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	Survey
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	1.Research-informed Literature
	
	
	
	

	Introduction
	/5
	/5
	/5
	4/5

	Literature Review
	/20
	/35
	/20
	11/15

	Comments:
A good introduction with clear aim and objectives detailed.

This chapter begins with a very clear explanation of the Naïve-Bayes classifier. Alternative algorithms are also discussed to a lesser degree – good.
Detailed discussion of Unity follows. It would have helped the reader if a connecting sentence (paragraph) had been added to justify the shift in subject focus – i.e. identify the relevance that this new section has on the project?? A fairly good effort has been made to discuss the relevant literature required to underpin the research.
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	2. Knowledge and Understanding of Subject
	
	
	
	

	Methodology
	/5
	/5
	/5
	3.5/5

	Survey Design
	/15
	 -
	 -
	 -

	Requirements/Design
	 -
	 -
	 -
	4/5

	Comments:
Only the selected methodologies have been discussed within this section. It would have been better to identify the alternative choices and include your reasons for dismissing one and selecting the other. However, a clear rationale for selecting the chosen methodologies has been undertaken and linked in to the specific requirements of this project – good.

A very detailed description of the design requirements have been identified / justified. 
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	3. Analysis
	
	
	
	

	Results & Discussions
	/25
	/25
	/25
	12/25

	Conclusions and Recommendations 
	/10
	/10
	/10
	6.5/10

	Comments:
No results section included. This is very poor – as you have all the data available to determine the accuracy / efficiency of the system. Not sure why this section has been omitted?? The only results evidenced appear to be focussed on the success of the implementation of the code.

Limited discussion of the results. The measure of success is based on meeting the original project objectives. 

Conclusions section evaluates how well each objective/aim has been addressed - OK. Very limited recommendations made.
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	4. Practical Application and Deployment
	
	
	
	

	Development
	 -
	 -
	 -
	13/15

	Experimental Design
	 -
	 -
	/15
	 -

	Comments:
An excellent effort has been made to implement the Naïve-Bayes algorithm within an existing computer graphics engine - well done! 
However, it is a shame the overall project aims were focussed solely on the implementation of the code – rather than as a software application to undertake some meaningful test/experiment.
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	5. Skills for Professional Practice
	
	
	
	

	Reflection
	/10
	/10
	/10
	5/10

	Quality of Report
	/10
	/10
	/10
	7/10

	Comments:
Basic reflection has been documented.

Some grammatical errors within the text, incomplete or poorly structured sentences noted. Also some informal language used. 
Equations have been tagged as Figures – minor.
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