this is required if applicable) 
d) Is a price estimate/quote attached for construction/rehabilitation projects 

(this is required if applicable) 
  
 

(Not at all)  0      1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10   (Very Much) 
 
 
6. How well does the answer explain how the project will achieve the CDBG 
Primary and National objectives? How well does the response explain how the 
project will: (10 points) 

a) Provide decent housing; or 
b) Provide a suitable living environment; or 
c) Expand economic development opportunities 

 
(Not at all)  0      1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10   (Very Much) 

 
 Needed to explain how the objectives relate to the project. 
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7. How well does the answer explain whether the proposal meets one or more of 
the Council’s CDBG Priorities and whether or not it takes place in one of the 
target neighborhoods? (10 points) 
 
Priorities: (5 points) 

a) Neighborhood Revitalization 
b) Housing 
c) Homelessness 
d) Mentally Ill and/or Serial Inebriate 

Populations 

 
Target Neighborhoods: (5 points) 

a) Southside 
b) Sunnyside 
c) La Plaza Vieja 
d) Pine Knoll 

 
0       5       10 

 
 
 
 8.  How well does the answer document that the proposed project will meet the 
needs identified in the in the Program Year 2011/2015 Consolidated Plan? Are 
page numbers included? (5 points) 

 
0      1       2       3       4       5 

 
 
9. How well does the answer justify the local need for the proposed project within 
Flagstaff city limits? Are recent data and/or supportive statistics attached? (10 
points) 

 
(None) 0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10 (Extensive) 

 Why is this project not ongoing maintenance? Should be on maintenance 
schedule not a remodel 

 Focused on national needs, not local.  Should be an operational/ ongoing 
maintenance  project. 

 
10. Is there evidence of community collaborations that can be effective 
programmatic support?  Does the answer provide evidence of the following: (10 
points) 

a) Additional leverage 
b) Agreements, staffing partnerships, etc. 
c) Are current letters of community collaboration/support attached?  

 
(None) 0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10 (Extensive) 

 Not enough letters of leverage.  No external leverage –only 1 letter which was 
internal. 
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11. How well does the question describe: (10 points) 

a) The organization’s history administering this or similar projects?  
b) The organization’s realistic capacity for undertaking this project? 
c) The organization’s experience administering federal grants and complying with 

federal statutes? 
 

(None) 0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10 (Extensive) 
___________________________________________________________________ 
12. Did the answer divide the organization’s execution and administration of the 
project by the following: (10 points) 

a) Name, titles, and resumes of the staff involved?  
b) Job descriptions for any new positions? 
c) Is project manager identified? 
d) Is a distinction made between in-house staff and contracted assistance? 
e) Does Tab G include all staff positions and CDBG proposed positions?  

 
0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10 

 

 
13. Does Tab D include a comprehensive budget for this proposed project? Is a 
narrative summary describing exactly what CDBG Funds will pay for found in 
Appendix E? (10 points) 
 

(None) 0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10 (Extensive) 
 
 
General Criteria: 
      

1. How realistic is this project in terms of probability of success within the 
community? (10 points) 
 

(Not at all)   0    1      2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10   (Very) 
 

 
 

2. How realistic is the 12-month Schedule of Completion? Was the correct 
format used in creating the schedule? (5 points) 

 
(Not at all)  0   1    2    3    4    5  (Very) 
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3. How realistic is the project budget? Was the correct format used? Does the 

budget include: (15 points) 
a. All funding sources to be used for the project, separating CDBG funds 

from non CDBG funds? (1 points) 
b. Leverage numbers on budget match to leverage letters (3 points) 
c. Is a realistic dollar amount assigned to any in-kind contributions? (1 

points) 
d. Overall Budget Evaluation: (10 points) 

Is the project cost effective? What percentage of the project budget is 
leveraged funding? What percentage of the budget is for administration? 
Isthe budget logical? Etc. 
 

0     1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10     11     12     13     14     15 
 

 
 

4. Has the applicant exhibited competence in preparing this proposal?  
(10 points) 

a. Thorough and complete answers, well written, correct grammar, easy to 
follow format, etc. 
 

(Not at all)   0    1      2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10   (Very Much) 
 

 
 

Notes:  
General Criteria: 
Not a compelling project for housing. 

 
General Comments: 
Will new countertops help more people within the community? 
#9 explained why this remodel is important to the shelter.  It provided solid statistics, 
which prompted me to change my mind regarding this request. 
Sub-recipient would spend money fast.  Did a fast spend-down in the past 
Not really leveraging any funds because they are using other funds to pay for different 
renovations not related to the countertops. 
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Appendix B 
CDBG Project Ranking Form 2015/2016  

 
City staff will use this form to evaluate potential projects.  Assessments are based on 
CDBG eligibility criteria and the needs of the citizens of Flagstaff as identified in the 
Consolidated Plan.  Consideration is given to past performance of the submitting 
organization.  A summary of this evaluation is presented to City Council for their review 
and consideration in making final funding decisions.  Maximum potential scores are 
listed in parenthesis next to the ranking form questions.   
 
Agency Name: The Guidance Center 
 
Amount of Funds Requested: $69,051.29 
 
Name of Project: ADA improvement project 
 

 Public Service  
 

 Housing  
 

 Economic Development 
 
 
82 points overall 
 
 
 
Additional Considerations: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
$18.66 Ratio of dollars per person benefitted by proposed project 
 
18% Percent of leverage toward proposed project (must have letters of 

award for any leverage funds – these funds must also match and be 
outlined in the budget) 

 
No  Past successful CDBG contract administration (yes or no) 
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1- 3. (For Public Service Submissions Only) How well does the answer define how 
the service is either: (10 points) NA 
 

a) A new service? 
b) A quantifiable increase in the level of an existing service? 
c) To what extent does the answer explain how the proposed project will 

fulfill service gaps in Flagstaff? 
 

(Not at all)  0      1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10   (Very Much) 
 
 
4. (For Economic Development Submissions Only)  (1 point) NA 
 

a) Did the agency check which economic development activity it was 
applying for? 

 
No (0 points)        Yes (1 point) 

 
 

5. How well does the answer explain the proposed scope of the project? Does the 
answer include: (10 points) 
 

a) Estimated number of persons to be served 
b) Current status of the project  
c) Are construction/concept plans attached with a scope of work for 

construction/rehabilitation projects (this is required if applicable) 
d) Is a price estimate/quote attached for construction/rehabilitation projects 

(this is required if applicable) 
  
 

(Not at all)  0      1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10   (Very Much) 
 Projects seems like a routine maintenance project, instead of an afterthought.   

 
 
6. How well does the answer explain how the project will achieve the CDBG 
Primary and National objectives? How well does the response explain how the 
project will: (10 points) 

a) Provide decent housing; or 
b) Provide a suitable living environment; or 
c) Expand economic development opportunities 

 
(Not at all)  0      1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10   (Very Much) 
 The second part of the question was not addressed. Covered Primary Objectives 

but not the National Objectives 
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7. How well does the answer explain whether the proposal meets one or more of 
the Council’s CDBG Priorities and whether or not it takes place in one of the 
target neighborhoods? (10 points) 
 
Priorities: (5 points) 

a) Neighborhood Revitalization 
b) Housing 
c) Homelessness 
d) Mentally Ill and/or Serial Inebriate 

Populations 

 
Target Neighborhoods: (5 points) 

a) Southside 
b) Sunnyside 
c) La Plaza Vieja 
d) Pine Knoll 

 
0       5       10 

 How will an ADA ramp assist the target neighborhoods directly? 
 

 
 
 8.  How well does the answer document that the proposed project will meet the 
needs identified in the in the Program Year 2011/2015 Consolidated Plan? Are 
page numbers included? (5 points) 

 
0      1       2       3       4       5 

 
 
9. How well does the answer justify the local need for the proposed project within 
Flagstaff city limits? Are recent data and/or supportive statistics attached? (10 
points) 

 
(None) 0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10 (Extensive) 
 Should have shown what staff goes through to get to offices.  Did not justify 

the need for the money. 
 

 
10. Is there evidence of community collaborations that can be effective 
programmatic support?  Does the answer provide evidence of the following: (10 
points) 

a) Additional leverage 
b) Agreements, staffing partnerships, etc. 
c) Are current letters of community collaboration/support attached?  

 
(None) 0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10 (Extensive) 
 Only leveraged support is $12K of own money. 
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11. How well does the question describe: (10 points) 

a) The organization’s history administering this or similar projects?  
b) The organization’s realistic capacity for undertaking this project? 
c) The organization’s experience administering federal grants and complying with 

federal statutes? 
 

(None) 0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10 (Extensive) 
 Sub-recipient had to return money twice.  Past CDBG admin costs are a 

concern. 
___________________________________________________________________ 
12. Did the answer divide the organization’s execution and administration of the 
project by the following: (10 points) 

a) Name, titles, and resumes of the staff involved?  
b) Job descriptions for any new positions? 
c) Is project manager identified? 
d) Is a distinction made between in-house staff and contracted assistance? 
e) Does Tab G include all staff positions and CDBG proposed positions?  

 
0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10 

 Concern for grant administration.  Resumes were not included. 
 Kate’s resume 

 

 
13. Does Tab D include a comprehensive budget for this proposed project? Is a 
narrative summary describing exactly what CDBG Funds will pay for found in 
Appendix E? (10 points) 
 

(None) 0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10 (Extensive) 
 Admin costs ($12+K) are too high.  Project is only two months long. 

 
 
General Criteria: 
      

1. How realistic is this project in terms of probability of success within the 
community? (10 points) 
 

(Not at all)   0    1      2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10   (Very) 
 

 
 

2. How realistic is the 12-month Schedule of Completion? Was the correct 
format used in creating the schedule? (5 points) 

 
(Not at all)  0   1    2    3    4    5  (Very) 

 
 
 

92



3. How realistic is the project budget? Was the correct format used? Does the 
budget include: (15 points) 

a. All funding sources to be used for the project, separating CDBG funds 
from non CDBG funds? (1 points) 

b. Leverage numbers on budget match to leverage letters (3 points) 
c. Is a realistic dollar amount assigned to any in-kind contributions? (1 

points) 
d. Overall Budget Evaluation: (10 points) 

Is the project cost effective? What percentage of the project budget is 
leveraged funding? What percentage of the budget is for administration? 
Isthe budget logical? Etc. 
 

0     1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10     11     12     13     14     15 
 

 
 

4. Has the applicant exhibited competence in preparing this proposal?  
(10 points) 

a. Thorough and complete answers, well written, correct grammar, easy to 
follow format, etc. 
 

(Not at all)   0    1      2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10   (Very Much) 
 

 
 

Notes:  
 
General Criteria: 
Project timelines is questioned as being realistic 
 
General Comments: 
Project is worthy but concerned about the admin costs being billed to the grant, since 
most of the work is being done by contractors. 
Concern how this directly helps the community and target neighborhoods. 
Was not a compelling ask for housing  
Needed more specifics about the problem they are trying to address.   
Project should be covered in capital budget. 
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Appendix B 
CDBG Project Ranking Form 2015/2016  

 
City staff will use this form to evaluate potential projects.  Assessments are based on 
CDBG eligibility criteria and the needs of the citizens of Flagstaff as identified in the 
Consolidated Plan.  Consideration is given to past performance of the submitting 
organization.  A summary of this evaluation is presented to City Council for their review 
and consideration in making final funding decisions.  Maximum potential scores are 
listed in parenthesis next to the ranking form questions.   
 
Agency Name: Catholic Charities 
 
Amount of Funds Requested: $113,000 
 
Name of Project: Bridge House rehabilitation 
 

 Public Service  
 

 Housing  
 

 Economic Development 
 
 
75 points overall 
 
 
 
Additional Considerations: 
 
 
 
 
$942   Ratio of dollars per person benefitted by proposed project 
 
Leverage letters don’t tie to budget. No additional explanation in budget 
narrative:  Percent of leverage toward proposed project (must have letters of 
award for any leverage funds – these funds must also match and be outlined in t 
 
   Yes    Past successful CDBG contract administration (yes or no) 
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1- 3. (For Public Service Submissions Only) How well does the answer define how 
the service is either: (10 points) NA 
 

a) A new service? 
b) A quantifiable increase in the level of an existing service? 
c) To what extent does the answer explain how the proposed project will 

fulfill service gaps in Flagstaff? 
 

(Not at all)  0      1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10   (Very Much) 
 
 
4. (For Economic Development Submissions Only)  (1 point)  NA 
 

a) Did the agency check which economic development activity it was 
applying for? 

 
No (0 points)        Yes (1 point) 

 
 

5. How well does the answer explain the proposed scope of the project? Does the 
answer include: (10 points) 
 

a) Estimated number of persons to be served 
b) Current status of the project  
c) Are construction/concept plans attached with a scope of work for 

construction/rehabilitation projects (this is required if applicable) 
d) Is a price estimate/quote attached for construction/rehabilitation projects 

(this is required if applicable) 
  
 

(Not at all)  0      1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10   (Very Much) 
 Current status of home not specified.  Does anyone live in it now?  Ranking 

committee had concerns with relocation. Why convert the home to “Closing the 
Gap” now?  Not explained.  Would have liked more detail about “Closing the 
Gap” Why choose this neighborhood?  Need more detail on initiative. 
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6. How well does the answer explain how the project will achieve the CDBG 
Primary and National objectives? How well does the response explain how the 
project will: (10 points) 

a) Provide decent housing; or 
b) Provide a suitable living environment; or 
c) Expand economic development opportunities 

 
(Not at all)  0      1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10   (Very Much) 
 Weak answer. How is it providing decent housing and a suitable living 

environment? Very short answer for a high valued question. 
 

 
7. How well does the answer explain whether the proposal meets one or more of 
the Council’s CDBG Priorities and whether or not it takes place in one of the 
target neighborhoods? (10 points) 
 
Priorities: (5 points) 

a) Neighborhood Revitalization 
b) Housing 
c) Homelessness 
d) Mentally Ill and/or Serial Inebriate 

Populations 

 
Target Neighborhoods: (5 points) 

a) Southside 
b) Sunnyside 
c) La Plaza Vieja 
d) Pine Knoll 

 
0       5       10 

 
 
 
 8.  How well does the answer document that the proposed project will meet the 
needs identified in the in the Program Year 2011/2015 Consolidated Plan? Are 
page numbers included? (5 points) 

 
0      1       2       3       4       5 

 Did not explain specific services and their relation to the Con Plan.  Too broad. 
 
 
9. How well does the answer justify the local need for the proposed project within 
Flagstaff city limits? Are recent data and/or supportive statistics attached? (10 
points) 

 
(None) 0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10 (Extensive) 

 
 
10. Is there evidence of community collaborations that can be effective 
programmatic support?  Does the answer provide evidence of the following: (10 
points) 

a) Additional leverage 
b) Agreements, staffing partnerships, etc. 
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c) Are current letters of community collaboration/support attached?  
 

(None) 0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10 (Extensive) 
 Did not list the 30 agencies.  Questionable leverage amounts, did the hospital 

commit?  Too vague.  Poorly written and represented. 
 
11. How well does the question describe: (10 points) 

a) The organization’s history administering this or similar projects?  
b) The organization’s realistic capacity for undertaking this project? 
c) The organization’s experience administering federal grants and complying with 

federal statutes? 
 

(None) 0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10 (Extensive) 
 Did not address Catholic Charities capacity to administer the grant. Lacks detail 

on capacity to successfully administer the specific project. Only provided national 
data, no local data. Answer felt rushed and thrown together 

___________________________________________________________________ 
12. Did the answer divide the organization’s execution and administration of the 
project by the following: (10 points) 

d) Name, titles, and resumes of the staff involved?  
e) Job descriptions for any new positions? 
f) Is project manager identified? 
g) Is a distinction made between in-house staff and contracted assistance? 
h) Does Tab G include all staff positions and CDBG proposed positions?  

 
0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10 

 No resumes for anyone and no project manager identified. 

 
13. Does Tab D include a comprehensive budget for this proposed project? Is a 
narrative summary describing exactly what CDBG Funds will pay for found in 
Appendix E? (10 points) 
 

(None) 0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10 (Extensive) 
 $6K for Davis/Bacon seemed too high.  No quote for construction for a 

construction project 
 
General Criteria: 
      

5. How realistic is this project in terms of probability of success within the 
community? (10 points) 
 

(Not at all)   0    1      2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10   (Very) 
 

 
6. How realistic is the 12-month Schedule of Completion? Was the correct 

format used in creating the schedule? (5 points) 
 

(Not at all)  0   1    2    3    4    5  (Very) 
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8. How realistic is the project budget? Was the correct format used? Does the 

budget include: (15 points) 
a. All funding sources to be used for the project, separating CDBG funds 

from non CDBG funds? (1 points) 
b. Leverage numbers on budget match to leverage letters (3 points) 
c. Is a realistic dollar amount assigned to any in-kind contributions? (1 

points) 
d. Overall Budget Evaluation: (10 points) 

Is the project cost effective? What percentage of the project budget is 
leveraged funding? What percentage of the budget is for administration? 
Isthe budget logical? Etc. 
 

0     1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10     11     12     13     14     15 
 

9. Has the applicant exhibited competence in preparing this proposal?  
(10 points) 

a. Thorough and complete answers, well written, correct grammar, easy to 
follow format, etc. 
 

(Not at all)   0    1      2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10   (Very Much) 
 

 
 

Notes:  
Please refer to comments under the ranking numbers 
 
General Criteria: 
1. Hard to predict success based on this proposal. How will they maintain this 

service? 
3 Leverage stated is for operations and not rehab funds. 
 
General Comments:  What happens to the people who are currently in the Bridge 
House – where do they go? 
Why this population and not others?  
Concerns with budget reflecting true cost of project. Missing quotes.  
How many times have they received CDBG funds for the improvement on the house? 
Limited detail about Closing the Gap 
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Executive Summary 
(Not to exceed one page) 

 
Agency requesting funding:  City of Flagstaff – Housing Section 
 
Amount of funds requested:  $150,000 
 
Project name:  Owner Occupied Housing Rehabilitation (OOHR) Program 
 
Please indicate the following agency representative that will be the primary contact person for this 
project: 

- Name  Sarah Darr                                        -   Fax number (928) 779-7684 
- Title     Housing Manager                             -   E-mail sdarr@flagstaffaz.gov  
- Mailing address  211 West Aspen                                 -   Phone number (928) 213-2745 

 
Brief project description (2-3 sentences):  
 
The Owner Occupied Housing Rehabilitation (OOHR) program has been administered by the City of 
Flagstaff since the mid 1990’s. This program often serves Flagstaff’s most vulnerable individuals (ie. 
seniors and disabled) and is one of the only programs that can keep people living in housing that is safe 
and free of hazards while helping them age in place. 
 
The goal of the program is to preserve existing affordable housing stock and benefit low income home 
owners of Flagstaff.  
 
The objectives of the program include: 1) elimination of health and safety hazards in the home; 2) 
facilitation of ADA accessibility and aging in place; 3) financial stabilization of low income households 
though the reduction of home repair and utility costs; 4) increased building performance through 
weatherization and performance enhancing measures; 5) revitalization of low income neighborhoods; 6) 
preservation of the entry level housing stock. 
 
Historically, the City has leveraged Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funding awarded by 
City Council with approximately $300,000 in competitive HOME funding from the AZ Department of 
Housing (ADOH). As of the October 17, 2014 with the release of ADOH’s 2014-2015 State Housing Fund 
Program Summary and Application Guide, the City of Flagstaff became ineligible to compete for HOME 
funding due to being a CDBG entitlement community. Funding this request will ensure that this valuable 
OOHR program continues to benefit City of Flagstaff residents. 
 
Total estimated number of persons to be assisted: (Average household size is 2.61 people per 
household) -  a minimum of 5 households 
 
Council CDBG priority (mark all that apply): 

 Neighborhood Revitalization                 
 Housing 
 Homelessness  
 Mentally Ill and/or Serial Inebriate Populations     

 
Will the activity take place in a target neighborhood? 

 Southside                 
 Sunnyside   Priority is given to homes in target neighborhoods. 
 La Plaza Vieja 
 Pine Knoll 

                           
Special population (if any) to be assisted:  

 Abused Children  Persons with HIV/AIDS 
 Elderly Persons  Migrant Farm Workers  
 Severely Disabled Persons  Homeless Persons  
 Victims of Domestic Violence  Illiterate Adults  
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Appendix B 
CDBG Project Ranking Form 2015/2016  

 
City staff will use this form to evaluate potential projects.  Assessments are based on 
CDBG eligibility criteria and the needs of the citizens of Flagstaff as identified in the 
Consolidated Plan.  Consideration is given to past performance of the submitting 
organization.  A summary of this evaluation is presented to City Council for their review 
and consideration in making final funding decisions.  Maximum potential scores are 
listed in parenthesis next to the ranking form questions.   
 
Agency Name: Catholic Charities - PATH 
 
Amount of Funds Requested: $45,000 
 
Name of Project: Homeless outreach operations 
 

 Public Service  
 

 Housing  
 

 Economic Development 
 
 
102 points overall 
 
 
Additional Considerations: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
$77   Ratio of dollars per person benefitted by proposed project 
 
9,094% -- Percent of leverage toward proposed project (must have letters of 

award for any leverage funds – these funds must also match and be 
outlined in the budget) 

 
Yes  Past successful CDBG contract administration (yes or no) 
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1- 3. (For Public Service Submissions Only) How well does the answer define how 
the service is either: (10 points) 
 

a) A new service? 
b) A quantifiable increase in the level of an existing service? 
c) To what extent does the answer explain how the proposed project will 

fulfill service gaps in Flagstaff? 
 

(Not at all)  0      1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10   (Very Much) 
 
 
4. (For Economic Development Submissions Only)  (1 point) NA 
 

a) Did the agency check which economic development activity it was 
applying for? 

 
No (0 points)        Yes (1 point) 

 
 

5. How well does the answer explain the proposed scope of the project? Does the 
answer include: (10 points) 
 

a) Estimated number of persons to be served 
b) Current status of the project  
c) Are construction/concept plans attached with a scope of work for 

construction/rehabilitation projects (this is required if applicable) 
d) Is a price estimate/quote attached for construction/rehabilitation projects 

(this is required if applicable) 
  
 

(Not at all)  0      1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10   (Very Much) 
 Numbers served was not provided 

 
6. How well does the answer explain how the project will achieve the CDBG 
Primary and National objectives? How well does the response explain how the 
project will: (10 points) 

a) Provide decent housing; or 
b) Provide a suitable living environment; or 
c) Expand economic development opportunities 

 
(Not at all)  0      1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10   (Very Much) 
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7. How well does the answer explain whether the proposal meets one or more of 
the Council’s CDBG Priorities and whether or not it takes place in one of the 
target neighborhoods? (10 points) 
 
Priorities: (5 points) 

a) Neighborhood Revitalization 
b) Housing 
c) Homelessness 
d) Mentally Ill and/or Serial Inebriate 

Populations 

 
Target Neighborhoods: (5 points) 

a) Southside 
b) Sunnyside 
c) La Plaza Vieja 
d) Pine Knoll 

 
0       5       10 

 
 
 
 8.  How well does the answer document that the proposed project will meet the 
needs identified in the in the Program Year 2011/2015 Consolidated Plan? Are 
page numbers included? (5 points) 

 
0      1       2       3       4       5 

 
 
9. How well does the answer justify the local need for the proposed project within 
Flagstaff city limits? Are recent data and/or supportive statistics attached? (10 
points) 

 
(None) 0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10 (Extensive) 

 
 
10. Is there evidence of community collaborations that can be effective 
programmatic support?  Does the answer provide evidence of the following: (10 
points) 

a) Additional leverage 
b) Agreements, staffing partnerships, etc. 
c) Are current letters of community collaboration/support attached?  

 
(None) 0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10 (Extensive) 

 
 
11. How well does the question describe: (10 points) 

a) The organization’s history administering this or similar projects?  
b) The organization’s realistic capacity for undertaking this project? 
c) The organization’s experience administering federal grants and complying with 

federal statutes? 
 

(None) 0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10 (Extensive) 
___________________________________________________________________ 
12. Did the answer divide the organization’s execution and administration of the 
project by the following: (10 points) 
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a) Name, titles, and resumes of the staff involved?  
b) Job descriptions for any new positions? 
c) Is project manager identified? 
d) Is a distinction made between in-house staff and contracted assistance? 
e) Does Tab G include all staff positions and CDBG proposed positions?  

 
0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10 

 No resumes and no project manager named 

 
13. Does Tab D include a comprehensive budget for this proposed project? Is a 
narrative summary describing exactly what CDBG Funds will pay for found in 
Appendix E? (10 points) 
 

(None) 0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10 (Extensive) 
 
 
General Criteria: 
      

1. How realistic is this project in terms of probability of success within the 
community? (10 points) 
 

(Not at all)   0    1      2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10   (Very) 
 

 
 

2. How realistic is the 12-month Schedule of Completion? Was the correct 
format used in creating the schedule? (5 points) 

 
(Not at all)  0   1    2    3    4    5  (Very) 

 
 
 

3. How realistic is the project budget? Was the correct format used? Does the 
budget include: (15 points) 

a. All funding sources to be used for the project, separating CDBG funds 
from non CDBG funds? (1 points) 

b. Leverage numbers on budget match to leverage letters (3 points) 
c. Is a realistic dollar amount assigned to any in-kind contributions? (1 

points) 
d. Overall Budget Evaluation: (10 points) 

Is the project cost effective? What percentage of the project budget is 
leveraged funding? What percentage of the budget is for administration? 
Isthe budget logical? Etc. 
 

0     1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10     11     12     13     14     15 
 

 
 

4. Has the applicant exhibited competence in preparing this proposal?  
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(10 points) 
a. Thorough and complete answers, well written, correct grammar, easy to 

follow format, etc. 
 

(Not at all)   0    1      2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10   (Very Much) 
 

 
 

Notes:    
Question 11 is the perfect opportunity to discuss the administrative strengths in Catholic 
Charities. Examples pay request and accounting. 
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Appendix B 
CDBG Project Ranking Form 2015/2016  

 
City staff will use this form to evaluate potential projects.  Assessments are based on 
CDBG eligibility criteria and the needs of the citizens of Flagstaff as identified in the 
Consolidated Plan.  Consideration is given to past performance of the submitting 
organization.  A summary of this evaluation is presented to City Council for their review 
and consideration in making final funding decisions.  Maximum potential scores are 
listed in parenthesis next to the ranking form questions.   
 
Agency Name: Catholic Charities - PATH 
 
Amount of Funds Requested: $45,000 
 
Name of Project: Homeless outreach operations 
 

 Public Service  
 

 Housing  
 

 Economic Development 
 
 
102 points overall 
 
 
Additional Considerations: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
$77   Ratio of dollars per person benefitted by proposed project 
 
9,094% -- Percent of leverage toward proposed project (must have letters of 

award for any leverage funds – these funds must also match and be 
outlined in the budget) 

 
Yes  Past successful CDBG contract administration (yes or no) 
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1- 3. (For Public Service Submissions Only) How well does the answer define how 
the service is either: (10 points) 
 

a) A new service? 
b) A quantifiable increase in the level of an existing service? 
c) To what extent does the answer explain how the proposed project will 

fulfill service gaps in Flagstaff? 
 

(Not at all)  0      1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10   (Very Much) 
 
 
4. (For Economic Development Submissions Only)  (1 point) NA 
 

a) Did the agency check which economic development activity it was 
applying for? 

 
No (0 points)        Yes (1 point) 

 
 

5. How well does the answer explain the proposed scope of the project? Does the 
answer include: (10 points) 
 

a) Estimated number of persons to be served 
b) Current status of the project  
c) Are construction/concept plans attached with a scope of work for 

construction/rehabilitation projects (this is required if applicable) 
d) Is a price estimate/quote attached for construction/rehabilitation projects 

(this is required if applicable) 
  
 

(Not at all)  0      1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10   (Very Much) 
 Numbers served was not provided 

 
6. How well does the answer explain how the project will achieve the CDBG 
Primary and National objectives? How well does the response explain how the 
project will: (10 points) 

a) Provide decent housing; or 
b) Provide a suitable living environment; or 
c) Expand economic development opportunities 

 
(Not at all)  0      1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10   (Very Much) 
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7. How well does the answer explain whether the proposal meets one or more of 
the Council’s CDBG Priorities and whether or not it takes place in one of the 
target neighborhoods? (10 points) 
 
Priorities: (5 points) 

a) Neighborhood Revitalization 
b) Housing 
c) Homelessness 
d) Mentally Ill and/or Serial Inebriate 

Populations 

 
Target Neighborhoods: (5 points) 

a) Southside 
b) Sunnyside 
c) La Plaza Vieja 
d) Pine Knoll 

 
0       5       10 

 
 
 
 8.  How well does the answer document that the proposed project will meet the 
needs identified in the in the Program Year 2011/2015 Consolidated Plan? Are 
page numbers included? (5 points) 

 
0      1       2       3       4       5 

 
 
9. How well does the answer justify the local need for the proposed project within 
Flagstaff city limits? Are recent data and/or supportive statistics attached? (10 
points) 

 
(None) 0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10 (Extensive) 

 
 
10. Is there evidence of community collaborations that can be effective 
programmatic support?  Does the answer provide evidence of the following: (10 
points) 

a) Additional leverage 
b) Agreements, staffing partnerships, etc. 
c) Are current letters of community collaboration/support attached?  

 
(None) 0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10 (Extensive) 

 
 
11. How well does the question describe: (10 points) 

a) The organization’s history administering this or similar projects?  
b) The organization’s realistic capacity for undertaking this project? 
c) The organization’s experience administering federal grants and complying with 

federal statutes? 
 

(None) 0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10 (Extensive) 
___________________________________________________________________ 
12. Did the answer divide the organization’s execution and administration of the 
project by the following: (10 points) 
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a) Name, titles, and resumes of the staff involved?  
b) Job descriptions for any new positions? 
c) Is project manager identified? 
d) Is a distinction made between in-house staff and contracted assistance? 
e) Does Tab G include all staff positions and CDBG proposed positions?  

 
0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10 

 No resumes and no project manager named 

 
13. Does Tab D include a comprehensive budget for this proposed project? Is a 
narrative summary describing exactly what CDBG Funds will pay for found in 
Appendix E? (10 points) 
 

(None) 0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10 (Extensive) 
 
 
General Criteria: 
      

1. How realistic is this project in terms of probability of success within the 
community? (10 points) 
 

(Not at all)   0    1      2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10   (Very) 
 

 
 

2. How realistic is the 12-month Schedule of Completion? Was the correct 
format used in creating the schedule? (5 points) 

 
(Not at all)  0   1    2    3    4    5  (Very) 

 
 
 

3. How realistic is the project budget? Was the correct format used? Does the 
budget include: (15 points) 

a. All funding sources to be used for the project, separating CDBG funds 
from non CDBG funds? (1 points) 

b. Leverage numbers on budget match to leverage letters (3 points) 
c. Is a realistic dollar amount assigned to any in-kind contributions? (1 

points) 
d. Overall Budget Evaluation: (10 points) 

Is the project cost effective? What percentage of the project budget is 
leveraged funding? What percentage of the budget is for administration? 
Isthe budget logical? Etc. 
 

0     1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10     11     12     13     14     15 
 

 
 

4. Has the applicant exhibited competence in preparing this proposal?  
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(10 points) 
a. Thorough and complete answers, well written, correct grammar, easy to 

follow format, etc. 
 

(Not at all)   0    1      2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10   (Very Much) 
 

 
 

Notes:    
Question 11 is the perfect opportunity to discuss the administrative strengths in Catholic 
Charities. Examples pay request and accounting. 
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2015 CDBG Proposal 

 
 

Program Name: Flagstaff Shelter Services – Housing Services 
Agency: Flagstaff Shelter Services 
Contact: Ross S. Altenbaugh 
ross@flagshelter.org 
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Narrative Questions  
 
Mark the public service activity that best fits your proposed service.  

 
Services for homeless persons 
 

1. Clearly define how the proposed service is one of the following: 
1. A new service.  
2. A quantifiable increase in the level of an existing service. 

 
The proposed service is a new element to Flagstaff Shelter Services.  Our goal is to implement a Housing 
First approach at the shelter level to eliminate lengthy stays in homelessness, while continuing to serve 
those in immediate crisis with emergency shelter.  Housing First is an approach used to bring individuals 
and families experiencing homelessness into housing as quickly as possible and then provide services to 
help those same people remain housed.  Housing first is a proven, effective means of integrating 
chronically homeless and other highly vulnerable populations into housing. By addressing each 
individual’s basic needs for housing and providing ongoing support, permanent housing is attainable.  
Supportive housing marries safe, affordable housing with support services aimed at helping individuals 
stay in their homes and live productive lives.  Utilizing this approach will not only enable FSS to serve 
hundreds more each year, but also more importantly  willcreate a housing plan for each person that has 
historically been dependent on the shelter system. CDBG funds would support a Housing Program 
Director and Housing Case Manager which would elevate current services provided to individuals 
experiencing homelessness and moves them towards housing permanency. 
 
2. Discuss similar services that are offered in Flagstaff and how the proposed   

service is different than what is already offered to the community, (e.g. what gap will the 
service fill?) 

 
Flagstaff has many capable service providers but none that address the population that FSS serves each 
day. FSS has consistently provided a solution to a gap in services.  Each facet of our program addresses a 
need that would be unmet if not for our program.  We provide important emergency shelter to people that 
would otherwise sleep on the street tonight, regardless of their circumstance.  FSS is the community 
response to people in crisis when they have nowhere else to go each night.  Because FSS believes that 
housing is a right for each person, our housing services will be made available to each and every person 
seeking resources in our program just as we have always done with our emergency shelter.   
 
Flagstaff Shelter Services sets itself apart from other agencies by (1) providing access to shelter and basic 
human necessities for people in immediate crisis, regardless of faith, sobriety, or mental health (2) 
focusing case management on housing to move people out of the shelter and into housing stability (3) 
thus reducing shelter stays, in turn enabling our program to  serve greater numbers of people and reducing 
the waiting time for shelter, (4) ensuring positive tenant/landlord/neighbor relationships through 
educational efforts and on-going client engagement, and (5) strengthening individual health and stability 
by ensuring each has the resources needed to maintain housing and prevent a return to homelessness.  
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4. Describe the proposed scope of the project, including:  
- An estimated number of persons who will receive assistance from the proposed 

activity (an average of 2.61 people per household). 
- The current status of this project (i.e. planning stage, resubmission from last year, 

feasibility study complete etc.) 
 
 
 
The first program component of FSS is ending an emergency crisis for an individual experiencing 
homelessness.  FSS provides critical shelter and services to those most likely to die on the streets tonight.  
Men and women in crisis come to our shelter, and within moments have access to shelter, food, laundry, 
and the new element to our program: referral to our Housing Case Manager. Flagstaff Shelter Services 
sees over 120 people a day, or 43,000 points of service with shelter, food, and housing focused services 
annually.  
  
A Housing First approach is currently being implemented in our program.  Once all positions are in place, 
the following process will take place for each client.  
 
Once referred to a Housing Case Manager, we are able to conduct an assessment with the client. Once we 
determine that our program is the appropriate placement, a Housing Action Plan will be developed. If a 
partner agency is deemed as more appropriate for a client, a referral is then made and a Housing Case 
Manager will continue to work with the client until a space has opened for the client to appropriately 
transition.   
 
If the client is deemed most suitable for Flagstaff Shelter Services Housing program, then the case 
manager schedules a follow up meeting on the day of intake. The client will meet with his/her case 
manager within one to two business days of the initial intake and begin work on a Housing Action Plan 
that is updated weekly during his/her shelter stay. This typically occurs in the safety and security of 
Flagstaff Shelter Services where, if necessary, we can temporarily shelter up to 86 men and women. 
Depending on the time of year, we may be able to offer up to 50 additional options for people in a shelter 
crisis.  
 
Case managers will coordinate services that address key barriers identified during the original 
comprehensive assessment. Primary barriers include mental illness, chronic health issues, HIVAIDS, 
domestic and sexual violence, substance abuse, lack of education, financial literacy, a need for job 
training and any other issues that might face the individual and his or her family. The Housing Action 
Plan is composed of goals and objectives that address primary needs and barriers to securing housing. 
Clients who have been placed in housing are invited to attend these sessions.  
 
Progressive Engagement is a tool that Housing Case Managers use to support clients with the lightest 
touch of services as possible.  The goal is to only give people what they actually need instead of 
everything that is available.  The National Alliance to End Homelessness states that “For most people 
experiencing homelessness intensive services are not necessary. The vast majority of homeless 
individuals and families fall into homelessness after a housing or personal crisis that led them to seek help 
from the homeless assistance system. For these families and individuals, the Housing First approach is 
ideal, as it provides them with assistance to find permanent housing quickly and without conditions. In 
turn, such clients of the homeless assistance networks need surprisingly little support or assistance to 
achieve independence, saving the system considerable costs (www.naeh.org).” While FSS realizes that 
some clients will require a deeper engagement with services, each client should receive only what they 
need to become stably housed. 
 
Permanent housing is the third component. Case managers will tap their network of landlords to identify 
appropriate housing after the comprehensive assessment is complete. To help meet housing requirements 
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and remove one barrier, Flagstaff Shelter Services will strive to provide financial assistance on a case-by-
case basis. Permanent housing is secured as soon as possible upon referral.  
 
The fourth component is a Housing Stabilization Plan. When housed, participants complete a Housing 
Stabilization Plan with measurable goals that directly affect the man or woman’s ability to remain stably 
housed. Participants prepare a full budget. The case manager refers the participant to community agencies 
based on their level of need and helps them obtain mainstream benefits. Case managers will regularly 
check on progress toward goals and identify obstacles to achieving goals to help ensure that this housing 
opportunity is successful and a return to homelessness less likely. 
 
This is the process that will be put into place once Housing Case Managers are secured. The model 
employs placing individuals in homelessness in shelter to end an immediate crisis.  Once stabilized this 
approach focuses on moving people to safe and affordable housing first, and then provides the support 
needed to stay in that housing. This benefits the community by ensuring that clients have access to the 
supportive services that reduce the cost of evictions, reduce utilization of community homeless services, 
and avoid the costs associated with job turnover. 
 
 
 
5. Identify how this proposed project achieves the CDBG Primary and National Objectives by 

addressing how the project will develop viable urban communities and benefit low-moderate 
income persons or neighborhoods. Focus your response on:  
- Providing decent housing 
- Providing a suitable living environment 
- Expanding economic opportunities principally for low-moderate income persons or 

neighborhoods. 
 
Flagstaff Shelter Services is proposing a project that achieves both the CDBG Primary and National 
Objectives.  We will meet the National Objectives by providing Limited Clientele Activities to each 
person that presents at FSS in crisis.  One hundred percent of all services provided under this project are 
geared to individuals experiencing homelessness.  Not only does each of our clients meet the Federal 
definition determined by The Department of Housing and Urban Development, but many of our clients 
are also victims of domestic violence, severely disabled, illiterate, persons living with HIV/AIDS, and/or 
elderly.  Our project proposes services to meet the housing needs of each of these people.   
 
The housing project at FSS also achieves the CDBG Primary Objective by creating a system in 
Flagstaff’s lowest barrier shelter program that moves people experiencing homelessness into safe, 
suitable, and affordable permanent housing.  With the implementation of a Housing First approach, 
Flagstaff Shelter Services will deliver a strengthened response to the community crisis of homelessness.  
The same people that will be placed in permanent housing will also improve their income through 
employment and access to benefits.  This program enables FSS to address two of the three CDBG 
Primary Objectives. 
 
 
6. If applicable, indicate whether the project takes place in one of the four target neighborhoods 

(Southside; Sunnyside; Plaza Vieja; Pine Knoll) and how the proposal meets one or more of 
the Council CDBG Priorities: 

a) Neighborhood Revitalization  
b) Housing  
c) Homelessness 
d) Mentally Ill and/or Serial Inebriate Populations     

 
The entire population served by the FSS Housing Program will qualify under the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development definition of homeless.  Additionally, many of the clients served by this program 

160



will have mental illness and/or qualify as “serial inebriate” population.  While we are not proposing 
property development in any of the four target neighborhoods at this time, FSS recognizes that many 
clients served will inevitably be placed in affordable housing units in potentially one of the four target 
neighborhoods. 
 
 
7. Identify how the proposed project is consistent with the needs, priorities, goals, and objectives 

identified in the City of Flagstaff Program Year 2011/2015 Consolidated Plan. (Include Page # 
Citations). The plan is available at http://www.flagstaff.az.gov/index.aspx?NID=2876 

 
The FSS Housing Project is consistent with the needs, priorities, goals and objectives of the City of 
Flagstaff 2011/2015 Consolidated Plan.  The Plan calls for a focus on housing for low to moderate 
income individuals or people experiencing homelessness.  The FSS Housing Project aims to address these 
direct goals by securing permanent housing for that same group of people and then helping that same 
group maintain that housing (Page 42 and 43). FSS Housing Program assumes that it will have to 
leverage support for this program to provide shallow rental subsidies to clients as they stabilize and 
receive wrap around services.  Addressing rental affordability and providing a progressive style 
engagement with each client in need addresses one of the needs in the Consolidated Plan (page 36). 
 
Flagstaff Shelter Services is primed to bring needed leadership and coordination to those in need of 
critical services and housing.  We are the front door for those in crisis, and with this program we have the 
opportunity to be the exit to permanent housing.  Our program will not only provide housing and 
resources to those in need, but potentially build neighbors that will help a neighborhood develop.  Taking 
the same group of people out of shelter and moving them into housing is not only the best practice for a 
person in crisis, but it is the most cost effective solution a community can provide (Page 42-48). 

 
8. Provide recent statistics, data or other information to define the community need for the proposed 

project. Please be detailed regarding local needs within city limits. 
            
Flagstaff Shelter Services provides any adult experiencing homelessness with shelter, food, and support 
services, regardless of their faith, sobriety or mental health.  Each day, FSS is able to support over 120 
men and women with these important services (over 43,800 times each year). Over 20% of the people we 
serve each day report serving in our military.  Over 90% of the women served in our shelter report 
experiencing domestic or sexual violence at some point in their lives.  Additionally, on average 50% of 
the people served by FSS report having a chronic mental or physical health issue.  We know that this 
number is generally higher than what is self-reported.   These numbers only further support the vision of 
FSS - that housing is a right and that we need to end lengthy experiences in homelessness.  In the July 
2014 Coconino County Point in Time count, over 527 reported experiencing homelessness in Northern 
Arizona.  Of those surveyed, 137 reported sleeping at FSS that night. Clearly, FSS is working to fill a 
very important gap in our community. 
 
 
9. Briefly describe the scope of the community collaboration surrounding the proposed project.   

 
In addition to aligning its program with best practices, which positions Flagstaff Shelter Services to 
receive funding for re-housing, FSS will continue to leverage dollars by building on its current 
relationships with foundations, corporations, civic organizations, congregations and individuals. 
Increasing the number of people in crisis served while reducing the average cost per person helps to 
ensure that FSS is well positioned for support from government and private sources, and it makes the 
operation more sustainable.  
 
Partnerships are critical to the provision of services to men and women experiencing homelessness in our 
community.  We would be unable to fulfill our mission if it were not for these important collaborators in 
our community. For instance, instead of building a professional grade kitchen, utilizing important 
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community resources to do so, FSS partnered with the Flagstaff Family Food Center to bring necessary 
food to over 120 clients each day, twice a day (1680 meals served each week, or 87,360 annually).   
 
FSS works in conjunction with Goodwill Industries to help support the forward stability of clients by 
connecting them to employment services that will help them stabilize in housing. 
For mental health issues and crisis counseling, we use the resources of The Guidance Center and other 
community based counseling programs. Greater social and emotional stability increases our clients’ 
ability to remain in permanent housing. FSS works with Certified Nurse Practitioners and Northern 
Arizona University nursing students to provide free clinic services to clients in need of medical attention.  
Because so many of our clients suffer from chronic mental and physical illness, this important clinic 
option is critical in providing immediate services to people that might otherwise call upon costly 
emergency room visits and first responder interventions that deplete community resources and time.  
 
FSS is committed to working in a system of coordinated assessment.  This system will include 
recognizing what resources already exist and leaning on those partners in order to be strong stewards of 
community resources.  For instance, FSS will refer clients that are more appropriately served by another 
agency instead of trying to recreate service paths already made in our community.  Flagstaff Shelter 
Services is an active member of the local Continuum of Care (CoC) in Northern Arizona, working in 
partnership with other homeless services providers to develop and implement a strategy to prevent and 
end homelessness in Northern Arizona.  Additionally, the FSS Executive Director is an Executive 
Committee Member of the CoC and sits as a member of the Balance of State CoC run by the Arizona 
Department of Housing.  Membership in this collaboration promotes sharing best practices, setting local 
priority for resources and coordinating services so as not to duplicate effort and waste valuable resources. 
 
Our informal network of landlords and housing providers will be critical collaborative partners. They will 
help to ensure that safe, affordable and appropriate housing is available throughout Northern Arizona.  
 
Our donors are also collaborative partners. Setting up a household is expensive. Without the donation of 
household items, furniture and clothing, establishing a home would be much more difficult.  
 
FSS has experienced a substantial leadership transition over the past two years.  Additionally, we have 
partnered with United Way of Northern Arizona and a convened committee that focuses on organizational 
capacity building and strategy.  The plan put forth by the committee has been fully embraced by the FSS 
Board of Directors and executive leadership to ensure timely implementation and successful delivery.  
This plan helped stabilize our organization and begin a very exciting turnaround phase for FSS. These are 
just a few of the notable partnerships we utilize daily to deliver on our important mission.   
 
                 
10. Briefly describe: 

a) The organization’s history administering this or similar projects. 
b) The organization’s realistic capacity for undertaking this project. 
c) Experience administering federal and state grants and complying with federal statutes. 

Please provide funding dates and award amounts.  
d) Was the agency ever asked to return awarded funds for cause? 

 
In August 2014, Flagstaff Shelter Services was pleased to welcome Ross Altenbaugh, Executive Director 
to the team.  Ms. Altenbaugh brings with her over a decade of experience working in homeless services, 
specifically in agency transformation leadership.  In concert with the 2014 United Way Action Plan, Ms. 
Altenbaugh has been able to institute several committees that are working to develop a strategic plan that 
supports the year round operation and housing focus of the agency in a targeted way.   
Part of implementing vision at Flagstaff Shelter Services means strengthening the Organizational Chart 
both in staff and Board of Directors.  Flagstaff Shelter Services is working with UWNA to cultivate a 
strengthened Board of Directors.  Staff at UWNA are represented on a Nominating Committee for new 
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Board Members.  They have also offered to facilitate a Board Retreat devoted to capacity building at the 
Board level. 
 
Updated job descriptions will enable the agency to provide an elevated level of service as we move 
people in crisis towards self-sufficiency.  Additionally, FSS has secured community and partner agency 
support to deliver on services in Northern Arizona.  FSS has established its willingness to function as the 
“front door” for people experiencing homelessness so we have the opportunity to provide leadership in 
community conversations around best practices for adults in crisis.  This voice can be used to strengthen 
community focus towards outcomes for people in crisis.  Internally this vision guides leadership both at 
the staff and board level to remain focused on housing for people experiencing homelessness in Northern 
Arizona.    
 
Agency transformation to a housing focused approach for the people served each day is imminent.  
Flagstaff Shelter Services has consistently proven that as an agency it has the ability to identify a 
community gap and then respond to fill that need.  The original opening of the shelter was a direct 
response to the community’s cry for services for the most vulnerable, that every other agency in Northern 
Arizona consistently turned away for services.  Despite many challenges over the years, FSS has 
continued to provide shelter and critical services to people in crisis, regardless of a person’s faith, mental 
health or sobriety.  When the community demanded a shelter that was open year-round, executive 
leadership and the Board of Directors made the commitment to remain open 365 nights a year.  
Additionally, when 86 beds a night was not enough, FSS opened the first season of a successful overflow 
shelter in partnership with the faith-based community and The Refuge.  This overflow shelter was a direct 
response to our agency and community’s mandate that not another person die from exposure as a result of 
homelessness.  This season we served an additional 30 men and women every night during the ten coldest 
weeks of winter. 
Flagstaff Shelter Services has successfully administered CDBG funding in the past (awarded $38,911 in 
2015 – current spend down, awarded dollars in 2014 and fully spent without issue), as well as Arizona 
Department of Housing Trust Fund monies ($98,000 in 2015 and in 2014 and fully spent without issue).  
FSS has not had to return allocation at any point. 
 
 
11. Divide the execution and administration of the project into areas of responsibility by 

providing the following: 
a) Names, titles, and resumes of all staff involved with carrying out these areas of 

responsibility  
b) Job descriptions for any new positions 
c) Identify the project manager (this person is responsible for the project and must be 

directly employed by the applying agency) 
d) Distinguish between in-house agency staff and contracted assistance    
e) Include a listing of all staff positions and proposed CDBG funded positions in the 

Organization Chart, found in Tab G.  
 
As a result of the vision and strategy of the current executive leadership and Board of Directors, in 
partnership with United Way of Northern Arizona, Flagstaff Shelter Services is primed to initiate this new 
and effective approach in Flagstaff.  
 
Ross Altenbaugh, the new Executive Director of FSS joined FSS in August 2014.  Not only will Ms. 
Altenbaugh provide leadership and administration to this program, but she will provide experience and 
education as she has implemented Housing First in her previous work.  Ms. Altenbaugh’s experience 
working with organizational change and program development will be instrumental as FSS moves people 
in crisis towards housing permanence (resume attached).     
 
One of the most important components to service provision for Housing First is having qualified housing 
professionals in place.  The position description goes beyond a typical case manager as Housing First 
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requires an understanding of fair housing, fair market rent, landlord partner cultivation, not to mention the 
ability to help someone find a job, enter counseling, and connect to vital resources.  Comprehensive job 
descriptions are critical to ensure the highest quality service provision possible.  FSS has developed these 
job descriptions (attached) based on best practice program implementation.  Ms. Altenbaugh had the 
opportunity to create these positions in conjunction with the National Alliance to End Homelessness and 
the Virginia Coalition to End Homelessness.  While these positions have not yet been filled, FSS feels 
confident that these descriptions will help guide the appropriate employment strategies to gain mission 
impactful employees. 
 
Under the supervision of the Executive Director, the Housing Program Director (FSS seeks to fund a 
Housing Program Manager and partially fund a Housing Case Manager with CDBG funds) would oversee 
the FSS Housing program implementation.  Ensuring that all clients have access to available resources 
and housing centered case management will be the number one focus of the Housing Program Director.  
Additionally, this position will help monitor the program for progress and continue to engage landlord 
recruitment and retention through an ongoing relationship with FSS. Housing Case Managers will provide 
direct client services and housing placement.  Housing Case Managers will conduct housing inspections, 
create dialogue with landlords, provide resource referral, and help clients make community connections to 
resources so they gain independence. 
 
FSS will continue to utilize donors and volunteers to support the ongoing needs associated with shelter 
operations, client needs in housing (supplies and household goods), and provide life skills where 
appropriate. FSS will continue to contract accounting services through a certified CPA (Johanna 
Klomann) and lean heavily on community support, foundations and corporate giving, and fundraising 
efforts to maintain the cost of the year-round emergency shelter (See Organizational Chart). 
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Appendix D 

Flagstaff Shelter Services 
Schedule of Completion  

 
 
 

Project Schedule 12 months
City of Flagstaff

Project Description: FSS Housing Program
Implementing Agency:            Flagstaff Shelter Services
Project Number:
Persons Served: 127 a day
Date Submitted: 3/2/2015

Action Items: Item Desription YEAR 1st month begins with the Notice To Proceed
1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 8th 9th 10th 11th 12th 13th

1 List Job Description/conduct interviews x

2 hire Housing Program Director and Housing Case Manage x
x

3 Train in program model

4 Cultivate Landlord Partnership x x x x x x x x x x x x x

5 Begin program implementation x x x x x x x x x x x

6 House first clients x x x x x x x x x x x

7 Monthly CDBG Reporting x x x x x x x x x x x x x

8 Conduct Biweekly/Monthly Housing Visits x x x x x x x x x x x

9 Provide Community Based Tenant Workships x x x x x x x x x x

 
 

 
 

 
  

165



Appendix E 

Flagstaff Shelter Services Budget 
 

Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Program

 

Persons Served: 127 a day SOURCE 1 SOURCE 2 SOURCE 3 SOURCE 4
Item and Other Grant PRIVATE IN-KIND PROJECT
Activity Item / Activity Description CDBG FUNDING FINANCING TOTALS

1 Housing Staff Salary 50,000.00$       128,000.00$     178,000
A Rental Subsidies/ Security Deposits/Utility Support 50,000.00$       100,000 100,000.00$        

Staff Development 1,500 1,500.00$            
Credit Reports 1,000 1,000.00$            
Mental Health/Substance Abuse Services 1,000 1,000.00$         2,000.00$            
Travel 1,500 1,500.00$            

2 Program Related Expenses
3      Office Supplies 2,500.00$         1,000.00$         3,500.00$            
A      Telephone 4,500.00$         4500
B      Postage 400.00$            400
C Professional Services
4      Audit 3,300.00$         3,300.00$            
A Accountant 7,000.00$         7000
5
A
B
6 -$                     
A CDBG Totals

Totals
50,000.00$       337,700.00$     -$                     2,000.00$         302,700.00$        

***NOTE***
Identify all funding sources for this project separating CDBG from other sources. Assign dollar amounts for any in-kind contributions. Provide narratives about what the CDBG 
funds will be used for.

For financial leverage to be counted, include letters of award from other funding sources (including in-kind) AND make sure that the letters match the budget amounts outlined 

Date: 3/3/2015

Implementing Agency:        Flagstaff Shelter Services

Project Budget
City of Flagstaff

Project Name: FSS Housing Program

Project No.: 

  
 

Budget Narrative 
 
Flagstaff Shelter Services intends to utilize $50,000 to pay for a 100% FTE Housing Program 
Director and .25 of a FTE Housing Case Manager. FSS will utilize dollars from the Arizona 
Department of Housing to help cover the cost of the emergency shelter and shelter staff, although 
these funds are pending we have confidence that we will receive funding again in 2016.  FSS 
additionally has applied with United Way and Navajo United Way for over $100,000 to support 
the remaining cost of staffing for both the shelter and housing program.  Both agencies have 
followed up with favorable questions and/or next step site visits.   
 
Remaining costs associated with program delivery will be utilized through in-kind services and 
donations, intern placement for service delivery, and private fundraising and corporate giving.   
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Appendix B 
CDBG Project Ranking Form 2015/2016  

 
City staff will use this form to evaluate potential projects.  Assessments are based on 
CDBG eligibility criteria and the needs of the citizens of Flagstaff as identified in the 
Consolidated Plan.  Consideration is given to past performance of the submitting 
organization.  A summary of this evaluation is presented to City Council for their review 
and consideration in making final funding decisions.  Maximum potential scores are 
listed in parenthesis next to the ranking form questions.   
 
Agency Name: Flagstaff Shelter Services 
 
Amount of Funds Requested: $50,000 
 
Name of Project: Operational Assistance for Housing Services 
 

 Public Service  
 

 Housing  
 

 Economic Development 
 
 
 
94 points overall 
 
 
Additional Considerations: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
$1.41 (duplicated clients)   Ratio of dollars per person benefitted by 
proposed project 
 
Zero – no leverage letters provided – Percent of leverage toward proposed project 

(must have letters of award for any leverage funds – these funds 
must also match and be outlined in the budget) 

Yes  Past successful CDBG contract administration (yes or no) 
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1- 3. (For Public Service Submissions Only) How well does the answer define how 
the service is either: (10 points) 
 

a) A new service? 
b) A quantifiable increase in the level of an existing service? 
c) To what extent does the answer explain how the proposed project will 

fulfill service gaps in Flagstaff? 
 

(Not at all)  0      1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10   (Very Much) 
 How housing is going to be achieved is not explained.  
 How will clients cover rent? 
 Housing stock resources?  

 
4. (For Economic Development Submissions Only)  (1 point) NA 
 

a) Did the agency check which economic development activity it was 
applying for? 

 
No (0 points)        Yes (1 point) 

 
5. How well does the answer explain the proposed scope of the project? Does the 
answer include: (10 points) 
 

a) Estimated number of persons to be served 
b) Current status of the project  
c) Are construction/concept plans attached with a scope of work for 

construction/rehabilitation projects (this is required if applicable) 
d) Is a price estimate/quote attached for construction/rehabilitation projects 

(this is required if applicable) 
  
 

(Not at all)  0      1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10   (Very Much) 
 Current status of the project is a concern. Number of people actually served is 

duplicated. How many clients will the Housing staff work with?   
 
6. How well does the answer explain how the project will achieve the CDBG 
Primary and National objectives? How well does the response explain how the 
project will: (10 points) 

a) Provide decent housing; or 
b) Provide a suitable living environment; or 
c) Expand economic development opportunities 

 
(Not at all)  0      1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10   (Very Much) 
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7. How well does the answer explain whether the proposal meets one or more of 
the Council’s CDBG Priorities and whether or not it takes place in one of the 
target neighborhoods? (10 points) 
 
Priorities: (5 points) 

a) Neighborhood Revitalization 
b) Housing 
c) Homelessness 
d) Mentally Ill and/or Serial Inebriate 

Populations 

 
Target Neighborhoods: (5 points) 

a) Southside 
b) Sunnyside 
c) La Plaza Vieja 
d) Pine Knoll 

 
0       5       10 

 
 
 8.  How well does the answer document that the proposed project will meet the 
needs identified in the in the Program Year 2011/2015 Consolidated Plan? Are 
page numbers included? (5 points) 

 
0      1       2       3       4       5 

 
 
9. How well does the answer justify the local need for the proposed project within 
Flagstaff city limits? Are recent data and/or supportive statistics attached? (10 
points) 

 
(None) 0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10 (Extensive) 

 
 
10. Is there evidence of community collaborations that can be effective 
programmatic support?  Does the answer provide evidence of the following: (10 
points) 

a) Additional leverage 
b) Agreements, staffing partnerships, etc. 
c) Are current letters of community collaboration/support attached?  

 
(None) 0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10 (Extensive) 

 Missing leverage letters.- 
 What leverage will help with rent?  
 What community services will provide leverage?  

 
 
11. How well does the question describe: (10 points) 

a) The organization’s history administering this or similar projects?  
b) The organization’s realistic capacity for undertaking this project? 
c) The organization’s experience administering federal grants and complying with 

federal statutes? 
 

(None) 0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10 (Extensive) 
___________________________________________________________________ 
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12. Did the answer divide the organization’s execution and administration of the 
project by the following: (10 points) 

d) Name, titles, and resumes of the staff involved?  
e) Job descriptions for any new positions? 
f) Is project manager identified? 
g) Is a distinction made between in-house staff and contracted assistance? 
h) Does Tab G include all staff positions and CDBG proposed positions?  

 
0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10 

 

 
13. Does Tab D include a comprehensive budget for this proposed project? Is a 
narrative summary describing exactly what CDBG Funds will pay for found in 
Appendix E? (10 points) 
 

(None) 0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10 (Extensive) 
 
 
General Criteria: 
      

1. How realistic is this project in terms of probability of success within the 
community? (10 points) 
 

(Not at all)   0    1      2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10   (Very) 
 Such an innovated idea. A service the community needs. The proposal should 

cove how the housing staff will work with landlords in the community and how 
rent paid.  

 
 
 

2. How realistic is the 12-month Schedule of Completion? Was the correct 
format used in creating the schedule? (5 points) 

 
(Not at all)  0   1    2    3    4    5  (Very) 
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3. How realistic is the project budget? Was the correct format used? Does the 

budget include: (15 points) 
a. All funding sources to be used for the project, separating CDBG funds 

from non CDBG funds? (1 points) 
b. Leverage numbers on budget match to leverage letters (3 points) 
c. Is a realistic dollar amount assigned to any in-kind contributions? (1 

points) 
d. Overall Budget Evaluation: (10 points) 

Is the project cost effective? What percentage of the project budget is 
leveraged funding? What percentage of the budget is for administration? 
Isthe budget logical? Etc. 
 

0     1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10     11     12     13     14     15 
 

 
 

4. Has the applicant exhibited competence in preparing this proposal?  
(10 points) 

a. Thorough and complete answers, well written, correct grammar, easy to 
follow format, etc. 
 

(Not at all)   0    1      2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10   (Very Much) 
 

Notes:  
General Comments: 
Proposal not organized correctly.  Answers are mis-numbered.  How actual housing is 
going to be accomplished is not explained. No Master Plan of project and no leverage 
letters included. 
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Appendix B 
CDBG Project Ranking Form 2015/2016  

 
City staff will use this form to evaluate potential projects.  Assessments are based on 
CDBG eligibility criteria and the needs of the citizens of Flagstaff as identified in the 
Consolidated Plan.  Consideration is given to past performance of the submitting 
organization.  A summary of this evaluation is presented to City Council for their review 
and consideration in making final funding decisions.  Maximum potential scores are 
listed in parenthesis next to the ranking form questions.   
 
Agency Name: Coconino County Community Services 
 
Amount of Funds Requested: $100,000 
 
Name of Project: Housing stabilization 
 

 Public Service  
 

 Housing  
 

 Economic Development 
 
 
90 points overall 
 
 
 
Additional Considerations: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
$436.68 Ratio of dollars per person benefitted by proposed project 
 
Zero documented leverage. No numbers provided in leverage letter – Percent of 

leverage toward proposed project (must have letters of award for any 
leverage funds – these funds must also match and be outlined in the 
budget) 

 
  Yes    Past successful CDBG contract administration (yes or no) 
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1- 3. (For Public Service Submissions Only) How well does the answer define how 
the service is either: (10 points) 
 

a) A new service? 
b) A quantifiable increase in the level of an existing service? 
c) To what extent does the answer explain how the proposed project will 

fulfill service gaps in Flagstaff? 
 

(Not at all)  0      1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10   (Very Much) 
 
 
4. (For Economic Development Submissions Only)  (1 point) NA 
 

a) Did the agency check which economic development activity it was 
applying for? 

 
No (0 points)        Yes (1 point) 

 
 

5. How well does the answer explain the proposed scope of the project? Does the 
answer include: (10 points) 
 

a) Estimated number of persons to be served 
b) Current status of the project  
c) Are construction/concept plans attached with a scope of work for 

construction/rehabilitation projects (this is required if applicable) 
d) Is a price estimate/quote attached for construction/rehabilitation projects 

(this is required if applicable) 
  
 

(Not at all)  0      1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10   (Very Much) 
 
 
6. How well does the answer explain how the project will achieve the CDBG 
Primary and National objectives? How well does the response explain how the 
project will: (10 points) 

a) Provide decent housing; or 
b) Provide a suitable living environment; or 
c) Expand economic development opportunities 

 
(Not at all)  0      1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10   (Very Much) 
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7. How well does the answer explain whether the proposal meets one or more of 
the Council’s CDBG Priorities and whether or not it takes place in one of the 
target neighborhoods? (10 points) 
 
Priorities: (5 points) 

a) Neighborhood Revitalization 
b) Housing 
c) Homelessness 
d) Mentally Ill and/or Serial Inebriate 

Populations 

 
Target Neighborhoods: (5 points) 

a) Southside 
b) Sunnyside 
c) La Plaza Vieja 
d) Pine Knoll 

 
0       5       10 

 
 
 
 8.  How well does the answer document that the proposed project will meet the 
needs identified in the in the Program Year 2011/2015 Consolidated Plan? Are 
page numbers included? (5 points) 

 
0      1       2       3       4       5 

 
 
9. How well does the answer justify the local need for the proposed project within 
Flagstaff city limits? Are recent data and/or supportive statistics attached? (10 
points) Not answered 

 
(None) 0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10 (Extensive) 
 This question was not answered.  

 
10. Is there evidence of community collaborations that can be effective 
programmatic support?  Does the answer provide evidence of the following: (10 
points) 

a) Additional leverage 
b) Agreements, staffing partnerships, etc. 
c) Are current letters of community collaboration/support attached?  

 
(None) 0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10 (Extensive) 
 Leverage letter was internal and did not include numbers for the funded 

amounts.  
  

 
11. How well does the question describe: (10 points) 

a) The organization’s history administering this or similar projects?  
b) The organization’s realistic capacity for undertaking this project? 
c) The organization’s experience administering federal grants and complying with 

federal statutes? 
 

(None) 0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10 (Extensive) 
___________________________________________________________________ 

189



12. Did the answer divide the organization’s execution and administration of the 
project by the following: (10 points) 

d) Name, titles, and resumes of the staff involved?  
e) Job descriptions for any new positions? 
f) Is project manager identified? 
g) Is a distinction made between in-house staff and contracted assistance? 
h) Does Tab G include all staff positions and CDBG proposed positions?  

 
0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10 

 Resumes were not included 

 
13. Does Tab D include a comprehensive budget for this proposed project? Is a 
narrative summary describing exactly what CDBG Funds will pay for found in 
Appendix E? (10 points) 
 

(None) 0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10 (Extensive) 
 Budget narrative was not included 

 
 
General Criteria: 
      

1. How realistic is this project in terms of probability of success within the 
community? (10 points) 
 

(Not at all)   0    1      2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10   (Very) 
 

 
 

2. How realistic is the 12-month Schedule of Completion? Was the correct 
format used in creating the schedule? (5 points) 

 
(Not at all)  0   1    2    3    4    5  (Very) 

 
 
 

3. How realistic is the project budget? Was the correct format used? Does the 
budget include: (15 points) 

a. All funding sources to be used for the project, separating CDBG funds 
from non CDBG funds? (1 points) 

b. Leverage numbers on budget match to leverage letters (3 points) 
c. Is a realistic dollar amount assigned to any in-kind contributions? (1 

points) 
d. Overall Budget Evaluation: (10 points) 

Is the project cost effective? What percentage of the project budget is 
leveraged funding? What percentage of the budget is for administration? 
Isthe budget logical? Etc. 
 

0     1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10     11     12     13     14     15 
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4. Has the applicant exhibited competence in preparing this proposal?  
(10 points) 

a. Thorough and complete answers, well written, correct grammar, easy to 
follow format, etc. 
 

(Not at all)   0    1      2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10   (Very Much) 
 

 
 

Notes:  
 
 
General comments: 
Missing answer to number 9 
Good leverage for this project ($532,735), but no leverage letters included 
12-month schedule was question as possibly being unrealistic.   
Sub-recipient just started spending 12/13 entitlement in this fiscal year but successfully 
spend funds with new staffing. 
 
No single audit included 
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Appendix B 
CDBG Project Ranking Form 2015/2016  

 
City staff will use this form to evaluate potential projects.  Assessments are based on 
CDBG eligibility criteria and the needs of the citizens of Flagstaff as identified in the 
Consolidated Plan.  Consideration is given to past performance of the submitting 
organization.  A summary of this evaluation is presented to City Council for their review 
and consideration in making final funding decisions.  Maximum potential scores are 
listed in parenthesis next to the ranking form questions.   
 
Agency Name: Northland Hospice Palliative Care 
 
Amount of Funds Requested: $20,000 
 
Name of Project: Medication coverage for LMI hospice patients 
 

 Public Service  
 

 Housing  
 

 Economic Development 
 
 
 
77 point overall 
 
 
Additional Considerations: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
$740.74 Ratio of dollars per person benefitted by proposed project 
 
364% Percent of leverage toward proposed project (must have letters of 

award for any leverage funds – these funds must also match and be 
outlined in the budget) 

 
Yes  Past successful CDBG contract administration (yes or no) 
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1- 3. (For Public Service Submissions Only) How well does the answer define how 
the service is either: (10 points) 
 

a) A new service? 
b) A quantifiable increase in the level of an existing service? 
c) To what extent does the answer explain how the proposed project will 

fulfill service gaps in Flagstaff? 
 

(Not at all)  0      1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10   (Very Much) 
 Covering operations cost.  Is it supplanting?  Not new or an increase in service.  

Not explained how they are filling the gaps not provided by other funding. 
 
 
4. (For Economic Development Submissions Only)  (1 point)  NA 
 

a) Did the agency check which economic development activity it was 
applying for? 

 
No (0 points)        Yes (1 point) 

 
 

5. How well does the answer explain the proposed scope of the project? Does the 
answer include: (10 points) 
 

a) Estimated number of persons to be served 
b) Current status of the project  
c) Are construction/concept plans attached with a scope of work for 

construction/rehabilitation projects (this is required if applicable) 
d) Is a price estimate/quote attached for construction/rehabilitation projects 

(this is required if applicable) 
  
 

(Not at all)  0      1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10   (Very Much) 
 No current status identified 

 
 
6. How well does the answer explain how the project will achieve the CDBG 
Primary and National objectives? How well does the response explain how the 
project will: (10 points) 

a) Provide decent housing; or 
b) Provide a suitable living environment; or 
c) Expand economic development opportunities 

 
(Not at all)  0      1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10   (Very Much) 
 Did not address housing need.  The proposal is only about meds. 
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7. How well does the answer explain whether the proposal meets one or more of 
the Council’s CDBG Priorities and whether or not it takes place in one of the 
target neighborhoods? (10 points) 
 
Priorities: (5 points) 

a) Neighborhood Revitalization 
b) Housing 
c) Homelessness 
d) Mentally Ill and/or Serial Inebriate 

Populations 

 
Target Neighborhoods: (5 points) 

a) Southside 
b) Sunnyside 
c) La Plaza Vieja 
d) Pine Knoll 

 
0       5       10 

 
 
 
 8.  How well does the answer document that the proposed project will meet the 
needs identified in the in the Program Year 2011/2015 Consolidated Plan? Are 
page numbers included? (5 points) 

 
0      1       2       3       4       5 

 Not related to housing.  Does not meet the intent of the grant. 
 
 
9. How well does the answer justify the local need for the proposed project within 
Flagstaff city limits? Are recent data and/or supportive statistics attached? (10 
points) 

 
(None) 0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10 (Extensive) 

 Old statistics 
 

 
10. Is there evidence of community collaborations that can be effective 
programmatic support?  Does the answer provide evidence of the following: (10 
points) 

a) Additional leverage 
b) Agreements, staffing partnerships, etc. 
c) Are current letters of community collaboration/support attached?  

 
(None) 0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10 (Extensive) 

 Outdated info.- not all leverage matched letters 
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11. How well does the question describe: (10 points) 

a) The organization’s history administering this or similar projects?  
b) The organization’s realistic capacity for undertaking this project? 
c) The organization’s experience administering federal grants and complying with 

federal statutes? 
 

(None) 0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10 (Extensive) 
 Weak history of CDBG administration. 

_______________________________________________________________ 
12. Did the answer divide the organization’s execution and administration of the 
project by the following: (10 points) 

a) Name, titles, and resumes of the staff involved?  
b) Job descriptions for any new positions? 
c) Is project manager identified? 
d) Is a distinction made between in-house staff and contracted assistance? 
e) Does Tab G include all staff positions and CDBG proposed positions?  

 
0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10 

 

 
13. Does Tab D include a comprehensive budget for this proposed project? Is a 
narrative summary describing exactly what CDBG Funds will pay for found in 
Appendix E? (10 points) 
 

(None) 0       1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10 (Extensive) 
 
 
General Criteria: 
      

1. How realistic is this project in terms of probability of success within the 
community? (10 points) 
 

(Not at all)   0    1      2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10   (Very) 
 

 
 

2. How realistic is the 12-month Schedule of Completion? Was the correct 
format used in creating the schedule? (5 points) 

 
(Not at all)  0   1    2    3    4    5  (Very) 
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3. How realistic is the project budget? Was the correct format used? Does the 

budget include: (15 points) 
a. All funding sources to be used for the project, separating CDBG funds 

from non CDBG funds? (1 points) 
b. Leverage numbers on budget match to leverage letters (3 points) 
c. Is a realistic dollar amount assigned to any in-kind contributions? (1 

points) 
d. Overall Budget Evaluation: (10 points) 

Is the project cost effective? What percentage of the project budget is 
leveraged funding? What percentage of the budget is for administration? 
Isthe budget logical? Etc. 
 

0     1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10     11     12     13     14     15 
 

 
 

4. Has the applicant exhibited competence in preparing this proposal?  
(10 points) 

a. Thorough and complete answers, well written, correct grammar, easy to 
follow format, etc. 
 

(Not at all)   0    1      2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9      10   (Very Much) 
 

 
General Comments: 
Concern that $20K for medication is a good use of CDBG funds.   
Does not help housing or any of CDBG’s goals. 
Left track changes on – old proposal with slight updates.   
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