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Test 1 Reflection
	During test one in Fluid Mechanics, I was able to experience unique challenges and work to solve parts of a complex systems of pipes, pumps, and floating bodies. I my opinion, these points focus directly on five of the course objectives including 1,3,4,6,9 which are for the understanding and explanation of the fundamentals of Fluid Mechanics, Buoyancy, Conservation of Energy, and Fluid Dynamics in pipes, pumps and fluid machinery. The test was split into two parts embodying different course objectives as their basis. Part one or “A” required me to demonstrate my knowledge of the fundamentals of Fluid Mechanics, Buoyancy, and Stability of a floating body. On the other hand, part “B” would include skills ranging from Conservation of Energy and various interpretations of Fluid Dynamics.
	Throughout the assessment there were mistakes made in both calculations and procedure of solving systems. The first mistake I made on the test and what would be prevalent throughout would be the lack of inclusion of a Purpose, Sources, and Design Consideration sections. I failed to grasp the organization for the test and how it was to be formatted which led to a harder time collecting information and formulating a procedure to solve the problems. However, specifically for the part “A” section, there was an error made when transferring the calculations into a data sheet. Even thought the hand calculations were correct I had failed to properly use the data sheet to convert degrees to radians. This would impact all data points for part “A”s and lead to a graph that improperly demonstrates the relationship between the degree of the gate and the size required of the buoy. Remedial action for this would be to take extra time out of class to practice excel formulas and calculations as well as practice interpreting data sheets into graphs. Part “B” suffered from much the same problem; a correct hand solution was incorrectly transferred into a data sheet. Although, not because of improper calculations but the wrong range of data. In my data sheet I used variables of pressure ranging from 0-10 in increments of 0.1 while in the test solutions it ranged from 0-100 in increments of 10. While both graphs are identical and demonstrate the same trends on the data, it does not represent a logical scope of possible values and suffers from being too specific. A smaller issue encountered is not converting the answer from “in” to “ft”. Remedial action for this section would be to make a written list of steps and write down steps taken to formulate an answer or proper data sheet. Also, it would be beneficial to step back and look at given data sets and observe if they make logical sense to be organized a certain way. If I could retake this assignment with the benefit of hindsight, I would ensure that I had a much deeper understanding of the programs required for calculations and of the required format of the test instead of treating like a standard, multi question assessment. 
	Based on the given rubric, it is my opinion that the submitted work is in the range of 70-73 points out of 100. This value is derived from the supplied rubric with the individual categories scored and weighted. First, a total subtraction of certain categories for their absences was observed including the Purpose, Materials, and Sources section. Each of these sections encompass 5 precent of the total each bringing the total to 75. The other impacted section is the calculations which I believed scored ¾ of the possible points. Which, out of the 20 percent weight would relieve another 5 of the total points for 70 total. The range of 70-73 comes from the possibility of partial credit given to the data sheets as the errors encountered did not demonstrate a lack of understanding of the material or procedure, but of improper use of the system and lack of knowledge to properly express given data sets. Regarding the unmentioned sections, I believe that each section has met the appropriate and required criteria that demonstrates an understanding of the material and procedure. As well as an acknowledgement to mistakes and remedial action given in the analysis of each section made during the test.
	Fluid Mechanics test 1 provided two issues for me while completing it, understanding what was required as for necessary information and how to properly interpret given data into data sheets and graphs. How I had attempted to resolve this was by viewing other pieces of work related to creating data sheets and graphs in order to see examples of how it might be done, and while this helped to create readable charts they were not done in the most logical way. Something I would change in regard to the steps I took when completing the test would have been to research more into the class guidelines and prior examples of tests and view them more literally than explanatory. As in, that they are not just explaining what to do but are formatted as to what is required. One new concept I learned while taking the test was buoyancy and stability of a floating body as I had not yet done that lab report and so had not fully grasped those principals and formulas. These principals apply to the problems faced by engineers in the work force especially in the local area of Norfolk. One example is engineers at the shipyards who must make careful calculations, drawings and procedures on a vessel’s buoyancy and stability under unique loading conditions. For instance, when a new ship is being launched, it must be able to be rigid enough to transfer from being supported by anchors or rollers in the dock to the water. This leaves the center of the ship unsupported by either and can results in cracks or a catastrophic failure in the structure. The most prevalent place I will have to use these principals is in mostly in the classroom setting. The path I am on is pointing towards a hands-on career or one that specializes in the physical aspects of a design separate from fluid-based dynamics. However, I believe that this material is important to my professional career since I can’t truly know what is in store for me when I enter the workforce. Given the uncertainty and the professionally career I deeply desire to serve in I am close to certain that I will not have many opportunities if at all to demonstrate the material and concepts taught throughout this course. Having said that, even currently I have not learned material that has impacted my everyday work or personal life, not to say I have not learned only that it has not affected me. However, some areas of the subject which I think I have improved the most on is regarding buoyancy and stability. These were principals I already had a firm understanding of in the practical sense and so transferring that to problems was not significantly difficult. As mentioned before, I cannot foresee the material of this course affecting the development of my career or field given the nature of the job. I spent approximately 3 hours from opening the assignment to submitting the test. Most time spent was researching the problems in the textbook for relevant information and formulating the data sheets and graphs. One thing I would do differently would have been to section out the test into parts for separate days. As in, split the test and do part “A” and “B” on separate days. This would have enabled me to catch more mistakes with time to rest and contemplate each question with more significant time and research. 
