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	Assessment Criteria
	Max
	Mark

	(i) Structure
Generally, as expected.  There are no acknowledgements.

	10
	6

	(ii)Literature Review
The introduction to this didn’t seem completely relevant to the overall topic of the work.  Where the literature review did focus on the work, it was generally relevant (issues with PV and their associated maintenance).  Of concern is the general lack of referencing within this aspect of the document – this needs to occur liberally.  There is also literature review in relation to the methodology – which would sit much better within the method section.

	10
	5

	(iii) Research Methodology
Interviews were chosen but the rationale for this is confusing and repetitive.  Be clear on WHY the method was chosen and then outline how every part was developed.  There is initial scope of professionals that would be targeted, but only 3 interviews occurred – without further explanation.  There is no indication on how the interview schedule was devised; only 6 questions are contained within this.  Do not write in the first person and do not name the interviewees.  In the results section, there is reference made to a 4th interview – why was this not mentioned in the method?

	10
	4

	(iv) Concept Development and Planning
Initial thoughts outline a lack of relevance of the subject matter of the work.  The results suggest exactly as would be expected – that solar PV maintenance is useful.  What is this work adding to the body of knowledge?  This aspect is not clear.

	10
	3

	Assessment Criteria
	Max
	Mark

	(v) Analysis and Evaluation of the results/solutions
The results are discussed within the methodology chapter – there is no separate results chapter.  Each question is covered in turn and the results are indicated and tabulated.  The analysis of results firstly outlines that another interview (or just advice?) was obtained throughout by another professional, the first time this is mentioned. A sweeping statement on dirt blocking the PV cells and therefore reducing energy production to 40% is made, but this is not referenced – is this credible, verifiable information?  The analysis then covers case studies / supportive studies to the work – which could have been used to inform the work and make it overall far more credible.  It is difficult to see what the analysis is adding to a body of knowledge – there is no attempt to link findings back to research.

	30
	10

	(vi) Accuracy of the abstract and conclusions
The abstract is a useful summary of the work overall.  The conclusion doesn’t adequately conclude the work; it reads more like an overall summary and introduces additional information that is not necessarily relevant to the maintenance issue in question.  

	20
	10

	(vii) Referencing
This is incredibly limited throughout.  Also, of concern are the sources of information that are mentioned e.g. wikiwand (Wikipedia), blogs, etc. There is also information provided that is not referenced at all (see above, plus detail on the history of PV cells).  The reference list is not to Harvard convention standards and includes many references that do not feature within the document.  At this level of work, a much higher standard of literature sourcing and referencing is expected.

	10
	2

	Other Comments
Please be clear in what you are trying to say; in many instances, the wording is convoluted, and it is difficult to understand what the work is trying to convey.
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