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GENERAL COMMENTS

Instructor

This essay examines if  market based solutions
such as carbon offsetting can make aviation
sustainable. 

Best features

This essay is well written and flows well. It was
very enjoyable to read. 

It has a good structure, with a clear introduction, a
main part which discusses carbon offsetting
schemes and regulatory possibilities, as well as
connects with broader issues of framing. The
conclusion  sums up the argument well. 

The analysis done is good at compressing the
issues in a way that shows that you understand
the issues at stake and can apply the concepts and
themes of the module to this case study.

Things to improve

It provides a good discussion of some of the key
issues with offsetting but I would have liked at
points to have more detail and to go deeper into
some of these. It covers a lot of ground but that
means leaving the details behind. Could you give
examples of carbon offsetting programmes or CDM
etc that have not been 'real', for instance? Perhaps.
a better balance would make the essay stronger. 



Overall, an excellent essay, well done!
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RUBRIC: 17/18 SCLS CRITERIA FOR ML

GRAMMAR

BELOW 40%

40-49%

50-59%

60-69%

70-84%

85% OR HIGHER

LEXICAL USAGE

BELOW 40%

40-49%

50-59%

60-69%

70-84%

85% OR HIGHER

STRUCTURE

BELOW 40%

40-49%

 

Grammar & Syntax

Little to no understanding of the grammatical and syntactic structures. Few or no
acceptable structures in the target language, and unacceptable ones used.

Broad understanding of grammatical and syntactic structures, but with a
significant number of errors. Some acceptable structures used.

Fairly good understanding of the grammatical and syntactic structures. Acceptable
structures used, but some unacceptable ones still present.

A good to very good understanding of the grammatical and syntactic structures.
Mostly acceptable structures used, with maybe a small number of unacceptable
ones.

An excellent understanding of the grammatical and syntactic structures.
Predominantly acceptable structures used, with few or no unacceptable ones.

A near perfect understanding of the grammatical and syntactic structures. Only
acceptable structures used, with no unacceptable ones.

A substantial number of errors and/or inappropriate use of vocabulary.

Limited and/or repetitive vocabulary range that impedes understanding. Errors in
the use of appropriate vocabulary. A minimum effort.

A number of errors in the use of vocabulary but with a broader range.

A limited number of lexical errors and predominantly appropriate vocabulary. A
more sophisticated range of lexis.

A sophisticated range of vocabulary with accurate use throughout and few or no
lexical errors.

A highly sophisticated range of vocabulary with very accurate use throughout and
no lexical errors.

Displays an inability to present a coherent structure. No apparent or suitable
introduction or conclusion.

The main issues are broadly identified, but a number of passages do not address
the topic satisfactorily. The structure lacks clarity and might not contain a clear
introduction or conclusion.



50-59%

60-69%

70-84%

85% OR HIGHER

ARGUMENTATION

BELOW 40%

40-49%

50-59%

60-69%

70-84%

85% OR HIGHER

The content broadly addresses the main issues raised by the title, but some
passages might not be relevant. The structure is broadly clear but might contain a
weak introduction and conclusion.

The structure is coherent with a suitable introduction and conclusion. The content
is well focused in general, but might have occasional digressions.

The work is structurally sound and evident from the introduction. The body of the
exercise follows the structure accurately with little or no digressions. The
conclusions offered are strong.

The work is structurally sound and clearly evident from the introduction. The body
of the work follows the structure accurately with no digressions. The conclusions
offered are strong.

The main issues are not made clear and the arguments presented are basic,
poorly developed, and lack clarity. There is no evidence of critical thinking or
secondary reading.

Arguments are partially developed. There is little or no evidence of critical thinking
or secondary reading.

Arguments are mostly developed satisfactorily, but parts of the argument might
only be partially developed. There is some evidence of critical thinking and
secondary reading.

Arguments are well developed on the whole and mostly well balanced. There is
evidence of critical thinking and secondary reading.

Arguments are coherent and well-balanced. There is strong evidence of critical
thinking and secondary reading throughout.

Arguments are highly coherent and balanced. There is strong evidence of critical
thinking and secondary reading throughout.


