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Module Specific Marking Criteria


	Marks
	Marking Criteria

	
80+

	An exceptional submission of potentially publishable standard, and which fully addresses all the criteria referred to in the 70-79% category below.

	
70 – 79 %

	The research proposal   demonstrated the development of ideas at a high level of abstraction. It provided evidence of independence and originality in problem solving, showed an advanced level of critical evaluation, and had a clear focus on enhancing working practice. There was a clear, comprehensive rationale for the proposal, outlining  criteria for choosing the selected topic, and key aspects such as appropriateness, practicality, manageability and academic contribution were thoroughly addressed. 
The proposal  included an indicative literature review which demonstrated theoretical/research knowledge at the forefront of both the theoretical and professional sphere, and other appropriate resources were thoroughly outlined.  A comprehensive understanding of techniques and methodologies was demonstrated, with excellent justification of the methodology selected for investigating the chosen topic, and there was evidence of development or adaptation of appropriate advanced methodological approaches. There was an excellent evaluation of the complexity of legal and ethical issues within the professional working environment.  Clear evidence was presented to show reflection on own and others’ functioning in order to improve practice. The objective evaluation and reflective debate was unmistakably at Level 8.
The presentation for the proposal showed potential for technical mastery, was clear and thorough in all aspects, and included a substantial defence.
Procedures associated with applying for ethical approval, and other necessary processed, were undertaken thoroughly and conscientiously.


	
	60 – 69 %

	The research proposal  demonstrated the development of ideas, showed criticality and evaluation, and indicated a focus on enhancing working practice. There was a rationale for the proposal, outlining  criteria for choosing the selected topic, and key aspects such as appropriateness, practicality, manageability and academic contribution were well-addressed. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]The proposal included an indicative literature review  which demonstrated theoretical/research knowledge from both theoretical and professional spheres, and other appropriate resources were outlined.  A good understanding of techniques and methodologies was demonstrated, and there was robust justification of the methodology selected for investigating the chosen topic.  There was some evidence  of development or adaptation of appropriate methodological approaches. There was a thorough evaluation of the complexity of legal and ethical issues within the professional working environment.  Evidence was presented to show reflection on own and others’ functioning in order to improve practice, and all objective evaluation and reflective debate was at Level 8.
The presentation for the proposal was clear and thorough, and included a good defence.
Procedures associated with applying for ethical approval, and other necessary processed, were undertaken effectively.


	
50 – 59 %

	The submission meets the criteria for a pass. 
The research proposal was of a satisfactory standard, and showed some criticality and evaluation, with some discussion on enhancing working practice. There was some rationale for the proposal, and some aspects such as appropriateness, practicality, manageability and academic contribution were addressed. 
The proposal included an indicative literature review, and some other appropriate resources were outlined. There was coverage and justification of appropriate methodology for investigating the chosen topic. There was an evaluation of the complexity of legal and ethical issues within the professional working environment. The evaluation and reflective debate just achieved Level 8.
The presentation for the proposal was of a reasonable standard, and included a defence.
Procedures associated with applying for ethical approval, and other necessary processed, were completed.
. 

	0 - 49
(Fail)

	Very insubstantial with serious deficiencies; for example, some components have been omitted or treated cursorily. The treatment is descriptive and not analytical, or yields no substantive conclusions nor recommendations

No focus on relevant aspects and little or no coherence.

Insufficient evidence of engagement with the subject. No understanding of approaches to research within a work-based setting.  

No work submitted.







