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Luke Malcolm 2030773 - Applications of CAE
GRADEMARK REPORT

GENERAL COMMENTS

Instructor

There are some good citations used in places in 
the report, that have been used appropriately to 
support the relevant areas of discussion. There 
was scope to incorporate more literature use in 
the work, perhaps finding results from other 
similar published studies to compare to. Some 
higher quality academic references could have 
been found, but generally a reasonable use of 
referencing to inform the work conducted. 

There is some good contextual knowledge 
demonstrated, it is clear that you have a good level 
of knowledge on the subject area and have 
discussed some of the expected outcomes with 
supporting evidence which was good. It is a shame 
that you did not more directly refer back to these 
areas more when looking at the results that you 
obtained from the study you conducted.

You gave some reasonable discussion about the 
CAE process as a whole, but could have gone into 
more detail on some of the key areas that 
influence the outcome of solutions. Considering 
the importance of discretisation through meshing 
it would have been logical to have conducted some 
further investigations into these areas to 
determine what sort of impact they can have on 
the results. The validation studies would have 
been a very quick and easy area to have done this 
through. Mesh independence and mesh element 
type influence could have been studied. Similar 
with boundary condition application, these are key 
are were only briefly discussed in the report. Given 
that your results did not come out in the range you 
expected, it would have been good to have had 
some data to show where the errors may be 
coming from. You did discuss them towards the 
end of the report, but these could have been more 
targeted and specific to the results you obtained. 



Normally, you would validate the software prior to 
commencing the main studies. 

The subject of the main study you conducted is 
perfectly fine and relevant to your industrial 
experience, however it would have been good to 
have had some more iterations and attempts at 
resolving the issues from what is a relatively 
simple to run case. Given that you note the 
deflection amount is not correct  and that more 
extensive refinement of the model is needed, there 
was not any evidence of this being done which was
a shame. Ideally, you would have looked further 
into the accuracy of your boundary conditions, the 
representation and influence of the mesh on the 
model etc. You identified the error, but did not 
chase it to find out where it came from or what 
may resolve it. You do offer some reasonable areas 
of discussion about some of the possible 
influences toward the end of the report, but it 
would have been nice to have seen further 
investigations conducted to try and support these 
statements. 

The report formatting was lacking in things like 
section heading numbers, new major sections 
should start on fresh pages, abstract should come 
before the contents page and be a complete 
overview of what was set out to investigate, what 
was done and what the key findings were, yours 
read as an introduction. Otherwise, the document 
conveyed the information well enough. 
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