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Ra'ngs Per Session 

Mobile Agents Ames Rutgers 
RST Hab Crew AG1 AG2 AG3 AG4 RG1 RG2 

Coherence 2.2 3.0 2.2 1.5 2.3 2.7 3.0 2.9 
Engagement 2.7 3.0 2.7 2.0 2.6 2.9 2.9 2.9 
Usefulness 2.0 3.0 2.0 1.4 2.2 2.8 2.8 3.0 

Overall 2.3 3.0 2.3 1.7 2.4 2.8 2.9 3.0 

Overall Coherence Engagement Usefulness 
Hab Crew 3.0 Hab Crew 3.0 Hab Crew 3.0 Hab Crew 3.0 

RG2 3.0 RG1 3.0 RG2 2.9 RG2 3.0 
RG1 2.9 RG2 2.9 RG1 2.9 AG4 2.8 
AG4 2.8 AG4 2.7 AG4 2.9 RG1 2.8 
AG3 2.4 AG3 2.3 RST 2.7 AG3 2.2 
RST 2.3 RST 2.2 AG1 2.7 RST 2.0 
AG1 2.3 AG1 2.2 AG3 2.6 AG1 2.0 
AG2 1.7 AG2 1.5 AG2 2.0 AG2 1.4 
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Composite for Each Session 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Average Ra'ngs for All Sessions 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