
 
Meta-Assessment Rubric 

for Evaluating Assessment Plans 
 
 
The meta-assessment rubric is a tool for evaluating and enhancing the quality of an assessment plan. It does not evaluate student 
performance or the program or department itself. 
 
Instructions for using the rubric:  

• Type the name of the program/unit and the assessment cycle being evaluated (e.g., 2025-2026).  
• Read the descriptions in the first column to gain an understanding of what the ideal plan item should include, along with any 

notes.  
• Use the information in the remaining columns to identify whether each part of the assessment plan is developing, minimally 

compliant, good, or exemplary, and select the appropriate rating. This is a holistic rating of each plan item type. 
• Provide qualitative feedback in each Reviewer Feedback box. This will assist the program/unit in identifying specific areas for 

improvement. Be sure to also point out what the program/unit is doing well. 
• After evaluating each plan area, on the last page of the document, select an overall rating and provide general feedback.  

 
Please note:  

• Academic programs (degree, certificate, minor) must include learning objectives, and they typically have no performance 
objectives. All other units must include performance objectives.  

• Learning objectives must have related indicators, criteria, and findings.  
• Performance objectives must have related key performance indicators (KPIs), targets, and results.  
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Meta-Assessment Rubric 
for Evaluating Assessment Plans 

Program/Unit Name: 

Assessment Cycle: 

Goals 
Broad statements of mission or purpose that serve as the guiding principle of a unit. 

High-quality goals: 
• Broadly state the

intentions, aspirations, or 
ambitions of the unit 

• Address the larger impact
of the unit

Note: 
• Goals are not necessarily

directly measurable.
• Although there is no

minimum number of
goals, plans should have
more than one goal.

• The number of goals
should be appropriate for
the size of the unit.

Developing Minimally 
Compliant Good Exemplary 

• No goals provided • Goal(s) are stated, but
they are generally
unclear

• Goal(s) are clearly stated • More than one goal
entered

• All goals are clearly
stated

• Goals address the full
purpose of unit, as
reflected in its mission or
official documentation.

Reviewer Feedback 
Consider commenting on strengths, opportunities for improvement, and any recommendations for enhancement. 

Ratings should be assigned based on the overall 
quality and coherence of each section. Keep the 
following in mind when selecting ratings: 

• Developing: Largely missing, unclear, or
misaligned; substantial revision needed

• Minimally Compliant: Present, mostly
acceptable, and aligned, but limited in quality
or detail

• Good: Clear, complete, and aligned; meets
expectations

• Exemplary: Clear, complete, aligned, and
well-justified; exceeds expectations
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Objectives 
Specific, detailed, and measurable statements of the expected knowledge, skills, or abilities gained as a result of receiving instruction or training, or 
of the expected attainment of non-learning tasks.  

High-quality objectives: 
• Clearly align with goals
• Isolate a single behavior

or service
• Articulate the knowledge,

skills, or abilities gained
or demonstrated (LO)

• Describe the desired
quality or improvement
of services (PO)

• Use precise, measurable,
and observable verbs
(e.g., analyze, create,
identify, solve) instead of
verbs that are not
observable (e.g.,
understand, know, be
familiar with)

Notes: 
• Learning objectives (LO)

are required by academic
programs.

• Performance objectives
(PO) are required by all
others.

• Each goal should be
supported by more than
one objective.

Developing Minimally 
Compliant Good Exemplary 

• None entered; or
• None fully address

specifications for an
objective

• At least one fully meets
all stated specifications
for a high-quality
objective.

• Most address all
specifications

• More than one objective
per goal

• All address all
specifications

Reviewer Feedback 
Consider commenting on strengths, opportunities for improvement, and any recommendations for enhancement. 
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Indicators and/or KPIs 
The methods, instruments, processes, or techniques used to measure and evaluate learning or performance objectives; the means of gathering data. 
Learning objectives will have indicators, and performance objectives will have KPIs (Key Performance Indicators). 

High-quality indicators/KPIs :  
Alignment & Appropriateness 
• Clearly align with objectives 
• Clearly show how they can provide data 

for improving learning and performance 
Method & Source 
• The source of data (e.g., exam scores, 

survey data, etc.) 
• How data is gathered, by whom, and 

from whom 
• When or how often data will be gathered 
• Who will evaluate or score the item(s) 
• The rubric or evaluation scale (e.g., %, 

0-5, pass/fail, Likert scale, etc.) 
Interpretability & Evidence Quality 
• Include direct measures as the primary 

source of evidence, with indirect 
measures used to complement them. 

Review & Decision-Making 
• Who will review the results and when 

they will be reviewed 
 
Notes: 
• Direct measures assess actual learning or 

performance, while indirect measures 
imply that learning or performance 
improvement has occurred.  

• Specific instruments may be attached as 
supporting documentation, when 
appropriate. 

• Each objective should be supported by 
more than one indicator/KPI.  

Developing Minimally  
Compliant Good Exemplary 

• None entered; or 
• All are lacking many 

details to address 
specifications for an 
indicator/KPI 

• No direct measures 
included 

 

• At least one 
addresses most 
specifications 

• At least one direct 
measure included 

 

• Most address most 
specifications 

• Most measures used 
are direct 

• All address most 
specifications 

• More than one 
indicator/KPI per 
objective 

• Mix of direct and 
indirect measures 
used for each 
objective  

Reviewer Feedback 
Consider commenting on strengths, opportunities for improvement, and any recommendations for 
enhancement. 
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Criteria/Targets 
The benchmark, value, or result that will represent success at achieving a learning or performance objective.                                                    
Indicators will have criteria, and KPIs will have targets. 

High-quality criteria/targets: 
• Align with indicators/KPIs 

and objectives 
• Be measurable and 

quantifiable (e.g., an increase 
of 5%)  

• Represent a feasible or 
reasonable amount of success 
(ambitious but achievable) 

• Include contextual 
information (e.g., prior 
results, disciplinary norms, 
institutional benchmarks) 
demonstrating that the 
criterion or target is 
ambitious yet achievable. 

Developing Minimally 
Compliant Good Exemplary 

• None entered; or 
• None fully address 

specifications for a 
criterion/target 

• At least one 
criterion/target 
addresses all 
specifications 

 

• Criteria/targets are 
included for all 
indicators or KPIs 

• Most address all 
specifications 

• Criteria/targets are 
included for all 
indicators or KPIs 

• All address all 
specifications 

Reviewer Feedback 
Consider commenting on strengths, opportunities for improvement, and any recommendations for enhancement. 
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Findings/Results 
A clear and concise summary of the results gathered from the assessment indicators and/or KPIs. 

High-quality findings/results: 
• Align with the corresponding

target for success
• Be concise and well-

organized
• Provide results that clearly

inform decisions about
improvement

• Compare new findings to
past trends, previous results,
and/or existing standards as
appropriate

• Provide a clear explanation
that targets were met,
partially met, or not met

• Include supporting
documentation, if applicable
(e.g., completed rubrics,
survey results)

Notes: 
• It is okay if a criterion/target

is not met. This just provides
an opportunity for future
improvement.

• Be sure to anonymize all data
submitted.

Developing Minimally 
Compliant Good Exemplary 

• None entered; or
• All are lacking many

details to address
specifications for a
finding/result

• At least one addresses
most specifications

• At least one aligns with
the target for success
and clearly indicates if
target was met

• Most address most
specifications

• Most align with the
targets for success and
clearly indicate if targets
were met

• All address most
specifications

• All align with the
targets for success and
clearly indicate if targets
were met

               N/A – New unit in plan year under review. No findings/results collected yet. 

Reviewer Feedback 
Consider commenting on strengths, opportunities for improvement, and any recommendations for enhancement. 
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Actions 
Specific steps taken to improve a program or unit based on analysis of the assessment findings and/or KPI results. 

High-quality actions: 
• Clearly follow from

assessment findings/results
• Identify an area that needs to

be monitored, remediated, or
enhanced
• Define logical “next steps”
• Identify a responsible

person or group
• Contain completion dates

• Or explain why a
finding/result will not be
assessed in the future

Notes: 
• This item is in future tense. It

should only include what the
unit will do in the next cycle.

• It’s okay if some, but not all,
actions identify an area of the
assessment process that
needs improvement (e.g.,
only changing the indicator
or criterion).

• Actions related to learning
objectives should be mostly
focused on pedagogical
and/or curricular changes to
affect student learning.

Developing Minimally 
Compliant Good Exemplary 

• None entered; or
• None fully address

specifications for a
finding/result; or

• All actions focus solely
on continuing current
processes without
justification based on
findings.

• At least one addresses
most specifications

• Most address most
specifications

• All address most
specifications

               N/A – New unit in plan year under review. No findings/results collected yet to inform actions. 

Reviewer Feedback 
Consider commenting on strengths, opportunities for improvement, and any recommendations for enhancement. 
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PCI Update 
The narrative updating the unit’s relative progress in completing the previous cycle’s plan for continuous improvement (PCI). 

The PCI Update should: 
• Be specific and detailed
• Provide a progress

update, with relevant
contextual information,
for all items discussed in
the previous cycle’s PCI

• Clarify whether items in
the previous PCI were
completed or not, and to
what extent

Note: 
• The PCI update should be

in past tense.
• This rating of this item is

dependent on the quality
of the previous cycle’s
PCI.

• Mark N/A in notes
section and do not select
a rating if this was a new
unit for the year being
reviewed. New units will
not have a previous PCI.

Developing Minimally 
Compliant Good Exemplary 

• Not entered; or
• Does not address any

items from the previous
PCI

• Does not address all
items from previous PCI;
or

• May fully address
previous PCI, but
information in previous
PCI was limited

• Addresses all items from
previous PCI

• Previous PCI included
sufficient information to
demonstrate progress

• Provides general detail
(lacks some specificity)

• Addresses all items from
previous PCI

• Previous PCI included
thorough, specific, and
well-documented
information

• Provides specific detail
(who, what, when,
where, why)

               N/A – New unit in plan year under review. Previous PCI not available. (Note: Units that existed prior to 
this year should have a Previous PCI. If they did not write one, then they should be marked as Developing.) 

Reviewer Feedback 
Consider commenting on strengths, opportunities for improvement, and any recommendations for enhancement. 
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New PCI 
The narrative summarizing all actions to be implemented into one coherent plan. 

The New PCI should:  
• Be specific and detailed 
• Include a summary of all 

identified actions found 
within the current plan 

• Include any new 
initiatives or other items 
that will be assessed in 
the next cycle 

• Provide additional 
contextual information or 
details about what the 
actions are, how and 
when they will be 
implemented, and who 
will be responsible 

 
Notes:  
• The New PCI should be 

in future tense. 
• The New PCI should 

represent all the unit’s 
intended actions that will 
be assessed for the 
following cycle.  

Developing Minimally  
Compliant Good Exemplary 

• Not entered; or 
• Does not address any 

actions from the current 
plan  

• Does not include all 
actions from the current 
plan 

• Includes all actions from 
the current plan 

• Includes sufficient 
information to 
demonstrate progress 

• Provides general detail 
(lacks some specificity) 

• Includes all actions from 
the current plan 

• Includes thorough, 
specific, and well-
documented information 

• Provides specific detail 
(who, what, when, 
where, why) 

Reviewer Feedback 
Consider commenting on strengths, opportunities for improvement, and any recommendations for enhancement. 
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Overall Rating 
Please select an overall rating for the assessment plan. 
 

Developing Minimally  
Compliant Good Exemplary 

Reviewer Feedback 
Consider commenting on strengths, opportunities for improvement, and any recommendations for enhancement. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Ratings should be assigned based on the overall quality and coherence of the plan. Keep the 
following in mind when selecting ratings: 

• Developing: Largely unclear or misaligned; substantial revision needed  
• Minimally Compliant: Mostly acceptable and aligned, but limited in quality or detail  
• Good: Clear, complete, and aligned; meets expectations  
• Exemplary: Clear, complete, aligned, and well-justified; exceeds expectations 

 


	Untitled
	Untitled
	Untitled

	Program/Unit: Strategic Communications and Engagement
	Cycle: 2027-2028
	Reviewer Feedback 2: The six Performance Objectives are clearly aligned with their respective Goals and consistently identify a single area of desired improvement. They use measurable and observable verbs, particularly increase, and focus on specific performance outcomes such as communication engagement, participation, content completion, content use, alumni participation, and alumni response. Each Goal is supported by two distinct Performance Objectives.

Rating Justification: The rubric requires Performance Objectives to align with Goals, isolate a single behavior or service, describe desired improvement, and use precise, measurable, observable verbs. Exemplary also requires more than one objective per Goal and that all objectives address the specifications. The plan satisfies each of these requirements.
	Reviewer Feedback 3: The KPIs are clearly aligned with their respective Performance Objectives and use direct measures of actual performance, including email analytics, registration and attendance records, project-tracking records, content-distribution records, and response records. The KPIs generally identify the data source, how and when information will be collected, who will compile or review the information, and how results may be used for improvement.

Rating Justification: The rubric defines Good KPIs as those for which most address most specifications and most measures are direct. The KPIs in this plan satisfy those expectations. However, each Performance Objective is supported by only one KPI, and the plan relies exclusively on direct measures. The rubric identifies more than one KPI per objective and a mix of direct and indirect measures for each objective as characteristics of Exemplary performance.

Recommendations to Reach Exemplary: Add more than one KPI for each Performance Objective and incorporate a purposeful mix of direct and indirect evidence. Additional KPIs should continue to identify the data source, collection process, timing, evaluation method, responsible personnel, and review process while providing complementary evidence of performance.
	Reviewer Feedback 5: The Results are clear, organized, and directly aligned with their respective Targets. Each begins by explicitly stating whether the Target was met or not met and provides the current-cycle result. Most also compare performance with the previous cycle and identify patterns that can inform improvement. For example, Results 1.2 identifies differences between weekday-evening and business-hour participation, while Results 3.2 identifies differences in response rates among types of calls to action.

Rating Justification: The Results consistently align with their Targets and clearly indicate Target status. Most provide useful comparative or interpretive information that informs decisions about improvement. However, the level of analysis varies across the plan. For example, Results 2.2 is intentionally more concise and does not include the prior-cycle comparison or the same degree of interpretation found in several other Results. This variation supports the rubric’s Good standard that most Results address most specifications rather than all Results doing so uniformly.

Recommendations to Reach Exemplary: Ensure that every Result consistently addresses the full range of specifications. Each should clearly report Target status, compare current results with prior performance or relevant standards when appropriate, provide sufficient interpretation to support improvement decisions, and include or reference supporting documentation when applicable.
	Reviewer Feedback 4: A Target is provided for every KPI, and the Targets are clearly aligned with both the related KPI and Performance Objective. Each Target establishes a measurable benchmark and includes prior-cycle performance as context.

Rating Justification: The Targets are measurable, quantifiable, aligned, and supported by relevant prior-cycle information. This satisfies the Good standard that Targets be included for all KPIs and that most address all specifications. While prior performance is consistently provided, the Targets generally offer limited justification for why the specific amount of expected improvement represents an ambitious yet achievable benchmark.

Recommendations to Reach Exemplary: Provide stronger contextual justification for each Target. In addition to prior-cycle results, explain why the selected benchmark is appropriately ambitious yet achievable using factors such as longer-term trends, institutional expectations, comparable performance benchmarks, operational capacity, or other relevant evidence.
	Reviewer Feedback 6: The Actions follow logically from the Results and identify appropriate areas for enhancement or remediation. Actions tied to unmet Targets address identified weaknesses, such as scheduling, project prioritization, and alumni promotion, while Actions tied to met Targets appropriately build on successful practices. The Actions are written in future tense and generally identify responsible staff or leadership and a broad implementation timeframe.

Rating Justification: Most Actions address most of the rubric specifications by following directly from Results, establishing logical next steps, identifying areas to monitor or improve, and providing general responsibility and timing. The level of implementation detail is not uniformly exhaustive across all Actions, which appropriately distinguishes the section from the Exemplary standard requiring all Actions to address most specifications.

Recommendations to Reach Exemplary: Provide consistently detailed implementation information for every Action. Each should clearly identify the responsible person or group, specific implementation steps, and a defined completion date or timeframe. Where Targets were met, continue to explain why enhancement or continued monitoring is warranted.
	Check Box1: Off
	Check Box2: Off
	Check Box3: Off
	Reviewer Feedback 9: The assessment plan is clear, coherent, and strongly aligned from the Mission through Goals, Performance Objectives, KPIs, Targets, Results, Actions, and continuous-improvement planning. The strongest components are the Goals and Performance Objectives, which provide an Exemplary foundation for the plan. The remaining components consistently meet expectations and demonstrate that assessment information is being used to guide improvement. The Previous PCI, PCI Update, and New PCI also establish a clear connection between assessment results and ongoing improvement.

Rating Justification: Although the Goals and Performance Objectives meet the Exemplary standard, the plan as a whole is best rated Good because the remaining components are less comprehensive. The KPIs rely on one direct measure per objective rather than multiple complementary measures; Targets provide useful but limited benchmark justification; Results and Actions vary in analytical and implementation detail; and the PCI components provide sufficient but generally broad contextual information. Overall, the plan is clear, complete, aligned, and useful for continuous improvement, which matches the rubric’s definition of Good.

Recommendations to Reach Exemplary: To elevate the overall plan to Exemplary, add multiple complementary KPIs for each objective, strengthen the contextual justification for all Targets, ensure every Result contains consistently thorough comparative analysis and supporting evidence, provide more specific responsibility and completion details for every Action, and expand both PCI components with thorough implementation documentation. The plan should retain its current strong alignment while adding the depth of evidence, justification, and specificity associated with Exemplary performance.
	Reviewer Feedback 8: The New PCI provides a coherent summary of the Actions identified throughout the current assessment plan. It addresses external stakeholder communications, scheduling of engagement opportunities, strategic-content planning, multi-channel distribution, alumni participation, and alumni calls to action. It also includes a new initiative to develop a standardized content-planning calendar. The narrative is appropriately written in future tense and provides sufficient information to understand the unit’s intended direction for the next cycle.

Rating Justification: The New PCI includes all current Actions and a new initiative and provides sufficient general implementation information to demonstrate how improvement will continue. Responsibility, timing, and implementation strategies are included in some places but are not consistently developed in thorough detail for every initiative. This corresponds directly with the Good standard of including all Actions, sufficient information to demonstrate progress, and general detail with some specificity lacking.

Recommendations to Reach Exemplary: Expand the implementation detail for each Action and initiative. Specify who will be responsible, how each activity will be implemented, when major steps will occur, and how completion or progress will be documented. The New PCI should provide a thorough, well-documented roadmap for all improvements planned for the next cycle.
	Reviewer Feedback 7: The PCI Update is well aligned with the Previous Cycle’s PCI. Each initiative identified in the previous plan is addressed in the Update, including impact stories, engagement scheduling, strategic-content review, multi-channel distribution, alumni participation patterns, and tracking alumni responses to calls to action. The Update is written in past tense and clearly indicates whether initiatives were completed or partially completed while providing relevant information about progress.

Rating Justification: The Update addresses all items in the Previous Cycle’s PCI and provides enough contextual information to demonstrate progress. However, the level of detail remains general and does not consistently document the specific who, what, when, where, and why of implementation. This aligns closely with the rubric’s Good descriptor: all previous PCI items are addressed, sufficient information is available to demonstrate progress, and the Update provides general rather than exhaustive detail.

Recommendations to Reach Exemplary: Provide more specific documentation for each previous PCI initiative, including who implemented the initiative, what specific activities occurred, when and where implementation took place where relevant, why changes were made, and evidence demonstrating the extent of completion.
	Reviewer Feedback 1: The three Goals are clearly stated, appropriately broad, and collectively reflect the major purposes of Strategic Communications and Engagement. They address external stakeholder relationships, awareness of university achievements and priorities, and alumni connections. Together, they provide a coherent framework for the unit’s assessment activities and align well with the unit mission, which emphasizes communication, engagement, awareness, participation, and support for the university.

Rating Justification: The rubric requires Exemplary Goals to include more than one clearly stated Goal and to address the full purpose of the unit as reflected in its mission or official documentation. These Goals meet those expectations and appropriately focus on the larger impact of the unit rather than functioning as narrowly measurable objectives.
	Goals: Choice4
	Objectives: Choice4
	Indicators/KPIs: Choice3
	Criteria/Targets: Choice3
	Findings/Results: Choice3
	Actions: Choice3
	PCI Update: Choice3
	New PCI: Choice3
	Overall: Choice3


