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	First Marker’s General Comments and Original Mark
A reasonably detailed and well-research project plan was let down by a lack of prototype or proof of concept demonstrations and a lack of practice leading to a poorly timed presentation.
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	 Project type:
	Development

	1. Literature Review (level of progress, suitable synthesis of background material completed)

The presentation started with statement of problem but did not explain this fully.  It moved on to define what a referencing tool is and the aim of the project which is to make a tool which is more applicable to us here in this college. Existing reference tool applications were considered including Zotaro, MyBib, and EndNote.  The impetus for this project has come from library staff opinions of the existing tools.  The presentation discussed referencing practice and styles.  It justified selection of the Vancouver style in light of the college’s use of it.

The proposed application will cite using API(s) to look up books (which is a vertical slice but acceptable).  Research methodologies were justified suitably.


	27 / 40

	2. Discussion of Findings

The presentation included some good analysis of existing academic referencing applications.  The features of these were discussed in some detail including aspects like MS office integration.  Initial primary research findings were discussed indicating some issues with these existing applications. Additional secondary research was presented which supported the findings of the primary research.  The presentation discussed the importance of academic referencing.  The derived project requirements look suitable.


	7 / 10

	3. Code examples / prototypes   / demo 

The only prototype presented was a single sketched layout design.  This demonstrates an insufficient development effort to this point.


	4 / 10

	4. Project Plan (Incl. Aims and Objectives)

The presentation included a clear description of the proposed aims and objective for this project.  Some of the objectives presented were not detailed enough to be considered SMART targets.

The presentation discussed developing a web app as this would be more accessible for the user base.

Suitable research methodologies were discussed and were supported with references.  Agile was discussed as a suitable SDLC for this development effort.


	6 / 10

	5. Response to Questioning.

The presentation was not practiced and ran over time. No time was left for questioning.

	0 / 20

	6. Quality of Presentation

The presentation was supported with pleasantly designed slides. An occasional use of notes did not significantly detract from a confident and clear presentational style.  You made eye contact with the audience and demonstrated awareness of your body position as you stood to the side of your slides, only occasionally moving in front of them.  The presentation was not practiced and subsequently ran significantly over time leaving no opportunity for questioning.  The last part of the presentation was rushed through in an attempt to get to the end with time remaining.


	6 / 10
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