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FINAL GRADE

50/100

OME Safety Management & Legislation Assignment
GRADEMARK REPORT

GENERAL COMMENTS

  
  
  
  
  

Engagement
with Literature Skills 5/10

The student has used a relevant range of references, 
some of which have been retrieved independently; 
however,

The assignment guidance for Engagement and 
Literature skills clearly states “You will have to use 
the tools taught during to complete this 
assignment.” The student has not done so. Guidance 
for Practical Skills clearly states “Guidance specific to 
this assessment: IATG are specific to this 
assignment’ The student has chosen to use UK MOD 
explosives regulations.

The reference style is consistent however for more 
marks a larger number of references could have 
been used. There are no references made to IATGs, 
which taught material focused on. For further 
marks, tools introduced in the lectures such as the 
United Nations SaferGuard toolset could have been 
used to show/validate your work. JSP 482 is referred 
to under the internal layout section of the report but 
does not have an in-text citation. 

Knowledge and Understanding Skills 15/30

The student has demonstrated some knowledge of 
safety distances and hazard divisions. For further 
marks, the student should consider a more in-depth 
analysis on other potential risk factors and what 
additional public safety, storage or transportation 
issues likely to affect the decision to approve the site 
for an explosive facility. The report would benefit 
from an explanation of explosive compatibility 
groups and how these have influenced the decision 



to allocate different explosives to different ESHs. 
Consider answering the following from the task: “We 
have been told the ESH would be earth covered with 
directional effects for blast described as Side of 
magazine perpendicular to the direction of the ES. 
What does that mean?”. Furthermore, no advice has 
been given to maritime users in the area should the 
proposal be accepted, which was also a part of the 
task.   

The student has mispresented the stated separation 
distances. VBD (Vulnerable Building Distance) and 
IBD (Inhabited Building Distance) are minimum 
distances. In the Scope section they are presented 
as maximum distances “the distance from each ESH 
to any vulnerable building must not exceed 300m”

The student states that ESH 1, where they propose 
to store HCC1.1B articles, should have an inspection 
bench within the ESH, albeit in a segregated area 
with some protection measures. IATG 07.30 Section 
7.1 states “Ammunition processing tasks should 
ideally take place in a building designed specifically 
for that purpose, although it may take place in a 
temporary location as long as all safety 
requirements can be met.”. DSA 03 OME Part 2 
Chapter 19 Paragraph 1.2.2 states “Any task 
involving the manufacture, assembly, repair, testing, 
modification, or disassembly of explosives carries 
with it an increased risk of accidental initiation. It is 
therefore regarded as explosives processing and is 
to be carried out in a facility suitable for the 
explosives process activity and normally in isolation 
from the storage of bulk stocks of explosives. Such 
tasks include any operation where the integrity of 
the primary package is breached and the explosive 
item is exposed.” The student’s proposal is not 
supported by a Risk Assessment and should be 
considered a safety-critical error, or poor practice at 
the very least.

Of further note:

·        ESH2 – inaccurate terminology “bulk mass 
detonators’ suggests items of HCC 1.1B rather than 
1.1D

·        ESH 3 – poor comprehension of Compatibility 
Groups E (no means of initiation) and F (with means 
of initiation)



·        ESH 4 – ‘fragment catching mesh walls’? 

Cognitive and Intellectual Skills 11/20

The student has demonstrated an emerging ability 
to critically evaluate and analyse the proposed 
solution by BBSS. Although throughout, arguments 
are relatively supported, the report would benefit 
from some more detailed justifications and 
comparative statements between BBSS proposal 
and why the student has given alternatives. For 
example, the student has worked out QDs of their 
own but has not explained why those given by BBSS 
are not sufficient.

In their Maximum Credible Event (MCE) evaluation, 
the student has misunderstood the concept of MCE, 
which is not necessarily the sum of NEQ stored in 
adjacent ESH. They state that “For example, if ESH’s 
2, 3 & 4 are situated too close together and less than 
required the MCE will increase to approximately 
6,500kg total of HD1.1/1.2 NEQ detonation power, 
amplifying the blast radius effects etc”; this is 
incorrect because one would expect a time delay 
between the initiation of the contents of one ESH 
and the consequent initiation of another, thus the 
MCE would be the NEQ of only one ESH. This 
principle is used by explosives engineers in the 
quarrying and demolition industries to minimise the 
blast effects experienced outside the quarry or 
demolition site, by deliberately initiating the, 
possibly hundreds, of charges at intervals of 
milliseconds. 

Practical Application Skills 13/30

The student has offered a possible safe storage 
solution, with details on the specific internal layout 
of all ESHs within this. Consideration has been given 
to lowering the overall NEQ as a solution and 
acknowledgement made to the fact that information 
is missing regarding types of ammunition to be 
stored, which could affect overall decisions. In their 
solution, the student has discarded the information 
from BBSS stating ‘each ESH will be able to hold up 
1000 kg of each type of hazard division (pallets 



stacked 3 high), thereby requiring no more than 5 x 
ESH built east to west along the waste land’, 
however no explanation is given as to why they have 
done this. The student has worked out QDs but has 
not elaborated or explained how why these values 
are important.

The guidance for this assignment quite clearly states 
“Guidance specific to this assessment: IATG are 
specific to this assignment “. The student has opted 
to use UK MOD Regulations, which are not taught, 
and, while he has demonstrated some 
understanding of the use of Q factors, they have not 
applied them appropriately, in fact in the section 
titled “QD Calculations’ they only cite UK legislation 
and regulations. In this list, they also include DSA 03 
Part 2 Chapter 11 – Operational Storage – which only 
applies to Armed Forces on operations outside the 
UK. The student also misquotes HSE publication 
L135 which is the Approved Code of Practice on the 
Storage of Dangerous Substances and is not 
applicable to Explosives, which are covered in HSE 
Publications L150 (Safety) and L151 (Security).

They have some understanding of the effect of ESH 
construction and imply that all 5 ESH will be earth 
covered magazines and that the “According to JSP 
482 Chapter 10 QD Tables, the inhabited building 
distance for ESH 2 containing 3,200kg of HD1.1D 
explosives is 500m+. [4] JSP 482 – Chapter 10”. 
Directional effects through the door and headwall 
are towards an Exposed Site” [Table 1A of Ch 10), the 
Inhabited Building Distance can be found in column 
D13 with a minimum fixed distance of 400m. 
Following this calculation to Table 1D which gives a 
QD of 333m for a NEQ of 3500kg, therefore the 
licence would have to specify that the QD must be 
400m.

Table 4 shows various “Exposed Sites Quantity 
distances”, however this does not follow through 
into an argument and is not illustrated in Figure 3. It 
is not clear what point they are making.

Figure 3 shows their proposed ESH layout, however, 
it does not give an indication of the orientation of 
the front walls of the ESH, nor does it give any 
indication of distance between the ESH, which are 
both critical factors in determining the QD.

There was an expectation, stated frequently by the 



lead lecturer in the first two weeks, that they would 
provide draft licences using the IATG Explosives 
Licensing Tool.

In the Purpose and Conclusion they state that they 
will make a decision and provide that decision 
respectively. It is not the role of a consultant to 
make decisions, only to offer advice and, possibly, 
options.

Transferable Skills for Life and Professional 
Practice 6/10

The report is structured in a suitable way and is 
mostly coherent, however in some instances layout 
looked unclear (equations could be presented 
better). Communication of ideas are presented 
clearly in a concise conclusion. Minor grammatical 
errors present, occasionally disrupting flow of the 
report.
The student appears to have attempted to provide a 
Risk Assessment and Argument but has not used the 
taught material, techniques and tools to any great 
effect. They have mixed in some quantitative risk 
assessment elements with the use of QD tables, 
which is confusing. I would go so far as to say that 
they have not presented a paper that would be 
understood by their hypothetical client, i.e. 
members of the Council.
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