
Nexa University
Office of Academic Assessment

Student Group Project Peer Evaluation Rubric
A Standardized Guide and Instrument for Peer Performance Review

� EDU-R-2026
Fall Semester 2026

Version 2.4

Abstract & Purpose: This rubric and assessment instrument are designed to facilitate fair, rigorous,
and constructive peer evaluation in student group projects. By assessing teammates across five core
dimensions—Contribution to Work, Quality of Output, Communication, Collaboration & Dynamics,
and Reliability—instructors can diagnose team dynamics and calculate adjusted individual grades. This
document outlines the evaluation framework, the scoring rubric, and the submission form.

1 Introduction and Rationale
Group projects are essential in modern higher education, preparing students for professional work
environments where collaborative problem-solving is the default mode of operation [Oakley et al.,
2004]. However, student-led teams often face structural challenges, most notably the “free-rider” effect,
where individual members undercontribute while benefiting from the collective grade. Conversely,
high-performing students may carry an unfair workload, leading to frustration and inaccurate
assessments of individual capability.

To address these challenges, Nexa University adopts a peer-evaluation process. Peer evaluation
gives students a voice in their grading, promotes individual accountability, and helps instructors
diagnose internal team dynamics early [Kaufman et al., 2000].

1.1 Why Peer Assessment Matters
Research demonstrates that peer assessment:

• Encourages Accountability: Students are more motivated when they know their peers will
evaluate their contributions.

• Develops Soft Skills: Providing and receiving constructive criticism is a vital professional
skill [Goldfinch and Raeside, 1996].

• Promotes Fairness: It enables instructors to adjust individual grades based on the multiplier
derived from teammate feedback.

1.2 Grade Adjustment Formula
Instructors can use a peer-evaluation multiplier to adjust the group project grade for each individual.
Let Ggroup be the overall grade awarded to the group’s deliverables. Let Mi be the normalized peer
multiplier for student i, calculated as the average rating received by student i divided by the average
rating of all team members. The adjusted individual grade Gi is calculated as:

Gi = Ggroup × Mi (1)

To prevent extreme outcomes, the multiplier Mi is typically capped at 1.05 (meaning a maximum
5% bonus for outstanding leaders) and floored at 0.50 (unless severe non-performance is documented,
which may result in a grade of 0).
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2 Peer Evaluation Workflow
The peer evaluation process is integrated into the group project timeline in three distinct phases.
Early evaluations (formative) occur at the midpoint of the semester, while the final evaluation
(summative) takes place immediately following the project submission.

Figure 1 illustrates the standard cycle of project execution and evaluation at Nexa University.
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Figure 1: The standard Nexa University peer evaluation and grading workflow.

The formative midpoint check is key; it allows teams to address communication gaps or work
distribution issues before grades are negatively affected. The final peer evaluation rubric score is
confidential and submitted individually by each student to the instructor.

3 The Evaluation Rubric
The peer evaluation uses a 4-point Likert scale across five assessment criteria. Evaluators should read
the descriptions carefully and award scores that accurately reflect the student’s work throughout the
project.
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Table 1: Peer Evaluation Rubric Standards

Criterion Excellent (4) Good (3) Needs Imp. (2) Unacceptable (1)

Contribution Completed a large
share of the work;
went beyond require-
ments.

Completed their full
share of the work;
met all target goals.

Completed some
work but fell short of
their fair share.

Contributed little to
no actual work on the
project.

Quality Output was of ex-
ceptional quality; re-
quired no revisions.

Output was good; re-
quired only minor for-
matting or editing.

Output was mediocre;
required substantial
revision.

Output was unusable
or had to be redone
by others.

Communication Kept in touch daily;
responded instantly;
raised issues early.

Responded within 24
hours; participated in
all team meetings.

Hard to reach; missed
meetings; rarely up-
dated the group.

Did not communicate
at all or ignored team
messages.

Collaboration Promoted harmony;
helped others; re-
solved conflicts con-
structively.

Worked well with oth-
ers; respected differ-
ent ideas and views.

Occasionally ar-
gumentative or
dismissive of other
opinions.

Caused major fric-
tion; refused to com-
promise or cooperate.

Reliability Met all deadlines; ar-
rived early to meet-
ings; highly orga-
nized.

Met almost all dead-
lines; was punctual
for team sessions.

Frequently late with
tasks; missed several
key deadlines.

Completely missed
deadlines, forcing
others to cover.

. Grading Note: Evaluators are required to write a short qualitative justification for any score of Excellent (4) or
Unacceptable (1) on the individual feedback sheet. Ratings without written justification will be flagged for instructor
review.

4 Individual Teammate Evaluation Form
Each student must submit a completed evaluation form for all other members of their group. Write
the name of each teammate and assign scores (1–4) for the five criteria defined in Section 3.

Evaluator Name: Group Name/ID:
Course Title: Date Submitted:

Table 2: Teammate Scoring Table

Assessment Dimension Teammate 1 Teammate 2 Teammate 3 Teammate 4

Teammate Name

1. Contribution to Work (1–4)
2. Quality of Output (1–4)
3. Communication
4. Collaboration & Dynamics
5. Reliability & Deadlines

Total Score (Sum of 1–5)

4.1 Qualitative Feedback and Justification
Provide specific comments regarding the performance of each teammate. Focus on behavior and
outcomes rather than personal attributes.
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Teammate 1 Comments

Teammate 2 Comments

5 Guidelines for Constructive Feedback
When evaluating your peers, the quality of your feedback is critical. Positive ratings should reward
exceptional commitment, while low ratings must be accompanied by constructive criticisms that
explain the gap. Evaluations must be objective and free from personal bias.

5.1 Constructive vs. Unhelpful Feedback Examples
Review the following fictional examples based on Nexa University projects:

• Teammate: Alex Vance (Vertex Capstone Project)
– Unhelpful Comment: “Alex was great and did his job.”
– Constructive Comment: “Alex completed the backend implementation ahead of schedule.

He was always present in Slack channels and proactive in assisting others with API
integration issues.”

• Teammate: Jordan Lee (Meridian Research Project)
– Unhelpful Comment: “Jordan didn’t do anything.”
– Constructive Comment: “Jordan missed three out of four team meetings and failed to

submit his literature review section on the agreed-upon date. When he did share drafts,
they required extensive editing by other team members.”

5.2 Peer Feedback Submission Process
Submit this completed document through the Nexa University Learning Management System (LMS).
If you need to attach supporting documents (e.g., Slack chat logs, Git commit histories, or email
threads showing lack of communication), you can upload them as supplementary files.

All rubric ratings are kept strictly confidential. The instructor will aggregate reviews and present
anonymous feedback summaries to students during the midpoint review. Individual rating names
are never shared directly with other teammates.
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