PART C1. — New Project Scorecard

Application Question(s) /

How to Score

Section Criterion Max Points | HUD NOFO/RFP Reference Section Primary Data Sources
Goal: How strong and concrete is the plan to prevent returns to homelessness after exit?
10 — Excellent: Clear, step-by-step aftercare plan (e.g., check-ins at 30/90/180 days) with specific
strategies such as landlord mediation, eviction prevention, benefits retention, and warm handoffs to
mainstream/community supports; explicitly connects to CoC strategy/SPM Measure 2 and describes
how post-exit outcomes will be tracked.
7 — Strong: Describes several concrete strategies and some follow-up, but schedule/responsibilities
are somewhat general OR link to CoC-level performance is limited.
FY2025 CoC NOFO system  |New Project App — narrative: |3 — Basic: Mentions that participants will be linked to services or can return for help, but no clear
performance measures 'Describe how the project will |aftercare structure or tenancy-support activities; no discussion of tracking returns.
Section 1 — System Returns to (Returns to Homelessness — |prevent returns to New project narrative;
Performance Homelessness Measure 2); local RFP homelessness and support 0 — Weak/Missing: No discernible plan to support tenancy and prevent returns after exit, or response is |description of aftercare and
Contribution Strategy 10|System Performance section. |tenancy after exit.' blank/boilerplate. tenancy supports.
Goal: How well does the design support increased earned income and overall income?
10 — Comprehensive: Explicit partnerships (MOUs or letters) with workforce boards, employers, training
programs, and benefits agencies; concrete services (assessment, job coaching, training, placement,
benefits screening) integrated with housing case management; sets realistic, quantified
income/employment targets aligned with HUD expectations (e.g., 220% with increased earned income).
7 — Solid: Identifies key services and partners with a clear workflow from assessment to placement, but
some partnerships are informal or targets are general rather than quantified.
FY2025 CoC NOFO income
growth and employment New Project App — narrative: |3 — Minimal: States that staff will help participants find jobs or connect to employment resources but
sections; SPM Measure 4; 'Describe how the project will |lacks detail on how, with whom, and how often; little reference to benefits enroliment or outcome Application narrative; staffing
Section 1 — System APR income measures; local [support participants to measurement. plan; MOUs with workforce
Performance Employment & RFP employment/self- increase income and boards, employers, and
Contribution Income Strategy 10| sufficiency section. employment.' 0 — Missing: No meaningful employment or income strategy is described. benefits agencies.
Goal: Does the project clearly require appropriate service participation in Tine with 24 CFR 578.75(h)
and NOFO expectations?
10 — Fully compliant and documented: Rules/agreements explicitly require participation in
non-disability-related supportive services (e.g., case management, life skills, employment, SUD
treatment where appropriate) as a condition of continued participation; standards for participation (e.g.,
minimum contact schedule) are specific; documentation clearly avoids impermissible requirements for
disability-related treatment unless the project’s explicit purpose is treatment.
5-7 — Documented but limited/vague: Service participation is framed as required, but specifics are
FY2025 CoC NOFO V.A4.b vague (e.g., “engage in services as needed”) or split across documents; generally consistent with
TH/PH rating factors; 578.75(h) but not strongly aligned with NOFO emphasis on structured participation.
requirement to attach
supportive service New Project App — 'Service 1-3 — Implied only: Strong service model described but documentation only “encourages” or “expects”
agreements; 24 CFR Participation & NOFO participation with no clear requirement. Program rules/house rules;
Section 1 — System Supportive Service 578.75(h); local RFP Service |Priorities' narrative; upload of leases or occupancy
Performance Participation Participation & NOFO service agreement/house 0 — Noncompliant or missing: No service participation requirement; requirements conflict with 24 CFR  |agreements; supportive service
Contribution Requirements 10|Priorities section. rules/lease addendum. 578.75(h); or no supporting documents provided. agreements; narrative response.
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Goal: How well does the housing model and unit mix fit the target population and NOFO/local priorities?
10 — Excellent fit: Unit types, sizes, and locations clearly match the target population; narrative explains
why the model (e.g., scattered-site RRH, single-site TH, PSH) is appropriate and how it will increase
exits to PH and reduce unsheltered homelessness; aligns with local Written Standards and NOFO
priority populations.
7 — Generally good fit: Unit mix is mostly appropriate with some explanation of suitability but limited
discussion of system-wide impact or specific barriers.
FY2025 CoC NOFO IIL.G 3 — Partial/questionable fit: Model appears only loosely related to the target population or priorities;
eligible components; New Project App — housing little explanation of why this configuration was chosen. Project description; unit
Section 2 — Project Housing Type & component-specific rating model/unit configuration configuration table; target
Design & Component Unit Configuration factors; local RFP project description; households & 0 — Poor/unclear: Housing type and unit mix are inconsistent with the stated population or clearly population narrative; local
Quality Fit 10(design section. subpopulations. misaligned with NOFO/local priorities; description is missing or confusing. Written Standards.
Goal: Are the proposed services adequate in type, frequency, and staffing for the population and
component?
10 — Robust and well-matched: Comprehensive package of services (CM, BH/SUD, employment,
mainstream benefits, tenancy support, peer services as appropriate) with clearly described frequency
and delivery; staffing ratios are appropriate for project size and acuity; roles of internal staff and
partners are well-defined, with case conferencing or integrated care.
7 — Adequate with some gaps: Core services are present but some key elements are thin or mostly via
referral (e.g., BH/SUD or employment); caseloads may be high but explanation is reasonable.
FY2025 CoC NOFO 3 — Minimal/underdeveloped: Service array is limited (e.g., only basic case managementy; little
component-specific rating description of frequency or intensity; heavy reliance on generic referrals without clear partner roles or
factors for supportive capacity.
Section 2 — Project services; 24 CFR New Project App — supportive Service table; staffing chart;
Design & Component Service Model 578.53-578.75; local RFP services table; staffing chart; |0 — Not credible: Service model is clearly insufficient for the target population/component, or services narrative; partnership
Quality Quality & Intensity 10|Service Model section. service narrative. description is missing. descriptions.
Goal: Does the project target and prioritize the right households and align with CE and CoC priorities?
10 — Strong alignment: Clearly targets NOFO/CoC priority groups (e.g., unsheltered, chronic, DV, youth,
veterans) and explains why; states that referrals come through CE (where required) and that the project
accepts referrals in priority order with limited, justified denials; eligibility criteria are consistent with
Written Standards and do not effectively exclude higher-need participants.
7 — Mostly aligned: Targets appropriate populations and commits to CE participation, but
prioritization/denial practices are only briefly described.
FY2025 CoC NOFO local 3 — Weak/vague: Broad or generic target population with little explanation of prioritization or CE
priority populations; HUD CE alignment; potential for cherry-picking is unclear. Eligibility & prioritization
Section 2 — Project Population Notice CPD-17-01; local RFP |New Project App — eligibility narrative; CE section of
Design & Component Targeting & Target Population & CE & prioritization narrative; CE |0 — Misaligned/noncompliant: Eligibility rules appear to exclude higher-need populations without application; CE policies; local
Quality Prioritization 10(section. section. justification, bypass CE, or conflict with local Written Standards. Written Standards.
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Goal: Does the applicant have the track record and infrastructure to run this project successfully?
10 — High capacity: Strong history operating similar projects and managing HUD/federal/state funds;
prior projects launched on time; APRs and drawdowns on time; no significant unresolved findings;
evidence of good outcomes.
7 — Moderate capacity: Some history with relevant projects/funding and generally adequate
management; minor findings or delays that have been corrected.
3 — Limited capacity: Little or no direct experience with similar components or federal grants; relies
FY2025 CoC NOFO heavily on partners without clear roles; or past issues (late reports, findings) with only partial Organizational capacity
Experience & V.A4.a(2)and V.A4.b Org Capacity & Experience improvement. narrative; prior project
Section 3 — Capacity to (experience and capacity); narrative; question on prior descriptions; monitoring letters;
Organizational Capacity [Operate local RFP Organizational project performance and 0 — Serious concerns: Significant unresolved findings, consistent performance or compliance audit reports; references from
& Partnerships Component 10|Capacity section. grant management. problems, or no credible plan to manage the project. other funders.
Goal: How strong are the formal partnerships that support housing, health, employment, and safety
outcomes?
10 — Strong, formal, multi-sector: Signed MOUs or letters detail roles and commitments from key
systems (e.g., PHAs/landlords, healthcare/BH/SUD providers, workforce systems, public safety/first
responders); commitments are project-specific and quantified where appropriate (units set aside,
clinical hours, etc.).
7 — Mixed formal/informal: At least one strong formal partner plus additional informal relationships;
collaboration is described but details or quantification are limited.
FY2025 CoC NOFO sections
Cross-System on mainstream resources, 3 — Mostly informal/aspirational: References community partners generally (“work closely with...”) but
Partnerships healthcare/BH leveraging, few or no written commitments or specifics.
Section 3 — (Housing, and public safety New Project App — MOUs and letters of
Organizational Capacity |Healthcare, Public coordination; local RFP partnerships narrative; 0 — No meaningful partnerships: No real evidence of external partnerships beyond required match or  |commitment; partnership
& Partnerships Safety, Workforce) 10([Partnerships section. partner table. generic referral language. narrative; referral protocols.
Goal: How engaged is the organization in the CoC as a system partner?
5 — Highly engaged: Regular attendance at CoC membership and committee meetings; consistent
participation in PITHIC, data quality or CE workgroups; may hold leadership roles; narrative and CoC
records align.
3 — Moderately engaged: Attends meetings and participates at least semi-regularly; some involvement
in committees or PITHIC.
FY2025 CoC NOFO CoC Application question:
coordination and governance |'Describe your organization’s |1 — Minimal engagement: Occasional attendance; little or no involvement in committees or system-wide |CoC attendance records;
Section 3 — CoC Participation sections; local governance participation in CoC efforts. committee rosters; PIT/HIC
Organizational Capacity |& Governance charter; local RFP CoC committees, PIT/HIC, and volunteer lists; narrative
& Partnerships Engagement 5|Participation section. data quality workgroups.' 0 — Not engaged: Not an active CoC participant and no evidence of engagementin CoC-wide activities. |response.
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Goal: Are the budget and household/exit projections reasonable relative to similar projects and
expected outcomes?
Step 1 — Calculate:
« Cost per household served = total CoC-eligible budget + projected households served.
« Cost per successful exit (if applicable) = total CoC cost + projected exits to PH/positive destinations.
Step 2 — Compare to CoC medians for that project type and consider acuity/population.
10 — Reasonable and well-justified: Cost per household/exit is roughly 80-120% of CoC median OR
higher cost is clearly justified (e.g., high-acuity population, scattered-site rural, intensive services) with
strong projected outcomes.
7 — Acceptable range: Approximately 60—79% or 121-150% of median with partial justification and
plausible outcomes.
FY2025 CoC NOFO 3 — Questionable: >150% or <60% of median with weak justification, or projections appear unrealistic
Cost cost-effectiveness factors; 2 |Budget section; households |(very high cost with modest outcomes, or very low cost with overly optimistic outcomes). Detailed project budget;
Reasonableness & CFR 200.404 (Reasonable served & exits projections; projected households served
Section 4 — Budget & Cost per costs); local RFP Budget 'Average cost per household' |0 — Unreasonable/incomplete: Budget appears inflated or unsustainable; or key information is missing [and exits; CoC cost comparison
Cost Effectiveness Household/Exit 10(section. question. s0 cost reasonableness cannot be d. tables.
Goal: Are match/leveraging realistic and well-documented, and is the budget internally consistent?
5 — Strong and accurate: Match meets/exceeds requirements and is clearly identified by source and
type; additional leveraging is documented through letters/MOUs (e.g., housing subsidies,
healthcare/BH resources) and roughly quantified; budget tables and narrative align with no major
math/category errors.
3 — Adequate with gaps: Required match is present but leveraging is modest or only partially
documented; minor inconsistencies exist in budget tables or narrative but overall request is
understandable.
FY2025 CoC NOFO match 1 — Weak: Match commitments are barely sufficient or poorly documented; leveraging is mostly
and leveraging factors; 2 aspirational; several inconsistencies in budget figures or categories. Match and leveraging tables;
CFR 200 Subpart E; local Match & leveraging table; commitment letters and MOUs;
Section 4 — Budget & Match, Leveraging RFP Match & Leveraging budget narratives; 0 — Problematic: Match is not fully identified or appears unrealistic; major discrepancies in the budget  |budget narratives; line-item
Cost Effectiveness & Budget Accuracy 5[instructions. commitment letters. make the request unclear or unreliable. budget.
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