Assessment methods and criteria for group projects

This article looks at different ways that group projects are often assessed and summarises
(and offers some details on) the main criteria which tutors typically use.

How do tutors typically assess groupwork?

Groupwork is often assessed on courses and it can be assessed in very different ways.
Among the most important differences are:

¢ the emphasis on the final product, as opposed to the group process.

e the ways that the group process and individual contributions are evaluated by tutors.

¢ the different types of presentations you might be asked to deliver and the different
audiences for these presentations.

e The amount of self and/or peer assessment.

Before you set out on any group project, you need to think about the assessment tasks and
the criteria which tutors will use. Your group should make sure that you all understand:

¢ What you are required to produce for submission.
e How these products will be marked.

Tutors will usually publish details of the assessment criteria on the unit/module on the
institution’s Virtual Learning Environment (VLE) or in the module handbook. These vary
between tutors/modules but common criteria for assessing group processes include:

o How well the group understood/achieved the assignment brief.

e The effectiveness of group communication.

e How organised the group was during the project.

e The fairness of work distribution/contribution.

e How successfully (or not) the group resolved any problems or issues.
e The quality of the self-reflection about how the group performed

Tutors may expect not only a shared piece of work from the group but also individual
submissions from each student. It is also quite common for students to be asked to complete
peer-assessments (when you are asked to mark the performance of other students).

Assessments can have different components

The table below gives 4 typical examples of how group work can be assessed (the
percentages show how much each component contributes to the final module mark).

You should always make sure that you know this breakdown before you start any group
project — it will help you to decide how to allocate your time across the project.



Components

1 Presentation (60%) + Individual report (40%)

2 Poster (50%) + Individual Reflective Report (40%) + Peer Marking sheet (10%)

3 Product (40%) + Group Evidence Portfolio (45%) + Self-mark sheet (15%)

4 Group report (50%) + Individual Portfolio of work (45%) + Peer Rating Sheet (5%)

The importance of learning outcomes and assessment criteria

Every assessment helps to demonstrate what you have learned (the expected learning
outcomes for the module). The assessment criteria are specific statements that breakdown
what you need to demonstrate to show you have achieved that learning.

It is really important at the start to look at the assessment criteria for your group assignment.
Make a note of what you need to do. If there are any that you do not fully understand then
you should discuss these with your tutor as soon as possible.

The following tables give you examples of the language which tutors often use to distinguish
between different levels of performance.

One thing you can discuss with other group members is the description of ‘outstanding
performance’ and what that means in terms of your specific project.

For example, Table 1 below suggests ways that you might think about the characteristics of
‘outstanding performance’ from Table 2 in terms of your own project. You can do this with
the specific criteria which you received from your tutors.

Table 2 offers a very comprehensive list of criteria.
Table 3 offers a more cut-down version which might be easier to discuss.

Table 1

Characteristic You might need to discuss:

‘highly detailed plan’ How detailed is your plan?
How far will it satisfy your tutors’ expectations?
Do you know the level of detail which your tutors are
expecting?
Did your plan account for any unexpected evenets?

‘SMART targets’ Do your targets satisfy the SMART criteria we discuss in
the book?
How far did you meet them?

‘risk assessment’ Are there any risks in your project (e.g. access to
resources) which you should have anticipated?




How have you handled/managed these?

‘progress monitoring throughout’

What process have you used to monitor your progress?
Is this clearly explained in your report or presentation?

Table 2
Criteria Outstanding | Excellent Good Fair Pass Fail
(70-79%) (60-69%) (50-59%) (40-49%) (0-39%)

(80-100%)
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Organisatio | Very Detailed Evidence of Evidence of Evidence of Little/no

n detailed regular regular regular meetings but evidence of
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(Was ation ation on often ion on evidence of
group highly effective effective, occasionally | occasionally | effective
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nal.
Evaluation | Comprehe | Detailed & | Accurate Evaluation Evaluation Little/no
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effective effective curate self- performanc | effect. ineffectual.
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improve improve performance | effective. reflection on | No/poor
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Synthesis Individual | Individual | Individual Individual Individual Individual
(To what contributio | contributio | contributions | contribution | contributions | contribution
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to create a | whole. resulting in developed each
refined aless leading to an | element
whole. convincing inconsistent | leading to
whole. whole. an

unconvincin
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t.
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develop
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Little or
no
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deadlines
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unconvincin
gor
ineffective
whole.
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