HGO4940 Marking Criteria
Not exhaustive and generally judge each of the three sections as a whole given the sub-criteria and other thoughts…e.g., if an otherwise perfect map (e.g., colour, scale bar…) but it’s too overcrowded that it cannot be interpreted then it can be marked as a B/C/D for example.

33% allocated based on the quality of the maps, for example, based on:
· Appropriate types of maps for the data
· Appropriate colours/symbology schemes
· Appropriate inclusion of data (e.g., not overcrowded)
· Appropriate inclusion and/or formatting of north arrows, scale bars, legends, titles
· Appropriate inclusion of inset maps (or alternatives) if appropriate

33% allocated to the methods used based on:
· Quality (difficulty) of spatial methods used
· Give some/limited credit to non-spatial methods, including if there are some minor flaws (this is not a quantitative methods assessment)
· Quantity of spatial methods used
· Give some/limited credit even if not fully cohesive
· Give some/limited credit even if they do not fully outline what they did if you can confidently work out what they did
· Explanation and justification of the methods and data used (the Methodology section)

33% allocated to the write-up:
· Introduction/Literature Review: They explain the literature/backdrop for their study to the level a layman (in many cases we will be that layman) can understand
· Introduction/Literature Review: Pose clear research question; the research question is supported in terms of previous studies; and supported in terms of its relevance/importance
· Results/Discussion: Appropriate write-up of the results, limitations of their analysis (including around error and uncertainty) and conclusions (particularly in reference to other studies and their research question
· Throughout: sufficient references (e.g. ~10) and use of them. Here: we should not be expected to know every literature, but you reasonably judge and penalize if you believe they are out-of-date (e.g., if all studies are 20 or more years old)

