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ABSTRACT 
 
 Final year project evaluation is a subjective matter and not easy to implement. This is because the level of 
difficulty and depth of a project has become a major factor contributing dissatisfaction with the students. This 
paper proposes a simple method to evaluate the performance of final year project which the objective of the 
study as a component contributing to the marking. Performance is determined by the number of students 
achieved the objectives agreed upon by the expertise committee. 
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Introduction 
 
 Project-based learning (PBL) has been recognized for long as a very valuable tool for engineering courses, 
since it helps students in developing skills that are closely linked to the execution of professional engineering 
tasks (McDermott et al., 2007). The recognition of this value of PBL has lead to the inclusion of project 
development activities in engineering courses (Jawitz et al., 2002), being the “Final Year Project” (FYP) the 
most remarkable of these. In the currently ongoing process of creating the European Higher Education Area 
(European Ministers of Education 1999), the educational outcomes of university courses are being defined in 
terms of competences that are to be acquired by the students in order to get their degrees. The practice is similar 
to Malaysia’s university commit for and the OBE has been implemented from the secondary school and 
continue Significantly, competences related to project management and development seem to be becoming 
relevant even for non-engineering courses (Gonzalez et al., 2008). In this context, both a definition of the 
pedagogical content of FYPs in terms of competences and a systematic assessment system linked to those 
competences are needed. The issue of defining the educational outcomes of FYPs was approached by the 
authors in a previous work (Fraile et al., 2009). Within that work a set of eleven competences relevant for FYPs 
were identified, using the basis provided by (Gozalez et al., 2008; Meijers et al., 2005). Also in (Fraile et al., 
2009) competences were broken down into specific learning objectives and student tasks to be realized during 
the FYP were pointed out. However, in authors’ view, the question of defining a systematic approach to the 
evaluation of FYPs has not been satisfactorily solved so far. While it is true that the problem of assessing 
student projects is not new and that rubrics are becoming a standard for such assessment (Markham et al., 2003), 
the definition of rubrics for all the assessable aspects of FYPs is cumbersome. Moreover, filling such rubrics 
could be too time-consuming for the juries of the projects and an excessive level of detail could also mislead the 
attention of the juries towards too specific aspects of the work, thus making them lose the global view (Bers 
2001). Another aspect of the evaluation of FYPs that is not defined yet, to authors’ knowledge, is the ranking of 
competences, that is, the specification of which aspects should contribute the most to the final marks assigned to 
the students. Although a weighted average of different aspects was proposed in (Teo and Ho 1998), such 
proposal did not consider competence-based learning; therefore it is not coherent with the current trends in the 
design of university courses in Europe. Within this paper, the authors propose a system for the assessment of 
FYPs whose educational outputs have been defined accordingly to (Fraile et al., 2009). For making the 
proposal, the eleven selected competences were ranked and a different weight was assigned to each one. Also 
starting from the work in (Fraile et al., 2009), but simplifying the therein described proposal, three moments are 
defined for the assessment of FYPs: the FYP development process itself (evaluated by the supervisor), the 
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written report and the oral presentation (both evaluated by a jury). Bearing in mind this, the competences that 
can be evaluated in each moment have been identified and a specific assessment form for each moment is also 
proposed within the paper. In the design of the forms, both the simplicity and the prevalence of global aspects 
have been pursued. 
 Nowadays, implementing Outcome Based Education (OBE) to evaluate course outcomes (CO) and program 
outcomes (PO) is a standard practice at the Faculty of Engineering & Built Environment (FKAB). This includes 
the evaluation of the final year degree project (FYP) since FYP is a major component of the undergraduate 
degree course in Electrical Engineering. The evaluation of FYP mainly consists of two stages. The first stage 
involves the evaluation of the technical paper and project presentation by a Technical Paper Assessment Panel 
(TPAP). The second stage involves the evaluation of thesis and work progress by the respective Project 
Supervisor (PS). These procedures are inconsistence in nature as each stage involves many lecturers from 
different background of disciplines in the FKAB. Furthermore, there were no specific guidelines for the grading 
process and lecturers would rely on their experiences, resulting large variance between the seniors and juniors 
judgments in giving the marks (Hashim & Hashim 2010). To overcome such problem, we proposed a new 
method to evaluate the research performance by evaluate the achievement of objectives. This can be done by 
full revision of objectives proposed by committee. The number of achieved objective will determine the project 
marks. 
 
The Marking Evaluation of Final Year Project: 
 
Step 1: A Formation of Evaluation Committee:  
 
 A committee for each program in the Department developed; Microelectronics, Telecommunications and 
Electrical & Electronics. The committee is consists a number of Professor or Associate Professor that 
responsible to review the objectives of each student project. Students are separated into several groups 
according to their respective areas of thrust. Students are asked to complete the research proposal and a few 
objectives as recommended by their supervisors. Research proposal will be submitted to the Department on the 
date specified. 
 
Step 2: A Setting of Research Objective: 
 
 The objectives set out in each proposal will be discussed by this committee. The number of objectives must 
meet the qualifications for Bachelor of Engineering standard. This Committee has the authority to reduce, 
increase or modified the objectives proposed by the students in their proposal. The objectives which are not 
passing the requirements will be returned back to the students and have to be discussed again with their 
supervisor. Each objective must have the criteria as in Figure 1. It must be achieved within a year, can be 
measured and proved, specific on the topics proposed by students and in accordance with the student's academic 
level. Lastly, the objective must give the impact and contribution to the development and knowledge of students, 
society and the environment. 
 
Step 3: Through the Achievement of Objective: 
 
 For the thesis at the undergraduate level shall not exceed five objectives. Evaluation will be based on the 
number of objectives have been achieved. For example, if three objectives are achieved, marks scored 75% and 
if there is no good reason and there is no proposal for additional points. At this time the students need to identify 
and discuss in detail the problems that caused the objectives are not achieved and the results in the form of 
recommendations or a diagnosis. 
 
 The assessment process students' final year project is based on expert input as a whole is shown in Figure 2. 
 

 
Fig. 1: Objective criteria to be reviewed by the Assessment Committee (Expertise). 
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Fig. 2: The flow chart of the Student’s Final Year Project Evaluation and Measurement Based on Expertise 

Input. 
 
Step 4: Presentation: 
 
 To verify a project done by students and not others, each project must be presented. Performance will be 
judged by lecturers who will give marks based on the criteria set by the Final Year Project Committee. 
 
Case Study: 
 
 The following are some case studies to facilitate understanding of the marking for this proposal. 
 

Case1 Title A 
Objective Number 5 (upon approval by the committee) 

The value of each objective 20%. 
Note If at the end of the project, the students reached only 4 objectives only, where there is a problem for the 

fifth objective to achieved, the student's score was 80 only. If he is able to give good reasons and 
proposals so it can be considered for a 5 - 10 score again. 

Case 2 Title B 
Objective Number 4 (upon approval by the committee) 

The value of each objective 25%. 
Note If at the end of the project, the students reached only 4 objectives only, where there is a problem for 

the fifth objective to achieved, the student's score was 75 only. If he is able to give good reasons and 
proposals so it can be considered for a 5 - 15 score again. 
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 Aspect to be seen if an objective not be achieved is shown in Figure 3. Each objective that is not achieved 
must submit the main reasons causing the failure, other factors also cause a failure and the theory behind the 
failure. Next, students would need to propose solutions that can be done if the objectives to be achieved. In 
addition, students must submit the proposal together with the implementation, constraints and obstacles faced if 
the proposal should be implemented. In general, these components are shown in Figure 3 below. 
 

 
 
Fig. 3: Examination that should be done if an objective is not achieved. 
 
Conclusion: 
 
 This paper proposes a method to evaluate the final year project based on objective targets which are 
reviewed by the Evaluation Committee. The score of student achievement are based on the number of objectives 
that are achieved and the precise analysis is required if the objectives are not achieved. This method is the 
simplest proposed method. This method also facilitates the students' research work because the targets are based 
on objective and clearly understood to be achieved. 
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