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Today’s Mission

‘Vour mission should you choose to
acecept jt...”

You are an examiner

— You have a number of posters to mark according to
defined criteria.

— You need to share feedback about aspects of the
poster.

— You should assign a grade.
— You should nominate one poster for the ‘Best

_ Poster’ award. $



Details
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e Critically mark each poster add your feedback to the
mark sheet

 Be careful to apply the grade criteria on the mark
sheet to formulate the grade

 Work In small groups (—4 students) and confer with
each other to reach an agreement on the feedback
and grade you assign.

 Keep note of the poster that you think should win

nest poster and make a note of why
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ThStructions given fOr posters?

Produce a poster on Al paper that meets the goals
identified in the marking criteria.

Be prepared as a team to have any artefacts
produced during your project (including a
demonstration of software if applicable) available for
scrutiny and to answer any questions raised by the
assessment panel.

Be prepared to answer questions on your individual
contribution to the project, demonstrating critical
thinking and reflections on lessons learned



Marking Criteria

Project Name:

Criteria Grade

Content 50%

Outlined project objectives and rationale

Froject artefacts (e.g. architecture, models, design, software, client deliverables)
How artefacts were produced

Areas of greatest challenge

Areas of greatest technical difficulty

Presentation of poster 20%

« Clarity of poster presentation
« Effective technology/artefact
« Spelling and grammar

« Audience appeal

Team/Individual Explanation 30% NA

« Reflection on lessons learned
» Demonstrated critical thinking
» Fluent handling of questions

Overall Grade

A+ A A- B+ B B- C+ C C- D D
- 40% < 40%
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identified
 Generally good depth of

content though some gaps
(solution rationale).

e Covers personal learning
story.

« Diagrams to small to be
useful.

 Flow not obvious.
e Poor choice of headings.

ﬂ@ﬁ \ \EA%PTAEIEJMA%CAL SCIENCES




Abstract

Research Refactor New Features Quality Assurance
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Example Posters

e Very clear flow
* Nice graphics
« Has references!

e Good depth of content and -
covers required topics.

New Features
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e Some grammar issues.

e Some challenge in reading
the font when text is white.
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A MODEL FOR PREDICTING THE INCIDENCE OF CVD
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Example Posters

e Very clear flow

« Poor content overall. Projec OR PRED DENCE O i
rationale and goals not %
clear. Acronyms!

* Not effective, poor use of
space.

e« Some meaningless content
that tells reader nothing eg
‘Cleaning error values’

 Doesn’t cover challenges or
learning well.

« Some grammar issues.
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e Good clear flow

e Serious lack of depth and
content. Goals and solution
far to brief.

e Far too many bullet point
lists some of which add
nothing meaningful (eg.list
of SCRUm roles and
artifacts.)

 Does not reference
diagrams from other
sources.
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Example Posters

e (Good use of images. WeII
located near to text.

e (Goals unclear because of
lack of background.
e Lack of content and depth

e Flow not clear.

e Some material uses more
space than necessary. |

 No real content on
challenges or learning.
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Chelsea Regional Park
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 Flow clear.
e Nice images.
 (Goals vague.

e Lack of content and depth.

No real coverage of
method.

 Unreferenced diagrams.

 Non-specific content on
challenges or learning.
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Example Posters

Chelsea Regional Park

1. Introduction

SCIENCES

3. Product & Features
Content Management System

4. Learning Process
luhmul Difficulties g
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i i ~
Professional lssues
Change of Project Manager
- Managing Expectation

5. Conclusion

Learning Experience
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 (Clear objectives

* Nice design.

e Diagrams referenced.
 Flow not clear.

e Too much use of bullet
point lists.

e Lack of content and depth.

e Limited content on
challenges or learning.
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« Personalised images.

 (Good coverage of
achievements.

« Diagram too large.
e Goals and context not clear.

e Limited depth on learning
and challenges.
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e Unclear goals

* No clear link between images and
text

e Large portion of poster taken up
with images

e Poor grammar

o Refers to Research Questions, but

these questions are not given in
the poster
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mple Prize winhing posters
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Rationale

“here were a couple of issacs with the 77
wersion of TWODEE. First, in its procedaral form l..'ﬂwde
Sems not €25y 10 modify and extend. Secondly, the code did
mﬂmhmdagmndudhmﬁﬂw&ilmmmd
and called its walidity into question. The opportunity in
this project was in creating s modular and correctly coded
wersion that could be pot out into the public domain so that
fatere development and use could be more easily managed.

Objectives

» T create s modular version of R-TWODEE 2
+ To hawe the code available in an online open-
source repasitory that the client can manage.
= To have 2 roadmap of TWODEE development.

Other outputs the client would like to see:

= A flow chart of how the current subroutines run
tegether,

A replacement of the current settings input file.
» A study of whether the BFG (bespoke
framewark generator) is an appropriate tool to
use in this context.

= A working advection scheme:

A scheme that would allow R-TWODEE 210
¢um a simulation following how  cloud changes
iover time with velocities set - as opposed to

she full simulation which includes all variables
changing.

Raaa -ug

ArTiIFACTS AND PROCESS

Software
oo with

Surrent S

— Shone e e which
+ sutroatines ran slong with = description of what

<0t were very belpfl in that
became casier. Whea combined with
the cxisting code became possibic

What Didn't Work Well

« Too much time was spent at the start of this project trying

inding the code by myself from a bottom-
up approach. With the domain being new to me and the
complex pature of the equations 3 lot of time was wasted

« The project would have been better supported with a split
methodology utilizing a more lincar, SDLE style approach in
the first half

« Communication with my client was not as {requent as it
eould have been initially which relates back to the first point.

Class Diagram of R-TWODEE 2 (Qverview)

Externaise

Recommendations
Future development should focus on:

the code - While the code is modular, some of the large theoretical sections of code are

bt sdaperre mamre emd oo on wmall toam. The stractipe of the Crysal
e i et bess smiied for thia project. sxpecialiy impartas piven tat il was 2 soko project.

Part 2: Develop New Software
This st was o Acsigning and thes coding the new modslar
wersion of TWGDEE RTWODEEZ

Main Artifacts Produced

- Softwre doege sian
« Class diagram - This wen through moay icrations as @y
own anderstnding grew and dee 1o hepful iope from
peers and lecruren.

+ RITWODEE 2 - The pew vereon of TWODEE written in
knw&q;:h«udpm!umpm&

What Worked Well

The final strocture, based on the dass dsgram was very
successful fn tht it allows for the different parts of the
program o be easily changed with littie effort

What Didn't Work Well

= Development itself was 2 slow process and | fzel more time
should have been allocated 1o this. The initial plan was to use
test driven development but | found that | lacked enough
knawledge of the equations o break them down to the level
needed within the timeframe § had allotied.

« Quality assurance was a weak point in this project. Part of
this was mitigated through the use of peer reviews and an

review (for architecture) but looking back 1 believe

that a lot more could have been done. A mare formalised
processed of peer review may have been more constructive.

fin large
clmdm These need to be broken down into much smaller methods enabling further re-use of code. Doing this should also
enable an advection scheme 1o be easily developed Into its own simulation,

« Full unit tests - Wit

th the above being dane, unit tests can be written for all of the mathematical equations the program uses.

“The equations are highly complex and at present in large chunks of code making this difficult. Hnlng unit tests for all of the
code would help to further prove the accuracy of simulation adding further validity to the client’s work.

CHALLENGES

Technical
‘Working In A New Domsass.
mmd—ﬂmmm—

e games mlmuﬁ_ Averyiop
dows spyroech to rearh reach an wnderyanding was seguired &
ol 3 3308 of earming sbwxa the Sormas fom fe e

Esternal Data Files

¥ 300k 2 while 1o learn how 1o work with cxernal Sles. This
was donic through 2 lot of anline Java reading and also 3 57
amount of cods cxperimentation.

Non-Technical
Thme

Keeping mysdf focosed, motivated and accountable over 2
yearlong project was & challenge as it was very casy 1o have
hours sip away and become overwhelmed. Fart way through
mmzmmmwm

and this saw my p

stress levels decrease. Havinga weddymnshga[mdgngh)
also helped to keep me on track.

‘Working On A Solo Project

= In'working on the project by myself 1 was limited to my
own perspectives and skill level. Peer reviews were an
attempt to address this limitation

« I was liable to miss items during dient meetings while
being engaged with the client. Mectings were audio/video
recorded to insure points were not missed.

with regular retrospectives however Lstill feel quality
assurance could have been made more robust. I would say
I have experientially learnt the value of working in a team
environment for software development projects.

Referances
Illﬁmﬂm&(\ﬁnﬂwqwdmnmmm

2] Allen, 1, (2001): u«lll\ld’mwdmzlhmﬂwu-ﬁu
productivity. New York: Peaguin Books




EXample Prize winhing posters

INTRODUCTION

Laingholm Primary is a decile 10 sehool situated in the
Waltakere Ranges. Our project was eonsultancy based, where
we tackled multiple abjectives with the overall alm to imprave
IT stability and functionality.

VISION

We alm to produce a server-down network structure Ineluding
plans for rabust back up, with redundancy and contingency
practices to successfully meet the unlque needs of
Lalnghelm Primary Sehool:

RATIONALE

L During March 2014, Laingholm Primary Schaol
’ Ministry of Education SNUP (Schaol Netwerk!

praposal for @ complete filsre backbol

led 1o our project being repurposed frol

and revislon task to a consultancy based rol

project took on a diverse scope of abjectives:

Martyn
he currant

e i contingency plan
Admin Camputer comtingency plan
Creating a deployment image
Mews Server requirements

DELIVERABLES

mun eritical printer access was available to those
It In the event of a technical failure. The plan provides a
cedure that guides users on how to print if the network is

s Printer
A mnwu

puter contingency plan

ly basis submit a school roll online. This is & compulsory
t nd therefore the need for an alternative

on requlrem

ment image

ployi
i fﬂmﬁllrl to be rolled out quickly and smoothly in a school
61it, we Ereated a central deployment (mage. This enables any
computer 1o be reinstalled in under 30 minutes with no user

ilg fer a robust performance
Wi necessary (o ensure it was

« (Graup Polley and Active Directary redundancy

We placed & second server in & differant location at tha school ensuring that If
one server falls, whether It be a technical fault or the engoing power issues,

the graup pelley and active directary will stay eperational.

I_EII'\

pilmary sehool

theril, the sehaol prineipal, was able (o demanstrate extensive
tional system, Our team cansulted with Mr, Weatheril o
i prioritise these inte objectives that we would aim ta reselve thraugheut

Group Palicy and Active Directary

"—

UNIVERSE

N

B

mhamm mek

Communication was (e
project. Due to the fact

* sehoal hours, it was diffiedl
e present at meetings:

With the engoin|

caused network disruptions smong other lssues,

A problem with the deployment server sfase whan th

restaried ot one point. Computers were no longer L
download the deployment image. This was min manusl
configuration of services and server regisiry adits,

LESSONS
LEARNT

As i we were thiown I the deep end when we
with the project, while significanly

changing mmmmwm

by this ehangs -

intaraction skills.
mmmmmmmwmmwmm
umnnmnmm Mr, Weatharil snd v '-,

and cliemt

P R Y L

M. with the ot

of the project and
wmwnnmdulfmmmm W possibile, we hape that the
ther by functional areas identified by our 1eam will be sddressed,

-
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Project Name: e

content

Criteria

Grade

Content 50%

Outlined project objectives and rationale

Froject artefacts (e.g. architecture, models, design, software, client deliverables)
How artefacts were produced

Areas of greatest challenge

Areas of greatest technical difficulty

Presentation of poster 20%

« Clarty of poster presentation
« Effective technology/artefact
« 5pelling and grammar

« Audience appeal

Team/Individual Explanation 30%

« Reflection on lessons learned
« Demonstrated critical thinking
« Fluent handling of questions

NA

Overall Grade

A+ A A- B+ B B- C+ c C- D



o Title

e Client Organisation/name

 Names of team members

 Name/s of supervisor/s

« Date (S1 2015)

 AUT-logo and company logos optional

AT o



Audience

e Assessment teams, Advisory committee, AUT guests
(dean), clients from industry, other project students.

 To satisfy the audience,

1.Give a short introduction — the big picture.
2.Use plain language

3.No jargon

4.Give explanations, interpretations
5.Connections to related fields

6.Be honest, critical

/.Provide ideas how to continue



Printing

Done by PrintSprint on Al. Paid for by AUT.
Each team needs to collect a form at reception
In Week 13. There will be a reminder
announcement on AUTOnline.

Deliver your work to PrintSprint as a PDF file
Allow time for printing (2 days minimum).
Attachment with Velcro fasteners on dividers
( provided)




Poster Session

Thursday Juhe 18th
Avrrive 8:30am tO prepare ahd put up poster.
Marking: 9am t0 12:30pm

« WT Level 2

« You will recelve a schedule with instructions for
the day
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