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IL-501 Project Ranking and Scoring Tool — FY 2026

Overview and Purpose

This tool is used by the IL-501 Ranking and Scoring Committee to evaluate and rank HUD CoC Program projects
for the FY 2026 competition. Rankings produced by this tool determine the IL-501 CoC Priority Listing, which
governs Tier 1 and Tier 2 project selection. Per the NIHC FY2026 Internal Competition Policy, Tier 1 consists
only of renewal PSH projects (ranked by renewal score) plus system-wide HMIS and Coordinated Entry
infrastructure renewals; all other eligible projects are ranked in Tier 2 in the fixed order set by that policy
(transition-grant TH/SSO first, scored by prior renewal score; then new system-wide infrastructure; then non-
transition new TH/SSO; then new DV Bonus; then any Tier 1-ineligible renewals, if funding remains).

Two separate rubrics are included:

- Part 1 — Renewal Project Scoring Rubric (100 points): For projects renewing under the same
component type with prior APR performance data.

« Part 2— New and Converting Project Scoring Rubric (100 points): For new projects and
projects converting from one component type to another (e.g. RRH converting to TH).

Per the NIHC FY2026 Internal Competition Policy, this scoring tool operates within the
following CoC-wide constraints that no individual project score can override: (1) at
least 30% of total Annual Renewal Demand must be directed to supportive
services, a CoC-wide floor the Ranking and Scoring Committee must verify across all
awards, not any single project; (2) acquisition and rehabilitation line items are
olN[e2 4N ineligible for all project types this funding round, even though HUD permits them for
[\[e2)[e:=mm TH and SSO; and (3) new PSH applications are permitted in Part 2 by Committee
decision, per the NIHC FY2026 Internal Competition Policy (Project Application Type
Eligibility Matrix, adopted by CoC Board July 2, 2026) — new PSH is now explicitly
allowed in policy, not a committee override. RRH renewal ineligibility remains in force;
see notice in Part 1. Existing RRH grantees may apply as a transition grant (converting
to TH) through Part 2.

This rubric is designed to meet the FY 2026 HUD CoC Program NOFO
requirement (Section V.B.1.a) that local scoring tools use objective criteria for at
least 50% of available points and system performance measures for at least 25%
of available points. All criteria in Part 1 are objective and data-driven.

How to Use This Tool

Scoring Process

- Each committee member scores each project independently using the applicable rubric (Part
1 or Part 2).

« Scores are collected and averaged across all committee members to produce a final
composite score for each project.

« Projects are then ranked from highest to lowest composite score to produce the draft Priority
Listing.
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« In the event of a tied score, the tiebreaker is the project’s score on Criterion A1 (Exits to
Permanent Housing for renewals; Addresses ldentified Gap for new projects).

Conflict of Interest

« Any committee member employed by or affiliated with a project applicant must recuse
themselves from scoring that project.
+ Recusals must be documented in the committee meeting minutes.

Tier 1 and Tier 2 Placement

« Projects are placed into Tier 1 (60% of IL-501’s Annual Renewal Demand) in rank order,
highest score first, until the Tier 1 dollar amount is exhausted.

« Remaining projects are placed in Tier 2. Tier 2 projects compete for funding based on a 100-
point HUD scale: 50 points from the CoC Application score, 40 points from the CoC’s local
ranking, and 10 points for service participation.

« A higher CoC Application score benefits all Tier 2 projects equally. Maximizing the CoC
Application score is therefore a shared interest of all applicants.

50% Agency Concentration Cap — Committee Decision

The IL-501 Ranking and Scoring Committee has adopted a 50% Agency Concentration Cap for FY2026 Tier 1
ranking. IL-501’s total ARD (including HMIS) is approximately $2,784,900. Tier 1 equals 60% of ARD, or
approximately $1,670,940. The 50% cap means no single operating organization may receive more than
$835,470 in Tier 1 funding. Without this cap, one organization’s combined renewal ARD of approximately
$1,275,459 — representing 76.3% of the Tier 1 pool — would consume the majority of Tier 1 funding, displacing
every other PSH and RRH renewal into Tier 2. Per the Alliance to End Homelessness, PSH renewal projects in
Tier 2 are at high risk of non-renewal and should be reallocated to TH if they do not make Tier 1. In practice,
without the cap, all DeKalb County CoC-funded permanent housing would be at risk of loss. The cap is
calculated by operating organization, not by fiscal agent or applicant of record.

How the Cap Is Applied

After initial scoring, rank all eligible renewal PSH projects from highest to lowest composite score. Calculate each
operating organization’s cumulative Tier 1 dollar total in rank order. If any organization’s projects would
collectively exceed $835,470 (50% of the estimated $1,670,940 Tier 1 pool, based on FY2026 GIW data), move
that organization’s lowest-ranked project(s) to Tier 2 and replace with the next-highest-scoring project from
another organization. Displaced projects retain their score-based ranking within Tier 2. The cap is calculated by
operating organization, not by fiscal agent or applicant of record — organizations that act as fiscal agent for
another organization’s grant are not combined with their own projects for this calculation.

The CoC is required to document its ranking methodology and make the Priority
Listing publicly available before the August 26, 2026 submission deadline. This
decision is recorded in committee minutes and referenced in the CoC Application
narrative (Section V.B.1.a).
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For projects renewing under the same component type with prior APR performance data

Part 1 — Renewal Project Scoring Rubric

Project Information

Project Name

Recipient
Organization

Component Type PSH / TH / SSO / HMIS (circle one) — RRH not eligible for renewal, see
notice below

FY 2024 Grant $
Award

Scorer Name
Date Scored
APR Period Used

Scores for Categories A and B must be drawn from APR and HDX data for the period
Calendar Year 2025 (January 1 — December 31, 2025). The NIHC HMIS Team will
provide each renewal applicant with their SPM and APR reports before scoring. Attach
supporting documentation for any score that cannot be verified from HMIS or APR
reports.

DATA

SOURCES

Per the NIHC FY2026 Internal Competition Policy (adopted July 2, 2026), all new
project applications must pass the following threshold review before being scored.
Applications that do not pass threshold are not eligible for ranking. The Collaborative
Applicant conducts threshold review; ICA assists with objective scoring. All items
below must be confirmed ‘yes’ for the application to proceed:

[JProposed budget contains no acquisition or rehabilitation line items (ineligible per
NIHC policy for all project types this cycle) [1 0 rganizatonal legaldocum entation
submitted [ Personcentered service approach demonstrated by internal program
policies [J Board bylaws require designated seats for persons w ith lved experience
of homelessness [ HM IS partic paton confim ed ©rHUD-approved comparable
database for DV providers) [1 Accountng system smeet2 CFR 200.302
requirements [1 M atch requirem ents dem onstrated [CINo unresoied HUD fndhgs
[1Single Audit submitted (if applicable) and/or IRS Form 990 submitted [1 New
project quality thresholds per NOFO Section V.A.4.c confirmed (see Part 2 C3 for
TH-specific criteria)

THRESHOLD
REVIEW

NOT Rapid Re-Housing (RRH) is not eligible for renewal under this Part. Per the NIHC
SH[c]|-JH-m FY2026 Internal Competition Policy (Project Application Type Eligibility Matrix, Note 3),
Ho ;9.4 current RRH and TH-RRH Joint project renewals must apply through the transition

1 grant process and will be considered “New TH,” ranked in Tier 2. RRH applicants
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should complete Part 2 — New and Converting Project Scoring Rubric instead,

- with Prior Component Type marked RRH and Proposed Component Type marked TH.

Scoring Rubric — Renewal Projects (100 Points Total)

Criterion Max  Score
A. System Performance 38
Outcomes pts
A1. Exits to permanent 18

housing and unsubsidized
housing

A2. Returns to 10
homelessness

A3. Income and 5
employment growth

Scoring Descriptors

Base — Successful exit rate from ES/SH/TH/RRH (ABPR
@888, total exits to any destination minus negative exits):
10 pts — Excellent: 280% | 7 pts — Strong: 65-79% |
4 pts — Adequate: 50-64% (NOFO threshold) | 1 pt—
Below threshold: <60% || Bonus — Exits to
unsubsidized housing specifically, collectively across
TH/RRH/PSH (ﬁ destination codes
410/411/422/423): +8 pts — 230% of all leavers to
unsubsidized | +5 pts — 220% (NOFO System
Performance target) | +2 pts — 10-19% | +0 pts —
<10%. HMIS lead reports both figures from [Q286.
Maximum combined score: 18 pts. [Committee ref: NOFO
Sec. V.D.2.b(5) "Successful Exits from Assistance” and (5)
unsubsidized sub-factor, p. 73 of 128 — confirmed 50% exit
rate and 20% unsubsidized target language]

10 pts — Excellent: <7% returned within 12 months AND
<8% within 24 months (HDX/APR) — exceeds both
NOFO point thresholds | 7 pts — Strong: <11% within
12 months OR <16% within 24 months (meets at least
one NOFO point threshold) | 3 pts — Adequate: Above
NOFO thresholds but trending down year over year | 0
pts — Concern: Above NOFO thresholds with no
improvement [Committee ref: NOFO Sec. V.D.2.b(6)
"Returns to Homelessness," p. 73 of 128 — exact point
thresholds: <8%/24mo (3 pts) or <16%/24mo (1 pt);
<7%/12mo (3 pts) or <11%/12mo (1 pt)]

5 pts — Excellent: 225% of all program participants
increased total income from any source

AND 220% of those increases included
employment income specifically (not
SSI/SSDI/TANF/benefits) | 3 pts — Adequate: 225%
increased total income from any source, but employment
income growth below 20% | 1 pt — Limited: Below 25%
increased any income — with documented justification
(e.g. disability, fixed-income population where SSI/TANF
is the realistic income ceiling) | 0 pts — No data: Not
fracked or data missing [Committee ref: NOFO Sec.
V.D.2.b(7) "Jobs and Income Growth," p. 73 of 128 — NOFO
scores employment income only. Local rubric uses any
income increase as the base (recognizing that SSI, TANF,
and SSDI gains represent real economic stability for PSH
and fixed-income populations) with employment income
growth as a differentiating bonus layer. NOFO thresholds
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Criterion Max Scoring Descriptors

(20% of participants, 25% of leavers) are preserved as the
employment bonus trigger.]

A4. Unit utilization rate 5 5 pts — Excellent: 295% bed/Unit utilization (APR) | 3
pts — Adequate: 85-94% | 1 pts — Below standard:
75-84% | 0 pts — Concern: <75% [Committee ref: Local
criterion — not a scored FY 2026 NOFO merit item]

B. Cost Effectiveness 24
pts

B1. Cost per funded unit 10 10 pts — Excellent: At or below CoC median cost per
funded unit ($13,683, based on FY2026 GIW) | 6 pts —
Adequate: Within 125% of CoC median (up to $17,104) |
2 pts — High cost: 126—175% of CoC median ($17,105—
$23,945) | 0 pts — Outlier: >175% of CoC median
(above $23,945) — must be justified in narrative. Cost
per funded unit = total ARA (GIW) + total funded units.
Projects without funded units scored N/A. [Committee ref:
Local criterion — NOFO Sec. V.D.4, p. 87 of 128:
"reasonableness of the estimated costs to the
government.” Changed from cost-per-exit to cost-per-
funded-unit: directly verifiable from GIW, stable year-to-
year, not affected by annual exit variation. CoC median
$13,683 calculated from the FY2026 IL-501 Grant Inventory
Worksheet (GIW): grant award (total ARA) + funded units
across all PH projects with a non-zero unit count. Per-unit
costs ranged from $11,188 (low) to $29,628 (high).
Recalculate median from the current GIW each competition
cycle. Projects without funded units scored N/A.]

B2. Expenditure rate 5 5 pts — Excellent: 290% of prior year grant expended
(above NIHC's 90% annual reallocation review target) |
3 pts — Adequate: 756—-89% (above the policy's under-
expenditure floor; no grant reduction triggered) | 1 pt —
Below standard: 50—74% (triggers minimum 10% grant
reduction per NIHC policy) | 0 pts — Concern: <560%
(triggers minimum 25% grant reduction and full
reallocation review per NIHC policy) [Committee ref: NIHC
FY2026 Internal Competition Policy, "Policy on Expenditure
of Grant Funds" — grantees expending <75% in the most
recent completed grant year face a minimum 10% grant
reduction; <50% expenditure faces a minimum 25%
reduction; >50% unspent triggers a full reallocation review.
NIHC targets 90% CoC-wide expenditure annually.]

B3. Leverage and match 5 5 pts — Strong: Documented non-federal match or
leverage 225% of grant award | 3 pts — Adequate: 10—
24% leverage | 1 pts — Minimal: <10% leverage | 0O pts
— None documented: No leverage or match documented
[Committee ref: NOFO Sec. V.D.2.c "CoC Coordination &
Engagement,” p. 79 of 128 — CoC must show that 50% of
supportive services funding comes through leveraging,
match, and formal partnerships (or 30% via direct CoC
funding request); scored at CoC level, included here as
project-level documentation support]

C. HUD Priority 4 pts
Population Served
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Scoring Descriptors

Criterion Max
C1. Families with children 4 o
served

D. Compliance and Data 24

Quality pts

D1. HMIS data quality 8 o
D2. Monitoring and audit 7 o
findings

D3. APR submission 5 o
timeliness

4 pts — Exclusively or primarily (275% of participants)
serves families with children, per | 2pts—
Mixed population: families are a significant but not
primary group (25—-74% of participants) | 0 pts —
Families are incidental or not served (<25% of
participants, or project does not serve families)
[Committee ref: NOFO Sec. V.D.2.¢(17), p. 82 of 128 —
"primarily or exclusively serves families with children
experiencing homelessness in accordance with 24 CFR
578.93(b)"; also Sec. V.D.4.a(4), p. 89 of 128 — $430M set-
aside for PH projects serving families. Point value reduced
from 8 to 4 pts; scoring range reflects NOFO’s "primarily or
exclusively” language]

8 pts — Excellent: Unknown/missing data elements <5%
across all required fields (APR or comparable DV-
designated database) | 5 pts — Adequate: 5—-10%
missing | 2 pts — Below standard: 11-20% missing | 0
pts — Concern: >20% missing. Note: DV providers using
a HUD-approved comparable database in lieu of HMIS
are scored on equivalent data quality standards from that
system. [Committee ref: Local criterion. IL-501 does not
currently have a formal gap analysis; HIC/PIT data serves
as proxy. IL-501 priority populations include aging/elderly
individuals experiencing homelessness (data shows older
white men are among those with longest homelessness
spells), families with children, and persons with serious
mental illness. Conditional scoring pending committee
decision. Moved from Category F to Category C to
consolidate population/community alignment criteria.
Scoring range uses NOFO Sec. V.D.2.¢c(17) language:
"primarily or exclusively serves"” (p. 82 of 128). Point value
4 pts matches C1; 2 pts freed (from original C1 reduction)
redistributed here.]

7 pts — Clean: No open HUD monitoring findings, no
material single audit findings (Uniform Guidance), and no
unresolved HDX submission errors in prior grant period |
4 pts — Minor: Minor findings in any of the above;
corrective action plan completed and accepted | 1 pt—
Open findings: Open findings with corrective action plan
in progress | 0 pts — Serious: Unresolved material
findings or repeated violations. Note: APR rejections
related solely to CE referral documentation or prior
program history (e.g. entry from RRH or TH) do not count
as findings for purposes of this criterion. [Committee ref:
Local criterion — NOFO Sec. V.A.4.b(4), p. 60 of 128,
requires HMIS participation as a project eligibility
threshold (comparable database exemption for DV
providers per 42 U.S.C. § 11383(a)(8)/Section 407); data
quality itself is not separately scored by HUD]

5 pts — On time: Most recent APR submitted on time with
no HDX errors | 3 pts — Minor delay: Submitted within
30 days of deadline | 0 pts — Late: Submitted >30 days
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Criterion Max Scoring Descriptors

late or with unresolved HDX errors [Committee ref: NOFO
Sec. V.A.4.b "Renewal Project Threshold,” p. 61 of 128 —
HUD reviews eLOCCS, APRs, monitoring reports, and audit
reports on a pass/fail basis, including audit findings,
financial management practices, and timeliness standards]

D4. eLOCCS draw 4 4 pts — Timely: Draws made at least once every 90 days
frequency (HUD minimum) throughout the grant year — proof
required (eLOCCS screenshot showing draw history with
dates) | 3 pts — Near-timely: One gap of 91—120 days in
the grant year | 1 pt — Infrequent: Multiple gaps
exceeding 90 days or one gap exceeding 120 days | 0
pts — No draws or proof not provided [Committee ref:
NOFO Sec. V.A.4.b "Renewal Project Threshold," p. 61 of
128 — HUD reviews eLOCCS draw timeliness as part of
renewal pass/fail review. HUD minimum: at least once
every 90 days per CPD policy. Proof required (eLOCCS
screenshot). NOFO + Local priority.] [Committee ref: Local
criterion — NOFO Sec. V.A.4.b(1)(b), p. 61 of 128, lists
timeliness standards (including grant fund expenditure
timeliness) as a renewal pass/fail factor; not a separately
named merit point. Distinct from D2: HDX errors here are
timeliness-related, not narrative/data-quality findings.]

E. Project Narrative 4 pts

Quality

E2. Service engagement 5 5 pts — Strong: TH — meets/exceeds 20 hrs/week
model service engagement requirement; SSO — documented

service participation requirement in place and
implemented; PSH — documented strategy that connects
participants to services voluntarily, without making
participation a condition of continued occupancy (e.g.
>80% of participants have active case management
contact) | 3 pts — Adequate: Engagement model in
place but with documentation gaps or partial
implementation | 1 pt — Limited: Minimal or no
documented service engagement strategy, regardless of
component type [Committee ref: NOFO Sec. V.D.3.b(3)
"Service Participation,” p. 90 of 128 — up to 10 of 100 Tier
2 project-score points for projects indicating service
participation requirements per 24 CFR 578.75(h); SSO and
HMIS projects automatically receive full 10 points
regardless. New TH threshold (220 hrs/week) is at Sec.
V.A.4.c, pp. 63-64 of 128. PSH scored here on voluntary
engagement given fair housing considerations (24 CFR
5.2005(b)(1)) for a population most of whom qualify for PSH
based on disability status.]

F. Equity, Community 10

Engagement, and CoC pts
Alignment (10 pts)

F2. Lived experience of 5 5 pts — Both: Organization has at least one board
homelessness on board or member AND at least one staff member with lived
staff experience of homelessness | 3 pts — One:

Organization has lived experience represented on either
board or staff (but not both) | 0 pts — Neither: No lived
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Criterion Max Scoring Descriptors

experience on board or staff. [Committee ref: Renewal
application (yes/no questions: lived experience on
governing board; lived experience among program staff).
NOFO CoC Coordination & Engagement — Sec. V.D.2.c,
pp. 75-76 of 128 — governance board composition
includes lived experience as a named criterion. Point value
(5) set by Ranking and Scoring Committee.]

F3. NIHC committee 4 4 pts — Leadership: Organization served on the NIHC
participation governing board OR chaired/co-chaired an NIHC
committee or workgroup in the last 2 years | 2 pts —
Participation: Organization was a general member of an
NIHC committee or workgroup in the last 2 years (not as
chair and not on the board) | 0 pts — None: No
documented NIHC board or committee participation.
[Committee ref: Renewal application (NIHC committee
participation question: chaired/co-chaired vs. general
member vs. none). Local criterion — not a separately
named NOFO merit point, but supports CoC Coordination
& Engagement scoring at the CoC Application level. Point
value (4) set by Ranking and Scoring Committee.]

BP1. Voluntary reallocation  +1 +1 pt — Applicant has voluntarily proposed reallocating

of unutilized funds unutilized/unspent funds from this grant to the CoC's
reallocation pool, beyond what is otherwise required. | 0
pts — No voluntary reallocation proposed. [Committee ref:
NIHC FY2026 Internal Competition Policy, "Bonus Points"
— voluntary re-allocation of unutilized funds. Point value
(1) and "added on top"” treatment set by Ranking and
Scoring Committee; policy does not specify a value.]

BP3. 230% of project +1 +1 pt — At least 30% of the total project budget is
budget to supportive dedicated to supportive services line items (verify from
services renewal application budget). CoC-wide 30% ARD floor is

a separate portfolio-level requirement; this point rewards
individual projects meeting or exceeding it. | 0 pts —
Below 30% supportive services, or not verifiable.
[Committee ref: NIHC FY2026 Internal Competition Policy,
"Bonus Points" — 230% of total project budget to
supportive services. Applied to renewals by committee
decision. Distinct from the CoC-wide 30% ARD floor (a
portfolio-level requirement). Point value (+1) set by
committee; policy does not specify a value. Local priority.]
[Commiittee ref: Local criterion — supports NOFO CoC
Coordination & Engagement subpopulation
responsiveness factor, which is scored at the CoC level]

BP4. Project located in an +1 +1 pt — Project is located in a federally designated

Opportunity Zone Opportunity Zone (verify using HUD’s OZ map at
https://opportunityzones.hud.gov or the CDFI Fund OZ
map, applicant must provide the census tract number). |
0 pts — Project is not in an Opportunity Zone, or location
cannot be verified. [Committee ref: Local criterion —
reduced from 15 to 8 to 3 pts across committee
discussions; HUD does not score incumbency directly, and
a high weight here functioned as a near-automatic credit



IL-501 CoC — Project Ranking and Scoring Tool — FY 2026  For Committee Use Only

Criterion Max Score Scoring Descriptors
for existing CoC-funded organizations. Remaining points

reallocated to C3 (service engagement model) to give the
TH service requirement real scoring weight.]

TOTAL SCORE 100 - Average of all scorer sheets before final ranking.

Scorer notes / justification for any score of 0 or maximum:
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For new projects and projects converting component type (e.g. RRH — TH)

Part 2 — New and Converting Project Scoring Rubric

Use Part 2 for any project that does not have prior APR data under the proposed
WHO component type. This includes brand-new projects and projects converting from
USES one component type to another — for example, an RRH project applying to
THIS convert to Transitional Housing. Prior performance data from the previous

Jisidles - component type may be referenced as evidence of organizational capacity

(Criterion B1) but cannot substitute for the outcome-based criteria in Part 1.

Project Information

Project Name

Recipient
Organization

Proposed PSH / TH / RRH / SSO / HMIS (circle one)
Component Type

Prior Component
Type (if converting)

Proposed Annual $
Budget

Proposed # of
Participants / Units

Scorer Name
Date Scored

Transition grants rank higher in Tier 2 than non-transition new projects. Per
the NIHC FY2026 Internal Competition Policy, Tier 2 ranking order is: (1) transition-
grant TH/SSO projects, (2) new system-wide infrastructure, (3) non-transition new
TH/SSO projects, (4) DV Bonus projects, (5) Tier 1-ineligible renewals.
What makes something a transition grant (NOFO Sec. I1.B.3.k, p. 21 of 128): A
transition grant is a new project application that reallocates funds from an existing
renewal grant to create a new project of a different component type (e.g. RRH —
1 siarlel B TH). The applicant must be the same recipient named on the current grant being
GRANTS eliminated, must cite that grant’s number on the application, and must fully transition
to the new component type within 1 year. After that year, the project renews as the
new component type — it cannot revert to RRH. Transition grant applications are
scored using Part 2 (new project criteria) but are ranked ahead of non-transition new
projects in Tier 2 because of the reallocation basis. If HUD determines the
application does not qualify as a transition grant but meets all other new project
requirements, HUD may fund it as a regular new project — but it would lose its Tier
2 ranking advantage.
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PSH IN TIER
2

Applicants submitting a transition grant must: (1) mark “Transition Grant” on the
new project application form; (2) include the grant number(s) of the project(s) being
eliminated; (3) attach a copy of the most recently awarded project application for the
grant being eliminated; and (4) confirm CoC consent (by appearing on the New
Project Application Project Listing in the CoC Periority Listing). BP2 bonus point
applies to transition grant applicants.

PSH renewal projects that do not score into Tier 1 are at high risk of losing
funding. Per the NIHC FY2026 Internal Competition Policy, Tier 2 ranking order
places renewal projects that do not rank in Tier 1 at the very bottom — below all new
TH/SSO projects, new infrastructure, and DV Bonus projects. A PSH renewal in Tier
2 would only be funded if money remains after all of those are funded, which is
unlikely. Per the Alliance to End Homelessness, CoCs should expect that PSH
renewal projects in Tier 2 will not be funded and should reallocate to TH rather than
submit a renewal that cannot realistically be awarded.

New PSH applications rank even lower. New PSH projects are not listed in the
NIHC policy’s standard Tier 2 ranking sequence. However, new PSH — along with
new TH and SSO — may apply for funding from the CoC Bonus pool, the DV Bonus
pool, or uncommitted reallocation funds. The amount available in these pools for
FY2026 is not yet known; the Collaborative Applicant will confirm the figure once
HUD publishes it. The CoC will only rank new projects for which there is sufficient
funding in the bonus or reallocation pool to fully fund the project, so new PSH
applicants should confirm available funding with the CA before investing time in an
application.

Note: The reallocation-to-TH expectation for Tier 2 PSH renewals reflects Alliance to End
Homelessness guidance for IL-501 and is not explicitly stated as a requirement in the NIHC
written policy. However, it is the practical consequence of the Tier 2 ranking structure for
PSH renewals. For new PSH, the bonus and reallocation pools are a real pathway — the
amount available will be confirmed by the Collaborative Applicant once HUD publishes it. All
of this should be communicated clearly to affected grantees before the July 22 application
deadline.

Scoring Rubric — New and Converting Projects (100 Points Total)

Criterion

Max Score Scoring Descriptors

A. Project Need and Gap- 4 pts

Filling (11 pts)

A2. Target population 1 10 pts — Highly specific: Project targets a distinct sub-

specificity

B. Organizational 24
Capacity (24 pts)

population with documented unmet need (e.g. families,
youth, DV survivors) | 6 pts — Specific: Clear target
population; some data to support need | 2 pts —
General: Broad population; limited targeting or evidence
of need [Committee ref: Local criterion — not separately
named in NOFO merit review. Reduced from 5 to 1 pt to
fund Bonus Points section (see below) per NIHC FY2026
Internal Competition Policy, "Bonus Points."]

pts
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Criterion

B1. Prior experience with
component type

B2. Financial and
organizational stability

B3. Staffing plan

C. Project Design and
HUD Alignment (41 pts)

C1. Alignment with FY
2026 NOFOQ priorities

Max Score

3

16

41
pts

10

Scoring Descriptors

3 pts — Demonstrated: Organization has operated the
proposed component type (TH, PSH, SSO) for 3+ years
with documented outcomes | 2 pts — Related
experience: Organization has operated a closely related
component type (e.g. RRH converting to TH) | 1 pt —
Limited: Organization is new to this component type but
has relevant program experience | 0 pts — None: No
relevant experience demonstrated [Committee ref: Local
checklist criterion — draws from NOFO Sec. V.D.4.a, pp.
88-89 of 128 (Tier 2 selection priorities: families, new
TH/SSO) and NIHC FY2026 Internal Competition Policy
(scoring categories: supportive services, mainstream
partnerships, self-sufficiency, priority populations).
Restructured as an objective 5-item checklist (2 pts each)
to reduce scorer subjectivity. Each item must be verifiable
from the application form.]

10 pts — Strong: Clean audit; operating reserves
documented; no material findings or financial concerns in
prior 2 years; proposed budget is fully justified with cost
per participant comparable to similar project types in IL-
501 or regionally | 6 pts — Adequate: Minor concerns;
corrective actions completed; minor budget gaps or
unjustified line items, not material | 2 pts — Some
concern: Open findings or financial stress, or budget is
unclear/inflated; applicant must explain | 0 pts —
Significant concern: Material findings; unresolved
financial issues; budget inadequately justified

1 pt — Complete: Narrative describes key positions,
qualifications, and supervision; staff are identified or
recruitment is underway | 0.5 pts — Adequate: Positions
described but staffing plan is incomplete | 0 pts —
Insufficient: Staffing plan absent or not credible
[Commiittee ref: Local criterion — supports NOFO selection
factor on "likelihood that the proposed project will result in
the expected benefits"]

Score 2 pts for each applicable item, verified from the
application form (max 10 pts): (1) Proposed component
type is a NIHC/NOFO Tier 2 priority — new TH, SSO, or
PSH serving families with children; (2) Project serves a
population prioritized by NIHC policy — families with
children, persons with serious mental illness, aging/long-
term homeless, or DV survivors; (3) Project includes
documented access to substance use treatment (on-site
or formal referral partnership); (4) Project includes
documented partnership with at least one mainstream
resource — workforce development, mainstream benefits
enrollment, or local PHA; (5) Project explicitly targets self-
sufficiency with measurable goals tied to employment
income or housing stability. [Committee ref: NOFO Sec.
V.A.4.c New Project Rating Factors for TH, pp. 63—-64 of 128
— exact text: "New TH projects must receive at least 6 out
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Criterion Max Scoring Descriptors

of 8 points available for this project type. New TH projects
that do not receive at least 6 points will be rejected.” HUD's
structure is itself an 8-point scored factor with a 6-point
floor, not a separate yes/no question — mirrored exactly
above. 20 hrs/week exceptions per 24 CFR 8.3
(handicapped) and 24 CFR 578.3 (developmental disability).
RRH/SSO/PSH point values are local (not HUD-specified for
these component types at the new-project threshold level);
set to 15 pts to match TH's maximum achievable weight. IL-
501 currently has no TH projects; the TH sub-factor applies
only if a new TH application is submitted. Points partly
funded by reallocating from A3 and B1.]

C2. Proposed outcomes 15 15 pts — Strong: Specific, time-bound outcome targets
are measurable and tied to HMIS data fields; targets are consistent with
realistic comparable project performance in IL-501 | 9 pts —

Adequate: Targets present but vague or difficult to
measure | 3 pts — Weak: No measurable targets or
targets are unrealistic [Committee ref: NOFO Sec.
V.A.4.b(4), p. 60 of 128 — all project applicants (except CoC
Planning/UFA-only) must agree to participate in local
HMIS; DV/victim service providers must use a comparable
database per Section 407 of the Act]

C3. Service engagement 16 TH (8 pts, mirrors NOFO sub-factors exactly): 2 pts —

model partnership/plan to provide eligible supportive services
necessary for participants to obtain/maintain housing; 1 pt
— prior experience operating TH (or projects helping
participants exit homelessness within 24 months), or a
credible plan to do so; 1 pt — prior experience (or plan)
showing 250% of participants exit to a positive destination
AND z50% exit with employment income within 24
months; 1 pt — project will be supplemented by
mainstream resources (Medicare, Medicaid, SSI, SNAP,
etc.); 2 pts — plan to assess service needs and provide
individualized services resulting in 220 hrs/week of
engagement per participant (exceptions: age 62+, 24
CFR 8.3 handicapped, 24 CFR 578.3 developmental
disability); 1 pt — service plans include participant goals,
strategies, and target dates for housing stability and
employment income. New TH applications scoring below
6 of these 8 points are disqualified per NOFO threshold,
regardless of total project score elsewhere. || RRH/SSO
(15 pts, local scale): proposed service participation
requirement clearly defined and staffed = 15 pts; defined
but lacking staffing/implementation detail = 8 pts; no clear
model = 0 pts. || PSH (15 pts, local scale): proposed
strategy connects participants to services voluntarily,
without making participation a condition of continued
occupancy, appropriate given most PSH participants
qualify based on disability = 15 pts; model proposed but
underspecified = 8 pts; no model = 0 pts. [Committee ref:
NOFO Sec. ll.G.11 "Participant Eligibility,” p. 41 of 128 —
all projects must participate in coordinated entry per 24
CFR 578.23(c)(9) and (11); selection of participants must be
consistent with the CoC's CE process. Weighted up by
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committee given a non-CE-participating applicant in IL-
501's current pipeline.]

D. Data and Compliance 18
Readiness (18 pts) pts

D1. HMIS participation 8 8 pts — Ready: Organization is currently HMIS-

plan participating (or uses a HUD-approved comparable
database if a DV provider); staff are trained; data entry
plan documented | 4 pts — In progress: HMIS or
comparable database agreement in place; training
planned | 0 pts — Not ready: HMIS or comparable
database participation not established [Committee ref:
Local criterion. IL-501 priority populations include
aging/elderly individuals (data shows older white men are
among those with longest homelessness spells), families
with children, and persons with serious mental illness.
HIC/PIT data serves as proxy until a formal gap analysis is
produced. Conditional scoring pending committee
decision.]

D2. Coordinated Entry 10 9 pts — Active: Organization actively accepts referrals

participation from IL-501 Coordinated Entry; documented in CE
records | 5 pts — Partial: Organization participates in
CE but with gaps (e.g. does not accept all referral types)
| 0 pts — Not participating: Organization is not CE-
connected. Note: CE participation is required for all CoC-
funded project types; this criterion assesses
demonstrated engagement, not just agreement.
[Commiittee ref: New project application (lived experience
yes/no questions). NOFO Sec. V.D.2.c, pp. 75-76 of 128 —
governance board composition. Point value (5) set by
Ranking and Scoring Committee.]

F. Equity, Community 9 pts

Engagement, and CoC
Alignment (9 pts)

F2. Lived experience of 5 5 pts — Both: Organization has at least one board
homelessness on board or member AND at least one staff member with lived
staff experience of homelessness | 3 pts — One: Lived

experience represented on either board or staff (but not
both) | 0 pts — Neither: No lived experience on board or
staff. [Committee ref: New project application (NIHC/CoC
partnership participation section). Local criterion. Point
value (4) set by Ranking and Scoring Committee.]

F3. NIHC committee/CoC 5 4 pts — Leadership: Organization served on the NIHC
participation governing board OR chaired/co-chaired an NIHC
committee or workgroup in the last 2 years | 2 pts —
Participation: General member of an NIHC committee or
workgroup in the last 2 years (not as chair and not on the
board) | 0 pts — None: No documented NIHC board or
committee participation. [Committee ref: NIHC FY2026
Internal Competition Policy, "Bonus Points" — voluntary
re-allocation of unutilized funds. Point value (1) and "added
on top" treatment set by Ranking and Scoring Committee;
policy does not specify a value.]
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BP2. Willingness to apply +2 +2 pts — Applicant is applying through the transition

through transition grant grant process (e.g. RRH-to-TH, PSH-to-TH) per NIHC
policy. | 0 pts — Not a transition grant application.
[Committee ref: NIHC FY2026 Internal Competition Policy,
"Bonus Points" — willingness to apply through transition
grant. Point value (1) and "added on top” treatment set by
Ranking and Scoring Committee; policy does not specify a
value. Note: transition grant applicants are also ranked
ahead of non-transition new TH/SSO in the Tier 2 sequence
(see Overview); this point is in addition to that ranking-

order benefit.]
BP3. =230% of project +1 +1 pt — For new projects only: at least 30% of total
budget to supportive proposed project budget is dedicated to supportive
services services line items. | 0 pts — Below 30%, or not a new

project (this bonus is new-project-specific per NIHC
policy). [Committee ref: NIHC FY2026 Internal Competition
Policy, "Bonus Points" — for new projects, at least 30% of
total project budget is dedicated to supportive services.
Distinct from the CoC-wide 30% ARD floor noted in the
Policy Notice above, which is a portfolio-level requirement,
not a single-project criterion. Point value (1) and "added on
top" treatment set by Ranking and Scoring Committee;
policy does not specify a value.]

BP4. Project located in an +1 +1 pt — Project is located in a federally designated

Opportunity Zone Opportunity Zone (verify using HUD’s OZ map at
https://opportunityzones.hud.gov or the CDFI Fund OZ
map; applicant must provide the census tract number). |
0 pts — Project is not in an Opportunity Zone, or location
cannot be verified. [Committee ref: NOFO Sec. V.B.2.a, p.
85 of 128 — up to 4 preference points for CoCs where
250% of new project award is in an Opportunity Zone.
Removed from project-level scoring criteria by committee
decision (no OZ data available at project level) but restored
as a +1 bonus point. Applicant must provide census tract
number; verify at https://opportunityzones.hud.gov or CDFI
Fund OZ map. NIHC NOFO Committee to confirm HUD-2996
certification is filed for OZ-located projects.]

TOTAL SCORE 100 Average of all scorer sheets before final ranking.

Scorer notes / justification for any score of 0 or maximum:
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Complete after all individual project scores have been collected and averaged

Priority Listing Summary Sheet

Step 1 — Calculate Composite Scores

Enter each project’s average score (across all committee scorers) in the table below. Sort by score, highest to
lowest.

Project Name Recipient Component Avg Award $

Score

$
2 $
3 $
4 $
5 $
6 $
7 $
8 $
9 $

$

$

—

—_—
= O

Step 2 — Apply Tier 1 Line

IL-501 FY 2026 Annual Renewal Demand (ARD): $2,967,175
Tier 1 threshold (60% of ARD): $1,670,940

Starting from Rank 1, add each project’s award amount cumulatively. The Tier 1 line falls after the last project
that fits within $1,670,940. Mark the Tier column above as “T1” or “T2” accordingly.

No single agency’s projects may collectively account for more than $835,470 (50%
13 (Eler s of $1,670,940) of Tier 1 funds. After initial ranking, calculate each agency’s
olzaplel =i cumulative Tier 1 total. If any agency exceeds the cap, move their lowest-ranked
Sl e S project(s) to Tier 2 and replace with the next-highest-scoring project from another
agency.

Step 3 — Committee Certification
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The undersigned members of the IL-501 Ranking and Scoring Committee certify that the Priority Listing above
was produced using the objective scoring tool adopted by the CoC, that all scores reflect independent review of
submitted project data, and that all conflicts of interest were disclosed and managed through recusal.

Committee Member — Printed Name Organization Date
Committee Member — Printed Name Organization Date
Committee Member — Printed Name Organization Date

Committee Chair — Printed Name Organization Date



