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	Mark %

	First Marker’s General Comments and Original Mark


This was a complex project with a shift in focus halfway through. However, it is presented well and makes for interesting reading (and perhaps future application when the IPO option proves unscalable). You have described some difficult terminology in detail and applied it well in the modelling domain. My only constructive criticisms are that your referencing could have been better in parts and some type-o and sentence construction detracted from the polish.
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	Second Marker’s General Comments and Original Mark

I concur with the comments of Marker one. I would note the progress that has been made since the first assignments submitted in the early stages of the apprenticeship. As a manufacturer and designer of articles I would have liked to have seen a little more mention of how the designs fit into real stores and perhaps a mention of some of the variance that could detract from performance. In assembly for example.
Mr Harwood tends to write as he speaks, which makes for some poorly written sentence construction which is fine in conversation / presentation. This is very difficult to spot in one’s own work. (I know) so I would echo the advice on peer review.
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	Comment After Consultation With Other Marker & Final Agreed Mark

On consultation with marker 1 a mark of 70% was agreed as this was a “1st” paper. 
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	Survey
	Review
	Experiment
	Development

	1.Research-informed Literature
	
	
	
	

	Introduction
	/5
	/5
	/5
	4/5

	Literature Review
	/20
	/35
	/20
	10/15

	Comments:

 
Marker 1:

This was a complex project to write up and relied heavily upon the literature review for understanding. You introduced the aims and objectives well and did describe some head-exploding concepts such as Hugoniot curves, CJ pressures and wave generators. Well done. I particularly liked your graphical representation and the explanation beneath it. You could have explained the detonation and deflagration branches of the Hugoniot curve though. 

Why was the target set at 1.2 micro-seconds for TOA? You do need to reference this. 

For the JWL EOS you do not introduce the terms. What am I looking at in terms of the variables?

	 
	Survey
	Review
	Experiment
	Development

	2. Knowledge and Understanding of Subject
	
	
	
	

	Methodology
	/5
	/5
	/5
	3/5

	Survey Design
	/15
	 -
	 -
	 -

	Requirements/Design
	 -
	 -
	 -
	4/5

	Comments:  

Marker 1:

The methodology was well written, but you did not state why the dual-step process was selected. What were the variety of factors that led to this selection? 

Where did equation 2 come from? Is this your theory? Reference what you are saying in the Energetic Deliberation section and the Angle and Design section. How do I know these values are correct?

On figure 9 you could have annotated the calculated angles to make the paragraph above clearer. Which do you prefer – HEBurn or HVRB? Both have advantages and disadvantages. I would argue that HVRB is more akin to the real world, but the HEBurn is likely going to theoretically provide the smallest TOA and curvature.

Excellent use of simulation images. Good application of engineering skills to extend the length of the mousetrap once curvature of the contact plate is noticed.

I think I follow you to Figure 17, but which steps could you have cut out to make the reading more focused?


	 
	Survey
	Review
	Experiment
	Development

	3. Analysis
	
	
	
	

	Results & Discussions
	/25
	/25
	/25
	17/25

	Conclusions and Recommendations 
	/10
	/10
	/10
	7/10

	Comments:

Marker 1:

The results and discussion section were very detailed, and for the most part easy to follow. It would have been useful to defer much of the tabular results to an Appendix, focusing solely on the most important detail. In other words, it could be easy to lose one’s way through the detail. However, the detail of the full system set up is excellent but watch your cross-referencing. Figure 24 is Figure 23 I think......  

The conclusion is very clear, and your approach does meet the stipulated requirements of TOA < 1.2us and curvature < 8.5 mm. Your recommendation in the further work section is sensible and I hope that this is pursued within the workplace. 

Marker 2
I has a little difficulty in getting my head around how the mouse trap design fitted into a real system. (I’m familiar with dual explosive types and multipoint initiation types having struggled to manufacture them.)

	 
	Survey
	Review
	Experiment
	Development

	4. Practical Application and Deployment
	
	
	
	

	Development
	 -
	 -
	 -
	12/15

	Experimental Design
	 -
	 -
	/15
	 -

	Comments: 

Marker 1:

This was undoubtedly a complex project to complete, and I am aware of the external pressures you faced from competitors. However, you have developed a good solution from the literature review, which (from experimental design) does meet the stipulated performance criteria of the planar wave generator. As such, this was a particularly strong section from you. Well done.

Marker 2:

……..Now to go on and prove it works and feedback into the models created. Is there scope here for a practical project for a following apprentice?






	 
	Survey
	Review
	Experiment
	Development

	5. Skills for Professional Practice
	
	
	
	

	Reflection
	/10
	/10
	/10
	7/10

	Quality of Report
	/10
	/10
	/10
	6/10

	Comments: 

Marker 1:

The reflection paragraph was amongst the best I have read. Clearly laid out and split into three concise sections. You dealt with adversity well, namely the change in project focus halfway through, but I think this focused your mind much more. I also believe that the IPO solution has been conducted at the micro level and you correctly identify that it may not scale up. However, your solution does not require scaling and is therefore one to watch!

There were a few type-o and sentence construction issues in the report. An example is the last two sentences of the abstract. Another is....’Resulting’ at the start of a sentence, or sentences not complete. These grammatical errors did detract from the overall flow. However, for the most part, the submission was well written. Please remember to obtain peer review.

	TOTAL:
	/100
	/100
	/100
	70/100







