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FINAL GRADE

72/100

Data Capture and Analysis of An OME Item
GRADEMARK REPORT

GENERAL COMMENTS

Hi Adam,

This was a well researched and articulated 
submission, indicating that you have grasped this 
subject matter. Well done. My only comment to 
major concern was the lack of attention paid to the 
FTIR trace. You could have entered data onto that 
trace to highlight why the explosive was TNT. 
Some minor observations below.

In detail:

1. A very well laid out and structured report, which 
was easy to follow from the outset. Most 
specifically, you separated out all the 
fragmentation, blast and FTIR data, allowing the 
reader time to consider the reasons for 
discounting certain munitions.

2. Abstract is good but two minor comments a) 
given the limited trials data could you have used 
'strongly suggests' as opposed to 'was identified'? 
b) would every reader understand the term 'make 
foils'? How could you have described that better?

3. Excellent referencing throughout. Demonstrates 
your understanding of blast, fragmentation, 
kinetic energy and directed energy.

4. Did you copy the NEQ of the 155 arty shell 
correctly? 1.15 kg is very low. I think the range 
trace would have discounted both the Mk 83 and 
the 155 mm.



5. Very good use of table 2. What should be 
expected? Very good to compare your results to for 
incident blast overpressure.

6. Again, I was very pleased to se your explanation 
of Gurney for spherical charges. More akin to the 
grenades than the simple cylinders.

7. You could have placed parts of comments 5 and 
6 into your discussion. Would have strengthened 
your argument.

8. Best explanation of method that I read across all 
students. Well done. May be your subject area but 
you wrote it well.

9. You explained the importance of a ricochet stop 
and how the absence of this impacted upon the 
validity of some velocity data.

10. Excellent point on the risks of filtering data and 
the impact on peak pressure readings.

11. Well observed for reflected overpressure. The 
peak of interest is at 220 kPa. Both the RGD-5 and 
M67 align reasonably with this given all the 
caveats considered.

12.  Again, your fragmentation average velocity 
data does correspond well with the RGD-5. 

13. Similar to everyone, I found the amount of 
fragmentation collected quite startling. You could 
have thought about this a bit more by reviewing 
the arena arc of 113 degrees and determining how
much could reasonably have been expected to be 
captured from an RGD-5 etc. My sense is about 1/2 



to 2/3 what we gathered. Biggest problem was 
collecting fragmentation from the strawboard 
below the munition. Nobody actually checked that 
bundle for previous fragmentation.

14. Why does Figure 10 have a strong correlation 
to TNT? You should have explained the absorption 
peaks, particularly those which indicated an 
aromatic ring. Allows you to discount all other 
explosives.

15. Good conclusion drawing out a number of 
shortfalls. For that reason 'possibly' RGD-5 based 
on data given. 
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