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	Second Marker’s General Comments and Original Mark
An inherently interesting project, but there are large gaps in both the theoretical background and the experimental procedure. The data collected was analysed correctly, although the actual comparison between the traditional input modalities and the BCI could not be performed. Some sensible conclusions were drawn about the relative effectiveness of the four input modalities given the current state of the technologies.
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An interesting project limited by lack of background detail and data.
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	Survey
	Review
	Analysis
	Experiment
	Development

	1.Research-informed Literature
	
	
	
	
	

	Introduction
	/5
	/5
	/5
	3/5
	/5

	Literature Review
	/25
	/40
	/30
	14/25
	/15

	Comments:
Abstract provides an appropriate summary of the project but does not need to appear twice in the report.
Aim and objectives are stated, although more precision is needed in the objectives. Good use of experimental hypotheses.
The literature review covers all of the expected material but would be greatly improved by the appropriate name-checking and date-checking of the significant researchers in the field, and by the inclusion of illustrative figures. More detail on such things as keystroke analysis for experimental measurement are needed.
The correct technical term is an input modality, not an HCI input.
Moore’s Law is regularly mentioned but bares little relevance to this project.
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	Review
	Analysis
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	2. Knowledge and Understanding of Subject
	
	
	
	
	

	Methodology
	/5
	/5
	/5
	2.5/5
	/5

	Data Collection Process Design
	/15
	 -
	-
	 -
	 -

	Requirements/Design
	 -
	 -
	-
	 -
	/10

	Comments:
Sensible methodology.
No discussion of reliability, generalisability or validity.
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	3. Analysis
	
	
	
	
	

	Problem Definition
	-
	-
	/10
	-
	-

	Results and Discussions
	/30
	/30
	/30
	15/30
	/30

	Conclusions and Recommendations 
	/10
	/10
	/10
	6/10
	/10

	Comments:
Each experiment should have been described and analysed individually, rather than having two description then two analyses. 
Statistical analyses are generally fine, but comparisons could also have been made between accuracy and completion, which are also mentioned. A table summarising the entire findings would be useful
The appendices show that a personal data was collected but not used; why are the demographics important? Given the recruitment criteria, why was the disability information requested?

Mouse/Keyboard/Speech: 
An example of a test run should have been described.
Is 3 decimal places an appropriate accuracy level?
How many selections did the subjects need to make in each test?
Do the times stated include the instruction/startup periods?
Speech processing time is considerably longer that the device driver time required for mouse and keyboard – how were these taken into account?
Accuracy and success rate need to be defined and discussed further – these have not been discussed in the experimental design.

EEG: 
What channels/frequencies were used? What is the EEG actually measuring? Finally mentions this in the conclusion – this needs to be described much earlier.
It does not appear that a quantitative comparison of EEG and the other input modalities was successfully carried out, although there is some discussion about the effects of training and the problems encountered with the EEG approach.

Some reasonable conclusions are drawn considering the practicality of the technologies.
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	4. Practical Application and Deployment
	
	
	
	
	

	Development
	 -
	 -
	-
	 -
	/15

	Experimental Design
	 -
	 -
	-
	8/15
	 -

	Comments:
The experimental design seems sensible enough, although it would have been more usual to target neurotypical students rather than the neurodiverse students who work with Student Support
Anova is an appropriate analysis form but there needs to be more detail on what the data is. Nowhere does it say that this is temporal data in the data evaluation section, nor is the significance level given.
How many times will each subject complete each task? – 4, explained in viva.
There are some significant deficiencies in the description of each experiment, to the extend that to reproduce them from the information in this report would be very difficult.
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	5. Skills for Professional Practice
	
	
	
	
	

	Reflection
	/5
	/5
	/5
	2.5/5
	/5

	Quality of Report
	/5
	/5
	/5
	3/5
	/5

	Comments:
Page numbers in tables are not sequential.
Referencing is poor; author and source names are not provided, and a single reference is often used multiple times in the same paragraph.
Tables are poorly structured.
More illustrative graphics are required to support descriptions of technologies and processes.
Reflection describes what went wrong, and makes some suggestions for factors to take into consideration for future studies, but does not place the project in the context of the overall MSc.
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