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	Criterion 1: Conclusion about the issue

	Marks
	Descriptor

	High
5–6 marks
	A well-reasoned, evidence-based conclusion that clearly synthesises information from multiple sources. The conclusion directly addresses the issue, identifies patterns or agreements/conflicts across the literature and reflects a sophisticated understanding of the topic. Scientific concepts are correctly applied throughout.

	Mid
3–4 marks
	A reasoned conclusion that draws on evidence from the literature and addresses the issue. Some synthesis of sources is present, although it may be descriptive rather than fully analytical. Scientific concepts are mostly correctly applied with minor inaccuracies.

	Low
1–2 marks
	A limited conclusion that makes basic reference to the issue. Little or no synthesis – the conclusion is largely descriptive or anecdotal. Scientific concepts may be partially or incorrectly applied.

	Not met
0 marks
	No conclusion offered, or the conclusion is entirely irrelevant to the issue. No evidence is drawn upon.



	Criterion 2: Justification of source selection and rejection (reliability and relevance)

	Marks
	Descriptor

	High
8–9 marks
	Thorough justification for all chosen and rejected sources. Reliability is evaluated using specific criteria (e.g. peer review status, author credentials, publication date, methodology quality, potential bias). Relevance is clearly linked to the research question, explaining how each source directly supports the investigation. Rejection is equally well-reasoned.

	Mid-high
6–7 marks
	Good justification for most sources. Reliability and relevance are addressed for both included and rejected sources with appropriate criteria. Some evaluative language present, although reasoning may not always be fully developed or consistent across all sources.

	Mid
4–5 marks
	Basic justification for some sources. Reliability and/or relevance are mentioned but reasoning is superficial or inconsistent. Criteria for rejection may be vague. The justification may describe sources rather than evaluate them.

	Low
1–3 marks
	Minimal justification using very general reasoning. Reliability and relevance are not clearly distinguished or are treated as the same concept.

	Not met
0 marks
	No justification provided, or justification is entirely irrelevant.




	Criterion 3: Use of an academic referencing technique when citing or referencing literature

	Marks
	Descriptor

	High
3 marks
	Accurate and consistent use of a recognised academic referencing system (e.g. Harvard) throughout. In-text citations correctly formatted and matched to a complete reference list. All relevant elements included (author, date, title, publisher/journal, volume/page). No or minimal errors.

	Mid
2 marks
	Mostly consistent use of a recognised referencing system. In-text citations generally present and matched to a reference list, although some may be incomplete or contain minor formatting errors. The chosen system is identifiable.

	Low
1 mark
	Attempts to reference sources but application is inconsistent or unclear. In-text citations may be poorly formatted, absent for some sources, or not linked to a reference list. Key reference information is frequently missing.

	Not met
0 marks
	No recognisable referencing technique used. Sources listed without any academic format, or no references provided at all.



	Criterion 4: Use of language suitable for a scientific audience

	Marks
	Descriptor

	High
5–6 marks
	Consistently uses precise scientific terminology appropriate to the topic. Writing is formal, objective and structured in a manner expected of a scientific report. Third-person or passive voice used consistently. Technical terms used correctly throughout.

	Mid
3–4 marks
	Mostly appropriate scientific language with some informal or imprecise phrasing. Technical terminology generally used correctly with occasional misuse. Writing tone is broadly formal and objective.

	Low
1–2 marks
	Some attempt to use scientific language, but writing is often informal or vague, or uses everyday language where technical terms would be expected. Terminology may be misused or absent.

	Not met
0 marks
	No attempt to adopt scientific language or register. Writing is entirely informal or lacks any subject-specific vocabulary.




Mark summary
	Criterion
	Mark (out of)

	1. Justification of source selection
	            / 9

	2. Conclusion about the issue
	            / 6

	3. Academic referencing technique
	            / 3

	4. Scientific language
	                / 6

	
	Total:     / 24





Health and Science: Scientific literature report skills (Science)
Version 1, August 2026	© Gatsby Technical Education Projects 2026


6
image1.png
Technical

¢ ‘v Education

Networks




