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Iterative Testing 1

Task 1-
To compliment the questionnaire I created a task for users to do. This was to ensure that they 
utilised all the key aspects of the template during testing and would thereby be able to give a more 
detailed insight into the product, allowing them to comment on all areas of the product as they 
would have experienced them all.

Based on feedback given in the questionnaire, this task proved to be a successful method in giving 
users a somewhat guided tour around the product. Results showed that 100% of candidates 
completed the task fully, thereby giving credence to the responses given as all candidates would 
have experience all critical aspects of the product before commenting on it. The one major issues I 
found with this issues is that I made it optional for candidates to utilise the template to make their 
own Cooking Management games. As a result I got no feedback from candidates on using the 
product to do this. I consider this to be a large oversight on my part and this made it extremely 
difficult to make changes in my first cycle of iterative development as I could not address any issues 
regarding using the product to do this as no issues had been highlighted. In later testing I amended 
this issue however this in no doubt had an extremely detrimental effect on my product and whilst e 
consider the usage of this task to be a success in ensuring users experienced all key areas of the 
product, I believe the quality of my testing could have greatly been improved by avoiding this 
simple mistake.

Questionnaire 1
I chose to do a questionnaire as for my first cycle of iterative development I wanted to get a large 
sample size to extrapolate from. Whilst the responses wouldn't be as detailed as say a focus group, 
it would provide a general insight into what a large scale of my users feel about my product. This 
proved to be extremely useful for getting users grievances on a variety of areas of my product, with 
the UI being a common complaint I received amongst participants. This directly led to me making 
direct changes to address this outspoken issue in the first round of iterative development. Another 
area where this method proved invaluable was bug reporting as users listed a variety of bugs and 
issues that I had not found prior, which I later went on to fix. 
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Responses-
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Overall whilst this methodology didn't provide extensive insight into how my target audience felt 
about my product, it did highlight some of the major grievances users had with the product in its 
current state. This led the direction of my iterative development and helped make several great 
improvements to my product in my opinion. In my opinion this justifies my use of a questionnaire 
in my testing process and would consider the decision to use it be a just and fruitful one.
Iterative Testing 2

Task 2- For the most part I kept the Task the same as the first one I sent out. The major changes 
however included the emphasis on users making their own games using the template and drawing 
attention to the addition of the newly added UI and what it meant.

The effects of these changes were immediately noticeable with all candidates viewing the code, 
evaluating how clear it was to understand and use. In addition, I added a question asking whether 
about the UI in order to gauge my audience's insight into the clarity and effectiveness of the 
product's UI. I made this question required to complete and as a result, all 100% of candidates 
answered the question, granting me a far better understanding of how my target audience felt 
about the quality and clarity of the product's UI. On the other hand, this did not directly ask 
candidates if they used the template to make a cooking management game and nor did I ask how 
easy or effective the product was to use to make to do so. Whilst I made a multitude of 
improvements in the 2nd task, yielding more invaluable information that once again led my iterative 
development, I believe that I should have been more direct in instructing candidates to use the 
product to make cooking management games. Whilst there is clear indication that candidates did 
indeed do this, there is no concrete evidence that they did so due to a lack of an explicit question 
querying so and more importantly how easy and effective the product was at doing so. 

Questionnaire 2-

Just like the second task, whilst I kept much of the 2nd questionnaire the same as the first, I made 
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Just like the second task, whilst I kept much of the 2nd questionnaire the same as the first, I made 
key changes to specifically address the issues that plagued the first. This included lack of questions 
regarding the UI, Folder Structure and ease of use and effectiveness of the product. I also corrected 
the numerous spelling mistakes throughout in order to ensure clarity in the questions asked. The 
results of these changes had great effect with candidates now able to give their feedback on these 
elements of the product previously unmentioned in the questionnaire. 
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The results from the questionnaire showed that candidates found that the majority of changes I 
made in the previous cycle of iterative development were positive additions with 100% of 
candidates said that the controls now made sense, 80% found no bugs in the and that the core 
gameplay systems (Preparing, Cooking and Serving) made sense. Comments highlighted user's 
satisfaction with the product and more specifically the significantly clearer UI and fewer bugs 
within the template. Despite there being no mentions of questions regarding how easy users found 
the product to use and its effectiveness at making Cooking Management games which was another 
oversight on my part, I consider this questionnaire to be successful in providing evidence the 
changes I made to the product were positive and effective and the only key areas I need to change 
were the naming conventions used in assets and folder structures and making the comments for 
clearer. The changes I made specifically addressed these issues, reaffirming a more consistent 
naming conventions of folders, assets and code, rewriting comments making it clearer what each 
section of code did and further bug testing and fixing of all systems of the template.

Focus Group-

After receiving the feedback from my 2nd questionnaire, I handpicked a few candidates from said 
questionnaire that I felt gave the most interesting responses and organised a focus group in Sparck 
Jones. I decided to do this in order to get a more detailed insight into how my target audience felt 
about my product. I believe my questionnaires provided brief insight from a wide range of 
candidates on a variety of areas of my product. After receiving the results of which, I decided to do 
a focus group in order to get more detailed responses from a smaller sample size of my target 
audience in order to understand what specific areas of the product they liked, disliked, found easy 
to use, found too complex, feel need improving etc. 
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to use, found too complex, feel need improving etc. 

The results from the focus group proved to be very interesting. Not only did the candidates 
highlight bugs that were not mentioned in the questionnaires, but the census of that the 
commenting of the code specifically needed to be made clearer was reiterated as users were 
finding it difficult still to understand what it did. Just as the feedback from the questionnaires did, 
the responses from the focus group proved vital in guiding my iterative development process. I 
attribute responses from the focus group specifically to greatly helping the bug finding and fixing 
process as one candidate highlighted bugs that had previously been unaware to me. Another major 
success of the focus group was providing evidence that candidates had in fact used the template to 
make their own Cooking Management games. 2 out of 3 candidates used the template to make 
their own Cooking Management games with both understanding how to use the template with 
only BLUE having some issues understanding what some code did, which they attribute to its 
unclear commenting. In conclusion, I consider the focus group to have been an enormous success, 
not only serving its purpose of providing more detailed insights from my target audience but it also 
helped correct the mistakes made in the questionaries i.e not specifically asking if candidates had 
used the template make their own Cooking Management games, which this focus group proved 
whilst also giving insight into how easy and effective users found the template to be.

In–house Testing
Throughout the development of my product, I constantly tested my template in-house. I did this in 
order to keep up to date with new bugs being found 9in my product as in my iterative 
development, new updates were constantly being made based on user feedback. This in turn 
meant more bugs would plague my template each time I made a change to my template. Therefore 
in order to keep up with the constant flow of new bugs being found in my product, I tested for bugs 
each time I made a change. I attribute this regular in-house testing to be a major factor in the lack 
of bugs in my final product and coupled with my iterative development approach I believed greatly 
enhanced the quality and polish of my product. As a result I would consider the in-house testing to 
be one of the resounding success in my testing and development process as a whole.
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