
Change Report

Before beginning to make changes to the inherited deliverables we first began by thoroughly
reading through each document to help us understand exactly the previous group’s ideas,
methodologies and implementations. This gave us a lot of insight into their development on
the project so far and also how we would be able to continue with it.

After reading through each deliverable in detail, they were then compared to our original
deliverables submitted for assessment 1 and compared. This helped us identify aspects of
each of group 16’s deliverables that we thought were missing, implemented incorrectly or in
need of updating.

In addition, the updated user requirements for assessment 2 were consulted to look for
additions that needed to be made to certain deliverables - most notably the requirements
and architecture deliverables due to the inclusion of the leaderboard and the
streaks/achievements.

For each change we wished to make to the deliverables, we first wrote them as suggestion
comments onto copies of group 16’s original deliverables within Google Docs. This allowed
us to speak as a team and discuss our drafted changes to the deliverables. Once these
changes were agreed upon and finalised they were added to our updated deliverables for
assessment 2.



Requirements

Making changes to the requirements deliverable started with reading the original document
submitted by group 16. This document was then compared to our Req1 submission and
requirements that we felt necessary, but were missing on group 16’s deliverable, were added
as suggestions to the document.

We also consulted the additional requirements laid out by the client for assessment 2 when
looking to add new requirements. These were added to the suggestions comments similar to
the missing requirements we had found originally.

Once the new requirements had been agreed upon as a team, they were appended to the
existing tables of user requirements as shown below.

Some other small changes to the requirements document were also made such as updating
the deadline to the 23rd May as opposed to the previous assessment 1 deadline & updating
the names on the document to those of members of our team instead of group 16.



Architecture

A lot of the changes had to be made in the architecture as we were required to add new
features to the existing game namely a leaderboard and achievement system. We decided
that the architecture design process and the tools used remain the same as we want to
follow the group 16’s footsteps when modifying the game with our new features. The
changes are reflected as below.

Structural Diagrams (Class Diagram)

Old final class diagram

New class diagram which has LeaderboardScreen in the UserInterface. It is shown at the
end of the game which the user can interact with by saving their name and current score to
the leaderboard.



Old class diagram with packages.

New class diagram with packages that has changed with the addition of LeaderboardScreen
with its method in the UserInterface package. This change is for the sake of consistency with
the other diagrams that have LeaderboardScreen.

Behavioural Diagrams (State Diagram for screen)

Old final state diagram for screen.

New state diagram for screen. We included LeaderboardScreen and how to access it from
the GameOverScreen.



Old component-entity-system diagram

New component-entity-system diagram with added LeaderboardScreen as well as its
attributes. We also modified GameOverScreen to include textButton leaderboardButton to
redirect the player to the LeaderboardScreen.



Old CES sub-diagram which expands on the events and event management.



New CES sub-diagram that expands on the events and event management. The new one
has the AchievementsSystem and ScoreSystem classes interconnected with the Event
instance which manages and tracks the real-time update of the player’s state such as
achievements they have achieved as well as the calculating their overall score and the rank
they would get.

Diagrams with No Changes (Player-Object and Component-Entity-System for
Rendering)

The Player-Object interaction diagram remains unchanged because the new features we've
integrated into the game do not affect the existing player-object interactions. Any new assets
will reuse the same implementation as depicted in the current diagram. Similarly, the CES
sub-diagram for rendering the GameScreen has not been updated, as the newly added
features, such as the leaderboard and achievements, operate behind the scenes. Therefore,
any new additions, like new locations, activities, or objects on the map, or new screens in the
game, will follow the existing implementation. The game was designed modularly to facilitate
easy extensions.



Method Selection and Planning

For the method selection and planning, we chose to adopt many of the methodology
decisions made by group 16. This was due to the fact they were very similar to the methods/
tools we had used in assessment 1. We found keeping this the same made sense as it made
it easy for both us to continue and for us to pick up from where group 16 finished. This was
added to Plan2 as shown below:

Group 16 had a nice approach to splitting up the workload between members and assigning
leadership to each deliverable for one person. We implemented this approach for the
assessment 2 deliverables and included that within the document:

Finally, we created an updated version of group 16’s deliverables, tasks tables and work
breakdown diagram. This will allow us to plan the completion of different deliverables as well
as provide something for us to consult during team meetings to gauge progress on the
different deliverables.



Risk Assessment and Mitigation
The risk assessment document had owners of the risk assigned through roles, so to update
this, the people’s names next to the roles had to be changed. These were changed to reflect
the similar group roles that members of our team had during development of the assessment
1 part of the project.

No further changes were made to the Risk deliverable for assessment 2 as the risk
deliverable produced by group 16 fulfilled all of the requirements required for assessment 2.
Their 4-step approach to risk assessment (Identification - Analysis - Planning - Monitoring)
meant their risk assessment was very thorough and covered every risk we had identified
ourselves in our original Risk1 document.



The addition of the new game features required for assessment 2 did not elicit any new risks
for our group either, and so no new risks needed to be added to accommodate these new
user requirements.


