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I.
Objectives
1. Understand the User Experience: Our first objective is to understand the mental process our test subjects go through when creating their schedule, to determine what parts of our interface complement those processes, and what parts hinder and frustrate them.  Also, this will involve recording any desires for additional or modified features that the user may possess.  With a better understanding of the user experience we will be able to modify our application to better fit user needs and thought processes in order to improve the general experience of using our application.  

2. Identify Issues that Hinder Task Completion: Our second objective is to uncover any fundamental or cosmetic weaknesses in the implementation of our interface that may either create additional work for the user or cause them to be unable to finish the schedule.  By identifying problem areas we will be able to modify our system to improve ease in task completion.

3. Determine whether Users Can Complete Tasks Using the System: Our third objective is to determine whether the user can successfully create a working schedule based on the classes that we provide them.  Additionally, we would like to determine if they are able to, and are motivated to, access the advanced features of the system to complete more complex tasks.

II.
System Description

Purpose: The primary purpose of the Über-scheduler is to assist users in planning a class schedule for an upcoming semester.  The application is web-based and functions on a hybrid graphical and textual display of schedule information.  The heart of the program lies in adding a class from Berkeley’s online Schedule of Classes and viewing it in the graphical display, then modifying the schedule based on the results of adding additional classes.  In our prototype we have implemented the graphical display of classes, functionality for class manipulation and customization, and functionality for geographic layout.

Intended Users: The intended users are students at UC Berkeley.  We expect users to range in computer experience from novice users with limited computer experience to “power” users with extensive computer experience.  We expect novice users to be familiar only with the barebones functionality of basic programs such as Word and Internet Explorer and power users to familiar with program conventions and advanced ideas like shortcut keys.

Intended Tasks: The main task of the application is to be able to create a schedule that reflects the user’s needs.  Once the user has created a schedule – whether in-progress or finalized – they should be able to perform these additional tasks: 

· View a map of their schedule;

· Add additional classes based on specifiable constraints;

· Obtaining additional class information;

· And accessing a printer-friendly version of their schedule.

III.
Task Environment & Materials

The testing will be conducted at any indoor location with adequate table space convenient for the user.  Ideally, the task environment will be where the test user normally performs scheduling tasks.  

Since all necessary materials needed to complete the intended task will be available online, the materials required will be those necessary for the simulation.  Each environment should contain the following:

· Table

· Chairs

· Overhead Lighting

· The Project Prototype created after the cognitive walkthrough

· Backing board (“window”), 

· Sections of the interface in paper form 

· Pieces of paper used to designate classes within the graphical schedule section

· Materials to Modify Prototype – in order to create interface elements on the fly, as needed.

· Pens

· Pencils

· Paper

· Note Taking Material

· Pencils

· Lined Paper

IV.
Methodology

Introduction:  The user will be provided with a general overview of what our project is about, and what will be required of them in the study.  Specifics include:

· Greeting

· Introduction to project

· Objectives of our project

· Concept of Paper Prototyping- rough design

· What will happen today

· Test user will be given a number of tasks to complete using our prototype.

· Roles of different group members

· Greeter (current speaker): one member will greet the test user, give an overview of the process, and thank the user after the test; the greeter will also double as a note-taker.

· Test Administrator: one member will administer the test, ask the user to perform specific tasks, encourage the user when he/she becomes stuck, field any questions during the test.

· The Computer: the computer will manipulate the “screens,” but will not speak.

· Note takers may ask for clarification at points

· Ask test user to think aloud: give test user an example.

· We won’t be able to give test user help during the process

· The user can ask questions, but we may not be able to answer them.

· Any thing difficult or inability to perform as task is not the fault of the user; rather it is a design flaw.

· Ask user to voice thoughts at any difficult points, but to also continue attempting task even if it requires guessing what to do.

· Ask user to state when the given task is completed to the best of their ability.

· Disclaimer, if participant is uncomfortable doing any task or answering any question they elect not to do so.

Training:  No initial training section is included in our methodology.  We hope that our interface is intuitive enough that our test subjects will not need a tutorial or walkthrough in order to use the bulk of the features of our program.  Any questions about the interface or advanced features can be accessed within the “Help” section on our main page.

Task Requests: The tasks will be presented in the order listed in the following “Tasks” section.  The test administrator will present the user with a task to complete, and no additional information on how the task can be completed will be offered unless it becomes clear that the user is irrevocably stuck.

Wrap-up: The user will be asked to clarify or follow up on points were observations were made.  Input will be taken on any additional questions or suggestions for changes and additional features.  Additionally, if the user failed to use certain features of the application we will ask their opinion regarding the necessity, helpfulness, whether they would have used those features given prior knowledge of their function.

Thank You: Thank user for their assistance with our project.  Reiterate ethics points ensuring that the user understands that any problems were not their fault and that they have helped us in our study by running into such problems.

Gathering Data: The user test will be recorded by two dedicated note-takers.  One note-taker will concentrate more on the reactions and perceived mental state of the user; this will include noting “dead-time” (explained below), use of help, and numbers of clicks.  The other will concentrate more on the process that the user goes through in order to complete a particular task; this will include recording changes made to the program.  Both note-takers will record any significant problems that occur.  If a third note-taker is available, they will focus on issues regarding the test administration.

V.
Tasks

The following tasks will be presented, in the order below, to our user by the test administrator for completion.  As stated in Section IV, no additional information on how these tasks can be completed will be offered unless it becomes clear that the user is irrevocably stuck.
· Create a new schedule
· Add classes to schedule
· Classes are chosen from a predetermined list of classes – Physics 7A, Physics 7B, Math 53, English 25
· Resolve class conflicts
· Access additional class information
· Bring up a geographical map-based view of the schedule 
· View another user’s schedule
· Save and print a copy of the user’s schedule
· Add another class based on personal criteria (“Find me a class”)
VI.
Test Measures

Measuring Qualitative Experience: To attempt to measure the user’s qualitative experience with the Über-scheduler, three performance measures will be recorded: 

· Number of incidences of significant “dead time” (e.g. the user spends more than five seconds scanning the interface, trying to figure out how to perform a task).

· Number of clicks.

· And number of times the user was forced to access the Help function.

Measuring Task Difficulty: To measure the amount of difficulty the user has in completing a task, we will count the number of cosmetic changes (e.g. moving a button) made to the interface.

Measuring Task Success: To determine how successfully a user can complete a task within our interface, we will count the number of fundamental changes that are made to our interface during a task (e.g. creation of a new section), as well as any barriers that prevent the user from being able to complete a task.

Study Report______









                       

I.
User Review 1: Todd Andrich

We worked with Todd in the dining room in the Phi Delta Theta fraternity chapter house Saturday evening.  For this user review, the following roles were assigned:


User: 
Todd Andrich


Computer:
Margaret Lin 


Greeter:
Andrew Tse


Test Admin:
Stephen Liu


Observers:
Stephen Liu



Andrew Tse 

Upon completion of the review, the following observations and findings were noted:

1. Except for a few minor cosmetic changes, the overall flow of the basic processes went largely as expected.  That is, Todd was able to intuitively understand how to add a class, how to remove a class (e.g. clicking the “x”), etc.  

· One such problem that resulted in the re-placement of a link was the “Already Registered?” link on the new user Registration page.  Todd noticed this was above the text fields where you enter a User ID and password and was confused as to what he had to enter (e.g. CALnet); he did not quickly realize that this was supposed to be an ID and password he wanted to create for our scheduler. 
2. Todd expected certain actions to result as a result of performing an action.  Our “computer” had forgotten to remove a series of discussions bounded to a lecture that Todd removed.  He brought to our attention that when he removes a lecture, the series of connected discussions should also be eliminated.  

3. Todd assumed initially that his schedule was automatically saved on edit and logout.  Upon reconsideration, he was no longer so sure.  During our follow up, we asked if he would feel more comfortable if there were a “save” button.  He said “yes”.   

a. We added a “save” button; however it’s more or less a placebo.  We intended to auto-save at every change, as he had initially thought.

4. Todd wanted to be able to search for classes not listed on the online Schedule of Classes (e.g. DeCals).  

a. Is this functionality that we should be adding or is it outside the scope of our project?  At present, it can be added via our custom add (see General Observations/Additional Comments).

5. In using the “Find Me A Class” feature, Todd was recommended several graduate and upper division courses in addition to lower division courses.  As a freshman, both graduate and upper division courses are out of his scope and he did not wish they were recommended to him.  

a. Todd looked into our Help documentation to see if there was a way to filter out these classes, but did not find anything useful.  He then visited the Preferences pages and suggested we create a new tab to do such filtering.  

6. When Todd went to view his friend’s schedule, he wanted to compare it with his.  He said he would have grabbed his schedule print out.  

a. Do we need to display multiple schedules for comparison?

II. User Review 2: Karen Yang

We worked with Karen in the dining area of her apartment on the North side of campus Sunday afternoon.  For this user review, the following roles were assigned:


User: 
Karen Yang


Computer:
Margaret Lin 


Greeter:
Kenneth Wu


Test Admin:
Stephen Liu


Observers:
Stephen Liu



Kenneth Wu 


Findings

1. Need to implement Custom Add method of adding non-academic activities

a. Karen explained in the wrap-up discussion that she wanted to add things like regular work or meeting times.

b. Lack of such functionality would cause user to use another program.
2. Users don’t know about features

a. Karen was unclear on the purpose of the program from just the start up page: she did not know whether it would help her optimize or just organize (KW Obs. 2).  She did not know it was possible to view another’s schedule and needed to use help in order to find out how (KW Obs. 6).  Also, it was unclear how she was supposed to use Advanced Search (discussed in 3).

b. There was a severe pause before even starting the task that hindered any progress and it was apparent that the user was confused.

3. Potential/Definite classes do not reflect some user processes

a. Karen added all her potential classes and did conflict resolution manually (KW Obs. 4).  In the follow up discussion we discovered that she had no conception of a “definite” class.  All classes were potential and final classes were chosen first after conflict elimination and then elimination by personal choice.

b. This resulted in a large number of clicks (one click to remove each class) in order to resolve conflicts.  However, our program did allow the user to complete the task.

4. Advanced search not intuitive, does not conform to existing schedule search.

a. Karen first tried to add all possible classes in one department by attempting to add class without specifying a class number.  After failing, she attempted to used the Find Me a Class feature (KW Obs. 7,8).  Within Advanced Search she attempted again to add all classes in the department.  This was in an attempt to first view the possibilities of classes within a given department similarly to how schedule.Berkeley.edu functions.  Additionally, search by department and time is not sufficient.

b. Although the user eventually completed the task, the entire process of using the advanced search was confusing without knowing what the end result would be.

5. Need to improve textual manipulation of potential classes

a. After adding a large number of irrelevant classes from the advanced search, (this can either happen deliberately or accidentally) Karen attempted to delete the irrelevant classes.  However she was not able to since we did not implement easy selection of multiple classes (KW Obs. 9).  We have to remember to leave in advanced features like shift- and ctrl-click for power users, because it lets them do things efficiently, in a way they are used to.  Of course, the trick is balancing this with novice usability.

b. Again the user was able to complete the task, but through a much larger number of clicks than necessary.

6. Class descriptions are only useful for unknown classes

a. Our method of accessing detailed information about classes through the graphical display is inefficient since after an advanced search one would need to display the class before being able to see its description.  The textual section should allow more accessibility to pertinent information.

b. In ability to access the full catalog description of a class before displaying it graphically, completely prevented the user from being able to access that information at all.  This did not prevent the user from finding a class through  advanced search, but could be a potential problem.

7. Save button not prominent enough

a. Karen did not immediately recognize the save button; however she did eventually.  The button may need to be made more visible.

b. The button helped provide closure to the process even though the first instinct of the user was to print.

8. Unclear function of map feature 

a. Karen said that if she was looking for a map, she would go to www.berkeley.edu/map, which she is already familiar with (though presumably a true freshman would not be).  Our version does offer additional useful functionality over the bare Berkeley map – so it is the sort of thing that we’d want to highlight (color would help here).

b. This does not hinder the completion of the task, but the user does not use our application to complete it.

9. Questionable Reliability on Professor Ratings

a. Karen said she would only use professor ratings if they came from a reliable source.

b. This has no effect on how she would perform any of the tasks since she would ignore the information if she found it irrelevant

10. Some users may prefer a different layout

a. Karen found the top and bottom layout of graphical and textual components in the edit schedule page annoying.  She would prefer a side-by-side display with reduced scrolling.

b. This did not hinder the process of completing any tasks, but would be a change in preferences.

Positive Findings

1. Login/Register pages were intuitive.

a. There was no hesitation anywhere in the login/register process.

2. Save button was not necessary, but was helpful.

a. The first reaction after completion was to print the schedule.  However, since the save button was there it provided reassurance that the process was saved.

3. Forced actions in Advanced Search worked well in place of a tutorial.

a. Not allowing search without a class number in Add Class forced the user to use the advanced search.   Few options in the Advanced Search helped the user complete the task even without knowledge of how to use it.
Changes___________









                       

1. Modified Register Page

· Specific Change: Moved “Already Registered?” link from above “create new account” text boxes to below.  “Create New Account” label added above aforementioned text boxes.

· Rationale: User was confused about function of text boxes.  He believed that they might have been for users already registered since that link was above them originally.

2. Added Help Functionality

· Specific Change: Help on adding classes, Advanced Search (use of filters), and View Schedule were added.

· Rationale:  User needed guidance on how to use the program.

3. Added Links to Map Function in Graphical Display

· Specific Change: Classroom names on graphical display made into links to Map.

· Rationale: Allow user to find a class based on building directly from the graphical interface.  User indicated that this would be helpful for finding classes once a schedule was finalized.

4. Added Preference to Search for Classes by Division

· Specific Change: Added a preference to search by classes either by lower division, upper division, or graduate.

· Rationale:  User wanted to filter out classes based on division, but we found this to be a feature seldom used by most users, hence it was added to preferences.

5. Delete Added to Edit Schedule

· Specific Change: Delete button added to textual display of classes.

· Rationale: Previous method of right-click delete completely inconsistent with the design.  User did not know how to delete a class using the text interface.

Observations____









                       

All observation notes are attached.  General observations and additional comments have been added below.

· Neither Todd nor Karen immediately understood what the difference between definite and potential classes was.  Since knowing did not affect their ability to create a working schedule, they did not bother finding out.  When asked about it afterwards, they deemed it a worthwhile idea but said that if they had not been told about it, they would not have used it.

· We need to either write a tutorial and make the feature more readily accessible and known, or drop it entirely.  

· The two users we tested were fairly representative of the sort of users we expect to have.  Todd appeared to have fairly basic computer experience; nonetheless, for the most part, he understood the interface quite well.  Karen definitely was a “power user”; she was familiar with, and attempted to use, features such as shift- and ctrl-click.  

· Despite the experience difference, both seemed to like the basic interface structure and most of the design elements – definitely an encouraging sign.

· One feature that came up, that we had actually decided to include but forgot to include in the paper prototype, was the ability to add an item not on the Berkeley Schedule of Classes.  That’s definitely something we’ll want to add in; it shouldn’t require too much additional testing.

· We got the feeling that many of our problems could have been dampened or even avoided entirely if we had color – which we will in the final interface.  For example, Karen ended up looking more at the class list on the bottom in order to determine which classes to remove rather than the graphical display above it.

Contact: cs160incredibles@lists.berkeley.edu

