
C
riteria

4 (Excellent)
S

trong, clear response w
ith

substantial evidence and
alignm

ent to goals.

3 (G
ood): 

A
dequate response w

ith
m

ost im
portant details

included.

2 (Fair):
B

asic response w
ith

gaps in clarity or depth.

1 (W
eak): 

Lim
ited or unclear

response.

0 (N
ot A

ddressed): 
N

o response or
irrelevant answ

er.

O
rganization

O
verview

C
lear background, m

ission,
and purpose w

ith strong
connection to project goals.

P
rovides relevant

background w
ith sufficient

explanation.

B
asic background;

m
ission and purpose

unclear.

V
ague or m

inim
al

explanation.
N

o response or not
relevant.

N
eed

W
ell-defined and urgent need,

supported by data or exam
ples.

Identifies need clearly w
ith

som
e supporting details.

N
eed is m

entioned but
lacks clarity or detail.

N
eed is unclear or poorly

supported.
N

o response or not
relevant.

Plan
D

etailed, realistic plan to
address the identified need
w

ith clear actions.

C
lear plan, but lacks som

e
detail or specific steps.

G
eneral plan w

ith
vague or m

issing
details.

P
lan is unclear,

unrealistic, or
incom

plete.

N
o response or not

relevant.

Expected
O

utcom
es

C
lear, m

easurable results
directly linked to project goals.

R
esults identified but lack

full clarity or m
easurability.

O
utcom

es m
entioned

but are unclear or non-
specific.

E
xpected results are

unrealistic or unclear.
N

o response or not
relevant.

B
udget

W
ell-organized, realistic budget

w
ith clear breakdow

n and
alignm

ent to project goals.

B
udget is clear but m

ay
lack som

e detail or
justification.

B
udget is vague or has

m
inor alignm

ent issues
w

ith project.

B
udget lacks detail or

m
isaligns w

ith project
goals.

N
o response or not

relevant.

M
ilestones &

Tim
eline

D
etailed m

ilestones w
ith

specific activities and realistic
deadlines.

M
ilestones are clear but

could use m
ore specificity

or realism
.

M
ilestones are unclear

or lack deadlines.
N

o clear m
ilestones or

unrealistic tim
eline.

N
o response or not

relevant.

Im
pact

S
trong connection to

addressing food insecurity or
im

proving food system
s.

A
ddresses food insecurity

or system
s but lacks depth.

S
om

e relevance to
food insecurity but
unclear im

pact.

W
eak or no connection

to food system
s or

insecurity.

N
o response or not

relevant.

C
oalition Values

S
trong com

m
itm

ent to the
com

m
unity and G

FC
 values.

 S
om

e com
m

itm
ent to the

com
m

unity and the G
FC

values but could be
stronger.

S
om

e connection to
G

FC
 values but lacks

strong com
m

unity
com

m
itm

ent.

W
eak or unclear

com
m

itm
ent to the

com
m

unity or connection
to G

FC
 values.

N
o response or not

relevant.

G
FC

 H
arvest G

rant P
roposal E

valuation R
ubric


