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Rate between 1-3 (no half marks)

% Maastricht University


https://www.google.nl/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=2ahUKEwjyiJHqzJ3aAhWhsaQKHZ28A1AQjRx6BAgAEAU&url=https://www.straus.md/en/product/cipsuri/&psig=AOvVaw3Y1Xs7oAn0ueM30OLrERDQ&ust=1522827541361714

Rate between 1-10

% Maastricht University


https://www.google.nl/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=2ahUKEwjyiJHqzJ3aAhWhsaQKHZ28A1AQjRx6BAgAEAU&url=https://www.straus.md/en/product/cipsuri/&psig=AOvVaw3Y1Xs7oAn0ueM30OLrERDQ&ust=1522827541361714

Internet movie database
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The Shape of
Water

2017 16 2h3min Adventure, Drama, Fantasy

In Theaters Now

At a top secret research facility
in the 1960s, a lonely janitor
forms a unigue relationship with
an amphibious creature that is
being held in captivity.

+ ADD TO WATCHLIST

* W 87

7,5/10 RATE THIS Metascore
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Internet movie database
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Pan's Labyrinth
2:30

Pan's Labyrinth 5

2006 16 1h 58min Drama, Fantasy, War

In the falangist Spain of 1944,
the bookish young stepdaughter
of a sadistic army officer
escapes into an eerie but
captivating fantasy world.

+ ADD TO WATCHLIST

W 98

8,2/10 RATE THIS Metascore




Goodreads

&

Pogingen iets van
het leven te maken

Het gehwinne daghaek van
Hendrik Groen, 815 jaar

Maastricht University

Pogingen iets van het leven te maken: Het
geheime dagboek van Hendrik Groen, 83/

jaar (Hendrik Groen #1)
by Hendrik Groen

*ddAd | 395 . = Rating details - 7,010 Ratings - 1,073 Reviews

Hendrik Groen mag dan oud zijn, hij is nog lang niet dood en
niet van plan zich eronder te laten krijgen. Toegegeven: zijn
dagelijkse wandelingen worden steeds korter omdat de benen
niet meer willen en hij moet regelmatig naar de huisarts.
Technisch gesproken is hij bejaard. Maar waarom zou het leven
dan alleen nog maar moeten bestaan uit koffiedrinken achter de
geraniums ...more

GET A COPY
Amazon Online Stores = Libraries
Paperback, 328 pages

Published June 2014 by J.M. Meulenhoff
hMore Details... edit details



Rating scale differences
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Dawes, J. (2007). Do data characteristics change according to the number of
scale points used? International Journal of Market Research. 50 (1).
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Context: Mid-morning snack foods

w0,

WALKERS
|

2 2 CLASSIC

Cheese Reody Salt & Prawn
& Onlon Salted Vinegar Cocktall

x6 x6 X5 x5

16852

Original

B | WAFER SNAPS
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List the criteria of mid-morning snacks
that are important to you

Appropriate
Definable 11y
Observable Y 7 nitbuer
Distinct

Complete

Able to support descriptions

Dried Fruit

b . . (Brookhart, Susan M. How to create and use rubrics for formative
<q Maastricht University assessment and grading, ASCD, Alexandria, USA, 2013)
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Pick your top three criteria and think
about 4 performance descriptors

Descriptive

Clear e

Cover the whole range B Ty

of performance s, \\ (LA o N
' NS 2O NG

Distinguishable @ ¢ —»

b . . (Brookhart, Susan M. How to create and use rubrics for formative
<q Maastricht University assessment and grading, ASCD, Alexandria, USA, 2013)
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Dawes, J. (2007). Do data characteristics change according to the number of
scale points used? International Journal of Market Research. 50 (1).
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Help you to rate the performance/achievement by:
* having an appropriate scale to rate with
* having clearly defined differences between the ratings which

can be understood by all users

Provide context to whatever it is you are rating by:
« outlining criteria to rate against (clear to all)

* being aligned to the (learning) objectives



Rubrics

levels of mastery

Generic Subject awareness of | critical Takes a
Essay content issues thinking position
EXCELLENT A compeehiensive grasp | an awaseness of an abily o think a thoupkeful senemem
A(BS - 100) of 1he subjpect parer 55 | G&llenng vaewpaims s | entically is of posation Is presenicd
A Makedly demonstraled, demonstraled and a demonstrated in the and defendad throsgh
Exceptional including 2o in-depih figorons assessanent of | analysis, ssmbesis and | Toglead argumens and
Perfoamance wdesstanding of the these undentakien where | evalumion of relevant carefully selecred
rekevant concepls, rekevask mformalicn suppoitive detail; the
theones, and lsoaes angumenes presenied
related 10 the 1opic build 1o a consisten
siklressad vanclusion
SUPERIOR atharough graspol the | anawareness of the paper poes bevead | o posation is 2dopted
B(70 - &) SR e & Eilening viewpoins is | descriplion 1o and kgacally argoed:
Clearly Above demonstralad Semonstranad and an pferpectatog, amlysis, | appeoprale suppocting
Average Performance assessment of these synibesis and detail 3¢ suppbied
anempat where evaluation
sekevaek
SATISFACTORY a hasic grasp of the assen1s viewpoint AR inforvation A posation is adopied
C(55-69) subject malter is witheut acknowledging | sncorporating relevant | and Jogzacally argoed
A Fally Competenmt Emonsiraed aliemive viewpoints | sources and relerences
Paper scanveyal

Designed to provide a consistent, shared

understanding of what proficient performance looks

like in practice.

(Introduction to Rubrics: An Assessment Tool to Save Grading Time, Convey Effective Feedback, and
Promote Student Learning by Stevens and Levi 2005; Assessing Academic Programs in Higher
Education by Allen 2004; and Learner-Centered Assessment on College Campuses: shifting the focus
from teaching to learning by Huba and Freed 2000)



Rubrics

Reliability

Designed to provide a , Shared

understanding of what proficient performance looks

like in practice.

(Introduction to Rubrics: An Assessment Tool to Save Grading Time, Convey Effective Feedback, and
Promote Student Learning by Stevens and Levi 2005; Assessing Academic Programs in Higher
Education by Allen 2004; and Learner-Centered Assessment on College Campuses: shifting the focus
from teaching to learning by Huba and Freed 2000)



GERADING: THE FIRST
HoUR,

THE WROHS2 |
COVERED IT LIKE
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Rubrics

Reliability

Designed to provide a consistent,

of what proficient performance looks

like in practice.

(Introduction to Rubrics: An Assessment Tool to Save Grading Time, Convey Effective Feedback, and
Promote Student Learning by Stevens and Levi 2005; Assessing Academic Programs in Higher
Education by Allen 2004; and Learner-Centered Assessment on College Campuses: shifting the focus
from teaching to learning by Huba and Freed 2000)



Rubrics

T ransparency

Designed to provide a consistent,

of what proficient performance looks

like in practice.

(Introduction to Rubrics: An Assessment Tool to Save Grading Time, Convey Effective Feedback, and
Promote Student Learning by Stevens and Levi 2005; Assessing Academic Programs in Higher
Education by Allen 2004; and Learner-Centered Assessment on College Campuses: shifting the focus
from teaching to learning by Huba and Freed 2000)



Rubrics

:Accountability|

Designed to provide a consistent,

of what proficient performance looks

like in practice.

(Introduction to Rubrics: An Assessment Tool to Save Grading Time, Convey Effective Feedback, and
Promote Student Learning by Stevens and Levi 2005; Assessing Academic Programs in Higher
Education by Allen 2004; and Learner-Centered Assessment on College Campuses: shifting the focus
from teaching to learning by Huba and Freed 2000)



Rubrics

Efficiency

(Introduction to Rubrics: An Assessment Tool to Save Grading Time, Convey Effective Feedback, and
Promote Student Learning by Stevens and Levi 2005; Assessing Academic Programs in Higher
Education by Allen 2004; and Learner-Centered Assessment on College Campuses: shifting the focus
from teaching to learning by Huba and Freed 2000)



Contain criteria: A list of specific criteria to be rated.

Outline peformance levels for all criteria: 3 to 5 clearly defined,
distinct but continual levels

Improve reliability: inter and intra-rater

Be valid: Rate what is intended and therefore be aligned to the
learning goals (relating to the context)

Be an instructional tool as well as an assessment tool

Should make grading and feedback easier



Choose essential criteria to grade against e.g.
“Presentation”, “Analysis”, or “Citations”. Be clear about

their relative importance/weighting.

Choose performance level descriptions based on your

expectations e.g. unacceptable, sufficient, outstanding



Take the holistic approach and describe performance
indicators for entire task (starting with best possible
outcome) , then pick out
groups of similar skills to split these into separate criteria
e.g. “Organization”, “Analysis”, or “Citations”.

Develop descriptions of intermediate-level then low-level
products and assign intermediate/low-level categories.

Add performance level labels (and/or related scores).



* What is the goal of this assignment / task?
* What specific learning objectives should be met in the process?

* What evidence can students provide to show they have
accomplished these?

* What are your highest expectations for student performance?

 What is the difference between a marginally acceptable or
marginally unacceptable performance in this task?

Introduction to Rubrics: An Assessment Tool to Save Grading Time, Convey Effective Feedback, and Promote
Student Learning by Stevens and Levi 2005



The Performance Level Question:
What does student work look
like at each level of quality, from high to low, on this criterion?

Performance is described in terms of what is observed in the work.

Both students and assessors understand what the descriptions mean.

Performance is described from one extreme to the other.

Descriptions are different enough to be unambiguous. It should be possible to match
examples of work to descriptions at each level.




Rubric tips

* Do not use descriptors of the work only, think about how the
work demonstrates learning, development or skill sets (to avoid
students working purely to the rubric).

 Don’t score for irrelevant features or latent skills (e.g. neatness,
grammar).

* “Anchors” can be useful (examples of each level).

e Leave space for comments and feedback.

* Grade one criteria area at a time.

e “Scoring” needs some consideration first (for formative

assessment scoring may be avoided).

(Brookhart, Susan M. How to create and use rubrics for formative assessment and grading, ASCD, Alexandria, USA,
2013)
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Scoring sheets

Thesis grading form

Excellent

Very Good

Good

Reasonable

Sufficient

Insufficient

Not
Applicable

Overall scientific content

o

o

o

o

Integration of research proposal and aims

Scientific argumentation

Discussion and interpretation of results

Critical reflection on research or personal development

Correct use of references

Correct (statistical) analysis of results

Presentation of graphical material

Written spelling and grammar

General layout and presentation

c|o|Oo|O|lO|O|O|O|O

o|lo|lOo|lO|lO|O|O|O|0O|O

o|lo|lOolO|O|O|O|0O|0O

c|o|jo|Oo|lO|lO|O|O|O

c|o|jo|lo|lOo|lOo|lO|O|O

o|lOoO|lOoOlO|O|O|O|O|0O

o(lo|j0o|0o|O0O|O0O|O|0O]|0O

Comments:
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Assessment form drawing TolL: plant practicals 2014

Scoring sheets

Drawings by: Assessor: Date: 18/09/2014
Only significant features included in the drawing ++ + ] -
Only drawn what was sean ++ + ] -
Mo more than two drawings on a single page ++ + ] -
Distinct, single lines used, no sketching ++ + i} =
Darker areas on a specimen indicated via ++ + ] =

stippling or dots (not shaded)

Title present ++ + ] -
Magnification and scale bar present ++ + ] -
Correct labelling ++ + ] -
Correct annotations ++ + o =
Species names underlined ++ + i} =
MNotes

% Maastricht University
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Figure 4.9 Non-informative performance descriptors
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Figure 4.13 Clear performance descriptors for presentation style
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Figure 4.14 Example of a layout in which you can tick the performance
descriptors that apply

% Maastricht University



LAB REPORT CRITERIA

FE L= o | ] = T T
Section Assessment Max. Mark Grade

Performs a suitable literature
review and presents relevant 10
Planning | theory section

Poses a suitable _

aim/hypothesis -
Designs an appropriate
e 15
experiment
Conducts experiment
a1 . 10
Execution |competently and safely
Collects sufficient data and
presents it with units and 10

errors

Presents results in a clear,
understandable manner incl. 20
error analysis

Analysis of results and
discussion of physical 20
interpretation

Analysis

Conclusions and suggestions

—oncUE 10
ror II"I'IPID'-.-'I-:'I"I'IEITt

Total 100

ASSESSOR COMMENTS:

% Maastricht University



Lab Report
Component

Introducing
the work:
Objectives,
theory and
hypotheses

(20 %)

Methods
.{ 20 %a f

Results:
Data (tables)
and graphs
(20 %)

Score

Fail Bare pass Good Excellent y
-1] rd k) (4]
Thereisno | An objective A relevant The objective is
objective or | expectation is objective/expectat | clearly stated and
little to no stated but does ions are reported. | expectations drawing
justification | mot accurately Scientifically on theory are
to the work | reflect the purpose | cormrect theory outlined. The theory
or any of the lab. Some included but could | is relevant and
expectations | theory is included | be elaborated on sufficient enough to
Little to no | but it is only just in places. be referred to in the ®
theory is relevant to the discussion of results. 0.2
reported. experiments.
The method | The method is The method is The description of
is not detailed enough to | detailed enough to | what was done to
detailed follow but either follow but either accomplish the
enough to misses some key misses a little objective(s) is clear
follow, information or information or enough so that the
includes too much | includes some experiment could be o
irrelevant information that is | reproduced.
information. imelevant. Good | Accompanied by 0.2
diagrams where good diagrams where
neaded. neaded.
Data Data is reported Data is complete Data is complete in
missing or but insufficient with all correct tables with correct
ErTonenus {missing some headings. Graphs | headings. Graphs are
and/ or measurements, are correct and complete with title,
graphs observations, data can be labeled axes, and line
missing or headings/units/pre | extracted from of best fit (where
with majer | cision values or them but they necessary) and
errors (no given may not be presentation is ®
axis information) presented in the excellent. All 0.2

labels/units
error bars).

Graphs contain
minor eITors.

best possible
manner.

calculations are
possible from this

% Maastricht University
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Analysis,
calculations
and
discussion

)

Conclusion /
summary

(10 %)

Scientific
writing

{ ] |-| i (1] P

Calculations
are in
complete
ErTOr O are
missing

Some calculations
are missing,
contain minor
EITOrS Or are not
presented

All calculations
are reported and
correct. Final
results are
reported with

All calculations are
reported and correct.
Final results are
reported with errors.
These are then

from the correctly (with calculated errors. | appropriately

report. units). These are then discussed and

Errors not Insufficient appropriately compared to ®

considered. | comparison to discussed and theoretical values. A 0.2

No theory is compared to discussion about the

comparison | discussed with theoretical values. | meaning of the results

to known respect to results. is clearly

values. demonstrated.

The Lacks depth to the | Summarizes the Summarizes the

conclusion discussion of discussion of discussion of results,

is grossly expectations, results, the the validity of the e

incomplete | validity/error or validity and experiment. 0

or is not suggested success of expectations, 0.5

present. methods of experiments, experimental errors, 22

improvements (or | experimental possible methods of 08
further work). ErTors, improvement. Brings X e

expectations & in further information 0.1 11
suggests methods | not eluded to in the e
of improvement. lab manual. 14

Writing Writing style Writing style Highly readable, e

style generally good totally appropriate | draws the reader in. 17

informal but slips up in for the report. Formal and concise. i

first person. | some places with | Third person, Written in the third 2

Tenses are respect to the past-tense, comect | person, past-tense. -

incorrect Zrammar, grammar, spelling | Grammar, spelling "

and pronouns, tenses, | and well and nomenclature are

grammar or the general structured. correct. Well 0.1

formatting structure could be structured with a

are poor. improved. logical order.

L ELEEE Rt ERRNESEES

2.2
23
14
25
LB
27
1,8
3.9
3
31
il
33
34
35
i6
3.7
Y
39
1

FINAL GRAD

Grade conversion

5 L A

o
w

A
T
f: ]
8.2
LB
L
83
S
9.3

9.6
9.8

10
E ,-'.

10

Maastricht University



Wssessment sheet — Title of assignment

Your work needs to meet the following requirements in order to be
marked:

Reqguirement Y/N

Your work will be assessed using these criteria:

Criteria Description Comment Evaluation

Your grade will be decided as follows:

% Maastricht University
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Assessmant sheet -~ Essay on the history of the ides of Europe

.‘“.“- ili s ¢ w,&,ﬁ. e i ‘,‘l SR |“_@

Requirement Y/N
hard copy and electronic copy (Word format)

length: 2500 words (within a 10% margin)

layout: double spaced

Criteria Description Com-
ment
Content Relates the chosen exarmple 1o refevant

theoretical concepts and themes. The
essay shows good critical synthesis of
secondary materials and significant
onginality in mterpretation,

The essay is based on in-depth reading,
with substantial coverage of recommen-
ded texts

Structure Discusses the argument in clear thematic
sections
Links between sections and paragraphs
are clear.
Clear paragraphs expressing one basic
idea (effective topic sentences, clear
supporting and concluding sentences).

Style and Neatly presented, with referencing and
presenta- bibkography of standard of publishable
tion journal article in subject area.
Incisive and fluent style, with no or very
minor errors of spelling, punctuation or
grammar,

Your grade will be decided as follows:

one or more criteria scored &s inadequate

all enteria are scored as at least adequate

two criteria are scored as adequate, one as good

all enteria are scored as good

two criteria are scored as excellent, the other at east as good

¢ By ; j:m

Evaluation
{Inadequate,
adequate,
good,
excellent)

5 or less
6
7
g
9-10



Maastricht Science Programme
PRA2006 - Electronics Lab

The deasdiras and Setais of pour lab reecris. sre provided in fhe couns manusl. For Bels in wreiling
pour reports please refer fo the docusant providing tipe on the coune sage.

Your lab report will be assessed using the following oriberls

Formal, conds= writing style [in the 3rd pesrson, past bense)
with oomect speling amd grammar. Mot repetibve [ imsevant.
‘Work presented ina struchered and logical order.

Thieory sufficdent bo prowide a thorough becigprownd cn wihilch o
discuss kster results. Showld not b= &8 compliete repetition of
bhe lab manual. Should incdscde theory of individual desioss §
COMpOMEnts wWhsns Necessary.

Appropriste cincult disgrams induded. Methods wvery brief bt
chzarly explain which varisbles wene s3)ushed and measunsd.

Full table{s] of results incsdsd (in an sppendin F nescesssry)
(with sufMicksnt data), InCluding headings [with umits amd

precision |[ermor) values).

Dats comectliy processed [varsbles aloulsted, ssnsible wonit
scales chosen, cormect wnifs ussd) In preperakion for plotting.
Approprisie graphis] plotied with labelled axes and sulbsble
line of best 8% (when needed].

Motes of signfiant sxpsnmental obserygbions should be masde.

Data exiracied from graphis) o calculate final resulb{s] whene
appropriate. Messurements should be compared o expecied
yalues and should refer besck to relevant theory wihere possible.

Inberpretation of results / any dSCrepancies.

A short conclusion included, summarising the work dons and
addressing any disorepsndes fom espectstions if pressnt
andjor any suggestions for iImprovement; discussion of yvalidity
or Interestng foliow up idess.

10 %

20 %

20 %

20 %h

20 %h

10 %



Scoring grades from rubrics

Presentation
riteria

Clear Poor / unclear Initial equation Initial equation, Initial equation, all
and answer only  steps, and answer steps, and answer

communication communication

skills are shown are shown

Steps are correct

Steps are incorrecjgSteps are correct,

Academic content JEell=InidH
incorrect or not present, bfit but answer is nd answer is

incorrect correct

answer is correct

Explanation of Explanation is planation Explanation clearly

results present but indicates a indicates indicates
demonstrates a minimal procedures are procedures are
lack of understanding of 4 understood understood at an

understanding advanced level

Turning the rubric score directly into a percentage can give
misrepresentative scores e.g.

Divide the points earned by the points possible:
6 out of 12 points=6+12=50%



Scoring grades from rubrics

Presentation 1 2 3 4

riteria Inadeguate Bare pass Good Excellent

Clear Poor / unclear Initial equation Initial equation, Initial equation, all

communication communication and answer only  steps, and answer steps, and answer

skills are shown are shown

Academic content JEell=InidH Steps are incorrecigfSteps are correct, §Steps are correct

incorrect or not present, bfit but answer is

nd answer is

answer is correct correct

Explanation of Explanation is planation Explanation clearly

results present but indicates a indicates indicates
demonstrates a minimal procedures are procedures are
lack of understanding of 4 understood understood at an

understanding advanced level

Alternative option: Think about what the performance categories mean, then
turn the rubric score directly into a mean score per criteria.

Example: Student earns 6 out of 12 points
6 out of a total of 3 criteria is an average of 2 out of 4.
Translate this to something meaningful.



Scoring grades from rubrics

O 00 Jd O U1 B~

10
11
12

% Maastricht University

1.0
1.3
1.7
2.0
2.3
2.7
3.0
3.3
3.7
4.0

1.0
2.5
4.0
5.5
6.3
7.0
7.8
8.5
9.3
10.0

2.5
3.3
4.2

5.8
6.7
7.5
3.3
9.2

10



Scoring grades from rubrics

O 00 Jd O U1 B~

10
11
12
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25%
33%
42%
50%
58%
67%
75%
383%
92%
100%

1.0
2.5
4.0
5.5
6.3
7.0
7.8
8.5
9.3
10.0

2.5
3.3
4.2

5.8
6.7
7.5
3.3
9.2

10



Rating scale differences
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Dawes, J. (2007). Do data characteristics change according to the number of
scale points used? International Journal of Market Research. 50 (1).
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Rating scale differences

| J

|
9/10

0

| J
|

8.9/10

Dawes, J. (2002). Five point vs eleven point scales: does it make a difference
to data characteristics? Australasian Journal of Market Research. 10(1), 39-47.

% Maastricht University



Analysis,
calculations
and
discussion

)

Conclusion /
summary

(10 %)

Scientific
writing

{ ] |-| i (1] P

Calculations
are in
complete
ErTOr O are
missing

Some calculations
are missing,
contain minor
EITOrS Or are not
presented

All calculations
are reported and
correct. Final
results are
reported with

All calculations are
reported and correct.
Final results are
reported with errors.
These are then

from the correctly (with calculated errors. | appropriately

report. units). These are then discussed and

Errors not Insufficient appropriately compared to ®

considered. | comparison to discussed and theoretical values. A 0.2

No theory is compared to discussion about the

comparison | discussed with theoretical values. | meaning of the results

to known respect to results. is clearly

values. demonstrated.

The Lacks depth to the | Summarizes the Summarizes the

conclusion discussion of discussion of discussion of results,

is grossly expectations, results, the the validity of the e

incomplete | validity/error or validity and experiment. 0

or is not suggested success of expectations, 0.5

present. methods of experiments, experimental errors, 22

improvements (or | experimental possible methods of 08
further work). ErTors, improvement. Brings X e

expectations & in further information 0.1 11
suggests methods | not eluded to in the e
of improvement. lab manual. 14

Writing Writing style Writing style Highly readable, e

style generally good totally appropriate | draws the reader in. 17

informal but slips up in for the report. Formal and concise. i

first person. | some places with | Third person, Written in the third 2

Tenses are respect to the past-tense, comect | person, past-tense. -

incorrect Zrammar, grammar, spelling | Grammar, spelling "

and pronouns, tenses, | and well and nomenclature are

grammar or the general structured. correct. Well 0.1

formatting structure could be structured with a

are poor. improved. logical order.

L ELEEE Rt ERRNESEES

2.2
23
14
25
LB
27
1,8
3.9
3
31
il
33
34
35
i6
3.7
Y
39
1

FINAL GRAD

Grade conversion

5 L A

o
w

A
T
f: ]
8.2
LB
L
83
S
9.3

9.6
9.8

10
E ,-'.

10
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Scoring grades from rubrics

Presentation 1

fiteria Inadequate

Clear Poor / unclear
communication communication
skills

Academic content JEeRIIINNS

incorrect
Explanation of Explanation is
results present but

demonstrates a
lack of

understanding

2
Bare pass

Initial equation
and answer only
are shown

Steps are incorrect
or not present, but
answer is correct

Explanation
indicates a
minimal
understanding of
procedure

Good

Initial equation,
steps, and answer
are shown

Steps are correct,
but answer is
incorrect

Explanation
indicates
procedures are
understood

Excellent

Initial equation, all
steps, and answer
are shown

Steps are correct
and answer is
correct

Explanation clearly
indicates
procedures are
understood at an
advanced level



Scoring grades from rubrics

Letter grade Grade point Dutch grades Description
A+ 4.0 8.6-10.0 Excellent
A 4.0 8.0-8.5

A- 3.7 7.7-7.9 Good

B+ 3.3 7.4-7.6

B 3.0 7.0-7.3

B- 27 6.7-6.9 Pass

C+ 2.3 6.4-6.6

C 2.0 6.0-6.3

C- 1.7 5.5-5.9

D+ 1.3 5.4 Fail but can be compensated
D 1.0 5.0-5.3

F 0.0 0.0-4.9 Fail



Scoring grades from rubrics

1-5.4

Inadequate

Presentation
riteria

Clear Poor / unclear

communication communication

skills

Academic content JEeRIGIINES

incorrect

Explanation of
results

Explanation is
present but
demonstrates a
lack of

understanding

5.5-6.9

Adequate/ Pass

Initial equation
and answer only
are shown

Steps are incorrect
or not present, but
answer is correct

Explanation
indicates a
minimal
understanding of
procedure

7.0-7.9

Initial equation,
steps, and answer
are shown

Steps are correct,
but answer is
incorrect

Explanation
indicates
procedures are
understood

8.0-10.0

Excellent

Initial equation, all
steps, and answer
are shown

Steps are correct
and answer is
correct

Explanation clearly
indicates
procedures are
understood at an
advanced level



Scoring grades from rubrics

Rubric Settings

Indicate the number of levels in your rubric:
5

Indicate the number of assessment criteria in your
rubric

4
Specify your minimum passing grade

1]

Choose decimal places for percent grade:

-

Select order of rubric levels:

Ascending

% Maastricht University

Roobrix is a tool that helps
educators avoid grading errors
when scoring rubrics. Learn more
about how teachers are making
simple mistakes that have a
negative impact on assessment
outcomes.

.5

http://www.roobrix.com



Take Home Task: What are the strengths and
weaknesses of the rubric and scoring sheet designs
which you have been given?

What type of design would suit your purposes best?
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