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[bookmark: _Toc223173191]Introduction
In this document, I will cover my experience of working as a team and explain what each member has done towards the project (with ratings) and giving a final evaluation of the project “Explain ChatGPT”.
[bookmark: _Toc724588708]Working as a team
The overall experience of working within a team was fine, nothing extraordinary and nothing awful. This experience has taught me how valuable communication really is when part of a team, as without much communication the entire project would fall apart within the first week.
As a team, we were able to discuss information regarding the main topic and the many sub-topics regarding the creation and design of our project and other AI models, but as with any team, there are always room for improvements.

[bookmark: _Toc1789435985]Team Ratings
In this section, I will be covering every team member (myself included), what each member did and contributed towards the project with any positives/negatives about them as well.
[bookmark: _Toc1242831152]Me (Michal Pfeiffer)
I have been assigned the role of Presentation Planner, which inherently does not do much other than plan out presentations and make sure everything is cohesive for it, I was also assigned the role of a Researcher.
Overall, I am happy with how I did but I feel like I easily could’ve done more if I decided to focus more on the work and communicated my thoughts more thoroughly with the rest of the team.
Final rating: 3/5
[bookmark: _Toc253254736]Tynan Kahar
As a team, we have elected Tynan as the leader of group, so he had the role of Organiser that comes with it, of which, being an organiser doesn’t do much outside of just arranging meetings and making sure everyone was on topic, so he got assigned the role of Researcher as well.
When it came down to working as a team, Tynan didn’t perform too well outside of meetings, mainly in regards of research but did perform well in trying to get everyone together for meetings and discussing ideas, and when it was time for presentation he did excel at presenting, but more work could’ve been done in the backend.
Final rating: 3/5
[bookmark: _Toc266491440]Nathan Willis
When forming the team, and with the initial idea of creating and developing a prototype of our project, Nathan was the one that volunteered for it, so he got assigned the role of Project Developer. Even though developing can be difficult, he was also assigned the Researcher role, for initial ways for designing and prototyping.
Overall, when it came to getting work done, he gets it done, but there were days and weeks where there wasn't much in terms of communication from Nathan, and this was around the time of our 2nd presentation. After the presentation, we all have decided that creating a prototype would be difficult, so we just stuck to just designing one and showing how it would work if we were to create it.
Rating has been serious impacted by the lack of communication for many weeks.
Final rating: 2.5/5
[bookmark: _Toc784994660]Joe Turner
With Joe, He was assigned the role of Research Verifier to verify whatever sources we have found, to see if the sources met the criteria of; reliability, credibility and within the last 10-15 years.
In hindsight, this role had no purpose, and Joe was just another Researcher like the rest of the team. The commitment Jow has put in was on the low end, lowest in the group but did try his best (Jow had other deadlines to meet, which is understandable), however, more effort could’ve been put in from Joe.
Final rating: 2.5/5
[bookmark: _Toc1865563578]Farley Staines
Farley’s role was Data Analyst alongside Researcher, mainly researching all the intricate details of AI models and their capabilities and limitations.
Farley did the best out of all of us, with putting extensive detail in all his research and presentations, going above and beyond than any one of us. Only improvement that can be done for Farley is communication, it was good, but he didn’t speak up much during conversations unless he was asked something directly. Overall great performance.
Final rating: 4.5/5
[bookmark: _Toc1506790241]Lloyd Case
LLoyd has joined the team late, as he wasn’t present in the first week where teams were being considered and formed but was given the role of Literature Researcher (fancy name for Researcher) in the following week.
The overall scope of the project, in terms of roles, was basically filled in, when doing the Miro Board and filling that up with sources, made me realise that the team size was a bit big. On another note, when it came to working with the team, Lloyd was communicative, but only during meetings and not much out of them, and with contributing towards the project, it wasn’t much in the end.
Final rating: 2.5/5

[bookmark: _Toc74937440]Project Evaluation
The big limitation for the project, is the proper understanding of making an AI model (or even an add-on for one), as we were very ambitious with the idea, as a lot of people tend to use ChatGPT, and most commonly without ChatGPT citing its sources on where it got this information unless the AI deems it is necessary.
The few risks that would surface if we were to make it are the following:
1. Citation errors;
· The sources matched with the response may be incorrect, spreading misinformation.
· Mitigation: Limiting the sources that can be accepted.
2. Over-simplified responses;
· Auto-brevity could remove certain keywords, making it harder to understand.
· Mitigation: Implementation of “Detail Level” for the user to decide the detail of the response.
3. Source bias/Reliability issues;
· Not every source is equal in reliability.
· Mitigation: Each source will have a certain weight based on their credibility and user flags.
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