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Use the rating scale provided to score proposal components 1-4.  A total score will range from 0 – 11, with scores of 10-11 corresponding to “strongly recommend,” scores of 8-9 
“recommend,” scores of 6-7 “possibly recommend, but with reservations,” and scores below 6, or any proposal with a score of 0 on Section 3, “does not qualify for funding.” 
 
 
Section 1: Description & Background 

2: High 
Description is easily understood by a non-specialist reader. 
Clearly and concisely summarizes the project’s research 
problem or creative process (including background 
information/context). 

1: Medium 
The description and summary of problem are less clear, 
may be difficult for a non-specialist reader to understand, 
or fail to summarize concisely the project’s problem or 
creative process. 

0: Unacceptable 
A description/background summary and statement of 
research problem or creative process are not provided, 
are difficult to understand, or are not written for a non-
specialist; lacks detail and clarity. 
 

 
Section 2: Project Goals & Feasibility 

4: High 
Easily understood by a non-specialist and clearly articulates 
the project’s objectives, significance, methods & feasibility 
in some detail.  Includes a detailed timeline for work 
completion and means of assessing student progress. 

2-3: Medium 
Reasonably clear to a non-specialist reader and 
articulates the project’s objectives, significance, 
methods, feasibility and timeline; Components are less 
detailed and/or clear compared to high-ranking 
proposals. 
 

0-1: Unacceptable 
Project description is unclear to a non-specialist reader, 
and/or does not address the project’s objectives, 
methods, feasibility and timeline at least minimally & 
with some clarity. 

 

 
Section 3: Quality of the Student Learning Experience 

3: High 
Clearly and explicitly articulates the project’s student-
centered goals, pedagogical techniques and plans for 
student transition to independence.  The student is likely 
to have a high-quality, mentored learning experience. 

2: Medium 
The goals, techniques and plans for independence are 
less clear and detailed and/or focus on student learning 
less explicitly. Proposal fails to show how the student’s 
learning experience is likely to be a positive one. 

0-1: Unacceptable 
Student-centered mentoring/training is not addressed 
clearly or completely; may be overly brief, vague, minimal 
or portions of the section omitted. Project appears 
unlikely to provide a positive learning experience. 

 

 
Section 4: Student Qualifications and Motivation 

2: High 
Clearly articulates the student’s interest in and preparation 
for completing the project. Statement is detailed, well-
written, and well-edited. The résumé demonstrates that 
the student is well-prepared to participate in the study. 

1: Medium 
The statement and résumé are less detailed, and/or do 
not demonstrate student preparedness and/or 
motivation as strongly as do higher-ranked proposals 

0: Unacceptable 
The student did not submit a résumé , written 
statement addressing preparation and motivation, or 
both; the documents may be very poorly prepared 
(vague, typos, poorly organized, etc.) 

 

 
Total score:            Recommendation:           Comments/feedback: 


