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	First Marker’s General Comments and Original Mark

An excellent research project which implements a little reported joint constraint technique using the minimal resources available.  The reporting however is poor, several key topics (e.g. rotational representation, alternative approaches) are missing from the literature review.  The result could have been better reported and there are some omissions in the conclusion.  
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	Second Marker’s General Comments and Original Mark


See second markers sheet. 
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	Comment After Consultation With Other Marker & Final Agreed Mark

After a long discussion the markers agreed that while there were significant deficiencies in the report the research undertaken is of a high standard and that the report should be graded in the higher band. 
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	Survey
	Review
	Experiment
	Development

	1.Research-informed Literature
	
	
	
	

	Introduction
	/5
	/5
	3.5/5
	/5

	Literature Review
	/20
	/35
	9/20
	/15

	Comments:

A good introduction though which provides a brief introduction to the topic and relates this to the students degree stream.  I’d like to have seen the rest of the document signposted in the last paragraph, i.e. the layout of the following sections. 

The literature review is far too focused, the approach implemented is covered in some detail and its underpinning method explored (though this relationship is not well explained).  No other approaches are considered in any detail and there is no consideration of key related  factors such as rotational representation. 

Some research has been undertaken into AUP for the development of the experiment apparatus and the development of an extension of the signed distance field method. 
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	Review
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	2. Knowledge and Understanding of Subject
	
	
	
	

	Methodology
	/5
	/5
	3/5
	/5

	Survey Design
	/15
	 -
	 -
	 -

	Requirements/Design
	 -
	 -
	 -
	/5

	Comments:

The methodologies employed in the research are well documented and their use explained in full.  
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	Review
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	Development

	3. Analysis
	
	
	
	

	Results & Discussions
	/25
	/25
	20/25
	/25

	Conclusions and Recommendations 
	/10
	/10
	6/10
	/10

	Comments:

The results are reasonably well reported and cover both the implemented approach, an extension to this approach and comparison with another approach (developed by the project supervisor).  The discussion of the results is reasonably well constructed and honest (the extension which should have speeded up the construction of the distance field doesn’t) and the resulting conclusions are well supported.  

There are some issues: the comparison of Range and MSE is very poorly graphed, the range would be better on the X axis with a plot for each resolution.   There are also no conclusions related to the approaches performance against the SOM.   

A strong set of recommendations, though again nothing related to the SOM (comparing MSE and time taken for SOM/Distance Field densities etc.)
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	4. Practical Application and Deployment
	
	
	
	

	Development
	 -
	 -
	 -
	/15

	Experimental Design
	 -
	 -
	8/15
	 -

	Comments:

The experiment design is well documented though could have been more clearly articulate e.g. with tables to show independent variables and the ranges used in experimentation. 

The development of the experiment apparatus (joint constraint model – signed distance cones) is reasonably well documented and demonstrates the use of RUP (which is well documented).  The development of the apparatus following the selected methodology is well documented and the detailed design documents are present (but the text does not refer to the appendix).  The diagrams are presented as working models rather than formal ones (employing Agile Modelling) this is however never mentioned in the text. 
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	Development

	5. Skills for Professional Practice
	
	
	
	

	Reflection
	/10
	/10
	07/10/17
	/10

	Quality of Report
	/10
	/10
	6.5/10
	/10

	Comments:

Evaluation of the project is reasonable but doesn’t consider the first outcome (which in my opinion has not been fully met).   The reflection on the project is honest and well written. 

A high quality report in places however this is not consistent and some sections (e.g. the Literature Review) have not been completed with the same care as others. 
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