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FINAL GRADE

45/100

Assignment 2
GRADEMARK REPORT

GENERAL COMMENTS

Engagement with Literature 6/15

4 references included. Sources are industry blogs and 
W3Schools. No peer-reviewed academic 
journals/books on computational thinking, problem 
solving, or optimisation. Literature is used descriptively 
to support general ideas (shortest path, logistics 
efficiency). There is very limited critical engagement or 
synthesis. IEEE applied properly.

Knowledge and Understanding 12/25 Clear
understanding of the problem scenario (route
efficiency, fuel use, 30-minute lateness). Three core
aims from the brief are identified correctly. Attempts
to deconstruct the problem into smaller elements.
But there is no explicit or structured use of
MoSCoW, despite mentioning requirements
implicitly. Requirements, constraints, and solution
ideas are frequently mixed together. Deconstruction
is narrative, not analytical. No clear prioritisation of
requirements. Relevant variables are identified but
not clearly defined or grouped. There is no
explanation of how variables interact. They are
illustrated using examples rather than analysed
conceptually. Confirms very basic awareness.

Cognitive and Intellectual Skills 9/20

The techniques such as  Decomposition or abstract 
thinking are mentioned confirtming some awareness 
that problems can be broken into sub-problems. 
Nevertheless reflection is very limited, mostly 
descriptive (“what was done”), not evaluative. There is 
no discussion of effectiveness or alternatives.
Some trade-offs such as more vehicles vs fuel use or 
fewer vehicles vs delivery lateness are recognised. Real 
world limitations (vehicle availability, geography) are 
mentioned. Assumptions are implicit, not stated 
clearly. Justification is informal and repetitive. 
Limitations are described but not analysed. Some 



justification is present, but underdeveloped.

Practical Application Skills 13/30

A flowchart is included but conceptually weak and
misaligned with the brief. It compares only two
routes, which is unrealistic for the problem context.
Correct basic flowchart symbols used. Demonstrates
algorithmic thinking at a very simple level. Focuses
on manual input of route values and simple
comparison logic and does not address order
grouping, driver allocation, time constraints (30-
minute rule) and/or fuel optimisation beyond
distance. Flowchart is closer to a programming
exercise than a delivery-routing solution.
Explanation matches the flowchart logic but focuses
narrowly on route comparison. Mentions shortest-
path thinking. Limited linkage to constraints,
variables, real-world delivery operations. There is no
justification for why this approach suits
GrocerQuick’s scenario.

Transferable Skills 5/10

Good, separate title page and ToC. Clear section 
headings. Attempted academic tone. Logical structure 
overall. But there are frequent grammatical and 
spelling errors, long, unclear sentences, limited 
academic and inconsistent terminology that do not 
match L4 professional standard.
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