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FINAL GRADE
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20240309 - CAE Coursework CTH
GRADEMARK REPORT

GENERAL COMMENTS

A reasonable context is given at the start of the 
report that gives rational to the study. You noted 
some of the assumptions and simplifications that 
would be made in the simulations, it would have 
been nice to have had some more extensive detail 
and supporting information to better justify these 
decisions. 

Your geometry creation was sensible based on the 
dimensions shown from the literature source, and 
the target plate sizing looked reasonable. Where 
you stated the target size was based on practical 
experience, this in itself is fine, although a bit 
more explanation of that would have been useful 
to highlight why it is important and what the 
implications are of having target sizes that are 
smaller/larger.

Meshing decisions could have had more 
supporting information to go with them. For 
example, a simplified test case to show how 
different mesh types influence the output would 
have been good to demonstrate this. You do go on 
to do some of this in the validation section though, 
which a good start.  

The validation approach taken was a very good 
one, creating a scenario that replicates 
understood testing methods that are intended to 
put a material well beyond its linear elastic range. 
The model has responded well to that and you 
have used the output data nicely to correlate 
against the material properties and it seems to 
have worked to a good level of accuracy. It would 
have been nice to have quoted and compared the 
specific values, or had your data overlaid onto the 
material data you obtained, to make the 
comparison more obvious, but what you had here 
was still very good. 



Some interesting comparison of Dyna and ED, you 
could have gone into further depth here, but the 
approach of comparing the options was good. 

In your results, it would have been preferable to 
have included some screenshots of the generated 
data to make this section easier to understand and 
interpret for the reader. They were in the 
appendix, but be warned in future that an 
appendix and information contained within it does 
not have to be looked at, it is best to keep key 
information in the main report where appropriate. 

The generated results looked promising, and the 2 
software's did generate similar results which was 
also encouraging. It would have also been good to 
have then compared your results against similar 
published studies, to see if the trends were 
matching to other peoples data. 

You have had a good attempt at discussing the 
limitations of the simulations and hypothesizing as
to how some of these may affect the outcome. This 
is an area that could have been explored further, 
but was good to see the approach taken. 

A generally well presented document, although 
the reliance on appendices is something you 
might want to adjust in future to make sure that 
critical information is found in the most relevant 
areas. 

A reasonable number of sources have been 
employed and used well in the report. There was 
scope to have had more comparative analysis to 
literature, but generally decent. 
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