Marking Rubric for Statistical Programming and Analysis Assignment 2
STUDENT	Sai Lakkisetty	GRADE	60

	Criteria
	Weak Fail
(0-29%)
	Fail
(30-44%)
	Marginal Fail
(45-49%)
	Satisfactory
(50-59%)
	Good
(60-69%)
	Excellent
(70-84%)
	Exceptional
(85-100%)

	Data Management (20%)
	Data not loaded or processed correctly. Output is missing or entirely incorrect.
	Data partially loaded or processed with significant errors. Outputs are incomplete or unclear.
	Basic data loading and processing completed with some errors. Outputs partially correct but lack clarity.
	Data loaded and processed correctly. Outputs are accurate and clearly presented.
	Data is well-structured and processed correctly. Outputs are accurate and well-organised.
	Data is highly accurate and well-structured. Outputs are clear, polished, and professional.
	Data processing is exceptional, demonstrating advanced understanding and clarity. Outputs are exemplary.

	Function Creation (40%)
	Functions not implemented or entirely incorrect. Outputs missing or incorrect.
	Functions are partially implemented but contain significant errors. Outputs are inconsistent or unclear.
	Basic functions implemented but with logical errors or incomplete outputs.
	Functions are mostly correct and provide accurate outputs. Minor errors may exist.
	Functions are well-implemented and provide accurate outputs. Minor refinements needed.
	Functions are highly accurate and demonstrate thoughtful implementation. Outputs are polished.
	Functions are exceptional, demonstrating innovation and precision. Outputs are exemplary.

	Statistical Analysis  (20%)
	Statistical tests not attempted or entirely incorrect. No discussion of hypotheses or results.
	Statistical tests attempted but contain major errors. Hypotheses and results are incomplete or unclear.
	Basic statistical tests performed, but errors exist in calculations or interpretations.
	Statistical tests are mostly correct, with accurate hypotheses and results.
	Statistical tests are well-performed, with strong justification of hypotheses and results.
	Statistical tests are highly accurate, with insightful discussion of hypotheses and results.
	Statistical tests are exceptional, demonstrating advanced analysis and critical insight. Hypotheses and results are exemplary.

	Code Presentation (5%)
	Code poorly written with no meaningful comments or documentation. Indentation and formatting are inconsistent or entirely absent.
	Code has minimal comments or documentation. Formatting is weak and difficult to follow.
	Basic comments and documentation are present but lack depth or clarity. Formatting and structure are somewhat inconsistent.
	Code is well-documented with clear comments explaining the logic. Formatting is consistent and easy to follow.
	Code is thoroughly documented with detailed comments. Formatting is professional and enhances readability.
	Code is excellently documented with insightful comments explaining both logic and purpose. Formatting is exemplary.
	Code documentation and formatting are exemplary, demonstrating a high level of professionalism. Comments provide exceptional clarity and insight.

	Reflection – Visualisations (5%)
	Visualisation choices not discussed or entirely irrelevant. Does not explain the rationale or example code.
	Minimal discussion of visualisation choices. Limited or unclear rationale for choices made. Example code missing or unclear.
	Basic discussion of visualisation choices. Rationale for choices is present but underdeveloped. Example code included but lacks clarity.
	Clear discussion of visualisation choices, with relevant rationale and example code.
	Thoughtful discussion of visualisation choices, with well-justified rationale and clear example code. 
	Highly insightful discussion of visualisation choices, demonstrating a strong understanding of data communication. Example code is clear and well-documented.
	Exceptional discussion of visualisations, demonstrating advanced insight into data communication. Example code is exemplary and insightful.

	Reflection - Challenges (5%)
	Challenges not identified or addressed. No evidence of learning from the process.
	Minimal discussion of challenges. Limited or superficial insights into the learning process.
	Basic identification of challenges, with some insights into the learning process. Discussion is underdeveloped.
	Clear identification of challenges, with thoughtful discussion of insights and learning gained.
	Well-detailed identification of challenges, with strong insights into learning gained from the process.
	Highly detailed and insightful discussion of challenges, demonstrating a deep understanding of the learning process.
	Exceptionally detailed and reflective discussion of challenges, demonstrating advanced understanding and professional growth.

	Reflection - Improvements (5%)
	No suggestions for improvement provided or entirely irrelevant.
	Minimal or superficial suggestions for improvement. Suggestions lack depth or relevance.
	Basic suggestions for improvement. Discussion is relevant but underdeveloped or lacking depth.
	Clear and relevant suggestions for improvement, with thoughtful discussion of future approaches.
	Well-developed and relevant suggestions for improvement, with strong rationale and actionable ideas.
	Highly detailed and insightful suggestions for improvement, demonstrating a deep understanding of potential future enhancements.
	Exceptionally thoughtful and innovative suggestions for improvement, demonstrating advanced insights and foresight.


Comments
The file should be named lifeexpectancy.r Life expectancy graph shows Canada (and would be better as a ling graph rather than a scatterplot), not Australia, and the comparison graph only shows 3 of the countries. The HCIRankCorrelation function is missing, although the correlation is performed correctly in the main script. Good handling of hypotheses. It would be better to check for outliers in the data before performing a t-test. No post-hoc testing of ANOVA result.

