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FINAL GRADE

54/100

V Scally Calorimetry Assignment
GRADEMARK REPORT

GENERAL COMMENTS

Engagement with Literature Skills 6/15

The report cites only one reference, a military 
document from 1985, which is outdated and lacks 
scientific depth. There is no use of peer-reviewed 
literature, no textbook references for calorimetry 
principles, and no supporting sources for theoretical 
values (e.g., specific heat of aluminium, standard 
enthalpy of neutralisation). The reference includes an 
access date, but formatting is inconsistent with IEEE 
standards. 

Feedback: Include multiple up-to-date scientific 
sources and apply IEEE referencing correctly. Use 
literature to support theory and compare your 
findings to accepted values.

Knowledge and Understanding Skills 11/20

The aim and hypothesis (based on energy 
conservation) are stated, and a brief introduction to 
calorimetry is provided. However, the hypothesis is 
vague, and there is no formal identification or 
classification of variables. Definitions are brief and 
sometimes technically unclear (e.g., the term "heat 
capacity of water" instead of “heat gained by water”). 
Units are generally correct but the equations are not 
shown.

Feedback: Clearly define your hypothesis and 
variables. Compare your results with accepted 
literature values to demonstrate deeper 
understanding.

Cognitive and Intellectual Skills 13/25

The report shows some logical analysis. There is a 
basic recognition of sources of error (e.g., 
thermometer quality, heat loss), and the application of 
calorimetry to OME is briefly discussed. However, the 
analysis is descriptive and lacks critical depth. The 
report does not reflect on how inaccuracies impacted 
specific results, nor does it explore why the calculated 
molar enthalpy (-62.35 kJ/mol) deviates from standard 



values. There's no literature comparison, no 
breakdown of uncertainty, and no consideration of the 
validity of measured values. 

Feedback: Go beyond description—evaluate the 
reliability of your results and support your 
interpretation with theory and data.

Practical Application Skills 14/25

The procedures are mostly correct, and calculations 
for calorimeter heat capacity and molar heat of 
reaction are technically sound. The specific heat of 
aluminium is reasonably close to expected value but it 
is not correctly calculated.  Units and sig. figs are 
mostly used correctly,

Feedback: Use correct significant figures and show 
calculation steps clearly. Include raw data tables where 
appropriate and explain how results were derived.

Transferable/Professional Skills 10/15

The report is well-structured with clear sections and 
mostly appropriate language, though some phrasing 
is informal. Figures and calculations are not fully 
integrated into the discussion, and referencing is 
minimal and incorrectly formatted. 

Feedback: Keep the clear structure, but improve 
academic tone, referencing, and integration of 
results into your discussion.
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