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FINAL GRADE

73/100

FTIR Lab
GRADEMARK REPORT

GENERAL COMMENTS
Engagement with Literature 12/15

Excellent range of refernces including online
materials and highh-quality academic or technical
FT-IR literature. Reference formatting is consistent,
but engagement remains largely descriptive.

Knowledge and Understanding 15/20
You demonstrate good understanding of FT-IR and
ATR principles, and your functional-group
predictions based on structure are correct.
However, the introduction incorrectly frames the
work around a hypothesis and variables, and skips
the SOP. Vibrational modes (stretching, bending,
rocking, wagging, twisting), the basis of IR
absorption, are not clearly explained. Identifying
functional groups directly on the spectra would 
improve clarity.

Cognitive and Intellectual Skills 15/20
You identify the four unknown samples correctly
and use reasonable functional-group reasoning.
Structural diagrams help support your
interpretation. The discussion is thoughtful and links
chemical features to spectral evidence. However,
fingerprint-region analysis is limited, and some
reasoning is descriptive rather than analytical.

Practical Skills 18/30
relation to OME is recognised. The procedure is very
clear and well structured it still lacks the SOP-level
detail required by the brief. Missing parameters
include: baseline and smoothing information,  scan
speed, QC criteria (clean background, S/N checks, re-
run triggers). Without these, the method cannot be
fully reproduced. 

Transferable Skills 13/15
A well-presented report with excellent structure,
clear diagrams and professional formatting. Writing
is concise, and figures are well selected. Minor
issues with overlong sections and unnecessary
hypothesis framing, but overall very strong
presentation.
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