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1. Engagement with Literature Skills.     
Section 1: Engagement in research, for project background (2/5) 

Some evidence present (RD) 

Limited reference to research. (MH) 
5 2 2 2 

Section 5: Engagement in research, for review of solutions (2/5) 

Good evidence present (RD) 

Limited sources used.(MH) 
5 3 2 2 

Total 10 5 4 4 

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

Good, informative (RD) 

Good description given, but spent too much time on this. (MH) 
5 3 4 4 

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

Clearly identified via PL rating (RD) 

Main risks to the project were from the choice of vision system and CV-19 lockdown 
(MH) 

5 4 4 4 

Response to questions 1 and 4  (5/10) 

Some good answers (RD) 

Some good answers, but vague on the specifics of several questions (MH) 
10 5 6 5 

Total 20 12 14 13 

3. Cognitive and Intellectual Skills     
Section 1: Problem Definition and constraints (6/10) 

Some explanation given (RD) 

Explained with good detail (MH) 
10 6 6 6 

Section 2: Functional Design Specification (6/10) 

Stated briefly (RD) 10 6 6 6 
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FDS was explained, however this lacked some detail on specifics that would have 
been expected at this stage (MH) 

Section 4: Test planning (5/10)  

Some evidence (RD) 

A test plan was briefly discussed, however this lacked clarity of metrics on some tests 
(MH) 

10 5 5 5 

Response to questions 2 and 6 (3/5) 

Good responses given (RD) 

A little vague on some responses suggests that progress is behind schedule (MH) 
5 3 3 3 

Total 35 20 20 20 

4. Practical Application Skills     
Section 5: Critical choice and justification of final solution (6/10) 

Limited explanations given (RD) 

3 solutions given and grading of each was explained, justification for final choice was 
mentioned. Explained the discrepancy of the budget of £12,500, yet solution chosen 
only cost £91.56 (MH). 

10 4 8 6 

Section 6: Project Planning and working breakdown structure (5/10) 

Some explanation given (RD) 

Gantt chart and WBS used as planning tools, both of these lacked detail and were 
very basic in nature (MH) 

10 5 5 5 

Response to questions 3 and 5 (3/5) 

Good responses given (RD) 

Some understanding of the wider issues (MH) 
5 3 3 3 

Total 25 12 16 14 

5. Transferable Skills for Life and Professional Practice     
All sections: Quality of the presentation slides – (4/5) 

Good (RD) 

All slides were clear and readable (MH). 

 

5 4 4 4 

All sections: Quality of the delivery style – (3/5) 

Generally good, time exceeded (RD) 

Confident and fluid, presentation was reasonably well-timed. (MH) 
5 3 3 3 

Total 10 7 7 7 

     

Grand Total 100 56 61 58 
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1. ENGAGEMENT WITH LITERATURE

13

2. KNOWLEDGE AND UNDERSTANDING

3. COGNITIVE AND INTELLECTUAL

GRADING FORM: NEW CSG-RUBRIC

SEAN JONES 58

Section 1: Engagement in research, for project background (2/5) Some evidence present (RD) Limited
reference to research. (MH) Section 5: Engagement in research, for review of solutions (2/5) Good
evidence present (RD) Limited sources used.(MH)

Section 1: Project background (4/5) Good, informative (RD) Good description given, but spent too
much time on this. (MH) Section 3: Project risks, health and safety etc (4/5) Clearly identified via PL
rating (RD) Main risks to the project were from the choice of vision system and CV-19 lockdown (MH)
Response to questions 1 and 4 (5/10) Some good answers (RD) Some good answers, but vague on
the specifics of several questions (MH)



20

14

4. PRACTICAL APPLICATION

7

5. TRANSFERABLE SKILLS

Section 1: Problem Definition and constraints (6/10) Some explanation given (RD) Explained with
good detail (MH) Section 2: Functional Design Specification (6/10) Stated briefly (RD) FDS was
explained, however this lacked some detail on specifics that would have been expected at this stage
(MH) Section 4: Test planning (5/10) Some evidence (RD) A test plan was briefly discussed, however
this lacked clarity of metrics on some tests (MH) Response to questions 2 and 6 (3/5) Good
responses given (RD) A little vague on some responses suggests that progress is behind schedule
(MH)

Section 5: Critical choice and justification of final solution (6/10) Limited explanations given (RD) 3
solutions given and grading of each was explained, justification for final choice was mentioned.
Explained the discrepancy of the budget of £12,500, yet solution chosen only cost £91.56 (MH).
Section 6: Project Planning and working breakdown structure (5/10) Some explanation given (RD)
Gantt chart and WBS used as planning tools, both of these lacked detail and were very basic in
nature (MH) Response to questions 3 and 5 (3/5) Good responses given (RD) Some understanding of
the wider issues (MH)

All sections: Quality of the presentation slides – (4/5) Good (RD) All slides were clear and readable
(MH). All sections: Quality of the delivery style – (3/5) Generally good, time exceeded (RD) Confident
and fluid, presentation was reasonably well-timed. (MH)
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