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Per vour request hers is my review of the £ 30 L7 In preparauen for tus repent foe provided m2 with g
dems of 15 1nterface anc [ also reviewed recent data from the & usapiny team

Summary of Review

Overall [E 4 zontauns soms good improvements. Fearures ke auto~cempleuon. Back Suaoas husten pop-
up menu. and &agpng and dropping of links to the [E toolbar are posiuve unovauons. They Stearty
enhance 3 user’s ability to aavigate the web mare efficienty. Simdarly, the tcegrauon of avnacus HoMvIL
(aka Tnident) provides 2 ncher mode! for creaung hughly interacirve web pagzs. However other fzarures
tncluded 1n [E 4 add complexty 10 our overall uuerface. For example, the current mmpiementauons {or
Sman Favorites and Subscnipuoas as well as Desktop Companerts bave senous usability protlzms.
Further, the dasitop-wed triitegraucn s1ory 1S weak. lntegrauon is supponed i some areas, not n ¢thers
The present form of infegraton aiso brings with 1t inconsisiency and compleary. 1t needs some senous
work before 1 will be compelling or simple encugh

{ ses no reason to foree the proposed dramarnc Ul changes w the deskiop, parucularty when so muych more
work s necded. As a result, | soongly recomumend wat vou consider redefimng [E 4, focusing ondy on the
browser's enhancemenzs and its associated spplications and deferring the web integrauon poruon ynul
Memphis. This will allow the [E team 0 do 2 better job on both aspects and provide 2 benter rauonale for
the relznonship between [E and Memphus.

The following information mcludes more detailed comments on elements of the [E 4 UL

Browser Improvements

Auto-Complete

Awo-complete is 2 very nice feature, especially for experienced users. However, you should reconsider
using Dowe Astow 10 page through completion alternanves. The Down Astow key 1s supposed o display
the drop-down poron of a combe box (though it 1s inconsistently implemented throughout Windows).
With auto-complete, it only drops the list when there is no marching complegon in the list. Thus mught
sound rezsonzble, but it will ke users significant ume o learn the subuety of its tnzeraction and because 1t
is mnconsistert with drop-down comrol behavior elsewhere. For new funcuonaliry like this, | recommend
avouding redefining the basic wueracuon {or drop-down controls. Insiead define rew mteracaoa. For
exaruple, consider using Shuft+Down since thus key s not defined for the control and since the key
combinagon maps benier conceptually. For example, in other contexts Shift+Down performs an extended
seiecuon [n the auto-complete context, proposed compittons also sppear as selected ext

Back Button History Pop-up Menu

The Back burton history pop-up menu is alsc an exczilen; enhancement Howewver, you should consider
tmpiementing this using the bunton-menn combrnaton found u the Officed? applications.

An Office B Menu Cembi

This makes the funcuonality more discoverable and the interacaen more obviaus.
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Drag and Drop of Links

The ottty 10 drag 3 Lk to the & wolbarisa good improvement. However sl needs soms wera T
nght drag wterface does not follow the sandard comvenuon of displaying 3 meau waen vou 2r3F ‘rsizaz
«t has the INCONSIKENt behavior of posung 1 messige BOX rzquesung confirmauon This s fine (ar e lefh
amg and drop. but inappropnate for NgAt drag tat already gives the user e gpuoa of canfirmung o
zanzeiing the drag operauan. Fually, it sezms uwnez2ssary rzfer to dus funcuonaliny 3 3 "Quisk Linw ©
Don't we already have snough terms for 3 Lk Also wht does this message dox indszate Quich Link i us
utle bar and the [ 1con in the window Why doesn't thus messags conjarm (¢ our normal ssnveniiens for
message boxes?

Dynamic HTML

Dvnamc HTML 15 also an exceliant addiuon for £ However, tn the examples {lockeg 2t ! found a serous
\nterface (ssue naving 1o do with how clickabie text 1s presented. For example. moving the mouss sver text
aoes not changs 10 the pornang finger pointer, put a frame around the 12t underiine the 1Nt or am other
form of feedback for conveving that the text was ciickable. Insiead the pountar remained as the text poineer
implving the text was just saee wformagon So the page had 1o include wsTucaons o et me to click 1t s
bad enough that we have so many ways of represenang 2 clickable rem. but nane of them 2ppedred here
Even if thus 15 left to the developer to support, there should be some default fesdback.

Search

“Phe Search Pane is 2 ace feature, but 1 sUll needs some wark. For example, when the pane ts displaved,
you get an additional toolbar arez. but u is non-funcuoaal. Either get nd of it or put some buttons on nt
qu\erwisc, don't waste the user's view space. Similarly what seems strange is how you san 3 new search !
would expect 2 bunon w the Search pane’s toolbar, but 1nstead there is another frame wittun the Searsh
phoe that says “Click here 10 stant 4 aew search”, but it doesn't even look like 2 button or a ink. Fually,
reposinomng the Search frame 1s very difficult | dagged and got it to flip to the top of the viewang frame,
but had great difficulty wying 10 dock it back to the sde. ’

Drag and Drop in Menus

This seems (ke 2 fundamentally bad idea. Here we ke a very sumple interface that works pretry well and
tnake it harder to use_ It is not surprising that users find it difficult to learm, as it requres careful mouse
manipulaton o accomplish the sk For most users, it means they have now lost the abulity to buron down
in'a meny and drag w make a selecuon

However, It is not only the greater skill required to discrimenae operations. this proposed change w our
menu wierfacs aiso makes meny ineracnon more unpredictable and unpredictabilicy n an serface makes
the wnzerface less discoverable and more difficult 1 learn. First, for example, we provide no visual cue as to
which meny gems can be dragged and which cannot unal you start dragging in the menu Further the drag
and drop suppart for reposizonung menus s aso asvmmetrical, that 8. onty left drag works, aot nght drag
Such inconsistency also reduces the overall usability of nght drag when it works under some conditions
and 20t 1n others. Somehow the user must learn our wrvisible rules for this behavior.

We seem compelied to make our menus harder 1o use. We already tead 0 overioad them and cascading
menus {(which are known o be harder for users (0 master) are creepung in more and more. There have beea
proposals for scroiting menus, drag off menus. and pop-up menu for menu items. We also redoce the
effective readability by sucking icons i the menus (as well as reducing the effecuve megrung of whatan
icon represents). By adding complexity we are doooung the sunpliciry of this imerface and dragging menu
nems DOES increase compiexity.

Desktop Toolbars {aka Deskbars?)

1 have long suggested that the taskbar shouild be considered a toolbar of the desktop. even to the potmt of
having ongnally recommended that we call the “Taskbar™ the “Deskiop Toolbar™. (it 1s ineresung to note
that 1n 2 recem usability study, cne thurd of the users didn 't even know what the taskbar was ) Sg, while |
endorse the evoluton of the taskbar 10 a toolbar, aspects of the current [E implementation add complexity.
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Usecrs can now start applicauons from izons thev drag to the taskbar Whus thys seams uxe 3 2202 2223
pegs the guesuon of the purpase of the Programs enu on the Stan menu. The vaiwe f Lus acw [2atsr:
points out the 1ahersnr weakness of s Stan menu. So now we have oveslappung funcuonaiin Pesrasg
more thought should go wta ¢himunaiing the Swn menu o2 integranng it derier (io the 10052r 2zsign

1 alsa found 1t difficult to marupaldte the secucns of the new taskbar design. Ones | separmtec hem. [ nag
aufficuley retegraung them | found that | could reposiuon the @sikbar oy when | siansa arzgang in
sertan areas of the wasxbar (mavoe 2 bug?) It was also difficutt 1o determune whether { Was cSiking &
(colbar adjacant 1o the taskbar versus docking i 1nto the wskbar. Somenmes (N an aKempt ic dscx wun the
rasktar. | endeg up windowing the tooibar and then It disappearsd because it was behind the laskty. of
tecause | had the Resiare Deskiop button pressed

The idea of dragzing a hink o the =dge of the stresn to become 3 tooibar 15 mteresung, but | wonaer if it
has sufficient valuz. Here agan, | found inconsistancy in that nght bulton drag did not murvor i grag
Righ: arag should alwavs paralici left drag, except w offer 2 menu wnstead of pesformung ar. opesauon |
found thar nght draggtng 1 link to the edge of the screan dic not offer me the shaice (o create a deskiop
1ooibar, but ondy Create ShontCui(s) Here and Cancel.

Srnart Favorites and Subscriptions

Confusion berwesn these overfapping concepts 15 by far one of the most senous prodbiems w the [E Ul The
mouvauon for Sman Favorites and Subscripuons 18 great, but perhaps they need 10 be wufied or clanfied
erms of thewr cetagonship. In addinon, the user needs 10 be made aware what these features will do, or we
should not turn them on by defaule

Another probiem with Subscriptions is that it s difficult to ger 3 good overview of the umes for ali the
componeats you have scheduled for updaung. While the Subssniptions folder lists the umes, vou daa't see
them relauve © each other. A better approach would be 10 offer a urme organized view of tus folder.

Desktop Components

The 1deg of acave HTML components embedded in the desiwap is another good idea wn concept, but very
confusing in it present implementtion First, depending on where you right-click an one of these, you may
get the pop-up meny for the page, an ciement of the page. o you might even get the pop-up for the dasktop
(a bug?). Thus can be parucularly confusing for 2 user. For exampie, when you nght-click and geat the
page's menu. its lsts Back and Forward, but users could interpeet these o apply to changmg the visual 2-
orger of componzzts To add funther complexty, over one turd of this meny's commands are disabled

However, what's worse is that you ¢an't get & pop-up menu for the component At a munimum a user
should be able to right click on the move and size drag handles the component displays (tha: annoving flash
2s vou move your mouse across your deskrop). The rasultmg menu should include commands that ailows
you to manrpulare the component, such as Hide to turn off a component's display or Delete 10 remove the
component Perhaps u should also include 3 Desktop Propesties command since & is aon-obvious that dus
1s related 1o component Isyout. Further that corresponding Desicop Properces page also nesds
improvement because it ts unlikely users will undersiand the relauonship between the URLs displaved i
the property page and the associsted component Perhaps you could use the image of the display (aiready
used in the property sheer) to visually indicate whar componen refates to what URL.

There should aiso be a cormumand that allows vou to open the component it 2 window. ATempling 10
resize the component, parucularty if you nmavigaie w a lnk in the HTML of the component 1s frustranng. in
fact, it is questionable whether these components shouid do anyttung other than display informauon
Navigatioa can be confusing. Fusther, that components can have clickeble items means that the deskiop 13
oo longer 3 safe place 1o click 10 cancel a selecuon. Lat's say you selested five icons on the deskiop and
want to cancel your selection with the mouse. Currently vou just need 10 click on a son-icon poruon of the
deskiop, but with desictop components, vou Tught Dok be able 1o know whether wthat click mugty favigate
withufi a componenr
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Supporung direct wueracuon o deskiop components seems Prone 1o proplems beause it 1s izt far
users 10 undertand that the deskiop now has THRES lavers: the deskiop wsell. e ion laver znz the
deskiop componen laver. Parhaps desitap components should sehave more kiks embedded QLS CLTER
with respest 10 therr user wteracuon n other words. they should not alfow direc: mtemacton. but requre 2
click or doubte-click first to make them tnteracove That would allow them 1o display their santens. bu:
2vord collisions between nomma! deskiop interacuon Sumularly, OLE abjects SUppont a parusular sommand
10 acuvate them and only then coes the objexx expese 18 own wusriazes Fiaally, mour OLE cocymen:
madel, clicking outside of the 02)<%. JUICTanaAlY PRIWETS 1 10 1S Aon-urracTve sare A locof design
work went uito our OLE =ompound document design and u was designed 1o resaive many of the same
interacuon probiems in the deskiop-desktop companext unpizmenianion. Wi aren 't we following our
exising document mode! for deskeop compeaents? (Note that non-interacuve does not mean that
companents cannot change ther swsuai appearance. [¢ only means that a user doesn 't get confused berwesn
ineracang with the coataner and the embedded opjects.)

Channels

Thus ineerface still needs some work. It seems $o0 divorced from the normal desktop 1nteracuon that 1t
weakens our story on shell-web integrauon. The uuegraton hare should be more seamiess The lack of
integraten here reminds me of how the Bob §roup anempeed (0 Create a separate environment on top of the
Windows deskiop.

solguons. we 2dd complexity by umplementing specific solutions that overizp with other parts of our
interface. The net result is increased complexuy in our interface.
Mail’Qutiook Express

Whuezismczdmwpmvid:amﬂcﬁem.nisasigniﬁammb!:m:hatwepmdeawwuhmhekp
n unders:andmgwhi:hclisndtyshwldus:Alypxcz;muukdywendupmzhc!imufmm
Exzhnge.Om!ookdeMzﬂlOuuookExyz&.Howuttheyposs:biymtnawwhi:hmmmdwfu‘ch

:pphanonsthadou‘tmd\em?ormmpt; why docs the applicauon use the same 1con for the
:ppﬁcanunutormdocmm?%ydoesmszpphczuonusem)r'?ltsusehmmmakgsdus
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appiizauon mace camplex for users. If vou want more dewuls. we should sthedyle some ume 1o g3 tezuen
the applicanon

Desktop/Web Integration

The zoncept of unuiving the user s desktap and web expenence sounds good and teasorable, but u's aac
clear that thus 1s what users want and Serunty 1 not what they expect Many users expes: o just gat
browser improvements with [£4 and ['ve heard many 2 remark from users Wt thev Con't wantic view
thetr fotders 1o look iike wes pagss. People are mors likely (0 expest and actept changes w thaw tore Ll
Memptus than with & browser update

1f we really thynk that shell’web integrauon s 2 good a good 1deg, dut we nesd to 4o 2 bener jcb of
commurucaung and demonstraung us value For exampie, 16t the HTML wicws for folders. we display
contextus! nformauon 1n the KTML pane of the foider hased on the current selecion Yet wnen the user
selests 2 Link n the HTML pane it tsn't A ways contexnally related For example, & the Conuo Panei,

selecung an icon displays its descripuon. yet uf the user clicks on the Connect burton. the resutung page 1s
no langer contexual to e selestion.

The integration story 1s aiso weakened dy the inconsistencics it brings with & For exampie. when viewing
an HTML page i the browser, if you seiect View Options, vou get the [E°s property sheet Kowever, i you
view 3 folder vou get the system's folder viewing propernes. Sumilarty, if you open 3 folder withun the
browser, it displays within the browses's windaw, but i you open an KTML page withun 2 foider view, you
gel 2 separate wandow, even if you have set the opaon W reuse the waindow. Where's the itegrauon here?

Another canfusing aspest is how to turn off this web view. Some folders (but nox all) inchude 2 menn
command named “Web View” that [ could uncheck, but in the Opuoas diziog box for the same folder [ alss
found an option button. called “Use Standard Windows View™ in a group box labeled “Web View™ This
opuon was enabled even whea [ had noned Web View off. It seems unlikely that users wall understand
relationship between these options and returning 10 the copventional view of folders.

{ also found some needless meonsisency 1n the integration For example, the images for a folder's woolbar
are different than found elsewhere m the imerface. Contrast the following Clipboard command images.

e p e - 254
Office/Win 95 toelbar imagm

Nat only are the [E imnages different, they are also, larger and less well refined While they have sumilanges
in basic appearance, the acstheucs differences can make users wonder if there ape differcaces in
funcuonality. But there is 2 funther difference. In [E, theimapges are monoctoome wxtil the user moves over
them [n Office and Windows 95 wolbar images aiways have color. Even if you consider the [E method of
trackang better, because it has not been consisiently applied through Windows, it weakens the shell-web
ttegranuen swory.

Ownership of the Windows Ul/Usability

The shell-web integration may be 2 good idea, bt [E 4 fails 1w really accomplish this many of its interface
changes are not carried through the ennre Windows iterface. I think the reason for this 1S that the
responsibility for the usability of our mierface is split berween [E and Windows groups. Take the simple
exampte of the current visual design in our interface. {('s 2 mess. We have 2 hodgepodge of 3D burtons and
fNat fields. Sometimes conmols change color when the mouse tracks over them, sometimes they get 3D
frames. { read a proposal lag year from a former [E graphic designer on how better to unify our visuals,
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[E cannat address many ' ,
v (ssues of Wiridows usabiliey Man
To - s v L.I deg; sIues
fn:n"; ;:fo :umplm €, unprovements such s 2 better npe defimuon Ecnme mu‘:ﬁz.men;[md Windows
\mprovements ;::um changes so that ks don 't break requires mare tan fits mu;: u; ;uc
growp or e = m“p‘:;n;::‘ﬂ&: ;‘3:‘:'&?::;:” Save dalog design Who addresses this r;\:s\ii”x.});lous
f ” BYOups mINg te addre. s :
ofaur UT” Fer example, considenng the benefits of autocompieuon, wt::shlt:ek:s‘ cr:‘polri;‘:: l?:\u;: ane
ey {ar ﬂ".;}qng

Here's another exampic The ad
vent of the web (or v .
the kev d You couid 5ay the adven: of .
DAt OF g e v T BIAE based on the “pried” page (WYSIWYQ) (o the - s s 2B
Chns Larzon suggested ulm:: ’ i‘w“‘ bhow to improve outpur on the mgs::‘\ j“ page Asa
{ ! of anu-aliased fons. It jeems ume o . - S%Veral vears ago,
g o demgn issuc or 2 GDI issue or both? How do we preven mc;n?ﬁ;d:u&ummmmfn Hmcwwg,_ -
) g cen [E

and Windows groups?

!tisundumd;ble!hzzitmzyhzvebe:n team
. RECessary 1o separate the [ g
Lssuzefm.hngwbmm‘:ompeuuv:, However, nuumemaxnagrcd m:mzfuﬁﬁ&m

WS ang
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