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	Survey
	Review
	Experiment
	Development

	1.Research-informed Literature
	
	
	
	

	Introduction
	/5
	/5
	/5
	3/5

	Literature Review
	/20
	/35
	/20
	8/15

	Comments:
Acceptable abstract, although it goes into a bit too much detail.
The introduction signposts the report well, but does not justify the project to any significant degree. A lot of time is spent saying what is in the report, but not why it is worth doing. Dates should be in the project plan, not as part of the objectives.
The aim is about stress reduction, while the objectives are about building software. There is no linkage between the two. Too much focus on the humanities aspects; it would be better to focus on related applications, given that this is a computing project rather than an education project.
Primary research should not form part of a literature review.
Usability should have been considered at this point.
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	2. Knowledge and Understanding of Subject
	
	
	
	

	Methodology
	/5
	/5
	/5
	2/5

	Survey Design
	/15
	 -
	 -
	 -

	Requirements/Design
	 -
	 -
	 -
	2/5

	Comments:
Putting the requirements in the introduction suggests that these were defined before the literature review was undertaken. The literature review is expected to influence the requirements.
The methodology section cites the research onion but does not follow it. Interpretivism is not suitable for a software engineering project – as written, the methodology suggests that this is a social science project on measuring and reducing teacher stress for which the investigator has written a bit of software. If the aim is to reduce teacher stress then how will this be measured?
Risks: There should have been ZERO contact between the developer and the pupils without full ethical clearance – the promised letter from the school is not presented as an appendix.
Has considered validity, reliability and generalisability.
Development methodology is fine.
No real requirements analysis or development, simply a wish-list. A broader investigation into all of the things that the software might do, then paring them back to what is practical (via MoSCoW analysis or a similar approach) would have been much better.
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	3. Analysis
	
	
	
	

	Results & Discussions
	/25
	/25
	/25
	10/25

	Conclusions and Recommendations 
	/10
	/10
	/10
	4/10

	Comments:
Some coverage of unit testing. SUS is a good way to test usability with users, but writing a long description of the test and how it would be used is not appropriate here (it should have been in the literature review). Cognitive walkthroughs and heuristic evaluations could have been used instead.
Recommendations are very limited.
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	4. Practical Application and Deployment
	
	
	
	

	Development
	 -
	 -
	 -
	5/15

	Experimental Design
	 -
	 -
	/15
	 -

	Comments:
Very little detail is provided about the actual development. There is no discussion of the operation of the software, there are no storyboards discussing the design of the web pages and their interactions. The designs are not justified with links to the literature other than the choice of colour.
Hierarchy charts are needed for information architectures, not flowcharts.
By failing to link the database tables the design shows significant flaws in terms of data repetition.
Was Tetris coded or was an external link used?
The SUS is a good way to test the usability with users, but without users both cognitive walkthroughs and heuristic evaluations could have been used.
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	5. Skills for Professional Practice
	
	
	
	

	Reflection
	/10
	/10
	/10
	4/10

	Quality of Report
	/10
	/10
	/10
	6/10

	Comments:
Reflection focuses upon the content, not upon the investigator’s experience.
Table of contents should come before table of figures. Nothing before chapter 1 should have a heading number.
General presentation is good, although it needs spellchecking.
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