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Below is the proposed Review and Rank Process, based on the process developed and approved for 2009, and reviewed in March by the NOFA Committee.  NO CHANGES HAVE BEEN MADE TO THE PROCESS IN 2010.  It is being shared with the Steering Committee for approval for 2010.  Please note that the process outlined below is subject to change pending any significant changes in the NOFA that require a modified process.  The Steering Committee will be notified of any changes if that happens.  
2010 McKinney-Vento Continuum of Care Homeless Assistance Grants 

REVIEW AND RANK PROCESS
· NOFA Committee presents scoring tools and ranking process description for Steering Committee approval.

· Preliminary information collected by HomeBase from renewal applications.

· HomeBase recruits Review and Rank panelists.

· NOFA is published in the Federal Register – any necessary modifications to the NOFA process are presented for approval.

· HomeBase hosts Technical Assistance workshop, explains process and timelines.

· Applicants prepare Exhibit 2 application materials.

· HomeBase assembles supplemental information for Review and Rank panelists.

· Review and Rank Panel members are oriented to process, receive applications and scoring materials. 

· Materials are reviewed over a 7-10 day period and tentatively scored

· Precise amount of time will be a function of when the NOFA is published and when it is due

· We need to leave sufficient time for applicants to prepare quality applications

· Review and Rank Panel meets over the course of one day to jointly discuss each application and conduct short in-person sessions with applicants to have questions answered and to comment on ways to improve the application 

· Applications received after the deadline will receive zero points in the scoring process.  Since this will likely result in the project not being funded, this can be considered an appealable ranking decision.  
· If time permits, applicants will have the opportunity to submit revised application materials.  This will be determined upon release of the NOFA.
· Review and Rank Panel reconvenes over course of second day; members again discuss applications and individually score applications:  

· Two ranking lists prepared (1 for new permanent housing and 1 for renewals) based on raw scores.
· Top scored and eligible new permanent housing project(s) receives the “bonus” funding.
· If reallocation is allowed, Review and Rank Panel determines if any renewal project should not be renewed (or funding decreased) due to substandard performance.  [This was not an option in 2009.]  Based on projects that remain, new and renewal, the Panel determines whether any new permanent housing project will utilize any hold harmless funds.  When considering reallocation, the following factors are considered:
· Consider specific new permanent housing project and specific renewal project(s) at-risk of not being funded

· Consider alternative funding sources available to support either new permanent housing or renewal project(s) at-risk of not being funding

· Consider renewal HUD “covenant” concerns

· Consider impact on consolidated application’s “score”

· Consider impact on the community in light of community needs 

· Panel releases scoring results to applicants with reminder of appellate process.
· Appellate hearings are held, if requested.
· Steering Committee considers/approves Rank Order of Projects, which is then included in the County’s Consolidated NOFA Application.
· Projects given feedback from Review and Rank Panel on quality of application, ways to improve.

· County’s Consolidated NOFA Application Exhibit 1 is made available for public review and reference.
· 2010 Process Debrief
Additional Detail about the Renewal Scoring Process

As noted earlier, the 2010 NOFA has not yet been released, but there have been some indications that it will closely resemble the 2009 NOFA.  In 2009, the process was significantly streamlined, such that renewal awards were reviewed and awarded as quickly as possible, and new project applications were considered separately.  

In 2009, renewal applicants prepared a shorter and more simplified application, in which they were asked to verify basic project and budget information, select the grant term, certify the request for renewal, and provide other information.  Although not required to submit a ranked list of applications to HUD, the SCC Collaborative chose to score and rank the projects as they have in prior years.  In 2009, the Review and Rank Committee reviewed the following areas in consideration of their scoring:

· The presence of any HUD monitoring findings and, if applicable, agency response.

· Independent Audit findings, if any

· APR Performance 

· Client Survey Results, if any

· Assessment of project readiness, start-up process

· Spend-down rate

· Cost-effectiveness

· Experience and Capacity

· HMIS Participation

· Leverage (for new projects)

· Consistency with Community Needs (for new projects)

· Population served (extra points awarded for serving CH individuals)

· Discussion with Review and Rank members 

HUD did not see this ranked list; they reviewed the renewal applications according the following “threshold” criteria:

· Applicant’s performance against plans and goals established in the initial application, as amended.

· Timeliness in the expenditure of grant funds, as HUD expects all projects to draw funds quarterly, most funds to be drawn by the end of the grant term, and all funds to be drawn within the 90-day close out.

· Assisting participants achieve and maintain independent living and record of success.

We do not anticipate significant changes to HUD’s review process in 2010.
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