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3.1 Formality
- Format was correct.
- Number of required drawings was enough, 3
draw!ngs (1 technological scheme, 2 detailed L.0.3 al3la2l1]o0 05 2
drawings) L.O.6

- Number of pages: 30 — 40 pages
- Grammatical errors: < 10%

3.2. Report contents

- Introduction:

o Methods related to the project were well
summarized.

¢ Implementation technologies of the project were
well summarized.

e Number of pages: <20 %

LO4 |4 (3|2 ]1]0 0.25

- Technology Selection:
e Characteristics of waste stream were determined.

¢ National technical regulation related to the project LO4

was determined. L.O5 a18]12]1]0 0.25 3
¢ Proposed technology scheme: Diagram, explanation

e Number of pages: <10 %

- Calculation:

¢ Functions of the unit (principle)

e Structure L.O.1

e Calculation L.O.2 a3z 1o 0.25

e Summarization

e Number of pages: <70 %

3.3. Presentation

- Presenter spoke clearly, effectively. Presenter is

politely dressed. LO6 | 4] 3 2 110 0.125

- Technological scheme is sufficient and detailed. LO4 | 4| 3 2 1 0 0.125 3
- Presenter obviously understanded detailed drawing LO3 | 4| 3 2 1 0 05

3.4. Ask and Answer

- Presenters answered 80% of the questions correctly | L.04 [4] 3 [ 2 [1 [o | 05 ] 2
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Rating of committee’s member according to the rating scale:
4 = Excellent; 3 =Verygood; 2=Good; 1=Fair; 0=Poor
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