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FINAL GRADE

78/100

6022 final
GRADEMARK REPORT

GENERAL COMMENTS

Engagement with Literature Skills 7/10

The student has demonstrated very good 
engagement with relevant literature. A wide range of 
sources have been used including guidelines, 
UNSaferGuard and wider academic literature. 
References are consistently formatted and used 
throughout the document. The references could be 
improved by adding page numbers/specific website 
pages to direct quotes or images where relevant and 
further expanding the list of references used with 
scholarly articles to support some arguments made. 
Additionally, in Section 3.5, the student introduces 
Level 1 and Level 2 but does not explain what these 
levels represent.
Throughout the paper, the student refers to a single 
citation of “[1]  UNODA, “UN SaferGuard,” march 
2021. [Online]. Available: https://unsaferguard.org/.” 
– It is assumed that they are referring to the IATG, 
which, as a cobmined volume, is about 1200pages in 
length – specific citations are vitally important when 
making critical points about specific regulations or 
safety matters. 

Knowledge and Understanding Skills 23/30

The student has demonstrated excellent coherent 
and detailed knowledge and systematic 
understanding of explosives licencing and OME 
safety management through the content discussed 
in the document. The student has provided detailed 
information informed by several sources. The 
student has also discussed several safety 
considerations of storing OME. This could be 
improved by expanding the set of questions to 
include a wider scope of consideration for how the 
site would be managed, logistics considerations and 
more specific security questions. Further marks 
could be obtained by expanding upon critical 
analysis and the challenges to established views and 
the limitations of the information provided.
In Section 4.2, the student mentions ‘Aggregation 
rules’ but does not explain what these are or how 



they are applied. Neither do they explain why Tables 
1 and 2 include totals ‘Excle HD1.4’ and ‘Inc HD1.4’. 
As they are using the IATG, they should at least have 
explained (and correctly cited) IATG 02.20 Section 
10.2: “Distances from a PES containing ammunition 
and explosives of HD 1.4 are not a function of NEQ. 
Separation distances should be based on the fire 
risks and fire-fighting capability available. The 
separation distance for a PES of open stacks or light 
buildings to any type of ES should be greater than 
10m. For more robust buildings the separation 
distance should be that required for emergency 
access.” 

Cognitive and Intellectual Skills 15/20

The student has demonstrated excellent critical 
thinking, analysis, synthesis and evaluation skills 
through the discussions of feasibility of the 
proposal. The student has shown critical analysis of 
the proposal and its limitations in the provided 
context in how it is not feasible with a standard 
explosive limit licence due to its violation of 
inhabited building distance. The student also 
provides a good discussion of how compatibility 
groups of explosives could be stored in the 
suggested number of explosive store houses. The 
student has provided discussion of potential 
solutions to resolve the flaws in the proposal by way 
of suggesting a non-standard licence and the 
requirements therein. This could be improved by 
making arguments more detailed and structured 
demonstrating exceptional critical thinking, analysis 
and evaluation using sophisticated and nuanced 
judgements. 

Practical Application Skills 26/30 
The student has demonstrated exceptional practical 
application skills, applying a range of methods and 
tools by applying the principles of OME safety 
management to the proposal. The student has 
demonstrated good application of the IATG tools 
and guidance throughout and applied knowledge to 
evidence arguments. Additionally, the student has 
applied their knowledge in distributing the 



explosives among the ESH using the compatibility 
mixing rules. The student has also provided a 
detailed explosion consequence analysis to support 
the non-standard licence.
Additional marks could be gained by using a wider 
range of more sophisticated tools such as blast and 
fragmentation (Primary, secondary and tertiary 
effects) estimation tools and information.
Following Table 2, the student makes the 
‘presumption [sic]’ that suitable segregation can be 
implemented within the ESH but does not venture 
any examples of how that might be achieved.
Table 3 presents QDs for the worst-case max NEQ of 
3000kg ‘with directional effects perpendicular to the 
direction of the ESH’, which does not take into 
account the front wall of the ESH, which would face 
in a roughly SSW direction and be untraversed, - in 
this direction lie the docks which have hitherto not 
been mentioned. This omission follows through into 
Table 6, although the omission does not change the 
outcome, their example ELL would have been less 
open to scrutiny. 

Transferable Skills for Life and Professional 
Practice  7/10

The student has demonstrated they can 
communicate professionally confidently and 
consistently in a suitable format in the presentation 
of the report. This is evidenced by the inclusion of a 
contents page, table of tables and figures, 
numbered sections and paragraphs and a well-
structured, coherent repot. This could be further 
improved by moving the executive summary to the 
top of the report in place of the abstract and 
ensuring there is a clear and coherent progression 
to the report so that the arguments, evidence and 
solutions clearly follow from one to the next and are 
clearly linked. The list of questions was well thought 
out for the client themselves and for them to put to 
the proposer.
Important terms that the student should 
understand is the distinction between ‘principal’ and 
principle’ as well as ‘presumption’ and ‘assumption’.
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