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Evaluation Criteria and Questions that may be asked of Advocates
This document guides the Seattle Rotary Service Foundation (SRSF) in scoring International Grant proposals. The International Committee Chair assigns committee members to teams responsible for the grants submitted to our club. Each committee member reads and rates the proposals using the criteria below and records results on the scoring form provided. Each review team then meets to compare scores and reach a consensus regarding how each proposal should be scored. Once the committee completes their scoring process, the International Committee Chair proposes funding recommendations to the SRSF board. While the scoring process necessarily involves some judgment, SRSF strives to evaluate each proposal consistently, fairly, and based on the established criteria. 

Each proposal is evaluated by the criteria below using a 1 (lowest) to 5 (highest) score per criterion. Half points may be awarded (e.g., "3.5"). Then, each criterion score is multiplied by a weighting factor reflecting the relative importance of that criterion (see the below for the weights applied). We have also provided examples of questions that project advocates could be asked during their presentations.
1. The project has a long-lasting impact and is sustainable by the beneficiaries
Weight 4
· Sustainable projects (a) have a lasting impact on the beneficiary communities and individuals; (b) meet a priority need of the beneficiaries; (c) involve beneficiaries in project planning and implementation, including monetary and/or in-kind contributions as well as operating management/oversight by local community institutions; (d) have a plan to provide the resources necessary to operate the project/activity over the long run; (e) do not pose undue risk of failure during the implementation phase; and (f) often replicate projects and methods that have proven successful elsewhere.
· The level of effort by beneficiaries in support of the project will be considered as part of the impact and sustainability evaluation.
· Sustainable projects also consider increasing opportunities and resources for disadvantaged people. Increasing resources and involving disadvantaged people can impact the sustainability factors listed above including having a long-lasting impact on the community, involving beneficiaries in the planning, successful operate over the long run and avoiding an undue risk of failure. The targeted groups should reflect the demographics of the community (gender, ethnic minority, age, and economic status) or strata that are demonstrably disadvantaged. Exceptional situations will be considered if clearly justified in the application.
· Questions that may be asked of project advocates during presentation:
· If the beneficiaries do not represent the community as a whole (e.g. male, female; ethnic composition; selection by age, etc.) please explain why?
· Why is this considered a priority need?
· How is the target population involved in the project?
· How can the impact of the project be measured?
· If the project is a construction project, how will the building be maintained?
· If the project involves providing equipment and or technology, how will it be serviced (preventive maintenance and breakdown service)?
· If the project involves supplies (including medications and vaccines), what will happen when they run out?
· How do the selected beneficiaries reflect the demographics of the community served? If not, please explain why? 
· Have you considered the risk points along the implementation of the project? If so, what are they and how can they be mitigated?

2. Project impact is maximized for cost. 
Weight 2
· Consideration will be given to the cost per direct beneficiary.
· Questions that may be asked of project advocates during presentation:
· How did you decide who is to be a direct beneficiary?
· Can you share with us the calculation of cost per direct beneficiary?
· Did you use the cost of the entire project or just the contribution requested of Seattle #4?

3. Project impact is maximized for value. 
Weight 2
· The degree of value of the outcome to the beneficiaries (saving lives, significantly improving health, providing income, etc.).
· Questions that may be asked of project advocates during presentation:
· Please define for us the outcome category for this project (saving lives, improving health, improving education, increasing income, promoting equality, promoting peace, etc.).
· How did you come to that conclusion?
· How are you going to measure whether you accomplish what you are setting out to do?

4. Project participation, oversight and accountability 
Weight 2.5
· Active involvement of host country Rotary Club in project initiation is a general requirement. A commitment letter specifying their role(s) including financial support and oversight will result in higher evaluation score.
· For projects that are too far from the closest Rotary club for effective oversight or in countries without Rotary Clubs (e.g. P.R. China, Vietnam, some Middle Eastern countries) an acceptable substitute is an NGO that (1) is operating in the project area; (2) has made an advance commitment to the project, and (3) has a documented track record of support and oversight for similar projects. Recent Rotary experience with the implementing NGO’s local leadership, while not required, would be a plus.
· Questions that may be asked of project advocates during presentation:
· Which Rotary Club in the host country is supporting this project? How will they support it?
· If there is no letter from them, when can you obtain one?
· If there is no Rotary club “in the vicinity,” how far is the nearest host country Rotary Club?  Have they been approached for support at all?
· In that case, what is the experience of the local NGO that will be collaborating on the project? Have they any experience in working with Rotary Projects? What is their commitment?
· If there is no Rotary Club in the country, what is the experience of the local NGO that will be collaborating on the project? Have they any experience in working with Rotary Projects? What is their commitment?

5. Funding the project plays a catalytic role its implementation 
Weight 2
· A catalytic role of SRSF funds in launching the proposed project scores higher than a supporting role in a larger effort that does not depend on them.  Basically, where Seattle #4’s contribution represents a relatively small portion of a much larger budget in a project led by another club, the score for this category will be lower.  For example, Seattle #4 was the lead club in the Zambia Malaria projects. Without our participation, the projects would not have gone ahead.
· Questions that may be asked of project advocates during presentation:
· What will happen to the project if we cannot fund it?

6. Funding leverage and project impact through partnerships 
Weight 2
· Funding that leverages Seattle #4 funds through contributions from other District 5030 clubs, local Rotary Clubs and other partners and from matching District and RI grants will receive higher scores.
· Funding leverage outside Rotary that adds scale, sustainability, expertise, and community trust, to the proposed project are encouraged.  Partners may include universities, foundations, NGOs, government agencies and private companies. Project proposers are encouraged to obtain outside sources of funding to increase leverage.
· Caution will be exercised in evaluating this criterion inasmuch as we are allowed to have only six (6) Global Grants active at any one time.
· Questions that may be asked of project advocates during presentation: 
· How do you plan to raise the additional funds required for this project?
· Have any commitments been made by other Rotary Clubs for this project?
· Have you completed your District Grant application? (if relevant)
· Are you familiar with R.I.’s Global Grant process? (if relevant)
· Are there any non-Rotary contributors committed/anticipated?   

7. Members of Seattle 4 are involved in the implementation of the project 
Weight 2
· This is a measure of the intensity and degree of Advocate’s and Seattle #4’s project involvement. Where the Seattle 4 advocate is actively participating in the project, writing the grant request, and helping organize the work, a full 5 points will be awarded. Travelling to the site is helpful but not required.
· Questions that may be asked of project advocates during presentation:
· How are you going to be involved in the project?
· Will you be traveling to participate in and/or inspect the results?
· Are any other Seattle #4 Rotarians involved?  If so, will they be traveling?
· If no Seattle #4 member is going to be involved in the project, how are we going to receive reliable information about it as it progresses?
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