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[bookmark: _Toc229190909]Experience Working Within the Team 

My role in the group was being a researcher for the project, which involved looking at previous work done around assistive technologies and robotics. This meant researching previous papers and articles published within these fields, such as Bin et al. [1], Ammar et al. [2] and Nataliya et al. [3]. By analysing the literature, I was able to find limitations and gaps which our project could aim to fulfil, such as studies not looking at indoor usage, what assistive technologies have or haven’t been explored, or studies suggesting further work being done with Spot in certain areas, such as navigation and avoidance. This provided a strong foundation for our project and the justification for doing it. I also looked at papers which covered areas we wanted Spot to perform, such as Qiang et al. [4], which talks about the potential a robot has for helping people cross a road. Despite not coming to fruition, it still gave us a clear indicator that it was a feasible idea. Other work also included contacting Operations for floor plans, so that we could train a path for Spot. Other work also included conducting a survey to see what people’s opinions were on assistive technologies, as well as the use of Spot within these fields. The feedback provided proved crucial as it allowed us to outline our aims clearly for the project.

Despite my role primarily involving research, I also helped the team in other areas, such as filming videos of Spot performing tasks for use within the presentation, as well as helping with implementation and path navigation training. I feel one of my main strengths when working within the team was my flexibility with regards to tasks within the group, not just sticking to simply research.

With regards to the team in general, they were all a pleasure to work with, and each member produced a substantial amount of great work for the project. We were able to complete what we set out to do, and each member fulfilled the tasks associated with their roles. One area I do believe that the team (myself included) could have done better in is communicating our progress done on the project as well as what we needed to do next. Whilst we did frequently share what we had contributed within our Discord and outlined tasks at the beginning, I feel like all of us within the group mainly only communicated with their role partner rather than the group as a whole. Something like regular team meetings or checkups may have benefitted our team and given us a greater sense of focus on what to do. I also feel that communication was slightly slow at the start but gradually picked up as time went on. Time management was also an area for improvement within the team, as we had to limit the overall scope and focus of the project. 
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Sophie Meyrick-Vernon

Sophie’s role was being a developer for the group, with her role being the implementation of Spot doing various tasks. Sophie took a sort of leadership role in the group, being the main person who spearheaded our idea for a project involving Spot being used as a guide dog. At the start of the project, she clearly outlined tasks for the team to do which proved useful. She was definitely assertive in that regard, and I felt like that was a very strong suit for her as it showed great leadership skills. However, she felt that she was potentially “too bossy” at times, which I disagreed with. I feel like she was a great leader for the team overall. 

Rating: 4.5/5 

Kieran Brown

Kieran was the joint researcher in the group. We decided early on that we would share the responsibilities between us; I would focus on previous research done into Spot and obtaining qualitative data, whilst Kieran would focus on researching Spot itself and currently existing technologies. Doing this allowed us to share the workload and ensured that none of us were overburdened with tasks. Kieran kept in good contact throughout, and we shared our findings regularly. This allowed us to clearly outline our goals for the project. 

Rating: 4.5/5

Kallem Thomas

Kallem was one of the testers in the group, with his responsibilities being the testing of Spot in different scenarios. Kallem was constantly active with testing Spot and ensured that he performed all tasks reliably. In addition, Kallem also contributed by suggesting ideas and giving feedback for contributions to the project. However, I feel like Kallem could have potentially had more frequent contact with the team with regards to updates. This does not detract however from the essential work he has done for the project and ensured that Spot was reliable throughout.

Rating: 4/5

Jake Semmens

Jake was the second tester in the group, being responsible for performing risk assessments. Jake worked closely with the group as well as Kallem to look at what precautions needed to be taken when using and testing Spot, ensuring safety for the team and other people. This allowed our tests to proceed with little issue and ensured a swift carryout. One area I do believe Jake could potentially improve in is communication. Whilst he did keep the team updated on his progress, I feel like he could have been a bit more frequent with updates, in addition to giving feedback within the group. Regardless, Jake’s work ensured that the possibility of Spot causing harm during testing was mitigated and proved essential.

Rating: 4/5

Rose Plumley 

Rose was the second developer in the group. Her focus was developing a proof-of-concept with WhisperX [5] to show how we could communicate with Spot. However, one of her main strengths in the group was her flexibility to help out in other areas, such as providing assistance with testing Spot as well as providing guidance for research. In many instances, she was a great help. Rose came in frequently to work on the development of the project, and kept updates each week on our progress, through the Progress Tracker on Moodle. Rose overall did an amazing job and contributed greatly to the project, though I do feel that she may have potentially taken too much work on however.

Rating: 5/5
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We set out as a team to produce a proof-of-concept that shows how Spot can be used to assist the disabled by performing various tasks. I feel that, as a whole, we managed to fulfil what we set out to do. We were able to make Spot perform tasks that we believe could be useful for many people’s day-to-day activities, such as fully autonomous navigation, as well as fetching objects and opening doors. These were all performed reliably and safely thanks to the work of the testers. There are limitations in our implementation however, which include a lack of a way to fully communicate with Spot, all tasks requiring the use of a tablet currently to function and certain tasks we wanted Spot to do going unfulfilled, such as crossing the road. These limitations came out of a change in scope for the project, time constraints, as well as clearance not being available in time for things such as the road test.  However, I feel like the project as a whole has demonstrated the potential of Spot’s use as an assistive technology and could potentially be developed further. Future work will build upon what we have shown off and apply it towards a fully autonomous solution, which performs these tasks based off voice commands. In addition, it will be worthwhile to look into how the cost could be brought down for bipedal robots to make it more accessible to people. Future work also would include performing extra tasks like crossing the road and implementing more functionality into the robot.
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