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Cava Case Rubric
9–10: Exceptional (Finalist level); 7–8: Strong (Highly competitive); 4–6: Adequate (Competent but unoriginal); 1–3: Weak (Significant gaps or flaws)
A score of 5 should reflect average across teams.

	Executive Summary
	Market & Customer Analysis
	Competitive Landscape
	Company Capabilities
	Recommendation
	Roadmap & Next Steps
	Presentation Delivery

	9–10: Clear, compelling synthesis with quantified impact and sharp recommendation.
	9–10: Data-driven, insightful market analysis with clearly segmented target market. 
	9–10: Strategic, differentiated positioning with awareness of competitor response.
	9–10: Realistic assessment aligned with strengths, constraints, and risk mitigation.
	9–10: Innovative, data-driven recommendation that clearly demonstrates business viability.
	9–10: Clear, phased plan with timelines, KPIs, and risk management.
	9–10: Polished, persuasive, well-paced delivery with strong Q&A.

	7–8: Strong overview, solid logic, and clear recommendation, but lacking some precision or a strong hook.
	7–8: Solid market overview w relevant trends/implications; defined customer target w logical alignment to solution.
	7–8: Clear competitor comparison with reasonable positioning logic.
	7–8: Feasible recommendation with reasonable capability alignment.
	7–8: Clear, differentiated recommendation, with some evidence of business viability.
	7–8: Structured action plan with some metrics and sequencing.
	7–8: Clear and organized with minor delivery gaps.

	4–6: Understandable summary but lacks cohesion or strong justification.
	4–6: Basic description of market and customers, with limited depth or linkage to strategy.
	4–6: Basic competitor listing with minimal strategic insight.
	4–6: Mentions capabilities but lacks depth or feasibility analysis.
	4–6: Plausible recommendation but lacks validation or differentiation.
	4–6: High-level next steps with limited specificity.
	4–6: Uneven delivery or limited Q&A depth.

	1–3: Unclear, incomplete, or missing a clear recommendation.
	1–3: Superficial, inaccurate, or unsupported analysis.
	1–3: Incomplete or unclear competitive analysis.
	1–3: Unrealistic or disconnected from company resources.
	1–3: Recommendation unclear, unrealistic, or not linked to analysis.
	1–3: Vague, impractical, or missing implementation details.
	1–3: Disorganized, unclear, or unable to defend analysis.


 
