
SCORING SHEET
· Application Number 
· Name of Applicant

· Name of Partner organisation

· Municipality

· Total value of project

· Total funds requested from PROGRES
· Name of Evaluator:
Scoring:
The evaluation criteria are divided into sections and subsections. Each subsection will be given a score between 1 and 5 in accordance with the following guidelines: 1 = very poor; 2 = poor; 3 = adequate; 4 = good; 5 = very good. 

Evaluation Grid

	Section
	Maximum Score

	1. Financial and operational capacity
	20

	1.1 Do the applicant and, if applicable, partners have sufficient experience of project management? 
	5

	1.2 Do the applicant and, if applicable partners have sufficient technical expertise? (notably knowledge of the issues to be addressed.)
	5

	1.3 Do the applicant and, if applicable, partners have sufficient management capacity? 
(including staff, equipment and ability to handle the budget for the action)?
	5

	1.4 Does the applicant have stable and sufficient sources of finance?
	5

	2. Relevance
	25

	2.1 How relevant is the proposal to the objectives and one or more of the priorities of the call for proposals? 
Note: A score of 5 (very good) will only be allocated if the proposal specifically addresses at least one priority.


Note: A score of 5 (very good) will only be allocated if the proposal contains specific added-value elements, such as promotion of principles of good governance
	5 x 2

	2.2 How relevant to the particular needs and constraints of the target municipality is the proposal? (including synergy with other EC and governmental  initiatives and avoidance of duplication.)
	5

	2.3 How clearly defined and strategically chosen are those involved (final beneficiaries, target groups)? Have their needs been clearly defined and does the proposal address them appropriately?
	5 x 2

	3. Methodology
	20

	3.1 Are the activities proposed appropriate, practical, and consistent with the objectives and expected results?
	5

	3.2 Is the partners' and/or other stakeholders' level of involvement and participation in the action satisfactory?
	5

	3.3 Is the action plan clear and feasible?
	5

	3.4 Does the proposal contain objectively verifiable indicators for the outcome of the action?
	5


	4. Sustainability
	25

	4.1 Is the action likely to have a tangible impact on its target groups?
	5 x 2

	4.2 Are the expected results of the proposed action sustainable:

- financially (how will the activities be financed after the funding ends?)
- institutionally (will structures allowing the activities to continue be in place at the end of the action? Will there be local “ownership” of the results of the action?)
- at policy level (where applicable) (what will be the structural impact of the action — e.g. will it lead to improved legislation, codes of conduct, methods, etc?)?
	5 x 3


	5. Budget and cost-effectiveness
	10

	5.1 is the ratio between the estimated costs and the expected results satisfactory?
	5

	5.2 Is the proposed expenditure necessary for the implementation of the action?
	5

	Maximum total score
	100


Note on Section 1. Financial and operational capacity

If the total average score is less than 12 points for section 1, the application will be rejected.

Note on Section 2. Relevance

If the total average score is less than 20 points for section 2, the application will be rejected.

Note on Section 4. Sustainability

If the total average score is less than 20 points for section 4, the application will be rejected.

