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	Assessment Criteria
	Max
	Mark

	(i) Structure

Good structure generally. Figures are appropriately labelled and presented. Aim and objectives clearly conveyed and there is good linkage between chapters. Arguably some material in the Conclusion should have been in the Discussion but generally well laid out. 

	10
	6

	(ii)Literature Review

Relevant and up-to-date material sourced and cited correctly. Some material, albeit interesting, might have been better summarised but there is clear evidence of topic engagement. Would have been appropriate to include a key for all of the graphics.

	10
	7


	(iii) Research Methodology

Sites and methods were justified according to appropriate techniques and areas where erosion had previously occurred. Locations chosen mirrored those areas previously considered by the Environment Agency and the MEASS report. Several methodological approaches were adopted, all of which have previously been tested/peer reviewed and therefore applied appropriately. A vulnerability and a socio-economic assessment constitutes a considerable amount of work.


	10
	8

	(iv) Concept Development and Planning

There was good evidence of reviewing and applying appropriate techniques to be able to develop a comparative assessment. It is not a novel idea although most sites will only use one or the other technique rather than a combined approach. The idea was clearly to review previous Shoreline management plans in light of recent events. Previous reports had slightly different conclusions and this work would attempt to revisit those decisions having conducted a further vulnerability study. 

	10
	8

	Assessment Criteria
	Max
	Mark

	(v) Analysis and Evaluation of the results/solutions

Clearly some elements of the data collection have been affected by Covid and also the bad weather during December last year. However, given these limitations, an attempt to estimate some measurements using mapping techniques enables completion of the assessment.

[bookmark: _GoBack]Data generally is nicely tabulated and illustrated, although a scale would have been necessary on these maps. There is a good attempt to cross reference throughout and justify results where the analysis is typically subjective/qualitative. In the main, there is a consistent approach to relate the findings to the vulnerability index variables, and explain their significance. Some of the evidence in defense of the socio-economic (Ketchum) scorings might have been tabulated to make it easier for the reader but given the complexity of the analyses, there is a good attempt to organise the results.

Table 5.25 is an interesting estimation given this week’s landslip at Third Avenue and the subsequent loss of properties (29th May). While the calculations might be optimistic, it still does reveal a vulnerability trend in the areas identified in this study.

The summary discussion is good and pulls together the multiple strands. However we might have expected a bit more discussion of the comparison of previous reports’ findings and what shoreline management is carried out elsewhere under similar circumstances. This contextualisation was important. That would then have led seamlessly to the Concluding remarks. Instead much of that discussion has been incorrectly placed in the Conclusion.


	30
	19

	(vi) Accuracy of the abstract and conclusions

Abstract: succinct and summarises the scope and rationale of the study along with key findings. Technically there aren’t usually citations in an Abstract but the reference is used here to demonstrate a peer-reviewed methodological approach.
Conclusion: Does summarise findings with limitations and recommendations. However some more considered ideas might have been put forward linked to best practice management elsewhere and whether any of these options could be applied to Sheppey. Future studies?


	20
	11

	(vii) Referencing

Harvard protocols are consistently applied/ Occasionally some ‘et al’s’ are not italicized and there are a couple of minor spelling errors. It’s not clear why the image references are separated. 

	10
	8

	Other Comments

	
	

	TOTAL
	100
	67
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