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	 Project type:
	Development

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

The background to the problem at the heart of this project was presented somewhat clearly. The issues with the current range of academic referencing tools was discussed during the presentation but may have been better placed at the start.  The presentation included evidence of background reading regarding the use of academic referencing, and the nature of academic referencing although these were both quite brief and seemed to end abruptly. Different systems of academic referencing were discussed without much analysis.  

The presentation demonstrated a reasonably wide range of relevant research.  Some areas could have benefited from more depth.


	26 / 40

	2. Discussion of Findings

The presentation began with a discussion of a questionnaire used to evaluate dissatisfaction with the current available range of academic referencing tools.  The presentation included different academic referencing systems without presenting examples of these or an analysis of their effectiveness.  Current academic referencing applications were discussed and issues with each were described.  Research into suitable technologies for this project to work with was presented.  

Throughout the presentation, the research in each area was only afforded a brief and reasonably superficial level of analysis.


	5 / 10

	3. Code examples / prototypes   / demo 

Prototypes consisted only of mocked up screen designs constituting simple wireframes.  These were enough to demonstrate the general interface and workflow ideas but lacked a reference list view.


	5 / 10

	4. Project Plan (Incl. Aims and Objectives)

The presentation discussed research methodologies to be used by the proposed project.  These were all well-chosen, justified and supported with suitable research.  Aims and objectives were clearly stated but do not conform to SMART targets. Development methodologies were clearly stated and in most cases justified (the plan to produce a desktop application was not).  Project outcomes were clearly specified and choices justified. The project plan was supported with a detailed time plan in the form of a Gantt chart and a number of work breakdown structures.  Overall, a reasonably well planned and actionable project structure, suitable for a project at this level.


	6.5 / 10

	5. Response to Questioning.

Under questioning, Joachim responded well to fact-based questioning but did less well where evaluation or analysis was required.  For example, when asked what would need to happen to have the prototype app support reference media which is not books, Joachim struggled to provide a coherent answer.  He was able to provide a better response when asked questions such as why he had planned the literature review to conclude in December. review end in December.

	10 / 20

	6. Quality of Presentation

Joachim read slide notes from screen during the presentation meaning that he rarely made eye contact with the audience.  He was not aware of his body position and stood directly between the audience and his slides.  The slides themselves were of a reasonable standard and supported the presentation well although they were a little over-wordy in places.  The presentation did not appear well practiced as Joachim did not leave long enough for questioning (4 minutes) although some were possible.


	5 / 10
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