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Report!
GRADEMARK REPORT

GENERAL COMMENTS

A generally well presented and formatted 
document. There are some minor things that I 
would recommend changing for future works, but 
on the whole good. Major sections should start on 
a fresh page. Normally you wouldn't assign a 
section number to the content section, so 
introduction would be section 1. Equations should 
have captions as well. There was no list of 
tables/figures shown after the contents page. 

Some decent contextual information shown in the 
introductory sections, would have been nice to 
have had a bit of discussion about the understood 
and accepted limitations of this type of process as 
well. 

Good explanation of the geometry you planned on 
using, and good that you had explored the 
limitations of how Solidworks models some 
material groups, with good support from literature 
sources. Good to see the underlying theoretical 
equations in this area as well. Would have been 
really good to have seen an analytical calculation 
of a simple wood beam and then the same run in 
Solidworks to determine the level of inaccuracy 
that would occur. 

Some good discussions about the influence of 
mesh sizing and quality, results from different 
meshes were a good way to further support this 
area of discussion. 

Interesting that you had compared Solidworks and 
Ansys at many stages of the work, would have 
been nice to have seen the same graph as in 
Figure 12 but for Ansys to make a direct 
comparison easier between them. The results you 
obtained followed a logical pattern, and the 
difference in response when changing materials 



was also in keeping with the expected trend, 
giving confidence in the modelling approach. 

The way you presented your analytical results for 
validation could have been easier to understand 
had you clearly shown them overlaid with the 
software generated results, to make comparison 
easier. You could have also mentioned the 
percentage error between analytical and 
experimental results to make some of your 
discussions clearer. 

The analysis of results has some good aspects to 
it, although some could have been clearer. You 
drew some sensible conclusions from the data you 
had, although there was scope in some areas to 
have conducted some more testing to better prove 
some of the hypothesis. 

Use of literature was very good in the report, you 
support statements well. It is a shame there was 
not a study found on a similar geometry to directly 
compare against. 
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