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Change Management

Upon researching it was found that the most appropriate document in regards to change management was
the IEEE 828 Standard for Configuration Management in System and Software Engineering [1]. Within this
document, it states that it ‘establishes and protects the integrity of a product or product component
throughout its lifespan’. This was especially important to both establish that the previous team had worked
to this standard, and to ensure that the current team continued to follow this standard.

Due to the fact the previous team had developed their project with an agile method in mind, it was
relatively easy for the team to continue this project by adopting the roles and methodology of the previous
team [2] [3]. However, it was found that the previous team’s code was rather unclear and not very modular
which resulted in many roadblocks during development. Consequently, research was done into the best
solution to combat this struggle [4][5][6]. It was found that rewriting was often more time efficient for
smaller projects, whereas with larger projects it was better to refactor the code. Thus, as the project is still
relatively small, it was decided that the best approach would be to rewrite the code by reimplementing one
feature at a time into a completely new project inspired by the previous one. This meant that the
functionality was almost identical to the previous project, yet the implementation was more efficient and
easier to work with.

An unintentional side effect of this decision was the loss of certain, smaller and insignificant, features in the
process of rewriting. In an attempt to negate the impact of this, the team ensured they took into
consideration the requirements table [7] left by the previous team. This allowed the team to track both
newly and previously implemented features back to the requirements and ensured that all core
functionalities remained present throughout the development cycle.

A change management log [8] was created in order to officially track any changes made and the impact of
the proposed change to the overall project. This document takes inspiration from the proposed ‘change
request form’ in the IEEE documentation. However, due to the small nature of the project, it was deemed
that a much more informal approach could be taken. The team adopted the following criteria for the
document: an ‘owner’ for each change request, the ‘section’ of the code or documentation it affects, the
‘description’ of the change, the ‘impact’ of the change to other areas of code, the ‘date requested’ and
completed, and the current ‘status’. This log, alongside the version control features of Github and Google
Drive, enabled the team to effectively manage any changes to the code and ensured that everything was
tracked.

Alongside changes to the code, the team was also required to update some aspects of the documentation
such as the various testing documents. These changes were mainly due to the fact that so much of the code
had to be rewritten that many of the previous tests simply did not work anymore. However, it was also
partly due to the fact that the team Felt the previous group did not Fully cover all aspects in their previous
testing and thus more detail was required.

Key:
The previous team's changes to their documentation during the second assessment are highlighted in blue
Changes to the previous team's documentation during the third assessment by us are highlighted in yellow



Justification of Changes

a. Testing Report
As the main structure of the code was changed to a less script-like implementation, most of the tests have
also been changed to reflect this. A new set of unit tests have been created to effectively check whether the
base functions continue to work as expected while the development of the game continues. Furthermore,
as with the group’s previous assessment, it was chosen to use continuous integration through TravisCl [9] in
order to check the integrity of each commit made to the project. Specifics of the new unit tests can be
found in the updated test document [10]. Peer testing was introduced as the other group did not use this,
this can also be seen in the updated document to see how we used it.

b. Methods and Planning

Due to the fact that both the team'’s previous work and the chosen team’s project followed an agile-method,
taking over their workflow was relatively seamless. In particular, they followed a Scrum approach which
meant that all of the previous project roles could smoothly be transferred into the new project. This meant
that essentially all of the team organisation could remain unchanged. Despite the similarities between both
approaches to team organisation, their assigned roles covered different aspects. It was decided to simply
adopt the chosen team’s predefined roles as opposed to overwriting them with new ones. This made it
much easier to continue their work and was made easy due to the transferable nature of the roles assigned
in the previous assessment.

In addition to this, the chosen project shared the same applications to complete their work: namely LibGDX
[11] and GitHub [12]. This was one of the main influencing factors in the team’s decision to take over this
project as it ensured that the team had no issues transitioning over to the new framework as all the tools
remained the same as previously comfortable with. This ensured that minimal time was spent getting to
grips with new software and enabled the team to maximise the time spent on the project.

A few changes to the documentation were needed in order to reflect the chosen methods and planning of
the team. It was found that the previous team did not plan this iteration of development with much detail -
possibly because they were uncertain as to the requirements to complete this part of the project at the time
of creating their plan. However, the main issue resided in the fact that both teams had a very different (yet
equally viable) workflow and approach to the tasks. Because of this, it was deemed that a few additions and
alterations were needed to the previous team's plan for assessment three and four. The Gantt charts
inherited from the previous team demonstrated a waterfall method of working, whilst the plan stated
employing an agile working method. This confliction also contributed to the redesign of their Gantt charts.
As a result, it was decided to use our previous Gantt charts [13][14] for the planning of this assessment as
they accurately represent our current agile workflow. As a result of this change, the plan [15] has been
updated to mention the software used to create the Gantt charts, ProjectLibre [16].

c¢. Requirements
Whilst not necessary, it was found that ever so slightly updating the previous team's requirement
documentation enabled the team to work more effectively to create a better product. The team was
conscious that making large changes to the requirements would result in the project failing [17] as they
were not given the task of changing the project, but simply continuing from where it was left off. As such,
any changes to the requirements are simple alterations to ensure clarity (such as removing alternative
implementation choices) or by removing redundant requirements.



d. Risk Assessment
Similar to the requirements, it was deemed essential not to make large alterations to the previous teams
risk register. However, some small changes such as adding ownership to each risk were made to make the
workload slightly easier for this assessment.
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