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	First Marker’s General Comments and Original Mark

The report was generally of good quality. Though the tone of some of the English would require modification for a final dissertation report. 

As has been said to almost everyone completing reports for this module, a peer review is a very wise thing to undertake.
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	Second Marker’s General Comments and Original Mark

Report is detailed and informative. Figures and tables have been labelled and captioned which is good, however there should be a list of these included at the start of the report after the contents.

Some confusion as to the difference between a bibliography and a reference list. You have used specific sources of information for specific facts and as such would be better described as a reference list. A bibliography would also contain more general texts used for background research and would include items such as general textbooks on systems engineering that you have read but not specifically cited in your work. This also tends to come before the appendices/annexed information.
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	Comment After Consultation With Other Marker & Final Agreed Mark

68% Agreed
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	1.Research-informed Literature
	
	
	
	

	Introduction
	
	
	
	2/5

	Literature Review
	
	
	
	4/10

	Comments:

The introduction was brief and did not describe the munition or it’s functionality. A diagram or picture would have helped here.

A rather short bibliography was given rather than a table of references. I wonder if wider reference sources, including reports from similar munition trials or explosives trials could have been accessed?
 


	 
	
	
	
	

	2. Knowledge and Understanding of Subject
	
	
	
	

	Understanding own Role
	
	
	
	4/5

	Communication with Team
	
	
	
	4/5

	Requirements/Design
	 -
	 -
	 -
	4/5

	Comments: 

Own role was understood and detailed.

Communications were demonstrated via meeting minutes included in the report annex. I would like to have seen more on the outside from the testing regime. A report layout, for instance. What would be the required inputs to clear the design onto the trial?




	 
	
	
	
	

	3. Analysis
	
	
	
	

	Output to team
	
	
	
	15/20

	Conclusions and Recommendations 
	
	
	
	8/10

	Comments:  

An example of the test report needed to be included to show how the test house would communicate both good and may be bad news back to the team.

How do we ensure we pass these sequential tests, what precursor trials could have been done?

It was not clear to me whether we were testing all up rounds or separated booster main charge. In practice it may be necessary to demonstrate the individual components pass the test before all up round is tested.

What build standard definition is required before the round is tested? How would this be certified?

	 
	
	
	
	

	4. Practical Application and Deployment
	
	
	
	

	Design Solution
	 -
	 -
	 -
	7.5/10

	Presentation
	 -
	 -
	
	7.5/10

	Comments: 

A good design solution presented well by the team. Feedback on the design and individual presentation styles given under separate cover. 

Comments on individual style as follows:- 

Reasonable volume but presented quite quickly to begin with. Did settle into a slightly better pace throughout, initial speed may have been due to nerves. Delivered quite a bit of presentation facing the screen/wall rather than audience. Try and interact more with the audience in future presentations rather than the screen. Confident delivery with evidence of rehearsal.





	 
	
	
	
	Development

	5. Skills for Professional Practice
	
	
	
	

	Reflection
	
	
	
	5/10

	Quality of Report
	
	
	
	7/10

	Comments: 

The report was generally of good quality. Though the tone of some of the English would require modification for a final dissertation report. 

The response to some of the questions, which stemmed from the panel’s bitter experience in some areas, was a little disappointing. Requirement sets as received from the customer often miss important facets of the job in hand. We have been through this in detail in the systems lecture.

The author may be frustrated and irritated by some questions, but it is best to answer these questions dispassionately in a neutral tone.

As has been said to almost everyone completing reports for this module, a peer review is a very wise thing to undertake.
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