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FINAL GRADE

64/100

2114212-Council Request for Safety Report Siting an
ammunition depot on the SA1 Waterfront
GRADEMARK REPORT

GENERAL COMMENTS

Engagement with Literature Skills 6/10

A good number of references were used throughout 
the assignment to support arguments and 
information given. References were up-to-date and 
mostly published within the last five years. 
Referencing technique was mostly correct and 
consistent, however there are some instances where 
IATG is referred to in general and a specific guideline 
is not referenced. For further marks, tools 
introduced in the lectures such as the United 
Nations SaferGuard toolset could have been used 
and images should also be referenced as an in text-
citation (even if from an IATG). Finally, consider using 
a wider range of references, not just the guidelines 
and standards for example scholarly articles to help 
substantiate key points. 

Knowledge and Understanding Skills 21/30 

The student has demonstrated detailed 
understanding and knowledge of the basic 
underlying principles, explaining the hazard division 
and compatibility groups systems. The student has 
considered multiple safety precautions and factors 
for consideration in erecting an explosives facility in 
the location given, demonstrating knowledge of the 
safety requirements associated with siting an 
ammunition depot. For further marks, greater detail 
could be given into how the explosives could be 
stored to further demonstrate understanding of 
compatibility. Ensure all parts of assignment are 
answered, for example including advice to the 
maritime users should the proposal be approved.
The student has considered the mixing rules for 
compatibility groups is some detail but has not 
considered the somewhat ambiguous statement 
made in the BBSS solution, i.e. that “Each ESH will be 
able to hold up 1000 kg of each type of hazard 
division”. Given the use of the compatibility matrix in 
Table 5, an explanation of the Notes relevant to their 



argument should have been provided.
This could be taken at face value to mean that in 
each ESH, the operator could store 1000kg of HD 1.1 
plus 1000kg of HD 1.2 plus 1000kg of HD 13, 
ignoring HD1.4 as the NEQ of this HD is not 
considered for explosives licensing within the IATG, 
allowing a maximum NEQ per ESH of 3000kg. 
The alternative, recognised and safer alternative is 
to apply the aggregation rules for storage of 
explosives by HD. By this method, any missing of HD 
would be impossible because the proposal allows 
only 1000kg of each HD per ESH, requiring 5 ESH for 
HD 1.1, which would need 5x ESH for the proposed 
HD1.1 alone, then a further 2x ESH for HD 1.2 and 
HD 1.3.
The student has mentioned a number of facilities 
that are essential for the safe and effective running 
of an explosives storage area, including a 
packing/inspection facility. Unfortunately, they did 
not explain that this would also require and 
explosives licence and would be regarded as both a 
PES and an ES. 

Cognitive and Intellectual Skills 12/20  

The student has been able to demonstrate a sound 
critical analysis of the given solution from BBSS. The 
student is able to make valid judgements based on 
the analysis completed in their work, providing a 
clear and succinct conclusion. For further marks, the 
student should apply critical assessment of what a 
correct solution might look like. 
The student has brought together many of the 
concepts and principles taught from the IATG to 
provide a coherent argument that incorporates 
different risks that must be considered by the client. 
That said, some of the Control Measures suggested 
in section 4.3.1 are more appropriate to explosives 
processing than storage.
The assignment requires consideration of the 
impact on maritime users. They have considered 
marina and harbour in very general terms, as these 
are not specifically covered in IATG. For additional 
marks, they could have mentioned specific 
legislation relating to the storage and handling of 
explosives in ports. 



Practical Application Skills 18/30

The student has successfully identified holes within 
the proposal given by BBSS, identifying low QDs and 
requesting assumptions made as part of their safety 
questions for risk reduction. For further marks, the 
student should offer more extensive justifications 
regarding storage configuration in terms of 
explosive compatibility. Furthermore, providing 
consideration for increasing the number of ESH 
needed and the implications of this may help to 
provide depth.
In accordance with the assignment guidance for 
Practical Application, the student has worked within 
the precepts of the International Ammunition 
Technical Guidelines. There was an expectation that 
the IATG Implementation Tool would be used to 
provide draft Explosives Limits Licences to support 
the arguments made. 

Transferable Skills for Life and Professional 
Practice 7/10 

The report is well structured and generally coherent 
throughout, with minor grammatical errors. 
Recommendations to the council and questions for 
risk reduction are clearly stated and communicated. 
Section in the end of Appendix 2 is slightly out of 
context – unsure if this has been misplaced.
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