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	How to use this rubric
Applicants should use this rubric to assess and strengthen their executive summary before submission. Reviewers will use the same six criteria and point values when evaluating submitted proposals.


Scoring Overview
Each criterion is worth 1–5 points. The maximum score is 30 points. Reviewers should select the performance level that most closely reflects the proposal as a whole for that criterion.
	Criterion
	Points

	Curricular Innovation and Academic Excellence
	1–5

	Alignment with K-State Strategic Priorities
	1–5

	Anticipated Return on Investment for K-State
	1–5

	Learner, Workforce, or Societal Need
	1–5

	External Partner Contribution
	1–5

	Long-Term Sustainability
	1–5

	Maximum Total Score
	30


Review Parameters
Evaluate only the information requested in the initial executive summary application.
Do not require formal market research at this stage. Selected proposals will receive market research during the next phase.
Do not require a final partner letter of support at this stage. That documentation is required during the final proposal stage.
Administrative information, required approvals, interdisciplinary status, modality, and consultation with a Program Administrator are reviewed for eligibility and context; they are not separate scored criteria.


1. Curricular Innovation and Academic Excellence
Application question(s)
What makes the proposed microcredential innovative or distinctive, and how will it advance curricular innovation and academic excellence at K-State? Describe how its curriculum and applied learning experiences, instructional approach, delivery model, intended audience, credential pathway, stackability, or other distinguishing features work together to provide a current, rigorous, relevant, and learner-centered educational experience.
What reviewers will consider
The curriculum or learning experience is current, rigorous, and appropriate for the intended audience.
The instructional approach and delivery model support the proposed learning experience.
Innovative or distinguishing features are clearly identified.
The proposal considers relevant skills, credential pathways, stackability, or other opportunities where appropriate.
Performance levels
	Score
	Performance description

	5 — Excellent
	Presents an exceptionally clear, current, rigorous, and learner-centered concept. The curriculum, instructional approach, delivery model, and distinguishing features work together to create a highly innovative microcredential with strong potential to advance K-State’s noncredit portfolio.

	4 — Good
	Presents a thoughtful and well-developed curricular concept with appropriate rigor, relevant learning experiences, an effective educational approach, and meaningful innovative or distinguishing features.

	3 — Satisfactory
	Describes a sound curricular concept and educational approach with appropriate learning experiences and some innovative or distinctive elements, although important aspects would benefit from further development.

	2 — Needs Improvement
	Identifies a potentially relevant concept, but the curriculum, rigor, instructional approach, delivery model, or innovative features are unclear or only partially developed.

	1 — Unsatisfactory
	Does not provide enough information to determine that the proposed curriculum and educational approach will be current, rigorous, appropriate, or meaningfully innovative.


2. Alignment with K-State Strategic Priorities
Application question(s)
Explain how your proposal aligns with the Next-Gen K-State Strategic Plan AND the K-State Opportunity Agenda.
What reviewers will consider
Specific connections to the Next-Gen K-State Strategic Plan are explained.
Specific connections to the K-State Opportunity Agenda are explained.
The proposal demonstrates how the microcredential would advance K-State’s mission, priorities, or workforce-development role.
Performance levels
	Score
	Performance description

	5 — Excellent
	Makes a compelling, specific, and well-developed case for how the proposed microcredential will advance both the Next-Gen K-State Strategic Plan and the K-State Opportunity Agenda, with clear value to learners, K-State, and/or Kansas.

	4 — Good
	Clearly explains meaningful alignment with both the Next-Gen K-State Strategic Plan and the K-State Opportunity Agenda and demonstrates potential to advance university priorities.

	3 — Satisfactory
	Demonstrates reasonable alignment with both required strategic frameworks, although one or both connections would benefit from greater specificity or explanation.

	2 — Needs Improvement
	References one or both strategic frameworks, but the connections are vague, superficial, incomplete, or focused primarily on only one framework.

	1 — Unsatisfactory
	Provides little or no meaningful explanation of alignment with the Next-Gen K-State Strategic Plan and the K-State Opportunity Agenda.




3. Anticipated Return on Investment for K-State
Application question(s)
Describe the anticipated return on investment (ROI) for K-State. Consider projected learner demand, anticipated enrollment, revenue generation, workforce impact, and opportunities for future growth or expansion.
What reviewers will consider
The proposal identifies concrete forms of value to K-State.
Enrollment, revenue, workforce impact, and/or growth potential are addressed as applicable.
Claims and projections are reasonable for this early stage.
The anticipated institutional benefit is distinct from the evidence of need and the post-funding sustainability plan.
Performance levels
	Score
	Performance description

	5 — Excellent
	Presents a compelling and credible case for significant value to K-State through multiple outcomes, such as learner reach, enrollment, revenue, workforce impact, partnerships, reputation, or future growth. Anticipated benefits are concrete and reasonably supported for this initial stage.

	4 — Good
	Demonstrates strong potential value to K-State and addresses several relevant ROI considerations with clear, reasonable expectations.

	3 — Satisfactory
	Identifies a reasonable potential return to K-State and addresses relevant benefits, but projections, supporting rationale, or the full range of anticipated value would benefit from further development.

	2 — Needs Improvement
	Identifies limited or uncertain institutional benefits. Important ROI considerations are missing, vague, overly speculative, or insufficiently connected to the proposal.

	1 — Unsatisfactory
	Provides little or no credible explanation of the anticipated value or return on K-State’s investment.




4. Learner, Workforce, or Societal Need
Application question(s)
Describe the learner, workforce, or societal need this proposed microcredential is intended to address. Explain how the microcredential would respond to that need. If available at this stage, include any preliminary evidence or information that supports the proposed microcredential, such as learner or employer interest, workforce or industry trends, enrollment inquiries, state or national priorities, or other relevant data.
What reviewers will consider
The need and intended audience are clearly identified.
The proposed microcredential responds directly to the identified need.
Preliminary evidence or relevant information supports the proposal.
The need appears meaningful and likely to continue.
	Important: Formal market research is not required at the executive summary stage and should not be expected when assigning this score.


Performance levels
	Score
	Performance description

	5 — Excellent
	Clearly establishes a significant learner, workforce, or societal need and makes a compelling connection between that need and the proposed microcredential. Uses multiple relevant forms of preliminary evidence or information appropriate to this initial stage.

	4 — Good
	Establishes a clear and important need, explains how the microcredential will respond, and provides relevant preliminary evidence or information that supports the proposal.

	3 — Satisfactory
	Identifies a reasonable need and explains the microcredential’s general response. Some preliminary support is provided, but the evidence, specificity, or connection could be strengthened.

	2 — Needs Improvement
	Identifies a possible need, but the need, intended audience, supporting information, or connection to the proposed microcredential is only partially developed.

	1 — Unsatisfactory
	Provides little or no clear evidence of a learner, workforce, or societal need, or does not explain how the proposed microcredential would address the need.






5. External Partner Contribution
Application question(s)
Describe how corporate, industry, government, or community partners will contribute to the development of this microcredential. If partners have already been identified, please name them and briefly describe their role.
What reviewers will consider
At least one relevant potential partner has been identified or a credible plan for identifying one is described.
Proposed partner roles are specific and meaningful.
Partner involvement will strengthen curriculum relevance, skills validation, pilot participation, marketing, learner opportunities, or sustainability.
The proposal demonstrates a reasonable likelihood of continued partner engagement.
	Important: A formal letter of support is not required until the final proposal stage. Score the quality and credibility of the proposed partnership at this stage, not the absence of a final commitment letter.


Performance levels
	Score
	Performance description

	5 — Excellent
	Identifies one or more highly relevant partners and presents compelling, specific, and strategic roles for them. The proposed contributions are integral to development and are likely to strengthen multiple aspects of the microcredential and its long-term success.

	4 — Good
	Identifies relevant partner(s) and clearly explains meaningful roles or contributions that will strengthen development, workforce relevance, learner opportunities, or sustainability.

	3 — Satisfactory
	Identifies a relevant potential partner or presents a credible partner-development plan. Anticipated roles are generally appropriate, although engagement, commitments, or specific contributions are still developing.

	2 — Needs Improvement
	Mentions potential partners or partner types, but the identification plan, relevance, proposed roles, or likelihood of engagement is vague or insufficiently developed.

	1 — Unsatisfactory
	Does not identify a relevant potential partner or a credible plan for securing one, or provides no meaningful explanation of how a partner would contribute.




6. Long-Term Sustainability
Application question(s)
Describe your long-term sustainability plan after AIF funding concludes.
What reviewers will consider
The proposal addresses how the microcredential will continue after one-time AIF support ends.
Ongoing enrollment, revenue or other financial support, faculty capacity, and operational responsibility are considered.
The proposal considers continued partner engagement and program improvement where relevant.
The plan is feasible and proportionate to the proposed microcredential.
Performance levels
	Score
	Performance description

	5 — Excellent
	Presents an exceptionally credible and well-integrated plan for continued financial, operational, and academic support. Responsibilities and ongoing resource strategies are clear, and the microcredential is well positioned to grow, adapt, and deliver lasting value beyond AIF funding.

	4 — Good
	Presents a well-developed and feasible sustainability plan that addresses ongoing resources, operational responsibility, enrollment or revenue, and continued program success after AIF funding.

	3 — Satisfactory
	Presents a reasonable path to sustainability and addresses several key considerations, but some assumptions, resources, responsibilities, or strategies require further development.

	2 — Needs Improvement
	Offers general ideas for continuing the microcredential, but the plan lacks sufficient detail, feasibility, resources, or ownership to support confidence in long-term viability.

	1 — Unsatisfactory
	Provides little or no realistic plan for sustaining the microcredential after AIF funding concludes.




Reviewer Score Summary
This page may be used for reference when configuring or completing the corresponding Qualtrics review form.
	Criterion
	Score
	Reviewer notes

	1. Curricular Innovation and Academic Excellence
	___ / 5
	

	2. Alignment with K-State Strategic Priorities
	___ / 5
	

	3. Anticipated Return on Investment for K-State
	___ / 5
	

	4. Learner, Workforce, or Societal Need
	___ / 5
	

	5. External Partner Contribution
	___ / 5
	

	6. Long-Term Sustainability
	___ / 5
	

	TOTAL
	___ / 30
	


Overall Reviewer Comments
Key strengths:
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________
Concerns or areas requiring further development:
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________
Overall funding recommendation or considerations:
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________
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