Quality Review Results

Los Angeles Continuum of Care (LA CoC) FY 2027 Administrative Lead Entity
Functions Request for Qualifications (RFQ)

To: Los Angeles Continuum of Care HMIS Committee and Board

From: Request for Qualifications (RFQ) Consultant Team:
LeSar Development Consultants: Colleen Murphy, Stefan Gonzalez

Independent CoC Consultant: Ryan Macy-Hurley

Date: October 5, 2026

Re: Quality Review Results for the FY 2027 Administrative Lead Entity Functions RFQ

Committee and Board Actions Requested

Pursuant to the LA CoC’s Governance Charter, the HMIS Committee supports the LA CoC Board in
selecting the HMIS Lead entity, and the LA CoC Board selects the HMIS Lead entity. The LA CoC Board
assesses and proposes a Collaborative Applicant and CES Management Entity to the LA CoC general
membership.

Each role can be designated to the same or a distinct entity.

HMIS Lead Role

HMIS Committee: In support of the LA CoC Board’s role in affirming or selecting a new HMIS Lead,
review the quality review results for Applicants for HMIS Lead and propose a candidate to the LA CoC
Board via the Committee’s standard voting rules and process, inclusive of adherence to conflict of interest
procedures.

LA CoC Board: Review the quality review results for Applicants for HMIS Lead and select a new HMIS
lead, following standard rules and conflict of interest procedures, to propose an entity to fulfill the role in
FY 2027.

Collaborative Applicant and CES Management Entity Roles

LA CoC Board: Review the quality review results for Applicants for Collaborative Applicant and CES
Management Entity, and conduct separate votes, following standard rules and conflict of interest
procedures, to propose an entity to fulfill each role in FY 2027.

PIT Count Administrator

LA CoC Board: Pursuant to the LA CoC Charter, the role of PIT Count Administrator is performed by the
Collaborative Applicant. Review the quality review results for Collaborative Applicant and confirm that the
PIT Count administration can be performed by the designated Collaborative Applicant. The Board is not
required to separately designate a new PIT count administrator.



Background

The Los Angeles Continuum of Care (LA CoC) is the United States Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD)-recognized Continuum of Care (CoC) serving 85 incorporated cities and more than
100 unincorporated communities within Los Angeles County. The LA CoC is responsible for performing
the duties established by the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act, the HEARTH Act, 24 C.F.R.
Part 578, applicable HUD notices and data standards, and the LA CoC Governance Charter. As
delegated by the LA CoC, the Los Angeles Homeless Services Authority (LAHSA) has served as the LA
CoC's Collaborative Applicant, Homeless Management Information System (HMIS) Lead, Coordinated
Entry System (CES) Management Entity, and Point-in-Time (PIT) Count Administrator.

On June 11, 2026, HUD notified LAHSA that it was immediately suspending LAHSA as a federal
contractor pursuant to 2 C.F.R. § 180.700, and on June 18, 2026, informed the LA CoC that LAHSA could
not serve in any of the roles delegated to it by the LA CoC. On August 13, 2026, the United States District
Court for the Central District of California issued a preliminary injunction in Los Angeles Homeless
Services Authority v. Donald J. Trump et al, Case No. 2:26-cv-07056-DOC-AJR.

The Court ordered the LA CoC to provide notice that it is accepting applications for HMIS Lead, CES
Coordinator (referred to in the LA CoC Governance Charter as the CES Management Entity), PIT Count
Administrator, and Collaborative Applicant for the FY 2027 CoC nationwide grant competition cycle. The
Court further directed the LA CoC to file a written report by October 13, 2026, summarizing its evaluation
of all entities that applied. Following the LA CoC'’s report, HUD will submit its response regarding the LA
CoC’s evaluation of the Applicant pool.

Pursuant to the Court’s order, the LA CoC Board opted to issue a Request for Qualifications (RFQ) to
identify interested entities to perform the roles outlined in the Court order and to guide the LA CoC’s
selection of entities to perform these roles. The LA CoC’s FY 2027 Administrative Lead Entity Functions
RFQ was released on September 11, 2026.

This memorandum documents the process and results of RFQ for each of the four lead entity functions.

Applicant Advancement Through the LA CoC FY 2027
Administrative Lead Entity Functions RFQ Process

Mandatory Intent to Apply

The RFQ required entities to submit a Mandatory Intent to Apply by September 15, 2026 by 5:00pm.
Pursuant to Section 5.3 of the RFQ, failure to timely submit a Mandatory Intent to Apply form would result
in disqualification from the process.

e Twelve entities initially expressed interest during the Mandatory Intent to Apply phase of the RFQ
process.
o Ten of these entities submitted a Mandatory Intent to Apply response in accordance with
the RFQ requirements.
o Two entities did not submit Mandatory Intent to Apply responses that satisfied RFQ
requirements and therefore were disqualified.



Required RFQ Application

Following the submission of the Mandatory Intent to Apply, interested Applicants were required to submit
a full RFQ application by September 25, 2026 at 2:00pm. Failure to submit an RFQ Application by the
deadline would result in disqualification from the process.

e One entity subsequently withdrew its Intent to Apply
e Six entities did not ultimately submit a full RFQ Application by the required deadline.
¢ One entity that had already been disqualified for failure to submit a Mandatory Intent to Apply
response submitted materials for the Collaborative Applicant Role by the full RFQ application
deadline, but this submission also did not satisfy the RFQ requirements.
e Three entities submitted full RFQ Applications for the following roles:
o City of Los Angeles
= Coordinated Entry System (CES) Management Entity
= Homeless Management Information System (HMIS) Lead
o County of Los Angeles Department of Homeless Services and Housing (HSH)
= Collaborative Applicant (CA)
= Coordinated Entry System (CES) Management Entity
= Homeless Management Information System (HMIS) Lead
= Point-in-Time (PIT) Count Administrator
o United American Indian Involvement
= Coordinated Entry System (CES) Management Entity

Collectively, these entities submitted seven role-specific applications and were interviewed separately for
each qualifying role per RFQ Sections 7 and 9.3.

Graphic 1 summarizes phase advancement for all entities.



Graphic 1: Crosswalk of Entities Engaging in the LA CoC FY 2027 Administrative Lead Entity Functions RFQ Application Process

MANDATORY INTENT
ENTITY TO APPLY APPLICATION

«<
_ca J ces QL hmis N P J

CES

(X
(%)
(X
&

o

City of Los Angeles

County of Los Angeles / Department of
Homeless Services and Housing

United American Indian Involvement (UAII)

Better Angels United, Inc.

Coalition for Responsible Community Development

Crystal Clear Learning Foundation Inc.

Fusion Community Empowerment

Guardians of Love, Inc.

Hathaway-Sycamores Child and Family Services

iFoster, Inc.

Project 5000

QOO0 000

Simtech

o Yes @ No e Mandatory requirement not satisfied



Threshold and Quality Review Methodology

Quality review was conducted in three stages under processes documented in the RFQ (Sections 5, 7,
and 9.1-9.3): (1) eligibility and threshold review, (2) written application review, and (3) interviews. Under
RFQ Section 9.2, the written application accounted for 80 points and the interview accounted for 20
points, for a total possible score of 100 points. The RFQ did not establish a minimum qualifying score for
consideration for a Lead Role.

Reviewers were separately assigned written application and interview scoring assignments, and the
number of completed scoring tools varied by role and review stage based on reviewer assignments,
conflict of interest clearance, subject matter expertise, and reviewer availability.

Eligibility and Threshold Review

Eligibility and threshold review was conducted as stipulated in the RFQ (Sections 5.1-5.3, 7, and 9.1).
This threshold review assessed role-specific legal eligibility, the minimum organizational qualifications,
completion of mandatory submission requirements, and whether an automatic disqualifying condition
applied; only non-disqualified applications advanced to interviews and scoring. No applicant was
prohibited from submitting an application based on the initial threshold review.

Written Application Review

A panel of ten non-conflicted Quality Reviewers independently scored the written applications assigned to
them, with multiple reviewers assessing the same applications. Each Reviewer used the provided Scoring
Tool to assess the Universal and Role-Specific Application responses against the standardized criteria
and point values established in the RFQ (Section 9.2).

Interview Review

Lead Applicants and any unconflicted Material Partners identified in the Full Application were required to
participate in Interviews. A panel of six non-conflicted Quality Reviewers conducted and independently
scored the role-based interviews assigned to them using the provided Interview Scoring Tool. Each
interview was timed and involved two universal questions addressing transition planning and governance,
respectively, and one role-specific question. Each question had the same time limit for all Applicants
interviewed for the same role. Additional follow-up questions were posed, if time remained, to clarify or
expand on interviewee responses. Applicants were also assessed on their overall interview performance.
Consistent with RFQ Section 9.3, interview scoring was based only on the interview responses and
remained separate from the written application score.

Table 1: Scoring Framework

Scoring Area Points
Universal Questions 15
Relevant and Comparable Experience 10
Technical and Compliance Capability 10
Comparable Scale and Complexity 10
Proposed Staffing and Organizational Structure 15
Governance and Multi-Jurisdictional Coordination Experience 10
Financial, Contractual, and Administrative Capacity 10
Interview 20
Total 100




Score Calculation and Finalization

The reported scores in the Quality Review Results (Table 2) were calculated from all completed and
administratively-verified scoring tools received for each Applicant’s proposal for a specific role. Reviewer
scores were averaged at the individual written-criterion or interview-component level—not by averaging
reviewer total scores—and those averages were summed as described below.

Written Application Scores

Each written application was evaluated across standardized criteria. For each criterion, the Reviewers’
scores were averaged to produce the Applicant’s criterion score. The resulting criterion averages were
then summed to produce the written application score, up to 80 points.

Interview Scores

For each of the four assessed areas, the Reviewers’ scores were averaged to produce the Applicant’s
score for that interview component. The averaged component scores were then summed to calculate the
interview score.

Score Finalization

Submitted scoring tools were reviewed administratively to confirm that all required scoring fields were
completed and that the scores were entered and calculated correctly. This review was limited to technical
completeness and calculation accuracy and did not reopen, reconcile, normalize, or substantively adjust
reviewer judgments. Once a completed scoring tool was verified, the submitted scores were treated as
final.

Final Score

The final score for each Applicant’s proposal for a specific role was calculated by adding the written
application score, up to 80 points, and the interview score, up to 20 points, for a maximum of 100 points.
Calculations used the full precision of the underlying averages, and scores presented in this
memorandum are rounded to two decimal places for reporting purposes.

Quality Review Results

Table 2 presents the written application score, interview score, and combined final score for each
proposal.

Among the seven complete proposals, combined scores ranged from 34.50 to 90.67. In both competitive
roles (CES Management Entity and HMIS Lead), the interviews did not reverse the ordering established
by the written review scores.

Criterion-level detail is provided in Appendix B.



Table 2: Quality Review Results — All Roles

Written

Application Inéerwew Total Score
Role Applicant Score dorrs
80 Points 20 Points Out of 100 Points
Collaborative Applicant County of Los Angeles / HSH 69.00 20.00 89.00
BULE Interview
Application s Total Score
Role Applicant Score core
80 Points 20 Points Out of 100 Points
HMIS Lead County of Los Angeles / HSH 69.67 17.50 87.17
HMIS Lead City of Los Angeles 67.33 15.00 82.33
Written .
Application Inéerwew Total Score
Role Applicant Score core
80 Points 20 Points Out of 100 Points
CES Management Entity County of Los Angeles / HSH 71.67 19.00 90.67
CES Management Entity City of Los Angeles 59.33 13.50 72.83
CES Management Entity United American Indian Involvement 28.00 6.50 34.50
Written .
Application Inéerwew Total Score
Role Applicant Score core
80 Points 20 Points Out of 100 Points
PIT Count Administrator County of Los Angeles / HSH 68.00 19.00 87.00




Appendix A: Overview of the LA CoC FY 2027 Administrative
Lead Entity Functions RFQ Review and Evaluation Process

RFQ Roles and Responsibilities

This appendix presents the RFQ review process in complementary narrative and visual formats. The RFQ
process separated governance, advisory, administrative, legal, Applicant, and evaluation responsibilities
to protect the integrity, independence, and transparency of the selection process. Roles and
responsibilities included:

e The LA CoC Board retained the governance and decision-making authority assigned to it under
the LA CoC Governance Charter, considered the RFQ and its results, and required Board
members to recuse themselves when appropriate throughout the RFQ’s development and
implementation.

e LA CoC Board leadership engaged subject-matter expert consultants to support this work on
behalf of and under the direction of the LA CoC. The consultants helped design and administer
the RFQ process, identify potential Quality Reviewers with subject-matter expertise, coordinate
communications and submissions, develop review and scoring tools, organize review activities,
and maintain documentation of the process.

¢ An unconflicted six-member LA CoC Ad Hoc Committee provided Board-level input, reviewed
proposed safeguards, supported alignment with LA CoC priorities, and included two members
who contributed lived-experience perspectives.

¢ Unconflicted subject-matter experts, including representatives from neighboring CoCs, separately
reviewed the draft role requirements and application questions to help ensure that the solicitation
was technically sound, sufficiently rigorous, and responsive to the operational realities of
administering the LA CoC’s core functions.

e Legal counsel provided additional support by advising on eligibility and other legal questions,
reviewing potential conflicts of interest, and supporting consistent and impartial determinations.
These responsibilities were intentionally separated from the independent evaluation and scoring
functions.

o All Applicants participated through the same established process, including submitting a
Mandatory Intent to Apply, using the official written-questions process, completing the universal
and applicable role-specific application materials, disclosing Lead Applicant and Material Partner
information, and, if eligible, participating in separate interviews for each role sought, consistent
with RFQ Sections 7-9.

e Quality Reviewers were required to sign confidentiality commitments, complete conflict-of-interest
disclosures, and receive clearance before accessing or reviewing application materials. Once
cleared, they received uniform training and independently assessed written and oral responses
using standardized criteria.

Together, these clearly defined roles helped create a process that was fair, transparent, robust,
consistent with procurement best practices, and responsive to the requirements and compressed timeline
established by the Court. Graphic 2 summarizes who participated in the RFQ process and the distinct
responsibilities assigned to each group.



Graphic 2: LA CoC FY 2027 Administrative Lead Entity Functions RFQ Roles and Responsibilities
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Process Phases and Safeguards

The following narrative describes the purpose and safeguards associated with each phase of the RFQ
process.

Phase 1 — Pre-Release / Creation of RFQ. Before release, an unconflicted Board quorum and its six-
member ad hoc committee reviewed the process, governance requirements, safeguards, and alignment
with LA CoC priorities. Three independent subject-matter experts separately reviewed the role
requirements and application questions for technical soundness, federal compliance, and operational
relevance. Board members recused themselves when required because of actual or potential conflicts of
interest. Consultants integrated the governance and technical feedback into the RFQ and supporting
materials. The RFQ, Mandatory Intent to Apply, and universal and role-specific application questions
were released on September 11, 2026, consistent with the RFQ Timeline in Section 4.

Phase 2 — Solicitation Window. Potential Applicants submitted Mandatory Intents to Apply by
September 15, 2026, identifying the roles they intended to pursue and supporting preliminary eligibility
review. Written questions were accepted through September 17, 2026, and responses were publicly
posted on September 21, 2026, so that all potential Applicants received the same information (RFQ
Sections 4 and 8).

Phase 3 — Eligibility and Applications. The Mandatory Intent to Apply supported preliminary review of
minimum qualifications and potential disqualifying conditions. After Full Applications were submitted on
September 25, 2026, threshold review confirmed role-specific eligibility and automatic disqualifying
conditions before qualifying applications advanced to scoring (RFQ Sections 5.1-5.3, 7, and 9.1).

Phase 4 — Reviewer Conflict-of-Interest Screening. The consultants identified more than 70 potential
Quality Reviewers and contacted those for whom current contact information was available. Interested
and available reviewers signed confidentiality forms before receiving Applicant information. For screening
purposes, a Lead Applicant was the entity applying for a designated role, and a Material Partner was a



disclosed subcontractor or formal partner proposed to perform a material portion of that role. Beginning
September 25, 2026, reviewers completed conflict-of-interest disclosures covering Lead Applicants and
Material Partners. Potential material conflicts were evaluated beginning September 26, 2026, and
reviewer eligibility was documented before applications or scoring assignments were distributed. This
separation protected the integrity, independence, and fairness of the quality review process.

Phase 5 — Evaluation and Scoring. Cleared Quality Reviewers were assigned to a Lead Entity role and
independently scored every written application for that role using the standardized criteria in RFQ Section
9.2. Using the same reviewer group for all written applications by role supported consistent application of

the scoring criteria. Interviewers used the same primary interview questions and scoring standards for
Applicants seeking the same role. Reviewers remained neutral, avoided outside research or direct
contact with Applicants, and scored independently. Post-interview discussion was limited to process
issues or material factual clarification rather than consensus scoring (RFQ Section 9.3). Consultants
reviewed the scoring tools for administrative completeness and calculation accuracy. The methodology
for averaging component scores and calculating final scores is described in the Score Calculation and
Finalization section. The tabulated results provided a documented basis for subsequent LA CoC

consideration under RFQ Sections 9.2-9.4.

Graphic 3 presents the five-phase process, principal activities, and key dates in visual form.

Graphic 3: LA CoC FY 2027 Administrative Lead Entity Functions RFQ Phases, Activities,
Timelines, and Process Flow
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Appendix B: Detailed Scoring Results by Entity, Role, and Quality Review Modality

The tables below provide the criterion-level detail underlying the summary scores presented in the Quality Review Results section.

The written application scoring table shows the reported score for each criterion. The interview table shows the results for the three scored
interview questions, the Overall Interview Assessment, and the total interview score.

Scores in the tables below were calculated using the score calculation methodology described above and are displayed to two decimal places.

Because component values are displayed in rounded form while totals are calculated using full precision, displayed component scores may not
always sum exactly to the displayed total.

Table 4: Written Application Scoring — Collaborative Applicant
Collaborative Applicant Role: Assessed Area
Conflicts & (Experience Lived Relevant & | Technical & | Scale & . 0 ) Administrative R
P ) . . .. | Capacity |Proposed| Staffing [Governance ) n grant
mitigation | with role | experience | comparable | compliance |complexity ! . . . & financial o . Total Score
: . i . . . . gap staffing | sufficiency | experience . administration
Applicant strategies [transitions|engagement| experience capability Xperience| capacity .
experience
3 Points 5 Points 7 Points 10 Points 10 Points 5 Points | 5 Points | 6 Points 9 Points 10 Points 4 Points 6 Points Out of 80
(County of Los 1.00 5.00 6.00 9.00 8.00 400 | 500 | 6.00 8.00 8.00 4.00 5.00 69.00
lAngeles /| HSH
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Table 5: Written Application Scoring — HMIS Lead

HMIS Lead Role: Assessed Area

Conflicts &| Experience Lived Relevant & [Technical &| Scale & . " [Administrative & Contract &
PP N . . .. | Capacity |Proposed| Staffing [Governance ) . grant
mitigation | with role | experience |comparable | compliance | complexity ! . . . financial s . Total Score
Aopli . i . . - . gap staffing | sufficiency | experience . administration
pplicants strategies | transitions |engagement| experience | capability | experience capacity .
experience
3 Points 5 Points 7 Points 10 Points 10 Points 5 Points 5 Points | 6 Points 9 Points 10 Points 4 Points 6 Points Out of 80
C:;:Ity of Los Angeles| 55 5.00 6.67 8.33 8.00 433 500 | 500 8.00 9.33 4.00 567 69.67
City of Los Angeles 0.67 4.00 5.67 8.67 8.33 4.33 4.33 6.00 7.33 8.67 4.00 5.33 67.33
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Table 6: Written Application Scoring — CES Management Entity

CES Management Entity Role: Assessed Area

Conflicts & Experience Lived Relevant & |[Technical &| Scale & I " " Administrative Contract &
L ) . . .. | Capacity [Proposed| Staffing |Governance ) . grant
mitigation | with role | experience |comparable | compliance | complexity ! . . . & financial s . Total Score
: N i . . - . gap staffing | sufficiency | experience ) administration
Applicants strategies | transitions |engagement| experience | capability | experience capacity .
experience
3 Points 5 Points 7 Points 10 Points 10 Points 5 Points 5 Points | 6 Points 9 Points 10 Points 4 Points 6 Points Out of 80
flg:"ty ofLos Angeles/ | 33 467 6.33 10.00 9.33 5.00 467 | 5.00 7.67 8.67 4.00 6.00 71.67
City of Los Angeles 0.67 4.00 5.00 8.33 7.67 4.00 3.00 3.67 6.33 7.33 4.00 5.33 59.33
United American Indian | 5, 2.00 1.33 433 267 167 300 | 200 2.00 3.67 333 167 28.00

Involvement
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Table 7: Written Application Scoring — PIT Count Administrator

PIT Count Administrator Role: Assessed Area

Conflicts &| Experience Lived Relevant & |Technical & Scale & . " Administrative [Contract & grant
I . . . .. | Capacity [Proposed| Staffing |Governance| Cross-CoC . . . . Total
mitigation | with role | experience | comparable | compliance | complexity ! . . . L. & financial administration
q . e . . - . gap staffing | sufficiency | experience | coordination ) . Score
Applicant strategies | transitions |engagement| experience | capability | experience capacity experience
3 Points 5 Points 7 Points 10 Points 10 Points 5 Points 5 Points | 6 Points 9 Points 5 Points 5 Points 4 Points 6 Points Out of 80
County of Los Angeles /
y 9 0.00 4.00 6.50 9.00 8.50 5.00 5.00 4.00 8.00 4.00 4.50 4.00 5.50 68.00

HSH
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Table 8: Interview Scoring — All Roles

Staffing & Role-specific Coordination & Overall .
Lo ) Interview Total
transition question governance performance
Role Applicants
6 Points 5 Points 5 Points 4 Points 20 Points
Collaborative Applicant County of Los Angeles / HSH 6.00 5.00 5.00 4.00 20.00
Role Applicants Staffing & Role-specific Coordination & Overall Interview Total
transition question governance performance
6 Points 5 Points 5 Points 4 Points 20 Points
HMIS Lead County of Los Angeles / HSH 5.50 4.00 4.50 3.50 17.50
HMIS Lead City of Los Angeles 4.00 3.50 4.50 3.00 15.00
Role Applicants Staffing & Role-specific Coordination & Overall Interview Total
transition question governance performance
6 Points 5 Points 5 Points 4 Points 20 Points
CES Management Entity County of Los Angeles / HSH 5.50 5.00 4.50 4.00 19.00
CES Management Entity City of Los Angeles 4.00 3.50 3.00 3.00 13.50
CES Management Entity United American Indian Involvement 1.00 2.50 1.50 1.50 6.50
Role Applicants Staffing & Role-specific Coordination & Overall Interview Total
transition question governance performance
6 Points 5 Points 5 Points 4 Points 20 Points
PIT Count Administrator County of Los Angeles / HSH 6.00 4.00 5.00 4.00 19.00
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