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SGEL6000 Independent Project              2020-2021 
DOUBLE MARKING SHEET AND COMBINED STUDENT FEEDBACK 
Assessment 4 of 4 
Presentation 2: Project Design, Implementation and Evaluation 
 
Link to presentation: https://youtu.be/4iAt5-3ptOk 
Link to Questions: https://youtu.be/Dm585HHOdC4 
  
Student Name: Carl Jones           Student Number 1910607 
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1. Engagement with Literature Skills.     
Section 3: Use of technical literature in final design solution: 

Good evidence presented, reference made to standards. However, further 
investigation could have forearmed you about the issues with the PID controller 

Most sources were company documentation 

5 3 3 3 

Total 5 3 3 3 

2. Knowledge and Understanding Skills     
Section 1: Introduction: 

Briefly presented outline the aims and objectives of the project 

Project was introduced as an upgrade to a sewage treatment works due to a local 
housing development. Aims and objectives were listed and explained. 

5 3 4 3 

Section 2: FDS: 

Briefly presented but additions were mentioned in questioning where customer has 
paid extra. 

FDS was explained, including the need to build and install several panels, installation 
of flow meters and installation of control cables. 

5 3 4 4 

Section 3: Advanced knowledge and critical understanding demonstrated in the 
design of the project: 

There is very good evidence of knowledge and critical understanding except in the 
PID controller. 

Design of the panels was carried on AutoCAD, the pump controller used a Pulsar 
Ultimate and cables were designed using Trimble Amtech software. 

10 7 7 7 

All sections: Response to questioning: 

Good answers given showed a full understanding of the system produced. 

Questions were generally well answered, a bit vague on some wider issues. 10 7 7 7 

Total 30 20 22 21 

3. Cognitive and Intellectual Skills     
Section 5: Testing and analysis of result: 

An explanation of testing was presented but no results given. 10 4 5 5 

Agreed mark 

61 

https://youtu.be/4iAt5-3ptOk
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Testing was limited to the PID flow meter which was currently on-going and involves 
consultation with the manufacturer. 

Section 6: Critical evaluation of the project outcomes and comparison with the FDS: 

Good evaluation of all aspects of the project outcomes. 

Holdups were identified due to Brexit and Covid, wasn’t clear how much of the FDS 
has been satisfied. 

10 6 5 5 

Section 8: Overall conclusions and recommendations: 

Present condition of the project concluded with future work to do. 

Budget was met with probable profit of £26K, issues with the customer not accepting 
the Pulsar Ultimate controller may result in a design change. 

10 6 6 6 

Total 30 16 16 16 

4. Practical Application Skills     
Section 3: Formulation of innovative and creative design solution to the project 
problem: 

The design sowed a good level of innovation and creativity using standard methods 
within the restrictions imposed by the customer. 

A range of software was used and the design solution is suitable for the needs to the 
industry. 

5 3 4 3 

Section 4: Deployment method, use of material, tools, equipment and techniques in 
the construction of the project: 

Excellent and professional methods employed. 

Photos of the finished panels and the site installation were shown. 

5 4 4 4 

Section 4: Quality of the final product or system: 

High quality final build quality though there was an issue with the operation of the 
controller as identified. 

Photos of the final installation along with the flow meters were shown. 

5 3 4 3 

Section 5: Use of test equipment and presentation of results of the project: 

Some explanation given of testing (limited by electrical supply on site and not being 
able functionally test in the workshop) but no evidence presented. 

Although photos of the final installation were shown there was only a brief mention of 
testing in the presentation. This included testing of the PID flow meter (which failed) 

5 1 1 1 

Section 7: Management techniques and planning, comparison with initial plan: 

Good evidence of management techniques and comparison with original plan. 

Microsoft Project was used to manage the project, some consideration for project 
slippage was given due to hold ups in the supply of materials. 

5 4 3 4 

Total 25 15 16 15 

5. Transferable Skills for Life and Professional Practice     
All sections: Quality of the presentation slides: 

Good quality though some slides contained too much information 

Most slides were legible, spreadsheets and Gantt charts being an exception. 
5 3 3 3 

All sections: Quality of the delivery style: 

Good style but there were many pauses. 

Slightly nervous, but presentation was delivered with reasonable confidence. 
5 3 3 3 

Total 10 6 6 6 
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Grand Total 100 60 63 61 
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FINAL GRADE

61/100
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1. ENGAGEMENT WITH LITERATURE

GRADING FORM: NEW CSG-RUBRIC

CARL JONES 61

Section 3: Use of technical literature in final design solution: Good evidence presented, reference
made to standards. However, further investigation could have forearmed you about the issues with
the PID controller Most sources were company documentation 3/5



21

2. KNOWLEDGE AND UNDERSTANDING

16

3. COGNITIVE AND INTELLECTUAL

Section 1: Introduction: Briefly presented outline the aims and objectives of the project Project was
introduced as an upgrade to a sewage treatment works due to a local housing development. Aims
and objectives were listed and explained. Section 2: FDS: Briefly presented but additions were
mentioned in questioning where customer has paid extra. FDS was explained, including the need to
build and install several panels, installation of flow meters and installation of control cables. Section
3: Advanced knowledge and critical understanding demonstrated in the design of the project: There
is very good evidence of knowledge and critical understanding except in the PID controller. Design of
the panels was carried on AutoCAD, the pump controller used a Pulsar Ultimate and cables were
designed using Trimble Amtech software. All sections: Response to questioning: Good answers given
showed a full understanding of the system produced. 21/30

Section 5: Testing and analysis of result: An explanation of testing was presented but no results
given. Testing was limited to the PID flow meter which was currently on-going and involves
consultation with the manufacturer. Section 6: Critical evaluation of the project outcomes and
comparison with the FDS: Good evaluation of all aspects of the project outcomes. Holdups were
identified due to Brexit and Covid, wasn’t clear how much of the FDS has been satisfied. Section 8:
Overall conclusions and recommendations: Present condition of the project concluded with future
work to do. Budget was met with probable profit of £26K, issues with the customer not accepting the
Pulsar Ultimate controller may result in a design change. 16/30



15

4. PRACTICAL APPLICATION

6

5. TRANSFERABLE SKILLS

Section 3: Formulation of innovative and creative design solution to the project problem: The design
sowed a good level of innovation and creativity using standard methods within the restrictions
imposed by the customer. A range of software was used and the design solution is suitable for the
needs to the industry. Excellent and professional methods employed. Photos of the finished panels
and the site installation were shown. High quality final build quality though there was an issue with
the operation of the controller as identified. Photos of the final installation along with the flow
meters were shown. Some explanation given of testing (limited by electrical supply on site and not
being able functionally test in the workshop) but no evidence presented. Although photos of the final
installation were shown there was only a brief mention of testing in the presentation. This included
testing of the PID flow meter (which failed) Good evidence of management techniques 15/25

All sections: Quality of the presentation slides: Good quality though some slides contained too much
information Most slides were legible, spreadsheets and Gantt charts being an exception. All sections:
Quality of the delivery style: Good style but there were many pauses. Slightly nervous, but
presentation was delivered with reasonable confidence. 6/10
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