Group project review 

Project overview
Our project was Explain Chatgpt. The goal of this project was to create a user-friendly prototype add-on that enhances ChatGPT's outputs by providing valid sources for the information it generates as well as making it so it can allow users to set preferences for response length and detail level. 
The way it would control the brevity is by either using term frequency-inverse document frequency or bidirectional encoder representation from transformers. BERT would be the most logical choice, as it can understand sentences, making it more accurate when shortening the information down, though compared to TFIDF, it is much less efficient. This is because TFIDF only identifies keywords in sentences, making it less computationally expensive but less accurate.
 
My role
When working on this project, my role was organiser/team leader. I ensured that our team would meet for meetings as often as possible, with the fact that we all had other projects and exams to work on, set tasks and points to research, as well as create and manage all of our shared documents and keep our Gantt chart up to date with new tasks.
I also worked on general research, unlike the others that just focused on specific areas that I set. This was to ensure I had a good grasp of the project as a whole so I could support all members of the team as the project advanced, but it also meant in each of their areas they should have had a better understanding of it.
My rating for this project, I believe, would be a 4/5. 
 


Team as a whole  
As a team, we attempted to do meetings as often as possible with each person's busy schedules; we tended to have 5 out of the 6 of us able due to either personal conflicts or illness.  
We communicated almost exclusively using Discord, allowing for video calls or messages to set tasks when people weren't sure what to look at next.
We had a few in-person meetings in the library, outside of class hours, though as team lead I noticed that people were less effective, likely due to the lower computer quality and worse internet, as well as the increased distractions, so I refrained from calling meetings in the library unless it was for discussion rather than group work sessions, like we would occasionally do on Discord, so I could ensure everyone's productivity. 
We had a few problems with team roles, as people weren't sticking to them. For example, the presentation planner was doing good research, so a data analysis set the layout. As you could see from our presentation, there were very few visual details, as they didn't put time into that.  
The rating I would give my team member is
LC=2/5  
Though he was active in the meeting, I feel he didn't really have much understanding of the project beyond a surface level, and although he found research links, I don't believe he understood the content. This is why he was put on the meeting slides, and I had to give him one of my slides, the Gantt chart, which he didn't even take the time to look over and put notes for on the presentation.
FS=4/5  
Very hard-working and very good research; for his part in the presentation, he put in the most work, and his research was very well presented. 
MP=4/5  
He was incredibly hard-working and did lots of good research, though he hyper-focused on the AI chatbot model too much in the presentation, making the project seem unclear on what we were creating.
Though when I was unable to attend one of the meetings, he stepped up and filled the role in my absence.
NW = 4/5
He was the least active in the meeting and actually missed the second presentation, but he had the best understanding of this project, as although he seemingly worked separately from the rest of the group due to illness, the presentation showed that he had the best grasp of what was needed to create this, even if he was unable to complete the prototype.  
JT = 3/5  
Though his job was resources, I feel as if he didn't put enough time or effort into understanding what his research said, as in the presentation he was stating the numbers but not explaining what they meant for the project; this is further shown by the fact he had no notes on his slides and simply read out the statistics.  
 
Reflection  
When looking back at this project, I realise that we chose a task that was too large for a project of this timescale, mainly due to 2 parts: firstly, creating something that works with a private company can be dangerous and leave us open for litigation for ChatGPT if the model was ever built, but the processing power to make this work would be fair to high. We should have changed it easily in the project to something like “summarising Chatgpt” instead of looking at improving the brevity, using a text analysis algorithm, as it stays on the same line without having the massive server cost overhead this project had. Though I do believe with adequate time and funding, this project could be extremely useful and successful.
 
 Hackathon 
The questions asked by the first professionals were unreasonable, saying that our project won't work when they should have been asking questions left us shocked and resulted in us being unable to properly explain the flaws in their logic and their misunderstanding of how our project fundamentally worked. One of the things they stated was that Chatgpt can reference itself; this is simply untrue, as the sources it provides for itself are inaccurate and not trustworthy.



