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Good detailed table of contents





Comprehensive list of figures

The use of tables to present test results is a preferred method



Introduction indicates an understanding of the
requirements of the element



Good points made and supported
with relevant source

Good example. This should be referenced in the
text content, and significant parts i.e. entity and
architecture should be explained.

Good example

Image should have a ref source



Significant points described
about VHDL. However, the IP
design has not been explained

Good informative research carried out and
relevant supporting image. The image should
have a ref source included





The significant LabVIEW blocks are identified and
explained



Good example of digital comparator

An understanding is presented, however, the
expansion possibilities for this could have been
explained



Good explanation with relevant source



The alternative methods of ADC are not explained



Good explanation with supporting image



Signal conditioning applications are
idenfified, and indicate an
understanding of the practical
application

Good table of
examples

The instrument amplifier purpose could have been explained
further due to the relevance in this element



Sigificant block diagram is idenfied with all the critical io
elements needed for design

Hierarchy of design elements is identified here



This does not belong here. This is the test result
from simulation, and you have included this in
the test and analysis section.



The entity is explained here, that specifically describes the io. The
architecture that includes the circuit function code is missing

This needs an explanation of how it was designed and
generated



This should be explained!



Heading here is incorrect!



8 bit magnitude comparator sim test
is explained



The IP design here is in the incorrect place in the
report.



PLD design is correct with
constants included



Test result is very good with 'cout' demonstrated and
explained

Good set of results for all 3 output possibilities

Tables could have been used here to present the results more effectively



Heading should be '4 bit adder and 4 bit mag comparator
combination'.

Test is only part evident in the image, part of the
switch setting layout is not in the image.

Test is only part evident. Part of the switch settings
is not evident in the image

Identification is not correct. This should be the 4 bit adder
and comparator combination



All switch settings are evident and test is correct

The tests carried out are correct. You have
confused the identification with the 8 bit
comparator. These 3 tests are the 4 bit adder and
4 bit mag comparator combination.

The test needs to be explained further!

The heading here is incorrect. This should be the 8 bit
comparator

The test carried out is correct an is evident in the
image

Confusion with image identification. This is the 8 bit
comparator only



Test is correct and evident in the image

Incorrect identification. This is the 8 bit comparator

Test is correct and evident in the image

This is the 8 bit comparator



This explanation is incomplete!

Evaluation does not point out any significance for the
subsequent elements or include a recommendation



This is an
incorrect
symbol '*' to use
in this context



Good image indicating purpose
of amplifier

Good information about load cell spec



Good explanation and supporting image with initial
conditions

Good identification of spec requirements

Incorrect value here. You have used 500k and 5k
resistor values



Good set of test results



Good linear graph produced
from results



Correct block program for 10
bit resolution



Good test sample

Good max scale sample test



Block program has
been correctly
configured for 12 bit
resolution

Good test sample



Good max scale sample test

8 bit ADC prototype with virtual input is missing



This heading is incorrect

The program block design is
annotated correctly

Good explanation of the shifted 8 bit value



Test is successful and evident



All 3 tests are successful with good evidence

Good use of table of results





Good image showing practical
setup using PMOD ports of FPGA

Good connection key that
demonstrates a ggod practical
understanding of the interface
connections for FPGA and LabVIEW
with DAQmx



There is no need to have
duplicated images of the
block program

Formula blocks are explained



Good example that demonstrates
an understanding

Good front panel design



Test is successful
and evident in the
image

second test is evident



All 3 tests have been included with good clear evidence

This is a duplicate of the earlier table

There is no need for the duplicates of the test results



A poor evaluationElement 3

The intro includes some good signifcant
points relevant to the extended element 2
block program design



This is not a good explanation!
Figures need to be identified specifically

This is a poor explanation



This is a good sample of the write file
configuration

Scaling is explained with a ref to evidence



Good graph of resultant data
form test .lvm files

Good explanation of resultant graph



A good point made here



You only need to evaluate element 3 here





Good number of relevant reference sources



The architecture should be explained and referenced from
the main report. The archtecture is not explained

Constraints file is listed, however, there is
no explanation or reference from the
main report to the io constraints





Good test evidence



Good range of test data



Good range of test data



Good evidence of data logs

There should be evidence of the .lvm text files
generated in the appendix
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Text Comment.  Introduction indicates an understanding of the requirements of the
element
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Text Comment.  Good points made and supported with relevant source

Text Comment.  Good example. This should be referenced in the text content, and
significant parts i.e. entity and architecture should be explained.

Text Comment.  Good example



Text Comment.  Image should have a ref source
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Text Comment.  Significant points described about VHDL. However, the IP design has not
been explained

Text Comment.  Good informative research carried out and relevant supporting image.
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Text Comment.  Good explanation with relevant source

PAGE 13

Text Comment.  The alternative methods of ADC are not explained
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Text Comment.  Good explanation with supporting image

PAGE 15

Text Comment.  Signal conditioning applications are idenfified, and indicate an
understanding of the practical application

Text Comment.  Good table of examples

Text Comment.  The instrument amplifier purpose could have been explained further
due to the relevance in this element
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Text Comment.  8 bit magnitude comparator sim test is explained
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Text Comment.  The IP design here is in the incorrect place in the report.
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Text Comment.  PLD design is correct with constants included
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Text Comment.  Test result is very good with 'cout' demonstrated and explained

Text Comment.  Good set of results for all 3 output possibilities



Text Comment.  Tables could have been used here to present the results more
effectively
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Text Comment.  Heading should be '4 bit adder and 4 bit mag comparator combination'.

Text Comment.  Test is only part evident in the image, part of the switch setting layout is
not in the image.

Text Comment.  Test is only part evident. Part of the switch settings is not evident in the
image

Text Comment.  Identification is not correct. This should be the 4 bit adder and
comparator combination
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Text Comment.  The tests carried out are correct. You have confused the identification
with the 8 bit comparator. These 3 tests are the 4 bit adder and 4 bit mag comparator
combination.
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Text Comment.  The test carried out is correct an is evident in the image

Text Comment.  Confusion with image identification. This is the 8 bit comparator only

PAGE 27

Text Comment.  Test is correct and evident in the image

Text Comment.  Incorrect identification. This is the 8 bit comparator

Text Comment.  Test is correct and evident in the image

Text Comment.  This is the 8 bit comparator

PAGE 28



Text Comment.  This explanation is incomplete!

Text Comment.  Evaluation does not point out any significance for the subsequent
elements or include a recommendation
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Text Comment.  This is an incorrect symbol '*' to use in this context
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Text Comment.  Good explanation and supporting image with initial conditions
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Text Comment.  Good set of test results
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Text Comment.  Good linear graph produced from results
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Text Comment.  Good test sample

Text Comment.  Good max scale sample test
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Text Comment.  Block program has been correctly configured for 12 bit resolution

Text Comment.  Good test sample
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Text Comment.  Good max scale sample test

Text Comment.  8 bit ADC prototype with virtual input is missing
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Text Comment.  This heading is incorrect

Text Comment.  The program block design is annotated correctly

Text Comment.  Good explanation of the shifted 8 bit value
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Text Comment.  Test is successful and evident
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Text Comment.  All 3 tests are successful with good evidence

Text Comment.  Good use of table of results

PAGE 41

PAGE 42

Text Comment.  Good image showing practical setup using PMOD ports of FPGA

Text Comment.  Good connection key that demonstrates a ggod practical understanding
of the interface connections for FPGA and LabVIEW with DAQmx

PAGE 43

Text Comment.  There is no need to have duplicated images of the block program

Text Comment.  Formula blocks are explained



PAGE 44

Text Comment.  Good example that demonstrates an understanding

Text Comment.  Good front panel design

PAGE 45

Text Comment.  Test is successful and evident in the image

Text Comment.  second test is evident

PAGE 46

Text Comment.  All 3 tests have been included with good clear evidence

Text Comment.  This is a duplicate of the earlier table

Text Comment.  There is no need for the duplicates of the test results

PAGE 47

Text Comment.  A poor evaluation

Text Comment.  Element 3

Text Comment.  The intro includes some good signifcant points relevant to the extended
element 2 block program design

PAGE 48

Text Comment.  This is not a good explanation!

Text Comment.  Figures need to be identified specifically

Text Comment.  This is a poor explanation

PAGE 49

Text Comment.  This is a good sample of the write file configuration

Text Comment.  Scaling is explained with a ref to evidence



PAGE 50

Text Comment.  Good graph of resultant data form test .lvm files

Text Comment.  Good explanation of resultant graph

PAGE 51

Text Comment.  A good point made here

PAGE 52

Text Comment.  You only need to evaluate element 3 here

PAGE 53

PAGE 54

Text Comment.  Good number of relevant reference sources

PAGE 55

Text Comment.  The architecture should be explained and referenced from the main
report. The archtecture is not explained

Text Comment.  Constraints file is listed, however, there is no explanation or reference
from the main report to the io constraints
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PAGE 57

Text Comment.  Good test evidence

PAGE 58

Text Comment.  Good range of test data

PAGE 59

Text Comment.  Good range of test data

PAGE 60

Text Comment.  Good evidence of data logs



Text Comment.  There should be evidence of the .lvm text files generated in the
appendix
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RESEARCH-INFORMED LITERATURE

15/30

KNOWLEDGE AND UNDERSTANDING

GRADING FORM: CSG-RUBIC

JASON BOOTH 0

Research covers good significant points in most
areas. The IP design and mag comparator could
have been researched further, and the ADC is
restricted to one method. There are a good
number of sources used in the research. 6/10

Element 1 requirements have been mostly
explained. However, some sections have
misplaced and disjointed content, VHDL is only
part explained, and only basic explanations given
to practical test results. There are complete test
results with parts of the image evidence missing.
5/10 Element 2 intrument amplifier has incorrect
resistor values in the calculation. The 8 bit ADC
with virtual input is missing. Some content is
disjointed with incorrect image identification.
There is a sequence of events and all 3 test are
included. There is duplicated content in this
section. 5.5/10 Element 3 explanations are poor in



13/25

ANALYSIS

11/20

PRACTICAL APPLICATION AND DEP.

most areas . The write files are poorly explained
and the .lvm text file evidence is missing. The test
results are present and a graph has been produced
from the data. 4.5/10

Element 1 test results have been achieved and
indicate a good method using the virtual bus
method and range of test data. Parts of the
practical test evidence is disjointed and missing.
Evaluation covers significant points. 2.5/5 Element
2 test results are explained and include a good
range of values. 8 bit ADC is missing. Good test
results from the instrument amplifier and load cell
sim. The evaluation is poor. 5.5/10 Element 3 test
results are successful and a good graph is
produced from the test data. The explanations are
poor and evidence of the .lvm files is missing.
Evalauation includes some good relevant points
and a recommendation. 5/10

Element 1 design and build has been achieved,
however the explanation of the ip design is only
partly covered. Ther is disjointed content and
explanations are far too basic in some areas. There
is evidence of confusion in the identification of the
FPGA parctical tasks. 2.5/5 Element 2 interfacing
methods used indicate an understnding of the
system functions. The 8 bit should have been
included as part of the process. 3/5 Element 3 data
logging methods have been implemented with a



8/15

SKILLS FOR PROFESSIONAL PRAC.

scaler value for the output, however, the
explanations are poor in this section. 5.5/10

Element 1 has most of the requirements, there are
some minor grammatical errors and there is
disjointed content. 3/5 E;ement 2 has misleading
headings and the sequence is disjointed in parts.
There is duplicated content in this section. 2.5/5
Element 3 has test results in good order, however
there is evidence missing and poor refernce to
existing evidence in appendix. 2.5/5


