APPENDIX N:  FY 2015 EVALUATION AND RATING CRITERIA
EEC will score proposals, in part, according to the general evaluation and rating criteria shown below.  EEC reserves the right to develop specific evaluation and rating criteria for each grant application to be used by evaluators reviewing grant applications.  Scores will be used to assess the strength of proposals received and to determine whether a performance/monitoring plan should be developed and implemented for a grantee.  EEC reserves the right to alter the amount of funding, available to or awarded to a grantee based on the grantee’s score.  Additionally, EEC reserves the right not to renew a grant based on a respondent’s proposal score. 

In determining whether to renew or award a grant,  EEC may consider a number of relevant factors including but not limited to: the respondent’s proposal score, the respondent’s experience in providing the relevant services, the respondent’s or proposed subcontractor’s qualifications, the respondent’s proposed outline for completing the required services, if applicable, the cost of services as outlined in the respondent’s proposed budget detail and expenditure description, the respondent’s contracting/grant history with the Commonwealth, the respondent’s compliance with reporting requirements, and/or best value to the Commonwealth.

EEC has included the general evaluation and rating criteria (shown below) to guide the grantee in completing the grant application.  This rubric provides the general criteria for all grant questions.  EEC reserves the right to develop specific rating criteria for particular grants which will be used by reviewers as part of the evaluation process. 
Please note the following:

 

1. In general, applications received after the deadline will not be reviewed or considered for funding.  EEC reserves the right to review and/or fund an application submitted after the deadline where an emergency situation caused or contributed to the late submission.  

2. EEC reserves the right to request: (1) additional information regarding any responses/applications received or (2) revisions to responses/applications.  EEC shall have the right to specify the amount of time for submission of such additional information/revisions.  EEC shall have the right to disqualify responses where such information and/or revisions are not submitted within the timeframe specified by EEC.

3. EEC reserves the right to interview respondents as part of the application and evaluation process.

4. In addition to the Narrative Responses and Budget, points will be awarded for the CFCE Activities Calendar and Local Advisory Council Sign-Off sheet.
Please use the following scoring rubric as a guide for awarding points for the Narrative Questions. Note: EEC reserves the right to develop evaluation and rating criteria that is specific to a particular grant.  In such cases, EEC will provide reviewers with tailored rating criterion.
	10 pts
	Rating Criteria

	0
	The bidder’s answer is incomplete and/or vague.  The answer does not demonstrate an understanding of the issues and/or programmatic requirements.  The weaknesses of the answer far outweigh its strengths.

	2
	The bidder’s answer barely meets minimum requirements.  It demonstrates a reasonable understanding of the issues but provides insufficient detail on the programmatic requirements.  The weaknesses of the answer outweigh its strengths.

	4
	The bidder’s answer is not comprehensive.  It demonstrates a reasonable understanding of the issues and satisfies some programmatic requirements.  Answer offers few details and fails to develop the response beyond public knowledge of grant issues.    

	6
	The bidder’s answer is adequate and demonstrates an understanding of the issues and satisfies programmatic requirements.  Overall, the answer demonstrates more strengths than weaknesses.

	8
	The bidder’s answer is comprehensive.  It reflects an understanding of the issues and satisfies programmatic requirements and, in some areas, exceeds the requirements. The answer’s strengths far outweigh any weaknesses. 

	10
	The bidder’s answer is comprehensive.  It reflects a clear understanding of the issues and addresses all issues identified in the submission requirements and, in the majority of instances, exceeds all requirements.  No weaknesses are identified.


Please use the following scoring rubric as a guide for awarding points for the Budget and Budget Narrative.  Note: EEC reserves the right to develop rating criteria that is specific to a particular grant.  In such cases, EEC will provide reviewers with tailored rating criterion.
	10 pts
	Rating Criteria

	0
	The bidder’s budget and budget narrative description are incomplete; inappropriate use of funds; does not satisfy fiscal requirements. The weaknesses of the answer far outweigh its strengths.

	2
	The bidder’s budget and budget narrative is completed, however insufficient information is provided on how funding will be allocated to meet grant requirements; little to no correlation between the budget, the budget narrative, and the responses; does not satisfy fiscal requirements. The response barely meets minimum requirements and the weaknesses of the answer outweigh its strengths.

	4
	The bidder’s budget and budget narrative are not comprehensive.  It demonstrates a reasonable correlation between the budget, the budget narrative, and the responses; satisfies some fiscal requirements.  

	6
	The bidder’s budget and budget narrative are complete.  It demonstrates correlation between the budget, the budget narrative, and the responses; satisfies fiscal requirements.  The answer’s demonstrates more strengths than weaknesses.

	8
	The bidder’s budget and budget narrative are complete.  It demonstrates correlation between the budget, the budget narrative, and the responses; satisfies fiscal requirements. Budget narrative is comprehensive and reflects fiscal requirements and, in some areas, exceeds the requirements. The answer’s strengths far outweigh any weaknesses. 

	10
	The bidder’s budget and budget narrative are complete. Extensive detail is provided in the budget expenditure description to demonstrate appropriate use of funds; demonstration of leveraging resources and maximizing allocation.  Budget and budget narrative reflect a clear correlation between responses and specified grant allocations; appropriate fund use. No weaknesses are identified.


Please use the following scoring rubric as a guide for awarding points for the FY2015 Coordinated Family and Community Activities Calendar. Note: when reviewing the Activities Calendar, the following requirements will be considered:

· Programming is offered in all communities in the proposed service area;

· Programming reflects the full range of FY2015 CFCE required services and allowable fund use;

· Programming descriptions are complete;

· Programming is scheduled in locations and times that are easily accessible for families and reflect the needs of families in the service area; 

· Age ranges for programming are  within the parameters of the CFCE grant; and

· Strengthening Families Protective Factors are addressed in each activity

	10 pts
	Rating Criteria

	0
	The bidder’s calendar is incomplete and/or vague.  The calendar does not demonstrate an understanding of the programmatic requirements or community needs.  The weaknesses of the calendar far outweigh its strengths.

	2
	The bidder’s calendar barely meets minimum requirements.  It demonstrates a basic understanding of the programmatic requirements  and community needs, but provides insufficient detail. The weaknesses of the calendar outweigh its strengths.

	4
	The bidder’s calendar is not comprehensive.  It demonstrates a reasonable understanding of the programmatic requirements and community needs, but offers few details.    

	6
	The bidder’s calendar is adequate and demonstrates an understanding of community needs and programmatic requirements.  Overall, the answer demonstrates more strengths than weaknesses.

	8
	The bidder’s calendar is comprehensive.  It reflects an understanding of community needs and programmatic requirements and, in some areas, exceeds the requirements. The calendar’s strengths far outweigh any weaknesses. 

	10
	The bidder’s calendar is comprehensive.  It reflects a clear understanding of community needs and programmatic requirements  and, in the majority of instances, exceeds all requirements.  No weaknesses are identified.


Please use the following scoring rubric as a guide for awarding points for the FY2015 CFCE Local Advisory Council Sign-off Sheet.  Note: When reviewing the Council Sign-off Sheet, the following requirements will be considered:

· All required members are represented on the Council. For any missing Council members, a written explanation of why the member is not included and the applicants' plan for recruitment is included.
· Advisory Council membership includes members inclusive of all towns/communities served by the grant.
	10 pts
	Rating Criteria

	0
	The bidder’s council information is incomplete.  All required members are not included. Reasons for why the council list is incomplete and/or recruitment plans are insufficient. The weaknesses of the council membership list far outweigh its strengths.

	2
	The bidder’s council information barely meets minimum requirements.  It reflects basic representation of community membership,  but lacks detail.  The weaknesses of the council information outweigh its strengths.

	4
	The bidder’s council information is not comprehensive.  It reflects basic representation of the proposed communities served and required membership.  

	6
	The bidder’s council information is adequate  and satisfies programmatic requirements.  Overall, the council reflects more strengths than weaknesses.

	8
	The bidder’s council information is comprehensive.  It satisfies all membership requirements and reflects all communities served, and, in some areas, exceeds the requirements. The strengths of the council information outweigh any weaknesses. 

	10
	The bidder’s Council information is comprehensive.  It satisfies all programmatic requirements  and, in the majority of instances, exceeds all requirements.  No weaknesses are identified.



