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	Survey
	Review
	Analysis
	Experiment
	Development

	1.Research-informed Literature
	
	
	
	
	

	Introduction
	/5
	/5
	/5
	/5
	3.2/5

	Literature Review
	/25
	/40
	/30
	/25
	10/15

	Comments:

Good fairly introduction to the topic under exploration. Some informal language evidenced.

Clear description of key terms outlined early on in the literature, with examples included, review was helpful.

16% percentage of the literature review has been copied verbatim from another student’s submission. This is very poor practice and quite unnecessary.

Collective Intelligence in video editing – whole section plagiarised
Examples of collective intelligence in video production – whole section plagiarised

The overall structure of the literature review is quite difficult to follow. Subject shifts from one topic to the next without clear linkage.



	 
	Survey
	Review
	Analysis
	Experiment
	Development

	2. Knowledge and Understanding of Subject
	
	
	
	
	

	Methodology
	/5
	/5
	/5
	/5
	3/5

	Data Collection Process Design
	/15
	 -
	-
	 -
	 -

	Requirements/Design
	 -
	 -
	-
	 -
	5.5/10

	Comments:
A fairly detailed methodology section has been included that clearly identifies a sensible approach used to control the development on the project – using an agile development methodology.

A detailed explanation of the specific approach used to link the various system is not required in this section. This reads more like an ‘I did this’ list of actions rather than a clear design/development methodology section. 

Lots of details here…. However it is unclear what requirements or design methodology have been used.  

 




	 
	Survey
	Review
	Analysis
	Experiment
	Development

	3. Analysis
	
	
	
	
	

	Problem Definition
	-
	-
	/10
	-
	-

	Results and Discussions
	/30
	/30
	/30
	16/30
	15/30

	Conclusions and Recommendations 
	/10
	/10
	/10
	5/10
	5/10

	Comments:

Not entirely clear what experiments have been conducted. This section would have benefitted from better structure – i.e. link the results and discussion of the results to a specific experiment conducted.

Results section identifies specific issues encountered when using eye tracker software – good. Discussion of findings relate to other researchers work – Experiment conducted to verify the existing findings. Although this is interesting, it does not address the aims of the project??  

Non-specific conclusions drawn. Suggestions for future work have been identified using machine learning to automate the process.



	 
	Survey
	Review
	Analysis
	Experiment
	Development

	4. Practical Application and Deployment
	
	
	
	
	

	Development
	 -
	 -
	-
	 -
	14/15

	Experimental Design
	 -
	 -
	-
	/15
	 -

	Comments:










	 
	Survey
	Review
	Analysis
	Experiment
	Development

	5. Skills for Professional Practice
	
	
	
	
	

	Reflection
	/5
	/5
	/5
	/5
	3/5

	Quality of Report
	/5
	/5
	/5
	/5
	2.5/5

	Comments:

Some nice reflection undertaken.
Poorly titled report. Poorly written abstract that fails to clearly convey the focus of the project being undertaken. Abstract added to the report twice?

Some informal language used within the report.

A fairly clearly defined aims and objectives
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