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FINAL GRADE

67/100

Rose Plumley Project Proposal
GRADEMARK REPORT

GENERAL COMMENTS

Introduction/Aims & Objectives:    13/20 

Background/Literature Review:      16/20 

Project Design/Methodology:        16/30
Resources/Planning:                12/15
Document Presentation:             10/15

This proposal demonstrates technical understanding 
of raytracing and identifies an interesting application 
domain in acoustic simulation for gaming. 

The literature review is comprehensive, strong 
evidence of engaging with  academic sources and 
demonstrating familiarity with current research 
including quantitative performance metrics.

Literature review mostly descriptive rather than 
critically evaluative. Critical evaluation of sources in 
a literature review is essential to ensure the 
reliability, validity, and relevance of evidence 
supporting your research. It enables you to 
distinguish between rigorous, well-conducted 
studies and methodologically flawed work, identify 
gaps in existing knowledge, and construct a credible, 
well-founded argument that strengthens your 
research's intellectual foundation.

The introduction effectively contextualises the 
research problem and sets the stage for a strong 
proposal. 

The objectives are not formulated in SMART format 
whatsoever - they lack any measurable or 
quantifiable targets. Phrases like "design a 
raytracing algorithm" and "develop this 
implementation further" provide no basis for 
objectively assessing completion or success. 
Additionally, there is confusion about whether this is 
primarily a visualisation project ("create a visual 
representation", "visually demonstrating sound as 
rays") or an acoustic simulation project. This 
fundamental ambiguity needs resolution.



Word count substantially exceeds guideline 1500
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Comment 1

Excellent contextual introduction that
demonstrates strong understanding of raytracing principles. The analogy between
light and sound propagation is well-articulated and provides clear
justification for the research direction. The discussion of practical
applications in both casual and competitive gaming shows thoughtful
consideration of real-world impact.

Comment 2

Good engagement with relevant academic
literature with specific quantitative comparisons (setup time:
>1 week vs. 2 hours). The reference to SonoTraceLab provides a useful
existing framework. To improve this add critical analysis. Instead of just
describing SonoTraceLab, evaluate its limitations

Comment 3

I liked the inclusion of quantitive performance metrics 
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Comment 4

Strong inclusion of user experience research
with detailed statistical methodology (two-way repeated-measures factorial
ANOVA). This shows understanding that technical accuracy must be validated
through human perception studies.Whilst describing the statistical methods is
good, lacks critical evaluaation 

Comment 5

Use captions to describe images/tables



Comment 6

Literature review is becoming descriptive rather
than critical. You are summarising papers without evaluating their
methodologies or identifying gaps. Each paper should be followed by analysis:
What are its limitations? How does it relate to your proposed work? What
questions remain unanswered?
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Comment 7

Very short

Comment 8

ambiguity about project focus. The aim states
"create a visual representation" and "at minimum is to create a
visual representation" but also mentions "combined visual and sonic
solution". Is this primarily: (A) A visualisation tool showing how
acoustic rays propagate? OR (B) An actual acoustic simulation system that
generates spatialised audio? This must be clarified immediately as it
fundamentally changes the project scope, technical requirements, and evaluation
criteria. 

Objectives are NOT in SMART format. They lack
Specific targets, Measurable outcomes, Achievable scope definition, Relevant
connections to aim, and Time-bound deadlines. 

No success criteria defined. How will you
determine if the project succeeded? 
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Comment 9

Good discussion of research philosophy with
appropriate academic references (Saunders et al., Wilson). Positivist approach
with deductive reasoning is well-suited to software engineering research
focusing on objective acoustic measurements. 

Comment 10



Appropriate technology choices (Vulkan/OpenGL,
Visual Studio, C++). Good identification of relevant evaluation metrics
(reflection, absorption, decay time, resonance). These are the correct
parameters for acoustic validation.

No detailed evaluation protocol specified.
Statements like "related to real-world sound metrics" and "how
similarly the proposed raytracing solution acts" are too vague

Ethics discussion is minimal and contradictory.
Statement "no external participants are strictly necessary" conflicts
with earlier mentions of user experience evaluation. If conducting ANY user
testing, you MUST address this with the ethics form. 
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Comment 11

Comprehensive milestone structure
(12 milestones) showing logical progression: learning fundamentals (OpenGL,
Vulkan) → implementation (raytracing, acoustic adaptation) → refinement
(reflection/absorption, environmental effects) → evaluation. The gradual
build-up from basics to complex features is sensible and realistic. Recognition
that game environment integration is optional ("if time remains")
shows appropriate scope management.

Milestones lack measurable completion criteria. 
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Comment 12

No Gantt chart or visual timeline. Visual
representation aids understanding of task dependencies and parallel activities.
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