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	First Marker’s General Comments and Original Mark

Overall, this was a reasonable project submission, which achieved its objectives. However, it lacked explanation of the equations considered and the scientific aspects behind them. You must get used to saying ‘so what’ when you have stated something as I was left wondering why you had chosen some of the methodology you used. Had you attended more project updates then some of these rough edges could have been smoothed out. 

	


58

	Second Marker’s General Comments and Original Mark
I agree with the comments of 1st marker. It is not a common practice to divide abstract into titled paragraphs. Otherwise, the rest of the report is well-structured with the introduction that contextualises the problem and clearly stated aims and objectives. The theoretical methodology (selection of equations) and practical tests to capture data are related to the objectives of this research. The T&E section is comprehensive.
More attention should be paid to sentence construction and consistent third-person narration. The selected literature sources are relevant and properly referenced in IEEE format. Ideally, for the thesis of this long minimum twenty references should be addressed. A more extensive discussion on the mechanical properties of various shelter materials would enrich the thesis content.
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	Survey
	Review
	Experiment
	Development

	1.Research-informed Literature
	
	
	
	

	Introduction
	/5
	/5
	/5
	3/5

	Literature Review
	/20
	/35
	/20
	8/15

	Comments:

Marker 1:

You would not normally split an abstract into titled sections. The introduction was well written in most parts, but watch sentence construction – see para 3 as an example However, the introduction provided the reader with sufficient information to understand the context of the problem. It would have been useful to discuss the original selection critera and protection afforded by each firing shelter. What were their limits supposed to be? What did the report from QinetiQ say? When I get to the end of the literature review, I am not clear which practical method you prefer. You have listed several of them as a chronology of testing methods. What have you deduced from this? 

	 
	Survey
	Review
	Experiment
	Development

	2. Knowledge and Understanding of Subject
	
	
	
	

	Methodology
	/5
	/5
	/5
	3/5

	Survey Design
	/15
	 -
	 -
	 -

	Requirements/Design
	 -
	 -
	 -
	4/5

	Comments:  

Marker 1:

Good use of technical reporting language, with clear distinction between penetration and perforation. The aim, objectives and structure of the report were very clear. You needed to reference all the equations you introduced or referred to such as Lambert, Stone, Wijk.
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	Review
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	Development

	3. Analysis
	
	
	
	

	Results & Discussions
	/25
	/25
	/25
	14/25

	Conclusions and Recommendations 
	/10
	/10
	/10
	6/10

	Comments:

Marker 1:

For the equations introduced, my observation is whether you believe they are suitable for semi-infinite targets, or thin single sheet targets? Essentially, you must describe what you mean by semi-infinite target and how this applied within the context of the equations. There would be reflections at the steel/air interface affecting the failure methodology of the steel for thin shelters.  Why do you think the l/d of bullets is generally 3:1, and why bullets of longer l/d may not obey the equations you introduced? What is the l/d of the 12.7 mm? What do you understand by adiabatic shear? What is happening at the point of impact to allow penetration to progress? You could have described the types of failure as opposed to just using a diagram – and what is the reference to the diagram used? Where does the 1076.6 come from in Zhao’s equation – I know that this is the constant for RHA, but it is different for other metals such as W. The theoretical research overview suggests that Pendine should not be using shelters for protection until their stopping power has been established. What failure mechanism are you observing on the test plate? This looks like frontal petalling, what does this mean?
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	4. Practical Application and Deployment
	
	
	
	

	Development
	 -
	 -
	 -
	9/15

	Experimental Design
	 -
	 -
	/15
	 -

	Comments: 

Marker 1:

What is the left hand side of the equations you are introducing? This is not clear for Recht or Thor. Why did you choose the 12.7 mm? Is this because it is the largest calibre of SAA you use at Pendine or because it travels the fastest or both? What distance do you determine to be appropriate as the round will slow over distance. You mentioned 25 m, why? Good, you explained what limiting velocity was.

The T&E section is well described. However, you dart between 1st, 2nd and 3rd person. You must write in the 3rd person for all but reflection.
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	Review
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	Development

	5. Skills for Professional Practice
	
	
	
	

	Reflection
	/10
	/10
	/10
	6/10

	Quality of Report
	/10
	/10
	/10
	5/10

	Comments: 

Marker 1:

Good reflection paragraph, with sound recommendations for further work. You have learned a great deal from this project, but would have benefitted by attending more project updates to chisel off some of the rough edges presented. 

Excluding my comments on abstract, a well-structured layout, which was easy to follow. There were some grammatical errors and misuse of terminology like ‘was done’ as opposed to ‘conducted’. ‘...of the all shelters......’. Researchers attempts, not researchers attempt etc. Would have benefitted from peer review as some sentences made no sense. I have highlighted an example in your submission. You want to understand the variables, not eliminate them. At normal angle I presume you mean normal incidence? Good use of imagery and tables throughout. I would have liked to see the De Marre calculator just to be sure that your results were accurate. You could have continued your trial to determine what the precise K factor was for your shelters. This would have been a natural end state applicable to all SAA.

	TOTAL:
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