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1 Introduction
This report proposes a UWTSD-themed mobile interface for Forbidden Island. The design centres on a persistent board, explicit action previews and an equivalent text-based board view. Its purpose is to help a mixed-experience student team understand the changing island, coordinate decisions and recover from mistakes without removing the strategic challenge. The adaptation retains the cooperative premise of collecting four treasures and escaping together [1]. Campus names are proposed thematic labels; they do not imply that an official university game already exists.
The main design question is how a small phone can communicate shared risk without making every turn feel like a form to complete. The report connects provisional user needs to interaction choices, accessibility requirements and evaluation tasks. Four fictional personas support exploration, while a research protocol explains how they should be replaced by evidence. Low-fidelity screens demonstrate proposed behaviour; they do not establish technical accessibility or enjoyment.
2 Personas and research approach
2.1 Persona rationale
Four participant profiles capture different gaming experiences and preferences. Salminen et al.’s comparison of five and fifteen personas challenges assuming fewer profiles always improve design [2]. It does not establish an ideal number here.
Guan et al. identify weaknesses in reporting stereotyping and social outcomes [3]. These profiles therefore describe individual accounts, not demographic groups. Scenarios are proposed uses; ages, diagnoses and occupations are not invented.

Table 1   P1  ALEX;Casual cooperative player


	FIELD
	INTERVIEW AND DESGIN IMPLICATION

	PROFILE
	 New Forbidden Island; Regular casual mobile player who enjoys cooperative tabletop play.

	CONTEXT AND GOAL
	Plays at home; notifications and chores interrupt sessions. Phone platform unspecified.

	SCENARIO
	Proposed scenario; joins friends, checks role/actions, previews a move and resumes after interruption.

	NEEDS AND FRUSTRATION
	Reports small text and clutter; requests high contrast, text sizing, undo/confirmation and save states.

	EXPERIENCE REQUIREMENT
	Enjoys brisk cooperative sessions; dislikes unclear rules and accidental commitments.

	DESIGN AND VALIDATION
	R1–R3, R5–R8; test joining, readable state and cancellation.



Table 2
  ADAM P2 Mobile team gamer 
	FIELD
	INTERVIEW AND DESIGN IMPLICATION

	PROFILE
	Call Of Duty Mobile Player; experience with teamwork; new to Forbidden Island

	CONTEXT & GOAL
	Iphone 14 pro, thumb controls; plays at home 

	SCEARIO
	Proposed scenario: practises a tutorial, joins by code and selects a highlighted action.

	NEEDS AND FRUSTRATION
	English is not their first language; requests simple wording, labelled symbols, larger buttons and text.

	EXPERIENCE REQUIRMENT
	Values teamwork, easy invitation and clear controls; dislikes losing progress.

	DESIGN AND VALIDATION
	R1–R3, R5–R8; test instructions, reachability and interruption recovery.


Tablet 3
MAYA P3 CONSOLE PLAYER
	FEILD
	INTERVIEW AND DESIGN IMPLICATION

	PROFILE
	PlayStation 5 player on weekends and sometimes on weekdays.

	CONTEXT AND GOAL
	Uses computer and mobile; plays at home or travelling.

	SCEANRIO
	Proposed scenario: joins family, checks flooded tiles and adjusts presentation before acting.

	NEEDS AND FRUSTRATION
	Reports bright light causing headaches; requests clear menus, adjustable sound and undo.

	EXPERIENCE REQUIREMENT
	Values family/friend play, clear instructions and easy controls.

	DESIGN AND VALIDATION
	R1–R3, R5–R7; test user-controlled brightness/reduced effects without inferring a diagnosis.


TABEL 4
Rose p4 social mobile player
	FEILD
	INTERVIEW AND DESIGN IMPLICATION


	PROFILE 
	Frequent mobile gamer; has not played Forbidden Island.

	CONTEXT AND GOAL
	Uses iPhone and computer; plays at home 

	SCENARIO
	Proposed scenario: invites friends by code, checks teammates and selects an action.

	NEEDS AND FRUSTRATION
	Requests clear colours, adjustable sound and undo; accessibility question unanswered.

	EXPERIENCE REQUIREMENT
	Values social play, clear instructions and easy controls.

	DESIGN AND VALIDATION

	R1, R2, R6, R7; test lobby readiness and recovery. Do not infer access needs.



2 2 Research method and evidence limits
Four players supplied responses to twelve questions covering experience, learning, controls, communication and accessibility. P1’s interview is dated 19 October 2026; other dates are unrecorded. Recruitment and interview duration were not documented.
The forms explain voluntary participation, skipped questions and anonymity; they do not establish how consent was recorded. Use participant codes rather than student numbers. Confirm consent and retention arrangements before submission.
A descriptive comparison found shared preferences for short tutorials, invitations and clear actions. P1 and P2 emphasise readable text; P3 reports headaches from bright light. P4 leaves the accessibility question unanswered. This is a preliminary synthesis, not a completed thematic-analysis study [4].
P1 and P4 request undo; P2 prefers cancellation before confirmation. Test this distinction rather than assuming agreement. Similar wording across P3 and P4 limits conclusions about independent themes. Four accounts provide formative direction, not representative findings or proof of accessibility.
3 Usability and input and output design
3 1 Critical use of recent literature
Hassan’s review of 162 manuscripts identifies comparatively limited attention to entertainment value [5]. Accessibility should preserve cooperation, uncertainty and achievement while removing interaction barriers. Its coverage largely concerns 2016–2020 and January 2021; publication in 2024 does not imply coverage of subsequent platform changes.
Agrimi et al. identify speech, sonification and haptics alongside persistent spatial-information challenges [6]. S16 therefore provides locations, conditions, occupants and action access. This inference remains untested: linear navigation may simplify selection while weakening spatial comparison. Evaluate coordinates and adjacency summaries with intended users.
Rogers, Sharp and Preece advocate understanding users, developing alternatives and iterative evaluation [7]. Compare map and list views and assess understanding separately from completion: reaching the next screen does not demonstrate that a player understands why a tile disappeared.
3 2 Touch and alternative input
The map provides an overview, with larger labelled controls for selected locations. Primary targets should reach 48 logical units with separation; this project target does not equate native units with CSS pixels. Avoid mandatory dragging, swiping or long presses. Consequential actions require previews; Cancel spends no action.
No interview establishes switch use. Literature-led support still requires reachable controls, logical groups and stable focus. Preserve visible focus, return it after modals and prevent messages stealing it. Test switch and keyboard operation on an interactive prototype.
3 3 Visual auditory and tactile output
WCAG 2.2 informs contrast, resizing, keyboard access and status communication [8]. Its 24-by-24 CSS-pixel minimum target criterion has exceptions and is not native-game certification. Use redundant labels and patterns, visible focus and text resizing that retains actions. Measure contrast and platform semantics during implementation.
Speech identifies the player, location and state changes; fuller context remains available on demand. Queue routine announcements without repeatedly interrupting navigation. Keep events in persistent text. Optional sound and vibration attract attention but cannot carry essential meaning alone.
Large controls reduce board space; detailed speech consumes attention. Use an overview, requested detail and reviewable history with equivalent information. Test compact phones, enlarged text, screen readers, switch control, muted play and connection loss separately. Reduced animation should preserve reading continuity.
4 Initial wireframe storyboards
Appendix C presents sixteen monochrome screens on a reference 390-by-760 canvas. The main journey connects Home, Create, Lobby, Board, action selection, confirmation and updated state. Joining, settings, communication, interruptions and outcomes complete the surrounding experience.
4 1 Main screen and action sequence
S05 displays the active player, remaining actions, water state and treasure progress. Stable location references support discussion. Actions sit below the map, with an equivalent list alternative. Figure 1 shows the main screen; coordinates await final location names.
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S06 separates selection from commitment. S07 previews target, cost and remaining allowance for movement and other consequential actions. Unavailable options explain why. Test whether confirmations prevent errors without unnecessarily slowing experienced players before offering a faster mode.
Appendix D combines Move, Shore up and Give card. Eligibility and allowance update after each commitment; strategy remains the team’s responsibility. Peers can suggest actions without taking control. Quick phrases supplement free expression rather than replace it.
4 2 Events recovery and accessible alternatives
S09 explains event resolution; S10 handles hand limits and special cards; S14 covers emergency movement; S15 explains outcomes. Preserve original event ordering and role exceptions [1]. Each confirmation needs the relevant target, consequence and eligibility information.
S13 blocks commitments during disconnection until shared state is reconciled. Retrying must not duplicate confirmed actions. A recap supports return, while leaving requires a consequence preview. Persistent settings survive transitions. These are implementation requirements, not demonstrated storyboard capabilities.
S16 retains the map’s information and actions, with predictable focus from turn summary to locations and controls. Paper review checks completeness; announcements, reflow, updates and touch accuracy require an interactive prototype. Appendix D separates anticipated risks from observed performance.
5 Feedback and next iteration
In a four-student group, obtain three independent evaluations and evaluate the other three designs. Use identical screen versions, tasks and the supplied report structure. Preserve individual reports before discussion. Appendix E registers six outstanding evidence items.
Merge duplicate issues while preserving evaluator attribution and disagreement. Rate severity from 0, no problem, to 4, task-blocking, considering impact, recurrence and recovery. A single access barrier may outweigh widely reported cosmetic concerns. Connect emotional responses to specific interactions.
Prioritise blocked access and incorrect commitments. Density, intrusive announcements and excessive confirmations remain predicted risks. Test P3’s brightness preference without claiming a diagnosed condition. Preserve observed strengths and retest changes with intended users.
6 Conclusion
Four real accounts support clear tutorials, visible state, cooperative communication and recoverable selections. P3 additionally motivates brightness controls. Interface effectiveness remains untested. Next, evaluate the prototype and obtain peer feedback, prioritising access barriers while preserving strategic responsibility.
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