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	First Marker’s General Comments and Original Mark
A good effort. Don’t forget to include detail of some of the softer issues as well as the technical. 
Also think wider in comparisons of techniques (Why RAM?) 
Do get peer review of your work, especially on layout, tables etc. This will be important later on.
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	Second Marker’s General Comments and Original Mark

Report is detailed and informative. Double check your formatting before submitting, some of your sections seem to have gotten away from each other. Inserting page breaks and section breaks may help with this.

Some attempts at reflection and critical self evaluation made throughout, this is good practice for EPA. It may have been helpful to separate this out into a “Reflection” section where you can discuss things that went well and things that could have been done differently in addition to answering the feedback questions.
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	Comment After Consultation With Other Marker & Final Agreed Mark

73% Agreed
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	1.Research-informed Literature
	
	
	
	

	Introduction
	
	
	
	4/5

	Literature Review
	
	
	
	8/10

	Comments:

Introduction itself was a little brief, thought a more detailed explanation of the problem ahead followed in the ensuing sections. More of a problem of the reader’s preferred layout than comprehension by the author.

Good engage engagement with literature on the technical / Design front. Perhaps some SE references could have been cited.

 


	 
	
	
	
	

	2. Knowledge and Understanding of Subject
	
	
	
	

	Understanding own Role
	
	
	
	5/5

	Communication with Team
	
	
	
	4/5

	Requirements/Design
	 -
	 -
	 -
	5/5

	Comments:  

Own role in the team well understood and defined.

Communication could perhaps have been better evidenced. We know it took place, there would have been no presentation with out it but an actual example of the team meeting minutes rather than “Available on request” would have been better.

Evidence of requirements and design via a recognised systems engineering process.

	 
	
	
	
	

	3. Analysis
	
	
	
	

	Output to team
	
	
	
	15/20

	Conclusions and Recommendations 
	
	
	
	7/10

	Comments:  

The interactions with other members of the team were well documented and technical areas and responsible personnel highlighted.

The output to the team was not so clear and to my mind a little muddy. The methods of manufacture are well described as were the derived specifications for the explosive filling, but the systems process should provide some bounded metrics. Some targets for the test programme to hit. The SE approach could have generated these and maybe uncovered some more unknowns.

As a RAM sceptic, maybe a comparison of the RAM technique with a good old fashioned planetary mixer would have been a good comparison.



	 
	
	
	
	

	4. Practical Application and Deployment
	
	
	
	

	Design Solution
	 -
	 -
	 -
	7.5/10

	Presentation
	 -
	 -
	
	7.5/10

	Comments: 

A good design solution presented well by the team. Feedback on the design and individual presentation styles given under separate cover. 

Comments on individual style as follows:-

Good volume and speed. Some reading off slides but clear efforts made to look at audience throughout. A lot of swaying/movement (possibly due to nerves) could distract audience from the presentation. Hand gesturing and open body language gives an easy going, approachable presenting style. Made some reference to work performed by other group members but in minor detail, this gives a nice feeling of collaboration but avoided taking information from other sections, a good balance to have. Overall, a confident, polished performance.





	 
	
	
	
	

	5. Skills for Professional Practice
	
	
	
	

	Reflection
	
	
	
	4/10

	Quality of Report
	
	
	
	6/10

	Comments: 



What out for the way graphs and the text from spreadsheet-based figures turn up in your final word document.

Some of the annexes could have been included as examples rather than “available on request”. E.g. minutes of a progress meeting. This would evidence communication which was possibly not brought out as strongly in a technically based presentation.

I would have referred a reflection section in the report. This will be a part of the EPA assessment. Something like an after-action review. What went well? What went not so well? How would you improve it? 
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	73/100







