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REPORTING ON FORMATIVE USABILITY TESTING

1 Introduction

Background to the workshop
This workshop was a follow-up to the October 18-19, 2004 workshop on reporting
formative test results held in Boston and led by the National Institute of Standards
and Technology (NIST) Industry Usability Reporting (IUSR) project. At that
workshop participants agreed on a working definition for formative testing:
“Formative testing is a usability evaluation with representative users, using realistic
tasks, on a representation of the “thing” being evaluated (e.g. a prototype or semi-
working model) where the primary purpose of the evaluation is to guide the
improvement in design of future iterations.” Participants focused on identifying:

= a superset of elements that may be included in formative reports,

= typical contexts of use for reports,

different personas for developing reports,

different metrics appropriate for reports,
= rules to help determine which elements to include in reports.

The goal of this second workshop held at UPA 2005 in Montreal, Quebec, was to
review the work in progress and take the work to the next step by mapping the
personas, context, metrics and rules to the superset of elements in order to develop
a template, guidelines and best practices for reporting formative test results.

Aims of the workshop

The Common Industry Format (CIF) for usability test reporting of summative testing
has been an ANSI/INCITS Standard since late 2001. However, organizations and
usability practitioners are modifying the CIF to use it for reporting formative testing.
This suggests an “unmet need” that the NIST Industry Usability Reporting (IUSR)
project participants have identified as an area to investigate.

For many practitioners, most usability evaluation is formative, aimed at improving a
product during its design and development. With many more techniques available
for this type of work, practitioners need clear definitions goals and guidelines to
use in planning and conducting formative evaluations, especially in
communicating/reporting the work (and its value) to colleagues and customers.

The goal of this workshop was to review the work begun in Boston in October 2004
and to take it to the next level by mapping the personas, context, metrics and rules
to the superset of elements in order to develop a template, guidelines and best
practices for reporting formative test results.
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REPORTING ON FORMATIVE USABILITY TESTING

People involved
The organizers of this workshop are the NIST project leaders for the IUSR (Industry
Usability Reporting) community. Mary Theofanos is also managing the fast-track of
the Common Industry Format (CIF) for Usability Test Reports as an ISO standard.

The following participants attended the workshop.

Organizers and Facilitators:

Name

Whitney Quesenbery

Mary Theofanos
James R. Lewis

Carolyn Snyder
David Dayton

Participants:
Name

Bill Albert

Dean Barker
Anne Binhack
Joelle Carignan
Cindy Fournier
Haim Hirsch
Sharon Laskowski
Sara Mastro
Amanda Nance
Katie Parmeson
Avi Parush
Ginny Redish
Jeff Sauro

Bob Schumacher

Company
Whitney Interactive Design, LLC

NIST
IBM
Snyder Consulting

Towson University

Company

Fidelity Investments
Human Factors International
Yahoo

SAP Labs

Merge Interactive

Kaiser Permanente

NIST

Weatherbug

Georgia Tech

Landmark Graphics
Carleton University
Redish & Associates, Inc.
Oracle

User Centric, Inc.
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REPORTING ON FORMATIVE USABILITY TESTING

2 Preparation and Introductions

Submission process
Each participant submitted a sample formative report or a formative report template
and completed a questionnaire describing the context and details of the sample
report.

The questionnaire is included in the appendix.

Introduction to the workshop
At the NIST workshop in October 2004, the group agreed on a definition of formative
testing to be used for this project. This definition was provided and accepted by the
UPA 2005 workshop participants.

Formative testing: testing with representative users and
representative tasks on a representative product where the testing
is designed to guide the improvement of future iterations.

The workshop started with a brief background and history of the IUSR project
presented by Mary Theofanos and an overview of the submitted reports from the
first workshop.

We then reviewed the 5 products developed at the NIST October workshop and
work done to develop them since that workshop

1. the context of use for reports, and “personas” for report authors,
2. a superset of elements that may be included in formative reports,
3. asetof rules to determine the elements of reports, and

4. the different metrics appropriate for reports.

Context of use for reports

Whitney Quesenbery presented three different views of the context for formative
reporting, In the first workshop, we found that each of these views influences the
reporting format.

= Five critical business context in which the report can be delivered
= Four relationships between author and readers

= A view of reporting over time

Contexts for formative usability reporting
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Five critical contexts

Five eritical

contexts g ‘ ‘ 1. Introducing a team to usability

for formative S VR : o )

usability 2. Establishing a new “consulting”

reporting t relationship

| / o et e 3. Working with a team where you have an
© s — ‘ S ongoing relationship
4. Reporting to an executive decision
/ \ maker
© oo 5. Coordinating with other usability
Q: g e professionals

The five critical contexts look at the business or team relationship between the
usability professionals and the people the report is delivered to. They are not (for the
most part) mutually exclusive: several contexts may co-exist for any report.

= Each of the contexts creates concerns that the author must take into
consideration. For example:

= Introducing a team to usability creates a need to explain the approach,
metrics and results carefully, as well as being careful about terminology

= Establishing a new relationship suggests a need to establish credibility as
you meet a team for the first time, as well as the possibility of needing to fit
into an existing methodology or approach.

= Working within an ongoing relationship implies that you are part of the team
either on a full-time or consulting basis, and that you work on a series of
usability tests or related work.

= Reporting to an executive decision maker often means that the report gets
special attention in some way. It also might mean reporting to someone who
is not used to reading usability reports.

= Coordinating with usability professionals is an emerging need, as there are
more opportunities to share results across projects or over time; distributed
teams have special coordination needs. It might also mean anticipating the
needs of someone coming into the middle of a project and reading reports
from previous usability work
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Relationship between author and readers

This view overlaps with the five contexts, but looks at the relationship between the
report authors and readers. It also looks at some of the roles the report might fill,
and the implications for what the report might need to include.

= Report documents ateam’s process. The author is part of the team.

= Report feeds team process. The author is related to the team, but not an
ongoing team member

= Reportinforms and persuades. The author is external to the team (or
company), and might not even be related to the tema

= Report provides an historical record. A distance of time or relationship
separates the author from the reader

Four relationships between author and readers

Report Documents
Team Process

Usabily report slihor
® pait of the beam

The report

»  Collects findings from
the usability test

= Docurments team
process and decisions

= Actsasateam
“mermory” and work lst

Might;

= Justify decisions

=  Explain usabilty process
1o others

* Report to management
on progress or decisions
of team

Whitney Quesenbery — June 2005

Report Feeds Team
Process

Linabiity report aultos
i relaled to ik team

WA

The repod

*  Informs aboul new findings from
1he usability test

*  Creates recommendations for
1he team

*  Suggesis next steps in the
design and process

Might;

+  Need to accommodate different
levels of *firmness” in making
recormmendations

*  Explain usability or process usad
1o others

= Be used to lead or justify
decisions made later by the team

» Repor fo management on
progress or decisions of team

Report Informs and
Persuades

Usabiity feport autheor i
axtermal pnd possibly
unrelated ko P feam

.

The report

= Informs and persuades
= Provides an “catsider view” fo
halp the team move forward

Might:

*  Meedlostand akone

= Be read and reacted to by
people who are hostile to
usability input

= Be used o repod to
managament on progress or
decisions of team

Report Provides
Historical Record

Time, distance, of
relationship s parabes
SUEhar Froem nesader

The report

= Provides retrospective view of
the usability test approach,
methed and findings

Might:

= Explain usability process used in
the past

= Provide a high level of detail on
the specifics of the lest context

=  Confribute to long-term analysis
of decisions

= Be used as part of an overview
to @ team or manage ment on
ongaing usabilty activities or
resuls

A view of reporting over time

One strongly stated view in the October workshop was that very few professionals
delivered just a single report. Some provided both an “instant analysis” report,
followed by a longer and more complete document. Others created different reports
for different audiences. This led to a view of reporting as a series of events over
time, suggested by Ginny Redish.

There are four time periods, each with distinct reporting needs:
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REPORTING ON FORMATIVE USABILITY TESTING

= Pre-test: Test material, including scripts, surveys and other documents

= |Immediately after the test: Test data and initial analysis notes, such as a
quick “memo of findings” and an immediate to-do list

= 1to 3 weeks post test: Reporting to the team and other stakeholders.
These reports include the “formal report,” but also video highlights, next
steps or long-term recommendations, and any secondary reports (such as

material for other teams)

= Long term: Archival documents including all session materials, audio or
video tapes, scripts, prototypes, participant details and permission forms.

PRE- IMMEDIATELY

TEST AFTER TEST
TEST TEST DATA AND INITIAL

MATERIAL ANALYSIS NOTES

Scripts, surveys
and other test
materials

Notes, logs and data from the
usability session

Quick “memo of findings”
(perhaps the notes from a
team debrief)

Immediate “to do” list

In many situations, the data from
a usability test lead to multiple
reports (or reporting formats) to
satisfy different audiences and
different contexts.

Ginny Redish, June 2005

Reporting as a process, with different forms

1-3 WEEKS
POST TEST

REPORTING TO THE TEAM
AND OTHER STAKEHOLDERS

Team notes or worklist

Formal report

Presentation or executive
summary (stand-alone or to
present report)

Video highlights as part
of formal report or
presentation

Next steps or long-term
recommendations

Secondary reports,
such as material for
other teams

LONG
TERM

ARCHIVAL
DOCs

Session audio/video
Logs and notes
Participant details
Scripts

Surveys

Prototypes

Common elements in formative reports

The workshop in October 2004 proposed a super-set list of 122 possible elements

used in formative reports.

David Dayton reviewed the list of elements and the frequency with which they
appeared in the submitted reports, mapping the content of the reports to the
common elements. Based on this analysis, the original list was consolidated to 88
elements and organized into 15 groups. This consolidation eliminated duplicate
entries, clarified ambiguous labels and eliminated some items that were explanatory

rather than unique elements.

The list of elements is included in the appendix.
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REPORTING ON FORMATIVE USABILITY TESTING
Rules for determining the elements of a report

At the October workshop, the participants developed a large collection of if/then
rules, describing the conditions for including information in a report or deciding how
to present it. An initial affinity analysis grouped similar rules together. Carolyn
Snyder provided an introduction to the rules and how they relate (or not) to the
common elements.

Before this workshop, the set of rules was re-analysed and group based on key
decision points in preparing a report. This list of classified rules in included in the
appendix.

Key types of metrics

Finally, Jim Lewis provided an overview of the keys types of metrics including task-
based scenario measurements including user-satisfaction scores, and
problem/event based measurements.

This material was provided in a separate 28 page document, and is not included in
this report.
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3 Breakout Sessions

There were 2 breakout groups:
= the metrics group, led by Jim Lewis

= the rules associated with the common elements, led by Carolyn Snyder.

In addition during the course of the day Whitney interviewed seven (randomly
selected) participants individually, gathering qualitative data on the contexts of the
submitted reports and the roles of the authors. These interviews have not yet been
transcribed or analysed.

Metrics Breakout Group
We started with a review of the work done at the workshop. At that workshop, the
primary focus was on the use and reporting of task-level measurements, in
particular, completion rates, completion times, and satisfaction. The point was
raised that we should not preclude the reporting of other task-level metrics, such as
number of assists, if the practitioner finds this data useful in developing
recommendations. The point was also raised that not all formative tasks lend
themselves to the collection of ‘standard’ task-level measurements and, in that case,
such measurements should certainly not be reported.

The metrics group discussed task-level measurements and event-level
measurements, and then switched gears to go back to basic questions.

Task-Level Measurements.

We focused on the “Big Three” (completion rates, completion times, satisfaction),
but the point was also raised that practitioners should feel free to include any other
task-level measurements (such as number of assists or number of clicks) that they
would find useful (especially, useful as supporting data for problem identification or
prioritization or as measurements to track over a series of formative studies to use
to judge the incremental improvement in the product). We do not want to block the
creativity of practitioners by mandating a strict set of task-level measurements.

Completion rates. We concluded that it is appropriate to report completion rates
when the task lends itself to a pass/fail classification. Later discussion in the larger
group brought up the point that even if the task lends itself to such classification, a
practitioner might decide not to report it if there were reasons to believe that the
recipient of the report would misuse the data (for example, would use 100%
successful completion as a reason to avoid fixing problems that were serious, but
not at the level of preventing task completion).

Completion times. There was some discussion of the usefulness of completion
times in formative usability testing. On this point there was also considerable
variation in practice. Some practitioners have no use for completion times that can
be affected by methods such as think aloud, immediate interrogation of participants,
and planned cutoff times for tasks. Other practitioners see value in collecting a
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measure that is essentially free, as long as it has potential future use in later
evaluations in a series of formative tests and has appropriate qualification in the
report (for example, a statement that the time is unlikely to exactly predict
performance with the final product).

Satisfaction. We did not discuss task-level satisfaction metrics to the same extent
as completion rates and times. There did appear to be a consensus among
practitioners that there is usually value in collecting such measurements. From the
previous meeting, it appears that the basic technique is to have participants answer
a small number of questions (such as those used in the ASQ). A potential
enhancement is to also get similar data regarding the participant’s expectations
before completing the task. We did not discuss different means of analyzing and
presenting this type of data, so this will have to wait for a future meeting or other
form of discussion. We expect there will be considerable variation in practice.

Event-Level Measurements.

In formative testing, task-level measurements are of interest, but the guidance for
future improvement of the product is more directly related to event-level
measurements, where the events of interest are the things that happen (problems or
positive events) as participants use the product under study. In practice, the focus
is more on negative events (usability problems) than on positive events, but when
there is expected value associated with the reporting of positive events (for
example, easing the path to the discussion of problems, or ensuring that changes
made to address problems do not result in the loss of positive events), then such
events should be reported.

Event descriptions. A complete description of an event should include (1) a
description of the event — what happened and, if possible, why it happened (it's
possible that there might be a set of ‘why’ hypotheses — including hypotheses
regarding whether the problem is specific or global), (2) the frequency of occurrence
of the event, and (3) the impact on users.

Event analyses. There are several analytic processes applied against events and
their associated metrics. One important one is to prioritize the events. We briefly
discussed various published strategies for combining event-level metrics for the
purpose of prioritization, but did not have time to discuss this in detail (note that
there is detail about these schemes in the position paper distributed before the
meeting). We do not appear to be in a position to strongly recommend the use of
any one particular scheme. For formative reports, it seems reasonable that if a
practitioner uses a systematic scheme for prioritizing events, then the report should
include a description of that scheme.

Back to Basics

At this point, we decided to change gears and return to a discussion of the basic
purpose for conducting formative usability tests — which is to gather information that
can be used to improve the usability of a product. We reasoned that the basis for
product improvement is through changes that are linked to recommendations that
are linked to the events that occurred during the formative usability test.
Furthermore, we realized that, as with other elements of a report, the context of use
of the report will have a strong influence on what metrics to report and how to report
them. For example, practitioners will provide the metrics that they are paid to
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provide. In the case of consultants, this may be only the high-level metrics, which
might only appear in the rationale associated with recommendations. For in-house
practitioners, it appears that it is a common practice to include measurement detail
in appendices for archival purposes.

The model below shows how event-level details feed into recommendations and
their rationales. Though recommendations are shown at the top of the figure, we did
discuss the possibility that a practitioner might not be in a position to offer good
recommendations (for example, if the practitioner is new to the technical field). If
practitioners can offer detailed recommendations for change, then they should
unless there are overriding considerations to avoid doing so (for example, a
consultant whose contract is only to provide descriptions of events). We didn’t have
time to discuss this in more detail, but it seems that it should always be possible to
provide a recommendation, even if the recommendation is “Product developers
should investigate and provide recommendations (or implement changes) to
eliminate or reduce the impact of this event.”

Prioritized Recommendation

1

Rationale

Performance on Verbal Data | | Nonverbal Data Practitioner
Expected Path Judgment

A

Record of exact measurements (frequency and impact) by participant and task

Ideally, the recommendation should describe one or more suggestions about how to
fix the problem, and the rationale should include some description of what happened
and why it happened (so one way to quickly express the scheme is: WHAT + WHY
= HOW).

Performance on the Expected Path refers to measurements made when there is an
expected path — for example, (1) did the event lead to task failure, (2) if not failure,
was it difficult for the participant to recover, or (3) was recovery fairly easy? The
position paper distributed before the meeting has preliminary definitions for these
various types of behavioral data. The point was raised during discussion that
practitioner judgment also plays a role in the rationale for recommendations (for
example, knowledge of standards, experience about elements of design that might
not have a devastating effect on user performance but are known to lead to
significant criticism in product reviews, etc.).

There was general agreement that practitioners should report the core information —
the recommendation and its rationale, citing supporting evidence in the rationale. If
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appropriate, practitioners can report a set of recommendations to address a
particular event or class of events, ideally, organized in a prioritized order.

Rules Breakout Group

How we worked on the rules

Prior to the workshop, each of the common elements as defined in the October
workshop was printed on a purple post-it note. Each of the 88 elements was printed
on a purple post-it note. All of the rules (165) formulated in the October workshop
were printed onto yellow post-it notes. The 88 purple post-its representing elements
were posted to the wall. Each workshop participant in the rules breakout group was
given a set of the labeled yellow post-its representing rules to associate with a
common element.

When this exercise was completed, the group examined those elements that did not
have any associated rules and developed rules indicating when to include this
element. Participants were asked to review the elements and rules and generate
any new rules that were missing. Finally, participants reviewed the rules to
distinguish and label those that described how to use the corresponding
element(s), rather than when. Those that described how to use the element(s)
were identified with a blue dot.

Once this phase was completed, participants held a group review and discussion of
the rules to clarify or expand on individual rules. For instance the rule: “If no one’s
going to read it, don’t write a report” stimulated a discussion addressing the question
“Is there ever an instance in which a report is not written?”. Participants discussed
what constituted a report. Is an informal email that lists the top 10 issues to be
addressed by developers a report? Is a debriefing or presentation after a test a
report?

Rules for general characteristics of the formative report

1. The first set of rules discussed was under the heading “General” referring to
general characteristics of the formative report. The rules listed below were
identified for this category: If the audience for the report is unknown; assume
a broader audience and include more types of information.

2. If multiple audiences need to be addresses; segment elements for different
readers.

3. If the organization’s culture has certain expectations; identify them, and try to
meet those expectations.

4. If you don’t know your audience; be formal: include a lot but use plain
language.

5. If the report is oral/PowerPoint; create it for stand alone use.

6. If no one will read it; don’t write a report.
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7. If there is a lot of trust of the design/test team; keep it simple.
8. No one may read it now, but they may in the future

9. If the audience is not familiar with usability/experimental human factors
jargon; try not to use overly academic sounding terms and define terms.

10. If you are doing frequent, iterative test and report; be consistent in the
reporting components you use.

11. If someone else can capture what happened; let them write the report.
12. If you are delivering to managers or developers, make it a short as possible.

13. If no one will read it; write a shorter report.

Rules for positive findings

The next report element examined by the group was “Positive Findings”. Listed
below are the rules associated with this element are:

1. Persuasion is a goal; focus even more than usual on positive findings.

2. Need to not turn developers off or need to give them encouragement; start
with positive results.

3. Always; include positive findings.

4. Unless the audience is very thick skinned; always include the positive
findings.

5. The things you hoped would work actually worked; include positive findings.
6. Really bad news; includes positives.

7. If the news is really bad; focus on “hope” recommendations.

Rules for detailed findings and problems

The final element discussed was “Detailed Problems/Findings”. The rules identified
for this element include:

1. If the training team is using the document; indicate what “features”/problems
should be included in training.

2. If the help team is using the document, give a list of user synonyms for all
items or tasks for inclusion in the index.
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3. If the help team is using the document; indicate what problems need to be
addressed in the help.

4. If user articulates any assumptions; call out those assumptions and whether
these are accurate. E.g. “I'm hoping it will save automatically”.

5. Audience is upper management; more visual elements (charts, screen
shots), fewer words.

6. You need to get your audience’s attention; start with key “tough
issue/problem” (and a possible recommendation or alternative to give hope).

7. If you are a newer usability person (or new to team); less directive language
and recommendations.

8. If there is bug tracking software you may include the bug “numbers” in the
report. (Also link to online report in the bug description.)

9. Know team is aware of problems; don’t focus on them.

10. Credibility of findings is an issue/priority; align findings and interpretation and
recommendations with lit/citations.

11. If purpose is archival and audience is UCS savvy; use format for research
reports in literature.

12. Report minor issues/quick fixes; organize by page or screen.

13. Want to emphasize Ul pieces that don’t work; report on number of
failures/task abandoned.

14. Audience is not “in touch” with users; include more subjective findings to
build awareness (and empathy?).

15. Development is moving quickly; limit the number of findings reported.
16. If they needed help; note this.

17. Executives are the primary audience; define severity priority and other
codings in comparison to business goals or product/project goals.

18. Issues and design impact and complex; consider interactive, non-linear
presentation of findings and recommendations.

19. If engineers; use a tabular format

20. If there is a lot of distrust of the design/test team; emphasize findings build
consensus on them before recommendations.

21. Team responsibilities are well know; organize findings based on who'’s
responsible for them.

22. Using results for discussion; include problem descriptions.
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23. Don’t confuse participant comment with “problem” that has behavioral
consequences.

24. You were testing to answer specific questions; report findings relevant to
these questions.

25. Always; distinguish from aspect of Ul that caused behavioral consequences
and those that did not (e.g. std violation misspellings, etc.)

26. For a persuasive report; do not follow CIF format — any info not needed to
understand findings (user profiles, method) should be in a appendices.

27. Prioritizing happens as team activity; report these priorities. Don’t augment
or reprioritize.
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4 Next Steps

Common Elements and Rules
We would like to develop a set of guidelines to give to practitioners about reporting
formative testing.

Based on the work in both the October 2004 and this workshop, we believe that the
elements and the rules will be best presented if they are connected to good
examples from the collected sample reports.

The next step is to design a way to present this information effectively. We will start
by taking the most “solid” subset of the elements and map them to the examples.
This subset will be used as a prototype of how to present the information

We expect that this work will help us determine the next steps on how to proceed
with the development of guidelines.

Reporting Context
Reporting context continues to be difficult to pin down. The interviews done during
this workshop still need to be reviewed. We hope to use information and anecdotes
from them to provide additional data on the contextual issues that are the most
important in planning a report (or series of reports).

Metrics Group

The next step will be to write systematic rules (guidelines) for reporting metrics,
similar to those being written for other aspects of formative usability test reporting.
There will be some significant challenges due to variability in practice among
experienced practitioners. We need to take care to accommodate all reasonable
variation. Recommendations for reporting metrics depend on having some idea
about what practitioners choose to collect as data and how they choose to analyze
them.

It seems reasonable to start with high-level decisions about what types of
measurements to include or exclude in a report. Once we have an idea about when
to include a type of measurement, we can move to guidelines for (1) mathematical
treatment — e.g., computation of means or medians or both, (2) statistical treatment
—e.g., reporting measures of variability such as the standard deviation or computing
confidence intervals, (3) analytical techniques (e.g., verbal protocol analysis) to help
forge the link between data and recommendations, expressed in the rationale for
recommendations, and (4) reporting techniques — e.g., in text, in tables, in graphs,
or some combination (and if in graphs, guidelines about the use of which types of
graphs for which types of data).

There’s still a lot of work to do.
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Questionnaire on Context and Details of the Reports
Seven people completed questionnaires. Their responses are shown here.

How are you employed

[ 6 ] Employee or place full time in a
company, not primarily in usability
field

[ 1] Employee of a usability or user
experience company

[ 0 ] Consultant or contractor

[ 0 ] Academic researcher

What was the method or technique used in the
evaluation this report covers

[ 4 ] Formal lab usability test
[ 2 ] Informal usability test

[ 0] Card sorting

[ 1] Other

What material was used for this test?

[ 1] Fully functioning product

[ 2 ] Partially functioning product
[ 4 ] Prototype: on the computer
[ 0 ] Prototype: paper

Who was the audience for this report

(Check all that apply)

[ 6 ] Management or other executives

[ 4 ] Development or product team

[ 5] Design or usability team

[ 2] This was a formal record of the test

What is the style of the report

[ 6 ] Document
[ 2] Presentation
[ 1] Video

How large was the team that worked on the
evaluation this report covers
Do not include people who simply observed

the test

[2]1 person

[ 3] 2-3 people

[2]4-5 people

[ 0 ] More than 5 people

Did people from the development team,
business unit or management observe the

evaluation?

[6]Yes
[1]No

How long after the evaluation was this report

completed

[ 2] Within a week

[ 4] Within two weeks

[ 1] Within a month

[ 0 ] Over a month later

Is this report part of a formal development or
usability methodology in use at the company?

[ 2 ] Formal software development
methodology
[ 3 ] Formal usability methodology

Is this report based on a template?

[ 0] Template, used for all reports

[ 1] Template, but modified as needed

[ 3 ] Based on a general outline, but not
a template

[3] No
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REPORTING ON FORMATIVE USABILITY TESTING

Common Elements in Formative Reports

Consolidated list of elements, based on David Dayton’s analysis, June 2005
Title page and global report elements

E1 Title page or area
E2 Report author
E3 Testers names
E4 Date of test
ES Date of report
E6 Artifact or product name (with version ID)
E7 Table of contents
ES8 Disclaimer
E9 Copyright/confidentiality
E10 Acknowledgements
E11 Global page header or footer
Executive Summary
E12 Executive Summary
Teaching Usability
E13 How to read the report
E14 Teaching of usability
Introduction
E15 Scope of Report
E16 Description of artifact or products
E17 Business goals and project
E18 Test goals
E19 Assumptions
E20 Prior test report summary
E21 Citations of prior/market research
Method and Methodology
E22 Test procedure or methods used
E23 Test protocol (including prompts and probes)
E24 Scripts
E25 Limitations of study or exclusions
E26 Data analysis description
Overall Test Environment
E27 Overall Test Environment (Lab, field, remote, etc)
E28 Software test environment (OS, Browser, etc)
E29 Screen resolution or other critical description
E30 Data collection and reliability controls
E31 Testers and roles

Participants

E32 List or summary of participants

E33 Number of participants

E34 Demographics or specific background

E35 Relevance to scenarios

E36 Experience with product

E37 Company, employee (years in current job)
E38 Educational background
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REPORTING ON FORMATIVE USABILITY TESTING

E39 Description of work
E40 Screener

Tasks and Scenarios

E41 Tasks

E42 User-articulated tasks
E43 Scenarios

E44 Success criteria

E45 Difficulty

E46 Anticipated paths

E47 Persons on the task

Results and Recommendations

E48 Summary
E49 Positive findings
E50 Observed issues and recommendations (table)
E51 Problems / Findings
E52 Recommendations
E53 Definitions of coding schemes
Detail of Recommendations
E54 Severity of errors
E55 Priority
E56 Level of confidence
E57 Global vs specific
E58 Classification as objective and subjective
E59 Reference to previous tests (better or worse)
EG0 Bug or reference number
E61 Fix - description and effort
Metrics
E62 Performance data / summary (pending metrics)
E63 Satisfaction questionnaire results (pre or post-task or test)
Quotes, Screenshots and Video
E64 Quotes
E65 Screenshots with callouts
E66 Video clips
E67 Voice-over

Conclusions

E68 Discussion

E69 Interpretations or implications for use of findings

E70 Tie-back to test or business goals

E71 Lessons learned (test process, product)
Next Steps

E72 Further studies recommended

E73 List of what needs to be done

E74 Ownership of issues

E75 New requirements and enhancements

E76 Style guide updates
Appendices

E77 Test materials

E78 Detailed test protocol or scripts
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REPORTING ON FORMATIVE USABILITY TESTING

E79 Tasks and/or Scenarios
E80 Consent Forms

E81 NDA

E82 Preliminary Report

E83 Data analysis

E84 Raw data

E85 Data repository

E86 Data retention policy
E87 Statistics

E88 Style guide (for product)
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REPORTING ON FORMATIVE USABILITY TESTING

Proposed Rules for Reporting Formative Usability Results
Classification of rules suggested at the October workshop in Boston
Analysis, Whitney Quesenbery - June 10, 2005

Initial Decisions: Planning the Report for Your Audience
Deciding on a report format and formality
R1  Always Identify the most important
audiences who will read the report

R2  Audience for the report is Assume a broader audience and

unknown include more types of information
R3  If multiple audiences need  Segment elements for different
to be addressed readers

R4 Organization’s culture has  Identify them, and try to meet those
certain expectations about  expectations
deliverables

R5  The goal is to move quickly Don't need a formal “report”. Instead
to next iteration and there  just list issues to address
is buy-in to do this

R6  The goal is to rapidly Keep the “report” informal / as short
iterate the design (and this as possible and focus effort on
is already in the project design instead
plan)

R7  You don’t know your Be formal: include a lot but use plain
audience language.

R8 If turnaround is critical (no  Restrict report to exec summary and
time) findings table

R9  If the report is oral Create it for stand alone use
PowerPoint

R10  If report is part of other Reference (link) to these other
communication products documents

R11  If no one will read it Don't write a report

Reporting to executives and other managers
R12  Executives are the primary  Define severity, priority and other
audience codings in comparison to business
goals and /or product/project goals

R13  Audience is upper More visual elements (charts, screen
management shots), fewer words
R14  If need to persuade a Present key findings in a

committee or stakeholder presentation not a document
group or busy exec
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REPORTING ON FORMATIVE USABILITY TESTING

R15  If the audience has limited  Make the critical elements of the
time (decisions makers) report prominent and easy to read

R16  Development managers Define codings (severity, priority,
are primary audience risk, errors) in terms as comparison

to product/project goals

R17  The decision maker is not Include more detail and persuasive
actively involved in the arguments
testing

R18  Education of decision Write results to show the user input

makers about importance
of user involvement

directly (e.g. with quotes or
before/afters)

Adjusting the report if the analysis is done by the whole team

R19  The team is involved in
collecting observations or
debriefing

Report on names of team members
who participated in watching or
debriefing

R20 Results are team driven

Summarise arguments

R21  Diagnostics carried out by
team members

Focus on action-related
communication

R22  Prioritising happens as a

team activity

Report these priorities. Don’t
augment or reprioritise

Considering how this test fits into the overall UCD/development

cycle

R23 |tis early in development Focus on concepts not metrics
cycle

R24  Test occurs shortly before  Include both quick fixes and longer-
planned rollout term recommendations

R25  Prototype changes Note which version observations
between tests pertain to

R26  Frequent, iterative test + Be consistent in the reporting
report components you use

R27  Development is moving Limit the number of findings reported
quickly

Managing Politics: Ensuring Acceptance of the Report
Getting the audience in a receptive frame of mind

R28  You need to get your Start with key “tough issue/problem”
audience’s attention (and a possible
recommendation/alternative to give
hope)
R29  Persuasion is a goal Focus even more than usual on

positive findings
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REPORTING ON FORMATIVE USABILITY TESTING

Need to not turn
developers off or need to
give them encouragement

Start with positive results

R31

Always

Include positive findings

R32

Unless the audience is
very thick skinned

Always include the positive findings

R33

The things you hoped
would work actually worked

Include positive findings

R34

If there is a lot of trust of
the design/ test team

Keep it simple

R35

Really bad news

Include positives

R36

If the news is really bad

Focus on “hope” recommendations

Establishing credibility

R37

Need to impress audience
with your knowledge of the
field

Use jargon (heuristics). Cite
references.

R38

Need to impress audience
with your knowledge of the
field

Consider what bias you are adding
to the findings

R39

If there is a lot of distrust of
the design/test team

Emphasise findings, build
consensus on them before
recommendations

R40

Credibility is an issue

Refer to, emphasize performance
metrics (objective measures) if
possible

R41

Credibility of findings is an
issue/priority

Align findings and interpretation and
recommendations with lit/citations

R42

You need to explain the
rationale for design
decisions after an iterative
process

Create a representation of each
iteration and key outcomes of each
test

R43

If you are a newer usability
person (or new to team)

Less directive language and
recommendations

R44

You don’t know all your
audience well.

Declare your biases and test
limitations

Communicating strategy and big picture

R45

Give the big picture (for example the
tested product is good, the following
list of recommendations will produce
incremental improvements)
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Major issues are found
suggesting a need for a
change strategic direction

Focus on high level issues and
recommended actions, not screen-
by-screen or minor issues

R47

If you give fundamental
design/ Strategic
recommendations that
cannot be implemented in
this release

Include this information with
roadmap for next release

R48

Issues and design impact
are complex (e.g. multiple
problems / changes that
impact flow, architecture,
etc.)

Consider interactive, non-linear
presentation of findings and
recommendations

Using the report to move the work to the next step

R49

You want to prompt
discussion

Include questions (preferably as
headings or in a discussion section)

R50

Using results for discussion

Include problem descriptions

R51

Issues become “to do”
items for various members

Format them as a spreadsheet or
checklist that is easily sorted

R52

Include “Action-List” that can be
used to (a) Track actions taken (b)
assign responsibility / accountability
for usability follow — through

R53

Team responsibilities are
well known

Organise findings based on who’s
responsible for them

R54

Need to record next
actions/owners

Use a table format?

R55

During discussion, team
proposes subsequent
testing

Record Ul elements or proposed
task to test

R56

Get new ideas during test

Call out new ideas in report

R57

If it is important to "sell”
more testing

Include “next steps”
persuasion/sales

R58

If you collected feedback
for other product teams

Collect those in one section of the
report

Planning for future use of the report (and archiving)

R59

You need to go back and
revisit data in future

Formalise/organize data and
findings notes repository

R60

If the report has shelf life

Include background methodology etc
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R61  Purpose is archival Provide enough methodology detail
for someone to duplicate the study

R62 |f purpose is archival and Use format for research reports in
audience is UCD savvy literature

R63  No one will read it now but
in the future they might

Structuring the Report: Assembling the Contents
Best practices and elements to always include

R64  Never Tell me to always do something
R65  Always Include a table of contents
R66  If report informal (less than Do not include ToC
X pages)
R67  Always Include an executive summary that

at least mentions all high priority
recommendations

R68  Always Include exec summary

R69  Always Keep exec summary briefl 2-3 page
exec summaries are not summaries.

R70  Always Include test objectives/goals

R71  Always State the purpose of the evaluation

R72  Always Describe product or part being
tested

R73  Always Include the scenarios (can be
appendix or in report) to set context
for findings

Organizing principles
R74  For a persuasive report Do not follow logical CIF format —
any detailed information not needed
to understand the findings (eg user
profiles and method) should be in
the appendices

R75 If the report has to be easy  Put the results in the content and the
to read rationale and justification in
appendix

Describing the scope or limits of the test?
R76  You were testing to answer Report findings relevant to these
specific questions questions
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R77  (You want to) emphasize Report on sections of software not
parts of Ul tested or not used during test
tested

R78  To emphasize parts of Ul Identify sections of software not

tested or not tested

used during test

Reporting on test goals and methods

R79  Disagreement about any Include details about the disputed
aspect of methodology part of the process
R80  If a known bias exists in Include caveats with the data (or
method (users out of discard)
profile, etc.)
R81  Audience unfamiliar with Include brief overview
method (e.g. paper
prototyping)
R82  The audience is unfamiliar  Include more description of the
with usability testing method and what usability testing is
R83  Audience is not familiar (a) try not to use overly academic
with usability / sounding terms (b) Define terms
experimental human
factors jargon
R84  If “management” needs to  describe process
know
R85  |[f first in series Include methodology section
R86  If one in series of tests Be brief don’t repeat methodology
R87  Team observed tests don’t include methodology
R88  |f process or methodology  Delete it

is already known

Describing user tasks

R89  [f application is designed Focus evaluation on work tasks,
for work test in context of work tasks

R90  |f user supplied the task report what they said they would do

R91  Disagreement about the Include description of tasks

tasks

Reporting information about participants

R92  |f multiple user groups Include demographic survey or
results that distinguish them
R93  If a small subset of the Always include particulars about

user population is recruited each User (not just user profile)
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If you have access only to

internal users

Use them with great caution! (And
acknowledge risk)

R95

Test participants include
special needs/disabled
users

Don't always segment isolate them
in findings

R96

Testing internal users (e.g.

surrogate users)

Note that these were internal users

R97

Significant differences in
users tested

Describe users tested

Reporting problems and observations

R98  want to emphasize Ul report on number of failures/task

pieces that don’t work abandoned

R99  If product failed or there note the problems and which

were known bugs that observations may be in doubt
affected the test

R100  always Distinguish from aspect of Ul that
caused behavioural consequences
and those that did not (e.g. std
violations, misspellings, etc.)

R101  If they needed help Note this

R102  If they used doc Note this

R103 2 Don’t confuse participant comment
with “problem” that has behavioural
consequences

R104  If user articulates any Call out those assumptions and

assumptions whether these are accurate

R105 ? Should the length of the report be
limited by excluding some low
priority observations?

R106  Qutliers How to decide whether to include
problems only encountered by one
person?

R107 I ? Should all observations be included
or should the length of the report be
limited?

R108 Team accepts usability Categorize the results

specialists ability to
categorize

R109  [f observations are Include explanation of how

categorized or grouped categories were derived

R110 Reporting minor Organize by page or screen

issues/quick fixes

R111

Want to get team buy in

Use categories supplied by team
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Creating and Reporting Recommendations

R112 Only development team is
using findings

Build recommendations through
consensus and design activities

R113  If? Organize the recommendations into
categories related to the product
architecture

R114  |f providing describe any caveats or situations

recommendations that might negate them

R115  If report includes Note whose recommendations they

recommendations are (usability person, team,
individual developer)

R116 |f recommendations are Link recommendations directly to

required

observations when possible

R117  You are not familiar with Qualify recommendations or provide
the domain or technology alternatives (“If X isn’t possible,
consider Y”)
R118  |f architecture is complex/ couch recommendations as
you aren’t decision maker  suggestions
R119  Always Give an identifier to each
recommendation
R120  Test participants include Consider recommendations that
disabled/special needs highlight those needs, and whether
users compromises result
R121 7 Don’t include recommendations
unless audience is expecting them
R122 Re-design will be Recommendations can be more
addressed by someone vague and include things like
else “consider ...”
R123  If development process Give them Else focus on describing
assumes you provide problems
design recommendations
R124 Include recommended solutions for

Always

each problem

Reporting on Metrics: Task Success, Severity Ratings, Errors

General considerations
R125 The performance metrics
are split or close or not
clear

Use more conditioned or softer
language if you include
recommendations

R126  The performance metrics

are split or close or not
clear

Focus on goal alignment and
interpretation, rather than metrics
details
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R127  Team gets a little too Don’t include stats
focused on metrics and
stats
R128  If metrics are used Present them in visual form : table,
graphs, spreadsheets
R129  Your time is very limited Omit counts (or track them in some
automated manner)
R130  Always Include a frequency count for
observation (9 of 10)
R131  Fewer than X participants  Don’t report percentages e.g. 3 out
of 5 # 60%
R132  If the test is with small Count number of users
number of users experiencing each problem
R133  Credibility building is Increase metrics or “analytical”

important

representations (charts, tables)

Reporting task success rates
R134 if assisted participant

No task success

R135 If assisted participant and
they complete task

Reporting "time on task™
R136  If not running system

Mark task as success with assist

Don’t use time on task

R137 If verbal protocol used

Do not include time on tasks

R138  If task failure

Exclude from mean task success
time

Counting errors
R139  If insufficient sample size

Don’t report number of errors and
number of times error made

R140 Always

report number of errors per task

R141  Always

Report number of times error was
made

Using severity ratings
R142  Bug tracking software is
used and usability issues
can be tracked in it

Use a format and priority/severity
ratings that will fit in with that
existing infrastructure

R143  If recommendations are give them severity ratings
required
R144  You use coding (severity, Get consensus or definitions before

priority, risk, error level,
value, etc.)

using
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R145  If you are giving severity Give the big picture stuff. How good
information is this product relative to something
R146  |f severity ratings are used High = serious obstacle to use, Low
= cosmetic or nice to have and
quick fix
R147  Always Supply severity ratings for problems
and priority for fixes
R148  |f reporting severity Explain severity scale
R149  Audience capable of Omit severity ratings
assessing severity
R150  Audience has sufficient Omit severity, prioritizing

background to make
informed decisions

Presentation: General issues

Including highlights video, transcripts and verbatim quotes

R151  If you have time Add a highlight video

R152  If possible and useful Include quotations from users
associated with each observation

R153  Want to be persuasive Include quotes

R154 |s there ever a reason to Include transcripts

R155  Persuasion is a goal Include user quotes, video clips, etc

R156 If you have time Consider adding highlight videos

R157  Persuasion is a goal Include video clips

R158  Audience is not “in touch”  Include more subjective findings to

with users

build awareness (and empathy?)

Deciding to use screenshots
R159  Audience all familiar with

Screenshots optional

interface

R160  |f readers don’t know include lots of screenshots
interface

R161  Development team is Include screenshots or clips

(folks who will implement
change) remote from
usability person

R162  To illustrate cumbersome

Use sequence of annotated screen

process shots
R163 Top issues are strategic or  Don’t include screenshots if they will
conceptual distract from the main issues
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R164 To increase readability

lllustrate all
observations/recommendations with
a screen shot

Writing for good readability
R165 Easy to read report

Lots of bulleted lists — no long
paragraphs
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A SAMPLE OF ELEMENTS FROM THE SAMPLE REPORTS 2

A range of styles

Pt w1 e o s s

Executive summaries

Came in all sizes, layouts,
approach and details, but were
always first

executive summary

This formative usability evaluation examined

users’ behaviors when asked to perform a series

of tasks with a prol.ulype version of the
festsstetistissiesterte) refrigerator. Ten

refrigerator owners representing the ===

market segment participated in the study.

The most positive user feedback was for the
perceived space, visibility, accessibility and
brightness of the refrigeration cavity. The lack of
ice/water dispenser was a major dissatisfier for
most. Some specific usability problems were
identified and the top few are shown here:

Closing the refrigerator doors

Risk of items falling behind freezer drawer™
Mapping ingredient contrals to bins
“Invisibility” of internal Freezer drawer
Lower crisper bin capacity

Confusion ower ™+***"

Unable to find water filter

Some button labeling (™*****”, "**=")

[Eaccutive Summary

Puadiat vas tested to evahuate Fediaes that wess nevw to this build. Previous testing of this product had
indicated problems with Featsrer that wers = designed and slso addmessed in this evaluation. NN
pasticip ants wese obtained from 8 recnaeens sois, wire hud N yesrs backgeound in Appiatis Dosss
and N years Congray excperience. Participants perfomned n tasks covering sork proes 1, work pracess 7,
and vork process 3, which weze available in this vession of Pedie?, The maults indicated thres main
wsbility problens: gablose 1, problens 5, prodiose 3. Pastivipents were able to complete tesks withaut
assistence abowt 2% the time. They sated the product abosr/bebw/ setsal on usefuliess and
attractivensss, and afooe bebw, zednl on sase of uss and dlarity. A totsl of NN usability issuss with
desig smsaramendstions ase described. Futuee usabilty testing when the product is near slease and
snothez use svshustion for the folawing poiat sslsase szs plennad.

|[Executive Summanyg

A umskilty shuty of the anwha wges Ernnch 0f the

Netoral Caimon ¥ttt un March 181, 2083 Frvs [ i muww!welrw
seasione L

preended inthe MEPWJWV s, der F\ﬂwal Cemuograptics *

Eachpaticipont complodea a 304 of In-.ﬂ Btk ikt gere, kg e oo Sy workend Trcsk B,
Task Liet.* Tesuls were

mm-nmm- |lelywm-|wmmgyv|ﬂrq1m neencsions

Most signdcant sab ity ndings:

+  From the homs page, paeticipants i nat know whal soet of Information 10 sepect in the sepdy-se
.

N ¥ net find stepubystep guide

Pl s G ot imedisl ety noUce O s 1 R rEgeRion bar IS onine guide

+  Paticpants i not U e tnha
s e i Ly e 113 gt back o e home g (vey il ueed s bach bionks et back o
the home page).

The compiete set of &videnced. Tangs is Tndngs: Detsled Ussbity Frongs.
ARar COmpIng e 18555, RADCPANS Ehared SPINIONS o Thas S:pirience wihihe 562 usng varDal debridtng
They nian complesed & pos2es pAPSr QuEsSioranEe. A summary of the sublecive ferahack i presented in
Fodigs. Paticpant Prefeences Sunmary * Detaded partcipart responses Lo the post lesd questionare sre
i ‘Appencix C: Foritest Guestionnare Rezponses.
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Key findings summaries

[Summary of Usability Findings

The wrw 20300 usability evaluation resulted in 40 major findings and corresponding research-based
recommendations. Each finding was given a severity rating of Low, Medium or High. Following is a

breakdown of the findings by severity
« Low: 10Findings
e« Medium: 12 Findings
« High: 18 Findings

During the usability evaluation, 38 tasks were atterpted. Only 19 of these tasks were completed

successfully. This calculates into a 50% overall success rate for the site

In additip= *-2m st

completion rates, satisfaction rates were calculated from the post-test questionnaire Key findings from 4/18 usability test

satisfaction rating for the site was 59%

Please see the Findings section of this report for detailed task analysis and satisfac

Owverview of success rates for website

s rale 4o
#ing membership ir
Finding people - membe
Finding out haw to jeln was

Firn past meetings

* L 18 sile to make a personal mesting
a6

19 the co

schaﬂ:l.lla was
Actually d

@dule was he

Finding the latest news was easy, o

Finding print publications and ral
B1%”

Home Page]
®  Home page is still busy. People don’t see a distinction between
the contents of the left and right columns
& People are scanning the home page for something that reflects
their current situation or issue (not self-identifying). Sometimes
this causes them to choose the wrong thing,
®  The sections for people not receiving benefits were not clearly
identified as such Specific issues included:
® The link for “learn about” was unclear, or overlooked
o Where would you go if you are in the application process or
have been denied?
®  The link for “Plan your financial future” did not clearly
indicate that it was for people not receiving benefits (the
intended nsers of that linke)
®  Many people have questions related to their spouse, and these
issues are not addressed clearly at the site (e.g spouse’s benefits,
death of a spouse, divorce)
e Things not found on the home page or easily at the site:
® Things you can do online
® Medicare information
® Local offices

5
Only problems? or positives, too?
H y H
Many include both positives positive findings
and problems/issues. . L '
Participants were unanimous in their praise and delight at the *estettetiee: The follpwing were all
well received:
O Overall exterior design
O Capacity and visibility of RC
O Height of RC
O Split crisper bins
O Easy o pull out FC
O Easy o understand RC/FC temperature controls
O Easy to understand Water Filter status
O Easy o clean shelves
O Touch buttons and appearance of controls
Al wpal sty nogrded B o st wilhond Beg Sokd
W el s B Prvgtion | CSH
Tyt kg Vi s o0 ok i, T, usd B e vess.ally st Successes:  Moticed the tool tip on compensator gain
¥omior i pdamer @ with T are wreen resign Used help button in dialog box to get information
T thimsdgs mill s fuviy i ks e Knew to tum WTC mode on and off
Seemed to moved frarn CSH to HB easily and without confusion
Same open isues remain s be relmed Followed link to example from root-locus CEH, Understood what wou
The detips [URCDORS Lat thane are 10me manas 0pen Seues. Thiss and Read though all the information on the CSH screens (wasnt concerng
cifuer nues will be dncunsed after testing m 2 relisement mesting (lan length)
01} Eramples of opes e Used CSH on root locus diagram to get definition. Followed link, act
vt hwrp i b el 0 b Froal i the doc
el iy VY,
S e v | bonkiver 8 shn i o e oergm D Rrther Issues: CSH should link to example that uses toal, not one that doesnt
et wll i b »
Thos o bk s g vl et s ] s wiiior ol lroes A2 See also should link to closely related topics
ther rrearEs e (ed wtegn st oserbores. Looking for info/overview on the different systems - wants it fram dialog
6
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A SAMPLE OF ELEMENTS FROM THE SAMPLE REPORTS 4

Explaining the UCD Process

1. ASUG Wizard 2. Production of two prototypes 3, Usability evaluation
- & o ——

2. Wizard Research &. Production of Amazon G. Usability Evaluation o
type prototype. - Amazon Copy

pass

7. Production of two new profotypes 8. Usabllity evaluation 9. Selection

LI o ci— .

pEEE

This presentation reported on a series of usability evaluations

7
Some stated clear goals for the specific test, others had only general usability goals or no explicitly
stated goals
\Purpose of Usability Evaluation
The purpose of the www XXX usability evaluation was to:
s measure users' abilities to perform tasks on the site, (performance evaluation)
s obtain users' impressions of the website, foreference evaluation)
o identify difficulties involved in using the site, and
e suggest research-based recommendations for impravernent
The intent is to ensure that wyww }OGO is
e easy tolearn and use,
s useful to the intended audience, and
s gatisfying to use.
research objectives
The findings and recommendations of this evalu: research guestions
able to effectively and efficiently satisfy their goal The following lists some specific research questions that the study will address:
1. Can users effectively ******7
2. Does the **"**create difficulties for opening and closing the doors?
3. Does the “risk being broken by mishandling?
4. Are there any loading, storage, and access difficulties with the ***=**?
5. Can uses easily reach and understand all of the main and secondary controls?
6. Are there ergonomics issues with any aspect of the ******?
7. Is the == easy to access?
8. Can users understand the main and ******contrals?
9. Does the design result in wasted or unusable space in either the *****7
8
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A SAMPLE OF ELEMENTS FROM THE SAMPLE REPORTS 5

Participant demographics

Partic
meaksald % o
# | Age | Bk smuking Rase dusalen
T e o A
1 |ar ax a | Cascanian agas
x| m e Caseanan Mign St graveswOED
Toma colgs o colagn
3 |er M (o 1y sl Casaasan sags
o g o o
a|an So Frieen i3 swcimey | - ian Sogues
o | e e
0 |82 R

" Pariicipant 5 did not know how 1o uze n mouse and was not af ol familer wih the web. S0, this session was

el vl T A s T Smsen wat e ieg.

Furss | 604 Casaum a0
Foman | 3 e B
Mo 85 Cawans  Rend
Mir  36M e 8
Fura | 35 Cosaien 080

[ Famals | 344 fPursm  f0e

User Gendar Age Ehnicity Income
i
2
3
4
5

Most used a simple chart.

Participarts One compared participants to personas
Total: 17 . .
being used for design
Gender Age
[Men 186 [underzs 11T
Women 11T =Rz
[Women TTT | -
ooy &
Frace
ThEan T
Bk 5 Education level
LT E— Some Wghsehodl
N LT — Highsehodl
Somecalege
Note: (One persan spoke English a5 2 second [Tollege graduate
Vammiinnn Bk hood miamllanh Enlick ammiss ma e
9
Listing of all task scenarios Full scenario details
Table 1: List of Task Scenarios Scenarios
1+ Loading the refrigerator and freezer; To abserve users aodressing the issues identified as the goals for the test, the faliowing
SCEnaniog wene Created
&) You have just arrived home from the supermarket with the bags
sew o the table. You want 1o put all of the Bems away in the refrig Seenana 1
Please go about loading the refrigerator just as you would narmally
home; feed free to sort the food ftems .., just whatever way you wot Wou ranage the network for TechMeda, & large software distributor
1) 1t 15 a few days later. You have just arived home from the super To NElp you Mantar the netweek, yau've nstalled Soéwaee Development Company software on
bags of thopging you see on the table. You want 1o put all of the it your PO thie Harmi oifice
refrigerator of freezer, Please go about loading the refrigerator jus
1. Locate the Software Development Comparmy sofware on your desiop snd launch the
= apphcation
You want to change the temperature of the freezer to make It as ¢ 2. Usethe seftware ta see what you can fin n_lo.r the ecf}Mcn.:-a netwark. o h?wc ‘awilF'
Please s o, ange of __ . Among the deaces you wart b maniter well be FT
e =2 senvers, el Servers, mal SErVers, ant other devices you choase to monitee.
g L L e L This priy takee seaeral minutis
You want to charge the Settings on the surage bint sa that ctorage, 3. W yous e complieted the nee install wizand take 3 few minutes 1o explare the
= hig: = apgbcation. Tell us what you see, what you think it does, things that you understand, ang
things tht ane unclear
Irformistion about you
e-mail address: mairman@SofiwareDeveloprmentCampany.com
outqoing mal server
Charts format
|Appendix B: Task List
Tak Frafened F ath and anawer
T [ ou are considening qURthg smoking and would "
like to know how to begin? Whatsheuld you do O Home
first? O Online Quit Guide
O G=tReadyto Start
O Answer: Seta quit date
10
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A SAMPLE OF ELEMENTS FROM THE SAMPLE REPORTS 6

Scenario + Observations + Recommendations

Scenario 2: Emergency

Scenario text:"You've just had an accident. Use the fastest way to send an emergency message
to the home office.”

Table 3. Scenario 2: Emergency

PatticipantTimeSuccessSatisfactionOutcome and Rationale

TiA, A [N Passed
2 0.1 1.0 1.7
3 0.1 1.0 1.0 All measures at acceptable levels.
Average 01+ 10 1.4+ Time and satisfaction significantly
Criterion 10.0 1.0 3.0 better than criteria
test UndefinedUndefined 47
P=i) MNAA, A, 0.0687 Participant 1 dropped due to test artifact.

Scenario 2° Problem Listings]

ProblemOccLrrence OhzervedMinimum Expectecimpact Uszahilty
Mumber Rate Percentade Field Percentage Rating Prioritization
21 143 33 1 Minar 1

Probletn Description
The participant wasn't sue if the Roadridsr sent the emergency message.
Design Recommendations

HarchvareiSotbivare: Pravide visual feedback, audio feedback, or hath when a user presses the Emergency button

(=T0M8S)
11
Table 3. The minimum number of clicks required, the average number and the 95% confidence interval by
task
Task Task Task Task Task Task | Task Task | Task Task
1 2 3 4 ] 6 7 8 9 10
Minimum [ 2 1 4 4 1 2 8 4 1
Average 98 - 2 a 9 0.7 28 %) 63 28
9%
Confidence 2.9 02 37 02| 18 0.5 0- 0.a-
Interval 16.7 - 38 6.3 - 1.2 3B 165 143 48
Number 4 o B 4 1 B 8 4 3 4
[Appendix C: Post-test Questionnaire Responses |
1. Question #.
[Strongly Disagree [ 3 [ [ 2 [ A [ [0 ] [ 1] [ 2] [ 3 | Strongly Agree |
‘Numberufﬁ'esponseslol|O||D||1"jllﬂl‘i
Average: 1.2
... and with Excel charts
A Compariven of the Winimuns' {C8jectiva] and [ [RSSPPRS— e o
Average TRk for aaeh Tash s, W A A D X
e f :
ekt - —
o) s : : = [
et _I
12
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...and with some visualization

et | Dnetstnn of s L

Neutral  Dis.

e S ey b s = ey e e by Erer
Ve L

B L L T R

Tihe syeem was sm{m [
would reed support of a lechmecal person 1o use (s sie
[

.,

Thaught thare war foo much inconsistency in (e &yaiem

7 Tenuging most peuple would Faim 1o wse ihis system very quickly

AT i

Eumba e 10 st
a1 unea tha syetam T 1]
il of things 10 get going wilh this system. il ]

Tase Eflmciivenesy

Severity levels

Severity Description

¥®%R% A critical usability problem or user experience issue. User will be unable to advance to
completion of task. Imperative to fix before release.
S0 A& major usability or user experience problem. Product can still be used but user will have
difficulty and might need to figure out a work-around. Fix should be given very high
importance
wew An important usability or user experience problem. User likely to experience frustration
but will be able to proceed. Cumulative effect will impact user perception of product. We
strongly recommend that these be fixed.
" A moderate usability or user experience problem. Can be irritating to user and can
negatively impack user’s experience, but will not prevent task completion. Fix if possible.
N & minor usability problem or user experience problem. Cumulative effect of "ones™ will
damage perception of quality. Fix if possible.
Table 3: usability problems and i Recommendations
Usability problem dati O In view of the perception that Travel site s a -—
1 - Prablem described i Full Detail Recommended usability solution site, it is important o give users the expectation
described in full detail here. PR that fares are —.
2 . Broblem described in Full Detail Recommended usability solution Make secondary navigation more prominent,

described in full detail here. PETET

= e L e Signpost the range of content under ——,
3 - Problem described in Full Detail e e hilicss ==l particularly singles holidays.

Provide an explanation of what —— flights are.

Recommended usability solution

4 . roblem described in Full Detail ke ..

A search box on the holiday homepage would
simplify navigation.

Use tick boxes rather than radio buttons.

Clarify labelling.

Signpost f they are available.

Priority

High

Medium

Medium

Medium

Medium

Medium
Low

Medium

13

14

UPA 2005 WORKSHOP ON REPORTING FORMATIVE USABILITY

/ IUSR



A SAMPLE OF ELEMENTS FROM THE SAMPLE REPORTS 8

Severity scales

When used, they were always defined

usability severity ratings

5 ool usabiity protiem. Liser wil be of task. Impes
betory rolease.
4 o umamidy problem. Systen can S B L Dul user vl ks Gl 0 QN 1060 10
g Animseta y bt wil b8
[ sciipiuig:  loitaa e | e e o s e o
o PR TP p——— A meerss Usabiiy Grociam. Can be wact
CE® Hinrm g abln b sususatally 2 st wall Pk prisvent LAk compenon
e
= Fisgind 1 o iy e o onas wdl o quaty
[ A s probien Th may vy mpest percapbon of qualty und sceptunce
o e produst
b e
it
annayed o tha e
o FUnOpEH e T W 0 4
[ Y3 ®  Faiapar sars ahis b v Base
Fashuras surerastally mith biba be
s drisuity
“* An mportant unabillity or usor experience problem, User Ikely to experience fistration

bt will be able to proceed. Comulative effect will impact v perception of product, We
strongly recommend that these be flaed.
** A moderste wability or vner experience problem, Can be irritating Lo wer and can
negatively Impact user's enperienn, bt will not prevent task completion, Fia il possitsle,
= omindn uabAlity problism or it expediinde peoblemn. Cimmilative effsct of “ones® will
damage perception af guality, Fix if peasible.

15

Presentation formats for observations
E.:WI%T

Timy oy v e B s

I‘i-nm!bm-'h—n—ﬂm-m-
e g e T4 To mnpoms s b Rl wes,
- — et 0 s, bk rorzaan bk
- — Lﬂmh"-bﬂ.ﬂtvf‘.-r-v-" Bt
13 T i b Vit e,

P b AT T sl AT WAL
- x [ T T ep—

_.| BE R L LT ey S —
— - - [pLL—
o - : e —— i a o wibet u puked up
m—, ey ey 4
o= e e
Ll :
R I ——— ———
e ke -l semmien bepmshrg lhe feam s S
i Rt opanse e ghe s o e
= ST irsleriag gy i S it el e i
e | T S -erbmtnamisi i o 4 b
-~ Pt ity 2 "iastmy v B
= = i s Py B pages.

r 1 T dhitn amsen el s A4y bt
pegainen Tha e el ol o B
p g [ — -

[ T e ——
[ p—
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A SAMPLE OF ELEMENTS FROM THE SAMPLE REPORTS 9

Presentation formats for observations

ey et o e 18, L8

skt

At b v e s

e s d

g bants mel el b

Wl ey s e
-t

Bz

Tl 1 | istatieg lesl yEary S emnarm Ades

L
[Erpy) urdes bos

—— To cincsan in Rensmant

| Gaprmeal unatiity fraue: Uners hougnt Ehin shoukd thaw e
T A P ey T T
Tradisch repested from cther Ll 2y weafusSom) e

e m— I e il

17

Recommendations, separately

6. Recommendations
The following recommendations are organized by priority in terms of their usability
implication. The meanings of the priorities are: When reportEd
1 - Do not release the product without this change. separately’
2 - Important to fix. 0
3 - Advisable if there is time and budget. recommen_da?lons were
4 - Cosmetic changes often by priority
Prierity 1:

There should be some termination buttons in each screen of the setup wizard. These
should be: Apply or Done, Cancel or Reset or Undo. The positive termination
should bring up the next sereen. Consider having the wizard steps or tabs at the
bottom where the users attention is at the end of the dialog.

Selection ofa template. in the -ngh LeVeI Recommendatlons
parameters. The name and/or desc
when the user works to modify the

. Lo 5 .
bring up the first setup screen of th Provide a clear indication of the user’s current location.

= Where possible, provide indications as to what the user should do
next.

Organize the content and functionality in a way that maps to an
overall concept of the work.

» Use language that is commonly understood by the users.

= Use consistent language throughout the application.

» Keep the users informed about what is going on.

= Provide error messages in plain language, not codes.

= Provide error messages that describe precisely what and where
the problem is and actions necessary to correct it.

18
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Level of detail in reporting findings

Many give two level, with a summary followed by more detail, or organized in different ways

findings & recommendations
This saction summarizes the key findings, task parformances, participants' verall satisfaction

ratings, and important leamings. Where appropriate, recommendations are made for the design team
to consider

The study was motivated by a number of key questians. Summary answers to these are shown here.
Datails of the findings follow in this section:

- Can users effectively load, see, and a
3 Yes In general most users s

<: food items?

Does the reate difficulties for opening and closing the doors?
O Yes it doss. Participants were unanimaus in s

Does the ssssstsussstbeing broken by mishandling?
0 We saw no evidence of the Hssersssss stmsssestse

Major findings
[Bened o narbered kst of maer fedegn)

Table 3: usability problems and recommendations

Usability problem

Severity

1 - roblem descrived in Full Detail

E ———

Recommendad usability solution
described in full detail here.

2. Problem described in Full Detail

Recommended usability solution
described in full detail here.

3 . Problem described in Full Detail

Recommended usability solution
described in full detail here.

4 . Froblem described in Full Detail

Recommended usability solution
described in full detail here.

Details of the scenarics

Majr finding #1
[Statement of the majer finding]

(Bt surmary of frcdrg. may be Buleied ! of e dats ports, of
Al or oot scresn shot wih cl-ou]

Recommendations:
o My
oy bt e o 8 bubeied ot

g g trdeg

: - s ister o o1
LBERE LIERANEE I EiEmO A, T MRS W |

Firvdings shoukd inciude posiives a8 wel as negaives. 8 mpariant 3 let

orieng w40 sl Pcner e sy in B procact
mee wling t= e st probiers whes 1 s It e

Sewnane 1.
[Tt of ma nopenrn |

' reeses. a now sBout T tenre |

e collected quarttalir ok bakir o ke o The it b B acrrars amcudd
‘ome ey )

e TEDOT wWhRt W oL 0 e

Drere agan WO 1O W

g
& secormerpniiston may L e Tt an £m © gy o Do teee of B er

o of me prodart ]

[

Froel ey af oy et e
k]

pasten ot

Presentation formats for findings

Topic. Finings
Flightbookang  Most people used Google so fnd st
beiont tnaking a beoking. Ot gecson siid t

vpatable be

UK s uberstood i an
1his B urpriced 5

peopies
slines ke —. and

i ussoertam aboat et -— figh

Sonme people expected a search bor o the hibidiys homwpige

d to be able 1

ard stars for

ectar

Several proph :

Ot perzon sasenderstsed e Evaning of e

1 the cheapest price

ined — o the homepage, and would lke to hare been

that Teawel site i2.8
v users e eipectation

undex

sunphiy gt
Use sk boies e then eadss buttons Medium
Clasify libeling Low
Sigpost ~— if they ant ivailable: Medium
Findings Recommendations, comments

[Brief summary of the point of the

[Recommendation. Each
recommendation starts with an
imperative verb. The
recommendation should be as
concrste as possile ]

[Recammendation]

[There may be more than one
recommendation for each finding.]

[There may be cross-references to
other scenarios.]

e fd
'y iy inding]
- [Details of dats for the finding]
[Next finding for this scenario]
[Details for this finding]
tm “’""'-"-f_"_"_ NP GGMQN I TR b O [Perhaps bulleted list to give
oty wr ol LT b by sl by frequency data or individual
quotes]
Rearrssaoen B Carge e W St Gar
Spcarrwndation ¥l Wl it P T R GKar i

mawly retin - o ooy

19
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Presenting Conclusions

Original Design v New Design

3. Usability evaluation

— Fame|

usability problems count 1 7 3
One report included pass-fail criteria

One listed numbers of problems found,

for each type E  wetuno B emea ooty pociers
4 Watound ] o usability probiems
3 Wotound T il usabiity probieme
2 wettund 25 acerate usabiy protsems
I Wefound 2  imocr usabity problems
D Wetound 22 csshe desicrucoamene probiemy

21
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