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	Survey
	Review
	Experiment
	Development

	1.Research-informed Literature
	
	
	
	

	Introduction
	/5
	/5
	/5
	3.5/5

	Literature Review
	/20
	/35
	/20
	10/15

	Comments:
A good historical review.  Key ideas and concepts covered though structure odd at times.  Stephen could have discussed the vector nature of forces, etc in detail as this may have helped solve the implementation issues identified later in the project.

References used appropriately and some high quality refs. Cited, however there are several electronic refs that could be of a better quality. Referencing style inconsistent in places.
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	Review
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	2. Knowledge and Understanding of Subject
	
	
	
	

	Methodology
	/5
	/5
	/5
	2/5

	Survey Design
	/15
	 -
	 -
	 -

	Requirements/Design
	 -
	 -
	 -
	2.5 /5

	Comments:
Although Andrew generally used SI units when required, there were occasions (eg see abstract) where units were missed out making interpretation difficult. Nevertheless he shows an essential understanding of the 2D system but needs to emphasise the vector nature of Forces, etc. His implementation also shows some understanding of mechanics but the report does not clearly illustrate the method of calculation and the direction of forces, etc. The torque calculations used are flawed (Andrew recognises this) but the graphical results do give a representation of a 2D lever.  
 The methodology section is weak .Discussion of software development methods limited and design approaches not fully discussed, however the S/W itself does show evidence of good software engineering practices. 
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	3. Analysis
	
	
	
	

	Results & Discussions
	/25
	/25
	/25
	13/25

	Conclusions and Recommendations 
	/10
	/10
	/10
	4 /10

	Comments:

The necessary requirements were identified although key torque calculations need correcting.  Results graphed and they clearly show how differences between expected and actual results – a detailed description of the calculation method/algorithm would have helped here, I think. Whilst the evaluation was well structured the limitations of the simulation could have been better communicated.
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	4. Practical Application and Deployment
	
	
	
	

	Development
	 -
	 -
	 -
	8/15

	Experimental Design
	 -
	 -
	/15
	 -

	Comments:
The aim of simulating a shuttlecock in 2D is not fully achieved.
His implementation, although weak, shows some understanding of mechanics. The torque calculations used are flawed (Andrew recognises this) but the graphical results do give a representation of a 2D lever. Overall it does lack sophistication and there remain some simulation problems that need correcting. 
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	5. Skills for Professional Practice
	
	
	
	

	Reflection
	/10
	/10
	/10
	3.5/10

	Quality of Report
	/10
	/10
	/10
	5.5/10

	Comments:

Some paragraphs appear to be out of place – perhaps a little more thought could have gone into the structure.  Reflection incorporated into conclusions, etc. but is a little “optimistic”. Andrew could have addressed the limitations more realistically.
Some minor grammar and typographical errors. Referencing style needs to be consistent.
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