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.
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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?

All documentation requested by our faculty coach and sponsor were prepared prior to delivery.  Because of our 3 phased release schedule, documents were typically only updated prior to release.  The quality of most of the artifacts was very good; however some documents were of average quality due to time constraints.
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?

The team elicited requirements very well.  We had frequent meetings with our sponsor in order to clear any confusion we had regarding the requirements for the system.  Any requirements changes were put into a change control process from which we decided if we would implement them or not.  There were no key requirements missed.  In order to validate the requirements, we made our sponsor aware of the requirements and how we saw them and asked him to verify that they were the requirements he thought were important.
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? 
The team did an extensive job designing the system.  It was the best part of our system.  From week 4 of the first quarter, we had our design in a fairly solid state and have not had to make any large modifications.  Some of the specifics changed at the very detailed level; however the abstract design that we came up with originally stood up very well to our implementation moving forward.
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?
From the requirements that we came up with and the sponsor approved, we believe we have delivered about 95% of the product.  All documentation is being updated, as well as the implementation artifacts.
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?
The team’s testing strategy was to have every individual developer thoroughly test their code, unit tests were to be created for important functionality, and finally acceptance testing was to be performed on each release.  The test plan was followed roughly due to time constraints of the team.  Each developer was able to thoroughly test their own code and write several unit tests.  Integration testing was not performed in an official capacity, but was done as the codebase was updated.  Acceptance testing was done on each release.

The JUnit framework was used for unit testing.  Testing originally discovered some issues with the system which were quickly fixed by developers.  Regression testing was done but never discovered any problems.
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

i. We had to work under the constraint of a Godaddy Virtual server which was purchased for use by our sponsor, their service was very unhelpful 

· Ethical issues

i. Passwords had to be encrypted so that any potential vulnerability of the system would not allow others to see passwords.

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?

Our team did not have to adhere to any specific set of standards.  Within our team, we had some coding standards that we would follow for development but they were informal in nature.  We did not experience any problems due to lack of standards.
Process

8. 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?
The process we used was a combination of iterative development and incremental delivery. It turned out to fit the project well and resulted in a product that was well-received by the sponsor. The process we used experienced few changes as the project progressed, most likely because it fit well from the beginning. If the project were repeated, we would have done more research upfront before diving into it. That way, we would have a better idea of the challenges and could plan for them at the beginning.
9. 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?

No, we had very few problems picking up most of the problem domain; it was something easy to pick up. For the most part, we spoke with our sponsor to learn anything about the domain we did not know of upfront. The sponsor provided adequate support in the very beginning of the project, and after the halfway point. However, support was week for most of the first quarter. The only support we really received was information or feedback directly from the sponsor.
10. What mechanisms did the team use 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?

The team tracked progress using two metrics: a slippage chart and the source lines of content produced. The slippage chart provided a way to determine whether or not we were on schedule, while the sources lines of content provided us with a way to determine the team’s level of effort and work accomplished. Our team tracked its progress well using the slippage chart and schedule, as well as keeping track of what was or was not done at any point in time. We always knew whether we were on, ahead of, or behind schedule. The project website was updated weekly, which included updating all project artifacts present on the website. During the second half of senior project, the team also gave the sponsor a weekly status report that detailed accomplishments, slippages, and overall updates to the system.
11. Did the team conduct effective meetings?  

Team meetings were effective as long as issues remained unresolved. The purpose of any team meeting was almost always accomplished by the end of the meeting.
12. 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?

The team met all project milestones, but usually met them behind schedule. Schedule changes occurred when one or more features turned out to be more difficult than originally thought (e.g. document generation), forcing us to devote more time to completing it. More research upfront on the potential difficulties of all major features would have helped us plan more effectively.

13. 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?

We were required to adopt several technologies that were new to some (but not all) of our team members. Such technologies included: TinyMCE, JQuery, MySQL and AJAX. We also needed to adopt OpenOffice UNO, which was new to all of our team members.
14. 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 team did the best it could have given the circumstances, but the primary quality control method turned out to be peer review of the artifacts. In other words, different team members would work on, and review the work of, artifacts produced by other team members. The other method of quality control was our sponsor and faculty coach, who pointed out any areas where they felt quality was lacking.
15. Did the team have any issues with configuration management?  How were these problems solved?  What percentage of project artifacts is under configuration control?

There were no issues with configuration management. 99% (if not all) of our artifacts are under configuration control.
16. 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?
The metrics used were a slippage chart and source lines of content. These metrics were gathered weekly. These metrics allowed us to gauge our progress (in terms of project completion) and our own production levels (how much work we were doing).
Communication and Interaction

17. How well did the team communicate project progress to the sponsor?  What regular communication did the team have with the sponsor?  Did the team been 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?

The team communicated progress well with the sponsor.  Every week, we would have a team meeting that went over status as well as any concerns the team or the sponsor had.  Originally, we did not discuss status at these meetings but as the project progressed we decided that we had to incorporate a round-robin type status report every week.  The team originated this change in communication.
18. 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?

Our sponsor was technically capable so we had to provide little technical input to the sponsor.  Whenever we had to explain technical tradeoffs the sponsor understood what we were talking about.
19. 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 was a very effective team.  Everyone was able to provide insight into the project from their own experiences.  People had different backgrounds and familiarities with the technologies we chose.  We were able to come together and share our knowledge in order to achieve success.  The team was good at sharing information with each other and working together.  To make the team more effective we would have tried to not allow any one member to become specialized in part of the project.  This was one of our weak points because as the project went on, individuals took on clear roles and catching anyone up to the point they were at would have been difficult.
20. 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? 
The team used email and face to face meetings to communicate with the faculty coach.  This communication method turned out to be very effective.  We were always aware of what the faculty coach needed and he knew our status throughout the project.
21. 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?

The only times the team interacted with office staff was to obtain the telephones for dialing into the teleconference meetings with our sponsor.  There were no problems with these interactions.
22. 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 has a complete website with all artifacts up to date.  Entries were updated weekly.
23. 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?

There were no presentations made directly to the sponsor or faculty coach.  The final presentation and poster presentation were done professionally.  The team could have worked out the demo flow better before the final presentation.
24. Does the technical report 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?
The technical report adequately documents the project and is of high overall quality.  Most teammates contributed to the report and were able to contribute sections which they were responsible for.  The sponsor did not contribute and has not yet reviewed the technical report.
25. How well did the team work with other senior project teams, coordinating access to lab space and equipment, sharing experiences and ideas, etc.?
The team did not need to coordinate with other senior project teams.  In rare events when all the team rooms were taken, we asked teams to let us use the teleconferencing rooms for our weekly status calls.  These interactions went smoothly.
Achieving Customer Satisfaction
26. In the team’s opinion did the work satisfy the project sponsor?  Were there any weak spots in this regard?

The team believes that the project satisfied the sponsor for the most part.  He would have liked to see some more detail in documents that we provided, however he was satisfied with the features delivered. 
Achieving Team Satisfaction

27. 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 project allowed the team to learn a large number of technologies which they were not all previously familiar with.  We are satisfied with how much we have learned and the knowledge we have gained as a result of this project.
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