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Part I – CRITERIA PROFILE

	CRITERIA
	MAXIMUM
POINTS
	POINTS
ASSIGNED

	1. Extent of Need for the Project
	
20
	10

	2. Plan of Operation
	
30
	10

	3. Quality of Key Personnel
	
10
	9

	4. Budget & Cost Effectiveness
	
15
	5

	5. Evaluation Plan
	
15
	7

	6. Adequacy of Resources
	
10
	6

	TOTAL POINTS
	
100
	47


Part II - SUMMARY

COMMENTS: (please provide at least four statements):

Interesting grant program with Russia and with projects for the area auto industry, but primarily benefits a foreign audience – not U.S. students & businesses.  Need to include a formal “agreement” letter with grant partner(s).  Need to include U.S. agreement partners like the Chamber or Commerce, World Trade Council, etc. & work to benefit U.S. audiences.  Limited programs to benefit the area community other than the interns from Russia.  Programs are focused to help Russian faculty and students but Title VIB funds are more appropriate to help U.S. businesses, faculty, and students.

Read other grants for ideas on ways to structure and organize the grant.

Need to include a specific budget narrative and outline each expense and discuss how each amount was determined.

While many faculty vitas are included in the appendix, they are not specifically discussed in the grant nor is their time commitment to the project.

Need to identify local companies who will take interns and need more institutional support.


1. EXTENT OF NEED FOR THE PROJECT
(Maximum 20 points)
a.  How well does this project meet the needs outlined in 611 of the statute?

b.  Are the needs clearly defined?  How did the applicant identify those needs?

    c.  Does the applicant purpose to meet those needs by improving the institution’s international academic 

         program and by developing appropriate linkages with the business community?

   d.   How appropriate are the results of the proposed project in meeting the purpose of Title VI, part B?

	
NOT ADDRESSED
0 Points
	INADEQUATE
1-6 Points
	ADEQUATE
7-13 Points
	GOOD TO EXCELLENT
14-20 Points
	POINTS
AWARDED
	
__10__


Please provide a justification for the points awarded based on STRENGTHS and WEAKNESSES:

Projects build on past successes from a USIA grant but the link between Flint and Russia and community needs are not clear.

Programs for IABB/Russian students in the U.S. do not meet the needs outlined in section 611 of this statue.  Programs are to support and develop U.S. students.

Need to provide detail on how the projects were identified and need to justify the concentration or focus on Russia.  Do companies in Flint do business in Russia?  Did you survey area businesses for their views?

More appropriate agreement partners are local trade and/or business organizations.


2. PLAN OF OPERATION 
(Maximum 30 points)
a.    To what extent do the objectives of the project, and the anticipated results, relate to the purpose of Title VI, part B?

b.    How effective is the plan of management?  To what extent will it ensure proper and effective administration of the project, and result in achieving the project’s objectives?

c.   How effective and appropriate are the provisions of the “Agreement”?

d.
Does the applicant plan to use its resources and personnel, and the resources and contributions provided for under the “Agreement”, in an effective way to achieve programmatic goals

e.

Are the proposed linkages with the business community, including those provided for the “Agreement”, designed to accomplish the objectives of Title VI, part B?

f.
To what extent will the applicant provide equal access the treatment for members of racial and ethnic minorities, women, persons with disabilities, and the elderly?

	NOT ADDRESSED
0 Points
	INADEQUATE
1-10 Points
	ADEQUATE
11-20 Points
	GOOD TO EXCELLENT
21-30 Points
	POINTS
AWARDED
	
__10___


Please provide a justification for the points awarded based on STRENGTHS and WEAKNESSES:

Not clear how the online course will bring more students to the Flint programs or increase assistance to U.S students.

Good inclusion of team-teaching and the internet.

Need more detail on the curriculum development issues.

No formal “agreement” was included with the Russian partner.

No clear linkages with the business community – need to specifically identify companies in the area, etc.

Need to discuss equal treatment practices.


3. QUALITY OF THE MANAGEMENT PLAN
(Maximum 10 points)
a.
Are the experience and qualifications of the project director adequate?

b.
Are the experience and qualifications of other personnel and teaching staff adequate?

c.
Is the amount of time that each of the key persons, referred to in (a) and (b), and the plans to commit to the project adequate?

d.
To what extent does the applicant, as part of its non-discriminatory employment practices, encourage applications for employment from members of groups (e.g., members of racial and ethnic minorities, women, persons with disabilities, and the elderly) that have been traditionally under-represented?

	NOT ADDRESSED
0 Points
	INADEQUATE
1-3 Points
	ADEQUATE
4-6 Points
	GOOD TO EXCELLENT
7-10 Points
	POINTS
AWARDED
	
___9___


Please provide a justification for the points awarded based on STRENGTHS and WEAKNESSES:

Personnel are well qualified in international business, but other personnel are not mentioned in this section.

Need to specify the time commitment of the two individuals profiled.

Need to discuss the non-discriminatory practices in this section – and not just in the attacment at the front of the grant.

Why is the bibliography included?

4. BUDGET AND COST EFFECTIVENESS




(Maximum 15 points)
a.
Is the budget adequate to support the project?

b.
Are the costs reasonable in relation to the objectives of the project?

	NOT ADDRESSED
0 Points
	INADEQUATE
1-5 Points
	ADEQUATE
6-10 Points
	GOOD TO EXCELLENT
11-15 Points
	POINTS
AWARDED
	
___5___


Please provide a justification for the points awarded based on STRENGTHS and WEAKNESSES:

Budget seems adequate for the projects outlined, but the budget narrative is not clear as to how costs were determined, what they are based on, and what is used at the 50% match.

It is hard for the reader to assess whether costs are reasonable based on only the limited information provided.


5. PLAN OF EVALUATION








(Maximum 15 points)
a.

How appropriate and adequate are the provisions for evaluating the effectiveness of the project? 

b.

Are the criteria adequate to evaluate the results of the project?

c.

Will the evaluation be objective, and will it produce data that is quantifiable?

d.

Is the methodology adequate to determine if the needs for which the project is designed are being met?

	NOT ADDRESSED
0 Points
	INADEQUATE
1-5 Points
	ADEQUATE
6-10 Points
	GOOD TO EXCELLENT
11-15 Points
	POINTS
AWARDED
	
___7___


Please provide a justification for the points awarded based on STRENGTHS and WEAKNESSES: 

Good questionnaire to evaluate student attitudes.  Other feedback is planned from the distance learning course.  

Good use of meetings between faculty & evaluations planned for the internship programs.

Each activity needs to be evaluated.

Discuss an evaluation for all activities and assign responsibility for measuring & discuss how the various surveys in the appendix will be used.

Need to include an external reviewer/grant evaluator to assess the programs – preferably with Title VI B experience.

6.  ADEQUACY OF RESOURCES








(Maximum 10 points)
a.

Do the applicant and the parties to the “Agreement” plan to devote adequate resources to the project as evidenced by the type of facilities, equipment, supplies, and other resources described in the application?

b.

Are the sources and kinds of matching resources, which provide the 50 percent of the non-Federal share of the project costs, adequate and appropriate?

	NOT ADDRESSED
0 Points
	INADEQUATE
1-3 Points
	ADEQUATE
4-6 Points
	GOOD TO EXCELLENT
7-10 Points
	POINTS
AWARDED
	
__6____


Please provide a justification for the points awarded based on STRENGTHS and WEAKNESSES:

Good explanation of School of Management resources and programs as well as a profile of IABB in Russia.

Budget narrative and budget needs more detail.  It is not clear where matching funds are coming from.

No formal “agreement” letter with Russian partner is included – only two letters of support from businesses willing to host interns.

SIGNATURE OF REVIEWER

 I have reviewed this application in accordance with the criteria published in the FEDERAL REGISTER.

                      (Please use black ink)
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