ORAL EVALUATION GRID CONTRASTS AND DYNAMICS : EXPLORING JOHANNESBURG’S NEIGHBORHOODS

Criteria
Language accuracy
& fluency

Structure &
organization

Content knowledge

Personal research /
extrainput

Engagement &
communication

Visual support

Time management

Excellent (5 pts)
Rich vocabulary, few orno
grammar errors, clear and fluent
expression.
Presentationis well structured,
clearintroduction, logical
progression.
Excellentunderstanding of the
area (past, present, future),
relevantfacts used.
Relevant, accurate additional
fact/image is presented and
clearly linked.
Confident, eye contact,
appropriate tone, good use of
body language.
Well-integrated, enhances the
presentation (image, map,
drawing, etc.).
5-6 min, well-paced, norushing
or underdevelopedideas.

Good (4 pts)
Mostly correct grammar,
some hesitations, clear
message overall.
Clearstructure, though
transitions could be
smoother.

Good knowledge, somekey
ideas covered, some
examples provided.
Additional factis present
and useful.

Comfortable, mostly
natural, some reading.

Presentand somewhat
helpful.

Slightly over/undertime
but content still balanced.

Satisfactory (3 pts)
Some grammar mistakes,
limited vocabulary, message
sometimes unclear.

Some structure, butideas
are notalways logically
ordered.

Basic knowledge, some
elements missing or not well
explained.

Basic addition with limited
connection to the topic.

Relieson notes, littleeye
contact, voice lacks energy.

Basic or unclearsupport.

Too shortor too long, lacks
development ordrags.

Needs Improvement (1-2 pts)
Many errors, limited vocabulary,
frequent hesitation, difficult to
understand.

Pooror no structure, difficult to
follow.

Contentunclear, majorerrors or
misunderstandings.

No personal research or off-topic
contribution.

Monotone, reading entire time,
no interaction.

No visual supportorirrelevant.

Presentation too shortor
incomplete, content severely
impacted.



FINAL ORAL EVALUATION GRID — PROJECT: "MY JOBURG 2040"

Criteria

Language accuracy
& fluency

Structure &
organization

Challenge &
solutionrelevance

Personal research /
extrainput

Engagement &
communication

Visual support

Time management

Excellent (5 pts)

Rich vocabulary, few or no
grammar errors, clear and fluent
expression.

Very well structured; clear
introduction, development, and
conclusion.

Strong understanding of an urban
challenge and a realistic, creative
solution.

Extra data or example is clearly

integrated and enhances the
presentation.
Confident, natural tone, eye

contact, body language.

Clear, helpful, creative visual that
supports the message.

5-6 min, well-paced, norushingor
underdevelopment.

Good (4 pts)
Mostly correct grammar,
some hesitations, clear
message overall.

Good structure, logical flow,
slight gaps.

Good understanding,
relevant solution with some
detail.

One relevant
included.

addition

Engaged, mostly natural,
some notes.

Presentand helpful.

Slightly over/under time,
still complete.

Satisfactory (3 pts)
Some grammar mistakes,
limited vocabulary, message
sometimes unclear.

Some structure, but ideas not
always ordered logically.

Basic understanding, solution
isvague or generic.

Very basic addition or loosely
connected.

Relies on notes, limited eye
contact, monotone voice.

Present but unclear or
underused.
Too short/long, affects
message.

Needs Improvement (1-2 pts)
Many errors, limited vocabulary,
frequent hesitation, difficult to
understand.
Lacks structure,
follow.

difficult to

Little understanding of the
challenge orunclearsolution.

No research, off-topic or missing.

Readingonly, flat delivery.
Missingorirrelevant.

Too short/incomplete.



PEER/AUTO EVALUATION

Your name: Group:

Evaluate your partner/group or yourself based on the following:

Criteria Yes | Notreally
Ourideaswere clearand structured
We explained the urban challenge well
Our solution was realisticand creative
We used extraresearch or examples
Our English was fluentand understandable
We had a visual or strong message
We respected the time limit (5-6 min)

What | liked in this presentation:

One thingl/they could improve:

No



