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	Assessment Criteria
	Max
	Mark

	(i) Structure
This is appropriate.  From the table of contents it is also nicely defined.  Your aim is OK but broad.  Your objectives could be better defined, and you have too many research questions.  Also you must be clear on your boundary – is it the UK or England as you inter-change the two.

	10
	7

	(ii)Literature Review
There are many inconsistencies here, and also a key issue is the age of some of the documents that you refer to.  Be factually correct at all times e.g. there is a defined and accepted definition of construction waste.  Your starting point comes from a Hong Kong website therefore does not relate to the UK situation.  Some of the information about financial drivers is not correct (in particular regarding the funding from BREW, which finished in 2007/8).  The business drivers are outdated.  The WFD is EU and not domestic law; it has been transposed into UK domestic law by a regulation, so you should refer to this.  You over-rely on a document (England waste strategy) from 2007, when there is a newer version that was issued in 2018.  Also this document is policy and not legislation; there is a fundamental difference.  Be clear on landfill tax – this does not just relate to C&D waste and has also had a negative effect on the prevalence of fly-tipping.  Case studies on sustainable waste management in the sector (of which there are many) would help to highlight the importance of your work.  

	10
	3

	(iii) Research Methodology
This section is rather heavy going for reading, and reads far more like a PhD methodology than an UG dissertation.  Sections 3.2 – 3.5 inclusive are largely irrelevant – you must be clear on what you did and why you did this, which is normally inferred from your literature review.  You mention interviews – did you undertake ethics approval for this?  Pilot it?  What questions did you ask and how did you put these together?  There is no inclusion of your interview schedule within the work either.  You mention that only 3 interviews were carried out – as these are interviews (expert) and there are so few of them, there is no need to mention sampling.  Finally you discuss that you have triangulated the information – how?  It is very unclear.

	10
	3

	(iv) Concept Development and Planning
The concept of the work is unclear and vague.  As there have been so many studies on C&D waste, there is a specific need to show what you are doing to add to this body of knowledge.  Therefore the planning of the work is also unclear.

	10
	3

	Assessment Criteria
	Max
	Mark

	(v) Analysis and Evaluation of the results/solutions
The first table in the results is unclear.  What does this refer to?  What does it mean?  What is the relevance of this to your work?  Your results need to clearly show what your work has done and what you have found.  Therefore section 4.1 (in its current form) is largely irrelevant or should have been used elsewhere (if the information is critical).  In your results you start talking about demolition waste when it has not been mentioned elsewhere.  Section 4.2 outlines your ‘findings’, but without a clear method, these are vague.  How did you choose the categories of waste outlined?  How was this info obtained and what verification did you undertake?  What are bioactive landfills?  Plasterboard has a valid recycling solution that has been in place since its ban from landfill.  Your discussion is unclear, vague – you needed to define a clear research framework to base your work upon.

	30
	7

	(vi) Accuracy of the abstract and conclusions
The abstract is not a summary of the work presented.  It refers to an annex, but there are none in your work.  When discussing the British Government, who do you mean?  In your conclusion, you again rely on a 2007 waste strategy for England when there is a 2018 version.  At least the conclusion attempts to validly conclude the work, but it is very weak.

	20
	5

	(vii) Referencing
You have applied citations well within the text.  However there is a lot of duplication within the reference list.  

	10
	6
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