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FINAL GRADE

53/100

ACDB5007 Application of Computer Engineering Processes
GRADEMARK REPORT

GENERAL COMMENTS

The presentation and formatting of the document 
is reasonable. It is a bit odd where you have used 
lots of subsections for each paragraph. I sort of 
get where you were going with that, but it is a 
little unusual, still gets the job done though. 

Some small things like table captions should go 
above tables, other minor formatting errors here 
and there, but not too bad. 

Document was concise, although you conveyed a 
reasonable amount of information, there was 
scope for you to have expanded on areas of the 
discussions and gone down into more detail in 
some sections. 

A reasonable number of sources have been 
consulted in the work, again there was scope to 
have more, but the approach taken here was a 
good start. You had several sources that were of 
good academic quality, this was good to see. You 
used in-text citations well to show where the 
sources had contributed to and informed areas of 
the work. 

A decent level of knowledge and understanding 
was shown in the early sections relating to he 
underlying principles and the particular 
application. Was good that you had information 
about the typical failure modes, this could then 
have been looked at further when comparing your 
results. 

The boundary conditions used could have been 
shown more clearly to better detail the loading 
and constraint points, as well has having better 
justification for these decisions. I get what had 
done from the description, but it could have been 
clearer. Rational for the magnitudes of loads were 
not really discussed.



The results generated looked like they had aspects 
that conformed to what would be expected, but 
there were also some discrepancies in there that 
probably warranted further investigation and 
discussion. You have hypothesised about why 
some of the results have come out the way they 
did, it would have been good to have carried out 
further test to try to prove/disprove these. 

Mesh investigation was a good start, it would have 
been good if this had been more extensive and 
looked more into different sizing's and also 
refinement areas to see if that would have made 
any more significant change. 

Your validation highlighted some obvious issues 
with the testing, since you were getting extension 
values around 20% of what should be seen. This 
would have been good to have then gone into 
further and had further investigation as the 
causes of this variance. 
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