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FINAL GRADE

64/100

Task 1
GRADEMARK REPORT

GENERAL COMMENTS

Hi Alexander,

This was a good assignment, which identified the 
main culprit through logical interpretation. You 
have clearly understood the objectives of this 
coursework and how to capture and evaluate data. 
Please see my constructive comments below. A 
solid 2:1 mark here.

In detail:

1. Abstract okay, but you have misspelt ordnance. 
Probably your spell checker. Also, there is no harm 
saying that blast and fragmentation collection 
equipment was the trial equipment.

2. A good structure but please do not include a 
summary within a conclusion - see 5 and 5.1. A big 
no no of academic writing. Also, where is your list 
of tables and figures?

3. OME or OEM? Check para 1.2. To be doctrinally 
correct, we are looking at the 'M' of OME in this 
trial. 

4. After you state Figure 1, use a colon and provide 
a caption of what the figure is representing. 

5. Good use of trial imagery throughout. Well 
done.



6. If you can, try and use 'superscript' for your 
powers of units. mm2 looks really odd, as does 
kgm-3.

7. 'one that was not hit' is not a scientific 
explanation at Level 6. Try 'one velocity foil was not 
perforated'.

8. I think you mean Figure 11 for Figure X. If you 
get used to using cross-references in word, then 
all of your tables and figures will automatically 
update by number. 

9. Figure 11 is a bit small and clumsy to read. Why, 
for example, are there gaps for additional strike 
times in some areas and not in others?

10. Ultimately, your page with figures X(11) and 12 
is confusing to follow. I have read it a couple of 
time now. They key information is the average 
velocity of 1034 m/s, although this will also 
account for erroneous measurements from 
fragment ricochet (velocities below, say 700 m/s).

11. To Avoid.....To avoid.....

12.  The equation shown in Figure 13 is not very 
clear I'm afraid. If you have to use an equation, 
sate it in the text and use the appropriate 
equation editor.

13. gathered Several.....collected, 
Distribution.....Velocity of fragmentation....

14. For the FTIR analysis, you could have identified 
the absorption peaks, particularly the aromatic 
ring for TNT, which discounts RDX/HMX etc.  You 



should have used the FTIR trace in Figure 9, 
identifying the peaks as necessary.

15. You state the average velocity as 1034 m/s, but 
then state that 1200 m/s is a more accurate value. 
How do you know this? This is where you could 
have mentioned the anomalies with the lower 
velocities and then compared the higher velocities 
to the munitions of interest.

16. Yes, good knowledge of incident and reflected 
blast overpressure. The smoothing factor makes 
this much clearer. Therefore, what were are 
looking for is a munition with natural 
fragmentation that produces a peak incident 
overpressure of 175 - 200 kPa and velocities of 
1200 m/s at specific distances. This discounts  all 
but two grenades and the pipe bomb. Since para 
14 above discounts Comp B, we are left with the 
RGD-5 and the pipe bomb.

17. Good knowledge to discount the obvious 
munitions that it could not be. Comp B.0?  I agree 
your assessment of RGD-5 because of the 
fragmentation velocity, fragmentation size and 
explosive fill. You would also have expected to see 
a larger variance in fragmentation size from the 
pipe bomb and an obvious difference in steel 
quality etc.

18. Reasonable use of references. Could have cited 
more, specifically the equations used.
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