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Search Interface Designs (draft)

Analysis of prototype evaluation, Part One
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Introduction

This report is the first in a series of four that document the findings of the evaluation studies undertaken with the automatic metadata generator. 
Task set 1
The first set of tasks focus on the general intuitiveness of the interface. As the application has a restricted process, i.e. editing is not available until after the generation process.  An LO was pre-generated and users started at the view metadata screen, (usually presented after generation). This may have incorrectly given the assumption of being the primary focus for work, which is reflected in some of the observations.

Participant SLP01 has been previously involved in discussions concerning the development and observed several demos. The two other participants have previously had a single option to observe a limited prototype demo. 
Task 1-1 
Change the version number of the learning object to 5.8.
One participant attempts to edit the view panel (there is the possibility of a single click from another participant, but audio is not very clear). This issue was previously discussed during design as a possible expectation, but it was argued that editing here would detract from the aim of a simple overview. In all three cases Edit-Learning Object Details was selected from the Edit menu as the appropriate editing point for this task. In two cases the Select button at the bottom of this panel (associated with copy right) was clicked after the Version field was edited. Again the expectation of save being at the end of a panel was previously discussed. It is assumed the participants were looking for a means of saving the changes they had made. In one of these cases File Save was then selected. In the other case search activity between this panel (Learning Object Details) and the View Metadata panel was undertaken before moving onto the next task. 

Task 1-2

Add the following details as a new metadata creator:

Prof. Mark Richards, New University, m.k.richards@newUni.ac.uk, 01564784567, 15/06/07
NOTE: The last participant’s task was content editor due to problems with displaying the information. 
This was the first of two more complex tasks. There was some confusion with one participant, as they perceived the above data was representing themselves in the context of the LO. This may have been to inadequate explanation on the tasks or a miss understanding of metadata. This resulted in them editing the personal information fields under Edit Collaborator panel rather than adding a new collaborator. They went on to question their actions once they identified the add new button under Content Collaborators. 

A second participant asked questions regarding the terminology used in the question and the different labels used in the interface. This highlights to some extent that, LOM collaborator role descriptions are not well understood. Prior to the question the participant spent some time referring to the tasks and browsing through the different panels of the application. During this process they completed two other tasks as they came across the appropriate fields. They also made several attempts on the View metadata pane to double click and edit fields from here. 
Of the three participants two revisited the Edit-Learning Object Details prior to selecting the correct panel Collaborators. Two participants successful open and edited a new metadata contributor without editing personal details. Both made some error in typing the name, pressed generate for the label and then wished to change the label (which is generated once only). One selected the clear button to remove the generated text and cleared all the details. They suggested an auto complete process would be good when this happened. Unfortunately both these participants were unable to see the collaborators information in the table as the system failed to display this. 
Task 1-3

Pertinently (spelling error - Permanently) change your email address to: anything@anywhere.com
This task was not completed successfully by any participants. They all ignored the ambiguity caused by the spelling error and edit email details on the collaborators panel. Two edited their details, one the details of the collaborator they had just attached. 
Task 1-4

Check the current copyright details for this learning object
All three participants identified the section at the bottom of the view panel as containing the information about copyright. One participant wasn’t happy about the term Rights, and felt it was confusing when asked to find Copy Right. Again this is using LOM terminology within the editor and not in the tasks. 
Task 1-5

Add the following as a keyword to the learning object: research

Again all three participants were able to complete this task. One added the keyword, selected it and placed it in the discard column. On saving and viewing the metadata realised it had not appeared. Returning to the keyword panel they realised what they had done, stating “I didn’t read it”. They then used the left arrows to place it back in the correct column, saved and checked its appearance. This particular part of the interface was discussed in relation to commonly used list that enable the use to select from the left and place on the right those terms to keep. The other two participants appeared to have no problem with this, one clearly read the labels before leaving the screen. 
Task 1-6

View all the metadata for the learning object
As two of the participants decided to save data as they proceeded they had already been taken by the prototype back to view metadata several times. This was also the start screen for these tasks and all three participants returned to it frequently using the menu when looking for things. 
Task 1-7

Close the program and save the metadata you have edited to file. 

All participants were able to close the application and save there data. One was unsure whether data needed saving as they had been click on save throughout the process. Another selected to use export, saving the file then exiting the prototype. 
Other notes
Two of the three participants were very keen to save changes as they went along, even though this was not asked for. This caused a few problems as the system immediately takes the user to view metadata after a save. It has also made comparison across participants as they are often starting a task form different points. The tasks were designed assuming the participant would remain on the panel of the last task. 
Recommendations 

1. A clear explanation or tutorial as to where common things are such as Save. Changing the name Select might elevate these confusions too. 

2. Each panel needs a more detailed explanation of what can be done at this point. 

3. Consider separating personal details from other collaborator entry.
4. Personal details changed for this LO only as apposed to all future LOs, which is done in preferences, needs to be made clear. 

5. The label generator caused some confusion and is irrelevant to metadata. This should maybe be a behind the scenes function. 

6. There is still some reliance on an understanding of LOM within the generator; can this be changed?
7. Is there a strong case for having edit and view separate? 

8. Table check boxes should only be available when there are items to be removed.

9. Check interface standards for best practise regarding list use. 

10. Re-think the view jump after every save. This might only be a benefit to some users and should be optional. 
11. Clearer instruction concerning the use of save and export are needed. 
Recommendations on the evaluation process

1. Reconsider the evaluation task statements. Encourage participants to start from a common point and to complete a single task at a time. 

2. Check spelling and terminology more thoroughly 
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