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FINAL GRADE

40/100

Analysis of Potential Munitions Used in the Attack on Mariupol
Theatre
GRADEMARK REPORT

GENERAL COMMENTS

Hi Ryan,

This was a LS I'm afraid, which is now capped at 
40%. However, you score would have been only 
marginally higher - 49%.

What you submitted was of reasonable quality and 
demonstrated that you have a good grasp of 
explosive theory. Despite the differentiated 
deadline, which you exceeded, the document felt 
rushed and last minute. You did not conduct a lot of 
additional reading as far as I can see, and were very 
limited in referencing and explanation. Your scores 
against the rubric are as follows:

Engagement with literature skills 6/15. 
Engagement with a limited range of mostly relevant 
and credible sources. Some omissions and minor 
errors. 

Knowledge and Understanding 13/25. Knowledge 
is reasonably detailed, accurate with a good 
systematic understanding of the field of study and to 
some extent, current research and scholarship.

Cognitive and Intellectual Skills 10/20. Some 
critical thinking, analysis, synthesis and evaluation. Can 
analyse new and/or abstract concepts and data 
without guidance. 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.



Practical Application 10/20. 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.

Transferrable Skills 10/20.  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. Demonstrates the skills required in 
graduate employment, with some areas of strength 
and some of minor weakness.

In detail:

1. Good background, with just sufficient information 
to describe the circumstances.

2. I liked figures 2 and 5, which supported the 
humanitarian and isolation aspects of the structure. 

3. Damage photography is of sufficient strength to 
allow you to determine the causality.

4. Spot on for thin-cased munition designed for 
blast. You topped this off with discussion on M/C 
ratios and what you would realistically expect. You 
would, however, need to support your analysis 
argument for shape of warhead and location of 
detonation since it is largely unreferenced. Also, are 
there any references to support why the witness 
testimonies vary during traumatic events. Should we 
worry that it was 86% one detonation, 14% two 
detonations?

5. Good explanation of scaled distance based on 10 
PSI. Figure 11 was very powerful in determining Z. 



Where is the information relating to where R comes 
from? It would have been useful to include a 
diagram that has the distances marked on it. You 
say all this on page 3 but do not reference it.

6. Where do you get 138 kPa from?

7. Your discussion of the list of munitions would 
have been better served in a more descriptive table, 
which included the KAB series as well. There is a lot 
of literature on their use in Ukraine. You have not 
discussed these at all. You mention the GICHD 
report on weapon use, but no reference. And, is this 
an accurate document?

8. What about TGAF-5 as a filling: RDX/TNT/Al, with a 
TNTe of around 1.3? Does this change your view?

9. There is no discussion on CEP, which was 
important in this scenario to determine the culprit. 
What id the CEP of an unguided FAB-500 vs a KAB-
500S-E?

10. Referencing extremely limited and not sufficient 
for a L6 submission. Shows only limited independent 
study.
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