Final Proposal Review Rubric – Credit Programs
	
	1 — Unsatisfactory
	2 — Needs Improvement
	3 — Satisfactory
	4 — Good
	5 — Excellent

	Curricular Innovation and Academic Excellence
	Insufficient evidence of a viable, rigorous, coherent or appropriately innovative degree program.
	Major parts of the curriculum, degree structure, applied learning, student supports, or innovation are unclear or misaligned.
	Sound curriculum and instruction, but some elements of rigor, outcomes, sequence, pathways, or differentiation require further development.
	Strong academic design with clear program structure, relevant learning experiences, effective instructional methods, and meaningful innovation.
	Highly rigorous, distinctive and integrated academic design with clear outcomes, feasible sequence, excellent learning experiences, and credible pedagogy/pathways.

	Alignment with K-State Strategic Priorities
	Little credible alignment with the two required strategic frameworks.
	Vague references or predominantly one-framework alignment without a convincing practical connection.
	Reasonable alignment with both frameworks, with some need for more specificity, substance, or measurable impact.
	Meaningful and well-evidenced alignment with both frameworks and strong anticipated benefits.
	Exceptionally clear, specific, and persuasive advancement of both the Next-Gen K-State Strategic Plan and Opportunity Agenda with substantial anticipated benefit.

	Anticipated Return on Investment for K-State
	No credible return on the proposed investment or essential projection information missing.
	Speculative ROI, weak cost/revenue modeling, or ambiguous connection between investment and outcomes.
	Plausible return with baseline forecasts, but benefits, cost connections, assumptions, or metrics need development.
	Strong anticipated value, sound financial estimates, and clear relevant outcomes for K-State.
	Persuasive, credible multi-dimensional institutional return with coherent investment, defensible projections, and meaningful outcomes/metrics.

	Learner, Workforce, or Societal Need
Weight: 2× (Double-weighted in final scoring)
	No convincing need or adequate evidence to justify creating the program.
	Uncertain target students, weak demand documentation, or poor linkage between research and proposed program.
	Reasonable need and supporting evidence, though sources, competing programs, projections, or significance need additional support.
	Clear and consequential need supported by credible research and strong connection to the proposed degree.
	Compelling and well-documented need with strong synthesis of market, student, workforce, or societal evidence and direct program response.

	Advisory Board Contribution
	Neither a credible board nor a viable plan to establish one is demonstrated.
	Board plan is underdeveloped or member expertise, roles, or likelihood of engagement is not convincing.
	Credible board or establishment plan with suitable expertise; some specifics of composition, commitment, or ongoing contribution remain open.
	Strong relevant composition and well-defined advisory roles, with a realistic plan for meaningful engagement.
	Highly relevant, well-conceived board with committed or credibly secured participation and specific high-impact roles throughout the lifecycle.

	Sustainability and Institutional Capacity Weight: 1.5× (Weighted at 1.5 times the assigned score in final scoring)
	No realistic plan to finance, staff, govern, launch, or administer the degree long term.
	Significant gaps in ongoing funding, workload, capacity, administrative plans, or applicable interdisciplinary governance.
	Reasonable sustainability and capacity path but key assumptions, owners, tradeoffs, or inter-unit agreements need additional work.
	Well-developed ongoing support and credible capacity strategy with clear responsibilities and collaborative arrangements where relevant.
	Detailed, feasible and integrated sustainability/capacity plan with convincing finances, staffing, tradeoffs, ownership, and interdisciplinary governance as applicable.

	Contribution to K-State’s Academic Portfolio
	No credible portfolio case, or the degree appears to add little institutional value beyond existing offerings.
	Limited or weakly differentiated contribution, uncertain fit, or meaningful potential duplication left unaddressed.
	Credible portfolio contribution but further analysis of uniqueness, overlap, academic links, or broad benefit is warranted.
	Clear, meaningful portfolio benefit with strong differentiation and complementarity to existing programs.
	Compelling evidence of a significant, distinctive and nonduplicative portfolio contribution linked to K-State strengths and strategic needs.



