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High Priority CoC Application Questions 

CoC Application Questions Maximum Score Available 
CoC 

Score 
Received 

the rate of individuals and families who return to 
homelessness.  Specifically, describe strategies 
your CoC has implemented to identify and 
minimize the returns to homelessness, and 
demonstrate the use of HMIS or a comparable 
database to monitor and record returns to 
homelessness. 

 

3A.8. Enter the date the CoC submitted the system 
performance measure data into HDX.  The System 
Performance Report generated by HDX must be 
attached. 

10 10 

3B. Continuum of Care (CoC) Performance and 
Strategic Planning Objectives 

3B-1.2. Compare the total number of PSH beds 
(CoC program and non-CoC program funded) that 
were identified as dedicated for use by chronically 
homeless persons on the 2016 Housing Inventory 
Count, as compared to those identified on the 
2015 Housing Inventory count. 

10 6 

3B-2.3. Compare the number of RRH units 
available to serve families from the 2015 and 2016 
HIC. 

5 
 

0 

3B-3.1 Compare the total number of homeless 
Veterans in the CoC as reported by the CoC for the 
2016 PIT count compared to 2015 (or 2014 if an 
unsheltered count was not conducted in 2015.) 

8 8 

4B. Additional Policies  

4B-1. Based on the CoCs FY 2016 new and renewal 
project applications, what percentage of 
Permanent Housing (PSH and RRH), Transitional 
Housing (TH), and SSO (non-Coordinated Entry) 
projects in the CoC are low barrier? 

6 6 

4B-2. What percentage of CoC Program-funded 
Permanent Supportive Housing (PSH), Rapid RE-
Housing (RRH), SSO (non-coordinated entry) and 
Transitional Housing (TH) FY 2016 projects have 
adopted a Housing First approach, meaning that 
the project quickly houses clients without 
preconditions or service participation 
requirements? 

6 6 



High Priority CoC Application Questions 

CoC Application Questions Maximum Score Available 
CoC 

Score 
Received 

4B-4. Compare the number of RRH units available 
to serve all populations from the 2015 and 2016 
HIC. 

4 4 

 

CoC Scoring Summary 

Scoring Category 
Maximum 

Score (Points) 

Your CoC 

Score 

(Points) 

Part 1:   CoC Structure and Governance 51 44.75 

Part 2:   Data Collection and Quality 27 26 

Part 3:   CoC Performance and Strategic  

              Planning 
101 70 

Part 4:   Cross-Cutting Policies 21 18.5 

Total CoC Application Score 200 159.25 

Overall Scores for all CoCs 

Highest Score for any CoC:    187.75 

Lowest Score for any CoC:     79 

Median Score for all CoCs:   154.5    

Weighted Mean Score for all CoCs:  160.7 

*The weighted mean score is the mean CoC score weighted by Annual Renewal Demand. CoCs 

that scored higher than the weighted mean score were more likely to gain funding relative to 

their Annual Renewal Demand, while CoCs that scored lower than the weighted mean were 

more likely to lose money relative to their Annual Renewal Demand. 







2016 HUD CoC NOFA 

Process Debrief Session
Oakland City Hall, Hearing Room 3

February 28, 2017

1pm-3:30pm



Agenda
1. Welcome and Introductions

2. Overview of the 2016 Process

a. Strategic Direction from HUD CoC

b. NOFA Committee Implementation

c. Changes to Local Application

3. Local and National Results

4. Feedback on the 2016 Process

a. Themes

b. Looking Ahead

5. Discussion and Closing Remarks



OVERVIEW OF THE 2016 

PROCESS







https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/FY-2016-CoC-Program-NOFA.pdf


Overview of the 2016 Process:

Strategic Direction from HUD CoC

Specific 2016 Strategic Recommendations from the HUD CoC Committee as 

informed by community input process: 

1. Support Strategic Reallocation

2. Invite a proposal for Coordinated Entry

3. Ensure local scoring values general TH projects which are in line with 

continuum principles and which improve continuum performance, allowing 

them to rank competitively. 

4. Rank both new and renewing projects together, and protect existing 

residential capacity in scoring and ranking (allow new projects into Tier 1).  





Overview of 2016 Process:

Changes to the Local Application

Added Criteria

Reports and Invoicing (8 pts) Proof of Eligibility (5 pts)

Utilization (5 pts) Cost Effectiveness (5 pts)

Additional Documentation

Backup Documentation (particularly for the Housing First Principle narrative)

Omitted Criteria

Completeness Leverage



Overview of 2016 Process:

Changes to the Local Application

Metric 2015 Value 2016 Value Total difference 

(+ / - )

Activity Type 16 5 - 11

HUD Priorities 8 10 + 2

Housing First 6 10 + 4

Outcome 

Performance

38 32 -6

Spending 12 5 - 7

Quality Assurance 12 7 - 5

Fiscal Management Had been in 

QA

4 +4



Local and National 

Results



Local and National Results:
Outcomes and Analysis Results of Local Process

The local process completed with a total of 49 projects. 

44 projects fully in Tier 1

One project straddled the line of Tier 1 and Tier 2

Four projects fully in Tier 2, including the bonus and CES projects. 

Total 2016 funding request = $29,583,325

Total 2016 Funding Award = $33,998,867 (total includes the CoC Planning 

Grant)

All renewal projects (including the CoC Planning Project) and the CES 

application were funded either in full, for more than the amount requested. 

The bonus project was not awarded. 

One SSO Project not tied to CES was not submitted with the 2016 package. 



















Local and National Results: 

HUD Process

Lowest CoC Score = 79 points

Highest CoC Score = 187.75

Weighted Mean = 160.7

Alameda County Score = 159.25

Grants for Residential Programs are serving 14.8% more households per dollar 

than in 2014. 

22.5% more households were served with residential programs over the last two 

years.



Local and National Results:

HUD Process

Metric Application

Questions

2015 Score 2016 Score

Continuum of Care 

Project Review, 

Ranking and 

Selection

1F-2

1F-2a

5 of 10

1.5 of 3

10 of 10 

4 of 4

The chart below shows scoring on questions pertaining to the Continuum of Care 

Project Review, Rating and Ranking, and Selection. The two relevant questions 

between 2015 and 2016 are identical in the Consolidated Application. For 

additional context, please see the HUD Scoring Crosswalk documents for both 

years, available on the EveryOne Home website. 







Local Feedback on the 

2016 Process













http://tinyurl.com/zgwr3my
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l. Mainstream Resources: Please describe how this project systematically assists homeless persons to 

identify and apply for mainstream benefits with other federal agency program such as TANF, Medicaid, 
Food Stamps, SCHIP, WIC, etc. New projects should use the space below to outline how the proposed 
project will assist homeless persons with those elements above.:    

 
 
 

1. PRIMARY ACTIVITY TYPE (5 points): 
 

PSH       RRH        General TH      Transition Aged Youth Serving TH      
 

Renewing and new HMIS projects and SSO tied to CES must complete different application forms, available on 
the EveryOne Home website. 

 

2. HUD PRIORITIES (25 points):  
 
a. Target Populations and Severity of Need (up to 10 points) 

 
i. Ending Chronic Homelessness:  If project is Permanent Supportive Housing or Services tied to 

Permanent Supportive Housing how does it serve chronically homeless individuals and families? 

 Existing project that serves 100%, all units in project are dedicated to the chronically homeless 

 Proposed PSH project for 100% chronically homeless households from Home Stretch registry 
 

 Not all units are dedicated, but by policy and practice a portion of turnover units are prioritized to 

chronically homeless: 100%         85%      
 
Is this policy:   

 In place and operational   In place and will be operationalized within 6 months     

   Under consideration              

What percent of clients served in the last year were chronically homeless?  
(Must be verifiable in attached HMIS demographics report from 10/1/2014 - 9/30/2015) 

 

N/A, this is not a PSH project and/or this is not a specific target population for this project. 
 

ii. Rapidly Rehousing Families:  
 

 Existing Rapid Rehousing for Families?   Yes       No 

 Is this project proposing RRH for families and/or individuals?   Yes       No 
 
  

   

   

 

 

 

  

  

 

 

 

    

 

 















http://everyonehome.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/2016-Renewal-and-New-App.-Supplemental-Instructions.pdf
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General-Use Transitional Housing (click here for instructions): 
 Universe (Persons) Average LOT homeless  

(bed nights) 
Median LOT Homeless 

(bed nights) 
 Previous 

FY 
Current 
FY 

Previous 
FY 

Current 
FY 

Difference Previous FY Current FY 

1.1 
Persons 
in ES and 
SH 

       

1.2 
Persons 
in ES, SH, 
and TH 

   

 

   

General use Transitional Housing indicate the number in the yellow-shaded box above to 
show the average number of bed nights in your project for this fiscal year. Please round up to 

the nearest whole number.  
 

 
Renewal projects should complete Tables 1, 2, or 3, depending on project type. New projects should complete 
tables 4 or 5 depending on project type. Proposed projects may submit up to three (3) APRs from comparable 
projects. 
 
 

1. Permanent Supportive Housing  

Outcome Measure  
 

Use APR for 
Outcomes A-D  

Benchmark  Self Score: Please 
see scoring sheet 
for score  

A. People  Retaining permanent 
housing  
> 12 months 

 90%  

B. Adults stayers and leavers who 
maintain or increase income   

 50%  

C. Adults obtaining or maintaining 
non-cash mainstream benefits 

 56%  

D. % of person who exited to 
homelessness 

 <10%  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://everyonehome.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/2016-Renewal-and-New-App.-Supplemental-Instructions.pdf
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2. Rapid Re- Housing and Transition Aged Youth-Serving TH 

Outcome Measure  
 

Use APR for 
Outcomes A-D  

Benchmark  Self Score: Please 
see scoring sheet 
for score  

A. People Who Obtain Permanent 
Housing 

 80%  

B. Adult Stayers and Leavers Who 
Increase Income   

 50%  

C. Adults obtaining or maintaining 
non-cash mainstream benefits 

 56%  

D. Returns to Homelessness  <10%  

 
3.  General Use Transitional Housing  

Outcome Measure APR for  Outcomes A-
D 

Benchmark  Self Score: Please 
see scoring sheet 
for score   

A. People Who Obtain Permanent 
Housing 

 80%  

B. Adults Stayers and Leavers 
Who Maintained or Increased 
Income 

 50% 
 

 

C. Adults obtaining or maintaining 
non-cash mainstream benefits 

 56%  

D. Average Length of Stay in 
Program 

 Average LOS <180 days  
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4. Proposed Permanent Supportive Housing  

Outcome Measure  
 

Benchmark  APR # 1 date 
range: 

APR # 2 date 
range: 

APR # 3 date 
range: 

Self Score: 
Please see 
scoring 
sheet for 
score 

APR #1 
project: 

APR #2 Project: APR #3 Project: 

APR #1 
Grantee: 

APR #3 
Grantee: 

APR #3 Grantee: 

E. People  Retaining 
permanent housing  
> 12 months 

90%     

F. Adults Stayers and 
Leavers Who 
Maintained or 
Increased Income 

50%     

G. Adults obtaining or 
maintaining non-cash 
mainstream benefits 

56%     

H. % of person who 
exited to 
homelessness 

<10%     

 
5. Proposed Rapid Rehosuing / Permanent Supportive Housing  

Outcome Measure  
 

Benchmark  APR #1 date 
range:  

APR #2 date 
range:  

APR #3 date 
range:  

Self Score: 
Please see 
scoring 
sheet for 
score  

APR #1 
project:  

APR #2 project:  APR #3 project: 

APR #1 
Grantee: 

APR # 3 
Grantee 

APR #3 Grantee: 

People who obtain 
permanent housing 

80%     

I. Adult stayers and 
leavers who increase 
income   

50%     

J. Adults obtaining or 
maintaining non-cash 
mainstream benefits 

56%     

K. Returns to 
Homelessness 

<10%     
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4. GRANT MANAGEMENT (25 Points) 
 
a. Spending (up to 5 points):  
 
HUD and Congress have both emphasized the importance of spending all allocated grant funds each contract 
year.     
 
i. All applicants must complete this chart, even if the project had no funds remaining in the most recent grant 
year.  
 

Unspent funds Dates of grant year Amount of Total 
Grant awarded  

Amount unspent  
and returned 

% of grant award 
unspent  (Amount 
unspent / Amount 
of Total Grant) 

Most recently 
completed  
grant year 

    

Previous Year     

2 years 
previous 

    

 
 
ii. Please explain any unspent grant funds in the most recent program year. Narratives with detailed 
explanation and strategies to reduce under-spending will be awarded more points. 

 
  
iii. If in the most recent program year, and at least one other year in the last three, under-spent funds 
exceeded 5% or more of the grant, please provide additional detail on unspent funds in earlier years. Explain 
both patterns and one-time occurrences leading to this result. Describe what steps have been taken to 
increase expenditures in the current and coming years. Narratives with detailed explanation and strategies to 
reduce under-spending will be awarded more points. (limit 250 words) 

 
 
 
b. Reports and Invoicing (up to 10 pts) 
 
i. Timely Submission of APRs: 
 Proof of timely submissions can be demonstrated via e-snaps as indicated in the screen shot below.  
 

 End date of Grant  
 

 Due date of APR   
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 Submission dates of APR: 
 
  Most Recent Year  Prior Year   Two years Prior 
 

       
 
Submissions must include all columns presented below. Proposed projects may submit proof of timeley 
submission of APRs for a comprable program and /or other federal grants and progress reports 
 

 
 
 
ii. Timely Draw Downs from LOCCS 
Proof of timely draw downs can be demonstrated via LOCCS, as indicated in the screen shot below  (click here 
for instructions) 
 

 Grant year from   to  
 

 Dates of draw requests from last two grant cycles  
 
 

 

  

   

http://everyonehome.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/2016-Renewal-and-New-App.-Supplemental-Instructions.pdf
http://everyonehome.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/2016-Renewal-and-New-App.-Supplemental-Instructions.pdf
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To find the average score for your project:  
(A + B + C + D + E + F + G + H + I + J + K + L + M + N) / 14 = % that will serve as the project grade for the 

Data Completeness Report Card. 
 

 Insert your average percentage here:  (from the equation above) 

The Data Completeness Report Card can be found here in the InHOUSE HMIS Reporting: 

% 
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c. Quality Assurance Narrative (up to 7 points) 
 
Narrative: Please use the space below to describe policies, procedures and actions the project and its sponsor 
take to ensure continuous quality improvement.  How does the agency stay abreast of and implement best 
practices in the field?  How is quality of service, consumer satisfaction and program performance assessed and 
maintained? Please address how data is used in planning and program management as well as how often it is 
updated and data quality reports run and errors corrected. How is staff trained and managed to ensure high 
quality of care? New projects may respond to this question with examples from comparable programs and 
projected quality assurance policies for the proposed project.  
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2016 Scoring for Outcome Measures, by Sector 
 

1. Permanent Supportive Housing  

 Measure Benchmark Scoring 

A  Retains and/or 
exits to other 
Permanent 
Housing > 12 
months 

95%  Meets or exceeds local benchmark in an existing project = 10  Points 
 Proposes to meet or exceed local benchmark in a new project and has 

demonstrated capacity from similar projects = 9  Points 
 Is within 5 percentage points of the local benchmark in existing project = 8 Points 
 Is within 10 percentage points of the local benchmark within an existing project = 4 

Points 
 Is > 10 percentage points below the local benchmark = 0 Points 
 Project proposes outcomes that do not meet local benchmark and/or evidence from 

prior projects indicates that applicant cannot meet local benchmark = 0 Points 
 

B  Adults who 
maintain or 
increase income   

50% of 
leavers and 
stayers 

 Meets or exceeds local benchmark in existing project = 7 Points 
 Proposes to meet or exceed local benchmark in a new project and has 

demonstrated capacity from similar projects = 7  Points 
 Is within 5 percentage points of local benchmark in existing project = 5 Points 
 Is within 10 percentage points of local benchmark in existing project = 3 Points 
 Is > 10 percentage points below the local benchmark in existing project = 0 Points 
 Project proposes outcomes that do not meet local benchmark and/or evidence from 

prior projects indicates that applicant cannot meet local benchmark = 0 Points 

C Obtains/ 
maintains non-
cash 
mainstream 
benefits 

56% 
leavers and 
stayers  

 Meets or exceeds local benchmark in existing project = 7 Points 
 Proposes to meet or exceed local benchmark in a new project and has 

demonstrated capacity from similar projects = 7  Points 
 Is within 5 percentage points of local benchmark in existing project = 5 Points 
 Is within 10 percentage points of local benchmark in existing project = 3 Points 
 Is > 10 percentage points below the local benchmark in existing project = 0 Points 
 Project proposes outcomes that do not meet local benchmark and/or evidence from 

prior projects indicates that applicant cannot meet local benchmark = 0 Points 

D Exits to 
Homelessness 

<10%  Meets or exceeds local benchmark in existing project = 8 Points 
 Proposes to meet or exceed local benchmark in a new project and has 

demonstrated capacity from similar projects = 8 Points 
 Is within 5 percentage points of local benchmark in existing project = 6 Points 
 Is within 10 percentage points of local benchmark in existing project = 3 Points 
 Is > 10 percentage points below the local benchmark in existing project = 0 Points 
 Project proposes outcomes that do not meet local benchmark and/or evidence from 

prior projects indicates that applicant cannot meet local benchmark = 0 Points 
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2. Rapid Re-housing and Youth Serving Transitional Housing 

 Measure Benchmark Scoring 

A Obtains 
Permanent 
Housing 

80%  Meets or exceeds local benchmark in an existing project = 10  Points 
 Proposes to meet or exceed local benchmark in a new RRH project and has 

demonstrated capacity from similar projects = 9  Points 
 Is within 5 percentage points of the local benchmark in existing project = 8 

Points 
 Is within 10 percentage points of the local benchmark within an existing project 

= 4 Points 
 Is > 10 percentage points below the local benchmark = 0 Points 
 Project proposes RRH outcomes that do not meet local benchmark and/or 

evidence from prior projects indicates that applicant cannot meet local benchmark 
= 0 Points 

B Adults who 
Increase Income 

50% of 
leavers and 
stayers 

 Meets or exceeds local benchmark in existing project = 7 Points 
 Proposes to meet or exceed local benchmark in a new RRH project and has 

demonstrated capacity from similar projects = 7  Points 
 Is within 5 percentage points of local benchmark in existing project = 5 Points 
 Is within 10 percentage points of local benchmark in existing project = 3 Points 
 Is > 10 percentage points below the local benchmark in existing project = 0 

Points 
 Project proposes outcomes that do not meet local RRH benchmark and/or 

evidence from prior projects indicates that applicant cannot meet local benchmark 
= 0 Points 

C Obtains or 
Maintains non-
cash 
Mainstream 
Benefits 
 

56% of 
leavers and 
stayers 

 Meets or exceeds local benchmark in existing project = 7 Points 
 Proposes to meet or exceed local RRH benchmark in a new project and has 

demonstrated capacity from similar projects = 7  Points 
 Is within 5 percentage points of local benchmark in existing project = 5 Points 
 Is within 10 percentage points of local benchmark in existing project = 3 Points 
 Is > 10 percentage points below the local benchmark in existing project = 0 

Points 
 Project proposes outcomes that do not meet local RRH benchmark and/or 

evidence from prior projects indicates that applicant cannot meet local benchmark 
= 0 Points 

D Returns to 
Homelessness 

<10%  Meets or exceeds local benchmark in existing project = 8 Points 
 Proposes to meet or exceed local benchmark in a new RRH project and has 

demonstrated capacity from similar projects = 8 Points 
 Is within 5 percentage points of local benchmark in existing project = 6 Points 
 Is within 10 percentage points of local benchmark in existing project = 3 Points 
 Is > 10 percentage points below the local benchmark in existing project = 0 

Points 
 Project proposes outcomes that do not meet local RRH benchmark and/or 

evidence from prior projects indicates that applicant cannot meet local benchmark 
= 0 Points 
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3. General (non-youth serving) Transitional Housing Renewals Only 

 Measure Benchmark Scoring 

A Obtains Permanent 
Housing 

80%  Meets or exceeds local benchmark* = 10  Points 
 Is within 5 percentage points of the local benchmark = 8 Points 
 Is within 10 percentage points of the local benchmark = 4 Points 
 Is > 10 percentage points below the local benchmark = 0 Points 

B  Adults who maintain 
or increase income   

 50% of 
leavers and 
stayers 

 Meets or exceeds f  local benchmark =   7  Points 
 Is within 10 percentage points of local benchmark = 6 Points 
 Is within 15 percentage points of local benchmark= 3 Points 
 Is > 15 percentage points below the local benchmark = 0 Points  

C  Obtains or 
Maintains non-cash 
Mainstream 
Benefits 

56% 
leavers and 
stayers 

 Meets or exceeds  HUD benchmark = 7  Points 
 Is within 5 percentage points of HUD benchmark = 6 Points 
 Is within 10 percentage points of HUD benchmark = 3 Points 
 Is > 10 percentage points below the local benchmark = 0 Points 

D Length of Time 
Homeless (length of 
stay in program) 

Average 
LOS <180 
days 

 Meets or exceeds local benchmark =8  Points 
 Is within 5% of local benchmark = 6 Points 
 Is within 10% of local benchmark = 3 Point 
 Is > 10% above local benchmark = 0 Points 
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Applicants may submit projects for the entire scope of work included in this announcement or may 
submit a proposal for a subpart of the total scope. Proposals that are approved for a subpart of the 
scope may be required to subcontract with an identified lead agency. 

Scoring:  
 
A detailed scoring tool is provided on page 12. Note however that one of the primary goals of CES is to 
ensure that service access is available across the entire county. In order to accomplish this goal, lower 
scoring proposals may be funded in order ensure geographic coverage. 
 
Right to Request Changes: 
 
EveryOne Home, the Continuum of Care Lead, reserves the right to request changes to proposals 
submitted in order to be responsive to HUD priorities as well as to ensure that CES is implemented in 
concert with the structure, guiding principles and design elements adopted by the EveryOne Home 
Leadership Board. These may include, but are not limited to: changes to the service delivery 
mechanisms, requiring multiple applicants to submit a collaborative application with a designated lead 
entity, changes to budget amounts, changes to staffing configurations, and changes to geographic reach. 
 
As this a new and evolving system, applicants should be aware that EveryOne Home may require 
additional changes to how the program is implemented during the course of and/or following the first 
year of implementation. 
 
Submission Requirements: 
 
Applications for coordinated assessment funds are due to EveryOne Home by 12pm (noon) on August 9th, 
2016 via email at info@everyonehome.org.  

Due to the competitive nature of the process and rigid HUD timing requirements, applications received 
after that time will not be considered. All new projects received by the deadline will be reviewed and 
applicants will be notified by August 30, 2016 whether they have been selected to submit a final 
application to HUD.  

Applicants must complete and submit the application included with this RFP. It is not necessary to 
prepare an application in e-snaps at this time. If your application is approved for inclusion in the CoC 
collaborative application you will be asked to complete the e-snaps application or to provide 
information to a designated lead applicant for inclusion in an e-snaps application. If your project is 
selected, the New Project Application must be completed in e-snaps by September 7, 2016. For any 
questions concerning e-snaps or that application process, please contact Riley Wilkerson at 
Riley.Wilkerson@acgov.org 

Applicants responding to this RFP should be very familiar with the HUD NOFA issued June 28th 2016, and 
with the detailed guidance for completing new applications. Applicants are expected to know the 
eligible types of assistance, eligible populations, required match and other requirements from HUD. See 
http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/documents/huddoc?id=2016coccompnofa.pdf for more information.   

Applicants may apply for one, two, three, or all of the components described in the scope of work 
below. A single application should be utilized regardless of the number of components included in the 
submission and/or number of collaborative partners and all components the applicant intends to cover 
should be detailed in the narrative sections of the application below.  

http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/documents/huddoc?id=2016coccompnofa.pdf
mailto:info@everyonehome.org
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3. Assessment and Referral 
 
Once households have accessed the coordinated entry point, the system will need to be able to assess 
their type and level of need in order to refer them to appropriate resources. This will take place through 
a standard and comprehensive assessment for services in place across the entire county.  
 
Every HRC will screen, assess, and refer clients with standardized protocols using standardized tools and 
processes. This will include a prioritization system that will govern how available resources are targeted 
based on the information gathered during the assessment process. The development of this protocol 
has not yet been finalized; however guiding principles that will inform the development were included in 
the CES Initial Design Plan (page 10). Applicants should review this section of the plan thoroughly before 
submitted a proposal. 
 
A contractor or contractors are sought to implement the assessment protocol at HRCs countywide once 
the protocol has been developed and approved by the Continuum of Care.  
 
The selected contractor will be required to operate within HMIS and not develop separate databases. 
This will include an obligation to enter into HMIS all households that are assessed regardless of whether 
the household does or does not subsequently enter a shelter or housing program. 
 
4. Expanded HRC Services 
 
Expanded HRC services will be funded only if additional funding is available once components one 
through three have been funded. Applicants may not submit proposals for expanded HRC services 
unless these activities are part of an application that includes at least one of the other functions above. 
 
Services that may be included as part of expanded HRC services are; outreach, housing navigation, 
and/or employment/income services. 
 
Outreach includes contacting people living on the streets to connect them with Coordinated Entry and 
provide mobile access to services. This may also include mobile outreach teams that go out into the 
community to locate and engage with homeless people who are unlikely to independently access 
services. 
 
Housing Navigation includes developing housing location and stabilization plans with literally homeless 
clients. Services also include working with clients to access and complete housing applications and 
interviews and working to find housing alternatives for clients who are not able to access dedicated 
programs. When a consumer is in navigation services, the Navigator will coordinate regularly with other 
providers working with the consumer, and through HMIS notes.  
 
Employment/income services include assisting clients with the development of employment plans, 
resume development, employment readiness, and assistance with job search activities, job application 
assistance, linkage to employment opportunities, and assistance to access public benefit programs. 







http://everyonehome.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/AC-CES-Initial-Design-final.pdf
http://everyonehome.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/AC-CES-Initial-Design-final.pdf
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CES HUD LEAD AGENCY BUDGET 

ITEM COST 

PERSONNEL COSTS  

 $ 

 $ 

 $ 

  

NON PERSONNEL COSTS  

 $ 

 $ 

 $ 

  

ADMINISTRATION (UP TO 10%) $ 

  

TOTAL REQUEST $ 

 

CALL CENTER BUDGET 

ITEM COST 

PERSONNEL COSTS  

 $ 

 $ 

 $ 

  

NON PERSONNEL COSTS  

 $ 

 $ 

 $ 

  

ADMINISTRATION (UP TO 10%) $ 

  

TOTAL REQUEST $ 

 

ASSESSMENT SERVICES BUDGET 

ITEM COST 

PERSONNEL COSTS  

 $ 

 $ 

 $ 

  

NON PERSONNEL COSTS  

 $ 

 $ 

 $ 

  

ADMINISTRATION (UP TO 10%) $ 

  

TOTAL REQUEST $ 
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SCORING FOR CES PROJECTS 
Total points available = 100 

 

 Criterion & Source Points  Description of basis for assigning points  

1.  Demonstrated Project 
Capacity (Section 2; 
Letters of Reference) 
 
 

30 points Applicant and any sub recipients have recent relevant experience 
performing similar activities; If application has sub recipients, 
applicant organizations have experience working together; No 
applicant or sub recipient has outstanding monitoring or audit 
issues or issues are explained. Applicant has strong quality 
assurance plan in place. 
 
Assessment services have the support of local jurisdictions. 

2.  Project Detail (Section 3, 
questions a-b) 
 
 

25 points Project description describes the type and purpose of project; 
project is well-designed to meet the identified need; services 
proposed are appropriate to CES goals. 

3.  Project Integration 
(Section 3, questions c-d; 
Jurisdictional support 
letters) 

20 points Project describes how collaboration and integration will occur. 
Project has plan for ensuring consistency with CES plan. 

4.  Budget 
 
 

15 points Budget is reasonable for type of project and clearly articulated; 
Project is cost effective in a way that is clearly articulated. 

5.  Match 5 points Projects that provide match of at least 25% will receive full points, 
however project match is not a requirement. 

6.  Completeness and Clarity 5 points Maximum points will be awarded if application is complete and 
all questions relevant to the project are answered.  

 



mailto:Riley.Wilkerson@acgov.org
http://everyonehome.org/our-work/hud-coc-nofa/
mailto:info@everyonehome.org


mailto:info@everyonehome.org


https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/FY-2016-CoC-Program-NOFA.pdf


mailto:info@everyonehome.org
http://www.everyonehome.org/


mailto:info@everyonehome.org
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Did it include all sub-population data?   No        Yes 

Performance Factor D: Generation of new System Performance Measure Report 

Did HMIS generate the System Performance Report?    No        Yes (if yes, attach it) 

Was it submitted in HDX by 8/1/2016?   No        Yes 

Did it include all  requested data?   No        Yes 

SPENDING (Section worth up to 5 points) 

HUD and Congress have both emphasized the importance of spending all allocated grant funds each 
contract year.     
 
a. All applicants must complete this chart, even if the project had no funds remaining in the most recent 
grant year.  
 

Unspent funds Dates of grant year Amount of Total 
Grant awarded  

Amount unspent  
and returned 

% of grant award 
unspent  (Amount 
unspent / Amount 
of Total Grant) 

Most recently 
completed  
grant year 

    

Previous Year     

2 years 
previous 

    

 
 
b. Please explain any unspent grant funds in the most recent year. Narratives with detailed explanation 
and strategies to reduce under-spending will be awarded more points. 

 
  
c. If in the most recent year, and at least one other year in the last three, under-spent funds exceeded 
5% or more of the grant, please provide additional detail on unspent funds in earlier years. Explain both 
patterns and one-time occurrences leading to this result. Describe what steps have been taken to 
increase expenditures in the current and coming years. Narratives with detailed explanation and 
strategies to reduce under-spending will be awarded more points. 
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TIMELY SUBMISSION OF APRS AND LOCCS FUND DRAWS (Up to 10 points) 
 
i. Timely Submission of APRs: 
 Proof of timely submissions can be demonstrated via e-snaps as indicated in the screen shot below.  
 

 End date of Grant  
 

 Due date of APR  
 
 Submission dates of APR: 
 
  Most Recent Year  Prior Year   Two years Prior 
 

       
 
Submissions must include all columns presented below. Proposed projects may submit proof of timeley 
submission of APRs for a comprable program and /or other federal grants and progress reports 
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ii. Timely Draw Downs from LOCCS 
Proof of timely draw downs can be demonstrated via LOCCS, as indicated in the screen shot below  (click 
here for instructions) 
 

 Grant year from   to  
 
 Dates of draw requests from last two grant cycles 

 
 
 
 
Submissions must include all columns as presented below. Proposed projects may submit proof of 
timely draw downs for a comparable program or other federal grants and progress reports.   

 
 
HMIS DATA QUALITY (Section worth up to 20 points) 

a. Indicate the percent of unduplicated records with null or missing values : 

   

b. Indicate the percent of unduplicated records with refused or unknown values: 

 

Attach a data quality report as back-up documentation. 

 
 
 
 

% 

% 

 

  

http://everyonehome.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/2016-Renewal-and-New-App.-Supplemental-Instructions.pdf
http://everyonehome.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/2016-Renewal-and-New-App.-Supplemental-Instructions.pdf
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QUALITY ASSURANCE (Section worth up to 10 points) 
 
Narrative: Please use the space below to describe policies, procedures and actions project implements 
to ensure valid program entry and exit dates, regular training and TA for users, continual updates to 
data quality, and outcome reports for programs and system.         
 

 

 







Agenda 
 

1. Welcome 
2. Strategic Direction from Hud CoC to the NOFA 
Committee 

   3. Brief Review of HUD CoC 2016 NOFA 

   4. Overview of Local Renewal and New Application 

   5. Overview of Local CES Application 

   6. Q & A Session 

 









https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/FY-2016-CoC-Program-NOFA.pdf
https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/FY-2016-CoC-Program-NOFA.pdf
http://everyonehome.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/Strategic-Direction-reprot-out-7-16-16-edC-edits.pdf
https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/FY-2016-CoC-Program-NOFA.pdf
http://everyonehome.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/Strategic-Direction-reprot-out-7-16-16-edC-edits.pdf
http://everyonehome.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/Strategic-Direction-reprot-out-7-16-16-edC-edits.pdf
http://everyonehome.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/Strategic-Direction-reprot-out-7-16-16-edC-edits.pdf
https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/FY-2016-CoC-Program-NOFA.pdf
http://everyonehome.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/Strategic-Direction-reprot-out-7-16-16-edC-edits.pdf
http://everyonehome.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/Strategic-Direction-reprot-out-7-16-16-edC-edits.pdf
http://everyonehome.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/Strategic-Direction-reprot-out-7-16-16-edC-edits.pdf
https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/FY-2016-CoC-Program-NOFA.pdf
https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/FY-2016-CoC-Program-NOFA.pdf
http://everyonehome.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/Strategic-Direction-reprot-out-7-16-16-edC-edits.pdf
http://everyonehome.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/Strategic-Direction-reprot-out-7-16-16-edC-edits.pdf
http://everyonehome.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/Strategic-Direction-reprot-out-7-16-16-edC-edits.pdf
https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/FY-2016-CoC-Program-NOFA.pdf
http://everyonehome.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/Strategic-Direction-reprot-out-7-16-16-edC-edits.pdf
http://everyonehome.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/Strategic-Direction-reprot-out-7-16-16-edC-edits.pdf
https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/FY-2016-CoC-Program-NOFA.pdf
http://everyonehome.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/Strategic-Direction-reprot-out-7-16-16-edC-edits.pdf
http://everyonehome.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/Strategic-Direction-reprot-out-7-16-16-edC-edits.pdf
http://everyonehome.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/Strategic-Direction-reprot-out-7-16-16-edC-edits.pdf
https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/FY-2016-CoC-Program-NOFA.pdf
http://everyonehome.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/Strategic-Direction-reprot-out-7-16-16-edC-edits.pdf
http://everyonehome.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/Strategic-Direction-reprot-out-7-16-16-edC-edits.pdf
http://everyonehome.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/Strategic-Direction-reprot-out-7-16-16-edC-edits.pdf
http://everyonehome.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/Strategic-Direction-reprot-out-7-16-16-edC-edits.pdf


Elem 

Strategic Reallocation 
HUD CoC direct the HUD NOFA Committee to pursue reallocation that 
strengthens our system and application package and is aligned with our 
guiding principles.  

 

Inviting a CES Application 
HUD CoC Committee directs the NOFA Sub-Committee to invite proposals for 
operating a Coordinated Entry System.   

  

7 

Strategic Direction 





Ranking New/Bonus Projects in Tier 1 

 
HUD CoC recommends that the NOFA Sub-Committee rank 

both new and renewing projects together and ensure that 
existing residential capacity is appropriately valued in the 
scoring and ranking of projects.  

9 

Strategic Direction 
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Combined Renewal 

and New Application  
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Outcome A: Info from APR (RRH, Youth-

serving TH, general TH) 

Obtaining Permanent Housing: (A + B) / C = % of persons obtaining permanent housing 

22 

29a1. Destination by Household Type and Length of Stay (All Leavers 

who Stayed More than 90 Days) 

Number of Leavers in Households 

Permanent Destinations 

  Total 

Withou

t 

Childre

n 

With 

Childre

n and 

Adults 

With 

Only 

Childre

n 

Unkno

wn  

HH 

Type 

Owned by Client, no Ongoing 

Subsidy 

Owned by Client, with Ongoing 

Subsidy 

Rental by Client, no Ongoing 

subsidy 

Rental by Client, with VASH 

Subsidy 

Rental by Client, with other 

Ongoing Subsidy 

PSH for Homeless Persons 

Living with Family, Permanent 

Tenure 

Living with Friends, Permanent 

Tenure 

Subtotal A 

29a2. Destination by Household Type and Length of Stay (All Leavers who Stayed 

90 Days or Less) 

Number of Leavers in Households 

Permanent Destinations 

  Total 
Without 

Children 

With 

Children 

and 

Adults 

With 

Only 

Children 

Unknow

n  

HH Type 

Owned by Client, no Ongoing Subsidy 

Owned by Client, with Ongoing 

Subsidy 

Rental by Client, no Ongoing subsidy 

Rental by Client, with VASH Subsidy 

Rental by Client, with other Ongoing 

Subsidy 

PSH for Homeless Persons 

Living with Family, Permanent Tenure 

Living with Friends, Permanent 

Tenure 

Subtotal B 

7. HMIS or Comparable Database Data Quality 

Total number of records for All Clients 

Total number of records for Adults Only 

Total number of records for Unaccompanied Youth 

Total number of records for Leavers C 



Outcome B - Income: (PSH, RRH, TAY 
Serving TH, General Use TH) 

23 

PSH and General Use TH: 

(A+B+C+E+F+G)/(D+H) = % of 

adults who maintained or increased 

income 

 

RRH and TAY serving TH: 

(B+C+F+G)/(D+H) = % of adults 

who increased income  



Outcome C: Info from APR (all project types) 

24 

26a2. Non-Cash Benefits by Exit Status - Leavers 

Client Non-Cash Benefits by Exit Status 

Number of Non-Cash Benefits by Number of Persons - Leavers 

          

  Total Adults Children Age Unknown 

No Sources 

1+ Source(s) B 

Don't Know / Refused 

Missing this Information 

TOTAL E 

26b2. Number of Non-Cash Benefit Sources - Stayers 

Client Non-Cash Benefits by Exit Status 

Number of Non-Cash Benefits by Number of Persons - Stayers 

  Total Adults Children Age Unknown 

No Sources 

1+ Source(s) G 

Don't Know / Refused 

Missing this Information 

TOTAL J 

(B + G) / (E + J) = % of adults non-cash mainstream benefits 



Outcome D: Exits to Homelessness 
Info from APR (PSH) 

25 

29a1. Destination by Household Type and Length of Stay (All Leavers who Stayed More 

than 90 Days) 

Number of Leavers in Households 

Temporary Destinations 
          

Emergency Shelter A 

TH for Homeless Persons B 

Staying with Family, Temporary Tenure 

Staying with Friends, Temporary Tenure 

Place Not Meant for Human Habitation C 

Safe Haven D 

Hotel or Motel, Paid by Client 

Subtotal 

29a2. Destination by Household Type and Length of Stay (All Leavers who Stayed 90 Days 

or Less) 

Number of Leavers in Households 

Temporary Destinations 
          

Emergency Shelter E 

TH for Homeless Persons F 

Staying with Family, Temporary Tenure 

Staying with Friends, Temporary Tenure 

Place Not Meant for Human Habitation G 

Safe Haven H 

Hotel or Motel, Paid by Client 

Subtotal 

7. HMIS or Comparable Database Data 

Quality 

Total number of records for All Clients 

Total number of records for Adults Only 

Total number of records for Unaccompanied Youth 

Total number of records for Leavers I 

PSH: This project types  should use the following formula to 
calculate their measure: 

Exits to Homelessness: (A + B + C + D) + (E + F + G + H) / 
I = % of persons who exit to homelessness 







Grant Management (25 Points)  

 

A. Spending (5 pts) 

B. Reports and Invoicing (10 pts) 

C.  Proof of Eligibility (5 pts.) 

B. Utilization (5 pts) 

 

28 







Proof of Eligibility (5pts) and Capacity / 
Utilization (5pts) 

Proof of Eligibility (5pts) 

 - provide eligibility criteria and procedures for 
documenting.  

 

Capacity / Utilization (5 pts) 

  - Looking at how many people are served by the 
project on an annual basis, vs. how many people the 
project has capacity to serve.  

31 











36 

Coordinated Entry 

System Applications  





http://everyonehome.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/AC-CES-Initial-Design-final.pdf
http://everyonehome.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/AC-CES-Initial-Design-final.pdf














mailto:info@everyonehome.org


Resources on website 

 

 Electronic versions of the applications can be 
downloaded from the EveryOne Home website at: 
www.everyonehome.org.  

 

46 

http://www.everyonehome.org/


 

Questions or Comments 

47 



48 



mailto:homestretch@acgov.org
mailto:Riley.Wilkerson@acgov.org


https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/FY-2016-CoC-Program-NOFA.pdf
http://everyonehome.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/2016-Renewal-and-New-App.-Supplemental-Instructions.pdf
http://everyonehome.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/2016-Renewal-and-New-App.-Supplemental-Instructions.pdf
https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/FY-2016-CoC-Program-NOFA.pdf


http://everyonehome.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/2016-Renewal-and-New-App.-Supplemental-Instructions.pdf
http://everyonehome.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/2016-Renewal-and-New-App.-Supplemental-Instructions.pdf


6. In the CES application, what is the required documentation to support the 25% match 

requirement? Additionally, what is the difference between leverage and match? 

a. The required documentation for proof of match is a letter from the entity or entities 

providing it. A sample of that letter can be found here: http://everyonehome.org/wp-

content/uploads/2016/02/2016-NOFA-Sample-Letter-CES-Verification-of-Match.doc 

Only those submitting a CES application are required to submit the proof of match. 

The difference between leverage and match is that match is the required amount of 

money a project is required to bring in, and leverage is any amount above and beyond 

that amount. Furthermore, match is only for use in eligible activities, while use for 

leverage is a bit broader. Staff are asking HUD for further clarification and if received in 

time, will include that answer in the second round of FAQs.  

http://everyonehome.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/2016-NOFA-Sample-Letter-CES-Verification-of-Match.doc
http://everyonehome.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/2016-NOFA-Sample-Letter-CES-Verification-of-Match.doc


http://everyonehome.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/FAQ-Questions-1-Bidders-Conference-through-July-25th-2016-FINAL.pdf
http://everyonehome.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/FAQ-Questions-1-Bidders-Conference-through-July-25th-2016-FINAL.pdf
http://everyonehome.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/FAQ-Questions-1-Bidders-Conference-through-July-25th-2016-FINAL.pdf








20. The Data Completeness Report Card is indicated in the application as v.15, but is showing up in 

HMIS as v.16. What is the correct course of action?  

a. At the time the application and FAQs were issued, Bowman had updated this report 

through version 15. On July 23rd, Bowman updated to v.16. Please proceed running the 

report using v.16.  

 

21. The Data Completeness Report Card is displaying falsely low grades due to known issues around 

Disability Verification which Bowman is working to resolve. What can applicants do to avoid a 

lower score than they warrant?  

a. Please ignore the grades at the top of the Report Card. We are aware of the issue on 

Bowman's end with the disability verification. We will not be scoring based on the letter 

scores indicated by the report. Page 24 of the local application provides a formula, and a 

screen shot of the report which indicates the cells from which data should be pulled to 

calculate the score. That is the actual 'grade' on which the score for this question will be 

considered. If there are specific questions about how the report appears to be running 

beyond the grades indicated at the top of the report, please contact HMIS.   

 



	

	

	
	

MEMORANDUM	
 
	

To:	 	 EveryOne	Home	Continuum	of	Care	Membership	

From:	 	 HUD	CoC	Committee	

Date:		 	 July	18,	2016	

Re:	 Strategic	Direction	for	Alameda	County’s	Application	for	HUD	2016	Continuum	of	
Care	Funds		

______________________________________________________________________	

BACKGROUND	

The	HUD	Continuum	of	Care	(CoC)	Committee	has	provided	the	strategic	direction	outlined	below	to	the	NOFA	
Sub-Committee.	The	NOFA	Sub-Committee	is	made	up	of	non-conflicted	persons	responsible	for	developing	
the	local	application	process	for	seeking	these	federal	funds.	They	score	and	rank	all	project	applications	to	be	
included	in	the	application	package	submitted	to	the	United	States	Department	of	Housing	and	Urban	
Development	(HUD).	Strategic	direction	from	the	HUD	CoC	Committee	on	behalf	of	the	membership	guides	
their	crafting	of	the	application	questions,	instructions,	and	scoring.		

The	strategic	direction	was	developed	by	the	HUD	CoC	Committee	after	reviewing:	

• The	Notice	of	Funding	Availability	(NOFA)	issued	6/28/16:	
https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/FY-2016-CoC-Program-NOFA.pdf	

• Alameda	County’s	scores	and	HUD’s	feedback	on	the	2015	consolidated	application	
• Community	input	from	two	open	meetings	(6/21/16	and	7/7/16)	attended	by	45	unduplicated	people	
• The	results	of	an	anonymous	online	survey,	completed	by	36	respondents		

These	recommendations	are	consistent	with	member	input.	A	summary	of	input	from	the	community	meeting	
and	the	survey	are	included	for	reference.		

STRATEGIC	DIRECTION	FOR	THE	NOFA	SUB-COMMITTEE	

I. Strategic	Reallocation:	 	

The	HUD	CoC	Committee	directs	the	NOFA	Sub-committee	to	pursue	reallocation	that	strengthens	our	system	
and	application	package	and	is	aligned	with	our	guiding	principles.	Potential	benefits,	such	as	expanded	
capacity	and	resources,	need	to	exceed	potential	losses	of	existing	services	and	housing.		

HUD	CoC	supports	continuing	to	pursue	strategies	already	in	use:		
1. Inviting	voluntary	reallocation		
2. Initiating	negotiated	reallocation	with	local	funders	and	projects		
3. Establishing	a	minimum	score	threshold	for	inclusion	in	the	package		

HUD	CoC	supports	pursuing	the	following	policies:	

1. Reallocate	all	SSO	projects	that	are	not	for	CES	or	tied	to	permanent	housing		
2. Recapture	unspent	grant	funds	that	are	not	rental	assistance	dollars	and	have	been	under	spent	for	2	

or	more	grant	cycles	



	

	

II. Inviting	a	proposal	for	Coordinated	Entry:	

Coordinated	Entry	is	essential	to	an	effective	response	to	homelessness	and	is	a	requirement	for	those	
receiving	HUD	Homeless	Assistance	funds	from	the	Continuum	of	Care	and	Emergency	Solutions	Grant	
programs.		

Therefore,	the	HUD	CoC	Committee	directs	the	NOFA	Sub-Committee	to	invite	proposals	up	to	$1	million	for	
operating	a	Coordinated	Entry	System.		Those	proposals	need	to	ensure	that	the	Continuum	can	implement	
required	elements	such	as	easy	access	(call	center)	and	standard	and	comprehensive	assessment	for	services	
across	the	entire	county.	All	RFPs	under	consideration	must	be	in	line	with	the	design	adopted	by	the	
EveryOne	Home	Leadership	Board.	(http://everyonehome.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/AC-CES-Initial-
Design-final.pdf)		

III. Approach	to	Transitional	Housing	(TH):	

Because	of	our	large	unsheltered	population,	the	Continuum	needs	to	protect	quality	residential	capacity	to	
the	greatest	degree	possible,	while	maintaining	overall	competitiveness	of	the	package	submitted	for	funding.	
While	the	Continuum	still	values	the	classic	transitional	housing	model	for	youth	(site	based,	12-24	months	
stays	and	service	rich),	general	purpose	transitional	housing	is	evolving	to:	

Ø Shorter	stays;		
Ø no	barriers	to	entry;		
Ø housing	first;		
Ø services	minimal,	voluntary,	and	focused	on	getting	residents	housed	as	quickly	as	possible	

HUD	CoC	Committee	directs	the	NOFA	Sub-committee	to	ensure	renewal	application	scoring	values	the	
general	TH	programs	that	are	in	line	with	the	approach	above	and	improve	Continuum	performance,	such	that	
these	projects	can	score	well	enough	to	rank	competitively.	

IV. Tier	1	Rankings:	

The	HUD	CoC	Committee	wants	our	rating	and	ranking	process	and	criteria	to	score	well	in	the	Consolidated	
Application,	which	it	did	not	in	the	last	round.		It	also	values	the	housing	stability	of	tenants	in	existing	CoC	
funded	projects.	It	therefore	recommends	that	the	NOFA	Sub-Committee	rank	both	new	and	renewing	
projects	together	and	ensure	that	existing	residential	capacity	is	appropriately	valued	in	the	scoring	and	
ranking	of	projects.		

V. Guiding	Principles:	

The	HUD	CoC	Committee	made	minor	modifications	to	the	2015	Guiding	Principles	and	added	principle	(b):	

a. Maximize	the	resources	available	to	community	
b. Package	submitted	will	align	with	HUD	priorities	in	order	to	meet	local	needs	
c. Prioritize	ensuring	existing	residential	capacity	and	housing	stability	is	maintained	systemwide	
d. Keep	the	renewal	process	as	simple	as	possible	
e. Continue	to	emphasize	project	performance	and	the	submission	of	projects	that	will	meet	HUD’s	

thresholds	
f. Support	individual	projects	seeking	to	reallocate	or	reclassify	where	relevant	
g. Facilitate	a	clear,	fair	and	transparent	local	process	

	
	

	



	

	

Summary	of	Community	Feedback	Considered	in	Developing	NOFA	Strategies	

Community	input	on	the	best	approaches	to	the	United	States	Department	of	Housing	and	Urban	
Development’s	2016	Continuum	of	Care	Notice	of	Funding	Availability	(the	HUD	NOFA)	was	gathered	through	
two	open	community	meetings	held	on	6/21/16	and	7/7/16	and	attended	by	45	unduplicated	people,	as	well	
as	an	anonymous	online	survey	conducted	July	8th-11th.	The	HUD	Continuum	of	Care	Committee	used	this	
input	to	craft	strategic	direction	for	the	NOFA	Committee	who	is	responsible	for	developing	the	local	
application	and	rating	and	ranking	process.		It	is	summarized	here	in	the	interest	of	the	transparency	and	
integrity	of	our	community	process.			

Each	topic	begins	with	a	brief	outline	of	the	question	or	questions	put	before	the	community,	and	are	followed	
by	the	community	feedback	heard	in	the	room	during	input	sessions,	and	the	online	survey.	The	pie	charts	
summarize	the	portion	of	online	survey	responses	that	supported	or	did	not	support	various	options	being	
considered.			

Strategic	Reallocation:		

Four	recommendations	were	put	before	the	community;	1.	To	continue	the	current	approaches,	2.	To	
reallocated	SSOs	grants	not	tied	to	CES	or	permanent	housing,	3.	To	institute	a	2%	cut	across	all	projects’	grant	
amounts,	and	4.	To	recapture	any	unspent	funds	of	10%	or	greater.		In	total,	35	people	responded	to	the	
various	questions	about	strategic	reallocation.	The	responses	to	each	are	as	follows:	

1. The	community	was	largely	supportive	of	continuing	with	current	approaches,	in	both	the	input	
sessions	and	the	online	survey	responses	(27	of	32	respondents	(84%)	in	support).		

	

2. In	the	input	sessions	community	members	acknowledged	that	this	was	a	difficult	process,	with	the	
realization	that	HUD	has	been	headed	in	this	direction	concerning	SSOs	for	several	years.	It	was	
also	noted	that	reallocating	Rubicon,	who	was	present	at	the	meeting,	would	not	get	the	
community	to	a	full	20%	reallocation.	The	online	survey	received	27	of	33	respondents,	with	(81%)	
in	support	of	reallocating	SSOs	not	tied	to	CES	or	PH.	Comments	here	again	acknowledged	that	
this	was	a	difficult	choice,	but	that	there	were	less	impacts	to	all	parties	since	SSOs	do	not	have	
occupied	units.	Further	comments	included	support	of	including	the	CES	project	funded	through	
this	reallocation	in	tier	1,	and	direction	to	the	CoC	to	try	and	maintain	these	services	in	the	
community	through	other	means.		

	



	

	

3. This	option	was	met	with	a	lack	of	support	in	both	the	input	sessions	and	the	online	survey.	Major	
concerns	were	raised	about	this	approach,	particularly	for	rental	assistance	programs,	and	the	
community	was	largely	in	agreement	that	decoupling	from	the	FMRs	was	not	the	most	strategic	
long	game	for	our	community.	The	online	survey	received	32	respondents,	26	(81%)	of	whom	
were	not	in	support	of	this	strategy,	citing	that	it	would	be	too	injurious	to	rental	assistance	
programs,	that	2%	was	too	arbitrary	a	number,	and	that	this	would	be	challenging	to	implement	
administratively	for	the	CoC	and	grantees.		

	

	

4. Similar	concerns	were	raised	in	the	input	sessions	about	this	potential	course	of	action	in	
relationship	to	rental	assistance	projects.	There	was,	however,	broad	interest	in	reducing	under	
spending	in	general.	This	question	in	the	survey	received	33	respondents,	21	(65%)	of	whom	
supported	it.	Comments	were	conflicted	–	some	reflecting	a	desire	to	see	all	unspent	funds	
recaptured,	while	others	remarking	that	it	only	made	sense	to	recapture	non-rental	assistance	
under	spending.	Ohers	noted	that	technical	assistance	to	projects	was	a	more	reasonable	path.		

	

Inviting	a	proposal	for	Coordinated	Entry:	

Three	recommendations	were	put	before	the	community	at	the	input	sessions;	1.	Invite	a	coordinated	entry	
proposal	between	$500k	and	$1	million,	2.	require	the	proposal	to	include	a	call	center	and	assessment	
functions,	and	3.	Allow	for	optional	CES	activities	such	as	expanded	outreach,	housing	navigation	or	
employment	services	to	be	included.	

1. Consensus	was	not	reached	during	the	input	sessions	–	there	were	still	many	questions	about	CES	
including	what	we	would	be	asking	for	and	how	HUD	funds	would	fit	into	other	resources.	There	was	
also	a	desire	to	use	CoC	Planning	Grant	funds	to	offset	some	of	the	one-time	costs.	The	room	was	in	
agreement	that	Alameda	County	is	out	of	compliance	at	present	with	the	CES	requirement.	The	online	
survey	received	32	responses	to	this	questions,	27	in	favor	(84%)	of	pursuing	it.	Comments	included	
full	support	of	a	robust	CES,	thoughts	that	the	current	design	was	too	expensive,	and	a	request	to	see	
multiple	submissions	which	could	be	reviewed	rather	than	settling	for	a	single	plan.			



	

	

	

2. This	was	an	item	that	was	largely	not	discussed	at	the	input	sessions	due	to	time	constraints.	However,	
in	the	online	survey,	the	question	received	25	responses	of	33	in	favor	(75%)	of	requiring	proposals	to	
include	a	call	center	and	assessment	functions.	Comments	ranged	from	these	being	requisite	
elements,	to	not	having	enough	information	to	fully	understand	what	these	elements	include.		

	

3. Here	again,	there	was	not	room	in	the	input	sessions	to	discuss	this	option	at	length.	The	survey	
question	had	33	responses,	26	of	whom	(79%)	were	in	favor	of	including	additional	elements	in	the	
CES	application.	Comments	focused	on	creation	of	options/opportunities	for	collaborations	with	other	
providers	to	build	on	existing	expertise.	Other	comments	ranged	from	strong	support	for	these	
elements’	inclusion,	to	support	for	securing	funding	for	these	elements	from	other	sources.		

	

Transitional	Housing	

Discussion	during	the	first	community	meeting	resulted	in	support	for	creating	a	scoring	criteria	that	allowed	
general	purpose	TH	to	demonstrate	it	could	improve	system	performance	and	thereby	to	score	well	enough	to	
be	competitive	with	other	project	types.		That	consensus	was	confirmed	at	the	second	meeting	without	
additional	discussion.	The	online	survey	received	26	respondents,	20	of	whom	(77%)	were	in	support	of	this	
approach.	Comments	included	that	while	this	solution	was	good	for	the	current	round,	it	would	be	advisable	to	



	

	

phase	out	non-youth	and	DV	transitional	housing	from	the	HUD	package,	supporting	them	with	local	funds.	
Comments	recommended	considering	DV-serving	TH	in	the	“protected	populations”	as	youth	serving	TH	
already	are	by	HUD.	Comments	also	reflected	feeling	that	the	current	benchmarks	were	not	aligned	with	credit	
given	to	projects	serving	more	vulnerable	populations.		

	

Tier	1	Rankings	

This	topic	was	discussed	at	length	in	the	second	input	session.	Sentiment	ranged	from	support	for	keeping	
renewals	only	in	Tier	1,	to	recognition	that	this	track,	as	taken	last	year,	was	likely	something	HUD	deducted	
points	for,	viewing	it	is	not	objective	or	performance	based.	Concern	was	raised	about	favoring	projects	that	
did	not	yet	house	people	over	those	which	were	already	doing	so.	The	survey	had	27	respondents,	17	of	whom	
(64%)	were	in	support	of	opening	Tier	1	to	both	renewing	and	reallocated	/	bonus	projects.	In	this	case,	the	
online	feedback	was	inconsistent	with	what	was	heard	in	the	room.	Comments	in	the	meeting	and	on	the	
survey	reflected	the	tension	of	recognizing	HUD’s	desire	for	an	objective	rating	and	ranking	system,	losing	
beds,	pushing	PSH	into	Tier	2,	and	potentially	creating	a	homelessness	situation	for	currently	housed	persons.	

	 	

Guiding	Principles	

The	guiding	principles	we	not	discussed	at	either	meeting.	Feedback	was	invited	through	on-line	survey.	In	that	
forum,	20	of	24	respondents	(80%)	felt	that	the	current	guiding	principles	were	the	right	ones	for	our	
community.	Comments	here	included	a	sentiment	that	the	principles	do	not	reflect	the	voice	of	those	
currently	experiencing	homelessness,	and	the	need	to	reflect	the	community’s	commitment	to	balancing	
HUD’s	priorities	with	local	needs.		
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b. Funding CES 
c. Current Performance Criteria 
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2. 2016 HUD CoC NOFA: Policy and 

Program Priorities 
 

1. Create a Systemic Response to Homelessness (pg 7): 
a. Measure System Performance 
b. Create Effective CES (emphasizes--prioritizing longest 

homeless and highest need; easy access; moving to PH 
quickly) 

c. Promote participant choice 
d. Plan as a system 
e. Delivery of services open, inclusive and transparent 
 

2. Strategically Reallocate Resources (pg 8): 
a. Review project quality, performance and cost effectiveness 

(we only scored 5/13 pts in 2015) 
b. Maximize use of Mainstream resources 
c. Review TH projects 
d. Integration  













2. 2016 HUD CoC NOFA: Scoring 

HUD Policy and Program Priorities 

As Reflected In the Scores for CoC Application (pgs 33-42) 

 
1. Create a Systemic Response to Homeless: Appears to be worth 31 

of the points for CoC Coordination and Engagement 

2. Strategically Reallocate Resources: All 30 of the points for Project 
Ranking Review and Capacity appear to connect to the narrative 
for this priority. 

3. End Chronic Homelessness: 15 pts from Strategic Planning Section 

4. End Family Homelessness: 15 pts from Strategic Planning Section 

5. End Youth Homelessness: 15 pts from Strategic Planning Section 

6. End Veteran Homelessness: 15 pts from Strategic Planning 
Section 

7. Use a Housing First Approach: 12 pts from Coordination and 
Engagement Section 



3. Community Input: Strategic 

Questions 



































3. Community Input 
 

Guiding Principles were developed by the NOFA Committee and affirmed by the  
Leadership Board and the Community in each NOFA round. The most recent of these  

are below.  

F. Guiding Principles  







Questions? 
Email EveryOne Home at info@everyonehome.org 

visit the HUD NOFA page on the website: 
http://everyonehome.org/our-work/hud-coc-nofa/ 

 

mailto:info@everyonehome.org




Transitional Housing Specific Outcomes Measures; Total points available = 38 

 Measure Benchmark Scoring 

A Obtains Permanent 
Housing 

80%  Meets or exceeds local benchmark* = 16 Points 
 Is within 5 percentage points of the local benchmark = 12 Points 
 Is within 10 percentage points of the local benchmark = 8 Points 
 Is > 10 percentage points below the local benchmark = 0 Points 

B  Of those adults 
entering with no 
income, %  who obtain  
some income   

30% of 
leavers and 
stayers 

 Meets or exceeds f  local benchmark =  9 Points 
 Is within 10 percentage points of local benchmark = 6 Points 
 Is within 15 percentage points of local benchmark= 3 Points 
 Is > 15 percentage points below the local benchmark = 0 Points  

C  Obtains or 
Maintains non-cash 
Mainstream 
Benefits 

56% 
leavers and 
stayers 

 Meets or exceeds  HUD benchmark = 9 Points 
 Is within 5 percentage points of HUD benchmark = 6 Points 
 Is within 10 percentage points of HUD benchmark = 3 Points 
 Is > 10 percentage points below the local benchmark = 0 Points 

D Exits to Homelessness <20%  Meets or exceeds local benchmark = 4 Points 
 Is within 5% of local benchmark = 2 Points 
 Is within 10% of local benchmark = 1 Point 
 Is > 10% above local benchmark = 0 Points 

*having made a 10 percentage point improvement over the previous year is also considered to have met 
the local benchmark 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 





 

 
 

Analysis of County Continuum of Care Awards Since 2012 
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Impacts on the System of Care 
 Defunded Projects Decreases in TH Converted to PH 

non-CoC funded 
New or Converted 
CoC Funded PH 

Total 
Increases in 
PH 

2012 None None None Laguna Commons 8 
PSH 

8 units 

2013 $870k Goodwill 
employment 
services and $486k 
Boss SSO 

47 Linkages  Linkages Converts 
to RRH 47; 
Welcome Home 29 
PSH; NC Family RRH 
22 

98 

2014 Boss SSO $544k Pacheco Court 10 
units, 26 beds 

Pacheco Court 10 
units 26 beds 

Welcome Home SL 
25 PSH 

35 
 

2015 Harrison House TH 
9 units 26 beds 

Housing 
Stabilization 14 
units; BBC 22 units 
3 BOSS projects 
totaling 47 units 

BCC 12 units Hsng  Stblztn 14 
RRH; BCC 10 PSH; 3 
BOSS projects to 
PSH 47; Homes for 
Wellness 38 PSH; 
Redwood Hill 4 PSH; 
NC youth RRH 45 

170 
units/slots 

Totals  140 units 22 units 289 units 311 units 
 

 

 

Comparison of Continuum of Care Application Score between 2013 and 2015 

2013 Total Score = 118.75/156 = 76%    2015 Total Score = 164.25/203 = 81%  

CoC Coordination & Engagement = 24/28   CoC Coordination & Engagement = 43.75/55  

Housing and Services Structure = 12.25/13   System Performance = 74.5/98 

HMIS = 10.5/11       HMIS = 24/27 

Point in Time Count 8/9      Accessing Mainstream Benefits = 18.5/19 

Strategic Planning & Performance = 49.5/69   Leveraging = 0.5/1 

Bonus Pts = 4/6       Bonus Pts. = 3/3 

 


