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	Second Marker’s General Comments and Original Mark
A lot of room for improvement. The flow of the report is difficult to follow. Dumped with a lot of screenshots and missed out required areas in discussion. Experiments done. However, the analysis of the outcome was not done. 
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	Development

	1.Research-informed Literature
	
	
	
	

	Introduction
	/5
	/5
	3/5
	/5

	Literature Review
	/20
	/35
	12/20
	/15

	Comments:
The abstract must give an overview of the complete work. It addressed only the methods. The introduction gives generic and basic information. Could have added more. The aim and objectives well set. Literatures referred to the work. More critical analysis could have added value to the work. The flow of literature is scattered between different topics. Could have appropriately classified based on the requirement. Tools used in the experiment could have been reviewed in Literature part. That could have justified the use of tools in the experiment.
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	2. Knowledge and Understanding of Subject
	
	
	
	

	Methodology
	/5
	/5
	3/5
	/5

	Survey Design
	/15
	 -
	 -
	 -

	Requirements/Design
	 -
	 -
	 -
	/5

	Comments:
The methodology discusses relevant strategies. Gantt Chart is documented in Annexure. However, it was not referred to the report. Overview of Tools used is discussed in Research Methods section. However, justification on why those tools were selected was not discussed.
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	3. Analysis
	
	
	
	

	Results & Discussions
	/25
	/25
	8/25
	/25

	Conclusions and Recommendations 
	/10
	/10
	4/10
	/10

	Comments:
The experiments were done. However no detailed discussions were carried out. One of the objectives is to offer recommendations for securing the network. That part of the work was not addressed effectively. 
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	4. Practical Application and Deployment
	
	
	
	

	Development
	 -
	 -
	 -
	/15

	Experimental Design
	 -
	 -
	6/15
	 -

	Comments:
The design is not clear. Could have added physical and logical topologies. Why are you connecting a laptop to your Kali? That design is not appropriate for the experiment that was proposed to be done. Not all required screenshots/ details were documented. 

On attacking the TP link why was “rockyou.txt” used? What is that text file? Details about that was not discussed. Installation of OS screenshots were dumped in the report. 

On compromising the Laptop (Hack 2) using MSF, a payload needs to be created. What payload was used? What is the status of firewall in the victim machine?   This attack could be successful only if the payload is downloaded and installed. What are the efforts taken to convince the victim to act on it?
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	5. Skills for Professional Practice
	
	
	
	

	Reflection
	/10
	/10
	4/10
	/10

	Quality of Report
	/10
	/10
	3/10
	/10

	Comments:
Could have added personal reflections as well. However, it focused on the project tasks alone. The quality of the report needs a lot of improvement. Professional writing needs improvement. Long paragraphs make it difficult to follow
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