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SGEL6000 Independent Project              2020-2021 
DOUBLE MARKING SHEET AND COMBINED STUDENT FEEDBACK 
Assessment 4 of 4 
Presentation 2: Project Design, Implementation and Evaluation 
 
Link to Presentation: https://youtu.be/sU_z_cE66LY 
Link to Questions: https://youtu.be/bq6pSpSDaXQ 
  
Student Name: Daniel Ince           Student Number 1602836 
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1. Engagement with Literature Skills.     
Section 3: Use of technical literature in final design solution: 

Very good use of literature throughout the design 

A limited range of sources primarily consisting of company documentation. 
5 4 3 4 

Total 5 4 3 4 

2. Knowledge and Understanding Skills     
Section 1: Introduction: 

Clear introduction given 

Project introduced as an improvement to the Valour Recovery Unit which had 
performance limitations. 

5 4 4 4 

Section 2: FDS: 

Clearly explained 

FDS was shown on a slide and explained covering aspects such as performance, 
ergonomics, reliability and standards. 

5 4 4 4 

Section 3: Advanced knowledge and critical understanding demonstrated in the 
design of the project: 

Good evidence presented. 

Knowledge and critical understanding was very evident from the highly detailed 
explanations.  Far too much time was spent on this and some detail could have been 
summarised or omitted given the time constraints. 

10 8 5 7 

All sections: Response to questioning: 

Very good answers showed a clear appreciation of the issues 

All questions were answered in detail. 
10 7 8 7 

Total 30 23 21 22 

3. Cognitive and Intellectual Skills     
Section 5: Testing and analysis of result: 

Good evidence presented with consideration given to restrictions. 

Testing was explained in detail, but again some points could have summarised or 
omitted. Testing was talked about for over 5 minutes. 

 

10 7 7 7 

Agreed mark 

68 

https://youtu.be/sU_z_cE66LY
https://youtu.be/bq6pSpSDaXQ
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Section 6: Critical evaluation of the project outcomes and comparison with the FDS: 

Outcomes evaluated in a lot of detail and compared with the FDS 

Evaluation needed to be rushed, but did state that all the FDS criteria were met. 
10 8 6 7 

Section 8: Overall conclusions and recommendations: 

Very good conclusions and recommendations given. 

Conclusions were also rushed, but did state that Covid and work demands had been 
detrimental. 

10 7 6 6 

Total 30 22 19 20 

4. Practical Application Skills     
Section 3: Formulation of innovative and creative design solution to the project 
problem: 

Very good work 

The chosen solution satisfied all aspects of the FDS, with consideration for future 
maintenance and reliability. 

5 3 4 3 

Section 4: Deployment method, use of material, tools, equipment and techniques in 
the construction of the project: 

Mainly software based with some practical aspects. 

The project was primarily software based and a detailed explanation primarily focused 
on the DeltaV Configuration was given. 

5 3 4 4 

Section 4: Quality of the final product or system: 

Excellent in terms of software, little available for practical aspects. 

The final product is to be used in the oil industry, so quality cannot be in doubt. 
5 3 4 3 

Section 5: Use of test equipment and presentation of results of the project: 

Good use of appropriate test equipment 

Test equipment is primarily computer-based monitoring, although some direct 
observations were evident. 

5 3 4 3 

Section 7: Management techniques and planning, comparison with initial plan: 

Very well managed considering the restrictions of Covid and the TAR planned 
maintenance schedule. 

A detailed Gantt chart was used and updated throughout the project’s timeframe. A S-
curve was produced to track man hours and a spreadsheet showing expenditure was 
included. 

5 4 4 4 

Total 25 16 20 17 

5. Transferable Skills for Life and Professional Practice     
All sections: Quality of the presentation slides: 

Good quality slides presented 

Slides were well presented and legible. 
5 4 4 4 

All sections: Quality of the delivery style: 

Too much detail, overran by double the time. You need to learn how to summarise 
and get to the main points. Style was not very interesting, audience was easily lost in 
all the detail presented. 

No attempt to keep the presentation within the designated 8 minute time limit and was 
asked to bring the presentation to an end after 16 minutes. 

5 1 0 1 

Total 10 5 4 5 
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Grand Total 100 70 67 68 
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1. ENGAGEMENT WITH LITERATURE

22

2. KNOWLEDGE AND UNDERSTANDING

GRADING FORM: NEW CSG-RUBRIC

DANIEL INCE 68

4Section 3: Use of technical literature in final design solution: Very good use of literature throughout
the design A limited range of sources primarily consisting of company documentation. (4/5)

Section 1: Introduction: Clear introduction given Project introduced as an improvement to the Valour
Recovery Unit which had performance limitations. Section 2: FDS: Clearly explained FDS was shown
on a slide and explained covering aspects such as performance, ergonomics, reliability and



20

3. COGNITIVE AND INTELLECTUAL

17

4. PRACTICAL APPLICATION

standards. Section 3: Advanced knowledge and critical understanding demonstrated in the design of
the project: Good evidence presented. Knowledge and critical understanding was very evident from
the highly detailed explanations. Far too much time was spent on this and some detail could have
been summarised or omitted given the time constraints. All sections: Response to questioning: Very
good answers showed a clear appreciation of the issues All questions were answered in detail.
(22/30 All sections: Response to questioning: Very good answers showed a clear appreciation of the
issues All questions were answered in detail.

Section 5: Testing and analysis of result: Good evidence presented with consideration given to
restrictions. Testing was explained in detail, but again some points could have summarised or
omitted. Testing was talked about for over 5 minutes. Section 6: Critical evaluation of the project
outcomes and comparison with the FDS: Outcomes evaluated in a lot of detail and compared with
the FDS Evaluation needed to be rushed, but did state that all the FDS criteria were met. Section 8:
Overall conclusions and recommendations: Very good conclusions and recommendations given.
Conclusions were also rushed, but did state that Covid and work demands had been detrimental.
20/30

Section 3: Formulation of innovative and creative design solution to the project problem: Very good
work The chosen solution satisfied all aspects of the FDS, with consideration for future maintenance
and reliability. Section 4: Deployment method, use of material, tools, equipment and techniques in
the construction of the project: Mainly software based with some practical aspects. The project was



5

5. TRANSFERABLE SKILLS

primarily software based and a detailed explanation primarily focused on the DeltaV Configuration
was given. Section 4: Quality of the final product or system: Excellent in terms of software, little
available for practical aspects. The final product is to be used in the oil industry, so quality cannot be
in doubt. Section 5: Use of test equipment and presentation of results of the project: Good use of
appropriate test equipment Test equipment is primarily computer-based monitoring, although some
direct observations were evident. 17/25

All sections: Quality of the presentation slides: Good quality slides presented Slides were well
presented and legible. All sections: Quality of the delivery style: Too much detail, overran by double
the time. You need to learn how to summarise and get to the main points. Style was not very
interesting, audience was easily lost in all the detail presented. No attempt to keep the presentation
within the designated 8 minute time limit and was asked to bring the presentation to an end after 16
minutes. 5/10
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