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7

1. ENGAGEMENT WITH LITERATURE

15

2. KNOWLEDGE AND UNDERSTANDING

22

3. COGNITIVE AND INTELLECTUAL

15

4. PRACTICAL APPLICATION

7

5. TRANSFERABLE SKILLS

DAVID
HARRIES

66

Engagement in research, for project background (/5) Good with references made to regulations.
Evidence of research was demonstrated, particularly for wider issues such as ethical engineering. (4/5)
Engagement in research, for review of solutions (/5) Good evidence through information provided. Limited
evidence of this in the presentation due to running out of time. (3/5) Total = 7/10

Project background (/5) Briefly discussed with sufficient detail to provide a clear understanding. Project
explained as the addition of a robot to the existing CIM system at Coleg Sir Gar. (4/5) Project risks, health
and safety etc (/5) Briefly described. Ethical engineering explained in some detail and a project risk chart
was explained showing factors against the project success. (4/5) Response to questions 1, 4, 7 and 8
(/10) Good answers provided. Use of efficient components such as the motor and utilisation of Profi-
Energy. (7/10) Total = 15/20

Problem Definition and constraints (/10) Very good explanation given. Problem identified as poor
positioning of the arm and low maximum speed. (7/10) Functional Design Specification (/10) Excellent.
FDS explained including set speeds and use of interlock for safety. (8/10) Test planning (/10) Not
provided in main presentation but explained after questioning. 7 step test included, however the metrics
for assessing system performance were vague. (4/10) Response to questions 2 and 6 (/5) Good answers
provided. Details of these questions were covered in the presentation itself. (4/5) Total = 22/35

Critical choice and justification of final solution (/10) Very good review and choice made. Ran out of time,
so this was not explained in detail. Solutions were: Siemens V90, ABB or Mitsubishi. (6/10) Project
Planning and working breakdown structure (/10) Briefly outlined and explained well. Evidence of planning
through a simple Gantt chart and a WBS. (6/10) Response to questions 3 and 5 (/5) Good answers
provided. Questions on code of conduct and management techniques were well answered. (3/5) Total =
15/25

Quality of the presentation slides – (/5) Very good Most slides were generally readable and well
presented, however there were far too many. (29 slides for a 10 minute presentation?) (3/5) Quality of the
delivery style – (/5) Good style but over ran by 1.5 mins Confidently presented, boo much time spent on
ethical engineering meant little time to cover the technical aspects. (4/5) Total = 7/10
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