This scoring matrix is used to evaluate applications for grants. It is a tool that can help applicants as they develop their projects. Although the grants advisory committee
uses the rubric to guide its deliberations, it may also consider other factors that are unique to specific projects and grant requests.

Grant Scoring Matrix

Strategic Focus

clear, student-
centered three-year
vision. Urgent local
needs are explicitly
identified, with
strong alighment to
the rural context,
district strategic
priorities, and equity
commitments. The
vision demonstrates
thoughtful long-term
impact and
relevance.

mostly clear vision,
with a focus on
student outcomes.
Some local needs
are identified, with
general alignhment
to the rural context
and district
priorities. Equity is
mentioned but could
be more thoroughly
integrated.

basic vision but
lacks detail or
specificity. Local
needs are broadly
stated or implied,
with limited
connection to
district strategies
or equity goals. The
vision feels more
like a short-term
planthan a
strategic, multi-year
effort.

clear or cohesive
vision. Little or no
identification of
local needs, rural
contextis not
addressed, and
there is minimal
alignment with
district priorities or
equity
considerations.
The proposal feels
reactive rather than
strategic.

CRITERIA EXEMPLARY STRONG DEVELOPING WEAK TOTAL NOTES

9-10 6-8 3-5 0-2
Commitmentto | Commitment Commitment to Cannot Unable to attend
NYF attending both attending one event: commitment to either event:
Partnership - events: -Chinese New Year either event at this -Chinese New Year
Superintendent | -Chinese New Year Gala time: Gala
& Lead Gala -2 cohortZoom calls | -Chinese New Year -2 cohortZoom
Educator -2 cohort Zoom calls peryear Gala calls per year

peryear -2 cohort Zoom
calls peryear

Vision & Proposal presents a Proposal presents a Proposal presentsa | Proposallacks a




Leadership &
Team Capacity

The proposal
demonstrates strong
teacher leadership
and clearly defined
team roles, with
educators driving the
vision and strategy.
Thereis clear
evidence of the
team’s capacity to
implement and adapt
the initiative as
needed. The
superintendent’s
commitment
reinforces and
supports the
teacher-led
approach, indicating
top-level buy-in and
shared ownership.

The proposal reflects
strong collaboration
between teachers
and district leaders,
with clearly defined
team roles and
shared responsibility
forimplementation.
Teachers play an
active role in
shaping the vision,
while the
superintendent’s
commitment
ensures support and
alignment at the
district level. The
team demonstrates
the capacity to
implement and adapt
the initiative as
needed.

The proposal
outlines team roles,
but the teacher
leadership
componentis not
well-defined. While
the
superintendent’s
commitment is
clearly stated, the
extent of teacher
involvementin
shaping and leading
the initiative
remains unclear.
Additional detail
would strengthen
confidence in the
team’s capacity to
implement and
adapt the project
effectively.

The proposal does
not refer to teacher
leadership or
involvement in the
planning or
implementation of
the initiative. While
the
superintendent’s
commitmentis
noted, the absence
of educator voice
raises concerns
about the project’s
alignment with
classroom needs
and long-term
sustainability.

Program
Alignment &
Proposed
Initiative

The proposal
demonstrates strong
alignment with one
or more of the
Nathan Yip
Foundation’s
funding priorities
(Mental Health &
Belonging, Early
Literacy, Equitable
Academic Access,
Career Pathways,
Arts Education,
Digital Equity). The
initiative outlines
clear, detailed, and
feasible activities
over three years,
with a thoughtful,
comprehensive
approach to whole
student success.

The proposal aligns
with at least one
funding priority but
may not fully
articulate
connections to all
relevant areas.
Activities are mostly
clear and feasible
over three years,
though some steps
could be more fully
developed. The focus
on whole student
success is present
but could be
strengthened.

The proposal shows
some connection to
the Foundation’s
priorities, but
alighment is general
or surface-level.
Activities are
mentioned but lack
detail or realism for
three-year
implementation.
The plan touches on
student success but
may focus on
isolated
components rather
than a whole-
student approach.

The proposal has
little or no
alighment with the
Foundation’s
funding priorities.
Activities are
unclear,
unrealistic, or
missing a three-
year plan. There is
no cohesive
strategy to support
whole student
success.




Relationship

The proposal

The proposal

The proposal

The proposal lacks

Building & demonstrates a includes a plan to mentions
. . . . . . a clear plan for
Community robust plan to build foster relationships, | relationships and relationshi
Impact meaningful though it may focus community buildin orp
relationships more on specific engagement but g .
. community
between educators, | groups (e.g., does so in a general .
.. engagement. Equity
students, families, educators and or surface-level . .
- o and inclusion are
and communities. It | students) and lesson | way. Equityis nota
. . not addressed, and
centers equity and broader community central focus and the initiative
inclusion throughout | connections. Equity plans to address
. . . . focuses only on
and clearly and inclusion are social-emotional .
. . academic
addresses both mentioned but could | well-being are .
. . L outcomes without
academic and be more explicitly limited or . .
. . . attention to social-
social-emotional integrated. Both secondary to .
. . . R emotional well-
well-being. academic and social- | academic goals. being
Community emotional goals are ’
engagementis present but may lack
intentional and full balance.
deeply embedded in
the initiative.
Implementation | The proposal The proposal The proposal The proposal does
Plan & presents a realistic includes a 3-year presents a basic not provide a clear
Sustainability and detailed 3-year plan with general implementation or realistic
implementation milestones and plan that covers implementation
plan with clear assigned roles, activities but lacks plan. Milestones
milestones, though some details clear timelines, and responsible
timelines, and may be milestones, or role | parties are missing
identified underdeveloped. assignments. orvague. There is no
responsible parties. | Thereis a plan for Sustainability is credible plan for
There is a thoughtful, | sustainability, butit | mentioned but not | sustaining the work
feasible plan for may need additional | fully developed or beyond the grant
sustaining the work clarification or may seem period.
beyond the grant refinement to be fully | unrealistic.
period, showing long- | convincing.
term commitment
and resource
planning.
Measurable The proposal outlines | The proposal The proposal lists The proposal lacks
Outcomes clear goals and includes goals and general goals and clear, measurable

measurable
outcomes, with a
robust plan to track
progress and
evaluate success

outcomes that are
mostly clear and
measurable, though
some may need
refinement. The

outcomes, but they
are vague, not fully
measurable, or
lack clear
benchmarks. The

goals or outcomes.
There is little or no
plan for evaluation,
and data use for
improvement is not




over time. Thereis a
commitment to use
data for continuous

evaluation planis
sound but may lack
specific details on

plan for tracking
progress is basic,
and the use of data

addressed or not
feasible.

improvement, with data use or forimprovementis
feedback loops and feedback mentioned but not
actionable strategies. | mechanisms for clearly outlined.
improvement.
District Fit & The proposal The proposal shows The proposal The proposal does
Readiness demonstrates a aclear need and acknowledges not clearly
strong need for the general readiness, need but provides demonstrate a
work and clear but the plan could limited evidence of | need or readiness
readiness to more fully articulate | readiness to for the work. There
implement. It rural context or implement. The is little or no
reflects a deep, student needs. understanding of recognition of rural
thoughtful Some signs of district | rural students' students' specific
understanding of commitment are needs is superficial | needs, and district
rural students' present, though or generalized, and | capacity or
unique needs, readiness may need the district’s current | commitment to
challenges, and further development. | capacity to take on begin
opportunities. The the work is unclear implementation is
district shows or limited. not evident.
commitment and
capacity to act now.
Budget & Use of | The budget is clear, The budget is mostly | The budgetis The budget is
Funds reasonable, and clear and aligned present but lacks unclear,
directly aligned with | with the project’s detail or full incomplete, or
project goals. purpose, though alignment with the unrealistic. There is
District and/or some areas may proposal’s no mention of
partner need clarification. activities. District district or partner
contributions District or partner or partner contributions.
(financial orin-kind) | supportis mentioned | contributions are Funds appearto
are identified and but may not be fully minimal or support short-term
strengthen the defined or leveraged | unclear. There is activities only, with
project’s for long-term impact. | limited attentionto | no plan for
sustainability. Funds sustainability in sustainable
are allocated to how funds are used. | impact.
support long-term
impact beyond the
grant period.
Overall The proposalis well- | The proposalis clear | The proposalis The proposalis
Strength & written, cohesive, and organized, uneven or disjointed, unclear,
Potential and inspiring. It though some somewhat or uninspiring. It
Impact presents a sections could be fragmented, with lacks a strong case

compelling vision

more compelling or

sections that lack

for meaningful or




with strong potential
for meaningful,
lasting impact on
both students and
the broader rural
community. The
projectis likely to be
transformative and
sustainable.

connected. It shows
potential for
positive impact,
though long-term or
community-wide
benefits may need
stronger articulation.

clarity or
connection. The
potential impactis
limited or unclear,
and the case for
lasting change is
not fully
convincing.

lasting impact, and
the expected
outcomes for
students and the
rural community are
minimal or vague.

Historical
Funding from
NYF

EXTRA-BONUS

The district has not
previously received
NYF funding or has
received minimal
past support. This
represents a new or
significantly
underfunded
partner, increasing
geographic and
community reach.

The district has
received some prior
NYF funding, but this
proposal represents
either a new focus
areaor an
expansion of past
work. Prior funding
was moderate and
not part of long-term,
ongoing support.

The district has
been funded
multiple times by
NYF, with
substantial past
investment. This
proposal builds on
existing
relationships but
may limit
opportunities for
new or
underfunded
districts.

The districtis a
frequent or
recurring NYF
grantee, with a
history of
significant,
sustained funding.
Prioritization of new
districts or first-time
applicantsis
recommended for
greater equity in
fund distribution.

TOTAL POINTS

/100




