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Project Milestones 
 

The following deadlines are set for the execution of the project: 

1. March 21, 2017: all teams are formed and the group contracts are filled in and signed (upload on 
Moodle) 

2. March 28, 2017: each team shall choose their project topic. Communicate to both instructors by 
email the choice made by the team.  

3. April 16, 2017: an intermediate report of maximum three slides shall be sent to both instructors. The 
slides shall contain at least the high-level architecture and how the roles are split across the team. 

4. May 23, 2017: each team shall send the report of the project in PDF (maximum 10 pages) and all 
source code to both instructors. The project report shall address all the requirements presented 
previously and clearly mention the contribution of each team member.  

5. May 29, 2017: each team will hand in the evaluation form for two other teams, assessing their work 
qualitatively. 

6. May 30, 2017: each team will make a 10 minutes presentation of their work.  

 

To facilitate productive collaboration, it is important to reflect on your group’s dynamics. You will rate 
yourself and your team members with the peer evaluation form (anonymously) three times during the 
semester (April 4, May 2, June 1). As a group, you can discuss the intermediate results and brainstorm 
concrete ways to improve your group processes. 

  

mailto:yvonneanne.pignolet@epfl.ch
mailto:jean-charles.tournier@epfl.ch


 

EPFL, LAMS 

« Industrial Automation » course 

Dr. Yvonne-Anne Pignolet  
yvonneanne.pignolet@epfl.ch 

Dr. Jean-Charles Tournier  
jean-charles.tournier@epfl.ch  

 

 

Page 2 of 8 

 

Evaluation Criteria 
 
Proposal and presentation (100 pts) 
 

Component Sophisticated 
(>80%) 

Competent (>50%) Not yet Competent 
(<50%) 

Identifies objectives 
based on general 
description and client 
requirements (10pts) 

All important major and 
minor objectives are 
identified and 
appropriately prioritized.  

All major objectives are 
identified but one or two 
minor ones are missing or 
priorities are not 
established.  

Many major objectives are 
not identified. 

Identifies relevant & 
valid information to 
support decision-
making. (20pts) 

All relevant information is 
obtained and information 
sources are valid. Design 
recommendations are well 
supported by the 
information.  

Sufficient information is 
obtained and most 
sources are valid. Design 
recommendations are 
mostly supported by the 
information. 
 

Insufficient information is 
obtained and/or sources 
lack validity.  Design 
recommendations are not 
supported by information 
collected. 
 

Identifies relevant 
constraints (economic, 
environmental/ safety 
sustainability, etc) 
(10pts) 

All relevant constraints are 
identified and accurately 
analyzed. 
 

Most constraints are 
identified; some are not 
adequately addressed or 
accurately analyzed. 
 

Few or no constraints are 
identified or some 
constraints are identified 
but not accurately 
analyzed. 

 

Generates valid 
conclusions/decisions 
(20pts) 
 

Proposal is based on 
stated criteria, analysis 
and constraints and is 
convincing. 

Proposal is reasonable; 
further analysis may have 
led to different 
recommendation. 

Proposal is incompletely 
analyzed.  Many 
constraints and criteria 
were ignored. 

Written Communication 
(20pts) 

Proposal is well organized 
and clearly written.  The 
underlying logic is clearly 
articulated and easy to 
follow.  Words are chosen 
that precisely express the 
intended meaning and 
support reader 
comprehension.  Diagrams 
or analyses enhance and 
clarify presentation of 
ideas. Sentences are 
grammatical and free from 
spelling errors.  

Proposal is organized and 
clearly written for the 
most part.  In some areas, 
the logic or flow of ideas is 
difficult to follow. Words 
are well chosen with some 
minor exceptions.  
Diagrams are consistent 
with the text. Sentences 
are mostly grammatical 
and only a few spelling 
errors are present but 
they do not hinder the 
reader. 

Proposal lacks an overall 
organization.  Reader has 
to make considerable 
effort to understand the 
underlying logic and flow 
of ideas.  Diagrams are 
absent or inconsistent 
with the text.  
Grammatical and spelling 
errors make it difficult for 
the reader to interpret the 
text in places.  
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Presentation (20pts) 
            Visual Aids 
 

 
 
           Oral Presentation 
 
 
 
            
           Body Language 

Slides are error-free and 
logically present the main 
components.  Material is 
readable and the graphics 
highlight and support the 
main ideas. 
 
Speakers are audible and 
fluent on their topic, and 
do not rely on notes to 
present or respond.  
Speakers respond 
accurately and 
appropriately to audience 
questions and comments.  
 
Body language, as 
indicated by appropriate 
and meaningful gestures 
(e.g., drawing hands 
inward to convey 
contraction, moving arms 
up to convey lift, etc.) eye 
contact with audience, 
and movement, 
demonstrates a high level 
of comfort and connection 
with the audience. 

Slides are error-free and 
logically present the main 
components.  Material is 
mostly readable and 
graphics reiterate the 
main ideas. 
 
Speakers are mostly 
audible and fluent on their 
topic, and require minimal 
referral to notes.  
Speakers respond to most 
questions accurately and 
appropriately.  
 
Body language, as 
indicated by a slight 
tendency to repetitive and 
distracting gestures (e.g., 
tapping a pen, wringing 
hands, waving arms, 
clenching fists, etc.) and 
breaking eye contact with 
audience, demonstrates a 
slight discomfort with the 
audience. 

Slides contain errors and  
lack  a logical progression. 
Major aspects are absent.  
Diagrams or graphics are 
absent or confuse the 
audience.  
 
Speakers are often 
inaudible or hesitant, 
often speaking in 
incomplete sentences.  
Speakers rely heavily on 
notes.  Speakers have 
difficulty responding 
clearly and accurately to 
audience questions. 
 
Body language, as 
indicated by frequent, 
repetitive and distracting 
gestures, little or no 
audience eye-contact, and 
/or stiff posture and 
movement, indicate a high 
degree of discomfort 
interacting with audience. 

TOTAL    
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Individual contribution (70pts)  

(Based on proposal, peer evaluation, observations of group meetings and presentation) 
 

Component Sophisticated Competent Not yet Competent 

Technical Contribution 
(50pts) 

Delivered excellent 
contributions, according to 
the evaluation criteria 
above. 

Delivered satisfactory 
contributions, according to 
the evaluation criteria 
above. 

Delivered low-quality 
contributions, according to 
the evaluation criteria 
above. 

Contribution to team 
work 
(20pts) 

Ensured that 
responsibilities were 
delegated fairly and 
contributed his or her 
share of work. Attended 
meetings and met 
deadlines for deliverables.  
Consistently stayed 
focused on the task and 
what needed to be done. 
Other group members 
could count on this person 
all of the time. 

Contributed his or her 
share of work- Regularly 
attended meetings with 
only a few absences, and 
deadlines for deliverables 
were met. 
Focused on the task what 
needed to be done most 
of the time. Other group 
members could count on 
this person most of the 
time. 

Fail to meet his or her 
responsibility- Often 
missed meetings, and/or 
deadlines. 
Focused on the task and 
what needed to be done 
some of the time. Other 
group members 
sometimes had to nag, 
prod, and remind to keep 
this member on task. 

TOTAL    
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Team Work (30pts) 
(Based on peer evaluation, observations of group meetings and presentation) 

 

 Component Sophisticated Competent Not yet Competent 

Delegation and 
fulfillment of 
Responsibilities 
(20pts) 

Responsibilities delegated 
fairly. Each member 
contributes in a valuable 
way to the project.  All 
members always attended 
meetings and met 
deadlines for deliverables. 

Minor inequities in 
delegation of 
responsibilities. Some 
members contribute more 
heavily than others but all 
members meet their 
responsibilities. Members 
regularly attended 
meetings with only a few 
absences, and deadlines 
for deliverables were met. 

Major inequities in 
delegation of 
responsibilities. Group has 
freeloaders who fail to 
meet their responsibilities 
or members who 
dominate and prevent 
others from contributing. 
Members often miss 
meetings, and/or 
deadlines. 
 

Team morale and 
cohesiveness 
(10pts) 

Team worked well 
together to achieve 
objectives.  Members 
enjoyed interacting with 
each other and learned 
from each other.  All data 
sources indicated a high 
level of mutual respect 
and collaboration. 

Team worked well 
together most of the time, 
with only a few 
occurrences of 
communication 
breakdown or failure to 
collaborate. Members 
were mostly respectful of 
each other.  

Team did not collaborate 
or communicate well.  
Some members would 
work independently, 
without regard to 
objectives or priorities.  A 
lack of respect and regard 
was frequently noted. 

TOTAL    
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Peer Evaluation Form for Group Work 
These evaluations are completely confidential and will never be shown to your team members.  
Please respond as honestly as possible. 
 
Write the name of each of your group members (including yourself) in a separate column. For each person, 
indicate the extent to which you agree with the statement on the left, using a scale of 1-4 (1=strongly 
disagree; 2=disagree; 3=agree; 4=strongly agree). Total the numbers in each column. 
 

Evaluation Criteria Name: 
 

Name: Name: 
 

Name: 
 

Attends group meetings regularly and arrives on time.     

Contributes meaningfully to group discussions.     

Completes group assignments on time.     

Prepares work in a quality manner.     

Demonstrates a cooperative and supportive attitude.     

Contributes significantly to the success of the project.     

I would like to work with this person again     

TOTALS  
 

   

 
Allocate a total of 100 percentage points among your team member, including yourself, with higher 
percentages going to those members who contributed most. In the case of equal contribution, points 
should be divided equally among team members. Consider attendance and participation in team meetings, 
individual contributions to idea generation and research, communication within the group, etc.  
 

Overall contribution Name: Name: 
 

Name: 
 

Name: 
 

Percentage     

  
Feedback on team dynamics: 
 
1. How effectively did your group work? 
2. Were the behaviors of any of your team members particularly valuable or detrimental to the team? 

Explain, providing concrete examples to illustrate your reasoning. 
3. What did you learn about working in a group from this project that you will carry into your next group 

experience? 
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Sample Team Contract  
 
Team Name: ____________________________________________ 
Date:_______________________________ 
 

GOALS: What are our team goals for this project?  
What do we want to accomplish? What skills do we want to develop or refine? 

 
 
 
 
 

EXPECTATIONS: What do we expect of one another in regard to attendance at meetings, participation, 
frequency of communication, the quality of work, etc.? 

 
 
 
 
 
 

POLICIES & PROCEDURES: What rules can we agree on to help us meet our goals and expectations?  

 
 
 
 
 

CONSEQUENCES: How will we address non-performance in regard to these goals, expectations, policies 
and procedures?  

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
We share these goals and expectations, and agree to these policies, procedures, and consequences. 
 
Signatures 
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Sources: 
Senior Project Design Rubric 
Department of Civil Engineering, University of Pittsburgh.  
Eberly Center for Teaching Excellence, Carnegie Mellon University 
Peer evaluation form developed at Johns Hopkins University (October, 2006) 
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