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The purpose of this report is to obtain an independent review from the members of PhD defense Jury before 
the thesis defense. The members of PhD defense Jury are asked to submit signed copy of the report at least 
30 days prior the thesis defense. The Reviewers are asked to bring a copy of the completed report to the 
thesis defense and to discuss the contents of each report with each other before the thesis defense.  

If the reviewers have any queries about the thesis which they wish to raise in advance, please contact the 
Chair of the Jury. 

Reviewer’s Report 

Reviewers report should contain the following items: 

 Brief evaluation of the thesis quality and overall structure of the dissertation. 
 The relevance of the topic of dissertation work to its actual content 
 The relevance of the methods used in the dissertation 
 The scientific significance of the results obtained and their compliance with the international 

level and current state of the art 
 The relevance of the obtained results to applications (if applicable) 
 The quality of publications 

The summary of issues to be addressed before/during the thesis defense 



1. The thesis demonstrates acceptable quality in terms of research depth and 
organization. The overall structure of the dissertation is clear and logically presented, 
making it easy for readers to follow the argumentation. 

2. The chosen topic of the dissertation aligns well with the actual content presented. 
The research delves into important and current issues within the field, namely the 
residual stresses at all levels in Powder Bed Fusion – Laser Beam (PBF-LB), offering 
valuable insights and contributing to the existing body of knowledge. 

3. The methods employed in the dissertation are appropriate and well-suited to address 
the research questions posed. The methodology is sound and robust, enhancing the 
credibility of the findings. However, the process parameters of the Powder Bed 
Fusion – Laser Beam (PBF-LB) should be optimised instead of using single set, to 
achieve full densification. 

4. The results obtained in the dissertation hold scientific significance and are in line 
with the international standards and current advancements in the field. The research 
outcomes contribute meaningfully to the ongoing discourse and showcase a thorough 
understanding of the subject matter. 

5. The obtained results demonstrate high practical relevance and potential applications 
in real-world scenarios of Powder Bed Fusion – Laser Beam (PBF-LB). The findings 
offer valuable insights that can be utilized to address practical challenges or inform 
decision-making processes within relevant industries or sectors such as aerospace 
and nuclear. 

6. The quality of publications associated with the dissertation is acceptable. The 
research outputs are well-documented, adhere to academic standards, and are likely 
to be known within the scholarly community. 

Overall, the dissertation is a well-executed piece of scholarly work that makes contribution 
to the field. The findings are impactful, and the overall quality of the work is commendable. 

The summary of issues to be addressed before/during the thesis defense: 

1. The literature review Chapter 2 only has 10 citations in total. Then it is only an 
“literature introduction”, rather than “literature review”. Only FIB-DIC is surveyed. 
PBF-LB process-microstructure relationship is not properly referenced. 

2. In Chapter 3 and 4, the processed samples are not fully dense. This is evidenced by 
the porous microstructure in Figure 3.1, 4.4, 4.6, 4.7, etc, as well as the poor 
mechanical property in Table 3.2 and 4.3. Al-Si alloy, Bronze alloy and stainless steel 
are all not so hard-to-process materials, it is easy to find their optimal parameters. 
Why not using optimal parameters, but these sub-optimal ones? The residual stresses 
matter only after you have a fully-dense sample.    

3. Chapter 5 on the brazing study is a good fully dense sample. Why not doing FIB-DIC 
on that? The theme of the thesis is on FIB-DIC ~ 

 
Provisional Recommendation 

 

 I recommend that the candidate should defend the thesis by means of a formal thesis defense 



 

 I recommend that the candidate should defend the thesis by means of a formal thesis defense only after 
appropriate changes would be introduced in candidate’s thesis according to the recommendations of the 
present report 

 

 The thesis is not acceptable and I recommend that the candidate be exempt from the formal thesis 
defense 

 

 


