RDBASE MOBILE VERSION : WALKTHROUGH

Documenting an SR&ED project on your
phone, screen by screen

Eleven steps, from setting up the company to sending the draft description to your
SR&ED consultant. The example follows ABC Inc., a machine shop trying to mill thin-
wall aluminium housings without chatter.

Everything shown is sample data. ABC Inc., its people and its project are invented. The guidance
answers in steps 4, 6, 8 and 9 are illustrations of the kind of answer you get; real answers are written
fresh from your own entries and will differ.

Before you start

1. On your phone, open rdbase.ca and tap Start here, then Set up mobile version.
2. Sign in with your Claude account. A free account is enough.
3. To keep it on your home screen, open the browser menu and choose Add to Home screen.



STEP 1
Set up the company

This screen appears once, the first time you open the mobile version. Every project you add
afterwards uses it. Only the legal name and fiscal year end are required to continue.

LEGAL NAME ABC Inc.
FISCAL YEAR END 31 December 2026
PROVINCE ON

FIELDS OF RESEARCH 1. Tooling, machinery and equipment engineering (2.03.09)
2. Applied mechanics (2.03.02)
3. Automation and control systems (2.02.05)

INVESTIGATORS J. Smith, P.Eng, mechanical engineering, class A
R. Lee, CET, mechatronics, class B

CONSULTANT Yes: MEUK Corporation, David Sabina

The last question asks whether you already have an SR&ED consultant. Answer Yes and enter
the firm, contact and email, or No and choose whether you would like a suggestion. If you
choose Not now it stays empty, and you are asked again once a project reaches a strength of 8
out of 10.

Pick up to three fields, most important first, for the work itself and not the industry you sell into. Tap
Company details at any time to change them.

the work sits in, not the industry you sell into. A

Company details dental device built by engineers is medical SR&ED CONSULTANT
engineering, not clinical medicine.
Shared by every project for this company. Do you already have an SR&ED consultant?
KEY INVESTIGATORS
Reviewers look for someone formally qualified in Yes No
LEGAL NAME the field above. Claims have been lost on this point
ABC Inc. more than any other. FIRM
BUSINESS NUMBER 1 MEUK Corporation
NAME
123456789RC0O001 CONTACT NAME
J. Smith
FISCAL YEAR END David Sabina
DESIGNATION
12/31/2026 [m] CONTACT EMAIL
P.Eng

PROVINCE i
DISCIPLINE info@rdbase.net

ON
v Mechanical engineering
PRINARY FIELDS OF RESEARCH eos tinss The consultant question, lower on the same
1 2.03.09 - Tooling, machinery, and eq v A . screen
2 2.03.02 - Applied mechanics v Remove

3 2.02.05 - Automation and control sys v

2
Up to three. most important first. Choose the fields

Company details (part 1 of 2) Company details (part 2 of 2)



STEP 2
Open a project, or add one

The Projects panel lists every project as a square. Under each sits its technological uncertainty
as a triangle, and under that the activities for each year as circles. Tap any line to go straight to
that screen.

Tap Add a new project to start another. It is numbered for you: the first two digits are the year
the work began and the last two are the sequence, so ABC's first two projects of 2026 are 2601
and 2602.

The project number and title sit at the top of the screen and can be edited there.

PROJECTS 2 projects

[ 2601 - Chatter-free milling of thin-
wall housings

/\ 1-Dynamic stability of thin walls

QO 1-Baseline lobe-chart cuts
(2026)

O 2 -Damped fixture trials (2026)

[ 2602 - Tool-wear compensation for
gear hobbing

/\ 1-Wear prediction under varying load

O 1-Wear sensor bench test (2026)

+ Add a new project...

Projects panel



STEP 3
Objectives: what you set out to achieve

Start with what was already known and where it ran out. Then state the objective in plain words,
and add one row for each thing you can measure.

KNOWLEDGE BASE Published methods predict stable cutting for walls 3 mm and thicker. Nothing found
for a 1.2 mm wall.

OBJECTIVE Machine 1.2 mm housings in one setup without chatter marks.
MEASUREMENT 1 Minimum wall thickness: 2.0 mm now, 1.2 mm target
MEASUREMENT 2 Surface roughness Ra: 3.2 um now, 0.8 um target

Every measurement needs both a current performance and a target. A target with nothing to compare
against cannot show an advance.

stable speeds for a 1.2 mm wall.
Objectives beyond

standard practice PRIOR ART FOUND Download the list
Each objective needs a measurable target and Add each document you found, rank it from 1to 10
the current performance it is measured for how closely it bears on your objective, and

against. A target with no benchmark cannot attach a copy if you saved one.

show an advance. DOCUMENT TITLE
Review article: chatter in thin-wall millin
GUIDANCE  Plan a prior-art search

LINK
Review my objectives

https://example.com/review

Or ask a question about this projec Ask
SIGNIFICANCE

Sends this project'’s text to Claude on your own 9 v
account. Answers are suggestions for you to check,
not findings. It cannot search the web, and it does WHAT IT SHOWS, AND WHERE IT STOPS

not judge eligibility or give tax advice. .
s LI Covers walls of 3 mm and thicker.

Does not predict stable speeds once

KNOWLEDGE BASE AND ITS LIMITS . .
: the wall thins during the cut.

Stability-lobe methods and two tooling
suppliers' application notes (searched
Google Patents and Scholar, January
2026) predict stable cutting for walls 3 mm
and thicker. Below 2 mm the wall loses
stiffness as material is removed, and we
found no published method that predicts Open attached file (thin-wall-review.pdf, 1.2

Objectives (part 1 of 2) Objectives (part 2 of 2)

Remove

Found through: Chatter prediction when the
part, not the tool, is flexible

Open link




STEP 4
Plan the prior-art search

On the Objectives screen, tap Plan a prior-art search. Guidance reads what you have entered
and drafts four to six searches, each with links that open Google Patents, Google Scholar or a
web search with the terms filled in.

When a search turns up something relevant, tap Add a document | found. Paste its title and link,
rank its significance from 1to 10, note what it shows and where it stops, and attach a copy if you
saved the PDF. The list sorts itself with the most significant first, and Download the list saves it
as a spreadsheet for discussion.

Then write what you searched, where, the date and where the published knowledge stopped into
Knowledge base and its limits.

Guidance cannot search the web itself, and the "likely established practice" note is unverified. The
searches are yours to run and record.

GUIDANCE Plan a prior-art search

Review my objectives

Or ask a question about this projec Ask

Likely established practice (not verified)

Stability-lobe diagrams are the established
way to choose chatter-free spindle speeds,
and they work well when the workpiece is
much stiffer than the tool. Damped fixturing
and variable-pitch cutters are also widely
used for flexible parts.

Chatter prediction when the part, not the
tool, is flexible

thin wall milling chatter stability
workpiece dynamics

Search Patents Search Scholar

Search Web

Add a document | found

Whether anyone predicts stable speeds
below 2 mm walls

stability lobe thin wall aluminium 1
mm varying stiffness

Search Patents Search Scholar

Search Web

Add a document | found

Guidance: prior-art search plan (part 1

of 2)

Nearest alternative: damped or active
fixtures

fixture damping thin wall machining
vibration suppression

Search Patents Search Scholar

Search Web

Add a document | found

Known limits of variable-helix tools

variable helix end mill chatter thin
wall limits

Search Patents Search Scholar
Search Web

Add a document | found

These searches open in a new tab; this
page cannot run them for you. Record
what you searched, where, the date, and
where the published knowledge stopped,
under Knowledge base and its limits.

Worth writing down:

- The thinnest wall for which a published
method predicts stable speeds

- Database, search terms and date of each
search

Sends this project’s text to Claude on your own

account. Answers are suggestions for you to check,

not findings. It cannot search the web, and it does
not judge eligibility or give tax advice.

Guidance: prior-art search plan (part 2

of 2)

PRIOR ART FOUND Download the list
Add each document you found, rank it from 1to 10
for how closely it bears on your objective, and
attach a copy if you saved one.
DOCUMENT TITLE
Review article: chatter in thin-wall millin
LINK
https://example.com/review
SIGNIFICANCE
9 v

WHAT IT SHOWS, AND WHERE IT STOPS

Covers walls of 3 mm and thicker.
Does not predict stable speeds once
the wall thins during the cut.

Remove

Found through: Chatter prediction when the
part, not the tool, is flexible

Prior art found, ranked (part 1 of 2)



Open link

Open attached file (thin-wall-review.pdf, 1.2

MB)

DOCUMENT TITLE

Patent: damped fixture for flexible work
LINK

https://example.com/patent
SIGNIFICANCE

6 v

WHAT IT SHOWS, AND WHERE IT STOPS

Passive damping pads, shown on 2.5
mm walls only.

Remove

Found through: Nearest alternative: damped
or active fixtures

Open link  Attach a copy

Prior art found, ranked (part 2 of 2)



STEP 5
Uncertainties: what you could not predict
State the unknown as a question, say why standard practice could not answer it, and list up to

five variables you will change and measure.

KEY QUESTION Can spindle speed, radial depth and fixture damping together keep a wall that
loses stiffness during the cut inside a stable zone?

WHY NOT STANDARD The stability-lobe chart assumes a rigid part. Reducing depth of cut tripled cycle
time and the chatter remained.

VARIABLES Spindle speed (12,000 to 24,000 rpm)
Radial depth of cut (0.2 to 1.0 mm)
Fixture damping (none, pads, vacuum plus pads)

Where changing one variable shifts another unpredictably, say so under Interacts with. Each variable
also shows which experiments test it.

assumes a rigid part, and reducing depth

A Dynamic stability of thin walls tripled cycle time without removing
chatter.

At Level 1the project carries one triangle.

Name up to five key variables for TOP EXPERIMENTAL VARIABLES (MAX 5)

experimentation, and flag any that interact

unpredictably. 1

VARIABLE

GUIDANCE  Suggest variables Spindle speed

Test my key question DESCRIPTION / NOTES

Or ask a question about this projec Ask 50T 2D (i I 4T I
steps

Sends this project’s text to Claude on your own

account. Answers are suggestions for you to check,

not findings. It cannot search the web, and it does Radial depth: the stable speed band

not judge eligibility or give tax advice. it 26 T el Giis

INTERACTS WITH

TRIANGLE NAME PRIORITY

Dynamic stability of thin walls High v
KEY QUESTION Remove

Can a combination of spindle speed, radial TESTED IN Baseline lobe-chart cuts (2026),

depth and fixture damping keep a wall
whose stiffness falls during the cut inside
a stable zone?

Damped fixture trials (2026)

2

WHY STANDARD PRACTICE COULD NOT RESOLVE
IT

VARIABLE

. Radial depth of cut
A competent machinist would read the

stability-lobe chart for the tool and reduce DESCRIPTION / NOTES
depth of cut. We tried that first: the chart

Uncertainties (part 1 of 2) Uncertainties (part 2 of 2)



STEP 6
Ask for variables you may have missed

Tap Suggest variables. Each suggestion says why its effect is hard to predict, what range to test
and what it may interact with. Tap Add this variable to put it on the list, then edit it in your own
words.

Test my key question checks whether the question reads as a technological uncertainty or as
routine engineering, and offers a sharper wording.

Add only the variables you will really vary and measure. Five on one uncertainty is the useful limit.

GUIDANCE | Suggest variables

Test my key question

Or ask a question about this projec Ask

Tool helix angle

How a variable helix behaves against a wall
whose stiffness is falling is not given by
supplier data.

Test: 35 degrees, 45 degrees and one
variable-helix cutter, same diameter and
coating

May interact with: Spindle speed: a variable
helix changes which speeds excite the wall

Add this variable

Tool path direction

The order material is removed sets how stiff
the wall is at each pass, which the lobe
chart ignores.

Test: climb versus conventional, and top-
down versus stepped passes

May interact with: Radial depth of cut

Add this variable

Add only the ones you will actually vary
and measure, then edit them in your own
words. Five on one triangle is the useful
limit.

Sends this project'’s text to Claude on your own
account. Answers are suggestions for you to check,
not findings. It cannot search the web, and it does
not judge eligibility or give tax advice.

Guidance: suggested variables



STEP 7
Experiments: what you did each year

Pick the fiscal year, then add one entry per experiment. Tap the variables it tested, and fill in the
hypothesis before the work and the results and conclusion after it.

EXPERIMENT

VARIABLES

WHAT WAS DONE

Baseline lobe-chart cuts (completed)
Spindle speed, radial depth of cut

24 cuts on 6 housings, accelerometer on the wall

RESULTS Chatter at every speed below a 1.6 mm wall

CONCLUSION

The rigid-part chart does not hold below 1.6 mm; speed and depth interact

A failed attempt is still an experiment. Record what it settled.

O Experiments by tax year

The square and the triangle hold still across
the project. Circles are per fiscal year, and
each one carries a hypothesis, what was
done, and what it concluded.

GUIDANCE  Suggest research steps

Review my experiments

Or ask a question about this projec Ask
Sends this project’s text to Claude on your own
account. Answers are suggestions for you to check,

not findings. It cannot search the web, and it does
not judge eligibility or give tax advice.

2026 [(EERCEs

EXPERIMENT
Baseline lobe-chart cuts

STATUS

Remove
Completed v

VARIABLES TESTED

v Spindle speed
v Radial depth of cut

+ Fixture damping

Experiments for 2026 (part 1 of 2)

HYPOTHESIS

The supplier's lobe chart will hold
down to a 1.6 mm wall because the
tool, not the part, dominates the
dynamics.

WHAT WAS DONE

24 cuts on 6 housings, accelerometer
on the wall, Ra measured after each
pass.

RESULTS OBSERVED

Chatter at every speed once the wall
was under 1.6 mm. Ra 2.9 to 4.1 um.

CONCLUSION

The rigid-part chart does not hold
below 1.6 mm. The stable band moved
by about 1,500 rpm as the wall thinned,
so speed and depth interact.

EXPERIMENT
Damped fixture trials

STATUS

Remove
In progress v

VARIABLES TESTED

v Spindle speed

+ Radial depth of cut

Experiments for 2026 (part 2 of 2)



STEP 8
Ask what to test next

Tap Suggest research steps. Guidance proposes experiments that follow from the variables and
from what earlier experiments concluded. Add as planned creates the entry with status Planned,
linked to its variables, and leaves results and conclusion blank.

Rewrite the hypothesis as your own before the work starts. Guidance proposes future work only; it
never fills in what happened.

GUIDANCE | Suggest research steps

Review my experiments

Or ask a question about this projec Ask

Speed and depth map at 1.4 mm wall
Tests: Spindle speed, Radial depth of cut
Hypothesis: A narrow stable band exists
near 18,000 rpm at 0.4 mm depth, because
the baseline showed the band moving rather
than disappearing.

Method: 7 speeds by 4 depths on 4

housings, wall accelerometer and Ra on
every pass.

Add as planned for 2026

Best fixture at 1.2 mm wall
Tests: Fixture damping, Spindle speed

Hypothesis: Vacuum plus pads will hold the
stable band open down to 1.2 mm where
pads alone will not.

Method: Repeat the three best speeds from
the map on 1.2 mm walls, 3 parts per fixture.

Add as planned for 2026

Each one is added as Planned with results
and conclusion left blank. Rewrite the
hypothesis as your own before the work
starts, and record what actually happened
afterwards.

Sends this project'’s text to Claude on your own
account. Answers are suggestions for you to check,
not findings. It cannot search the web, and it does
not judge eligibility or give tax advice.

Guidance: suggested research steps



STEP 9
Have the record reviewed

Each screen has a review button. Review my experiments checks that every hypothesis names
its variable, that results refer back to the objectives and that conclusions say what was learned,
then lists the most useful fixes.

You can also type a question of your own in the box, such as "Is my second objective
measurable?"

Reviews point out what a reviewer is likely to question. They do not decide whether the work is eligible.

GUIDANCE  Suggest research steps

Review my experiments

Or ask a question about this projec Ask

Baseline lobe-chart cuts: sound. The
hypothesis names both variables, the
results quote Ra against your 0.8 ym
objective, and the conclusion states what
was learned about the interaction.

Damped fixture trials: the hypothesis is
clear, but say what result would count as
reaching 1.2 mm. No results yet, which is
fine while it is in progress.

Every variable is tested by at least one
experiment.

Most useful fixes:

- Record the wall thickness reached in

each fixture trial, since that is your first
objective.

- Add the accelerometer readings, not

only Ra, to the baseline results.

- Note the dates of the baseline cuts.

Sends this project'’s text to Claude on your own
account. Answers are suggestions for you to check,
not findings. It cannot search the web, and it does
not judge eligibility or give tax advice.

Guidance: review



STEP 10
Check claim readiness

The Claim readiness panel sits above the three screens and updates as you type. Red items
block a complete record, amber items are warnings. Tap any line to jump to the field that needs
attention.

The panel also gives the record a strength out of 10. It starts at 10 and loses 2 for each blocking
item and 1 for each warning. At 8 or higher, if no consultant is on file, it offers to help you choose
one.

CLAIM READINESS CLAIM READINESS
3 blocking 5 warnings Strength 1/10 Nothing outstanding Strength 10/10

® No measurable objective. A project with
nothing to measure cannot show an advance.

@ The knowledge base has not been PI’OJeCt 2601' record Complete

benchmarked. Without it, nothing shows the
work was beyond standard practice.

® The objective has not been stated in words.
The measurements alone do not explain what
the project was for.

® The uncertainty has no key question stated.

@ No reason given why standard practice could
not resolve it.

® Fewer than two key variables. Reviewers look
for a test matrix, not a single knob.

® Wear sensor bench test has no hypothesis.

® Tmore.

Project 2602, just started



STEP 11 - OPTIONAL
Send the draft to your SR&ED consultant

When you are ready, tap Send for review. The screen shows your consultant's contact and
assembles a draft project description from everything you have entered: objectives, prior art,
uncertainties, work by year, people, files and anything still outstanding.

There are two ways to send it. Share this page from the Share menu so the consultant sees the
live record and the attached files. Or tap Download draft or Copy draft and email it to the
address shown.

The draft is marked as not reviewed. Your consultant decides what goes into the claim.

Download draft

Send for review

Optional. When the record is ready, send the

draft project descrlptlon to your SRRED SR&ED PROJECT DESCRIPTION — DRAFT FOR

consultant. REVIEW
Not reviewed. Not a determination of
eligibility.
MEUK Corporation - David Sabina
. Company: ABC Inc. Fiscal year end:
info@rdbase.net  Copy address 2026-12-31

Primary fields of research: 2.03.09 -
Tooling, machinery, and equipment
engineering and manufacturing; 2.03.02
- Applied mechanics; 2.02.05 -
Automation and control systems

Change consultant

1. Share this page. Open the Share menu and

invite your consultant by email. They see Project: 2601 - Chatter-free milling of
the live record, the prior art and the thin-wall housings
attached files, and nothing goes out of Prepared: 2026-11-13  Record strength:
date. 10 out of 10

2. Or send the draft. Download or copy the 1. OBJECTIVES AND ADVANCEMENT SOUGHT
draft below and email it to the address (T661 line 246)
above.

Knowledge base and its limits
DRAFT PROJECT DESCRIPTION Copy draft ot T C .

Send for review (part 1 of 2) Send for review (part 2 of 2)



AT ANY STEP
Attach files, or speak instead of typing

Files. Tap Files, then Attach a file. Your phone's file picker opens, including Google Drive,
Downloads and photos. PDFs, images, and text or CSV files up to 20 MB can be attached; save
Word or Excel files as PDF first.

Start from your notes. If you already have project notes in a text file, Draft entries from a text
file reads them and proposes the objective and uncertainty entries for you to accept or rewrite.

Voice. Tap a field, then tap Dictate at the bottom right and speak; tap again to stop. The
microphone key on your phone's keyboard also works in every field.

The Dictate button appears in Chrome on your phone. Inside the Claude app, use the keyboard
microphone.

NOTES

Project files The three damping set-ups.

Attach supporting documents from your
phone, Google Drive or any folder your file
picker shows: test logs, drawings, photos, Remove

reports.
Open attached file (fixtures.jpg, 2.3 MB)

FILE OR DOCUMENT
Attach a file

Baseline accelerometer logs

NOTES
i X i PDF, images, and text or CSV files up to 20 MB
Raw wall vibration for the 24 baseline each. Save Word or Excel files as PDF first.
cuts.

START FROM YOUR NOTES

Remove . . .
Pick a text file of project notes (.txt, .md or .csv)

Open attached file (baseline-cuts.csv, 180 and guidance drafts the objective and uncertainty
entries from it for you to accept or rewrite. The file
is read on this device and sent to Claude on your
own account.

B

FILE OR DOCUMENT
Draft entries from a text file

Fixture set-up photos

Files (part 1 of 2) Files (part 2 of 2)

The mobile version records the technical half of an SR&ED claim. It does not decide eligibility, give tax advice or file
anything. Use sample data while testing, and keep each company in its own copy. MEUK Corporation - rdbase.ca



