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[bookmark: _Toc237372761]1.Introduction
 Group project work is fundamental component of higher education computing courses not only designed not only to reinforce technical knowledge but also to build transferrable skills in collaboration, communication and project management. However, for many students, the practical organisation of group meetings presents a persistent and significant barriers to success. Increasing numbers of students balance their studies with part-time employment, alongside differing class timetables and personal commitment, making it exceptionally difficult to identify times when all members are available to meet. This scheduling difficulty frequently leads to cancelled ore rescheduled meetings, reduced collaboration, uneven distribution of workload, and late or incomplete project submissions. Left unaddressed, these issues can undermine academic performance, increase student stress and distort the learning outcome of the group assessment. [1]
This report applies structured problem-solving methodologies to develop a systematic, repeatable solution to the group meeting scheduling challenge. It adopts a structured approach: first deconstructing the problem into its constituent parts and applying the MoSCoW framework [2] to distinguish essential requirements from desirable preferences; presenting a visual flowchart that outlines a logical step-by-step process, accompanied by a detailed explanation of how it operates. Finally, reflecting on the problem-solving techniques employed, justifying design choices, and acknowledging limitations and underlying assumptions. Throughout, established academic and professional models are referenced to support analysis and design decisions. The resulting framework is intended to be generic, applicable to any group structure or timetable pattern, and capable of consistently identifying suitable meeting times, minimising conflicts, and ensuring meetings are scheduled sufficiently early to allow completion of work before weekly deadlines [3].






[bookmark: _Toc237372762]2.Deconstruct the Problem
[bookmark: _Toc237372763]2:1 MoSCoW Technique Requirement
Before proposing a solution, it is necessary to clarify exactly what the solution must achieve, what it should achieve and what lies outside of those expectations. The MoSCoW  [2] method serves as an established prioritisation technique, applied with project management and systems analysis to categorise requirements in accordance to their level of importance [2]. Originally developed by Dai Clegg in 1994 to facilitate agreement among stake holders, the acronym denotes four levels of priority: Must have, Should have, Could have and Won’t have [2]. By applying this framework, it becomes possible to distinguish non-negotiable requirements form improvements that, while valuable, are not essential to the core functioning of the solution. This prevents an uncontrolled expansion of project requirements and ensures the design remains focussed on the primary issues identified in the scenario [4].



















[bookmark: _Toc237372764]2:1 MoSCoW Technique Requirement 

	Category 


	Requirement 
	Rationale

	Must have
	Identify meeting times when all group members are available; ensure every meeting is scheduled sufficiently to allow completion of tasks before weekly deadlines; produce a clear shared schedule understood by all members
	These requirements are non-negotiable; any unmet requirements leave the core issue unresolved. Meetings are unable to happen or cannot prevent late submissions or uneven workloads

	Should have 
	Minimise disruption by avoiding very early or very late slots; rotate meeting times fairly; provide reasonable notice before meeting take place
	These requirements improve cooperation and adherence, increasing the likelihood of success. They are strongly recommended but not essential to the basic functioning of the scheduling process

	Could have
	Automatically adjust proposed times if availability changes; suggest appropriate meet durations based on task; integrate directly with university calendar or personal calendar applications
	These features would add convenience and efficiency but do not affect the core purpose. 

	Won’t have
	Force members to attend meetings; altered college schedules or employers work shifts; replace all face-to-face discussion with remote or independent work
	These outcomes are outside the scope of influence of any scheduling framework. No solution can reasonably induce changes to external commitments or enforce attendance, so these are not included in the design.


[bookmark: _Toc237372765] Table 1.


From this analysis, the core function of any effective solution must be to identify mutually available slots that comply with the deadlines. Fairness and convenience are secondary but are essential to the quality criteria, more advanced automation and integration remain desirable rather than essential. [2]

[bookmark: _Toc237372766]2.2 Variables Identification
To design a logical and transferable solution, it is necessary to identify the key variables that influence scheduling outcomes and understand how they interact. A variable is any measurable factor that can change and therefore alter the result of the process [5]. In this scenario, the principal variables are:
· Student Availability: Students have varied session timetables, fixed commitments – confirmed work shifts and personal responsibilities
· Group Size: Number of members, affecting the likelihood of finding fully overlapping free time. 
· Project Deadlines: Weekly submissions dates and the time required to complete tasks after each meeting. 
· Meeting requirements: Minimum length needed to make progress; preferred or prohibited times of day
· Communication: Tools available to share information and agree decisions. 
· Flexibility: Willingness or ability of members to adjust personal schedules. This behavioural variable is harder to measure but just as important.
These variables do not operate independently – a change in one frequently affects others. For example, a shorter time before a deadline reduces the number of acceptable slots, which in turn increases the importance of flexibility and compromise. This interdependence justifies a system thinking approach, in which the challenge of scheduling is not treated as a simple matching task but as an interlinked set of factors that must be considered together [6].
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[bookmark: _Toc237372768]   3.1 Flowchart
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[bookmark: _Toc237372769]3.2 Flowchart Explanation 
The flowchart outlines a systematic, repeatable process for scheduling group meetings, designed to accommodate availability, minimise conflicts, and ensure all meetings take place before weekly deadlines. It follows the principles of allocation optimisation used in project planning and operations research [7].
[bookmark: _Toc237372770]Step 1 Collect Data 
The process opens with systematic data collection from all group members. This includes fixed commitments, submission deadlines, the minimum time needed for a productive meeting, and any reasonable preferences or restrictions. If this information is provided upfront in a consistent format, inefficacy of repeatedly incomplete or unstated availability or negotiation can be avoided [1].

[bookmark: _Toc237372771]Step 2 Apply MoSCoW Framework
All candidates time slots are filtered using the prioritisation criteria established earlier. Any slot that does not fulfil the MUST HAVE requirement is rejected immediately. SHOULD HAVE criteria is then applied to sort remaining slots by convenience and fairness. This two-stage filtering ensures that essential constraints are never compromised for the sake of convenience, and the group does not spend unnecessary time debating unsuitable options [2].
[bookmark: _Toc237372772]Step 3 Identify Overlaps
The data availability that has been filtered is compared to ascertain periods where free time overlaps, these are the only viable candidates for meetings attend by all group members.
[bookmark: _Toc237372773]1st DECISION POINT: Slot before the deadline:
If a valid slot exists when all group members are free, the process will be allocated the earliest suitable slot before the deadline. Choosing the earliest valid option maximises the time available after the meeting to complete tasks, review work and address any issues. This will reduce the risk of rushing work or late submissions. If no overlapping exists, the process moves to a controlled compromise: at this stage it will agree a time where only one member is absent, with a pre-established method for that person to contribute independently [3].

[bookmark: _Toc237372774]2nd DECISION POINT: Acceptable Slot Found
Regardless of the path, the process checks if a workable arrangement has been reached. If yes, the schedule is confirmed and shared clearly with all members, if no acceptable has been found the process escalates to contingency measures: tasks may be shortened, work may be divided or collaboration may take place independently [4].


[bookmark: _Toc237372775]Step 4 Monitor and Update End
Once agreed, the schedule is not fixed permanently. The group monitors arrangements, sends reminders and updates the plan if any member’s commitment change. This concludes once arrangements for the meeting are confirmed. 
In combination, these steps directly address all three assignment objectives. Suitable times are identified through systematic comparison; therefore, conflicts are minimised through filtering and fair compromise rules. Lastly, deadlines are protected by enforcing lead-time requirements any slot is considered valid [7]. 


[bookmark: _Toc237372776]4 Reflection and Justification
	Technique
	Application 
	Impact

	Abstract thinking
	The general scheduling logic is separated from the group specifics or course
	Creates a reusable method, rather than a one-off fix [5]

	Decomposition 
	Broke down the problem of meeting attendance, into smaller parts 
	Reduces complexity, which makes each step easier to analyse [5]

	MoSCoW Technique 
	Clarity by establishing what was essential versus desirable
	Prevents scope creep, ensuring focus remains on mandatory outcomes [2]

	Systems thinking
	Considered links between availability, deadlines and workload
	Avoids solving one issue while creating others [6]

	Iterative design
	Included a review/adjustment stage
	Recognises that real-life conditions change [4]
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[bookmark: _Toc237372778] 4.1 Abstract thinking 
Abstract thinking involves separating the underlying logic from the specific details of a single situation [5]. Rather than creating a one-off schedule for one group, the solution identifies universal factors – availability constraints, deadlines and builds a method that works in any instance. This transforms a real-world difficulty into a solvable, generic algorithm, The flowchart represents the essence of scheduling without being tied to specific times, dates, or people.
[bookmark: _Toc237372779] 4.2 Sub-dividing
Also known as decomposition, this technique breaks a large complex issue into smaller, manageable parts [5]. The original problem “We are unable to meet” is broken down into:
· Gathering information
· Applying priorities
· Finding overlaps
· Handling exception and monitoring 
Each step is simple to understand and execute. This reduces cognitive load and means that even partially solving one part improves the overall outcome.



[bookmark: _Toc237372780] 4.3 Justification of solution 
The approach is justified for the following reasons:
· It is accessible and low-cost: every step can be completed using basic tools readily available to students and requires no paid software or advanced skills. 
· Fair and Transparent: prioritising rules and limiting absences to one person are explicit, members are prohibited from secret scheduling preferences or suspect bias. 
· It Is evidenced-based: the design integrated MoSCoW prioritisation and is theoretically grounded scheduling optimisation principles recognised in professional practice and academic literature [2], [7].
· It is resilient and realistic: the incorporation of monitoring, adjustment and escalation it acknowledges that real-world schedules may change and that no fixed can remain perfect for infinity. This framework is designed to work within the constraints students face [1].


[bookmark: _Toc237372781]4.4 Limitations
	Limitation 
	Impact
	Mitigation

	Relies on honest and timely input
	Inaccurate data or late availability data input produces poor schedule coordination
	Remind members of the impact on grades, set a clear deadline for submitting availability

	Cannot change external constraints
	The process cannot create free time that does not exist
	If all members have different schedules, compromise remains avoidable.

	Relies on cooperation
	Some members may ignore agreed times
	It provides a framework not enforcement

	Simplifies real-life complexity
	Does not account for emergencies
	The model cannot predict every event
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[bookmark: _Toc237372783] Assumptions
Every problem-solving model operates based on certain reasonable assumptions, and it is imperative to state these explicitly [4}. This solution assumes:
Assumptions Made:
· All members will provide up-to-date information on availability
· All members will agree to compromises
· Deadlines and task requirements remain unchanged
· Digital tools are accessible to everyone















[bookmark: _Toc237372784]Conclusion
Scheduling group meetings is a difficult task caused by conflicting timetables, part-time work, and tight deadlines. Through structured deconstruction and the application of prioritisation, decision frameworks, the report has demonstrated that the issue can be managed systematically rather than through ad-hoc negotiation [1]. The proposed solution uses MoSCoW [2] to clarify requirements, a flowchart to guide consistent decision-making, and an iterative monitoring stage to maintain quality. By applying abstract thinking and subdivision, the solution is generic and reusable across different groups and times. While limited by the quality of information and level of cooperation, this approach substantially reduces conflict, ensures meetings are scheduled realistically, and support groups in meeting deadlines and distributing work fairly [7]. 
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