Zandangarav Nyambaatar

Below is an opponent-style review of Nyambaatar.pdf using the structure and scoring logic of opponensi_lap_en.pdf (max 200

points).

0) Use of Al & suspected plagiarism (qualitative check)

Declared Al use (positive)

e The thesis explicitly documents LLM usage (Claude / “claude-sonnet-4-6"), including what tasks it supported (sensitivity-
analysis explanation, Excel nested IF syntax, Python/Matplotlib + Haversine mapping) and states that the author
implemented and verified the outputs.

e The thesis includes an annex with conversation excerpts and frames LLMs as non-authoritative (“outputs must always be

verified”). This level of transparency is above average and aligns with an "allowed use with disclosure” approach.

Risks / concerns (Al + academic integrity)

e Writing-style homogeneity: large parts read with very uniform, “model-like” structure (highly regular phrasing, repeated
rhetorical patterns). This is not proof of Al writing, but it is a weak signal that warrants a quick institutional check (e.g.,
supervisor discussion, draft history, Turnitin/Urkund).

 Citation integrity risk: the introduction cites entities like World Bank / ADB / NSO in-text, but the shown reference list
heavily contains Wikipedia + MY-X/MIAU sources, and it is not clear that all in-text citations are matched in the
bibliography excerpt provided. Missing references are not “plagiarism” per se, but they are a formal breach and increase
plagiarism suspicion if not corrected.

¢ Overreliance on Wikipedia definitions in the literature chapter is properly attributed in places, yet academically weaker

and can look like “padding” (again not plagiarism, but a quality concern).
Verdict (Al/plagiarism):

* No direct plagiarism evidence can be concluded from the PDF alone (no similarity report available).
e Al use is transparently documented (good).

* Main academic-integrity risk is referencing completeness/accuracy and overuse of lightweight sources; recommend

formal reference cross-check.

1) Topic and Objectives (max 40)

Strengths

e The topic is clear, relevant, and practically motivated: optimizing package hub placement for rural Mongolia using a
multi-criteria approach.

* Objectives and tasks are explicitly stated (data collection, attribute definition, correlation analysis, six-model sensitivity
analysis, validation, aggregation).

e Scope is realistic and well-defined: 340 administrative units, defined attributes (A1-A8), and an operationalizable Excel-

based framework.

Weaknesses / points to improve

e The main promise (“optimal hub locations”) is somewhat stronger than what the data supports, because the work is proxy-
based (no soum-level delivery volumes). The thesis notes this limitation, but the objective wording could be more careful

(“structural suitability” rather than “optimal”).



Score: 32 / 40

2) Review of the Literature (max 40)

Strengths

The literature chapter is structured and tries to justify relevance/limitations of sources (as stated).

Includes at least one peer-reviewed logistics survey paper (e.g., OR Spectrum survey) and classical location theory (Revelle
& Swain).

Methodological grounding for COCO YO is referenced to the developer’s materials and related publications.

Weaknesses (major)

Depth and quality are uneven: frequent reliance on Wikipedia for core definitions (last-mile, hub-and-spoke, k-means,
correlation, software testing). This is usually unacceptable as primary academic literature in a thesis, especially when many

stronger alternatives exist.

The review is method-heavy but domain-light: comparatively little engagement with mainstream facility-location / hub
location literature beyond a small set, and limited comparison with established geospatial optimization approaches (p-
median variants, capacitated facility location, coverage models, etc.).

Potential bibliographic inconsistency: several in-text citations in the introduction (e.g., World Bank / ADB) are not visibly

represented in the provided reference list excerpt, which undermines credibility.

Score: 22 / 40

3) Presentation of the Author’s Own Work (max 60)

Strengths

Clear dataset definition: 340 units, sources (NSO, OSM, GADM, Mongolia Post), and descriptive statistics.
The thesis produces a coherent analytical pipeline:

e 8-attribute system including derived "Coverage Gap" (A8 = distance x population).

e Correlation matrix used to assign direction codes.

* Six COCO Y0 models as sensitivity analysis with different direction vectors and reported internal validation rates.
¢ Cross-model robustness logic to identify eight consistent candidates (Tier 1-2).

* Geospatial visualization using Haversine distance to show coverage change after adding 8 hubs.

Weaknesses / methodological caveats (important)

Validation concept is internal, not external. The thesis explicitly defines “validation” as internal consistency under a delta
rule, not predictive accuracy. That is acceptable if clearly framed, but it means claims like “ready for practical application”

should be cautious.
Risk of circularity / leakage:

* Direction codes are derived from correlation with A7 (hub candidate), and A7 is also included as an attribute in the
model. That can bake current placement logic into the model and blur “recommendation” vs “replication of existing
feasibility patterns.”

The "aggregated meta-model achieves 100% validation” is impressive but, given the internal definition and the
construction from ranks/inverse ranks, it reads more like a consistency property of the aggregation method than
evidence of real-world optimality.

Core practical limitation remains: no soum-level demand data, so “need"” is proxied by population and distance. The thesis

acknowledges this, but it strongly limits real deployment readiness.



Score: 48 / 60

4) Structure, Style, and Formal Aspects (max 40)

Strengths
¢ The thesis is well structured (Intro = Literature = Own work = Discussion = Conclusions = Future work = Annexes).

* Many tables are clearly labeled, and definitions are provided (A1-A8, direction codes, tiers).

e Al use disclosure is formalized in the annex (good academic hygiene).

Weaknesses

¢ Academic style issues: frequent bolding, assertive phrasing (“first time”, “strongest empirical evidence"”) without
independent corroboration can sound overstated for a BSc thesis.
* Referencing/citation formatting appears inconsistent (mix of Wikipedia-style in-text references, web links, and document-

style references). This is a formal weakness and should be corrected systematically.

Score: 30/ 40

5) Overall Impression (max 20)

Summary judgment

e Strong point: a complete, reproducible multi-model workflow with clear outputs (rankings, tiers, maps) and exemplary Al
transparency.
* Main weakness: literature quality and methodological framing—especially the internal nature of validation and potential

circularity involving A7.

Score: 14 / 20

Final scoring (max 200)

= Criterion = Max = Score
1 Topic & Objectives 40 32
2 Review of the Literature 40 22
3 Author’s Own Work 60 48
4 Structure, Style, Formal Aspects 40 30
5  Overall Impression 20 14
6  TOTAL 200 146

Grade band (per opponensi_lap_en.pdf):

* 140-159 = Average - 146 points (Average)



Concrete improvement checklist (what to fix to reach “Good/Excellent”)
1. Literature upgrade (biggest gain): replace Wikipedia definitions with textbooks / peer-reviewed surveys; expand facility-
location and hub location literature beyond the current narrow set.

2. Reference integrity audit: ensure every in-text citation (e.g., World Bank/ADB/NSO mentions) has a full bibliographic entry
and consistent citation style.
3. Method clarity: explicitly discuss the consequences of using A7 both as direction-reference and as an attribute; consider

reporting results with and without A7 to show robustness.

4. External validity: add at least one plausibility check using independent data (e.g., known logistics nodes, border crossings,

service centers) or expert interviews—anything beyond internal consistency.

If you want, | can also produce a filled-in “Opponent’s evaluation form” narrative (the exact sections and phrasing matching

the template) ready to paste into your departmental form.



