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Community Capacity Building Fund 
2026 Application Scoring Rubric 

The following rubric will be used by reviewers to score applications. The maximum score for 

the entire application is 115 points. When final award decisions are announced, all 

applicants will receive their aggregated scores for each of the following areas.  

Note – questions that appear on the application but are not factored into scoring (such as 

organization name, address, website, etc.) are not included below. 

 

 

ORGANIZATION INFORMATION: 

What are three big community development successes your organization 

accomplished during the last year? 

10 Points 

SCORING GUIDELINES: 

Strong responses will present well-defined, meaningful outcomes that clearly connect to the 

organization's mission and housing/community economic development goals. 

• 10 points: The organization presents three well-defined, meaningful community 

development outcomes from the past year that align with the organization's mission. The 

organization makes clear connections between their outcomes and long-term impact that 

is responsive to service area residents' needs and priorities. 

• 5 points: The organization lists fewer than three outcomes, but they are strong and reflect 

a solid housing/community economic development mission. The organization lists 

community development outcomes but they do not seem to be well aligned with the 

organization's mission or service area needs. The organization simply lists outputs (data 

without context - for example, number of residents engaged, number of bags of trash 

collected, etc.) without linking them to outcomes or impacts. 

• 0 points: The presented outcomes do not connect to housing/community economic 

development goals or the organization's mission. The organization makes very vague, 

false, or unsupportable claims. 
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Provide one specific example that shows how your organization's commitment to 

equity and inclusion shows up in the programs or services you deliver to your 

community. 

10 Points 

SCORING GUIDELINES: 

• 10 points: Clearly describes an organizational commitment to equity and inclusion in 

community-facing programming, demonstrates a deep understanding of what 

equity/inclusion looks like in their service area's specific context (going beyond generic 

platitudes), and provides a tangible example of how the organization proactively puts this 

into practice. 

• 5 points: Communicates a commitment to equity and inclusion, but the provided example 

is vague or doesn't clearly show how the organization intentionally creates the conditions 

for equity and inclusion. The answer reads as overly broad or surface-level. 

• 0 points: No example is provided; the applicant doesn't demonstrate an understanding of 

the equity or inclusion dynamics at play in their community; equity and inclusion seem 

unimportant for this applicant; the response content comes across as potentially being the 

first time the applicant has considered equity or inclusion (if at all). 

How does your organization ensure that it is both reflective of and accountable to the 

community you serve? 

10 Points 

SCORING GUIDELINES: 

• 10 points: Clearly describes how staff and leadership — including board and executive 

roles — are connected to or drawn from the community served, and how the organization 

actively maintains that connection over time. Demonstrates real understanding of what 

reflectiveness and accountability look like in the organization and neighborhood's specific 

context, beyond generic statements. 

• 5 points: Communicates that staff and leadership are connected to the community, but 

the description is vague, addresses only one side (reflectiveness or accountability, not 

both), or doesn't show how the connection is intentionally built and maintained. The 

answer reads as broad or surface-level. 

• 0 points: The applicant doesn't demonstrate that staff and leadership are meaningfully 

connected to the community, or that any mechanism exists for maintaining accountability 

to it. Reflectiveness and accountability come across as unconsidered. 
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SERVICE AREA(S): 

Please describe the household income and race/ethnicity information for the 

population you serve. Please also provide other descriptions of the population that 

are most meaningful to you. 

10 Points 

SCORING GUIDELINES: 

• 10 points: The applicant demonstrates a strong, specific understanding of the community 

it serves — interpreting the income and demographic information it provides rather than 

simply reciting it, and adding meaningful description of the population's circumstances, 

needs, and assets. The response reflects genuine familiarity with the people served. The 

community shows clear indicators of historical underinvestment or limited access to 

capital, opportunity, and resources compared with more advantaged areas of 

Philadelphia. 

• 5 points: The applicant provides the requested income and demographic information but 

with limited depth — the data is largely recited without interpretation, or the response 

conveys only general familiarity with the population. Indicators of underinvestment or 

resource gaps may be present but are less pronounced or less clearly established. 

• 0 points: The applicant provides little income or demographic detail, or the response 

does not convey genuine familiarity with the community served. There is little evidence of 

understanding the population's specific circumstances, needs, or access to resources. 

Please describe how neighborhood residents, business owners, and the people your 

organization serves inform the work of your organization. 

10 points 

SCORING GUIDELINES: 

• 10 points: The applicant describes clear, ongoing mechanisms through which residents, 

business owners, and community members actively shape its priorities and work — not just 

receive information or give occasional feedback. Input flows both ways, and the applicant 

points to concrete ways community voice has influenced decisions, direction, or 

programming. (Example – community members hold board or advisory seats, and input 

has visibly redirected a program or priority.) 

• 5 points: The applicant describes some ways it gathers community input, but engagement 

reads as more consultative than empowering, or the link between input and action is 

unclear. It is hard to tell whether that input meaningfully changes the organization's 

priorities or work. (Example – the organization surveys residents or hosts meetings but 

does not describe how that feedback shapes decisions.) 

• 0 points: The response does not demonstrate meaningful community input into the 

organization's priorities or work. The applicant may describe what it does for the 

community, but not how the community informs what it does. There is little evidence that 

the people served have a voice in shaping the organization's direction. 
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NARRATIVE QUESTIONS: 

Please provide a summary of how you will spend these resources, if awarded  

20 points 

SCORING GUIDELINES: 

• 20 points: The proposed activities are well defined and compelling, with a clear path to 

successful implementation. The proposed strategy has obviously been well thought out, 

supports the organization's community development mission, and clearly answers all key 

operational questions (what will happen, where and when will it happen, who will do it, 

how will they do it, etc.) 

• 10 points: Proposed activities are listed, but they are somewhat vague/unclear, are not 

proportionate to the award size (overly ambitious or too conservative), or are not well 

aligned with the organization's mission. 

• 0 points: The response does not communicate proposed activities or uses for the funding 

or includes ineligible uses listed in the RFP. Ideas are disjointed and cannot be easily 

translated into activities or expenditures.  

How will these activities or uses enhance your organizational capacity and strengthen 

your ability to help your community? 

20 points 

SCORING GUIDELINES: 

• 20 points: The applicant clearly explains how activities will strengthen organizational 

capacity, and why those uses are appropriate and strategic given the organization's size, 

operating budget, and mission. Whether the benefit to the community is direct or 

indirect/downstream, the applicant makes a credible case that a stronger organization will 

be better positioned to serve its community. An award is extremely likely to make a 

meaningful difference for the organization's performance, sustainability, or longevity. 

• 10 points: The applicant identifies capacity-building uses, but the explanation is vague or 

incomplete; it is unclear how the proposed activities will strengthen the organization, or 

whether they are appropriate given its size, operating budget, and mission. In some cases, 

the proposed activities may risk straining capacity rather than building it. 

• 0 points: The response does not clearly explain how the funding will strengthen 

organizational capacity. Proposed uses are disjointed, or there is little indication that they 

will improve the organization's ability to operate or serve its community. 
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How will you measure successes enabled by this grant?  

15 Points  

THE FOLLOWING DEFINITIONS MAY BE HELPFUL AS YOU CONSIDER YOUR RESPONSE: 

• Outputs: are the direct, tangible products or services delivered (what was produced) 

• Outcomes: are the short- to medium-term changes or benefits that result from those 

outputs (what changed as a result) 

• Impact: is the ultimate, long-term goal or broader consequence (why it matters) 

SCORING GUIDELINES:  

Strong responses will present well-defined, meaningful outcomes that clearly connect to the 

organization's mission and housing/community economic development goals. 

• 15 points: Applicant provides a clear plan for measuring meaningful outcomes and shows 

that they are ready to collect and track outcome data and/or stories that go beyond simple 

outputs. Proposed success measures will help make a strong case for continuation of the 

CCBF. Applicant demonstrates an understanding and aptitude for measuring/tracking 

both quantitative and qualitative outcomes/impacts. 

• 8 points: Applicant provided a coherent strategy for tracking/measuring outputs, but the 

data points or measurements proposed do not seem appropriate or connected to the 

proposed activities or outcomes/impacts, or the proposed strategy for measurement does 

not seem feasible or reasonable, or the time horizon for measuring success will fall too far 

beyond the performance period to realistically measure outcomes or make a case for 

continuation of the CCBF. 

• 0 points: Applicant does not propose a reasonable or feasible strategy for measuring 

success. It will be difficult or impossible to know whether funding has made any difference 

for this organization. 
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REQUIRED ATTACHMENTS: 

Reviewers will score the following after reviewing your uploaded financial attachments and 

any narrative responses you have included related to your current financial situation. 

Applicant’s current organizational capacity and financial situation, and the potential 

for impact from this award.  

10 Points 

SCORING GUIDELINES: 

• 10 points: The applicant is well-positioned for this award to make a meaningful, proportionate 

difference. The organization shows enough operational and financial stability to deploy the 

funds effectively, while also demonstrating a genuine need where an award of this size can 

have real, lasting impact. Its current capacity and financial situation suggest the grant will 

strengthen the organization in ways that reach the community — rather than being absorbed 

without noticeable effect, or duplicating resources the organization already has. (Example – an 

organization with a stable-but-lean operating budget, a clear plan, and a funding gap or 

operational need that this award is sized to meet.) 

• 5 points: The applicant's situation suggests the award will have some positive impact, but with 

a significant level of uncertainty. The organization may be facing worrisome capacity or 

financial challenges likely to limit its effective use of the funds, or it may already be relatively 

well-resourced to a point that the marginal impact of this award is less clear. The grant is likely 

to help, but it is harder to say that this organization represents the strongest opportunity for 

impact relative to other applicants. 

• 0 points: An application may be scored 0 points in this area if the organization’s need is so 

much greater than what would be possible with this award, that the grant is unlikely to make 

any meaningful difference (example – organization is operating with a rapidly shrinking staff 

and deep multi-year deficits much larger than the potential award size, and is not able to 

describe any realistic or reasonable path out). 


