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	First Marker’s General Comments and Original Mark

This was an outstanding project. The attainment matches the considerable effort put in during project development. Professionally researched, beautifully written with exceptional results in a particularly challenging area. This is a project that should be exposed to the OME community at Fulmination 2025.
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	Second Marker’s General Comments and Original Mark

A very good project showing skill, understanding and delivery. Perhaps missing a few cherries on the cake that for the manufacturer would have been important. 
More detailed records of the builds and perhaps a thought towards an orthogonal array would have developed knowledge even further.
I think this project points towards some holes in the systems teaching. Design of experiments being one subject that gets a mention…but not a proper outing. 
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	Comment After Consultation With Other Marker & Final Agreed Mark

Following mediation, Marker 1 and Marker 2 agreed the percentage of 83. Yes, a little more detail on design consideration for the manufacturer would have been useful.  
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	Survey
	Review
	Experiment
	Development

	1.Research-informed Literature
	
	
	
	

	Introduction
	/5
	/5
	/5
	4/5

	Literature Review
	/20
	/35
	/20
	13/15

	Comments:

Marker 1:

The introduction was pithy and explained the limitations of current SC/EFP variants and why the project was necessary. Detailed literature review with exceptional use of referencing to historic and current literature. Used argument wisely based around the references. There was only one sentence out of place in the abstract (the gold-coloured back spall) since it was not explained. If it does not fit, leave it out. You could, perhaps, have mentioned ‘stand-off in the introduction of the Munroe effect to fully explain the EFP/SC phenomenon.

Marker 2:

A good introduction in technical terms for those for whom this is not their major subject. Surprised at the omission of standoff. The spoiling of stand off, by various means has long been fundamental reducing the effectiveness of such threats.  
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	Review
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	Development

	2. Knowledge and Understanding of Subject
	
	
	
	

	Methodology
	/5
	/5
	/5
	4/5

	Survey Design
	/15
	 -
	 -
	 -

	Requirements/Design
	 -
	 -
	 -
	5/5

	Comments:  

Marker 1:

Whilst the aims were clearly laid out, Mr Darcy-Page did not really describe an objective. This was only one of the weaker areas I could identify. The trial methodology was, however, spot on and in such detail that it was gusting Level 7. Mr Darcy-Page has clearly used all aspect of the OME apprenticeship to complete this report. Well done. 

Marker 2: I would have marked this section a little lower. May be -1 on each part? I think a design of experiments approach would have yielded more information on the performance of each build scenario of the system and given some indication of the variance involved from each control factor. 
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	3. Analysis
	
	
	
	

	Results & Discussions
	/25
	/25
	/25
	21/25

	Conclusions and Recommendations 
	/10
	/10
	/10
	8/10

	Comments:  

Marker 1:

These sections were all strong, with exceptional use of imagery to demonstrate the performance of the dual liners and their capabilities and limitations. There were three observed omissions: 1) what are the other limitations of a user-filled EFP in relation to axial symmetry; 2) what were the theoretical initial velocities from Gurney; and 3) why does the aluminium particulate? If we look at the slug formation there are definite asymmetric issues occurring, with some potentially due to slight problems with loading symmetry. Good discussion on limitations of data samples and what should be considered for the future. Mr Darcy-Page explains the separation of liners extremely well. Do we think that the pyrophoric effect of the aluminium liner will enhance behind armour effects? The R2 value is exceptionally low for KE comparisons, this should have been explained in more detail. What do we think the alloy of Cu-Al is? This could have been determined with FTIR or Raman.

Marker 2:

I was left asking myself “if I was to repeat this trial, would I come up with similar results?” For example, I could not find reference to the actual specification of the metals used. There are many variations in the world of aluminium and copper metals (As my friends in Indonesia found out) Does this make a difference? Could a wider experimental matrix have found out more with more builds but less repetitions of each build?  You would end up with firing the same number of reps for each control factor.

In the world of Improvisation, you use what is to hand. In the world of manufacture, you design to avoid variance. A parameter diagram and what why table might have been useful to point out some of the experimental noises and maybe hint at future work in a more focussed fashion. Again, I would have scored a few marks lower here.
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	4. Practical Application and Deployment
	
	
	
	

	Development
	 -
	 -
	 -
	13/15

	Experimental Design
	 -
	 -
	/15
	 -

	Comments: 

Marker 1:

I cannot fault the development journey that Mr Darcy-Page has taken through this journey. The trial is clearly laid out with exceptional use of imagery and tables to draw the reader into the more complex aspects. I particularly liked the reference to Ma, Zheng and Wang, which I checked to ensure that EFP formation stages were correctly described. I learned a great deal from this.

Marker 2:

I’d like to see a better, more detailed record of build standard kept throughout the trial. It is an interesting topic and is very well presented. 
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	5. Skills for Professional Practice
	
	
	
	

	Reflection
	/10
	/10
	/10
	6/10

	Quality of Report
	/10
	/10
	/10
	9/10

	Comments: 

Marker 1:

Particularly good paragraph on reflection and further work, which I suspect suffered a little as the word count approached the maximum.

However, the report was of exceptional quality. Well structured, full of technical detail, easy to follow and fun to read. The aims which Mr Darcy-Page outlined were both achieved. Mr Darcy-Page sometimes over-referenced a single source within the same paragraph (see reference [9]). A little off-putting. 

Marker 2:

An enjoyable read on an interesting topic. Perhaps it’s some of the baggage I carry with me, but as we venture from research into manufacture understanding of variance and the control of emergent behaviour is critical. Recording the detail is important.

	TOTAL:
	/100
	/100
	/100
	83/100







