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Evaluation Overview & Rubric (100 Points)

This rubric explains how points are earned for each section of the Mini-Grant Application Scoring Form. Reviewers will select a score within the indicated range based on the descriptors below.
Project Description (0–20 points)
Instructions:
Provide a detailed overview of your project. Your description should:
· Clearly explain the goals and objectives of your project.
· Describe the key activities, timeline, and roles of those involved.
· Explain specifically how your project aligns with Mt. SAC 2035, including which commitments it supports and how it advances the college’s mission.
· Highlight the expected outcomes or impacts for students, employees, or the campus community.
Scoring Rubric:
16–20 (Excellent): Project plan is well organized, detailed, and logical. Activities, timeline, and roles are clearly described and feasible. Alignment with Mt. SAC 2035 is explicitly stated and evident.
11–15 (Good): Project plan is understandable and mostly complete, with minor gaps in detail or sequencing. Alignment with Mt. SAC 2035 is mentioned but may not be fully integrated.
6–10 (Fair): Project description lacks clarity or detail. Timeline or activities are incomplete or loosely defined. Connection to Mt. SAC 2035 is unclear or minimal.
0–5 (Needs Improvement): Project design is unclear or unrealistic. Implementation steps are missing or confusing. Alignment with Mt. SAC 2035 is not addressed.
Clarity of Purpose & Need (0–20 points)
Instructions:
Describe the gap, challenge, or opportunity your project seeks to address. Your response should:
· Clearly explain why this project is needed and the problem or opportunity it addresses.
· Identify which student or employee populations are most impacted and why.
· Include measurable or clearly articulated outcomes, showing how the project will address the identified need.
· Demonstrate alignment with the mini-grant objectives and the intended impact of the funding.
Scoring Rubric:
16–20 (Excellent): Purpose is exceptionally clear and compelling. Needs are well defined, aligned with the mini-grant objectives, and include measurable or clearly articulated outcomes.
11–15 (Good): Purpose and need are clear and relevant. Outcomes are identified but may lack full detail or measurability.
6–10 (Fair): Purpose or need are somewhat unclear, overly broad, or loosely connected to the grant purpose. Outcomes are vague.
0–5 (Needs Improvement): Purpose and need are unclear, missing, or not aligned with the intent of the mini-grant.
DEISAA+ Alignment (0–15 points)
Instructions:
Explain how your project reflects Diversity, Equity, Inclusion, Social Justice, Anti-racism, and Accessibility (DEISAA+) principles. Your description should:
· Clearly identify which DEISAA+ principles are addressed by your project.
· Highlight specific strategies or practices that promote equity, inclusion, and accessibility for students, employees, or the campus community.
· Explain how your project contributes to creating a more just and inclusive environment at Mt. SAC.
Scoring Rubric:
12–15 (Excellent): The project strongly and intentionally reflects Diversity, Equity, Inclusion, Social Justice, Anti-racism, and Accessibility principles. Equity considerations are embedded throughout the project design, implementation, and outcomes.
8–11 (Good): The project demonstrates clear attention to DEISAA+ principles, with thoughtful consideration of equity and access, though integration could be deeper or more explicit.
4–7 (Fair): The project references DEISAA+ concepts, but connections are surface-level or not fully integrated into the project approach.
0–3 (Needs Improvement): The project shows little to no consideration of DEISAA+ principles, or alignment is unclear or missing.
Change or Impact (0–15 points)
Instructions:
Describe the measurable change or impact your project is expected to achieve. Your response should:
· Clearly identify the outcomes your project aims to produce and how they will be measured.
· Explain how these outcomes align with Mt. SAC 2035 goals, commitments, outcomes, and metrics.
· Provide evidence or reasoning for why the change or impact is achievable, realistic, and meaningful for students, employees, or the campus community.
Scoring Rubric:
12–15 (Excellent): The proposal clearly articulates measurable change or impact aligned with Mt. SAC 2035 outcomes and metrics. Outcomes are specific, data-informed, and achievable.
8–11 (Good): The proposal identifies expected change or impact aligned with Mt. SAC 2035 outcomes, though measures may need greater clarity or specificity.
4–7 (Fair): The proposal references potential impact, but outcomes are vague, weakly measurable, or loosely connected to Mt. SAC 2035 metrics.
0–3 (Needs Improvement): The proposal does not clearly describe expected change or impact, or lacks alignment with Mt. SAC 2035 outcomes.

Assessment (0–15 points)
Instructions:
Explain how you will assess the success of your project. Your response should:
· Describe the methods, tools, or strategies you will use to measure progress and outcomes.
· Identify specific indicators, metrics, or data points that will demonstrate whether the project goals are being met.
· Explain how assessment results will be used to inform improvements or next steps for the project.
· Ensure that your assessment approach is realistic, measurable, and aligned with the intended impact or change.

Scoring Rubric:
· 12–15 (Excellent): Assessment plan is clear, detailed, and feasible. Success measures are specific, measurable, and directly aligned with project goals. Plans for using results to inform improvements are explicit.
· 8-11 (Good): Assessment plan is understandable and mostly complete, with clear success measures, though some details or connections to project goals could be stronger.
· 4-7 (Fair): Assessment plan is somewhat unclear or incomplete. Success measures are vague or loosely connected to project goals. Use of results for improvement is limited or not well explained.
· 0-3 (Needs Improvement): Assessment plan is unclear, missing, or unrealistic. Success measures are not identified or are unrelated to project goals, and there is no plan for using results.

Budget Justification & Sustainability (0–15 points)
Instructions:
Explain how your project funds will be used and how expenditures support the project’s goals. Your response should:
· Clearly describe what each portion of the budget will cover and how it relates to project activities.
· Demonstrate that funds are being used strategically and efficiently to achieve project objectives.
· Explain how the project or its practices will be sustained beyond the funding period, including plans for continuing activities, leveraging resources, or building capacity.
· Provide enough detail to help reviewers understand both the necessity and the impact of the proposed budget.
Scoring Rubric:
12–15 (Excellent): The budget is clearly justified and demonstrates how funds will be used strategically to sustain practices beyond the funding period.
8–11 (Good): The budget is reasonable and connected to project activities, with some explanation of sustainability beyond the funding period.
4–7 (Fair): The budget is loosely connected to project goals, and sustainability beyond the funding period is unclear.
0–3 (Needs Improvement): The budget is unclear, poorly justified, or does not address sustainability beyond the funding period.
Total Score Interpretation
85–100: Strongly recommended for funding
70–84: Recommended with minor revisions
60–69: Consider if funding allows
Below 60: Not recommended for funding
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