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1. Playtesting 
 

1.a Demographic & Procedure 
Over the timespan of one week, we have tested our game with 14 players. Our participants were 
majorly older than 20 years (92,9%) and male (71.4%).  
Most of them (64,3%) stated that they “played nearly every day” and therefore had a better 
understanding of games in general.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                        Fig.1: Age and Gender Destribution    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

   
   
 

 
Fig.1.2: Participants general experience in gaming 

   
Because we not only wanted to test our gameplay but also the general performance it would have on 
different PCs and Laptops, we decided to make small testing sessions with different players over 
different online communication solutions (like Discord and Skype).  
Every session would be performed by two testers and at least one developer/test leader. After first 
greetings and other formalities, the game would be played by the tester three times. The first time the 
participants would not receive any explanations and the players themselves should try to figure out 
how the game works, while loudly speaking about it.  
Before the second run, they would receive explanations and other instructions on how the characters 
and the game works. The participants would then again play the game with the roles they have picked 
in the first go. Before playing the third and final round, the players would switch roles.  
After the playtesting itself, the test leader would have a short interview with both players about the 
game. Additionally, the players filled out a survey at the end of the session. (To overview the 
questionnaire in general, click here: https://bit.ly/2RSXS0W)  

https://bit.ly/2RSXS0W


1.b Statistical Results 
Overall the players rated the game performance as “average” to above “average”. None of the testers 
rated the game below the average performance. Additionally, 35,7% of the players did not experience 
any network lag. Although, 10,1% of the players had network performance which was below the 
common run. 

 
Fig.2: Game and Network Performance  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



The controls made sense for overall over 71,3% of the players, regarding that only one player rated 
them as “excellent/natural”.  The other 29,7% stated them as below the average.  

Fig.3: Control Experience 
 

Regarding the current length of the game, the players thought of it as “just about right” (35,7%) and 
only experienced a medium level of stress (50%). Additionally, the game testers regarded the game as 
“too easy” (28,6 %).  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
Fig.4: Game Length, Stress Level and Experience of Difficulty 

 
Generally, most of the players had fun playing the game and evaluated it as above average. We can not 
tell if the players overall felt immersed in the game, because of the even spread of the evaluation.   
When asked what the participants liked the most about the game, they would explain that they liked 
the idea of the game itself, the visuals and the different danger zones (especially the ones that affected 
the voice chat). On the contrary, they felt that the gameplay and controls of the wizard needed a 
rework because it took them to long to cast a spell that should react to an immediate situation. Also, 
many game testers had told us, that they had missed a tutorial or a general explanation about the game 
and the controls. 
57,1 % of the players would consider buying this game at the current status, although only for one 
euro. 
 

2. Evaluation 
Feedback from the players gave us a different perspective on the work that we've done. We were aware 
of some of the problems that the game had at the alpha release state, but with the help from players we 
learned about other issues, as well as saw the impact of the flaws on the players' impression from the 
game. For instance, the players felt clueless about the goal of the game, which was hard for us to realise 
by ourselves since we're so deep in the context of this project. Another major issue for the players was 
that they lacked feedback on the ship's controls and movement, it was hard for them to tell if they are 
getting close to reaching the victory. Another problem, that made the gameplay feel less fun is the 
reaction window to the incoming dangers. Players felt like it was impossible to make fast decisions and 
then execute corresponding actions in time. It took too long for the wizard player to change the 
direction of the ship's movement, and the players chose more "strategic" spells utilization rather than 
reactionary, which was not our intention. 
On the other hand, the players liked the idea of the game a lot and they showed interest in testing the 
game again after we make improvements to the gameplay. And even with the present problems in the 



game, all of the testers reported that they had fun playing the game, which is explained by the 
cooperative and communication-based nature of the game. Also, the players shared their suggestions 
for the improvement or the new features of the game. These suggestions are extremely valuable, 
however, the time constraints that we have for this project won't allow us to implement the requested 
features in the scope of the project. 

 
Fig.5: Feedback on fun had 

 
It is clear, that the early feedback holds a great value for the project, and these types of the playtesting 
sessions with people not involved in the development process should happen as early as possible and 
on the regular basis, until the development team feels like the game has "converged" to the needs of the 
players. 
 

3. Planned Changes to the Game  
After discussing the feedback from the players and discovering the gameplay issues, the list of the 
high-priority tasks was made. We had to make compromises and leave some of the feature requests 
unattended because of the time constraints we're facing. Overall, the tasks can be distributed in the 3 
following  groups:  

3.a Quality of life improvement 
Those are small things that are easy to change, but they have a rather big impact on the feel of the 
game. Here we plan to add a crosshair, balance the volume for the interaction sounds, communicate 
the objective to the players, change some of the keybinding and make UI changes based on the received 
feedback. 

3.b Gameplay changes 
While we cannot make further experiments with the core gameplay, we still can improve the existing 
one. All the players felt like the wizard controls are too slow, so we plan to improve that by making the 
spellcasting routine easier. Also we want to make the centre of tornado recognizable, so that the players 
have no difficulty tracking their progess. 



3.c Feedback on actions 
Another issue that is important to address before the final presentation day, is the lack of the feedback 
on the ship's movement. Because all movement happens in air in heavily obscured area, and all the 
objects inside the tornado are affected by its forces, it is difficult for the players to find a point of 
reference in order to understand how they're moving. We plan to add visual cues that should improve 
this aspect of the game, as well as make the big obstacles slower.  
 
The task list for the final sprint that was created based on the feedback from the conducted playtesting 
sessions is depicted in the figure below. 

 
Fig.6: The list of tasks for the last sprint 


