MSc Digital Transformation for the Health and Care Professions
BMDS7005 Major Project for Digital Professionals – Marking Criteria
In the pass categories (50+), the higher marking bands include achieving all of the attributes of the lower pass bands.
	Category
	Weight
	Fail
	
	Pass
	Merit
	Distinction

	
	
	0–29
	30–39
	40–49
	
	50–59
	60–69
	70–79
	80–100

	Statement of project's context, aims and objectives
To what extent are the problem topic and investigation well framed in the report? How challenging is the problem demonstrated to be? Are there any legal, social or ethical issues that need to be resolved?
	2
	No statement or very generalised with vague aims or objectives.
	Problem area outlined but insufficiently clear aims and objectives.
	Problem topic and aims and objectives apparent, but shows inadequate understanding and analysis.
	
		
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


Problem
 topic and 
aims and 
objectives
 well
 presented
, showing
 understanding and
 analysis. 
Key
 aspects of
 the 
context 
are
 covered.
	Problem topic and aims and objectives well framed and viewed in wider context.
	Problem is clearly shown to be challenging or shows originality and confidence in criticising assumptions.
	Analysis of problem adds new insights.

	Critical review of relevant literature
How critical, relevant, comprehensive, current and methodical is the review? Are the sources demonstrated to be credible (or not)? Does the review incorporate all the relevant literature? Is irrelevant material left out?
	3
	Zero or a few sources mentioned, but not reviewed or entirely absent from report (project must be fail overall, or justification given).
	Limited or inappropriate literature search and discussion.
	Familiarity with basic literature which is cited and presented according to convention, but with inadequate critical appraisal or application.
	
	Detailed
 review 
and grasp 
of
 pertinent 
issues
 and a
 critical 
contextual
 overview 
of the 
literature. 
Shows confidence in
 understanding and
 use of 
literature. Attempted PRISMA flowchart.
	Extensive 
use of 
relevant 
and 
current
 literature
 to view
 topic 
perspective
, 
analyse
 context
 and
 offer

 explanation. Correct PRISMA flowchart.
	Wide
-reaching 
research 
showing
 breadth 
and depth
 of
 sources. Correct PRISMA flowchart. Near publishable quality.
	Review
 adds new 
insights. Correct PRISMA flowchart. Publishable quality.

	Evidence of project planning and management
How well does the report demonstrate the preparation of an overall project plan with timescales, resources, and a work schedule? How well does the report show evidence that it has been followed and explain deviations from it?
	1
	No planning evident.
	Sketchy
 generalised plan
 with no 
evidence 
of  
monitoring of 
progress.
	Project
 plan but very little 
evidence 
that it has 
been
  followed or adapted.
	
	Some detail in plan. Some evidence that it has been followed or adapted.

	Detailed plan with timescales, resources and a work schedule for most tasks. Some evidence of adaptation and evaluation against plan.

	Demonstrates understanding of issues that affected the project and how they could have been managed. Good evidence of adaptation and evaluation.

	Adds new insight into project planning and management.


	Professional Issues
Consideration in Methods chapter of social, legal, ethical concerns. Includes Data Protection, Digital Rights, intellectual property, professional body standards.
	2
	No discernible content, no ethical review form.

	No discernible discussion beyond the ethical review form.

	Trivial discussion or no evidence of favourable ethical review.

	
	Basic discussion of high-level issues and evidence of favourable ethical review.

	Reasonable discussion of a few specific issues and evidence of favourable ethical review.

	Thorough discussion of numerous specific issues and evidence of favourable ethical review.

	Excellent discussion identifying all relevant issues as they occur in the project, thoughtful and creative in approach. Reflected in the ethical review form.


	Specification and discussion of the research goals
How well does the report describe and justify how the research goals were arrived at? Does the report describe and explain the importance and novelty of these goals, including relevance to stakeholders in the research where applicable?
	2
	No discernible discussion of research goals.

	Goals are vague, unclear or incoherent.

	Partial statement of research goals, but no indication of how they were derived.

	
	Clear statement of research goals with some indication of how they were derived. Some analysis of stakeholder relevance.

	Thorough statement of research goals and how they were derived. Good analysis of stakeholder relevance.

	Relative importance of research goals assessed and justified. Goals are complete and consistent. Systematic analysis of stakeholder relevance.
	Adds new insight into the process of defining research goals.

	Methods
To what extent does the report show that the methods used were appropriate, justified and well applied? How well does the report describe and justify how the methods were applied in practice?
	3
	No description of methods.
	Trivial description of methods, but no justification.
	Poorly reasoned choice of methods. Inappropriate or flawed application.
	
	Partial justification of methods but adequate explanation of their application.
	Sound justification of methods with good explanation of their application. 
	Comprehensive justification of methods, reasoning from theoretical principles as well as real world setting. Systematic explanation of their application. 
	Innovative approach to methods, based on both theoretical and practical considerations. Publishable quality.

	Results
How well does the report describe the results of the study? Is the sample described? Are the analysis techniques justified? Is validity and reliability considered (or the equivalent qualitative concepts)? Are results clear and well presented?
	3
	No primary data gathered.

	Raw data presented with minimal analysis.

	Analysis is unclear or incorrect. 
	
	Adequate report of data collected and basic analysis with some justification.
	Sound report of data collected. Analysis techniques partly explained and justified. Clear analysis.
	Comprehensive report of data collected. Sampling and analysis techniques fully explained and justified. Perceptive analysis with clear understanding of limitations.
	Adds new insight into data collection and analysis. Imaginative presentation of analysis results. Publishable quality.

	Discussion
To what extent is the discussion well-reasoned, original and supported by the data? How well are the themes of the project compared against the literature? Is the discussion based on critical analysis and understanding rather than merely opinion?
	3
	No critical discussion.
	Trivial discussion.
	Discussion is poorly reasoned or based on opinion not analysis.
	
	Adequate critical discussion with basically sound reasoning and some comparison with the literature.
	Sound critical discussion with good reasoning and fair comparison with the literature. Clear understanding of limitations.
	Fascinating critical discussion with compelling reasoning and thorough comparison with the literature. Clear understanding of limitations. Demonstrably evidence-based.
	Publishable quality.

	Structure and presentation
How well presented is the report in terms of quality of prose style; page layout; appropriate division into chapters, sections and subsections; use of graphics and tables; punctuation, spelling, grammar and syntax; ease of reading and enjoyability of reading? Are the citations correctly presented?
	1
	Very poor in all aspects.
	Seriously deficient in structure, language, referencing and readability.
	Very poor structure, referencing or readability.
	
	Adequate prose style, reasonable structure, acceptable use of tables and figures, mostly correct grammar and spelling, mostly correct referencing.
	Good prose style, clear structure, good use of tables and figures, correct grammar and spelling, correct referencing.
	Lucid prose style, clear structure, excellent use of tables and figures, correct grammar and spelling, correct referencing.
	Publishable quality.




