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FINAL GRADE

58/100

Data Capture & Analysis TASK 2
GRADEMARK REPORT

GENERAL COMMENTS

Hi John,

This was a reasonable submission gusting 2:2 with 
an award of 58%. I say this for the following 
reasons, which are better explained in the detailed
comments. However, I am content that you 
submission meets the objectives set for the 
module.

Engagement with an appropriate range of 
research-informed literature, including sources 
retrieved independently. Some key referencing 
absent. 5/10

Knowledge is reasonably detailed, accurate with a 
good systematic understanding of DC&E. However, 
lacks depth in alternative methodologies that 
could be applied. 12/20

Some critical thinking, analysis, synthesis and 
evaluation.
An emerging awareness of different stances and 
ability to use evidence (that may be incomplete) to 
support the argument.
Mostly valid arguments and logical judgements. 
Some tendency to assert/state opinion rather than 
argue on the basis of reason and evidence. 18/30

A good and appropriate application of standard 
methods, materials, tools and/or techniques.
Clear appreciation of the context of the 
application. Mainly consistent, accurate and 
logical application of theory to practice, making 
appropriate links between the two
Can identify problems and propose mostly 
appropriate solutions in complex and 
unpredictable contexts. 18/30



Can communicate effectively in a suitable format, 
but may have minor errors.
Mostly coherent, organised work, in a suitable 
structure and is for the most part clearly 
expressed. Can work effectively independently 
and/or as part of a team, with clear contribution to 
group activities. 
Demonstrates the skills required in graduate 
employment, with some areas of strength and 
some of minor weakness. 5/10

In detail:

1. Make sure you spell your supervisor's name 
correctly in any submission, specifically the Major 
Project. A few minor type-o throughout e.g. page 
5, first sentence of final paragraph ".....by a blast 
pressure gauge or commonly known as....."

2. You have no difficulty writing a good abstract. 
Watch for spelling - Explosive(s) in OME.

3. The content was a bit thin in terms of headings 
transcribed to the table of contents. Fourteen 
pages of Methods & Equipment without any sub-
headings for the reader to refer to. You use plenty 
in the main text. Had you thought about using 
headings on strengths and weaknesses, since you 
introduced these in the abstract? 

4. Under 2.2 Equipment, defer Strawboard to 2.2.1, 
Velocity Foils 2.2.2, Pressure Sensor 2.2.3 etc and 
use TOC which displays three levels. I note you 
had not separate heading for FTIR, which would 
have been useful to keep within its own section 
2.2.4.

5. I think Figure 1 is the strawboard used below 
the munition after detonation. It would have been 



better for you to use one of the images where the 
fragmentation from previous trials had been 
circled.

6. Under Figure 1, your next paragraph is a little 
confusing. You mention strawboard, then FTIR, 
then talk about fragmentation velocity calculation. 
I would presume that you mean the strawboard, 
not the FTIR.

7. For the velocity foils, had you thought about the 
problem associated with partial penetration of a 
fragment? This would prevent the signature of any 
subsequent fragmentation being detected.

8. Good observations about environmental 
efficiencies using strawboard AND the effect of the 
weather on sensor such as the pressure gauges.

9.  As I read through, I note you have no heading 
for Alternative Methods in the Contents, AND that 
your contents are labelled Sections 1, 2, then 9, 10 
and 11. What happened to headings 3 - 8? I see 
that Alternative Methods is Section 3.

10. Your first three sentences under 3.1 Pre-Trial  
are confusing and could have been better written. 
For example, the first sentence is superfluous and 
there should be a comma at the end of the second 
non-sentence. "In addition to 
capturing............data, several alternative......trail". 
The introduce gas sensors as 3.1.1. Then high-
speed cameras under 3.1.2. However, both would 
have been significant force multipliers to the trial 
as you state.

11. OME item, not OME Item.



12. Again, split post-trail down into its sub-sub 
headings. What about flash x-ray of the detonation 
itself? Or the transition of fragmentation through 
space?

13. You needed a reference for the x-ray diffraction
section. How would you have applied this concept 
to this  specific trail. At the range, in the 
laboratory? This is not clear.

14. GC-MS is also good, but I think these 
methodologies should be discussed in relation to a
better approach than FTIR? Perhaps a sub-heading
on Chemical Analysis Improvements. 

15. A well written conclusion. What about 
increasing the sample size of the trial from 1 firing 
to, perhaps, 20? What would be a good statistical 
methodology? Conclusion is section 4. References 
is Section 5. Again, refer to your contents page. 
Where is your Appendix?
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