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Evaluation Rubric
INNOVATION ECOSYSTEM SUPPORT


Effective Date: 12/17/2021
Grading and Decision-Making Criteria 
for
All Investment Ranges
Must be utilized in conjunction with MTI’s Investment Policies 

Grading System:  
This Evaluation Rubric dictates MTI’s assessment of applications for core MTI funding directed towards support of Maine’s Innovation Ecosystem.  This rubric identifies five (5) Categories for assessment, and specific criteria within each of those 5 Categories.
MTI staff shall utilize the following three grading system characterizations to evaluate the criteria within each of those 5 Categories: 
· Strong: 			Exceeds the minimum standard, and does not require special conditions to support or 
mitigate any risks or weaknesses.

· Minimum Standard	Meets the minimum standard, but will likely require conditions to mitigate risks or
weaknesses.

· [bookmark: _gjdgxs]Inadequate 		Does not meet the minimum standard.


Grading System Guidance:
This grading system shall inform MTI Investment Officers’ ultimate recommendation to fund or not fund an application, with or without conditions of funding.   
Absent an Investment Committee exception, an application must meet the minimum standards in each of the 5 Categories, in order for MTI staff to make a recommendation for approval – either with or without conditions of funding.




Rubric Utilization Guidance:

Investment Officers shall utilize the “Rating Examples” in each of the following catagories, as a guide, while grading/evaluating the applicant’s application against the Evaluation Criteria.   
Category 1:  Impact and Connection to MTI’s Mission and IDEs (Innovation-Driven Enterprises)

	
	RATING EXAMPLES 

	[bookmark: _Hlk65663105]Evaluation Criteria
	INADEQUATE 
	MINIMUM STANDARD
	STRONG

	
Qualifying Technology Sector or IDE Support: 

Does the project support innovation in MTI’s Technology Sectors?
Does the project support the MTI portfolio and/or other IDE’s in achieving MTI’s Impact Goals?


	



No connection / commitment to MTI Portfolio or IDEs.  Nor does the project support innovation in MTI’s Technology Sectors.  
	



Predominately supports MTI Portfolio, IDEs, and/or innovation in MTI’s Technology Sectors.
	



Exclusively supports MTI Portfolio IDEs, and/or  innovation in MTI’s Technology Sectors.   

	
Quality Job Creation/Retention:

Does the project support Maine Based Quality Job Creation/Retention?

Are job creation projections supported by a clear plan and evidence?

	


Project does not support Maine Based Quality Job Creation/Retention.  

And / Or job projections are unsubstantiated / unrealistic.

	


Clear plan to support Maine Based Quality Job Creation/Retention, with evidence provided to support job projections. 

	


Initial evidence of job creation/ retention and/or the plan is strong and projects a significant number of quality jobs.   


	
Other Impact for Maine / MTI:

Does the proposal include other benefits for underserved groups and/or regions of state? 
  
	


Proposed benefits are unsubstantiated / unrealistic.

	


Clear plan to deliver impact identified with evidence to support those impact claims.
	


Strong plan that demonstrates compelling and measurable impact with initial evidence of success/progress made.



Category 2: Team, Board Oversight, and Accountability

	
	RATING EXAMPLES 

	Evaluation Criteria
	INADEQUATE 
	MINIMUM STANDARD
	STRONG

	
Leadership Team Expertise and Experience:  

Does the leadership team have the necessary skills and experience to complete the project & solve the problem? 
Including consideration of sufficient financial acumen and business experience to manage the proposed project efforts?  
(In-House or Contracted)


	



Based on the information provided, the team does not appear to have the required skill sets, experience, formalized commitment and capacity to execute the plan outlined in the application and SOW.

	



Team appears to have the necessary skill sets, experience, formalized commitment, and capacity to execute the plan outlined in the application and SOW and/or has a plan to address mitigate current weaknesses.

	



Team skill sets, experience, and incentivized commitment to execute the plan are strong, based on a proven track record of success.




	
Board Oversight and Accountability:  

Is there a Board of Directors or another form of satisfactory oversight?
Are there established systems of governance and accountability?
 

	



There is no Board of Directors or other satisfactory system of oversight/governance.


	



There is a Board of Directors or a clear plan to establish a BOD or other satisfactory oversight with governance systems.

	



Strong Board of Directors with relevant experience; 
governance systems in place to create accountability.





Category 3:  Market Need/Demand and Quality of Solution			

	
	RATING EXAMPLES 

	Evaluation Criteria
	INADEQUATE 
	MINIMUM STANDARD
	STRONG

	Demonstrated Need: 

Can the team demonstrate a compelling need for their solution / service?  

Can the team clearly define the target customers / users? 

	

Team cannot demonstrate, with evidence, a compelling need for the proposed solution / service.  
	

Team can demonstrate, with evidence, a compelling need for the proposed solution / service.  

Team clearly defines the target customers / users.

	
Strong evidence of demand for solution / service demonstrated by commitments from Maine-based IDEs. 

Team clearly defines the target customers / users.

	Quality of Proposed Solution:

Can the team demonstrate the efficacy of their proposed service / solution?
Does the proposed solution improve upon existing resources in the ecosystem? 

	

Unclear how the proposed service / solution will succeed in addressing identified need and / or duplicates existing resources without providing a more effective solution / service.  

	
Evidence that the proposed service / solution is likely to succeed in addressing the identified need, and the applicant clearly describes how they will measure impact of their proposed service / solution.

 
	
Strong evidence that the proposed service / solution does address the identified need, as demonstrated by initial customers / users.






[bookmark: _Hlk85724522]Category 4:  Organizational Sustainability and Financial Statements			

	
	RATING EXAMPLES 

	Evaluation Criteria
	INADEQUATE 
	MINIMUM STANDARD
	STRONG

	Business Model and Resources to Ensure Continuity: 

Does the team utilize a well-defined business model?



Does the Team have a realistic plan to achieve sustainability, without future dependence from MTI? 

Does the organization understand what is required for operational infrastructure and systems to successfully deploy the proposed solution / service?

	


Team is proposing an unsubstantiated or speculative business model.


Team does not have a realistic plan to achieve sustainability, without future dependence from MTI.


Organization does not appear to understand or have the required operational infrastructure and systems to deploy the solution or service.
	


Team proposes a well-defined business model.



Team has a realistic plan to achieve sustainability, but may return for additional MTI funding.


Organization understands what is required for operational infrastructure and systems to successfully deploy the solution / service. 
	


Team is proposing a business model that has been shown to be effective and sustainable.


Team can demonstrate their plan is achieving sustainability, without dependence on MTI.


Organization demonstrates that operational infrastructure and systems are in place.  






Category 5:  Matching Funds, Measurable Outcomes (Scope of Work/Budget) &
Award Structure 

	
	RATING EXAMPLES 

	Evaluation Criteria
	INADEQUATE 
	MINIMUM STANDARD
	STRONG

	
Matching Funds:

Are there sufficient matching funds that meet the requirements of MTI’s Matching Funds Policy?  


	

Insufficient matching funds and/or the match does not meet the requirements of MTI’s policy.
	

Sufficient matching funds that meet MTI’s policy requirements.
	

Matching funds not only meet MTI’s policy, but are cash and significantly exceed MTI’s contribution to the project.


	
Expenditures and SOW Alignment: 

Do the proposed expenditures align with the proposed SOW?
Do expenditures appear reasonable and sufficient to carry out deliverables?

	


Expenditures do not align with the SOW and/or do not appear reasonable and/or sufficient to carry out deliverables.
	


Expenditures align with the SOW and appear reasonable and sufficient to carry out deliverables.
	


Expenditures not only reasonable and align with the SOW, but the use of funds is very effective/efficient.  

	
SOW Measurable Outcomes:
 
Does the SOW identify specific realistic timeframes for proposed deliverables?
Are the outcomes/deliverables measurable with performance benchmarks that relate to success?

	

SOW deliverables and/or timeframes are vague, hard to measure, and / or unrealistic.
	

SOW deliverables and timeframes are measurable and realistic.
	

SOW deliverables are very specific, with performance benchmarks that relate to overall project success, and timeframes are realistic.



	Structuring Guidance:
Timing of Required Funds:  Individual Requests over $100,000 and Project Period: 12 Months or Longer: 
For individual requests over $100,000 with project periods greater than 12 months, it is preferable to disburse MTI funding over time, via multiple disbursements that are based on the applicant achieving interim performance benchmarks.   However, the structuring must not hinder or restrict the potential performance of the applicant or related parties responsible for deliverables.
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