International Travel Award Rubric
	
	1 - inadequate
	2 – developing
	3 – satisfactory
	4 – strong
	5 - exceptional

	Q1:  
Quality of Proposal
	Heavily jargon-filled.
	Significant jargon.
	Mostly accessible; some jargon present.
	Very clear; minor technical terms used but explained well.
	Jargon-free

	Q2: 
Purpose & Relevance of the trip to the degree program 
	The purpose is missing or entirely irrelevant to the field.
	Goals are unclear; importance of the trip to career development is weak.
	Goals are broad. Relevance to field is explained but lacks depth.
	Goals are well-defined. Clear explanation of professional value.
	Goals are highly specific. Proves activity is vital to the field.

	Q3: 
Funding Need & Explanation 
	No clear criticality; no plan for expenses exceeding $1,500.
	Weak link between funding and progress; vague supplemental plan.
	Shows general need. Mentions supplemental plan without detail.
	Strong argument for need. Mentions specific supplemental sources.

	Compelling case; progress would halt without funds. Plan is concrete.

	Q4: Itemized Budget (should address these 3 elements: list of expenses, cost, and its justification)
	There is little to no organization of the itemized budget and there are at least 2 missing elements
	Missing 2 elements or is disorganized
	Missing 1 of the 3 requirements (cost, category, or explanation).
	All 3 requirements met but lacks detail or deep justification
	All 3 requirements met. Justifications are strategic.

	Q5: Relevance of the trip to your department and/or Kent State’s objectives
	The trip does not serve to elevate KSU.
	The alignment of the trip to KSU or department’s objectives is very weak
	Relevance is explained but lacks depth.
	Well-defined explanation of the trip’s relevance to department and /or KSU objectives
	Relevance is compelling and highly specific.






