Correction template

Group nr: 
Structure: 
Format:   

Problem statement:  
Method:  
Results/Analysis:  
Language: 
Comments: 

Grade:  
Gr 1. 

Structure:  OK
Format: OK 
Problem statement: You are not really answering the posed question
Method: OK, with clear criteria for comparison
Results/Analysis: A bit thin, more discussion would have been preferred 

Language: Good

Grade: 3

Gr 2. 

Structure: ok
Format: References missing at important places (like in chapter 3.2 first paragraph)
Problem statement: Unclear question
Method: Method chapter missing
Results/Analysis: OK

Language: Good.

Grade: 3

Group nr: 6

Structure:  Good
Format: Good
Problem statement: A bit too complex, and are they really being answered?
Method: Method description is missing
Results/Analysis: Very good
Language: Good
Grade: 4
Group nr: 10
Structure:  OK
Format:  Lots of statements and claims being made without references like on p.1 
Problem statement:  

Method:  Method chapter missing. You have not set up any criteria for comparing the approaches. 
Results/Analysis: Is the contents of chapter 3 really results? Looks more like background to me. Your results should be the comparison, based on some clear criteria. 

Language:  so-so, lots of minor errors
Comments: You should create a method for comparing and evaluating the evaluation approaches, where you should take various factors into account.
Grade:  Fail or weak 3
Group nr: 7 
Structure: Ok 

Format: Too few references. You should choose between the “and/or” in 1.3 and 1.4.  Is it “and”or “or”? 
Problem statement:  Too vague. You should state your problem domain/restriction more clearly. 

Method: Good  

Results/Analysis: You should make a more clear separation between the results from the interviews and your analysis of the results. Now it is hard to separate. Chapter 3 looks more like a summary of results or conclusions. More results closer to the interview results are missing. 

More details about the questions that where asked is missing in the text, you can’t expect everybody to read the appendices that thoroughly.
Language: Ok
Comments: Ambitious work but with some flaws in the presentation and analysis
Grade:  3
Group nr: 11 

Structure:   ok

Format:  ok
Problem statement: ok, slightly vague

Method:  Good method chapter. The method is well adapted to the limited timeframe of the course
Results/Analysis: Good  

Language: Good
Comments: Nice work!
Grade:  5
Group nr: 14
Structure: ok   

Format: ok  

Problem statement: You should have a more specific research question
Method:  Questionable, do you really answer your question by examining one site?
Results/Analysis: Your results in chapter 4 is not linked to neither the examination of the example site nor to any literature. It looks mostly like your own opinions. What evidence do you have for any of the benefits you claim, (Democracy enhancement for example), Any claims must be motivated either by data or references.
Language: ok
Comments: You are not really answering any questions. The examination of the example site is not linked to any results
Grade:  Fail or 3-?
Group nr: 15 

Structure:   

Format:  Unreadable due to too much spacing and backwards indenting. Formatting of chapter 5 is very odd in my version. Table in ch 6.1 is erroneous. Too much bold text in ch 7-8 makes them hard to read.
Problem statement:  

Method:  

Results/Analysis:  

Language: 

Comments: Seems like something went wrong with the formatting of this paper. Please send in a new version that is readable. Test print it to make sure that it prints ok. 

Grade:  Fail

Group nr: 16
Structure: The division of the system specification in ch4-6 using the notion of insets becomes a bit confusing and hard to follow.
Format: Avoid references to wikipedia, web links should have date of latest access.
Problem statement: clear and good
Method: ok, for the limited scope of this course
Results/Analysis:  Good but thin analysis using clear criteria
Language: good
Comments: An ambitious and good work with some small structural problems.
Grade:  4
Group nr: 

Structure: The first five pages seems very misplaced, is this some kind of extended abstract or what?  
Format: Messy!!! Malformed references in the text and in the reference list, with far too many web links, strange Swedish header “Värmeforsk”
Problem statement:  A bit unclear
Method: ok  

Results/Analysis: Results from method one is not really answering the question but is rather motivations. Method two: There are certainly cases when higher bandwidth is needed and possible, like when synchronizing/backing up databases internally in a company. Unclear what scenarios you are discussing. 
Language: Ok
Comments: In all your scenarios there are people hacking in and stealing info, but your solution addresses problems of data loss. You are focusing on the problems around how data can be distributed to increase security, but you don’t address your main problem. It also seems like there is other issues that you should discuss related to data distribution, like problems with redundancy and overhead created by not centralizing the data.
Grade:  Fail. Rewrite according to my comments and send in again.
Group nr: 22 
Structure: Good 
Format:  Good
Problem statement: a bit unclear, especially the connection to learning   

Method:  good, given the limited time 
Results/Analysis: Good  

Language: ok
Comments: An overall fine work, given the limited time.
Grade: 5 

Group nr: 26
Structure: A bit unclear when the background ends and your results starts. Too many subchapters make the work hard to read.    

Format: Strange indentations in subchapters. To few references and only web links, no published research papers.   

Problem statement: unclear  

Method: Not explicitly stated  

Results/Analysis:  ok
Language: ok
Comments: Barely pass
Grade: 3 

Group nr: 27
Structure:   good
Format: Good  

Problem statement: a bit unclear  

Method: Very unclear! Not clear if you have performed any tests yourselves or if you are only referring to the work of others.   
Results/Analysis: Still unclear whether some results are your own measurements. More explicit references needed. Your own results (the current model?) should be clearly separated from the results of others.   

Language: ok
Comments: It seems like you have done a substantial work that is potentially interesting. You have however failed at communicating you work in an easily understandable way.
Grade:  3
Group nr: 28
Structure:   Good
Format: Good  

Problem statement: clear 

Method: Clear and good 

Results/Analysis: good and thorough
Language: ok
Comments: A well performed study within the limited timeframe.
Grade:  5
Group nr: 29
Structure: Results and analysis should be much more extensive  
Format: You should avoid using web links as references, use preferably published material and reference to them according to the practices you have been tought, e.g. Harward style.  

Problem statement: Missing! Your research questions should not be the same as the survey questions!   

Method: Lacking! You should state your method by which you will answer your research question clearly. 
Results/Analysis: Your survey results should be presented under results! You should not give out the names of the participants!   

Language: Not so good, work on the grammar.
Comments: A complete rewrite needed!
Grade:  Fail. Modify document according to the comments and send in again
Group nr: 30
Structure:   ok
Format: ok 

Problem statement: A bit unclear. The goal and question is a bit intertwined, should be separated more clearly 

Method: Good  

Results/Analysis:ok, but to thin. A more extensive analysis would have been preferred. The conclusions chapter is to thin. I would have preferred a more clear separation between on one hand the analysis of each approach given the chosen properties, and then a discussion that builds on and goes beyond these properties.    

Language: good
Comments: Overall ok, but a bit thin
Grade:  3
Group nr: 31 
Structure:   ok
Format: You haven’t got one single reference in your text! Even though you have a referece list.   

Problem statement: Not clearly specified.  

Method:  More detail needed
Results/Analysis:  Good
Language: ok
Comments: I should really fail you for the lack of references, but since the rest of the assignment was ok I will let you pass.
Grade:  3
Group nr: 36
Structure:   Good
Format:  Good
Problem statement: A bit unclear, you should use the questions in 1.4 as your RQ 
Method:  It is not clear exactly how your method setup looks like. If I understand it correctly you yourselves first select the initial principles and then (again) yourselves evaluate them in the role of “usability experts”. This setup seems highly inappropriate!
Results/Analysis: You are mainly providing your own subjective opinions on the rules that you have designed yourselves. At least some motivations based on references to the work of others would have been preferred.
Language: Ok
Comments: Barely pass
Grade:  3
Group nr: 39
Structure: Far too many sub chapters with very little text in each.    

Format: Your reference list is not correctly formatted. You really should know by now how to use referencing properly. It must be clear whether the material you use have been published and where! Avoid url:s! Only use them if you absolutely must. The lack of details here makes it hard for me to judge the quality of your work.  

Problem statement: ok 
Method: Not clearly stated. The methods you have used seem not to be viable.  

Results/Analysis: very thin, mostly your own opinions.  

Language: Could be better (eg. I.T instead of IT etc)
Comments: You have to use a more explicit method to answer your posed research question. For example you have to set up some evaluation criteria against which you determine whether the law system is sufficient. Add this and a method chapter where you describe how you will provide reliable answers to the question you pose.
Grade:  Fail. Please correct according to my comments and send again.
Group nr:  40
Structure:   good
Format: ok  

Problem statement: Lacking a clearly specified research question  

Method: Method description is missing. Some kind of method descr is provided in 2.4, but is very sketchy. You claim that you want to examine the difference between open source and commercial BI support in general, but you only compare one instance of each. Can you really draw general conclusions from this? You should at least discuss the methodological complications (in the missing method chapter.)  

Results/Analysis:  ok
Language: ok
Comments: good except from the lack of discussion around the method and thus the quality of the results.
Grade: 3 

Group nr:  41
Structure:   ok
Format:  ok 
Problem statement:  A bit too unspecific: “to get an understanding of…”
Method:  Clear method description missing. Details missing with respect to how you get your results. Which programs were tested? What were their characteristics? How did you perform the tests?
Results/Analysis:  ok, but lots of details missing. Very thin analysis
Language: ok 
Comments: seems like you have done some proper work, but you fail to provide enough details on your experiments for me to be able to judge the quality of the work.
Grade: 3 (weak)

Group nr:  45 ? 
Structure:   ok
Format: Reference list not correctly formatted, data missing.  

Problem statement:  ok
Method: Clear method description missing.  

Results/Analysis: Your main result is a specific design solution, that have not been implemented and tested. If you are not doing this kind of real tests it is important that you provide another form of evaluation of your design, for example using specific criteria. You do this to some extent but you should have done it more explicitly.  
Language: Good
Comments: see above
Grade:  3
Group nr: 46
Structure: ok
Format:   Reference list not correctly formatted, also too many web references.
Problem statement:  a bit vague
Method: a clear method description missing. You say that your main goal is to chart the risks, but you also propose a new architecture.  

Results/Analysis:  ok
Language: ok
Comments: A bit thin, and it is a bit unclear whether you are really addressing your stated question.
Grade:  3 on the border of fail
Group nr: 47
Structure: Unbalanced. The majority of the text comes in the introduction. You should have had a separate background chapter as nr 2. 

Format:  Ok
Problem statement:  ok, I actually liked that you stated the problems you later discarded, even if this is somewhat unconventional. 
Method: ok, even if not clearly stated.  

Results/Analysis: Rather thin, more elaborations would have been good.  

Language: ok
Comments: A bit unbalanced and thin on the results part.
Grade:  3
Group nr: 48
Structure:ok 

Format: No proper references in the reference list. Always try to find published material to refer to.
Problem statement: ok  

Method: Method description missing,   

Results/Analysis: You have not been analyzing the usabililty in any structured way or using any method neither empirical nor heuristic. It is merely your opinions, and thus not research.
Language: could be improved
Comments: Almost fail, due to lack of proper research method.
Grade:  3-
Group nr: 
Structure: 

Format: This type of foot-note style references is normally not used in scientific papers. Use either brackets [1] or names (Jonsson 2007).  
Problem statement:  very vague
Method: Method not clearly stated  

Results/Analysis: Not clear where you get the data for the case study from. After some time I realized that Bruhn21 was an oddly formatted reference to an interview. Unclear if this interview was performed by you or came from some newspaper. If you performed the interview you MUST provide some details about how it was performed, which questions where asked etc.!!!
Language: ok
Comments: The lack of a clear research method makes it hard to distinguish any valid results. Unclear how you get your data.
Grade:  3-
Group nr: 53
Structure: ok
Format:
Problem statement: could be stated more clearly  

Method:  

Results/Analysis:  

Language: 

Comments: 

Grade:  
Group nr: 54
Structure: ok
Format: ok   

Problem statement: Could be stated more clearly and explicitly   

Method:  Lacking a clear description of the methods you use to answer the question
Results/Analysis:  Lacking an explicit attempt to evaluate the posed design against the research question.
Language: good 
Comments: It is good that you have chosen a fairly limited domain. By doing this and building on existing research you have been able to produce new knowledge even within the limited scope of this course.
Grade:  4
