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	First Marker’s General Comments and Original Mark

A good example of a project that didn’t go to plan, but where the write-up excelled in providing workable evidence and justification. Extremely well written and presented, you used aspects of the entire OME journey to good effect, delivering an interesting and polished project.  Well done.
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	Second Marker’s General Comments and Original Mark

Excellent work, clear and concise with a good level of technical detail that can be followed. This project is well polished and leaves room for further work down the line.  
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	Survey
	Review
	Experiment
	Development

	1.Research-informed Literature
	
	
	
	

	Introduction
	/5
	/5
	/5
	4/5

	Literature Review
	/20
	/35
	/20
	13/15

	Comments:

Marker 1:

The abstract was well written, with the introduction and literature review explaining precisely what the problem was. I particularly liked the references to collateral damage and LOAC, which underpinned the importance of the project. The literature review was extensive concerning fragmentation models and the applicability of Mott, Gurney and Thor. The literature review was also well supported with choice of materials and imagery. A really good balance. Is ‘stronger than the target material’ the best terminology to use for penetration or perforation?

Marker 2:
Broadly agree with Marker 1, abstract is well written and literature review is highly relevant with some very good references, I found your diagrams particularly clear. Section Marks Agreed.
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	Review
	Experiment
	Development

	2. Knowledge and Understanding of Subject
	
	
	
	

	Methodology
	/5
	/5
	/5
	4/5

	Survey Design
	/15
	 -
	 -
	 -

	Requirements/Design
	 -
	 -
	 -
	4/5

	Comments:  

Marker 1:

The methodology was well laid out and easy to follow. You used diagrams, tables and CAD drawings where explanation would have been time consuming. This clearly took you a while but was worth it.

Make and break foils in an arena trial all have their advantages and disadvantages as you describe. What other methods could be used to capture fragmentation velocity? You could also have included the equation for limiting velocity VL when discussing McMahon’s equation as I’m not sure your spherical example is correct. Surely this depends on density, Vs etc. 

Is the weapon effects model based on spheres, cylinders, surface explosions or free air bursts?

Marker 2: Section Marks Agreed. Well laid out and easy to follow 
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	3. Analysis
	
	
	
	

	Results & Discussions
	/25
	/25
	/25
	22/25

	Conclusions and Recommendations 
	/10
	/10
	/10
	9/10

	Comments:  

Marker 1:

An excellent discussion of fragmentation overall. Well done on identifying the fact that the 81 mm is not a cylinder and therefore (with point detonation) will have a gradient of velocities and Taylor angles. Nystrom is correct but if you think of detonation ‘gain’ distance, confinement and shock wave reflections, it is most likely that all point initiating warheads will contain larger fragments at the front and tail end. You could have represented this diagrammatically. I think you are correct in your assumptions regarding the difference in Gurney velocity (calculated) vs trial. The original Gurney equation has much lower correlation coefficients compared to experimental data since the case does expand to a degree before breaking apart – see Karpp, Charron, Grisario data and Huang.

I really did feel for you with the inefficiencies of the contractor messing up the fragmentation data but you have made a good recovery. Figure 14 does reflect the supposition of Nystrom, with slower fragmentation to the front and rear of the mortar. A good central distribution as one would expect.

Excellent discussion on asymmetric detonation and how this would affect the trials data. I am not exactly sure what happened, but it is likely in a trial that there could be offset.

Your recommendation for gas gun trials is sound for Thor and would be hugely cost effective.

Marker 2: Experiments not going to plan are a nightmare for these sorts of reports however, your technical knowledge and your application more than made up for the issues you had. You recovered well, you used the data you managed to get and got some good discussion out of it. You make some logical guesses in your analysis but don’t back this up with any knowledge from the existing pool, when you guess (even if it seems common sense) you need to make sure it is grounded in existing theory. Section Marks Agreed.
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	4. Practical Application and Deployment
	
	
	
	

	Development
	 -
	 -
	 -
	12/15

	Experimental Design
	 -
	 -
	/15
	 -

	Comments: 

Marker 1:

Your development throughout this project has been significant, as were the challenges you faced with the failure of obtaining Thor equation data for your target sets. However, this did not put you off and you have been able to present data that you did obtain in a logically argued fashion. This allows the reader to follow similar designs and arena trials in the future.

Marker 2: Agree with Marks and comments from Marker 1, you faced significant challenge in this project, the data you did gain alludes to some very interesting findings which could be solidified on further investigation.  
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	5. Skills for Professional Practice
	
	
	
	

	Reflection
	/10
	/10
	/10
	8/10

	Quality of Report
	/10
	/10
	/10
	8/10

	Comments: 

Marker 1:

I enjoyed your paragraph on reflection since you brought out the warts and all. It was a very genuine learning experience, which will allow you to scrutinise trials int he future, particularly when there is a reliance on other stakeholders and contractors.

The quality of the report is exceptional and you balanced prose with visual representations that were imaginative and informative. You clearly obtained a peer review as there were very few, if any, grammatical errors. This was of a 1st standard.

Marker 2: A very high quality piece of work, your reflection shows that you have correctly identified the issues and the root causes, the report itself is very good with clear and concise information telling a story that both SQEP and lay audiences can understand.

	TOTAL:
	/100
	/100
	/100
	84/100







