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FINAL GRADE

50/100

Artificial Intelligence
GRADEMARK REPORT

GENERAL COMMENTS

The report is
not logically arranged. The reference list should 
be the last section of the
report. The discussion lacks a visual 
representation of the results. The performance
of the models is presented in terms of Accuracy, 
Precision, Recall and F1 score.
However, there is no adequate interpretation of 
the results. The report lacks a
theoretical explanation of the implemented 
models. There is evidence of inconsistencies.
For instance, as per the report, the ratio of train 
and test is 80:20, but in
the code, it is 70:30. There are no adequate 
explanation on how  missing values were handled. 
It is important to
prepare the report in line with the implemented 
code. Citation and references
are inconsistent. 
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6

ENGAGEMENT WITH LIT.SKILL [15]

Ability to critically review and integrate relevant and recent literature [6]
Demonstrating understanding of key concepts and theories from
literature [6]
Providing appropriate references and citations [3]

GRADING FORM: ACCA7026 GRADING FORM JAN 25
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50

Engages with relevant literature, but lacks depth or 
synthesis.



4

KNOWLEDGE & UNDERSTANDING [10]

Depth of understanding of Decision Tree and Random Forest algorithms
and their application in predictive modelling (5 Marks)
Demonstrating
the role of hyperparameters in machine learning models and their
impact on model performance (3 Marks)
Knowledge of evaluation
metrics (e.g., accuracy, precision, recall, F1 Score) for classification
models (2 Marks)

14

COGNITIVE & INTELLECTUAL [25]

Critical analysis of the performance of the developed models and
interpretation of results (8 Marks)
Ability to identify and discuss factors
influencing customer subscription decisions based on model insights
(10 Marks)
Evaluation of strengths and limitations of Decision Tree and
Random Forest models in the context of term deposit prediction (7
Marks)

Basic understanding of the problem, data 
preprocessing and EDA  with unclear explanations.
Inconsistent references and citations.

Basic understanding of the models, no theoretical 
explanation of the models.
The report lacks an explanation of 
hyperparameters and the impact of parameter 
tuning. It is mentioned that models were tuned, 
but no evidence to support it.
Evaluation metrics are explained, but they lack 
adequate interpretation.

The results are displayed using various metrics 
such as accuracy, precision, recall , F1 score , ROC 
and PR curves. However, it lacks critical analysis 
and comparison of results. 



20

PRACTICAL APPLICATION [40]

Effective preprocessing of data and explorative data analysis (Eg.
handling missing values, encoding categorical variables) (10 Marks)
Application of Decision Tree and Random Forest algorithms to the
specific banking dataset (20 Marks)
Demonstration of proficiency in
model implementation, hyperparameter tuning, and cross-validation
(10 Marks)

6

TRANSFERABLE SKILLS [10]

Well organised report (5 Marks)
o Clarity and effectiveness in
communicating complex technical concepts.
o Depth of analysis and
understanding demonstrated in exploring predictive modelling
techniques and interpreting result.
o Alignment of the report content
with the initial objectives set for predicting term deposit subscriptions.
Demonstrates proficiency in implementing HTML code with well-
commented sections and integrating visual presentations effectively (5
Marks)

Important features are identified and the 
discussion is provided with literature support. 
Discusses strengths and limitations but lacks 
depth or supporting examples

Uses preprocessing techniques but with 
inconsistencies and lack of explanation.
Applies both models but lacks optimization or 
proper documentation.
Implements models but with incorrect or missing 
tuning/cross-validation.

Report has organizational issues, lacks coherence, 
or misses some key objectives.



Code is functional but lacks clarity in comments or 
visual presentation


