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Notes on completing the report:
1. A - fulfilled very well with no remarks, B - fulfilled very well with minor remarks, C - fulfilled at an average level, D - fulfilled with deficiencies, E - fulfilled but with significant deficiencies, F - not fulfilled.
2. If any criterion is graded F, the thesis must be evaluated as unsatisfactory overall, not meeting the criteria for the MT defence, and such a thesis cannot be recommended for the defence.
3. MT Supervisor must comment verbally on each evaluation criterion!

Assessment criteria: 	Assessment
	1. Thesis Objectives and Methods
	E
	Topic of the thesis is interesting and useful. However, there are discrepancies between the topic and the content of the thesis. This stems mainly from the fact that the author changed the topic and the assignment of the thesis without my knowledge, even though I tried to somewhat improve the assignment trough the STAG system I was not able to completely accommodate the issue. 

 It seems as though the topic which we agreed upon remained mainly in the title of the thesis but the content of the thesis was reworked without any connection to the thesis theme. My final mark is E, mainly due to the fact that I could have maybe tried better to change to topic by myself to match the content of the thesis even though it was the responsibility of the author.


	2. Theoretical Background
	F
	“Literature research is not clear and messy, the author is jumping between topics and coherent idea of theoretical part cannot be identified. Important topics are discussed but without any clear order and sufficient depth, there is an incredible number of sources used, but they could have been also selected more carefully and barely meet citation criteria. Even through frequent discussions the author was unable to improve this section and to be honest I am torn between E and F mark., but sheer amount of publications used convinced me for mark E (as it feels as if author did sufficient research but was unable to show it in the thesis)” was my remark for previous version of the thesis. Theoretical background was changed a little bit but it remains incoherent and without logical order. This time I have to mark it as an F.


	3. Practical Application – Analysis
	E
	For me this is very complicated part to mark, from the previous version the biggest change is the addition of a study amongst managers of the company and its statistical analysis. This research was not done previously in the thesis, it was added without much of a connection and in my opinion, it does not match writing style of the author. Level of English and text coherence is much better, suddenly statistical methods are used and previously not discussed terminology is used. Plagiarism check for the thesis did not show any problems but in my opinion – this chapter was not prepared by the author but by somebody else it was prepared with external help of a Ph.D. student. Also, time frame to prepare, conduct and summarize research within such a short time frame is highly improbable. I ask the committee to discuss this in detail during the defence. I mark this part as an E because I do not have sufficient evidence of plagiarism or external help at this point. 






	4. Practical Application – Project/ Research
	F
	Proposed recommendations make sense in broad term, but are vague (and possibly cannot be put in practice), but author basically did not implement any recommendations from previous thesis defence.




	5. Formal Layout
	E
	Logical coherence of the text of the thesis is the biggest issue here, from my discussions with the author it is clear that he is clever and is able to discuss this topic to sufficient degree, but he was unable to transfer his ideas and knowledge into the thesis itself. 
Terminology is used mostly correctly, citations are also not always following prescribed standards, linguistic level is sufficient (this is more of a coherence issues) and graphical level is also severely lacking (formatting of tables, text, paragraphs, chapters)





	Overall thesis assessment *
	F
	In summary, this thesis did not much improvement compared to previous version, most recommendations were ignored, only added part in my opinion is not fully a work of the author. Thus, the thesis cannot be defended in this state.


* The final grade is not an arithmetic average of the individual criteria for assessing the thesis.

Questions for the defence:
1. Advocate for the survey amongst manager of the company – how was it done and prepared?


The thesis does not fulfil the criteria for the defence of the MT. The thesis is not recommended for the defence. 

The thesis has been checked for the originality of the work in IS STAG. Based on the results of this review, it was concluded that the work is not plagiarism.
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