(CE) Conclusion and Evaluation
	Levels/Marks:
	Aspect 1
	Aspect 2
	Aspect 3

	
	Concluding


	Evaluating 

procedure(s)
	Improving the 

investigation

	Complete/2
	States a conclusion, with justification, based on a reasonable interpretation of the data.


	Evaluates weaknesses and limitations.
	Suggests realistic improvements in respect of identified weaknesses and limitations.

	Partial/1
	States a conclusion based on a reasonable interpretation of the data.


	Identifies some weaknesses and limitations, but the evaluation is weak or missing.
	Suggests only superficial improvements.

	Not at all/0
	States no conclusion or the conclusion is based on an unreasonable interpretation of the data.
	Identifies irrelevant weaknesses and limitations.


	Suggests unrealistic improvements.


Aspect 1: Concluding


State a conclusion that is based on your data.  Cite your data and why it has led you to that conclusion.  You need to refer to trends or patterns revealed in graphs (better) or tables.


Take into account systematic and random error.  If there is a derived uncertainty, talk about what percentage this error is.  If there was an expected value, talk about whether the expected value falls within the uncertainty of the result as calculated using rules for uncertainty.  If there is a systematic error, talk about the direction the error occurred.

If you are measuring an already known and accepted value (like the speed of sound in air at seal level at 20 oC), you need to include a full reference to the literature that states the accepted value.

Aspect 2: Evaluating Procedure(s)


Comment on the weaknesses of the method, and the quality and range of the data gathered.  You need to not only list the weaknesses, but you need to comment on the significance of them.  Comment on the strengths and limitations of the processes used to gather data, the use of equipment, and the management of time.

Aspect 3: Improving the investigation


Reasonable suggestions for improvement should be based on the limitations identified in aspect 2.  Talk about how you would do the lab differently if you did it again, addressing the range of points gathered, the trials, the equipment you might use, or how you would change the techniques you used to gather the data.  Be very specific, just generally stating that you would get better, or more precise equipment is not good enough.
