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FINAL GRADE

50/100

Assignment
GRADEMARK REPORT

GENERAL COMMENTS

Engagement with Literature Skills 3/10

Although relevant sources were used, only a few 
references are made throughout (only 4) and these 
were all given during module content so to gain 
more marks, use a wider range (scholarly articles, 
industrial information etc) and higher number of 
references to demonstrate wider reading and avoid 
being heavily reliant on sources and information 
gained through class contact. 
The student cites the International Ammunition 
Technical Guidelines incorrectly, referring to them in 
the form “UN SaferGuard, “Title”, 2021” UN 
SaferGuard is the publisher, not the document. At 
this level and in a report to a paying client, it is 
essential that references should take the reader to 
the exact regulation, equation or policy.
While they have referred to some of the IATG, there 
is no evidence of the student having used the ‘tools 
taught’, which implies the IATG Implementation 
Toolkit.

Knowledge and Understanding Skills 18/30

The student has demonstrated good understanding 
of directional effects and hazard divisions and to 
some extent compatibility and quantity distances, 
however this could have been further demonstrated 
by including context setting of compatibility groups 
and explanation of how these work, helping to add 
depth to the justification behind the student’s 
conclusions. All parts of the question seemed to be 
answered however for further marks it would have 
been good to see an example/discussion around 
explosive limits license and consideration of more 
environmental factors which may have an effect e.g. 
salt-water and humidity etc. 
The student does not explain the logic of treating 
the block of 5x ESH as a single PES. They state that 
“The site would be required to demonstrate that no 
sympathetic detonation can occur between the 
ESHs”, from which it can be inferred that they do not 
understand that published QDs incorporate such 



risk assessment. 
In taking this approach, they have missed the 
opportunity to demonstrate that the total expected 
holdings are not feasible within the BBSS proposal. It 
appears that they do not understand the combined 
effects of the aggregation rules for HD and the 
mixing rules for CGs. 
In Section 3, they state “Further work on the 
proposed site would be required to allow each ESH 
to be considered individually as a PES, thereby 
reducing the QDs to more acceptable limits.”, which 
is incorrect as the minimum VBD for 1000kg of 
HD1.1 is identical to that for 5000kg, using the tables 
that they cite.
In the question set at Appendix A – a risk 
assessment for stacking pallets 3-high is not 
necessary when string using the IATG, and can be 
inferred as acceptable from Section 7 of IATG 06.20. 

Cognitive and Intellectual Skills 10/20

The student has demonstrated some ability to 
critically evaluate, and make clear conclusions 
drawn from the content of the report. Judgements 
are logical and supported however, for more marks 
consider using a wider range of evidence to back-up 
points made. Consider also exploring wider 
concepts to further demonstrate a good grasp on 
the broader field – using more literature and 
references could help with this. In some instances, 
arguments may be supported by use of 
diagrams/tables e.g. when discussing QD from 
Annex D and E as quoted, show the tables or the 
calculations etc. There is some contradiction when 
discussing the PES; in section 2 it says they will be 
separate PES then in section 3 it says they will 
combine all ESH to one PES (this only took into 
account HD 1.1) – perhaps consider one worst case 
ESH. 
They suggest that storing HCC 1.4S in an ISO 
container might be more suitable for this site, which 
might be cheaper in the short-term, but reduces the 
flexibility afforded by the building of 5x earth-
covered ESH, an attribute that is, from my 
experience, essential for UK MOD storage.
In Section 6, one of the recommendations is to 
undertake work to reduce the QDs of the proposed 
site, which itself implies an assumption that the 



Council supports the idea of having the ammunition 
depot in this location. 

Practical Application Skills 15/30

The student has demonstrated a clear appreciation 
of the context of the application. The student has 
been able to identify problems with the proposal 
from BBSS and offer solutions in terms contents 
stored within each ESH, however this could have 
been improved by considering the NEQ overall and 
of each hazard division within each ESH. For further 
marks, also consider using a quantity distance map 
to add more depth to your explanations 
surrounding the discrepancy between proposed 
QDs and those you have suggested. Although the 
student has worked out QDs and identified how 
these differ from those offered by BBSS, it would be 
good to provide further explanation on why these 
values are important. 
The student should have included images to 
illustrate the application of QDs and the relationship 
between the PES and ES considered. 
Had they taken the time to evaluate the site as 5 
separate ESH, they would have made a stronger 
case for the inadequacy of the BBSS proposal. 
Section 4 would be more readily understood if it 
were supported by a table comparing the BBSS 
proposal with the student’s considerations. 
While the statements made are correct, they need to 
be substantiated and referred to the proposal. As an 
example, the points about requiring internal walls 
can be considered as key information that is not 
apparent from the BBSS proposal.
Section 5 is crying out for imagery to support the 
arguments made 
References to specific sub-sections of the ’Ports’ 
section of IATG 02.20 are necessary to support 
and/or explain the risk to maritime users of the port 
area. 

Transferable Skills for Life and Professional 
Practice 4/10    

The report has got a suitable structure to it and 
ideas and judgements are communicated effectively. 
In some instances, tables and figures could have 



been used to add clarity and present points 
succinctly. Minor grammatical errors present.
When writing a technical paper for a commercial 
client who has, as stated in the brief “no OME 
experts on the council staff”, it is essential that the 
argument is supported by easy to understand 
images, diagrams and tables, supported by high-
quality, specific references in case they wish or need 
to see the original text.
Overall, they have answered most of the questions 
in the brief but there is a feeling that they have 
made the right conclusion before they conducted 
the analysis. 

PAGE 1

PAGE 2

PAGE 3

PAGE 4

PAGE 5

PAGE 6

PAGE 7

PAGE 8

PAGE 9

PAGE 10

PAGE 11

PAGE 12

PAGE 13

PAGE 14

PAGE 15

PAGE 16

PAGE 17


