
Don’t Leave Home Without Me! 
The design of a context-specific reminder system for everyday and time-sensitive objects  

(and the people who sometimes forget them) 
 

Kynthia Brunette, Rupali Kale, Brian Kopecky, Dan Wolfe 
 
Project Summary 
Our project was originally framed as follows:  
“Many people place their possessions somewhere and then forget about some of them.  
For example, they leave bills on a table, books on a shelf, food in a cupboard, clothes in 
a drawer, etc.  They then become “neglected” objects.  This project should explore ways 
of augmenting everyday neglected objects (e.g. books, clothing, food) to provide people 
with additional information to remind them of certain aspects of that object’s history (e.g. 
letting the person know when it was last looked at, when it was last worn, when it was put 
on the shelf).” 
 
Inspired by the idea of “object awareness” (as discussed in [2]), the underlying goal of 
this project is to consider ways that pervasive computing might be used to relieve some 
of the cognitive burden of identifying and/or remembering the nearby objects that are 
relevant to a given situation.  The idea is that, by “embodying” certain knowledge in 
objects themselves, the objects can assume some of the burden of deciding when they are 
relevant, and attract attention appropriately.  In the case of [2], for example, the system 
aims to embody a means of determining whether books match the interests of passersby, 
enabling the books to “know” when they are relevant and alert the appropriate people.   
 
For this project, therefore, our charge is to decide:  

a) Should we focus on a specific subset of neglected objects, or are there 
characteristics that are shared by them all?  

b) What information needs to be “embodied” by the objects in order to determine 
relevance? 

c) What events or behaviors will trigger the system to determine whether an object is 
relevant in a specific context?  

d) When and how will alerts be given? 
 
We began by conducting informal interviews in order to determine whether neglected 
objects are an area of real concern for people, and if so, whether some sorts of objects 
have a greater negative impact when they are neglected.  Based on our findings from 
those interviews, we narrowed our focus to objects that are often forgotten when people 
leave the house, and conducted a follow-up survey with that focus in mind.  This data 
helped us generate several concepts, and we used personas, scenarios, and storyboarding 
to explore our options and develop an architecture diagram of our complete system and 
an initial paper prototype of our main interface.  We are currently in the process of 
performing usability testing on our paper prototype, conducting exploratory research to 
test a few of our key interaction assumptions, and transitioning into the implementation 
of our final prototype.  The following sections will present a more detailed explanation of 
our process, as well as a discussion of future plans and examples of our work so far. 



Initial Research, Insights, and Clarification of Fo cus 
As explained above, we began our design research by conducting a series of informal 
interviews to determine whether neglected objects, as described in the problem statement, 
are actually an area of concern for people.  Our interview subjects agreed that they 
sometimes neglect objects such as mail, old food, or borrowed items that need to be 
returned, and that the neglect of those objects is sometimes mildly annoying.  On the 
whole, however, people did not seem very enthusiastic about this problem.   
 
When pressed, we found that the neglected items that most concerned them were pieces 
of paper – mail, coupons, newspaper clippings – that had no real permanent “home” and 
were only very loosely linked to other events in their lives.  Papers that are kept “just in 
case they might be handy later” are easy to neglect because it is unclear when they will 
be needed, so it is unclear when to remember to look at them again.  This seemed like a 
very rich and interesting potential focus, but the complexity of the relevance issues made 
us wonder whether the timeframe of this course would be sufficient, and the temporary 
nature of the items (papers are somewhat unique in that many of them will eventually be 
thrown away) made us wonder whether the idea of “object awareness” was even a good 
angle for this problem.  We realized that, if objects are dynamic or temporary, it could be 
difficult to gather and store information about them, and embodying that information in 
the objects themselves might not be feasible.  It seemed like a different approach might 
be in order, and so while we did not want to discard the idea entirely, we felt that we 
should look a little more deeply at our other options in order to determine whether any of 
them were a better fit for our timeframe and the idea of object awareness, as assigned. 
 
One thing that really jumped out at us from our interviews was that, when asked about 
items that were “neglected or forgotten about,” every one of our participants mentioned 
everyday items such as keys, wallets, and cell phones.   Initially, we dismissed these 
items as “forgotten once” rather than “neglected over time,” but the energy with which 
people talked about the problem and the fact that it was so universally identified made us 
take another look.  We realized that the context that all of these items share is that they 
are needed when their owner is leaving the house, and that other items are relevant to this 
context as well – books or papers for a specific class or meeting, borrowed items, 
umbrellas and other weather-appropriate gear.  Some of these items overlap with 
neglected items as we originally conceived of them, and others do not, but all of them are 
important items that negatively impact people’s lives when they are forgotten.  In 
addition, unlike the “homeless” papers described above, these items are mostly static, 
non-disposable, and linkable to a particular situation – they are needed by a specific 
person at a specific time when that person is leaving the house.   
 
These considerations made this problem space seem appealing, and while we could think 
of existing solutions to the problem of forgetting everyday objects (such as beepers that 
attach to key chains), none of them also address the other less common objects that are 
only needed from time to time.  Furthermore, existing solutions focus solely on finding 
something that is known to be missing, not on lessening the burden of remembering when 
an object is needed, or on the problem of “forgetting to remember” to bring an object 
along.  Object awareness has the potential to address these concerns by placing the 
burden on the system by partially embodying relevance in the object itself. 



After narrowing our focus to objects that people need to remember when they are leaving 
the house, we conducted a follow-up survey with a broader pool of participants to 
investigate the sorts of items that people take with them and the strategies they currently 
use to remind themselves to bring them along.  50 people eventually completed our 
survey, with a fairly even split between males and females and among several age ranges 
spanning from 18 – 40+.  A few respondents indicated that they have no real difficulty 
remembering items, but the majority said that they have trouble remembering items at 
least once a month, and several indicated that it is a problem that they grapple with 
constantly.  Overall, the responses corroborated the initial data from our early interviews 
to suggest that this problem affects a large number of people from all backgrounds, and 
that the problem is more about “remembering to remember” items than it is about not 
knowing where they are.  Almost all respondents said that, once they realized that an item 
was not with them, they were able to find it within three minutes.   
 
Keys, wallets, and cell phones are far and away the most common items that people bring 
with them every day, with items such as backpacks, books, gym clothes, and glasses 
close behind.  Many people bring meals or snacks with them on a regular basis, which is 
not something that we had initially thought about, and which presents an interesting 
challenge because, while “food” is taken every day, it is not always the same food, and so 
we cannot treat the object of “food” as static and non-disposable, which revives some of 
the difficulties that we identified above with the “homeless” papers. 
 
Other issues that came up in our survey were: 

• Sometimes items cannot be found because other people in the house have 
borrowed them and failed to put them back; 

• Sometimes items are away from home – at the office, a friend’s house, or 
completely lost – and cannot be found as a result; 

• Even if people have a way of reminding themselves when they are at home, 
sometimes they realize that they will need an item when they are away from 
home, and so their normal routine is not possible. 
 

We learned that people employ a variety of strategies to remind themselves to bring 
things with them.  The most common approach is to put all of the things that they want to 
bring with them together in one place, followed by using post-it notes or slips of paper to 
affix reminders in places where they are most likely to see them before leaving.  Another 
fairly common approach is to simply think through the day, or go through a pre-set list of 
items from memory.  These approaches are used less consistently for items that are 
needed less often, and those items are forgotten more frequently according to our survey 
(but usually with less disastrous consequences).  These results confirm that there is a 
cognitive burden involved in remembering which items are needed, and the aids that 
people devise tend to involve the externalization of this burden into the world – piles, 
notes, patterns of patting their pockets that can be done with little thought.  These aids are 
helpful, but they are not foolproof, and people sometimes forget to follow their routines.   
It therefore remains compelling to consider the impact of embodying the idea of “I am 
needed!” in the objects themselves. 
 



Concepts, Iteration, and Critique  
Our initial design ideas all shared a few key characteristics:  

• Objects are entered into the system ahead of time and assigned a frequency value, 
ranging from “everyday” to a specific date on the calendar; 

• Objects may be either tagged with RFID or associated with a “reminder”; 
• A system terminal is mounted near the door, and alerts regarding missing objects 

and outstanding reminders are displayed on this terminal when the user leaves the 
house; 

• Alerts are only generated when absolutely necessary, so that most of the time the 
system operates in the background without requiring attention from the user. 

 
These broad characteristics address the main questions that define the “personality” of 
our objects – what they will embody, when they will be relevant, and how they will get 
the users’ attention.  According to this early vision, the objects will “know” only when 
they are needed, and their relevance will be determined by a simple check of whether that 
time matches the time when the user is leaving the house.  Since our survey indicates that 
the problem of leaving without an item is more about “remembering to remember”, and 
less about not knowing where the item is, the items do not need to “know” their location, 
and they do not need to be augmented with any sort of light or noise-making device.  The 
system will simply alert the user from the terminal if an item is missing when they are 
ready to leave, and if all of the necessary items are present, the user will leave without 
even noticing that the system is there.   
 
We began with the assumption that some sort of terminal will be necessary to allow for 
the manual entry of objects into the system, which will in turn be necessary because of 
the need to affix RFID tags and create personalized reminders.  The terminal also seems 
desirable because it allows for easy editing of objects and reminders, as time passes and 
needs change.  We further assume that placing the terminal by the door will be the easiest 
way of capturing the context of “leaving the house,” since doors are almost universally 
involved in that activity, whereas other habits or facets of leaving tend to change from 
person to person or day to day.  With these broad characteristics and assumptions in 
place, however, many basic questions of functionality still remained: 

• How will the system know that a user is leaving (as opposed to just standing near 
the door or taking out the trash)? 

• How will the system handle multiple users in the same household? 
o How will it know which items belong to whom? 
o How will it know who is leaving? 

• How will the RFID tags be dispensed and attached to items? 
• How will the system attract the user’s attention when an alert is triggered? 

 
With these questions in mind, we began sketching out our first visions of the system 
(examples included as Appendix A).  Rather soon after beginning to sketch out the 
terminal screens and the overall flow of information, we realized that equating leaving 
the house with simply being near to or opening the door could be problematic.  There are 
many potential situations where the physical act of leaving the house – to get the mail, to 
take out the trash, to talk to a neighbor – does not correlate with “leaving the house” in 



the sense in which our system is interested.  It could quickly become annoying to receive 
an alert that your cell phone is being left behind every time you step on the porch to 
stretch your legs.  For this reason, we decided that leaving might need to be a user-
initiated event (rather than an event that is detected through the use of motion and/or light 
sensors).  This decision makes the system a little less invisible to the users in their daily 
lives, which is regrettable, but it is preferable to a system that generates a large number of 
erroneous alerts.   
 
We decided to explore whether a simple trigger – such as a button or touch panel – could 
be incorporated into the terminal near the door, and whether users could develop the habit 
of tapping the button when they are ready to signal that they are leaving.  While this is a 
somewhat unnatural behavior to ask users to learn, we believe that it is simple enough 
that it will be relatively easy to incorporate into the routine of leaving the house after a 
very short learning period.  Our survey suggested that many people already have small 
routines that they perform as they are walking out the door to help themselves check for 
whether they have everything they need, and touching a small button near the door is not 
out of line with these behaviors.  Additionally, other routines might be supplanted by the 
simple button press once the benefit of the system becomes clear, causing the net amount 
of work that needs to be done to ensure that nothing is forgotten to decrease.  We are 
therefore hypothesizing that the button press is not too much to ask, and we are moving 
forward with our design while also conducting a short experiment to test our hypothesis.  
A fuller explanation of this test is included in the usability section below. 
 
The other thing that became abundantly clear from our early sketching is that, in addition 
to knowing when it is needed, each object also needs to know the identity of the person 
who needs it.  More than one object in a household will likely be named “keys” or “cell 
phone,” so the real information that needs to be stored is a relationship between an object, 
a date, and a person who needs the object on that date.  This makes the context of leaving 
the house, as described above, more complex, because the system cannot just know that 
someone is leaving, it needs to know who the person is.  We eventually realized that, if 
we have the system begin its scan as soon as a user is within range, the items that it finds 
will give it enough information to make an educated guess about which user is present, 
and the task of authentication is thus vastly simplified by leveraging the information that 
the system is already gathering.  We realize that, with this identification mechanism, it 
will be possible for users to trick the system by masquerading as someone else, but we do 
not believe that this sort of trickery is a serious issue in most household settings, and it 
seems preferable to costly or invasive means of authentication.  Our system is not 
intended to be a security device, and it seems to us that if someone is going to commit 
theft, an alert saying “Don’t forget the dry cleaning!” will probably not do much to 
dissuade them no matter how accurate the means of authentication.  
 
As we explored these ideas, we also surveyed the literature in search of related work.  
CybreMinder [1] discusses the development of a tool that allows users to send themselves 
context-dependent reminders.  The system focuses on the task of identifying contexts 
with the assumption that reminders will be more likely to have a meaningful impact when 
they are associated with the appropriate context.  While the creation of new contexts is 



outside the scope of our project, this work does support the idea that reminders are most 
meaningful when they are triggered in context, which is the logic behind our decision to 
determine object relevance in relation to the context of leaving the house.  A system that 
is much more directly related to our idea is the Gate Minder [3], which also places a 
screen near the door and allows users to tag items or save reminders.  It includes several 
interesting features (such as a sensor to detect whether it is raining outside in order to 
decide whether to suggest that users bring an umbrella and the ability to send text 
message reminders), but it also relies on an authentication system that involves video 
cameras and facial recognition scanning.  It is presented as a home messaging hub, with 
object identification as a useful feature rather than the central focus.  Evaluation of the 
basic functionality of the system was positive, but the authors concluded that more work 
was needed to ease authentication and provide support for multiple users.  We believe 
that our design offers a novel solution to these problems by focusing on objects as a 
means of identification, and that our focus on object-awareness has lent itself to a more 
dispersed system that does not attempt to assert itself as a messaging center, but rather 
attempts to fade into the background as much as possible.  For these reasons, we feel that 
our design is addressing a different set of needs than the Gate Minder, despite their 
outward similarities in appearance. 
 
Satisfied that we were building on rather than duplicating the efforts of others, we next 
developed scenarios and personas that were rooted in our original research to assist us in 
evaluating our design.  Scenarios and personas are useful tools for working out the 
detailed elements of interaction that might otherwise be forgotten.  For example, the 
following scenario was a great help for us in thinking about how the RFID tags will be 
dispensed: 
 
Jill just got a new cell phone, and needs to add it to her Don’t Leave Home Without Me 
system so that it will know that she wants to bring it with her every day.  She goes to the 
screen by her door and selects “Add new everyday item.”  A small RFID sticker falls into 
the tray underneath the screen, and Jill peels off the backing and affixes it to her phone.  
A prompt appears on the screen asking her to describe the item, and she types “cell 
phone” on the touch-screen keyboard that appears beneath the prompt.  Her new cell 
phone is entered into the system!  
 
We had already identified that a tag would need to be available, associated with an item, 
and somehow attached to the item, but the simple act of thinking through the steps that 
would be required for a normal person forced us to consider questions like: If there is 
simply a rack of tags, how will the user know which tag to take, and how will the system 
know which is selected?   Do the tags need to be hidden from the system prior to 
dispersal?  How will the tags actually be affixed to small things like cell phones?  Though 
we later changed the order of the screens that Jill would need to navigate through, the 
idea of storing RFID stickers within the box of the terminal itself and dispensing one at a 
time into a small tray was a direct result of this scenario.   
  
Eventually, we developed four personas that drew from the data we had gathered in our 
follow-up survey, and used these personas to guide the next phase of our design.  These 



personas – Simon, Gertie & Clyde, and Alyssa – are included as Appendix B, and they 
led us to consider several important needs that our design needed to address:  

• Simon needs it to be easy to add items and edit the list of what is needed because 
he is constantly getting new toys and replacing old ones; 

• Simon and Alyssa need to know when something that left the house doesn’t come 
back; 

• Simon and Alyssa need to be able to create reminders when they are away from 
home; 

• Alyssa needs reusable lunch tags that she can drop in her kids’ lunches every day; 
• Gertie & Clyde need to know when Gertie has Clyde’s car keys; 
• Gertie & Clyde need to be able to share items; 

 
As we examined our survey results to generate our personas, and reflected on the ways 
that our prototype could address the needs that we identified, we also took the 
opportunity to challenge our “terminal by the door” model to see if we could come up 
with any more compelling approaches now that we were further along in the process.  We 
considered placing the RFID reader on a table, which is a common location where people 
pile things that they intend to bring with them the next day, or in the car, where some 
people said that they place things that they want to be sure to remember.   The connection 
between the table and the act of leaving did not seem clear enough, however – all of us 
have set something down with the full intention of bringing it along and then walked out 
the door without a clue!  And a car-based solution seemed too narrow – we were not 
ready to dismiss potential forgetters who do not drive every day.   We thought briefly of 
the idea of incorporating the RFID reader into a bag, so that it could “know” whether it 
contains everything that it should, but not everyone carries a bag, not everything fits into 
a bag, and it is possible to forget the bag itself, so this did not seem ideal.   In the end, we 
decided to return to the “terminal by the door” model for our prototyping stage. 
 
Prototyping and Usability 
With a more detailed understanding of the functionality that was needed to support our 
users, we began creating simple storyboards and sketching out screens that we could then 
flesh out to form a paper prototype for our first-round usability test (examples included as 
part of Appendix A).  As the full scope of the system became clear for the first time, we 
encountered a couple of new issues that we had not yet anticipated:  

• How would the system handle items that are truly missing?  If I know that my 
camera is lost, do I really want to be reminded about it every day? 

• What about items that are left near the door in order to make it easier to find them 
when leaving?  Would the system give a false positive because those items were 
nearby? 

 
As we worked to address these questions, we also focused directly for the first time on 
the question of how exactly alerts would be given.  Would the system make noise?  
Would the screen flash?  Would some combination of methods be used?  We jokingly 
considered that the system could lock the door if you were getting ready to leave without 
an item, but decided that this would be a fire hazard, and go against our desire for 
unobtrusiveness.   



The current sketch of the final flow of screens, actions, and decisions for our design is 
included as Appendix C, and we are developing a paper prototype based on this flowchart 
that will be used to conduct first-round usability tests during the week of October 31st.  
We plan to test the general flow and feel of our interface during these tests, as well as 
attempt to gain feedback on feature-specific questions such as:  

• Is it helpful to know the times that other people leave the house? 
• Do different users prefer different default alert settings? 
• How much information should be displayed automatically when the system 

detects the presence of a specific user? 
• Should there be more than one way to indicate that a user is leaving? 
• Will alerts that are triggered if a user returns to the house without an item that 

he/she left with be seen as helpful (as a hint that an item might have accidentally 
been left behind) or annoying? 

 
In addition to usability on our paper prototype, we plan to conduct two small exploratory 
studies to test assumptions that we are making about users’ overall interaction with the 
system.  To test whether the button-pressing behavior is simple and unobtrusive enough 
to become a daily habit, we are going to provide several people with small pieces of 
foam-core with a simple paper “screen” and a small counter, such as those used by 
knitters to keep track of stitches.  We will ask them to push the button on the counter 
every time that they leave their house for a week, and collect the counters and perform a 
simple follow-up interview to learn the results.  Additionally, to learn about reminder 
preferences, we will give small memo-sized notepads to several volunteers and ask them 
to take note of items that they would like to remind themselves to bring in the future as 
they think of them over the course of several days.  We would like to know the type of 
item, the length of the reminder that is desired, and the location of the person when they 
thought of the reminder.   We know that neither of these studies can be taken as rigorous, 
but we hope that they will provide us with insights and a bit more confidence in some of 
our initial assumptions.   
  
Final Implementation and Evaluation 
We are preparing for the implementation of our final prototype (an early mockup of the 
physical form is included as Appendix D) so that work can begin as soon as our initial 
usability tests have concluded.  We have begun making Entity-Relationship Diagrams for 
our back-end database (Appendix E) and have decided that our coding will be done in 
C#.NET.  We are in the process of creating more detailed data architecture diagrams and 
installing and configuring the software that will be required to communicate with the 
Active RFID scanner.  In parallel to the implementation of the final prototype of the core 
system functionality, we plan to utilize the results from the memo-pad usability test to 
develop an early prototype of a companion PDA interface that can be used to create 
reminders when away from home. 
 
Once we have a final prototype, we plan to perform a second round of usability studies, 
and incorporate the results of those studies, our PDA prototyping efforts, and the 
feedback that we receive regarding potential future functionality into a video prototype 



which presents the full vision of our system.  We currently have several ideas that could 
be incorporated into a future version of our design, such as:  

• Weather-generated reminders, as partially implemented in Gate Minder and also 
as supported by responses to our survey indicating that weather-appropriate 
clothing is sometimes left behind; 

• Text messaging support for reminders, to complement PDA support for remote 
reminders; 

• Item location – though not central to the problem of remembering items, 
misplacing items is a separate problem worthy of study and it could be 
incorporated into a design such as ours.  Intriguing developments in location 
technologies such as Spotlight [4] or RFID triangulation [5] could also make the 
task of item location less intrusive; 

• As RFID tagging becomes more widespread, items may already contain a tag, in 
which case the system could shift away from manual entry and potentially learn 
when items are needed based on patterns of use or interaction with pre-existing 
calendar software, possibly rendering the terminal obsolete and pushing the 
system entirely into the background; 

• As “smart” appliances become more widespread, safety functionality could be 
integrated into the system – the stove could set a reminder when it is turned on 
and cancel it when it is turned off, making it so that you would be warned if you 
tried to leave the house while it is still on; 

• Bluetooth could make it desirable to associate items with each other rather than 
with specific days.  For instance, gym shoes could be associated with a gym card, 
towel, and running shorts, so that when one item is taken the system would 
remind you to bring the rest without you having to specifically enter a date that 
the items are needed. 

 
Summary 
The overall goal of our design is to lessen the burden of “remembering to remember” 
which objects are needed when a person is leaving the house by placing some of the 
knowledge about when an object is needed in the object itself.  Objects are associated 
with specific dates or frequencies (such as everyday, every weekday, etc.) and with 
specific people, and either tagged using RFID or associated with a written reminder.  A 
terminal for the system is placed near the door, and an RFID scanner is triggered when a 
person nears the terminal.  The system makes an educated guess about who is there based 
on the objects that he/she is carrying, and compares that object list with the list of objects 
that the person is scheduled to carry that day.  All of this is done without the user’s 
knowledge.  If the user indicates that he/she is ready to leave by pressing the button, 
alerts will be generated if any items are still missing.  Additionally, if the user indicates 
that he/she is leaving and then walks away from the terminal without an item, an alert 
will be generated to ensure that the item has not been left on the table accidentally.  If all 
of the items are present, the user will not be aware of the system at all. 
 
Our design is intended to fill its purpose as unobtrusively and subtly as possible, 
providing a natural augmentation to objects and user memory.  The terminal is located 
next to the door in order to ensure that the alerts and reminders are received in the context 



where they will be most helpful – right as the user is leaving the house.  A combination 
of RFID tags and written reminders are used so that the system supports a wide range of 
objects – large and small, owned and borrowed, permanent and disposable – and to allow 
for the system to be customizable to fit the preferences of different people.   Our research 
suggests that some people have more trouble remembering everyday items such as keys 
and phones, while others have more trouble remembering less common items such as 
library books and dry cleaning.  We want our system to support as many styles of 
remembering as possible, and have worked to ground all of our decisions in an 
understanding of the real problem, as seen through both our research and our personal 
reflection.  We intend our final prototype to be seen as a starting point for a more fully-
developed system that can be implemented as time and resources permit, and that can 
evolve as technology advances.  Our hope is that both our process and our product will be 
robust enough that they may serve as a valuable foundation for future work. 
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Appendix A – Sample Sketches 
 

 
 



 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



Appendix B – Personas 
 
Simon is a lawyer in a high-powered law firm, and is always getting new electronic toys 
for the office and for fun.  He likes to stay on the cutting edge, and replaces old items 
rather quickly.  He has a busy schedule with client meetings both at his office and around 
the town, and is often at the office until late at night.  He keeps backup chargers for his 
phone and PDA at the office so that they will always be at full power, and sometimes he 
leaves them there overnight.   
 
Gertie and Clyde are college roommates in a midsize Midwestern town.  They never 
leave home without their cell phones, their iPods, and their student IDs.  They have very 
different class schedules and sometimes run home in the middle of the day to collect 
different books and materials.  Clyde has a car but Gertie doesn’t, and sometimes Clyde 
loans her his keys when she needs to run errands.   
 
Alyssa is a working mother with two elementary-aged kids.  Her mornings are busy 
getting the kids ready for school and making sure they remember their coats and their 
lunches, and she often finds notes in their pants pockets when she’s doing the laundry 
that talk about special events requiring money, permission slips, or other items.  It’s hard 
to keep track of what is needed when, and she often remembers that things will be needed 
tomorrow or the next day while she is out running errands, making it difficult to leave 
reminders for herself around the house. 
 



Appendix C – Flow Diagram 

 
 



 
Appendix D – Rough Physical Mockup for Final Protot ype 

 



 
 

Appendix E – Early ERD for Database Development 
 
 


