Road Home Contract Summary
We began our contract with ICF on June 11, 2007.  Our proposal was to primarily provide assistance to elderly and disabled applicants in navigating the Road Home application process as well as assessing other current or future service needs (wheelchairs, ramps, etc). We were told that we would be given access to the Road Home data base in order to provide direct, hands on assistance.

 In early July we were notified that the priority had been shifted to contacting these applicants to inform them of the recently imposed July 31 application deadline. We shifted gears accordingly and focused all efforts on calling as many applicants as possible to inform them of this deadline.

It was not until late August that we obtained authorization to access the electronic RH data system and could functionally assist applicants as we had proposed.  At this point it seemed that we could finally begin our actual “work”. However, we had to first obtain clearance to send any correspondence to the applicant list serve. We did not receive this authorization/clearance until early October.  

We sent out nearly 6,000 letters in mid October to the applicants for which we were provided addresses to inform them of our involvement and to contact us if they wanted our assistance.  In early November we were asked to shift our focus once again due to the just announced First Appointment deadline of December 15. We shifted gears and in essence became a call center again.

We received notice n January 9, 2008 that our contract was to be terminated effective February 10, 2008.  We tied up all loose ends accordingly and provided the Road Home with just under 1,000 applicant files in various stages of assistance.
Throughout the life of the 8 month contract we have also experienced many road blocks regarding payment.  On many occasions payment was not received until after the 45th day of submission contrary to the terms of our contract.  Also, to date, we still have payments pending for items that ICF considers “non billable” despite never explaining what services/items were considered “non billable”.

