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FINAL GRADE

31/100

Final
GRADEMARK REPORT

GENERAL COMMENTS

Engagement with Literature 2/15

No formal reference list nor in-text citations provided. 
Arguments are based on common-sense reasoning, 
hypothetical examples and personal explanation. No 
academic, professional, or industry sources are 
referenced.

Knowledge and Understanding 12/25

A basic understanding of the problem scenario is
demonstrated but weak analytical structure. The
three core aims are correctly identified and there is
an attempts to break the problem into smaller parts.
Deconstruction is narrative rather than structured.
No formal use of MoSCoW or constraints list.
Repetition across sections. Problem description and
solution discussion often blur together.

Cognitive and Intellectual Skills 9/20

Reflection mentions abstract thinking and
decomposition showing the awareness that
problems can be broken into sub-problems.
However, reflection is more descriptive, than
reflective. The effectiveness is not evaluated nor the
alternative approaches are compared. Reflection
mostly restates what was done. real-world
limitations such as fuel use that cannot be
eliminated are acknowledged. trade-offs between
vehicle numbers and fuel usage are recognised.
Assumptions are implicit rather than stated.
Limitations are discussed informally. No structured
justification of solution choice.

Practical Application Skills 4/30

No flowchart included. This is a major omission,
given that the brief explicitly requires a flowchart or



visual representation of the solution process. There
are attempts to explain a logical process verbally
using examples to illustrate route planning ideas but
the explanations are not clear or structured. Mostly
hypothetical reasoning rather than a defined
process. There are no diagram to support
explanation.

Transferable Skills 4/10

The report is below expected L4 professional 
standard. Writing is generally understandable. 
Sections are labelled. Basic academic tone attempted. 
But there is no title page, ToC, no references or 
citations and limited academic formatting. Frequent 
grammatical issues. Repetition and long paragraphs.
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