Heuristic Evaluation Data Results

Name:  __Russell Smith__

Date:    __11-28-01______

Heuristic Evaluation

1)  Match Between System in the real world

This system appropriately resembles search pages that I have used on the Internet.  Since I was familiar with Internet restaurant search pages I found it easy to jump into this system.

2)  User Control and Freedom

Placement of “back” buttons in each screenshot allowed me to go back in the event of a mistake.  I was able to move freely through the system without the system doing something I did not expect it to do.

3) Consistency and Standard
Each screenshot that contains menu items or fields that look alike perform consistent actions.  I was not confused by any of these

4) Error Prevention
The storyboard did not have the capacity to show any features that would answer this heuristic

5) Flexibility and efficiency of use
The storyboard outlined procedures for using a favorites list and it outlined a method for the system to try to predict what the user would like.  This would greatly speed up the process for a user that has used the unit for a while

6) Help users recognize, diagnose and recover from errors

“Back” buttons allowed the user to adequately recover from any errors that were made.  

Name:  _Levi D. Smith



Date:    _November 28, 2001



Heuristic Evaluation

1)  Match Between System in the real world

The system effectively represents components of the real world, since it uses methods that are familiar with me.  The menus are set in a format similar to menus that I would find in a restaurant.  The search screen is similar to search engines that I would find on the web.  The selected restaurant in multi-user mode is computed using a democratic process that people commonly use when making group decisions.

2)  User Control and Freedom

According to the state diagram, a user can move to any state in the system to any other state in the system.  The diagram presents no dead ends in the system, although the user may have to go through intermediate states to return to a previous state.

7) Consistency and Standard
Font styles and sizes and button styles are not consistent between the multi-user mode and single person search.  How is group name determined in multi-user mode and what is its purpose?  There is no visible component that allows the user to transition from the screen that allows the user to enter number in group, location, and radius to the preferences screen.

8) Error Prevention
The system needs to take into account users who do not have GPS capabilities.  How are directions calculated if no GPS is available.  “Back” and “Search Again” buttons allow users to easily correct mistakes.  The system should also prevent users from entering invalid data into price, hours, and cuisine fields.

9) Flexibility and efficiency of use
No shortcuts are described or are visible for the system.  The availability of favorites will allow users who have previously used the system to search from a smaller number of restaurants, increasing search time.

10) Help users recognize, diagnose and recover from errors

No error messages are described for errors such as:

a. No results found for a search

b. Invalid field input (letters in the price field or time field)

c. Reservation cannot be made

Name:  __Anthony Gelsomini__

Date:    __11-28-01______

Heuristic Evaluation

1)  Match Between System in the real world

The single user mode resembles both the web page interface style that is prevalent in most current restaurant search engines and the end user concept of deciding on a place to eat through such categories as cuisine type and price.

The multi user mode resembles the process of a group of people discussing what their choices are for finding a restaurant.  This system is to act as the mediator in this environment and as a  result doesn’t have a completely direct comparison.

2)  User Control and Freedom

The user is free to move back and forth between all the states in the diagram which allows the user to easily determine information about restaurants.  The user is also allowed to enter any combination of search choices, there are no arbitrary restrictions on this and the interface lends itself to multiple choices being entered.

11) Consistency and Standard
All of the screenshots appear to provide similar functionality.  While the multi user sections are not as detailed this is obvious because they are sketches where as the single user ones were taken from a functional prototype.  All the single user screen shots provide ways to move forward and backward in the system at every step.

12) Error Prevention
The storyboard does not demonstrate how error protection would be accomplished.

13) Flexibility and efficiency of use
The flexibility of the system is provided in two ways by the storyboard.  One is through the use of multiple search criteria to allow the user to search for any type of restaurant that they want.  The second is through the use of multiple kinds of information in the search results.  This allows for say one day the user wants just restaurant info and the next day they might want to make reservation and this allows all these actions to be performed.

14) Help users recognize, diagnose and recover from errors

The user is allowed to move back and forth between each of the screens, this allows the user to recover from mistakes that they might make.

Name:  __Kristie Watson_

Date:    __11-28-01______

Heuristic Evaluation

1)  Match Between System in the real world

.There is a good match between the system and other computer applications shown through such features as pull-down menus, “back buttons,” the look of selectable features and highlighting of text to indicate selection.  There is also a match with Internet search engines used for finding restaurants; there is a similar format.

2)  User Control and Freedom

There is user control through “back buttons” that are available on most screens and the “search again” button to restart a search.  However, there is a roadblock in that there is a limit to the information that the system can contain.  Desired restaurants may not be present and there is no indications in the storyboard how information will be kept up to date.  Also, another roadblock could arise if when using the group searching option the system is not able to find a restaurant that meets everyone’s specifications.

15) Consistency and Standard
The system is consistent in that all “buttons” which can be selected have the same appearance, and that information is presented in the same format for showing restaurants and their information.  However, there is a lack of consistency in that all information is not entered in the criteria in the same manner.  Some information is entered by highlighting a menu option while other information is entered using Graffiti.

16) Error Prevention
The storyboard does not account for a user unknowingly entering the wrong search criteria, that is, when showing the results the prototype does not display the criteria that was used to search for a restaurant.  However, error prevention does occur through clear feedback in highlighting selected choices and through clear displays of results.

17) Flexibility and efficiency of use
The system is flexible in allowing for single or groups of users.  Additionally, it allows experienced users the options of remembering more recent searches and a remembered list of favorite restaurants.  However, it was not possible to view the displays for this flexibility in the storyboard so it is hard to determine the effectiveness of these features.

18) Help users recognize, diagnose and recover from errors

  There are clearly labeled “back buttons” that allow easy recoverability as does the “search again” button which allows for a return to the search screen with the last entered criteria information still entered.  However, there is no information in the storyboard regarding what happens if no restaurants match the search criteria.  There is no indication how to recover from this error.

