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I. Introduction  
 
Each year the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) releases a Notice of 
Funding Availability (NOFA) detailing the requirements for Continuums of Care (CoCs) to apply 
for Program funding.  In response to performance related requirements, the New York City (NYC) 
CoC conducts an annual performance evaluation for all HUD CoC-funded projects operating in the 
five boroughs. The purpose of this Evaluation is to inform the project ranking used in the annual 
NOFA application, ensure adherence to current HUD priorities and standards, and provide a 
detailed review of project level performance to better serve program participants with lived 
experience of homelessness.  

This document serves to clarify NYC CoC policy and procedural stances as they relate to 
project performance on the Annual Evaluation and explain the process through which 
projects are evaluated. It will be updated on a regular/needed basis to reflect changes and shifts in 
policy.  
 
For additional information on the NYC CoC Annual Evaluation, please visit the NYC CoC website. 

II. Evaluation Process Overview  
 
The NYC CoC evaluates all projects funded by the HUD Continuum of Care Program annually. 
Recently awarded projects will not be evaluated in the first year of operation.  A full federal fiscal 
year (FFY) of data is also required.  Further exemptions for new projects are considered on a case-
by-case basis.  Newly operating projects that are experiencing challenges should communicate with 
the CoC as soon as possible so that consideration for additional exemptions can be determined.  
Projects not renewed in the annual NOFA are also not evaluated. 
 
Examples of exemptions granted based on FFY and Contract Year 
 

Project Start/End 
(Contract Period) 

Federal Fiscal Year Exempt from 2022 
Evaluation (Y/N) 

Reason 

4/1/2020 – 
3/31/2021 

10/1/20 – 9/30/21 Yes Exempt because of first year of Federal Fiscal 
Year Data.  This project would be evaluated in 
the 2023 Evaluation based on Contract Period 
4/1/21-5/31/22 and Federal Fiscal Year 
10/1/21-9/30/22. 

12/1/2020 – 
11/30/2021 

10/1/21 – 9/30/22 Yes Exempt because first year of Federal Fiscal Year 
Data and First year of contract data.  This 
project would be evaluated in the 2024 
Evaluation based on Contract Period 12/1/21-
11/30/22 and Federal Fiscal Year 10/1/22-
9/30/23. 

10/1/2020 – 
9/30/2021 

10/1/20 – 9/30/21 Yes First year of Federal Fiscal Year Data and First 
year of contract data. This project would be 
evaluated in the 2023 Evaluation based on 
Contract Period 10/1/21-11/30/22 and Federal 
Fiscal Year 10/1/21-9/30/22 

5/1/2019 10/1/19 – 9/30/20 No During the 1st year, the project was exempt.  For 
the upcoming 2022 evaluation, the project will 
be evaluated on 5/1/20 – 4/30/21 and 10/1/20 
– 9/30/21 

https://www1.nyc.gov/site/nycccoc/providers/nyc-ccoc-annual-evaluations.page
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On an annual basis, the NYC CoC Performance Management Committee (PMC) with support from 
the Evaluation Workgroup (EWG) and Data Management Workgroup (DMWG) leads the review of 
the Annual Evaluation process and metrics. The EWG meets approximately 4-6 times from April – 
September and is responsible for annually refining the CoC's evaluation process, Local Priorities 
Survey, scoring/points rubric, and macro-level evaluation criteria.  The DMWG meets monthly and 
is responsible for annually refining the HMIS Tool for PSH-TH projects, HMIS Tool for RRH 
projects, Evaluation Tools for TH-RRH projects, scoring/points rubric, and micro-level evaluation 
criteria.  Both sub-groups present their analysis and recommendations to the PMC for consideration.  
(For additional information on the work, criteria, and composition of the PMC and EWG and 
DMWG sub-groups, please see their respective “Policies” and “Goals” documents on the NYC 
CoC website.) 
 
As a part of their review, the PMC makes final recommendations on both metrics and the process, 
with the primary goal of continued alignment with HUD benchmarks and guidelines, and improved 
clarity and transparency.  The PMC then presents their recommendations to the NYC CoC Co-
Chairs and CoC Steering Committee for review and formal approval.  
 
The Annual NYC CoC Evaluation Instrument consists of two components: (1) The HMIS Tool and 
(2) The NYC CoC Local Priorities Survey. 
 
HMIS Tool 
The HMIS Tool uses Homeless Management Information System (HMIS) data from the NYC Data 
Warehouse to measure performance on metrics established by HUD and reported on in the HUD 
Annual Progress Report (APR). 
 

• If a program contains both CoC- and non-CoC-funded units, only those that are CoC-
funded will be evaluated. 
 

• If a “custom-grouping” is run in the HMIS Data Warehouse, only the CoC projects are 
included. 
 

• Projects are responsible for complete and accurate data in the NYC HMIS Data Warehouse. 
 

• Projects are evaluated on the Federal Fiscal Year (October 1st – September 30th) using the 
HMIS Tool. 

 
NYC CoC Local Priorities Survey 
The second part of the Evaluation is a NYC CoC Local Priorities Survey which measures 
performance on local NYC priority metrics.  Providers with projects being evaluated complete the 
Survey administered by the Federal Homeless Policy & Reporting (FHPR) Unit at the NYC 
Department of Social Services (DSS). 
 

• With the exception of project spend-down information, the NYC Local Priorities Survey is 
scored based on self-reported data from the provider. 
 

• Self-reported data in the Local Priorities Survey may require supporting documentation for 
validity.  Questions for which documentation is required are noted on the Local Priorities 
Survey.  All projects being monitored (see below) will be required to submit supporting 
documentation on all questions contained in the Local Priorities Survey. 
 

https://www1.nyc.gov/site/nycccoc/providers/nyc-ccoc-annual-evaluations.page
https://www1.nyc.gov/site/nycccoc/providers/nyc-ccoc-annual-evaluations.page


Page 5 of 24 

 

• In keeping with privacy and confidentiality standards, the NYC CoC Annual Evaluation 
does not permit the use of client-sensitive information in the submission of supporting 
documentation of the Local Priorities Survey.  Client-sensitive information includes: Names, 
SS#, DOB, Phone #s, and Address/or residence. Documents containing client initials are 
permissible.  Projects should redact any information that appears to be sensitive prior to 
submitting the documentation to DSS. 
 

• Projects are responsible for complete and accurate data in the NYC CoC Local Priorities 
Survey. 
 

• Projects are evaluated on the Contract Year for the Local Priority Survey. 
 
Scoring and Tie-Breaking Methodology 
 

Scoring 
The HMIS Tool generates points for each question based on project performance on each 
metric and a total score.  The Local Priorities Survey is “scored by hand” by FHPR staff: 
answers to each question are reviewed, supporting documentation where appropriate is 
verified, and points are determined by FHPR as established for each question. 

 
FHPR runs the automated HMIS Tool for all projects and scores the Local Priorities Survey 
for all projects, and combines the points achieved from both, to determine the overall “Raw 
Score” for each project.  Note: FHPR does not run the HMIS Tool for projects serving 
survivors of Domestic Violence (DV).  Their data does not reside in the Data 
Warehouse.  Instead these projects self-report their HMIS Tool data by submitting 
answers on a spreadsheet that mimics the HMIS Tool. 
 
Since all project types are not scored on the same denominator an “Actual or Adjusted 
Score” is calculated by dividing the Raw Score by the Total # of Possible Points the project 
can obtain, so that all of the projects are now being scored on a denominator of 100, 
rounded to two-decimal places.  The Raw Score and Actual/Adjusted Score, along with all 
points received for each question on the HMIS Tool and Local Priorities Survey (i.e. score 
breakdown) are maintained in a Master Spreadsheet. 

 
Example of Adjusted Score 

Total HMIS 
Tool Points 

Total Local Priority 
Survey Points 

Total Points (Raw Score) Adjusted Score 

77 
(out of 83) 

17.5 
(out of 19) 

94.5 
(out of 102 [83+19]) 

93 
(94.5/102 = 92.6, rounded up to 93) 

 
 

Tie-Breaking Methodology 
The ranking for projects with identical overall scores will be decided by comparing projects 
on their performance on the specific metrics listed below, in descending order of 
importance:  

 
1. Spend down of HUD funds  
2. Utilization 
3. Housing stabilization 
4. Earned income indicators 
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5. Rental Assistance or Leasing contracts over contracts without Rental Assistance or 
Leasing 

6. Average score from the Evaluation over the last three years (average higher rank 
equals higher rank this year). 

 
A result is determined once a project has a higher score on that particular metric.  If 
necessary, a comparison is performed for the next performance indicator until a result is 
achieved.  For example, if Project A, Project B, and Project C all have the same score, they 
will be compared on their Spend-Down of HUD funds.  The projects are then listed in order 
of performance on that metric.  If projects are still tied due to identical performance on 
Spend-Down, they are then compared on their Utilization performance.  The higher 
performing project will then be listed above the lower performing project.  If they still 
perform identically, then they are compared on Housing Stabilization.  The list is exhausted 
until all projects can be ranked. 

 
In the unlikely event that there is still a tie, the PMC will recommend to the Co-Chairs and 
Steering Committee for their adoption a tie-breaking measure based on CoC priorities, with 
an eye toward the HUD Collaborative Application (NOFA). 

 
Project Monitoring 
The NYC CoC performs a more detailed review of approximately 1/3 of CoC-funded projects (not 
organizations) annually to ensure compliance by requesting additional supporting documentation.  
The list of monitored/reviewed projects and deadline will be communicated to the corresponding 
organizations and posted on the CoC website prior to the start of the Evaluation.  Monitoring 
applies to the Local Priorities Survey, although the CoC may request information from HMIS too.  
The CoC may contact agency leadership if monitored projects cannot provide supporting 
documentation to validate their responses to the Local Priorities Survey (or HMIS), and projects 
may be penalized points on the annual Evaluation depending on the nature and severity of non-
compliance. 
 
Notification 
Providers are notified of their preliminary results at the aggregate- and detailed-metric level.  Final 
Evaluation results are posted on the CoC website at the aggregate level. The FHPR Unit also sends 
providers a detailed breakdown of their final project score on each performance metric from the 
HMIS Tool and the Local Priorities Survey.  
 
Post-Evaluation 
Lessons learned from each Evaluation cycle are then used by the Performance Management 
Committee to inform and enhance the metrics in subsequent evaluations. Guidance on how to 
handle special circumstances that impact project performance is taken into consideration on an 
annual basis and will be reflected here and in other Evaluation documents posted on the NYC CoC 
website. 
 

Annual Evaluation Timeline and Process 

 
I. Planning (April – June) 

 
a. The Performance Management Committee (along with its sub-groups the Evaluation 

Workgroup and Data Management Workgroup) reviews the Evaluation Instrument 
(HMIS Tool and Local Priorities Survey) to update performance metrics/questions 
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and scoring.  This may include, but is not limited to, modifications of questions, the 
addition and removal of questions, and changes to the point allocation of questions. 
 

b. The Performance Management Committee presents their recommendations to the 
Steering Committee and Co-Chairs. 
 

c. The Steering Committee votes on the updated Evaluation Instrument 
 

II. Preparation (July – December) 
 

a. Updates to the HMIS Tool are sent to the HMIS Vendor, currently Foothold 
Technologies, for programming. 
 

b. The NYC Department of Social Services (DSS) Federal Homeless Policy & 
Reporting Unit updates the Local Priorities Survey. 
 

c. The Performance Management Committee via the Evaluation Workgroup and Data 
Management Workgroup test the HMIS Tool and Local Priorities Survey for 
accuracy. 
 

d. The FHPR Unit hosts an Evaluation Information Session(s) for providers – perhaps 
during a quarterly CoC Grantee meeting – in the Fall prior to the beginning of the 
Evaluation.  This is a means of formally “kicking off” the Evaluation “season.”  This 
is also an opportunity for providers to ask questions, particularly around particular 
scenarios in HMIS and the Local Priorities Survey. 
 

e. The FHPR Unit hosts several “Office Hours” forums in the Fall where providers 
can continue to ask clarifying questions. 

 
f. Providers being “Monitored” (approximately 1/3) will be notified 

 
g. October – December: Data Adjustment Period 

i. Providers reconcile their HMIS data to ensure quality, accuracy, and 
completeness. Providers need not notify the CoC or FHPR that they are 
doing so and there are no forms to complete or submit. 

 
III.  Evaluation Phase I: HMIS Tool Scoring (January) 

 
*HMIS Tool timeline is subject to change.  If adjustments are made to the deadlines, 
providers will be notified in advance. 

 
a. Early January: HMIS Tool Run 

i. The FHPR Unit runs the HMIS Tool for all projects being evaluated 
ii. DV Providers submit their HMIS Tool data to FHPR 

 
b. Mid-Late January: HMIS Scores sent to providers 

 
IV. Evaluation Phase II: Local Priorities Survey (January) 

 
Please note: The Local Priorities Survey is based on the most recently completed  
HUD CoC contract, which must have ended in the Calendar Year prior to the 
completion of the Local Priorities Survey. 
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Projects with a contract-end-date of October 31st will have until January 31st of the 
next calendar year to spend-down their grant.  Projects with a contract-end-date of 
November 30th will have until February 28th of the next calendar year to spend-down 
their grant.  Projects with a contract-end-date of December 31st will have until March 
31st of the next calendar year to spend-down their grant. 

 
a. Mid-January: Providers submit their Local Priorities Survey in  

                                   SurveyMonkey 
 

b. Mid-Late January: FHPR Unit reviews Survey submissions and compiles scores 
 

c. Late January: Survey Scores sent to providers 
 

V. Evaluation Phase III: Appeals (February) 
 

a. Mid February: Providers can submit appeals of their HMIS and/or Local Priorities 
Survey score if warranted 
 

b. Late February: Ad Hoc Appeals Committee reviews and renders decisions on  
appeals and shares decisions with Performance Management Committee, Steering 
Committee, and Co-Chairs 

 
c. Late February – Early March: Providers receive the results of their Appeals 

 
VI. Evaluation Phase IV: Final Results (April)  

 
a. Final Results will be reviewed with the Performance Management Committee, 

Steering Committee, and Co-Chairs 
 

b. The FHPR Unit will publish the Final Results of the Evaluation on the CoC website. 
This will reflect the combined scores of the HMIS Tool and Local Priorities Survey 
 

c. The Performance Management Committee and FHPR Unit will host a debrief 
session on the Evaluation for the provider community 

 
d. Projects that rate as a “low” performer, that do not achieve the applicable housing 

outcome goal, or do not achieve any other specific performance minimums 
established by the Steering Committee may be subject to the Performance Quality 
Improvement (PQI) process, possible submission of a PQI corrective action plan, 
and ongoing review/monitoring. 

 

Annual Evaluation Appeals Process and Ad Hoc Appeals Committee 
 

Following the release of HMIS and Local Priority Survey scores, organizations may submit 
appeals for policy- and systemic-related issues that negatively impacted their score, if desired. 
Appeals are reviewed by an Ad Hoc Appeals Committee, composed of a balanced and diverse 
group of non-conflicted CoC partners selected by the FHPR Team. Scores are adjusted 
according to the decision made by the Ad Hoc Appeals Committee.   
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The Appeals Committee will not consider appeals based on missing data, incorrectly entered 
data in HMIS, or disagreements with the adopted evaluation standards.  Furthermore, the 
appeals process is not an opportunity to fix incorrectly submitted data, or to re-visit the 
evaluation standards adopted by the Steering Committee. 
 
Please note: Questions regarding whether clients should be exempt from calculations should be 
raised prior to or during the Data Adjustment Period.  Likewise, projects must inform the FHPR 
Team of any issues or problems that will adversely affect their score during the Data Adjustment 
Period or earlier and certainly prior to the start of the Evaluation.  The FHPR Team can often 
resolve most issues and guide providers on how to proceed.  If necessary, certain issues can be 
escalated to the Performance Management Committee and/or Co-Chairs for review.  In some 
cases, providers may be advised to wait until the Appeals period to have the issue addressed. 
 
The Ad Hoc Appeals Committee maintains high standards with respect to granting appeals. The 
Committee consists of fellow Providers, NYC government agencies, NYC coalitions, At-Large 
members, Persons-With-Lived-Experience, and a Co-Chair of the Steering Committee.  The Ad 
Hoc Appeals Committee refers to the threshold areas below when evaluating an appeal request: 

 

• Did the project/organization submit their appeal on time? 
 

• Did the project/organization submit a germane Appeal? 
 

• Did the project/organization clearly articulate the issue, provide a justification, and 
supporting documentation if applicable, that warrants the granting of additional points? 

• Did the project/organization make a thorough attempt to resolve and/or mitigate the 
circumstances it wishes to be addressed, and if so, how? 

 
Decisions by the Ad Hoc Appeals Committee are final.  Projects that disagree with decisions by 
the Ad Hoc Appeals Committee may file a grievance with the Grievance Committee.  For 
information on how to file a grievance, please see the NYC CoC website. 
 
Providers interested in clarification on appeals and the process are encouraged to ask questions 
during the Evaluation Information Session(s) held 4-6 weeks prior to the commencement of the 
Evaluation. 
 
Ad Hoc Appeals Committee Composition 

 
 Facilitators 

 
Facilitators do not vote on appeals being deliberated by the Committee.  Their role on the 
Committee is to run the meeting and ensure the process (described below) is maintained, to 
provide information to voting Committee members, to capture decisions, and to follow-up 
with appellants if requested to do so.  Facilitators typically consist of FHPR Unit members. 
 
The Ad Hoc Appeals Committee members that render decisions are representative of the 
Steering Committee and CoC as a whole, with at least one member from the following 
constituencies: 
 

• Government 

• Coalition 

• At-Large 

https://www1.nyc.gov/site/nycccoc/providers/nyc-ccoc-annual-evaluations.page
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• Persons-With-Lived-Experience 

• Providers that opérate PSH, RRH, TH, and TH-RRH projects 
 
Providers are also representative of populations served, population characteristics, project 
size (units/beds and contract $ with HUD), and possess subject-matter expertise with HMIS 
and program operations. 

 
Appeals Process 

 
The FHPR Unit reviews all appeals for germaneness.  Appeals that involve incomplete, 
inaccurate, and inconsistent data will not be reviewed – all data related issues need to be 
reconciled during the Data Adjustment period in October. The same applies for responses 
to the Local Priorities Survey – all supporting documentation submitted at the end of 
February is final, with the exception of Spend-Down information that can be submitted by 
the end of March. 
 
FHPR staff create an Appeals Tracker that is organized by question type for both HMIS and 
Local Priorities Survey (e.g. all Utilization questions are reviewed together as a group). 
 

• A redacted Appeals Tracker document is sent by FHPR staff to the Ad Hoc Appeals 
Committee.  This document does not include the names of the 
organizations/providers so that appeals are reviewed on a “blind” basis. 

 
The Ad Hoc Appeals Committee typically meets on an as-needed basis to discuss and 
resolve the appeals.  If necessary, the Committee meets for additional sessions or converses 
via email to resolve additional appeals.  Ad Hoc Appeals Committee meetings are recorded 
and saved by the FHPR Unit. 
 
If the Ad Hoc Appeals Committee is in unison to grant or deny an appeal, a reason is 
provided, and the appeal is decided and recorded.  If the group has varying opinions, those 
perspectives are discussed and debated.  When the decision is split, a vote is then taken on 
the appeal and a simple majority determines if the appeal is granted, denied, or if partial 
points are awarded. 
 

• A rationale for all appeals decisions is recorded in the Appeals Tracker. 
 
FHPR staff follows up with appellants when directed by the Ad Hoc Appeals Committee if 
additional information or explanation is requested in order to make a determination. 
 
FHPR staff notifies the appellants of the decision(s) made by the Ad Hoc Appeals 
Committee via email. 
 

III. General Policies 
 
The following section will outline CoC policy stances that address common questions not 
specifically related to the HMIS Tool and Local Priorities Survey metrics.  
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A. Emergency Response Protocols  
 

Issue: Impact of pandemic, natural disaster, and other city-wide emergencies on 
performance  
 
Policy Stance: As needed, the CoC will make a determination on the effect that a city-wide 
emergency had on project performance, if at all, and make modifications on the evaluation 
process and/or metrics accordingly.  If the CoC does not make any modifications, providers 
have the option to explain under-performance as a result of the emergency as an appeal.  
The Ad Hoc Appeals Committee will collaborate with the PMC, Co-Chairs, and SC if 
necessary, about any such changes or a decision to not make any modifications. 
  
Rationale:. The CoC cannot predict how a city-wide emergency will impact project 
performance – it depends on the type of emergency – and it must be handled on a case-by-
case basis.   

 

 B. Consolidations  
 

Issue: Consolidation project scoring  
 
Policy Stance: HUD-approved consolidations will be evaluated as a consolidated project. 
 
Rationale: Consolidated projects are scored based on the surviving grant for the Local 
Priority Survey and should not use information from the other individual grants. Submit a 
single Local Priorities Survey and run the HMIS Tool for the consolidated project, which is 
performed via a “custom grouping”. See the NYC CoC Annual Evaluation Instructions 
document for information on how to do so. While the project will receive a single HMIS 
score, the Tool has the functionality to show how the individual projects are performing and 
contributing to that score. 
 
If a requested consolidation was not approved, then the projects will be evaluated 
individually, and therefore the HMIS Tool needs to be run for each project and a Local 
Priorities Survey must be completed for each project. 

 

 C. Contract Term & Evaluation Period 
 

Issue: Impact of extended contract on evaluation period 
 
Policy Stance: Contract extensions may be accounted for but have minimal impact on the 
evaluation. 
 
Rationale: The HMIS Tool is scored on the federal fiscal year (October 1 – September 30), 
regardless of the contract period for the project being evaluated. In contrast, the Local 
Priorities Survey is scored on the most recently completed contract, which encompasses the 
entire contract period that includes the extension period.  For example, a contract dated 
April 1 that extended its grant 3 months would be evaluated through June: April 1 – June 30. 
 

D. Exemptions  
 

Issue: Annual Evaluation participation exceptions 
 

https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/nycccoc/downloads/pdf/NYC%20CoC%202021%20Evaluation%20Instructions.pdf
https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/nycccoc/downloads/pdf/NYC%20CoC%202021%20Evaluation%20Instructions.pdf
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Policy Stance: Projects in their first year of operations (i.e. have less than a federal fiscal 
year worth of data in the HMIS Database) or newly awarded project that are not in 
operation are exempt from the Annual Evaluation. 
 
Rationale: In order to participate in the Evaluation, projects must have at least one full 
federal fiscal year of data. Projects that fall into the categories listed above will have 
insufficient data to participate and are therefore exempt. 
 
Special circumstances may be taken into account that result in the exemption of projects 
during subsequent years of operation. Providers should contact the FHPR unit to request an 
exemption at least 1 month in advance of the commencement of the Evaluation.  Final 
decisions on additional Annual Evaluation exemptions will be decided by the PMC.   
 

 
Issue: Clients not due for an annual assessment 

 
Policy Stance: Persons enrolled in the program for less than one year, and are not due for 
an Annual Assessment, will not be included in calculating the score for any questions. 

 
Rationale: This policy applies for all questions in the HMIS Tool and Local Priorities 
Survey, thus not penalizing the project if it has not met the metric being evaluated.  
 

 
Issue: Standing Exemptions 

 
Policy Stance: There are currently no standing exemptions to any questions in the HMIS 

Automated Tool and NYC Local Priorities Survey, for any project type. 

 

E. Appeals 
 

Issue: Data-related appeals  
 
Policy Stance: Issues regarding data are not subject to appeal.   
 
Rationale: Data-related issues should be resolved prior to the start of an Annual Evaluation 
cycle. Appeals will only be considered for policy-related items. If technical assistance is 
needed with data-related issues, please contact the HMIS team within the FHPR Unit. 
Providers may, however, appeal if they feel that the scoring methodology is not following 
the Evaluation standards. (Objections to scoring standards and benchmarks are also not 
subject to appeal and must be raised with the PMC well in advance of the commencement of 
the Evaluation).  With respect to the spend-down metric on the Local Priorities Survey, 
Providers should not appeal if their draw-downs are not yet complete – the CoC will 
review/accept final draw-down information at the end of the Evaluation to allow for 
maximum spend-down. 

 

F. Submission Deadlines  
 

Performance results directly affect where a project is ranked in the annual NOFA.  Delays in 
completing the Annual Evaluation can impact the CoC’s ability to make critical decisions on 
project ranking required by the annual NOFA.   
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Issue: Late Submissions and Submission of incorrect information 
 
Policy Stance: The CoC reserves the right to deduct points or not score projects if the 
Local Priorities Survey is submitted after the stated deadline and if the information in the 
HMIS Data Warehouse is inaccurate or incorrect and results in a lower score on the HMIS 
portion of the Evaluation.  Late submission of the Local Priorities Survey will result in 
a 5-point deduction.  Inaccurate or incomplete data in the HMIS Data Warehouse 
that should have been rectified during the Data Adjustment Period at the latest will 
also result in a 5-point deduction. 
 
Rationale:  To ensure timely completion of the Annual Evaluation, the FHPR Unit strictly 
adheres to deadlines set for providers to complete the Local Priorities Survey and have 
complete and accurate data in the HMIS Data Warehouse.   

 
The remainder of the document focuses on the issues and questions associated with the 
actual performance metrics on the HMIS Tool and Local Priorities Survey used to evaluate 
projects.  It offers the CoC’s policy stance and a rationale for each – an answer and an 
explanation, if you will, to the inquiries made by providers over the past several years that 
reflect HUD’s reliance on HMIS Data, the NYC CoC’s response in the form of a new HMIS 
Tool, and changes in HUD priorities and focus.  
 

IV. Homeless Management Information System (HMIS) Tool 
Metrics  
 
The following section will outline CoC policy stances for each metric measured on the HMIS Tool. 
The policy stances will be updated as a part of a continuous quality improvement process that 
annually reviews evaluation questions and scoring approach. The HMIS Tool is run on the Federal 
Fiscal Year (October 1 – September 30) for the Annual Evaluation. For information on what is 
measured in each metric, or how the metrics are scored, refer to Appendix A.  

 

A. Unit Utilization  
 

Issue: Unit Vacancy  
 
Policy Stance: Mitigating circumstances will be taken into consideration if the CoC is 
notified at the time of the issue. 
 
Rationale: Adjustments may be made by the FHPR Unit to the points received for a 
project’s utilization rate if there are documented reasons that prevented an agency from 
filling the unit (e.g.: Unit sealed by NYPD, significant maintenance in the building delaying 
ability to fill unit, etc.). Only projects that follow the notification process listed below will be 
considered for an adjustment to their score for this question. 
  

1. Following the onset of the circumstance impacting utilization, projects must 
notify their HUD CPD Representative, HMIS Director, FHPR Deputy Director, 
and FHPR Project Liaison in a single email, informing them of the issue. In this 
email, include the following information: 

a. Project name  
b. Project grant number  
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c. Number of Units affected  
d. Documentation from oversight entity (e.g.: NYPD, contractor, etc.) 

indicating the minimum time in which the unit(s) will be offline 
e. Brief description of why the unit is being taken off-line 

 
2. Projects must then provide ongoing unit vacancy status updates to their HUD 

CPD Representative, HMIS Director, FHPR Deputy Director, and their FHPR 
Project Liaison until the issue has been resolved and the unit is no longer offline.  

 

B. Project Eligibility (Chronic Homelessness & Literal Homelessness) 
 

Issue: Projects are required to admit Head of Household (HoH) with Chronic and Literal 
Homelessness Status 
 
Policy Stance: Projects are permitted to admit non-chronically homeless persons who are 
literally homeless under Category 1 (a lower requirement) if a chronically homeless person is 
not available at the time a bed becomes available.  
 
The following must be submitted during the Evaluation to the FHPR Unit: 

a. Referral and/or request (email or paper) 
b. Approval (email or paper) 
c. Client’s homeless/housing history (email or paper) 

 
If the request is granted, the agency will be directed to update their data in HMIS so that the 
project is not penalized annually on the Evaluation for this admission. 
 
Only HoH’s admitted during the federal fiscal year evaluation period are counted in the 
scoring for this question. If a program did not admit any new persons or HoH’s that are 
chronically homeless during the period being evaluated, then it will not be penalized.  
 
Rationale: Chronically homeless persons are prioritized by HUD and the NYC CoC.   
 

 
Issue: Projects are required to admit literally homeless persons as described by HUD under 
Category 1. 
 
Policy Stance: Projects are required at minimum to admit literally homeless persons during 
the FFY 
 
Projects that did not admit literally homeless persons prior to October 1, 2020 are not 
penalized. 
 
If a project believes they have a valid exception to this policy, the following must be 
submitted during the Evaluation to the FHPR Unit: 

a. Referral and/or request (email or paper) 
b. Approval (email or paper) 
c. Client’s homeless/housing history (email or paper) 

 
If the request is granted, the agency will be directed to update their data in HMIS so that the 
project is not penalized annually on the Evaluation for this admission. 
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If a program did not admit any new persons or HoH’s that are literally homeless since 
October 1, 2020 then it will not be penalized.  
 
Rationale: The HEARTH Act Interim Rule went into effect on January 4, 2012. From that 
date onwards, HUD requires projects admit literally homeless persons as described under 
Category 1 of the Rule.  
 

 
Issue: Admission of persons who are not chronically homeless, literally homeless, and other 
HoH due to special circumstance 
 
Policy Stance: Emergency transfers (e.g.: VAWA), reasonable accommodations, and other 
special requests for admission of persons in to a CoC-funded project will be taken into 
consideration when measuring chronic and literal homelessness. 
 
Rationale: If a project admitted a HoH that was not literally or chronically homeless at the 
time of intake due to a special circumstance (examples listed above), the following must be 
submitted to the FHPR Unit during the Evaluation: 

a. Referral and/or request (email or paper) 
b. Approval (email or paper) 
c. Client’s homeless/housing history (email or paper) 

 
If the request is granted, the agency will be directed to update their data in HMIS so that the 
project is not penalized annually on the Evaluation for this admission.  

 

C. Length of Stay  
 

Issue: Length of Stay 
 
Policy Stance: Insufficient time housed in a new program  
 
Rationale:  If the average length of stay for participants is less than the length of time that 
the project has been in operation, a percentage/pro-ration will be used to calculate the 
correct number of points. This applies to projects that have been operating for less than 24 
months, since the scoring rubric is based on a two-year timeframe.  Documentation must be 
submitted that demonstrates: (i) the duration and (ii) the average length of stay for clients in 
the federal fiscal year is the same as the duration of the project. If documentation submitted 
validates the two requirements listed above, then the project will be granted full points.     

 

D. Gained or Increased Total Income  
 

Policy Stance: According to HUD, COVID-19 Stimulus Payments are not considered an 
increase in Earned Income and Other Income 
 

 
Policy Stance:  Total points remain 18.  (1) return to evaluating this question by splitting it 
up in to Earned Income and Other Income, the way it had been done prior to the 2021 
Evaluation, but change the benchmarks - Earned will be 40% instead of 20% and Other will 
be 75% instead of 54%; (2) Now give credit to providers who helped their clients Maintain 
income.  These questions will now be as follows: Q.5: Maintained, Gained, or Increased 
EARNED Income - 40% benchmark - 6 points (with partial points given for projects 
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scoring below 40% - just as has been previously done); Q.6: Maintained, Gained, or 
Increased OTHER Income - 75% benchmark - 12 points (with partial points given for 
projects scoring below 75%)        
 
Rationale: The NYC CoC acknowledges the work being done by providers to ensure that 
their clients maintain and do not experience a decline in current income.  HUD continues to 
place an emphasis on increasing client income and to underscore this priority the 
benchmarks/standards are now higher. Distinguishing between Earned and Other income 
will help the CoC better learn about the challenges facing projects on each indicator in order 
to provide guidance and support on how to improve performance. 
 

 
Issue: Earned income as it relates to benefits eligibility for specific populations  
 
Policy Stance: The Increase in income metric does not distinguish population type and 
therefore there are no client exemptions.  
 
Rationale: HUD has not suggested allowances for youth, seniors, mentally ill persons, 
persons battling substance abuse, or other demographics. Increase in earned and other 
income is a key performance measure of most Federal Partner programs. Collecting income 
information throughout a project stay supports plans to link clients with all income sources 
and benefits for which they are eligible, and helps CoCs improve system design and 
partnerships by analyzing cross-systems connections to ensure access to additional income 
sources.  Projects that serve clients that are not eligible for employment or Other income 
sources can avail themselves of the appeals process to present facts and explanations that 
warrant restoration of points. 
 

 
Issue: Adult children do not earn income/have low income 
 
Policy Stance: Income associated with a minors or adult children used for household 
expenses and support should be included in the HoH’s income and sources record. 
 
Rationale: Projects should count income information for all household members including 
minor children within households if this does not interfere with accurate reporting per 
funder requirements.   
 

E. Non-Cash Benefits  
 

Issue: Impact of income on non-cash benefit eligibility  
 
Policy Stance: The CoC will exempt certain populations that are not eligible for SNAP, 
TANF, and WIC if the project pinpoints those clients and the FHPR Unit can verify via the 
APR. 
 
Rationale: HUD and the CoC expect that households are accessing all mainstream program 
benefits for which they are eligible at the time of project start and to allow for analyzing 
changes in the composition of non-cash benefits between project start and exit. 
 

F. Health Insurance  
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Issue: Access to health insurance  
 
Policy Stance: Given universal access to healthcare authorized by the Affordable Care Act, 
the NYC CoC expects that all program participants served in CoC-funded housing have 
health insurance coverage.  
 
Rationale: HUD and the CoC expects that clients are accessing all mainstream medical 
assistance benefits for which they may be eligible, and to ascertain a more complete picture 
of changes to economic circumstances between project start and exit.  

 

G. Maintain Permanent Housing or Exit to Permanent Housing (PH) 
 

Policy Stance: Program exits as a result of death or moving to a different level of care (e.g., 
exit to a nursing home or long-term treatment facility) are excluded in this calculation.   
 
Rationale: PH stability demonstrates overall health of a project. 

 

H. Exit to Permanent Housing (PH) 
 

Policy Stance: Program exits to non-PH settings are discouraged.  
  
Rationale: Maximum client health, stability, overall wellness, and self-sufficiency is 
demonstrated when clients are in permanent housing. 
 

I. Length of time to move into Permanent Housing (PH)  
 
Policy Stance: RRH, TH, and TH-RRH program models are built on the principle of 
moving clients in to PH as quickly as possible and no longer than 2 years. 
 
Rationale: Maximum client health, stability, overall wellness, and self-sufficiency is 
demonstrated when clients are in permanent housing. 

 

L. Data Quality  
 

Issue: Data Quality  
 
Policy Stance: Complete, accurate, and consistent data is required for CoC-funded 
programs. 
 
Rationale: HUD requires that the overall error rate in HMIS be less than 10%, which can 
be evidenced through performance on questions 6a-6d of the APR, in order for the data to 
be reliable for federal reporting (AHAR/LSA, HIC-PIT, SPM) and for use by CoCs to drive 
decision-making.  
 

 
Issue: Many projects have Hispanic clients that do not identify as White, African American, 
or Asian in the Race category on “Personally Identifiable Information” Data Quality 
question 
 



Page 18 of 24 

 

Policy Stance: HUD is aware of this problem but has not changed the metric., but the 
NYC CoC has decided to eliminate it from the annual Evaluation.   
 
Rationale: Providers should not be penalized points on the annual Evaluation.  However, 
Providers are still required to answer the Race category question in HMIS and keep the data 
error rate below 10% when submitting their APR, but it need not be evaluated by the NYC 
CoC. 

 

M. HMIS Uploads 
  

Issue: On-time monthly HMIS uploads  
 
Policy Stance: All CoC-funded programs are expected to complete monthly data uploads 
into HMIS no later than the 10th business day of the month. 
 
Rationale: Monthly uploads into HMIS are essential in keeping accurate and up-to-date data 
in the NYC Data Warehouse.  

• Documented and agreed upon delays from Foothold (e.g. programming Updated 
Data Standards, or Foothold not responding on a timely basis to a request for 
assistance) will be accepted as legitimate reasons for missing a monthly upload, 
therefore avoiding penalty in the Evaluation.  

• The NYC CoC expects organizations to have identified secondary staff that are able 
to complete monthly HMIS uploads in the event of staff absence.  

All other reasons for late and/or missed uploads must be submitted to the Ad Hoc Appeals 
Committee for review and consideration.  
 

V. Local Priorities Survey 
 

The Local Priorities Survey is based on the recently completed contract year for the Annual 
Evaluation. 
 

A. SOAR Approach 

 
Issue: Maximizing SSI/SSDI benefits for persons not employed 
 
Policy Stance: Use of the SOAR methodology is required by organizations to apply for 
SSI/SSDI on behalf of eligible clients.  It requires the organization to have a SOAR-certified 
person on staff to utilize the methodology.  The SAMHSA-supported OAT System is the 
manner used by the NYC CoC to track SOAR applications in New York City.  
Documentation uploaded from that system will be accepted as proof of usage. 
 

• Project will still receive credit for SOAR under the following conditions: 
o If all housed clients already receive SSI/SSDI during the evaluation period, and 

there are no new admissions to the project, then the project will receive credit for 
SOAR usage.  This can be demonstrated through documentation if requested. 

o If at least one client refused to allow a Case Manager to apply for SSI or SSD on 
their behalf. This can be demonstrated through documentation if requested. 

o If the organization submitted an application for SSI or SSD on behalf of the 
client, it is in process, and a determination has not yet been made.  If the client is 
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denied, the organization will utilize the SOAR approach to apply again.  This can 
be demonstrated through documentation if requested. 

o Another organization that provides services to at least one of our clients has 
already applied for SSI or SSD on their behalf.  Our Case Managers did not want 
to interfere with that process, will continue to monitor the status of this 
application, and will utilize SOAR to apply for SSI or SSD on a client’s behalf if 
the client is denied benefits. This can be demonstrated through documentation if 
requested. 

 
Rationale:  The NYC CoC requires projects maximize the use of mainstream benefits.  The 
SOAR approach is a best-in-class evidenced-based practice that streamlines the SSI/SSDI 
application process and establishes an expedited timetable for benefit approvals.   

 

 
Issue: Due to staff turnover, an agency no longer has a SOAR-certified staff member, and 
hence cannot use the SOAR method. 
 

Policy Stance: Staff turnover is no longer a valid excuse for non-performance. 
 
Rationale: The NYC CoC understands that staff-turnover is commonplace at not-for-profit 
organizations.  Agencies need to establish contingency plans so that the work continues and 
HUD and CoC compliance is observed.  The CoC also conducted a presentation on SOAR 
at its grantee meeting on July 2nd that outlined sources of support and guidance, and 
conducted additional support sessions on July 7th, July 14th, and July 21st for providers. 
 

B. Benefits and Entitlements 
 
Issue:  Improving delivery of additional supportive services 
 
Policy Stance:  The NYC CoC encourages projects to assist their clients with obtaining 
supportive services beyond SSI/SSDI. Eligible support services for benefits and entitlements 
include public assistance, Medicaid/Medicare insurance, educational assistance (e.g. 
vocational and degree programs, etc.), back-to-work support employment, job training 
assistance, internship opportunities, assistance in finding volunteer opportunities, housing 
placement support, SUD and/or MH treatment program enrollment, PROS and/or 
clubhouse program enrollment.  
 
Rationale:  Agencies maximizing their efforts to assist clients in receiving all public benefits 
for which they are eligible promotes self-sufficiency for persons-with-lived-experience. 
 

C. Expenditure of Funds 
 

Issue: Full contract expenditure within the given grant period. 
 
Policy Stance: Fully drawing down on funds by the conclusion of a contract year is a HUD 
requirement.  Projects are also expected to make roughly equal drawdowns at least quarterly 
as well.  Evaluation points for drawdowns are based on a scale.  Please review the current 
Local Priorities Survey for point allocations. 
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Projects that have contract expiration dates that fall within the Annual Evaluation period will 
still have the standard three-month grace period provided by HUD to fully draw down on 
the grant, and that will be included in their score for this metric.   
 
The CoC accepts information located in SAGE and/or eLOCCS documentation indicating 
the grant was drawn down until one week before Final Evaluation Results are posted, giving 
projects the maximum amount of time to complete claiming.   
 
Projects that have been unable to draw-down their funds due to experiencing technical 
issues with LOCCS must notify the HUD Field Office and the NYC CoC immediately.  For 
Evaluation purposes, projects can receive credit for spending down their grant if they 
provide documentation of actual expenses incurred from the agency’s finance/accounting 
department. 
 
Rationale: On a monthly basis, the HUD Field Office provides the CoC with a list of grants 
that are “Of Concern” due to untimely draws/slow-spend and over-spend. Funds that are 
not spent by the end of a contract period are recaptured by HUD and could signal that the 
contract is too large and needs to be right-sized. Quarterly drawdowns allow HUD and the 
CoC to track project spending. The CoC is not in favor of projects making large drawdowns 
toward the end of the contract period in an attempt to fully spend-down the grant. 
 

D. Persons with Lived Experience Inclusion 
 
In the Local Priority Survey, there is a question on inclusion of persons with lived experience 
of homelessness in policy-related discussions and decisions. The following table below 
describes the policy stance, rationale, and evidence needed upon submitting.  
 

Policy Stance Rationale 

Agencies have a person with 
lived homeless experience on 
their Board of Directors or 
another Policy-Making Body, or 
Consumer Advisory Board, 
Committee. 

 

• Board awareness of the NYC CoC and an understanding of the 
importance of the role and experience of Persons-With-Lived-
Experience to inform organizational and program decisions, is a 
national and local priority for agencies receiving HUD CoC-
funding. 

• Persons with lived homeless experience can only be actively 
involved in policymaking when they have a seat on such a body 
and can add their perspective in real-time. This is different than 
being able to raise issues, concerns, and grievances that are relayed 
back to the body. Agencies that have recently incorporated 
PWLEx on their Board/Policy-Making Body have reported that it 
has added a valuable perspective and dimension that was 
previously absent.  

• The CoC will accept any kind of document that has the 
name/initials of a client/person of homeless experience. 
Examples include, but are not limited to, Meeting Minutes from a 
meeting of the body, or letterhead with names/initials of the 
Board.  

Agencies conduct Client 
Satisfaction Surveys 

 

• It is a priority for HUD and the NYC CoC to ensure that agencies 
are responsive to the inquiries and concerns of clients 

• One mechanism to accomplish this is for agencies to conduct a 
“Consumer Satisfaction Survey.” 
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• Agencies are responsible for providing a mechanism for feedback 
from project participants to have a real impact on how programs 
are operated and to be able to effectively conduct a project 
evaluation. An ability to have a forum for client input is necessary, 
as project participants are in the best position to know what 
services best fit their needs. Organizations are free to design and 
employ an effective instrument and method of their choice.  

Agencies hold site-based 
Community Meetings 

 

• CoC-funded projects serve formerly homeless persons and need 
to be responsive at the highest level.  Therefore the perspective 
and opinion of Persons-With-Lived-Experience on how to best 
promote independence and self-sufficiency, health, prosperity, 
how to continue to combat homelessness, and be in the best 
position to advocate for their own welfare is a HUD policy that is 
supported by the NYC CoC. 

• Holding site-based community meetings to be attended by 
Persons-With-Lived-Experience in a project or multiple projects 
serves as a mechanism by which formerly homeless persons can 
share experiences, voice concerns, collaborate on agency 
initiatives in which they are engaged, and be part of the wider 
community by learning about events and activities taking place. 

• If in-person meetings are not possible, agencies can hold on-line 
sessions (e.g. via Zoom) or conference calls. 

 
Please note: For Evaluation purposes, projects should not upload 
client-sensitive information: SS#, DOB, Phone #s, Address / 
residence. Instead, a document that contains a client’s initials can be 
provided. If in doubt, redact any information you believe to be 
sensitive and state as. 

Agencies provide various 
activities and initiatives for 
persons with lived homeless 
experience 

• The NYC CoC has made it a priority for CoC-funded projects to 
go beyond the minimal requirements established by HUD to 
operate projects and provide client services. 

• The provision of a variety of activities and initiatives to clients not 
only promotes self-sufficiency but a higher quality of life 

• The CoC has not designated a specific list. Examples from the 
2021 Evaluation run the gamut from group cooking events, trips 
to outside venues, emergency planning sessions, financial planning 
sessions, good hygiene sessions, and holiday and birthday parties. 

Agencies have a Grievance 
Policy 

• CoC-funded projects serve formerly homeless persons and need 
to be responsive and accountable at the organization level that 
operates the project.  This necessitates the establishment of a 
formal grievance policy and process. 

• The purpose behind the Grievance Policy is for project 
participants to have the ability to communicate urgent 
problematic policies, services, operations, and conflicts with 
fellow residents and/or staff in a timely and effective matter. This 
goes beyond non-urgent, standard feedback that can be elicited in 
the form of a Consumer Satisfaction Survey or via a Community 
Meeting. The intent is not for a Grievance Policy to be punitive 
on the agency (or on the client for reporting out), but rather to 
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alert the organization about issues that need to be addressed 
quickly before or because they have escalated. 

• Organizations are free to design any kind of Grievance Policy. 
However, the evidence submission must apply to project 
participants/clients – the intent is not a policy that applies to 
agency staff. 

 

E. Environmental Review 
 
Issue: CoC-funded projects are required by HUD regulations and contract requirements to 
have conducted an environmental review of their project site(s) where clients are being 
housed and/or receiving services. 
 
Policy Stance: The Environmental Review is required for all HUD-funded projects to 
ensure that the proposed project does not negatively impact the surrounding environment 
and that the property site itself will not have an adverse environmental or health effect on 
end users. Projects should be prepared to provide verification if requested by the CoC such 
as maps and, if applicable, evidence of flood insurance. The four acceptable forms of proof 
for completion are based on project characteristics and is located on the HUD Exchange.  
 
Rationale: Projects need to follow HUD rules regarding when Environmental Review is 
required, according to 24 CFR Part 50: Protection and Enhancement of Environmental 
Quality. An Environmental Review is required every five years, if the building and/or area 
conditions change, or if a project is new and has not been reviewed yet. Please view the HUD 
document linked here for further explanation. 
 

F. HUD and CoC Policies 
 

Policy Stance: Compliance with the policies contained in the NYC CoC Written Standards 
is a requirement in order to receive funding for and operate a HUD CoC-funded project 

 
Rationale: The NYC CoC is in support of all federal policies/regulations that are 
applicable to the Continuum of Care.  
  

i. The Fair Housing Act 
 
The Fair Housing Act protects people from discrimination (based on race, color, national 
origin, religion, sex, familial status, and disability) when they are renting or buying a home, 
getting a mortgage, seeking housing assistance, or engaging in other housing-related 
activities. 
 

ii. The Violence Against Women Act (VAWA) 
 
On March 7, 2013, President Barack Obama signed The Violence Against Women 
Reauthorization Act of 2013 (VAWA 2013) into law. The law significantly expanded the 
housing protections to survivors of domestic violence, dating violence, sexual assault, and 
stalking across HUD's housing and homelessness programs.  
 
HUD-funded projects must comply with the VAWA for all survivors regardless of sex, 
gender identity, or sexual orientation. 
 

https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/CoC-Program-Environmental-Review-Flow-Chart.pdf
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/CFR-2010-title24-vol1/xml/CFR-2010-title24-vol1-part50.xml#seqnum50.18
https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/CoC-Program-Environmental-Review-Flow-Chart.pdf
https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/CoC-Program-Environmental-Review-Flow-Chart.pdf
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iii. A Gender Identity and LGBTQI Policy 
 
CoC-funded projects must comply with HUD’s Equal Access Policy, which requires equal 
access to housing services be provided without discrimination based on a person’s actual or 
perceived sexual orientation, gender identity, or marital status. 
 
The NYC CoC complies with HUD’s Equal Access Policy by adopting a LGBTQI policy 
in 2018, which is available on the CoC website. An agency can choose to adopt the CoC 
policy as well to ensure maximum coverage.  
 

iv. The Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA)  
 
CoC-funded projects that serve children must abide by 81 FR 14432 – McKinney-Vento 
Education for Homeless Children and Youths Program, which was established in 2016, 
following the passing of federal law, Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA). To read more on 
this legislation, please view the U.S. Government Publishing Office’s website. 
 
Please note: Projects not serving children are exempt on this requirement in the NYC CoC 
Evaluation.  
 

v. HUD Housing Quality Standards 

 
Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) program regulations, 24 CFR Part 982, establish basic 
housing quality standards (HQS) that all units must meet before assistance can be paid on 
behalf of a family, and at least annually, throughout the term of the assisted tenancy.  
 
Current HQS regulations consist of 13 key aspects of housing quality, performance 
requirements, and acceptability criteria to meet each performance requirement, which is 
achieved via inspections completed by the agency. HQS includes requirements for all 
housing types, including single and multi-family dwelling units, as well as specific 
requirements for special housing types such as manufactured homes, congregate housing, 
single room occupancy, shared housing, and group residences. To learn more about HQS 
regulations, please visit HUD’s website. 
 
Please note: There are several different options presented on the HUD Exchange. For 
purposes of this Evaluation, a statement confirming that units were inspected within the 
most recently completed contract period that is signed by senior leadership will suffice. 
 

vi.  NYC CoC Written Standards 
 
It is a HUD requirement of CoC’s to “establish and consistently follow written standards 
for providing Continuum of Care assistance.”  The goal of these standards is to synthesize 
the key elements of HUD regulations and policy priorities of the CoC for projects funded 
under HUD’s CoC Program in New York City (NY-600). 
 
All CoC-funded projects must fully comply with the applicable standards described in the 
Written Standards document, as well as all HUD regulations and Annual CoC Program 
Competition requirements established for the CoC Program. To view the NYC CoC 
Written Standards, please visit the CoC website. 
 

https://www1.nyc.gov/site/nycccoc/governance/coc-policiesprocedures.page
https://www.govinfo.gov/app/details/FR-2016-03-17/2016-06073/summary
https://www.hud.gov/program_offices/public_indian_housing/programs/hcv/hqs
https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/CoCProgramInterimRule.pdf
https://www1.nyc.gov/site/nycccoc/governance/coc-policies-procedures.page
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The CoC’s Written Standards have been in place for several years. Projects receiving HUD 
McKinney-Vento funding must agree to be compliant. A statement confirming compliance 
that is signed by senior leadership will suffice. 

VI. New Program Models 
 
New Program Models may not be subjected to the Evaluation until it is clear how they 
must be evaluated.  

VII. Acknowledgements & Attestation  
 

This question is to certify that the information submitted is true and accurate, to 
acknowledge the Local Priorities Survey is complete, and to confirm all HMIS data is up to 
date. Any false and/or inaccurate statements will result in a reduction in points for this 
question and the overall project Evaluation score for this Evaluation period. 
 
The CoC accepts the data and responses projects supply for the Annual Evaluation at face 
value.  The CoC has the discretion to contact program leadership to request support 
documentation. If projects cannot provide supporting documentation to validate their 
responses to the Local Priorities Survey and/or are found to be providing false statements 
or data, projects may be penalized on the Annual Evaluation depending on the nature and 
severity of the offenses.  The penalty will be determined by the NYC CoC Steering 
Committee in consultation with the NYC CoC Co-Chairs and NYC CoC Performance 
Management Committee 
 
 
Please contact Charles M. Winkler, Deputy Director, Federal Homeless Policy & Reporting 
Unit, NYC Department of Social Services at winklerc@dss.nyc.gov with questions and 
comments pertaining to this document. 
 

 

mailto:winklerc@dss.nyc.gov

