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Criteria 1: Comprehensive 
Review

15% of 
total 
score

LEGISLATION 5%

Does not address any legislative 
priorities.

References one or more priority but 
lacks detail on benefits.

Addresses one or more priority with  
examples of anticipated benefits.

Demonstrates clear benefits with 
measurable outcomes relevant to one 
or more priority.

Demonstrates strong benefits with 
ambitious, achievable, and measurable 
outcomes relevant to one or more 
priority.

INNOVATION 5%

Not innovative Minimal demonstration of innovation. Somewhat innovative. The project is clearly innovative. The project is highly innovative and 
proposes meaningful improvements.

IMPACT 5%

No impact Minimal expected impact. Somewhat impactful. The project will have lasting impact 
that addresses present needs.

The project is highly and demonstrably 
impactful with a lasting impact that 
addresses present needs and 
anticipates future ones.

FARM ING  CO M M UNITY REVIEW  RUBRIC

Reviewers should consider the FULL proposal when scoring the following three questions.

Does this project contribute to SARE's legislated purpose? These include: 1) maintain and enhance the quality and productivity of the soil; 2)conserve soil, 
water, energy, natural resources, and fish and wildlife habitat; 3)maintain and enhance the quality of surface, and ground water; 4) protect the health and 
safety of persons involved in the food and farm system; 5) promote the well being of animals; 6) increase employment opportunities in agriculture.

Is this project innovative by addressing new practices, improving existing practices, or introducing existing practice to a new service provider or farmer 
audience?

Will the project have substantive impact on service provider and farmer ability to steward resources to ensure sustainability, resilience, economic viability, and 
a high quality of life in the Northeast?



1 - 3 4 - 5 6 - 7 8 - 9 10

FARM ING  CO M M UNITY REVIEW  RUBRIC

Section Criteria
85% of 
total 
score

Criteria 2: CONTEXT 25%

The community the project will 
benefit is poorly described. Little to 
no awareness of challenges the 
community faces is demonstrated. 
The proposal does not show 
understanding of other's work on 
this topic or a connection between 
prior work and the proposed work. 
The project objective is poorly 
explained or unlikely to be 
impactful.  If letters of support are 
provided, they are not relevant to 
the proposed project. 

The community the project will 
benefit is partially described. 
Awareness of challenges the 
community faces may be lacking. The 
proposal shows an limited 
understanding of other's work on this 
topic. It's unclear if the project will 
build on existing work. The project 
objective is poorly explained or 
unlikely to be impactful.  If letters of 
support are provided, they 
demonstrate limited or general 
support from the farming community. 

The community the project will benefit 
is adequately described. The proposal 
shows awareness of challenges the 
community faces. The proposal shows 
an understanding of other's work on 
this topic and demonstrates how their 
project will build on this work. There is 
a clear description of the project 
objective.  If letters of support are 
provided, they demonstrate support 
from the farming community. 

The community the project will benefit 
is clearly described. The proposal 
shows strong experience with the 
challenges the community faces. The 
proposal shows an in-depth 
understanding of other's work on this 
topic and demonstrates how their 
project will build on this work. There is 
a compelling description of the project 
objective.  If letters of support are 
provided, they demonstrate strong 
support and involvement from the 
farming community. 

The proposal demonstrates exceptional 
awareness of the farming community, 
including challenges that the 
community faces. The proposal 
demonstrates in-depth understanding 
of other's work on this topic, and the 
proposed work is an innovative 
extension of that prior work. The 
project objective is compelling and 
impactful. If letters of support are 
provided, they demonstrate strong 
support and significant involvement 
from the farming community. 

Criteria 3: PROJECT PLAN & 
OUTREACH

25%

Unclear or infeasible project plan 
that will not achieve the project 
objectives or will not provide 
benefits to the farming community. 
The timeline lacks substantial 
details, is not present, or is highly 
unrealistic. Measures of success are 
missing, unclear, or not relevant to 
the farming community. The 
outreach plan will not support the 
farming community. 

Unclear or under-developed project 
plan with questionable ability to 
achieve the project objectives. The 
timeline lacks detail, is not present, or 
is unrealistic. Measures of success are 
missing, unclear, or not relevant to 
the farming community. The outreach 
plan lacks clarity or relevance. 

Solid, appropriate project plan that may 
lead to the objectives. The timeline is 
adequately detailed. There are clear 
measures of success that consider 
community input.  Clear outreach plan 
with realistic dissemination activities.

Well developed project plan that will 
likely lead to the project objectives and 
have a positive impact on the farming 
community. The timeline is detailed 
and realistic. There are clear measures 
of success that center community 
input.  Well developed outreach plan 
with realistic dissemination activities to 
reach the farming community

Exceptional and/or innovative project 
plan that will lead to the project 
objectives and have a positive, lasting 
impact on the farming community. The 
timeline is detailed and realistic. There 
are clear measures of success that 
center community input and goals.  
Well developed outreach plan with 
multiple or in-depth dissemination 
activities tailored to the needs of the 
farming community

These criteria apply to specific sections of the proposal. Reviewers should focus on the information in that 
section to score, but should also consider information found elsewhere in the proposal as relevant. The 
scores for these sections make up 85% of the total proposal score.

Includes: Project Summary, Community Served, Previous Work, Gaps, Project Objective, Citation List, Optional: Letters of Support

Includes: Plan of Work, Outreach and Dissemination, Optional: Other Relevant Information 
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Criteria 4: PROJECT TEAM 25%

No relevant experience or major 
gaps in experience. Missing or 
insufficient committee, no 
confirmation of team commitment 
and farmer involvement.

Minimal description of qualifications, 
team has expertise gaps and/or 
unclear roles, only partially defined. 
Advisory committee weak or 
incomplete. Limited engagement and 
detail.

Relevant experience well-described and 
appropriate, well-rounded team with 
clear roles and appropriate expertise. 
Clear committee with farmer 
representation and practitioner and/or 
expert representation. 
Acknowledgement of roles and 
commitments but lacking specificity 
around decision making.

Highly qualified team with clearly 
defined roles and commitments. Strong 
relationships with service providers 
and farmers. Strong committee with 
complementary representation. 
Detailed acknowledgement with 
planning and project proposal is 
evident, including description of 
decision making. 

Complementary team with detailed 
roles, proven collaboration, and 
positive record of effective leadership 
and/or project management of similar 
work of projects of scale. Exceptional 
experience in proof-of-concept 
research and farmer engagement. 
Highly qualified advisory committee 
with representation directly relevant to 
project goals. Specific and verified 
commitments with demonstrated 
readiness and general confidence.

Criteria 5: BUDGET 10%

Missing or incomplete, 
unreasonable costs

Basic spreadsheet with unclear 
alignment to scope. Other funding 
sources seem to be necessary but are 
not described.

Clear, reasonable costs justified for 
scope. Presence of other funding 
sources is unclear.

Detailed, well-reasoned budget with 
clear alignment. Other Funding Sources 
are mentioned if relevant.

Exceptionally clear, transparent, 
reasonable budget with strong 
justification and alignment to scope. 
Other Funding Sources are clearly 
described if relevant.

 Includes the Budget Spreadsheet, Total Direct Costs, Total Indirect Costs, Total SARE Request, and Optional: Other Funding Sources

Includes: Project Leader, Project Team, Project Advisory Committee, Decision Making Process, Project Team Commitment.


