
 

Housing Workgroup Minutes 
 
DATE:   Thursday, December 13th, 2018 
TIME:   1:00 PM – 3:00 PM 
LOCATION:  Joint Office of Homeless Services 

Conference Room 
721 SW Oak Street, Suite 100 
Portland, OR 97205 

ATTENDEES:  Melissa Arnold, Heather Brown, Frieda Christopher, Ryan Deibert, Chelsea DeLoney, 
Katie Dineen, Monet Gonnerman, Will Harris, Daniel Miller, Cristal Otero, RJ Stangland, 
Paul Stark, Bobby Weinstock.  

MEETING DISCUSSION 

● Welcome and Introductions 
○ Members introduced themselves and spoke briefly about their holiday plans. A Zanzibar postcard 

was shared from Claudia Schroeder, a workgroup member currently traveling for an extended 
period.  

● Joint Office of Homeless Services (JOHS) Updates: City/County Budget Process and 2019 
Point in Time Count 
○ Ryan Deibert gave a brief update on JOHS activities, particularly the timelines for 2019-2020 

budget process and timeline. JOHS was asked to prepare as an exercise for a possible 1% 
constraint on city funding and 3% constraint on County Funding, with a 4% COLA adjustment. He 
also gave a brief description of the budget recommendations which were approved by the AHFE 
Coordinating Board in their recent meeting. You can read more about that in the December 
Coordinating Board Minutes. 
■ Frieda Christopher from the David Douglas School Board, asked whether additional funding 

was something JOHS can ask for. Ryan explained that they have not been prompted to 
request additional funding as part of that process. 

○ Ryan briefly described the upcoming Point-In-Time (PIT) Count being conducted in coordination 
with Portland State University, the AHFE Outreach Workgroup, and JOHS. The U.S. Department 
of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) conducts a yearly count of those who are 
experiencing homelessness. Every other year HUD conducts a count of unsheltered individuals. 
The Count is conducted for the night of January 23rd, but the survey work regarding that night 
continues through to January 29th. You can read more about that in the December Coordinating 
Board Minutes. 
■ Frieda expressed concern for counting people living in cars. Ryan explained that the PIT 

Count does recognize that some people experiencing homelessness live in cars. Outreach 
workers use their existing relationships with people living in cars, get help from people in 
communities, culturally specific providers are engaged, and some information is provided by 
Portland Bureau of Transportation (PBOT) on known camp locations. 

 
● Coordinated Access for Adults: Year in Review 
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○ Katie Dineen from JOHS presented a synopsis on the process of Coordinated Access for Adults 
(CAA) in the past year. .She explained that the data presented can’t just be taken at face value, 
because it shows one story that can help prompt questions and discussions for improving CAA 
moving forward. There are plans for more data disaggregation in the next year, but this 
presentation only includes racial demographic information.  

○ What is Coordinated Access? 
■ It is a process designed to coordinate housing resources for individuals and families 

experiencing homelessness.  
■ Rather than go to every organization that might have a resource, the person seeking services 

can complete a standardized assessment at one organization and be placed on a centralized 
list for a range of resources across multiple organizations.  

■ The assessment tool being used is known as the Vulnerability Index - Service Prioritization 
Decision Assistance Tool (VI-SPDAT). 

○ You can read more about this presentation in the December Coordinating Board Minutes. What 
follows is the discussion which took place during and after the presentation given at this 
workgroup: 
■ Melissa Arnold from Home Forward asked, “Is the assessment ever going to be changed as a 

result of the score review process?”  
● Katie explained that they can add local and additional questions not currently in the 

VI-SPDAT tool. For example, they have added questions regarding ethnicity and race. 
■ Melissa followed up by asking, “For folks who can’t complete the assessment, does someone 

submit a score for them? What about people who are mute or can’t talk?” 
● Katie elaborated that providers trained in the tool would fill it out based on their 

relationship with the individual and what they think their answers would be. This would 
only be if they’ve had that relevant information come up in conversation, and if the person 
is okay with it. The adult leadership team has a case conferencing meeting monthly to 
talk about people towards the top of the list that are needing to get document-ready. That 
conference is also a time for people to get together to talk about next steps for people 
with lower scores. For instances where people need more discussion about their service 
needs, people who couldn’t complete the assessment, and other special circumstances, 
we have mini-case conferences. 

■ Monet Gonnerman from the Immigrant & Refugee Community Organization (IRCO) asked, 
“Do partner agencies working in culturally specific providers have input in the score review 
process?” 
● Katie explained that anyone trained with the assessment tool can submit score review 

requests;,the team has examined about ten so far.  
■ Will Harris from JOIN suggested that the adult leadership team could cross-compare the 

VI-SPDAT scores with the high-utilizer list to see what kind of overlap there is. He also noted 
that there may be an equity issue for people who don’t interact with social service systems 
that have this tool, as well as limitations with advocates not trained in VI-SPDAT. 

■ Cristal Otero from JOHS noted that she has anecdotal evidence that suggests the high 
utilizer list likely doesn’t have much crossover for people who are on the Permanent 
Supportive Housing (PSH) list. She noted that the FUSE project is going to help determine 
that. 

■ RJ Stangland from Impact Northwest asked, “Have the local questions and points changed 
throughout this process?”  
● Katie replied, “No they’ve been the same so far for this period.” 
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■ Heather Brown asked, “Do assessors choose to just not conduct an assessment with 
someone they have a working relationship with if they know it’s likely they won’t score high 
enough? If lower scores aren’t being used for some other recommendation, why use it?”  
● Katie explained that, “If a social worker believes rapid-rehousing would be effective for 

someone, then they can bring that forward to the case conference. That said, it depends 
on who knows about that option and who comes to case conferencing to raise it.” 

■ A workgroup member asked, “If people were prioritized and lose their housing they can be 
put back on the list, but are they placed lower on it?”  
● Katie replied by stating, “If people are placed as a result of their score, they are put back 

on it at the same spot. The top of list is a lot of folks not really engaging with the process. 
Often they engage briefly and then disappear for a few weeks. Some are just not 
following up for documents that they need to move forward. This frustrates the group as 
people lower on the list are often more ready to engage. There are a lot of barriers, but 
the list is for those who are considered the most vulnerable in our community. What the 
term ‘ready’ means in that context is a complicated concept. It is a struggle to get people 
engaged, as there is a lot of documentation and patient requirements that serve as a 
roadblock.” 

■ RJ asked, “Do we have data on who has found housing and had their housing terminated?” 
● Katie explained that, “About five people have been terminated, some were transferred 

and rehoused, and some have had mini-case conferences. They’re folks who have been 
at various housing agencies throughout their lives, and we try to discuss the next step 
that could get them stable housing.” 

■ Heather Brown asked, “Can people be rehoused through another housing program , when 
they’re evicted?”Is there a direct transfer in place?”  
● Katie replied, “Yes, we just solidified our transfer policy. Our group gets notified and we 

have a request form to help track of the reasons people are terminated. We also use that 
to apply an equity lens to see if there were issues with the services an individual was 
getting. We have that flexibility, unlike some other housing agencies.” 

● Ryan Deibert added that across PSH in Multnomah County, program retention rates are 
about 96%.  

■ RJ noted to the group that, “Six months is a good benchmark to review because in these 
types of housing situations turnover often happens within the first two months.” 

■ Melissa Arnold asked, “How does recovery housing mesh with PSH policy on not requiring 
people to be participating in programs?”  
● Ryan replied, “The short answer is, there’s an asterisk on recovery housing that requires 

recovery programs. Transitional housing is not qualified for this, with VA funded housing 
as an exception. There is also an issue with people being considered homeless in 
transitional housing for PIT Counts, versus being not considered homeless with regards 
to PSH.” 

■ At this point in the discussion, the committee agreed to commit more time to this agenda item 
and less to the generative discussion on housing retention.  

■ Chelsea DeLoney of Multnomah County Department of County Human Services (DCHS) 
raised concerns by asking, “What parameters were used for the People of Color category on 
the referral breakdown? Likewise, African American and black not mutually exclusive. I don’t 
see anything on this about African immigrants, so it isn’t accurate to me. Did you talk to 
culturally specific providers before setting these racial parameters?”  
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● Katie explained that these race and ethnicity categories are HUDs parameters. They also 
have an inclusive identity category, but very little people have entered that information so 
far. 

■ Chelsea explained that, “My main concern is that these categories aren’t recognizing large 
chunks of the population. When you’re going on and explaining this, maybe include 
information about what this doesn’t capture? An immigrant from Somalia versus someone 
whose family has been here for generations are probably homeless for different reasons. It 
would help to say where the categories are drawn from.”  

■ Bobby Weinstock from Northwest Pilot Project asked, “Of the 1500 VI-SPDAT interviews that 
have been done, only 1 out of 11 people have been placed into PSH? Is that a concern?Katie 
replied, “The focus now is on how to get people off the list, now that they’re on. I don’t really 
have an answer there, but we recognize its a problem.” 

● Generative Discussion: How to collect and share best practices in housing retention? 
○ Ryan introduced this agenda item by discussing the term “retention” in the context of PSH. 

Retention as a term is used in a lot of different ways in this system. In some instances it’s just 
checking in with a phone call after a few months, while in others it is about intensive work done 
around retention efforts. The intent of this discussion was to have an open conversation about 
current best practices and what to change about them in the future. Given the lack of remaining 
time, it was agreed that this could be continued in future workgroup meetings.  

○ Ryan asked Will Harris from JOIN to help illustrate the range of work done in retention:  
■ “We are part of four collaboration efforts. One is on the landlord recruitment side, focused on 

people in PSH needing access to services. As we work in that system with families and the 
VA to locate available units, we’re not getting the idea that those partners are providing any 
retention to those folks. We also work in mobile housing teams with families, but there’s 
disparity with who places who and what retention work looks like case to case. JOIN is really 
only one provider, but it is working, so people are interested to know what they’re doing right. 
We can’t provide the depth of services for retention, but in a rapid-rehousing context the 
system has a lot of great language about values, being equity informed, trauma informed, etc. 
Those are pervasive in everyone’s service.”  

■ “As JOIN thinks about retention we think about what we’re expecting, how can this be a 
successful transition for each case, and we assess it throughout. We view it as a 
personal-level engagement where the work becomes a tripartite effort between tenant, 
landlord, and the outreach worker. The degree varies. For example, at times we want to step 
outside our box and say, ‘that wasn’t part of the housing plan but they need this’ for things 
like getting a service animal, helping mediate the parking space, or help resolving neighbor 
issues. It’s not 24/7, 7 days a week, but at the core it is responsive. We’d place JOIN on the 
more engaged part of the retention spectrum, but we want to talk about whether that works 
for everybody and everywhere. Can we talk about how it works in different communities or 
populations?A lot of what we do is about social engagement, one-on-one, in groups or with 
transportation.”  

■ “Retention isn’t just a service provision perspective, it has to relate to your risk management. 
We’re okay being in people’s homes, we’re okay putting people in our cars, going to coffee if 
they want that, but not every agency will be okay with that level of risk. I think there’s an 
opportunity to see where we could be a little less risk-averse as a system and learn from 
each other. I’ve learned when it's helpful to be more risk averse, and we’re very open to talk 
about what sticks and what doesn’t.” 

○ Ryan concluded the meeting by explaining that similar conversations in other parts of AHFE have 
chose to spin-off these deeper conversations into smaller working groups to delve deeper into 
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questions, to share, and bring it back to the main workgroup. We could also choose to dedicate 
this workgroup entirely to this for six months. Ryan suggested that the Housing Workgroup could 
discuss how to best move forward at the next meeting. 

ACTION ITEMS 
ITEM  ASSIGNED 

1. Consider future agenda and workgroup structure  Ryan Deibert 

NEXT MEETING 
Thursday, January 10th, 2019 
1:00 PM – 3:00 PM  
Joint Office of Homeless Services 
Conference Room 
721 SW Oak Street, Suite 100 
Portland, OR 97205 

Page 5 of 5 
 


