Web Site Review Process and Comments

A.  Process

On February 11 – 12, 2004, two focus group sessions were conducted to obtain feedback from potential users on the existing SEACOOS website and the draft data interface products currently under development.  Members of Focus Group 1 consisted of 7 planners and engineers who are routinely involved in ocean and coastal resource management and planning and might be considered super-users of ocean observation data.  When ranking themselves on a scale of 1 to 5 concerning their knowledge about ocean observations, the mean was a score of 4.  Focus Group 2 consisted of 7 individuals with different backgrounds who might be considered potential end users of ocean observation data (2 recreational boaters, 2 harbor pilots, 1 charter boat operator, 1 high school teacher, 1 commercial shrimper).  When ranking themselves on a scale of 1 to 5 concerning their knowledge about ocean observations, the mean score was 2.  All participants in both focus groups were regular computer and web users.  All participants had some level of experience using on-line maps although the experience and comfort level was much higher in Focus Group 1 than in Focus Group 2.
B.  Summary

The purpose of the focus group evaluations was to get some general feedback concerning the useability of the SEACOOS website.  Since none of the participants were current SEACOOS data users and much of the content was still under development, they were not asked to provide specific feedback concerning the the content.  However, each participant was asked if they believed the type of information in the website could be useful to them now or in the future.  Nearly all participants responded that the information could be useful in the future while less than half said it could be useful now.  Most cited the need to add other types of data, particularly waves and currents, before it would be particularly useful to them.  Another specific request that was repeated several times was the need to incorporate historical averages to provide some context for the real-time data.
Participants were given 30 minutes to interact individually with the website and record their concerns as they encountered them.  The group then convened and we went over them as a group.  The comments below capture those concerns that were raised most often and agreed to by the groups as priority concerns.
C.  Web Site Review Focus Groups Comments:
Comments on the overall web site:

1) The purpose of the website and SEACOOS does not come across in the opening page.  The initial text that will be picked up by search engines does not appear to be adequate for the intended audience.

2) The look of the site is pretty uninteresting.

3) Needs a better site map.

4) What is up with the files that are listed when you hit certain pages?

5) The web page login function is a negative.  There needs to be a compelling and obvious need for it described up front or it should be buried for more frequent users.   The  “My SEACOOS” tab was confusing because most users wanted to use that tab to return to the home page.  It is not common practice to use the logo as a main page marker when you have tabs available.

6) The “you are here” function under the filing tabs is very confusing.  When you click on titles that are named the same as the file tabs, it takes you to completely different places.  Users expect to use it as a site map but it isn’t.

Comments on the Data Interface products:

7) The loading speed for the map products can be very slow – need an alert about that.

8) The legend is confusing – it needs some explanations.

9) Need discussion about query tool capability to know it exists.

10) Query results tables need better headings – don’t know what the titles mean.

11) At some scales you pick single points and get multiple results – why?

12) There needs to be some up-front discussion about the functionality and potential uses of the products.

13) Would it be possible to pick a zoom region for zooming?  The zoom tool can be painfully slow and you don’t have a good feel for when you will get to a good viewing level.

14) The screen size is an issue especially when you have loaded an animation.  If you scroll down the map screen to get the animation set, you miss the stop/start/speed options at the top of the screen.  Would it be possible to set the map view as a static size?
15) Map layer legend in the model product is confusing.  Average viewer doesn’t get the fact that the domain differences are University of North Carolina, University of South Florida, and University of Miami.

16) The functionality of the query tool in the model product is confusing.  What do you do to select the specific layer queries?

17) When you do stumble upon some query results in the model product, they do not scroll right to allow you to view the complete record.

18) The time series and animate functions need to be explained up front.  Most viewers completely ignored it focusing mostly on the various layers and map tool functions.

19) Explain the purpose of the turn java on/off button.  Is it necessary? Two users crashed the session messing with it.

20) Where are the download data capabilities?  Scientific users will not just want to look at the maps.
21) Could there be a print capability – maybe generated in PDF on the back end rather than written into the IMS.  Non-scientific users are going to want some hardcopy potential.
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