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Scoring Rubric 
(3= Exceeds Criteria; 2= Meets Criteria; 1= Needs Work/Improvement 0= does not satisfy criteria) 

Only the narrative portion of the Letter of Intent is scored. 
 

Scoring Criteria 

Rating 

Exceeds 
Criteria 

Meet 
Criteria 

Needs 
Work 

Does Not 
Meet 
Criteria 

3 2 1 0 

Program Narrative 

 Q1: Imported Information from LOI for Reviewer  X 
X X X 

 Q2: Informational Only- NOT SCORED. 
X X X X 

 Q3: Informational Only- NOT SCORED. 
X X X X 

 Q4: Program is Evidence Based. Scored as meets criteria 
or does not meet criteria 

 
☐  ☐ 

 Q5: Evidence Based Program: Organization clearly 
describes the model identified, source, and 
implementation.  

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

 Q6: Not Evidence Based: Organization clearly describes 
program model.  

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

 Q7: Key Accomplishments: Organizations indicate past 
program success with clear results. NOT SCORED, but 
consider as part of overall funding question. 

X X X X 

 Q8: Recruiting participants: Clear plan for recruitment 
and it is reasonable to expect participation in programs 

 Organization identifies collaborative partners for 
participation or recruitment efforts 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

 Q9: Eligibility: Clear effort to serve low 
income/underserved communities OR good reasoning 
behind having universal access. 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

OVERALL SECTION SCORE: 
3- Clear description of high quality program. Well designed and articulated program 

model with a clear plan for recruiting eligible participants through intentional and 
purposeful collaboration with like organizations.   

2- Contains most but not all of the above qualities. Meets minimal standards. 
1- Does not adequately describe the program model and its components. Needs 

significant work to be considered high quality. 
0- Poor responses that are unclear and do not indicate a high quality program. 
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Outcomes and Results 

 Q1A: Quantity: Amount of service units (i.e. individuals, 
meals, units)  NOT SCORED  

X X X X 

 Q1B: Quantity: Amount NOT SCORED X X X X 

 Q1C: Tools to track results make sense for type of data 
collected. Organizations using community-based or external 
tracking systems should be weighted higher.  

☐ 
☐ ☐ ☐ 

 Q2A: Quality: A clear definition of what quality looks like and 
how its defined. Examples include;  Existing, external 
standards are upheld.   

☐ 
☐ ☐ ☐ 

 Q2B: Quality: The ways to measure quality are reasonable 
and achievable. Examples include; surveys, databases, etc. 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

 Q3A: Impact: The impact of the program on participant is 
clearly defined, reasonable given the program model and 
attainable. 

☐ 
☐ ☐ ☐ 

 Q3B: Impact: The tools for measuring are reasonable and 
sensible given the program model, population served.   The 
critical issue is that the tool must assess information directly 
related to the Desired Community Outcome.   

☐ 

☐ ☐ ☐ 

 Q4: Long Term Impact: Process in place and that yields 
useful results OR no process but reasonable explanation as 
to why.  

☐ 
☐ ☐ ☐ 

 Q5: CQI: Feedback from the community and participants is 
regularly integrated into a process to impact program 
operations is optimal. 

☐ 
☐ ☐ ☐ 

OVERALL OUTCOMES AND RESULTS:   
3- The identified results will make critical progress toward the Desired Community 

Outcome(s) selected.  There is a strong case significant impact of the program in 
our community and for the identified population.  

2- Results are somewhat clear and will likely make progress toward the Desired 
Community Outcomes but the impact is less strong. 

1- There are concerns with the results and how they relate to the Desired Community 
Outcomes. There is evidence of a lack of understanding about results and/or the 
Desired Community Outcomes.  

0- Results and impact are unclear, confusing or absent.  
  



Community Impact Grant 2020-2022 
 

Collaboration 

 Q1: Collaboration: Existing collaborations are relevant, 
strong and stable. If there is no collaboration, there is a 
reasonable explanation for the absence.  

☐ 
☐ ☐ ☐ 

 Q2: Collaborations: Solid and clear plan for future 
collaborations within mission.  

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

 Q3: Scored only as presence or absence of Letter  ☐  ☐ 

 Q4: Lessons Learned: Demonstrated partnership with 
community; clear ideas about how to share and/or evidence 
of sharing ideas.  

☐ 
☐ ☐ ☐ 

OVERALL COLLABORATION:  
3-Collaboration is strong, intentional, and client centered. Duplication is minimized or 

absent. Future plans reflect thoughtful expansion. Letter of Collaboration is 
excellent. 

2-Collaboration is present but duplication of services is not addressed.  Letter of 
Collaboration is present. Future planning is limited or unclear. 

1-Collaboration is poor or not relevant. No Letter of Collaboration.  
0-Collaboration is absent and should be present and clear. 
 

Funding Budget and Request 

 Questions Q1, Q3, Q4 Q5  NOT SCORED 
 

X X X X 

 Q2: Budget Narrative: Program costs are clear.  An 
exemplary response leaves no questions, is reasonable and 
thoroughly explained. Responses that include a cost per 
person/unit should be highly weighted. 

☐ 

☐ ☐ ☐ 

OVERALL BUDGET: 
3-Budget information for both years is clear and consistent across all documents. Cost 

per unit/person is present and reasonable. Overall budget is cost-effective and 
would be a good investment of UW funds. Diverse funding streams are viable. 

2-Budget information is clear for both years. Appears cost-effective, reasonable and 
attainable. 

1-Budget is inconsistent or unclear. Questions are present in any area.  
0-United Way investment of funds would be unwise. 
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SUMMARY QUESTION: 
 
Considering the program in its entirety- from the program model through the budget- 
Would you recommend supporting it?  If this is a previously funded program, did you 
have enough information about past performance? 
Comments/Concerns/Questions: 
 

 
 
 
 

 


