Southern Nevada Homelessness Continuum of Care
Scoring and Ranking Policies and Procedures
Revised August 2018
Objective of this Guide
This guide serves as a tool for nonprofit and local government agencies that wish to apply for HUD
funding under the local Continuum of Care (CoC) process and outlines policies and procedures for the
application, scoring, and ranking, striving to provide a consistent and transparent process for application
reviews.
This guide provides information on how the Homeless Emergency Assistance and Rapid Transition
Housing Act (HEARTH) impacts local projects that address homelessness in Clark County.
Understanding the importance of creating data-driven projects that align with HUD priorities and a
consolidated community plan is an important first step in creating a successful application for funding.
The Southern Nevada Homelessness Continuum of Care (SNH CoC) Board’s Evaluation Working Group
(EWG) and its subgroups follow the process outlined in this guide to evaluate projects submitted through
the local Project Application process.

Part I: Background and Overview
The Continuum of Care
In 2009, the HEARTH Act codified into law the CoC planning process, which requires a board consisting
of geographically based organizations that represent the interests of and provide services for the
homeless. The overall CoC goal is to achieve greater coordination in responding to the needs of the
homeless population and to adhere to a unified approach in measuring progress. The CoC engages in data
collection to measure performance of homeless services; this is critical in developing priorities, which in
turn drives HUD’s investments in the local community.
The SNH CoC Board carries out CoC required duties as detailed in the HEARTH Act. These duties
include community-wide planning for the geographic area, ensuring the strategic use of resources,
reviewing and evaluating CoC applications, and scoring and ranking local Project Applications for
inclusion in the Consolidated Application.
Clark County’s Department of Social Service serves as the Collaborative Applicant for the CoC and
applies for funding on behalf of the Las Vegas / Clark County Continuum of Care (NV-500). The SNH
CoC Planning Working Group creates a planning budget for the Collaborative Applicant, which is not
ranked as an application.
The Role of the Evaluation Working Group and the Scoring and Ranking Team
The EWG is one of many working groups of the SNH CoC Board. The EWG consists of SNH CoC Board
members, some of whom are also applicants for CoC funding. One of the roles of the EWG is to facilitate
the scoring and ranking of local Project Applications for the CoC Consolidated Application. This
facilitation may be done by an EWG member, a representative of the Collaborative Applicant decided
upon by the EWG, or by a third-party facilitator. The EWG does the work of scoring through a subgroup,
the Scoring and Ranking Team (SRT). Following HUD regulations and requirements from the current
year’s Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA), the Scoring and Ranking Team make recommendations
for local Project Applications to include in the Consolidated Application Priority Listing.
An important role of the SRT is to ensure our CoC is applying for all possible funding opportunities
related to the annual competition and providing a recommendation for the most competitive package as
possible. This includes, but is not limited to: 1) reviewing options that maximize funding dollars and
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reviewing all Tier 1, Tier 2 and Bonus calculations as described in the competition NOFA; 2) anticipating
potential implications to our system of care with the addition, deletion or reallocation of specific projects;
and 3) determining the short and long-term implications of the competition packet submitted.
To ensure fairness in the scoring and ranking process, the EWG has adopted the following process to
recruit knowledgeable and neutral members for the Scoring and Ranking Team and will focus recruitment
on Board members and community partners representing organizations/agencies that are not applicants
for CoC funds.
Recruiting the Scoring and Ranking Team
The EWG will focus recruitment for the Scoring and Ranking Team on individuals from organizations
and agencies that are members of the CoC, but that generally do not apply for CoC funds. Developing and
sustaining a broad pool of potential Scoring and Ranking Team members is an important part of the
recruitment process, so the EWG should seek strategies for ensuring a sufficient number of CoC members
who are interested in homeless issues, but do not apply for funding. For example, municipalities that have
community engagement committee representatives who are a good fit for the Scoring and Ranking Team
might ask those individuals to apply to join the CoC through the CoC member application process, which
is outlined in the CoC Governance Structure found at: http://helphopehome.org/southern-nevadahomelessness-continuum-of-care-governance-structure-snh-coc/.
From members of the CoC, the EWG will recruit a Scoring and Ranking Team of up to 15 individuals.
Up to 12 of the members will serve as the main Scoring and Ranking Team, and a remaining 3 members
will be asked to serve as an Appeals Committee and will not participate in the initial scoring and ranking
process, but will be active only in the event of appeals. (See details about Appeals Committee under
section titled Appeals to Ranking Decisions.) Using the criteria below, the EWG will recruit individuals
who are:
•

Knowledgeable about homelessness and housing in the community and who are broadly
representative of the relevant sectors, subpopulations, and geographic areas;

•

Willing to review applications with the best interest of homeless individuals in mind;

•

Not staff or board members of agencies that are applying for funding in the current grant cycle;

•

Committed to neutrality— meaning members shall report actual or perceived conflicts of interest
and that no member shall vote upon or discuss any matter which shall have a direct financial
bearing on the organization(s) the member represents;

•

Familiar with current housing and homeless needs within the Southern Nevada Homelessness
Continuum of Care;

•

Willing to sign a commitment to complete the following activities, which typically take place
during the period of June-August: attending a training on application review and the Scoring and
Ranking process; reviewing 30-40 applications; attending presentations by applicants (if
applicable); participating in scoring and ranking discussions and process.

Prior to the annual scoring and ranking process, the EWG, Collaborative Applicant or third-party
facilitator will provide a training overview to the Scoring and Ranking Team regarding the team’s role,
scoring tools, and resources for the ranking process. EWG Scoring and Ranking Team members will sign
a Conflict of Interest and Confidentiality Agreement prior to reviewing, ranking and scoring applications.
This document is found in Appendix A.
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Conflicts of Interest
The SNH CoC Board recognizes that members represent interests of organizations that ultimately receive
benefits from the CoC program. To ensure that individuals and organizations that best serve the needs of
the community will not be denied funds because of their active participation on the SNH CoC Board, and
to confirm that members serve the needs of the community and not the interests of any organization or
entity, conflicts of interest will be clearly stated.
The following policies and procedures are based on the CoC Board policies and apply to conflicts of
interest with the EWG Scoring and Ranking process:
1. All EWG Scoring and Ranking Team members must sign a Conflict of Interest and
Confidentiality Agreement.
2. No member shall vote upon or participate in the discussion of any matter, which shall have direct
financial bearing on the organizations the member represents. Conflict of interest and even the
appearance of a conflict of interest must be avoided. Members shall report a conflict of interest
and recuse themselves from voting on issues where a conflict of interest is apparent or identified.
3. As it relates to business and action items, any SNH CoC Board member has an actual or
perceived conflict of interest when the member’s actions result, or appear to result, in personal,
organizational, or professional gain. An actual or perceived conflict of interest occurs when:
a. The member is a salaried employee of any organization that receives, or is eligible to
receive, CoC funds;
b. The member serves on the Board of Directors or as a Trustee of any organization that
receives, or is eligible to receive, CoC funds; and/or
c. The member has a relative or close personal relationship with a person who is employed,
or serves on the Board at any organization that receives, or is eligible to receive, CoC
funds.
4. SNH CoC Board members who receive goods and services as a client of an organization that
receives, or is eligible to receive, CoC funds is not deemed to have a direct conflict of interest
unless the member may receive differential treatment as a result of their position on the SNH CoC
Board.
Recusal Procedures
Pursuant to policies around conflicts of interest, any EWG member may recuse himself/herself from
speaking or voting. Recusal will occur prior to the beginning of the agenda item, and the member will put
on the record all reasons that make it inappropriate for him/her to participate on the item. The member
should only recuse himself/herself when there is a conflict of interest and/or he or she cannot participate
in an impartial manner.
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Part II: CoC Local Applications for the Collaborative Application
Application Requirements and Process
1. The community is mandated to follow HUD regulations as they pertain to the CoC NOFA;
therefore, applicants must be aware of and adhere to all current NOFA requirements.
Timelines, revisions, and changes may occur suddenly, and the local CoC will communicate with
community stakeholders through e-mail and public postings utilizing the Help Hope Home
website, in order to provide clear and concise information regarding issues pertaining to the
application process. The CoC is not responsible for late NOFA announcements, short timelines,
or additional requests for information from HUD.
2. Each year, the CoC EWG develops a CoC Local Project Application, which is typically released
prior to the release of the NOFA. The CoC Local Project Application is mandatory for any
agency wishing to submit a project for the current year’s Southern Nevada Consolidated
Application.
3. Applicants must be a 501(c) (3) nonprofit agency or governmental entity working to address
homelessness in Southern Nevada.
4. Project applicants are required to have an active Data Universal Numbering System (DUNS)
number.
5. Project applicants must have an active registration in the Central Contractor Registration
(CCR)/System for Award Management (SAM) to apply for funding.
6. Potential applicants are required to attend at least one local application technical assistance
training. The CoC will publicize dates for the technical assistance training and will post
information at http://helphopehome.org/funding-opportunities/.
7. Local Project Applications are submitted online, through a designated application portal. The
application requires information related to: agency experience in service delivery; project type,
scope and description; budget data; connection to consolidated CoC planning; and other pertinent
information.
8. Applications for HMIS are submitted and ranked separately from local Project Applications, as
the SNH CoC strives to implement system-wide HMIS data collection per HUD requirements and
because HMIS participation is required for all projects.
9. Submission of a local Project Application does not guarantee inclusion in the HUD Consolidated
Application competition.
10. Opportunities and access to local Project Applications for funding through the CoC can be found
at http://helphopehome.org/funding-opportunities/. This site will contain more information
including funding timelines and application dates. Applicants are encouraged to visit this site
regularly during the local application process for updates to guidance and frequently asked
questions.
Application Evaluation Process
The SNH CoC Board must be kept apprised of any changes to the review and evaluation process or
criteria: 1) prior to the start of the application cycle; 2) once the NOFA is released; 3) when guidance is
released by HUD; and 4) prior to the submission of the Consolidated Application and Priority Listing. As
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the local application process may begin prior to the release of the NOFA, and information contained in
the NOFA may impact the review and evaluation process, the SNH CoC Board grants the MWG and
EWG approval to make edits and modifications as necessary to comply with the annual NOFA changes.
The Board must approve edits and modifications prior to the submission of the competition packet.
The Scoring and Ranking Policy will be posted publicly at http://helphopehome.org/fundingopportunities/ and the community will be notified of the period of time in which public comment may be
made on this document prior to the submission to the Board for approval.
Local Project Applications submitted are reviewed and evaluated according to the following steps
and criteria.
Threshold Criteria
All local Project Applications must meet the following minimum requirements:
1. The project is consistent with the Southern Nevada Regional Plan to End Homelessness, which
integrates the “Opening Doors: Federal Strategic Plan to End Homelessness” or “Home,
Together: Federal Strategic Plan to End Homelessness” and the HEARTH Act of 2009. More
information on this plan can be found at http://helphopehome.org/the-plan/.
2. The applicant has not been debarred or suspended from federal funding opportunities based on
the federal System for Award Management (SAM).
3. The project complies with the requirements of the HUD Final Rule, including, but not limited to:
a. The project accepts (or will accept) referrals from the coordinated entry system.
b. The project participates (or will participate) in the Clark County HMIS or comparable
database when appropriate.
4. Application and requested materials were received by the deadline.
Applications that do not meet threshold criteria will not be considered for review.
Presentations
The EWG Scoring and Ranking Team will determine if oral presentations are to be heard for the current
application process. When oral presentations are required, each agency will receive written notification
of the day, time, and location of the presentations. Applicants will be asked not to include clients or
handouts in their presentations. The presentations are open to the public, and all agencies are encouraged
to attend.
If applicable, EWG Scoring and Ranking Team members will provide each applicant with a list of
questions or comments prior to presentations. Audience members are not to interject comments into the
Scoring and Ranking Process. If the EWG Scoring and Ranking Team has a question to pose to an
agency, they will seek permission from the group before doing so.
Overview of the Scoring and Ranking Process
Each year, the EWG develops the local application and will ensure that the criteria for scoring and
ranking appear in the application instructions. Project Applications are evaluated based on local priorities
as determined by the Performance Measurement Data Working Group, which has the responsibility for
reviewing community-based data, determining these local priorities, and measuring collective impact.
Under the HEARTH Act, performance measures are used to evaluate the effectiveness of projects and
determine their ranking priority. Projects that best align with HUD priorities and local community needs
are ranked for inclusion in the Consolidated Application Priority Listing.
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The EWG Scoring and Ranking Team members will use the following criteria to direct conversation
around the community’s collaborative application and local priorities.
1. Guidance provided by HUD, the United States Interagency Council on Homelessness, and the
National Alliance to End Homelessness;
2. Project’s alignment with HUD’s policies and procedures as determined by desk audits and onsite
monitoring;
3. Project’s alignment with HUD’s administrative goals as articulated in Opening Doors: Federal
Strategic Plan to Prevent and End Homelessness for FY18 competition and Home, Together:
Federal Plan to Prevent and End Homelessness for FY19 competition;
4. Alignment with the Help Hope Home: Southern Nevada Regional Plan to End Homelessness or
similarly related document.
5. Community gaps analyses performed by the CoC that identify key unmet needs in the housing
and services system and that consider the overall functioning of the system and identify strategies
to improve effectiveness.
Review and Scoring of Local Applications
The EWG Scoring and Ranking Team ranks projects based on performance data as dictated by HUD
requirements. Each year, the EWG updates a Local CoC Application Reviewer’s Guide, which can be
found at http://helphopehome.org/funding-opportunities under the heading Application Resources. The
Scoring and Ranking Team adheres to the scoring system that is outlined in the Reviewer’s Guide.
The Reviewer’s Guide provides an overview of application questions, points each question can receive in
the scoring process and information that should appear in the answer. The objective of the Reviewer’s
Guide is to provide a transparent and consistent approach to determining the components, quality, and
effectiveness of the program within the context of the objectives and priorities of CoC Planning
Processes.
Agency Applications and Project Applications are both scored using the criteria in the Reviewer’s Guide.
Agency Applications will be scored by a minimum of two (2) individuals, one of which may be the CoC
Grants Coordinator. These scores will be averaged and each agency will have one (1) Agency Application
score regardless of the number of Project Applications they submit.
Using a scorecard developed by the EWG, the Scoring and Ranking Team members review each local
Project Application. The scorecard is used to help determine an overall score for each application, which
in turn helps determine which applications move forward. The scorecard also helps identify projects that
may be defunded due to substandard performance. A sample scorecard can be viewed at
http://helphopehome.org/funding-opportunities.
Ranking Process
After members of EWG Scoring and Ranking Team have reviewed all relevant information from each
local Project Application, evaluated the merits of each project, heard presentations (if applicable), and
scored applications, the applications are ranked for inclusion in the collaborative application. During the
ranking process, the EWG Scoring and Ranking Team will evaluate all projects in accordance with the
NOFA guidelines. They will also consider information from the application, from monitoring scores, and
from presentations.
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Projects will be ranked by priority and will be listed in the collaborative application in order of priority.
The following methodology is used for the ranking process.
1. Scorecard results which consist of:
a. Local application scores, as outlined in the Reviewer’s Guide;
b. Monitoring scores, including performance measures based on HMIS data.
2. Renewal projects with outcomes (12 months or more of data available)
a. Renewal projects will be ranked based on a score determined by their applications and
monitoring results that are based on data.
b. Examples of monitoring data include: recidivism rates, rates of spending and utilization,
and compliance with HUD monitoring guidelines.
c. The EWG and MWG team will determine the weighting of each component of the
scorecard
3. Renewal projects without outcomes (less than 12 months of data available)
a. If a provider (applicant) has other CoC, ESG or other similarly funded and monitored
projects, then the average performance monitoring score for any existing projects that
have 12 months of available data should be applied to the renewal project that does not
yet have outcomes.
b. If an applicant does not have any existing CoC funded programs with 12 months of data
available, then the project will be ranked based on the application score.
New projects
a. If an applicant has other CoC funded projects with 12 months of available data, then the
average performance monitoring score for existing projects should be applied to the new
project.
b. If a provider does not have any existing CoC funded programs with 12 months of
available data, then the project will be ranked based on the application score only.
Monitoring information provides the EWG Scoring and Ranking Team with valuable information it can
use while ranking applications/projects. Monitoring practices include onsite monitoring, desk audits, and
HMIS reviews. In determining consistency of monitoring, the EWG Scoring and Ranking Team works
with the Monitoring Working Group (MWG) to determine that the following occurred for every CoC
funded organization that is applying for the current year’s funding:
1. Regular desk monitoring, or
2. Onsite monitoring, according to the MWG’s established schedule for the year, or
3. Ten percent or a minimum of three files were reviewed during each onsite monitoring event.
If the EWG Scoring and Ranking Team and the MWG determine that any aspect of the monitoring has
not been consistent among the applicants, then that aspect of the monitoring information will be excluded
from the ranking process. For example, if all applicants experienced consistent desk monitoring, but not
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consistent onsite monitoring, only desk monitoring will be used toward scoring. If all applicants
experienced consistent desk and site visit monitoring, both will be used.
The next steps include putting the funding recommendations in ranking order in accordance with HUD’s
two-tier system.
1. HUD’s two-tier approach of ranking is designed to indicate the priority of funding for projects.
As described above, the projects’ monitoring and application scores are a factor in determining
which are ranked in Tier 1 or Tier 2.
a. Tier 1: HUD will select new and renewal local Project Applications to fund as a
percentage of the CoC’s Annual Renewal Demand as determined by HUD in the NOFA.
b. Tier 2: The CoC Application score and the Project Application scores will determine
which projects in Tier 2 will be selected for award, with an amount based on the
remaining percentage of funding as determined by HUD in the current year’s NOFA.
2. Projects ranked in Tier 1 will include the following:
a. HMIS
b. Projects that integrate HUD models. For example:
i. Safe Haven projects that operate within the scope of HUD’s definitions and
regulations established for Safe Havens, which is a form of supportive housing
that serves hard-to-reach homeless persons with severe mental illness who come
primarily from the streets and have been unable or unwilling to participate in
housing or supportive services. Safe Havens are a HUD-designated program

for which the agency continues to support existing projects but does not
provide funding for new projects. If a Safe Haven project is de-funded locally,
funding cannot be renewed. Therefore, the SNH CoC prioritizes Safe Haven
projects so that these services will continue to be offered in the community and
needed funding will not be lost.
ii. Projects that implement a Housing First approach as defined by HUD, which is
an approach to quickly and successfully connect individuals and families
experiencing homelessness to permanent housing without preconditions and
barriers to entry.
3. The EWG Scoring and Ranking Team may deviate from the scores and adjust a project’s ranking
for the following reasons:
a. Projects that have poor outcomes due to serving the most vulnerable, hard-to-serve
populations (ex.: chronically disabled, mentally ill, etc.), which places the project at risk
of being placed into Tier 2.
b. Projects that fill a critical service gap and/or community need that might otherwise be
placed in Tier 2.
4. If a situation arises where two projects earn the same score, the following criteria will apply:
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a. First Tie-Breaker: The project’s monitoring score. The mode of monitoring must be the
same, as described in the section of this document on monitoring.
b. Second Tie-Breaker: The project’s local application score.
c. Third Tie-Breaker: The project’s score on the SNH CoC’s performance monitoring tool.
5. Ranking criteria included in the NOFA will be identified in Appendix B of this document. It is
anticipated that this information will change on an annual basis.
Reallocation Process
HUD expects CoCs to seek continual improvement in quality of projects and the overall performance of
the CoC in terms of improving community outcomes and reducing homelessness. HUD mandates that
CoCs use cost, performance and outcome data to improve how resources are used to end homelessness,
and HUD prioritizes funding for CoCs that have demonstrated the ability to reallocate resources to higher
performing projects. Through the reallocation process, HUD allows the CoC to shift funds to better
address local needs and priorities and improve overall performance without decreasing the CoC’s Annual
Renewal Demand.
The Scoring and Ranking Team will use objective, performance-based criteria that are approved as part of
the regular scoring process to determine the extent to which projects address HUD policy priorities.
During the ranking process, the EWG Scoring and Ranking Team may reallocate funds from existing
renewal projects to new projects if reallocating resources will better help end homelessness.
Reallocation may happen for several reasons:
1. Low-performing projects (as determined by the application and monitoring scores) may be
defunded and these funds reallocated to new projects.
2. Significant history of under-spending of CoC funds by a provider may result in having funds
reduced or completely reallocated to new projects. This is to ensure that the community is
maximizing the use of existing funds. The CoC will notify applicants at risk of under-spending in
advance of reallocation of funds.
3. Providers may choose not to apply for renewal funding, and these funds will be reallocated to
new projects.
a. Applicants may self-identify programs that could be strengthened by modifying their
project. This is considered a Voluntary Reallocation. While these projects are considered
new project applications, consideration may be given during the scoring and ranking
process to applicants who have redesigned projects to better meet the needs of the
community.
b. As with any new project, applicants understand that new projects through voluntary
reallocation have the same likelihood of being funded as all other projects. While bonus
points may be assigned as defined in the Reviewer’s Guide, voluntary reallocation does
improve the chance of a project being funded.
Funds from renewal projects that are not funded in whole or in part will be reallocated to new project(s),
provided that the new project(s) meets eligibility and quality thresholds established by HUD in the current
NOFA. Any renewal projects that are partially or fully defunded may participate in the local appeals
process as outlined in the appeals section of this document.
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Notification of Funding Recommendations
The Collaborative Applicant will notify local applicants of funding recommendations in writing within
two business days of the closing of the scoring and ranking process. The overall ranking results will be
posted on http://helphopehome.org/funding-opportunities/.
Written feedback regarding the project application is available to all applicants by emailing a request for
feedback to HelpHopeHome@ClarkCountyNV.gov. Debriefing sessions will be held with an applicant
agency at their request, which must be submitted in writing to HelpHopeHome@ClarkCountyNV.gov.
The debriefing shall be held within two weeks after the conclusion of the competition period and will be
done by members of the Scoring and Ranking Team, Collaborative Applicant or third-party facilitator.
Appeals to Ranking Decisions
All eligible applicants have the opportunity to appeal both their score and their preliminary ranking prior
to the SNH CoC Board’s final approval of the priority funding list. A project applicant may appeal a
decision if the application received less funding than applied for, or if the agency can show, with clear
evidence, that the scoring and ranking process was unfair. Both new and renewal projects may participate
in the appeals process. Project applicants that did not meet the threshold requirements outlined in the
section of this document titled as such are not eligible to appeal.
Applicants must notify the CoC of their intent to appeal in writing by sending an email to
HelpHopeHome@ClarkCountyNV.gov. All appeals must be received within three (3) business days of
the notification of project rankings. Every effort will be made for the appeal to be heard in a timely
manner, and if needed, a special meeting will be scheduled.
All notices of appeal must be based on the information submitted by the application due date as
part of the full Project Application. Omissions to the application cannot be appealed. The notice of
appeal must include a written statement specifying the grounds asserted for the appeal and must be
submitted by an individual authorized to represent the agency, such as the Executive Director.
The EWG will appoint an Appeals Committee of four members. Three of these individuals will have been
designated as Appeals Committee members as part of the recruitment process for the Scoring and
Ranking Team. The fourth member will be a Scoring and Ranking Team member who scored and ranked
applications during the current application cycle. The three members who were designated as the Appeals
Committee initially (and who did not participate in the scoring and ranking process) will be voting
members of the Appeals Committee. The individual who participated in the scoring and ranking process
will serve on the Appeals Committee in a non-voting capacity. No member of the Appeals Committee
may have a conflict of interest with any of the agencies applying for the current round of funding. All
members of the Appeals Committee must sign a Conflict of Interest and Confidentiality Agreement.
The role of the Appeals Committee is to read and review only those areas of the application that are being
appealed and to hold an appeal hearing. Each appeal hearing will include a set amount of time (no more
than one hour) for the organization representative(s) to present a case and participate in a discussion with
the Appeals Committee. The applicant is required to attend the appeal hearing in order for the appeal to
be considered. Failure to appear for the hearing will result in loss of the opportunity to present their case.
After the hearing, the Appeals Committee will render a decision within two (2) business days and notify
the applicant in writing if they uphold or overturn the recommendations of the Scoring and Ranking
Team. If the applicant does not agree with the appeal decision, the agency may request to have an appeal
heard by the full SNH CoC Board. This request must be submitted in writing to
HelpHopeHome@ClarkCountyNV.gov. The board will hear the appeal and return a decision to the
applicant at the meeting during which the EWG Scoring and Ranking Team makes funding
recommendations. The decision of the SNH CoC Board is final on all appeals.
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Recommendations for Approval by the SNH CoC Board
Following the scoring and ranking process, the EWG Scoring and Ranking Team members present their
funding recommendations to the full SNH CoC Board for final decisions. At this meeting, the SNH CoC
board will also hear any appeals that have been elevated from applicants and return their decision during
the meeting. This will also be the final opportunity to have the Scoring and Ranking Policies and
Procedures approved by the Board for the competition package.
The SNH CoC Board members then vote to approve or decline the recommendations. Any SNH CoC
board member whose agency is also an applicant for the current round of funding must recuse himself or
herself from discussion and voting so as not to pose a conflict of interest. Upon final voting on the
recommendations, the SNH CoC board will approve the Collaborative Applicant to move forward with
submitting the Consolidated Application to HUD.
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Appendix A: Conflict of Interest and Confidentiality Form
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Appendix B: FY 2018 Notice of Funding Announcement Ranking Information
From the FY 2018 CoC Program Competition NOFA document, “What’s New, Changes, and
Highlights”

Tier 1 and Tier 2 – Tier 1 remains at 94 percent of the CoC’s Annual Renewal Demand (ARD)
and Tier 2 is the difference between Tier 1 and the CoC’s ARD plus any amount available for
bonus amounts as described in Section III.C.3.c of the NOFA. All project applications except
CoC planning and UFA Costs project must be ranked. Project applications that must be ranked
are: all new reallocation, bonus, DV Bonus and renewal project applications.
• Tier 2 Calculations may be found in Appendix C.
Bonus and Reallocation - In the FY 2018 CoC Program Competition, HUD will allow projects and
CoCs to combine bonus and reallocation available funding in a single project as both new bonus and
new projects created through the reallocation process have the same eligible new components:
• PH-PSH;
• PH-RRH;
• Joint TH and PH-RRH
• HMIS (dedicated); and
• SSO-CE.
Bonus: A CoC is eligible to apply for up to 6 percent of its Final Pro Rata Need (FPRN) and may
apply for more than one bonus project provided it has demonstrated the ability to reallocate lower
performing projects to create new higher projects as outlined in Section VII.B.2.c of the NOFA.
Reallocation: CoCs can shift funds in whole or part from existing eligible renewal projects to create
one or more new projects without decreasing the CoC’s ARD. New projects created through
reallocation must meet the requirements set forth in Section II.B.1 of the NOFA and the project
eligibility and project quality thresholds established by HUD in Sections V.C.3.b and V.C.3.c of the
NOFA. CoCs may only reallocate eligible renewal projects that have previously been renewed under
the CoC Program
Because new project applications may be created through the reallocation or bonus processes, if
HUD determines that a project applicant or a CoC incorrectly classified one or more new projects as
reallocation or bonus, HUD may reclassify the project(s)

Domestic Violence (DV) Bonus - A CoC may apply for one of each of the following types of
projects which are limited to a 1-year funding request and must follow the Housing First approach:
• Rapid Re-housing (PH-RRH) projects.
• Joint TH and PH-RRH component projects as defined in Section II.C.3.m of this NOFA.
• SSO Projects for Coordinated Entry (SSO-CE) to implement policies, procedures, and
practices that equip the CoC’s coordinated entry to better meet the needs of survivors of
domestic violence, dating violence, sexual assault, or stalking (e.g., to implement policies and
procedures that are trauma-informed, client-centered or to better coordinate referrals between
the CoC’s coordinated entry and the victim service providers coordinated entry system where
they are different).
CoCs may apply to expand an existing renewal project in accordance with Section III.C.3.i of the
NOFA, that is not dedicated to serving survivors of domestic violence, dating violence, sexual
assault, or stalking that meet the definition of homeless in paragraph (4) of 24 CFR 578.3 to dedicate
SNH CoC Guide to Ranking and Scoring Applications, revised 08-16-18

13

additional units, beds, persons served, or services provided to existing program participants to this
population.
DV Bonus projects will be reviewed for eligibility and threshold requirements and will be selected
based on the CoC Application score plus other criterion specified in Section III.B.10.e of the NOFA.
CoCs are required to rank all DV Bonus projects on the New Project Listing of the CoC Priority
Listing with a unique rank number. If a project application designated as DV Bonus is conditionally
selected by HUD with DV Bonus funds, HUD will remove the ranked DV Bonus project from the
New Project Listing and all other project applications ranked below the DV Bonus project will slide
up one rank position (e.g., if the conditionally selected DV Bonus project is ranked #5, HUD will
remove the DV Bonus project and each project below #5 will move up one ranked position). If the
DV Bonus project is not selected with DV Bonus funds, HUD will retain the DV Bonus project in its
ranked position and consider the project for conditional award under the regular bonus amount
available to the CoC.
For projects the CoC indicates it would like considered as part of the DV Bonus, HUD will award a
point value to each project application combining both the CoC Application score and responses to
the domestic violence bonus specific
(1) For Rapid Re-housing and Joint TH and PH-RRH component projects:
(a) CoC Score. Up to 50 points in direct proportion to the score received on the CoC Application.
(b) Need for the Project. Up to 25 points based on the extent the CoC is able to quantify the need for
the project in its portfolio, the extent of the need, and how the project will fill that gap.
(c) Quality of the Project Applicant. Up to 25 points based on the previous performance of the
applicant in serving survivors of domestic violence, dating violence, sexual assault, or stalking, and
their ability to house survivors and meet safety outcomes.
(2) For SSO Projects for Coordinated Entry:
(a) CoC Score. Up to 50 points in direct proportion to the score received on the CoC Application.
(b) Need for the Project. Up to 50 points based on the extent to which the CoC is able to demonstrate
the need for a coordinated entry system that better meets the needs of survivors of domestic violence,
dating violence, sexual assault, or stalking, and how the project will fill this need.
Consolidations: Eligible renewal project applicants will have the ability to consolidate two or more
eligible renewal projects (but no more than four projects) into one project application during the
application process. Prior to beginning the consolidation process in the project application, the
applicant should consult with the local HUD field office to ensure each project is eligible to be
consolidated. The projects being combined during a grant consolidation will continue uninterrupted.
To be eligible for consolidation, projects must have the same recipient and be for the same
component; and they will be funded in this competition only with FY 2018 funds (meaning no funds
recaptured from prior years will be awarded to the project). HUD will not permit projects that have
the following characteristics to consolidate:
• outstanding audit or monitoring findings;
• outstanding obligation to HUD that is in arrears,
• unresolved construction delays,
• history of poor financial management/drawdown issues,
• history of low occupancy levels, or lack experience in administering the project type, or
• other capacity issues.
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HUD will not permit a transitional housing and a permanent housing project to consolidate to form a
Joint TH and PH-RRH component project and will not permit a transition grant to be consolidated
with any other project. Additionally, transition grants cannot use the consolidation process in the FY
2018 CoC Program Competition.
Transition Grants: This does not apply to the FY 2018 NV-500 Competition Package
CoC Mergers: This does not apply to the FY 2018 NV-500 Competition Package
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Appendix C: Tier 2 Calculations
Project applications placed in Tier 2 will be assessed for eligibility and threshold requirements, and
funding will be determined using the CoC Application score as well as the factors listed in Section II.B.10
of this NOFA.
HUD will award a point value to each new and renewal project application that is in Tier 2 using a 100point scale:
(1) CoC Score. Up to 50 points in direct proportion to the score received on the CoC Application; e.g., if
a CoC received 100 out of 200 points on the CoC Application, the project application would receive 25
out of 50 points for this criterion.
(2) CoC Project Ranking. Up to 40 points for the CoC’s ranking of the project application(s). To more
evenly distribute funding across CoCs and consider the CoCs ranking of projects, point values will be
assigned directly related to the CoCs' ranking of project applications. The calculation of point values will
be 40 times the quantity (1-x) where x is the ratio of the cumulative funding requests for all projects or
portions of projects ranked higher by the CoC in Tier 2 plus one half of the funding of the project of
interest to the total amount of funding available in Tier 2. For example, if a CoC is eligible to apply for
projects totaling $500,000 in Tier 2 and applies for 5 projects ranked in Tier 2 of $100,000 each: the
highest ranked project would receive 36 points and then the subsequently ranked projects would receive
28, 20, 12, and 4 points.
Tier 2 Projects
Project A

Project B

Formula
40 * ½ of ($ ProjectA) / $ Tier 2)

Score

Plus Application Score and 10 points for Commitment to
Housing First
40 * (1-X)
X = ($ Project A / $ Tier 2) + ½ of ($ Project B / $ Tier 2)

Project C

Plus Application Score and 10 points for Commitment to
Housing First
40 * (1-X)
X = (($ Project A + $ Project B) / $ Tier 2) + ½ of ($ Project
C / $ Tier 2)

Project D

Plus Application Score and 10 points for Commitment to
Housing First
40 * (1-X)
X = (($ Project A + $ Project B + $ Project C) / $ Tier 2) +
½ of ($ Project D / $ Tier 2)

Project E

Plus Application Score and 10 points for Commitment to
Housing First
40 * (1-X)
X = (($ Project A + $ Project B + $ Project C + $ Project D)
/ $ Tier 2) + ½ of ($ Project E / $ Tier 2)
Plus Application Score and 10 points for Commitment to
Housing First
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Example:
Tier 2 Projects
Project A
$100,000

Project B
$100,000

Project C
$100,000

Project D
$100,000

Project E
$100,000

Formula
X = ½ of ($ 100,000) / $ 500,000)
X = ½ * (.2)
X = .1
40 * (1-X) or 40 * (1-.1)
40 * .9 = 36
Plus Application Score and 10 points for Commitment
to Housing First
X = ($ 100,000 / $ 500,000) + ½ of ($ 100,000 / $
500,000)
X = .2 + ½ * (.2)
X = .3
40 * (1-X) or 40 * (1-.3)
40 * .7 - 28
Plus Application Score and 10 points for Commitment
to Housing First
X = (($ 100,000 + $ 100,000) / $ 500,000) + ½ of ($
100,000 / $ 500,000)
X = (200,000 / 500,000) + (½ * .2)
X = .4 + (½ * .2)
X = .5
40 * (1-X) or 40 * (1-.5)
40 * .5 = 20
Plus Application Score and 10 points for Commitment
to Housing First
X = (($ 300,000 / $ 500,000) + ½ of ($ 100,000 / $
500,000)
X = .6 + (1/2 * .2)
40 * (1-.7)
40 * .3 = 12
Plus Application Score and 10 points for Commitment
to Housing First
X = (($ 400,000 / $ 500,000) + ½ of ($ 100,000 / $
500,000)
X = .8 + (1/2 * .2)
40 * (1-.9)
40 * .1 = 4

Score
36
Plus App
Score &
Housing
First

28
Plus App
Score &
Housing
First

20
Plus App
Score &
Housing
First

12
Plus App
Score &
Housing
First

4
Plus App
Score &
Housing
First

Plus Application Score and 10 points for Commitment
to Housing First

(3) Commitment to Housing First. Up to 10 points for how the permanent housing project application
commits to applying the Housing First model. Transitional housing, Joint TH and PH-RRH component,
safe haven, and SSO projects that are not for centralized or coordinated assessment can receive up to 10
points for how the project demonstrates that it is low-barrier, prioritizes rapid placement and stabilization
in permanent housing, and does not have service participation requirements or preconditions to entry
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(such as sobriety or a minimum income threshold). HMIS projects and SSO projects for a centralized or
coordinated assessment system will automatically receive 10 points.
Projects Straddling Tiers. If a project application straddles the Tier 1 and Tier 2 funding line, HUD will
conditionally select the project up to the amount of funding that falls within Tier. Using the CoC score
and other factors described in Section II.B.10 of this NOFA, HUD may fund the Tier 2 portion of the
project. If HUD does not fund the Tier 2 portion of the project, HUD may award the project at the
reduced amount, provided the project is still feasible with the reduced funding (e.g., is able to continue
serving homeless program participants effectively).
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