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SGEL6000 Independent Project              2020-2021 
DOUBLE MARKING SHEET AND COMBINED STUDENT FEEDBACK 
Assessment 2 of 4 
Presentation 1: Project Definition, Research and Quality Planning 
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1. Engagement with Literature Skills.     
Section 1: Engagement in research, for project background (3/5) 

Some evidence present (RD) 

Evidence of research was demonstrated, however this was mainly limited to Welsh 
Water company policy document (MH) 

5 3 3 3 

Section 5: Engagement in research, for review of solutions (3/5) 

Evidence of one solution presented (RD) 

Additional research on wider issues using a diverse range of sources could have been 
employed (MH) 

5 2 3 3 

Total 10 5 6 6 

2. Knowledge and Understanding Skills     
Section 1: Project background (4/5) 

Good explanation given (RD) 

Project explained as the requirement for a new pumping and treatment installation 
due to request from property developer (MH) 

5 4 4 4 

Section 3: Project risks, health and safety etc (4/5) 

Clearly presented (RD) 

Risk register identified constraints, but were limited to technical issues, no 
consideration of wider issues, limited assessment of risks to the project success. 
Collaboration between contractors was identified as a risk (MH) 

5 5 3 4 

Response to questions 1 and 4 (7/10) 

Good answers given (RD) 

Some good responses given, but limited answers to the ethical engineering questions 
(MH) 

10 7 6 7 

Total 20 16 13 15 

3. Cognitive and Intellectual Skills     
Section 1: Problem Definition and constraints (8/10) 

Clearly defined (RD) 

The problem was only defined as a requirement due to 120 properties requiring 
sewage services (MH) 

10 8 7 8 

Agreed mark 
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Section 2: Functional Design Specification (8/10) 

Clearly presented (RD) 

A detailed description of the system was described in the FDS (MH) 
10 8  7 8 

Section 4: Test planning (7/10)  

Clearly presented (RD) 

A test plan with some performance metrics to gauge success was included, 
tolerances on results would have been good (MH) 

10 8 6 7 

Response to questions 2 and 6 (3/5) 

Good answers given (RD) 

Some good responses given, but lacked confidence in others (MH) 
5 4 3 3 

Total 35 28 23 26 

4. Practical Application Skills     
Section 5: Critical choice and justification of final solution (3/10) 

No alternative solutions presented (RD) 

Final solution was discussed, but ran out of time to fully explain alternatives (MH) 
10 3 4 3 

Section 6: Project Planning and working breakdown structure (3/10) 

Not present (RD) 

Little evidence of planning through a WBS, Gantt chart was included (MH) 
10 3 4 3 

Response to questions 3 and 5 (4/5) 

Good answers (RD) 

Some good responses given, but lacked confidence in others (MH) 
5 4 3 4 

Total 25 10 11 10 

5. Transferable Skills for Life and Professional Practice     
All sections: Quality of the presentation slides – (3/5) 

Good, but some slides contained too many words, block diagrams would have been 
better (RD) 

Most slides were generally readable and well presented (MH) 

5 3 4 3 

All sections: Quality of the delivery style – (2/5) 

Many pauses, overran time (RD) 

Slightly nervous, as to be expected, but confidently presented. Poor internet 
connection didn’t help (MH) 

5 2 3 2 

Total 10 5 7 5 

     

Grand Total 100 64 60 62 
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1. ENGAGEMENT WITH LITERATURE

15

2. KNOWLEDGE AND UNDERSTANDING

GRADING FORM: NEW CSG-RUBRIC

CARL JONES 62

Section 1: Engagement in research, for project background (3/5) Some evidence present (RD)
Evidence of research was demonstrated, however this was mainly limited to Welsh Water company
policy document (MH) Section 5: Engagement in research, for review of solutions (3/5) Evidence of
one solution presented (RD) Additional research on wider issues using a diverse range of sources
could have been employed (MH)

Section 1: Project background (4/5) Good explanation given (RD) Project explained as the
requirement for a new pumping and treatment installation due to request from property developer
(MH) Section 3: Project risks, health and safety etc (4/5) Clearly presented (RD) Risk register identified
constraints, but were limited to technical issues, no consideration of wider issues, limited
assessment of risks to the project success. Collaboration between contractors was identified as a
risk (MH) Response to questions 1 and 4 (7/10) Good answers given (RD) Some good responses
given, but limited answers to the ethical engineering questions (MH)



26

3. COGNITIVE AND INTELLECTUAL

10

4. PRACTICAL APPLICATION

5

5. TRANSFERABLE SKILLS

Section 1: Problem Definition and constraints (8/10) Clearly defined (RD) The problem was only
defined as a requirement due to 120 properties requiring sewage services (MH) Section 2: Functional
Design Specification (8/10) Clearly presented (RD) A detailed description of the system was described
in the FDS (MH) Section 4: Test planning (7/10) Clearly presented (RD) A test plan with some
performance metrics to gauge success was included, tolerances on results would have been good
(MH) Response to questions 2 and 6 (3/5) Good answers given (RD) Some good responses given, but
lacked confidence in others (MH)

Section 5: Critical choice and justification of final solution (3/10) No alternative solutions presented
(RD) Final solution was discussed, but ran out of time to fully explain alternatives (MH) Section 6:
Project Planning and working breakdown structure (3/10) Not present (RD) Little evidence of planning
through a WBS, Gantt chart was included (MH) Response to questions 3 and 5 (4/5) Good answers
(RD) Some good responses given, but lacked confidence in others (MH)

All sections: Quality of the presentation slides – (3/5) Good, but some slides contained too many
words, block diagrams would have been better (RD) Most slides were generally readable and well
presented (MH) All sections: Quality of the delivery style – (2/5) Many pauses, overran time (RD)



Slightly nervous, as to be expected, but confidently presented. Poor internet connection didn’t help
(MH)
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