Coastal Communities Fund – Round 5 – Assessment and scoring of eligible projects

Programme Outcome 

All eligible projects funded through CCF are expected to deliver the following outcome: 
Coastal communities will experience regeneration and economic growth through projects that directly or indirectly create sustainable jobs and safeguard existing jobs. 

By outcome we mean the change that will come about as a result of a project.
Applications will be assessed against the published criteria and aims of the Coastal Communities Fund using an assessment scoring matrix.

All projects will be assessed against 2 criterion:-:

a. Criterion 1:  Outcomes - The proposed project outcomes meet an identified need and help to achieve the Coastal Communities Fund Programme outcomes.

b. Criterion 2: Delivery - The organisation can manage the project well and achieve the proposed project outcomes.

Each criterion will be scored against 3 judgement points which contain between 4 and 7 assessment factors, each of which will be scored between 1 and 5, depending on how the proposal contributes to each assessment factor. Each application will then be given an accumulated overall score for each judgement point (ranging between 20 and 35 depending on the specific judgement point scoring criteria), overall score for each Criteria and an overall Project score.   
The criterion are broken down as follows:

Criteria 1

The proposed project meets an identified need and addresses the programme outcome

Judgment Point 1a  
There is a need for the project and this has been clearly identified (Maximum Score 30)
Judgement Point 1b
The intended project will address the need of the target beneficiaries (Maximum Score 30)

Judgement Point 1c
The identified need/opportunity is relevant to the programme aims and outcome (Maximum Score 20)


Criteria 2

The organisation can deliver the project well and achieve the proposed outcomes

Judgement Point 2a
The organisation has the experience and capacity to deliver the project (Maximum Score 25)
Judgement Point 2b
The project is likely to achieve the intended outcomes (Maximum Score 35)
Judgement 2c

The project is likely to be delivered well (Maximum Score 20)
Coastal Communities Fund: Application Scoring Matrix

Criteria 1: The proposed project meets an identified need and addresses the programme outcome 

Judgement Point 1a: In making its judgement, the Selection panel will consider how strongly the following are addressed in an application
· The project is addressing a clearly defined need which directly  relates to an identified opportunity to create or sustain employment 

· The application provides a strong and referenced evidence base of demand that clearly shows the potential to create jobs

· The application provides you with a sense that there has been an appropriate level of research undertaken in the development of the project  (based on project scale)

· What would happen if the project was not funded by CCF – do you think it would still go ahead in some form without support

· The project is clearly articulated and understood and it is clear  what the grant will be used to fund

The following scoring allocations will us used for evaluation impact on Judgement Point 1(a):-

	Judgement Point 1a: There is a need for the project and this has been clearly identified

	
	Unsatisfactory(1)
	Weak(2)
	Satisfactory(3)
	Good(4)
	Excellent(5)

	Employment outcomes 
	The project will not have any clear employment outcomes
	It is not clear what employment outcomes will be generated by project 
	The project will deliver some clear employment outcomes  
	The project will deliver significant employment outcomes for its relative size
	The project will deliver significant high value employment outcomes for its relative size

	Project activities 
	It is not clear what the project is or what it is seeking to do in relation to the CCF
	The application provides only a vague sense of what activities the project will deliver  
	The application gives a broad sense of what the project activities are and what it is seeking to deliver 
	Although it may take a few reads, it is quite clear what the project activities are and what it is seeking to deliver 
	At first read, the application provides a clear sense of what the project is about  and what it seeks to deliver 

	Strategic fit/ Support for LEP (Local Enterprise Partnership) strategy
	There is no reference to local/national strategies and priorities
The project makes no recognition of LEP

	The application shows only an awareness of local/national strategies and priorities
The project mentions LEP in name only
	There is a some reference to local/national strategies and priorities but in name only
The project highlights LEP strategy but makes no attempt to show fit

	The application shows specifically how the project will contribute to local/national strategies and priorities
The project shows it is consistent with LEP strategy
	The application shows both how and what the project will contribute to local/national strategies and priorities
The project shows that it is consistent with and has consulted LEP

	Supporting evidence 
	There is no research evidence presented to support the application 
	Any evidence or justification presented is based on small number of views and opinions
	The application makes reference to evidence but does not provide any details
	The application makes good use of and reference to secondary research  
	It is clear that there has been bespoke research conducted in developing project 

	Additionality
	It is clear that even without CCF, the project will proceed as presented
	It is unlikely that that project would not be delivered if not supported by CCF 
	It is probable that the project, in some form and at some time may proceed in future 
	It appears that the project may not proceed without CCF but it is not absolutely clear
	It is quite clear that without CCF the project would not proceed in any form

	Project design
	It appears that little thought or effort has gone into project development in relation to CCF 
	The project appears to be a re-cycle of a pre-existing one with little adaption that only vaguely fits with CCF
	The project appears to be pre-existing but has been adapted for CCF purposes
	The project appears to be new and fits well with the ethos of CCF
	It appears that the project has been developed specifically to address the objectives of CCF 


Judgement Point 1b: In making its judgement, the Selection panel will consider how strongly the following are addressed in an application
·  The application has clearly identified the beneficiary group that it is targeting  

· The application demonstrates clear understanding of the needs of the target beneficiaries 
· How have the beneficiaries been engaged in the project development and if not how has the project identified their specific needs or market demands
· The project has clear objectives which are capable of being measured through future monitoring
· Is it clear that the outcomes the project will deliver meets the identified needs of the beneficiaries

The following scoring allocations will us used for evaluation impact on Judgement Point 1(b):-
	Judgement Point 1b: The intended project will address the need of the target beneficiaries 

	
	Unsatisfactory(1)
	Weak(2)
	Satisfactory(3)
	Good(4)
	Excellent(5)

	Understanding needs 
	It is not clear who are intended beneficiaries or that they have been considered 
	There is only a vague reference to who will benefit from the project
	The project identifies the broad group of beneficiaries but does not provide any metrics
	The project clearly identifies and quantifies intended beneficiaries on a secondary basis  
	The project demonstrates that the intended beneficiaries have been engaged in project development 

	Reflecting demand 
	The application makes no attempt to relate to any research to actual demand 
	There is some attempt to assess demand but with no supporting evidence 
	There is some attempt to assess demand with some generic supporting evidence 
	There is a clear attempt to quantify demand with limited but bespoke supporting  evidence
	The project has clearly and robustly identified demand for project through use of bespoke research evidence 

	Project aims and objectives 
	The project does not appear to have any aims or objectives  
	It is possible to deduce implied project aims and objectives from the application
	The application has stated aims and objectives but these are not clear or unambiguous 
	The application has clearly stated aims and objectives although not clearly related to beneficiaries   
	The application has clearly stated aims and objectives that visibly relate to identified needs of beneficiaries 

	Assessing employment outcomes
	The application makes no attempt to quantify employment outcomes
	While the application makes an attempt to quantify employment outcomes the approach is questionable
	The application provides a quantification of employment outcomes but with no supporting evidence 
	The application provides a quantification of employment outcomes but with supporting evidence 
	The application presents a robust quantification using impact assessment techniques which are provided in the application   

	Employment timing 
	It is not clear that the project will create any jobs at any point in time
	The project may create jobs but it is not clear when
	The project will clearly create jobs but over a period of time
	The project will clearly create jobs within one year of completion
	The project will clearly create new jobs within the funding period  

	Project complementarity / added value
	The application gives concern that the project is in conflict with other local interventions
	The project provides no information on which to make proper judgement 
	There is some information provided that would indicate that the project is complementary/ adds value to other activity in the local area
	It is totally clear that the project is complementary/ adds value to other activity in local area 
	The project is being delivered in a co-ordinated and integrated manner with other local interventions 


Judgement Point 1c: In making its judgement, the Selection panel will consider how strongly the following are addressed in an application
· How clearly has the application identified and expressed what wider outcomes the project will deliver

· Has the application identified an appropriate range and type of indicators based on application form menu  

· How relevant are the indicators which have been chosen to what the actual project will deliver 

· How well have the outcomes (results) been quantified and how reasonable are the metrics 

· How well do the indicators selected relate to the creation or safeguarding of jobs

· Can the indicators be seen to reflect or be indicative of overall CCF objectives
The following scoring allocations will us used for evaluation impact on Judgement Point 1(c):-
	Judgement Point 1c: The identified need/opportunity is relevant to the programme aims and outcome  

	
	Unsatisfactory(1)
	Weak(2)
	Satisfactory(3)
	Good(4)
	Excellent(5)

	CCF Programme fit
	The project does not fit in any way with the overarching objectives and ethos of CCF
	It is difficult to see how the project fits with the overarching objectives and ethos of CCF 
	 At a superficial level the project seems to fit with the overarching objective/ethos of CCF
	The project clearly fits with the overarching objective/ ethos of CCF
	Provides compelling evidence of fit with the overarching objectives and ethos of CCF

	Outcome realism 
	The information on outcomes/results and how they were assessed does not appear to be realistic or credible 
	It is difficult to assess the realism that the project will deliver against stated outcomes/results 
	Although not supported by specific evidence the outcomes/ results appear to be realistic and credible 
	The application provides some confidence that stated outcomes/results are realistic and credible
	The application provides confidence that outcomes are realistic and this is supported by evidence 

	Indicators 
	No outcome indicators have been used at all
	The application only identifies employment indicators and makes no further reference to complementary outcome indicators
	The application identifies other outcome indicators but does not quantify these
	The application identifies and quantifies other outcome indicators 
	The application identifies and quantifies  outcome indicators using evidence to support 

	Project duplication 
	The project is clearly duplicating other local interventions/projects
	There is no information to assess any duplication or additionally 
	The project states that it is non-duplicating but does not provide any evidence 
	The project provides some evidence that it is non duplicating 
	The project provides strong evidence that it is non duplicating 


Criteria 2: The organisation can deliver the project well and achieve the proposed outcomes

Judgement Point 2a: In making its judgement, the Selection panel will consider how strongly the following are addressed in an application:-
· Track record of applicant in delivering similar types of projects 

· Do the proposed delivery staff actually have the experience or is that restricted to wider organisation

· If this is the first time the applicant has applied for funding how will you assess track record?

· Is it clear that the applicant has experience/ capability of meeting monitoring and reporting requirements 

· Is there any evidence that the applicant is able to obtain  any co-finance required for their project  

· How will any gaps in delivery capability be filled or procured  

The following scoring allocations will us used for evaluation impact on Judgement Point 2(a):-
	Judgement Point 2a: The organisation has the experience and capacity to deliver the project 

	
	Unsatisfactory(1)
	Weak(2)
	Satisfactory(3)
	Good(4)
	Excellent(5)

	Organisational Skills and Experience
	The applicant has no track record and can provide no evidence of relevant experience 
Proposed delivery staff do not have appropriate skills  
	The applicant has very limited experience and can provide no evidence of relevant experience 
No information is provided on individuals or their skills
	The applicant has some evidenced relevant experience of project delivery in general 
General compliance statements only provided around skills
	The applicant has some evidenced relevant experience of delivery of similar projects 
Details of individuals provided and shows general skills
	The applicant has extensive evidenced relevant experience of delivery of similar projects
Details of individuals provided show specific skills relating to project

	Delivery and Management capacity
	The applicant appears to have inadequate capacity to deliver 
The application gives major concerns about the applicants ability to manage the project
	The applicant does not provide any details on capacity to deliver project 
Application gives us some concerns about the applicants ability to manage the project
	General compliance statements only provided around capacity
Applicant has provided some sense that they have the ability to manage the project 
	The applicant has clearly shown internal  capacity to deliver projects in general 
Applicant has provided a strong sense that they have the ability to manage the project
	The applicant has clearly shown internal  capacity to deliver this specific project 
Applicant has provided complete assurance that the staff have the ability to manage the project

	Partner Involvement and Experience 
	No partners involved which may have negative consequences
Application has ignored relevant partners 
	No information if any partners are involved has been provided
No information provided on partner experience
	Relevant partners identified and engaged but at superficial level only
General statements about partners experience provided
	Details provided of how partners will be involved and what they will do 
Specific examples of relevant and general experience provided
	Details provided of how partners will be involved and what they will do, with outline agreement in place
Specific examples of relevant and specific  experience provided

	Other resources/ co-finance 
[co-finance must be in place within 3 months of accepting CCF offer]
	Project requires other resources/funding which is not in place and no steps taken to complete 
	Project requires other resources/funding which is not in place but initial steps taken to complete 
	Other resources/ funding  currently being actively procured 
	Confirmation that  resources/ funding will be secured in time for project start
	Project does not require other resources/ funding or confirmation that they are secured/in place 

	Procurement 
	Purposed procurement approach is not acceptable 
	No consideration of procurement 
	General statement about meeting appropriate procurement standards 
	Clear and appropriate approach to procurement 
	Other resources already procured appropriately


Judgement Point 2b: In making its judgement, the Selection panel will consider how strongly the following are addressed in an application:-

· Does the application provide a clear view of the value chain from inputs; to activities; to outputs; to outcomes

· The overall tone of application gives confidence that  outcomes/ results will be achieved 

· Is there any evidence of past success of applicants in delivering employment outcomes

· The monitoring/reporting proposals will be sufficient to identify corrective actions required to achieve outcomes

· There is evidence that the outcomes are reasonable for the inputs eg cost to deliver a particular outcome
· Is there any reference to evaluation evidence that would confirm outcome levels

The following scoring allocations will us used for evaluation impact on Judgement Point 2(b):-
	Judgement Point 2b: The project is likely to achieve the intended outcomes

	
	Unsatisfactory(1)
	Weak(2)
	Satisfactory(3)
	Good(4)
	Excellent(5)

	Timescales
	The project timescales are clearly unrealistic and the project will not be delivered within 2 years 
	The project timescales are challenging and there is some doubt about delivery in 2 years
	The project timescales appear realistic although no strong evidence to support delivery in 2 years
	The project timescales appear realistic with some evidence to support delivery in 2 years
	There is strong evidence to show that the project will be completed within 2 years

	Dependencies
	There are many external factors that will impact on ability of project to deliver in 2 years 
	There are some external factors that will impact on ability of project to deliver in 2 years but these are not recognised  
	There are some external factors that will impact on ability of project to deliver in 2 years which are recognised 
	There are some external factors which are recognised and with mitigating actions in place 
	There are no other dependencies – the project is self-dependent 

	Financial information 
	The proposed costs are unreasonable and excessive for the project 
	Insufficient information is provided to fully assess or aspects are missing
	All main headings are completed and costs appear appropriate 
	Detailed financial breakdown provided but not clear if good value for money 
	Detailed financial breakdown provided and project appears good value 

	Financial health
	Applicant does not appear financially sound
	It is not clear as to the financial health of the organisation
	While no short term concerns this could change in longer term
	No medium term concerns/ issues over life of project
	Triple AAA+ rating for organisation 

	Outcome value for money (cost per job)
	Project offers unacceptable value for money
	Insufficient information provided to assess
	Project offers acceptable value for money 
	Project offers value for money similar to  norms
	Project offers good/ better value for money compared to norms

	Project value for money 
	No information to allow assessment 
	Project costs are considered high
	Project costs are considered acceptable but at high range of  norms
	Project costs are at middle of range of acceptable costs
	Project costs are at bottom of range of acceptable costs but still deliver quality 

	Leverage 
	Not relevant
	Not relevant 
	If no leverage projects score satisfactory 
	Project attracts between 10% and 100% leverage
	Project attracts over 100% leverage


Judgement Point 2c: In making its judgement, the Selection panel will consider how strongly the following are addressed in an application:-

· Has the applicant clearly identified risks and put in place contingency plans 

· Will the outcomes be sustainable after CCF funding has ceased

· The applicant has pro-actively considered post project delivery and put in place an approach to secure long term sustainability 

· Does the applicant have ability/ resources to monitor project performance 

· Is there any indication that the project will generate any additional value beyond the outcomes 

The following scoring allocations will us used for evaluation impact on Judgement Point 2(c):-
	Judgement Point 2c: The project is likely to be delivered well  

	
	Unsatisfactory(1)
	Weak(2)
	Satisfactory(3)
	Good(4)
	Excellent(5)

	Sustainability  of outcomes
	The application gives no information about long term sustainability – it is not considered in any form
	It appears unlikely that the project outcomes will continue after end of year 2
	There is a good chance that project outcomes will continue at least until end of year 2 
	There is a strong chance that project outcomes will continue after end of year 2 
	actions will be put in place to ensure that outcomes will continue in the long term 

	Risk
	The project exhibits risks that are considered unacceptable 
	No information is provided regarding risk assessment
	The applicant has identified some high level risks and recognises need to develop further 
	The applicant has completed a high level risk register to guide future attention 
	The applicant has completed a detailed risk register which will form part of project management 

	Project monitoring  
	There is no consideration given to project monitoring
	While some consideration made the proposal is not considered appropriate 
	Monitoring procedures are identified but no details provided
	Monitoring procedures are identified with an overview of details provided
	The applicant has included a formal monitoring framework with application 

	Strategic added value 

	The project will have no wider influence or impact during or at end of project
	The project will have some added value in the short term only
	The project will have some influence/ added value in the medium term
	The project will lever in significant support from others in the longer term
	The project will strongly influence other organisations to support aims of CCF 
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