
i 
 

i 

 
 

 

Libby Mae Jones 

 

2222538 

 

 

Level 5 ACDA5021 

 

Systems Engineering Report 

‘Thinking Design’ 

 

 

 

University of Wales Trinity Saint David 

BEng Bachelor of Engineering Program, Ordnance, Munitions and 

Explosives (Safety) 

 

 

 

Academic Year: 2024 - 2025 

 

 

 

 

  

2,749/2500 words ±10% 

 



 

2 

Abstract 

The development of an explosive device for precise, minimal-collateral impact 

demands rigorous attention to safety, functionality, and compliance. This report 

investigates the application of systems engineering principles to the design of 

such a device, with a particular focus on safety-by-design methodologies. By 

examining tools such as stakeholder mapping, Quality Function Deployment 

(QFD), Failure Modes and Effects Analysis (FMEA), Functional Modelling, and 

N² analysis, this report evaluates how safety and stakeholder needs were 

integrated throughout the system life cycle. Emphasis is placed on the selection 

of a shoulder-launched missile platform and the design of critical sub-systems 

including the Safety and Arming Unit (SAU) and Exploding Bridgewire (EBW). 

Through the use of engineered non-detonable systems (ENDs), the hierarchy of 

controls, and structured manufacturing safeguards, this report presents a data-

driven and evidence-based assessment of how a systems approach enabled the 

creation of a robust, resilient, and inherently safe explosive system. 
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1 Introduction  

The successful design of ordnance, munitions, and explosives (OME) systems 

demands a structured, methodical approach, especially when operational 

effectiveness must be precisely balanced with stringent safety and collateral 

constraints. This report documents the systems engineering process undertaken 

to address a complex design challenge: the development of an explosive device 

capable of neutralising a hostile communications centre located within the second 

floor of an urban office block. 

 

1.1 Given Mission Brief Description  

The device must be deployed accurately from at least 100 metres away, function 

reliably in a confined room, and achieve its primary objective. 

- Disable the communications capability, while minimising collateral 

damage to surrounding infrastructure and harm to occupants. 

 

Figure 1 Target Interior 

The broader scenario under consideration includes a 10m x 8m x 4m room 

enclosed by rendered filled cavity block walls and internal soft block partitions, 
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equipped with UPVC double-glazed windows and accessed only through barred 

doors during operational periods.  

 

Figure 2 Target Exterior 

There are typically six operatives stationed within the room, highlighting the need 

to design an effect that is both targeted and measured. While the primary mission 

is to neutralise the communications equipment, a stretch goal includes 

immobilising/ disorientating rather than eliminating occupants requiring precise 

control over blast direction, fragmentation, and timing. 

Within this module, student teams were formed to simulate a professional 

engineering design team environment, each member assuming a functional role 

such as Research & Development, Performance Trials, Manufacturing, Safety, or 

Breakdown Analysis.  

The report reflects the work conducted from the perspective of safe by design 

within the team and explores the use of key systems engineering tools to guide 

decision-making. 

 

Table 1 Role Delegation 
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2 Design Project Management  

Design project management phase in systems engineering is the structured 

coordination of each of the life cycle phases. Using technical activities, resource 

tools, and stakeholders to ensure the successful development, integration, and 

delivery of complex systems that meet defined requirements as seen below [1]. 

 

Figure 3 Life Cycle Phases of System Engineering a Product [2] 

2.1 Key customer requirements. 

To identify key customer requirements, the Voice of the Customer (VoC) 

methodology was applied, this supported identification and analysis of the 

stakeholders as well as their influence on the project and communications they 

have with each other [3] this can be seen visually in the figures below [4]. 
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Figure 4 Stakeholder Boundary Map 

Figure 3 defines who is relevant: Visually distinguishing between internal and 

external stakeholders, or those directly involved vs. indirectly affected. 

Sets project scope: Helps avoid scope digressing, by clarifying which 

stakeholders’ needs must be prioritised. Ensuring engagement with the right 

people. 
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Figure 5 Stakeholder Influencer Map 

Figure 4 ranks stakeholders by involvement and interest: Identifying which 

stakeholders affect project decisions or outcomes most. More influential 

stakeholders’ requirements may carry more weight in design trade-offs. 

Manages expectations and risks: Anticipates who may support or resist 

aspects of the project, informing engagement strategies. 

Improves stakeholder engagement planning: Ensures high-influence 

stakeholders are informed and satisfied. 

This identification of relations was later utilised for other tool sets such as, Quality 

Function Deployment (QFD).  
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By engaging with identified end users, project sponsors, and stakeholder 

authorities through structured interviews, focus groups and industry data, found 

in Annex A. Enabled translation from broad expectations, like operational 

reliability, safety, and deployability to be converted into measurable engineering 

parameters. This was then captured through a verb relationships denoted in 

Table 3. 

Table 2 Accurate Verb Selection for Requirements 

 

An affinity diagram transformed a messy list of stakeholder requirements into 

clear, organised categories this was crucial for defining system functions, setting 

priorities, and making informed design choices. 

 

Figure 6 Affinity Diagram 
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Using these stakeholder identification tool sets, the whole system level stakeholder requirements were comprised, this can be 

found in Figure 7. 

 

Figure 7 Customer and Stakeholder Initial Requirements 
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Figure 8 Pairwise Comparison 



 

16 

 

Figure 9 Pairwise Comparison Results Graph 

Figure 7’s results graph provides insights into the system’s primary focus areas. 

Safety legislation and entry accuracy were identified as the top priorities, although 

all results were closely ranked. This indicates a well-balanced set of stakeholder 

concerns. These findings will be used to inform the identification of critical system 

functionalities in the next phase of the design process.  
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2.2 Critical system functionality. 

The functional flow diagram is foundational for analysing how a design performs 

throughout its life cycle. From a safety perspective, this tool helped expose 

emergent behaviours system level outcomes that arise from the interaction of 

other subsystems. For example, during the detonation phase, we identified the 

potential for blast overpressure to reflect off internal soft block walls, potentially 

endangering areas beyond the target room. This early insight allowed us to 

consider blast-shaping and directional control solutions at the concept stage. 

 

Figure 10 Standardised Functional Flow Diagram for Explosive Device 

In QFD 1, Stakeholder requirements were translated into functional responses 

using a verb-noun format (e.g. “Arm weapon”, “Aim weapon”, “Neutralise target”). 

From the safety viewpoint, “Ready system’’, was a high-priority function seen in 

Figure 11, due to operator protection there was a direct link to safety legislation. 

These results, weighted from pairwise comparisons, ensured that safety-critical 

functions received appropriate design emphasis and were not overshadowed by 

purely performance driven goals. 
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Figure 11 QFD1 Whole system
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Figure 12  QFD1 Functional Importance Results Graph 

 

All functions identified in QFD 1 were put through a Functional Failure Means and 

Effects Analysis (FFMEA), using the five standard failure modes: 

- No Function 

- Wrong Function 

- Too Much Function 

- Too Little Function 

- Intermittent Function. 

In this section, particular focus is given to the highest-rated function from QFD 1, 

Ready System. Across all failure modes, the root cause was consistently 

identified as a faulty system or unit, with detection and prevention measures 

primarily attributed to either human factors (operator error) or design safeguards. 

From a safety perspective, these findings directly informed the design solutions 

section, ensuring that the Ready System function was treated as a critical risk 

area requiring robust fail-safes, clear user interfaces, and stringent manufacturing 

standards. 
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Figure 13 FFMEA On Whole System Pre-Concept 
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2.3 Concept derivation and design choices 

A N² Functional analysis was conducted to compare generic functions against 

requirement categories, particularly emphasizing safety-critical interactions. This 

matrix allowed identification of where unsafe coupling might occur between 

functions, flagging areas where unintended behaviors or emergent safety risks 

could arise.  

 

Figure 14 N2 Functional Analysis (A) 
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Figure 15 N2 Functional Analysis (B) 

Functional Means Analysis (FMA) was conducted, a divergent thinking approach 

was used to generate a wide range of possible design solutions for each function, 

before applying elimination criteria, seen in figures 28-30. 

 

Figure 16 Functional Means Analysis Whole System 
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Figure 17 FMA Elimination Criteria 

Designs were grouped based on similarities in operation, risk profile, or physical 

principles. This created the initial pool of concepts to be evaluated further. 

 

Figure 18 System Level Functional Means Analysis (FMA) 

After applying the elimination criteria during the FMA stage, three viable design 

concepts remained. None of these were excluded on safety, regulatory, or 

functional grounds, making them suitable candidates for deeper comparative 

evaluation. 

Each design was weighted against key system requirements identified earlier 

(e.g., safety, ease of use, regulatory compliance, accuracy).  
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Figure 19 Pugh Diagram 

The shoulder-launched missile design scored highest in the Pugh diagram, 

offering the best balance of safety, accuracy, and operational control. It was 

therefore selected for further development and taken forward to the design 

development phase. 

 

Figure 20 Whole System Design Sholder Launched Missile 

QFD 2 mapped design parameters (the "how") to functional requirements (the 

"what") with specific attention to strong correlations along the leading diagonal. 

identify key design characteristics. 
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Figure 21 Whole System QFD2 

 

Figure 22 QFD 2 Whole System Results Graph 



 

26 

 

Figure 23 N2 Solutional Analysis (A) 

 

Figure 24 N2 Solutional Analysis (B) 
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The results from QFD 2 and the solution-based N² analysis were used to cross-

reference key system designs. Both independently identified the Safety and 

Arming Unit (SAU) as the critical sub-system, confirming its importance in 

achieving safe and controlled operation. 

Once QFD 2 and the solution-based N² analysis confirmed the SAU as the critical 

sub-system, the systems engineering toolsets were repeated at the sub-system 

level to ensure safety was maintained in design and manufacture. 

 

Figure 25 Critical Sub-system, Safety Arming Unit (SAU)  
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2.1 Potential failure modes. 

2.1.1 Whole System Failure Mode 

The overall system was designed to meet the customer requirement for man-

portability, but this introduced significant safety concerns. During the FFMEA of 

the mounting system, the human factor was identified as a major risk. The worst-

case scenario was an unintended detonation resulting from the mount being 

dropped while loaded. 

Failure Mode and Effects Analysis (FMEA) is a structured process for identifying 

failures and potential risks in a product or process during the phase of design 

development [5].  

 

 

Figure 26 Design and Development Process [5]  
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Figure 27 Push to Fit Mount FFMEA 

 

Figure 28 Dove Tail Mount Fit FFMEA 

To address this, we applied the hierarchy of controls [6]: 

 

 

Table 3 Hierarchy of Controls [7] 

• Elimination was not feasible, removing the mount would prevent the 

system from meeting customer requirements for single person usable as 

the complete unit would be too heavy for a single operator. 

• Substitution was implemented by changing the mount interface from a 

push-fit to a dovetail system, significantly improving security and alignment 

under field conditions. 
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This design change was re-evaluated through FFMEA and showed a clear 

reduction in failure modes related to accidental dislodging or improper mounting. 

• Engineering Controls were also considered, including built-in locking 

features and shock-absorbing elements to reduce risk during firing. 

• Administrative Controls such as standardised loading procedures dual 

personnel checks and user training were proposed to mitigate remaining 

risks. 

• Finally, PPE (e.g., Body Armour and blast shields during assembly) serves 

as the last layer of defence. 

By utilising the hierarchy of controls, the reduction of Risk Priority Number (RPN) 

was 748, calculated as a product of severity, likelihood, and detectability, 

demonstrating improved system safety. 
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Figure 29 FFMEA Occurrence Key 

 

Figure 30 FFMEA Prevention/ Detection Key 

 

Figure 31 FFMEA Severity Key 
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Figure 32 Push to Fit Mount Whole System Design 

 

Figure 33 Dove Tail Fit Mount Whole System Design 
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2.2 Critical design features. 

2.2.1 Sub-System SAU Engineering Tools 

 

Figure 34 SAU Stakeholder Requirements 

 

Figure 35 SAU Pairwise 
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Figure 36 SAU Pairwise Results Graph 

 

Figure 37 SAU Required Functionality 
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Figure 38 SAU QFD1 

The SAU’s generic functionalities were identified (e.g., safe arm/disarm, fail-safe 

initiation) and mapped it against filtered requirements, translated to the 

component level. Requirements were ranked using a pairwise comparison, 

revealing the most critical SAU functions were from a safety viewpoint. 

 

Figure 39 SAU QFD1 Results Graph Functional Importance 
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Figure 40 SAU FFMEA 

Each SAU functions were assessed for potential failures highlighting the need for robust human-factor controls and error 

detection in arming operations, further analysis can be found in section 2.3. 
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Figure 41 SAU FMA 

 

Figure 42 SAU Elimination Criteria 

 

Figure 43 SAU Design Options 
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Figure 44 SAU Pugh Diagram 

The SAU design options were identified through the Functional Means Analysis 

(FMA) and compared using a Pugh diagram. This allowed for an evidence-based 

selection process, ensuring the chosen Electrical SAU best met safety and 

integration needs. The tool helped link system requirements directly to design 

choice, reducing bias and supporting a traceable, and a safe-by-design 

approach. 

 

Figure 45 SAU N2 Functional Analysis (A) 
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Figure 46 SAU N2 Functional Analysis (B) 

 

Figure 47 SAU QFD 2 
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Figure 48 SAU QFD 2 Results Graph 

Both QFD 2 and Functional-based N² analysis identified different critical 

components for safe system functioning confirmation.  

QFD 2 highlighted the Exploding Bridgewire (EBW) as the top priority. This 

reflects its critical role in delivering a reliable, precise initiation, essential for 

system-level safety and controlled detonation. 

The N² analysis, focused on functional integration and interactions, identified 

PETN (the primary explosive) as most significant. This relates more to 

manufacturing safety, handling risk, and control of energetic materials. 

Because of this focus was based on the Exploding Bridge Wire (EBW), from a 

safe by design perspective.  

 

Figure 49 Critical Component Explosive Bridge Wire (EBW) 
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2.3 Sub System Potential failure modes. 

Due to the risk of impact-induced initiation, an electrical initiator was integrated 

into the system to increase control over the firing sequence. From a safe-by-

design perspective, the critical sub-system, Electrical Safety and Arming Unit 

(SAU), was subjected to an FFMEA. 

 

Figure 50 Critical Sub-System FFMEA 

Analysis revealed overcurrent conditions within the system could potentially 

result in unintended initiation. To mitigate this, ENDs methodology was applied. 

ENDs stands for Engineered Non-Detonable Systems. It's a design philosophy 

used in munitions and explosives engineering to ensure a system cannot initiate 

unintentionally, even under fault, misuse, or adverse conditions. 

It focuses on building in multiple layers of safety, making the system inherently 

safe by design, rather than relying solely on external controls or procedures. 

• Isolation: Ensure that critical energy paths (e.g. between power source 

and detonator) are physically or electrically separated until arming 

conditions are safely met. 

• Incompatibility: Design components so that incorrect assembly, 

connection, or use is physically or logically impossible (e.g. keyed 

connectors, different interface types). 
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• Inoperability: The system should be unable to function (i.e., inoperable) 

unless all safety conditions are satisfied — preventing initiation in unsafe 

or unintended conditions. 

• Independence: Safety features (like interlocks or LODs) should not rely 

on a single mechanism or shared failure mode; each should operate 

independently to maintain redundancy and integrity. 

 specifically following the Four Is principle and identified the need for three 

independent Lines of Defence (LODs) to build in redundancy. 

 

Figure 51 SAU Sub-System Break Down 

Each LOD introduces an additional safeguard against electrical faults, ensuring 

the system remains safe under abnormal or fault conditions, and that initiation is 

only possible under tightly controlled, authorised circumstances. 

This was then fed back into the design process and was later verified by Test and 

Evaluation team to undergo safety verification trials.  
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2.3.1  Critical Component EBW Engineering Tools 

 

Figure 52 EBW Functional Means Analysis 

 

 

Figure 53 EBW QFD 3 
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Figure 54 EBW QFD 3 Results Graph 

 

Figure 55 EBW P-Diagram 

The P-Diagram identified key noise factors such as human error, environmental 

temperature, and component wear. Mapping these against intended control 

measures highlighted system sensitivities and guided targeted safety features to 

reduce variation and prevent failure. 
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Figure 56 EBW What Why 

A What-Why table was developed during the EBW design process to ensure each design decision directly supported system-

level requirements, particularly around safety and reliability. By explicitly mapping technical features (What) to their justifications 

(Why), the team was able to verify alignment with functional safety goals and regulatory expectations. This approach ensured 

traceability from concept through to integration and informed the choice of the EBW over other arming solutions.  
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Figure 57 EBW What Why Noise Factors Results Graph 

 

Figure 58 EBW What Why Design Controls Results Graph 
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Figure 59 EBW N2 Solutional Analysis (A) 

 

Figure 60 EBW N2 Solutional Analysis (B)  
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2.4 The manufacturing processes involved. 

 

Figure 61 Manufacturing Stakeholder Requirements 

 

Figure 62 Manufacturing Pairwise Results Graph 
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Prioritising the requirements using the pairwise gave clear preference of 

compliance with regulations when manufacturing.  

 

Figure 63 Manufacturing QFD1 

QFD 1 ranked relationships between manufacturing requirements and process 

functionality. This gave clear favour to the Primary Pellet withing the EBW. This 

was then the critical manufacture component taken forward for a breakdown in 

analysis. 

 

Figure 64 Manufacturing FMA 

From the FMA, the process was beginning to emerge.   
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2.5 Critical process steps. 

 

Figure 65 Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) 

SOP identified the step-by-step process of manufacturing the critical component 

primary pellet, this was then fed into the PFMEA to identify potential failures and 

noise that could develop.   

 

Figure 66 Process Failure Means Effects Analysis for Manufacture 
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Critical Process Steps were identified from the PFMEA: 

The room check (Op 7) is the most critical, especially regarding explosive 

manufacturing conditions and equipment maintenance. 

These steps needed stricter preventive controls, training, or redesign to reduce 

risk. These were identified in the below sections, Process Control Plan (PCP). 

 

Figure 67 Critical Process Venn Diagram 

 

 

Figure 68 Manufacturing QFD4 

 



 

52 

QFD Level 4 links directly to process design and control — it focuses on 

translating critical process characteristics (the “What’s”) into effective control 

strategies (the “How’s”). This mirrors the function of the PFMEA and Process 

Control Plan, which were used in this project to identify high-risk steps and apply 

targeted controls to mitigate them [4]. 

For example, PFMEA identified high RPN scores around material contamination 

and explosive handling. These “What’s” (critical to safety and quality) were then 

carried over into the Control Plan, where specific “How’s” were defined: visual 

inspections, equipment checks, and environmental condition monitoring. 

In essence, QFD 4 acted as a structured bridge between failure risk (PFMEA) 

and control strategy (Process Plan), ensuring critical process risks were backed 

by robust, targeted controls that support both product quality and operator safety.  
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2.6 Process control measures. 

 

Figure 69 Manufacturing Process Control Plan 

Following the PFMEA, a Manufacturing Process Control Plan was developed to 

enhance control of operations identified as high risk. It translated PFMEA outputs, 

particularly for contamination checks and explosive material handling into 

actionable control points. Each operation was assigned control measures (e.g., 

visual inspections, environment checks, equipment confirmations), classifying 

critical steps as CTS (Critical to Safety) or CTQ (Critical to Quality). This 

structured control method ensures early detection of failure conditions and 

enables pre-emptive action to maintain safe, compliant, and repeatable 

manufacturing processes. 
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2.7 Waste and end of life disposal. 

The disposal strategy was developed using a structured systems approach to 

meet both safety and regulatory demands.  

 

Figure 70 Disposal Stakeholder Requirements 

The process began with identifying high-level requirements for end-of-life 

handling, including environmental impact, regulatory compliance, operator safety, 

and feasibility. A pairwise comparison was used to rank these requirements, with 

regulatory compliance emerging as the most important driver.  

 

Figure 71 Disposal Pairwise Comparison 

This was followed by a QFD 1 analysis, which reinforced that safety, reliability of 

method, and ease of cleanup held equal critical weight.  
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Figure 72 Disposal QFD1 

Based on these priorities, a Functional Means Analysis (FMA) was conducted to 

explore possible disposal options.  

 

Figure 73 Disposal FMA 

This informed QFD 2, where incineration and shredding were the two highest-

scoring options. Ultimately, shredding was selected as the primary disposal route 

due to its practicality, lower risk, and compatibility with safety protocols. The 

tritium component, being a radioactive isotope, will be handled separately and 

disposed of through certified third-party specialists such as Eckert & Ziegler 

(Germany).  
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Figure 74 Disposal QFD2 

This methodical decision-making process ensured that the chosen disposal path 

aligns with regulatory standards while minimising operational and environmental 

risks. 
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3 Conclusion  

This report demonstrates the application of systems engineering principles to the 

safe-by-design development of an explosive device for precise, low-collateral 

impact. Tools such as stakeholder mapping, QFD, FFMEA, FMA, and N² analysis 

were applied at system and sub-system levels to embed safety throughout the 

life cycle, from concept to disposal. 

Stakeholder requirements, especially safety, accuracy, and compliance, guided 

key decisions. The choice of a shoulder-launched missile, combined with focused 

design of the Safety and Arming Unit (SAU) and Exploding Bridgewire (EBW), 

illustrated how traceable, evidence-based methods can enhance functionality 

while managing risk. 

The use of the hierarchy of controls, engineered non-detonable systems (ENDs), 

and manufacturing controls highlighted a proactive approach to hazard 

prevention. These measures ensured operational effectiveness and resilience 

against failure modes, human error, and environmental stress. 

Overall, the systems engineering approach delivered a mission-effective, 

portable, and inherently safe solution aligned with both user needs and technical 

feasibility. 
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Appendices 

Appendix A Research Stakeholder Articles 

A.1 Gemba Visit 

Gemba Visit: 

Observations of troops in Light role: 

Troops in Light Role capability (being dismounted if in a mechanised Infantry Unit) 

refers to the front-line soldier operating on foot in all environments. 

These environments include Open Countryside, Woods, Forests, and in the 

Urban environment.  

To access the urban environment (in a conventional wartime scenario) the 

fighting soldier must transition through all environments to gain access to the 

Urban environment. 

Where warfighting has evolved since WW2, the infantry soldier is required to be 

flexible yet remain fully competent in all operational environments. Tactics and 

doctrine have changed over time, as well as the nature of warfare. Where most 

of the fighting in the last century was geared towards conventional operations, 

events around the turn of the century resulted in a transition to Counter 

insurgency operations. 

With conflicts taking place across the Middle East, Africa, and Eastern Europe, 

the operational environment remains varied, however most operations (and key 

locations relevant to infrastructure) revolve around the urban environment.  

Infantry Organisation: 

To understand the needs of the end user, their methods and capabilities must be 

understood. 

Most of the “work” (Such as clearing buildings/houses/streets) is conducted by 

the Rifle Companies.  
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This is a physically demanding job role, which requires high levels of fitness to be 

able to carry the equipment, and deliver the effects required by the commanders 

on the ground. 

Where doctrine has been modified (over time) there has been an attempt made 

to reduce the scales of equipment carried by each individual soldier, however this 

has proven difficult due to the complexities of changing environments and 

operational demands. 

Kit Equipment: 

The infantry soldier carries the following operational kit: 

This is either carried on their belt kit, in a daysack, or worn attached to their body 

armour system. 

Appendix A Table 1 Gemba Operational Kit 

Kit Description Observations/Notes 

Helmet & Body Armour  Current Issued VIRTUS 

System 

5-10kgs (with plates 

fitted) 

Rifle L85 A3/L129 A1/GPMG 7 kgs (approx.) – 13.5kg 

Grenade Smoke/HE – 2x 0.5-1kg 

Ammunition 330 Rounds (6x 

magazines & 5 in a 

bandolier which must be 

loaded by the soldier) 

2-3kgs 

Radios Anything from a Personal 

Role Radio, up to and 

including a 352 Bowman 

radio (and batteries) 

5-8kgs 
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Night/Thermal Sight Every individual is issued 

1x HMNVS/NVG 

Other kit includes a 

Thermal Optic (2x per 

section) 

And Additional CWS 

A mixture of Passive 

Night vision and thermal 

kit- 

1-2kgs 

Medical kit This will be taken by every 

individual - 

In some cases, there will 

be 1x team medic in each 

fire team – each carrying 

a small trauma kit either in 

or attached to their 

daysack/backpack) 

 

Personal items negligible 

– team kit 3-4kgs 

Water A minimum of 1 litre 1kg + 

Food A minimum of 24 hrs 0.5-1.0kg 

Warm Kit  Normally a woolly 

hat/sheath(scarf)/and a 

warm top 

0.5 – 1.0kg 

Wet Kit Gore-Tex Jacket and 

Trousers 

0.5 – 1.0kg 

 Total weight range: 31.0kg – 44.5kg 

 

Operational Environment: 
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The exercise was conducted in Colehill Down on Salisbury Plain. This was 

designed to simulate a European Village for the purposes of training withing the 

confines of the UK.  

This is situated on Salisbury Plain, with woodblocks on the west and East sides 

of the village. 

The buildings are representative of generic European architecture, and are made 

up of a combination of 1, 2 and 3 storey buildings. They constructed of single 

block and Concrete with a standard sized window across the majority of buildings. 

Room Sizes vary in each building and can be seen as representative of a 

standard sized family home (2-3 d size). There are smaller 1 storey structures 

Stakeholder communications. 
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Appendix B  Safety Compliance  

Appendix B Table 1 Safety Compliance Documents 

 

 

 

  



 

64 

Appendix C Requirements Traceability Table (RTT) 

Appendix C Table 1 RTT 

 


