
Silas COTEC Data Report
by Silas Blevins

Submission date: 19-Dec-2024 12:19AM (UTC+0000)
Submission ID: 246589203
File name: 32635_Silas_Blevins_Silas_COTEC_Data_Report_592935_1787173073.docx
(286.05K)
Word count: 1604
Character count: 8418



























FINAL GRADE

68/100

Silas COTEC Data Report
GRADEMARK REPORT

GENERAL COMMENTS

Hi Silas,

Very well structured, concise and to the point. You 
have worked hard on this assignment and clearly 
understand the objectives of the module. This is 
on the cusp of 1:1 and just falls short due to the 
omission of some data on fragmentation/pressure 
that would have bumped you over the mark. 
However, extremely well done Silas, I really 
enjoyed reading this piece of work. 

In detail:

1. Excellent structure and abstract.  I clearly 
understand that the report intends to demonstrate
and how.

2.  You clearly understand how to write a technical 
report.

3.  Excellent use of referencing throughout, which 
was relevant to the context. 

4. Good use of logic in table 1. It would have been 
nice to have access to a site for Mk 83's!

5. Why did the IPA not work? A useful reference 
point to Meyer & Kohl perhaps?

6. Why do you know from Figure 1 that this is a 
TNT sample? Had you thought about annotating 



peaks with, say, the absorption expected of an 
aromatic ring?

7. I very much like your traffic light sequence in 
the tables. They clearly support your observations 
and assumptions. 

8. I would have liked to see the fragmentation 
velocity data at each witness plate. This would 
provide me with a sense of credible and non-
credible results. By non-credible I mean sub-
optimal velocities due to ricochet for example, or 
the fragment spread due to geometry. At the 
moment, I have to take your word for it that the 
average velocity is in the region of 1128 m/s but 
what is the SD around that? This would have 
helped you hone more into the RGD-5.

8.  Again, good discussion on the fragmentation, 
specifically pre-formed analysis. For table 3, and 
reasons given at point 7 above, I do not think you 
could currently state 'strongly suggest the RGD-5....'

9. Three points may not be the best correlation but 
they are all you have in terms of the data for the 
pressures.

10. Again, what you could have done is display the 
pressure data and apply a filter at each gauge to 
determine the actual pressures achieved. This 
would have shown you the reflected overpressure 
dominating the actual peak pressure at 1.003 m. 
You will find that the predicted pressure for the 
RGD-5 isn't far out if you considered a surface 
burst and the ground reflections associated with 
that - about 290 - 300 kPa.

11. Sound conclusion, well done.
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