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	Common Assessment Criteria Applied
	Marks available
	Marks 
awarded

	1. Structure 
Appropriateness of structure; logical flow; inclusion of required aspects
	10
	

	The structure is lacking a definitive method section, describing what the work is going to achieve.  It is clear that it is a review of assistive technology, but this needed to be stated.  The fact that most of the work is then reviewing literature on differing technologies would be justified.
	
	4

	
	
	

	2. Literature review
Appropriate background to subject area; depth of literature included; credible sources
	10
	

	As the work is a review, the literature forms the largest part of the work.  Taking comments made above into account, that would help to provide the reader with a mindset for the work.  The literature provided is nicely written and is applied to the target group.  Take care with citations, and reference liberally throughout. 
	
	5

	
	
	

	3. Research methodology
Suitable method identified; described fully; justification of method
	10
	

	There is no method section.  It needs to be made clear what the work will be doing.  This was previously advised.
	
	0

	
	
	

	4. Concept development & planning
Logical flow from research question to method; appropriate scheduling
	10
	

	The concept is fine, and its execution is fair.  Greater planning would assist; as well as consideration of the guidance and support available.  However, there are aspects missing, and the conclusion isn’t robust enough.
	
	5

	
	
	

	5. Analysis and evaluation of the results / solutions 
Results appropriately analysed; evaluation linking back to literature; clear description of findings 
	30
	

	The work is a review.  Some attempt at justifying why various technologies was made – this could have been more robust.  The technologies chosen are fair for the task.  The background case study of Sir Stirling Moss does help to highlight that this is not new, and can provide benefit.  There is no evidence of bias, and there is some critique of the technologies presented.  Inclusion of new technologies provides evidence of ongoing development; indeed, the fact that there is a focus on ‘wellness’ from a trade perspective does indicate that the market is intending to move in the direction of the work.  To really add additional validity, it would have been beneficial to consider some interviews with either accessible members of the target group, or with developers / manufacturers.
	
	15

	
	
	

	6. Accuracy of the abstract and conclusions
Appropriate abstract for work; appropriate conclusions, linked as necessary
	20
	

	The abstract does provide a fair summary of the work overall.  The conclusions are slightly weaker – there is evidence that technology has developed and is now in the realm of the ‘normal’ person (rather than just the incredibly wealthy).  Assumptions are made, and a suggestion that assistive technologies will be useful is given; some additional attempt to validate this would really have strengthened the work considerably.  That said, it is a fair attempt of review based research.
	
	10

	7. Referencing
Academic use of secondary information appropriately cited using Harvard System; credible sources used
	10
	

	The Harvard system is not used fully through the work (especially with web-based sources).  Again, take advantage of available guidance to assist with this.  Sources are generally credible.  It is recommended to reference liberally to show external sources have been used to ground the work in fact.
	
	4
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