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Introduction
The federal Homeless Emergency Assistance and Rapid Transition to Housing (HEARTH) Act reauthorized
the 1987 McKinney-Vento Act with a renewed emphasis on performance and establishing goals and
outcomes to end homelessness. To this end, the Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Continuum of
Care (CoC) program provides funding to support the efforts of local public and private non-profit
agencies providing services for individuals and families experiencing homelessness.
The CoC 2016 funding competition Notification of Funding Availability (NOFA) was released on June 28,
2016. In addition to instructions about submitting renewal projects, this year’s NOFA provided an
opportunity for all communities to submit one or more ‘bonus’ project applications for up to 5% of
Annual Renewal Demand (ARD) ($278,344 for Washtenaw County). The types of eligible reallocated and
bonus projects are:
• Eligible reallocation projects include:
o New Permanent Supportive Housing (PSH) for chronic homeless individuals and families
o New Rapid Re-Housing (RRH) for individuals and families coming directly from streets,
shelters or fleeing Domestic Violence
o New Supportive Services Only (SSO) for coordinated entry only
o New Homelessness Management Information System (HMIS) for HMIS lead agencies
• Eligible bonus projects include:
o New Permanent Supportive Housing (PSH) for chronic homeless individuals and families
o New Rapid Re-Housing (RRH) for individuals and families coming directly from streets,
shelters or fleeing Domestic Violence
For all renewal project and new project applications, HUD requires that the local CoC Board ensure the
review and ranking/selection of each project. This process is completed each year by the Funding
Review Team (FRT), a standing subcommittee of the CoC. The CoC Board then approves final funding
recommendations and ranking.
Aside from renewals, new projects created through reallocation, and bonus projects, this year’s NOFA
allowed CoC’s to apply for a non-competitive Planning Grant in the amount of 3% of the ARD ($167,006
for Washtenaw County). This non-competitive grant is not ranked within the Tiered system outlined in
the next section.

2016 Funding Process and Tier Details
Washtenaw County receives approximately $5 million in CoC funding annually and conducts a review of
all CoC funded applicants every year prior to approving the submission of the CoC community & project
applications. Each year, the Office of Community & Economic Development (OCED)- in its role as the CoC
Collaborative Applicant- staffs the Funding Review Team (FRT) in the review and ranking process
associated with the annual CoC funding competition. This year, FRT members include:
• Amanda Carlisle- Executive Director, Washtenaw Housing Alliance (WHA)
• Amanda Sternberg- Performance Management Analyst, Homeless Action Network of Detroit
• Sarah Stanton- Executive Director, Habitat for Humanity
• Jean Carlberg- Continuum of Care Board Member, Washtenaw Housing Alliance Board member
As in past years, HUD requires the renewal projects to be ranked in two tiers. This year’s NOFA
mandated the first Tier to include 93% of Annual Renewal Demand (ARD), and the second Tier to include
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the remaining 7% of renewal funding plus any funds available for permanent housing bonus projects. To
award funding, the following is of note as to HUD’s award process for the two Tiers: In addition to this
slight shift in the Tier 1/2 breakdown from last year, the funding allocation process is also slightly
different:
•
•
•
•

•

CoCs’ Collaborative Applications will receive a score based on a 200 point scale.
HUD will fund all projects in Tier 1 beginning with highest scoring CoC to lowest scoring.
HUD will select projects in Tier 2, in order of point value, until there are no more funds available.
Tier 2 will be based on CoC score and Project score. Whether Tier 2 projects get funding will be
determined by:
o CoC Score (50 points)
o Ranking formula as listed in the NOFA (35 points)
o Project type (5 points)
o Commitment to HUD’s policy priorities (10 points)
If a project straddles two Tiers, HUD will fund the projects separately, first funding the Tier 1
amount and then funding the Tier 2 portion – if it qualifies based on the CoC application score
and the project application score. The award announcement of a project that straddles two
Tiers may not be communicated until the Tier 2 projects are announced.

In addition to HUD mandates and Tier allocations, new and renewal projects are ranked using CoC Board
approved 2016 Ranking Policy (Attachment A).

CoC Renewal Scoring and Ranking Process
A total of 22 projects were up for renewal during this funding competition. However, after consolidation
through the HUD field office, two PSH (SRA) projects were consolidated into one project and three RRH
projects were consolidated into one project to reduce administrative burden and streamline services.
These consolidations left a total of 19 projects up for renewal. Using a standard scoring rubric
(attachment B) to review project outcomes, data quality, and HUD compliance based on HUD audits and
expenditure of funds, the FRT was able to score renewal projects and rank them based on scores. Using
the scoring rubric, the FRT also identified agency- and program-specific concerns for improvement in the
next year (see attachment C).
It should also be noted that not all renewal projects received a rubric score. The rubric uses data pulled
from the projects’ Annual Performance Report (APR). One project did not receive rubric scores due to
only recently receiving a grant agreement, and thus did not have an APR, while the HMIS project does
not require this type of review in order to be renewed. While these projects were not scored using
outcome and data quality data, the FRT reviewed the agency’s overall performance using information
collected for the renewal project review.

CoC Reallocation
The FRT recommended only one new project through reallocation in this funding competition. After
careful consideration, the FRT recommended that POWER Inc.’s LIGHT project of $187,963 be
reallocated due to:
•
•

•

Concerns with the agency’s timeliness (chronic history of late APR submission);
Failure to consistently participate in and adhere to the local CoC’s policies and procedures
(including the centralized process for prioritizing the most needy into open permanent housing
units);
An agency history of poor financial management and compliance.
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The total of $187,963 was recommended to be reallocated to a new project selected by a process
described in the following section. A detailed letter to the agency outlining these issues and the FRT’s
recommendation (pending CoC Board approval) to reallocate can be seen in Attachment D.
POWER Inc. submitted an appeal letter (Attachment E) to the FRT for reconsideration of their
recommendation to reallocate. The FRT committee met on August 24, 2016 to deliberate and reconsider
the decision based on the submitted appeal letter. After much consideration and thoughtful discussion,
it was determined that the FRT would still recommend reallocation of the LIGHT project (view
Attachment F for the FRT’s letter detailing this final recommendation). As is detailed in Attachment D &
F, the CoC and its CHP Committee will work closely with POWER, the families served by LIGHT, and other
family PSH providers to ensure stable housing and services, as well as the most advantageous transition
possible for these families.

New Project Scoring and Selection Process
In addition to renewal projects and reallocation projects, this year’s NOFA provided an opportunity for
all communities to submit one or more ‘bonus’ project applications for up to 5% of Annual Renewal
Demand (ARD), which is $278,344 for Washtenaw County . Eligible bonus projects could include:
•
•

New Permanent Supportive Housing (PSH) for chronic homeless individuals and families
New Rapid Re-Housing (RRH) for individuals and families coming directly from streets, shelters
or fleeing Domestic Violence

As with the 2013, 2014, and 2015 CoC competitions, Washtenaw County consulted with Housing
Innovations, Inc. in order to submit the most competitive bonus and reallocated project applications. In
their role, Housing Innovations guided the project selection process and reviewed the FRTrecommended applications for completeness, accuracy and strength upon submission in e-snaps, HUD’s
online grants management system.
On July 17, 2016, OCED released a Request for Proposal (RFP) (Attachment G) for those interested in
applying for the bonus or reallocated project funds. Two PSH applications were submitted as shown in
the chart below. The Funding Review team used a scoring tool (Attachment H) to review and score the
two submitted projects, shown in the chart below.
PROJECTS AS SUBMITTED IN RESPONSE TO RFP
Project Type
PSHProject Based
PSHScattered Site

Applicant

Populations (#
to be served)

Units

Rental
Assistance

Supportive
Services

Admin

Michigan
Ability
Partners
Avalon
Housing

9 CH
Individuals,
inc. veterans
25 CH
Individuals
5 CH Families

9 Single adult
units in an
SRO model
30 total units
25 Single
adult, 5 family

$62,208

$36,693

$6,923

$106,054

$7,298

$132,280

$81,696

$178,439

$18,209

$278,344

$69,586

$347,930

Total Requested

Subtotal

Match

Grand
Total

$384,398

Due to a higher score, the Avalon Housing PSH project was selected to apply as the bonus project for the
full requested amount of $278,344 (Washtenaw County’s Bonus project allowance). As a result of time
restrictions, the CoC did not have the ability to re-bid for the reallocated project of $187,963. Once the
reallocation was determined, Michigan Ability Partners (MAP) was approached to apply for this funding
if they could increase their project to meet the funding reallocation amount of $187, 963, to which they
agreed. This increased the number of people served on the MAP project to 15 CH individuals and
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veterans with the addition of 6 scattered site units to their original proposed 9 SRO units. After edits to
the final Avalon bonus application, the submitted project will serve 28 CH individuals and 2 CH families.

Funding Recommendations & Ranking
Following 2016 Ranking Policy (Attachment A) and as seen in the Project Rankings table on the next
page, Tier 1 includes the HMIS project renewal, all scored renewal projects ranked by project type and
score, and a first year project that could not be scored. One project (2014 Bonus PSH) did straddle the
two tiers and has been split into two. Tier 2 includes the other part of the 2014 Bonus PSH project, the
new project created through reallocation project, followed by the bonus project.
During the September 7, 2016 CoC Board meeting to approve the FRT’s recommendations, there was
much deliberation when considering the POWER LIGHT project reallocation, as well as the PSH Singles
project that originally straddled Tier 1 and Tier 2, with $201,719 of the total $673,433 in Tier 2. For more
details about the decision to reallocate the LIGHT project, please reference Attachments D-F.
During public comment, the grantee, Ann Arbor Housing Commission (AAHC), and the subrecipient,
Avalon Housing, spoke to the delicate nature of putting the PSH Singles project at risk. PSH Singles
allows 24/7 services at a building that serves 120 individuals, at least 60 who are CH and the hardest to
serve. In Washtenaw County, this is the last resort for those who have not been successfully housed in
other housing options and losing 31% of project funding would cut the critical 24/7 services. AAHC and
Avalon proposed switching the #17 and #18 projects (i.e. PSH Singles with 2014 PSH Bonus), both
administered by AAHC and Avalon. The CoC Board accepted this change and this is reflected in the table
on the following page.
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2016 CoC Funding Competition: Project Rankings
Project Status

Rank

Renewals

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

OCED
MAP
Avalon
MAP
AAHC/Avalon
AAHC/MAP
AAHC/MAP
AAHC/Avalon
AAHC/MAP
Avalon
Ozone House
Ozone House

HMIS
MVP
SPC SRA (Consolidated)
Willowpond
PSH Families
SPC TRA
SPC SRA
SPC Bonus 2010
SAWC SPC SRA
Avalon/Pontiac Trail
SHP for Young Families
Supportive Housing for Youth

$137,334
$52,073
$271,778
$42,103
$219,987
$83,742
$346,084
$9,874
$64,891
$90,212
$48,153
$124,120

First Year Project
without APR

13

MAP

2015 New PSH

$350,886

Renewals

14
15
16
17
18*

SOS/ IHN
Avalon
AAHC/MAP
AAHC/Avalon
AAHC/Avalon

18*

AAHC/Avalon

RRH (Consolidated)
Avalon/Ashley
SAWC SPC TRA
PSH Singles
2014 Bonus PSH
Tier 1 Overall Total
2014 Bonus PSH

19

MAP

PSH Rental Assistance 2017

20

Avalon

Tier 2

Tier 1

Tier

Renewal
New Project through
Reallocation
Bonus Project

Grantee/ Subrecipient

Project

Avalon Bonus FY2016
Tier 2 Overall Total
Tier 1& Tier 2 Total
Planning Grant (non-competitive)
2016 CoC Funding Competition Overall Total

Amount

$1,701,074
$93,320
$273,043
$769,815
$471,714
$5,177,203
$201,719
$187,963
$278,344
$668,026
$5,845,229
$167,007
$6,012,236

*Project ranked #18 (2014 Bonus PSH) straddles the two Tiers, but is one project. For purposes of illustrating the Tier breakdown,
it is listed in each Tier with its respective Tier amount. However, it will be one project when submitted to HUD, which is why you
see #18 listed twice.

CoC Board Approval of FRT Recommendations
The CoC Board deliberated the FRT submitted funding and ranking recommendations outlined in this
report on September 7, 2016. The CoC Board’s responsibility in this process included:
•
•
•

Approval of the FRT report and its contents;
Approval of the FRT funding recommendations and project ranking;
Affirmation that CoC staff would complete and submit the 2016 CoC Consolidated Application
and Priority Rankings and publically post both by September 12, 2016.

The Board voted to approve these action items with one amendment: that the order of the 2014 Bonus
PSH and the PSH Singles projects be switched in the rankings so that 2014 Bonus PSH straddled the two
Tiers. The Board voted unanimously with two abstentions due to conflict of interest, Carole McCabe,
Director of Avalon Housing (a CoC funded agency), and Katie Doyle, Director of Ozone House (a CoC
funded agency).

6

ATTACHMENT A
WASHTENAW COUNTY CONTINUUM OF CARE (COC) FY2016 FUNDING COMPETITION
RANKING POLICY 2016
Each year, HUD requires all new and renewal applications submitted as a part of the annual Continuum of Care funding
competition to be ranked according to a CoC-approved, community ranking policy. As with the past CoC applications,
HUD is mandating that projects be ranked into two tiers for the 2016 CoC Competition. The 2016 CoC NOFA indicates that
Tier 1 should include projects that total up to 93% of Annual Renewal Demand (ARD) and Tier 2 should include all
remaining projects (7% of ARD) and any bonus permanent housing projects. This year, CoCs can apply for permanent
housing bonus projects for up to 5% of the CoC’s Final Pro Rata Need ($278,344 for Washtenaw County). Our total ARD is
$5,556,885, with 93% being $5,177,203 (Tier 1 total) and 7% being $389,682 (Tier 2 total).
HUD indicates that the following projects are possible through reallocation and new permanent housing (PH) projects
(types of bonus projects allowed are indicated in bold).
•
•

•
•

New Permanent Supportive Housing (PSH) projects where 100% of beds will be dedicated
for use by chronically homeless individuals and families.
New Rapid Re-Housing projects (RRH) that will serve homeless individuals and families
coming directly from the streets or emergency shelters, and include persons fleeing domestic
violence situations and other persons meeting the criteria of paragraph (4) of the definition of homelessness.
New Supportive Services Only (SSO) project specifically for a coordinated assessment system.
New dedicated Homeless Management Information System (HMIS) project

Given this and considering that the NOFA focuses on goals articulated in Opening Doors: Federal Strategic Plan to Prevent
and End Homelessness and our CoC’s adoption of CPD 14-012 Notice on Prioritizing Persons Experiencing Chronic
Homelessness and Other Vulnerable Homeless Persons in Permanent Supportive Housing and Recordkeeping
Requirements for Documenting Chronic Homeless Status, Washtenaw County CoC is committed to the following ranking
policy for the 2016 CoC Funding Competition.
Projects will be ranked in the following order:
1.
2.

3.

4.
5.

HMIS project
PSH Renewals ranked according to evaluation score (i.e. higher-scoring PSH projects first, then lower-scoring
a. Projects with equal scores are ranked by higher rubric Section 1 Component: Program Outcome score.
b. In the event that a PSH project scores 10 points lower than a RRH, this project will be ranked under that
higher scoring RRH project.
c. First time renewals (projects renewing for the first time that have not completed an APR, and thus do
not have a renewal score).
RRH Renewals ranked according to evaluation score (i.e. higher-scoring RRH projects first, then lower-scoring
a. Projects with equal scores are ranked by higher rubric Section 1 Component: Program Outcome score.
b. First time renewals (projects renewing for the first time that have not completed an APR, and thus do
not have a renewal score).
Project created through reallocation in the following order: PSH, RRH, SSO for coordinated assessment system.
Bonus projects ranked in order of score (or determined by formula for best score possible).

Projects that straddle Tiers:
If a project, once listed in ranked order, straddles the Tier 1/Tier 2 funding line, the following policy will apply:
If a project straddles the line (i.e. a portion of the project budget falls within Tier 1 and a portion within Tier 2), that
agency will be asked if the project would still be feasible if only funded for the Tier 1 amount. Agency submits feasibility

Adopted by the CoC Board 7.13.16

plan in writing for review by the Funding Review Team (FRT). The FRT reviews this plan and decides whether to accept it
based on whether the project would be feasible at the reduced amount.



IF YES: If project agrees and feasibility plan is accepted by the FRT, the project is submitted straddling the two
Tiers.
IF NO: If project indicates it would not be feasible at a reduced amount or the FRT does not accept the feasibility
plan, the project will be dropped so that it wholly fits into Tier 2 and the next ranked project will have the same
opportunity to show feasibility straddling the line. This process is continued until a viable project is placed into
Tier 1 amount. The FRT will do everything it can to ensure the full amount of Tier 1 funding is utilized.

Adopted by the CoC Board 7.13.16

ATTACHMENT B

WASHTENAW COUNTY CONTINUUM OF CARE- 2016

RENEWAL PROJECT SCORING RUBRIC (PSH)
AGENCY:

PROGRAM:
SECTION 1 - PROGRAM OUTCOMES
# PERSONS SERVED ___ (# ADULTS ___) # HOUSEHOLDS SERVED ___

Criteria

Source/ Calculation Guide

Standard

A) Occupancy/Average Bed Utilization Rate
Total no. of
Total no. of
B)

or

or

X 100%

served
available in the HIC

Length of Stay at least 6 months or longer (Leavers only)
No. of

with length of stay ≥ 6 mths
Total no. of leavers
X 100%

C)

Length of Stay at least 12 months or longer (Leavers only)
No. of

with length of stay ≥ 12 mths
Total no. of leavers
X 100%

D) Retention of Permanent Housing or Movement to
Other Permanent Housing
No. of stayers + No. of leavers exiting to PH types
Total no. of persons served
X 100%

APR (Q9) and HIC

APR
Numerator:
Q27 No. of leavers with length of
participation exceeding 180 days

90%

85%

Denominator:
Q27 Total no. of leavers
APR
Numerator:
Q27 No. of leavers with length of
participation exceeding 365 days

80%

Denominator:
Q27 Total no. of leavers
APR
Numerator:
Q27 Total stayers + Perm SubTotal
Q29a1+ Perm SubTotal Q29a2
Denominator:
Q8 Total persons served (including
children)

85%

Agency
Rate

Scoring

Points/
Possible Points

90% or > = 8
85-89% = 4
75%-84% = 2
Below 75%=0

/8

85% or > = 7
65-84% = 5
45-64% = 3
Below 45%= 0

80% or > = 7
60-79% = 5
40-59% = 3
Below 40%= 0

85% or > =20
65-84% = 15
45-64% = 10
25-44% = 5
Below 25%= 0

/7

/7

/20

1

E)

Leavers and Stayers with one or more type of Health
Insurance (deduplicated)
(includes Medicaid, Medicare, VA Insurance, State
Children’s Health Insurance)
.
( + )
ℎ
Total no. of Adults served

60%

60% or > = 4
50-59% = 2
40-49% = 1
Below 40% = 0

/4

60%

60% or > = 4
50-59% = 2
40-49% = 1
Below 40% = 0

/4

20%

20% or > = 6
15-19% = 4
10-14% = 2
Below 10% = 0

/6

60%

60% or > = 6
40-59% = 4
20-39% = 2
Below 20% = 0

/6

60%

60% or > = 6
40–59% = 4
20-39% = 2
Below 20% = 0

/6

Denominator:
Total no. of adults in Q23

X 100%

F)

APR
Numerator:
Q26a1 Total no. of leavers with (
Medicaid + Medicare+ VA+ SCHI) +
Q26b1 Total no. of stayers with (
Medicaid + Medicare +VA +SCHI)

Food Stamps Rate for Leavers and Stayers
.
( + )
ℎ
Total no. of households served

APR
Numerator:
Q26a1 Adult leavers with SNAP +
Q26b1 Adult stayers with SNAP
Denominator:
Q9 Total no. of households served
APR
Numerator:
Q25a1 Adult leavers with earned
income+ Q25b1 Adult stayers with
earned income
Denominator:
Total no. of adults in Q23

X 100%

G) Employment Rate for Leavers and Stayers
( + ) ℎ
.
Total no. of Adults served
X 100%

H) Leavers and Stayers who maintained or increased
total income (earned + non-employment income)
.

( + ) ℎ
Total no. of Adults served

APR
(Refer to Appendix A, p5 )

↑

X 100%

H ) Leavers and Stayers with Cash Financial Resources
.

( + ) ℎ1+
( )
Total no. of Adults served
X100%

ℎ

APR
Numerator:
Q25a2 Adult leavers with 1+
source(s) of cash income + Q25b2
Adult stayers with 1+ source(s) of
cash income
Denominator:
Total no. of adults in Q23

SUBTOTAL PROGRAM OUTCOMES

/68
2

SECTION 2 – COMPLIANCE
Criteria

Standard

Agency has one or more unresolved monitoring or
audit finding(s) for any HUD grants (including ESG)
operated by the applicant or potential subrecipients (if
any).

No findings
or findings
addressed
in
Corrective
Action Plan
(CAP)

Agency has expended funds on this grant in the last
two years.

Scoring

Points/
Possible
Points

Source

No findings = 5
Findings with CAP
submitted = 3
Findings but no CAP
=0

/5

Agency report

Agency
Rate

90-100%=5
85% -89%=3
84% and below = 0

90%

Agency report
/5

ℎ

90

X 100%
Agency has outstanding obligations to HUD that is in
arrears or for which a payment schedule has not been
agreed upon.
Agency has a history of late APR submissions (in the
last 5 years or for the duration of this project)

No

No=5
Yes=0

/5

Agency report

0

0-1 late APRs = 5
2-3 late APRs = 2
4-5 late APRs =0

/5

Agency report

SUBTOTAL COMPLIANCE

/20

SECTION 3 – HMIS COMPLIANCE & DATA QUALITY
Criteria

Standard

Agency
Rate

Scoring

Points/
Possible Points

Source

*HMIS - % of Universal Data Elements (UDEs) with No or Null Values in HMIS (left blank)
for the following criteria:
Name

5% or < *

Date of Birth

5% or < *

Gender

5% or < *

Social Security Number

5% or < *

Race

5% or < *

5% or < = 1
>5% = 0
5% or < = 1
>5% = 0
5% or < = 1
>5% = 0
5% or < = 1
>5% = 0
5% or < = 1
>5% = 0

/1
/1
/1
/1
/1

APR
Report
APR
Report
APR
Report
APR
Report
APR
Report
3

Ethnicity

5% or < *

Veteran Status

5% or < *

Disabling Condition

5% or < *

Residence prior to program entry

5% or < *

Zip code of last residence

5% or < *

Destination

5% or < *

Relationship to Head of Household

5% or < *

SUBTOTAL HMIS COMPLIANCE & DATA QUALITY

5% or < = 1
>5% = 0
5% or < = 1
>5% = 0
5% or < = 1
>5% = 0
5% or < = 1
>5% = 0
5% or < = 1
>5% = 0
5% or < = 1
>5% = 0
5% or < = 1
>5% = 0

/1
/1
/1
/1
/1
/1
/1

APR
Report
APR
Report
APR
Report
APR
Report
APR
Report
APR
Report
HMIS
Report

/12

BONUS POINTS
3 POINTS FOR SERVING AT LEAST 70% CHRONICALLY HOMELESS
1 POINT FOR SERVING 50-69% CHRONICALLY HOMELESS

GRAND TOTAL (INCLUDING BONUS POINTS)

/100 (

%)

REVIEWER COMMENTS & QUESTIONS
Reviewer: _______________________
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ATTACHMENT C

Washtenaw County Continuum of Care
2016 Funding Review Team Findings
The Funding Review Team (FRT) used a standard scoring rubric (attachment B) to review the program
performance for each renewal project:
Section 1- Program Outcomes- Data is pulled from the agency’s Annual Performance Report (APR) to
review program performance in areas such as bed utilization rate, length of stay in program, and food
stamps rate for those who exit the program. Program outcomes were scored against a community
standard as seen in attachment B.
Section 2- Compliance- Agencies reported whether they had any unresolved HUD audit findings,
returned HUD funds in the last two years, had outstanding obligations to HUD, and submitted any late
APRs in the last five years. Compliance was scored against a community standard as seen in attachment
B.
Section 3- HMIS Compliance & Data Quality: Data entry quality in HMIS for Universal Data Elements
(e.g. social security number, veteran status, date of birth) was reviewed. Data quality was scored against
a community standard as seen in attachment B.
In instances where the grantee is not the entity providing services, information was gathered from both
grantee and all subrecipients. It should also be noted that not all renewal projects received a rubric
score. The rubric uses data pulled from the projects’ APR. Two projects did not receive rubric scores for
the following reasons:
•
•

One project recently received their grant agreement and is not yet implemented, thus they do
not have an APR complete.
HMIS renewal is not reviewed in this manner as a structural project.

While these projects were not scored using outcome and data quality data, agency-generated
programmatic and fiscal data was submitted to the FRT to review.
Upon reviewing agency and program performance for each grantee, the FRT identified areas for
improvement as outlined below. The chart on the following page shows how each agency scored on the
rubrics.
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2016 Continuum of Care Renewal Projects: Rubric Scores
PROJECT TYPE:

MAP
Avalon
MAP
Avalon
SAWC
MAP
MAP
Avalon
Avalon
Ozone
Ozone
MAP

RRH

Outcomes
Score

Compliance
Score

Data Quality
Score

Bonus
Points

Total Score

Average Score

(out of 68
points*)
59

(out of 20
points)
18.6

(out of 12
points)
11.1

(out of 3
points)
1.3

(out of
100*)
89

Highest Score

68

20

12

3

103

103%

Lowest Score

43

15

7

0

72

54*

20

12

3

89*

72%
103%

68
64
54*
66
58
58

20
20
15
17
20
20

10
12
11
7
12
12

3
3
0
3
3
3

101
99
80*
93
93
93

101%
99%
93%
93%
93%
93%

46*

20

10

3

79*

92%

60

20

11

0

91

91%

57

20

9

0

86

86%

Project
Grantee/
Sub
recipient

PSH

MVP
SPC SRA
(Consolidated)
Willowpond
PSH Families
SPC SRA
SPC TRA
SPC SRA
SPC Bonus
2010
Avalon/
Pontiac Trail
SHP for Young
Families
Supportive
Housing for
Youth

% Total
Score

90%

55
20
11
0
86
86%
First Year Renewal: Not scored (project has not started and therefore has
no data to score)

2015 New PSH
RRH
SOS/ IHN
(Consolidated)
63
20
12
0
95
Avalon
Avalon/Ashley
51
20
11
1
83
SAWC
SPC TRA
54
15
12
0
81
2014 Bonus
Avalon
PSH
47
20
11
1
79
Avalon
PSH Singles
43
15
11
3
72
*Project did not have any people exit the program (leavers) and could not be scored on two
items (regarding length of stay in program). In this case, the questions were removed and
thus the outcome score was out of 54 points (instead of 68) and the total score was out of 86
points (not 100).

95%
83%
81%
79%
72%

Total

Annual
Renewal
Amount
(ARA)

$52,073
$271,778
$42,103
$219,987
$64,891
$83,742
$346,084
$9,874
$90,212
$48,153
$124,120
$350,886
$1,701,074
$93,320
$273,043
$673,433
$796,815

$5,189,515
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Rubric Findings
Avalon Housing
Programs:
SRA, Pontiac-Trail, Avalon-Ashley, SPC Bonus 2009, SPC Bonus 2010, 2014 Bonus, PSH for Singles, PSH
for Families
Program Outcomes:
The following program outcomes scored low or did not meet the threshold used for scoring purposes
across all programs: length of stay, food stamps, employment rate, maintaining/increasing total income,
cash financial resources. Avalon performed well in other program outcomes. The FRT asked Avalon to
explain any challenges or barriers in meeting overall standards. Avalon explained the following:
•

•

•

•

Food Stamps- Recent drastic cuts in food stamps to single adults on SSI (Avalon’s primary
population) have made the average amount of food stamps $16 per month, which is rarely
worth navigating paperwork and bureaucracy.
Health Insurance: 96% of Avalon tenants are enrolled in Medicaid, which is not indicated in the
APRs used to score the rubric.
Employment Rate: Due to Avalon’s focus on serving chronically homeless, medically fragile, and
permanently disabled individuals, employment is extremely challenging or not an option for a
significant number of clients. Avalon encourages and supports all tenants in finding full or part
time employment, and/or to engage in community service or volunteer opportunities, and
offers a variety of employment strategies with support for this challenging population.
Length of Stay: On both the PSH Singles grant and the 2014 FUSE Bonus, Avalon lost all possible
points in this category because the question was based on Leavers only. Avalon shares the
positive outcomes in the PSH Singles grant of housing and serving 71 chronically homeless
individuals with all but 3 remaining housed for longer than 12 months. Avalon encourages the
CoC to revisit discussions on this measure to combine data on both stayers and leavers, as well
as adjust for projects that target households with high needs who are the most vulnerable and
challenging to engage and serve.

In response to Avalon’s follow-up, the FRT is better able to understand the systemic and unique
population barriers to obtaining certain outcomes. As far as the health insurance rate, the FRT
encourages Avalon to work with the HMIS System Administrator to clear up any data issues that would
not show an accurate representation of health insurance outcomes. In regards to the difficultly of
navigating the food stamp process, the FRT believes this could be a CoC advocacy opportunity.
Compliance:
While compliant in HUD audits and the timeliness of their fund draws, Avalon reported returning funds
on the PSH Singles and PSH Families grants. This is due both grants being first year grants that rented up
over the grant term and were also delayed during the first year due to construction delays at AAHC
properties. Both grants are drawing down at near full occupancy in their second years and Avalon
expects to spend down the full grant.
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Data Quality:
Avalon’s data quality varied across programs and needs improvements to resolve inconsistencies,
particularly on projects that scores particularly low in this category.

Michigan Ability Partners (MAP)
Programs:
TRA, SRA, MVP/ICAN, Willowpond-Gateway, New PSH Bonus (not yet implemented)
Program Outcomes:
Overall for all projects, MAP could improve on or did not meet the threshold used for scoring purposes
for: maintaining or increasing income, cash financial resources rate, employment rate, and health
insurance rate. MAP performed well in all other program outcomes. In their follow-up response
regarding challenges meeting the outcomes, MAP explained:
•

•

Employment rate, total income, cash financial resources: MAP serves individuals with severe
disabilities and most are unable to work. The majority has $0 income and MAP is in the process
of applying/appealing Social Security benefits for these individuals.
Length of Stay: For the over 40 individuals MAP served in the SRA program, they only had 3
exits. The 3 that exited the program did not move out of their unit, but switched from using a
SPC voucher to a Project Based Voucher through Ann Arbor Housing Commission. This was
intentional to free up additional vouchers for the community.

The FRT will review the use of the “Length of Stay” outcome in light of both Avalon & MAPs responses to
the outcomes of this measure.
Compliance:
No issues were identified in regards to compliance.
Data Quality:
MAP’s data performed very well across all projects.

Ozone House
Programs:
Supportive Housing for Young Families, Supportive Housing for Youth
Program Outcomes:
The following outcomes received low scores or did not meet the threshold: bed utilization rate. Ozone
performed well in all other program outcomes. The Funding Review Team asked Ozone to explain
population challenges for meeting the bed utilization outcome, to which Ozone responded:
•

•

Lag time in filling a vacancy: When a youth exits the program, it takes a few months to fill the
slot. In many cases, we do not have any “warning” that they are vacating, and so they do not
have replacements lined up.
Difficulty in documenting Chronically Homeless status: In order to qualify for the project, youth
have to be chronically homeless and it can take several months unfortunately to ensure their
eligibility. HUD provides leeway in terms of documentation of the disability, and allows
4

placement pending formal documentation. However, in the case of homeless youth, the youth
have never had access to psychiatric care, so Ozone cannot be certain that the psychiatrist is
definitely doing to diagnose them with a disability. Therefore, unless Ozone is aware of existing
documentation of a disability, they do not place youth in housing until they have their
psychiatric assessment. Once Ozone lost the onsite CSTS psychiatrist, the process of
determining the disability slowed considerably. Ozone is working with the Corner Health
Center, but across the community, adolescent psychiatrists are scarce and are in high demand.
The FRT would like the CoC to explore creating a youth program-specific rubric in future funding
competitions, since this population has unique barriers. This way the projects are held to realistic
standards for the target population. Ozone should continue to work with the Community Housing
Prioritization (CHP) Committee to case consult on specific barriers like these.
Compliance:
No issues were identified in regards to compliance.
Data Quality:
Ozone House’s data quality varied across programs and could use improvements to resolve
inconsistencies. The FRT asked for follow-up regarding not meeting the Destination standard for the
Young Families project. Ozone explained that this small program (serving 3 households at a time) has
some unknown exit destinations due to a client disappearing from the program and staff turnover.
Moreover, they indicated the difficulties for youth to track down their SSNs and other information
pertaining to the other data quality criteria. Ozone case managers have been apprised of the need to
improve data quality and have reviewed and adjusted workflows to ensure better data quality.
However, the complex trauma that these youth have experienced renders what seem like “simple” tasks
very difficult to accomplish. The FRT recommends continuing to work with staff and HMIS System
Administrator to resolve any workflow and data entry issues.

POWER, Inc.
Program:
LIGHT
Overall:
While the POWER Light project scored well in regards to outcomes and data quality, there were
compliance concerns that led to the recommended reallocation of the project. More detail can be found
in attachments D-F of this report.

Shelter Association of Washtenaw County (SAWC)
Programs:
TRA, SRA
Program Outcomes:
SAWC performed well in general for program outcomes.
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Compliance:
While compliant in HUD audits and the timeliness of their fund draws, SAWC returned small amounts of
rental assistance funds in both projects. In response to the returned funds, SAWC reported lag time in
housing FUSE clients due to the difficulties in housing medically frail clients with such high needs.
Moreover, SAWC has a history of late APRs for various reasons.
Data Quality:
SAWC’s data quality met the standard for most data elements.
SAWC scored well in regards to program outcomes and data quality, however lost points in compliance.
This project has been taken over by MAP after conversations between Ann Arbor Housing Commission,
SAWC, MAP, and the CoC led to this mutually-agreed upon decision in the best interest of clients and
better service delivery alignment. MAP will continue to work with the CoC and the CHP Committee to
serve and house project participants.

SOS Community Services & Interfaith Hospitality Network (IHN)
Programs:
SOS RRH (Provider: SOS), RRH for Families 1 (Providers: SOS & IHN), RRH for Families 2 (Provider: SOS)
Program Outcomes:
All three projects generally scored well in regards to program outcomes. The FRT requested follow up on
the health insurance outcome, as each project struggled to meet the standard. SOS and IHN replied that
the numbers used for health insurance were only for adult leavers, which could be a misrepresentation
of the total number served since it did not include many children with health insurance. The FRT will
consider including children for this measure in future rubrics.
Compliance:
No issues were identified.
Data Quality:
No issues were identified.

Overall FRT Observations & Recommendations
Last year, the FRT recommended a rubric review to evaluate the tool for relevant outcomes and to
ensure outcomes were held up to realistic standards. This review in July of 2016 improved the rubric and
made it more transparent. However, more work needs to be done to improve the rubric and rubric
discussions will begin after the 2016 CoC competition closes for further improvements. The FRT will also
review the health insurance outcome in terms of the ability of the CoC to measure this accurately across
all programs. Other suggested improvements to the rubric are:
•
•
•
•

Including an introductory paragraph describing the populations served by each project. This
would fully relate the severity of need.
Add number and types of units/sites to each project rubric.
Look at other measures that might be more valuable than length of stay.
Look at the average time needed to obtain mainstream benefits to understand a realistic
standard for these measures.
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As a system, the FRT encourages the CoC and its partners to address the health insurance and
employment concerns across all programs.
Moreover, the FRT urges CoC providers to fully understand the importance of data quality in showing
positive outcomes. Many projects could have scored higher or had a better representation of service
delivery if data quality had been higher. With the CoC competition increasing in competitiveness, this
becomes more and more critical.
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415 W. Michigan Ave, Suite 2200
P.O. Box 915
Ypsilanti· MI 48197
Phone|734.622.9025 Fax|734.544.6749
Website|www.ewashtenaw.org/oced

Mel Anglin
Executive Director
POWER Inc.
103 Arnet
Ypsilanti, MI 4819
Re: HUD LIGHT Project Renewal (MI0206L5F091508)
Dear Mr. Anglin,

August 16, 2016

POWER Inc. submitted its annual renewal application for the Continuum of Care (CoC) funding for permanent
housing projects for consideration in the 2016 competition. The competition review process is conducted by a
committee of the CoC board – the Funding Review Team (FRT) – and that committee makes ultimate
recommendations to the board for approval and submission. The FRT reviewed all new and renewal Continuum
of Care (CoC) projects in order to make funding and ranking recommendations to the CoC Board. A review of
projects included project outcomes, compliance to HUD and local CoC standards, data quality, and any historic
findings through the annual CoC funding review process.
During this review, the FRT identified concerns about the following CoC NOFA-required criteria:
Timeliness
As shared with all CoC-funded agencies, both the Annual Performance Report (APR) and supporting
Information Request Form were required to be submitted for the funding review process by July 22,
2016. Both were submitted late to CoC staff on July 28, 2016. Additionally, for the past five years,
POWER reported late APR submissions to HUD for 2010-2011, 2011-12, 2012-13, and 2014-15. The
2015-2016 APR is not yet due to HUD this year due to issues in e-snaps.
Adherence to Local CoC Policies & Procedures
POWER has not participated regularly in Washtenaw County CoC’s Community Housing Prioritization
(CHP) Committee meetings. As a Permanent Supportive Housing (PSH) provider, POWER is a member of
this committee, which is responsible for overseeing the centralized referrals process for Rapid ReHousing (RRH) and PSH programs. Participation is key (and expected per CoC policies & procedures,
which were approved by the CoC Board on May 13, 2015 and reflected in the 2015 CoC NOFA
application) for housing those experiencing homelessness more quickly and effectively. The CoC Board
also passed a policy in May 2015 that 100% of PSH and RRH vacant units would be prioritized for
Chronically Homeless households, which is conducted through the important work of this committee.
POWER has had three (3) openings since May 2015 and only one (1) of those openings has been filled
through the local process (in May of 2015). Since May 2015, POWER’s attendance at these meetings
tapered off and POWER has not participated in the mandated CHP process to prioritize and house the
most vulnerable in Washtenaw County.
Financial Capacity and Management
The document attached shows financial concerns dating back to 2009, including, but not limited to: lack
of staff capacity to prepare accurate financial statements, inadequate record keeping, lack of back up

documentation for journal entries, year-end deficits, outstanding state and federal tax liabilities,
liabilities for unpaid staff wages, lack of an annual financial audits since 2012.
Since 2009, POWER has received financial and/or technical assistance from various entities to improve
financial capacity and management, as well as to complete the necessary audits to understand the
agency’s financial status. Despite this, financial issues have been ongoing and an audit has not been
completed since FY2012. Moreover, based on language from page 27 of the 2016 CoC Notice of Funding
Availability (NOFA)1, the LIGHT project would not meet HUD’s project renewal threshold (on a pass/fail
basis) based on “a history of inadequate financial accounting practices.”
While we recognize the efforts that POWER has put forth in assisting households experiencing homelessness and
in trying to improve programmatic capacity, the CoC has a responsibility to recommend CoC projects for new or
continued funding that align with HUD guidelines and mandates. Due to the unmet criteria identified above, the
FRT has not recommended this project for renewal and will be recommending the funds for reallocation to a
new project. This recommendation, along with all other funding and ranking recommendations, will be
submitted to the CoC Board for approval on September 7, 2016.
We understand the difficulty this will pose for the families currently being served by the LIGHT program, as well
as the challenges this transition may pose to POWER Inc.’s financial stability. The CoC and CoC Board, through its
CHP committee, will work with POWER Inc. to determine the most advantageous transition plan possible within
the federal guidelines and local policies.
HUD requires that CoC’s notify organizations not recommended for renewal funding of their ability to submit a
solo application outside of the CoC’s ranked applications if the project applicant believes it was denied the
opportunity to participate in the local CoC planning process in a reasonable manner. That information can be
found on page 31 of the 2016 CoC NOFA. However, in the interest of ensuring stable housing and services for
the families in the LIGHT program, the CoC FRT recommends engaging with the CHP committee and CoC staff
right away to discuss next steps.
We thank you for your continued work in the community to address the challenges of family homelessness, and
we are available for follow up if you have any questions.
Sincerely,

Andrea Plevek
Interim Director, OCED
On behalf of the Funding Review Team of the
Washtenaw County Continuum of Care Board
Cc:
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CoC Board Chair: Katie Doyle,
Funding Review Team Members: Jean Carlberg, Amanda Carlisle, Amanda Sternberg, Sarah Stanton

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

2016 CONTINUUM OF CARE FUNDING COMPETITION

SUMMARY OF POWER INC. FINANCIAL CONCERNS
2009-PRESENT
Funding Review Team Meeting | August 15, 2016

2009
SUMMARY OF CONCERNS/FINDINGS:
Financial Audit Findings:
 Year-end deficit of $223,772
 Lack of:
o staff capacity to prepare accurate financial statements
o internal controls
o back of documentation for journal entries
o financial statements in accordance with GAAP
o account of in-kind revenue on financial statement
 Deficit of cash on hand to run the day to day operation
 Outstanding state & federal tax liabilities dating back to 2001 (has been satisfied)
 Liabilities for unpaid staff wages due to a lack of cash flow
 Mortgage for the building settled by a deed in lieu of foreclosure
 Unexplained variances, likely resulting in failure to reconcile bank accounts/statements monthly
ACTIONS/RESPONSES
FRT decided that future lead agency status contingent upon POWER completing the following by May of 2010:
a. an independent review of its finances, including a comprehensive financial audit
b. the development of a short- and long-term sustainability plan to deal with accumulated debt, cash flow, and
other financial issues

2010
SUMMARY OF CONCERNS/FINDINGS:
 FRT considered not recommending POWER, Inc.’s “LIGHT” project for renewal for financial issues found in 2009
 FRT decided to work with POWER, Inc. over a year to ensure proper stewardship of funds and the improvement
of the agency’s financial stability.
 Renewal of funding will be reconsidered in the next CoC funding round if significant improvements were not
realized in the interim.
 Office of Community Development invested $24,500 in POWER, Inc. for two new audits, and partial payment to
a past auditor, so that those audits could be certified, and their financial position could be understood.
 POWER received a $75,000 two-year capacity-building award from Eastern Michigan University (EMU) to
identify ways to utilize the funding to improve their agency capacity.
ACTIONS/RESPONSES
To be completed by the end of February 2011 in order to ensure financial stability and continue as grantee of HUD
CoC funds:
a. Complete an audit of financial statements for the fiscal year ending September 30, 2010
b. Demonstrate that the existing agency deficit is diminished to $130,000 or less.
c. Hire a qualified accountant
d. Demonstrate clear progress toward Board of Directors development and fundraising goals as outlined in the
Sustainability Plan

2011
SUMMARY OF CONCERNS/FINDINGS:
 2009 & 2010 renewals were contingent upon correction of problematic financial management practices and
implementing a feasible agency sustainability plan.
 The FRT did not receive a clear and satisfactory plan for ensuring sustainability of the organization.
 Based on the results of nearly three years of funding review, financial support and technical assistance, the FRT
has now determined that it will no longer renew this CoC grant without additional actions taken to ensure longterm program sustainability.
ACTIONS/RESPONSES
 The WHA requested POWER, Inc.’s cooperation in submitting a written request to the local HUD field office
requesting the transfer of this program to a community-identified and WHA-approved organization.
 Should POWER, Inc. not meet the December 31 deadline and not agree to the required steps, the WHA will
notify the local HUD field office of its findings in the CoC Funding Review.
 POWER, Inc. stated that it does not agree with the FRT’s recommendation. However, POWER missed the
December 31, 2011 deadline to indicate whether or not it will comply and to schedule a meeting between the
WHA Board, FRT members and POWER, Inc. to discuss next steps. Repeated attempts to contact POWER and
solicit a response were unanswered as of January 26, 2012 (the date of the FRT funding competition report).

2012
SUMMARY OF CONCERNS/FINDINGS:
 As a result of non-compliance with FRT concerns and recommendations, OCED and WHA staff met with HUD’s
Detroit Field Office Director Keith Hernandez and his staff regarding options to transfer grant administration
from POWER to another HUD grantee.
 HUD staff then indicated that their process would require that technical assistance be provided prior to grant
transfer. HUD notified their local technical assistance (TA) provider, the Corporation for Supportive Housing
(CSH), and CSH’s Lisa Chapman was assigned to the project.
 HUD and CSH reported the following:
Audit: No third-party audit has been completed, and as a result, CSH has not completed a review of POWER’s
finances. A letter from POWER’s selected auditor indicates an audit completion by January 15, 2013. It was
reported that the reason for the lack of an audit was due to the inability of the agency to pay for that service
until recently.
Board: CSH attended a POWER Board meeting and observed that there remain capacity issues with POWER’s
Board of Directors; therefore, CSH is providing technical assistance in the areas of targeted recruiting, strategic
planning, and board alignment.
Finances: Though a deeper review of finances has yet to be completed, CSH staff noted both revenue and salary
issues. It was also noted that staff requested training on grant writing.
HMIS/APR: While POWER is meeting its targets, three revisions to their most recent APR were required prior to
submission to HUD. For reference, OCED communicated data issues in prior competitions, indicating a
reoccurring issue.
ACTIONS/RESPONSES
At the end of CSH’s report, HUD field office staff stated that the issues appear to be solvable and expressed that
HUD does not want to de-fund an agency on fixable issues. And while OCED/WHA staff agreed, staff explained that
POWER has not been able to prevent these issues from reoccurring. HUD indicated that while POWER’s financial
draws have been compliant, POWER has been assessed as high-risk. As a result, HUD field office staff will be
performing a HUD monitoring site visit in January 2013. At that time, they will be interviewing customers as well.

2013
SUMMARY OF CONCERNS/FINDINGS:
 As of January 2013, neither HUD’s site visit, nor submission of an audit of POWER’s finances, had been
completed.
 No financial audit completed.
 HUD audit was completed in August of 2013 and found no financial findings.

2014
SUMMARY OF CONCERNS/FINDINGS:
 No financial audit completed
 2014 report of audit completed for 2012:
o Lack of documentation provided lacked any of the detailed information needed to make audit
determinations. As a result, auditors were unable to determine whether any adjustments might
have been found in respect to revenue, accounts receivable, accounts payable, fixed assets, and the
elements making up the related information in the statements of financial position,
o A summary of findings:
 inadequate record keeping
 incomplete and vague records, activities, functional expenses, and cash flows
 deficit net assets
 operating losses
 potential threats to funding and general lack of documentation
 deficit unrestricted net assets of $144,129 at September 30, 2012
 large balance of outstanding payroll taxes
 The lack of support and documentation also creates uncertainty about the Organization’s ability
to continue as a going concern

2015
SUMMARY OF CONCERNS/FINDINGS:
 No financial audit completed.

2016
SUMMARY OF CONCERNS/FINDINGS:
 No financial audit completed.
 Did not meet Coordinated Funding threshold to be considered for funding due to financial concerns.

ATTACHMENT G

Washtenaw County Continuum of Care 2016
Application for New Permanent Housing Projects

This announcement serves as the opportunity for agencies to submit an application for Permanent
Supportive Housing (PSH) and Rapid Re-housing (RRH) funding from the HUD Continuum of Care (CoC)
Homeless Assistance Grant Program through the FY2016 Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA). Funds
will be awarded by HUD through a national competition, using the scoring criteria defined in the
FY2016 NOFA.
The Washtenaw County CoC may create new projects through the Permanent Housing Bonus up to 5%
($278,344) of the Annual Renewal Demand, or through the Reallocation process, for the following
projects:
•
•

Permanent Supportive Housing projects that will serve 100 percent chronically homeless
families and individuals, including youth; OR
Rapid Rehousing projects that will serve homeless individuals, families, or unaccompanied
youth coming directly from the streets or emergency shelters, and includes persons fleeing
domestic violence situations

Applications are due by Monday, August 1, 2016 by 5pm (late submissions will not be reviewed) and
will be evaluated by the Funding Review Team (FRT), a CoC committee appointed by the CoC Board.
(The short time frame is due to HUD requirements for notification of applicants in relation to the
NOFA deadline of 9/14/16). The FRT will score projects on a 100 point scale (point breakdown
included in this application) and approve/deny based on score and how the project will meet
community need as demonstrated by the Community Housing Prioritization (CHP) List (calculated
using currently chronic homeless numbers and monthly in-flow) . Approved projects will be ranked
based on the CoC approved 2016 Ranking Policy (Appendix B). Applicants may be asked to provide
more information or to scale up or scale down their project based upon total funds available.
Applicants will be notified between 8/12/16 and 8/30/16 of funding decisions. Upon notification,
selected applicants will need to submit their applications into e-snaps (HUD’s grant management
system). Housing Innovations, consultants working with the CoC, will work with selected applicants to
edit applications as needed.
General Threshold Criteria:
• Must meet the eligibility requirements of the CoC Program as defined in 24 CFR part 578 and
provide evidence of eligibility required in the application (e.g., nonprofit documentation).
• Demonstrate the financial and management capacity and experience to carry out the project as
detailed in the project application and to administer Federal funds.
• See pages 23-25 of the NOFA for a complete list of threshold criteria.
Project Requirements and Priorities:
• Eligible Projects:
o All projects must be for Permanent Housing including:
 New PSH for Chronic Homeless families and individuals
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New RRH for families/individuals coming from streets/shelters and category 4
homeless
Projects can request funds for:
 Rental assistance or operating funds
 Supportive services
The initial grant term for new project applications may be 1-year, 2-years, 3-years, 4-years,
5-years, or 15-years. However, exceptions apply- these exceptions can be found in Section
IV.B.2 of the 2016 CoC NOFA. Due to the allowable bonus project amount, unless a project is
acquisition, rehab, or new construction, projects must be 1-year grant terms only.
The types of supportive services for which the funding may be used is limited to the
following: assistance with moving costs, case management, food, housing/search and
counseling services, life skills, outreach services, transportation, and utility deposits (only if
these are not included in rental/lease agreement). All other supportive services costs typically
eligible under the CoC Program interim rule are not eligible costs under this application.
The project must be cost-effective, including costs of construction, operations, and
supportive services with such costs not deviating substantially from the norm in that locale
for the type of structure or kind of activity. It also must ensure that the type and scale of the
supportive services fit the needs of the program participants–this includes all supportive
services, regardless of funding source.
Projects cannot request rental assistance and operating funding in the same project.
Projects must agree to enter client data into HMIS, participate in the annual point in time
counts, partner with coordinated entry Housing Access for Washtenaw County (HAWC), and
comply with all other CoC Policies and Procedures, including participation in the Community
Housing Prioritization (CHP) process.
If moving forward with application, applications in e-snaps must demonstrate:
 The type, scale, and location of the housing fit the needs of the program participants;
 The type and scale of the supportive services that are offered fit the needs of the
program participants–this includes all supportive services, regardless of funding
source;
 A specific plan for ensuring program participants will be individually assisted to
obtain benefits of the mainstream health, social, and employment programs for
which they are eligible to apply meets the needs of the program participants;
 Program participants are assisted to obtain and remain in permanent housing in a
manner that fits their needs;
 At least 75 percent of the proposed program participants come from the street or
other locations not meant for human habitation, emergency shelters, safe havens, or
fleeing domestic violence;
 The ability to execute the grant agreement and begin providing rental assistance
within 12 months of the award for those applicants funded for sponsor-based and
project-based rental assistance;
 Experience in operating a successful housing first program and a program design that
meets the definition of Housing First (see Appendix) and described in FY2016 NOFA
(i.e., A model of housing assistance that is offered without preconditions, such as
sobriety or a minimum income threshold, or service participation requirements, and
rapid placement and stabilization in permanent housing are primary goals);
 A plan for outreach to chronically homeless people;


o

o

o

o

o
o

o
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That they meet HUD’s match and leveraging requirements; and
Cost effectiveness as this a priority for Washtenaw County CoC.

•

Eligible populations/persons to be served:
o PSH projects must dedicate 100% of units to chronically homeless individuals and/or families,
as defined by HUD (See Appendix).
o RRH projects must serve families/individuals coming from streets/shelters and category 4
homeless (See Appendix).
o Project applicants must demonstrate that they will first serve the chronically homeless
according to the order of priority established in Notice CPD-14-012: Prioritizing Persons
Experiencing Chronic Homelessness and Other Vulnerable Homeless Persons (See Appendix).
o Persons in transitional housing are not considered to be chronically homeless even if they
met the criteria prior to entering the transitional housing program and are not eligible to be
served in proposed projects.

•

Eligible applicants:
o Eligible project applicants for the CoC Program Competition are nonprofit organizations, States,
local governments, and instrumentalities of State and local governments, and public housing
agencies.
o Applications shall only be considered from project applicants and potential subrecipients that:
o Have satisfactory capacity, drawdowns, and performance for existing grant(s) that are
funded under the SHP, S+C, or CoC Program, as evidenced by timely reimbursement of
subrecipients, regular drawdowns, and timely resolution of any monitoring findings.
o Are in good standing with HUD, which means that the applicant does not have any open
monitoring or audit findings, history of slow expenditure of grant funds- outstanding
obligation to HUD that is in arrears or for which a payment schedule has not been agreed
upon, history of consistently late APRs, or history of serving ineligible program
participants, expending funds on ineligible costs, or failing to expend funds within
statutorily established timeframes.
o Are in compliance with applicable fair housing and civil requirements. (1) Project
applicants and potential subrecipients must meet the eligibility requirements of the CoC
Program as described in 24 CFR part 578 and provide evidence of eligibility required in
the application (e.g., nonprofit documentation). (2) Project applicants and subrecipients
must demonstrate the financial and management capacity and experience to carry out
the project as detailed in the project application and to administer Federal funds.
Demonstrating capacity may include a description of the applicant/subrecipient
experience with similar projects and with successful administration of SHP, S+C, or CoC
Program funds for renewing projects or other Federal funds.

Coordinated Entry Requirement:
All HUD CoC-funded projects are required to participate in the locally established Coordinated Entry
process. If funded, all projects will be required to participate in the Housing Access for Washtenaw
County (HAWC) Community Housing Prioritization (CHP) Committee, which oversees the process for all
referrals to permanent housing units. All referrals must come from the CHP by name list, which
prioritizes the most vulnerable homeless households (singles and families). Prioritization is determined
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using the Service Prioritization Decision Assistance Tool (SPDAT), a tool developed by OrgCode
Consulting and mandated by the State of Michigan, for identifying and prioritizing people experiencing
homelessness for housing. In Washtenaw County, all open permanent housing units (PSH and RRH) are
prioritized through the CHP process for those experiencing chronic homelessness.
Project Quality Standards:
Projects reviewed for renewal funding recommendations are held to the below outcome standards
(hence accepted projects would be held to these standards when considered for renewal every year).
Please note that RRH projects are only calculated with “leavers” data. Leavers on an Annual
Performance Report (APR) are those that exited the program in a program year. Stayers are those that
were still being served at the close of the program year.
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Required Attachments:
• Most Recent independent audit and submission of SAS114, and 115, if applicable.
• Current year Board-approved agency budget.
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APPLICATION

•

o All information is required, including attachments. The Funding Review Team reserves the
right not to review incomplete applications or projects that don’t meet eligibility requirements.
o Applications are due by Monday, August 1, 2016 by 5pm and should be sent to Laura UrteagaFuentes at urteagal@ewashtenaw.org. Late submissions will not be reviewed.
o Please contact urteagal@ewashtenaw.org for questions about the form or process.
o Please save your document with the following naming convention:
<Agency name –Program name-NEW CoC16>.
Example: ABC Services-Home to Stay-NEW CoC16.doc
SECTION I: GENERAL INFORMATION (not scored)
1. Project Applicant Information:

2.

3.

4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

6

a. Name of Organization:
b. Organization Type
 Units of Local Government
 Non-profit 501(c)(3)
 PHA
 State Government
 Other: Describe
c. DUNS Number: ____________________________________________
d. Is the agency a current HUD CoC grantee?  Yes  No
Sub-Recipient Organization (if applicable):
a. Name of Organization:
b. Organization Type
 Units of Local Government
 Non-profit 501(c)(3)
 PHA
 State Government
 Other: Describe
c. DUNS Number: ____________________________________________
Contact person for this application:
a. Name:
______________________________
b. Title:
______________________________
c. Phone:
______________________________
d. Email:
______________________________
Proposed HUD Request ($):
______________________________
Proposed Total Projected Budget $ (Total HUD Requested + at least 25% Match) *:
______________________________
# Units Projected: ______________________________
Proposed Project Type:  PSH-Project-Based  PSH-Scattered-Site  RRH-Scattered-Site
Proposed Population to be served: _______________________________________________
Proposed Grant Term:
Proposed Project Budget

Washtenaw County Continuum of Care New Project Application, July 2016

Activities

Total Assistance
Requested

Total Project Budget

Rental Assistance
Supportive Services
Operations
HMIS

Sub-total Request
Administrative costs (Up to 7%)
Cash Match
In-kind Match
Total Match – 25% for all categories
Total Budget
Applicants should fully respond to the following narrative questions. Applicants are encouraged to answer as
succinctly as possible.

Section II: Applicant/Sponsor Experience and Capacity: (15 points)
A. Describe the experience of the project applicant, sub-recipients (if applicable), and
partner organizations (e.g., key contractors, service providers if applicable) as it
relates to providing supportive services and housing for homeless persons,
and carrying out the activities of the project. Be sure to provide concrete examples
that illustrate 1) experience/expertise with renting units, operating rental
assistance, and providing supportive services similar to the activities proposed in
the applications and 2) working with and addressing the target population’s
identified housing and service needs.

B. Describe experience with delivering or securing Medicaid funded services for

participants in the agency’s programs.

C. Describe the basic organization and management structure of the applicant and
subrecipients (if any). Include description of internal and external coordination,
structures for managing basic organization operations, and an adequate financial
accounting system that will be used to administer the grant.
D. Describe the experience of the applicant and potential subrecipients (if any), in
effectively utilizing federal funds and performing the activities proposed in the
application, given funding and time limitations.
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E. Have any of your agency’s HUD funded programs (including ESG) received a HUD
audit in the last 12 months?
yes
no
If yes, were there any findings from the audit?

yes

no

If yes, please describe the findings and your agency’s corrective actions to satisfy the
findings and attach a copy of the corrective action plan that you submitted to HUD.
F. Are there any unresolved monitoring or audit findings for any HUD grants
(including ESG) operated by the applicant or potential subrecipients (if any)?
 Yes
 No
If Yes, describe the details of unresolved monitoring or audit findings and steps that
will be taken to resolve.
G. Have you returned any funds to HUD on any existing grants in the last two years?
 Yes
 No
If yes, how much has been returned?
What is the reason that the funds have been returned?
H. Do you have any outstanding obligation to HUD that is in arrears or for which a
payment schedule has not been agreed upon?
 Yes
 No
If yes, how much is owed?
What is the reason for the obligation to HUD?
What is preventing establishing a payment schedule?
III.
Project Description: (20 points)
A. Provide a description (limit 2000 characters) that addresses the entire scope of
the proposed project. The project description should be complete and concise.
It must address the entire scope of the project, including a clear picture of the
community/target population(s) to be served, the plan for addressing the
identified needs/issues of the CoC community/target population(s), projected
outcome(s), and any coordination with other source(s)/partner(s).The
description must be consistent with other parts of this application and identify in
2000 characters or less (spaces included):
• The target population including the number of single adults and the
number of families with children to be served when the project is at
full capacity
• Address and location of units
• Type and number of units – scatter site or single site, single or multifamily homes, etc
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•

How the type, scale and location of the housing fit the needs of
program participants
The specific services that will be provided and outreach methods to
be used to serve the long-term homeless population
Projected outcomes
Coordination with partners
Project timeline – when units will be developed or leased-up
HMIS implementation
How the project will leverage or deliver Medicaid services to
participants

B. Describe the estimated schedule for the proposed activities, the management
plan, and the method for assuring effective and timely completion of all work.
C. In cases where the proposed project is expanding an existing project, describe
how the requested funds will supplement existing services and resources, and
increase participants served.
D. Describe a plan for rapid implementation of the program; how will the project
will be ready to begin housing the first program participant within 6 months of
the award? Describe how full capacity will be achieved over the term being
requested. If any project site is not currently owned or under a lease agreement,
provide a summary of relevant contracts and agreements (e.g., with local
landlords, housing locator specialists, public housing authority, other partner
organizations) needed for the achievement of project operation. The narrative
must provide evidence that ensures there will be no delay in service provision to
participants, operation of CoC management systems, or the leasing of units for
reasonable rents.
E. Describe recipient/subrecipient capacity for assessing need, prioritizing persons
with the most severe needs and outreach to the chronically homeless and the
specific plan for how the project will first serve the chronically homeless
according to the order of priority established in Notice CPD-14-012: Prioritizing
Persons Experiencing Chronic Homelessness and Other Vulnerable Homeless
Persons (SEE APPENDIX).
F. If applying for Rental Assistance, describe the method for determining the type
and amount of rental assistance that participants can receive.
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IV.

Commitment to Housing First: (10 points)
Housing First is an approach to homeless assistance that prioritizes rapid placement and
stabilization in permanent housing and does not have service participation requirements or
preconditions such as sobriety or a minimum income threshold. See Appendix A for a list of
Housing First principles.
A. Describe recipient/subrecipient experience with and a description of the program
design for implementing housing first.

V.

Supportive Services for Participants: (25 points)
A. For projects serving families, does the applicant/sponsor have policies and practices that are
consistent with, and do not restrict the exercise of rights provided by the education subtitle of
the McKinney-Vento Act, and other laws relating to the provision of educational and related
services to individuals and families experiencing homelessness?
Yes No N/A (project not serving families)
B. For projects serving families, does the applicant/sponsor have a designated staff person
responsible for ensuring that children are enrolled in school and connected to the appropriate
services within the community, including early childhood education programs such as Head
Start, Part C of the Individuals with Disabilities Act, and McKinney-Vento education services?
Yes No N/A (project not serving families)
C. Describe how participants will be assisted to obtain and remain in permanent
housing.

D. Describe your plan for ensuring program participants will be individually assisted
to obtain benefits of the mainstream health, social, and employment programs for
which they are eligible.

E. Describe how participants will be assisted to increase employment and/or income
using mainstream housing and service programs.

10

Washtenaw County Continuum of Care New Project Application, July 2016

F. Describe how participants will be assisted to maximize ability to live
independently and increase self-sufficiency using mainstream housing and service
programs.

G. Describe how the type, scale, and location of the supportive services and the
mode of transportation to those services fit the needs of program participants

Supportive Services Type and Frequency Chart:
For all supportive services available to participants, indicate who will provide, how
they will be accessed and how often they will be provided regardless of the resources
that will be used to pay for the services. Please include all Medicaid services
whether provider by the applicant or through partnerships with other organizations
that provide Medicaid funded services.
For Provider, indicate: “Applicant” if the applicant will provide the service directly; “Subrecipient” if a
subrecipient will provide the service directly; “Partner” if an organization that is not a subrecipient of
project funds but with whom a formal agreement or memorandum of understanding (MOU) has been
signed will provide the service directly; or, “Non-Partner” to if a specific organization with whom no
formal agreement has been established regularly provides the service to clients.

Frequency – select one per service type
Supportive Service

Provider Daily

Weekly Bimonthly

Monthly

Assessment of Service
Needs
Assistance with Moving
Costs
Case Management
Child Care
Education Services
Employment
Assistance/Job Training
Food
Housing
Search/Counseling
Services
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Does
not
Apply

Legal Services
Life Skills
Mental Health Services
Outpatient Health
Services
Outreach Services
Substance Abuse
Treatment Services
Transportation
Utility Deposits
b. How accessible are basic community amenities (e.g. medical facilities, grocery store, recreation
facilities, schools, etc) to the projects?
 Yes, very accessible
 Somewhat accessible
 Not accessible
VI.

Landlord engagement: (scattered-site projects only) (5 points)
A.

Describe how your organization reaches out to, and engages with local landlords to recruit
their participation in making their units available to program participants. In your description,
explain how your organization maintains an on-going positive relationship and communication
with landlords renting to your organization’s program participants.

VII.

Commitment to Affordable Housing Plan: (project-based projects only) (5 points)
A. If a project-based voucher, please indicate alignment to the Housing Affordability and
Economic Equity Analysis.

VIII.

Partnering & Commitment to Coordinated Entry: (5 points)
A. Describe how your organization will or currently works with OCED, Washtenaw Housing
Alliance, coordinated entry, and other organizations to coordinate services and reduce
duplication of services.
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IX.

Budget Detail & Leveraging: (20 points)

Rental Assistance (enter number of units by unit type; the applicable Fair Market Rent (FMR) level,
multiply units times FMR times 12 (1 year grant) and enter totals.
Indicate the Type of Rental Assistance:
 Project Based
Unit Size
Efficiency
1 Bedroom
2 Bedroom
3 Bedroom
4 Bedroom
Total

 Tenant Based

No. of Units

FMR

Term
(12 or 24
months)

Total

$
$
$
$
$

Operating Costs
Enter the quantity and total budget request for each operating cost. The request entered should be
equivalent to the cost of one year of the relevant operating costs. When including staff costs, please
include title, salary and FTE.
Operating Costs
Quantity Description
Annual Assistance
(max 400 characters)
Requested
Maintenance and repair
Electricity
Gas and Water
Property Tax and Insurance
Furniture
Replacement Reserve
Equipment
Building Security
Total
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Supportive Services: Enter the quantity and total budget request for each supportive services cost. The
request entered should be equivalent to the cost of one year of the relevant supportive service. When
including staff costs, please include title, salary and FTE.
Eligible Costs
Quantity Description
Annual Assistance
(max 400 characters)
Requested
Assistance with Moving Costs
Case Management
Food
Housing Search/Counseling
Services
Life Skills
Outreach Services
Transportation
Utility Deposits
Total Annual Assistance
Requested

Funding: What additional funding sources are committed to this project, e.g., NSP, VASH, HOME
etc.?

Leveraging:
A. Describe the experience of the applicant and potential subrecipients (if any) in leveraging
other Federal, State, local, and private sector funds. If the applicant and subrecipient have
no experience, indicate “No experience leveraging other Federal, State, local or private
sector funds.”

Please identify all leveraged resources: construction/rehabilitation, other services received by project
participants, cash grants, donated and in-kind services. Written commitments are required by HUD at
time of project application; do not include leveraged resources if commitment will not be in place by
time of NOFA submission (on or before 10/20/14). Add rows as needed for additional sources.
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Please see the document “Additional Guidance on Match and Leveraging” prepared by Housing
Innovations.
HUD requires that commitment letters for leveraged resources be dated on or before the application
due date. Written commitments of cash and/or in-kind value of leveraged commitments must be at
least 150% of the total request to HUD.
Identify Type of
Contribution:
Cash or In kind
Example: Cash

Name the Source
of Contribution
CDBG

Identify Source as:
(G) Government*
or (P) Private
G

*Government sources are appropriated dollars.

Date of Written
Commitment

Value of
Written
Commitment

10/1/14

TOTAL:

$10,000

$

Note on Leveraging:
Provide information only for contributions for which you have a written commitment in hand at the
time of application. A written agreement could include signed letters, memoranda of agreement, and
other documented evidence of a commitment. Leveraging items may include any written commitments
that will be used towards your cash match requirements in the project, as well as any written
commitments for buildings, equipment, materials, services and volunteer time. The value of
commitments of land, buildings and equipment are one-time only and cannot be claimed by more than
one project (e.g., the value of donated land, buildings or equipment claimed in 2005 and prior years for
a project cannot be claimed as leveraging by that project or any other project in subsequent
competitions). The written commitments must be documented on letterhead stationery, signed by an
authorized representative, dated and in your possession prior to the deadline for submitting your
application, and must, at a minimum, contain the following elements: the name of the organization
providing the contribution; the type of contribution (e.g., cash, child care, case management, etc.); the
value of the contribution; the name of the project and its sponsor organization to which the contribution
will be given; and, the date the contribution will be available. If you do not have a written agreement in
hand at the time of application submission, do not enter the contribution.
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APPENDIX A
Order of Priority in CoC Program-funded Permanent Supportive Housing Beds Dedicated to Persons
Experiencing Chronic Homelessness and Permanent Supportive Housing Prioritized for Occupancy by
Persons Experiencing Chronic Homelessness
Excerpted From Notice CPD-14-012: Prioritizing Persons Experiencing Chronic Homelessness and Other
Vulnerable Homeless Persons:

(a) First Priority–Chronically Homeless Individuals and Families with the Longest History of Homelessness
and with the Most Severe Service Needs. A chronically homeless individual or head of household as defined
in 24 CFR 578.3 for whom both of the following are true:
i. The chronically homeless individual or head of household of a family has been homeless and living
in a place not meant for human habitation, a safe haven, or in an emergency shelter for at least 12
months either continuously or on at least four separate occasions in the last 3 years, where the
cumulative total length of the four occasions equals at least 12 months; and
ii. The CoC or CoC Program recipient has identified the chronically homeless individual or head of
household, who meets all of the criteria in paragraph (1) of the definition for chronically homeless, of
the family as having severe service needs (see Section I.D.3. of this Notice for definition of severe
service needs).
(b) Second Priority–Chronically Homeless Individuals and Families with the Longest History of
Homelessness. A chronically homeless individual or head of household, as defined in 24 CFR 578.3, for which
both of the following are true:
i. The chronically homeless individual or head of household of a family has been homeless and living
in a place not meant for human habitation, a safe haven, or in an emergency shelter for at least 12
months either continuously or on at least four separate occasions in the last 3 years, where the
cumulative total length of the four occasions equals at least 12 months; and,
ii. The CoC or CoC program recipient has not identified the chronically homeless individual or the
head of household, who meets all of the criteria in paragraph (1) of the definition for chronically
homeless, of the family as having severe service needs.
(c) Third Priority–Chronically Homeless Individuals and Families with the Most Severe Service Needs. A
chronically homeless individual or head of household as defined in 24 CFR 578.3 for whom both of the
following are true:
i. The chronically homeless individual or head of household of a family has been homeless and living
or residing in a place not meant for human habitation, a safe haven, or in an emergency shelter on at
least four separate occasions in the last 3 years, where the total length of those separate occasions
equals less than one year; and
ii. The CoC or CoC program recipient has identified the chronically homeless individual or the head of
household, who meets all of the criteria in paragraph (1) of the definition for chronically homeless, of
the family as having severe service needs.
(d) Fourth Priority–All Other Chronically Homeless Individuals and Families. A chronically homeless
individual or head of household as defined in 24 CFR 578.3 for whom both of the following are true:
i. The chronically homeless individual or head of household of a family has been homeless and living
in a place not meant for human habitation, a safe haven, or in an emergency shelter for at least 12
months either continuously or on at least four separate occasions in the last 3 years, where the
cumulative total length the four occasions is less than 12 months; and
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ii. The CoC or CoC program recipient has not identified the chronically homeless individual or the
head of household, who meets all of the criteria in paragraph (1) of the definition for chronically
homeless, of the family as having severe service needs.
DEFINITIONS OF KEY TERMS

Category 1: Literally Homeless
Individual or family who lacks a fixed, regular, and adequate nighttime residence, meaning:
(i) Has a primary nighttime residence that is a public or private place not meant for human habitation;
(ii) Is living in a publicly or privately operated shelter designated to provide temporary living arrangements
(including congregate shelters, transitional housing, and hotels and motels paid for by charitable
organizations or by federal, state and local government programs); or
(iii) Is exiting an institution where (s)he has resided for 90 days or less and who resided in an emergency
shelter or place not meant for human habitation immediately before entering that institution
Category 4: Fleeing/Attempting to Flee DV
Any individual or family who:
(i)
Is fleeing, or is attempting to flee, domestic violence;
(ii)
Has no other residence; and
(iii)
Lacks the resources or support networks to obtain other permanent housing
HUD wishes to clarify that persons who are fleeing or attempting to flee human trafficking may qualify as
homeless under paragraph 4 of the “homeless” definition at 24 CFR 578.3, and therefore may be eligible for
certain forms of homeless assistance under the CoC Program, subject to other restrictions that may apply. HUD
considers human trafficking, including sex trafficking, to be “other dangerous or life threatening conditions that
relate to violence against the individual or family member” under paragraph 4 of the definition of “homeless” at
24 CFR 578.3. Where an individual or family is fleeing, or is attempting to flee human trafficking, that has either
taken place within the individual’s or family’s primary nighttime residence or has made the individual or family
afraid to return to their primary nighttime residence; and the individual or family has no other residence; and the
individual or family lacks the resources or support networks to obtain other permanent housing; HUD would
consider that individual or family to qualify as “homeless” under paragraph 4 of the definition.

Chronically Homeless Definition
The definition of ”chronically homeless” currently in effect for the CoC Program is that which is defined in the
Final Rule on Defining “Chronically Homeless, which states that a chronically homeless person meet all of the
following:
a) Disability : A person must have a documented disability verified by a medical professional.
b) Housing Status : A person who lives either in a place not meant for human habitation, a safe haven, or in
an emergency shelter. (Institutional Caveat: A person is chronically homeless if they experienced
homelessness prior to entering an institution and have been in the institution for less than 90 days.)
c) Length of Time (only one of the following):
• Been living in a place not meant for human habitation, safe haven, or in emergency shelter
continuously for at least 12 months.
OR
• Lived in one or more of the places stated above on at least four separate occasions in the last 3
years, where the combined occasions total a length of time of at least 12 months.
Note: A break in an occasion counts as 7 nights of not experiencing homelessness.
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Severity of Service Needs
This Notice refers to persons who have been identified as having the most severe service needs.
(a) For the purposes of this Notice, this means an individual for whom at least one of the following is true:
i. History of high utilization of crisis services, which include but are not limited to, emergency rooms,
jails, and psychiatric facilities; or
ii. Significant health or behavioral health challenges or functional impairments which require a
significant level of support in order to maintain permanent housing.
Severe service needs as defined in paragraphs i. and ii. above should be identified and verified through datadriven methods such as an administrative data match or through the use of a standardized assessment tool
that can identify the severity of needs such as the Vulnerability Index (VI), the Service Prioritization Decision
Assistance Tool (SPDAT), or the Frequent Users Service Enhancement (FUSE). The determination must not be
based on a specific diagnosis or disability type, but only on the severity of needs of the individual.
(b) In states where there is an alternate criteria used by state Medicaid departments to identify high-need,
high cost beneficiaries, CoCs and recipients of CoC Program-funded PSH may use similar criteria to determine
if a household has severe service needs instead of the criteria defined paragraphs i. and ii. above. However,
such determination must not be based on a specific diagnosis or disability type.
Housing First Principles
(a) Housing First is a programmatic and systems approach that centers on providing homeless people with
housing quickly and then providing services as needed.
(b) Housing is not contingent on compliance with services – participants are expected to comply with a standard
lease agreement and are provided with services and supports to help maintain housing and prevent eviction
(c) Services are provided post-housing to promote housing stability and well-being
(d) Tenants have choice and access to affordable of Housing
(e) Housing is integrated into the Community
(f) Separation of Housing and Treatment – participation in services is not a condition of maintaining tenancy.
(g) Service Philosophy and Service Array
i. Low Demand Approach for Entry into the Housing
ii. Provides Access to Treatment Resources and Supports
iii. Employs Recovery Principles
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APPENDIX B

Washtenaw County Continuum of Care (CoC) FY2016 Funding Competition
Ranking Policy 2016
Each year, HUD requires all new and renewal applications submitted as a part of the annual Continuum of Care
funding competition to be ranked according to a CoC-approved, community ranking policy. As with the past CoC
applications, HUD is mandating that projects be ranked into two tiers for the 2016 CoC Competition. The 2016
CoC NOFA indicates that Tier 1 should include projects that total up to 93% of Annual Renewal Demand (ARD)
and Tier 2 should include all remaining projects (7% of ARD) and any bonus permanent housing projects. This
year, CoCs can apply for permanent housing bonus projects for up to 5% of the CoC’s Final Pro Rata Need
($278,344 for Washtenaw County). Our total ARD is $5,556,885, with 93% being $5,177,203 (Tier 1 total) and 7%
being $389,682 (Tier 2 total).
HUD indicates that the following projects are possible through reallocation and new permanent housing (PH)
projects (types of bonus projects allowed are indicated in bold).
•
•

•
•

New Permanent Supportive Housing (PSH) projects where 100% of beds will be dedicated
for use by chronically homeless individuals and families.
New Rapid Re-Housing projects (RRH) that will serve homeless individuals and families
coming directly from the streets or emergency shelters, and include persons fleeing domestic
violence situations and other persons meeting the criteria of paragraph (4) of the definition of
homelessness.
New Supportive Services Only (SSO) project specifically for a coordinated assessment system.
New dedicated Homeless Management Information System (HMIS) project

Given this and considering that the NOFA focuses on goals articulated in Opening Doors: Federal Strategic Plan to
Prevent and End Homelessness and our CoC’s adoption of CPD 14-012 Notice on Prioritizing Persons Experiencing
Chronic Homelessness and Other Vulnerable Homeless Persons in Permanent Supportive Housing and
Recordkeeping Requirements for Documenting Chronic Homeless Status, Washtenaw County CoC is committed to
the following ranking policy for the 2016 CoC Funding Competition.
Projects will be ranked in the following order:
1. HMIS project
2. PSH Renewals ranked according to evaluation score (i.e. higher-scoring PSH projects first, then lowerscoring
a. Projects with equal scores are ranked by higher rubric Section 1 Component: Program Outcome
score.
b. In the event that a PSH project scores 10 points lower than a RRH, this project will be ranked
under that higher scoring RRH project.
c. First time renewals (projects renewing for the first time that have not completed an APR, and thus
do not have a renewal score).
3. RRH Renewals ranked according to evaluation score (i.e. higher-scoring RRH projects first, then lowerscoring
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a. Projects with equal scores are ranked by higher rubric Section 1 Component: Program Outcome
score.
b. First time renewals (projects renewing for the first time that have not completed an APR, and thus
do not have a renewal score).
4. Project created through reallocation in the following order: PSH, RRH, SSO for coordinated assessment
system.
5. Bonus projects ranked in order of score (or determined by formula for best score possible).

Projects that straddle Tiers:
If a project, once listed in ranked order, straddles the Tier 1/Tier 2 funding line, the following policy will apply:
If a project straddles the line (i.e. a portion of the project budget falls within Tier 1 and a portion within Tier 2),
that agency will be asked if the project would still be feasible if only funded for the Tier 1 amount. Agency submits
feasibility plan in writing for review by the Funding Review Team (FRT). The FRT reviews this plan and decides
whether to accept it based on whether the project would be feasible at the reduced amount.
 IF YES: If project agrees and feasibility plan is accepted by the FRT, the project is submitted straddling the
two Tiers.
 IF NO: If project indicates it would not be feasible at a reduced amount or the FRT does not accept the
feasibility plan, the project will be dropped so that it wholly fits into Tier 2 and the next ranked project will
have the same opportunity to show feasibility straddling the line. This process is continued until a viable
project is placed into Tier 1 amount. The FRT will do everything it can to ensure the full amount of Tier 1
funding is utilized.
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ATTACHMENT H
Reviewer Name: _________________________________
Applicant Agency: ________________________________
Project Title: ____________________________________
Total Score (complete this section after the scoring rubric is completed): _________________________

Washtenaw County Continuum of Care 2016
Rubric for Scoring New Permanent Housing
Project Applications
Introduction:
The following rubric is an attempt to operationalize the scoring criteria for new permanent housing
project applications (i.e. bonus projects) in the FY 2016 CoC Funding Competition. It serves as a
descriptive guide for use by the Funding Review Team when scoring the applications to minimize
discrepancies in interpretation between scorers, thereby enhancing consistency and objectivity.
Section A: Funding Eligibility and Threshold Criteria (Checklist: tick where applicable)
The Washtenaw County CoC may create new projects through the Permanent Housing Bonus utilizing up
to 5% ($278,344) of the Annual Renewal Demand, or through the Reallocation process. This project falls
under the eligible project type of:

 Permanent Supportive Housing projects serving 100 percent chronically homeless families and
individuals, including youth; OR

 Rapid Rehousing projects that will serve homeless individuals, families, or unaccompanied youth
coming directly from the streets or emergency shelters, and includes persons fleeing domestic
violence situations
General Threshold Criteria:

 The project meets the eligibility requirements of the CoC Program as defined in 24 CFR part 578
and provides evidence of eligibility required in the application (e.g., nonprofit documentation).

 The applicant agency demonstrates the financial and management capacity and experience to
carry out the project and to administer Federal funds, as detailed in the project application.
(See pages 23-25 of the NOFA for a complete list of threshold criteria)
Required Attachments:

 Most Recent independent audit and submission of SAS114, and 115, if applicable.
 Current year Board-approved agency budget.

Section B: Scoring Sheet
Instructions: FRT members are to review the applications and award points according to the extent to
which the scoring criteria are met. A scale with suggested points has been created for each component.
Scoring
Components

II ( A-H):
Applicant/
Sponsor
Experience and
Capacity

Criteria for Scoring
This component is concerned with the applicant’s level of experience and capacity
in delivering housing and supportive services for homeless clients.
Suggested scoring scale: For maximum points (=15), application must strongly
demonstrate the following qualities:
•
•
•
•
•

Clear description (backed with concrete examples) of experience/ expertise
with renting units, operating rental assistance and providing supportive
services that are aligned with what is proposed in the application.
Clear and concrete examples of how applicant has identified and addressed
target population’s housing and service needs
If it is a joint application, role of each partner is clearly described and
delineated
Applicant agency has a strong management and coordination structure
along with an adequate financial accounting system to administer the grant
If a current recipient of CoC or other forms of federal funding, there are no
outstanding obligations to HUD, no unexpended funds and no detrimental
audit findings. (i.e Answers to questions IIE-H must be ‘No’)

10-14 points:
• Adequate description and demonstration of above criteria with good
examples given to support content.
• Where applicant answered ‘Yes’ to any of the questions (1E-H), there must
be a clear demonstration of corrective steps taken which led to successful
resolution of outstanding concerns.
5-9 points:
• Above criteria are not fully or clearly met. Some attempt to provide
examples to demonstrate (i) and (ii) but they are not always aligned with
what is proposed in the application.
• Where there are outstanding obligations to HUD or audit issues, applicant
did not provide an adequate corrective action plan or explanation.
0-4 points:
• Lack of clarity in demonstration of most of stated criteria. No concrete
examples were provided to support claims.
• No clear role / responsibilities when it comes to joint applications
• Where there are outstanding obligations to HUD or audit concerns,
applicant did not provide any corrective action plan or explanation.
Comments:

2

Awarded
Points
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III (A-F):
Project
Description

This component is concerned with the scope of the proposed project, its goals and
the means in which the desired outcomes are to be realized.
Suggested scoring scale: For maximum points (=20), application must strongly
demonstrate the following qualities:
•
•
•
•
•

Project description is clear, complete, concise and addresses the entire
scope of the project
Clearly addresses the target population/ community to be served and how
applicant plans to go about meeting assessed needs. All pointers that are
highlighted in the application are fully addressed.
Has a sound plan in place for rapid implementation and management and
monitoring.
Project has strong capacity for prioritizing persons with the most severe
needs.
If applying for rental assistance, project has a comprehensive method for
assessing and determining the type and amount of rental assistance that
participants can receive.

14-19 points:
• Project description is generally comprehensive with 1-2 areas that require
clarification.
• Pointers highlighted in question III(A) are mostly addressed.
• Plan for rapid implementation can be clearer.
• Project can be more explicit in its description of how chronic and vulnerable
homeless persons are prioritized.
7-13 points:
• Project description can be more comprehensive and there were more than
3 areas requiring further clarification.
• Pointers highlighted in question III(a) are not addressed adequately.
• Plan for rapid implementation is questionable and it is unlikely that project
would be ready within 6 months of receiving award.
• Weak demonstration of project’s capacity to prioritize chronic and
vulnerable homeless persons.
0-6 points:
• Lack of clarity in overall project description with some pointers not
addressed at all.
• Responses have little or no consistency with other parts of the application.
• There are serious doubts that project would be ready to implement in a
timely manner.
• Project is not aligned with HUD’s goals of prioritizing chronic and vulnerable
homeless persons.
Comments:

3
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IV :
Commitment to
Housing First

This component is concerned with the project’s alignment and commitment to the
Housing First approach to homeless assistance.
Suggested Scoring Scale: For maximum points (=10), application must strongly
demonstrate the following qualities:
•
•

Applicant must clearly describe past experience with the Housing First
approach
Current project design is aligned with Housing First Principles (refer to
Appendix A of the application (page 18), including:
o Client participation in services is not a prerequisite for housing
placement
o Few, if any, programmatic requirements for entry into housing (e.g.
sobriety, minimum income threshold)
o Services are provided as per client’s choice and discretion

4-9 points:
• Description of Housing First approach is weak; no clear indication of past
experience in employing this approach.
• Project design does not fully incorporate Housing First Principles within its
service delivery. Not all of the points highlighted in the criteria are
referenced.

/10

0-3 points:
• No clear evidence that applicant understands or has incorporated Housing
First principles within its service delivery approach.
Comments:

V: (A-G)
Supportive
Services for
Participants

This component is concerned with project’s capacity to render participants with the
appropriate supportive services crucial for obtaining and sustaining permanent
housing outcomes.
Suggested Scoring Scale: For maximum points (= 25), application must strongly
demonstrate the following qualities:
•
•

•

•

4

Very clear and comprehensive description of how project assists
participants in obtaining and remaining in permanent housing.
Project includes a well-thought through plan for individual case
management and linkage to mainstream resources and benefits where
participants meet eligibility criteria.
Supportive services are tailored to the needs of program participants and
appropriate measures are in place to reduce barriers to access (e.g.
accessible location, relevant type of aid, etc.).
Detailed, coherent and well-thought through “Supportive Services Type and
Frequency Chart” that is feasible for implementation.
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16-24 points:
• Adequate description of how project functions to assist clients in obtaining
and maintaining permanent housing.
• Overall, project demonstrates ability to meet above criteria to a large
extent, however some of the responses are lacking in detail or clarity.
• “Supportive Services Type and Frequency” Chart is adequately filled up with
some areas of doubt.
6-15 points:
• Descriptions and responses to questions are often inadequate and require
further clarification. It is not clear the extent to which the applicant has
experience or expertise in assisting clients with maintaining housing or
increasing income.
• Limited description of how applicant has acknowledged clients’ barriers to
access and sought to minimize them.
• “Supportive Services Type and Frequency” Chart raises doubts for
implementation.
0-5 points:
• Descriptions and responses to questions are severely lacking. There is little
or no evidence that the applicant has experience or expertise in assisting
clients with maintaining housing or increasing income.
• Proposed supportive services do not take into account client’s potential
barriers to access.
• “Supportive Services Type and Frequency Chart” does not match applicant
agency capacity and is not feasible for implementation.
Comments:

VI:
Landlord
Engagement

(Applies to
scattered-site
projects only)

This component is concerned with applicant agency’s engagement efforts with
landlords towards increasing affordable housing availability. (Applies to scatteredsite projects only)
Suggested Scoring Scale: For maximum points ( =5), applicant must strongly
demonstrate the following qualities:
•
•

A clear description of applicant’s outreach and engagement efforts with
landlords is provided.
There is strong evidence of an ongoing positive relationship and
communication with landlords that enhances their participation.

2-4 points:
• Lack of clarity in description provided.
• Limited evidence of an ongoing positive relationship and communication
with landlords.
0-1 point:
• Little or no consideration for outreach to and engagement with landlords.
• No evidence of relationship and communication with landlords.

5

Washtenaw County Continuum of Care New Project Application, July 2016

/5

Comments:

VII:
Commitment to
Affordable
Housing Plan
(Applies to
project-based
projects only)

This component is concerned with applicant agency’s commitment to the
community’s Affordable Housing Plan – Housing Affordability and Economic Equity
– Analysis. (Applies to project-based projects only)
Suggested Scoring Scale: For maximum points (=5), applicant must strongly
demonstrate the following qualities:
•

Clear and comprehensive description of how the project’s location and
design aligns with the Housing Affordability and Economic Equity Analysis.

2-4 points:
• Lack of clarity in description provided.
• Limited alignment with Housing Affordability and Economic Equity Analysis.
0-1 point:
• No evidence of alignment with Housing Affordability and Economic Equity
Analysis.
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Comments:

VIII: Partnering
and
Commitment to
Coordinated
Entry

This component is concerned with applicant agency’s commitment to working
collaboratively within the Continuum of Care.
Suggested Scoring Scale: For maximum points (=5), applicant must strongly
demonstrate the following qualities:
•
•

Description indicates a strong commitment towards collaboration with CoC
partners and concrete efforts to start/maintain this in the proposed project.
Strong indication of commitment to coordinated entry to maximize
resources and avoid duplication.

2-4 points:
• Lack of clarity in description; there is indication of commitment towards
partnership and the coordinated process but it is not fully demonstrated in
the past or in current application.
0-1 point:
• Description is vague and indicates little or no commitment towards
partnership or the coordinated entry process.

/5

Comments:

IX: Budget
Detail and
Leveraging

6

This component is concerned with the budgeting aspects of the proposed project
and how funds are leveraged to ensure fiscal stability of the project.
Suggested scoring scale: For maximum points (=20), application must strongly
demonstrate the following qualities:
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•
•
•
•
•
•

All budget charts are clearly filled out and calculated correctly. Budget
requests are clear, logical and consistent with the overall activities
proposed in the application.
Unless a project is acquisition, rehab, or new construction, projects must be
1-year grant terms only.
Quantity descriptions clearly identify what is included in the requests and
are in line with project requirements.
Clear indication of potential additional funding sources that are committed
to this project.
Evidence of applicant and potential sub-recipients’ experience in leveraging
other Federal, state, local or private sector funds.
‘Leveraged commitments’ chart requirements ( i.e. date of written
commitment, value of written commitment) are fully met.

14-19 points:
• Budget charts are generally filled out in a logical and coherent manner with
minor areas requiring clarification.
• Quantity descriptions are adequate but may have some inconsistency with
overall project requirements.
• Limited experience in leveraging other Federal, state, local or private sector
funds.
• ‘Leveraged commitments’ chart requirements are adequately met with
some errors/ inaccuracy.
7-13 points:
• Some errors in budget charts, including calculation errors.
• Quantity descriptions are unclear and most parts are lacking in logic and
connection to the overall application.
• Limited experience in leveraging other Federal, state, local or private sector
funds.
• Some contributions entered in leveraging chart do not have a written
agreement on hand.
0-6 points:
• Budget charts are unclear on the whole and lacking in logic and connection
to the overall application; multiple calculation errors.
• Overall responses provided indicate poor adherence to the specific
requirements in each section.
Comments:

Overall Comments:

7
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