
AGENDA COVER MEMO 


Date: December 15, 2010 

To: Board of County Commissioners 

Department: Health & Human Services 

Presented by: 	 Rob Rockstroh 

Agenda Title: 	 ORDER J IN THE MATTER OF CONSIDERING PROTESTS 
AND AWARDING CONTRACTS TO PROVIDE HUMAN SERVICES TO 
LOW-INCOME, DISADVANTAGED, AND DISABLED LANE COUNTY 
RESIDENTS. 

I. MOTION 

In the Matter of Considering Protests and Awarding Contracts to Provide 
Services to Low-Income, Disadvantaged, and Disabled Lane County Residents. 

Human 

II. AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY 

The Board is being asked to award annual contracts to the list of agencies attached in 
Appendix B in the amount of $3,730,367 for the dates specified. 

III. BACKGROUND/IMPLICATION OF ACTION 

A. Human Services Fund History 

The Human Services Commission (HSC) is a partnership between Lane County and the 
cities of Eugene and Springfield. The HSC supports nonprofit partners in delivering 
essential services to Lane County residents through a consolidated funding pool the 
Human Services Fund. 

B. Planning Process 

The Human Services Fund planning process began in 2008 with the Human Services 
Commission (HSC) contracting with Program Policy and Insight, LLC to help develop a 
long-range blueprint for human services. Program Policy and Insight, LLC presented 
the Human Service Plan for Lane County to the HSC board on October 19, 2009. 

The HSC approved the Human Services Fund Priorities for Fiscal Years 2012 and 2013 
on July 19, 2010. The document detailed changes in the allocation process for the 
Human Services Fund such as creating more flexibility in the use of funds, encouraging 



new program ideas based on the most current best practices, and including a broader 
community of nonprofit proposals. 

On September 20, 2010, the HSC provided specific direction on allocating funds by 
approving a list of Funding Policies which was incorporated into the Request for 
Proposal (RFP) process. 

The planning for the distribution of Human Services Fund was discussed at length and 
in detail at monthly Human Services Commission meetings, Community Action Advisory 
Committee meetings, and the Human Services Network meetings in order to provide an 
opportunity for stakeholder discussion and feedback. 

C. Request for Proposals 

On October 4,2010, a Request for Proposals (RFP) was released by the Department of 
Health & Human Services (H&HS) seeking respondents interested in providing services 
to low-income, disadvantaged, and disabled Lane County residents that contribute to a 
continuum of care and were consistent with approved Human Services Commission's 
jurisdictional priorities and strategies. The RFP was duly advertised in the Register
Guard, was posted to the H&HS website, and distributed to the Human Services 
Network email distribution list. 

Thirty-seven proposals were recommended for contract award totaling $3,730,367 
(Attachment 1). 

Twenty-eight local agencies responded to the RFP by submitting 66 proposals. The 
proposals totaled $6,499,577, which is approximately $2.5 million more than available 
for award. 

The proposed annual amount available for award in the RFP totaled $4,000,000, 
representing a projected 20% reduction in revenues from fiscal year 2010-2011, or 
approximately $1,000,000. The actual contract amounts will be based on final available 
revenues resulting from federal, state and local budget processes. 

Priority Outcome and Sub-Outcome Areas identified in the Human Services Plan were 
based on fiscal year 2009-2010 contract amounts less American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act funding and limited duration jurisdictional funding (Attachment 2). 

Recommendation - Emergency Shelter/Services Eugene & Central Lane County 
The evaluation committee for the Emergency Shelter & Services Eugene and Central 
Lane County Sub-Outcome Area made a further recommendation regarding service 
awards. The committee conCluded that the proposals submitted did not adequately 
address the community needs or the needs of chronically homeless residents. The RFP 
Evaluation of Proposals section stated, "Lane County reserves the right to award less 
than 100% of funding available within each outcome area." The committee identified a 
gap in services to chronically homeless individuals and unanimously elected not to 
award all funding available in this SUb-Outcome Area. The committee recommended 
Lane County solicit Emergency Shelter & Services for chronically homeless individuals 



through a different competitive process using the balance remaining. This Sub
Outcome Area had a funding amount of $670,590 with $164,695 remaining after the 
selection process. 

D. Evaluation Committees 

The Program Evaluation Committees consisted of 24 qualified community volunteers. 
Members were selected based on their expertise of Lane County community services. 
Staff of the three jurisdictional partners, the cities of Eugene and Springfield and Lane 
County, contributed to the selection of committee members. Committee members were 
made aware of the grounds for appeal listed in LM 21.107(14) and declared any 
potential conflict of interest. 

There were six independent committees consisting of four members each. The 
committee members independently scored proposals prior to the committee meetings. 
During the committee meetings the members tallied scores and discussed proposals. 
Proposals were ranked in descending order and recommended for funding at an equal 
percentage of the amount requested within each priority outcome area. 

The number of proposals recommended for funding was dependent on the amount of 
funding available and the percentage level in which the committee ascertained was 
needed to adequately support the program viability. 

On November 17, 2010, all agencies that submitted proposals were notified of the 
recommendations of funding award and were notified of a seven day period to appeal 
the committees recommendations. 

E. Appeals 

There were eleven SUb-Outcome Areas for which no appeals were filed. The 
uncontested Sub-Outcome Areas and the award amounts are as follows: 

Emergency Shelter/Services South Lane County ............................................... $ 106,183 

Emergency Shelter/Services West Lane County ............................................... $ 58,210 


. Emergency Food & Assistance .............................................................................. $ 280,000 

HUD Supportive Housing Program - Amazon Transitions ................................ $ 159,622 

HUD Supportive Housing Program - Emerald Options DD ............................... $ 151,950 

HUD Supportive Housing Program - Emerald Options HIV/AIDS ................... $ 25,882 

HUD Supportive Housing Program - Emerald Options Youth .......................... $ 0 

HUD Supportive Housing Program - McKenzie Transitions .............................. $ 348,307 

HUD Supportive Housing Program - Safe Haven ............................................. ,,$ 639,391 

Increase Self Reliance Other - South Lane County ............................................ $ 161,025 

Increase Self Reliance Other - West Lane County ............................................. $ 88,275 

Increase Self Reliance Other - Supportive Service/Education ......................... $ 50,000 


Anyone responding to an RFP who is not recommended for award by the evaluation 
committee may protest the recommendation to Board of County Commissioners 
pursuant to LM 21.105(13). When a protest is filed, the department responsible for 



preparing the RFP shall prepare a written analysis of the protest and make a 
recommendation to the Board as to appropriate action to be taken. The grounds for 
protest include anyone or more of the following: 

(i) 	 The evaluation committee has failed to conduct the evaluation of proposals in 
accordance with the criteria or processes described in the solicitation materials. 

(ii) 	 Different criteria were used to evaluate different proposals. 

(iii) The evaluation committee unfairly applied the evaluation criteria to a proposal. 

(iv) A member or members of the evaluation committee 	had a relationship with a 
proposer that represented a conflict of interest. 

(v) 	 The criteria used to evaluate the proposals did not pertain to the services or 
products requested. 

(vi) A member or members of the evaluation committee demonstrated bias toward a 
proposal or a proposer. 

(vii) The 	 County abused its discretion in rejecting the protestor's proposal as 
nonresponsive. 

(viii}The evaluation of the proposals is otherwise in violation of any provisions of ORS 
279A or ORS 279B. 

(ix) All higher ranked proposals are nonresponsive. 

Lane Manual indicates the appeal shall be presented orally or in writing at a public 
meeting. The appellant shall then have 10 minutes to specifically address the protest 
criteria and the evaluation committee's recommendation. The recommended 
proposer(s) shall have a total of 10 minutes to respond, divided between them as they 
wish. Copies of the appeals, responses from selected providers and staff analysis of 
each appeal are included with the agenda packet (Attachment 3). 

The Board shall consider the evaluation committee's recommendation and the 
allegations of the protest before rendering a final decision. The Board may grant or 
deny the protest, reject proposals, or cancel the solicitation pursuant to LM 21.107(12} 
or remand to the department or evaluation committee for further information or 
consideration. In the event of remand, the department will report back to the Board as 
soon as is reasonably possible if the protest remains pending. The Board shall evaluate 
any protest before rendering a decision and shall state reasons and conclusions 
reached either in writing or on the record in a public meeting, with a Board Order 
referencing reasons for its decision on the protest. Any decision to overturn the 
recommendation shall be based on a finding that one of the appeal criteria listed above 
occurred to the substantial prejudice of the protestor. The protestor must be eligible and 
next in line to be awarded the contract if the protest was successful. 



The six appeals and the total award amount for each Sub-Outcome Areas for which 
appeals were filed along with the program/agencies appealing are as follows: 

Emergency Shelter/Svcs - Eugene & North Central Lane County ................... $ 505,894 

(Egan Warming Center-St. Vincent de Paul Appeal) 

Emergency Shelter/Svcs Springfield & East Lane County ............................... $ 285,406 

(Egan Warming Center-St. Vincent de Paul Appeal) 

Care Coordination & Access to Integrated Health Care .................................... $ 196,000 
(Youth Behavioral Health Program - Looking Glass Appeal) 

Increase Self Reliance - Eugene & North Central Lane County ....................... $ 142,526 

(Big Brothers Big Sisters-Committed Partners for Youth Appeal) 
(Connections Transitional Housing - St. Vincent de Paul Appeal) 

Increase Self Reliance - Springfield & East Lane County .................................. $ 61,083 
(Big Brothers Big Sisters -Committed Partners for Youth Appeal) 

Build a Safer Community ....................................................................................... $ 298,886 
(Sexual Assault Support Services - SASS Appeal) 

Improve Access to Services ................................................................................... $171,727 
(Cultural and Linguistically Appropriate Access to Human Services 
for Immigrant Families - Centro LatinoAmeticano Appea/) 

Additional background and information on the planning process and the Request for 
Proposal process can be found in Attachments 4 through 8. 

F. Alternatives/Options 

1. 	 Award contracts as indicated in Attachment 1 and direct H&HS staff to administer a 
competitive process for emergency services for chronically homeless individuals. 

2. 	 Award some of the contracts as indicated in Attachment 1 and direct staff to 
administer competitive processes for those contracts not awarded. 

3. 	 Do not award contracts as indicated in Attachment 1 and direct staff to administer a 
new competitive process for these funds. 

III. 	RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends Option 1 listed above. 

IV. 	 TIMING/IMPLEMENTATION 
Upon award of contracts by the Board, staff will begin developing contracts with 
subcontractors. Contract start dates range from January 1, 2011 to July 1, 2011. 



V. ATTACHMENTS 

Board Order 
1. Recommendation for Funding Award 
2. RFP Funding Amounts 
3. Appeals and Responses 
4. Committee Recommendation by Outcome Area and Rank 
5. Evaluation Committee Member List 
6. Human Services Fund Priorities for Fiscal Years 2012 and 2013 
7. Funding Policies 
8. Request for Proposal 



THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS, LANE COUNTY, OREGON 


RESOLUTION ) IN THE MAnER OF CONSIDERING PROTESTS AND 
AND ORDER: ) AWARDING CONTRACTS TO PROVIDE HUMAN SERVICES 

) TO LOW-INCOME, DISADVANTAGED, AND DISABLED LANE 
) COUNTY RESIDENTS. 

WHEREAS, Lane County recognizes the need for human services to low-income, 
disadvantaged, and disabled Lane County residents; and 

WHEREAS, Lane County supports human services through annual contributions to 
the Human Services Commission Fund; and 

WHEREAS, Lane County receives funding through agreements with the cities of 
Eugene and Springfield, U. S. Housing and Urban Development and the State of 
Oregon Housing and Community Services Department (OHCS) to support human 
services in Lane County; and 

WHEREAS, Request for Proposal evaluation committees have recommended 
award of contracts to providers of human services totaling $3,730,367; and 

NOW THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the protests be denied per 
reasons cited in Appendix A; 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Board of County Commissioners award the 
contracts as detailed in Appendix B in the amount of $3,730,367, and delegate 
signature authority to the County Administrator to execute the contracts for the services 
listed in Appendix R 

Effective this ___ day of December, 2010. 

Chair 
Lane County Board of County Commissioners 

APPROVED AS TO FORM 
Date Lane County 
OFFICE OF LEGAL COUNSEL 
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APPENDIX B 




ATTACHMENT 1 


Recommendations for Funding Award 




Human Services Commission 
LANE COUNTY· EUGENE· SPRINGFIELD 

HUMAN SERVICES FUND 

Award Recommendation 


The RFP Committees for the Human Services Commission Fund have made the following recommendation for annual contract 

awards. All contract award dates begin fiscal year 2012-2013 with the following exceptions. Shankle Safe Haven award corresponds 

with progra m year beginning January 1, 2011. Amazon Transition award corresponds with program year beginning February 1, 

2011. 

Meet Community Basic Needs 
Eugene Community Service Center 

Springfield Community Service Center 

South Lane Emergency & Basic Needs Service Center 

Hunger Relief Food Distribution 
Hunger Relief Meal Site 

Hepatitis Care & Case Management 
Meals on Wheels 

New Roads Day Access Shelter 

Station 7 Youth Shelter 

Emergency Shelter 

Siuslaw Outreach Services 

First Place Family Center - Emergency Basic Needs Center 

Primary Health Care Services 

Buckley Center 

Increase Self Reliance 
Amazon Transitions 

McKenzie Transitions 

South Lane Housing & Self Reliance Center 

Oregon Housing Opportunities in Partnership 

Job Connections - South Lane 

Runaway and Homeless Youth Employment Program 

Stable Housing Program 

Transitional Living Program 

Emerald Options Homespace 

Children IS Resource Center 

Homeless Prevention Program 

Supportive Housing - McKenzie Transitions 

Shankle Safe Haven 

The Inside Program 

Siuslaw Outreach Services 

Second Chance Renter Rehabilitation 

Build a Safer Community 
Domestic Violence Services 

Pearl Buck Preschool PBIS Parent Training Project 

Safe Communities for Runaway and Homeless Youth 

Therapeutic Early Childhood Program 

Improve Access to Services 
Improve Access to Services 

Safe Crisis Intervention and Outreach Program 

5SI/SSDI, Outreach, Access, and Recovery 

Catholic Community Services of Lane County 

Catholic Community Services of Lane County 

Community Sharing 

Food for Lane County 

Food for Lane County 

HIV Alliance 

Lane Council of Governments 

Looking Glass Youth & Family Services 

Looking Glass Youth & Family Services 

ShelterCare 

Siuslaw Outreach Services 

St. Vincent de Paul 

White Bird Clinic 

Willamette Family 

Catholic Community Services of Lane County 

Catholic Community Services of Lane County 

Community Sharing 

Oregon Department of Human Services 

Goodwill Industries 

Looking Glass Youth & Family Services 

Looking Glass Youth & Family Services 

Looking Glass Youth & Family Services 

Mainstream Housing 

ShelterCare 

ShelterCare 

ShelterCare 

ShelterCare 

ShelterCare 

Siuslaw Outreach Services 

SI. Vincent de Paul 

Womenspace 

Pea rl Buck Center 

Looking Glass Youth & Family Services 

Relief Nursery 

White Bird 

Looking Glass Youth & Family Services 

5heiterCare 

$164,694 
$175,000 
$106,183 
$175,000 

$45,000 
$35,000 
$60,000 
$42,001 

$162,334 
$82,577 
$58,210 

$164,694 
$86,000 
$75,000 

$159,622 
$175,000 
$109,858 

$25,882 
$51,167 

$4,586 
$73,722 
$62,765 

$151,950 
$25,000 
$84,677 

$110,542 
$639,391 

$40,624 
$88,275 
$25,000 

$115,868 
$64,319 
$24,216 
$94,483 

$70,069 
$61,248 
$40,410 



ATTACHMENT 2 


RFP Funding Amounts 




(Proposed for RFP) 

Meet Community Basic Needs (41%1 

Emergency Shelter/Services and Other Assistance 


Eugene & North Central Lane County .................................................. $ 670,590 

Springfield & East lane County ........ _._ ... __ ..................___ ._ .........._.......... $ 285,406 

South lane County" ............................................................................... $ 106,183 

West lane COuntY........................__ ........_...............................................$ 58,210 


Emergency Food & Assistance .......................................................... _______________ $ 302,358 

Care Coordination & Access to Integrated Health Care ................................ $ 201,430 


Increase Self Reliance (48%1 

HUD Supportive Housing Program· Amazon Transitions_ .... _.... __ ................... $ 159,622 

HUD Supportive Housing Program· Emerald Options DD.................._. __ .______ .$ 151,950 

HUD Supportive Housing Program Emerald Options HIV/AIDS" ................. $ 31,934 

HUD Supportive Housing Program· Emerald Options Youth ............ _____________ $ 27,587 

HUD Supportive Housing Program· McKenzie Transitions ............................ $ 391,817 

HUD Supportive Housing Program· Safe Haven ............................................. $ 639,391 


Increase Self Reliance Other 

Eugene & North Central Lane County ............................... _ ..._______________$ 177,526 

Springfield & East lane County ............................................................. $ 76,083 

South lane County ................................................................................. $ 161,025 

West Lane County .................................................................................. $ 88,275 


Build a Safer Community (7%1... ............................................... ____.._________________ $ 298,886 


Improve Access to Services (4%1......................................................................$171,727 


TOTAL RFP FUNDING AMOUNTS ..................................................................... $4,000,000 




ATTACHMENT 3 


Appeals and Responses 




Appeal: Emergency Shelter and Services 
Agency: St. Vincent de Paul 
Proposal: Egan Warming Center 



Appeal: Emergency Shelter and Services 
Agency: St. Vincent de Paul 
Proposal: Egan Wanming Center 

Lane County Health & Human Services (H&HS) RESPONSE 

In their appeal St. Vincent de Paul cites LM 21.107(14)(d)(v), the criteria used to 
evaluate the proposal did not pertain to the services or products requested. The 
basis for appeal was twofold. The Egan Wamring Center Proposal requested 
funds in the area of Emergency Shelter/Services and Other Assistance in both 
Eugene and Springfield. The proposal ranked 6th out of 6 proposals in Emergency 
Shelter/Services and Other Assistance - Eugene and 5th out of 5 in Emergency 
Shelter/Services and Other Assistance - Springfield. 

1. 	 St. Vincent de Paul's appeal states, "The proposal scored highly in all but one 
category: connecting people to mainstream benefits." 

Egan Warming Center actually scored below average in eight areas. The 
widest variance from average was Program Impact and Linkages. In the 
Program Impact section, the Egan proposal scored 1.04 points lower than 
average. For the two Linkages questions the Egan proposal scored below 
average by -.1 pts and -.41 pts. In addition to the Program Impact section, the 
Egan proposal scored below average in other areas as follows: Organizational 
Capacity -.42 pts, Program Design #1 -.33 pts, Program Design #2 -.69 pts. 

The Egan proposal received the following scores for the two Linkages 
questions. 

Question #1: Connecting participants to Mainstream Benefits: Egan scores 
2.5, 3, and 3.5 for an average of 3. There was one other proposal out of 21 
which receive a score of 3 and four other proposals that received scores of 
3.5. 

Question #2: Collaborates and connects with other providers: 4, 3.5, and 4. 
There were two other proposals out of 21 which scored 3.5 and six proposal 
received scores of 4. 

If the Linkages section was removed from all of the proposals submitted and 
scores were re-added and re-ranked, the Egan Warming Center proposal 
would still rank 6th out of 6 proposals in Emergency Shelter/Services and Other 
Assistance - Eugene and ranked 5th out of 5 Emergency Shelter/Services and 
Other Assistance - Springfield. 



2. 	 St. Vincent de Paul's appeal further alleges that connecting "people with 
mainstream benefits - does not pertain to the very basic level of services we're 
trying to provide." 

The appeal suggests that linking an Egan Warming Center guest to mainstream 
benefits is not a goal of priority area "Meet Community Basic Needs" and it was 
"inappropriate to judge the Egan Warming Center using this requirement." 

Item #3 of the Funding Polices approved by the Human Services Commission 
states, "All HSC contractors must coordinate with schools, hospitals, public 
safety and other services providers and address collaboration and linkages with 
community organizations." Various levels of involvement in linking participants 
to mainstream benefits was expected and acknowledged in the RFP (referral 
only, systematic follow-up, transportation etc). Although the goal of the Egan 
Warming Center may not be to link participants to benefits and services, the 
priority for funding as stated in the Funding Policies are those services which 
do actively engage in linking participants with services and benefits where there 
is the greatest impact toward making lasting changes in their lives. 

St. Vincent de Paul's appeal is in response to not receiving funding for the Egan 
Warming Center proposal in the Emergency Shelter Services and Other 
Assistance category. The basis for St. Vincent de Paul's appeal is that the criteria 
of connecting people to mainstream benefits did not apply to the services being 
provided. If scores for the questions relating to Linkages (connecting people to 
mainstream benefits) is removed from all proposals submitted, the Egan Warming 
Center proposal is still the lowest ranked proposal in both Eugene and Springfield 
and would still not receive funding. Furthermore, per Lane Manual 21.107(14)(f): 
any decision to overturn the recommendation shall be based on a finding that one 
of the criteria of LM 21.107(14)(d) occurred to the substantial prejudice of the 
protestor. The protestor rnust be eligible and next in line to be awarded the contact 
if the protest was successful. St. Vincent de Paul's Egan Warming Center 
proposal would be next in line in Springfield but would not be the next in line for 
funding in Eugene if the recommendation is overturned. 



ST. VINCENT de PAUL SOCIETY 
OF LANE COUNTY, !Nc' 

705 South-Seneca Social Service. - (541)689·6747 
PO Box 24608 Slore. - (5411 345-0595 

Eugene, OR 97402 Office - (541) 687·5820 
Visil us at www.svdp_usFax - (541) 683·9423 

November 23. 2010 

Lyn Oliver 
Lane County Health and Human Services 
125 East g'b Avenue 
Eugene, OR 97402 

RE: Request for Proposals #20463 

Dear Ms. Oliver, 

SI. Vincent de Paul recently submitted an application to the Human Services Fund (RFP #20463) 
to request $30,000 for the Egan Warming Center. This program did not receive funding, and I 
wish to appeal this decision on the following grounds: 

The criteria used to evaluate proposals did uot pertain to the services requested. 

The Egan Wanning Center applied for funding under the ~Meet Basic Human Needs" criteria. 
The proposal scored highly in all but one category: connecting people to mainstream benefits. 

The goal of the Egan Warming Center is simple: to ensure that homeless people in Lane County 
have a place to sleep indoors when temperatures drop 1028 degrees or below between November 
15th and March 31st. We provide a warm place to sleep and hot drinks. We often provide a 
meal and a.:cesS to warm clothing, but those are the only service we offer. 

That being said, the Egan Warming Center meets the most basic human need: the ability to 
accesS shelter and food, particularly during extreme weather. The Egan Warming Center opened 
after a Lane County resident froze to death in the snow. Our goat is to keep people alive. 
Nothing more. nothing less. While we understand and even applaud the desire to move people 
onto benefits that can help end homelessness. we feel it is inappropriate to judge the Egan 
Warming Center using this requirement. 

Under the RFP's Priority 1, Meet Community Basic Needs, the application states: "Services in 
this category assist Lane County residents to meet basic needs such as nutritious, food, clothing, 
emergency shelter, utilities, and specialized case management service for high service users_" 
Nowhere does it state that connecting people with mainstream benefits is important. However, it 
does list Extreme Weather Shelters as a priority area. 

"Help Us Help Others" 

www.svdp_us


If Lane County's true goal is to meet basic human needs, the Egan Warming Center deserves a 
second chance at funding. The criteria used to evaluate proposals in this category - particularly 
the requirement to connect people to mainstream benefits - does not pertain to the very basic 
level of service we're trying to provide. 

Please contact me at (541) 687-5820 ifyou have any further questions. Thank you fQr 
considering this req 

Sincerely. 

T . c 
xecutive Director 



Catholic: 

Community 

Servkesof 

Lane County, Inc:. 


1025 "0" Street 
Springfield, OR 97477 
FAX: (541) 744·2272 
Phone: (541) 345-3628 
www.ccslc.org . 

December I, 20 I 0 

Lyn Oliver 
Lane County Human Services Commission 
125 E. 8th Ave. 
Eugene OR 97402 

RE: RFP #20463 

Dear Ms. Oliver, 

This letter is in response to the appeal and informational letters from Sf. Vincent de Paul 
which you distributed November 24th, 2010. 

While both ofthese services are deserving ofyour consideration, it is our recommendation 
that the HSC fully award the applicants that met the RFP criteria. The recipients ofawards 
in the "Meet Community Basic Needs" area were funded at 94% oftheir requests, leaving 
$164,695.00 still available. We believe the most appropriate action would be to fund the 
highest scoring proposals at 100",4 and divide the remaining funds amongst other programs 
that may fill in gaps in services. 

Catholic Community Services holds the agency St. Vincent de Paul, the Service Station and 
Egan Warming Center programs in the highest regards. We feel they are partners to CCS in 
meeting the needs of the homeless in our community. We have no desire for these worthy 
programs or their clients to suffer. Our intent is to honor the RFP process in its intent to 
have fairness and transparency in the funding process. 

Please do consider funding the Egan Warming Centers and Eugene Service Station with 
other discretionary funding ifit is available. They are very worthy programs that serve 
some ofour neediest community members and contribute greatly to the network ofhuman 
services in Lane County. 

Respectfully, 
Stephanie Talbott 
Assistant Executive Director 

A CATHOUC CHARITIES AOENCY 

http:164,695.00
http:www.ccslc.org


Appeal: Care Coordination and Access to Integrated 
Health Care 

Agency: 
Proposal: 

Looking Glass Youth & Family Services 
Runaway & Homeless Youth Behavioral 
Health Program 



Appeal: Care Coordination and Access to Integrated Health Care 
Agency: Looking Glass Youth & Family Services 
Proposal: Runaway & Homeless Youth Behavioral Health Program 

Lane County H&HS RESPONSE: 

Looking Glass Youth & Family Services cites LM 21.107(14)(d)(i), the evaluation 
committee has failed to conduct the evaluation of proposals in accordance with the 
criteria or processes described in the solicitation materials. The appeal contains 
three points as follows: 

1. 	 The appeal contends the award recommendation is not consistent with the 
priorities, strategies and expected outcomes identified in the RFP materials. 
Specifically Looking Glass cites the Ten Year Plan to End Chronic 
Homelessness. According to the appeal, the committee recommendations for 
award in the priority area Care Coordination and Access to Integrated Health 
Care did not address goal ten of the Ten Year Plan, to increase services to 
homeless youth. 

The RFP document did request proposals which "contribute to a continuum of 
care within Lane County and are consistent with approved Human Services 
Commission's jurisdictional priorities and strategies". The Ten Year Plan to 
End Chronic Homelessness was one of six priorities and strategies cited in the 
RFP. While the RFP did seek services consistent with HSC strategies and 
plans there was no expectation that the funding available would fund all 
projects eligible to apply. 

Although the Looking Glass Behavioral Health project was not funded, the 
evaluation committees did recommended awards to the following youth 
programs. These awards represent 12% of the total Human Services Fund: 

Looking Glass Youth Shelter $162,334 
Looking Glass Youth Day Access Shelter $ 42,001 
Looking Glass youth Employment $ 4,586 
Looking Glass youth Stable Housing $ 73,722 
Looking Glass Youth Transitional Living $ 62,765 
Looking Glass Youth Crisis Intervention & Outreach $ 61,248 

2. 	 The appeal also alleges that the recommendation does not address the 
expected outcome of reducing public safety contacts and usage of emergency 
services by chronically homeless adults and at risk and homeless youth. The 
committee recommended three projects for funding: Buckley Center residential 
detoxification for low income and homeless individuals, White Bird Primary 
Healthcare and Hepatitis Care & Case Management for low income and 
homeless injection drug users. All three services indicated decreasing the 
need for emergency services for high level service users was an expected 



outcome of their service. One program indicated "reducing the need for public 
safety involvement" was an expected outcome of their services. All three 
provided acceptable methodologies to collect the data. 

3. 	 Lastly. the appeal notes that none of the services recommended for funding 
target youth. Lane County H&HS acknowledges the importance of behavioral 
health services for youth and adults. The amount of funding available in the 
Care Coordination & Access to Integrated Health Care was not significant 
enough to address all the service needs in Lane County. Both behavioral 
health proposals submitted under this category. one serving youth and one 
serving adults, were not recommended for award. The Care Coordination & 
Access to Integrated Health Care Outcome Area had $201,430 available for 
award. Lane County H&HS received proposals totaling $426,764 for this 
category. The Looking Glass proposal alone totaled $129,064. The 
evaluation committee recommended three highest ranking projects be 
awarded funding at 100% of the amount requested. 

Review of the award process as it pertains to the three items in the Looking Glass 
appeal did not reveal or support the assertion that H&HS failed to conduct the 
process in accordance with the information contained in the RFP materials. 

Per Lane Manual 21.107(14){f): any decision to overturn the recommendation shall 
be based on a finding that one of the criteria of LM 21.107(14)(d) occurred to the 
substantial prejudice of the protestor. The protestor must be eligible and next in 
line to be awarded the contact if the protest was successful. The Looking Glass 
proposal was ranked fourth and next in line to receive funding. 
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Novcmber 11, 1010 

Lane County Human Services Commission 
125E8" Ave. 
Eugene. OR 9740 I 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Loolcing Glass Youth and Fan1ily Services is presentins this letter as a fomlal appeal to 
the evaluation coromiuee's funding recoItUllclid'3ffiliiS1'!rr"lhe" Human Services 
Commission's (HSC) General Fund contract proposals. The appeal is specitic to the 
submitted proposal for Looking Glass' Runaway and Homcless Youth Behavioral Health 
Program. wlder Priority Area One (1): Meeting Community Basic Needs - Care 
Coordination and Access to Jntegratcd Health Carc. This is based on the Request for 
Proposal Appeals Process critcria I: "The evaluation criteria has failed to conduct the 
evaluarion of thc proposals in accordance with d.e criteria Or processes described in the 
solicitation material." 

Thc Request for Proposals Resource Manual details Lane County's Ten Year Plan to End 
Chronic Homelessness. Goal ten (10) of tfte plan states; "increase services to homeless 
youth to prepare thcm for indepcndentliving." Additionally. one ofthe HSC's expected 
outcomes pertaining to priority area one (1) is a reduction in public: safcty contacts and 
usage of emergcney services by chronicaUy homeless adults and al risk and bomeless 
youth (I.e. hospital cmergency rooms, jails, and psychiatric facilities). 

In tbe published contract rccommendatiollS for the HSC general fund, it appears tbat three 
(3) agencies bave been awarded funding to support care coordination and _ to 
integrated health services. However each or these agencies target adults. Looking Glass' 
RHY Behavioral Health Program provides melttal health services !bat target chronically 
homeless and uninsured youth ages eleven (J I) to twenty-one (21), The current funding 
reconunendations do not rcnect early intcm,ntion and prevention efforts tbal could be 
supported through Looking Glass, Researcb indicates tlmt montal heahh intervention 
reduces life time emorgency room visits, incarceration, psychiatric hospitalization, and 
IODg tonn homelessness. 

Looking Glass respectfully requests funding support for the agency's Behavioral Health 
Program. Your anemion to Ihis appeal and your effons t1u'Oughout 'the original 
evaluation process are grcatly appreciated. 

ChiiefJExe-::ulive Officer 
Looking Glass Youth and Family Services, Inc. 
n-B Centennial Loop, Suite 2 
Ellgene, OR 9740I 

http:th.':.1i
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687 Cheshire Ave. Eugene. OR 97402 

November 29, 2010 

Lane County Human Services Commission 
125 E 8th Ave. Eugene, OR 
9740 I 

To Whom It May Concern. 

I was dismayed to learn that an appeal was filed that could seriously affect our 
recommended HSC funding award. The need for the services we provide was clearly supported 
in our RFP and Ilpheld by the HSC committee making the recommendations. The funding we 
requested is critical not only to the provision ofour services but also to our bottom line. A 
reduction (or complete elimination) of the recommended request would seriously harm our 
ability to provide the offered services. 

Obviously, we believe that the committee's original recommendation was correct. 
While our services are provided to adults, many ofour clientele have children. By improving the 
lives ofour clientele we improve the lives of their children. Through our services the parents 
become better equipped to care for their children. When we improve the lives and living 
conditions of the parents, we improve the lives and living conditions of the children. 

With all due respect to the appealing agency, the services we provide are critical to Lane 
County. The funding recommended in the l!!!!< RFP that we requested is small when compared to 
the $430,000 + that was awarded to the appealing agency through their seven recommended 
contract awards, however it is a large amount to us. We are fully aware of the limited funding 
available and urge you to stand by your original decision. To reduce or eliminate the funding 
recommended for our agency and award it to an agency already receiving more than six times 
that amount would be grossly inequitable. Your support in this matter will be greatly 
appreciated. 

Respectfully, 

Bob Richards, MA CADCm NCACII 

Director, Buckley Center 
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SUbject: RE: HSC Recommendatton for COntract Award A.ppeal • COOrdlnatlon 1ft.Access to Integrated Healttl care 
Da"': Tuesday, November 30, 20108:20:05 AM 

Looking Glass's proposal was excellent. I would have gladly funded all program requests If 

the money had been there. Unfortunately, we only had enough cash to cover the programs 

that we did. Even if we dropped the HIV program, it wouldn't have saved enough to cover 

the looking Glass program. 

Tod Schneider 

Eugene Police Crime Ptel1elllion 

541-682-8186 

!od.schneider@ci.eugene.or.us 

From: OLlVER Lyn E [maUto-Ly" Ql IVER@c:o lane or usl 
Sent: Monday, November 29,20105:22 PM 
To: JOHNSON Frandsca E; 'BHaase@peacehealth.org'; SCHNEIDER Tod 
Cc: HEESZEl Debbie 0 
Subject: HSC Recommendation for Contract Award Appeal - Coordination &. Access to Integrated 
Health care 
Importance: High 

Hello HSC RFP Committee Members, 

As you know your committee recommendation for contract awards was released last on 

November 17th• I received one appeal of your recommendation from looking Glass Youth 

& Family Services. (attached). 

Per, Lane Manual 21.107(14) committee members shall be given an opportunity to respond 

to the appeal In writing. Responses will be included in the order which will be presented to 

the Board of County Commissioners on December 15, 2010. 

If you are Interested in submitting a response please let me know by 5:00 Tuesday, 

November 30, 2010 of your intent to respond. 

You can contact me with any question. Thanks, l 

Care Coordination & Access to Integrated Health Care 

Buckley Center Willamette Family $75,000 93.167 

Primary Health Care White Bird $86,000 92.167 

Hepatitis Care & Case Management HIV Alliance $35,000 92.000 

Behavioral Health Program looking Glass $0 91,500 

Behavioral Health Care White Bird $0 90.500 

mailto:BHaase@peacehealth.org
mailto:od.schneider@ci.eugene.or.us


« File: Behav Health LG.pdf» 

Lyn Oliver 

Program Services Coordin~tor 
Human Services Commission 

Lane County H&HS . 

Phone (541) 682-4607 

Fax (541) 682-3760 


.Email ryo e Qliyer@cq lane or !'$ 

125 E 8th Avenue I Eugene. OR 97401 




Appeal: Increase Self Reliance Other - Eugene & North Central 

Lane County and Springfield & East Lane County 


Agency: Committed Partners for Youth, Big Brothers and Big Sisters 

Proposal: Committed Partners for Youth, Big Brothers and Big Sisters 




Appeal: 	 Increase Self Reliance Other - Eugene & North Central Lane 
County and Springfield & East lane County 

Agency: 	 Committed Partners for Youth, Big Brothers Big Sisters 
Proposal: 	 Committed Partners for Youth, Big Brothers Big Sisters 

Lane County H&HS RESPONSE: 

Committed Partners for Youth (CPY) filed an appeal on the basis of LM 
21.107(14)(d)(i), the evaluation committee has failed to conduct the evaluation of 
proposals in accordance with the criteria or processes described in the solicitation 
materials. Committed Partners' rationale for appeal asserts two points: 

1. Vague and conflicting language of the RFP application regarding the submission 
of an electronic version of the application. 

The appeal states, "There is no statement that an electronic version of the 
application must be submitted. An electronic version of the proposal was 
successfully submitted by 4:45 p.m. on November 4, 2010." The appeal 
further notes that the Calendar of Events contained in the RFP does not 
mention an electronic version. 

The language in the RFP regarding electronic submission was as follows: 

"Proposals are due Thursday, November 4, 2010 no later than 4:00 p.m, 
Applicants must submit one (1) original and four (4) hard copies of the proposal 
by the date specified. An electronic version of the proposal must also be 
submitted by email, USB storage drive or compact disc. Proposals received 
after the deadline will not be accepted". 

Additionally, the RFP Checklist, which was signed by the Executive Director 
Susan Walsh, (Attached) included language infonming applicants that "One 
original plus four hard copies and an electronically by email, USB Storage 
Drive, or CD' were required, 

lane County H&HS acknowledges an electronic version was not mentioned in 
the Calendar of Events. The document referenced only "one original and four 
copies of the RFP due 4:00 p.m. to Health & Human Services (no postmarks 
accepted after the RFP deadline)." 

Although there were references to the electronic version requirement in the 
"How to Apply" and in "Form 2 - RFP Checklist", Lane County H&HS made a 
decision not to disqualify any proposal based only on the late submission of the 
electronic version. 

Committed Partners for Youth proposal was disqualified based solely on the 
determination that the proposal was received after 4:00 p.m. PST. 



2. 	 Lack of evidence that the application was not properly received by 4:00 p.m. 
PST. 

The appeal asserts the CPY staff member delivering the proposal "first went to 
the wrong office, the Department of Children and Families: The Department of 
Children and Families staff member directed the CPY staff member to the 
correct office and said there was "two minutes to make the deadline". The 
appeal states, "According the HSC staff, the Human Service's Commission 
office clock or HSC staff member's watch/cell phone read 4:01 p.m. It is 
reasonable to believe that the margin of error among clocks in the Public 
Service's Building is greater than one minute: 

The deadline for the submission of proposals was clearly stated on the front 
cover of the RFP, the RFP "How to Apply" section, the Calendar of Events, 
Form 2 - RFP Checklist and on all RFP advertisements. These documents 
and the RFP deadline were known and available as of October 4,2010. 

Two Human Services Commission (HSC) staff members were present at the 
reception desk at 4:01 p.m. The Program Services Coordinator in charge of the 
RFP process declared the end of the RFP submission as of 4:01 p.m. prior to 
the CPY staff member entering the office to deliver the proposal. The Program 
Services Coordinator verified the time again when the CPY staff member 
opened the office door and informed the CPY staff member of the time. 

Human Services Commission (HSC) staff used two clocks to verify submission 
time, the HSC reception computer which is generated through Microsoft 
Windows, and the Lane Council of Governments telephone digital display. The 
two digital office clocks agree to the minute with the HSC wall clock and 
Verizon cell phones. Although, disqualification for one minute late is 
unfortunate, there were 27 agencies that made special arrangements and 
sacrifices to ensure their 65 other proposals were completed and delivered 
within ample time to be received before 4:00 p.m, on November 4,2010. 



Applications m~st include all required documentation listed below to be eligible for this 
selection process andror receive a contract for services. 

INCOMPLETE APPLICATIONS WilL NOT BE CONSIDEREn'fOR FUNDING 

Program Funding Proposal 
(One original plus jour hard copies J2!lQ electronically by email, USB Storage Drive or CDj 

@ 	 Form 1. RFP Coversheet 

~ 	 Form 2. RFP Checklist (Signed) 

~ 	 Form 3. Statement of Assurances and Proposal (Notarized) 

[8: 	 Form 4. Letter indicating a current management qualificatio~ is on file at 
Lane County H&HS!DCF ill a complete Management Qualification Packet (one 
original and three copies). 

Form S. Agency Qualification Questionnaire ~ 


~ Form 6. Program QlIalification Questionnaire 


Form 7. Budget Spreadsheet 

Form 8. Logic Model 

~ 

~ 

I acknowledge that all of the required items listed abo'Ie are included in the proposal and 
understand proposals will be disqualified from consideration for the following reasons: 

• Not submitting the proposal by the due date! time of Thursday, November 4, 


2010 by 4:00 pm 


• Any item listed above is missing from t1e proposal 

• Request for proposJI is less than $25,000 or more t"an $175,000 {HUD SHP programs 

are allowed exception to maximum limitl see RFP InstructiOns #7} 

• Requesting funding from more than one Outcome Area in a single proposal 

• Statement of Assurances and Proposal submitted without being notarized 

• Unable to answer affirmative to all items listed on the Agency Qualification 

QUestionnaIre 


• Program Funding Proposal or Management Qualification Packet received a score 
of less than 70% 

U/Lfln 
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Big Brothers Big Sisters 
of Lane County

November 5,2010 

Lyn E. Oliver 
Lane County Health and Human Services 
Human Services Commission 
125 East 8'· Ave. Room 372 
Eugene, OR 97401 

Notice of Appeal 

RE: RFP # 20463 Decision not to recommend Committed Partners for 
Youth, Big Brothers Big Sisters' application to the evaluation committee for 
review. 

Dear Ms. Oliver: 

Corrunitted Partners for Youth, Big Brothers Big Sisters (CPY-BBBS) 
respectfully petitions the review committee of Lane County Human Services 
Commission's RFP 20463 to allow review of CPY -BBBS' application. 

The grounds for the petition of appeal is (1) The evaluation corrunittee has fai led 
to conduct the eval uation of proposals in accordance with the criteria or process 
described in the solicitation materials. The grounds for appeal are: 

I. 	 Vague and conflicting language of the RFP application regarding the 

submission of an electronic version of the application; and 


II. 	 Lack ofevidence that the application was not properly received by 4:00pm 
PST. 

Rationale: 

1. 	 Page I of the RFP, section "How to Apply", states that "Applicants must 
submit one original and four hard copies of the proposal by the date 
specified. An electronic version of the proposal must also be submitted by 
e-mail." Conversely, page 6, "Calendar of Events" states that on 
Thursday. Novemher4,h, 2010, "one original and four copies of the RFP 
are due by 4:00pm to Health and Human Services." There is no 
statement that an electronic version of the application must be submitted. 
An electronic version of the proposal was successfully submitted by 
4:45pm on November 4, 2010. 

935 Oak Streel, Eugene, Oregon 97401 • (541) 344·0833 • fax (541) 344-3209 • www.committedpartners.org 

www.committedpartners.org


II. 	 There is inconclusive evidence that the application packet was received 
later than the 4pm deadline. CPY- BBBSAdministrative Manager, 
ShaY>1l Warren hand delivered the application packet to the Public 
Service Building, but first went to the wrong office, the Department of 
Children and Families. When DCF staff member, Delaney Johnson, 
directed Shawn to the correct office. she said to Shawn that she had two 
minutes to make the deadline. Delaney and Shawn proceeded up the 
stairs to the correct office immediately there.after. According to HSC 
staff, the Human Service's Commission office clock or HSC staff 
member's watch/cell phone read 4;0Ipm. It is reasonable to believe that 
the margin of error among clocks in the Public Service's Building is 
greater than one minute. 

Thank you for consideration of this appeal. CPY-BBBS would appreciate a 
thorough review of the HSC decision not to accept our application. 

If you have any questions about the issues states above, please do not hesitate to 
call me al 541-344-0833 (ext lOt) or e-mail me at 
s\\'alsh'"Ij"·C{lmmilt~.Jpilnm:r~.or~. 

Sinco:rely, '1 
·JJ.YllL (ChQ..f 

Susan Walsh, Ph.D. 
Executive Director 

http:s\\'alsh'"Ij"�C{lmmilt~.Jpilnm:r~.or


Appeal: Increase Self Reliance Other - E~gene & North Central 
Lane County and Springfield & East Lane County 

Agency: St. Vincent de Paul 
Proposal: Connections 



Appeal: 	 Increase Self Reliance Other - Eugene & North Central Lane 
County 

Agency: 	 St. Vincent de Paul 
Proposal: 	 Connections 

Lane County H&HS RESPONSE: 

St. Vincent de 	Paul's appeal does not include one of the nine grounds for appeal 
outlined in LM 21.107(14)(d). The appeal does acknowledge this fact but contends 
their appeal has merit based on the following: 

1. 	 The allocation of funding in the Increasing Self Reliance category for Eugene & 
North Central Lane County will not address chronic homelessness for families. 
The rationale for this ground for appeal specifies the "allocation process 
addressed only two needs in this category: homeless youth and homeless 
prevention .. creating a significant gap in the Lane County supportive service 
plan." 

Lane County H&HS acknowledges services to homeless families is of vital 
importance, however, the amount of funding available in this category was not 
significant enough to address all the homeless subpopulation service needs in 
Eugene & North Central Lane County. The Increase Self Reliance Other 
Eugene & North Central Lane County Sub Outcome Area had $142,526 
available for award. Lane County H&HS received proposals totaling $697,931 
for this category. The evaluation committee recommended only the two highest 
ranking projects be awarded funding at 48% of the amount requested. St. 
Vincent de Paul's Connections proposal was ranked fifth. Per Lane Manual 
21.107(14)(f): any decision to overtum the recommendation shall be based on 
a finding that one of the criteria of LM 21.107(14)(d) occurred to the substantial 
prejudice of the protestor. The protestor must be eligible and next in line to be 
awarded the contact if the protest was successful. 

Although the funding was limited in the Increase Self Reliance - Eugene & 
North Central Lane County, the Increase Self Reliance Priority Area did 
included funding for homeless individuals and families through the Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD) Continuum of Care Supportive Housing Programs 
(SHP). The funding available in the RFP through the HUD SHP programs 
totaled $1,402,301 and was limited to programs within the Eugene/Springfield 
metro area. 

2. 	 The lack of funding will have an impact on Lane County Continuum of Care 
application in subsequent years. 

The St. Vincent de Paul appeal notes the Connections project is a "significant 
proportion of the dedicated housing units in the Lane County Continuum of 



Care." According to the appeal, the result of not funding the Connections 
proposal will be a reduction in the number of households served and 
consequently "a decrease in the Lane County Continuum of Care Housing 
Inventory, a heavily weighted scoring component." 

The Lane County Continuum of Care grant consists of ten housing projects. 
HUD directly contracts with Lane County for five of those projects HUD 
directly contracts with Housing and Community Services Agency (HACSA) for 
one project. HUD directly contracts with St. Vincent de Paul for four of the 
projects including the Connections program in this appeal. The HSC provides 
administration funds for agencies operating Lane County contracted programs; 
however, agencies are expected to contribute 20%-25% of cash match as 
required by HUD. The agency match requirement is documented in the 
Funding Policies which were approved by the Human Services Commission 
(Attachment 7). Lane County does not provide any financial assistance to 
HACSA to support their project which is directly contracted with HUD. 

The Lane County Continuum of Care is comprised of 406 transitional housing 
beds. The Connections program represents 25% or 102 beds. Lane County 
acknowledges the Connections program contributes a significant number of 
beds to the Housing Inventory. As part of the grant applications, continuums 
must report outcomes pertaining to families including decreasing the length of 
time families experience homelessness and decreasing the overall number of 
families requesting housing assistance. A reduction in available transitional 
housing may have an impact on the overall grant score. 



ST. VINCENT de PAUL SOCIETY 
OF LANE COUNTY, INC. 

SocIal Services - {541} 689-6747 705 South 51?neca 
Siores - i541) 345·0595 PO Box 24608 
Offtce - (541) 687·5820 Eugert€. OR 974.02 
Fax - (541) 653·9423 Visit us at www.5vdp.us 

November 24, 2010 

Lyn Oliver 
Lane Coullty Health and Human Services 
J25 East 8" A venue 
Eugene> OR 97402 

RE: Request for Proposals #20463 

Dear Ms. Oiiver, 

St. Vincent de Paul recently submitted an application to the Human Services Fund (RFP 
#2(463) to request .'360,000 for the Connections Transitional HOllsing Program. This 
program did norreceive funding. 

While this appeal falls outside of the criteria for a~peals outlined in the Request for 
Proposal Packet. we feel we have valid grounds for appeal on the following grounds: the 
allocation of funding in the Increasing Self ReliaJlce category for Eugene and Nonh 
Central Lane County will not address chronic homelessne,s for families; and the lack of 
funding wil! have an impact on Lane County Continuum of Care applications in 
subsequent years. 

Families are the fastest growing segment of the homeless population nationwide. The 
allocation process addressed only two needs in this category: homeless youth and 
homeless prevention. While the needs of homeless youth must be addressed. the 
allocation of funds 10 homeless prevention activities does nat address the needs of 
families living on the streets, in cars. or in shelters. Many of these families have 
significant multiple barrie,s to housing stability and, without intensive services, will 
experience repeated episodes of homelessness. The allocation process awarded iunding 
to twO restricled popolations: those already housed and in need of eviction prevention> 
and homeless yo~th. While homeless prevention activi6es are an importantcomponem of 
the Human Services Plan, to fail to address the needs of chrooic~;ly hometess families 
creates a significam gap in the Lane Coucty supponive service plan. 

The failure to fund the Connections application at any level will have an impact on nex.t 
year's Continuum of Care application. Connections represents a sign iftcant proportion of 
the dedicated housing units in the Lane County Continuum of Care inventory. Because 

"Help Us Help Others" 

http:www.5vdp.us


Connections is a 15 year old program whose funding has remained slatic since first 
funded, County funds Were critical in covering the increased costs with no service 
reduction. Without funding at any level, Connections wi!! be forced to reduce the 
number of households and units to avoid reducing the necessary ilUensity of services 
needed for participant success. 

The resull of this reduction will be a decrease in the Lane County Continuum of Care 
Housing Inventory, a heavily weighted scoring component 

This reduction in households served will have an additional impact of future Continuum 
of Care applications. Connections provides the lane County Continuum with very high 
HUD performance measures in number of participants moving to permanent housing, 
gaining employment, and accessing benefits. These performance measures are 
significantly higher than those of many other programs, and when aggregated across all 
programs, enhance the overall Continuum's performance. 

We recognize that this appeal steps outside of the stated grounds for appeal, but we feel 
strongly that these two arguments for funding deserve a hearing. 

Please contact me at (541) 687-5820 if you have any further questions. Thank you for 
considering this request. 

Sincerely, 

Terrence R. McDotilll1~........ 
Executive Director 



Appeal: Build a Safer Community 
Agency: Sexual Assault Support Services 
Proposal: Sexual Assault Support Services 



Appeal: Build a Safer Community 
Agency: Sexual Assault Support Services 
Proposal: Sexual Assault Support Services 

Lane County H&HS RESPONSE: 

Sexual Assault Support Services (SASS) suggest LM 21.107(14)(d)(i), the 
evaluation committee has failed to conduct the evaluation of proposals in 
accordance with the criteria or processes described in the solicitation materials. 

The appeal contends the contract award process should have taken into account 
county-wide distribution of services as indicated in the RFP materials. According 
to the appeal, without services provided by SASS, sexual assault survivors outside 
of West Lane County "would not have access to emergency sexual assault 
response advocacy". 

To ensure funding was awarded throughout Lane County, the RFP divided funding 
into four regions for two outcome areas, Emergency Shelter and Services and the 
Increase Self Reliance Other. The priority outcome area for which the SASS 
proposal was submitted, Build a Safer Community, was not divided into Lane 
County regions and was open to proposals for services throughout Lane County. 

Lane County H&HS acknowledges the importance of sexual assault survivor 
services; however, the amount of funding available in the Build a Safer Community 
Outcome Area was not significant enough to address all the service needs in Lane 
County. The Build a Safer Community Outcome Area had $298,886 available for 
award. Lane County H&HS received proposals totaling $637,604 for this category. 

The evaluation committee recommended the four highest ranking projects be 
awarded funding at 67% of the amount requested. Sexual Assault Support 
Services proposal was ranked seventh. Per Lane Manual 21.107(14)(f): any 
decision to overturn the recommendation shall be based on a finding that one of 
the criteria of LM 21.107(14)(d) occurred to the substantial prejudice of the 
protestor. The protestor must be eligible and next in line to be awarded the contact 
if the protest was successful. The SASS proposal is not the next in line for funding 
if the recommendation is overturned. 
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Nove:nber ::>4, 2010 

Lane County Health & Human Services 
125 East 8th Avenue, Room 372 
Eugene, OR 97401 

Dear Lane County Human SelYICeS Commission, Board of County 
Comm.issioners, and Lane County Department of Health and Human Services: 

Please accept this letter as our request to appeal the decision not to reco;mnend 
Sexual Assault Support Services (SASS) for funding in 2011-2013. 

SASS applied for funding under the priority area "Building a Safer Community." 
The evaluation criteria for this grant c:carly Slate that the decision making process 
will take into account "county-wide distribution of services." SASS is the only 
organiz.ation providing services for sexual assault survivors in the Eugene/North 
Central Lane County area. Without services provided by SASS, survivors 
anywhere east of Mapleton and throughout the county, induding rural areas such 
as Creswell, Junction City, Oakridge, and Cottage Grove, wou:d not have access to 
emergency sexual assault response advocacy. 

The Oregon Attorney Genera! 's Sexual Assault Task Force has published 
numerous best practices and sexual assault response guidelines indicating that it is 
essential for a sexual assault survivor to have an advocate present thmughout the 
legal and medical response, including the initial crisis response, Recognizing tlus, 
legislation enacted in 2005 through the passage of Senate Bill 198 aSSllres eyer)' 
sexual assault survivor in Oregon the right [0 a "personal representative" or 
advocate throughout almost every stage of legal and medical response, including 
first response at the hospital and in making a police report. SASS is the only 
organization providing this type of response in Eugene and North Centrat Lane 
County, and has he en funded through HSC and other sources to provide this 
emergency advocacy response to sexual assault victims for many years. IfSASS 
were no longer funded to provide criticnl first response advocncy to sesllul 
ass:! ult survivors throughout our area, Lane County would become (he 011/;; 
county ill Oregon which does not provide this service, Clearly, this would not 
represent adequate consideration of"county-wide distlibution of services," and 
would constitute a devastating betrayal of the needs of thousands of Lane County 
sexual assaulr survivors each year. 
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SASS would like to express our highest regard for Womenspace and the other 
organizations funded; however we must note that neither Womenspace nor the 
other organizations funded provide the services described above. Any equitable 
distribution ofLane County funding must include consideration of the basic needs 
ofvictims of sexual assault. Without assisting sexual assault survivors and 
providing educational programs to reduce sexual violence, we cannot hope to 
achieve the goal of "Building a Safer Community." We would like to appeal to the 
Human Services Commission, Board of County CommissionerS, and Lane County 
Department ofHealth and Human Services not to leave thousands of sexual assault 
survivors in Lane County without the services they need: 

We understand the challenges of initiating a new funding process, and have the 
greatest respect for the difficult responsibility and hard work that is involved in 
making important decisions that impact the health and well-being of our whole 
County. We would be more than happy to have the chance to discuss this appeal, 
provide additional infonnation or documentation, or answer any questions you may 
have. Thank. you very much for the work that you do to improve Lane County, and 
for your consideration of our appeal. 

Respectfully, 

!l/MI-~ ':: (tt iL4.. 
~ " ". I 

l~;;(,-d,.t" 

Earnest Jenkins Maria Paladino 
SASS Board President Executive Director 
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November 29,2010 

Lane County Human Service Commission 
125 E. 8'" Ave 
Eugene, OR 9740 I 

AlTN: Lane County Human Services C.ommission and Board of County Commissioners 

n,is letter is in response to the appeal submitted by Se~lIal Assault Support Services 
(SASS); an agency respected by Looking Glass. Additionally, Looking Glass commends 
the Human Services Commission's (HSC) evaluation committee for their efforts 
throughout the review process. SASS' appeal was submitted in response to the 
evaluatioll committee's funding recommendation for the HSC's General Flmd (RFP 
#20463), llnder Ihe priority area "Build a Safer Community,'· 

Looking Glnss hns been recommended to be a funding recipient for this priority area. 
The support will allow our agency to operate the Safe Communities for Runaway nnd 
Homeless YOllt~ program. The program provides preventaLive services in (he community 
in order to reduce runawny and homeless youth's exposure 10 violence and exploitation. 
The program also includes the operation oftbe Safe Place project sites in the community. 
Through the Safe Place project, youth can access transportation, 24-hours a day, to 
emergency shelter. The Sexl.lal Exploitation Prevention Advocate provides advocacy. 
support. skill building groups, and counseling for the populntions most yulnemble to 
sexual exploitation. Program staff provide SUppOI1 services [Q victimized youth who have 
been sexually abused .. At times, this includes accompanying youth to appointments nnd 
legal proceedings. Program starr also provide community edllcation and prevention 
programming to aren schools. 

Looking Glass did not request excess funds for this project. The current funding awarded 
is already a reduclion f!'Om our initial request. A reallocation of the current funding 
recommendations would reduce services to a highly vulnerable and disenrrsllchised 
population in the community. With the cun·ent funding recommendations. Looking Glass 
will be able to mnke an impact in reducing the victimization and exploitation that 
homeless nnd at-risk youth expetience everyday in Lane County. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

~:Ii)JI-~. 
Craig QPpeZ 
Chief Executive Officer 
Looking Glass Youth and Family Services. Inc. 
72-B Cemennial Loop, Suite 2 
Eugene, OR 9740 I 



November 30, 2010 

Re: Appeal Process for"HSC Funding 


Building a Safer Community 


I want to commend the committee members who had to evaluate each of the proposals and make very 
difficult decisions on how best to spend limited resources for the greatest positive impact on the 
community. Though Pearl Buck Center's proposal was not funded at the level we requested, we are 
pleased that the members recognized the effect the Positive Behavior Support parenting program will 
have on some our community's most vulnerable children-children whose parents have cognitive 
limitations. 

Four non profits, including Pearl Buck Center, were awarded 67% of their funding requests, and were 
also the agencies with the highest scoring proposals. The funding level is 13% below the threshold 
percentage of 80% outlined in the proposal. Pearl Buck Center is maki~g significant adjustments to the 
initial· project to be able to create a program that would still benefit the families attending the half-day 
Pearl Buck Preschool. 

Though SASS, Willamette Family, and Family Relief Nursery were not awarded funding, each of thes.e 
organizations is recognized as providers of critical services to the community. 

If SASS's appeal is granted, the agencies selected to receive funding under the Building a Safer 
Community RFP would either be defunded or have their funding cut to a level that would threaten the 
viability of the proposed programs. 

The Human Services Commission has long struggled with the dilemma of either cutting programs across 
the board, so that everyone suffers a little, or cutting programs completely. It seems that the review 
committee chose not to fund worthy programs in order to ensure the viability of programs that will have 
Significant benefits to our community. This could not have been an easy choice. On behalf of our parents 
and their children we thank you. They will learn skills which will strengthen their parenting efforts long 
after their children leave the Pearl Buck Preschool. 

Respectfully submitted, 

JanAho 
Executive Director 
Pearl Buck Center 



From: Keitt Sumedand 

To: CINEA lyoE 

Ce: PAS" VA Shard 'SMIP)' Gr;mts 0fIjcf 
SUbject: Build a Safer Community Relief Nur!erY _Contract Award 
Date: Tuesday, November 30, 2010 2:24:50 PM 

November 30, 2010 

ATTN: Lyn Oliver 
Program Services Coordinator 
Human Services Commission 
Lane County H&HS 
125 E 8th Avenue 
Eugene, Oregon 97401 

Dear Ms. Oliver: 

This letter is in response to the appeal filed by Sexual Assault Support Services (SASS), to 
the HSC Recommendation for Contract Award Appeal in the "Build a Safer Community" 
funding category. We acknowledge the quality of services provided by SASS and their 
importance in the community. 

Unfortunately, there are many agencies in the community providing necessary services 
which have experienced multiple funding cuts over the past two years, and the Relief 
Nursery is no exception. The combined impact of reductions in state funding from the 
Department of Human Services, and a number of private funders suspending grant 
activities has already seriously impacted our ability to serve the high-risk families in need 
of our services. The economic conditions which have contributed to the current funding 
situation have also adversely impacted our client families, and there are more people in 
need of our services now than before these various funding reductions. 

Our original application to HSC was for $140,000, which would have provided 30 child
slots in our Therapeutic Early Childhood Program with comprehensive child-abuse 
prevention and family services. WIth program turnover this funding would serve about 44 
families each year. The recommended funding of $94,483 has already reduced this 
amount by a third, and will mean that only approximately 20 slots can be provided (about 
28 families annually). This number of children and families served is not significantly more 
than those served under our current contract. Any further reduction in the recommended 
award could result in the Relief Nursery actually being able to serve fewer families than we 
currently do with HSC funds. 

At a time when community need and demand for services is at an all-time high, we 
strongly advocate for no further reduction in the HSC funding awarded for the Relief 
Nursery, as it would ultimately result in fewer children and families receiving these vital 
services than under our current contract, and thus would be counter-productive in terms of 
community outcomes. We respectfully request that the committee maintain the currerrt 
recommended award for "Therapeutic Early Childcare,' with no further reductions in this 
area. 

Sincerely, 



Kelly Sutherland 
Executive Director 

KS:w1 

Kelly Sutherland 
Executive Dire<:tor 
541-343-9706 extension 11a 
kellysU@reliefnursery.org 

StrenlIt/!enlng famU/es and keeping children safe 

1720 west 25th Avenue 
Eugene, OR 97405 

mailto:kellysU@reliefnursery.org


Appeal: 
Agency: 
Proposal: 

Improve Access to Services 
Centro LatinoAmericano 
Cultural and Linguistically Appropriate Access 
to Human Services for Immigrant Families 



Appeal: Improve Access to Services 
Agency: Centro LatinoAmericano 
Proposal: Cultural and Linguistically Appropriate Access to Human Services 

for Immigrant Families 

Lane County H&HS RESPONSE: 

The Increase Access to Services proposal was the only proposal submitted by 
Centro LatinoAmericano in this RFP process. Centro LatinoAmericano filed an 
appeal on the basis of three grounds: 

1. The evaluation committee unfairly applied the evaluation criteria to a proposal. 
LM 21.107(14){d)(iii). 

2. Different criteria was used to evaluate different proposals LM 21.107(14){d)(ii). 
3. All higher ranked proposals are nonresponsive LM 21.107(14)(d){ix). 

In addition to the three grounds above, the appeal alleges another proposal 
submitted by White Bird Clinic referenced a partnership with Centro 
LatinoAmericano that Centro LatinoAmericano considers "erroneous, and might 
unfairly leveraged a higher scoring proposal." White Bird Clinic's response is 
attached separately. 

While admittedly Cultural and Linguistically Appropriate Access to Human Services 
for Immigrant Families is an important community service, the amount of funding 
available in the Improve Access to Services Outcome Area was not significant 
enough to address all the service needs in Lane County. The Improve Access to 
Services Outcome Area had $171,727 available for award. Lane County H&HS 
received proposals totaling $677,407 for this category. Centro LatinoAmericano's 
proposal alone totaled $145,000. The evaluation committee recommended the 
three highest ranking projects be awarded funding at 83.5% of the amount 
requested. Centro LatinoAmericano's proposal was ranked fifth. 

Per Lane Manual 21.107(14){f): any decision to overtum the recommendation shall 
be based on a finding that one of the criteria of LM 21.107(14)(d) occurred to the 
substantial prejudice of the protestor. The protestor must be eligible and next in 
line to be awarded the contact if the protest was successful. The Centro 
LatinoAmericano proposal is not the next in line for funding if the recommendation 
is overturned. 

Centro LatinoAmericano's appeal lists the following rationale for the three grounds 
above. 

1. The evaluation committee unfairly applied the evaluation criteria to a 
proposal. 



Organizational Capacity #1 
The appeal states, "Centro received 3.5 out of 5 possible points on this section 
from one reviewer, and we believe this was unfairly applied". 
Reviewer A ranked the Centro proposal 12th out of 12 for the Organizational 
Capacity #1 question. For the overall average score for all questions Reviewer A 

5t11ranked the Centro proposal out of 12. An analysis of the Centro 
LatinoAmericano proposal scores assigned by Reviewer A did not reveal any 
irregularity in scoring or bias. 

Demonstration of Need #2 
The appeal states, "Centro lost 5 points on this section from three different 
reviewers and we believe this was unfairly applied." 
On the Demonstration of Need Question #2 the average reviewer score was 8.85. 
CentroLatino's score slightly below average for this question at 8.75. An analysis 
of the Centro LatinoAmericano proposal scores assigned to Demonstration of 
Need #2 did not reveal any irregularity or scoring bias. 

Program Design #1 
The appeal states, "Centro lost 6 points in this section from two different reviewers 
(four points from one reviewer alone), and we believe this was unfairly applied." 
The average reviewer score for all proposals for the Program Design #1 was 
19.12. Centro Latino's score was slightly below average for this question at 18.5. 
Reviewer C ranked the Centro proposal 12th out of 12 for the Program Design #1 
question and in the overall average score. If all scores from Reviewer C were 
removed and the avera~e recalculated and ranked again, the Centro proposal 
would have still ranked 51 out of 12 and would not been recommended for contract 
award. 

Program Design #2 
The appeal states, "Centro lost a combined 2 points from two different reviewers 
and we believe this was unfairly applied." 
The average reviewer score for all proposals for the Program Design #2 was 4.7. 
Centro Latino's score was slightly below average for this question at 4.5. An 
analysis of the Centro LatinoAmericano proposal scores assigned to Program 
Design #2 did not reveal any irregularity or scoring bias. The scores applied to the 
Centro proposal by Reviewer C and Reviewer D was conSistent with their scoring 
pattern. 

Access to Services #1 
The appeal states, "Three reviewers gave us perfect scores on this category, but 
Centro lost 3 points from a single reviewer." 
The average reviewer score for all proposals for the Access to Services Question 
#1 was 13.9. Centro LatinoAmericano's score exceeded the average for this 
question at 14.25. The score aSSigned to the Centro LatinoAmericano's proposal 
by Reviewer D was consistent with the reviewer'S scoring pattern. 



In summary, the scoring data does not indicate any particular reviewer on any 
particular question, unfairly applied the evaluation criteria to the Centro 
LatinoAmericano proposal. The scoring process allowed for reviewers to assign a 
range of pOints to each question. An analysis of scores assigned to Centro 
LatinoAmericano's proposal did not reveal any anomalies in scoring or bias on the 
behalf of the evaluation committee members. 

2. Different criteria was used to evaluate different proposals 

Program Impact #1 
The appeal states, "Centro lost a combined total of 8 points (four from a single 
reviewer) on program impact." 
The average reviewer score for all proposals for the Program Impact Question #1 
was 8.9. Centro LatinoAmericano's score was below average for this question at 
6. Reviewer D cited in the appeal ranked the Centro proposal12ih out of 12 for the 
Program Impact #1 question and 11ih out of 12 for the overall average score. 
Reviewer D routinely assigned 20% less the available pOints and maintained a 
similar a pattern in scoring all proposals. The scores applied to the Centro 
proposal by Reviewer C and Reviewer D was consistent with the scoring pattern. 

Linkages #1 

The appeal states, "Centro lost 3 points in this section from two reviewers, 

including scoring 3 out of 5 from one reviewer." 

The average reviewer score for all proposals for the Linkages Question #1 was 

4.6. Centro LatinoAmericano's score was slightly below average for this question 
at 4.25. Reviewer D ranked the Centro proposal 12th out of 12 for the Linkages #1 
question. For the overall average score for all questions Reviewer D ranked the 
Centro proposal 11 th out of 12. An analysis of the Centro LatinoAmericano 
proposal scores assigned by Reviewer D did not reveal any irregularity and was 
consistent with the scoring pattern. 

Budget and Financial Capacity #1 and #3 
The appeal states, ·Centro lost a total of 5 points on two of the budget and 
financial capability sections". The appeal further states, "one proposals received 
perfect scores from all reviewers, yet will only serve 50 clients (and only 30 will 
actually receive benefits)." Centro appeal also disputes the methods used by 
higher scoring proposals to determine cost per contact or cost per client. 
The average reviewer score for all proposals for the Budget Financial Capacity 
Questions was 13.6. Centro LatinoAmericano's score was slightly above average 
for this section at 13.75. An analysis of the Centro LatinoAmericano proposal 
scores assigned to the Budget and Financial Capacity questions did not reveal any 
irregularity in scoring or bias. 

In conclusion, the proposal evaluation process for the Human Services Fund RFP 
used identical questions for each proposal and identical criteria to evaluate the 
responses to each question. An analysis of scores did not reveal any anomalies in 



scoring or bias on the behalf of the evaluation committee members which would 
indicate the use of different criteria when assigning points to the Centro 
LatinoAmericano proposal. 

3. All higher ranked proposals are nonresponsive 

The appeal from Centro LatinoAmericano contends the higher ranking proposals 
were nonresponsive to the two outcome measures that were indicated as 
mandatory including: Increased access to services for Spanish speaking 
populations - Translation, interpretation provided; Increased access to services for 
Spanish speaking populations - Received information, advocacy and culturally 
appropriate services. 

The RFP document included Logic Model instructions. The purpose of the Logic 
Model was to graphically illustrate how the program would measure success. The 
RFP LogiC Model states, "Each Outcome Area has mandatory measures that your 
program will be required to collect and report if applicable." 

Agencies who currently contract with Lane County for Human Services 
Commission funding have mandatory measures as part of their contract. The 
measures are not necessarily the same in all contracts. All current providers 
applying for funding through this process were required to include two of their 
program's mandatory measures as part of their proposal. New programs applying 
for funding through this process could use two of the mandatory measures for 
funding area of Increased Access to Services or they could create measures of 
their own, depending on the applicability of the current mandatory measures. 

During a pre-proposal conference on October 14, 2010, staff clarified the 
requirements for the logic model. Two representatives from Centro 
LationAmericano attended the pre-proposal conference. The questions posed at 
the pre-proposal conference were included in a Questions & Answers document 
which was updated weekly and posted to the RFP webpage. The Questions & 
Answers document clearly indicated the measurement of whether or not a proposal 
was responsive to the mandatory outcomes was to be addressed in the Program 
Design question rather than the Logic Model. The role of mandatory measures 
versus mandatory outcomes was addressed in the Questions & Answers 
document as follows: 

64Q. Form 8 - Logic Model says to use numbers 1 and 2 for the 
mandatory measures. Build a Safer Community, has five mandatory 
measures listed. Can the agency choose whichever two are most 
relevant for the proposal program? Is it acceptable not to include any 
mandatory measures if none of the measures fits directly with the 
program? 



Agencies should include at least two mandatory measures if they apply to the 
project/program in the proposal. If none apply to the proposal project then it 
is acceptable and necessary for agencies to create customized measures. 

The Centro LatinoAmericano appeal "wonders if the RFP process has been too 
narrow in scope, and overlooked the broader goals to ensure that all communities, 
including the most vulnerable ones considered as a 'protected class' by labor law, 
have equitable access to important human services in our community." 

The RFP document addressed equal access to services by dedicating 15 of the 
100 available points in the program questionnaire to the Access to Services 
section. The Access to Services question addressed: affordability, physical 
accessibility and communication capacity for persons with disabilities and service 
to clients when language, literacy or cultural barriers are present. 

Additionally, the RFP provided bonus points for special populations. The 
Evaluation of Proposals RFP section states, "If funding permits the award of more 
than one proposal per outcome area, five (5) pOints will be added to each proposal 
serving target populations of chronically homeless individuals or culturally specific 
populations." Centro LatinoAmericano's original score was 91.5, They received a 
target population bonus of five points which elevated their proposal from ninth out 
of thirteen to the final ranking of fifth out of thirteen. 

The amount of funding available in the Improve Access to Services Outcome Area 
was not significant enough to address all the service needs in Lane County. The 
committee recommendation for Increase Access to Services included chronically 
homeless. at risk and homeless youth, and individuals with psychiatric disabilities. 
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Centro LatinoAmericano 

Dedicated tv fhe: empmverment a/lfIe liJrino commtmiry til Lcme COlm!y since /972 

November 23. 2010 

Lyn Oliver 

Lane County Department of Health & Human Servkes 

125 E, 8th Ave" Room 372 

Eugene. OR 97401 

Dear Lyn: 

We are writing because in the process of reviewing the proposals submitted by other 

higher scoring applicants in response to the Lane County Human Services Fund RFP# 20463 

under the Improve Access 10 Services outcome area, we found one reference to Centro 

LatinoAmericano's services that we consider erroneous, and might unfairly leveraged a 

higher scoring proposal. 

10 respoose to point F (Access to Services). on section (e) services 10 ciiems when language, 

litera,:;; or en/tura} barriers are pteSi'f1f. oOe proposal indicates "some Spanish speaking homele5s 

people are referred to our parmer. EI Centro," 

Since the guidelines for RFPiI 20463 requested that only formal funded partnerships were 

induded in the proposal, rhis sratement inaccurately represenrs Centro's relationship with the 

applicant. We do not have a formal partnership with White Bird in the same ,en« a, we partner with 

51. Vincent de Paul. Womenspace, or DHS, We do refer Spanish speaking client' to White Bird 

!vledical ainic. and are very grateful for this agency's long-standing contribution to the well-bejng of 

our community. 

Most sincerely. 

Marcela Mendoza Juan Carlos Valle 

Executi lie- Director Board President 


Ave Eugene, Oregan 97402· Phone: 541·687·2667 Fax: 541·284·2139· www,centra{atinaamericana,arg 944 



Centro LatinoAmericano 

Dedicated fa the f...rmpowennent of the ultino community in Lane Count)' since 1972 

November 23, 20 J0 

Lyn Oliver 

Lane County Department of Health & Human Services 

125 E. 8th Ave., Room 372 

Eugene. OR 97401 

DearLyn: 

Cenrro LatinoAmericano (Centro) applied for funding though Lane County Human Services Fund 

RFP# 20463 and was not recommended for funding by the evalumion committee. With this letter. Centro 

is appealing the committee's recommendation and intent to award. 

Centro applied for funding under the Improve Access to Services outcome area. OUf proposal is 

called Cuttural and Linguistically Appropriare Access to Human Services/or Immigrant Families, For the 

past eleven years (since 1999) we have pannered with the Human Services Commission (HSC) 

contracting for services for this outcome area, and have met and exceeded the contracting requirements, 

'Through Centro's partnership, the Counly has been able to deliver an integrated community safety-net 

delivery system of social services, supponive housing, and health care services to ai-risk Latino children, 

youth. fan1ili~$. and individuals. 

We strongly believe that the type of culturnlly specific and linguistically appropriate human 

",nices that we provide to the Spanish speaking population cannot be underfunded, Over the years, our 

public and community-based organization partnership has been very effective focusing HSC effortS on 

making the greatest impact with limited. precious public funds. Together we have- been working earnestly 

to break the cycle of poverty 0110 make la<ting changes in the lives of recem immigrams, 

The R.FP# 20463 Improve Access 10 Services' evaluation committee recommended funding to 

three proposals: White Bird Improved Access to Services ($70,069), Looking Glass Safe Crisis 

Intervention and Outreach Program (S6I,248), and SbelterCarc SOAR Program ($40,410). The 

eva1uation committee ranked Centro's proposal fifth, trailing .25 poinL" behind Lane Council of 

Govemmems Senior Connections program, and 1.5 points behind ShelterCare's SOAR proposal, 

944 West 5" Ave Eugene, Qr"gon 97402 - Phone: 541-687·2667 Fax: 541-284-2139 - www.centroiatinoamericano.org 

http:www.centroiatinoamericano.org


Our protest is substantiated on the following grounds for appeal: 

I. 	The evaluation committee unfairly applied the evaluation criteria to a proposal. 

2. 	 Differing criteria were used to evaluate different proposals. 

3. 	 All higher ranked proposals are nonresponsive to two specific outcomes in which our proposal 

excels: (a) "increased access to services for Spanish speaking populations-translation, 

interpretation provided," and (b) "increased access to services for Spanish speaking populations

receives information, advocacy, and culturally appropriate services." 

1. 	 The evaluation committee unfairly applied the evaluation criteria to a proposal. 

A. OrganiUltional Capacity 

1. The program proposal is in line with the agencies mission. The agency demonstrates adequate 

experience in the program areaJor which funding is requested and provides confirmation oJinitiating 

and maintaining similar programs oja similar magnitude. 

Centro received 3.5 out of 5 possible points on this section from one reviewer. and we believe 

this was unfairly applied. Providing culturally specific and linguistically appropriate services and 

referrals to Spanish speaking clients fits squarely into our mission, which is the empowerment of the 

Latino community in Lane County. Centro has demonstrated experience for this program area as we have 

provided these services since our inception in 1972. Furthermore, starting in 1999, Centro has been a 

non-profit partner with the Human Services Commission to offer this type of services to immigrant 

individuals and families in Lane County. 

Thus, through the past eleven years, our vital alliance with the local government has resulted in 

the initiation and maintenance of many other programs of the same caliber and quality at our agency, 

including the Substance Abuse Treatment Services (the only community-based culturally specific and 

linguistically appropriate Alcohol & Drug outpatient service in the county); and many educational 

programs, such as free English classes and workshops for bicultural parents, 

B. Demonstration ojNeed 

2. The proposal demonstrates that the need described in #1 is not being adequately metJor the target 

population and geographic area. The program in the proposal does not duplicate services in the same 

geographic area. 

Centro lost 5 points on this section from three different reviewers and we believe this was 

unfairly applied. Lane County has a plethora of important human services; however none of these 

agencies provides culturally specific services and few offer linguistically appropriate services in the 

manner in which we do it at our community-based organization. There are many agencies in the county 

Page 2 of8 



that do nOl have bilingual or biculmral staff. While some agencies use telephonic and in-person 

interpreting services. including some of the agencies granted higher scores in this RFP, this is not 

considered a best practice for proper human services delivery 10 immigrant populations. Even in agencies 

with few bilingual staff. often other key positions. sucb as case managers and front desk Il~ns. are nOl 

conversant in Spanish. Therefore. access to services can remain a challenge for Spanish speaking clients 

accessing human services in the county. 

Because people know that Centro is the only agency in Lane County that provides culturally 

specific and linguistically appropriate access to mainstream services for Spanish speaking clients. our 

clients come 10 our office from every region of the county. as demonstrated by the analysis of cUlTent and 

past OPUS data. In consequence, Centro continues to strengthen Latino children and families. and build a 

safer community without duplicating services in the same geographic area. 

C. Program Design 

1. The proposal describes the services and strategies that will be used to achieve the goal ofthe program 

and address the identified need oftarget popUlations and geographic areas. The proposal specifies the 

total number ofanduplicated individualslhouseholds to be served. The proposal explains how tbe 

identified need relates to the funding priority selectedfor the program. The proposal demonstrates 

cooperatiw service delivery approach within the samefacility or agency to benefit the target population. 

The program clearly meets the HSCfunding priorities for the outcome area for whichfunds are 

requested. 

Centro lost 6 points on this section from two different reviewers (four points from one reviewer 

alone), and we believe this was unfaitly applied. Our proposal describes the services and stralegies that 

are used to achieve the ultimate goal of empowering Latino immigrant families, to give individuals the 

tools to improve the quality of their lives. and move out of poverty. We use the total number of 

unduplicated individuals/housel1olds 10 be served following current OPUS statistics. We explain bow the 

needs of immigrant families relate to the funding priority (improve access to services). and also indicate 

that our interventions contribute to two other HSC funding priorities: (a) "meet community basic needs," 

and (b) "build a safer community." We clearly explain how Centro caseworkers collaborate internally to 

benefit Ibe target population. something also reflected in the budget, since we are requesting PrE for 

caseworkers in different programs. 

2. 	 The proposol provides iliformation on the evidence based practices, standards and rationole behind 

the program design elements to assure that the program is carried out as designed. 

Centro lost a combined 2 points from two different reviewers and we believe that this was unfaitly 

applied. Robust research shows that clients in community-based culrurally specific services are more 
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successful reaching their goals, and stay involved with their caseworkers for longer periods of time, As 

we review how other proposals that received higher scores presented their evidence based best practices, 

standards in the field, and other rationale, we see that ours is the only one that specifically references to 

relevant resean:h that validates the practices or standards upon which our program design is based. Due to 

space limitations, however, we could only cite two relevant peer·reviewed research papers that validate 

our practice. 

F. Access ofservices 

J. The propcsal demonstrates the program is nondiscriminatory, accessible (economic. physica~ 

location, linguistic, literacy. etc.) and cuituTaHy sensitive. The proposal identifies potential barriers to 

access and provides reasonable goals for improvement. The program fees ore reasonable and do not 

create Q barrier 10 accessin.g services. 

Three reviewen; gave US perfect scores on this category. but Centro lost 3 points from a single 

reviewer. We believe that this reviewer applied different criteria to evaluate different proposals. Our 

proposal clearly indiC'ates that the working ponr in the Latino conununity can access free human services 

at Centro, since we do nor charge for case management, referrals. educational opportunities, tax 

preparation assistance, youth mentoring, and other services. We have an affordable sliding scale fee for 

our Alcohol and Drug program and other services. Our agency is located at the core of the Whiteaker 

neighborhood. where about 15% of the population is Latino, although we also serve clients throughout 

Lane County. We do not have wait lists, clients are served either the same day or within 24 hours of initial 

conlae!. Unlike any other agency in Lane County, all our staff is fluent in Spanish. and our services are 

offered in Spanish. We add to our bilingual capacity a definite culturally specific approach to the 

provision of human services that makes ofCentro a unique place. Spanlsh-speaking immigrants feel 

welcome and safe at our agency. All our forms, brochures, and printed materials are translated into 

Spanlsh. Other human service agencies also furnish Centro with fonns, brochures. and translated 

materials about their own services that we make accessible to clients. Our clients also have access to a 

variety of Spunish language announcements, hand-written ads generated by communlty members, 

publicmions, and promotions that we post on the agency's bulletin boards. On this regard, we have 

removed all porential barriers for Spanisb speaking clients to access services at our community-bascd 

organization. 

2. Dift'erlng criteria were used to evaluate different proposals. 

D. Program Impact 

J. The proposal provides evidence that it has ability to evalllllle the quality and effectiveness ofthe 

program. The proposal includes a logic model that graphically illustrates and described measurable 
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outcomes that are logically related to the identified need, approach and activities. The proposal describes 

measurement indicators that accurately document improvemeNs in elieN functioning or circumstances 

and descn'bes a plan for measuremeN implementation. The proposed outcomes are clearly linked to the 

identified problem, are objectively measurable, realistic, achievable, observable and within the capacity 

ofthe organization tv achieve. 

Centro lost a combined total of 8 points (four from a single reviewer) on program impact. We 

believe that different criteria were used to evaluate different ptoposals. since the four higher scoring 

proposals received similarly high points on program impact by reviewers. Nevertheless. one of these 

proposals indicates that "information about those who access information and referral is not always 

availablelverifiableff (a rare admission of poor measurement indicators that bas been overlooked by 

reviewers to accurately document improvements in client functioning or circumstances); and another 

proposal whicb describes services that began in 2010 through a pilot project simply indicates that 

"program successes will be measured by tbe number of participants and the percent of successful first 

time claims within each six month reporting period." 

Conversely. Centro's program impact description makes reference to the process used by the 

caseworkers 10 record client information in OPUS database. We have been using the HSC recommended 

data base since its inception. Our program impact description refers to the screening lools. interview 

protocol. and case note fonns that we currently use. We make this reference in direct connection to the 

outcomeslindicator measure outlined in the logic model as follows: (I) "increased access to services for 

Spanish speaking populations. translation. interpretation provided;" (2) "increased access to services for 

Spanish speaking populations. receives ioformation. advocacy and culturally appropriate services; (3) 

"increased access to mainstream non-wage income and/or non-cash benefits. attains SNAP. OHP. other 

non-cash benefilS;" (4) "increased access 10 mainstream non-wage income and/or non-cash benefits. 

attains permanent supportive housing:" (5) "increase access to services by service label job search. job 

application assistance, day jobs. resume assistance. BOU complain;" and (6) "increase access 10 services 

by service label food boxes and budgeting assistance." None of the proposals that received higber scores 

included six different outcomes! indicator measures as Centro's proposal. The electronic furmat for 

measures #5 and #6 however was malfunctioning. and did not allow entering a name for those specifics 

OUlCOmes. 

E. linl<ages 

1. The proposal describes how program actively engages in assisting clients obtaining mainstream 

benefits. Proposal provides detailed descriptions ofactivities related to securing benefits. Program 

demonstrates that ponnership with public and private agencies resalt in clients accessing mainstream 

benefits. 
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Centro lost 3 points in this section from two reviewers, including scoring 3 out of 5 from one 

reviewer. We believe different criteria were used to evaluate different proposals. Compared to the four 

higher scoring proposals, Centro's proposal was the only one that received a 3 out of 5 score. As we 

review this section in the proposals that received higher scores, we do not see fewer or less stable linkages 

in our proposal than those available in the other agencies. 

AI) ofCenlro's human services connect Spanish speaking clients with mainstream services. Our 

bilingual and bicultural caseworkers provide referrals, systematic fOllOW-Up, and advocacy with personnel 

at various service providers, while developing and maintaining working relationships with a variety of 

local buntan and social service agencies. We have fonnal partnerships with Womenspace, FOOD for 

Lane County, St. Vincent de Paul, and DHS Healthy Kids and Self-Sufficiency offices. Additionally we 

provide referrals to the plethora of services on an ongoing basis. Caseworkers provide supportive 

services to individuals and families, ensuring tIIat our clients are accessing all benefits for which they are 

eligible. Caseworkers provide systematic follow-up to assist Latino children to receive all eligible 

benefits, such as Healthy Kids, and assist their parents to complete the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance 

Program (SNAP) fonn and return it to eligibility workers. Their tasks also include developing the clients' 

identification documents, collecting residential and employment history, and providing assistance in 

completing fOnDS. Centro has an agreement with United Way Medical Access Program (MAP), helping a 

limited number of clients who cannot access any other medical service to obtain immediate health care if 

necessary. 

G. Budget and Financial Capability 

1. The cost per cliem or cost per contact is cost effective given the type ofservice provided. The method 

used to determine the cost per is clear and reasonable and includes all costs to operate the program. 

3. Proposed budget is reasonable and clearly describes all costsfor the program design in Section C. 

Proposal included additional resources thot will signijicam/y support the program and sustain the 

program during funding period including the use of volunteers, in-kind contributions, goods and supplies. 

Proposed budget includes a signijicant amount ofcommitted non-County cash to leverage the proposed 

program's costs. The percem ofHSCfunds applied to administration does not exceed 15% ofthe HSC 

funds requested, The. agency contribution is equal to or greater than 85% ofthe total budget. 

Centro lost a total of 5 points on two of the budget and financial capability sections (we are not 

appealing the part of the budget that evaluates impact to the target population if program is funded at 

reduced level because our proposal received perfect scores from all reviewers). We believe that these 

reviewers applied different criteria to evaluate different proposals. Specifically, one proposal rec;eived 

perfect scores from all reviewers, yet will only serve 50 clients (and only 30 will actually receive 
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benefits). This proposal estimates their program will cost $1,154 per client per year, which is not nearly 

as cost-effective as our program which will serve 1,800 clients at SI12 per client and S53 per contact. 

Furthennore, in our review of higher scoring proposals we find two inconsistencies: (a) the 

budget of a higher scoring proposal presents incorrect estimates for the cost of program per client and cost 

per contact. The proposal incorrectly calculated the cost by utilizing the amount requested, rather than the 

total program budget. The calculation should be $44.35 per e1ientto serve 2,000 clients with a total cost 

of S88,700 instead of S31 per client, and also S7.39 cost per contact instead of S5. These estimates include 

9,500 phone calls to the crisis line and 2,500 street outreach contacts; and (b) other internal measures 

have been used to estimate the number of clients that would be served during the granting period, which 

dramatically lowers the cost per contact. For example, another higher scoring proposal estimated that 

they will receive 45,925 visits this year. This number of visits includes referral assistance, plus mail and 

message services. However, we believe it is questionable to utilize 45,925 in the calculation of the cost 

per contact, as this number includes clients who are accessing their mail and messages, not necessarily 

utilizing staffing resources. If this type of count is acceptable, Centro's proposed numbers would have 

included an additional 10,968 contacts (as recorded in our internal counts of phone calls and walk-in 

visits received by our Receptionist), which would have dramatically reduced our cost per contact to 

SI3.65. This lower cost per contact is very close to the cost actually paid by our agency for reception and 

case management staff. 

Lastly, one higher scoring proposal does not list separately each position for which it is 

requesting a combined 4.75 FfE, and does not include titles for those-presumably more than four

positions for which funding is requested. Another proposal lists Info Une Worker as 1.2 FIE, rather than 

disaggregating it into more than one position. 

3. 	All higher ranked proposals are nonresponsive. 

The RFP# 20463 places considerable emphasis on the alignment of proposals with outcome 

measures, particularly mandatory measures. Outcome 12, Improve Access to Services, addresses six 

mandatory measures, including the following: 

• 	 Increased access to services for Spanish speaking populations- Translation, interpretation 


provided 


• 	 Increased access to services for Spanish speaking populations- Received infonnation, advocacy 

and culturally appropriate services 

Centro listed these mandatory measures as our principal and most important outcome/indicator 

measures. None of the three awarding proposals include these measures as part of their logic model. As 

advocates of the Spanish speaking population, this poses serious concerns for the stability of culturally 
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specific and linguistically appropriate services. Who will work to ensure the Spanish speaking population 

has access to services in Lane County? Centro wonders if the RFP process has been too narrow in scope, 

and overlooked the broader goals to ensure that all communities, including the most vulnerable ones 

considered as a "protected class" by labor law, have equitable aCcesS to important human services in our 

community. 

There is no other community-based agency that provides culturally specific services of the same 

scope and quality as Centro provides in the county, and there are very few of our kind in the state. 

Spanish speaking Latino 'families will become lost in the maze of services, and will fall through service 

gaps in our community. They will not have the tools to access HSC funded services at the same level as 

they cwrently do, and will continue to face barriers as they try to overcome poverty. 

By partnering with Centro to serve Spanish speaking populations, Lane County Human Services 

Commission has been responsive and flexible, demonstrating an ability to adapt quickly to help meet 

community needs for many years. HSC funding bas helped thousands of Latino famities move forward in 

their lives and become productive members of our community. Centro is responsive to the emerging 

needs of these individuals and families, and works hastily to leverage government funds with private 

charitable and volunteer resources. Upon entering Centro's program, clients go through an intake 

interview, and are subsequently referred to all appropriate services as tbey work toward self-sufficiency, 

Our culturally specific and linguistically appropriate services connect Latino community members to 

multiple human services, including many allier HSC network agencies. The foundation on which our 

partnership with HSC is built provides the infraslrUCtore for collaboration. We sincerely appreciate your 

consideration of our appeal, and hope we will continue to partner to ensure that at-risk Spanish speaking 

immigrant children, youth, families, and individuals have equitable opportunities to access essential 

county resources. 

Most sincerely, 

Marcela Mendoza Juan Carlos Valle 

Executive Director Board President 
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White Bird Clinic 
341 E. 12th Avenue 
Eugene, Ore"on 97401 

541-342-8255 

November 26,2010 

Lyn Oliver 
Lane County Department of Health arid Human Services 
125 E. Sib Ave, Room 372 
Eugene, Oregon 97401 

Dear Lyn, 

I am writing with very mixed feelings in response to the letters of appeal and 
protest from Centro LatinoAmericano (CLA) of the recommendations for 
funding by the evaluation committee for HSC RFP #20463. 

I am mixed on one hand because we here in Lane County have enjoyed a 
remarkable history of cooperation within the non-profit human service 
community and I have nothing but the utmost respect for the important work 
being done by CLA, however I would not be doing my due diligence to 
White Bird (WB) if I did not respond to some of the statements made the 
letter of protest. 

A. In the free-standing letter is the suggestion that in our proposal was a 
misrepresentation ofour relationship with CLA. I would note that the 
instruction about formal partnerships vs. referrals is found in question 
"E. 1. Linkages" (regarding mainstream benefits), and our reference 
to a referral relationShip is in "P. 1. en (regarding access). I found it 
reasonable therefore, that CLA also spoke ofreferrals in "P". I would 
also note that when we referred to our "partner" we were speaking of 
what has been a longstanding cooperative relationship in community 
service and program development, and in no way was meant to imply 
anything else. 



B. For the longer letter I will restrict my comments to references made 
about other proposals or agencies: 

1. The ... committee unfairly applied ... 

C. Program Design 2. - Also in the question we are asked to 
"discuss our rationale for the particular design element", which 
we did. 

F. Access of Services - refers to applying "different criteria to 
evaluate different proposals" - we also described accessibility in 
terms of cost, location, immediacy, language and cultural 
sensitivity. 

2. Differing criteria were used..• 

D. Program Impact - "one of these proposals indicates that 
"information about those who access information and referral is 
not always available/verifiable" (a rare admission of poor 
measurement indicators ... )" - it is well documented that pure 
Information and referral services are best provided with as little 
intrusion as possible to remove this barrier from accessing 
services - the rest of the answer identifies how outcome 
information will be gathered. 

G. Budget and Financial Capability - the number of clients to 
be served is based on best practices as defined by national data 
for SOAR as described in C. 1. d.; I believe that the number of 
visits In our proposal is accurate therefore our calculations are 
correct; combining same position titles Into one line is allowed 
based on the guidance in the Q & A - 59Q. 

3. All higher ranked proposals were unresponsive. 

My understanding is that there was no expectation that all 
proposals would include all outcome measures. CLA reasonably 
chose some as their "principal and most important outcome 
indicator measures", while we understandably chose others. 



I believe it is an unfortunate characterization therefore to call our 
proposal unresponsive. 

This is a difficult process to be involved in, and I know that we all regret 
that there are not sufficient resources to properly fund all of the valuable 
services that are needed in our community. I hope that we can come 
together and find more for all rather than have to fight for the little that is 
there. 

Respectfully, 

cJ6d9~ 
Chuck Gerard 
Clinic Coordinator 



•
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•
looking Glass 
¥QuI!, &. fem!!,! 5urvlce:s Novemher2\),2!110 

L"me Cuunly HUfll~n Servit;t! C,m:rnissitJn 
125 t. 81:: A'v\! 
Et~gene, OR 9:40 I 

i\~: Lime Connl;-' Hanun SnVl1,;eS Commi:i-;ion and Board ofCmmty Cornmi~'iioner.:; 

This lertct' i:::; a fl.:.'JP\)IISI: to the f',p[1t;1t1 submitted b:- Cemre LntiIlOAll1el'icfll1o: an ilgcncy 

respected by l.o(lkfng GbS5, Additionally_. Luoking Glass COl1llfh!nds tbe Human 
Service'S COfl1mi$sion"s (HSC) eV(ltlllltion cornrninee for their ctlons ri1rollghollt the 
\"t;:vit:w prvceg::;. The ilppeal wa~ submitted in response to lile t:v;dualion committee's 
funding rcco!llmLndntiofl for the Human Se!ilrce CQtl~l11issiQIl'S (HSC) Genera! Fund 
(RFP #20463), tinder the priority [lrca '~lmprove Access to Services," 

Looking GLl5::i h.:.H becn recDmmellded to be.fl funding. recipient 10 this rnio! it)! Men, The 
s.uppott '.yill allu\.',' the agency's Crisis fntcrvclltion ~lnd Outreach Program to ))fOvidc 
SHeet outreach $l;rvi(e~ to ) C'lt! th ......-h('re the youth congregate, Ourreach staff cnn dcvcl{'lp 
rdaria;';5hips \\'l~b youlh~ i't:isist them in accessing sc["vices. and orrcr 0ngo;ngadvocacy ir. 
their aCCess Qr community r;~o~lrces, The program also provjut:s 24-hour, cdsl,; line 
support, 101' all youth and families in Lane Cuunty. The mJl:.ty·"ay and homelcs.t; y,)t!(h 
pfOgl'mns provid~ sjl(!clnli/.t'cl services fo 11 highly yulnerable 3r.J disenfranchif>ed 
popuJatlon In the communi!). These services are directly related to Lane County'5 10 
Year PI,,111 to End Chrol1Ic Homekssne$::i. The pfogrnn1 has the abilitY to offer servic-.;:s to 
any youth in need. 

Looking Glas5 has been providing ilOP3ctftli services io tllj:; dJVCT"Se population for over 
40 years. Looking Gl~ss did nvt request exccss funds l'Or rhis project The current 
funding ;)ward<..'i! i:l already a reciucrion from our initinl request, A re.lliocfltion of Ihe 
CU;Tt::mt funding n.:>;;olillllcndntions WOllld reduce the services tiltH are often the gate\Vay 
between yellr!: nnd rami lies and Qlher comrmmit)' resources, This \vQuld directly impi!ct 
Lane CrJlmry~s ability to achieve :t5 stE!tcd goals.. \Vi,h the ClllYcnT filnding 
1'e~·.:.mHn~n.dationj, Louking G!a:-i.:i will be abk 10 cOlltiutle its fLonr~end effot't3 to r:ducf! 
homelessllt!ss in Lane Counry. 

Respectfully Suu.,!:itled, 

.·(IO-}-C" 
Crnig <9fP'imi1i",: 

Chief Executive Officel' 

Looking Glass Youtil and F::lmily Services. Inc, 

"j'2~8 CC1Ht'I1t1!;1] Loop, Suite.2 

Eugene, OR 91401 

-, !:.;'" ';:,;"'::; .,< ;:,,~ 
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T~ 	 OtMB'ynf 

Re: HSC R.ew, ••:ediJtlcin Ibr CortracI: AwaId AAJe;II- lrnpru¥e ~ tD 5ertiI:E5 - Tuesday, NI:rw!rnb!r 30, 2010 6:29:43 AfIII .... 
Hi Lyn. 

J read Centro LatinoAmericano's appeal, and have no reply other than I stand by my, and the committee's 

decisions. The point that Centro makes regarding Whitebird's informal referral to Centro is interesting, but 

not nearily enough to change things. All the applicants were deserving of funding, truth be known, from 

WhiteBird's to ULA's SS Advocacy services. To go back and look at Centro's point by point objections to 

each reviewer's scoring would necessitate reviewing the scoring of each applicant, by each committee 

member, in the interest of fairness. There were nine organizatiOns who were not funded. I hope all nine 

understand that committee members did their absolute best to weigh applications and available funds. 

There was a (relatively) small pot of money to distribute, and at least four of the applicants applied to 

provide somewhat the same service (SSI adVOC<lCY), sometimes to different populations, which made our 

job painfully diffiQJ~. 


We thought about this long and hard, and several times went around the table, going into detail on 

scoring reasoning and outcomes. No one was happy with the final result, in that these were all very 

useful applications, but voted to accept the final tally. 


Hugh Massengill 

On Nov 29, 2010, at 5:1B PM, OLNER Lyn E wrote: 


Heno HSC RFP Committee Members. 

~ you know your committee recommendation for contract awards was released last on November 17111. I received appeal of 
your recommendation from Centro latinoAmericano,lanached). 

Per, 'aDe MaDl'a! 21 J07(]4! committee memben shall be gtven an opportunity to respond to the appeal In writing. 
Responses will be Included in the order which will be presented to the Board of County Commissioners on December 15, 2010. 

If you are interested in submitting a response please let me know by 5:00 Tuesday. November 30, 2010 of your Intent to 
respond. 

You can contact me with any question. Thanks. l 

INCREASE ACCESS TO SERVICES 

WB Improve Access to Services 

Safe Crisis Intervention and Outreach 

SOAR 

Senior Connections 

Cultural and linguistically Appropriate Access 

Information & Referral 

Success by Six 

Directions Services 

lane County 211 

Family Health Network 

Improving Access to SSI/SSD Benefits 

Specialized SOcial Security Advocacy Services 

White Bird 

Looking Glass 

ShelterCare 

LCOG 

Centro 

LILA 

Birth to Three 

Directions 

United Way 

Willamette Family 

Community Sharing 

LILA 

$70,069 

$61,248 

$40,410 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

100.375 

98.250 

98.000 

96.750 

96.500 

95.125 

94.500 

92.500 

91.125 

89.750 

89.500 

86.750 

Lyn Oliver 
Program Services Coordinator 
Human Services Commission 
Lane County H&HS 



Phone (541) 682-4607 
Fax (541) 662-3z.a<l 
Email !yo a gljyf!COco lana or 116 

125 E 8th Avenue I Eugene, OR 97401 

<Centro LatinoAmericano's Letter Clarifying Lack Fonnal Partnership, pdf> <Centro 
LatinoAmericano's Appeal Letter,pdf> 
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Committee Recommendations by Outcome 

Area and Rank 
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LANE COUNTY' EUGENE' SPRINGFIELD 

HUMAN SERVICES FUND RECOMMENDATION FOR CONTRACT 

AWARD BY OUTCOME AREA AND RANK 


EM ERGENCY $HEI.TER/SERVICES AIliD OTH ER ASSISTANCE;' i' ." Award ...~ Camm. 

Eugene/Central Lane County 

New Roads Day Access Looking Glass $36,516 

Station 7 looking Glass $139,990 
Eugene Community Service Center CCS $164,694 
First Place Familv Center - Basic Needs SVdP $164,694 
Emerg. Shelter Eugene/North ShelterCare $0 
Egan Warming Center SVdP $0 
Eugene Service Stat10n SVdP $0 

~l!l1l111IU1IUlIlllIlllIlllIlUUIl8IlIlIfW1ttImJ!f!t1lJUHJJlIUIRIIIlIJIlIIIIl:llIf!'J "iI1~!UmUllllm r I'ftiUUm!l»!tI#tmtlillffi!lflflflsaQa l 

Springfield/East Lane County 

New Roads Day Access Looking Glass $5,485 
Station 7 looking Glass $22,344 
EmerK Shelter Spring ShelterCare $82,577 
Springfield Community Serv1ce Center CCS $175,000 
Egan Warming Center SVdP $0 

88.300 6 

87.000 6 
83.700 6 
82.]00 6 
80.800 6 
80.300 6 

Disqu3!i!;ed 
cuaULt UL U dillllll!Ul!iIIIUlIUImlJ 

88.300 6 
87.000 6 
83,800 6 
81,800 6 
80,300 6 

UUlllllllllllOOI 11W'!!!tt 1 1U1U1I1I1I1III1!!!1I1I1I 1111l1li11 'llllUllllIIIIIIIIl' 1II!!!!!!IIII11!11!lIlIIIltUmm WIrfJIIfHIUIIII' !!IUHHIIIQIIII!!!!!Illi!!! , 'II t 

South Lane County 

Rural Runaway and Homeless Youth Looking Glass $0 92.500 4 
South Lane Emergency & BasIc Needs Service Center Community Sharing $106,183 88,170 4 

'" '1111011 IT' m!!!!ItQ~IIiIIII!!lIIImlllllllllllltltm IIhmlll#lllWlftlUlllllllllllllllllll!llmllmOP? 'IIIItRll!IIIII11II11II11!uUIIIIIIIIIIIIIlllIIIIIII!IIIIIIlIIIII~Wlt!WfflUlllillU!l 

West lane County 

Sluslaw Area Women!s Center $OS $58,210 89.625 2 
UIIIIUIIIIlUUUllllilllm II rr 

!1~1Ir:w $",UWW'WHlli\tIIIIIUiIlllO'llllIlIll'tlmlllll!IIIIIA1IIIIJImImI\! 

Emergency Food 

Hunger Relief Meal Site Food for Lane Co $45,000 94.000 2 
Hunger Relief Dist(lbution Food (or Lane Co $175,000 93.167 2 
Meals on Wheels LCOG $60,000 90.667 2 
IlIIUIlIlliIi!tkWII 1Ui~lUlmIlUIJl:lIttlIU!ItIlI»!ItttIiMIUUIIIIIIIIIIIIII!III!llllllIIIIIIIIUHUHlltfIWUHa.III!t!oalll!ltHItlWtIIlIl!:!tItI!rtlIllli 1IIIIIIIIImmuuu 

Care Cootdlnation & Access to Integrated Health Care 

Buckley Center Willamette Family $75,000 93.167 2 
Primary Health Care White Bird $86,000 92.167 2 
Hepatitis Care & Case Management HIV Alliance $35,000 92.000 2 
Behavioral Health Program looking Glass $0 91.500 2 
Behavioral Health Care White Bird $0 90,500 2 


















































































































