Project Scoring guidelines – 2009 MCHCCN Continuum of Care

Applicant Agency/Project Sponsor: _________________________________________

Name of Project:


__________________________
       New______ Renewal______

Amount of HUD Funding Requested:  $                      Total Points Scored 
_______


Name of Person Scoring the Application__________________   Date________________

                      
Range of Points
Overall Quality of Project Design and Services Proposed/Provided

Score                 out of 30 Points Possible

30
The project presents a clear and convincing demonstration of how the proposed project will meet (or has met) the needs of the homeless population it proposes to serve. Project activities exhibit understanding of the special needs of specific homeless population  served. Project design is fully explained, including the housing in which participants will live, supportive services to be provided, linkage to mainstream resources and the mechanisms in place to help participants obtain and remain in appropriate permanent housing. If the project is an expansion of an existing project, the project can be distinguished from existing services.  TH model (if applicable) places participants in “permanent” housing units. All requirements in HUD Program Application (Exhibit 2) are fully and effectively addressed. 

15
Project proposal or history appears reasonable and of decent quality, but some aspects of design or implementation should  have been more fully explained or effectively delivered.  Addresses most, but not all, of the points listed above. Requirements in HUD Program Application (Exhibit 2) are only adequately addressed.
0
Project design/delivery and/or delivery is poor.  Project description/delivery fails to convey an understanding of the needs of the homeless persons the project serves and/or fails to explain important aspects of the project. Serious questions about the effectiveness of the overall project, housing, or supportive services. Requirements in HUD Program Application (Exhibit 2) are poorly addressed.

Range of Points
Capacity/Experience of Project Sponsor, Key Staff, and Advisory Board
Score                 out of 25 Points Possible

 

25
Project sponsor presents evidence of extensive work helping homeless people, successful experience in most activities, and experience administering HUD and/or MSHDA funding without problems.  Scope of proposed project is comparable in scale to past activities. (If renewal, shows high degree of effectiveness in managing implementation during prior grant period.)

15
Experience working with homeless persons and administering HUD and/or MSHDA funding is generally good. Scope of proposed project is a stretch in scale in relation to past activities. (If renewal, shows some degree of effectiveness in implementation during prior grant period.)

5
Limited experience working with homeless persons.  Little experience with HUD or MSHDA funding, or evidence of problems in administering such funding. Nature of project demands is  inconsistent with capacity of applicant.

0                    Organization is new to working with homelessness, activities are  

                           extremely challenging to organization, or evidence of severe problems 

                           administering HUD/MSHDA funding.

Range of Points
Outcome Measures and Results
Score                 out of 10 Points Possible

10
Outcome measures and/or results are well documented and demonstrate impact.  Outcomes are consistent with HUD/SHP framework – addressing all three of HUD’s primary goals for SHP. Project demonstrates capacity for effectively tracking outcome measures.

5
Outcome measures and/or results are only partially addressed or achieved. 

0
Outcome measures and/or results are very weak and not specific, or are not addressed at all.


Range of Points
Reasonableness of Budget and Projected Costs 

Score                 out of 20 Points Possible

20
Budget is thoughtful, appropriate, and clear in its relationship to resources needed to achieve established goals of project. Expenses are consistent with HUD rules and regulations.

10
Budget is reasonable but unclear in its relationship to project activities proposed. Expenses are consistent with HUD rules and regulations.

0  

Budget is poorly defined, inadequate to support activities proposed, and 

                          inconsistent with HUD rules and regulations.


Range of Points
Leveraged Resources Brought to Project   Maximum of 10 points based on written leveraging commitments and ability to develop new supportive housing units without requiring HUD funds for support services. 

Score                 out of 10 Points Possible

10
Documented leveraging of resources is at equal the amount of HUD funding requested and does not request support dollars for new housing units developed.

  7
Documented leveraging of resources is at equal the HUD funding requested.

  0
No documented leveraging of resources identified for non-capital project expenses.


Range of Points
Matching Cash Brought to Project   Maximum of 5 points based on % of cash matching funds that exceed HUD matching funds requirements. 

Score                 out of 5 Points Possible
5
Project provides at least TWICE the amount of matching cash funds required for non-capital costs (e.g., 40% match for Supportive Services Costs, 50% of Operating Costs).

3
Project exceeds HUD minimum cash match requirements in non-capital expense areas (i.e., 20% of Supportive Services Costs, 25% of Operating Costs).

0

No extra matching cash funds identified for non-capital project expenses.

