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	First Marker’s General Comments and Original Mark.

A confusing and disjointed paper that did not hit the brief as expected. I’m afraid the manner in which the report was constructed did not clearly explain the direction of the report to a non-domain specialist. I would have liked to have seen an extension of the modelling into real world consequences. Thus I did not get the “so what”. Are we modelling for modelling’s sake here? What does a better model actually do?
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	Second Marker’s General Comments and Original Mark

I have read the paper and understand the general thrust. However, a lot of statements go unreferenced, and the language used is not particularly L6. It was not well written would be my key take-away and could have benefitted from a different approach to structure.
 
Yield stress, fracture pressure and Poisson’s ratio were what Ollie is trying to determine as factors in modelling. However, he has not explained their relevance early in a paper that is so complex. This loses the reader early on. There is a dispersal of technical/layperson/UK/US terms.
 
Who has extensively reviewed the theory of shockwaves?? This was just stated, although a pivotal part in terms of equations of state. 
 
He has not defined what is meant by plasma. 
 
SC properties are a regurgitation of taught material (we all know this) and were contributory to the high word count. Could have been summarised in a table as to what is required for a good SC.
 
Peer review – caution, not cation. Sentence construction and spelling errors “....from the simulations ran/run etc”.
 
Pfrac units?
 
Difficult to match paragraphs to figures in terms of explanation – pg 33 is a good example. 
 
I follow the Pfrac tolerances and how useful this would be. However, the yield stress is a predictable paragraph without any modelling - the lower the yield stress the more material is promoted to jet that exhibits penetrative performance. Longer jet, smaller slug. The Poisson’s ratio does not jump out.....
 
Further work and reflection were good.
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	Survey
	Review
	Experiment
	Development

	1.Research-informed Literature
	
	
	
	

	Introduction
	
	
	
	3/5

	Literature Review
	
	
	
	10/15

	Comments:

The introduction to the project was clear enough yet I was somewhat exasperated and confused by the abstract. Is this really needed?

The literature review shows plentiful contact with the outside world yet some basic references on the subject of shaped charges such as Paul Cooper whose paper formed the basis of my understanding and explained things SIMPLY were not there. Some statements went un-referenced.
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	2. Knowledge and Understanding of Subject
	
	
	
	

	Methodology
	
	
	
	2/5

	Survey Design
	
	
	
	 -

	Requirements/Design
	 -
	 -
	 -
	2/5

	Comments:  

The author and the supervisor have discussed the methodology and there have been fundamental differences in the way that each would have performed the task. A design of experiments approach, rather than a full Cartesian approach was suggested to explore variance, the enemy of any design. Understanding variance both assignable cause and chance cause are critical to understanding the effects of changing particular parameters. Also how these design  parameters could change within the scope of a particular material specification would be of interest. What does it mean to the guy making it?
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	3. Analysis
	
	
	
	

	Results & Discussions
	
	
	
	15/25

	Conclusions and Recommendations 
	
	
	
	4/10

	Comments:  

The results confuse me. There does not seem to be a correlation between the studies made and a change in performance in the “real world”.

For me a parametric study, looking at noises and controls, Identification of the key noises and an assessment of their effect at system level would be more beneficial, rather than the creation of a “better model” Or have I misunderstood? I have asked to module tutor to comment here. 
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	4. Practical Application and Deployment
	
	
	
	

	Development
	 -
	 -
	 -
	7/15

	Experimental Design
	 -
	 -
	/15
	 -

	Comments: 

The development section is normally where I consider the application of the work or study in the real world. However, an incomplete consideration of the effects of variance in the real articles limits this consideration.

The statement, “It is recommended that any conclusions made from this study are not applied to that of real devices” concerns me deeply.

A better model should help the designer create a better product by predicting performance and therefore reducing the need for expensive and hazardous trials. If we are not doing that, what is the point of a better model?

Taking a design of experiments approach would have enabled the study of the interactions between variables. This does not seem to have been considered.
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	5. Skills for Professional Practice
	
	
	
	

	Reflection
	/10
	/10
	/10
	7/10

	Quality of Report
	/10
	/10
	/10
	5/10

	Comments: 

I ended up being very frustrated with this report. Modelling and hydrocodes are not my area of expertise but manufacturing and understanding systems are. I expected to see a strong link between one and the other but I’m afraid I do not get that link. 

The direction of the future work and reflective sections were clearer after a third and fourth read of the paper. Therein lies the main problem. The report was written almost as the individual speaks. In particular illustrations were not tied in well to text, this would have aided the comprehension for the non-specialist reader.
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