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FINAL GRADE

60/100

CAE Assignment 1
GRADEMARK REPORT

GENERAL COMMENTS

The layout and presentation of the report was 
good, it followed a logical structure and conveyed 
the information contained to a good standard. 
Where the text refers to figures, it would have 
been clearer if the figures were places with the 
relevant text. Some minor errors in places, but 
generally good. 

A reasonable overview of CAE tools is given in the 
early section of the report, this could have been a 
bit more specific and contextualized to this 
scenario, with more focus on the understood and 
accepted limitations of CAE. This would have then 
allowed your main results to be compared to 
earlier hypothesis. 

Discussion of how the simulation was set up was 
logical, some more in-depth discussion about the 
materials used and some of the damage model 
information would have been nice to have seen. 
Also, more discussion about the meshing 
approach used would have been beneficial since it 
seems that some of the results being obtained 
may have been influenced by different mesh 
density levels being set on the target plate. This 
may have led to more representative results and 
would have been an interesting point to study. It 
would also have been good to have found similar 
studies from published sources to then make 
direct comparison of your results to theirs as a 
means of performing comparative analysis 
between data sets. This would have allowed for a 
greater level of critical analysis to be performed. 
You do discuss a similar test, but the visual results 
would have made this comparison clearer.  

The difference in response between the target 
materials did follow some of the expected trends, 
with the polycarbonate plate displaying more 
brittle failure tendencies as would be expected. 
There were still discrepancies that were noted 



which were perhaps worthy of further 
investigation to try and ascertain exactly what was 
causing them. 

It would have been good, given that some of your 
results were proving to be anomalous, to then 
have conducted some very basic studies on 
simplistic case studies in a linear material range to
determine if the software was capable of basic 
levels of accuracy prior to looking at the more 
complex non-linear studies. 

Discussions of CAE as an engineering tool had 
some merit to them, and there were statements in 
there that were perfectly valid. This section could 
have had a more detailed and focused discussion 
drawing on the data you had generated in more 
depth to generate a more technical section of 
discussion with supporting evidence. 

Literature has been used to a good standard in 
support of the document, although there was 
scope to use sources in a more specific way to 
generate comparative analysis points in the 
discussions. 
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