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Developing and Evaluating the (LUCID/Star)*Usability Engineering
Process Model

James William Helms

(ABSTRACT)
In recent years, interactive systems developers have increasingly included usability
engineering and interaction design as an integral part of software development. With
recognition of the importance of usability come attempts to structure this new aspect of
system design, leading to a variety of processes and methodologies. Unfortunately, these
processes have often lacked flexibility, completeness and breadth of coverage,
customizability, and tool support. This thesis shows the development of a process model,
that we call LUCID/Star*, which addresses and overcomes the charactéaisiing in
existing methodologies and an evaluation of its application in a real-world development
environment. To demonstrate the goal of this thesis, we ls@geaucombination of
empirical and analytical evidence.

The (LUCID/Star)* process model for usability engineering grew oth@gxamination,
adaptation, and extension of several existing usability anda@ftmethodologies The
methods that most greatly impacted the ¢comadf (LUCID/Star)*were the LUCID
Framework of interaction design, the Star Life Cycle of usability engineering, and the
Waterfall and Spiral models of Software engineering. Unlike most of these, we have
found that a sequence of cycles (each of which produces a product evolution) is a more
effective analogy for the interaction development process. A sequence of cycles is more
modular and makes it easier to focus on each cycle separately. Working with Optim
Systems, Inc. in Falls Church, VA we instantiated the process model and introduced it as
a process to develop &b+basd device managemesystem. (LUCID/Star performed
remarkably in the Optim case, overcoming the tight constraints of budget and schedule
cuts to produce an excellent prototypehaf $ystem.
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1. Problem Statement

In recent years, interactive systems developers have increasingly included usability
engineering and interaction design as an integral part of software development. Efforts in
both the corporate and academic arenas have greatly iedridsseceptivenss toward
user-centered design, and in many software development projects usability is becoming a
core objective. Such efforts have established usability as an essential part of interactive
system design.

With recognition of the importance of usability come attempts to structure this new

aspect of system design, leading to a variety of processes and methodologies.

Unfortunately, these processes have often lacked flexibility, completeness and breadth of

coverage, customizability, and tool support. Existing processes often demonstrate one or

more of the following undesirable properties:

» Structure the development cycle as a rigid, linear, stage-by-stage progression

* Force the adopin of new usability methods without accommoxgtexisting methods and
techniques for development activities

» Cannot be tailored to meet the special needs of a givggcpemvironment

» Restrict usage too specifically to certain interaction styles and applications types

* Do not support integral generation of documentation work products

» Fail to establish realistic connections to the software engineeringsgréaredeveloping the
functional core

* Are not tool supported

2. Goal of research

The foremost goal of the research is to: develop a process model, that we call

LUCID/Star*, which addresses the issues discussed above and evaluate its application in

a real-world development environmenthelsecond part of this goal, the evaluation, can

be realized by demonstrating thesess or failure of (LUCID/Star)* ia real-world

development environment, in terms of these criteria:

* Flexibility of (LUCID/Star)*as a non-lineart@rative progresen through the userteraction
development cycle

» Ability to accommodate existing methods and techniques for devehauogvities

» Ability to customize the (LUCID/Star)*process model to meet tleesb needs of a given
project environment

» Applicability of the (LUCID/Star)*process model to a variety of interaction styles and
applications types

» Ability to include generation of documentation work products as an integral part of the process
» Feasibility of supporting realistic connections to the software engineeringsprimredeveloping

the functional core
» Compatibility with the creain of effecive usability engineering support tools



3. Approach

To achieve the goal of this research, as statdee previous section, we Veaused a
combination of empirical and analytical evidence. Working with Optim Systems, Inc. in
Falls Church, VA we instantiated the process model and introduced it as a process to
develop a web-basedvee management system. We hagsessed this use of a process
model instance by:

» qualitative empirical data observed within the case study, augdiante

» analytical argumentation, where empirical evidence was unavailable.
Answers to the questions posed in the following sub-sections, taken together, satisfy the
goal of this research. Note that the applmatnd observain of the procss model to a
single project can not directly support all of the points in the following subsections.
However, support for the points has been be gathered from drawing on the project and its
extended environment, including other work at Optim Systems, Inc. and other related
work at the Usability Methods Research Laboratory at Virginia Tech.

3.1. Flexibility of (LUCID/Star)*as a non-linear, iterative
progression through the user interaction development cycle

Existing methodologies and processes for designing user interaction ofteceenfigid,
inflexible progression of stages through the design and development chelse T
methodologies leave no room for formative redesign (backtracking) or midstream
iteration. What is needed is a structure that can be flexible, non-linear, and iterative
without sacrificing design quality. RiEang the shortcomings of existing usability
process models and methodologies, we set out to develop a newsprmxiel that

exhibited all three desired trait©ur model, called LUCID/Star*, grew out of the
examination and modification of earlier research in both the disciplines of usability and
software engineering. Examining models from wafe and usability engineering

allowed us tdake the "best of both worlds" so that our model can realistically fit into and
be compatible with existing real-world overall sodre deelopment environments,

while still devoting the special attention to interaction design essential to achieving high
usability. From user inteate development methodologies, such as Cognetics' LUCID
framework [Cognetics, 2000] and Hix and Hartson's Star Life Cycle [1993], we
developed four categories of interaction design activities (Analyze, Design, Implement,
and Evaluate) and focused the completion of each cycle of actmtiegaluation. We
gleaned our model's iterative and evolutionary nature from exploring Boehm's Spiral
Model [1988], and the Waterfall Model [Royce, 1987] of software design made us aware
of some of the constraints and structure we would need¢ommodate in real-world
usage (see section 4). We demonstrate a new twofold approach to iteration embodied in
LUCID/Star*: iteration within activities of a cycle and iteration among cycles. Also, we
show the non-linearity of the model by illustrating how implementers of the model can
move freely among cycles.



3.2. Ability to accommodate existing methods and techniques
for development activities

Existing usability methods are often so differently structureekigized, ad inflexible

as to be incompatible with one another. Practitioners often find that they must use
Method A or Method B, but they cannot find a way to combine them so that they may
draw on the techniques of each method that are appropriate to a given project. This raises
the threshold of difficulty and cost when a development team wishes to consider new
methods, since they must essentially learn each new method from scratch. Also,
developers may have to give up effective existingriepies, becae new usability

processes often come packaged with a predefined set of techniques that leave no room for
incorporating existing techniques. Usability practitioners need an opeoakss model

that can be adopted without requiring them to learn a ngw structure every time they

need to change methods. In (LUCID/Star)*we endeavored to create a model that
accommodates a variety of existing usability methods and techniques, and expects to
accommodate new methods not yet developed. We felt tloat tie

(LUCID/star)*model does not require specific techniques or methods to fulfill any

activity in the structure (although it does suggessipteschoices from among currently
available techniques), the implementers would be free to choose from existing techniques
or adapt new techniques to fulfill the model. In this way, (LUCID/Star)*would allow
practitioners to merge existing methods and techniques with new orsedegéive (plug

and play) substitution. In essence, we believe the pdiyies for gcles (Analyze,

Design, Implement, and Evaluate) are so basic that the corresponding steps of any
existing methodology can be used to instantiate them. We demonstrate this compatibility
with existing methods by showing how existing user interaction design methodologies

can be realized as instances of the (LUCID/Star)*process model and how new methods
and techniques can be merged with existing ones by selective substitution.

3.3. Ability to customize the (LUCID/Star)*process model to
meet the special needs of a given project environment

Since different usability methods favor different project environments and are more
effective under specific sets of constraints, no single method exists which can easily
accommodate every project setting. Unfortunately, each real-world project can have its
own unique development environment, budget, schedule, and projegenara style.

So a methodology that a development team invested in learning and that was effective in
one project may not remain effective in another project setting. For example, a reduction
in time or budget invested in a project may demands less extensive (or entirely
eliminated) lab-based usability testing or less iterabf early design Conversely, an
increase in project schedule or budget may result in more extensive usability testing and
more iteration of early design. Practitioners need a psoitet can be adapted to the

needs of a given project and can be customized so that a change in constraints between
projects has minimal impact on the quality of the design produced by the process. Since
we developed a process model and not a methodology, any part of the process is an
instance of what is possible, and thus is not a required step in the design evdiotion

each project, developers create a customized process instance, including or excluding
cycles, activities, or entire iterations as the constraints allow. Tess can be



different each time and can even be modified as the project progresses. We show the
feasibility of this by analyzing the project constraints and how the process model adapted,
as it was instantiated at Optim. We demonstrate how (LUCID/Star)* adjusted to meet the
specific needs of the development team theard,how it was structured to continue

working for them in the future.

3.4. Applicability of the (LUCID/Star)*process model to a
variety of interaction styles and applications types

As technology changes, usability engineers are no longer just faced with the charge of
designing just desktop GUI's, but are also facing the challenge of designing for the web,
virtual environments, peripheral displays, gestural interfaces, and voice interaction.
These new technologies present a new set of usage situations and usability requirements
and require new techniques to accommodate .thEme fast-changing application

technology calls for a process model that does not force practitioners to perform
predetermined techniques to fulfill specific pieces of the model. The model should
accommodate new techniques, which apply more effectively to thermifiateraction

styles. This is a key consideration when developing the process model, because the
varying nature of the interaction styles designed with this model may restrict the

available techniques. For example, peripheral displays are displays and devices resident
in the periphery of a user's work environment that provide the user with information
regarding events outside of the user's current work focus. Examples of peripheral
displays include stock or news tickers, Windows taskbar status alerts (e.g. Eudora’s 'new
mail' icon), and even a car's odeter. Trditional labbased usability testing cannot be

used to evaluate peripheral displays, since these displays are often intended for long-term
usage across many other tasks and reside ihdackground of a user's n@l actions A
modified form of testing must be developed to accurately assess the usability of such
devices that more realistically accounts for the special properties of these .dé&aces
instance, one possible technique involves using the peripheral display while performing
another more involved task [McCrickard, Stasko, and Catrambone, 2000]. For peripheral
displays, this new technique fulfills the same basic part of the interaction design cycle
(namely evaluation of hi-fi prototype) as lab-based testing would for a desktop
application. Since the (LUCID/Star)*pragsemodel is designed to allow implementers to
choose appropriate techniques to fit their application type, it prosidieble structure

that can be customized in such a way that makes desigmitrgditional and alternative
interaction easy. Optim Systems, Inc. provided an excellent testbed for the model in this
respect, as opportunity existed to instantiate the process model on some very different
interfaces and deviced\le were able toee the process model atsk@n a more

traditional remote device management application, a web-based application for
communicating with non-PC devices, and wireless interface for PDA's and cellular
phones, the designs of which were much more highly constrained. By analyzing the
collected work products, we determined the usefulness of the process model in designing
the interaction for each application. This allows us to show whether or not the structure
is applicable to any application type.



3.5. Ability to include generation of documentation work
products as an integral part of the process

Most existing usability methodologies and strucsude not even mention
documentation, but we know that in real world software development, thorough
documentation is essential to a successful desi@yme of the cornerstones of the
(LUCID/Star)*process model is the integration of work product documentatio the
overall structure. Documentation work produate generated and evolve through every
step of the process model. This documentation is held in a cochatamase that can be
accessed and used by anytpHrthe process. This meathat no works lost, and nearly
every piece of documentation can feed other design activitlesrder to demonstrate
the integration of documentation into the process model, we show how documentation
was generated, iterated, and refined through out the instance of the process model
implemented at Optim Systems, Inc.

3.6. Feasibility of supporting realistic connections to the
software engineering process for developing the functional
core

Another aspect of the development process, which is markedly lacking from existing
usability engineering methodologies, is the establishment of connections to software
engineering. Interaction design and software engineehiguge snany isilarities in

process, needs, and in origin. With the development of a general structure for interaction
design, these similarities should become apparent agaitod$hef cohesion between

the two disciplines lies irhe details of designg backend, functional core setre

versus designing user interaction. Usability engineering foarsttge user's satisfaction

and ease of use, while software engineering zeroes in on functionalrgletulity .

Despite the disparate sub-goals, both have the end user in mind; the disciplines simply
satisfy that user in different ways. Herein lies the key to discovering connections
between the two fields. One must analyze the purgodgoals of the poesses to

discover where they are the same and where they are necessarily separate. The
(LUCID/Star)* process model can be visaatl as a lig cycle in much the same way that
current software engineering methodolsgaee, and thus lends itself to integration with
these models. In effect, the (LUCID/Star)* instance becomes a life cycle within the larger
software development and overall project life cycles and does not have to impact or
change most of what's done to develop the functional core (except for interactidhewi
user interface software development). Also, our process model is designed to be the
vehicle of communication between the interface designer and the back-end software
developers. We observed how such communication fed the design of the Optim product
by narrowing the connections to the backend database and bettergdetimmunication

in general. From this analysis, we draw conclusions on how to better facilitate defining
such connections and improving communication between functional core and interaction
design.



3.7. Compatibility with the creation of effective usability
engineering support tools

Existing usability methods often provide the 'what' without the 'hoganing that they

often tell practitioners what general step to do next without providing useful instructions
or tools on how to do it. At best, such methodologies provide checklists or forms to
follow. This often leaves practitioners no clear guidance in implementing the usability
techniques prescribed. Usability engineers need tools to help them manage the
interaction design process, and to provide dioadth perfoming specific usability

techniques. (LUCID/Star)*lends itself to integration with several types of tools. Process
management/customization and instructional tools are two classes of tools that have been
under development at Virginia Tech for integration into the (LUCID/Star)*model.

Process management/customization tools help practitioners define the structure of their
instance of the process model, allowing them to customize and visualize the structure to
fit their software projects. Thus, for example, in the cases of wireless versus virtual
environment interface development, theltcould offer different but equivalent

techniques to fulfill the same general activity of testing usability specifications. Along
with management tools, instructional tools help usability engineers implemeiiicspe
techniques to instantiate the activities in their customized proceshow how
(LUCID/Star)*can be fitted with a suite of usability tools, we examine initial designs for
such tools done by others in the Usability Methods Research Laboratory at Virginia Tech.

3.8. Summary

Table 1 below summarizes the points described in the sections above, showing the
section number, the goal described there, and how we intend to show that
(LUCID/Star)*can fulfill that goal.

Table 1: Summary of research goals

Section #| Research Goal We show...
3.1 | Flexibility of — Iteration, both within activities of a
(LUCID/Star)*as a non- cycle and among cycles.

linear, iterative progression
through the development
cycle

— That implementers can move freely
between cycles.




3.2

Ability to accommodate
existing methods and
techniques for development
activities

How existing methods and techniques

can be "plugged in" to instantiate almost

any development activity in the
structure.

How the activity types o& cycle

(Analyze, Design, Implement, and
Evaluate) are so basic that they can fit
the steps of any existing methodology

3.3

Ability to customize the
(LUCID/Star)*process
model to meet the special
needs of a given project
environment

That process cycles and activities can
removed or replaced to meet the
constraining parameters of a project
environment (e.g. budget, schedule,
management style, etc.)

be

That activities or cycles may be added to

include any specialized techniques,

methods, or custom requirements of the

application domain.

3.4

Applicability of
(LUCID/Star)*process
model to a variety of
interaction styles and
applications types

The generality of the structure as
demonstrated by the outcome of the
design process on multiple application

types.

How the structure is application
independent, while techniques are
application specific.

How implementers may substitute, for

various development activities, methods

and techniques that are highly
specialized for a given interaction style
or application type.

3.5

Ability to include generation
of documentation work
products as an integral part
of the process

How documentation and its production
are built-in (potentially) to all activities
of the process model.

How documentation was created and
evolved throughout the project.




3.6 | Feasibility of supporting — How to exploit similarities of the
realistic connections to the process model to existing software
software engineering development processes

process for developing the

functional core — Techniques for communicating between

interface development and functional
core (backend) development,

— How the process model defines a life
cycle within the larger software and
overall project life cycle

3.7 | Compatibility with the — The already established feasibility of
creation of effective usability engineering support tools for
usability engineering instantiating and managing the
support tools (LUCID/Star)*process and for

performing the activities with the
model (especially analyzing, classifying,
reporting and managing data for
usability problems found in usability
testing).

4. Background and Related Work

The (LUCID/Star)*process model for usability engineering grew othe@ftxamination,
adaptation, and extension of several existing usability anda@ftmethodologies The
methods that most greatly impacted the ¢comadf (LUCID/Star)*were the LUCID
Framework of interaction design, the Star Life Cycle of usability engineering, and the
Waterfall and Spiral models of Software engineering, as shown in the following
subsections.

4.1. LUCID

LUCID - Logical User Centered Interaction Design — began as a way of degc¢hbi
approach to user interface design at Cognetics Corporat Princeton JunctigriNew

Jersey [Cognetics, 2000]. LUCID is based on a sequence of six stages, which carry the
evolution of a product from its initial conception to the final deployment as a product
release:

* Envision

* User and Task Analysis
* Design and Prototype

* Evaluate and Refine

» Complete Detailed Design and Production



» Deploy and Follow Up

LUCID presents a novel framework for designing interaction, organizing the
development as a sequence of basic dgtiypes This leaves developers the freedom to
instantiate those activities in various ways. However, each dyige is done are over
the entire developmemrycle We feltthat the activity types described were cative of
what usability engineers do for each evolution of the product. With this in mind, we
explored the activity typedescriban the sages of LUCID and found four essential
activity types that are represented in those stages: Analyze, Design, Implement, and
Evaluate. We have built those four basic types of activities into each cycle of
(LUCID/Star)*, so that they are applied to eachlewmg form of the product.

LUCID is called a "framework" because it does not rigidly request specific techniques, a
characteristic inherited by LUCID/Star*. However, unlike LUCID, (LUCID/Star)*also
provides an organizing framework for ordering, structuring, planning, scheduling, and
documenting all the interaction development activities. Users are at the heart of LUCID,
starting with a consideran of the target user groups and user task analysis. Feedback
from users is an important part of the iterative cycle of the design, with possible
additional usability tests during implementation.

4.2. The Star Life Cycle

The Star life cycle concept, derived empirically from extensive observations of real-
world developers [Harts and Hix,1989], is an evaluation-ctered iterative usability
engineering process for topan, bottom-up development, mrside-out development.
The primary goal is to support continual evaluation and iteration during user interaction
development, including much tighter, smaller loops of iteration than imagined in the
spiral methodology (see next section). The Star life cycle minimized the number of
ordering constraints among development activities. For example, developers ltaaot
to specify all requirements before working on design. In fact, developers sometimes
started by exploring design possibilities — perhaps by using a rapid progptypi and
doing walk-throughs with clients and users — and, in the processetealoabout
requirements.
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Figure 1: The Star Life Cycle Concept (adapted from Hix and Hartson, 1993)

The resulting evaluation-centered life cycle concept, shown here in Figure 1 [adapttlad
from Hix & Hartson, 1993], was termed tk&r life cycle because of its shape. The

points of the star are not ordered or connected in a sequence. This means that a user
interaction developer can theoretically start with almost any development activity and
move on to almost any other one. The various activities are highly interconnected,
however, through the usability evaluation process in thegemsults of each activity

are evaluated before going onthe next activity. lrgeneral, a different kind of

evaluation is required after each different activity in this life cycle. Conventional life
cycles lean toward independent performance of each development activity, whereas the
star life cycle supports interdependent, but distinct, activities.

Evaluation centeredness is a very important property of the Star Life Cycle, which
(LUCID/star)*inherits. In (LUCID/Star)&ach product evolution goes through a cycle of
four basic activity types derived from the LUCID framework. Cycle completion is
dependent on the results of a final Evaluate dgi@nd satisfacdn of the cycle exit

criterion. Most of the time these two things will be the same, meaning that the exit
criterion is based on attaining some predetermined result from the final Evaluate activity.
This implies that each evolution of the product could be evaluated possibly many times
before moving into the analysis of the next evolution.

4.3. The Waterfall Model of Software Development

For decades much of the software industry was dominated by a mandate to use a
waterfall-like development methodology, such as that shown in Figure 2.
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Figure 2: Representative of the Waterfall Model for Software Development

The waterfall model is characterized by a more or less rigid progmesksdagesgeach of
which entails a relatively independent development activity. Feedback among stages is
limited, restricting the flow of information between non-adjacent stages and allowing
major design flaws to filter through the first few stages without detection, only to be
discovered too late in the overall process.

Being document- and schedulaven, rather than driven by goals accomplishments,

the waterfall method is inflexible, but has been perceived as easy to manage because the
predetermined schedule made it clear when to move from one phase to the next,
regardless of whether goals were all met. Any remaining problerbsiadied upin the
documentation and "thrown over the wall" to the group in charge of the next phase. The
most difficult problems can get passed across several phases until soesizes that it

is too late in the process to solve the problem propéfishe problem is fundamental

(e.g., a problem with software argctue) and a solution is esdih, the proces might

have to stop and restart at an earlier phase. At that point schedule slippage and cost
overruns are inevitable and the probability of project failure begins to climb.

The waterfall model also had significant effects on organization management, effects that
persist to this day in some organizations. Often different teams with different skills and
experience, and sometimes with different management, were responsible for different
phases of development. As these organizations matured, their management structure
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often mirrored the compartmentalized nature of the waterfall phases. The requirements
department and its management were separate from the design group, which was separate
from the software production group. This rigidly perpendicular organization left a legacy

of vertical "stovepipe" management that became an impediment to later interdisciplinary
development teams. We havenked with such cross-jurisdiction teams wiauld not

make significant decisions until each team member had passed the questiorr iyghis o
respective management chain and a decision was passed down.

Although the Waterfall model has endured much criticism in the past, it does recognize
one fundamental truth that can be applied to interaction deSilgat tuth is the

necessity of “evolutionary drift”. Evolutionary drift is the term we use to indicate that a
development process, even an iterative process for a user interaction design or for
software, is noall iteration. The term evolutionary drift describes an overall positive
movement, in addition to iterative cycling, of the product through a series of evolutionary
forms toward (and beyond) a final releasable version. Without this evolutionary drift, the
development process neveaches its final goal of prodag a product.

4.4, The Spiral Model of Software Development

Boehm defined a process model known as the Spiral Model of software development
[Boehm, 1988], hoping to create a model that could overcome the shortcomings of a
number of pre-existing software models, of which the waterfall model [Royce, 1987] was
the best known and most widely used. Boehm's spiral mod@nshd-igure 3, was

more iterative and more flexible.
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Figure 3: Spiral Model for Software Development [Boehm1988]

The model reflects the underlying concept traath teration involves a prograss of
similar steps or phases to reach each new level of elabor&ach time through the
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spiral begins with considering the objectives of the current prdgrettion, detamining
alternative techniques of development, and recognizing constraints on these alternatives.
The structuring of iteration in (LUCID/Star)*is primarily adapted from Boehm’s Spiral
Model and uses four basic activities to drive the developroyele. These four basic
activities are repeated for each pass through the spiral, being applied to an increasingly
complex prototype of the system. LUCID/Star*'s activity types are derived from the
LUCID framework. Each product evolution revolves through a cycle of the four

activities one or more times before becoming detailed design requirements in the first
activity of the next cycle.

4.5. Moving Toward LUCID/Star*

Each of the four methodologies discussed above contributed to the development of
(LUCID/Star)* in the following ways:

» The LUCID Framework provided the four basic activity types for interaction
design: Analyze, Design, Implement, and Evaluate

» The Star Life Cycle grounded our work in evaluation centeredness, both at the
overall process level and at the product evolution level

* The Waterfall model made explicit the evolutionary drift that a process must
facilitate in order to progress from concept to product

» The Spiral model offered iteration and repetition of basic design tasks

Based on the contributions of these fourtmelblogieswe began formulating a process

model that would become (LUCID/Star)*. We have found that a sequefncyces is a

more effective analogy than the spiral model for the interaction development process. A
sequence of cycles is more modular and makes it easier to focus on each cycle separately.
In that sense, (LUCID/Star)*is like a "spiral unwound'hat analogy can be visualized

by imagining the spiral of Figure 4, abstracted from Boehm's spiral model in Figure B, as
being made of stiff wire.
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Figure 4: Spiral model abstracted from Figure 3

If one pulls the two ends of the wire apahe spiral beawoes a helix, as in Figure 5.

00000

Figure 5: Spiral unwound
If one were then to 'solder’ the wire to itself at each place where it crosses over itself in

the helix, round the loops a bit, pull it out a bit more, and the result is a connected
sequence of circles, as in Figure 6. |

Figure 6: Spiral unwound and stretched out

This representation quickly evolved into,
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Figure 7: The Waterfall with Whirlpools

Originally we had settled on the representation in Figure 7 to visualize our mbdet, w
each circle was a (LUCID/Star)*cycle and the arrows connecting cycles show the
evolutionary drift of the product from cycle to cycle. However, this visualization was
perceived by some as resembling a "wallesi#gh whirlpools”, which wadoo linear to
truly represent the essanof (LUCID/Star)*. We alsoealized that we had omitted a
critical piece of the model from our diagram (something also missing from LUCID, the
waterfall, and the spiral model): an explicitly represented ability to itaratengcycles

as well as within them, something we originally had in the Star Life Cycle concept.
Figure 8 gives a more accurate picture of the (LUCID/Star)* model, explicitly |
representing iteration among cycles through a central "huby.cscle can flow bacto
any previous cycle as well as progresthmnext cycle in the evolution.
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Figure 8: The (LUCID/Star)*structure

The configuration of Figure 8 helps to explicitly show two important aspects of the
(LUCID/Star)* process model:

The ability toiterate back to any prevsaycle thragh the central hub (inherited
from the Star Life Cycle.)

The evolutionary drift toward congieness that the product undergoes (inherited
from the Waterfall Model.)

Each circle represents a process cycle comgibUCID "stages" adevelopment
activities. The advaages over the spiral model are:

Each cycle in the process can be distinguished,
Each cycle can be named for the product it produces,

Each cycle can be instantiated differently with specific activities and techniques,
and

Each cycle can be iterated independently of the others.

In addition, the new (LUCID/Star)* configuration offers:
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* An explicit ability to iterate back to previous cyclesngsa global evaluation
criterion,

* An explicit evolutionary drift to increasingly welleveloped product forms

Taken together, the cycles offer a framework for:
» Guiding pradtioners and development teams through the process

* Making choices for all activities, techniques, tools and templates, and deliverable
work-products, and

» Structuring documentam and communication, plus planning and schedudif
iterations, cycles, and activities throughout the project life cycle.

The modularity of (LUCID/Star)*supports customization; specific methods and
techniques already familiar can be "plugged” into activity types. Levels of abstraction
make it easy to comprehend; developers can understand each cycle déwaahigien
string several together to get a whole process. Deliverables fall out natisrabkplicit
work-products of the activities.

5. Summary of (LUCID/Star)*

(LUCID/Star)*is a product-oriented process model to guide usability engineering
practitioners through activities for developing user interaction designs with measurably
high usability, implemented as user interfaces within interactive computer systeras
process model, it is not a development methodology peMs&y development groups

have their own methods and techniques for various parts of the process but need
suggestions for other parts and need a way to structure the process cost effddnatly
development groups also need to be able to tailor the process scope and activities to meet
the needs and constraints of each individual project. Project groups also need templates
and tools to help produce effective documentation of the gsau®l its work-products.

But developers cannot afford the necessity to adapt to an entirely new "methodology” in
the process, losing the value of their own established tools and techniques and their
familiarity and experience with their existing methods. Thus, the (LUCID/Star)*
framework can be integrated with various software engineering methodologies or, for
small product development efforts, can be used as a stand-alone development method.

We show that (LUCID/Star)* meets these needs as a generic framework that usability
practitioners can tailor into a specific process by plugging in methods and techniques
most appropriate for situations in their own development environments.
(LUCID/Star)*has evolved into a framework to manage the process of designing a user
interface in a way that incorporates the best industry practices of user-centered design
and usability engineering. The (LUCID/Stargimework guides the user interaction
development process, its planning, its scheduling, and its documentation.

(LUCID/Star)*goals are to:

* Provide Ul designers with a framework within which to apply the best practices,
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» Allow for seamless integration of design and usability activities witwsoé
development methodologies,

» Support a user-centered approach to interface design, and
» Ensure a measurably high level of usability in the finished product.

(LUCID/Star)*has evolved from a combimar of several existig usability engineering
frameworks and life cycle concepts, indicating the major sources of its development, the
Cognetics LUCID (Logical User Centered Interaction Design ) development framework
[Cognetics, 2000] and the Virginia Tech Star life cycle concept [Hix and Had803].

The "*" in the name is a lexical ption the Kleene iterative closure operation in regular
expressions and means, "to iterate as needed". (LUCID/Star)* addresses development
activities, cycles and iteration, documentation, documentation templates and support
tools, deliverables, and an evolving materialization of the product. The final product
evolves as it passes through each cycle of Figure 8, each of which is an iteration of four
kinds of LUCID interaction development activities: analyze, design, implement, and
evaluate, as shown in Figure 9. The (LUCID/Star)*process model offers a flexible
structuring of the development stages, their ordering, and their transition criteria
(completion criteria for one stage and entrance criteria for the next) [BASIa3).
(LUCID/Star)*also provides support for planning, schemgland connections to

software development of the non-user interface cormapt of a project.

5.1. Cycles

Figure 8 shows an example (LUCID/Star)*user interaction development process as a
sequence of iterative cycles, each cycle producing, and named for, a different form of the
same final product. Developers iterate within each cycle until its exitiaréer met.

For example, iteration might continue for a high-fidelity prototype until lab-based

usability testing produces user performanceltedbat meet nexceed the req@ments

stated in the usability specifications. Other, similar and parallel, sequences of cycles
represent processes for developing concomitant products such as user documentation and
training.

Although the "cradle-to-grave" scope shown also embraces software production and use,
the focus of (LUCID/Star)*remains on usability across this broad prodeatylitle.

5.2. Activity Types and Activities

Each cycle of (LUCID/Star)*is an evaluation-centered iteration of four types of
development activity, as shown in Figure 9: |

* Analysis

» Design

* Implement
» Evaluate

1 Our thanks to George Casaday.
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Figure 9: Development activity types within each (LUCID/Star)*cycle

Analyze, Design, Implement, and Evaluate are actiypesin each

(LUCID/star)*cycle, each of which gets instantiated in each iteration of each cycle by an
activity instance and a technique for performing that activitgus, each cycle can
potentially include several kinds of activities of the same type. For example, Evaluate
activities of the Usage Scenarios and Design Sketches cycle can include scenario task
coverage, design sketch completeness, and scenario accuracy evaluation — each being
done by a different technique.

Table 2: Possible Evaluate Activities and Techniques of the Usage
Scenarios and Design Sketches Cycle

Cycle Activity type Activity Instance Technique
Usage Scenarios | Evaluate Scenario Task | Usability Inspection
and Design Coverage via Comparison to
Sketches Task Analysis
Usage Scenarios | Evaluate Design Sketch | Design Walkthroughs
and Design Completeness
Sketches
Usage Scenarios | Evaluate Scenario Examination by
and Design Accuracy Domain Expert
Sketches

Documentation is associated with a specific activity type and activity (e.g., Analyze, task
analysis) but not with a particular cycle. Thus, more than one cycle can contribute to the
results of task analysis. As a result, Azalyype activitietn the earliest cycles create

initial documentation, while Analyze type adtiesin successie cydes add to and

modify these documents as they evolve and mature throughout the whole process. The
implication is that no activity is done entirely in one place in the process. For example,
task analysis is mostly done in the Analyze activity of the early cycles. But later cycles
continue to impact and inform task analysis.e Theaibn of design scenarios, for
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example, can reveal missing tasks and can lead to changes in task structure. Figure 10
shows how documentation is tied to an activity and flows between activities via the

common documentation database.

Technique Selection Criteria Activity Role

ProductIn Product Out

Activity Type/
Instance

By-Products

v Relationships with
Other Activities
Tools / Templates \

By-Products

v
Common Datebase of
Documentation

Figure 10: A generic activity

As a process model, (LUCID/Star)* provides an organizing framework for the activities
and cycles. The way that the (LUCID/Star)* process model becomes a development
process for a particular project lies in the way specific development activities are selected
to instantiate eactievelopment activity type ieach cycle.The choices for activity
instantiation, from (LUCID/Star)* methods and from the developers own methods,
depend on project size and goals available usabily engineemg techniques

appropriate to the cycle's stage of development and project team expertise and
experience. The same actyvype can be instantiated with a different HCI tegbe in
successive iterations of the same cycle.

5.3. Process Instantiation

Processes are created by instamigathe proces model, an exercisigat that occurs in
two phases.

» First, implementers of the process must select which product evolutions (cycles)
they wish to develop for this product.

* Second, implementers must populate the activities of each cycle byyiohenti
appropriate techniques for each activity.

Product evolution and technique selection are heavily influenced by constraints such as
interaction style/application type, budget, schedule, etc. The amount of product
evolutions and the complexity and expenseheftechniques can be customized by the
implementers of the process model.
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5.4. The nature of iteration

The idea of iterative refinement of interaction designs is now commonly accepted.
However, many people, including usability pitaaners, think of feration in terms of the
process as a single iterative cycllthough iteratioramongcycles does occurs as part

of the process, the most common iteration is a more localized itevéatian a cycle.

For example, developers might go through the Analyze, Design, Implement, and Evaluate
activities for the screen design cycle several times before moving on to the low-fidelity
prototype cycle.

Each time developers iterate through a given cycle, they might apply a different
technique for a given activity type (e.g., design). For example, in the screen design cycle
an early iteration might call for the use of scenarios to identify screen objects and user
actions in screen design. A later iteration of the same screen cycle might call for
participatory design techniques like those discussed in Muller (1991) to fedisereen
layout. Although product development can usually never be considered truly complete,
neither does the usability engineer seek perfection intaration — only a cost-effective
target level of usability.

Users of the process model define the exit criteri@éoh cycle Usuallya cycle exit
criterion is based, in turn, on some comhbmatof two types of otér critera: evaluation
based criteria and constraint based criteria. Evaluation basedaitedetermined as
achieving some level of measurable usability on the current product evolution, whereas
constraint based criteria are basedoutside influences such as schedule, byudget
management style. Combining these allows practitioners to attain a cost-eflactive

of usability within the constraints of the project and, hopefully, meeting the project
schedule, without falling into indefinite iteration.

Once a cycle's exit criterare met, the product evolution goe®tigh one more ‘global
evaluation' step (represented by the 'hub’in Figure 8) beforegnomito the next cycle.

The Evaluate activity within a cieresults in a measure of usability taken locally within
the current &age of product evolution. It ensures that we are mgjithe right product.

On the other hand, the hub is an evaluation activity that has a more global view and asks
whether the state of the product is suchiths ready to evolve tthe nex cycle (the

next product form). If not, the product may be sent back to a previous eypaeade of
something not working out well or something discovered in the process that indicates the
need for repeating a previ®eycle or cycles Here,the hub help us know if we are

building the product right. This property of the model is inherited from the Star Life
cycle, since that model had a global evaluation activity as a hub as well.

5.5. Basic Principles

(LUCID/Star)*is based on a few simple principles that govern how it works and that help
its users think about how to apply it.

5.5.1. Process is product-oriented

The objective of the whole process is to produce an interaction design with provably high
usability upon which the user interface part of an interactive software system is built.
Thus, the interaction design is the primary product of the (LUCID/Star)*process model.
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However, the full breadth of the (LUCID/Star)*scope includes incarnations of the
product (the interaction design) as manifest in the user interface implemented in the
production software of a product release and beyond deploymerthefield. The
objective of each cycle is to produce #atient form of that producgach cycle being
named for the form of the product that it produces (e.g., low-fidelity prototype).
(LUCID/star)* is intended to be accompanied by otsenjlar and parallel sequences of
cycles for developing concomitant products such as user datatioe and traning and
even product packaging and installation procedures. These other cycles have essentially
the same inputs and relationships and development activities suebdssamalysis,
requirements, user class definitions, prototypes, usability testing, and iteration, but
somewhat different kinds of products.

Each activity in each cycle can also proglwork-products, usually design
documentation and other deliverables such as documentation of task analysis,
requirements, and user class definitions.

5.5.2. Products evolve through cycles

As development progresses through the sequence of (LUCID/Star)* cycles, each
successive cycle produces a more evolved form of the product (e.g. from high concept
statement to scenarios to screen designs to low-fidelity prototype to high-fidelity
prototype to product release). Rathi®anthinking of hese different forms as separate
entities, we think of them as different embodiments, incarnations, stages of development,
or forms of the same product, the user interaction design, as it evolves through the
process cycles of LUCID/Star*or simplicity we use the term "product” to refer to any

of these forms or stagedhus, a scem® is the product, as it emerges from that

particular cycle. Similarly, a prototype is the product while working in the corresponding
cycle for that stage of development. After software production, the interaction design
product becomes embodied in the user interface part of the application software and gets
integrated with the non-user interface software to form the deployed target application
system.

The forward path of evolution is explicit in the process mo@&seckward paths are
implicitly allowed whenever evaluation results of any one cycle indicate that the product
can benefit from revisiting the activities of any predaycle.

5.5.3. Each cycle is iterative

In general, the process will iterate within each cycle. It is possible for any activity to be
given a different instantiation by applying different techniques each time through the
same cycle. The process moves from the current cytte twext when the current cycle

exit criterion (usually specified in terms of usability evaluation results) is met. For
example, the high fidelity prototype can be considered complete when it meets the target
levels set for usability specifications.

5.5.4. Each cycle contains same types of activities

Activities are the basic buildinddrks of a (LUCID/Stg* cycle. Each cycle contains the
same activitytypes inherited from the original LUCID: Analyze (including envisioning),
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Design (including redesign), Implement (including prototype), Evaluate (including
refine).

Many linear development methodologies such as the waterfall method contain activities
for analysis, design, implementation, and evaluation, but they appear at toddvgh a

We now know that every form of the product and work products (such as requirements,
prototypes, documentation, and training) each needs iteration of all the activity types. So
we replaced phases with cycles at the highest level of the process model and put the
Analyze, Design, Implementation, and Evaluate activity typesah cycle. Thus,

unlike the waterfall model, (LUCID/Star)*iterated through these activities in@nae.

5.5.5. Each cycle is evaluation-centered

The Evaluate activity is the center and controlling activity of each cycle. The Evaluate
activity is the key to process management. These ideas are derived from the Star Life
Cycle of interface development. Each (LUCID/Star)* cycle represents an evolution of
the product (e.g. product concept, low fidelity prototype, etc.) and often a cycle's exit
criteria is based on achieving some high degree of completeness and/or usability for that
evolution. The purpose of the Evaluate activity is to measure the comgkesarfor

usability of the current product evolution. rlexample, usage scenarios canelvaliated

based on the breadth of coverage (as compared to the task analysis) and accuracy of the
narrative (as judged by a domaxpert). If the poduct evolution doesat stand up to

the appropriate measuitben the cyclewill i terate again to improve the desighthe

product exhibits an appropriate level of completeness and/or usability (as defined for that
specific evolution of the product) then the design evolution may continue on to the next
cycle.

5.5.6. Work products (documentation) evolve over cycles

Work-products are documentation deliverables that are produced by various activities
within a cycle and are held in a common database for use as they evolve in the same and
later cycles. Documentation is usually associated with a specific activey ey,

Analyze, Design) but not with a particular cycle. Thus, the Amgahctivities of any

given cycle each contribute to the evolution of the analysis docamasta result,

Analyze type activities in the earliest cycles ceghe initial version of many esggh

work products that make up documentation we call theobldimap (e.g. high concept
statement, business process model, needs analysis, user analysis, task analysis, functional
analysis, task / function allocation, usability goals, constraints, and requirements).
Analyze activities in successive cychedd to and mod these documents asety evolve

and mature throughout the whole process. No work product is developed entirely in one
cycle of the process. For example, much task analysis is done in the Analyze activity of
the early cycles But late cydes continue to impact and inform task analySite

creation of design scenarios, for example, can reveal missing tasks and can lead to
changes in task structure.

5.5.7. Process can be viewed at different levels

Once developers have determined how they want to tailor their instance of the process
model for their specific project, they can view the entire prodessltiplelevels and
from multiple perspectives. For example, at a given time one can |duk @rious
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cycles without concern for the detailed activities within a cycle, one can focus on inter-
cycle relationships, or one can narrow the view to just the dotatian for task
analysis.

Work is underway on providing a process modeling tool to support developers in creating
and editing the process instance for a project in addition to navigating through it and
viewing it at various levels of abstraction: process view, cycle view, activity view, or
documentation view.

5.5.8. Any part of the process is an instance of what is possible

The (LUCID/Star)*process model is a guiding framework, not a methodology, because,
although it offers well-tested and successful techniques for each activity in many cycles,

it does not rigidly request specific techniques for any activity type in any cycle. Any
specific version of the process, a cycle, or diviacis aninstanceof that part of the

process model and is therefore only an example of what that part of the process can be for
a given project at a given time. Thus, flexibility and tailorability are keystone features of
the process model. A prasecan be instantiated from the model in two ways: by

deciding which cycles and activities to include and bgidleg which techniques and

methods to use. Developers can and lshioglude or omit vihatever activities or cycles

their scope, team composition, experience, project management style, budget, and/or time
schedule indicate. Developers should include their favorite usability engineering

methods and techniques where appropriate. The process can be different every time and
still follow the (LUCID/Star)*process model. There is no cut-and-dried formula or recipe

for configuring a custom process. Thisisengineering activity ands asual in such

cases, experience is the best way to learn and improve. The (LUCID/Star)*process
modeling tool will facilitate specification and editing of each custom instance of the
process.

Because users are at the heart of LUCID/Star*, user-centered techniques are prominent
throughout the interaction development life cycle. For example, Analyze activities in
early cycles should include target user class definitions and user task analysis. A design
team may select one or more techniques, such as structured client and user interviews,
from the techniques available for studying user needmtblis process, and workflow

for the Analyze activity of the product con¢eycle The team might choose design
walkthroughs for the Evaluate activity in the scenariosanden desigcycles, but lab-

based usability testing for Evaluatethe high-fidelity prototyp cycle.

Usability specifications are often developed in the Analyze activity of the low-fidelity
prototype cycle, but can be developed in the high-fidelity prototype cycle instead, or in
addition. Usability inspection techniques or design walkthroughs are aigpeopr

Evaluate activity techniques for scenarios and screen designs or low-fidelity prototypes.
Similarly, lab-based usability testing can be applied as an Evaluation activity technique to
either low-fidelity or high-fidelity prototypes. A small project might have only a low-
fidelity prototype or only a high-fidelity prototype. Benchmark tasks can be used for
usability testing either a low- or high- fidelity prototype. Thus, for developing a web-
based application, for example, on a very short schedule (Internet time!), the process can
be very light on its feet.
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In a large or important project where more resources are available and motake at s

the resulting usability, the team may plan to make both low-fydatid high-fidelity

prototypes and to do lab-based usability testing with both. It would be typical in that case
to do less formal usability testing with the low-fidelity prototype, probably taking only
gualitative data to eliminate as many usability problems as possible before committing to
implementing a high-fidelity prototype. Then more formal usability testing would be

done on the high-fidelity prototype, to include quantitative data, to assess whether and
when usability specifications are met.

The development team or the project manager would use the (LUCID/Star)*Process
Modeling Tool to produce a pragespecification, which defines the process model
instance for a project and which results in meta-documentation, which is one kind of
work-product.

5.5.9. A user interface development process must be integrated with the
software engineering development process and not as an add-on

(LUCID/star)*is for development of user interaction designs, but the overall
development of an interactive software system involves software developooenfor
both the user interface software and the non-useratgoftware (the functional core
of the application).

Although we believe that the user interaction design should be developed separately from
consideration of software, we also believe that any user inteléacgopment proess

must be integrated with the software engineering development process and not treated as
a separate add-on process.

* A more integrated process will prackia more integrated product.

* Both development worlds have to have the same vision of the overall system concept,
goals, and architecture.

» Surely it is more cost-effective for the two development worlds, for user interaction
development and for non-Ul software development, to share many common activities
(e.g., needs analysis, requirements gathering, prototypes for usability and software
concept proving) rather than perfongithese activities separately and redundantly.

Despite the obviousness of the above claims for an integrated overall development
process, too often usability engineers developing the interaction design for specific
system functionality and the software engineers develdpmgon-user intéace part of
that functionality do not communicate adequately. Yetthey are vgodkindifferent
aspects of the same thing!

Given that software engineering processes are usually more well established within
development organizations, a successful candidate for a usability engineering process
must be connectable and integratable with neasdtingsoftware engineering
methodologies/frameworks. Taken to its logical end, this course of thinking probably
means that a project should not have two parallel processes, but one single, integrated
process and one team, even though the two parts might often haventdietreities,

goals, and work products.
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5.6. Using the Model for Scheduling and Planning

In brief and simple terms, an instance process of (LUCID/Star)*is a blueprint to guide
developers through the user interaction development process. It indicates what activities
to do, in what order, and how long to do each activity, and what products and work-
products are produced.

In addition to guiding interaction development, (LUCID/Star)*also supports project
planning and scheduling, where the cycles and activities become nodes in a PERT or
Gantt chart. Prectedcompletiondates can be associated with actigiéed cycles. The
planning chart for interaction development can be combin#dtiaat of non-user

interface software development activities to help synchronize those twiogleent
domains.

In addition to the process modeling tool, (LUCID/Star)*will provide a project planning
and scheduling tool for creating, editing, and viewing a visiaal ahd shedule for

process cycles and activities at various levels of abstraction. Initial designs for this tool
are underway now at the Usability Methods Research Laboratory at Virginia Tech.

6. The Field Study

James Helms and Dr. H. Rex Hartson of Virginia Tech undertook this research in
conjunction with Optim Systems, Inc of Fall's Church, VA. The project was sponsored
by the Center for Innovat Technology (CIT). The project consisted of asseimbla
usability team to help Optim develop a user interface for a new welk-blasice
management application. The opportunity provided uis the chane to instantiate the

new (LUCID/Star)*process model on a more traditional interface. However, in addition
to the web-interface, Optim also hoped to use the process model to build a wireless web
application for cell phones and PDA's. The mixture of traditional and non-traditional
interaction design allows the researchers to test the (LUCID/Star)*process model in two
very different modes.

In addition to the better known advantages of using such a process to design interfaces,
Optim hoped to acquire a process for achieving high usabilityingheducts and to

instill usability as a core competency of the company, thereby improving their future
efforts in interface development. (LUCID/Star)*is well suited to Optim's diverse design
needs, being easily customized for the development of traditional and non-traditional
interfaces.

The author, in collaboration with H. Rex Hartson, developed the current, initial version of
the (LUCID/Star)*process model described abo¥dter completing the development of

the process model, | oversaw the instantiation of the model and its application as
fieldwork. Work on instantiating the praemodel at Optim beg in January of the

year 2000, when personnel from Virginia Tech and Optim Systems met several times to
determine interest in the process and to discuss Optim'statpasand needs After

attending a short seminar on usability and (LUCID/Star)*the Optim management was
very interested in obtaining a process for their company.
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Upon receiving positive indicain of interest from Optim, we assembled a team of three
interns to act as liaison between personnel in Falls Church and personnel in Blacksburg.
The interns took responsibility for implementing the techniques chosen by the researchers
in Blacksburg. Techniques were chosen to digfpite way in which the

(LUCID/star)*process model could be adapted to thegdesf each intvidual interface.

During the instantiation of the model at Optim, | observed (LUCID/Star)*in action in

order to address the questions and needs addressed in secliba [ocess model was
instantiated to design two interfaces for communicatirty imternet conected devices:

a web-based and handheld interface. The web interface progressed through early user
profiles, usage scenarios, task analysis, screen sketches, and high fidelity prototype. The
wireless interface was held up by teclogyl constraints, but early analysis, task analysis,
and usage scenarios were completed and documented.

The field study ended on October 31, 2000 when | presented a summary of the process
instance and a guide for using the process modeéfuture to the staff at Optim.

7. Results

We divide our results into two sections: the goal-related results about the process model
and those observed about other aspects of the usability effort.

7.1. Goal-related Results

7.1.1. Flexibility of (LUCID/Star)*as a non-linear, iterative progression
through the development cycle

Optim Systems, Inc. is a compaaog the edge of their technologyrhe doman of

remote device management is new and quickly chandswgcess in the domain requires

not only technical know-how but creative license as well. Creativity waxiedip

required in the user interface, which Optim was developing without the aid of precedent.
Although Optim personnel had no dedicated usability specidistgpemanagement

was familiar with usability practices and goals. Thare convinced that instilling

usability as a core corporatempetency wdd increase their congtitive edge and

further sales of their product. They wanted a structure that would allow them to develop
and refine their design in the most cost-effective manner, while preserving flexibility and
allowing them make creative dgeiard re-design decisions. They felt tlatraditional,

rigid structure would ‘pigeon hole’ the design too early and not leave room for creative
iteration. (LUCID/Star)* fulfilled the need for a flexible, non-linear, and iterative process
model while allowing creativity in the design process.

Devising a situation in a study to demonstrate non-linearity in the model is difficult since
it implies a, possibly unexpected, decision to jump forward or backward in the design
development. As such, itis troublesome for one to plan non-linearity into a process
instance or to predict how non-linearity will affect the overall outcor@tunately, at

Optim, we had the opportunity to observe the need for non-linearity, as well as, the
results within the process. We spent a lot of time working through and iterating the early
design, so when we had finalized the design sketches and were ready to move on to the
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low fidelity prototype, we realized that we had used more of the schindmléntended.
To alleviate some of the time pressure we elected to skip the low-fidelity prototype and
move straight into development of the high fidelity prototype. rigid process structure
this move would have been impossible since each stage in such a structurerisrggy st
to its predecessor. &kncountered no difficulties adjusting the (LUCID/Star)*

process to accommodate tienge Cycles in (LUCID/Star)* a dedicated to
developing one particular evolution of the product, which then feeds its completed
product to the nexcycle in the processThis product evolution seeg as detailed design
requirements for the next cycle. In this way, all the cycles anmgected, but not utterly
reliant on the ones before it, allowing for some limited forward jumping. Thus, in this
case, instead of the high fidelity prototype cycle receiving a low fidelity prototype, it
received design sketches. The low fidelity prototypdecyas simply lifted out of the
process.

The ability to revisit and iterate amg cycles $ also part of our requirement for

flexibility. It is often tre case that analysiscevaluation o later evolubn of the

product will reveal holes in the earlier analysis and require the earlieriendtube
reanalyzed and modified. A prime example of this, which occurred at Optim, is the
connection between task analysis, usage scenarios, and design sketches. Although we
had originally expected only one or two iterations here, over a period of thirty days we
worked with the interns in Fall's Church to iterate these three product evolutions through
nine cycles each. The task analysis would lead to the writing of usage scenarios, which
would, in turn, lead to the drawing of design sketches. Walkthroughs performed on the
design sketches would uncover tasks that had been omitted from the task analysis.
Adding these discovered tasks to the task analysis would require the writing of new
scenarios and so on. For example, establishing currency of work @ujectfit, device,

etc) became an issue for our design team. In the office, this is done by simply picking up
the right file or focusing your attention on the appropriate papers. The action is so
automatic that it becomes implicit toettask of managg theaccount, device, etc... For
this reason, establishing currency was overlooked as a potential snagging theint

design and in effect caused us to have to revisit the design Imtitties This period of
design, which was initially scheduled for approximately two weeks time stretched into a
seven-week ordeal. Each time a new task wasvemed, we would revisit the task

analysis to determine where that task belonged in the task hiemrdtow i affected

the typical usage exemplified in the usage scenarios. This unexpected extra iteration
among cycles was accommodated easily by the high-connectivity among cycles through
the hub, as shown in Figure 8.

Several features of the process model made the process restructuring and iteration
possible, namely the modularity of the model and the two-fold nature of iteration found
in (LUCID/Star)*. Modularity refers to the ability to determine how mawgles the
process will contain and what activities the cycles will cont&@mce each cycle
represents the development of one evolution of the pradygémenters of the poess

can choose which evolutions the product will go through.

Iteration in (LUCID/Star)* stems from two sources: the structure of the cycles and the
ability to revisit any given cycle based on the overall evaluation of the current product
evolution within the scope of the overall project. Thus we have two forms of iteration in
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(LUCID/star)*, iteration within and among cycles. Iteration within cycles is based on
cycle exit criteria, thus, if a cycle does not meet its exit criteria after its evaluate activity,
then the cycle continues backtt@analyze activity If a cycle meets its @criteria, but

the results of the evaluation reflect aidieincy in a previous evolution (even with respect

to changing overall criteria), then the users of the process can elect to return to the
corresponding cycle and re-iterate the product evolution represented within. If significant
changes are made, this may result in the iteration of several subsequent cycles as well.

7.1.2. Ability to accommodate existing methods and techniques for
development activities

As stated earlier, Optim's magement wasdmiliar with some usability tdhniques and
practices. Before the process model was instantiated and introduced through this
research, they had already begun to piece together an ad hoc usabéitye for

interaction design. Their scheme consisted of an eclectic mix of methods and techniques,
some of which worked well and others which did not. In order to retain familiarity with,

but apply structure to, their usability practices, Optim wanted a usability process into
which they could adapt their existing methods into its structure and supply a bit more
order to their initial efforts.

Optim had begun working with early design techniques in preparation for the work on
their remote device management system. They had experimented with busioess pro
modeling, devised some bare-bones usage scenarios, and were investigating some
usability testing techniques such as testing with portable usability lab equipment. Their
initial efforts proved fruitful in that they were able to identify techniques that worked

well and eliminate techniques that did not fit with their level of comfort and resources.
They identified several techniques that they had grown used to and wished torateorpo
into their new process. Among these techniques were businessspnomeeling, writing
usage scenarios, and internal design walkthroughs. Each of these techniques became part
of the process instance created from the (LUCID/Star)* process model. Business process
modeling becaman Analyze activity in the product concept cycle. Usage scenarios
became an evoligin of the product, wih an entie cycle devad to their production.

Internal design walkthroughs served as the Evaluate technique for both usage scenarios
and design sketches.

Optim's usability methods were ad hoc and undeveloped, but (LUCID/Star)* proved
itself capable of supporting almost any usability technique. The practitioner needs only
to identify to what cycle (evolution of the product) the technique applies and what
activity type the technique fulfills. For example, scenario analysis is an Analyze
technique that can be applied e tDesign Sketclsecycle to glean Ul elements from
prewritten scenarios. Another example would be traditional lab-based usability testing,
which can be applied to several Eatie activitiesincluding the Evaluate activity in the
Low Fidelity Prototype, High Fidelity Prototype, or Operational Systems cycle. This
"plug and play" capability stems from the model's ability to use multiple techniques to
carry out the various activities within any cycle. This allows wetmmmodate existing
techniques by finding the most appropriate places for them in the overall structure.

Entire methodologies can be incorporated into an instance of (LUCID/Star)* in the same
way. The methodology only needs to be decomposed into its constituent techniques
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and/or design evolutions, and then ordered and integrated into the model. For instance,
the LUCID Framework for interaction design [Cognetics, 2000] does not prescribe any
particular techniques, but does suggest certain product evolutions that should be
generated. A typical product designed with LUCID will result in the following product
evolutions: high-concept statement, Ul roadmap, user characterization matrix,
hierarchical task analysis, usage scenarios, usability specifications, low fidelity prototype,
high fidelity prototype, and the final Ul. Each of these product evolutions can be given a
cycle in an instance of the (LUCID/Star)* prgsenodel Then, just as in LUCID, the
practitioner can fill in techniques for the activities in the cycles to develop each of the
product evolutions. This flexibility allows existing frameworks to be quickly and easily
integrated into the (LUCID/Star)* structure, thus allowing fpit@oers to continue

designing with techniques and methods they are familiar with.

7.1.3. Ability to customize the (LUCID/Star)*process model to meet the
special needs of a given project environment

Optim Systems, Inc. is a start-up company striving for competitive edge and market
share. As sth they are a small company with a full-time roster of only nine employees.
Obviously, each employee must be able to perform neilisks and dutiesAt the time

of the research, no personnel could be spared to specialize in usability and thus a rigid,
linear process that required a great deal of learning and structure could not be used.
Since, in a start-up, resources and schedules are quickly changing, Optim required a
customizable usability model that could be modified from project to project. Optim
wanted this model to be able to adapt to their clmgngonstraints both now and in the
future as size and resources grew.

This aspect of the model was tested early at Optim, as we received an unexpected
reduction of the research grant schedule and budget. The schedule was cut from 12
months to 6 months, and thedget suffered aimilar decrease This cut occured after

the research had already been planned and we were prepared to begin. We had already
created an instance of the process model under the original constraints, but the new
constraints forced us to re-structure our process, compelling us, in effaegta new
instance of the model that fit the new constraints and resoltethcceptabléevel of

usability and completeness. The new pssosas necessarily abbreviated in time-scale

and needed to operate with reduced resources and preexisting facilities since funds were
no longer available to purchase new equipment or compensate user subjects. We were
able to create such a process by reducing the number of product evolutions (and, in turn,
cycles) and constraining the time for each cycle to fit within the overall project scope.
This meant that our cycle exit criteria became based on both the schedule and the results
of each cycle's evaluation activity. In the end, the m®@exibility allowed project

survival and even success through a firestorm of changing constraints.

Being a start-up company, Optim had limited facilities and resources, outside of the CIT
grant, to devote to building a usability-engineering infrastructure. As such, they did not
have room for a formal usability laboratory even if sufficient funds had been available.

In addition to this, Optim had very limited asseo their end-users, who were as a group,
extremely busy and expensive. These constraints linhetethmjues available to the
usability effort at Optim and thus the situation called for great flexibility in tailoring the

30



process to the constraints. (LUCID/Star)* allowed the usability team to "plug-in"
techniques that would fit the constraints. For instance, as we were nearing completion of
the early design phase of the projewt, had developed a rather comprehensive set of
design sketches. Although not robust enough to represent a proper low fidelity prototype,
these sketches were able to facilitate design walkthrougleslly, hese walkthroughs

could have been performed by an end-user observed by a usability specialist, but the
under-availability of end-users made this impossible. Instead, we used employees of
Optim that were most familiar with the domain and with the expectatiothe @nd-user.

This activity gave us excellent feedback and resulted in a major iteration of the
interaction design. By plugging-in this technique in place of walkthroughs by end-users,
we were able to evaluateet design sketches and avoid major usabilitpleraslater on.

7.1.4. Applicability of (LUCID/Star)*process model to a variety of
interaction styles and applications types

The term "variety of interaction styles and application types" applies more to Optim that
most other companies. Optim's overall corporate goal was to create a remote device
management product that could communicate with and diagnose a large variety of
Internet-connected devices. Optim potconstraint®n the devce types the application
would communicate with, and so the application would potentially haventmoaicate

with a broad range of PC and non-PC devices. Each of these devices;dbs# ports,

and functional characteristics had to be appropriately represartedinteface In

addition to this, Optim wanted to provide global access to their application via Web
interfaces and wireless interfaces so thatrtieedns ould elimimate he requiement of
having to directly connect to the device via agsiostics port. Optim did not waio

have to learn two separate methodologies for developing the wireless and the web-based
interface, and thus required the process model to be applicablthtotbraction styles.

The resultant interface also had to appropriately represent the variety of devices with
which the application communicated.

At Optim, we were able to instantiate (LUCID/Star)* for bdith eb and the weless
interface. Sine the web interface was deemed most importathietbusiness plan by the
Optim management, we focussed our limited time and resources on developing it from
concept to high fidelity prototype. Unfortunately, due to time constraiatedlon s by

the grant cutback, we were not able to see the wireless interface through to a robust
prototype. We were, however, able to move through the earlgndgsises of

development, proceeding through scenarios arianpnary design ketches. Our
observations of the process model in this case indicate that, given time to implement the
process, the process model would have supported development of a highly usable
wireless interface.

Our confidence stems from (LUCID/Star)* 's unique ability to be customized for any
interaction style/application type at the process and techiegeewhle leaving the

local cycle structure intact. Interaction style/application type is a major factor in
technique selection and defines product evolutionary stafj@ss, procgs structure# of
cycles, iterations) and techniques are affected by the interatyle/application type and
adjusted by choosing appropriate product evolutions and techn@udse other hand,
local cycle structure is unaffected by interaction style/application type, ngetrat the
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basic activity types do na@hange wihin each cycle. This ales us to maintain #hcycle
structure and instantiate activities using any appropriate technique for thay aqie;
interaction style/application type, and product evolutidinis combinabn of
customizability and static cycle structure allows implementers to aeydmér process
appropriately and maintain a consistent development scheme across interaction
styles/application types.

7.1.5. Ability to include generation of documentation work products as an
integral part of the process

Optim, like most companies, relies on a paper (or at least electronic documentation) trail
to record and document their development efforts. This dauatnen supplements the
design and records results of development activity. As the product evolves, the
documentation must evolve with it, staying current with the design, so that developers
can maintain a system of checks and balances, enforcing the results contained in the
documentation to be reflected in the design. The end-resuttigible record of the
design activities that has evolved over the development cycle alongside the product.
With this idea in mind, the Optim management wanted a usability process model that
would provide for the integral genemaiiand evolubn of documentatin throughout the
development cycle. In (LUCID/Star)* we provided the documentation support they
desired.

For Optim, documenting the process was especially important, as this instance of
(LUCID/Star)* was their first real attempt at using a formal usability process. If
successful, Optim wanted to be able toeate the pross inlater projects, thus
documenting development activities meargsgrvng the usability process they haskd

in the current project so they could §pihem again ifater projects. To this end, we
generated 102 pages of presalocumentation, including project management decisions,
early analysis activities, user analysis, task analysis, usage scenarios, error case analysis,
usability specifications, scenario analysis, evaluation results, and plans for deployment
and post deployment. This volume of docutadgion was one of #hbiggest resources

for both the product and process developers that came outfwfldweork. For the

product developers, it was essential in ensuring that the same mistakes and false paths
were avoidedh the continung design and other projects. For us, the process devejop

it offered a wealth of insight into the performance of the process model instance.

In general, documentation is especially important in a usability engineeringpicee
most evolutions of the product become detailed design requiremetits foext; each
product evolution can feed any later evolution. As such, whensgoderevisited the
documentation itself evolves before arriving at a final acceptable state. This evolution
drives the refinement of the documentation, which in turn leads to the refinement of the
design.

Figure 10 above shows how an activity generates documentation, which then flows
between activities via (LUCID/Star)* 's common documentation database.
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7.1.6. Feasibility of supporting realistic connections to the software
engineering process for developing the functional core

One of Optim's largest concerns with obtaining a usability process for their corporate
culture and practice was the issue of compatibility with their software development
methodology. Optim's Chief Technical Officer stayed very close to the usability effort to
ensure that the (LUCID/Star)* processtarsce walld integate and communicate well

with their methodology for software development. Their concern was that the addition of
the usability life cycle would separate the user interface development too far from the
core software development, leading to major challenges in trying to combine the two later
in the overall project life cycle. For example, it was a requirement that data definitions
reside in only one place within the overall system, namely as the data definitions of the
backend databaseThus errocheckingin the user interface must be based on structured
communication with the non-user-interface backend softwéioebe sacessful at

Optim, (LUCID/Star)* had to integrate well with their software practices so that this kind
of communication between the user interface and functional backend can be integrated
early in the project life cycle and not treated as an add-on.

We were able to establish communicative connections early through the completion of
comprehensive early design, including hierarchical task analysisedaisage scenarios,
user analysis, and design sketches. One such connection was tBnaugbase

Analysis, which helped the backend designers realimd would @ wrong as well as at

what point in the interface theserors could occur. Once $hwas done he irteraction
designers had to structure the Ul in such a way that these errors would be minimized. In
conjunction with this effort, the backend designers worked to prepare for every possible
error. This proved to be a useful and necessary analysis in the design evolution.

Error Case Analysis proved important to the design effort, as one of the backend
requirements was that all input formatting and datanitiefns be contained inne central
database. Unlike usual front-end designs, Optim wantdd ho errochecking at the
interface, instead they chose to send all input to the database for error handling. This
made establishing early connections with backend designers essential, as they had to
be aware of the types of user input and the places in trgndgsre such would

originate.

One of the factors that made establishing connections with Optim's software development
methodology relatively simple was the accesshal to the chief technical officer and

the small size of theompany in generalWe realze this type ohccess and taraction is

more the excepdn than the rule, and so to demonstrate (LUCID/Star)* 's ability to

integrate with more rigid software development strategies, we show how an instance of
the process model can be structured to work in conjunction with some of the well
established methodologies.

Figure 11 shows an abstraction of the traditional waterfall model with the (LUCID/SJar)*
model overlaid to demonstrate how an instance of (LUCID/Star)integate with this
software methodology. Each box in the figure represents a istéige development of

the software system. Circles within those boxes are (LUCID/Star)* cycles integrated into
each stage of the development. Thus in parallel with the development of software
requirements, developers should create user and task analysis. Thyg sivewn
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describes an instance of (LUCID/Star)* process model for developing a standard GUI,
however, implementers of the model are free to define which product evolutions are
represented by which cycles to facilitalte development of other systems.
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Similarly, Figure 12 shows the (LUCID/Star)* process model overlaid on an abstrachon
of the Spiral Model. The red lines represent progression through the (LUCID/Star)*
structure and each quadrant of the spiral represents an (LUCID/Star)* activity type.
Where the red and black lines cross indicates that while the software model may be
progressing through one iteration of the Spiral, (LUCID/Star)* can iterate more than
once. Circles along the primary axes represent commitment points in both the Spiral
model and in (LUCID/Star)*. These points reflect tieeision to proeed to the next

activity type. The numbers labeling the red lines in the Evaluate quadrant represent the
evolutionary drift of the interaction design.

Analyze Design

Evaluate
Alternatives

Determine
Alternatives

Evaluate |mp|ement
Plan Next Phase Develop
1 - Product Concept
—— Boehm's Spiral 2 - Task Model
3 - Usage Scenarios
R (LUCID/Star)* 4 - Lo-fi Prototype
5 - Hi-fi Prototype

Figure 12: the (LUCID/Star)* process model overlad on an abstraction of Boehm's
Spiral

Finally, Figure 13 represents a more detailed instance of the process model running
parallel to the improved Waterfall model [Virginia Tech CHi@e SE Module, 2001].
Like (LUCID/Star)*, the improved Waterfall is product driven, with each stage in the
product development (box in the figure) representne creation of a new evolution of
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the product. Also similar to (LUCID/Star)* is the improved Waterfasative ability

and verification step before leaving each stage. Each box in the figure is separated into
two sections, one representing the stage of the overall software methodology and the
other showing the (LUCID/Star)* component of that stage. Together, the two halves of
the stages represent the integrated life cycle that encompasses both the back end and
interface development. Thus, as the Communicated requirements are being gathered to
begin design orhe backend, interaction design is underway witindey the product
concept and user analysis. As the backend design evolves into a requirements
specification, interaction design becomes task analysis and usage scenaisqs @ess
continues with each design evolving in tandem, communicating via docuroeraiadi

the performing of activities that apply to both front and back end design.

As mentioned above, each stage in the software process ends with a Validation and
Verification (V & V) step which determines if the product it ready to move into the next
stage. "Global Evaluation” is part of this Validation and Verification step, which
represents and functions as the 'hub' in Figure 8 above. The arrows radiating from [the
right side of each box show iteration in this version of the Waterfall. Backend or
interaction design evolutions can be iterated as needed. In this diagram, cycles were
assigned to stages of the Waterfall based on an "equality of product” ideal. "Equality of
product” means that combinations of cycles were applied to stages if the combined
usability products represented what usability engineers needed to gain alsirallaf
completeness to that stage of the software methodolddye again, the repras&tion
shown here would be most appropriate for the development of a standard GUI, but could
be easily modikd to repremnt e development ofrg interaction style.

37



Changed Updated
Requirements User_
Analysis
V&V Global Evaluation

Communicated
Requirements

V&V G

obal Evaluation

Requirements
Specification

Task Usage

(g ol

V&V

Global Evaluation

Design ® Lo-fi
Specification @ches Protow
V&V Global Evaluation

A

Process

‘ Iteration

(LUCID/Star*)

Process

Figure 13: An instance of the (LUCID/Star)* process modelunning parallel to the

Executable Hi-
Software Modules

Fi Software
Prototype Production

A

V&V

Global Evaluation

Integrated

Software Product

@@

V&V

Global Evaluation

Delivered Softwar

ntenan

Product

V&V

improved Waterfall model

7.1.7. Compatibility with the creation of effective usability engineering

support tools

In addition to establishing the capabilities of the (LUCID/Star)* usability engineering
process model, we also recognized the need to provide tools for process management,
technique selection and instruction, and customization. Such tools have been under
experimental development at the Usability Methods Research Laboratory of Virginia

Tech.

Usability tools are being developed to aid practitioners in mtistang this process

model. These tools range in subject, from overall project management to technique
selection and tutorials. The model provides an excellent visualization scheme, which
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allows toolmakers to incorporate these visualizations and create an accutiitanren

the model's structure. This rendered structure can then be customized to meet the
implementer's needs and thus create a specific instance of the process14plosv |
shows a preliminary design of a process instantiation/creation tool. Practitioners use this
tool to design and customize their process [Sawicki and Whitimgiblishedl
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Graphics
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Figure 14: A screen design from the process managemeool

Other tools include: tutorial tools to step practitioners through specific techniques;
technique selection tools that help implementers choose appropriate techniques based on
project constraints, interaction style/application type, and product evolution; and project
management tools to aid in scheduling and integration.

7.2. Other Results

In addition to the goal related results above, we also observed and make conclusions
about several other aspects of the development cycle. In particular, | made a number of
interesting observations about early design, task analysis, usage scenarios, and design
walkthroughs.

7.2.1. Overlap of HTA, Scenarios, and User Classes: Much more powerful
than we anticipated, or than is generally believed
A combination of three techniques proved very useful in both the traditional web-design
and the wireless desigDeveloping sage scenarios, analggi ask structure, and
identifying definng user characteristicsach technique fed the others in a way that
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created an information feedback loop, resulting in a very complete conceptual picture of
application use. The scenarios utilized the defining us@racteristics to create a more
realistic narration of task performance. In tuhg $cenarios informed the task structure

in such a way that mapping the tasks and sub-tasks in a more system-oriented way
became simplistic. This observation is consistent with the “80/20” rule of software
engineering, stating that while 80 percent of development time is spent in design, 80
percent of design problems are discovered there as well.

7.2.2. Overlap of HTA, Scenarios, and User Classes: Much more iteration
and attention required than we anticipated

The connection among these three general-purpose techniques powers the early design
stages of the interaction development. As a consequence they require much more
attention and iteration than is generally expected. For example, over a period of seven
weeks we found ourselves iterating each of these about nine times. Most usability
methodologies consider these techniques in isolation, commenting on the usefulness of
each in a limited context. However, if one wishes to harness the true power of the
techniques then they must be considered together. Each feeds the other and thus we
learned that whenever one was iterated the others should be re-considered &kisvell
period of redesign stretched the limits of our confidence, but in the end we learned to
“trust the process” and see it through to the end.

7.2.3. One cannot overestimate the power of design/usability
walkthroughs.

Much of our evaluation of the early design consisted of performing usability or design
walkthroughs. The usability experts would perform a walkthrougheotreen

sketches, using a set of scenarios. From these sessions we discovered a plethora of
usability problems and design improvementbede walkthroughs provide quick
turnaround of the design and can account for the discovery of scores of usability
problems.

However, even the usability expert can have misguided intuition, and can spend a lot of
time refining a nonviable screen design. To combat this we learned to disseminate the
design early. We encouraged people who were not involved with the usability effort run
through some scenarios, soliciting theactions Internal evaluation can save the
company a great deal of time and can fostertgreastomer satisfaction later.

In our case, we had developed a navigagicimleme based dabbed panes and windows.

The design reflected the deep hierarchical naturbeofask analysiswWe were very

pleased that the highly structured design had fallen so readily fretagk analysis. As

we pursued the navigation schema it became apptrat weneeded nested tabs to

represent the break downasuper task o its subtasksTomaintain consistencynithe

design we left the tabs the same pice, so the effect for the user was that when a user
selected a tab, that tab and it's sibling would be replaced by a new set of tabs representing
subtasks. Changing the tabs was confusing to our evaluators, and resulted in them getting
totally lost in the system. This feedback was essential in redesigning the interaction and
helped us avoid allowing major usability problembégpassed on to the user.

40



One important qualifier to this point is the fact that while indéérevaluation cabe very
effective, it does not replace end-user evaluatidrsystem’s end-users have the unique
perspective of being the one group thdl wse the system repeatedly in order to perform
tasks. As the ultimate users, they are the group whose opinions most matter in
determining usability of the product. In some cases, internal evaluaganssgnch with
user expectations, but the only way to discover how in synch they are isuatewaith
end-users.

7.2.4. Early Design makes the implicit, explicit.

One true advaage of interaction design via a process model liesafett that in
implementing the model one begins to see the implicit made explib#é structure
imposed by the model helps assure that nothing isheftanined, greatly redunig the
chance of surprise problems.

For example, in the process of performing task analysis, sub-tasks would surface from
analysis of the application structure but did not appear in any scenarios. One such sub-
task was the identifying of a current object of interest (establishingray). In

everyday activity one does not have to explicitly determine which object he / she wishes
to manipulate; he / she would simple pick it up and work with it without thinking, "I will
select that item and manipulate it." From the systems view, such an action must be
explicit to avoid the application assuming too much of the user's intentioce tBimstep

is not intrinsic to everyday life, it was left out of the scenarios, which are designed from a
human viewpoint. In this way, task analysis illuminated the revision of the usage
scenarios, making them mazempgete and comprehensive.

7.2.5. Traditional usability focuses on the later stages of usability
evaluation. Our work demonstrated the importance of early analysis
and design.

Much of the work that has been done in theaaof usability fouases on post-design
evaluation. Techniques for formative and summative evaluation are emphasizétewi
intention of improving the design in the "next version." Interaction design begins with
the solidifying of a product concept. Usability in the early stages of product design helps
ensure a usable product and cut the costs of later reddsigmur case, before any code

was devoted to the interface, many of the usability problems had been identified and
corrected.

7.2.6. It helped to have a backend software person on the team to keep
us realistic

One of the obvious ways to connect the interaction design to the software design is by
including a software developer in all the important usability decisions. This not only
helps keep the usability team up to date on the technical backend, but also provides the
functional core developers with an insight in controlling information flow. A software
engineer in the midst of usability experts can help keep platform constraints and
restrictions in the forefront while gaining a better understanding of user needs and task
structure. A similar observation could be made about including usability personnel in
software development decisions.
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8. Summary and Conclusions

For Optim, this project was a grand succeBbey have acquired a usability presehat

meets the special needs of their business and that can be addptedised use for

future projects. Perhaps the biggest measure of success for Optim was that their prototype
was presented at several venture capital fairs ansdtased them fivenillion dollars in

venture capital fundig so far.

(LUCID/Star)* performed remarkdpin the Optim case,v@rcomng the tight

constraints of budget and schedule cuts to produce an excellent prototype of the system.

We were able to conclude either empirically or analytically that (LUCID/Star)?,

» is a flexible, non-linear, iterative progression through the user interaction development cycle

* accommodates existing methods and techniques for development activities

» can be customized to meet the special needs of a given project environment

» applies to a variety of interaction styles and applications types

* includes the generation of documentation work products as an integral part of the process

* supports realistic connections to the waifte engineering process for developing the functional
core

* is compatible with the creation of usatyilengineeing support tools

8.1. Future Work

Presented in this thesis is a qualitative study of the (LUCID/Star)* proceks ramad its
instantiation at Optim System, Inc. Although the psscesulted in a satisfying version

of the product and helped Optim gain funding, more work needs to be done to assess the
effectiveness of the model. A quantitative study that compares an (LUCID/Star)*
process to existing usability nmetdologies sbuld be undertaken to uncover whetbe

not the process model can produce more effective processes.

(LUCID/Star)* has proven able to organize and structure the usability effort in a small
real-world development environment, bull sieeds to be incorporated into a large-scale
development effort. Such an effort would place different constraints and presstines
process model and would provide further insighd ithe usefulnes of (LUCID/Star)*.

We believe that (LUCID/Star)* identifies and utilizes thadamental structural pieces

of any design process. These pieces are represented in (LUCID/Star)* as activities,
product evolutions, iterations, techniques, and cycles. Work needs to be done to
investigate whether more such fundamental pieces can be found and to begin defining a
grammar for process definitiorit such a grammar existed, defining gesses would be

an exercise in organizing the pieces anthdey the evolutionary drift.
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