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: Wirox

Project: Confluence Updateable SQL Plugin

Sponsor: Xerox

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?

Almost everything produced by the team was done as a pair, and often times updated again by another pair, or by the team as a whole. There were no formal inspections, but the pair development approach helped to reduce the need for this by having more people watching and contributing the whole time. This resulted in quality artifacts that are maintained on the team wiki.
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?

We held a requirements workshop. The concept of each requirement didn't change very much over the course of the project, but the way those were to be implemented did – as technology constraints were understood better. The sponsor had a clear idea what they wanted, which helped keep the requirements stable from the start. The requirements were held in user stories in the product and sprint backlogs. The requirements process went very well and having the sponsors on site for the workshop gave us a very solid vision of the project as a whole. 
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 explored several designs throughout the sprints of the project. The error in the designs was assuming that underlying technologies would implement the interfaces that they implement. This assumption turned out to not hold – oracle does not implement several methods (java requires the method to be present of course, they just return null or “”). The first iteration was just a refactoring of the original plugin. While this approach quickly showed its limitations (trying to be interoperable with the original, add new functionality, and generate our own sql statements), it did help to learn how the plugin process works. The plugin was then split into two plugins, the original and the new updateable. A second design was quickly dropped when a team member had finished spiking out an even better alternative that was relatively unknown. These changes weren't complete rewrites, however, which kept their impact relatively low. 

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?

The team thinks that they hit all the essential requirements. There are bugs, and a public bug tracker for people to place bugs that are discovered. The product is available on the plugin repository. The team has documentation in code, and on the product wiki. We were also able to complete some additional functionality that was noted as something that would be nice to have if time permitted. 
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?

Part of plugin development is using maven. Maven is built to emphasize testing. Junit tests were running from the earliest days of code. Automated integration testing was never implemented due to technology constraints that prevented datasource injection during testing. Qunit was used for testing javascript, however it cannot be fully automated. Not many major issues were discovered through unit testing. The most significant use of the unit testing on the server side was setting up tests against WebRowSet and trying to determine how it reacted to various inputs since it isn't well documented. Several times these tests resulted in having to write hacks to have WebRowSet behave better. Testing was very helpful in regression testing through the design changes and also implementation of new functionality throughout the project. 
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 - The purpose of the plugin is to be used in a commercial environment, therefore if the plugin was to be used in a destructive manner there could be negative consequences. 

  Environmental issues- N/A 

  Social issues - N/A 

  Political issues - N/A 

  Ethical issues - This plugin may be used to handle sensitive information. Our requirements do not include the addition of any security functionality. Plugin could be used to manipulate and destroy sensitive data. 

  Health and safety - 

  Manufacturability - N/A 

  Sustainability - N/A
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?

The team has decided to follow many but not all of the 


extreme programming rules  . Some of the rules that we have not followed are the test first approach to coding. There are no specific industry standards that we had to adhere to, but Confluence uses a specific way to communicate to plugins. Therefore we have to adhere to standards that will allow us to create a plugin that works on Confluence. In addition to the Confluence Wiki development guidelines we had to adhere to some standards with SQL and how the data and statements containing data were handled. 
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?

Scrum with some XP engineering practices. The process choice worked well, it let us focus energy for short periods of time. We followed the process pretty well. The main issues dealing with process revolved around not updating the wiki as frequently as we should have. Given the chance to do this project over we would probably rely less on the wiki. The process as a whole was simple yet effective in providing good direction and manageable project development. 
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?

The only challenging APIs we needed to learn were the confluence APIs. We found that the best way to learn these was by trying things out (spiking) and reading other open source Confluence plugin code to determine functionality. For example we used the dynamic task list plugin as a basis for leaning how to do user interactions. 

7. 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?

Sprint and product backlogs at the highest level contain a list of the stories that are done, in progress, and not started. Beneath those are the task lists which show what is done and being worked on for each story. Progress was also tracked with a burn down chart for each sprint. This is where most of the issues arose. Sometimes during springs we added tasks, had poor estimates, or didn't update the chart to reflect the changes we made to the tasks in the sprint backlog. These issues often made the charts become messy. Charts were updated on our wiki site usually at least once a day, sometimes more. The wiki was exported to the SE site every other week or so. This was less important since all involved parties had access to the latest info on the wiki.  

8. Did the team conduct effective meetings?  

Overall the team conducted effective meetings. We kept a rigorous schedule and met every weekday for 21 weeks. As a result, sometimes the team would get distracted. Nevertheless we got work done during each meeting. Sprint meetings with sponsors also went well. They were reasonably short and never lacked direction (agendas were formed for each meeting).
9. 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 SE department project milestones.  The team met most sprint goals, and generally completed user stories on time. In the end, everything was completed.
10. 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?

The team was required to adopt new technologies. These included WebRowSet, Confluence's APIs, and jQuery. Technology selection was directed by what was available and spiking. A large percentage of our technology choices were made for us, by Confluence. The only real exceptions were the additional JavaScript and JDBC libraries we used. We found that the team learned these new technologies quickly and easily.
11. 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 XP style pair programming to help keep documents, and code of high quality. Frequently documents would be reviewed with the whole team present to get more input on issues. The whole team was involved in nearly every aspect of the project. While the whole team was involved artifacts were often formed by and individual or pair and then reviewed by the other pair or team as a whole. This provided multiple checks of quality and accuracy.
12. Did the team have any issues with configuration management?  How were these problems solved?  What percentage of project artifacts is under configuration control?

All content is version controlled either in a wiki or subversion. The team moved from CVS to SVN as part of the release process to the Atlassian Plugin Repository. 

13. 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?

Most of our metrics were based on process information, less on product. One example is our burn down charts. We struggled with these because either estimates would be high or low, or we would add tasks which made the trend line become erratic. We also kept track of velocity and lines of code. We found that the lines of code metrics really did not provide much value. Keeping track of velocity allowed the team to better choose user stories for each sprint.
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 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?

Communication was pretty good. We used email and bi-weekly meetings in person and remotely. We used phone and Adobe connect to share screens. This changed a bit as we got more familiar with how the whole process worked. We relied less on Adobe connect for features other than screen sharing and we established a fairly regular meeting place. The changes weren't really initiated by anyone; they just fell into place as we got more familiar with the communication process.

14. 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?

Occasionally we held discussions of various JDBC implementation issues and how they were impacting progress. These were done by giving brief demos sometimes, but usually just discussing them at meetings. The sponsors were fairly knowledgeable of the technologies behind our project so that made it fairly easy for both the team and sponsor to understand what was going on.

15. 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?

The team was effective. We all knew each other going in, thereby making team members more accountable for showing up to meetings and putting in work. The one issue we did run into however, was that after several hours of working, the team members could become distracted. Typically this is when the team would decide it was time for a break. The only change we can think of to help make the team more effective would have been a having more comfortable environment where it was easier to stay focused. The lab space can be kind of painful to sit in for extended periods of time.  
16. 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? 

We talked with the coach in person frequently and sometimes by email. The coach was very effective. Professor Hawker gave feedback and a tiny bit of steering when requested (or needed) but generally stayed in a purely observational role. By doing such he enabled us to dictate the direction our project went in. 
17. 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 team had to request several things from the system admin and staff. These interactions were brief and generally had good results. 

18. 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 project artifacts were exported from the RIT wiki to the SE site about every other week. They will be exported one last time after all final documentation (including this document) is finished. 

19. 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?

Presentations went well by most accounts. All team members took part in the creation and structure of our presentations. We made sure to have practice presentation runs with the whole team giving input to each other. The poster presentation went well but unfortunately our poster apparently did not get good reviews. Despite that the team believes it is both informative and aesthetically well designed. 

20. 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 whole team reviewed and contributed to the technical report. The sponsor has not and probably will not review the technical report. They requested documentation containing similar information, but targeted directly for them. The development, design, and other information related to the implementation were captured in the technical report and copied to the other documentation where it was merged with other notes for how to maintain the project. This documentation lives on the public wiki, separate from the technical report which is much more focused at an RIT audience. 

21. How well did the team work with other senior project teams, coordinating access to lab space and equipment, sharing experiences and ideas, etc.?

Good for the most part. Sometimes during our scheduled senior project time the team rooms were entirely taken. Also it wasn't very helpful when half the team rooms bulbs were burnt out, but we managed.

Achieving Customer Satisfaction

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

The sponsor seems satisfied, and repeated gave us high praise both during the project and at the end of our project. They acknowledge that they have more work to integrate the project fully internal to Xerox, but those changes are going to be done by Xerox since the team did not have access to the internal information for those changes. 

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 project was most effective for teaching about process and interacting with customers. The project allowed the team to learn about the full life cycle of a software product. The development activity was pretty straight-forward project work. 
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