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FINAL GRADE

50/100

Project Proposal MaxJ 2305556
GRADEMARK REPORT

GENERAL COMMENTS

Biggest point: Make sure your objectives are SMART

Improve the methodology, justify your choice 

how do you know when the project is complete? 
What's your success criteria?

Timeline was lacking visual sugar

Add more critical analysis to your lit review, i.e. 
quanatitative comparisons 

The core idea is
sound, the literature engagement is good, and the 
document is well-presented. The technical 
knowledge is clearly there
- it's the methodology and planning detail that needs 
development.

Introduction/Aims & Objectives: 9.5/20
Background/Literature Review: 14.5/20
Project Design/Methodology: 9/30
Resources/Planning: 4/15 Document Presentation:
13/15

Total: 50%
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Comment 1

Good opening that establishes the domain and identifies the key tension (realism vs efficiency). 
The tone is appropriately academic and the motivation is clear.

Comment 2

Clear identification of research gap between
engineering-grade simulation and game implementation. This sets up the project
well.

Comment 3

This introduction section is good,
but it is separate from the Aims & Objectives. The marking criteria expects
Introduction/Aims/Objectives to be combined into one cohesive section of ~400
words. Your aims and objectives appear much later in the document. Consider
restructuring to have: brief intro (2 paragraphs), then aims, then objectives,
then deliverables and success criteria - all within 400 words total.
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Comment 4

The following three paragraphs (starting 'The plan is to design...') appear to be formatted 
differently and may not be part of the literature review. If these paragraphs are describing 
YOUR proposed approach, they belong in the Methodology section, not the 
Background/Literature Review. The Background should focus on what others have done, not 
what you plan to do. Please restructure to keep literature review focused on prior work only.

Comment 5

Clear, single overarching aim that
is focused and achievable.

Comment 6

 MISSING: Success criteria and deliverables. 



You need to
explicitly state:  How will you know if the project succeeded? (e.g.,
'Success = achieving ≥60 FPS, ≤15% error vs baseline, and statistically
significant improvement in user ratings'), and  What will be delivered?
(e.g., 'Working prototype executable, source code on GitHub, final report,
demonstration video, user study data').

Comment 7

far too vague

Specify your development methodology with justification. For example: `Iterative prototyping 
approach will be used because it allows continuous refinement based on testing results.`

Statistical methods are NOT specified. You
mention collecting quantitative data but don't say how you'll analyse it
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Comment 8

Justify your tool choices. Why Unity
vs Unreal? Consider: 'Unity Engine 2023 LTS will be used because: (a) C#
scripting allows easier integration with MATLAB via .NET interop, (b)
WheelCollider component provides suitable baseline for comparison, (c) extensive
documentation and community support for vehicle physics, (d) lower GPU
requirements enabling testing on mid-range hardware.' Also confirm resource
availability: 'Unity license available through university educational
programme; MATLAB license confirmed via department'.

Comment 9

User study protocol is completely absent. 
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