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FINAL GRADE

78/100

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

GENERAL COMMENTS

Engagement with Literature Skills 7/10          

The student has demonstrated excellent 
engagement with
relevant literature. A wide range of sources have 
been used including
legislation, UNSaferGuard and wider academic 
literature. References are
consistently formatted and used throughout the 
document. The formatting of the
references could be improved as they are difficult to 
interrogate due to the
placement of the numbers and brackets. The 
references could be improved by
further expanding the list of references used as a 
large proportion are from
UNSaferGuard and by using references to support 
arguments rather than solely to
reference facts. Furthermore, the statement that 
“adjacent bodies of water may
amplify ground shock & surface wave effects” in 
section 3.2 is not directly
discussed in either of the references stated.

Finally, in the guidance for this assignment, students 
were
told “You will have to use the tools taught during to 
complete this
assignment.” and that “IATG are specific to this 
assignment”. ER2014 was not
taught, yet the student quotes from it in Section 1.1. 
However, the points made
were valid.    

Knowledge and Understanding Skills 25/30

The student has demonstrated excellent knowledge 
and
understanding of explosives licencing and OME 
safety management through the
detailed content discussed in the document. The 



student has provided detailed
information informed by several sources. The 
student has discussed several
safety considerations of storing OME, site 
management, security and emergency
arrangements. Further marks could be obtained by 
expanding upon the background
OME principles such as stating what the IATG define 
as rules for aggregating
explosives of different hazard divisions. Additionally, 
the body of the report could
be improved by discussing in more detail the 
security considerations necessary,
logistics, ammunition accounting and identifying 
more clearly the limitations
of the information provided in the proposal.

Attention to detail: Figure 3 is captioned “Example of 
an
Earth-Covered Storehouse (without traverse)”, but 
the supporting text states
“…a standard ESH configuration without traverse.” 
The student should use the
technical terminology with appropriate 
abbreviations, e.g. Earth Covered
Magazine (ECM) as given in IATG.

Section 4.2 advocates the use of the IATG RRPL tool, 
which
shows an excellent understanding of the risk 
reduction methodology.

Cognitive and Intellectual Skills 17/20             

The student has demonstrated exceptional cognitive 
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 
has provided a detailed
discussion of potential solutions to resolve the flaws 
in the proposal using a
non-standard licence. Furthermore, the student has 
provided examples of how to
reach the solution by providing examples of cost 



benefit analysis and explosion
consequence analysis. The student also provides a 
good discussion of how
compatibility groups of explosives could be stored in 
the proposed number of
explosive store houses. This could have been 
improved by providing examples of
specific solutions such as how effective segregation 
can be achieved within an
ESH. Additionally, this could have been improved by 
ensuring assumptions are
highlighted and explained more clearly. For 
example, in Section 3.2, an
assumption of worst-case scenario is made that the 
maximum quantity of HD1.1
would be 3000kg, however, it is not described where 
the 3000kg has been
derived. Regardless of whether this is a sensible 
figure or not, the
justification behind it should have been explained to 
the reader to demonstrate
the student’s understanding.

The assumption on page 14 that “…the facility will be
licensed for HD 1.1 as this provides the most 
conservative planning approach.”
is somewhat naïve in that while the statement is 
correct, it does not consider
the flexibility that might be required by the applicant 
on behalf of their
client.

They make a good case for taking the maritime 
climate into
consideration.

The counterproposal they offer, i.e. the use of a
Non-Standard ELL is valid despite their own 
calculations leaving vulnerable
buildings within their revised QD circles in Figure 5 
They could consider it as
either the backbone of an argument for disallowing 
the development as proposed
or a solution that BBSS could consider with their 
client.               

Practical Application Skills 22/30



The student has demonstrated excellent practical 
application
skills by applying the principles of OME safety 
management to the proposal. The
student has demonstrated detailed 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. This could 
have been improved by
providing examples of how the ESHs can be laid out 
on the site and a discussion
of what inter-magazine distance would be needed 
including associated
calculations.

Further 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.

In Table 2, albeit a summary, the definition of HD 1.2 
is
incorrect: “serious projectile’ should read “severe 
projection”. Accuracy in
definitions is vital in technical reports for paying 
clients.

The Legend in Figure 4 would be more accurate if 
the QD
circles were depicted as lines and the Exposed Sites 
as coloured blocks.

Proper use of IATG ELL tools to support a Non-
Standard
Licence.

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. The report was well-



structured and coherent;
however, it could be improved by ensuring 
references are formatted clearly,
presenting information and arguments succinctly 
where possible and ensure
arguments flow coherently from previously stated 
information and link to that
information clearly. 

Attention to detail and correct spelling e.g. licence (a
noun) and license (a verb). 

The Abstract is fine for an academic paper, but
this assignment would be better served if it were 
presented as an Executive
Summary, which would also include the responses 
to the Council’s big questions.
Currently it does not address the provision of advice 
to maritime users
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