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	Possible points
	Excellent, a thorough and valuable analysis – 90-100%
	OK, but limited analytical value - 80-89% 
	Fair, but needs significant improvement – 60-79% 
	Unacceptable <60% 

	ANALYSIS
Applies a method to generate results
(this must be your process, not a literature review of values used in current processes used to make the product/piece)
	80
	Thorough and Reflective. Clearly articulates and structures the process used to obtain the solution presented. The solution is well justified based on data and/or theoretical analysis, as appropriate. Clearly justifies numerical values for all parameters required in the process(es). Applies formulas, procedures, principles, or themes accurately, appropriately and/or creatively in new contexts when required
Provides strong evidence of reflective thought about the effect of processing parameters on the result, i.e. speculates on the consequences of increasing or decreasing the value of processing variables. All relevant calculations are provided in a clear and structured way to facilitate replication.
	Clearly articulates an incomplete process to obtain the solution presented.  The solution is not fully justified based on data and/or theoretical analysis. Clearly justifies numerical values for most parameters involved in the process(es). Applies formulas, procedures, principles, or themes appropriately and accurately in familiar contexts but fails to provide reflective thought on the effect of processing parameters on the result. Most relevant calculations are provided in a clear and structured way to facilitate replication.
	Lists, describes a reasonable solution, but does not clearly articulate the process used to obtain such solution or why numerical values chosen for different parameters involved in the process make sense. Applies appropriate formulas, procedures, principles, or themes with minor inaccuracies.
Most relevant calculations are provided in a clear and structured way to facilitate replication.
	Fails to provide a reasonable solution.
Applies formulas, procedures, principles, or themes inappropriately or inaccurately, or omits them. Calculations are missing or do not facilitate replication.
Lacks analysis.
OR
Only presents a well-documented literature review of values used in manufacturing processes used to make the product/piece.

	COMMUNICATION

Note: cite journal publications and other scholarly work as such, not as websites.
	20
	An engaging read. Language clearly and concisely communicates ideas. Strong evidence of extensive proofreading. Errors and typos are minimal. Style is appropriate for an engineer audience. Organization is clear; nuanced transitions between ideas enhance presentation. Consistent use of appropriate and professional format. Proper symbols for all units are used, i.e. °C, kg, MN, µm, %, etc. All sources are cited in ASME style, are referenced correctly (i.e. journal publications cited as such and not as websites) and used correctly. High quality drawings/schematics/figures that convey required information effectively and are aesthetically pleasing.
	Language clearly and concisely communicates ideas but the documents is not engaging. Evidence of extensive proofreading. Errors and typos are minimal. Optimized organization is apparent; transitions connect ideas, although they may be mechanical. Format is appropriate although at times inconsistent. Proper symbols for most units are used, i.e. °C, kg, MN, µm. Most sources are cited in ASME style, are referenced correctly (i.e. journal publications cited as such and not as websites) and used correctly. High Quality drawings/ schematics/figures that convey required information effectively but are not aesthetically pleasing
	Overall, language communicates ideas but can be confusing at times. Some evidence of extensive proofreading. Errors and typos are minimal. Basic organization is apparent but format is poor. Proper symbols for most units are used, i.e. °C, kg, MN, µm. Most sources are cited in ASME style, are referenced correctly (i.e. journal publications cited as such and not as websites) and used correctly. High quality drawings /schematics/figures convey required information, albeit in a confusing way and are not aesthetically pleasing
	In many places, language obscures meaning. Grammar, syntax, or other errors are distracting or repeated. Little evidence of extensive proofreading. Work is unfocused and poorly organized; lacks logical connection of ideas. Format is absent. Proper symbols for units are not used, i.e. spelling degree centigrades instead of using °C, spelling micrometer instead of µm. Few sources are cited, referenced or used correctly. Equations/calculations are pictures of hand-written notes. Figures/schematics/drawings are pictures of hand-drawings or low-quality digital drawings. Schematics lack reference dimensions. Scholarly work is referenced as websites. Information is included in the wrong section. Figures are oversized to fill space. Figures do not add value to the content of the document. Excessive white space is present around the figures.
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