
G53COM – Computability 
MODULE FEEDBACK - Spring 2006 
Lecturer: Dr. Dario Landa Silva 
 
The module was assessed by a two-hour written examination (100%) consisting of three 
sections: section A with 3 questions, section B with 3 questions and section C with 4 questions. 
Students had to answer all questions in section A, one question from section B and 2 questions 
from section C. 
 
 
GENERAL STATISTICS 
 
Students Enrolled:     22 
Present in Examination:   22 
 
Examination Mark Average:   52 
Minimum Examination Mark:  21 
Maximum Examination Mark:  76 
 
First Class:    6 (27.3%) 
Upper Second Class:   6 (27.3%) 
Lower Second Class:   5 (22.7%) 
Third Class:    3 (13.6%) 
Failed:     2 (9.0%) 
 
Total:     22 (100 %) 
 
 
FEEDBACK ON EXAMINATION 
 
The overall performance of the class in the examination was good but lower than expected. 
More than half of the class achieved a good or better mark with only two students failing the 
module. 
 
Section A 
Most students did well on this section. Some students lost few marks in question A1 when 
completing the parts related to polynomial reduction. Students achieved average marks in 
question A2 when ordering functions by their asymptotic complexity, common mistakes were 
in the ordering of functions n  and nn log2 ? . 
 
Section B 
The number of students choosing questions B1, B2 or B3 was more or less the same. The 
common mistake in question B1 was the inductive step not being properly stated. The common 
mistake in question B2 was string w and symbol a not being formally defined and the inductive 
hypothesis not stated in the proof. Most students that answered question B3 stated the Halting 
Problem correctly and also described it well, but most marks were lost in the inductive 
reasoning that is the core of the proof. 
 
Section C 
The vast majority of students answered questions C1 and C2 (design of Turing machines) and 
only few went for C3 or C4 (illustration of NP-completeness). Most students did well in their 
designs of Turing machines. Common mistakes were the TM accepting leading zeros when it 
should not (C1) and the TM not computing the carry correctly (C2). In a few cases, a transition 
table was given instead of the state diagram. Also in some cases the computation of strings 
was not consistent with the transitions in the Turing machine. Only two students answered 
questions C3 or C4 and good marks were achieved in these cases. Specifically in question C4, 
some marks were lost because incorrect degree in the search tree for the bin packing problem. 


