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Introduction	
The purpose of this assignment, students undertaking a college-level computing course frequently encounter challenges when coordinating group project meetings. Conflicting schedules, part-time employment, and personal commitments make it difficult for students to find suitable times to collaborate consistently. These coordination issues often result in missed meetings, uneven task distribution, and delays in project completion. This scenario demonstrates the need for a structured scheduling solution that can support students in organising their group work more effectively and maintaining steady progress by finding suitable meeting times that accommodate all members’ schedules, minimise timetable conflicts and scheduling issues to ensure meetings take place before weekly project deadlines [5].

2.	Deconstruct the Problem	
2.1	MoSCoW Technique Requirement	
College computing students have difficulty arranging group meetings because students have different class timetables, many have part-time jobs, personal commitments, reduce availability, meetings are often missed and project tasks are delayed and workloads become uneven [5].

Table 1 MoSCoW [3], [4]
	Priority
	Requirements 
	Justification

	Must
Have
	Students must be able to input their weekly timetable and availability.
	This is essential because the system needs each student's class timetable, work schedule and personal commitments before it can identify suitable meeting times.

	Must
Have 
	The system must compare the availability of students.
	Comparing every student's timetable allows common free time slots to be identified automatically instead of manually comparing schedules.

	Must
Have
	The system must remove meeting times that conflict with any student's timetable.
		



	Meeting times that clash with classes, work or personal commitments must be removed so that every group member can attend.




	Must
Have
	The system must display the available meeting days and time slots.
	Students need a clear list of suitable meeting times so they can choose the most convenient option.

	Must
Have 
	The system must prioritise meetings before project deadlines.
	Scheduling meetings before coursework deadlines gives students enough time to complete their allocated tasks.

	Must
Have
	The system must allow students to confirm the selected meeting time.
	Confirmation ensures that everyone agrees with the final meeting time and prevents confusion.

	Must 
Have 
	The system must send automatic meeting reminders.
	Reminder notifications reduce the likelihood of students forgetting or missing meetings.




	Priority 
	Requirments
	Justification 

	Should
Have
	The system should highlight the best available meeting slots.
	Ranking suitable meeting slots helps students make quicker decisions when several options are available.

	Should Have 
	The system should flag timetable conflicts.
	Voting provides a fair way for the group to choose the most suitable meeting time.

	Should
Have 
	The system should allow students to vote if multiple meeting times are available.
	Task 2 identifies voting as a way of resolving disagreements when several possible meeting times exist. This provides a fair way for the group to select a final slot.

	Should Have 
	The system should support recurring weekly meetings.
	Recurring meetings save time by avoiding repeated scheduling for regular project sessions.

	Should Have 
	The system should allow tasks and responsibilities to be recorded after a meeting.
	Recording responsibilities promote equal workload distribution and improves project organisation.

	Should Have
	The system should show project deadlines alongside meeting information.
	Showing deadlines helps students plan their work and monitor project progress.



	Priority 
	Requirements  
	Justification 

	Could Have 
	Integration with Google Calendar or Outlook.
	Synchronising calendars would improve convenience but is not essential because students can manually enter their availability.

	Could Have 
	Automatic rescheduling suggestions.
	This would help when availability changes unexpectedly but is not required for the core scheduling process.

	Could Have 
	Colour-coded timetable views.
	Colour coding improves readability but does not affect the system's ability to identify suitable meeting times.

	Could Have
	In-app chat or comments. 
	Students can already communicate using Microsoft Teams or WhatsApp, making this feature optional.

	Could Have
	Attendance or meeting history.
	Attendance records may help monitor participation but are not required to schedule meetings successfully.



	Priority 
	Won’t Have 
	Justification 

	Won’t Have
	Built-in video conferencing.
	Existing software such as Microsoft Teams and Zoom already provides this functionality.

	Won’t Have 
	AI-generated meeting predictions.
	Artificial intelligence would increase development complexity and is unnecessary because the system compares actual timetable data.

	Won’t Have
	Scheduling multiple projects and courses simultaneously.
	The system is designed to support one project group rather than manage every class or project.

	Won’t Have 
	A dedicated mobile application.
	A responsive web-based system provides the required functionality without additional development costs.

	Won’t Have 
	Automatic grading based on meeting attendance.
	Assessment remains the responsibility of the tutor, not the scheduling system.




2.2	Variables Identification	
Table 2 of Relevant Variables 
	VariableName 
	DataType
	Purpose 

	StudentName 
	String 
	Stores names of each student group

	DayofWeek
	String 
	Stores day being checked Monday-Friday 

	AvailableTime 
	Time/Array 
	Stores time periods when student is available 

	BusyTime
	Time/Array 
	Stores peridos when a student has classes, work or personal commitments

	CommonTimeSlots
	Time
	Stores meeting times when every group students are available 

	MeetingDate
	Date 
	Stores selected meeting dates

	MeetingTimes 
	Time 
	Stores the confirmed meeting start time

	ProjectDeadline
	Date/Time
	Stores final submission deadlines so meetings can be scheduled before it 

	ConflictFound 
	Boolean (True/False)
	Indicates whether a proposed meeting time clashes with a student’s timetable 

	MeetingConfirmed 
	Boolean (True/False 
	Records whether the group has agreed to selected meeting time

	VoteCount
	Integer 
	Counts number of votes if more than one meeting time is available 

	ReminderSent
	Boolean (True/False)
	Records whether reminder notifications have been sent to group members.





Description of Variable 
	StudenName 
	Identifies each student of the project group so their timetable can be compared with the rest of the team

	DayofWeek 
	Allows the system to check availavbility separately for each weekday, making it easier to identify suitable meeting days

	AvailableTime
	Stores the periods when a student is free to attend meetings, these values are compared with the availability of other student members

	BusyTime
	Stores periods when a student is unavailable because of lectures, part-time work or personal commitments.  These times are excluded from possible meeting slots

	CommonTimeSlots
	Is generated after all timetables have been compared, it contains only the time slots that every student can attend

	MeetingDate/MeetingTime
	Store final meeting that has been selected by the group

	ProjectDeadline
	Ensure that meetings are scheduled before coursework deadlines, allowing enough time for students to compare their allocated tasks

	ConflictFound
	This is a Boolean variable that becomes True if the proposed meeting clashes with any student’s timetable, if no conflicts exists it remains False

	MeetingConfirmed
	Records whether the group has agreed on the final meeting time before notification are sent

	VoteCount 
	Stores the number of votes for each available meeting time when more than one suitable option exists

	ReminderSent
	Confirms whether reminder emails or notifications have been sent before meetings, helping to reduce missed meetings



These variables enable the scheduling system to compare student timetables, identify common availability, eliminate timetable conflicts and ensure meetings are organised before project deadlines. 
This supports the solution proposed in Task 2 by allowing the system to make logical decisions based on the information above.
Each student submits their weekly timetable to see where there is a pattern and find suitable time slots where everyone is available, then remove any times where one or more students are unavailable.

Table 3 Students’ Weekly Timetable.
	StudentName
	Monday 
	Tuesday 
	Wednesday 
	Thursday
	Friday

	Sarah 
	3-6pm
	Busy
	2-5pm
	Busy
	1-4pm

	Louise 
	Busy
	4-7pm
	2-5pm
	3-6pm
	Busy

	Josh
	3-6pm
	Busy
	2-5pm
	Busy
	1-4pm



Table 4 Days/Times Students are Available.
	Days Available 
	Available Time Slots 

	Monday 
	3-4pm

	Wednesday 
	2-4pm

	Thursday 
	1-2pm



Remove any conflicting times that clashes with Student’s Weekly Timetable, then prioritize and located weekly project deadlines to earlier in the week see table2 above (project deadline Friday 5pm) as you can see from the table above everyone is free to meet on Monday 3pm, Wednesday 2pm and Thursday 4pm.  This allows the students to choose a convenient meeting day and time.  If there are any conflictions the students can take a vote within the group.
The students can then assign tasks during the meeting where they can divide their work equally, assign responsibilities, set deadlines and confirm who is responsible for their assign responsibilities and reschedule other meetings to follow-up from previous meetings.
Automation reminders can be sent the day before the meeting and one hour before the meeting on the day.
3.	Proposed Solution	
3.1	Flowchart	
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Figure 1: Flowchart for proposed solution
3.2	Flowchart Explanation	

Written Explanation
The proposed solution helps college computing students organise group project meetings by comparing weekly timetables and identifying suitable meeting times. It reduces clashes, improves communication and supports steady progress before deadlines.
Each group member enters their timetable, including classes, work and personal commitments. The system stores this information so all availability can be compared fairly.
The system checks for shared free time. If no common slot is found, students update their availability and the search is repeated.
When suitable slots are found, conflicting times are removed and earlier meetings are prioritised so students still have time to complete tasks before the project deadline.
The system displays available meeting times. If one slot is available it can be confirmed; if several are available, students can vote for the preferred option.
After confirmation, the system sends an email and reminders before the meeting. This helps reduce missed meetings and keeps the group informed.
During the meeting, students divide work, assign responsibilities and agree deadlines so everyone understands their role before the next session.

The solution uses computational thinking techniques: decomposition, abstraction, pattern recognition and algorithmic thinking. These help turn a complex scheduling issue into clear stages [1], [6].
Decomposition breaks the problem into smaller tasks, such as collecting availability, comparing timetables, finding shared slots, removing conflicts, confirming meetings and sending reminders. This makes the system easier to design and test [1], [6].
Abstraction focuses only on useful data, including names, availability, busy times, deadlines and meeting preferences. Unrelated details are excluded, which keeps the solution simple and efficient [1], [6].
Pattern recognition helps identify repeated free periods and regular conflicts, such as lectures or work shifts. This allows the system to suggest suitable times without students manually comparing every timetable [1], [6].
Algorithmic thinking provides a step-by-step process: collect timetable data, compare available times, remove conflicts, select the best slot, confirm the meeting and send reminders. The flowchart shows this sequence clearly [1], [6].
The solution is appropriate because it reduces manual comparison, improves communication and supports meetings before deadlines. MoSCoW prioritisation ensures essential features are developed first [3]–[5].
The main limitation is that students must enter accurate information and check notifications. The system is also designed for one project group rather than multiple groups or college-wide scheduling.
Overall, the solution provides a practical way to reduce timetable conflicts and help students complete group projects more successfully.

4.	Reflection and Justification	
4.1	Abstract thinking
Abstract thinking was used by focusing only on the information needed to solve the scheduling problem. The system requires student names, weekly availability, busy times, meeting preferences and project deadlines. Details such as grades, age or personal interests are not needed because they do not affect whether a meeting can take place [1], [6].
Using abstraction makes the system easier to design and use because students only enter information that contributes directly to finding a suitable meeting time. This reduces complexity and supports more accurate scheduling decisions.

4.2	Sub-dividing	
Sub-dividing, also known as decomposition, was used to break the scheduling problem into smaller tasks. This included collecting availability, comparing timetables, finding common free slots, removing conflicts, confirming the meeting, sending reminders and recording responsibilities [1], [6].
This made the problem easier to manage because each stage could be designed and tested separately before being combined into a complete solution. It also helped ensure that the flowchart and MoSCoW requirements followed a clear structure.

4.3	Justification of solution	
The proposed solution is justified because it directly addresses the problems identified in the scenario. Students often waste time comparing timetables manually, which can result in missed meetings and project delays. An automated system reduces this manual work by identifying suitable meeting times more quickly and accurately [5].
Conflict detection prevents unsuitable meeting times from being selected, while confirmation and reminders improve communication between group members. MoSCoW prioritisation also supports the design by ensuring that essential functions, such as timetable comparison and reminders, are prioritised before optional improvements 

4.4	Limitation	
Although the solution is useful, it has limitations. It depends on students entering accurate and up-to-date availability. If a student forgets to update their timetable or enters incorrect information, the system may suggest a meeting time that is not suitable.
The system also assumes that students will read notifications and attend confirmed meetings. It does not currently support multiple project groups, room bookings or college-wide scheduling. Reliable internet access is also required so students can update availability and receive messages.

4.5	Assumption	
Several assumptions were made during the design of the proposed solution. It is assumed that every student has access to the internet and a suitable device for entering timetable information and receiving notifications.
It is also assumed that students will enter honest, accurate and current availability information, including lectures, work commitments and personal appointments. Project deadlines must also be entered correctly so the system can prioritise meetings before submission dates.
5.	Conclusion	
In conclusion, this report has analysed the difficulty college computing students face when organising group project meetings and proposed a structured scheduling system to address the problem. By using decomposition, abstraction, pattern recognition and algorithmic thinking, the problem was broken down into clear stages that could be represented in a flowchart and linked to system requirements.
MoSCoW prioritisation helped identify the most important features, while the variables supported the data needed for timetable comparison, conflict checking, meeting confirmation and reminders [3], [4]. The solution improves communication, reduces missed meetings and supports fairer project organisation [5].
Although the system has limitations, such as relying on accurate student input and supporting only one project group, it provides a practical foundation for improving group work. Future improvements could include calendar integration, automatic rescheduling and support for multiple project groups.
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