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FINAL GRADE

42/100

Data Capture Task 2
GRADEMARK REPORT

GENERAL COMMENTS

Hi Finn,

This was a better submission than part 1, which laid 
out the strengths and weakness of each element of 
the trial at COTEC. It is still not a Level 6 submission 
I'm afraid and you need to really examine what is 
written on the assignment specification. Your 
submission provides generic descriptions and lists, not 
analysis of the most appropriate alternatives or 
enhancements. 

The English used is non-technical in description and 
used words such as 'kit', 'lots of', 'here's how'. There 
are also missing words and poor sentence 
construction suggesting that it was rushed and not 
peer reviewed. Therefore, this is a marginal pass I'm 
afraid. Detailed comments below and marks against 
rubric provided. 

In detail:

1. Your contents do not match the submission 
headings. For example, there is no conclusion. 

2. You have not conducted extensive research outwith 
that which was provided on the module. This is evident 
from the same references (4 in total) being used as 
Task 1. And, these are all internet references, not 
textual documents of academic publications.

3. Why did you not split out the submission into a 
strengths and then a weaknesses sub-headings under 
the overarching heading of Types of Data Capture 
Equipment Used? This would have optimised your 
layout and allowed the reader to discern what are the 



key aspects you want to portray. Given that your 
referencing is at a minimum, how do I know 
strawpacks are a great way of collection. Same for 
velocity foils.

4. How would you have employed the alternatives 
suggested to enhance the trial results? For example, 
sand/gravel pits. Would you have placed this below the 
munition to replace the strawboard used?

5. You mention the advantages and disadvantages of 
blowers/vacuums/foampads etc, but how do I know 
from your statements that they are better/worse than 
what is being used currently? There are no academic 
references to support your statements.

6. Agree, HS-Camera would be useful in this context, 
and easily usable along with flash x-ray, but  how could 
you use radar/LIDAR for a trial on an RGD-5? 

7. For infra-red or thermal imaging, would the heat of 
explosion and fireball, which extends out to about 1.5 
m for an RGD-5 not obfuscate the use of infrared or 
thermal imaging in the near field? The fragments would 
be hotter from the heat of explosion as opposed to 
drag and impact. 

8. You pressure improvement suggestions were more 
realistic for the exercise, but again they were lists with 
no additional rigour applied to explanation or 
referencing.

9. For evaluation, I agree that improved statistical 
analysis would have refined the data obtained, but how 
would you have used them in this specific instance. 
Again it is just a list of 'how it works', advantages and 
disadvantages with no broader context. 



10. Your recommendations are workable for the most-
part, but why not simply consider increasing the 
number of firings with existing items, adopting ricochet 
traps, refining the strawboard, velocity and pressure 
sensors, and using some of the analysis techniques 
you described. 

11. Nothing offered for improvements to FTIR.

Overall you have demonstrated:

1. Engagement with a limited range of non-credible 
sources. Some omissions and minor errors. 
Referencing conventions not always applied accurately 
or consistently. 3/10

2. Limited knowledge and understanding of the 
relevant concepts and principles within the subject 
area. 10/20

3. Limited attempt at critical thinking, analysis, 
synthesis and evaluation, tending towards description. 
Some evidence to support emerging arguments and 
judgements but these may be underdeveloped or with 
a little inconsistency / mis-interpretation. Asserts 
rather than argues a case. Over-reliance on lists with 
no academic underpinning. 10/30

4. An adequate awareness and mostly appropriate 
application of well-established methods, materials, 
tools and/or techniques. 14/30

5. Can communicate in a suitable medium but with 
some room for improvement. 5/10
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