
 

   
 

Well-Being Grants: Rubric Criteria Definitions 

Alignment with Well-Being Strategic Priorities (1-5): Evaluates how closely the proposal 
aligns with the strategic objectives and priorities of the initiative or organization: 

• Connection, community and belonging: Strengthen system-wide identity and 
connection 

• Professional development and growth: Expand access to leadership and skill-building 
opportunities 

5 - Outstanding Proposal demonstrates a clear, compelling, and direct alignment with one 
or both Well-Being Strategic Priorities 

4- Above Average Proposal demonstrates strong alignment with one or both priorities, with a 
clear connection to the stated objectives. 

3 - Average Proposal demonstrates a reasonable connection to one or both priorities, 
though the alignment may be somewhat general. 

2 – Below Average Proposal demonstrates limited or indirect alignment with the priorities, 
with minimal connection to the stated objectives. 

1 - Poor Proposal demonstrates little to no meaningful alignment with the Well-
Being Strategic Priorities. 

 

Quality of Concept/Idea (1-5): Assesses the overall merit and clarity of the concept; the 
idea is well-developed, feasible, innovative, and presents a strong potential for successful 
implementation. It also reflects the thoughtfulness behind the proposal’s design and 
methodology. 

5 - Outstanding Concept is exceptionally well-developed, thoughtful, feasible, and 
innovative, with strong potential for successful implementation and 
impact. 

4- Above Average Concept is well-developed and feasible, with clear thoughtfulness, 
creativity, and strong potential for successful implementation. 

3 - Average Concept is reasonably clear and feasible, with adequate planning and 
potential for successful implementation. 

2 – Below Average Concept is somewhat underdeveloped or lacks clarity, feasibility, 
innovation, or sufficient planning for successful implementation. 

1 - Poor Concept is unclear or poorly developed, with significant concerns about 
feasibility, methodology, or potential for successful implementation. 

 



 

   
 

Impact on the UW Medicine Community (1-5): Measures the anticipated effect of the 
proposal on the UW Medicine community. 

5 - Outstanding Proposal has exceptional potential for broad, meaningful, and sustained 
impact across the UW Medicine community. 

4- Above Average Proposal has strong potential to reach a substantial audience, address 
multiple needs or areas, and create lasting benefits. 

3 - Average Proposal has a reasonable level of reach, scope, and potential for 
sustained impact within a defined population or area. 

2 – Below Average Proposal has limited reach, scope, or duration of impact, with benefits 
primarily affecting a small or narrowly defined population. 

1 - Poor Proposal has minimal anticipated impact, with very limited reach, narrow 
scope, and little potential for lasting benefit. 

 

Reflects a Response to Well-Being Data (0-1): Recognizes whether the proposal is 
informed by or responds to well-being data relevant to their department. This bonus point 
rewards proposals that are data-driven, directly addressing issues related to employee 
well-being. 

1 - Yes Proposal clearly demonstrates that relevant well-being data informed the 
project and/or directly addresses an identified well-being need. 

0 - No Proposal does not demonstrate a clear connection to relevant well-being 
data or an identified well-being need. 

 

Creative Response To Unique Needs (0-2): The proposal is tailored to the wants and 
needs of the unit or team. Evaluates how innovative and original the proposal is compared 
to other submissions or typical solutions.  

2- Outstanding Proposal is highly tailored to the unit or team’s unique needs and offers a 
notably creative, innovative, or original approach. 

1- Average Proposal addresses the unit or team’s needs with some tailoring or 
creativity, but the approach is relatively conventional. 

0- Poor Proposal shows limited tailoring to the unit or team’s unique needs and 
offers little creativity or originality. 

 



 

   
 

Budget Justification (0-2): Evaluates how the quality of concept or idea relates to the 
impact relative to the amount of funds requested. Consider full funding, partial funding, no 
funding, etc.  

2- Full Funding Requested funds are well-justified and represent strong value relative to 
the anticipated impact; full funding is reasonable. 

1- Partial Funding Requested funds provide reasonable value, but the cost relative to 
anticipated impact may warrant partial funding or a reduced award. 

0- No Funding Requested funds are not sufficiently justified relative to the anticipated 
impact; partial or no funding may be appropriate. 

 


