


These are primarily modeled after other programs I referenced, found here: Shared Link
PFA Grant Evaluation Criteria	Comment by Heath Curtiss: Can we add points for applicant and/or private funding?  I’d like to reward skin in the game. 	Comment by Andy Spyrka: Yes. I agree. I actually created bins of this. Added into the SOW questions but they are as follows (pending our meeting on the 25th): 

25% Match = 1 Extra Points	
75% Match = 3 Extra Points
50% Match = 2 Extra Points
100% (or more) Match = 4 extra Points 
Review and Evaluation Worksheet
	Reviewer:
	
	         Applicant:
	

	
Project Name:
	



PFA Mitigation Fund restoration projects must provide a public benefit by supporting measures that offset the take of covered species in the PFA Habitat Conservation Plan to the maximum extent practicable. 

ALL project proposals must meet the following criteria to be considered for funding:
(Add ☒  to each box below before moving onto Section A review)

· The project demonstrates sound principles. 
· The project uses methods adapted to the project locale.
· The project complies with state land use planning goals and is compatible with acknowledged comprehensive plans.
· The project follows professionally science-based accepted restoration approaches resulting in ecological or watershed benefits.
· The project has well-defined and measurable goals, objectives, and outcomes.
· The project applicant is eligible for funding. 


Total Score for Section A: ______ / xx Points *Including match if applicable	Comment by SPYRKA Andrew J * ODFW: update


Cumulative Total:______ / XX Points	Comment by SPYRKA Andrew J * ODFW: UPDATE

Section A) PFA Mitigation Fund projects that meet the above criteria will be further evaluated within the following 9 areas:	
Area 1: Clarity of the proposal – 5 X points 
· The project clearly identifies a problem with a clear and appropriate solution.
· The project clearly states needs, outcomes, and methods/tools/actions to accomplish the deliverables.
· The project budget is and costs are defined, justified, and relevant to the project. 
· Reporting and evaluation periods are clearly defined. 
· 
Reviewer Response:
Score: ___ /X points
Strengths:




Concerns:







Area 2: Technical soundness – 10 X points 
· The project proposes reasonable and logical science-based solutions. 
· The project has considered any permits or engineering drawings and needs. 
· The project considered alternatives to address the identified problem. 
· Can the project be implemented as designed.
· The project considers adaptive management. 	Comment by Heath Curtiss: I’m not sure what we’re getting at here. If we approve the project, it seems wrong to me we’d later modify it. 	Comment by Andy Spyrka: Agreed. This may need to be reworded (or is irrelevant) but was intended for the applicant to consider adaptive management incase something goes wrong such as delayed timelines, contractor fall through, increased costs, change of ownership, etc... 
Reviewer Response:
Score: ___ /X points
Strengths:






Concerns:





 
Area 3: Watershed Context – 15 X points 
· The project address watershed function and ecosystem processes.
· The project The project addresses  limiting factors for the HCP covered species
· The project considers its relative context with respect to other restoration efforts in the watershed.
· The project demonstrates community support.
· The project took into account protection measures of other species and general restoration requirements during the proposed work periods (i.e. permit needs, sensitive specie needs, in-water work periods, seasonality, etc.).

Reviewer Response:
Score: ___ /X points
Strengths:






Concerns:




Area 4: Capacity of the applicant – 5 X points
· The applicant has provided examples of past completed work or needed skills that demonstrate the project team can complete currently proposed work.
· The applicant has the capacity for carrying out a successful short, and possibly long-term, stewardship and maintenance of the project, if relevant.
Reviewer Response:
Score: ___ /X points
Strengths:






Concerns:






Area 5: Cost-effectiveness – 5 x points
· The project funds will achieve the stated outcomes.
· All project costs are relevant and reasonable. 
· The project budget reflects a reasonable application of administrative and indirect costs. 	Comment by Guest User: It would be helpful for MAC to establish an acceptable/max allowable ICR - OCRF uses 20%.	Comment by Andy Spyrka: Agreed. And need to discuss University Indirect cap?
Reviewer Response:
Score: ___ /X points
Strengths:






Concerns:







Area 6: Measurability – 5x points
· The project has well-defined and measurable goals, objectives, and outcomes that are justified by deliverables. 
· The project identified the ability to quantify the results of deliverables.
· The project provides timelines for deliverables.
Reviewer Response:
Score: ___ /X points
Strengths:






Concerns:







Area 7: Timeliness– 5 xpoints
· The project will is likely to be implemented  within the proposed timeline. 
· Projects schedules or order of deliverables are logical and sequential for needs.
· The project has the necessary permits and other approvals in place, or a timeline plan for to secure them.
· This could include, but are not limited to, collection permits, access permits, transport permits, building permits, land leases, etc.
· If no permits are required, applicant needs to clearly state this within their proposal.
Reviewer Response:
Score: ___ /X points
Strengths:






Concerns:






Area 8: Alignment with PFA priorities – 5x points
· The project clearly aligns with the PFA PFA Mitigation Fund priorities.
· The project demonstrates a benefit to one or more of the covered species listed in the HCP. 
. 
· Anticipated outcomes for HCP covered species and habitat are clearly identified. 
· 
Reviewer Response:
Score: ___ /X points
Strengths:






Concerns:



Area 9: Project Match	Comment by Andy Spyrka: Point of discussion with MAC. Need to discuss weight of these points 
· The Project provides matching funds (in-kind or dollar)
· These are extra credit points.
· Please award points as follows
· 25% Match = 1 Extra Points	
· 75% Match = 3 Extra Points
· 50% Match = 2 Extra Points
· 100% (or more) Match = 4 extra Points

Reviewer Response:
Score: ___ 

Comments or Concerns with match:











Recommend project for funding? (Check one):  
Yes (   )	or	No (   )
Fund but with additional considerations? (Check one):  
Yes (   )	or	No (   )

Please fill out below any general comments regarding the request for funding. If a recommendation to NOT fund, a justification must be discussed below: 















