SOUTH CAROLINA COMMISSION FOR NATIONAL AND COMMUNITY SERVICE
2011-2012 AmeriCorps*State 

Application Review Instrument
Reviewer #
Name of Legal Applicant:

	Narrative Item
	Points Awarded 

	Program Selection Criteria – 100 points total

1) Program Design (50 points)
2) Organizational Capability (25 points)
3) Cost-effectiveness and Budget Adequacy  (25 points)

	
	Program Design 

50 points    
	

	
	Organizational Capability

 25 points 
	

	
	Cost-effectiveness and Budget Adequacy 

                                                             25 points 
	

	Total Points
	


The rating of each section is based on the following definitions:

· Exceptional:  indicates far beyond what is usual in magnitude or degree; superior.  An exceptional rating reflects that the section of the proposed program is compelling, convincing, and shows the highest potential for success.
· Satisfactory: indicates meeting requirements; adequate for a particular need or purpose. A satisfactory rating reflects that the section of the proposed program is neither especially strong nor especially weak. This element of the program has a reasonable chance of success as described.

· Weak/Non-responsive:  indicates below standard; not good enough, especially in ability, skill or quality. This rating also indicates not answering or replying; not responding to the application requirements. In addition, it reflects that this element of the program will most likely not succeed as described or is non-responsive to the requirements of the application process.

Part One: 
Program Design: Rationale and Approach
Applicants were told the Corporation would consider the following when reviewing this section:

(1) Whether the proposal describes and adequately documents a compelling need within the target community, including a description of how they identified the need;

(2) Whether the proposal includes well-designed activities that address the compelling need, with ambitious performance measures, and a plan or system for continuous program self-assessment and improvement;

(3) Whether the proposal describes well-defined roles for participants that are aligned with the identified needs and that lead to measurable outputs and outcomes; and

(4) The extent to which the proposed program or project:

     (i) Effectively involves the target community in planning and implementation;

     (ii) Builds on (without duplicating), or reflects collaboration with, other national and community service programs supported by the Corporation; and

     (iii) Is designed to be replicated.

ANALYSIS

Based on the applicant’s response to the items listed above:  

· Analyze the proposed rational and approach for addressing the rational and approach.

· Describe the strengths and weaknesses of the rationale and approach.

Value: 20% of Program Design

Program Design: Member Outputs and Outcomes
Applicants were told the Corporation would consider the following when reviewing this section:  the extent to which the proposal or program --
(1) Includes effective and feasible plans for, or evidence of, recruiting, managing, and rewarding diverse members, including those from the target community, and demonstrating member satisfaction;

(2) If the applicant is a current grantee, has succeeded in meeting reasonable member enrollment and retention targets in prior grant periods, as determined by the Corporation;

(3) Includes effective and feasible plans for, or evidence of, developing, training, and supervising members;

(4) Demonstrates well-designed training or service activities that promote and sustain post-service, an ethic of service and civic responsibility, including structured opportunities for members to reflect on and learn from their service; and

(5) If the applicant is a current grantee, has met well-defined performance measures regarding AmeriCorps members, including any applicable national performance measures, and including outputs and outcomes.
ANALYSIS

Based on the applicant’s response to the items listed above:  

· Analyze the proposed plan for achieving member outputs and outcomes.
· Describe the strengths and weaknesses of the plan.

Value: 40% of Program Design 

Program Design: Community Outputs and Outcomes
Applicants were told the Corporation would consider the following when reviewing this section: the extent to which the proposal or program --
(1) Is successful in meeting targeted, compelling community needs, or if the applicant is a current grantee, the extent to which its program has met its well-defined, community-based performance measures, including any applicable national performance measures, and including outputs and outcomes, in previous grant cycles, and is continually expanding and increasing its reach and impact in the community;

(2) Has an impact in the community that is sustainable beyond the presence of Federal support

(3) Generates and supports volunteers to expand the reach of its program in the community; and

(4) Enhances capacity-building of other organizations and institutions important to the community, such as schools, homeland security organizations, neighborhood watch organizations, civic associations, and community organizations, including faith-based organizations. 
ANALYSIS

Based on the applicant’s response to the items listed above:  

· Analyze the proposed plan for achieving community outputs and outcomes.
· Describe the strengths and weaknesses of the plan.
Value: 40% of Program Design
_________________________________________________________________________________
OVERALL RATING FOR PROGRAM DESIGN: 

50                             30                                                                                 0
Score
Exceptional
Satisfactory
Weak/Non-responsive

Part Two:

Organizational Capacity: Capability
Applicants were told the Corporation would consider the following when reviewing this section: 

1) The extent to which the organization has a sound structure including:

(a) The ability to provide sound programmatic and fiscal oversight;                                             (b) Well-defined roles for the board of directors, administrators, and staff;                                   (c) A well-designed plan or systems for organizational (as opposed to program) self-​ 
     assessment and continuous improvement; and

(d) The ability to provide or secure effective technical assistance.

2) Whether the organization has a sound record of accomplishment as an organization, 
    including the extent to which it can:
          (a) Generate and support diverse volunteers who increase you organization’s capability;

          (b) Demonstrate leadership within the organization and the community served; and            
          (c) If it is an existing grantee, have they secured the matching resources as reflected in 
                the prior grant awards.
Note: In applying the criteria of this section to each proposal, the reviewers may take into 
         account the following circumstances of individual organizations:

  (a) The age of the organization and its rate of growth; and                                                     
  (b) Whether the organization serves a  resource-poor community, a community with a high 
     poverty rate, or a community with a scarcity of philanthropic and corporate- resources.

ANALYSIS

Based on the applicant’s response to the items listed above:  

· Analyze the proposed plan for achieving organization capability.
· Describe the strengths and weaknesses of the plan.
Value: 60% of Organizational Capacity 

Organizational Capacity: Community Support
Applicants were told the Corporation would consider the following when reviewing this section:
1. The extent to which they are securing community support that recurs, expands in scope, or 
    increases in amount, and is more diverse, as evidenced by​:                                                             
         (a) Collaborations that increase the quality and reach of service and include well-defined 
                roles for faith-based and other community organizations;

(b) Local financial and in-kind contributions; and                                                                           (c) Supporters who represent a wide range of community stakeholders.
ANALYSIS

Based on the applicant’s response to the items listed above:  

· Analyze the proposed plan for achieving community support
· Describe the strengths and weaknesses of the plan.
Value: 40% of Organizational Capacity 
OVERALL RATING: Organizational Capacity
25                             20                                                                                 0
Score
Exceptional
Satisfactory
Weak/Non-responsive

Part Three: 
Cost-effectiveness and Budget Adequacy: Cost-Effectiveness
Applicants were told the Corporation would consider the following when reviewing this section: 
 (1) Whether the program is cost-effective based on:                                                                      
     (a) The program's proposed cost per Member Service Year (MSY), and;                          
     (b) Other indicators of cost-effectiveness, such as:

(i)  The extent to which the program demonstrates diverse non-Federal resources for program 
                implementation and sustainability;

(ii)  If this is a current grantee, the extent to which it is increasing its share of costs to 
                meet or exceed program goals; or

(iii) If this is a current grantee, the extent to which it is proposing deeper impact or broader 
                reach without a commensurate increase in Federal costs.
ANALYSIS

Based on the applicant’s response to the items listed above:  

· Analyze the proposed plan for achieving cost-effectiveness.
· Describe the strengths and weaknesses of the plan.
Value: 60% of Cost-effectiveness and Budget Adequacy
Cost-effectiveness and Budget Adequacy: Budget Adequacy
Applicants were told the Corporation would consider the following when reviewing this section:
1. Whether the budget is adequate to support the program design.                                                      2. In applying the cost-effectiveness criteria in paragraph (a) of this section, the Corporation will take   
    into account the following circumstances of individual programs:

(a) Program age, or the extent to which the program brings on new sites;                                    (b) Whether the program or project is located in a resource-poor community, such as a rural or 
     remote community, a community with a high poverty rate, or a community with a scarcity of  
     corporate or philanthropic resources;

   (c) Whether the program or project is located in a high-cost, economically distressed  
             community, measured by applying appropriate Federal and State data; and

   (d) Whether the reasonable and necessary costs of the program or project are higher because 
            they are associated with engaging or serving difficult-to-reach populations, or achieving  
            greater program impact as evidenced through performance measures and program 
            evaluation.

ANALYSIS

Based on the applicant’s response to the items listed above:  

· Analyze the proposed plan for achieving budget adequacy.
· Describe the strengths and weaknesses of the plan.
Value: 40% of Cost-effectiveness and Budget Adequacy
OVERALL RATING: Cost-effectiveness and Budget Adequacy
25                             20                                                                                0
Score
Exceptional
Satisfactory
Weak/Non-responsive

OVERALL APPRAISAL
I. Evaluate the quality of the proposal in its entirety.  Aside from your comments in the individual sections, consider how well the whole proposal flows.  Do all of the sections support each other?  Provide your assessment of the proposal as a whole by highlighting the principal strengths and/or weaknesses.  

.
II. Use the standards below to evaluate the quality of the proposal as a whole and check the category you feel best describes the proposal.  Reconsider your overall rating, and ensure it is supported by your analysis and comments in the preceding sections. 

	Exceptional Proposal -Recommend for Funding

	A comprehensive and thorough program design of exceptional merit with very significant strengths and no significant weaknesses. Proposal should score between 85 – 100 points.

	Satisfactory Proposal  - Recommend for Funding  

	A program design that demonstrates overall competence and is worthy of support where the value of the significant strengths outweigh the identified weaknesses. Proposal should score between 70 – 84 points.


	Weak/Non-responsive Proposal - Do not Recommend for Funding
	A program design with very significant weaknesses and minimal significant strengths that have been identified. This option may also include a program design that is non-responsive to the published criteria. Proposal should score below 70 points.



Final Score

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Exceptional Proposal – Recommend for Funding

(total score between 85 and 100 points)

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Satisfactory Proposal – Recommend for Funding

(total score between 70 – 84 points)
 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Weak/Non-responsive Proposal



(total score below 70 points) 
– Do not recommend for Funding
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