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FINAL GRADE

36/100

Data Capturing and Evaluation KB pt.2
GRADEMARK REPORT

GENERAL COMMENTS

Hi Katie,

This was a slightly better submission than part 1. Sadly, 
it is not a Level 6 submission. 

It provides lists, not analysis of the most appropriate 
alternatives or enhancements. For example, how could 
you use radar for a trial on an RGD-5? Flash x-ray and 
high-speed cameras would be more appropriate but 
how would you deploy them? Similarly, what pressure 
capture technique would you use, what insights would 
it provide to inform results?

Sand and gravel pits would need to be maintained, so 
perhaps on an arena trial like this, why not just use 
ricochet capture? This would have removed the 'noise' 
of rebounding fragmentation.

I agree that statistical analysis needed to be refined 
but are you clear about the options you are 
recommending. Would increasing the number of 
detonations not be a statistical improvement?

Your referencing was poor. 

Overall you have demonstrated a marginal fail:

1. Poor engagement with essential reading. No 
evidence of wider reading. Reliance on inappropriate 
sources. Heavily reliant on information gained through 
class contact and lists. Inconsistent and weak use of 
referencing. 4/10



2. Gaps in knowledge, with only superficial systematic 
understanding. No awareness of knowledge of the 
latest research and/or advanced scholarship within the 
discipline. 8/20

3. Largely descriptive work, with superficial use of 
critical evaluation. Weak development of arguments 
and judgements. Information accepted uncritically, 
uses generalised statements made with scant 
evidence. Ideas sometimes illogical and contradictory. 
11/30

4. Rudimentary application of methods, materials, tools 
and/or techniques but without consideration. Weak 
understanding of the application of theory to practice, 
with only occasional evidence of making appropriate 
links between the two. 11/30 

5.  Communication medium is poorly designed and not 
suitable for the audience. 
Work is poorly presented in a disjointed and loose 
structure, with information and ideas often poorly 
expressed. Weak use of technical language. Weak 
independent initiative. Limited evidence of the skills 
required in graduate employment. 4/10
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