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Good Structure







Your FDS could have been more thoroughly researched to find out the company
needs

Your solution should have been agreed with the company before
implementing

Your summary doesn't say if the system actually works





Should never have been in the FDS

This shows how important the FDS is.



You could have considered this as a continency in your Gantt chart

This table belongs in the appendix



Spelling

Word/s missing

Word usage



Spelling







Word/s missing

Your report is cluttered by images most of which should be in the appendix

















Spelling

You could have used a polling or imterrupt method to avoid hanging



This is not the correct way to quote using the Harvard method.

Spelling

Spelling

Spelling
What is a numpy array?



SpellingSpelling

What does this mean?



Spelling

You could have removed these from the table and explained the difference between the new FDS and the old one at the
beginning of the report in more detail.









It is not clear to see that this text provides any real evidence



Spelling

This is an admission that you did not think this solution through carefully enough when selecting it.





This section is disappointingly short



You could have used more sources in your design
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GENERAL COMMENTS
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Good Structure

Report is structured exactly as stated in the assignment brief.
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Text Comment.  Your FDS could have been more thoroughly researched to find out the
company needs

Text Comment.  Your solution should have been agreed with the company before
implementing

Text Comment.  Your summary doesn't say if the system actually works
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Text Comment.  Should never have been in the FDS

Text Comment.  This shows how important the FDS is.



QM

QM

QM

QM
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Text Comment.  You could have considered this as a continency in your Gantt chart

Text Comment.  This table belongs in the appendix
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Spelling

Spelling error

Word/s missing

Word usage

A more appropriate word could have been used here
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Spelling

Spelling error
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Word/s missing

Text Comment.  Your report is cluttered by images most of which should be in the
appendix
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Spelling

Spelling error

Text Comment.  You could have used a polling or imterrupt method to avoid hanging
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Text Comment.  This is not the correct way to quote using the Harvard method.

Spelling

Spelling error

Spelling

Spelling error

Spelling

Spelling error

Text Comment.  What is a numpy array?
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Spelling

Spelling error

Spelling

Spelling error

Text Comment.  What does this mean?
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Spelling

Spelling error
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Text Comment.  You could have removed these from the table and explained the
difference between the new FDS and the old one at the beginning of the report in more
detail.
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Text Comment.  It is not clear to see that this text provides any real evidence
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Spelling

Spelling error

Text Comment.  This is an admission that you did not think this solution through
carefully enough when selecting it.
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Text Comment.  This section is disappointingly short
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Text Comment.  You could have used more sources in your design
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1. ENGAGEMENT WITH LITERATURE

GRADING FORM: NEW CSG-RUBRIC

ADAM BEDNER 52

Section 3: Judicial use and critical evaluation of
technical literature in the design of the project:
There is good evidence of use of technical
literature in the learning and design of the
software coding and the recognition engine
Section 4: Extent of reading, range of credible
sources and use of Harvard method: Source used
are credible and appropriate, the list is moderately
small for this level and citations are not always in
conformity to the Harvard method. 6/10
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2. KNOWLEDGE AND UNDERSTANDING

12

3. COGNITIVE AND INTELLECTUAL

16

4. PRACTICAL APPLICATION

Section 3: Advanced knowledge and critical
understanding demonstrated in the design of the
project: There is advanced knowledge and
understanding demonstrated in the report as the
programming of the system is very complex. 7/10

Section 5: Testing and analysis of result: There is
good evidence of testing through simulation but
no evidence for the complete system as this was
not implemented on the machine. Results of
simulation are thorough showing how the final
value developed. Section 5: Critical evaluation of
the project outcomes: There is a clear evaluation of
the project outcomes but it does reveal that the
chosen solution was not the best after all things
were considered. Section 6: Conclusions and
recommendations: This section is very brief and
says very little. 12/30

Section 3: The design work in software is very
innovative but the hardware idea for interfacing is
not the most practical as it would require the
production of a PCB and a number of spares for
the customer. This had not been considered
carefully enough when the solution was chosen.
Section 4: Methods were very good in the way the
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5. TRANSFERABLE SKILLS

teach machine was developed and tested with the
microcontroller board and the camera. The
software was of a high standard but the hardware
was not produced nor implemented on plant.
Section 5: Use of test equipment and presentation
of results of the project: Very good presentation of
the simulation results. Sections 3 and 5:
Management of the design process: No Gantt
chart included in the report and project has been
poorly planned as a number of issues were not
considered. Logbook entries in the appendix show
development but no spreadsheet included to show
how costs were met. 16/35

Sections 1 and 2: Executive summary,
acknowledgements and introduction: Summary
covers most aspects of the project,
acknowledgements provide an honest account of
the hep received and the introduction sets out the
aims and the objectives of the project. All Sections:
Quality of the report: A well structured and
presented report. However, it has not been well
written and contains many punctuation and
spelling errors. The report is cluttered with images,
most of which should have been put in the
appendix. Word count: Not exceeded. 11/15


