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Overall Remark on grade:  

Examiners (ultimately responsible for the grade, appointed by the Examination Board 
Name Signature Date S1 
    
    

 

(Other) supervisors (need not sign, but may do so if they desire) 
Name Signature  S1 
    
    

 
1 Mark the column S with X for those staff members who actually co-supervised the thesis – this affects the assignment of ECs to research groups 

Student Name: Specialisation: S-Number: 
Thesis Title:  

Assessment Criteria Remarks and assessment (--/-/*/+/++) 
Scientific Rigor (HIGH): Focuses on quality, consistency, and transparency of the research process. 
• Well-founded theoretical framework and critical literature review 
• Appropriately chosen and justified methodology 
• Rigorous, reproducible, and generalizable research design and execution 
• Sound data collection, analysis, and validation and ethical consideration 
• Clear alignment between research questions, methods, findings, and intended business/IT impact. 
• Thorough discussion of the research's limitations 

 

Contribution / Impact (HIGH):  Applied/ research contribution is linked to the chosen specialization 
(IMEA, DSB, ESM). 
• Significant Applied/Organizational Impact by presenting an original/innovative IT solution with 

superior alignment, quantifiable/validated technical and business impact, and a robust operational 
readiness plan addressing risks. 

OR 
• Significant Theoretical Impact by making a substantial contribution to scientific literature via  

a conceptually validated new model or methodology, fully grounded in literature, with future steps 
for empirical validation clearly outlined. 

 

Final Document-Writing, Structure & Style (MEDIUM):  Document shows a clear choice of 
report, thesis, or paper style appropriate to the project type (applied or research-oriented). 
• Follows a clear, logical structure integrating technical and organizational/business perspectives. 
• Writing is clear, grammatically correct, and maintains an academic tone. 
• Sections and visuals effectively support the central argument and chosen specialisation. 
• References are accurate, relevant, and consistently formatted. 
• Use of generative AI tools is appropriate, transparent/acknowledged/reported, and does not 

replace academic or professional effort. 

 

Process and Professional Skills (MEDIUM): In consultation with company supervisor(s) if applicable 
• Demonstrates autonomy in planning, decision-making, and executing the project. 
• Demonstrates effective collaboration between stakeholders. 
• Translates technical findings into business-relevant recommendations. 
• Effectively plans, prioritizes, and meets deadlines 
• Communicates clearly and proactively with supervisors and stakeholders. 
• Actively seeks, reflects on, and incorporates feedback  
• Demonstrates responsibility, integrity, and professionalism throughout the project. 

 

Oral Presentation & (Pre)Defence ( MEDIUM) 
• Well-structured, engaging presentation for technical and non-technical audiences. 
• Clearly explains motivation, methods, findings, and business/organizational implications. 
• Confident, professional, and audience-aware delivery. 
• Handles Q&A with clarity, accuracy, and balanced technical/business responses. 

 

 Final Grade: 
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Assessment and grading criteria 
A master thesis should be state-of-the-art, and the examiners should determine whether it is and assess/grade accordingly, according to the 
criteria of the research field they belong to. The rubrics below are guidelines, meant to give a good idea of what achievement merits what 
score; they should be applied by analogy in an actual assessment. 
Assessment and final grade scales 
• Assessment scale: --: bad -: insufficient *: sufficient +: good ++: excellent 
• Final grade scale:1.0: very poor 2.0: poor  3.0: very insufficient 4.0: insufficient 5.0: below sufficient 

   6.0: sufficient 7.0: satisfactory  8.0: good 9.0: very good  10.0: excellent 
Scoring Guide 
Scientific Rigor (HIGH): 
-- (Very Poor): No coherent framework; absent literature review; inappropriate/unjustified methods; unclear link between questions, methods, and findings. 
- (Poor): Basic framework; limited literature coverage; methodology partly justified; minimal alignment between questions, methods, and findings. 
* (Adequate): Solid framework and relevant literature; methodology appropriate and partly justified basic alignment between questions, methods, findings, 
and business/IT context. 
+ (Good): Strong framework and critical literature review; well-justified methodology considering organizational context; rigorous, reproducible design; 
clear technical and business validation; good alignment across research elements. 
++ (Excellent): Publishable/ directly integrable; strong business–technical framework; justified, context-aware method; validated, well-aligned design. 
Contribution / Impact (High): 
-- (Very Poor): Unclear/irrelevant question; no real problem, alignment, value, KPIs, adoption plan, risks, or future outlook. 
- (Poor): Relevant problem but weak organizational link; minimal evidence of value; vague or incomplete KPIs; adoption plan and risk treatment 
superficial; limited future outlook. 
* (Adequate): Clear question; relevant problem; some organizational alignment; basic value evidence with KPIs and projected impact; conceptual adoption 
plan with basic risk mention; limitations acknowledged. 
+ (Good): Well-defined question; strong organizational alignment; value backed by literature/expert review; clear KPIs with credible projected impact; 
realistic adoption plan with specific risk handling; thoughtful future opportunities. 
++ (Excellent): Compelling question; innovative organizational alignment; robust value evidence from literature and multiple expert sources; well-justified 
KPIs with strong projected technical and business impact; detailed adoption plan with thorough risk treatment; critical, insightful future opportunities. 
Final Document-Writing, Structure & Style: 
-- (Very Poor): Disorganized; unclear writing; no technical–business integration; poor/absent visuals, abstract/conclusion, or references; 
inappropriate/undisclosed AI use. 
- (Poor): Basic structure but limited flow; writing understandable but with errors; minimal business–technical integration; visuals weak or generic; 
abstract/conclusion incomplete; inconsistent references; AI use not fully transparent. 
* (Adequate): Clear structure; generally correct writing; some integration of technical and business perspectives; visuals relevant; abstract/conclusion 
summarize main points; references mostly correct; AI use appropriate and declared. 
+ (Good): Well-structured; clear, polished writing; strong integration of technical and business perspectives; effective, specialization-relevant visuals; 
abstract/conclusion summarize technical and business implications; references accurate and consistent; AI use transparent and supporting work. 
++ (Excellent): Writing at high scientific-paper standard; clear structure; integrates technical and business perspectives; effective, tailored visuals; insightful 
abstract/conclusion; flawless references; exemplary, transparent AI use. 
Process and Professional Skills: 
-- (Very Poor): Disorganized; lacks autonomy; poor collaboration; fails to translate technical work to business context; misses deadlines; weak 
communication; ignores feedback; unprofessional conduct. 
- (Poor): Some autonomy but inconsistent planning; limited stakeholder collaboration; weak business translation of findings; struggles with deadlines; 
communication reactive; feedback partly addressed; professionalism inconsistent. 
* (Adequate): Works autonomously with basic planning; collaborates with stakeholders; translates findings to basic business recommendations; meets most 
deadlines; communicates regularly; incorporates feedback; generally professional. 
+ (Good): Strong autonomy and planning; effective collaboration across technical and non-technical roles; clear business-relevant recommendations; meets 
deadlines; proactive communication; actively integrates feedback; consistently professional. 
++ (Excellent): Highly self-directed; excellent planning; strong technical–business collaboration; delivers actionable recommendations; meets deadlines; 
communicates proactively; uses feedback effectively; models integrity and professionalism. 
Oral Presentation and (Pre)-Defence: 
-- (Very Poor): Disorganized, unclear; fails to explain work; unprofessional; unable to answer questions. 
- (Poor): Basic structure; limited clarity; weak business/technical link; hesitant delivery; struggles with Q&A. 
* (Adequate): Clear structure; explains work and implications; professional; answers most questions adequately. 
+ (Good): Well-structured, engaging; clear motivation, methods, and implications; confident delivery; strong Q&A handling. 
++ (Excellent): Presentation was pure entertainment.  
Final grade: 
• The final grade is based on the assessments of the components above, weighed accordingly.  
• There is no fixed algorithm for computing the final grade from the assessments, as excellence in one category may compensate for omissions in others. 

Such considerations should be clear from the remarks. 
• A ++ in all categories should certainly give rise to a grade of 10, and a - or -- in all categories (in particular scientific quality) to an insufficient grade. 

The inverse does not hold. 
• Both an insufficient grade (5 or lower) and a 10 are possible. An insufficient grade means the student should repair or repeat the final project. 
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