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	Assessment Criteria
	Max
	Mark

	(i) Structure

Very clear structure throughout which is reiterated in each chapter. The narrative is nicely composed and well supported with literature. The Aim and Objectives are well defined and the rationale is clear. Figure/Table numbering is incorrect however. Chapter number always goes first followed by sequential numbering (Figure 1.1 etc). 

	10
	8

	(ii)Literature Review

Very well researched, with supporting case studies used to demonstrate the value of MLWs for energy, noise reduction, occupants’ wellbeing and of course biodiversity. Cost and ongoing maintenance is clearly a barrier to this industry’s development and this is clearly demonstrated in the critique of the literature given in s.2.8. Perhaps some details on legislation might have been relevant here?

	10
	8


	(iii) Research Methodology

Each approach is systematically reviewed. Perhaps the extensive details of all methodological choices was not necessary but it does of course demonstrate a considered approach. The selected methods are supported by previous work and a consistent approach was taken to various methods such as the professional interviews. Further, the research road map offered an excellent summary. The questionnaire was piloted and question linkage to the project objectives was clearly identified. What was not so clear sadly was the sampling strategy. How were respondents targeted on Survey Monkey? 


	10
	8

	(iv) Concept Development and Planning

[bookmark: _GoBack]Clear evidence of planning and working within the remit of a very topical area of research. Given the flooding in the UK this winter, some linkage to those events, particularly in built areas would have added value to the concept of this work had it been included. It could be argued that better planning of the questionnaire sampling would have also been recommended. However the findings that did concur with literature and industry experience show how valuable work like this really is. There clearly needs to be a greater acceptance and affordability of such sustainable options moving forward.

	10
	8

	Assessment Criteria
	Max
	Mark

	(v) Analysis and Evaluation of the results/solutions

A logical presentation of results where the data is clearly interrogated and contextualised. Where interviewee comments are recorded, the responses are validated in some way by published findings elsewhere, demonstrating good academic practice. The cross correlation of datasets is excellent and the attempt to undertake comparative cost benefit assessments is commendable. There are some interesting findings, some of which may be unexpected, but for each, suggested reasons are given. Clearly cost and enhanced planning guidance would make options more viable. Weight bearing for retrofitting remains a challenge but not unsurmountable and curriculum revision perhaps should move with the times. It’s a travesty that more sustainable construction was delivered at some Universities many years ago than is done so today. That is echoed by these findings which also reveals that even among construction professionals, the belief is that the industry is not doing enough to promote MLWS. 

	30
	25

	(vi) Accuracy of the abstract and conclusions

Abstract: Very good abstract which conveys the Rationale, Aim and Objectives. A little more detail on the actual results would have been prudent.
Conclusion: A conclusion sums up the work and will sometimes cross reference to earlier sections. What it does not do is provide new information. The formula and its application in London should have been in the Results chapter. That said the Table and its results provides an excellent addition to the research. But it should not be in its entirety in the Conclusion.

	20
	14

	(vii) Referencing

Harvard protocols are applied but there are some consistency issues. In the reference list (it is not a Bibliography) there is an inconsistent approach to brackets and full stops after the dates. Similarly, between initials and the full name. Further, page numbers are needed for in-text quotes. Overall however there is an excellent breadth of material used and evidenced appropriately.
	10
	7

	Other Comments

	
	

	TOTAL
	100
	78





1
BSc Built & Natural Portfolio Dissertation
image1.jpeg
PRIFYSGOL CYMRU

Y Drindod Dewi Sant
UNIVERSITY OF WALES
Trinity Saint David

SWANSEA - ABERTAWE




