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	Survey
	Review
	Experiment
	Development

	1.Research-informed Literature
	
	
	
	

	Introduction
	/5
	/5
	/5
	2.25/5

	Literature Review
	/20
	/35
	/20
	9.25/15

	Comments:
Aim of project is too broad  but it does describe what Evan is trying to achieve.  The context needs to be more clearly described.
AR history and overview well documented, key people, limitations, context and technologies identified.
Relevant edge detection algorithms discussed but no comparison of accuracy, etc. Papers exist that have done this for you, eg here: https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1077314297905877 Why not use them?
  Edge detection could have been better contextualised earlier on within a discussion of computer vision and image processing.  Some descriptions could be clearer.
Various AR Toolkits reviewed but not compared.  Again, some papers have been published that review AR toolkits so why not review and reference these?
Good review of fields where AR is used.

Some references not correct.  Overall some good refs cited.

Overall trends section lacks breadth and depth.
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	Review
	Experiment
	Development

	2. Knowledge and Understanding of Subject
	
	
	
	

	Methodology
	/5
	/5
	/5
	2.25/5

	Survey Design
	/15
	 -
	 -
	 -

	Requirements/Design
	 -
	 -
	 -
	2.25/5

	Comments:
Case study does not add much to the project – most of this could be placed in the lit review.
The software development methodology section could be better structured.
Development method chosen is discussed and language/APIs/libraries identified.
Use cases lacked detail though a sequence diagram, class diagram and domain diagram are provided. The algorithms used could be explicitly listed and discussed here. 
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	Development

	3. Analysis
	
	
	
	

	Results & Discussions
	/25
	/25
	/25
	11/25

	Conclusions and Recommendations 
	/10
	/10
	/10
	5/10

	Comments:
Evan has provided code. Some aspects of the code have been implemented but unfortunately, overall,  it does not correctly implement the edge detection algorithms specified and hence the analysis of the results suffer.
A comparison of existing implementations is undertaken and results shown.  It is not clear whether they have been implemented by the author.  Detectors used were  Sobel and Robinsons, time and memory useage evaluated.  Graphs appropriate. A qualitative analysis of the resulting images provided.  Conclusions generally appropriate.
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	4. Practical Application and Deployment
	
	
	
	

	Development
	 -
	 -
	 -
	5.5/15

	Experimental Design
	 -
	 -
	/15
	 -

	Comments:
Evan has provided code. Some aspects of the code have been implemented but unfortunately, overall,  it does not correctly implement the edge detection algorithms specified and hence the analysis of the results suffer.  Instead Evan has used pre-existing implementations and evaluated these, it appears.  Results of this are as expected and data was generated for the evaluation phase.
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	5. Skills for Professional Practice
	
	
	
	

	Reflection
	/10
	/10
	/10
	5.25/10

	Quality of Report
	/10
	/10
	/10
	5.75/10

	Comments:

The reflection ruminates on how the existing implementation problems occurred but doesn’t suggest how these could be best solved.  Aspects of the evaluation section could be merged with the reflection section.
Otherwise a fair reflection.

Some references incorrectly enumerated.  Some good references used.  Some parts could be more focused, linking between sections would also help.  Structure a little odd in places.
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