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FINAL GRADE

50/100

Adv OME Assignment - Mariupol Theatre
GRADEMARK REPORT

GENERAL COMMENTS

Hi Tom,

Thank you for the submission. The report was 
written reasonably well and demonstrated that you 
have a fair grasp of scientific principles. You argued 
the case for the munition well, but rather situated 
the appreciation. Work out the amount of explosive 
required to generate 10 PSI at 18 metres or so, then 
apply that to the NEQ's of the munitions. Your M/C 
calculation was way out, and you chose the wrong 
casing material. The actual culprit, based on witness 
testimony and damage is likely a KAB/FAB-500 with 
guidance, so you should have mentioned CEP and 
target isolation. It may also have been useful to 
include statements on why some witnesses thought 
two bombs, and others thought one. There is a 
reason why people recall events differently in 
trauma. 

Your scores against the rubric are as follows:

Engagement with literature skills 7/15. 
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 table of contents, which was clearly laid out. 
Made submission easy to follow and dip back into 
after reference checking. My only comment relates 
to List of Figures, then List of Tables, then List of 
Equations below the TOC.

2. Think of your sentence construction. Last 
sentence of para 1.0 is not a sentence. There should 
be something coming after the full stop to finish it 
off.

3. You have Figure 1 and Figure 2 sat within the text. 
Where is the cross reference to the caption in the 



text to explain why they are there? You must get 
used to doing this.

4. Where you have mentioned Amnesty 
International, the reference [10] should come after 
that. It is this document that includes Goloviov's 
statement.

5. Your introduction and background is good, 
providing just sufficient information for the reader.

6. Nice discussion about where the aircraft may have 
come from, but this would be hearsay. What we ned 
to underpin is the knowledge that aircraft of this 
type were in operation, were seen in the vicinity, and 
carried particular payloads.

7. At 2.5, reference for AI and CST after you mention 
them in the first sentence.

8. You argue the 'suspects' well, discounting some 
based on your knowledge of SPOME. Well done.

9. For 5) on page 10, a greater relative to 'what' 
explosive mass?

10. You should have a reference for K&B. 

11. I have not seen Table 1 before, well done. Is 
reference [14] the whole table though, or just for 
TGAF-5? If so, where did the rest of the table come 
from? Is it credible?



12. You have approached Figure 8 in a logical 
fashion, thinking of the cylindrical warhead. 
However, you have taken the case material to be 
aluminium, which gives you an erroneous value for 
M. The M/C will be approaching one for a blast 
munition, yet you have it at 0.18. This would not be 
usable given the weight of the explosive. 
Furthermore, are we immediately assuming what 
the munition is before we have worked out the NEQ 
necessary to create 10 PSI at the theatre walls?

13. You are assuming that the munition is a FAB-500. 
Have you seen the mass of the case for that? The 
explosive fill is about 207 kg, and the weight of the 
bomb just under 500 kg in total. Therefore the 
weight of the case will be in the region of 200 kg 
(ish). This would then allow you to determine the 
correct equivalent bare charge mass.

14. Figure 9 carries forward the same incorrect data, 
but your PSI reading is correct for the overpressure. 
So, a few errors along the way but you have grasped 
the principle, jut applied the maths in a different 
way that needs additional support / validation.

15. Your referencing was 'okay', but please note my 
comments about where some were needed and 
how they should be applied.
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