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	Survey
	Review
	Experiment
	Development

	1.Research-informed Literature
	
	
	
	

	Introduction
	/5
	/5
	/5
	3.75/5

	Literature Review
	/20
	/35
	/20
	12.75/15

	Comments:
Some occasional errors – eg table 2.

Introduction clear. Aims detailed.
A wide ranging literature review covering the key developments and ideas in classic and current AI,  ML and ANN topics covered.  Well referenced.  Perhaps the review would have benefitted by more quickly focusing on the key aspects of the project.  Nevertheless a very good review here.

	 
	Survey
	Review
	Experiment
	Development

	2. Knowledge and Understanding of Subject
	
	
	
	

	Methodology
	/5
	/5
	/5
	4/5

	Survey Design
	/15
	 -
	 -
	 -

	Requirements/Design
	 -
	 -
	 -
	4/5

	Comments:
A well-documented section.  Choices clearly analysed and those made were appropriate.
Gannt chart, perhaps, is overly detailed though good use of project management software in evidence here.
Test design provided.  A 1000 iterations – why this number? Discussed in viva.  Fine.
Requirements specified and appropriate project management software used.  Trello too.
A* coded – bug in animation interferes with A* very occasionally.  Manhattan distance considered but not used.  Any issues with admissibility and optimality needs further discussion perhaps.  Euclidian distance used. Fine.

Reinforcement learning used to train network.  If more time was available consider using a more complicated state encoding method.
Nav net/way point implemented too.  A very nice environment to test and compare these.   Very good animations of multiple environments in parallel.  Again, very nice.
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	3. Analysis
	
	
	
	

	Results & Discussions
	/25
	/25
	/25
	21.5/25

	Conclusions and Recommendations 
	/10
	/10
	/10
	8/10

	Comments:

A thorough analysis and comprehensive results.  These are well discussed and pertinent. Conclusions appropriate.  Good use of graphs to illustrate effectiveness and efficiency here too.
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	4. Practical Application and Deployment
	
	
	
	

	Development
	 -
	 -
	 -
	13.5/15

	Experimental Design
	 -
	 -
	/15
	 -

	Comments:

Excellent.  A* star implemented and ANN – though library used to interface with Tensorflow?
Navigation mesh implemented too, and a very good environment to automatically test multiple runs and display the pathfinding visually, in 3D, in real time.  Occasionally, very occasionally a bug with animation – a response to a collision test boundary to blame perhaps?

Very good.
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	5. Skills for Professional Practice
	
	
	
	

	Reflection
	/10
	/10
	/10
	5.5/10

	Quality of Report
	/10
	/10
	/10
	8.5/10

	Comments:
A well structured report. Clear and articulate style. Refs well used in general.  Good use of diagrams and graphs to supplement and support the written document. Unfortunately the personal reflection is a little light, though the discussion is there.
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