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Poster Presentation Evaluation 
 
 
Student: Judge:  

 
 
Poster Title:  

 
 
Note the attached guidelines (‘rubric’) for scoring.  Although scoring guidelines have categories shown as 2 
points, 4 points, 6 points, and 8 points, you may use also intermediate scores of 3, 5, and 7. 

     Exemplary        Good           Fair           Poor 

Content & Relevance 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 
● Overall, and also to RGSG 
● Important ideas 
● Grounding in literature, etc. 

 
Communication & Knowledge 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 

● Familiarity with content 
● Level of expertise 

 
Organization & Space 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 

● Arrangement / Flow 
● Logical, clear reasoning 

 
Quality of Visual Materials 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 

● Visual appearance 
● Good graphic-to-text ratio 
● Supports the author’s purpose 

 

Summary score (total; 8-32): ___________  

Comments: 

 

  



 Presentation Scoring Guidelines 
 

Criterion Exemplary (8) Good (6) Fair (4) 
 

Poor (2) 

Content Presentation of relevant 
& appropriate 
information that clearly 
supports ideas focused on 
the research topic. 
Clearly relevant to rural 
geography. Thorough & 
thoughtful– numerous 
important ideas. 
Reference to appropriate 
background literature is 
clear. 

Reasonable support 
for ideas related to 
the topic. Evidence 
of basic analysis. 
Few errors; few 
obvious gaps or 
missing 
information. 
Relevant to rural 
geography. Use of 
appropriate 
background 
literature. 

Information 
supports ideas 
related to topic, but 
inconsistently. 
Analysis is basic or 
general. Content 
errors; instances of 
obvious gaps, 
missing 
information, or 
inconsistency. 

Analysis/connection to 
research topic is vague, or 
digresses substantially. 
No evidence of individual 
thought. Lack of good 
connection to geographic 
concerns/approaches. 
Errors, gaps, 
inconsistencies in 
information. 

Communication/ 
Knowledge 

 
Familiarity with content 
is obvious. Appropriate 
vocabulary, terminology 
& descriptions. 

 
Addressing of questions 
is very clear/well-done, 
demonstrating 
knowledge of subject.1 

Generally clear 
communication & 
connection. Author 
seems to have a 
solid understanding 
of the topic. 

 
Generally 
appropriate answers 
to questions. 

Somewhat 
familiar with 
material 
presented. Some 
Terminology is 
inappropriate or 
confusing. 

 
Questions 
answered poorly. 

Seems unfamiliar with 
much of the material. 
Inappropriate use 
of terminology or 
descriptions. 

 
Poor responses 
to questions. 

Organization and 
Space 

Ideas & support are 
arranged logically. They 
flow smoothly & are 
clearly linked to each 
other & to the topic. 
Clear reasoning. 
Graphics-to-text 
proportions 
appropriate. 

Ideas are arranged 
logically & are 
generally linked to 
each other & to the 
topic. Generally 
clear reasoning. 
Too much text 
and/or poor use of 
graphics 

Generally arranged 
logically, although 
this may fall apart 
in places. Intent is 
identifiable. 
Poor use of graphics 
and text. 

Not logically organized. 
Very choppy; confusing. 
Very poor timing of 
presentation.  Too much 
text or too few graphics. 

Quality of 
Visual Materials 

Clear & easy-to read 
visuals appropriate to 
topic. Lack of crowding 
of material; font & layout 
well chosen. 

Highly professional 
looking poster. Visually 
appealing and 
substantive. 

Visuals are 
generally clear & 
easy-to read. Some 
distracting style 
elements. 

Poster is 
well-done, but 
room for 
improvement. 

Many errors & 
confusing layout 
for visual 
materials. 

Poster has 
errors, visual 
quality needs 
improvement. 

So many errors that 
meaning is obscured or 
materials are difficult 
to follow. 

Poor visual quality and 
difficult to discern the 
poster’s overall 
message. 

 

1Addressing questions well does not mean trying to fake one’s way through it. When the answer is unknown, it is much better to 
say “I don’t know” than to present an answer that demonstrates that the presenter doesn’t know but isn’t willing to admit it. 


