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Criteria Ratings Points
Content 50 to >45 pts 45 to >41 pts 41 to >0 pts 0 pts 50 pts
Quality

Advanced Proficient Developing Not 45

Present

The following items are The following items are The following items are

well met: met: not well met:

. Goals are measurablg Goals are measurablg Goals are measurablg

and relevant to the theme | and relevant to the theme | and relevant to the theme

(3-4 learning objectives (3-4 learning objectives (3-4 learning objectives

provided) provided) provided)

. Program Description: | ¢ Program Description: | ¢ Program Description:

must be within the word must be within the word must be within the word

limit. Reflects content of limit. Reflects content of limit. Reflects content of

the manuscript. Relevance | the manuscript. Relevance | the manuscript. Relevance

to conference theme to conference theme to conference theme

evident evident evident

U Presentation Focus: | ¢ Presentation Focus: | ¢ Presentation Focus:

Used the categories Used the categories Used the categories

provided by NCDA provided by NCDA provided by NCDA

. Relevance to Theme:| ¢ Relevance to Theme:| ¢ Relevance to Theme:

Clearly identifies how the | Clearly identifies how the | Clearly identifies how the

proposal reflects the proposal reflects the proposal reflects the

conference theme conference theme conference theme

. Title reflects the contg Title reflects the contg Title reflects the contg

of the proposal of the proposal of the proposal

. Evidence of preparatiq ¢ Evidence of preparatiq Evidence of preparati

Proposal was based on Proposal was based on Proposal was based on

the information reported in | the information reported in | the information reported in

the manuscript the manuscript the manuscript
Logistical 20 to >17 pts 17 to >16 pts 16 to >0 pts 0 pts 20 pts
Information

Advanced Proficient Developing Not

Present

The following items are The following items are The following items are

well met: met: not well met:

. Presentation contact | ¢ Presentation contact | ¢ Presentation contact

information provided,
including email address

. Program type identifig
(Presentation, Poster,
Roundtable)

. Method of presentatio
provided

. Equipment needs wer|
listed

information provided,
including email address

. Program type identifie
(Presentation, Poster,
Roundtable)

. Method of presentatio
provided

. Equipment needs wer|
listed

information provided,
including email address

. Program type identifig
(Presentation, Poster,
Roundtable)

. Method of presentatio
provided

Equipment needs were
listed
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Criteria

Professional
Writing,
Word Count

30 to >27 pts
Advanced

The following items are
well met:

. The content was
complete and well-written
. The quality was
consistently professional
and appropriate for an
academic proposal

. References are proviq

. Evidence of proof
reading: No typographical
or grammatical errors

. Abstract is 50 words
max

. Summary is 250 word
max

Ratings
27 to >24 pts
Proficient

The following items are
met:

. The content was
complete and well-written
. The quality was
consistently professional
and appropriate for an
academic proposal

. References are proviq
. Evidence of proof
reading: No typographical

or grammatical errors

. Abstract is 50 words
max

. Summary is 250 word
max

24 to >0 pts
Developing

The following items are
not well met:

. The content was
complete and well-written
. The quality was
consistently professional
and appropriate for an
academic proposal

. References are provig
. Evidence of proof
reading: No typographical
or grammatical errors

. Abstract is 50 words
max

. Summary is 250 word
max

0 pts

Not
Present

Points

30 pts
27

92

Total Points: 100
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