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	Survey
	Review
	Experiment
	Development

	1.Research-informed Literature
	
	
	
	

	Introduction
	/5
	/5
	/5
	3/5

	Literature Review
	/20
	/35
	/20
	7/15

	Comments:
Some typos here and there that change the meaning significantly – be careful – eg “but there are some disadvantages of CUDA, mainly that it will not run on NVIDIA GPUs,”  -  CUDA only runs on NVidia GPU cards.
 A very good overview of parallelization and related ideas in general, though automatic analysis – principles, etc was only touched upon. Odd, since the project is focused on this.
Could have included a review of current software applications that provide this facility.
Better use of refs would help here too.



	 
	Survey
	Review
	Experiment
	Development

	2. Knowledge and Understanding of Subject
	
	
	
	

	Methodology
	/5
	/5
	/5
	2.5/5

	Survey Design
	/15
	 -
	 -
	 -

	Requirements/Design
	 -
	 -
	 -
	2/5

	Comments:

Since this is a one person project and a prototype was developed then wouldn’t a simple feature driven or incremental meth be more appropriate – though I appreciate some ideas of Agile methods could be incorporated here.
The requirements would benefit from tabulated, explicit descriptions.




	 
	Survey
	Review
	Experiment
	Development

	3. Analysis
	
	
	
	

	Results & Discussions
	/25
	/25
	/25
	11.5/25

	Conclusions and Recommendations 
	/10
	/10
	/10
	5/10

	Comments:
Manual results were limited but reflected, in general what was anticipated.  The lack of an automatic analysis tool was disappointing.  Only to algorithms tested.
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	Experiment
	Development

	4. Practical Application and Deployment
	
	
	
	

	Development
	 -
	 -
	 -
	7.5/15

	Experimental Design
	 -
	 -
	/15
	 -

	Comments:

No code analysis tool generated – a shame.  Analysis was done manually.  Only 2 of the 3 identified tests were carried out.  Timing of data transfer would have helped enormously but was not carried out.

Is there a problem with the list search code?

This part of the project lacked depth and sophistication.

Why no merge sort test?










	 
	Survey
	Review
	Experiment
	Development

	5. Skills for Professional Practice
	
	
	
	

	Reflection
	/10
	/10
	/10
	5/10

	Quality of Report
	/10
	/10
	/10
	6.5/10

	Comments:
Well structured and generally well written.  Some typos here and there.  It would have benefited with one last reading perhaps.

The reflection touched on some of the challenges but could have been more in detailed and included further discussion of the limitations of this project.

Not many refs.
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