Senior Project Final Self-Assessment

This document is intended as a guide for the senior project team to assess its performance in a number of dimensions.  You need not answer each question in detail, rather, use the questions as a guide for the kinds of items to assess.  Add items you feel are appropriate.  

This self-assessment will be one of multiple elements that your faculty coach uses to arrive at an assessment of the team’s performance for this second term.  The other elements that the faculty coach will use include: direct observation of the team, team peer evaluations, reviews by other faculty during the project presentation, sponsor evaluation, and project deliverables.  These self-assessments will also be used as part of the SE program’s accreditation and curriculum improvement efforts.

To complete this self-assessment the team should carefully consider each of the questions and provide an honest evaluation of the team’s performance.  Your faculty coach will inform you when this self-assessment is due and how to deliver it.

Team: Rain Delay

Project: Emergency Services Directory

Sponsor: STEP Council of the Genesee Region

Product

1. Did the team prepare all the documentation artifacts requested by your faculty coach and sponsor?  Were these documents carefully inspected prior to delivery?  How would you assess the quality of the document artifacts?

Yes, our documentation manager recorded weekly meeting notes, compiled team reports, and managed updates to the project plan, SRS, and project schedule.  Our team lead created a weekly meeting agenda and a project synopsis, at the request of our sponsors and coach.  Additionally, all team members completed weekly individual reports and contributed to our requirements document, project plan, and project backlog.  A test plan was also created to record test cases for the requirements that we implemented. 
We were also asked to create and maintain a design document for the project.  However, this was delayed until later in the project due to time constraints given the amount of time required for development.  We also worked to create the Poster and final PowerPoint presentation, which the team considered to be done successfully.

2. How well did the team elicit the requirements?  What approaches were used to elicit the requirements?  Were key requirements missed?  What methodology was used to document and validate the project requirements?

Our requirements originally came in the form of a prepared list, which we evaluated with the project sponsors to create our own project requirements and plan.  We worked with our sponsors to determine what would be implemented as part of the project and captured them in an SRS document.  The SRS document was updated throughout the project as new requirements were added, or existing requirements were deemed unnecessary and removed.  The updates usually occurred between sprints, when our sponsors identified new features that would enhance the site.  We sent our sponsors updated versions of the SRS to verify that the new requirements were properly captured.
3. Did the team explore the entire design space before arriving at a final design?  Have there been many errors found in the design?  Was it necessary to make major changes to any part of the design?  What were the reasons for the change? 

Our design was inherited from previous teams, and we did not make major changes to the existing design.  However, weaknesses were found in the design that hindered the implementation of some requirements.  We found that some components of the system were not fully integrated, but instead acted separately.  While we agreed that changes should be made to the design to better integrate the components, we determined that we would not have enough time to make the necessary modifications given the requirements that we were to implement.  Instead, we developed around the design weaknesses and have documented them so that a future team may work on simplifying the design.
4. How has the development and implementation progressed?  What percentage of the product do you estimate was completed?  Is the team providing the documentation within the implementation artifacts?

Development had ramped up fully going into the second half of the project.  We were able to resolve issues that we had encountered while setting up the test environment as well as the development environment on our computers.  About 90% of all the requirements are considered to be complete, with the remaining amount differed for a future team to implement.  We have also prepared additional documentation that will help future teams to understand the system in a shorter amount of time.  In addition, we also made sure to add comments to our code to make it easier to understand.
5. What was the team’s testing strategy?  Did the team develop a test plan?  If so, was it followed?  Did the team performing unit testing?  Did the team use any test frameworks, such as JUnit?  What are the testing results?  Were any major defects found during system test?  If so, were they fixed?  Did the team do regression testing?

We created a test plan that listed test cases for all the new features that we implemented throughout the project.  After each sprint, we updated the test plan with the newly implemented requirements and tested those first.  We did not perform unit testing, as our changes mainly affected web pages and did not involve creating classes.  We also performed usability and acceptance testing, where the sponsors assisted us in testing the whole site before we deployed the changes to the live site.  They were given our test plan to assist with the testing.  We did not deploy to the live site until all known bugs were addressed.  We also did regression testing of the existing features, but the test cases have not been documented.  The bugs we encountered were related to the features that we were implementing.
6. Products need to be designed within guidelines and constraints appropriate for each project.  It is also important to consider the impacts of the products that are designed.  In the following categories discuss the constraints and impacts that have a bearing on your project.  Note that all of these categories may not have bearing on your project but your project is probably affected by many of them.

Economic issues – Our sponsors are a non-profit organization, so we needed to ensure that we could implement the requirements without incurring any costs to our sponsors.  We were able to implement everything using technologies that were available to us for free.
Environmental issues – Given that we were updating a site that is already live, we needed to ensure that the updates we made did not disrupt the stability of the site or the server it was hosted on.
Social issues – The directory was primarily created to be a resource in the event of natural disasters.  We have considered the eventual use of the system by the general public, and have implemented the new features accordingly.
Political issues – While there was likely some level of politics in coordinating diverse organizations, sometimes across state boundaries, into an online directory, our sponsors have abstracted that aspect from our concern.

Ethical issues – We made it a priority to resolve an issue where the automatic mailer offered editors no way to remove recipients from the mailing list, which caused organizations that did not wish to receive emails to be spammed.  We successfully implemented a solution, as well as added a new security feature to allow only appropriate users access to critical information.

Health and safety – Our project was a directory for organizations in the health and safety industry.  While there were no specific constraints to take into consideration, some of the requirements that we implemented did originate from other organizations.
Manufacturability – The directory began as a source for the printed directory, as was updated into a web-based source.  Other export formats were considered to assist our sponsors with the creation of this publication, but it was determined that this was a lower priority over the other requirements.
Sustainability – We needed to ensure that the system would be sustainable after all the requirements were implemented.  We determined that upgrading the technologies used would be an important step to take for sustainability.  However this would have taken us more time than we were given considering the other requirements.  Regardless, we took the effort to future-proof the changes that we made to the system, knowing that the project will likely be handed to another team in the future.
7. What industry and engineering standards was your project required to adhere to?  Were these new standards that the team had to learn?  Did your sponsor provide you support for understanding these standards?  Did you have to educate your sponsor about these standards?

No specific standards were identified for us to follow, but as a web-based project, we made some changes to the site to conform to web-design and usability standards.  The site was originally designed specifically for one browser (Internet Explorer).  We made some changes to improve the usability of the site for users of other browsers.  While we could not improve the existing code, we did ensure that our additions conformed to good software coding principles.

Process

1. What was your process methodology?  Was the process appropriate for the project?  Did you follow the process or modify it as the project progressed?  If you could repeat the project, what would you do differently?

We used the Scrum process.  This agile, iterative process was ideal for our needs.  We faced some requirements uncertainty and benefitted from constant feedback from our sponsors.  We were able to constantly tune our deliverables and schedule to meet their needs and expectations.  Scrum also helped us meet our customers’ demands to observe the progress of development, as we were able to make functional deliveries over the course of the project, rather than saving them for a final delivery.

We mostly kept to our original process and schedule, however, during the second half of the project we did identify scheduling issues caused by excessive overhead.  To combat this, we adjusted our sprint duration to three weeks instead of two.  We also revised our meeting plan – meetings that occurred mid-sprint were shortened to short, status-update gatherings, which gave us additional time we could use on development tasks, while sprint crossover and delivery meetings were kept at the originally-planned two-hour duration to provide maximum time for demonstrations, explanation, and feedback.

Given another chance, we would not have done things differently.  Long meetings were essential during the first phase of the project to accurately discuss objectives and gather requirements, and our schedule amendment came at the perfect time, offering us a boost in productivity and morale when it had the most impact.

2. Was there a large requirement to learn the problem domain?  What approach was used to gain domain expertise?  Did your sponsor provide adequately support?  What forms of support did you receive?

Yes, we needed a deep understanding of how the website was used in order to come up with improvements for better usability.  We interviewed the editors of the site and professionals in the emergency services field in order to get a better understanding of what they were looking for in terms of improvements.  Our sponsor aided us in setting up meetings with individuals that could give us insightful information about what the site needed to do better.

3. What mechanisms did the team using to track project progress?  Did they give the team and sponsor adequate insight into project progress and issues?  How well did the team track its project progress?  How often did these artifacts get updated on the department project website?

Our main tools for tracking progress were our weekly progress reports and the project backlog.  We had constant tracking of the amount of time spent dedicated to the project, categorized into meetings, development, and administrative duties.  The project backlog was under change control in CVS, and in review provided a clear roadmap of our progress.  Some of our original tracking metrics, such as earned value, were not rigorously followed; however, this did not negatively affect project progress.  Our other tracking mechanisms were more than enough to allow us to detect and respond to crisis situations in a proactive and timely manner.

4. Did the team conduct effective meetings?  

Our meetings were usually straightforward, with a clear objective and process.  Sponsor meetings were kept on-track with an agenda to keep the flow of discussion moving forward and mitigate off-topic discussion.  We kept meeting minutes that were distributed via email and the team website for posterity and review.  Finally, Dr. Kluge’s arrival in Rochester allowed him to attend meetings in person, which completely eliminated the stresses and issues that came from remote meetings.  Skype had been a constant source of trouble and technical issues, so this was a huge coup for the team and allowed us to maintain our momentum at a time when it was needed most.

5. Did the team meet all project milestones?  Which milestones, if any, were missed or were met ahead of schedule?  What contributed to schedule changes?  What could the team have done differently to ensure that milestones were met?

Following the successful setup of our development environments and project sandbox, we greatly improved our ability to meet and exceed project milestones.  We successfully delivered approximately 70% of our defined requirements, and over 80% of our work items, with the majority of the incomplete requirements determined to be out-of-scope or, upon review, unnecessary.  We are quite happy with our accomplishments.

Our process clearly defined an order of operations for implementation, which we feel was entirely accurate and key to our success.  Most shortcomings were for external reasons, and our schedule helped guarantee that most deliveries occurred on-time and in the correct order.  Of course, as with any project, we feel we could have done better, but this was largely due to lessons learned over the course of the project – an acceptable and reasonable circumstance.

6. Was the team required to adopt new technologies?  What were these technologies?  What approach did the team use for selecting the appropriate technology for the project?  Did the sponsor provide any support for learning these technologies?  How well did the team ramp up on the new technologies and begin to apply them effectively?

No, we were required to adopt old technologies!  We spent a significant portion of the first phase of our project simply dissecting the current system and attempting to understand how it worked.  We discovered a number of flaws, not the least of which that the system was built on five-year-old web technologies.  Given the time frame we had to work with, we were unable to upgrade the project to more modern frameworks, thereby forcing us to learn and work with ASP.NET, Visual Studio 2003, and SQL Server 2000.  We faced several difficulties, including learning said technologies, troubleshooting errors in frameworks no longer supported, and even compatibility issues.  

Our sponsor gave us documentation from previous senior project teams that gave us some insight into the project; however, it was far from thorough.  By the second phase of our project, we found ourselves quite confident in our understanding of the system, and began development strongly.  Even still, we estimated that ~90% of our effort was spent diagnosing issues and engineering solutions, and only 10% implementing them.  We highly recommend that future teams begin by upgrading the technologies this project relies on.

7. How well did the team maintain quality control over the project artifacts?  Have all artifacts been reviewed for adherence to quality standards?  What was the review process used by the team?

The only quality control we had for artifacts is to have them reviewed by the sponsor and our team coach, and then discuss their feedback during our weekly meetings.  All documents for graded submission have been peer reviewed by the team members through an informal go/no-go vote and subsequent revision.

8. Did the team have any issues with configuration management?  How were these problems solved?  What percentage of project artifacts is under configuration control?

We set up CVS at the start of the winter quarter on the team SE account for document change control.  The only problem we have had with it was running out of space on our SE account – we had to request additional space through our faculty coach.

We decided on a third-party Visual Studio CVS plug-in, Tam Tam, for code change control.  All team members were responsible for licensing their own copy at $10 each.  This tool generally worked extremely well for our needs.

There were some minor errors during one site deployment, thankfully this was caught and corrected by David Beaton, the person currently responsible for Emergency Services Directory site maintenance.  We reviewed and modified our deployment strategy after the incident to prevent future oversights, and have not had any further issues.

All told, 100% of project artifacts are under source control.

9. What was the set of metrics that the team tracked?  Did the team gather these metrics on a consistent basis?  What did the team learn from the review of these metrics?

At the project inception, we planned to track Requirements Volatility, Time/Effort, and Earned Value metrics.  Time/Effort was gathered weekly and reported to our faculty coach and sponsor through the team website and myCourses dropbox, and was also preserved in the team CVS repository.  Requirements Volatility was intended to be calculated at the end of every sprint, but instead was calculated as a project assessment activity after completion.  Earned Value was determined to be a low-value metric for our needs and unnecessary.  We found sponsor review sessions to be a superior means of gauging satisfaction and accuracy of delivered software.

Our requirements volatility dropped off significantly after the planning and adaptation phase of the project, which was in line with our expectations.  Time and effort went up considerably during development, as the team juggled process responsibilities and implementation duties.

Communication and Interaction

1. How well did the team communicate project progress to the sponsor?  What regular communication did the team have with the sponsor?  Did the team maintain this communication to the satisfaction of the sponsor?  Were any adjustments needed in the communication over time?  Were these changes initiated by the team or the sponsor?

We kept up the plan of weekly meetings with our sponsors during the spring quarter.  We did however change to having short meetings during sprints with a longer meeting for the sprint breakdown where we outlined and showed off what we had done for that sprint.  This change was suggested by our coach so we could put more focus on implementation.
2. Did the team need to provide technical input to the sponsor?  How well did the team educate the customer in these areas?  What mechanism did the team use?

The team provided suggestions for the future of the online directory.  We will also be creating a handoff document for future senior project teams which outlines the design of the system and the tasks we thought were important but did not get a chance to do.  This document will give future teams a better starting point to begin with and a easier way to learn how the system works rather than just discovering it on their own like our team had to.
3. Was this an effective team?  What has been contributing to and detracting from the team’s effectiveness?  What are the team’s weak points?  What are the team’s strong points?  What changes could the team have made to make it more effective?

This team worked very well together.  Everyone was willing to take on responsibility and everyone delivered on their tasks.  We did very well at applying the strengths of each team member appropriately for work items and we were all willing to help out a team member that was having trouble.
4. What mechanism did the team use to communicate with the faculty coach?  Was communication with the coach effective?  Were there any trouble spots with the faculty coach communications?  What could the team or faculty coach have changed to make their communication more effective? 

Outside of the team’s weekly meeting with the coach and sponsors, the team has mainly used email to communicate with the faculty coach.  This mechanism has been effective and has not caused any problems for the team.
5. Did the team need to interact with department staff personnel, i.e., the office staff or system administration?  Was this been handled in a professional manner?  Were there any problems with these interactions?

We did not have to communicate with Kurt but on a few occasions we had to work with ITS because our virtual machine had been quarantined.  This was handled well and did not cause too much trouble.
6. Does the team have a complete website with all project artifacts stored and up-to-date on the software engineering department webserver?  How often were entries on the webserver updated?

The team does currently have a complete website hosted on the SE department server that contains all project documents. The documents are updated when necessary.
7. How well has the team made presentations to the sponsor and faculty coach?  Was the final project presentation done in a professional manner?  Was the poster presentation done in a professional manner?  What could have been done to improve the team’s presentations?

Our presentation went exceptionally well.  We addressed all relevant topics and answered questions appropriately.  The team was much more practiced for this presentation.  The poster presentation also went well.  We could have practiced our “elevator speeches” more but other than taking some public speaking courses I do not think we could have done much better in either of them.
8. Does the project conference paper adequately document the project and its results?  Was the paper of high technical and editorial (language, style, grammar, etc.) quality?  Did all teammates contribute to the paper?  Did the sponsor contribute to the paper?  Did the sponsor review the paper?

We are currently working on this document.  It is not finished yet.  The paper will be contributed to by only the team and all the teammates will be working on it together.  We will make the paper available to our sponsor and coach once it is finished.
9. How well has the team worked with other senior project teams, coordinating access to lab space and equipment, sharing experiences and ideas, etc.?


Coordinating with other teams has been a non-issue for us.  We’ve never come across a problem where another senior project team got in the way of our progress.  Communicating experiences with other teams has been a personal exercise and not a professional one – all of us have spoken with our peers about our projects, but most of our directional input comes from our sponsors and faculty coach.

Achieving Customer Satisfaction

1. In the team’s opinion did the work satisfy the project sponsor?  Were there any weak spots in this regard?

Yes. The sponsor team does seem to be completely satisfied with the work that we have delivered. We were able to complete all of the important features that the sponsors wanted and have created a document and given the sponsors feedback and suggestions as to where the project should go with future teams. The sponsors have expressed to the team that they are happy with our work.

Achieving Team Satisfaction

1. Did the project satisfy the team’s expectations for learning?  Were there any weak spots in this regard?  What could have been done differently to improve the team’s learning experience?


The software engineering curriculum seems to focus on two key areas of software development – project management, and software architecture.  We had countless opportunities to exercise the former.  Requirements elicitation, risk management, and other skills were leveraged throughout the project, to great success.  Our sponsors didn't always know exactly what they wanted, or thought that they wanted something, when really it brought no added value to the site, so we gained invaluable experience in the skill of requirements elicitation.


On the other hand, we inherited a legacy system with at least 3 years of effort already integrated in its design and construction.  We had little, if any occasion to use our talents in software architecture.  These skills allowed us to identify weaknesses in the current system; however, due to time limits, and our sponsors focus on new and updated features we were unable to refractor the system to repair these weaknesses. We have, however, made the recommendation to our sponsors that they have a future team focus primarily on refactoring the system, and only add new features if time allows.
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