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FINAL GRADE

82/100

ACDA6021 - Laboratory Report - Pete Down
GRADEMARK REPORT

GENERAL COMMENTS

Hi Peter,

This was a well written laboratory report, and I 
particularly liked the abstract, which stated 'likely'. 
As you know, there were simply insufficient trials 
to determine a positive identification. You clearly 
understand how to capture and evaluate data, and 
draw sound conclusions. Overall, this is strongly 
deserving of the 82% awarded. Please find 
constructive comments below.

In detail:

1. Layout good and easy to follow. Great use of 
figures, tables and equations.

2. You wrote in the past tense for the most part, 
less reflection, which was the appropriate 
methodology for the assessment. Try to be 
consistent though.

3. Strawboards may be re-used but this does 
invoke error as we observed in this trial with the 
presence of 'additional' fragmentation that was 
caught between some of the sheets.

4. What did you mean by BOP? This acronym was 
introduced but did not have its full name stated. 
As such a list of acronyms would have been useful. 
I know what you mean but Marker 2 or the 
External may not.



5. For Figure 4, try and list all th foil numbers 
sequentially. You have focused on lowest to 
highest velocity in column 2, but I do not get a feel 
what what precisely happened at each location. 
Unless I misunderstood and you have used total 
number of fragments in column 1. If so, total 
please at the bottom or clearer description. I really 
liked your accompanying tables in Figure 4 as they 
did give me a feel for what was good and bad 
data.

6. Yes, it would have been good to have some 
indication of initial fragment velocity. We can 
theorise this knowing the explosive and case 
thickness.

7. Figure 5 and Table 1 were very clear and told me
a lot about the blast waves (both incident and 
reflected). You were the only student to really drill 
into scaled distance, which can be manipulated 
using various equations to determine more 
information about the munitions. Your Wb's are all 
correct.

8. Your discussion is very detailed, with 
appropriate assumptions. For example, you did not
know the mass of the fragment with the highest 
velocity, or the distance of the munition above 
ground to determine the exact nature of the blast 
waves.

9. Very detailed referencing throughout, which 
demonstrates how much additional research was 
conducted. Well done.

10. For the FTIR trace, the key fingerprint relates to 
the aromatic ring in the TNT, which was the pivotal 
identifier for TNT.

11. Excellent discussion on the elimination of 
certain munitions and the drawdown to the 



grenades and pipe bomb. The overpessures were 
actually a good match for the RGD-5 above all 
others.
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