
AGENDA FOR THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE MEETING
CITY OF PORTAGE

 JULY 26, 2016

Committee of the Whole Work Session of July 26, 2016. 

6:00 p.m. Call to Order. 
Roll Call. 

A. Discussion on General Fund and Community Development Block Grant Human / Public Service Funding 
Application Review Process
1. General Fund and Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Program human/public service funding 

process ­ Priority Points:

a. Requests for Proposals ­ Outreach
b. Evaluation Criteria
c. Funding Awards/Allocations
d. Potential for increasing appropriations

B. Petitions and Statements of Citizens:

C. Summary of Discussion on General Fund and Community Development Block Grant Human / Public Service 
Funding Application Review Process.

Adjournment. 
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COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
JULY 26, 2016

TO: Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 

FROM: Vicki Georgeau, Director of Community Development
 

SUBJECT: General Fund & Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Program 
human/public service funding process

 

In preparation for the July 26, 2016 Committee of the Whole meeting, the following information is 
provided in regard to the annual General Fund and Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) 
Program human/public service funding process.

 Each November, prior to the start of the annual budget process, the Department of Community 
Development disseminates requests for applications to the following:

1. All agencies that submitted grant applications in the prior five-year period;
2. The Kalamazoo County LISC Affordable Housing Partnership;
3. The Kalamazoo/Battle Creek United Way; and
4. The Kalamazoo County Multi-Purpose Collaborative Body.

With regard to 2-4 above, these entities are regional housing and human service 
planning and funding organizations.  Each of these entities are requested to send out the 
request for grant applications to local non-profits.  This effort ensures dissemination to 
the broader community.  As additional information, attached is a sample letter and 
application provided to potential applicants.  A preliminary projection of funding 
available from both the General Fund and CDBG Program, as well as a summary of the 
established evaluation criteria is provided in the letter requesting applications.

 The Human Services Board has a long-established evaluation tool (attached), which is used to 
review and score applications for both the General Fund and CDBG Program.  City staff also use 
this evaluation tool in reviewing requests for funding.  This evaluation tool is the primary criteria 
used to score applications and determine funding levels recommended to City Council.

 With regard to the process, the Human Services Board and City Council receive the application 
packets in mid-December and the Board receives a presentation from all applicants during their 
first meeting in January.  The Board members then individually review and score each application.  
At their second meeting in January, the Board meets to review and compare applicant scores and 
then reaches consensus on the Board’s average score and ranking of applications.  At the Board’s 
meeting in February, the Board then considers:

1. Applicant scores/ranking;
2. Funding available vs. funding requests; and
3. Performance of current grantees and funding levels of current grantees in comparison to 

total grant requests.

Based on the above, and after a lengthy deliberation process, the Board makes a recommendation on 
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funding for all applicants to City Council.  As part of this process, city staff also prepare an evaluation 
and provide funding options to the Board to consider, prior to making a final recommendation on 
funding to City Council.

As additional background information, and at the recommendation of City Council, the Human 
Services Board completed an extensive review and revision of the evaluation criteria and review 
process in 2007.  The attached October 29, 2007 communication from the Board was accepted by the 
City Council on November 6, 2007.  

In March 2008, the Board again revised the evaluation criteria by: adding a mission statement 
consistent with Section 2-272 of the City Code, which outlines the purpose of the Human Services 
Board; adding a new criterion regarding basic human needs that awards additional points to applicants 
that provide a service that meets a basic human need; and adding a second Board meeting each January 
for the Board to review members scores and ranking of applicants.  In March 2009, the process was 
again revised to ensure the Board received a recommendation from city staff prior to the final 
deliberations on annual grant applications.  Subsequent to the more significant revisions noted above, 
the Board has engaged in an annual Continuous Quality Improvement process, in which they consider 
the most recent funding cycle and whether tweaks to the application form and/or evaluation criteria are 
appropriate.  This process is completed each fall prior to the start of the next funding round.

In addition to city staff, Human Services Board Chair Woodin and other members will be in attendance 
at the July 26th COW to further discuss this issue with City Council.
 
FUNDING: Per Council policy, 0.55% of annual General Fund revenue is to be allocated to 

human/public services.

Per federal regulations, a maximum of 15% of the annual CDBG Program entitlement 
grant plus program income received in the prior fiscal year can be allocated to 
human/public services. 

 
Attachments: 1. Human Services Funding Evaluation Criteria

2. Sample letter and application form - request for human service funding 
application

3. October 29, 2007 communication to City Council regarding human/public 
service evaluation criteria

4. Grant awards and applications - FY 2016-17 to FY 2010-11
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HUMAN SERVICES FUNDING EVALUATION CRITERIA 

 

 

In addition to the criteria listed below, which apply to the service(s) to be provided with the funding 

requested, the following Mission Statement for the Human Services Board will also serve as a guide to 

the Board in its review and recommendation of funding applications: 

 

The mission of the Human Services Board is to facilitate the satisfaction of the  

basic human needs of all Portage citizens by educating and advising the City Council, Portage 

human service agencies, and the community at large. 
 

 

1. EXTENT TO WHICH THE PROGRAM ADDRESSES A BASIC HUMAN NEED 
(QUESTION 10 ON APPLICATION) 

 

(Select only one that most closely fits) 

“Basic Human Needs” are considered to include: 

 

Score 

Provision of housing (e.g, emergency, transitional, permanent, homelessness/ prevention such as eviction,  

foreclosure, and/or utility shut-off prevention) 

50 

Provision of food (e.g., direct food distribution, food bank/pantry, Meals on Wheels) 40 

Provision of health and safety services (e.g., emergency services, health care, crisis intervention, etc.) 30 

Provision of job training, educational services, transportation, or quality of life enhancements 20 

Provision of clothing (e.g, direct, free/low-cost clothing and/or distribution) 10 

None of the above 0 

 

2. ACCESSIBILITY OF THE PROGRAM SERVICE TO PORTAGE RESIDENTS 
(QUESTION 11 ON APPLICATION) 

 

5 = Not Accessible to 25 = Easily Accessible 
 

(Select only one that most closely fits) 

“Accessibility” can be considered to be: 

 

Score 

Services located in Portage  25 

Services regularly provided in Portage (e.g. at a facility located in Portage or at the citizen’s location) 20 

Services accessible after normal (8 a.m.-5 p.m.) business hours, 24-hour phone hot line, or other methods  15 

Services available / accessible via public bus routes and/or transportation by agency 10 

None of the above 0 

 

 

3. DOES APPLICANT HAVE WORKING RELATIONSHIPS / COLLABORATIONS WITH OTHER 

ORGANIZATIONS SERVING PORTAGE RESIDENTS? 
(QUESTION 13 ON APPLICATION) 

 

5 = Fragments Service Delivery to 25 = Coordinates or Improves Service Delivery   
 

(Select only one that most closely fits) 

“Coordinates or Improves Service Delivery” can be generally considered to be: 

 

Score 

Services are unique in community and not duplicated by others 25 

Services are similar to others but carefully coordinated to avoid duplication  20 

Services are similar to others but Information and Referral is routinely provided to avoid fragmentation 15 

Services are similar to others and some fragmentation of services occurs 10 

None of the above 0 
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4. OF PORTAGE RESIDENTS SERVED, ARE MAJORITY ECONOMICALLY OR SOCIALLY DEPRIVED, SENIOR 

CITIZENS, OR PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES? 
(QUESTION 14 ON APPLICATION) 

 

5 = No Special or Unusual Needs to 25 = Economically or Socially Deprived 
 

(Select only one that most closely fits) 

“Economically or Socially Deprived” can be generally considered to be: 

 

Score 

Clientele is extremely low income and/or disabled and/or victim of abuse and/or other situation 25 

Clientele is low income and/or senior citizens 20 

Clientele is vulnerable or at risk of one of the above 15 

Clientele is in need of services  10 

None of the above 0 

 

5. PERCENT OF PORTAGE CLIENTS SERVED 
(QUESTION 5 ON APPLICATION) 

 

5 = Few to 25 = Many   
 

(Select only one that most closely fits) 

“Many” clients served can be considered to be: 

 

Score 

Portage clients equals 51-100% of clients served by agency  25 

Portage clients equals 31-50% of clients served by agency 20 

Portage clients equals 16-30% of clients served by agency 15 

Portage clients equals 7.6-15% of clients served by agency 10 

Portage clients equals 1-7.5% of clients served by agency 5 

Portage clients equals >1% 0 

 

6. AMOUNT OF OUTREACH EFFORTS 
(QUESTION 15 ON APPLICATION) 

 

5 = No Outreach to 25 = Extensive Outreach Efforts to People in Needs 
 

(Select only one that most closely fits) 

“Extensive Outreach” can be considered to be: regular newsletter distribution; cable access PSAs; 

advertisements/marketing campaigns; service listing in I&R databases/directories (2-1-1, United Way, etc.); 

presentations to community organizations/schools; open houses; coordination/provision of services with/at 

other agencies; participation in community collaborative efforts (e.g., MPCB, KLAHP, etc.) 

 

Score 

Utilizes 5 or more methods of outreach to Portage residents 25 

Utilizes 4 methods of outreach to Portage residents 20 

Utilizes 3 methods of outreach to Portage residents 15 

Utilizes 2 methods of outreach to Portage residents 10 

Utilizes 1 method of outreach to Portage residents 5 

 

For new programs/agencies in the community for less than five years, use criterion 7(A).   

For programs/agencies in the community for five or more years, use criterion 7(B).   
(QUESTION 6 (YEAR STARTED) AND 3 (% FUNDED) ON APPLICATION) 

 
 

7(A).   ABILITY OF AGENCY TO RECEIVE OTHER  FUNDING OR 
 

5 = Extensive to 25 = Limited  
 

(Select only one that most closely fits) 

“Limited” ability to receive other funding for “new” applicants can be generally defined as follows: 

 

Score 

Grant request equals 51% or more of the agency’s budget 25 

Grant request equals 31-50% of the agency’s budget 20 

Grant request equals 11-30% of the agency’s budget 15 

Grant request equals 6-10% of the agency’s budget 10 

(5)          



 

 

Grant request equals 0-5% of the agency’s budget 5 

 

 

7(B).    ABILITY OF AGENCY TO LEVERAGE OTHER FUNDING  
 

5 = Limited to 25 = Extensive 
 

(Select only one that most closely fits) 

“Extensive” leveraging of other funding for “previous” applicants can be generally defined as follows: 

 

Score 

Grant request equals 0-5% of the agency’s budget 25 

Grant request equals 6-10% of the agency’s budget 20 

Grant request equals 11-30% of the agency’s budget 15 

Grant request equals 31-50% of the agency’s budget 10 

Grant request equals 51% or more of the agency’s budget 5 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
T:\COMMDEV\2015-2016 Department Files\CDBG\2016-17 HPS$\FY 16-17 Forms\HPS Criteria (FY 16-17).doc456+546+ 
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