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Summary is too long

too much detail for a summary

Never start a sentence with a number





An overall layout diagram (with labels) of the system would have been useful for your reader



This section on ehtics was worth 5 marks. One paragraph is limited



Punctuation Error

Spelling

Punctuation Error

gov.uk states that "....................." (2022)

Incorrectly cited, this is not the Harvard Method

source already stated



Punctuation Error

Punctuation Error

What PL rating are you working towards?

how will this be checked?



Punctuation Error



What is your stratergy to deal with this issue?



Punctuation Error

as

























Punctuation Error









You could have stated the PL rating here and refer to your determination method in the appendix



Is a 2 week slippage reasonable?

You could have included more simulation for proving your algorithms if there is any delay in other hardware or
mechanical delays









































This should have been stated clearly in the main body of the report
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Summary is too long
No more that 300 words for a summary

Text Comment.  too much detail for a summary

Text Comment.  Never start a sentence with a number
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Text Comment.  An overall layout diagram (with labels) of the system would have been
useful for your reader
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Text Comment.  This section on ehtics was worth 5 marks. One paragraph is limited
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Text Comment.  gov.uk states that "....................." (2022)

Incorrectly cited, this is not the Harvard Method
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Text Comment.  What is your stratergy to deal with this issue?
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Punctuation Error
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Punctuation error

Text Comment.  as

PAGE 14

PAGE 15

PAGE 16

PAGE 17

PAGE 18

PAGE 19

PAGE 20

PAGE 21

PAGE 22

PAGE 23

PAGE 24

PAGE 25

Punctuation Error

Punctuation error
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Text Comment.  You could have stated the PL rating here and refer to your
determination method in the appendix
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Text Comment.  Is a 2 week slippage reasonable?

Text Comment.  You could have included more simulation for proving your algorithms if
there is any delay in other hardware or mechanical delays
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Text Comment.  This should have been stated clearly in the main body of the report
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14

1. ENGAGEMENT WITH LITERATURE

12

2. KNOWLEDGE AND UNDERSTANDING

19

3. COGNITIVE AND INTELLECTUAL

79

An excellent and extensive range of sources
consulted and cited correctly using the Harvard
method. (8/10) Listed correctly and mostly
correctly cited except for quotations. (6/10) total =
14/20

Section 3: Project background and problem
definition Clear explanations given though an
overall diagram would have helped the reader
visualise the system. (3/5) Section 3: Project
constraints: Ethical. Limited consideration by
reference to membership of the IET (2/5) Section 3:
Project constraints: Sustainability Some
consideration given (3/5) Section 3: Project
constraints: Legal/Commercial Very good
considerations given in most areas. PL rating not
stated in main report but found in appendix. (4/5)
Total = 12/20

Section 4: Functional Design Specification An
excellent section, very comprehensive analysis



18

4. PRACTICAL APPLICATION

16

5. TRANSFERABLE SKILLS

presented (5/5) Section 4: Test planning Excellent
method presented (5/5) Section 5: Evaluation of
solutions and justification of final solution
Excellent analysis of solutions (4/5) Section 7:
Conclusions and Recommendations A very good
section that paves the way forward (5/5) Total =
19/20

Section 6: Project Plan Very good evidence of
planning though a contingency of 2 weeks is
probably not enough (4/5) Section 6: Working
breakdown structure, costing exercise and
management techniques Detailed evidence
provided for all aspects (5/5) Appendix: Risk
assessment for implementation phase Excellent
assessment of all aspects of risk (5/5) Appendix:
Planning phase log-book entries. Good evidence of
management of project through the log-book (4/5)
Total = 18/20

Section 1: Executive summary Good overview but
far too long, too much detail. (3/5) All Sections:
Presentation quality of the report, diagrams,
charts, tables, figure numbering, page and section
numbering etc Excellent structure and
presentation (5/5) All Sections: Quality of the
writing style, use of punctuation and grammar
Generally well written but contains some
punctuation errors such as parentheses and the
use of apostrophe “s” for possession. (3/5) Word



count limit not exceeded Total words declared as
3953 within 10% over the 3600 limit (5/5) Total =
16/20


