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Office of the City Manager
ACTION CALENDAR

April 30, 2013

To: Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council
From: C@, Christine Daniel, City Manager

Submitted by: Jane Micallef, Director, Health, Housing and Community Services
Department

Subject: Allocations of FY 2014-2015 Funds for Community Agencies and
Submission of the PY 2013 Annual Action Plan

RECOMMENDATION
Conduct a public hearing on 1) the allocation of funds for community agencies for FY
2013 and 2) the Program Year (PY) 2013 Annual Action Plan (AAP) for federal funds,
and upon conclusion:
1. Adopt a Resolution:
a. Approving proposed funding allocations under the FY 2014 Community
Development Block Grant (CDBG), Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG),
and Home Investment Partnerships Program (HOME); and

b. Authorizing the execution of resultant agreements and amendments with
community agencies for the above-mentioned funds; and

c. Allocating 90% of the FY 2014 HOME funds to the Housing Trust Fund,
and 10% for program administration; and

d. Authorizing the City Manager to submit the PY 2013 Annual Action Plan to
the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD).

2. Adopt a Resolution approving the City Manager’s proposed FY 2014 CDBG
funding for Biotech Partners, Inc. and authorizing the execution of resultant
agreements and amendments with Biotech Partners, Inc.

SUMMARY

This report includes funding recommendations for $2,617,036 in CDBG funds, $233,761
in ESG funds, and $526,582 in HOME funds, as detailed in Attachment 1, Exhibit A.
The funding recommendations are based on a projected 8.2% reduction in CDBG, ESG
and HOME funds in FY 2014. At the time of delivery of this report, the CDBG, ESG,
and HOME entitlement amounts have not yet been published. Therefore, actual funding

' PY2013 means the federal fiscal year 2013, funding under which is made available to the City of
Berkeley in July 2013, coinciding with the City’s Fiscal Year 2014.
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Allocation of FY 2014-2015 Funding for Community Agencies and ACTION CALENDAR
Submission of the PY 2013 Annual Action Plan April 30, 2013

amounts may be different than our estimates. The recommendations include: $1.4
million in CDBG funding for housing services activities, $396,749 in CDBG funding for
public services, $343,512 in CDBG funding for seven community facility improvement
projects, and $100,000 in CDBG funding and $473,924 in HOME funding for the
Housing Trust Fund.

This report includes authorization for the required submission of the Annual Action Plan
(Attachment 8), which details the City’s plans for implementing the CDBG, HOME and
ESG programs next fiscal year.

In order that Council may see all recommended allocations for community agencies, the
attached funding summary also includes the initial FY 2014 General Fund allocations to
community agencies and FY 2014 allocations of Community Services Block Grant
(CSBG) funds, as recommended through the commission review process. The City
Manager is not asking Council to take action on the General Fund and CSBG
allocations, as this will be acted upon through the regular budget adoption process
ending on June 25, 2013.

FISCAL IMPACTS OF RECOMMENDATION

The CDBG, ESG, and HOME entitlement amounts for the City of Berkeley have not yet
been published at the time of writing and these funding amounts may change. All of the
federal funds available in FY 2014 are projected to be 8.2% lower than the current year
funding due to the impacts of sequestration. The CDBG entitlement is projected to be
$2,125,177; program income is estimated to be $100,000; and staff anticipates having
$391,859 in unexpended funds from prior years available for allocation, for a grand total
of $2,617,036 in CDBG. The City’s HOME entitlement is projected to be $526,582, and
no program income is anticipated. As permitted under the regulations, staff
recommends allocating ninety percent of the HOME funds to the City’s Housing Trust
Fund, and ten percent for the administration of the program. The ESG entitlement for
next year is projected to be $233,761.

City staff anticipates approximately $159,324 in CSBG funding will be available in FY
2014 for community agency funding. This level is almost double the $86,778 budgeted
in FY 2013. Last year, staff projected a reduction of CSBG funds after President
Obama targeted the funding stream for a 50% cut in 2012. Since, however, these
targeted reductions in the funds never ensued; staff now anticipate these funds will be
subject to the same 8.2% reduction related to sequestration as all other federal funds.
The impact is that the City will have more CSBG funds available in FY 2014 for
community agency funding than we have allocated in the current year and the $86,778
in General Funds allocated in FY 2013 to make up for the loss of CSBG will be available
to bridge the gap caused by sequestration. Finally, staff does not anticipate any
reduction in the General Fund in FY 2014 or FY 2015 for community agencies.

Proposed expenditures of CDBG, ESG and HOME Funds are detailed in Attachment 1,
Exhibit A.
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CURRENT SITUATION AND ITS EFFECTS

Every two years, the City of Berkeley issues a Request for Proposals (RFP) for funding
for community agencies. Funds allocated as part of this process include annual
recurring entittement grants the City receives through the CDBG, ESG, CSBG, and
HOME programs, as well as the City’s General Fund. The RFP is guided by federal,
state and local regulations, which require a process that is open to and encouraging of
public participation. This process culminates in funding recommendations to City
Council. The CDBG, ESG and HOME final allocation amounts are submitted to the
federal Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) as part of the Annual
Action Plan for the coming fiscal year. This plan is due to HUD by May 15, 2013 and
contains not only the funding allocations, but also the City’s plan to implement its
housing and community development programs. Failure to approve the plan for
submission by this date could result in delays or a loss of this funding.

BACKGROUND
Annual Action Plan

HUD regulations governing CDBG, ESG and HOME funds require that the City of
Berkeley submit an Annual Action Plan. The PY 2013 Annual Action Plan (AAP),
covering the period July 1, 2013 through June 30, 2014, describes the City’s strategy for
achieving the goal of developing and maintaining a viable urban community through the
provision of decent housing and a suitable living environment, while expanding
economic, health and educational opportunities principally for households with incomes
at or below 80% of Area Median Income (see Attachment 8). The PY 2013 AAP is
based on goals contained in the City’s Five Year Consolidated Plan? (2010 — 2015),
which examines housing needs and establishes funding priorities in the areas of
affordable housing and services for a wide range of low-income populations. HUD
requires the involvement of the public in the creation of each Annual Action Plan.
Berkeley’s public participation process began on October 17, 2012 with a public hearing
convened by the four review commissions, the Housing Advisory, Human Welfare &
Community Action, Homeless, and Parks & Recreation Commissions, and culminates in
the April 30, 2013 public hearing.

The Housing Advisory Commission, at its March 7, 2013 meeting, voted unanimously to
recommend that City Council approve the PY 2013 Annual Action Plan (M/S/C:
Tregub/Kingeter. Unanimous).

Community Agency Allocation Process

Every two years, the City of Berkeley combines multiple sources of funds into one
consolidated Request for Proposals (RFP) and allocation process for community
agencies. These funds are used to support public services and capital projects that
benefit people with incomes at 80% of Area Median Income or below. Health, Housing
& Community Services Department staff manages the RFP and allocation process and

2 The Consolidated Plan can be found at http://www.ci.berkeley.ca.us/ContentDisplay.aspx?id=12160
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coordinates the review process among four commissions: the Housing Advisory (HAC),
Homeless, Human Welfare and Community Action (HWCAC) and Children, Youth, and
Recreation Commissions. The consolidated allocation process includes specific
recommendations for CDBG and ESG funds to community agencies. During this round
53 agencies requested over $7 million in funding for 98 projects. Four review
commissions are recommending funding for 92 projects for a total of $6.2 million. This
year, Commissions engaged in an abbreviated review process, which shortened the
application itself, eliminated site visits to agencies and limited the amount of staff time
available for extra meetings. Despite the abbreviated process, all review Commissions
were able to develop thoughtful recommendations. For more information on this process
and the rationale for all of the funding recommendations, including CDBG, CSBG and
City General Funds, see the accompanying commission reports and the City Manager
rationale (Attachments 3 through 7).

Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)

The City Manager and the Housing Advisory Commission’s recommendations are in
complete agreement, recommending CDBG funding for seven housing services
projects, totaling $1,431,740, eleven public services projects, totaling $396,749, seven
facility improvement projects, totaling $343,512. At its March 7, 2013 meeting, the HAC
voted unanimously to recommend funding for these projects (M/S/C: Soto-
Vigil/Kingeter. Unanimous). In addition approximately $445,035 in CDBG funding (or the
maximum amount permitted under the regulations) is recommended to be used to
administer the City’s CDBG program.

The City’s CDBG entitlement is expected to be 8.2% lower in FY 2014. This means
fewer CDBG funds are available for community agencies funded under the public
services category. CDBG limits the amount of funds available for Public Services to a
percentage of the grant plus the program income. As a result of the entitlement
reduction, Public Services allocations must be reduced to remain under the cap. To
continue funding all agencies in this category, staff proposes shifting full funding for one
agency (Resources for Community Development - $9,828) and partial funding for
another (Women’s Daytime Drop-In Center - $19,598) to General Funds. Additional
General Funds available for community agencies are freed up in FY 2014 due to the
City receiving more Community Services Block Grant funds than budgeted.

For a detailed listing of the proposed CDBG allocations, see Attachment 1, Exhibit A.

Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG)

The Federal Emergency Shelter Grant was changed to the Emergency Solutions Grant
with the passage of the Homeless Emergency and Rapid Transition to Housing
(HEARTH) Act in May 2009. New Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG) interim regulations
were released in November 2011. The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) encourages the use of these funds for rapid re-housing and
homeless prevention programs, and established extensive new requirements for all
jurisdictions receiving an allocation of ESG funds. The City’s ESG entitlement allocation
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for FY 2014 is projected to be $233,761, and the majority of the ESG funds will be used
to continue to fund the City’s Priority Home Partnership (PHP) program which began in

April 2013, utilizing ESG funds for homeless rapid re-housing and homeless prevention,
should Council approve this recommendation.

Under PHP, ESG funds will provide financial assistance and housing relocation and
stabilization services for approximately 106 individuals and families. Of these,
approximately 92 are literally homeless, will have sought daytime or nighttime shelter at
existing homeless agencies in Berkeley, and ESG funds will be provided to help them
become rapidly re-housed. Homeless service providers, funded with City General
Funds, will assist clients with case management and housing search assistance. City of
Berkeley staff will review and approve applications for assistance, enter client
information into the Homeless Management Information System (HMIS), coordinate and
review housing inspections, coordinate rental assistance activities, and hold regular
coordination meetings. The recommendation is to award Berkeley Food and Housing
Project (BFHP) $9,348 in General Funds and $6,286 in ESG funds to administer
financial assistance for these clients. In addition, $182,290 will pass through BFHP in
the form of direct financial assistance to clients (see Attachment 1, Exhibit A).

ESG funds in the amount of $6,700 will continue to support the County-wide Homeless
Management Information System, known as InHouse, and 7.5% of the overall allocation
will be used for administration of the program.

Home Investment Partnership Program (HOME)

The City’s HOME entitlement is expected to be $526,582. Given the small amount of
program income received in PY 2013 to date, no program income is projected for FY
2014. Of the funds available, staff recommends allocating 90% for the Housing Trust
Fund, and 10% (the maximum allowed) for program administration (Attachment 1,
Exhibit A).

RATIONALE FOR RECOMMENDATION

Annual Action Plan

Submission of the PY 2013 Annual Action Plan is required to continue to receive CDBG,
ESG and HOME funds.

Community Agency Allocation Process

The City Manager recommends no reductions to the overall amount of General Funds
available to community agencies in FY 2014 or FY 2015. However, the City may need
to re-evaluate available local revenue to support the second year funding and may have
to re-visit funding levels next year. Additionally, if there are further federal funding
reductions next year, it may be necessary to re-visit community agency funding levels
for FY 2015. The City Manager also recommends continuing to budget for an allocation
of Community Services Block Grant Funds for each year, less a projected 8.2% cut due
to the impacts of sequestration.
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Commissioners and City staff reviewed and rated proposals during the months of
January and February. Of the 98 projects proposed, the City Manager and Review
Commissions agree on recommended funding levels for 91. There is complete
agreement between the City Manager and the Housing Advisory Commission, the City
Manager and the Homeless Commission, and the City Manager and the Children Youth
and Recreation Commission. For a full discussion of the City Manager’s rationale for her
recommendations, see Attachment 7.

Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Allocations

The projected 8.2% reduction in CDBG can be absorbed mainly by reducing the
allocation for the Housing Trust Fund and shifting some funding for CDBG public
services projects into the General Fund. Additional General Funds are expected to be
available due to greater certainty of the availability of CSBG funds for FY 2014. Prior
year funds are also available to add to the reduced entitlement allocation and allow for
funding all projects at the current year level, while funding seven public facility
improvement projects. One new project, Community Energy Services Corporation
Tenants’ Rights Education and Referral, is not recommended for funding. For a full
description of rationale for the recommended CDBG allocations, see Attachment 3.
Should the reduction to the City’s CDBG entitlement be more or less than projected,
staff recommend funding the Housing Trust Fund in the amount of the funds remaining
after all other recommended allocations are made.

Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG) Allocations

HUD officials have provided clear direction that the majority of the Emergency Solutions
Grant funding should focus on rapidly re-housing homeless people. Homelessness
prevention activities are also eligible but HUD strongly discourages jurisdictions from
using a large portion of the federal funds for this activity given the challenges of
predicting which households would become homeless but for financial assistance. Staff
proposes allocating ESG funds to HMIS and administration, eligible expenses under the
program regulations, and the remaining FY 2014 ESG funds to rapid re-housing (75%)
and homeless prevention (25%). Because the Berkeley Food and Housing Project
successfully implemented the Homelessness Prevention and Rapid Re-Housing
Program, funded with stimulus funds, and developed administrative systems compliant
with these regulations, staff is proposing to sole-source the administration of financial
assistance payments to them. The rapid re-housing and homeless prevention financial
assistance payments are made available to the clients of all homeless services
providers in Berkeley currently using the Homeless Management Information System
(HMIS), since HUD requires that the financial assistance and services be tracked in
HMIS.

HOME Allocations
Staff proposes allocating the maximum amount of HOME funds for administration of the
program and placing the remaining funds in the City’s Housing Trust Fund.
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ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS CONSIDERED

Reductions in CDBG funding for public services could result in targeted reductions to
community agencies instead of using General Funds to maintain current funding levels.
Both the Housing Advisory Commission and staff agree that since General Funds are
available, and community agencies are facing reductions from other sources, the City
should maintain funding at current levels.

CONTACT PERSON
Kristen Lee, Community Services Specialist Ill, HHCSD, (510) 981-5427

Attachments:
1: Resolution
Exhibit A: CDBG/ESG Allocations Spreadsheet
2: Resolution — Biotech Partners
3: Housing Advisory Commission Report
4: Homeless Commission Report
Exhibit A: FY2014-15 Homeless Services Applications
5: HWCAC Report
Exhibit A: FY2014-15 HWCAC Community Agency Funding Recommendations
6: Children, Youth and Recreation Commission Report
Exhibit A: CYRC Recommended Community Agency Allocations FY 2014-15
Exhibit B: White Paper on Community Agency Funding
7: City Manager’s Rationale: Community Agency Funding Recommendations
Exhibit A: City Manager / Commission Funding Recommendations Comparison
8: City of Berkeley PY 2013 Annual Action Plan
9: Public Hearing Notice
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Attachment 1

RESOLUTION NO. ##,###-N.S.

SUBMISSION OF THE PY 2013 ANNUAL ACTION PLAN, INCLUDING ALLOCATIONS
OF FEDERAL COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT (CDBG), EMERGENCY
SOLUTIONS GRANT (ESG), AND HOME INVESTMENT PARTNERSHIP GRANT
(HOME) FUNDS

WHEREAS, the submission of the PY 2013 Annual Action Plan is a requirement the
City must meet in order to receive its allocation of CDBG, ESG and HOME funds,
available for the period July 1, 2013 through June 30, 2014; and

WHEREAS, on April 30, 2013, the Housing Advisory Commission (HAC) and City
Manager made funding recommendations to City Council on the Community
Development Block Grant (CDBG), Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG), and HOME
Programs as contained in Exhibit A attached to this resolution, with the exception of
Biotech Partners, which will be voted on in a separate resolution; and

WHEREAS, the City will continue to 1) utilize the full allowable portion of the HOME
funds for program administration; and 2) allocate the remainder of the HOME
entitlement allocation and any program income into the Housing Trust Fund; and

WHEREAS, the City has established the following budget codes in FUND$: CDBG 370-
various, ESG: 045-7902-331-1001, HOME: 040-various and General Fund: 010-various.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the City of Berkeley that the
City Manager is authorized to:

1. Execute any resultant agreements and amendments for agencies receiving
funding under the CDBG, ESG, or HOME Program in accordance with the
proposal approved hereunder. If the federal government does not allocate
sufficient funds to cover the allocations attached to this resolution in this year or
subsequent years, the City may either terminate the resultant agreements with
agencies without any liability occurring to the City. A record copy of said
contracts and any amendments are on file in the Office of the City Clerk; and

2. Allocate 90% of the FY 2014 HOME funds to the Housing Trust Fund and 10%
for HOME program administration; and

3. Finalize the PY 2013 Annual Action Plan, including responses to public
comments received until May 1, 2013, adding required HUD application forms
and certifications, and including other HUD-required information, submit it to the
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), and execute all
documents necessary to receive the City’s entitlement grants under the CDBG,
ESG and HOME Programs.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City manager is authorized to execute or amend
contracts with agencies receiving funding under the CDBG, ESG or HOME Program in



accordance with the proposals approved hereunder. A record copy of said contracts
and any amendments are on file in the Office of the City Clerk.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Manager is authorized to use the following
invoicing/reporting system in contract administration, but maintains the discretion of
requiring more frequent invoices and reports from new grantees or in contracts deemed
to require closer scrutiny:

Fiscal Reports:

> All agencies, regardless of funding level, are required to submit quarterly
statements of expense and quarterly requests for advance payment. The final
statement of expense for each fiscal year must be accompanied by a copy of the
agency’s General Ledger and a Statement of Revenues and Expenditures for
each program.

Program Reports:

> Agencies funded with non-federal funding: End-of-year narrative summary of
accomplishments for the following types of programs, due by July 31: 1) Drop-In
Services only with no intensive case management attached, 2) Meal Programs,
and 3) Recreation Services.

> All_other _agencies with non-federal funding: Two program reports, due by
January 31 and July 31;

> Agencies with federal funding (any amount): Four program reports due by
October 31, January 31, April 30, and July 31.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Manager is authorized to refuse to execute a
contract with any agency that has not provided required contract exhibits and
documentation within 90 days of award of funding.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Manager is authorized to recapture any
unspent CDBG funds awarded to an agency for a community facility improvement
contract, if the funds are not spent by June 30, 2014.

Exhibit A: FY2013 CDBG/ESG Allocation Recommendations
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ATTACHMENT 1, Exhibit A

FY2014 CDBG / ESG / HOME Resources

Projected
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) FY2013 FY2014
Entitlement $ 2,315,008 $ 2,125,177
ESTIMATED CDBG PROGRAM INCOME $ 85,000 $ 100,000
Earlier Years Unused Funds Available to Commit $ 578314 $ 391,859
CDBG TOTAL FUNDS AVAILABLE $ 2,978,322 $ 2,617,036
Projected
Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG) FY2013 FY2014
Entitlement $ 254641 $ 233,760
Earlier Years Unused Funds Available to Commit $ 82 $ -
Additional FY2012 ESG Allocation $ 80,551 $ -
ESG TOTAL FUNDS AVAILABLE $ 335274 $ 233,760
Projected
HOME Investment Partnerships Program (HOME) FY2013 FY2014
Entitlement $ 573619 $ 526,582
ESTIMATED HOME PROGRAM INCOME $ 30,000 $ -
HOME TOTAL FUNDS AVAILABLE $ 603,619 $ 526,582
Allocated for Administration $ 60,276 $ 52,658
Reserved for the Housing Trust Fund § 542,488 $ 473,924
Available for CHDO Operating Funds from HTF  $ 28,638 § 23,696
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ATTACHMENT 1, Exhibit A
Community Development Block Grant and ESG Proposed FY2014-FY2015 Allocations
Recommended funding level is the amount for each year of the two-year period shown.

HAC CDBG Chty Manager
Bubcommittes Preliminary
Project ALLOCATION Requested Recommend Recommend Comments
# FY2013 FY2014-FY2015 FY2014-FY2015 FY2014-FY2015
I. COBG - HOUSING PROJECTS
1 Center for Independent Living: Residential Access Project for Disabled & 140,219 & 140,219 % 140,219 % 140,219
2 Community Energy Services Corp.: Home Safety & Repair Program & 232,334 & 232,334 % 232,334 % 232,334
] Rebuilding Together Safe Homes Project & 43,279 & 101,300 & 43,279 % 43,279
4 Bay Area Community Land Trust & 44991 GF & 7,500 % 44991 § 44991 GF
5  COBHHCSD: Loan Services $ 128,295 $ 114,068 § 114,058 § 114,058
[ COB HHCSD: Senior and Disabled Rehab Program & 171,600 & 177,540 % 177,540 % 177,540
Rehab Loans & 150,000 & 150,000 § 150,000 § 150,000
7 COB HHCSD: Housing Development'Multi-Family Rehah & 361,183 & 369,310 & 369,310 & 369,310
Housing Trust Fund® § 344,559 & 100,000 & 100,000 & 100,000
SBUBTOTAL Houslng Projects § 1,676,478 COBG & 1434,761 § 1,431,740 % 1431,740 COBG
& 4,991 GF 7,500 & 4891 § 4,991 GF
*Should the final amount of COBG funding awarded fo the City of Berkelay changa, the
funding amaount for the Housing Trust Fund would be adiusted acoordingly o uniize the
full COBG aflocation.
ll. COBG - PUBLIC SERYVICES
a8 Berkeley Food & Housing Project Men's Overnight Shelter** & 180,936 CDBG % 189,953 % 180,936 3 180,936
9 Biotech Partners: Biotech Acadery at Berkeley High** & 63,840 CDBG % 69,640 & 63,084 % 63,084
10 The Bread Project: Culinary Joh Readiness Training & 41,165 GF & 43000 & 41,165 & 41,165 GF
1 Center for Independent Living: Employment Services & 36,607 GF & 36,607 % 36,607 % 36,607 GF
12 EBCLC: Fair Housing Counseling & 34,832 CDBG § 34,832 § 34,832 § 34,832
13 CESC: Tenant Rights Education and Referral & - & 11,700 % - & -
14 Inter-City Services: Employment, Education and Training & 45,036 GF & 132,000 % 45,036 & 45,036 GF
15 Resources for Community Development: Social Sves. at Special Needs Housing & 4,828 CDBG 3§ 9,828 & 9,828 & 49,828 shiftto GF
16 Riging Sun Energy Center: Green Energy Training Services & 50,852 CDBG § 70000 & 50,852 & 50,852
17 Ruhicon: Waorkiorce Services & 32,168 GF & 60,273 % 32168 % 32,168 GF
18 Women's Daytime Drop-In Center: Homeless Case Management & Health Sves, ** & 81,482 CDBG § 140,000 % 61,885 % 61,885
Waomen's Daytime Drop-In Center: Homeless Case Management & Health Sves, ** 28 558 GF & 4&15? & 438 157 shift to GF
Subtotal Publlke Services: CDBG & 427,921 CDBG § 526,052 & 396,749 & 396,749
Subtotal Publlc Services: GF § 233,535 GF & 277,886 § 262,961 § 262 961
TOTALS Public Services § H61, 456 & 803,929 & 653,710 & 659,710
Publlc Services Cap § 436,514 F 396,748 & 396,748 & 396,749
Total Shift 1o GF - 29,426
** These projects are shown here for COBG budgeting purposes, but are reviewsd by other Cormmissions whose recommended funding level s reflected here.
Ill. CDBG - PUBLIC/COMMUNITY FACILITIES IMPROYEMENTS: Allocatlons or recommended funding Is one-time only.
19 A Better Way: Facilities Project & 139,634 3 32272 % 32,273
20 Alzheimers Services of the East Bay: Facility Project 47 670 & 26,689 % 26,689 % 26,689
BAHIA: Facility Improvements: James Kenney Exterior Siding § 18,450
21 Berkeley Food and Housing Praject: Facility Project & 42,406 & 114,618 § 40,000 & 40,000
BOSS - McKinley House & 40,582
22 COB HHCSD: Public Facilities |mprovements & 133,908 & 134,088 3 134,088 3 134,088
23 Fred Finch Youth Center: Facility Impravements & 10,240 & 13,500 % 24500 % 24,500
24 Lifelong Medical Care: Dental Clinic Improvements & 36,083 & 61,670 % 61,390 % 61,340
25 F{ehuilding Together: Communnx Facilities &5 24 575 &5 2_5,100 &5 24 575 & 24 575
Subtotal Publie Facllitles Improvements: § 393,921 - 515,206 & 343,512 & 343,512
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ATTACHMENT 1, Exhibit A
Community Development Block Grant and ESG Proposed FY2014-FY2015 Allocations
Recommended funding level is the amount for each year of the two-year period shown.

HAC CDBG Chty Manager
Bubcommittes Preliminary
Project ALLOCATION Requested Recommend Recommend
# FYa012 FY2014-FY2015  FY2014-FY2015 FY2014-FY2015
I¥. COBG - PLANNING AND ADMINISTRATION**
28 COB HHCED: COBG Planning & Administration § 350,402 A% § 324,878 § 324,430 § 324,430
29 COB City Manager's Office: Support Costs 4 129,600 4 120,160 § 120,608 120,608
COBG Planning & Administration TOTAL § 480,002 § 445,036 § 445,035 § 445 035
COBG Planning and Admin Cap § 480,002 § 445,035 § 445,035 § 445 035
“Ser-aside. Planning and Administralion is a capped eategory of COBG funding. The
City of Berkeley Clty Manager and Housing & Community Services Deparimeants will
uUtiize the maximum amount of iunding available under this category.
PROGRAM TOTALS
HAC CDBG Chty Manager
Requested Bubcommittes Preliminary
CDBG FY2013 Allocatlon FY2014 Recommend Recommend
| HOUSING PROJECTS § 1,676,479 § 1434761 & 1431,740 & 1,431,740
Il. PUBLIC SERVYICES § 427,921 § 526,053 § 396,749 § 396,749
I, PUBLIC/COMMUNITY FACILITIES § 393,921 § 515,206 § 343,512 § 443,512
V. PLAMMNING AMD ADMINISTRATION & 430 002 & 445 036 & 445 035 & 445 035
TOTAL Allocated'Requested § 2,978,323 § 2921148 § 2617038 § 2,617,036
Total COBG Funds Available § 2,978,322 § 2617038 § 2617038 § 2,617,036
Difference § {1 $ and,110) § o 3§ )]
EMERGENCY SOLUTIONS GRANT (ESG}:
FY2ulg
A. Homeless Prevention Proposed
FY2013 Allocatlon Allocation
COBHHCSD: Staffing  § 5,236 E=3 § 3,687
COBHHCED: Inspections  § 1,313 E=ZG & 897
Berkeley Food & Housing Project - Staffing  § 1,737 EEG & 1,345
Berkeley Food & Housing Project - Staffing  § 20068 GF & 2,006
Berkeley Food & Housing Project - Subsidies § 56,007 EsG & 39,008
B. Rapld Rehousing
COB HHCSD: Staffing § 19302 ess & 13175
COB HHCSD: Inspections & 4806 Esc & 3,294
Berkeley Food & Housing Project - Staffing § 63538 Esc & 4941
Berkeley Food & Housing Project - Staffing § 7342 aF & 7342
Berkeley Food & Housing Project - Subsidies § 205014 Esc & 143232
C. Homeless Management Informatlon System ) 6700 Esc & &,700
D. Administratlon (7.5%} COB HHCSD § 28719 ez & 17,532
TOTALS ESG § 335,192 S 233,781

22

43

TOTALS ALLFUNDS § 344,540

& 243,108

*HHCSD and BFHP Will Carry over a portion of the FY2013 ESG Funds into FY2014 Due to a delay in the start of the FY2013 ESG

Program.
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Attachment 2

RESOLUTION NO. ##,###-N.S.
APPROVAL OF FY 2013 CDBG FUNDING FOR BIOTECH PARTNERS, INC.

WHEREAS, on April 30, 2013, the Housing Advisory Commission (HAC) and the City
Manager recommended that Biotech Partners, Inc. receive an allocation of $68,094 in
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funding.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the City of Berkeley that the
City Manager is authorized to execute any resultant agreements and amendments with
Biotech Partners, Inc., which is receiving $68,094 in funding under the CDBG Program
(budget code CDBG: 370-7902-463-3510) in accordance with the proposal approved
hereunder. If the federal government does not allocate sufficient funds to cover the
allocations attached to this resolution in this year or subsequent years, the City may
either terminate the resultant agreements with agencies without any liability occurring to
the City. A record copy of said contract and any amendments are on file in the Office of
the City Clerk.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Manager is authorized to use the following
invoicing/reporting system in contract administration, but maintains the discretion of
requiring more frequent invoices and reports for contracts deemed to require closer
scrutiny:

Fiscal Reports:

> All agencies, regardless of funding level, are required to submit quarterly
statements of expense and quarterly requests for advance payment. The final
statement of expense for each fiscal year must be accompanied by a copy of the
agency’s General Ledger and a Statement of Revenues and Expenditures for
each program.

Program Reports:
» Agencies with federal funding (any amount): Four program reports due by
October 31, January 31, April 30, and July 31.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Manager is authorized to refuse to execute a
contract with any agency that has not provided required contract exhibits and
documentation within 90 days of award of funding.
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Housing Advisory
Commission

ACTION CALENDAR
April 30, 2013

To: Honorable Mayor and
Members of the City Council

From: Housing Advisory Commission
Submitted by: Stephen Murphy, Chairperson, Housing Advisory Commission

Subject: Allocation of Funds for the Federal Community Development Block Grant,
and Submission of the PY 2013 (FY2014) Annual Action Plan

RECOMMENDATION

Adopt the Housing Advisory Commission’s funding recommendations for FY2014-15 for
Community Development Block Grant funds found in Attachment 1, Exhibit A of the City
Manager’s companion report, and approve the submission of the PY2013 (FY2014)
Annual Action Plan as contained in the City Manager’s Council Report of April 30, 2013.

SUMMARY

From January through March 2013, the Housing Advisory Commission (HAC) and its
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Subcommittee met almost weekly,
reviewing proposals and developing recommendations for CDBG-funded community
agencies providing housing services and other public services, proposing funding for
community facility improvement projects, and agencies funded with General Funds
providing workforce development services. The HAC recommends maintaining funding
at current levels for all ongoing housing and public services projects provided by
community agencies, awarding funding at requested levels for four projects provided by
staff of the Health, Housing & Community Services Department, and making funding
awards to seven community facility improvement projects. Furthermore, the HAC
recommends that City Council approve the submission of the PY2013 (FY2014) Annual
Action Plan.

FISCAL IMPACTS OF RECOMMENDATION

The CDBG, ESG, and HOME entitlement amounts for the City of Berkeley have not yet
been published at the time of writing and these funding amounts may change. All of the
federal funds available in FY2014 are projected to be 8.2% lower than the current year
funding due to the impacts of sequestration. The CDBG entitlement is projected to be
$2,125,177; program income is estimated to be $100,000; and staff anticipates having
$391,859 in unexpended funds from prior years available for allocation, for a grand total
of $2,617,036 in CDBG. The City’'s HOME entitlement is projected to be $526,582, and
no program income is anticipated. As permitted under the regulations, staff recommend
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allocating ninety percent of the HOME funds to the City’s Housing Trust Fund, and ten
percent for the administration of the program. The ESG entitlement for next year is
projected to be $233,761.

City staff anticipates approximately $159,324 in CSBG funding will be available in
FY2014 for community agency funding. This level is almost double the $86,778
budgeted in FY2013. Last year, staff projected a reduction of CSBG funds after
President Obama targeted the funding stream for a 50% cut in 2012. Since, however,
these targeted reductions in the funds never ensued; staff now anticipate these funds
will be subject to the same 8.2% reduction related to sequestration as all other federal
funds. The impact is that the City will have more CSBG funds available in FY2014 for
community agency funding than we have allocated in the current year and the $86,778
in General Funds allocated in FY13 to make up for the loss of CSBG will be available to
bridge the gap caused by sequestration. Finally, staff does not anticipate any reduction
in General Fund in FY 2014 of FY2015 for community agencies.

CURRENT SITUATION AND ITS EFFECTS

Each year, the City of Berkeley issues a Request for Proposals in November for CDBG
funding, soliciting applications from non-profit community agencies. This fiscal year the
HAC reviewed proposals from January through March, made site visits to agencies
requesting funding for community facility improvement projects, and conferred with the
City Manager on recommendations. At its March 7, 2013 meeting, the HAC voted
unanimously to adopt the recommendations as outlined below and in the attached
spreadsheet (M/S/C: Soto-Vigil/Kingeter. Unanimous). The federal Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) requires the submission of an Annual Action
Plan, which contains the final CDBG award amounts, each year by May 15. The Plan
also proposes to HUD the City’s broader investment strategy, including the expenditure
of Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG) and HOME Investment Partnership Program
(HOME) grant funds, for addressing affordable housing and community development for
the period beginning July 1 and ending June 30. Failure to adopt an Annual Action Plan
would jeopardize the City’s CDBG, ESG and HOME entitlement grants. The HAC
reviewed progress drafts of the PY2013 (FY2014) Annual Action Plan, at their February
7, and March 7, 2013 meetings. No serious concerns with either document were
expressed and the Commission voted unanimously at their March 7, 2013 meeting to
recommend that City Council approve its submission to HUD once completed, taking
into consideration any comments received from the public.

BACKGROUND

The Housing Advisory Commission participates each year in making recommendations
to City Council regarding allocations of CDBG funds. It designates a CDBG
Subcommittee to review and evaluate proposals and recommend projects for CDBG
funding. Proposals reviewed by the HAC and its CDBG Subcommittee include
proposals for single family housing rehabilitation carried out by non-profits or the City’s
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Health, Housing and Community Services Department (HHCSD), other housing
services, such as HHCS’s Loan Services project, public services, carried out by non-
profits, and public facilities improvement projects, carried out both by City departments
and by non-profits.

RATIONALE FOR RECOMMENDATION

The CDBG Subcommittee engaged in weekly deliberations from January through March
2013. As a result of active dialogue with community partners, site visits to community
facility improvement projects, and careful review of available information and testimony,
the CDBG Subcommittee developed preliminary recommendations upon which the final
HAC recommendations are based.

At its March 7, 2013 meeting, the HAC voted unanimously to adopt the
recommendations as outlined below and in the attached spreadsheet. (M/S/C: Soto-
Vigil/Kingeter. Unanimous). The City Manager and the HAC agree completely on the
recommendations. Allocations are recommended for two years, with the second year
funding amount contingent upon funds available.

1. Housing Programs

The HAC recommends funding all community agencies providing housing services
(Center for Independent Living’s Residential Access Program, Rebuilding
Together's Safe Homes Community Energy Services Corporation’s Berkeley Home
Repair) at the current year level. The HAC recommends funding all proposals
submitted by the Health, Housing & Community Services Department at the
requested levels (Loan Services, Senior & Disabled Rehabilitation Program, and
Housing Development / Multi-Family Rehabilitation Program). The sum total of all
HHCS proposals is the same as the current year, but there are variations in the
amounts requested for each program. The Senior & Disabled Rehabilitation program
includes a request for $150,000 in loans to clients. The Housing Development /
Multi-Family Rehabilitation program includes a request for $100,000 in CDBG
funding to be placed into the City’s Housing Trust Fund

2. Public Services

The HAC reviews only those projects under this category that provide workforce
development or housing related services. Berkeley Food and Housing Project,
Biotech Partners and the Women'’s Daytime Drop-In Center are reviewed by the
Homeless and Children Youth and Recreation Commissions. The HAC recommends
maintaining funding for workforce development and housing related public services
projects at the same level as the current year. This is at the mandated cap allowed
for public services. Neither the HAC nor the City Manager recommends funding for
the one new project, Tenant Rights Education and Referral, proposed by Community
Energy Services Corporation. This project would fund existing staff to refer tenants
they interact with as part of their Berkeley Home Repair program to fair housing
services. The agency is already providing this service with current funding. In
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addition, the City already funds East Bay Community Law Center to provide fair
housing tenant education and outreach.

3. Public Facility Improvement Projects
The HAC recommends:

$32,273 in funding for A Better Way. A Better Way requested funds to upgrade
the electrical system, replace flooring and install solar photovoltaic panels at the
building they own at 3200 Adeline. This building houses mental health services
provided to Berkeley families, 71% of whom are living under the poverty level.
The HAC does not recommend funding for the solar panels, since funds are
limited, other funding for this purpose may be available from other sources and
since it is not an immediate health or safety issue.

$26,689 in funding for Alzheimer’s Services of the East Bay (ASEB). ASEB
requested funding to improve a side entry to their building, located at 2320
Channing Way to provide an alternate and safer entrance for clients with early
stage Alzheimer’s to meeting space on the lower level of the building, which the
agency owns.

$40,000 in funding for Berkeley Food and Housing Project for the replacement of
windows or flooring at the North County Women’s Center homeless shelter at
2140 Dwight Way, which the agency owns. The agency requested funding to
replace single pane windows for energy efficiency and replace dilapidated
flooring (not already replaced in prior CDBG-funded projects) to improve tripping
hazards and mitigate against bedbug infestation. The HAC does not recommend
funding the project at the requested level. BFHP indicated they may be able to
obtain funding for one or both of the scopes from private funding sources. Given
the scarcity of funds, the HAC decided to only partially fund the request and allow
BFHP to determine whether to use funding for the windows or flooring.
$134,085 for City HHCS staff to provide oversight and technical assistance to
community agencies accessing funding for community facilities improvements;
$24,500 for Fred Finch Youth Center. This would fund a roof replacement at the
agency’s Turning Point Transitional Housing for homeless youth. The existing
roof is dilapidated and leaking and has two sections, one flat and one pitched.
Lower bids received patch the existing roof and do not address pooling of water
on the flat portion of the roof. The recommended funding level is based on a bid
which would slightly slope the flat portion of the roof, replace all existing roofing
material and provide a more long-lasting solution to the leaking and pooling
problem;

$61,390 in funding for Lifelong Medical Care. This would fund cabinetry
replacement at the Dental Clinic located at 1860 Alcatraz Avenue, which the
agency owns. Existing cabinetry is currently over ten years old, is warped and
peeling, and doors have fallen off. New cabinetry would improve health concerns;
$24,575 for Rebuilding Together's Community Facilities to utilize volunteers to
implement five community facility improvements throughout Berkeley.
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4. CDBG Program Delivery Funds

The HAC concurs with the City Manager that funds up to the limit allowed under the
Planning and Administration category be used to pay for Housing & Community
Services Department staff, support costs in the City Manager’s office and the Single
Audit required by the CDBG program. Funding for Planning and Administration
should be funded at the maximum level allowable under the cap should additional
CDBG funding be available.

A full list of projects, funding levels and conditions on funding are contained in the
Resolution’s Exhibit A.

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS CONSIDERED

Should the actual CDBG entitlement be slightly higher or lower than anticipated, the
allocation to the Housing Trust Fund should be increased or lowered commensurate
with the change in funding. If there is a dramatic difference between the actual CDBG
allocation and the projected allocation, new funding recommendations would be
provided to City Council.

CITY MANAGER

The City Manager concurs with the content and recommendations of the Commission’s
report.

CONTACT PERSON

Kristen Lee, Community Services Specialist lll, Housing & Community Services
Department, 981-5427
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ACTION CALENDAR
April 30, 2013

To: Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council
From: Homeless Commission
Submitted by: Carole Marasovic, Chairperson, Homeless Commission

Subject: Community Agency Funding Recommendations Fiscal Year 2014 — 2015

RECOMMENDATION

Approve the Homeless Commission’s recommendations to allocate funding to
community agencies providing homeless and alcohol and other drug treatment services
as detailed in Attachment 4, Exhibit A.

FISCAL IMPACTS OF RECOMMENDATION
The fiscal impact of this recommendation is maintaining the current expenditure level of
$2,119,069 in City General Funds.

Under the wise reasoning of the City Manager's rationale, overall funding remains the
same. By defunding the New Bridge Foundation, which filled few city beds and relied
primarily on other sources for funding to serve persons through primarily private funding
sources, the City Manager was able to fund the Homeward Bound programs. Other
programs were not reduced.

CURRENT SITUATION AND ITS EFFECTS

The Homeless Commission advises Council on issues affecting low-income residents of
Berkeley, and recommends funding for homeless and alcohol and other drug treatment
services. This fiscal year, the Homeless Commission met in January and February to
review applications for funding, hear agency presentations, and develop funding
recommendations. The Homeless Commission met on March 13, 2013 to vote on final
funding recommendations. The Commission recommends funding for agencies as
detailed in Attachment 4, Exhibit A. (M/S/C: Becker/Panzer. Ayes: Becker, Chu, Nado,
Panzer, Peterson. Noes: Gresher, Marasovic. Abstain: None. Absent: Nguyen, Davis).
With the exception of the elimination of funds from the New Bridge Foundation and the
reallocation of funds to Homeward Bound Programs, the Commission recommends
funding homeless providers at current funding levels.

BACKGROUND

The Homeless Commission is one of four commissions that review applications for
funding from community agencies providing homeless and alcohol and other drug
treatment services every two years and makes recommendations to City Council.
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RATIONALE FOR RECOMMENDATION

Homeless Commission members met four times, from January, 2013-March, 2013, to
discuss Requests for Funding Proposals (RFPs) submitted by homeless providers
serving Berkeley residents. Each proposal was scored by four commissioners prior to
discussion with the full Commission. Unlike in previous funding cycles, there were no
site visits conducted because Health, Housing and Community Services Department
staff indicated that it would be too time-consuming for them to coordinate and staff site
visits.

While all homeless programs were discussed in detail, initial discussions revolved
around identifying funding for two additional programs, those being a Homeward Bound
Program, for which monies would be directed towards the Berkeley Food and Housing
Project and a lesser amount, to the Women's Day-Time Drop-In Day Center; and a
proposal submitted by the Options Program targeting street youth.

There was strong support among the Commissioners for the Homeward Bound
Program with recommendations for funding to both agencies who indicated interest in
providing these services. As regards to transitional-age street youth, there was
extensive discussion about the need for such a program but questions raised as to
whether Options, while an excellent substance abuse program, was the proper program
with expertise counseling transitional-age street youth and providing the services to
meet the multiple complex needs that transitional-age street youth require. That
discussion recognized that there was a need for a program but recommended that it be
staffed by persons experienced in providing youth services not a program recognized
for substance abuse services.

The Commission's recognition of the need for a program to serve transitional-age street
youth initially led it to recommend funding to Options because no other proposals had
been submitted targeting street youth. The Commission placed the caveat of its
recommendation on staffing by persons experienced in counseling, and otherwise,
working, with youth.

To accomplish the funding of both new programs, the Commission recommended cuts
to other homeless programs that they believed could sustain the cuts, exempting
programs from cuts that they believed could not so sustain them.

Upon further examination of the City Manager's recommendations, the Commission
concurred with her recommendations. The Commission was pleased that the City
Manager recognized the importance of funding Homeward Bound. In addition, at
second glance, the Commission concurred with the City Manager that the Options
program was not the proper program to meet the multiple complex needs of transitional-
age street youth. The Commission only regretted that there was not a more appropriate
program that applied for funding to serve this population as the Commission recognized
the obvious outstanding imminent need to serve this population.
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The Commission indicated that they hope that in the future, an appropriate program
targeted towards transitional-age street youth requests funding to fill this clearly needed
gap. The Commission hoped that this objective could be accomplished in the next RFP
process if not before through some other funding source. In addition, the Commission
believed that it should be the City of Berkeley's future objective, with substantial input
from the Homeless Commission, to examine all providers of homeless service programs
with a fine tooth comb rather than maintain the status quo. The scoring process
indicated a range of scores, reflecting the work of the providers, despite significant
employee wage disparities. The Commission believed that that might be a prospective
guideline to examine in the future.

The Commission believed that HUD's new requirements that Continuums of Care
implement a centralized or coordinated access system conducting a comprehensive
assessment of services provided, requiring stricter standards in which programs meet
prioritized standards, will significantly alter the funding process for homeless programs
in future RFP rounds. The Homeless Commission hopes to play an important role as
these new standards develop and are implemented.

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS CONSIDERED

Alternative actions are elaborated upon in the summary section of this report. The
Commission's initial recommendations were not substantially different from the City
Manager's recommendations. Thus, the Commission was able to easily agree that the
City Manager's recommendations were consistent enough with their recommendations
and concerns so that they could concur.

The Homeless Commission looks forward to a transitional-age street youth program
being implemented in the next RFP cycle or through some other means. The Homeless
Commission also looks forward to reexamining all programs as to assessing
coordination and standards established by HUD's Continuum of Care.

CITY MANAGER
The City Manager concurs with the content and recommendations of the Commission’s
Report.

CONTACT PERSON
Andrew Wicker, Community Services Specialist Il, HHCS, 981-5418

Attachments:
Exhibit A: FY2014 Homeless Services Applications
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Human Welfare and
Community Action Commission

ACTION CALENDAR

April 30, 2013
To: Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council
From: Human Welfare and Community Action Commission

Submitted by: Justina Cross, Chairperson, Human Welfare and Community Action
Commission

Subject: Community Agency Funding Recommendations Fiscal Year 2014 — 2015

RECOMMENDATION

Approve the Human Welfare and Community Action Commission’s recommendation to
allocate funding to agencies providing services to the poor as detailed in Attachment 5,
Exhibit A.

SUMMARY

In January and February 2013, the Human Welfare and Community Action Commission
(HWCAC) met to review community agency applications, hear agency presentations,
discuss and finalize funding recommendations. The Commission voted to recommend
funding in the amount of $589,144, the current funding level. The HWCAC
recommends $18,139 of targeted cuts to the Multicultural Institute (MCI). The
Commission recommends using the $18,139 to fund a new program (Berkeley Free
Clinic) and increase funding to an existing program (McGee Avenue Baptist Church).

FISCAL IMPACTS OF RECOMMENDATION
The fiscal impact of this recommendation is maintaining the current expenditure level of
$589,144 in City General Funds.

CURRENT SITUATION AND ITS EFFECTS

The HWCAC advises Council on issues affecting low-income residents of Berkeley, and
recommends funding for services that form a social safety net to assist these residents
to achieve self-sufficiency. The HWCAC makes recommendations regarding the
Community Services Block Grant Community Action Plan and the allocation of
resources to carry out that plan. The Community Action Plan emphasizes the provision
of basic human needs: food, shelter, medical care and employment. Every two years,
the HWCAC reviews agency programs that offer services to low-income seniors,
families and the disabled through a variety of supportive services, including medical
care and legal services. This fiscal year, the HWCAC met in January and February to
review applications for funding, hear agency presentations, and develop funding
recommendations. At its meeting on March 20, 2013, the HWCAC finalized its funding
recommendations as detailed in Attachment 5, Exhibit A. (M/S/C: Davila/Reagan. Ayes:
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Reagan, McMullan, Porter, Davila, Flanders, Cross, Sood, & Woodson. Noes: None.
Abstain: Robinson (does not agree with targeting MCI for reduction.)

BACKGROUND

With experience reviewing applications for funding from previous fiscal year 2012 and
2013, commissioners reviewed funding proposals submitted via the City’s on-line
application process. The HWCAC also heard agency presentations made at a
commission meeting in January 2013. The Commission discussed and finalized
funding recommendations in March 2013.

RATIONALE FOR RECOMMENDATION

The HWCAC reviewed requests totaling $589,144 for 21 programs offered by 17
agencies. The HWCAC recommends funding to agencies as detailed in Attachment 5,
Exhibit A, and summarized below:

1. Funding for One of Four New Programs:

Four new programs that applied for assistance: Ala Costa Centers, AnewAmerica

Community Corporation, Berkeley Free Clinic, and Center for Independent Living

(CIL). The HWCAC recommends funding for the Berkeley Free Clinic only:

e Ala Costa Center requested $25,000 for Disability Services and is not
recommended for funding. The cost per participant is high relative to other
programs funded, the services to be delivered are not clear in the proposal, and
City funds would amount to a very small percentage (2%) of a program that is
already well-funded.

e The Center for Independent Living requested $33,524 in funding for Building
Assets, a financial literacy service to add to the services the organization was
already delivering. While interested in funding a financial literacy project, the
HWCAC chose not to recommend funding for this project since it was limited in
serving only existing CIL clients.

e AnewAmerica Community Corporation requested $100,000 for a new financial
literacy program for low-income individuals and families. AnewAmerica originally
proposed to serve 120 clients in six two-hour trainings for $100,000. This
amounts to $833 per person for a two-hour training. AnewAmerica has indicated
that they would be able to deliver a pilot program for $40,000 and would serve
120 participants in four two-hour trainings. This still amounts to $333 per person
to attend a 2-hour training and is very expensive for the services proposed. The
HWCAC does not recommend funding AnewAmerica.

e Berkeley Free Clinic requested $15,000 for a new program to provide health
care services to female and transgender clients. The HWCAC recommends
funding the full amount because it provides a critical service to a low-income
population, and is the only program to provide services specifically tailored to
women and transgender clients’ needs.
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2. Increased Funding for An Existing Program:
The HWCAC recommends funding McGee Avenue Baptist Church at the
requested level of $19,960, a total of $3,139 above their current funding level.
McGee church provides an excellent service with limited resources and has a low
cost per client. In addition, there is an increased demand on free food in the Bay
Area.

3. Targeted Reduction:
In order to fund the additional $18,139 needed for the programs as described
above, the HWCAC recommends reducing the allocation for the Multi-Cultural
Institute. Multicultural Institute’s Lifeskills Program is currently funded at
$71,394, and provides services to day laborers. The HWCAC recommends
reducing their allocation by $18,139 to $53,255. The commissioners are
concerned that the current funding level does not warrant the level of service
provided, and that the goals of the organization are not clear.

Furthermore the HWCAC voted to encourage City Council to require that staff
conduct a full monitoring of the agency to determine whether they are meeting
their contract goals, including determining the number of people who participate
in and graduate from the GED program. (M/S/C: Sood/Flanders: Ayes: Reagan,
McMullan, Porter, Flanders, Cross, Sood, Robinson & Woodson. Noes: None.
Abstentions: Davila) Furthermore, Commissioners encouraged the program to
incorporate an evaluation component.

4. Level Funding:
The HWCAC recommends funding the remaining 15 programs at the current
funding level.

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS CONSIDERED

The HWCAC considered funding AnewAmerica Corporation at $40,000 to provide
financial literacy services by decreasing funding for both SEEDS and the Multi-Cultural
Institute, but ultimately agreed with the City Manager that the cost per participant was
too high. In addition, the HWCAC considered awarding the Berkeley Community
Gardening Collaborative the amount requested, which was less that the current amount
awarded.

CITY MANAGER
See companion report.

CONTACT PERSON
Wing Wong, Community Services Specialist Il, HHCS, 981-5428

Attachments:
Exhibit A: FY 201415 HWCAC Community Agency Funding Recommendations.
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Children, Youth, and Recreation Commission

ACTION CALENDAR
April 30, 2013

To: Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council
From: Children, Youth, and Recreation Commission

Submitted by: Roger Miller, Secretary, Children, Youth, and Recreation Commission
Subject: FY2014-15 Community Agency Funding for Agencies Serving Youth

RECOMMENDATION

Approve the Children, Youth, and Recreation Commission’s (CYRC) recommendations
to allocate funding to community agencies serving youth as detailed in Attachment 6,
Exhibit A.

FISCAL IMPACTS OF RECOMMENDATION

In the previous funding cycle (FY2012-13), a total of $1,346,044 was allocated to
community agencies serving youth. Of this amount, for the FY2014-15 program cycle,
the CYRC recommends allocating $1,258,736 to community agencies serving youth
and $87,308 to Program Quality Assurance as defined in Item 5. below. (See
Attachment 6, Exhibit A for the detailed allocation per community agency).

CURRENT SITUATION AND ITS EFFECTS

Over the course of several meetings in January and February of 2013, the CYRC
reviewed requests from 21 agencies, representing 23 different community programs.
Six of the returning agencies requested additional funding; two agencies did not return;
and three new agencies submitted proposals. The CYRC developed a “white paper”
that evaluated the current community agency funding allocation process and identified
certain shortcomings and areas for focused improvement (Attachment 6, Exhibit B).
The white paper formed the basis for their funding recommendations for the FY2014-15
program cycle, which are summarized as follows.

Recommendations for Funding Community Agencies Serving Youth — FY2014-15

1. Returning Agencies: All currently-funded agencies should receive their FY2012-13
allocation per program, minus 2.5%, which is to be used for Program Quality
Assurance as described in Item 5. below. This allocates a total of $924,435 in
community agency funding for existing programs, and $23,703 for Program Quality
Assurance.

2. Non-returning Agencies: Funding from two non-returning agencies — Berkeley
Boosters ($118,357) and Waterside Workshops ($22,000), totaling $141,357, should

2180 Milvia Street, Berkeley, CA. 94704 Tel: 981-6715 e TDD: (510) 981-6903 e Fax: (510) 981-6710
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be used as follows: a portion is to be used to fund two new agencies (ABETTER
WAY and SEEDS), and the remaining funds are to be used for Program Quality
Assurance per ltem 5. Below.

. New Agencies: Two new agencies should receive funding: ABETTER WAY
($59,166) and SEEDS (a partial award of $25,000), increasing total community
agency funding to $1,008,601.

A Better Way submitted a very strong proposal and provided an excellent
presentation. They provide mental health services and screenings to children ages
0-5 that are not eligible for Medi-Cal reimbursement, which fills a critical gap in the
early childhood services for the YMCA's Head Start Program where 20% of the
youth are not Medi-Cal eligible. CYRC commissioners have strong technical
knowledge about the Medi-Cal system and the field of Early Childhood Education
and felt that this was an extremely valuable program to fund that was fully aligned
with 2020 Vision objectives. The CYRC recommends funding their full request
minus the 2.5% for Program Quality Assurance.

The SEEDS Community Resolution Center also submitted a very strong proposal
and provided an excellent presentation. For the past two years, they have provided
restorative justice services at Longfellow Middle School and Rosa Parks Elementary
School in Berkeley (e.g., conflict resolution), where they focus specifically on
reducing disciplinary suspensions at the schools. In the last year, due to funding
cuts, SEEDS had to cut their program at Longfellow Middle School and reduce their
program at Rosa Parks Elementary Schools. The CYRC was very familiar with
conflict resolution programs in the Berkeley Schools, and felt that SEEDS provided a
good service, while not unique, was nevertheless worthy of some City support. The
CYRC recommends providing $25,000 to SEEDS, which is 50% of the requested
amount. This will help SEEDS restore their programs to previous levels at
Longfellow and Rosa Parks schools.

. Replacement agency: BANANAS to replace BALDCOA. Inthe FY2012-13
community agency funding cycle, the Berkeley-Albany Licensed Day Care Operators
Association (BALDCOA) received $256,549. Due to state budget cuts, BALDCOA
ceased operations at the end of 2012. On November 13, 2012, the City Council
approved a contract with BANANAS, Inc. to assume the services provided by
BALDCOA (Resolution No. 65,932). For FY2014-15, BANANAS should receive the
current FY2012-13 allocation to BALDCOA, minus 2.5%, equaling $250,135,
bringing the total community agency funding to $1,258,736.

. Program Quality Assurance: As summarized in the “white paper,” the CYRC
found that many of the community agency proposals did not provide sufficient data
on the needs and outcomes of the children and youth being served, particularly as
they related to the City’s 2020 Vision goals. It was clear that there are recipient
agencies in need of technical support to develop appropriate outcome measures of
program effectiveness.

Page 2


http://m.acronymgeek.com/BALDCOA/Berkeley-Albany_Licensed_Day_Care_Operators_Association�
http://m.acronymgeek.com/BALDCOA/Berkeley-Albany_Licensed_Day_Care_Operators_Association�

Attachment 6

Based on their experience in running a variety of educational and social service
programs in the public sector, the CYRC identified the need for best practice
Program Quality Assurance components such as: a) training and technical
assistance for applicants and recipients of funding on how to develop and monitor
indicators of success, b) an independent evaluation of program effectiveness, and c)
technical adjustments to the RFP process so as to advance the City’s 2020 Vision
goals.

In order to fund these activities, the CYRC recommends a 2.5% reduction in funding
to all existing agencies, generating $23,703 per year. In addition, the funding for the
two agencies not returning (Berkeley Boosters and Waterside Workshop) should be
allocated to the two new agency requests, and the remaining unallocated funds
should be directed towards the Program Quality Assurance components, for a total
of $87,308 per year.

BACKGROUND

In January 2013, the City’s newly-formed Children, Youth, and Recreation Commission
(CYRC) was charged with reviewing community agency funding proposals from
agencies serving youth. In evaluating the proposals, the CYRC was directed to use the
City’s 2020 Vision Initiative to reduce the academic achievement gap among Berkeley
students as the main criteria for their funding recommendations.

To accomplish this task, the CYRC met on January 23, January 30, February 4,
February 9, and February 11, and February 25, 2013 to discuss and take action on
recommendations. On February 4, 2013, the CYRC heard presentations from all
current applicants. The CYRC also developed a “white” paper explaining the CYRC'’s
policy and funding recommendations (Attachment 6, Exhibit B).

On February 25, 2013, it was motioned, seconded, and carried (Gerstein/Smith) that the
recommended funding as described in Attachment 6, Exhibit A be forwarded to City
Council. (Ayes: Gebhart; Gerstein; Gray; Kenney; Lawrence; Smith; Taplin; Waldstein;
No’s: None; Abstain: None; Absent: None).

On February 25, 2013, it was motioned, seconded, and carried (Gerstein/Waldstein)
that the “white paper” explaining the CYRC’s recommendations be forwarded to City
Council (Attachment 6, Exhibit B). (Aye’s: Gebhart; Gerstein; Gray; Kenney; Lawrence;
Smith; Taplin; Waldstein; No’s: None; Abstain: None; Absent: None).

RATIONALE FOR RECOMMENDATION
See the CYRC white paper in Attachment 6, Exhibit B.

CITY MANAGER
The City Manager concurs with the recommendations in this report.

CONTACT PERSON
Roger Miller, Secretary, Children, Youth, and Recreation Commission, 981-6715.

Attachments:
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Exhibit A: CYRC Recommended Community Agency Allocations FY2014-15
Exhibit B: White Paper on Community Agency Funding
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Exhibit B
Commission on Children, Youth, and Recreation (CYRC)

White Paper on Community Agency funding for FY2014-15

Final Version

February 25, 2013

Background

In early 2013, the Children, Youth, and Recreation Commission (CYRC) was given the
responsibility to review the FY2014-15 grant applications from community agencies for
children and youth services and to provide the City Manager and City Council with
recommendations for funding of qualified agencies. These grant applications differed from
other community agency grant applications because applicants were encouraged to address
the 2020 Vision indicators. Thus, it is through the lens of advancing the 2020 Vision that the
members of the commission reviewed and discussed each application. It should be noted
that members of the CYRC worked in collaboration with staff and were unanimous in their
final recommendations. The Commission wishes to compliment all the applicants for their
dedication and sincere interest in helping our community’s youth. The conclusions and
comments made herein should not detract from our appreciation of their commitment to the
groups they serve. It is hoped that our observations and suggestions can bring greater
awareness for the need to actively incorporate the principles and values put forth in the 2020
Vision.

This paper represents the Commission’s assessment and unanimous opinions of the grant
application and review process for the FY2014-15 funding cycle. The following
recommendations for improvements and changes are offered to the City Manager and City
Council based on our individual experiences, expertise and collective desire to improve this
process in order to more effectively address the 2020 Vision, and advocate for the changes
that must come about if the goals of the 2020 Vision are to become reality.

Findings and Observations

e Due to budget constraints and the reduction of City staff over the years, the City’s
contract monitoring functions have been narrowly focused on administrative processes
such as the timely receipt of invoices and financial reports. While the administrative
paperwork is important, the administrative review process provided little attention to
program quality and effectiveness. Clearly, some organizations have internal
measures and regulations that guide program quality, but others do not. As a result,
with this limited monitoring of program quality, the effectiveness of some recipient
programs and services can be wanting. Overall, the applications do not currently
provide sufficient data on the needs and outcomes of the children and youth being
served. As a result, the City has insufficient information on the spread and
effectiveness of these critical City resources.

e The community agency grant allocation processes appears to have been largely
‘renewed” from year to year without regular consideration of service results or

1
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opportunity for newly funded recipients. It seems that the system of City-funded youth
and early childhood contracts is difficult to break into, and is perceived to be a “closed
system” with funds being “passed through” from year to year. This limits the City’s
ability to support new approaches that may have greater alignment with the 2020
Vision or other City priorities.

The current community agency grant requirements for reporting of outcomes and
performance is vague, with a varying level of expertise demonstrated by recipients to
track and report results and successes. In some instances, data is severely lacking
and it is difficult to assess the value of the service for the dollars provided. More
importantly, the performance and outcome data presented in the grant applications is
not fully aligned with the 2020 Vision indicators. Based on the applications and
documents received, it is clear that there are recipient agencies in need of technical
support to develop appropriate measures and outcomes.

Furthermore, the commission believes that, in part, the evidence of inadequate
outcomes and unclear results is because the design of the current application itself
and its accompanying process is not applicable to these programs. The existing grant
application is designed for a fundamentally different group of grants, and the structure
of the Request For Proposal (RFP) and questions therein are better suited to the
requirements of programs receiving federal funding.

Recommendations and Suggestions for Improvement

1.

Separate the 2014-2015 and 2015-2016 Request for Proposal process for programs
serving youth from the current City process for community agency funding. Develop a
separate RFP and application that is more specifically designed to attract community
agencies serving children and youth that is focused on the 2020 Vision Indicators.
Commission members are willing assist in the development of a new RFP and
application so as not to overburden staff.

In the application process, programs that are located on school grounds or facilities, or
that work in conjunction with school district programs, should be asked to provide a
letter of support from that school or district to avoid competing interests and ensure
harmonious relationships and common goals.

For FY2014-15, fund the recommended agencies identified in the attached addendum.
This provides funding for all currently-funded agencies using the FY2012-13 allocation
per agency and includes a reduction of 2.5% per agency, and the addition of two new
recipients. The savings generated from the 2.5% reduction will be set aside for the
following purposes:

a. A portion will be invested in a technical assistance effort to ensure the
development and monitoring of evaluations, outcomes and performance-based
objectives. This technical assistance will be provided to both funded, as well as
prospective, community-based providers who may be interested in the
application for funding in FY2016-17.

b. A portion of the funds would be available for an internal program monitoring and
evaluation capacity at the City staff level to ensure that City funds are directed
appropriately at programs with the greatest potential to affect change.

c. A portion will be set aside to engage an experienced outside consultant to
redesign the grant-making process and to facilitate the Commission’s review
process. Most community-based review panels are facilitated by an
experienced professional who can serve as a neutral party.  In this model, City
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staff can enhance their ability to perform the required administrative and
management grant making functions while the commission can enhance their
ability to perform their role of reviewing summary results and making funding
recommendations for community agencies that have met requirements and
advanced the 2020 Vision.

Summary and Conclusion

It is the desire of the Commission that the creation of this new process will initiate a grant
making system that can be responsive to the 2020 Vision and can also be applied to other
City priorities as they emerge. In a practical sense, we have suggested a two year timeline
for a new RFP implementation process which gives adequate time for staff to change the
written application and move it out of its current configuration. The present two-year funding
cycle also gives current recipients time to ready themselves in order to provide greater
evidence of their successes.

We believe that all current recipients should be advised by the City Council that there are no
guarantees of funding beyond these two years without greater documentation of measurable
evidence that Berkeley youth are receiving support that will advance the 2020 Vision. We
hope it is understood that our intention is not to create a “one size fits” all application process.
We understand clearly some programs operate more informally than others and serve
different needs; but, each should be able to define their individual objectives and show
evidence that their performance commitments have been met. Such an expectation
eliminates the automatic “pass through of dollars” and increases the assurance that City
dollars are being spent for their intended purpose. A two year “sunset” and a more specific
application process in FY2016-17 also allows the Council or their designee to target specific
2020 Vision indicators that may need more emphasis and financial support based on future
circumstances and data.

We recognize that the implementation of these recommendations, should they be accepted,
will deviate from past practice and take some months to implement. However, the
Commission believes that if the 2020 Vision is to be realized, City departments and agencies
need to direct personnel and resources, wherever possible, to meet the requirements and
responsibility for its implementation. It is not enough to simply espouse the values of the 2020
Vision, they must be practiced. Commission members stand ready to help.
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Community Agency Funding Recommendations FY 2014 - 2015
City Manager’s Rationale

The City Manager’s Office worked closely with City staff throughout this process.

The City Manager’s approach during this funding cycle was to maintain level funding
where possible, except in a few instances where a targeted reduction in funding is
recommended from agencies that either underperformed or did not serve the lowest
income populations. The savings from these targeted reductions would be used to fund
a new special initiative or would bring additional benefits to existing agencies.

A full listing of agencies, in alphabetical order, with Commission and City Manager
recommendations can be found in Attachment 7, Exhibit A.

Housing and Community Development Programs: Housing Advisory Commission

The City Manager concurs with the content and recommendations contained in the
Housing Advisory Commission report (see Attachment 3). Despite a projected reduction
in CDBG funding, projected program income and unused funds carried over from prior
years allow all currently funded community agency and City projects to continue to
receive their current allocations, if funds for the Housing Trust Fund (HTF) are reduced
from the prior year allocation. The reduction in CDBG funds to the HTF will enable
funding of seven community facility projects. Should there be either more or less CDBG
funds available in FY2014, the allocation to the HTF would increase or decrease
corresponding with the change.

Homeless Programs: Homeless Commission

The City Manager concurs with the content and recommendations contained in the
Homeless Commission report (see Attachment 4).

The City Manager and the Homeless Commission recommend providing funding for two
Homeward Bound programs, one operated by the Berkeley Food and Housing Project
and one operated by the Women'’s Daytime Drop-In Center. Funds would primarily be
for financial assistance as part of a program that provides clients with the voluntary
option to receive free transportation home at the time of initial case management intake.
Services connected to the financial assistance will support clients who face barriers to
reconciling with family and support networks and permanent housing placements due to
proximity and travel expenses. Each agency is permitted to use up to a maximum of
15% of the award for the administration and services associated with the program.

Both the Commission and the City Manager also recommend funding to support the
development of a Coordinated Assessment program in Berkeley that is part of a larger
County-wide effort. Currently, the City of Berkeley funds a wide variety of programs,
each with its own intake and assessment process. This has created a system of multiple
access doors to a homeless services system that is not well-coordinated. The
individuals who receive services or access to housing are typically those who reach
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them first, not necessarily those who need them most or are the most appropriate fit. In
a centralized or coordinated system, each person goes through the intake process one
time, and can access the same information and resources no matter when or where
they complete the intake. This type of system is complex to design and implement, but
several communities across the country have designed coordinated systems. HUD’s
new regulations for the ESG program, released in 2012, require communities to develop
centralized or coordinated intake and this requirement will extend to HUD’s Supportive
Housing Program funds in the next few years, which brings about $25 million a year into
Alameda County for homeless programs. The City Manager is recommending,
therefore, that funds be set aside to prepare for this upcoming mandate.

Funds set aside for Coordinated Intake and Assessment would be used to hire
consultants to work on the following:

e Research centralized assessment models, including how other homeless
systems have engaged in a community process to make the change;

¢ Develop recommendations regarding how much money is required to phase
in Centralized Assessment in Berkeley and identify potential funding sources;

e Develop a plan to phase in Centralized Assessment, building on strengths in
our system and the prospects for change;

e Facilitate meetings with community agencies to discuss issues with and
possibilities for a new centralized system and adopting system-wide priorities,
such as serving the highest need clients first, etc.;

e Analyze the City’s current methods of outreach to people on the streets and
develop recommendations of how problematic street behavior can be
addressed through centralized outreach and intake;

e Compile and summarize information about outcomes and lessons learned
through Public Commons for Everyone Initiative (PCEI) contracts;

e Analyze how all services in Berkeley could be better aligned with system-wide
priorities;

e Develop training and technical assistance for community agencies; and

e Make recommendations on how to modify the City’s Request for Proposal
and contracting process to be tailored towards a new coordinated intake and
assessment system.

In addition, funding may be used to support a county-wide effort to implement
coordinated assessment, and funds may be used for consultants coordinated through
EveryOne Home.

Both the Homeless Commission and City Manager recommend defunding New Bridge
Foundation to cover the cost of the two Homeward Bound initiatives and the
Coordinated Intake/Assessment initiative. New Bridge has under-spent its allocation for
the past several years, and the services are not closely linked with, and the treatment
model is not well suited to, the homeless programs and population in Berkeley. Of the
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15 clients served in FY2012, for example, 12 or 80% did not complete the program.
New Bridge has other funding streams to pay for treatment beds that could mitigate the
loss of City funds.

The City Manager and Homeless Commission recommend level funding for all other
programs.

Anti-Poverty Programs: Human Welfare and Community Action
Commission (HWCAC)

The City Manager and the HWCAC (see Attachment 5) agree on funding
recommendations for 18 of the 21 programs reviewed.

1. Funding for One of Four New Programs

The City Manager agrees to not recommend funding for Ala Costa’s Disability
Services program, CIL’s Building Assets program, and AnewAmerica Community
Corporations. The City Manager supports the HWCAC’s desire to fund services to
promote financial literacy. Both the City Manager and the HWCAC are concerned,
however, about the high cost per participant proposed by AnewAmerica, and the
limited scope of the proposal submitted by CIL.

Both the City Manager and the HWCAC recommend funding for a new proposal
from the Berkeley Free Clinic to provide health care services to female and
transgender clients. The Berkeley Free Clinic provides a critical service to an
extremely low-income population, and is the only program to provide services
specifically tailored to women and transgender clients’ needs.

2. Targeted Reduction

In order the fund the $15,000 new Berkeley Free Clinic proposal, the City Manager
recommends a targeted reduction to SEEDS Community Mediation and Conflict
Resolution program. The program is a valuable resource but does not specifically
outreach to low-income residents. A portion of its referrals come from sources that
are not currently funding the program, such as the Rent Stabilization Board. The City
Manager will require more detailed tracking of referrals in future and encourages
SEEDS to seek other funding sources.

3. Level Funding for All Other Programs

The City Manager recommends maintaining funding at FY2013 levels for all other
projects reviewed by the HWCAC.

The City Manager agrees with the HWCAC to continue to provide funding for the
Sisters Together Empowering Peers (STEP) program. Since STEP is not a non-
profit agency, it cannot independently operate a program and must do so under the
sponsorship of another agency. The sponsoring agency must not only issue invoices
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for payment, but also must assume the legal liability for the operation of the program
including providing regular financial reports (statements of expenses), including the
relationship with the program on the agency’s general ledger, and including the
program in the agency’s year-end financials. Staff understands that STEP is
exploring a relationship with a new sponsoring agency and thus staff recommends
awarding FY2014 City funds to STEP but not releasing them until they have
identified another sponsoring agency for the program.

Youth Tutoring/Mentoring, Childcare and Recreation Programs: Children Youth

and Recreation Commission (CYRC)

The City Manager concurs with the content and recommendations contained in the
CYRC report (see Attachment 6).

1.

New Projects

Both the CYRC and the City Manager recommend utilizing funding made available
by the relinquishment of City funds by Waterside Workshops (which did not apply for
renewal funding) and Berkeley Boosters (which has gone out of business) for new
proposals and an evaluation initiative.

The CYRC and the City Manager recommend funding Bananas to replace the now
defunct Berkeley Albany Licensed Daycare Operators to provide childcare subsidies
to low-income Berkeley families. Bananas proposes to subsidize families at the
same level as was BALDCOA's practice and serve approximately the same number
of children at any given time.

Both the CYRC and City Manager recommend funding for a new project proposed
by A Better Way, Mental Health Services for Un- and Under-insured Children. This
program is fully aligned with 2020 Vision objectives, provides mental health services
and screenings to children ages 0-5, and fills a critical gap in the early childhood
services for the YMCA'’s Head Start Program where 20% of the youth are not
MediCal eligible.

Funding is also recommended for SEEDS_Restorative Justice in Schools program to
provide conflict resolution services at Longfellow Middle School and Rosa Parks
Elementary Schools. In line with 2020 Vision objectives, this program focuses
specifically on reducing disciplinary suspensions at the schools. The CYRC and City
Manager recommend providing 50% of the requested amount, or $25,000, to
SEEDS.

A proposal by Rising Sun Energy Center, California Youth Energy Services, for the
City to fund on the job training to youth to work as energy specialists is not
recommended for funding. This program will work directly with the City’s Office of
Energy and Sustainable Development which will provide funding for this program.
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2. Across the Board 2.5% cut

The City Manager agrees with the CYRC approach to implement an across-the-
board 2.5% reduction for all agencies. This will generate funding that can be used
for evaluation, training and technical assistance for agencies providing services that
fit into the 2020 Vision Plan.

3. Funding for Evaluation, Training and Technical Assistance

The remaining funds in the amount of $87,308 per year generated from the 2.5%
reduction and non-returning agencies should be re-programmed to 1) provide
training and technical assistance in the form of workshops and other meetings to
help develop and monitor outcomes that are in line with the City’s 2020 Vision
Initiative; 2) cover the cost of an independent evaluation of currently funded
programs providing 2020 Vision related services to measure their effectiveness; and
3) cover the cost of an independent consultant to help the City redesign the RFP and
develop an application for agencies serving youth so that it is more oriented towards
2020 Vision goals. Whereas the CYRC recommends holding a separate RFP
process for agencies providing 2020 Vision related services, the City Manager does
not. The City should rather maintain a single RFP process but tailor the process to
accommodate language that solicits and evaluates proposals specifically to support
2020 Vision.

Exhibits:
A: Spreadsheet — City manager / Commission Funding Recommendations
Comparison — All Agencies
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Attachment 8

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Objectives. The City of Berkeley has set an ambitious array of objectives for the use of
its federal entitlement grant resources. Berkeley strives to allocate these and other state
and local funds in order to maximize assistance for its low and moderate-income renter

resident households through:

e Housing acquisition, rehabilitation, repair, and accessibility improvements;

e Assisting homeless adults and families including those with disabilities and other
special needs, through emergency shelter, transitional housing, and service-
enriched affordable, supportive housing;

¢ Funding public facilities improvements to protect and sustain the infrastructure
critical to community services and economic vitality in Berkeley’s neighborhood
strategy area; and

e Investing in programs that fight poverty by equipping low and moderate-income
youth and adults to find jobs and attain employment self-sufficiency.

The City of Berkeley has long placed a high priority on affordable housing and
community services because they reflect important community values. The City now
invests more General Fund into related programs than it receives in federal funding for
these activities. The City is committed to maintaining high-quality programs for those in
need but faces significant challenges in the wake of year after year reductions in federal
funds available, particularly at a time when General Fund revenues are not increasing.
In PY 2013, the City of Berkeley projects an 8.2% cut in CDBG, HOME and ESG
funding due to the impact of sequestration, or across-the-board cuts to federal programs
as part of the Budget Control Act. This amounts to an expected reduction of about
$258,000 from the prior year. At the same time, ESG, HOME, Consolidated Plan, and
Annual Action Plan requirements have substantially increased. These projected cuts,
combined with an increased administrative burden impact the City’s ability to address all
of the many needs identified.

Approved Allocations. As summarized in Attachment 1 and detailed in Attachments
2 and 3, the City of Berkeley plans to allocate an estimated $2,125,177 in Community
Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds together with approximately $391,859 in prior
years’ carryover and $100,000 in estimated CDBG program income to fund

$1,431,740 in housing projects and programs;

$396,749 in public services;

$347,213 for community and public facilities activities; and
$445,035 to administer all facets of the City’s CDBG program.’

' Of these funds, up to $120,605 will go to administrative support costs that cover costs of other
departments that consult with or otherwise provide the Housing and Community Services Department
with services supporting its administrative activities (including Finance, City Attorney, City Manager, City
Auditor, and Human Resources).

City of Berkeley Annual Action Plan: DRAFT March 20, 2013
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Attachment 8

The City of Berkeley expects an allocation of $233,760 in Emergency Solutions Grant
(ESG) funding in PY2013. These funds will continue to support a new Homeless
Prevention and Rapid Re-Housing program, started in February 2013. Approximately
70% of the funds will be used for temporary rental and deposit assistance to rapidly re-
housing homeless individuals and families. Approximately 19% of the funds will be used
to prevent individuals and families who will imminently become homeless to stay
housed. Approximately 2% of the funds will be used to support the County-wide
Homeless Management Information System, a requirement of receiving ESG funds, and
7.5% will be used to administer the program. The majority of the funds will be awarded
to the Berkeley Food and Housing Project, which will administer the financial
assistance. Existing homeless services providers in Berkeley will utilize City and other
funding to provide supportive services to clients receiving the temporary rental
assistance.

The City continued to hold open the City’s Housing Trust Fund round that was opened
in early 2010 with applications due in March 2010. City Council authorized holding the
round open to enable staff to work together with the non-profit developers who applied
for Housing Trust Funds to help bring projects to readiness. Projects currently in the
pipeline which may be recommended for funding in PY 2013 include:

e Strawberry Creek Lodge;

e Berkeley Housing Authority Public Housing Disposition and Rehabilitation;

e Hillegass Apartments; and

e Northern California Land Trust (NCLT) Rental Units.

City of Berkeley Annual Action Plan: DRAFT March 20, 2013
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Attachment 8

GENERAL
General Questions

1. Describe the geographic areas of the jurisdiction (including areas of low income
families and/or racial/minority concentration) in which assistance will be directed
during the next year.

Geographic areas of the jurisdiction in which assistance will be directed during PY
2013 are described in the Consolidated Plan and have not changed.

Since 2000 Census data is still the most recent, comprehensive data available, the
City will continue to maintain a CDBG Neighborhood Strategy Area (South and West
Berkeley) as the point of focus for revitalization and services activities. The NSA
represents a part of the City which (excluding areas of high student residence) has
the largest percentage of low and moderate income residents, the housing stock is
old with more units (both rental and homeowners) in need of repair, and an area with
a larger proportion of minority population. The NSA was originally formed based on
1990 Census data, and modified in 2005 according to data available from the 2000
Census.

2. Describe the basis for allocating investments geographically within the jurisdiction
(or within the EMSA for HOPWA) (91.215(a)(1)) during the next year and the
rationale for assigning the priorities.

The basis for allocating investments and rationale for assigning priorities are
described in the Consolidated Plan and have not changed.

The City does not set-aside a portion of funds for use within the Neighborhood
Strategy Area. Instead, the Request for Proposals indicates that south and west
Berkeley are priority areas. Proposers are asked how they serve these areas, and
applications that serve south and west Berkeley receive extra points in the
competitive scoring process.

3. Describe the actions that will take place during the next year to address obstacles to
meeting underserved needs.

One of Berkeley’s major obstacles to meeting underserved needs is the limited
amount of federal, state, and local resources available given the diversity of needs in
the community and high cost of housing in the Bay Area. The City of Berkeley will
continue to pursue new State and Federal resources as available to meet
underserved needs.

City of Berkeley Annual Action Plan: DRAFT March 20, 2013
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Managing the Process

1. Identify the lead agency, entity, and agencies responsible for administering
programs covered by the Consolidated Plan.

The City of Berkeley’s Health, Housing and Community Services Department is the lead
agency for administering programs covered by the Consolidated Plan. The Department
coordinates the City’s funding allocation and monitoring for community based
organizations, administration of the Housing Trust Fund, and operation of other housing
and community services programs such as the Rental Housing Safety Program, senior
services, Shelter Plus Care, and Senior and Disabled Home Rehabilitation loans. The
Department also includes the City’s Mental Health, Public Health, and Environmental
Health Divisions.

2. Identify the significant aspects of the process by which the plan was developed, and
the agencies, groups, organizations, and others who participated in the process.

The citizen participation process is described in detail below. The plan was developed
through a public hearing on local housing and community development needs, review of
the draft plan at the Housing Advisory Commission, a public comment period, and a
public hearing. Additional outreach was accomplished via mailings to interested parties
on the Housing and Community Services Department outreach lists, which include
interested individuals, including those residing in the Neighborhood Strategy Area,
community agencies serving low-income people, public buildings such as recreation
centers, senior centers, libraries and other government buildings.

3. Described actions that will take place during the next year to enhance coordination
between public and private housing, health, and social service agencies.

During the next year, the City of Berkeley will continue to coordinate the housing and
community services activities within the department through regular senior staff
meetings and coordination on specific topics. The City’s Health and Housing and
Community Services departments were merged in PY 2012, and will seek opportunities
to increase coordination during PY 2013.

City staff will also continue to participate in the implementation of Everyone Home, the
countywide plan to end homelessness. Everyone Home spearheads Alameda County’s
Continuum of Care. Staff will continue to participate in the initiative’s Leadership Board,
which includes most public funders of housing and homeless services in the county, as
well as leadership from key community based organizations. Leadership Board
membership helps coordinate efforts across the county. Staff also participate in other
committees composed of other funders (such as Alameda County Behavioral Health
Care Services and the Social Services Agency) as well as many community based
organizations.

City of Berkeley Annual Action Plan: DRAFT March 20, 2013
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Recent countywide collaboration efforts include the issuance of a countywide report on
homeless program outcomes compared to adopted countywide performance
benchmarks, planning for the 2013 homeless survey and count, the planning and
implementation of the Housing Retention and Homelessness Prevention (HPRP)
program.

Citizen Participation
1. Provide a summary of the citizen participation process.

A public hearing to receive input from Berkeley residents on Berkeley’s housing and
community development needs was held on October 17, 2012 before the Housing
Advisory, Human Welfare and Community Action, Homeless, and Parks & Recreation
Commissions. Twenty members of the public were present with fourteen addressing the
commission and articulating the following needs:

Funding for acupuncture detox services;

Internships for disadvantaged youth;

Childcare subsidies for Berkeley residents;

Funding for childcare programs for children ages two to ten;

Emergency shelter services for the homeless;

College scholarships for graduating seniors;

Summer programs or internships for teens;

Job search and placement services and better nutrition at homeless shelters;
Housing for the mentally ill; and

Benefits advocacy services.

The draft Plan was distributed to the Housing Advisory Commission on February 7, and
March 7, 2013, and a public comment period was opened on March 25, 2013. Plan
Announcements of the public hearing and public comment period were published in the
Oakland Tribune on March 23, 2013 and in The Berkeley Voice on DATE. The
announcement stated that the public comment period would close on May 1, 2013 and
included a summary of all key elements of the Plan. The announcement also included
information in Spanish and Chinese regarding how to obtain information about the Plan
in those languages.

Additional outreach was accomplished via mailings to interested parties on the Housing
and Community Services Department outreach lists, which include interested
individuals, community agencies serving low-income people, public buildings such as
recreation centers, senior centers, libraries and other government buildings. The plan
will also be posted on the City’s website.

City of Berkeley Annual Action Plan: DRAFT March 20, 2013
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A public hearing on the Plan was held on April 30, 2013 before the Berkeley City
Council. Comments to be added. Additional outreach for the public hearing was sent
via the mailing distribution lists mentioned above.

During the public comment period of March 25, 2013 through May 1, 2013, Add
comments here.

2. Provide a summary of citizen comments or views on the plan.

XXX members of the public spoke at the public hearing held on April 30, 2013. Add
comments here.

3. Provide a summary of efforts made to broaden public participation in the
development of the consolidated plan, including outreach to minorities and non-
English speaking persons, as well as persons with disabilities.

Additional outreach was accomplished via mailings to interested parties on the Housing
and Community Services Department outreach lists, which include interested
individuals, community agencies serving low-income people, public buildings such as
recreation centers, senior centers, libraries and other government buildings.

4. Provide a written explanation of comments not accepted and the reasons why these
comments were not accepted.

Fill in if applicable.

Institutional Structure

1. Describe actions that will take place during the next year to develop institutional
Structure.

As described in the Consolidated Plan, the City’s lead entity for implementation of the
Consolidated Plan is the Health, Housing & Community Services Department. The
Department consists of seven divisions:

The Office of the Director;
Housing & Community Services;
Finance and Administration;
Aging Services;

Environmental Health;

Public Health; and

Mental Health.

City of Berkeley Annual Action Plan: DRAFT March 20, 2013
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The Department of Housing and Community Services merged with the Department of
Health Services during 2012. Work is still underway to coordinate related programs and
maximize the potential for coordination and collaboration.

The Department works closely with the Planning Department, on an ongoing basis and
coordinated through regular monthly meetings.

In PY 2013, Housing & Community Services Department staff will continue to work with
staff of other public agencies, such as the Berkeley Housing Authority and the Berkeley
Rent Stabilization Board, addressing housing as topics of mutual interest arise.

Most of the housing and community services programs described in the Consolidated
Plan will continue to be delivered by nonprofit community based organizations in PY
2013. The City contracts with a wide range of housing and service providers using
CDBG, HOME, ESG, Community Services Block Grant (CSBG), General Fund, and
other sources of funding. These organizations leverage significant financial and in-kind
support from individual community members, foundations, and private organizations
that help meet the needs identified in this plan. The City will continue working closely
with these agencies in PY 2013.

Particularly since adopting Everyone Home, the Alameda countywide homeless and
special needs housing plan, in 2006, staff meet regularly with staff of agencies in other
Alameda County jurisdictions, on the Leadership Board and in a variety of committees.
Agencies routinely consulted include:

e Alameda County Housing and Community Development Department.
e Everyone Home.

e City of Oakland Department of Human Services.

e Alameda County Social Services Agency.

e Alameda County Behavioral Health Care Services.

In PY 2013, the City of Berkeley will continue working with the Berkeley Unified School
District (BUSD), the Planning and All-City Equity Taskforce Team, Berkeley Alliance,
and other planning team members in the 2020 Vision planning process. Berkeley has
one of the largest achievement gaps, meaning disparity of education performance
between groups of students, along race lines in the State of California. The 2020 Vision
aims to eliminate the legacy of racial predictability of Berkeley children’s achievement
and health by the year 2020 by identifying 8 areas to address: strong academics, good
health, family partnerships, kindergarten readiness, community/BUSD/City cooperation,
culturally/linguistically responsive institutions, using data, and financial viability and
sustainability.
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Attachment 8

Priority Home Partnership
Rental Assistance Agreement Letter
(click here to return to relevant section of the manual)

(date)
(landlord address)

(Head of Household) has been approved to receive temporary financial
assistance through the Emergency Solutions Grant program. The program is designed to help the
participant secure and/or retain housing and be a successful tenant. Our agency will maintain regular
contact during his/her time in the program to assist him/her with any problems related to his/her housing
or tenancy. The program does not, however, assume any responsibility for the tenant’s rent or for
compliance with the lease. The tenant is fully responsible for complying with the terms of the lease
he/she has with you.

The person named above has been approved for assistance with (check all that apply):

O A rental deposit in the amount of $

O A short-term rent subsidy in the amount of $ (currently approved until
date. This subsidy may be extended at the program’s discretion)

[0 Assistance with past due rent in the amount of $
All other payments under the terms of the lease are the responsibility of the tenant.

The City of Berkeley Priority Home Partnership Program will provide the above housing assistance
payments to you beginning [date]. By signing below, you agree to apply all payments you receive on the
tenant’s behalf toward the specified housing-related costs on the check. The termination of housing
assistance payments shall not affect the household's other rights under the lease.

The tenant is required to notify us if he or she moves; however, if you ever receive a subsidy check for a
tenant who has moved, it is your responsibility to return the check to us. Financial assistance from this
program can only be used toward the housing-related costs of the tenant named above while he/she
resides in your housing. You also must notify us if during the term of this agreement you notify the
tenant to vacate or if you lodge any complaint under state or local law to commence an eviction.

You are welcome to contact me if you have any questions or concerns regarding the program or this
tenant’s housing. [ name, title at 510 XXX-XXXX or housing specialist @ agency.org]. Thank you for
working with us.

Sincerely,

| have read this agreement and | agree to accept payments on behalf of the tenant listed
above as described in this letter. | have provided a W-9 form to the agency.

Property Owner/Property Manager Name:

Signature: Date:

39
COB ESG Manual and Forms - Ver 1.1 2/20/13



Attachment 8

Three Month Reassessment of Eligibility

(click here to return to relevant section of the manual)

ReassessmentDate: ~  /  /

Staff Name: Agency:

Program: O ESG O FRHP O PRCS O Other:

Head of Household Name: Service Point ID:

é Before beginning this Reassessment form, collect copies of updated income documentation for the household. é

Has there been a change in address or phone since the last assessment?

O No Change

O Address and/or phone has changed; new information below (Enter into HMIS InHOUSE Housing Sub-assessment)
Current STREET Address:
Apartment or Unit Number:

City: State: Zip:
Phone Number: Alternate Phone:
Start Date (Date moved into PermanentHousing) _ _ /_ _ /_

a) Total Household Members living/will live at this address:
b) Total ADULTS living/will live at this address:
c) Total CHILDREN living/will live at this address (NOTE:a—b=c)

Time in Program
Has household a) received 24 months of ESG assistance in last 36 months or b) exceeded other program time limits?
O Yes O No

If household has exceeded eligible time in program, record the determination below, and complete the HMIS
Exit Form for all adults.

Income Status Eligibility (Complete the income reassessment form attached for each adult and enter into HMIS)

What is the total gross household monthly income (include all household members)? $

What is the total gross household annual income? $ (monthly amount x 12)

Using the chart below, circle the household size and determine the percent of Area Median Income (AMI)

Household Size 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
30% AMI $18,750 $21,400 $24,100 $26,750 $28,900 $31,050 $33,200 $35,350
50% AMI $31,250 $35,700 $40,150 $44,600 $48,200 $51,750 $55,350 $58,900

AMT information current as of 12/1172012
Please check the household’s current income status AND the documentation attached

O No Income

O 1-30% AMI Copy of Payment Statement / Benefit Notice Copies of Pay Stubs

O 31-50% AMI O Alimony, spousal or child support O Earned Income

O Over 50% AMI O GA, SSI, SSDI, or TANF Copy of Federal or State Tax Return
O Private Disability O Self-Employment

Other Documentation O Pension / Retirement Income Self-Certification
O Unemployment or Workers’ Comp O No Income
O Interest/ Dividend Income
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If household has income greater than 30% of Median Income for the ESG program, or greater than
50% of AMI for the PRCS or FRHP program, discontinue assistance. Record the determination below, and
complete the Exit Form for all adults. (For other programs, check program guidelines.)

Is household receiving now or going to begin to receive a housing subsidy from another program?
O Yes O No
Subsidy: Startdate:  /  /

If household will be starting another subsidy, household is not eligible for continued financial
assistance. Household may continue to receive supportive services if needed to prevent homelessness. Skip to
Housing Stability Plan Progress.

Rent as Portion of Income

Is the household receiving Financial Assistance to remain housed?

0 Yes 0 No
What is the TOTAL monthly rent? (the total rent, not the portion currently paid by tenant)
é Rent to Income ratio: Total Monthly Rent ( ) X100 = % é
Gross Monthly Household Income ( )

If the income to rent ratio is lower than 50% for ESG and PRCS and 40% for FRHP, discontinue financial
assistance. Household may continue to receive supportive services if needed to prevent homelessness.

Housing Stability Plan Progress
Progress toward Obtaining or Maintaining Appropriate Housing:

O Achieved and Complete O Making adequate progress O Not making adequate progress

Progress toward Income or Employment Goals:
O Achieved and Complete O Making adequate progress O Not making adequate progress O Does Not Apply

Progress toward Other Stability Goals:
O Achieved and Complete O Making adequate progress O Not making adequate progress O Does Not Apply
Comments on Plan Progress, Accomplishments and Barriers:

If the household has achieved/completed all goals, they are no longer in need of assistance; discontinue
assistance. If the household is not making adequate progress on the Housing Stability Plan, and the household
has been offered all assistance necessary to make progress and has refused such assistance, you may
discontinue assistance. Indicate in comments below efforts made and current status of plan. Programs are
strongly encouraged not to discontinue assistance if household is making appropriate efforts but progress is
delayed. If discontinuing assistance, record the determination below, and complete the Exit Form for all adults.

41
COB ESG Manual and Forms - Ver 1.1 2/20/13



Attachment 8

Does household have financial resources and/or support networks that can help them gain/remain in
housing?

If household has other resources or support networks that can help them gain or remain in housing that are
adequate to secure their housing, discontinue assistance. Record the determination below, and complete the
HMIS Exit Form for all adults.

RESULT OF REASSESSMENT:

Discontinuing Program Assistance:

O Received maximum O Over Income O Below targeted rent to income 0O Receiving housing
permitted assistance ratio and does not require subsidy and does not
services. require services.
O Completed Housing O Not making adequate O has other resources or O Other:
Stability Plan Goals progress support networks that can secure
the housing

After completing the reassessment of eligibility, | have been informed that I/my household am/are no longer eligible
for assistance from this program. | understand that | and my household will be exited from the program. |
understand that if | am in need at a later time | may reapply for assistance (as long as | have not exceeded the
maximum length of assistance and continue to be eligible.)

Head of Household Signature: Date:

Staff member signature: Date:

Continuing Assistance:
O Continue housing stabilization services only. Revise/update Housing Stability Plan, and prepare new household budget if
income has changed.

O Continue financial assistance and housing stabilization services. Complete new financial assistance calculation,
revise/update housing stability plan and prepare new budget.
Attached:

O Revised Housing Stability O New Budget (if applicable) O New Financial Assistance
Plan Calculation form (if applicable)

After completing the reassessment of eligibility, | have been informed that I/my household amvare eligible for
continued assistance from this program. | understand that my participation agreement remains in force and that a
new stability plan, budget and financial contribution may be required. | understand that | will be reassessed again
within three months or less and that assistance may be discontinued at any time.

Head of Household Signature: Date:

Staff member signature: Date:
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informacién o si desean presentar comentarios por escrito, favor comunicarse con Roxana
Andrade-Lizarzaburu al 510.981.5402 o por correo electrénico a
randrade@cityofberkeley.info .
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