


Table of Contents
Table of Contents	1
1.	Introduction	2
2.	Deconstruct the Problem	2
2.1	MoSCoW Technique Requirement	2
2.2	Variables Identification	2
3.	Proposed Solution	2
3.1	Flowchart	2
3.2	Flowchart Explanation	2
4.	Reflection and Justification	2
4.1	Abstract thinking	2
4.2	Sub-dividing	2
4.3	Justification of solution	2
4.4	Limitation	2
4.5	Assumption	2
5.	Conclusion	2
References	2




1. [bookmark: _Toc224044962]Introduction
Problem analysis and solution development assessment explores the systematic process of understanding, analysing, and resolving a defined problem through structured methods and logical reasoning. It outlines on how requirements are prioritised, key factors identified, and a practical solution developed using appropriate design tools. The work also reflects on the thinking approaches used, justifies design choices, and acknowledges any limitations or assumptions made, before drawing final conclusions on the effectiveness of the proposed approach.        


2. [bookmark: _Toc224044963]Deconstruct the Problem
2.1 [bookmark: _Toc224044964]MoSCoW Technique Requirement
The MoSCoW technique requirement is used to clear separate essential requirements from optional ones, ensuring the solution focuses first on what is necessary. Must have requirements include collecting complete availability information from every group member, identifying the shared free slots that suits everyone, and confirming all the meetings fall before the weekly submission deadlines. Should have requirements involve mimising clashes with classes, work shifts and key personal commitments, and setting meeting lengths that match the amount of work to be completed. Could have requirements cover selecting times that align with most members preferences such as avoiding very early or late slots, and allowing simple updates if plans change at short notice. Won’t have requirements include altering official timetables or work schedules or accommodating non-essential arrangements that would disrupt the group’s overall ability to meet.
2.2 [bookmark: _Toc224044965]Variables Identification 
	Variables:
	Description:

	Class timetable
	Fixed weekly lecture, seminar and practical session times

	Part-time work schedules
	Regular or rotating shift patterns and agreed work hours

	Personal commitments
	Pre-planned responsibilities such as family care, appointments, or extra-curricular activities.

	Weekly project deadlines
	Fixed dates and times by which all work for each phase must be submitted.

	Meeting duration
	Minimum time required to cover agenda items, discuss progress, and assign tasks effectively.

	Group size
	Total number of members whose availability must be accommodated for full attendance.

	Availability preferences
	Times each member is willing or able to meet

	Task urgency
	Priority or complexity of upcoming work, which may require more frequent or longer sessions.



3. [bookmark: _Toc224044966]Proposed Solution
3.1 [bookmark: _Toc224044967]Flowchart
https://lucid.app/lucidchart/dcf7131d-65b9-432b-9966-8ff63c8a35ab/edit?viewport_loc=-3485%2C-1683%2C5456%2C2660%2C0_0&invitationId=inv_bf6a3dc8-99cf-4c77-a778-ff64233e65fa
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3.2 [bookmark: _Toc224044968]Flowchart Explanation 

Start – Initiates planning for the project.
Gather Availability Data – Every member shares their fixed commitments (classes, work shifts, regular activities) in a shared format.
Consolidate Schedules - Combine all inputs to see everyone’s free time side by side, making overlaps visible.
Identify common Free slots -
Slots found move to confirm
No full overlap: Split into sub-groups with aligned availability, assign focused tasks to each, then combine outputs.
Vote & Confirm Best time- Put forward 2 best options the group votes to pick the most convenient.
Set meeting & Share Agenda – Lock in date/time/location at least 3-5 days in advance.
Distribute Workload fairly – Assign tasks based on availability, skills, and agreed effort.
Hold Meeting / Track progress- Run the meeting; Keep it focused. Use a shared online space to update progress between meetings so absence doesn’t mean falling behind.
Review & Adjust – After each meeting.
End- End the project

4. [bookmark: _Toc224044969]Reflection and Justification
4.1 [bookmark: _Toc224044970]Abstract thinking 
Abstract thinking is presented not merely a practical difficulty in finding convenient meeting times; it represents a resource-allocation problem under multiple hard constraints. Each student operates within a fixed set of non-negotiable blocks: college timetables, part-time work schedules, and personal commitments. These constraints fragment available time, meaning the set of slots where all members are free may be empty or extremely limited. For example, when abstracted, the problem becomes: Individual availability profiles and project task requirements. Maximum allowed absence and minimum required participation per activity. Maximise coordination while respecting each member's external schedule. Lastly, equiring universal attendance is often mathematically impossible; therefore the solution must separate full-group coordination from small-group or individual work rather than forcing everyone into the same time slot [1].
By Abstracting away surface details we can ecognise that the real issue is schedule incompounded with a lack of process, not poor student organisation.
4.2 [bookmark: _Toc224044971]Sub-dividing
	Sub-problem
	Nature
	Root Cause

	Scheduling uncertainty
	Information
	No shared, up-to-date view of everyone's availability → proposals are guesswork

	Zero common slots
	Constraint
	Timetables, work, and personal commitments leave no overlapping window for the full group

	Workload imbalance & delays
	Process
	Unclear expectations → unequal contribution → bottlenecks → missed deadlines


[2]

4.3 [bookmark: _Toc224044972]Justification of solution 
Breaking the problem into sub- problem allows each part to be addressed independently before combining solutions which is a standard approach in computing problem analysis.
The solution — gather availability → identify overlaps → split into sub-groups when needed → allocate work transparently — is justified on practical and logical grounds:
By collecting availability data before proposing times, we eliminate the repeated failure of suggesting times that don't work. Transparent availability sharing is a known best practice for distributed and conflicting schedules in project management.
The flowchart explicitly branches when no common slots exist. Splitting into smaller sub-groups increases the probability of overlapping availability — mathematically, the intersection of fewer schedules is larger. This directly addresses the root constraint rather than ignoring it.
Uneven workloads are largely caused by unclear roles and invisible progress. By explicitly assigning and recording tasks, accountability is distributed evenly — a principle supported by software engineering and group project standards.
The approach requires no specialised software and works with basic tools (spreadsheets, shared documents), making it suitable for college students without additional budget or enterprise licensing.
Including a review step after each meeting allows the process to adapt as timetables, shift patterns, or workloads change through the semester — consistent with iterative development methodologies [3].

4.4 [bookmark: _Toc224044973]Limitation
They are limitation for the solution which are the process fails if members do not submit accurate availability data or do not follow agreed procedures. No scheduling method can compensate for incomplete or dishonest input.
Splitting into smaller teams creates additional work to integrate outputs, maintain consistency, and communicate across groups — potentially introducing new delays.
If one or more students have schedules that overlap with no one else's, even sub-groups will not help. Such cases require intervention at the course level (e.g. flexible deadlines or adjusted assessment) rather than a group-level solution.
The solution promotes fair allocation of work but cannot guarantee equal quality or effort in what is delivered.
The method works best when schedules are known in advance; last-minute shift changes or emergencies will disrupt the agreed plan [1].

4.5 [bookmark: _Toc224044974]Assumption
All group members intend to complete the project and achieve the learning outcomes. Without shared motivation, no process is effective.
Timetables and work rosters are published sufficiently in advance to allow planning. If schedules change weekly with no notice, the method cannot be applied reliably.
The computing project can be divided into independent or loosely coupled tasks that small teams can complete separately and then combine — i.e. modular design is possible. [3].

5. [bookmark: _Toc224044975]Conclusion
In conclusion, the analysis demonstrates that the core difficulty in organising group project meetings stems not from poor time management, but from conflicting external constraints — timetables, part-time work, and personal commitments — that make full-group attendance impractical. By applying abstract thinking and sub-dividing the problem, the proposed solution shifts from forcing universal attendance to matching meeting structure to actual availability: gathering schedules, identifying common slots, and using sub-groups where overlaps do not exist. When paired with transparent workload allocation, this approach directly reduces delays and uneven contribution. Though limited by cooperation and extreme schedule conflicts, the method is practical, low-cost, and adaptable — offering a realistic, process-driven way for students to coordinate effectively despite competing demands.


[bookmark: _Toc224044976]References
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