Critical Evaluation of the Example Bad Dashboard
The dashboard shown demonstrates multiple weaknesses in visual communication, usability, and decision-support design. Although it appears information-rich, its presentation substantially reduces interpretability and therefore limits its usefulness within a Business Intelligence (BI) environment.
A primary issue is excessive cognitive load. Users have limited working memory capacity, and interfaces presenting too many simultaneous stimuli increase unnecessary mental effort [4]. This dashboard contains numerous charts, icons, colours, labels, and decorative elements competing for attention. Rather than enabling rapid insight, the user must first decode the interface itself.
A second weakness is the absence of a clear visual hierarchy. Effective dashboards should direct the viewer toward the most important KPIs first through size, position, contrast, or grouping [2]. In this example, no metric is visually dominant and no logical reading path is evident. As a result, users may not know where to begin, reducing efficiency and delaying decisions.
The chart choices are also problematic. The inclusion of a 3D pie chart is particularly poor. Research into graphical perception demonstrates that humans compare aligned lengths more accurately than angles or areas [1]. The added three-dimensional perspective further distorts slice size, reducing reliability. A sorted bar chart would communicate the same information more effectively.
Similarly, the bubble chart appears to use area as an encoding variable. While bubble charts can be acceptable for exploratory multivariate analysis, users estimate area less accurately than position or length [6]. If precise comparison is required, this form is weak.
The use of colour is another major issue. The dashboard employs many saturated colours without consistent semantic meaning. Colour should be used selectively to encode categories, status, or emphasis. Random or decorative colour usage weakens preattentive processing, where viewers rapidly detect meaningful differences before conscious effort [6]. Instead of guiding attention, colour here creates distraction.
The layout also violates Gestalt principles of perception. Related elements are not clearly grouped through proximity or alignment, making it harder for users to identify relationships between metrics [3]. Uneven spacing and irregular sizing contribute to a fragmented and confusing interface.
A further concern is the high proportion of non-data ink. Tufte argues that unnecessary decorative elements reduce the ratio of useful information to visual noise [5]. The emoji faces, ornamental indicators, and excessive styling add little analytical value while consuming space and attention.
Most importantly, the dashboard fails in its fundamental business purpose: supporting decisions. It does not clearly answer key management questions such as:
· Are we meeting targets?
· What has changed recently?
· Which area requires intervention?
· What action should be prioritised?
Without clear decision pathways, the dashboard becomes a display of data rather than a tool for business intelligence.
To improve the dashboard, the design should be simplified around a limited number of KPIs, use more appropriate chart forms (especially bars and lines), adopt a structured grid layout, reduce decorative content, and apply colour consistently to highlight trends or exceptions.
In conclusion, although visually energetic, the dashboard performs poorly as a BI interface because it increases cognitive effort, reduces perceptual accuracy, and obscures decision-relevant insight.
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