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NameANand & Limido
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EPICS Design Review Evaluation

1 = needs considerable improvement, 2 = needs improvement, 3 = adequate, 4 = good, 5 = excellent

Criteria i]2 3414

Rank of the overall gquality of the project given its stage in the design process. Is
the design or concept on track to be technically sound and feasible? Does the level of detail )
demonstrate an excellent understanding of the design issues, challenges, and constraints for K
the stage of the design? Are safety, maintenance, and service issues being adequately
addressed or planned for in the design? Will the project be aesthetically pleasing?

Rank the team’s demonsiration of the design process. Are user-centered issues such
as safety, usability, maintenance, and service being considered throughout design and not X
afterthoughts? Does the team narrow alternative designs in systematic way? Are decisions }K
based on an appropriate amount of information? Does the team demonstrate appropriate
flexibility in thinking about the design?

Rank the designers’ ability to explain the project and answer questions. Did the
team communicate the context and the scope of the project effectively and appropriately? i
Were they able to explain the design clearly and succinctly? Did they listen to and answer
your questions?

Rank the supporting documentation. Was it clear and complete? ;A n v ay

Rank of the quality of the design review presentation. Did the team communicate the
design clearly and succinctly? Was information communicated visually when possible and
appropriate? Did the presentation facilitate constructive feedback from reviewers?

IF DELIVERY REVIEW: Do you have concerns about the project being delivered? Yes No
If yes, please address below.
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Reviewer

" /]/WM Ge | EPICS Design Review Evaluation

ame: J

Email: 9e 49 @ ,?waﬂuez{u Team: l :_‘ff ﬂ Project:
\VJ 7

Type of review: o Project o Design a Delivery

1 = needs considerable improvement, 2 = needs improvement, 3 = adequate, 4 = good, 5 = excellent

Criteria 112 3145

Rank of the overall quality of the projeck given its stage in the design process. 1s
the design or concept on track to be technically sound and feasible? Does the level of detall
demonstrate an excellent understanding of the design issues, challenges, and constraints for \/
the stage of the design? Are safety, maintenance, and service issues being adequately
addressed or planned for in the design? Will the project be aesthetically pleasing?

Ranl the team’s demonstration of the design process. Are user-centered issues such
as safety, usability, maintenance, and service being considered throughout design and not

afterthoughts? Does the team narrow alternative designs in systematic way? Are decisions \/
based on an appropriate amount of information? Does the team demonstrate appropriate
flexibility in thinking about the design?

Rank the designers’ ability fo explain the project and answer guestions. Did the
team communicate the context and the scope of the project effectively and appropriately?
Were they able to explain the design clearly and succinctly? Did they listen to and answer \/
your questions? '

Rank the supporting documentation. Was it clear and complete?

Rank of the quality of the design review presentation. Did the feam com municate the
design clearly and succinctly? Was information communicated visually when possible and \/ |
appropriate? Did the presentation facilitate constructive feedback from reviewers?
1F DELIVERY REVIEW: Do you have concerns about the project being delivered? Yes No
If yes, please address below.
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EPILCS Design Review Evaluation
Name: /éit/ W o
. WA -
Email.___ 9248 R Purile. efu feam: __Project: . .
Y 7 Type of review: o Project o Design o Delivery

1 = needs considerable improvement, 2 = needs improvement, 3 = adequate, 4 = good, 5 = excellent

Criteria 1|2 3

=

Rank of the overall quality of the project given its stage in the design process. Is

the design or concept on track to be technically sound and feasible? Does the level of defail
demonstrate an excellent understanding of the design issues, challenges, and constraints for
the stage of the design? Are safety, maintenance, and service issues being adequately W4
addressed or planned for in the design? Will the project be aesthetically pleasing?

Rank the feam’s demonstration of the design process. Are user-centered issues such
as safety, usability, maintenance, and service being considered throughout design and not \/
afterthoughts? Does the team narrow alternative designs in systematic way? Are decisions
based on an appropriate amount of information? Does the team demonstrate appropriate
flexibility in thinking about the design?

Rank the designers’ ability to explain the project and answer guestions. Did the
team communicate the context and the scope of the project effectively and appropriately?

Were they able to explain the design clearly and succinctly? Did they listen to and answer V4
your quesfions?

Rank the supporting documentation. Was it clear and complete? \/
Rank of the quality of the design review preseniationn. Did the team communicate the

design clearly and succinctly? Was information communicated visually when possible and V
appropriate? Did the presentation facilitate constructive feedback from reviewers?

IF DELIVERY REVIEW: Do you have concerns about the project being delivered? Yes No
If yes, please address below.
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oo (CRANDAN DACGUPTA EPICS Design Review Evaluation
Email: QO\QS%WP+@ pudius . edm [Team: WATER project: LODEA
' N l

Type of review: o Project o Design o Delivery

1 = needs considerable improvement, 2 = needs improvement, 3 = adequate, 4 = good, 5 = excellent

Criteria 112 31445

Rank of the overall quality of the project given its stage in the design pracess. Is
the design or concept on track to be technically sound and feasible? Does the level of detall
demonstrate an excellent understanding of the design issues, challenges, and constraints for 4
the stage of the design? Are safety, maintenance, and service issues being adequately
addressed or planned for in the design? Will the project be aesthetically pleasing?

Rank the feam’s demonstration of the design process. Are user-centered issues such
as safety, usability, maintenance, and service being considered throughout design and not
afterthoughts? Does the team narrow alternative designs in systematic way? Are decisions S
based on an appropriate amount of information? Does the team demonstrate appropriate
flexibility in thinking about the design?

Rank the designers’ ability to explain the projeci and answer guestions. Did the
team communicate the context and the scope of the project effectively and appropriately?
Were they able to explain the design clearly and succinctly? Did they listen to and answer
your questions?

<

Rank the supporting documeniation. Was it clear and complete?

Rank of the quality of the design review presentation. Did the team communicate the
design clearly and succinctly? Was information communicated visually when possible and /
appropriate? Did the presentation facilitate constructive feedback from reviewers?
IF DELIVERY REVIEW: Do you have concerns about the project being delivered? Yes No
If yes, please address below.
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vame. CHANDAN  DALK UPTA EPICS @Sﬁgﬁi Review Evaluation
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Type of review: o Project o Design o Delivery

i1 = needs considerable improvement, 2 = needs improvement, 3 = adequate, 4 = good, 5 = excellent

Criteria 1231415

Rank of the overall quality of the project given its stage in the design process. 1s
the design or concept on track to be technically sound and feasible? Does the level of detall
demonstrate an excellent understanding of the design issues, challenges, and constraints for v
the stage of the design? Are safety, maintenance, and service issues being adequately
addressed or planned for in the design? Will the project be aesthetically pleasing?

Ranlk the feam’s demonstration of éhe design process. Are user-centered issues such
as safety, usability, maintenance, and service being considered throughout design and not
afterthoughts? Does the team narrow alternative designs in systematic way? Are decisions \/
based on an appropriate amount of information? Does the team demonstrate appropriate
flexibility in thinking about the design?

Rank the designers’ ability to explain the project and answer qguestions. Did the
team communicate the context and the scope of the project effectively and appro priately? /
Were they able to explain the design clearly and succincily? Did they listen to and answer
your guestions?

Rank the supporting documentation. Was it clear and complete?

Rank of the quality of the design review presentation. Did the feam communicate the
design clearly and succinctly? Was information communicated visually when possible and
appropriate? Did the presentation facilitate constructive feedback from reviewers?

IF DELIVERY REVIEW: Do you have concerns about the project being delivered? Yes No
If yes, please address below.
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