
 
 
  
 

Greater Hartford Gives Foundation 

Basic Human Needs Emergency Assistance Grant Rubric 

The Hartford Foundation Basic Human Needs Emergency Assistance Grant was created to support 
nonprofits as they increase access to emergency services and assistance for the most basic of human 
needs for vulnerable residents in Greater Hartford. This rubric will be used to help the Foundation 
discuss applications and make funding decisions. We will be accepting applications twice a year, with 
grants being given (approximately) in July and November.  
 

 Yes No N/A 

Both the organization and program have been in existence for one year or 
more.  
 

Note: Answering “no” to this question will disqualify the application. 

   

Is this request for a collaborative effort (more than one agency) or a 
program that will take place at multiple sites? 
 

Note: If so, this request is eligible for up to $30,000. 

   

The organization seeking support is led by a racially/ethnically under-
represented nonprofit leader (Executive Director, CEO or President).  
 

Note: This question is not relevant for requests from faith-based 
institutions. 

   

If this request is not for food, is this request for supports directly 
distributed to clients (e.g. rent/mortgage assistance, transportation 
assistance, personal care items, medical aid/expense assistance, 
emergency case management)? 

   

 
 

 0 
(Lowest Score) 

1 2 3 
(Most favorable) 

Will a minimum of 
75% of the grant be 
spent on food? OR 
will the request 
primarily increase 
food security? 
 

No N/A N/A Yes 

The proposed 
program makes a 
concerted effort to 
lower barriers for 
various populations 
of clients. 
 
Examples include: 
client-centered 
approaches, 
multilingual staff, 
translation 
services, flexible 

Little or no effort 
is being made to 
lower barriers for 
various client 
populations to be 
served. 

Some effort is 
being made to 
lower barriers for 
various client 
populations to be 
served. 

Adequate effort 
is being made to 
lower barriers for 
various client 
populations to 
be served. 

Significant effort 
is being made to 
lower barriers 
for various client 
populations to 
be served. 



 
 
  
 

 0 
(Lowest Score) 

1 2 3 
(Most favorable) 

service hours 
during non-peak 
hours, and 
transportation 
considerations such 
as bus access or bus 
passes. 

Does the 
application align 
well with the 
intentions of the 
request for 
proposals (RFP)? 
Are the 
components of the 
program proposed 
clear, explained 
well, and 
reasonable?  

Lacks a clear 
purpose, 
feasibility, or 
alignment with 
the RFP’s 
intentions. 
Rationale for 
funding is weak 
or nonexistent. 

Loosely defined 
approach with 
feasibility gaps. 
Limited alignment 
with the RFP’s 
intentions. 
Rationale is not 
fully convincing. 

A clear approach 
is demonstrated. 
Approach is 
feasible but may 
need refinement. 
Moderate 
alignment with 
the RFP’s 
intentions. 

Well-defined 
evidence-based 
approach, 
realistic 
timeline, and 
actionable 
objectives. 
Strong 
alignment with 
the RFP’s 
intentions. 

Does the 
application 
demonstrate that 
the organization 
has been able to 
provide goods 
and/or services as 
described in the 
past? Does the 
application 
demonstrate the 
activities outlined 
will be successful 
now?  

Lacks relevant 
track record, 
capacity, or 
leadership. Past 
projects (if any) 
show poor 
execution or lack 
measurable 
impact. 

Limited experience 
with projects of 
this nature. Gaps 
in capacity or 
leadership. Past 
projects show 
mixed or 
inconsistent 
success. 
 

Relevant 
experience, 
though limited in 
scale or 
complexity. 
Adequate 
leadership and 
capacity. Some 
successful past 
projects or 
partnerships. 

Proven success 
in similar 
projects. Strong 
leadership, 
infrastructure, 
and 
partnerships. 
Past grants (if 
applicable) were 
well-executed. 
 
 

Foundation funding 
would meaningfully 
contribute to the 
organization’s 
ability to provide 
proposed goods 
and services. 

Funding is 
unlikely to have a 
meaningful 
impact. Proposed 
use of funds is 
unclear, 
unsustainable, or 
misaligned with 
RFP priorities.  

Marginal impact 
with unclear 
leverage or 
sustainability. 
Investment may 
generate some 
benefit, but long-
term effects are 
uncertain. 

Funding 
contributes to 
positive 
outcomes but 
has limited 
leverage or 
sustainability. 
Potential impact 
is evident but 
not maximized. 

High impact; 
funding fills a 
critical need, 
leverages 
additional 
resources, and 
ensures 
sustainable, 
measurable 
outcomes 
aligned with 
strategic goals. 



 
 
  
 

 0 
(Lowest Score) 

1 2 3 
(Most favorable) 

What ALICE Tier 
does the town 
where most of the 
items and/or 
services will be 
provided, fall into? 
 
See the addendum  

The town is in 
Tier IV. 

The town is in Tier 
III. 

The town is in 
Tier II. 

The town is in 
Tier I. 

The organization 
does not have a 
current active open 
multiyear grant 
from the 
Foundation. 

The entity has at 
least one open, 
active multiyear 
grant from the 
Foundation. 

The entity has at 
least one open 
grant awarded 
through another 
Foundation 
opportunity such 
as another RFP or 
DAF. 

The entity has 
received 
Foundation 
funds before but 
does not 
currently have 
any open, active 
grants now. 

The entity has 
never received a 
grant from the 
Foundation. 

 


