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	Assessment Criteria
	Max
	Mark

	(i) Structure
Word Count ok, Turnitin ok
Good Contents list, well numbered. Text is page numbered and justified in WORD. Illustrations are clear, titled and referenced. Good use of heading and sub-heading. Spacing delivers good presentation. Aim and Objectives are logical in flow, perhaps slightly wordy, but are clear in approach. Spelling /Grammar error. Standard structure applied. Good flow, well written academically. Some colloquialisms.

	10
	6.5

	(ii)Literature Review
Comprehensive cross-correlated review of Regulations standing prior to the Hackitt report and the Hackitt report itself. Regulatory reference, key issues and recommendations section well-illustrated operational inconsistency and highlighted risk. Increased use of citation here would have enhanced, perhaps drawing upon comment/opinion of findings and risk/procedure from industry professionals.

	10
	6.5

	(iii) Research Methodology
General research methodology approaches are over-described here, to the detriment of actual methodology detail. ‘Time’ is not a constraint, and the number of interviews were inadequate to derive valid depth of opinion for analysis. Descriptive detail was wholly missing here regarding the nature of the interview structure, the demographic and type/validity of questions asked. Author mentions interviews carried out in month of April. Transcripts of the two interviews were supplied in appendices.

	10
	4

	(iv) Concept Development and Planning
Student showed promise and enthusiasm for the topic area, but personal issues and distance from campus to home proved a barrier to full engagement with supervision. The ability to engage with draft submission by email was not taken up. It is evident that planning in the second half of the year was rushed and not fully thought through.

	10
	3.5

	Assessment Criteria
	Max
	Mark

	(v) Analysis and Evaluation of the results/solutions
Range of interview responses limited ability to analyse to a great extent. Some good use of quote, but there was opportunity to compare and contrast in far greater detail with Literature review findings and development of analysing the comments against the key issues and findings of the Hackitt report. The study was fundamentally a comparison of legislature with supporting comment from professionals, but this analysis section does not approach this. Much more could have been made of comment against literature.
	30
	9

	(vi) Accuracy of the abstract and conclusions
Abstract was reasonably well prepared, some focusing for concise information delivery was needed.
Some recommendations in development were offered. Some conclusive comment, but the depth of conclusion was insufficient and again illustrated a rushed approach to completion.

	20
	9

	(vii) Referencing
A limited reference list, and hence limited references within text. Harvard system utilised. Building Regs. referenced? Referencing missing from Analysis, Conclusions and Recommendations to adequately support arguments. 

	10
	4

	Other Comments

	
	

	TOTAL
	100
	42%
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