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	Survey
	Review
	Experiment
	Development

	1.Research-informed Literature
	
	
	
	

	Introduction
	/5
	/5
	/5
	2/5

	Literature Review
	/20
	/35
	/20
	6/15

	Comments:
The abstract and introduction are written in a very informal manner.
The aim and objectives are not clearly defined. Building a render is not an aim it should be the means by which an aim is achieved.
A very brief and poor literature review that lacks any depth and provides not details of how ray tracing works, is applied, how the results can be demonstrated/measured and no discussion of related research conducted in this area.
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	2. Knowledge and Understanding of Subject
	
	
	
	

	Methodology
	/5
	/5
	/5
	1.5/5

	Survey Design
	/15
	 -
	 -
	 -

	Requirements/Design
	 -
	 -
	 -
	1.5/5

	Comments:
The research method section should have identified, discussed and selected appropriate research methods for this project. Discussion of the research process is far too brief and provides indication of how results will be measured and validated. There is no discussion of development methods nor any attempt to select and justify a suitable software design approach for this project.

There is no requirements, but there is a simplified “flow diagram” for the software architecture.
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	3. Analysis
	
	
	
	

	Results & Discussions
	/25
	/25
	/25
	14/25

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

	Comments:
The results were not well described or evaluated. 
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	4. Practical Application and Deployment
	
	
	
	

	Development
	 -
	 -
	 -
	11/15

	Experimental Design
	 -
	 -
	/15
	 -

	Comments:
While essentially built through a number of tutorials that have been embellished, the implemented code achieves appropriate visual graphics.
 However, the report itself needed to be formally written and lacked proper analysis of the results obtained e.g. What constitutes a well rendered shadow and how do this projects results compare?
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	5. Skills for Professional Practice
	
	
	
	

	Reflection
	/10
	/10
	/10
	6/10

	Quality of Report
	/10
	/10
	/10
	4/10

	Comments:

Figures should be titled and given a figure number that is referenced within the text.
Referencing is poor. Layout and structure of report could have been improved.

The reflection needed to provide more consideration of the learning process and how the student would have approached this project differently or could have improved their approach.
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