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9/3/12


In class this afternoon, we met with our project groups and discussed the project that we will be working on. Our group (Team Dinosaurs) will be working with Susi C. [Project Manager] on a “Who Owes What to Whom” web application. Preston Sego [Client] wants an application that eases the process for flat-mates to figure out who owes how much to each of the roommates. 

As an aside, I found this particular project particularly interesting because I live off-campus, and would benefit from an application like this. As a potential user, I will be able to flesh out ideas more completely than if I was only a developer. 

Our proposed team roles are:

Travis Baumbaugh : Secretary

Bill D’Atillo : Task Assigner / Monitor

Alex Jacoby : PM Contact

Steven Moyes : Client Contact

We are tentatively going to meet weekly from 6:00-8:00 PM on Wednesdays in Lakeside 2 Lobby. We will need to confirm with Susi and Preston times that we will be able to meet with them.

9/6/12


This afternoon we met with Susi C., our Project Manager for the first time. The primary goals of this meeting were to plan logistics for the quarter in regards to document submission to her, and practice asking questions of a client (as a component of Homework 1). We decided to forego long document email chains by instead using a dropbox account. This will allow Susi quick and easy access to all of our documents in addition to giving our group a centralized location for documents. 

9/7/12


As a personal point of contact for the Client, today I coordinated a meeting with our client for Sunday. One of the issues that I hadn’t foreseen was the issues surrounding having a client that is not at Rose. Although Preston lives in Indianapolis, Indy is far enough away to necessitate using weekly Skype meetings over face-to-face meetings. I can foresee this being an awkward transition because we lack the face-time, but this also sets the precedent that we will communicate electronically more often than in-person.

9/12/12


This evening, we met to finalize our milestone 1 decisions. Although in prior meetings (for example, in class), we briefly discussed project decisions (like stakeholders and features), we didn’t formally describe our positions. The goal of this meeting was to get all of these ideas on paper so that we could incorporate them into our milestone. 


This week, it was my responsibility to come up with an agenda. I took the headers from the Milestone 1 rubric, determined what information we currently had and what information we would need to finish the Milestone, and built the agenda that way. I’m afraid that my agenda looked like a bunch of headers rather than “task ( goal”, but I prefaced the agenda by stating the meeting goals, if not the specific task goals. 


From here, we went sequentially down the agenda, looking at each task. Of particular note was the issue with stakeholders. Our system is an entirely new system, and it appears that it won’t be particularly “technically innovative” – this innovation isn’t in the scope of the project. As such, our primary user is projected to be our client, or people our client knows. As such, it’s difficult to come up with specific stakeholders (when they all seemed to be “the client”). As such, we took a persona approach to our stakeholders, and we really wanted to make sure that this came through in our Milestone. 

In addition to the fact that our system is projected to be fairly small, the number of features that we outlined at this meeting seems rather small. We currently have five features. (In a later meeting, it is important that we meet with our client and discuss if we’re missing any crucial features. Although these are the ones that we uncovered when we first spoke to him, there might be others that need to be fleshed out.) One of our ideas is that, in relation to owing or borrowing, the system can send out status notification emails. These emails could be sent out any time somebody in the house makes a purchase, or when they pay back another user, or at some pre-determined increment. 

Finally, after discussing our proposed features, we looked at attributes for features. At this point in the project, there are certain attributes that we are unsure of (like “who this task is assigned to”), so we left out the attributes that we didn’t think fit at the time. It is thus important that our Features list be a “living” document that will be updated as we know more information. 
9/19/12


Our meeting this evening was more of a “catch up” meeting where we met with our PM (Susi) to discuss our milestone 1 corrections/additions, and work on Homework 3. By and large, the suggestions that Susi made were about formatting and style, and less about content. I was the primary “compiler” for the document, and I was responsible for the look and feel of the document, and I recognized that my design choices were a bit “unconventional”. For a project such as this, I feel that form is just as crucial as function, so I tried to make the milestone document visually appealing as well as usable. Thus, I was glad that Susi pointed out some stylistic mistakes such as increasing font size and some minor wording mistakes.


In addition to the style help that Susi provided, she also recommended some additions that we wouldn’t have considered. For example, she suggested numbering our features, since we will be referring to them in future documentation. Additionally, she recommended that we include a references section. 

9/21/12


Today in class we worked on Index Card prototypes. We created a series of rough sketches about website flow. Our team wasn’t quite ready to get to the User Interface level, but in the process of constructing the index card interfaces, we considered some new features that could be added. For example, since we propose that the closest thing to a “current system” now is a spreadsheet, maybe we could incorporate a spreadsheet upload function. This could be difficult, however, because there are no guarantees that their spreadsheet will match our parsers, for example. Another feature that we considered was a visual representation of “Who Owes What to Whom” such as finding a way to construct bar charts or pie charts that demonstrate monthly spending or cost per user breakdowns. There are probably APIs that do this, but this is just a preliminary thought that we need to verify with our client. 
9/25/12


This meeting replaced our usual Wednesday meeting (with a Tuesday meeting) because we were worried about having enough time to complete our user stories. Bill surprised us by coming prepared with a list of possible user stories already constructed. The goal of the meeting was to brainstorm possible use cases for our features, but we agreed with the Use Cases that Bill proposed. However, one use case that he forgot (and we wouldn’t have recognized earlier, if we hadn’t spoken to our client) was that a member could be a member of multiple “groups”.


In essence, this means that a particular user can be a member of a house-hold and pay rent as well as be a group with a bunch of friends and pay for dinner. We didn’t recognize this many to many relationship earlier, so we added a use case associated with group management that addresses this problem. 


After agreeing on a suite of use cases, we divvied up the actual use case production amongst the members. Our fourth member, Alex, was responsible for working on the DFDs. We outlined possible Data Flows, but due to the relatively simple technical nature of our program, we found that it is a stretch trying to come up with multiple DFDs. Although we constructed a few in the meeting, Alex was tasked with considering alternate DFDs. 

9/28/12


Although we didn’t have a formal meeting today, the 2nd milestone was due this evening. Travis noted in the Weekly Assessment report (and I wholly agree) that we’re not giving enough time for Milestone reviews before we submit to either the PM or to the Professor. 


That said, I appreciate our group strength in utilizing Dropbox as a platform for content control. When people make changes to documents in the Dropbox, the system notifies you that a change has been made. Further, since Susi is part of our shared folder, she has access to all of our files, which saves both her and us from long email chains.

10/3/12


This meeting was our scheduled Wednesday group meeting. We were able to work together with Susi to get feedback on our Milestone 2 submission (due on 10/5). Although she largely approved of our Milestone, there were some technicalities that we needed to fix. She reinforced that alternate use cases could themselves have alternate use cases, and this is something that our group never considered. Additionally, she suggested documenting in the “Main Flow” of the Use Case where alternates could possibly occur. Although this information was given in the alternate use case flows, if we include this information in the main flow, it increases usability.


Susi also helped our group figure out how to make our DFDs stronger. Although I mentioned a few days ago that Alex was tasked with coming up with further DFDs, it was clear that he needed more help – in fact, we all did. Susi showed us her DFDs from her project, and that helped clarify the use of DFDs, and we should have a better grasp on them for our submission tomorrow. 


After receiving feedback on Milestone 2, we began working on Milestone 3. The difficulty with Milestone 3 (as far as we can tell) is twofold: the first concern is coming up with alternate requirements, and the second is coming up with user interfaces. In terms of requirements, our issue lies with trying to dissect requirements from a system that we feel won’t be difficult to implement, and is not particularly complex. 


In regards to user interfaces, I volunteered to spearhead the user interface design. Although we worked on user interface design as a team, we wanted to make sure that the interfaces were consistent and visually appealing. The first issue was simply solved by having one person constructing all of the user interfaces (with input from the group, of course). The second issue is more ephemeral- I volunteered to put together the user interfaces because I feel that my strength truly lies in visual design and interface construction. I have a knack for user interface development, and I wanted to bring that to the team at this phase of the project. 
10/9/12


During this short week, it was important for us to meet with our PM, Susi, concerning Milestone 3. It was clear that she was overwhelmed by the quick turnaround time required for feedback on Milestone 3. She was able to help us, however, with a handful of things. For example, she gave us feedback on some grammatical errors, in addition to some common sense layout inconsistencies.


That said, I wished she had given us some feedback about format. Although we followed the Supplementary Spec format, she didn’t point out if our content followed the correct (as we came to learn later, after asking in class) Source -> Stimulus -> Artifact -> Response etc. format. Further, she didn’t note the inconsistencies that we later noticed in regards to issues between sections. Even with these issues, we got these problems worked out in subsequent edits.

10/15/12


Because fall break occurred over the last weekend, our group did not meet until class today. Although we intended on meeting over this week to work on the Milestone 3 edits, we accomplished our goal of completing the edits over fall break. Further, since the edits were primarily grammatical in nature, it was not difficult to finish the edits. However, before fall break, Dr. Chenoweth added a new component to Milestone 3 which attempted to describe the design features of our user interfaces. Since I was primarily responsible for the UIs, I completed this analysis (more like a justification) of the UIs. 


In retrospect, it might have been a good idea to have the rest of the team work on the analysis of the UIs. While it is true that I could most easily explained the things that I did to make the UI “visible”, for example, we should have considered multiple viewpoints to reduce bias. I recognize this as a potential flaw in our Milestone, but it is probably too late to fix it at this point. Further, it wasn’t as if the other’s didn’t have a say in the design of the UIs (and therefore in their justifications), they just weren’t actively writing this portion of the document. 


Another area that we’ve started to have issues is with consistency within the milestone documents compared to the supplementary specification document in the Resources folder. Although we wanted to follow the supplementary specification document, some of the sections contained therein were not relevant to this particular milestone. We addressed the sections in the example insofar as they made sense to the milestone, but we’re worried that we might lose points for breaking style.

This problem is really a symptom of a larger issue in Software Engineering. Because the field is so new, everyone seems to have their own way of doing things. At this point, we figured it’d be useful to attempt to follow the exemplar only so far that it was useful to our project, which really reflects (in a minor way) that there are so many document standards in the SE world – it is difficult to follow any one of them exactly. I suppose it is not so important that the “standard” way of creating documents is strictly followed – it is the fact that there has been some thought given to a procedure of creating the documents that demonstrates involvement on the part of the developers.  

10/22/12


This afternoon, we took the opportunity to go to the Usability lab and do internal test runs for our Usability Tests. It truly is surprising to realize that the two small rooms attached to the F225 lab cost over $40k to build and furnish. Our testing went well, although it took the team awhile to figure out how to even log into the system. Because Bill and I believe that our strengths lie in communication and softer “people skills”, we decided to be in the subject room during testing. Jacoby and Travis, on the other hand, elected to be “behind the mirror” and were responsible for learning how to use the system. In particular, Travis was elected to be the “OVO guru” and is responsible for getting the OVO software onto his machine. Our mock usability test using only our group members unveiled some issues with the prototype and the script that would not have been apparent without this type of “mock” testing. For example, our script requests that users visit a particular webpage and report to the tester a certain number on that page. Although the script suggested that the amount of money a particular person owes a group would be located on the “group management” page, that number is, in fact, located on the page specific to that particular group. 

10/23/12


In class today, we were planning on helping another team learn how to use the Usability Labs because we worked in the Labs yesterday. However, another team had already reserved the labs, so our team and the team we were going to help decided to do Field Studies instead. 


Field studies are a whole different beast than usability testing. Although we haven’t had the opportunity to do formal usability testing yet, we practiced our script using the field study groups. Although I don’t think that field studies usually have a script, the field study provided some enlightening insights into our script and our prototype. For example, one of our field testers was Ali. Ali brought up good insights about cultural inconsistencies in our system. For example, when the user puts in a particular date, we attempt to use the American MM/DD/YY format, which threw him off. (Even his consent form used the DD/MM/YY format.) For our actual system we will definitely consider adding a calendar widget that alleviates this cultural inconsistency.


We plan on doing formal usability testing on Sunday evening. The total number of people that we are expecting to be tested on Sunday is 8; this number, combined with the four field study subjects brings our grand total to 12 people – a fair number of testers with a good spread between field and usability test subjects. 

10/24/12


Today, we met with Susi to discuss her Milestone 4 feedback. Similar to the other milestones, her feedback was largely “cosmetic”, consisting of formatting fixes and grammar corrections. The major area that she suggested improvement was in regards to the section concerned with “change control” and “request management”. She suggested that code version control be considered in this section – our team was not entirely convinced that this was true, so we will wait to revise this section until we have an opportunity to speak to Dr. Chenoweth.  Otherwise, her suggestions made sense.

10/25/12


In class today, we took this opportunity to lay out a plan for the next few days on the whiteboard. Because the quarter is simultaneously winding down in time and ramping up in work, the amount of time that we need to work on the project seems to increase at the same rate that we are losing time to work on other projects. As such, a good plan to produce the milestones is very important.

During this meeting, we realized that the server upon which we are building our prototype interface “blows away” unpaid websites after 14 days of trial time. Although this was initially a concern, we nominated Bill to backup the pages before the “blow away” date, October 31. Since this prototype is a throw-away prototype anyway, the fact that we will no longer be able to edit the website after the 31st is not a huge concern. 


Also during class today, we learned that our Milestone did not sufficiently test QA attributes – instead, our focus was only upon unit test cases of the use cases. As such, we needed to produce QA test cases quickly. Based upon this full suite of tests, I will be able to demonstrate that although our prototype is not comprehensive, it does attempt to address a fraction of both the unit tests and the QA tests. Fortunately, this demonstration is extra credit! It is unfortunate that Susi did not address the disparity of our QA tests with our meeting with her on Wednesday, as if she had mentioned that our test cases were incomplete during that meeting, we would have had more time to rectify the situation. Additionally, we asked Steve if the change control needed to consider code version control mechanisms, to which he replied in the negative. As such, our edits to Milestone 4 based on Susi’s feedback need to be considered with a grain of salt, as they seem to be incomplete and (for this situation specifically) inaccurate. 

10/28/12

Earlier this week, the project team learned how to operate the Usability Lab and performed some field studies. Tonight, our goal was to complete our Usability Testing. Since we had spent a few hours in the lab prior, our Usability Testing setup was smooth. 

The way we structured our testing was as follows: Our team divided in half, we had a “tech” and a “speaker”. Each pair took one hour to complete their Usability Testing. Every member of the team was required to bring 2 or 3 people to test. Doing so completed two goals: first, it bumped up the number of people we tested because each member brought a few testers. Second, this created some diversity in the students that were tested. For example, I brought a ChemE, a Math, and a CS. The diversity of the other team-member’s testers additionally provided a better breadth of testers given our limited overall number of testers.
One thing that I would have liked to have done in retrospect is obtain a brief tester background/history that includes major, grade, and gender. This might have allowed us to better figure out trends in relation to these factors. 

In regards to the script: we decided to allow the testers to have a script rather than being read the script. This allowed us to observe how they interacted with the system rather than forcing them to figure out or recall the steps we requested of them. If they were ever confused, they could look at the script. We included some guiding questions in our script, however, that demonstrated if the users were still on track. For example, one of our questions inquired about where the “Lunch Buds” group went to lunch most often. This question attempted to demonstrate that the user knew (or not) where the item listing was, and attempt to figure out where they went to lunch most often. The questions were never hard questions, they just required some observations about the system. 

10/29/12

During our meeting this afternoon, we briefly outlined the preliminary results of the Usability tests. As it turns out, our system wasn’t as easy to learn as we had hoped. There were some minor issues with the Monitor Recording software that messed up the screen resolution on the laptops, and as a result, the image in our interfaces ended up taking too much space. Additionally, there was some confusion about some discrepancies between the script and the prototype interface. While we attempted to clear these all up in our internal reviews, it appears that some users still had some confusion over the script. That said, we will analyze our results further by looking at the tapes. 
Our goal for our meeting today was figure out what each of the sections of Milestone 5 meant. Although we thought that the Process section of Milestone 5 was interested in how we did our Usability Testing, the Hints document suggested that the Process section was more concerned about the process of creating a prototype FOR the usability testing, not necessarily about the Usability Testing process. Although confusing, the fact that this is in writing and not just a misinterpretation on our part gives us some security if we lose points on the Documentation. Just to be safe, we will include some process about the usability testing, but we will frame it such that it is focused on the prototype interfaces. 

I will be off in Chicago this Thursday and Friday, so we are submitting Milestone 5 to our PM on Wednesday – 2 days ahead of schedule!

11/5/12

This evening, we met with Susi to discuss Milestone 5. Just as we predicted, she was under the impression that we were off base for Process testing. Instead of doing a full overhaul, we are again enforcing our Usability Test process by framing it around our Prototype, not the other way around. 
We also set up a time to meet with our client on Wednesday. Since he is remote, we anticipate doing a skype meeting with him. Our goal is to complete a presentation for him for Wednesday that we will walk through together. Our client is fairly “hands-off” and seems very much more interested in the functionality than the requirements. I feel that he is a client that is interested in allowing the developers to take control of the project and only provide insight about movement forward. This view contrasts with some clients who seem very bent on controlling every aspect of the project. Although I appreciate the freedom that our client affords us, since we are doing a waterfall model in 371, it becomes hard to do documentation when our client’s response is “Do what you think is best” rather than “Here is what I think is best”.

Even at this point in the course, it seems that we haven’t had very many client meetings. However, it doesn’t seem that this will be an issue because he has guided us via email and allowed us to take control of the project. Part of the difficulty of a project such as this is determining the level of “hands-on”-ness that the client has with their developers. Just as we are learning about requirements, we are also learning about dealing with different types of clients. I feel like our client would be alright without the rigid level of documentation for this project, and as such, it makes producing the documentation harder because it seems like an exercise in futility. That said, the final document (that is currently 60+ pages long) is an impressive work of requirements gathering, and although the road has been bumpy, it has been a fun ride. I hope that our client approves of this final round of work, but I don’t foresee any large obstacles at this point. 
