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	1.Research-informed Literature
	
	
	
	

	Introduction
	
	
	
	3/5

	Literature Review
	
	
	
	
0/10

	Comments:

No literature review or references included.

Good descriptive introduction to the task a little more on the individual roles assigned would be useful.





	 
	
	
	
	

	2. Knowledge and Understanding of Subject
	
	
	
	

	Understanding own Role
	
	
	
	2/5

	Communication with Team
	
	
	
	2/5

	Requirements/Design
	 -
	 -
	 -
	3/5

	Comments: 

I don’t think the individual took on the group project with the intention of making a success of the job. The individuals didn’t seem as enthusiastic or questioning in the design review sessions.

We were quite pleasantly surprised when the final presentation was delivered.

Examples of coms could have been shown. (Emails, group chats, meeting minutes?)



	
	
	
	
	

	3. Analysis
	
	
	
	

	Output to team
	
	
	
	10/20

	Conclusions and Recommendations 
	
	
	
	7/10

	Comments:  


The output to the team from the individual was sound and made use of the design of experiments methodology. I believe the case was oversimplified, an L8 array may have been more appropriate, but the trials scheme was generally feasible and would have provided the design team with the appropriate information.

	 
	Survey
	Review
	Experiment
	Development

	4. Practical Application and Deployment
	
	
	
	

	Design Solution
	 -
	 -
	 -
	8/10

	Presentation
	 -
	 -
	
	8/10

	Comments: 
T&E  Trials to standards… derived by functionality
Make sure standards follow though in your QFD
Use functional metrics.
Test build up shown. Use simulation early 
Looking for emergence and uncontrolled noises…what are your big worries here?
Got down to HE fill. Explain the journey to get here
Performance trials…..again tie back to design route
Taguchi matrix…not sure if an L4 is sufficiently broad to take in interaction, may need an L8 but philosophy is good.
Side effects in P diagram, dust kicked up by drone?  Vibration of drone?

Environmental SET testing also needs inclusion

Render safe system tests included (Good)

Comms back to group shown……silly thing to forget……This is important

Good pace, a little bit quiet delivery. This could make it difficult for all members of the audience to hear. Good, open body language and good interaction with the audience. Minimal reading from slides. Some “err”-ing and pausing, this could be due to nerves. Clear explanation of testing schedule and the activities required for each stage. Taguchi seems a little bit simple for what you’re trying to do.



	 
	
	
	
	Development

	5. Skills for Professional Practice
	
	
	
	

	Reflection
	
	
	
	5 /10

	Quality of Report
	
	
	
	5 /10

	Comments:

The report goes some way towards describing how the team worked but it needs more in the way of illustration and examples from the design team effort.

The reflective piece reads as more of a critique of the university module than an inward reflection of lessons learned. The comments on the discrepancies between university projects and Industry are noted. It’s a bit like the difference between a flight simulator and flying a real aircraft. Some teams took it on in that spirit. Other teams seemed more reluctant.
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