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M.S. and Ph.D thesis proposal evaluation rubric (v. 1.0 Jan 2017)

Task: Develop a comprehensive, coherent thesis proposal that conveys the major question the aspirant’s research project addresses, 
the rational and background for asking the question the aspirant’s projects seeks to answer. The thesis proposal should detail that 
current state of your MS or Ph.D. project and articulate the  timeline and monetary costs associated with completion. The work will be 
assessed by each member of the committee using the following rubric. 

(5) exceptional (4) strong (3) average (2) fair (1) unacceptable

Intellectual 
merit

Project’s goals have very 
compelling scientific merit 

Project goals have 
compelling scientific 
merit

Project goals have 
scientific merit

Project goals have 
marginal scientific 
merit 

Project does not have 
scientific merit. 

Methodology/
analytical 
approach

The approach/method is 
ideal for solving the 
proposed problem

The approach/method 
is suitable for achieving 
project goals

The approach/method 
is likely sufficient for 
achieving the study’s 
goals. 

The method/approach 
may be sufficient to 
achieve study goals 
with caveats

The approach/method 
is inadequate or 
unable to address 
research problem

Writing quality

Text is well written with no 
grammatical errors or 
misspellings

Text is well written with 
minor typographical 
errors

Text is clear prose 
with minor 
grammatical and 
typographical errors

Text is satisfactory but 
contains significant 
grammatical and 
typographic errors

Text is poorly written 
with major 
grammatical and 
typographical errors.

Timeline/
tractability

Project timeline is clear with 
well-defined, tractable goals

Timeline is clear but 
some goals might be 
unrealistic. 

The plan in the 
timeline is adequate, 
but lacks detail

Timeline lacks detail 
and many of the goals 
are unrealistic 

There is no timeline 
presented in the 
document

Figure quality

The figures are publication 
quality 

The figures are near 
publication quality

The figures 
communicate content, 
but lack the appeal of 
publication quality

The figures contain 
correct content, but 
are difficult to interpret

The figures are low 
quality and not 
original

Background A brief, all-encompassing 
review that places the 
proposed project within its 
subfield and provides clear 
motivation for research

Provides an overview 
necessary to 
understand the 
motivation/context of 
the proposed research

Provides an adequate 
overview that mostly 
places the proposed 
research in context

Provides an overview, 
but only provides 
partial motivational 
context.

Does not articulate 
how prior studies 
motivate the proposed 
study; references are 
inadequate. 
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Scoring

Intellectual Merit  = _____/5

Methodology/analytical = _____/5

Organization  = _____/5

Writing Quality  = _____/5

Timeline/tractability = _____/5

Figure Quality  = _____/5

Background  = _____/5

References  = _____/5

Grand Total  = _____/40

Student: _________________________     Evaluator: ______________________________ Date:       /         / 

Organization

Presented in a way that 
maximizes the proposal’s 
impact

Follows a 
straightforward logical 
progression

Adequate 
organization with 
understandable study 
goals. 

Lacks a consistent 
logical progression, 
yet still conveys the 
overall study goals. 

Lacks of a logical 
thread that makes it 
difficult to understand 
the study

References Reflects deep content 
knowledge of the topic

Contains all of the key 
references for topic 

Strong on current 
literature, but lacking 
primary references

Scope of references is 
narrow, but adequate 
to support document

References are 
inappropriate

(5) exceptional (4) strong (3) average (2) fair (1) unacceptable

Page �  of �2 2

Summary statement: 


