CSCB Natural Resources Matching Grants Program: Additional Information For Applicants
The program application materials provide information for applicants on how to apply for a program award and indicate what to include in your application narrative and budget. Following is the guidance the Matching Grants Ranking Committee will be provided with to help them assess projects. Types of projects submitted to the Matching Grants Program are varied and the committee members will be advised to use their own experience, knowledge and good judgment in assessing projects based on these guidelines rather than a strict points system of ranking.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  Following a committee discussion, projects will be ranked and recommended for funding according to funding availability.  

* =particularly important positive or negative factor 

I.  
General Description of Work

Excellent:
Addresses natural resource concern/problem from district annual or long range plan*



Project identified as important and urgent*



Project objectives clear and clearly address the identified natural resource problem*



District contribution to project is significant/important*



Generates district revenue



Beneficiaries of project identified

Adequate:
Concern/problem identified from local/watershed input but not linked to district annual or long range plan



Project objectives not entirely well defined 

Poor:

Not clear as to why the funds are really needed to address a concern



Project not related to concerns identified by local/watershed input



Project objectives inferred rather than defined



Inadequate*:
Proposal is not to address natural resource concern or is to buy equipment



No objectives stated or inferred or less than two objectives
II. 
Definitions – not applicable


III.a) 
(Deliverables) Organization/Methodology

Excellent:
Performance schedule is logical, comprehensive, and realistic*

Timeline contains milestone/completion dates towards meeting objectives*

Project obviously very feasible as planned*

Potential implementation problems identified and solved; contingencies

Project shows innovative/highly efficient problem solving

Adequate:
Performance schedule reasonably detailed and timelines realistic towards meeting objectives



Project seems reasonable and feasible as planned

Poor;
Performance schedule vague but sufficient to show meeting objectives and there is completion.  



Project seems inefficient way to address problem/issue



Some doubt as to feasibility of project as planned


Inadequate*:
Project is unrealistic/not feasible at all

Performance schedule does not provide sufficient information to assess feasibility – e.g. critical  

expertise missing, no timelines or completion of objectives


III.b)
(Deliverables) Adequacy of Resources

Excellent:
All needed resources clearly identified and committed to enable project completion and success*

District has identified key special/critical expertise/resources and provided for them*

Financial partners have a strong and committed stake in the project*

District has past successful experiences of managing similar projects

Individuals with high level of critical necessary expertise involved in project

Adequate:
All needed resources identified and major elements committed to enable project completion and success

Individuals involved have adequate level of necessary expertise and no reason to expect key special/critical expertise missing

Poor;

 Minor resource needs not fully identified

No-one involved in project has high level of any key special/critical expertise needed and doubt as to whether sufficient is available

Inadequate*:
 Critical expertise or resources not identified or provided for

Enough resource needs not identified and addressed that project/budget would fail


III.c)
(Deliverables)  Partnerships
Excellent;
The district has/will identified all willing local/watershed/state partners that would have a stake/interest in the project and solicited their involvement.*

Contribution and involvement from partners is clearly identified – not vague*

Non-traditional partners are partners in the project

Partners who are providing resources are highly involved and committed to project

The district has leveraged significant partner contributions - particularly cash

Adequate:
Some local/watershed partners are involved in the project

Some funding has been leveraged from partners – preferably some of which is cash

Poor:

Partners are non-existent or do not include any local/watershed input

Inadequate;    n/a – no actual requirement for partners


III.d)  (Deliverables)  Outcome Goals
Excellent;
Outcome clearly measurable/quantifiable *


Outcome clearly addresses the natural resource concern identified in scope of work*



Outcome is an efficient use of the funds*



Project clearly has a real beneficial natural resource conservation effect*

Outcome makes critical/high contribution to solving the problem/issue being addressed

Adequate:
Project likely has a beneficial natural resource conservation effect*

Outcome clearly stated 

Outcome makes contribution to solving the problem/concern being addressed




Outcome is reasonable use of funds

Poor:

Outcome rather vague

Outcome seems to make minimal contribution to the problem/issue being addressed



Outcome seems rather ineffectual use of funds

Unclear if project has actual beneficial natural resource conservation effect

Inadequate*:
Outcome not stated or bears no relevance to 
problem/concern being addressed


Outcome clearly poor use of funds

Project does not appear to have actual beneficial natural resource conservation effect


III.e)  (Deliverables)  Outcome Evaluation
Excellent:
Evaluation of the project has been carefully thought out to identify all potential success and clearly relates to objectives and outcomes *



Evaluations objective and measurable where possible*



Evaluations address accountability to partners



Steps planned to publicize success 

Adequate;
Evaluation clear and relates to objectives and/or outcome

Poor;
Evaluation evaluates success but vague and not clearly tied to objectives or outcome

Inadequate*;
Evaluation weak/missing and does not evaluate success


IV.   Personnel 
Adequate:
Names and relationship to district provided for project co-coordinator and any key personnel

Poor:

Names but not relationship to district provided

Inadequate*:
No project co-coordinator identified.

V. Testing and Acceptance Criteria- not applicable
VI. Funding Request and Payment – Including Actual Proposed Budget Submitted

Excellent;
Budget detailed, realistic and basis of costs clearly explained/justified*

High confidence that budget is adequate and reasonable for proposed project* 



Sources of match, especially cash, highly committed and secure



Significant level of hard cash match above 25% minimum



Evidence of considerations of efficiency 

Adequate:
No reason to expect any match sources insecure*

Budget appears complete and realistic with no obvious anomalies

Poor;

Budget rather vague, somewhat unconvincing figures or minor anomalies



Clarification needed to fully interpret



Some sources of match, especially cash, not very secure



Administrative match seems excessive
Inadequate*;
Budget does not balance or has major anomalies



Figures unrealistic/inadequate to cover project costs



Sources of match unlikely to materialize
Specific Project Type Additional Guidance 
Wildlife
· Is a threatened, endangered or otherwise listed at-risk species involved?

· How long term is the commitment to the species/habitat?

· Is there anything that suggests the project is addressing a particularly important species need – eg. protecting migration route, providing a limiting habitat factor, providing a corridor between habitats etc

Weed Control

· Is the weed a Colorado listed A or B species?

· Is the project part of a planned, targeted weed control effort – through the County Weed Coordinator for example – or a non-specific approach that may not have a lasting significant impact on the weed issue?

· Does the project involve follow-up treatments? – typically at least 3 years efforts are needed for real effect

Water Quality
· Is a D-Listed or otherwise identified impaired water body involved?

Soil Erosion
· Is the land designated HEL or otherwise at particular erosion risk?

· Will revegetation efforts be monitored over time – at least a year or two after completion - for success?

Educational Projects

· Is there a clearly defined educational message being delivered?

· Is there an appropriate defined target audience for the message?

· What behavior is the education trying to affect – are there actions people exposed to the education effort can be expected to take as a result of the project?

