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Abstract

What models can effectively guide the creation of eHealth and mHealth technol ogies? This paper describes the use of the NIATx
model asaframework for the user-centered design of anew technology for older adults. The NIATx model isasimpleframework
of processimprovement based on the following principles derived from an analysis of decades of research from variousindustries
about why some projects fail and others succeed: (1) Understand and involve the customer; (2) fix key problems; (3) pick an
influential change leader; (4) get ideas from outside the field; (5) use rapid-cycle testing. This paper describes the use of these
principles in technology development, the strengths and challenges of using this approach in this context, and lessons learned
from the process. Overall, the NIATx model enabled usto produce auser-focused technol ogy that the anecdotal evidence available
so far suggestsis engaging and useful to older adults. Thefirst and fourth principles were especially important in developing the
technology; the fourth proved the most challenging to use.

(JMIR Human Factors 2016;3(1):€2) doi:10.2196/humanfactors.4853
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In the original AARC grant application, we defined what the
technology for older adults would accomplish, building on
previous CHESS systems, but did not identify a specific
technological solution. Instead, we planned to develop a
technology for adults aged 65 and over by working closely with
older adults themselves as well as with informal caregivers,
health care professionals, community members, and others; test
the technology in arandomized controlled trial [8]; and, if the
technology proved to be effective, disseminateit.

Introduction

In 2010, the Federal Agency for Healthcare Research and
Quality started funding the Active Aging Research Center
(AARC) to develop technology to help older adults live longer
independently [1]. The AARC ishoused at the Center for Health
Enhancement Systems Studies (CHESS) at the University of
Wisconsin-Madison. CHESS has been building and testing
informati on and communication technologies (ICTs) for patients

and their families since the 1970s. Previous CHESS ICTs have One asgjmption we had when we started this work was that

been proven effective in numerous randomized trials for a
variety of conditions, including alcohol use disorders[2], lung
cancer [3,4], pediatric asthma [5], breast cancer [6], and HIV
[7].

http://humanfactors.jmir.org/2016/1/e2/

older adults are rarely the target of technology development.
Although guidelines exist for designing technology for older
adults [9] and the literature reports some efforts to develop
technology with and for older adults [10,11], we found few
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easy-to-use websites and interfaces designed specifically for
older adults. Yet recent research shows a significant increase
in technol ogy use among older adults. Between 2008 and 2012,
adults aged over 65 had an increase of 39% in Internet use, the
largest among al age groups, and now 50% of all older adults
are online [12]. Older adults are willing to use technology if
they think it adds value and convenience to their lives and
supports their activities [13]. While older adults have physical
limitations that can make using technology challenging, such
aslow vision, dexterity problems, and cognitive issues[14], we
believed that designing a technology with and for older adults
would help overcome barriers to use [15].

This paper reports on using a customer-focused process
improvement model (Network for the Improvement of Addiction
Treatment [NIATX]) as the user-centered design (UCD)
approach to devel oping technology for older adults.

UCD at CHESS

Centra to UCD is the principle that having a thorough
understanding of the end user's needs and capabilities is
essential to creating the most effective system or product [16].
Since the late 1980s, when early publications [17] sparked an
interest in applying UCD to technology development, various
methods and models of UCD have been extensively researched
[18]. Despite the work done on UCD research and application,
UCD remains loosely and variously defined [18].

At CHESS, the tech team used UCD methods (usability testing,
card sorting, paper prototyping, focus groups, surveys, etc [19])
without having a structure for using these methods at different
stages of development. In addition, we often ran out of time or

Table 1. Organization of the Active Aging Research Center project.

Gustafson Jr et al

lacked the resources to implement UCD methods throughout a
project. As UCD expert Jakob Nielsen [20] pointed out, many
developers abandon UCD methods because of cost, time, and
complexity, and thiswasthe case at CHESS. Although we agree
with Karat [21] that UCD does not need to be a rigid set of
practices, we sought practical key principlesthat would provide
astructure for the application of UCD methods throughout the
life cycle of product development. Gulliksen et al [22] defined
12 key principles of UCD based on standards and experience
in using variousmodelsin avariety of projects. Their work also
includes lists of activities that relate to each principle. Even
with these well thought out and researched principles, we
became overwhelmed with the options and activities that could
be used and |acked the time and resourcesto research alternative
models of UCD.

The tech team at CHESS is relatively small, with 2 software
developers, 1 user-interface designer; 1 Web master; 2
information technology professionals supporting hardware,
infrastructure, and the hel pline; and the tech director. Each tech
project usually involves a manager, a software developer, and
auser-interface designer. In addition, tech team membersare a
shared resource at CHESS, meaning that individuals usually
work on multiple projects at one time. Because of the size of
the AARC grant and the number of different goals, academic
departments, and principal investigators (Pls) involved, we felt
we needed clear guidelines on how to apply UCD within the
devel opment process, so that we could incorporate user feedback
in design decisions, promote speed, and keep team members
informed about progress. Table 1 shows the organization of the
AARC project. The technology developed during the project
ultimately became awebsite called “Elder Tree”

Center individual or sub-  Main functions

group

Lead principal investigator
(P)
Project director Day-to-day management of overall project

Research teams

Generates ideas, overall management and priorities, final decision making. The lead Pl is the Director of Center for
Health Enhancement Systems Studies, where the Active Aging Research Center is housed.

Each team works on 1 of the following 5 challenges for older adults: isolation and loneliness, driving and transportation,

caregiving, medication management, and falls prevention. Each team has a Pl, change leader, and team members.

Community partners

Identify the needs and assets of older adults; provide feedback on evolving iterations of the Elder Tree technology.

Community partners are older adults, the Wisconsin Institute for Health Aging, and local Aging and Disability Resource

Centers.
Nationa Advisory Commit- Review of plans and progress, advice on Elder Tree technology and research. The committee consists of 17 nationally
tee recognized advisers in gerontology, technology, public policy, medicine, communications, driving and highway safety,
organizational change, and other areas.
Tech team Design and development of information and communication technologies for patients and family members, including

Elder Tree.

County coordinators

Local management of the randomized trial (recruitment, training, etc). County coordinators are grant-funded employees,

1in each of the 3 regions where Elder Treeis being tested.

Strategy teams

Through interviews, identify needs and assets of older adults in each community. Strategy teams consisted of citizens

from each of the 3 regions where Elder Treeis being tested.

The NIATx Model

TheNIATx model, developed at CHESS, isasimpleframework
for processimprovement. NIATXx originally stood for “ Network

http://humanfactors.jmir.org/2016/1/e2/

for the Improvement of Addiction Treatment” ; the NIATx model
was initially used to improve retention and access to care in
behavioral health agencies [23]. Now NIATx functions as a
word referring to adivision of CHESS that teaches and conducts
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process improvement in a range of health care and other
organizations.

The model, which has only 5 principles, was intended to be
easy to learn and implement so that individuals with little or no
knowledge of process improvement can quickly test changes
to improve services and outcomes. The model has no levels of
training or complicated data elements to collect. Although not
specific to technology development, the model isauser-centered
approach intended to be applied flexibly [23,24]. The NIATx
model is evidence based, and many of us on the tech team were
familiar with it from devel oping toolsto support NIATX research
projects conducted at CHESS. Unlike other models of UCD,
the NIATx model includes a method for devel oping innovative
solutions. For these reasons—ease of use, flexibility, familiarity
with the model, the model’s evidence base, and its approach
for developing innovative solutions—we decided to apply the
NIATx model as a UCD framework that would give structure
to the devel opment process.

The Five Principles of the NIATx Model

The NIATx model rests on 5 principles that have been shown
to be the essential elements of successful change projects [25].
These principles were developed from analyzing decades of
research from 13 different industries related to why some
projects fail and others succeed [25].

As we considered using the NIATx model as a framework for
UCD, 3 of the principles—rapid-cycle testing, understanding
and involving the customer (or end user), and getting ideas from
outside the fiel d—seemed especially useful because they would
enable us to test innovative ideas quickly, assess their
effectiveness, incorporate user feedback, and make additional
changes rapidly.

Thefirst principle, understand and involve the customer, isthe
most important principle of the NIATx model. In fact, this
principle has moreimpact than al the other principles combined
[25]. “Customer” refers to the end user, who may or may not
pay for the product or service being designed or implemented.
Allocating thetime and resourcesto deeply understand the needs
and assets of end users and getting regular ongoing end user
feedback increase the likelihood that a product will succeed. In
this paper, we refer to the customer as the “end user” or “older
adult”

The second principle, fix key problems, arises from the
understanding that a project is more likely to succeed if top
management is involved and committed to the project, in part
because thismakesit morelikely that the support and resources
needed to succeed will be available. One way to ensure the
commitment of top management is to address the key issues or
problems that top managers face. One strategy isto ask, “What
keeps the CEO awake at night?” The answer identifies the
problem(s) to start with.

Thethird principleisto pick an influential change leader. The
role of the change leader is to move a project forward by
identifying and removing barriers to progress. An influential
change leader is a staff member who has respect from
management and staff, is a good leader, and has direct access
to the CEO and other critical stakeholders. The change leader

http://humanfactors.jmir.org/2016/1/e2/
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should have the authority to do whatever it takes to keep a
project moving forward.

The fourth principle, get ideas from outside the field, is the
second most important NIATx principle [25]. It can be broken
down into 3 phases. Firgt, identify a field or fields that face
problems similar to the problems your organization faces.
Second, find the organization in that field that is best at dealing
with that problem. Third, identify what makesthat organization
so much better than others at addressing that problem. This
process forces you to identify the core problem you are facing
and can lead to innovative solutions. Atul Gawande [26] used
this principle when he described the possible application of
coaching, as done in sports and music, to the work of surgeons
and the application of cost and quality control, as done in
restaurant chains, to health care [27]. Looking outside the field
of UCD for an approach to technological development, as we
did in this case, can be considered another example of this
principle.

As an example of using this principle, staff members who
wanted to improve teamwork in their organization would begin
by asking, “What industry requires good teamwork?’ One
answer might be National Association for Stock Car Auto
Racing (NASCAR); the pit crew of a NASCAR team
demonstrates exceptionally good teamwork. One particularly
good pit crew works for NASCAR driver Denny Hamlin [28].
Staff membersthen identify the key characteristics of Hamlin's
crew that make the crew successful. For instance, crew members
work together seamlessly under very stressful conditions. Each
member has a clearly defined job, and each understands every
other member’s job. Pit crews constantly practice to stay sharp
for therace, and their performanceis constantly measured. With
these characteristics identified, staff members can now apply
the ideas to their own work environment. Looking outside the
field can produce solutions not previously considered.

The fifth principle, use rapid-cycle testing, encourages
developers to develop small improvements and test them with
end users and stakeholders to see how they work. After each
test, theimprovement (or in our case, tech) team makes changes
and then tests again. Several cycles of rapid-cycle testing help
create a high-quality product on release or an improvement in
a process that actually works. Rapid-cycle testing was first
described by Shewhart [29] and revised and popularized by
Deming [30]. For example, if stakeholders identified reducing
the home page bounce rate (the rate at which users abandon a
website after landing on the first page) as a key problem to
solve, usability tests would be used early in development to
determine what seems to cause users to leave the home page.
The answer(s) would determine changes to make in the home
page, and the success of the changes would be determined by
another wave of usability testing. The process would continue
until stakeholders were satisfied that the bounce rate had been
sufficiently reduced.
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Applying the NIATx Model

Under stand and I nvolve the Customer

Before starting to develop a technology to help older adults
continue to live independently, we began the process of
understanding our end user. What we learned drove
development, including what services to provide in the
technology, what content to include, and the overall design of
thesystem [31]. The Elder Treewebsitein usein therandomized
trial as of thiswriting is available in an archived version [32].

All staff members working on the AARC project (Pls,
researchers, tech team members, administrative staff—see Table
1) were asked to take part in focus groups or one-on-one
interviews with older adults and their caregivers. During the
course of the project, hundreds of interviews and more than 20
focus groups were conducted. All staff were asked to write, for
each individual they talked to, astory that summarized the older
adult’s experiences and current situation. Creating storiesfrom
these interviews brought the experiences of older adultsto life,
giving us a better understanding of and greater empathy with
their day-to-day challenges and joys. The AARC staff members
met regularly to share and discuss the stories. From defining
high-level goals to conceptualizing and developing solutions,
these stories were foundational to our development work.

During this period when all project staff members were getting
to know firsthand the assets and needs of older adults, tech team
membersvolunteered at alocal senior center to better understand
how older adultsuse and | earn to use new technology. Members
of the tech team designed and taught a series of classeson using
computers and the Internet. Topics included Internet basics,
Internet safety, Facebook, Skype, and downloading and
managing digital images. While atech team member led aclass,
other team members circulated among the students to offer
one-on-one support. Seeing and experiencing, up close, how
older adults interact with technology had a profound effect on
our work. For example, we observed that arthritic hands had
trouble using a mouse and that Web pages with many sections
and subsections were hard for some older adults to understand
and hard for othersto see. These and many similar observations
directly influenced the design of the Elder Tree website.

From al of these interactions with older adults, a few issues
surfaced repeatedly. Ol der adults frequently expressed aconcern
about their safety on the Internet. They did not want to get
scammed, lose money, or be asked to give private information.
It also became clear we would need to address older adults
decreasing motor dexterity and problemswith vision and hearing
both in the computer we selected for older adults to use and the
interface design. During the development of the technology,
we often found ourselves rejecting accepted I nternet conventions
for the sake of accessibility. For example, we decided not to
use rollover effects to display additiona information. Users
who struggle with amouse can be distracted and disoriented by
the rollover effects as they navigate a page. We also rejected a
dashboard-type home page that would give a dense display of
information. Instead, we embraced asimplified design with the
goal of having asingle task per page.

http://humanfactors.jmir.org/2016/1/e2/

Gustafson Jr et al

The process of understanding the end user produced another
effect: It forged personal connections between tech team
members and older adults and turned all of us tech team
members into advocates for our end users.

Fix Key Problems

One way to identify key problemsisto ask, “What keeps the
CEO awake at night?’ These problems are good ones to start
with because top management will more likely be engaged in
aproject that addresses these problems and give the project the
attention and resources it needs to be successful. Applying this
principle to devel oping technology in our grant-funded project
required some modification. The overall goal of the grant was
to help older adults live longer independently. The Pls who
applied for the grant took this as their mission; we regarded it
as the answer to what was keeping the CEO up at night.
However, this statement of the problem wastoo broad to suggest
specific development steps, so we asked older adultsthemselves
to help identify key problems more specifically.

In addition to the work done at the beginning of the project
described earlier (conducting focus groups and interviews with
older adults and summarizing the results in stories, and
volunteering to teach older adults about the use of technology
at asenior center), early work on the AARC project included a
process called Asset-Based Community Development (ABCD)
to learn about older adults in their communities and lay the
foundation for dissemination [33]. Because our grant-funded
project would culminate in testing whatever technology we
developed in a randomized trial in 3 regions of Wisconsin
(urban, suburban, and rura), we implemented ABCD in 1
community in each of the 3 regions. A staff member from
CHESSwith extensive experiencein using ABCD worked with
the county coordinator—someone who lives in the target area
and was hired with grant fundsto manage the project locally—to
implement ABCD. The CHESS researcher and county
coordinators led the creation of strategy teams made up of
citizens from each community. These citizens came from local
agencies, businesses, ingtitutions, and organizations. Strategy
team members and other volunteers interviewed friends and
neighbors to create an inventory of the assets, challenges, and
aspirations of older adults and their caregiversin the community.
In al 3 regions, 80 home visits were conducted; many more
focus groups and interviews took place in other settings.
Remarkably, the top 3 problemsfor older adults were the same
in each of the 3 communities: isolation and loneliness, not
knowing about community resources and events, and
transportation to and from resources and events.

Throughout the development work, we also relied on the
expertise of researchers and community partnersto inform our
work (Table 1). Researchers came from the fields of fals
prevention, geriatrics, driving, transportation, and innovation.
A National Advisory Committee consisted of leading thinkers
from these and other fields. This committee met annually to
advise us on the progress and direction of the project.
Community partners, researchers, and National Advisory
Committee members identified other key problems affecting
the ability of older adults to live independently, especialy
medication adherence, dementia, and depression.
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Given all the problems identified by various stakeholders
involved in the project, whose view of the key problems should
take precedence? Were the various PIs, collectively, the CEO?
Or were the community partners? What about potential payers
for the final product of the study? If the technology does not
addressthe problems of payers, they will not be willing to fund
implementing the technology that results from this research.
And what about older adults themselves? If we did not address
their key problems, they would not use the system. All these
groups had important ideas and insights that we needed to
consider.

After looking at all this information, our lead Pl decided that
we should first devel op and test something to address isolation
and loneliness. This would allow us to address the top issue
identified by older adults themselves; we tech team members
also thought we could develop something quickly and rapidly
test and retest it. AARC researchers would continue to
conceptualize solutions for the other issues, such as falls
prevention and medication management, but initially the tech
team would focus on this particular issue.

Get ldeas From Outsidethe Field

Early in our development work, we focused on reducing the
number of older adults being affected by scams because older
adults so often raised this issue. We looked into examples of
excellence in sales, lie detection, psychic cold reading, and
cognitive interviewing, collecting ideas that might be
repurposed. Cold reading, which is how a psychic creates the
illusion of knowing someone he or she does not know, seemed
to have the greatest potential to reduce scams. Cold reading
uses several techniques (eg, fishing, vagueness, push statements,
switches); for each, a block can be used. We began to discuss
with older adultstheir use of the equivalent of blockswhen they
used technology, but abandoned this because older adults were
so pervasively concerned about scams that we instead created
aclosed system that could be used only by vetted participants.

We a so looked for ideas outside the field when we brainstormed
topics to include in the discussion group. We asked ourselves
to think of other ways older adults obtained information. One
of our team members suggested newspapers. We decided to
base our initial topics in the discussion group on the different
sections of a newspaper (eg, sports, local news, arts,
entertainment). Our premise wasthat this organizational system
would feel familiar to most older adults.

Pick an Influential Change L eader

At CHESS, the change leader for a research project is
responsiblefor driving aproject forward and removing barriers
to progress. Chosen by the CHESS director and co-director, the
change leader understands and represents the needs of the end
user, is committed to seeing the project succeed, has a strong
belief in the value of the project, can defend his or her position
articulately, and is someone other people can easily follow or
find charismatic; the change leader has direct access to the PI
of the study. A change leader is responsible for leading and
motivating the team, organizing meetings, removing roadbl ocks,
and delegating. Because designing and developing a new
technology for older adultswas alarge effort involving research

http://humanfactors.jmir.org/2016/1/e2/

Gustafson Jr et al

teams (1 team each for isolation and loneliness, driving and
transportation, caregiving, and so on), aproject director led the
work of the research center overall, and achange leader emerged
from the tech team to lead development work on each research
team. Changeleaders, working under the guidance of the project
director, understood and represented the needs of the end user;
acted as a liaison between the tech team and older adults,
researchers, and other stakeholders; and removed barriersin the
tech team’s way.

Use Rapid-Cycle Testing

Quicknessisthe essence of rapid-cycletesting. Each test should
take from a few hours up to a few weeks, depending on what
is being tested [23]. Being clear about 2 things speeds testing:
What are you trying to accomplish? How will you know whether
the change is an improvement? Instead of taking months to
design an entire system, adevel opment team can create apiece
of the system, quickly test it with users to get feedback, make
changes, and retest. We used 2 methods to conduct rapid-cycle
tests: (1) one-on-one usability testing and (2) pilot tests with
older adultsin the field. Usability testing helped us understand
whether older adults could navigate the interface and allowed
us to see what they did as they used it. We usually tested
usability in 1 sitting with an older adult or adults, using paper
prototypes or early builds of the system. Pilot teststook 2 weeks
or more and involved older adults using various iterations of
the system in their homes. Pilot tests allowed usto see whether
users thought the system was helping them and were likely to
keep using it.

Our initial development work focused on creating a simple
online discussion group. We wanted to test whether ol der adults
with limited or no experience with technology would be able
to use the system. Once we had a working website, we
conducted a single session of one-on-one usability tests at a
local senior center. This session took just a few hours, with 3
participantstaking part. From these testswe were ableto identify
glaring usability issues, such as how we were indicating
clickable buttons.

After making changes, 10 older adult volunteers were recruited
to take part in a 2-week pilot test. Participants were given a
computer and access to the Internet through a mobile hotspot
if they did not have their own Internet access. Participants were
ableto select from anumber of devices, including 7-in. Android
tablets, iPads, laptops, and 23-in. touchscreen all-in-one
desktops. The AARC dtaff visited each participant at the
participant’shome; set up the computer and I nternet connection,
if necessary; and trained each participant on how to use Elder
Tree. In al, we provided a computer and Internet connection
to 9 of the 10 participants. During the 2-week pilot, AARC staff
acted as discussion group “seeds” actively engaging with
participants online to make sure Elder Tree had new messages
and comments every day. After the 2-week pilot, each older
adult was interviewed about his or her experience. This
information, along with use and observational data from the
pilot, was analyzed to make decisions about changes to make
in the system. Work began on making those changes to run a
second pilot test.
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In total, 5 pilot tests were conducted involving more than 100
older adults. Eventually, we had enough older adults using the
system that we were able to turn our discussion group into a
beta version of the final website. Instead of running a pilot,
getting feedback, making changes, and running another pilot
test, we kept the site active for participants to use, solicited
feedback from users in the discussion group, and rolled out
improvements as they were completed. Using the discussion
group for feedback proved to be an effective method of gauging
the perceived usefulness and appeal of the site. The pilot tests
and the beta site al so supplied older adult volunteers who agreed
to continue using the site during the randomized trial to act as
“seeds’ and peer mentors to study participants.

Textbox 1. Views of some Elder Tree users.

Gustafson Jr et al

As we improved the site and developed new features, we
continued to run ad hoc usability tests at senior centers and get
ideas and feedback from researchers, experts on the National
Advisory Committee, and our community partners.

Discussion

General Findingsand User Views

Using the NIATx model hasallowed usto devel op atechnology
based on the needs and capabilities of end users. Anecdotal
evidence suggeststhat using the technology isreducing isolation
and loneliness among older adult users, which was the most
important challenge older adults identified in the interviews,
focus groups, and surveys we conducted. The views of some
Elder Tree users are presented in Textbox 1.

«  Elder Tree has given me back a sense of belonging.

«  Sincemy husband died, | rarely get out of my house and Elder Tree has saved me.

«  Elder Tree has connected me with people who are going through the same challenges as me. We are there for each other...I like that.

In addition, although we are still conducting the randomized
control trial, early use data indicate that older adults facing
barriers to technology adoption are using the website.
Technology adoption generally islower among those with less
income, those with less experience using technology, and those
with theleast education [34]. Looking at study participantswho
created content on Elder Tree, meaning those who wrote or

Table 2. Categories of content creators (N=135).

commented on discussion group messages, we found that 20.1%
(27/135) created content 5 or more times amonth (Table 2). Of
this group, which we call super posters, 74% (20/27) did not
have acomputer or Internet access before the study, 19% (5/27)
had a 4-year degree or above, and 89% (24/27) found dealing
with finances challenging or difficult (Table 3).

Category n (%)

Super posters (wrote >5 messages/month after training) 27 (20.0)

Medium posters (wrote =1 but <5 messages/month after training) 33(24.4)

Low posters (wrote <1 message/month after training) 39 (28.8)

Did not post (Never wrote a message after training) 36 (26.6)

Table 3. Demographic characteristics of Elder Tree users.

Characteristic Super Medium Low Did not
posters posters posters post
(N=27) (N=33) (N=39) (N=36)
n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%)

Did not have computer with Internet connection before the study. 20 (74) 15 (46) 22 (56) 16 (44)

Education (4-year degree or above) 5(19) 8(24) 8(21) 11(31)

Find dealing with finances challenging or difficult 24 (89) 22 (67) 19 (49) 17 (47)

We aso looked at the overal use of the website by all
participants, not just those creating content. When looking at
mean pages viewed per user (Figure 1), we see a decrease in
use after 6 months on study. However, near Month 8, we see a
gradual increase to levels near the start of the study.

http://humanfactors.jmir.org/2016/1/e2/

Although the qualitative and quantitative use data suggest that
our development approach has led to a technology that older
adults use, we also encountered problems and learned some
lessons, which are described in the following sections.

JMIR Human Factors 2016 | vol. 3 |iss. 1 |e2 | p.8
(page number not for citation purposes)


http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/

JMIR HUMAN FACTORS

Figurel. Mean Elder Tree pages viewed per user.
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Balance Effortsto Understand the End User Against
Resour ces

Turning face-to-face meetings with end users into stories is a
powerful exercise in understanding their needs and assets, but
having everyone in a complex project (top management, tech
team members, and research and administrative staff) conducting
face-to-faceinterviewsisvery time consuming. We believe that
the more people who see and hear from end usersfirsthand, the
better, but we recognize that this approach might not befeasible
in every organization. At the very least, 1 member of the
development team, probably the change leader, needs to take
therole of user advocate. This person should spend timein the
field interviewing end users and conducting usability tests and
be the voice of the user when conceptualizing new features and
designs, therefore helping keep the project team focused on
features that have the greatest efficacy.

Using a community-based process such as ABCD consumes
considerable time and resources. Because we included this
process in our grant application, we had the required resources
for it. Although the process produced insightsthat hel ped define
key problems, most organizationswould not have the resources
to usethe process. We would rely in the future on focus groups;
individual interviews with end users; creating personas to
represent the different users of the technology, each with its
own needs and assets; and the expertise of researchers and
community partners to determine the problems faced by end
users.

Bewar e of the Power of An Individual’s Story

Storytelling is a powerful tool and brings the challenges of end
users to life. However, individual stories can be amost too
powerful. In our project, the moving story of 1 adult
occasionally shut down what might otherwise have been a

http://humanfactors.jmir.org/2016/1/e2/

RenderX

productive discussion of an improvement or new feature.
Looking for common themes in multiple stories helps prevent
a single story, or several, from having too much weight in
development.

Prioritize | deas

Our development process produced an enormous humber of
proposed solutions from older adults, Pls, researchers, and
community partners. We had to filter these ideas so we could
spend our limited resources productively. We constantly asked
ourselves, “How will this feature help an older adult continue
to live independently?” Remembering the overall goa of the
project served as our compass. Having a strong user advocate
on staff and using rapid-cycle testing also helped us filter out
nonessential improvements.

To help us establish and assess prioritiesin the project, we used
a modified agile project board (Figure 2) where we listed all
thefeatures under devel opment with time estimates and barriers
to completion. As new features were suggested, this board was
an effective visual snapshot of the tech team’'s workload. The
board was al so helpful in assessing prioritieswith Pls.

As this project continues, we constantly reevaluate key
problems. Although older adults identified the initial key
problems we addressed, other sources of information have
influenced us as the project has progressed. For example, it
became clear that the health care industry would need to see
value in the technology if it isgoing to pay for sustaining it. A
key problem in thisindustry is keeping down costs. Could the
technology help detect health problems that, if identified early
and treated quickly, could prevent the need for costly
medications and hospitalizations? We are in the later stages of
developing a reporting function for health care providers and
have been told by providers and insurers that it will be avery
important development.
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Figure 2. Photograph of the tech teams's project board.
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Get |deas From Outsidethe Field

We were excited about the potential of this principle to drive
innovative problem solving. However, in reality we found it
difficult to implement. We used this principle occasionally,
such as when we used the labels of newspaper sections as
models in our work, usually when we were struggling to
conceptualize a feature for Elder Tree. Using this principle in
its 3 phases takes an investment of time and resources, in part
becauseit requires reading and research. We found it impossible
to use this principle spontaneoudly in the context of a large
meeting. We do see great value in this principle for future
projects and plan to continue to assess the time spent on reading
and researching to apply the principle against the anticipated
value of the results.

You Can Never Have Enough Communication

Because of the organizational complexity of the project, we
wanted to have a clear and effective communication plan in
place. We feared that work on the individual research teams
would proceed in silos. We adopted a communication plan to
givethetech team direct, regular accessto the Plswho led work
on theresearch teams. Thetech team supervisor aso held regular
meetings that included tech team members and change leaders
to discuss devel opment status, brainstorm ideas, and coordinate
future development. The lead Pl and project director made
themselves available to attend these meetings when necessary
to work through impediments to progress. Weekly and
eventually biweekly steering committee meetings brought
together the Plsfrom the research teams, the lead PI, the project
director, and changeleadersto update all attendees on progress,

http://humanfactors.jmir.org/2016/1/e2/
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collect feedback, and discuss any barriers we were facing.
Having many avenues of communication was a priority for us.

Ensure Rapid-Cycle Testing I s Rapid and Has Clear
Goals

Of the 2 types of rapid-cycletesting we conducted (ie, usability
testsand pilot tests), usability tests produced more rapid results.
One-on-one usability tests are comparatively inexpensive to
conduct and gave us immediate feedback on usability. These
tests were usually conducted in 1 day with only 1 or 2 staff
membersinvolved. Wewere ableto evaluate resultsimmediately
and quickly make changes and test again. For this project, we
used the wireframing program Lucidchart to create paper and
digital prototypes to test new concepts in addition to the fully
functional website.

By contrast, the 5 pilot tests we conducted evolved into large
tests and produced feedback more slowly. In the future, we
would be clearer about the length of each pilot test, the features
of the system being tested, and the method of collecting
qualitative data at the end of each test. The first pilot test we
conducted took placein 1 county for 2 weeks. At the end of the
2 weeks, we visited each participant at home and conducted a
survey about how it went. The next pilot test took place in 3
counties for 1 month. Again, we visited each participant and
collected survey data. Each successive test had more
participants. Reaching out to each participant to survey him or
her on use became a scheduling and human resource challenge.
PFilot tests began to take too long, and survey data were not
collected in atimely manner.
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While the pilot tests provided feedback on long-term, real-life
use of the website and eventually led to the creation of a beta
site, they were not rapid-cycle tests. Our goals for each pilot
test became less clear. Instead of testing specific elements, the
pilots tested the whole system, which sometimes made it
difficult to pinpoint what needed to be changed. However, our
experiences with usability and pilot tests led to a clearer
understanding of when and whereto use specific UCD methods.

Gustafson Jr et al

For example, usability tests are a good way to test individual
components of a system, whereas pilot tests are good for
assessing the overall value of a system. One of our colleagues
has developed a model that shows the types and segquence of
technology testing within a research environment. This model
will help us apply UCD methods at progressive phases of
development in future projects (Table 4).

Table 4. Isham model of technology testing sequence (from feasibility to efficacy).

Feasibility @ Usability

Perceived usefulness Efficacy

Does the concept show promise?
Can it be built?

Can users navigate the interface?

Do they understand what is happen-
ing?

Test the concept using discussion,
focus groups, and interviews with
key stakeholders and end users.

Test navigation using paper proto-
types, mock-ups, card sorting, and
usability testing of early builds.

Do users think the technology is
helping?

Does the technology actually help
users?

Do they want to keep using it?

Longer pilot testswith users operat-
ing the systemin their own environ-
ment.

Run afull experiment.

4The stages of technology testing generally occur in the order shown in Table 4 (ie, from feasibility to efficacy). The cost of testing generally becomes

more expensive from left to right.

Conclusion

Developing the technology for this project required a constant
balancing between features and simplicity. We repeatedly heard
from end users that they valued simplicity over added features,
while other stakeholders (community partners, Pls, National
Advisory Committee members) frequently suggested adding
new features. The NIATx model, with itsfocus on the end user,
allowed usto keep theinterests of older adultsfirst and foremost
and create a site that anecdotal evidence suggests does help
create community and reduce isolation.
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Abstract

Background: Clinical alarm systems safety is anational concern, specificaly in intensive care units (ICUs) where alarm rates
are known to be the highest. Interventional projects that examined the effect of changing default alarm settings on overall darm
rate and on clinicians' attitudes and practices toward clinical alarms and alarm fatigue are scarce.

Objective: To examineif (1) achange in default alarm settings of the cardiac monitors and (2) in-service nursing education on
cardiac monitor usein an |CU would result in reducing alarm rate and in improving nurses’ attitudes and practicestoward clinical
alarms.

Methods: This quality improvement project took place in a 20-bed transplant/cardiac ICU with a total of 39 nurses. We
implemented a unit-wide change of default alarm settings involving 17 parameters of the cardiac monitors. All nurses received
an in-service education on monitor use. Alarm data were collected from the audit log of the cardiac monitors 10 weeks before
and 10 weeks after the change in monitors' parameters. Nurses' attitudes and practices toward clinical alarms were measured
using the Healthcare Technology Foundation National Clinical Alarms Survey, pre- and postintervention.

Results. Alarm rate was 87.86 alarms/patient day (a total of 64,500 alarms) at the preintervention period compared to 59.18
alarmg/patient day (49,319 alarms) postintervention (P=.01). At baseline, Arterial Blood Pressure (ABP), Pair Premature Ventricular
Contractions (PV Cs), and Peripheral Capillary Oxygen Saturation (SpO2) alarmswerethe highest. ABP and SpO2 alarmsremained
among the top three at the postproject period. Out of the 39 |CU nurses, 24 (62%) provided complete pre- and postproject survey
guestionnaires. Compared to the preintervention survey, no remarkable changesin the postproject period were reported in nurses
attitudes. Themesin the narrative datawererelated to poor usability of cardiac monitors and the frequent alarms. The data showed
great variation among nurses in terms of changing alarm parameters and frequency of replacing patients' electrodes. Despite the
in-service, 50% (12/24) of the nurses specified their need for more training on cardiac monitors in the postproject period.

Conclusions; Changing default alarm settings and standard in-service education on cardiac monitor use are insufficient to
improve alarm systems safety. Alarm management in ICUsisvery complex, involving alarm management practices by clinicians,
availability of unit policies and procedures, unit layout, complexity and usability of monitoring devices, and adequacy of training
on system use. The complexity of the newer monitoring systems requires urgent usability testing and multidimensiona interventions
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to improve alarm systems safety and to attain the Joint Commission National Patient Safety Goal on alarm systems safety in

critical care units.

(JMIR Human Factors 2016;3(1):e1) doi:10.2196/humanfactors.5098

KEYWORDS

cardiac monitors; default alarm settings; alarm fatigue; intensive care unit; nursing; in-service; survey

Introduction

Bedside physiologic monitors are equipped with alarm systems
for patient safety and appropriate functionality. Nevertheless,
the problematic high volume of false and clinically insignificant
nonactionable true positive alarms—up to 99.4%—results in
clinicians failure to appropriately respond to alarms signaled
from monitoring devices[1-5]. Clinicians become overwhelmed
and desensitized with the number of alarms, a phenomenon
known as alarm fatigue. Alarm fatigue leads to different forms
of unsafe workarounds, including adelayed response, disabling
alarms, turning the volume to inaudible, or adjusting alarms
settings to hazardous limits, all of which can result in missing
lethal alarms. The Joint Commission (JC), which accredits and
certifies health care organizations and programs in the United
States, attributed alarm-related incidents and deaths to alarm
fatigue and issued a 2014 National Patient Safety Goal to
improve the safety of clinical alarm systems [6].

Alarm safety isapriority in intensive care units (ICUs) where
alarm rates are known to be the highest [ 7,8]. Adjusting default
alarm settings and staff education on alarm management are
two strategies recommended by safety and professiona
organizations to reduce the number of false alarms and alarm
fatigue [9-11]; however, most research on alarm safety is
observational. Interventional projects that examined the effect
of changing default alarm settings on overall alarm rate and on
clinicians' attitudes and practices toward clinical alarms and
alarm fatigue are scarce [12,13]. To address these gaps in the
literature, this project aimsto examineif (1) achangein default
alarm settings of the cardiac monitorsand (2) in-service nursing
education on monitor use in an ICU would result in reducing
alarm rate and improving nurses’ attitudes and practicestoward
clinical alarms.

Methods

Design, Setting, and Sample

After obtaining Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval, this
quality improvement project took place in a 20-bed
transplant/cardiac ICU located at a university teaching Magnet
hospital in the Southwest of the United States. The unit has 39
nurses and an average annual admission of 1500 patients. In
April 2014, the unit went through three simultaneous changes,
including a move to a new tower and the deployment of new
bedside cardiac monitors (Philips IntellivVue M X800) and Cisco
phones. The unit is an E shape and has three central nursing
stations equipped with cardiac monitors (Philips IntelliVue
Information Center iX) with no dedicated monitor watchers.
Typical training on new medical devicesincludes afew hours
demonstration on the appropriate use of devices by the company

http://humanfactors.jmir.org/2016/1/el/

representative and/or the unit nurse educators. Nurse educators
also provide “if needed” support on equipment use. The
interventions took place 2.5 months after the move to the new
tower and the use of the new cardiac monitors.

Philips IntelliVue M X800 and the Information Center i X cardiac
monitors are equipped with complex information systems with
tens of main menus and as many submenus, keys, buttons, and
icons to facilitate patient data surveillance and management.
The monitors are operated using an interactive touch screen, a
mouse and a keyboard, or a remote control. The monitors are
also capable of complex functions such aslab dataintegration,
drug calculations, guiding care through embedded clinical
protocols, issuing reports and strips, presenting trended alarm
data, and displaying hundreds of different alarm messages.

Thelnterventions

Theinterventionsincluded (1) changing default settings of some
parameters on the cardiac monitors and (2) re-educating
transplant/cardiac ICU bedside nurses on the appropriate use
of the monitors. Default settings were changed based on
scientific clinical rationa and recent evidence [7,12-14].
Parameters involved in the change are presented in Table 1.
Change methods included the following:

1. Limit tightening.
2. Limit increase.

3. Changing the source of alarm detection to enhance alarm
reading.

4. Changing the measurement mode in order to capture rea
conditions from different measurement sources. Measurement
modeswere changed from “ One Source” to “Auto” (eg, System
Pulse) and from “Auto” to “Enhanced” (eg, Asystole). “Auto”
and “ Enhanced” modes allow the monitor to look for an alternate
heart rate source, such asthe pulse oximeter or the arteria line
if it cannot pick up arhythm from the electrocardiogram (ECG)
leads.

5. Alarm delay by increasing the period from alarm detection
to announcement.

6. Disabling alarms, for example, Noninvasive Blood Pressure
(NBP) Done Tone and Atrial Fibrillation (AFIB). NBP Done
Tone is anonactionable alarm announced automatically by the
monitor after measuring the patient blood pressure. The AFIB
alarm was disabled because it is also captured by the Irregular
Heart Rate alarm. The definitions of alarm events involved in
the changes are presented in Multimedia Appendix 1; some of
the definitions were adapted from the IntelliVue Information
Center iX Guide[15].
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Changes were directed toward decreasing the number of false
alarms and increasing monitoring safety. For example, although
tightening the Premature Ventricular  Contractions
(PVCs)/minute from 10 bpm to 6 bpm is expected to increase
alarm events of this parameter, this tightening was necessary
for safety purposes because all other PV C-related alarms, such
asRun PV Cs, Pair PV Cs, Bigeminy, Trigeminy, and Multiform
PVCs, were disabled. Similarly, athough the limit of
ExtremeTachy was increased to decrease the number of false
alarms, TachyClamp was tightened for safer monitoring.

7. Volume adjustment including (1) decreasing the volume of
yellow alarms with moderate priority, for example, Heart Rate
(HR), and (2) increasing the volume of high-priority red alarms,
for example, Desaturation. Changes in alarm volume are not
expected to directly affect alarm rates, but rather to focus the
nurse's attention on actionable high-priority alarms for safety
purposes.

All parameters involved in the change are amenable to
adjustments by clinicians except for TachyClamp and
ExtremeTachy, which are considered hard stops for system
safety and can be adjusted only by Philips representatives (see
Table 1).

The nursing unit educators conducted roaming individual
in-service sessions. Educational sessionsincluded all nursesin
the unit and focused on assessment of monitor parameters,
customizing parametersto be patient specific, steps of changing
alarm parameters, steps of printing alarm parameters, relearning
arrhythmias and changing lead analysis, and troubleshooting
common alarming problems (eg, silencing alarms of monitors
not connected to patients).

Procedure and | nstrumentation

A team of three expert transplant/cardiac ICU nurses and a
Philips representative created the list of proposed changes in
parameters. Thislist then went through areview and approval
processby al transplant/cardiac | CU physicians, nursedirectors,
educators, managers, and bedside nurses. The list of approved
changes is presented in Table 1. After approval and before
implementing any changes to bedside monitors, we invited all
transplant/cardiac CU nursesto complete asurvey about nurses
attitudes and practices toward clinical alarms using an adapted
version of the Healthcare Technology Foundation (HTF)

http://humanfactors.jmir.org/2016/1/el/
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National Clinical Alarms Survey [5]. A detailed description of
the survey, the adaptation process, and results of the
preintervention survey are presented elsewhere [16]. The
postintervention survey includes three sections: (1)
demographics, (2) 22 items measured on a 5-point Likert scale
of agreement measuring nurses' attitudestoward clinical alarms
followed by afree-text comment area, and (3) arank section of
nine items describing issuesthat threaten alarm recognition and
response when using the cardiac monitors. The survey was
followed by three additional questions related to (1) frequency
of changing aarm parameters, (2) frequency of changing
electrodes, and (3) adequacy of thetraining received on cardiac
monitors.

After collecting the preintervention surveys, a Philips
representative completed a unit-wide change to all monitors
based on the approved list on July 1, 2014. This change was
also communicated through emails, shift reports, huddles, and
meetings to all transplant/cardiac ICU nurses and physicians.
The unit in-service education started right after the changesin
monitors’ parameters and lasted for approximately two weeks.
After that, an invitation to complete the postintervention survey
viaSurveyMonkey went out to al nursesusing individual emails
that included the same ID number used in the preintervention
survey. Two email reminders were sent to nonrespondents to
enhance the response rate.

Alarm events were measured by retrieving the audit log of the
cardiac monitors from the database of the central-station
monitorsfor 10 weeks before and 10 weeks after implementing
the changes in parameters. The audit log is a chronological
record of all alarm events logged by the bedside cardiac
monitors.

Data Analysis

Nurse characteristics, alarm rate, and attitude toward clinical
alarms were described using descriptive statistics. Z tests were
used to measure the difference in alarm rates per patient day
between the preproject and postproject periods. The changein
nurses attitudes toward clinical alarms was described using a
percent change. t tests for paired data were used to analyze the
differencein mean scores of the ranks assigned to the nineissues
affecting alarm recognition (section 3 in the survey) between
the preproject and postproject periods.
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Table 1. Changesin default settings of the cardiac monitors at the transplant/cardiac intensive care unit.

Type of change Parameter Default setting Changed to...

Limit tightening

PVCs¥minute 10 bpm 6 bpm
TachyCIampb 200 bpm 180 bpm
Limit increase ExtremeTachy® 20 bpm > Heart Rate High Limit 40 bpm > Heart Rate High Limit
Changing the source of alarm
detection
ABF° Source: Systolic Source: Systolic and Mean
NBPY Source: Systolic and Mean Source: Systolic
Changing the measurement
mode
System Pulse® SpOZf Auto (from ABP, SpO2, etc)
Asystole Standard Enhanced
Alarm delay SpO2: Average? No Yes: 10 seconds
Disabling alarms
ST" Analysid On Off
Run PVCs On Off
Pair PVCs On Off
Bigeminy PVCs On Off
Trigeminy PVCs On Off
Multiform PVCs On Off
Pause On Off
Missed Beat On Off
AFIB On Off
NBP Done Tone On Off
Decrease alarm volume Yellow Alarm Volume 5 3
Increase alarm volume Red Alarm Volume +0 +2

3PV C: premature ventricular contraction.

P These alarms are not amenable to change by clinicians. All other alarms can be customized by clinicians based on the patient condition.

CABP: arterial blood pressure.

dNBP: noninvasive blood pressure.

€If the peripheral capillary oxygen saturation (SpO2) had a poor waveform, the pulse from the pleth would not pick up and would therefore alarm.
Changing to Auto allows the monitor to detect a pulse from other sources before alarming.

fSp02: peripheral capillary oxygen saturation.

95002 will be averaged over 10 secondsto determine avalueinstead of alarming the second the SpO2 drops bel ow thelimit. The nurse can also manually
increase thisto 20 or 30 seconds.

hsT: ST segment in the electrocardiogram.

"TheST Analysisaarm was disabled but should beturned on for all interventional cardiology cases (eg, require cardiac catheterization) or acute coronary
syndrome patients. For these specific patients, the original limit of +/-2.0 mm should be tightened to +/- 1.6 mm as per physicians’ requests.

JAFIB: atrial fibrillation.

responses in the postintervention period. General characteristics
of the 39 ICU nurses are described el sewhere[16]. The majority
Nurse Characteristics of the 24 nurse respondents were female (15/24, 63%) and

i worked full time (19/24, 79%). Almost half were 30-50 years
Out of t_he 39 tra_nspl ant/cardiac ICU nurses who responded to ) 4 (13124, 54%) and the other majority were lessthan 30 years
the preintervention survey, 24 (62%) returned completed o (10/24, 4206). Although 46% (11/24) reported having more

Results
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than 5 years of nursing experience, 79% (19/24) reported having
less than or equal to 5 years of transplant/cardiac ICU
experience. Chi-square tests for correlation revealed no
significant differences between the 24 nurse respondents and
the total 39 transplant/cardiac ICU nurses on age, gender,
employment status, or total yearsof nursing or ICU experiences
(P>.10).

Alarm Rate

Table 2 shows the number of alarms, their specific types, and
difference in alarm rates per patient day for the parameters
targeted in the change between the two project periods. The
audit log recorded a total of 64,500 alarms at the preproject
period and 49,319 at the postproject period. At baseline, Arteria
Blood Pressure (ABP), Pair PVC, and Peripheral Capillary
Oxygen Saturation (SpO2) alarms were the highest. ABP and
SpO2 alarms remained among the top three at the postproject
period. Although we disabled ten parameters (see Table 1), the
data showed incomplete elimination of these alarms (see Table
2). We investigated in order to check if these aarms were
activated by nurses or if they were missed from the change and
discovered that one of our bedside monitors was missed from
the unit change. If that monitor had been included in the change,
it would have further eliminated 130 alarms (0.16 alarms/patient
day) in the postproject period. These darms included 13 Pair
PV Cs, 3 Multiform PV Cs, 82 Missed Beat alarms, 23 Asystole
alarms, and 9 ST adarms. Although we disabled the NBP Done
Tone alarm, the audit log does not record thisalarm. Therefore,
the difference in alarm rates between the two project periods
excludes the rate of that specific alarm. Using Z tests, the
difference in proportions of alarm events (87.86 vs 59.18
alarmg/patient day) between the two project periods was
significant (P=.01), with a 24% reduction of total alarms.

Survey Results

Although all 39 nurses responded to the preintervention survey
[16], we only analyzed the results of the paired sample of nurses

http://humanfactors.jmir.org/2016/1/el/
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who provided complete responses in the preproject and
postproject periods (n=24).

Nurses' Attitudes and Practices Toward Clinical Alarms

The internal consistency reliability of the 22-item scale that
measured attitude toward alarms using Cronbach alpha was
high (.72-.75 for the pretest and post-test, respectively). Table
3 displays percentages of the 24 nurses who agreed or strongly
agreed with the statements that measured attitudes toward
clinica alarms and the percent change. Almost all nurses
agreed/strongly agreed that nuisance alarms are frequent, disrupt
patient care, and reduce trust in alarms causing caregivers to
disablethem (items 1, 2, and 3). Major issuesthreatening alarm
recognition and response according to the majority of nursesin
thetwo project periodswererelated to the confusioninlocating
the alarming device (item 4), unit layout (item 8), inadequacy
of alarm systems to aert nurses of changes in patients
conditions (item 18), the lack of clinical policiesand procedures
on aarm management (item 21), and the inability of the newer
monitoring systems to solve alarm problems (item 22). The
majority of nurses were in favor of using smart alarms and
central alarm management staff, and the integration of alarms
to wireless devices (items 5, 6, 7, and 9).

The positive changes at the postproject period were related to
the requirement to document alarm settings, the distinct outputs
of medical devices, effective policies to manage alarms, and
the ability of the newer systemsto solve alarm problems (items
17, 20, 21, and 22). However, in this project, a positive or
negative changein attitude on an item was considered clinically
meaningful only if reported by at least one-third of nurses (ie,
8 nurses). Table 3 showsthat the number of nurseswith achange
in attitude in the postproject period ranged from 0 to 6 nurses,
therefore no major changes in attitude were reported.
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Table 2. Differencein aarm rates between the preproject and postproject periods.

Alarm condition Preproject period Postproject period
Number of Total alarm rate/patient  Number of Total alarm rate/patient
alarms day alarms day

ABP?

Total 27,930 38.05 28,049 33.67
ABPS (systolic) 13,776 14,726
ABPmM® (mean) 13,548 12,895
ABP disconnect 606 428
Pair PVCe 8305 11.31 164 0.19
spo2f
Total 7079 9.64 8290 9.95
Spo2 6741 7858
$p0219 (right) 338 323
Spo21" (left) 0 109

Multiform PVC<E 5865 7.99 19 0.02

NBP'

Total 3686 5.02 3976 477
NBPm (mean) 1847 43

NBP (systolic) 1837 3933

NBPd (diastolic) 2 0

PVCs/min 3233 4.40 5330 6.39

Run PVCs high® 2155 2.94 23 0.03

sT® 1851 252 2609 313

AFIB &M

Total 1481 2.02 32 0.04
AFIB 990 26
End AFIB" 491 6

Pause® 1086 1.48 8 0.01

Missed Beat® 873 119 89 0.11

Asystole 323 0.44 565 0.68

Tachy °©

Total 292 0.39 153 0.18
Tachy 273 153
Tachy/pP (tachycardia p wave) 19 0

Ventd Bigeminy® 234 0.32 7 0

Vent Trigeminy® & 011 0 0

Pulse 28 0.04 5 0.01

Total 64,500 87.86 49,319 59.18

3ABP: arterial blood pressure.
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bABPs: arterial blood pressure systolic.

CABPm: arterial blood pressure mean.

dpve: premature ventricular contraction.

®These are the alarms that we disabled.

fSpOZ: peripheral capillary oxygen saturation.
9spO2r: peripheral capillary oxygen saturation right.
hSpOZI: peripheral capillary oxygen saturation |eft.
INBP: noninvasive blood pressure.

INBPm: noninvasive blood pressure mean.

KNBPs: noninvasive blood pressure systalic.

'NBPd: noninvasive blood pressure diastolic.
MAFIB: atrial fibrillation.

"End AFIB aarm indicates the end of the AFIB status.
OTachy: tachycardia.

PTachy/p: tachycardia p wave.

Yvent: ventricular.

Narrative Data

In a previous publication, we reported detailed analysis of the
narrative data provided by the 39 transplant/cardiac |CU nurses
who responded to the preintervention survey [16]. Categories
and themesidentified in that report were related to (1) constant
nuisance alarms and their effect on patient safety, (2) poor
usability and complexity of medical devices, (3) the look-alike
and sound-alike alarms, (4) the lack of support to the use of
monitor watchers or integration of alarms into nursing call
systems, and (5) unit-related factorsto alarm management. The
latter includes absence of policies and procedures on aarm
management, the fact that unit layout may hinder response to
alarms specifically when anurseis assigned to patientswho are
far apart, and the need for further training on the cardiac
monitors.

In the postintervention survey, 10 out of 24 (42%) nurses
provided comments. These comments were matched for the
preproject periods and were analyzed. Issues identified were
very similar to our previous report [16] with a magjor focus on

http://humanfactors.jmir.org/2016/1/el/
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(2) the usability of the cardiac monitors and (2) the frequent
alarms. In the postproject survey, nurses listed new cardiac
monitor usability-related issues, such as the inability of the
cardiac monitor to interpret ECG and nurses' inability to enter
the “do not resuscitate” orders.

I mportance of Alarm | ssues Related to Cardiac Monitors

The respondents’ rankings of the nine statements about the
importance of alarm issues specific to cardiac monitors (section
3 in the postintervention survey) is presented in Table 4.
Frequent fal se alarms, difficulty in understanding alarm priority,
and noi se competition from nonclinical deviceswere ranked as
thetop threeimportant i ssuesinterfering with alarm recognition
and response in the two project periods. Difficulty in setting
alarms properly because of lack of knowledge on the appropriate
limits remained one of the least important issues in the
postproject period. However, the lack of training on aarm
systemsrose from level 8 in the preintervention survey to level
4in the postintervention survey. No significant differenceswere
found in mean scores of the rankings between the preproject
and postproject periods.
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Table 3. Number and percentage of nurses who agreed or strongly agreed on the statements between the preproject and postproject periods (n=24).

Item  Starement® Preproject, Postproject, %
n (%) n (%) change”
1 Nuisance alarms occur frequently 24 (100) 18 (75) -25.0
2 Nuisance alarms disrupt patient care 23 (96) 23 (96) 0
3 Nuisance alarms reduce trust in alarms and cause caregivers to inappropriately turn dlarms off 21 (88) 22 (92) 4.8

at times other than setup or procedura events

4 When anumber of devicesare used with apatient, it can be confusing to determinewhich device 21 (88) 19 (79) -95
isin an alarm condition

5 Smart alarms (eg, where multiple parameters, rate of change of parameters, and signal quality 20 (83) 17 (71) -15.0
are automatically assessed in their entirety) would be effective to use for improving clinical
response to important patient alarms

6 Central alarm management staff responsible for receiving alarm messages and alerting appro- 19 (79) 18 (75) -53
priate staff is helpful

7 Smart alarms (eg, where multiple parameters, rate of change of parameters, and signal quality 19 (79) 16 (67) -15.8
are automatically assessed in their entirety) would be effective to use for reducing false dlarms

g Unit layout does interfere with alarm recognition and management 18 (75) 18 (75) 0

9 Alarm integration and communication systemsviapagers, cell phones, and other wirelessdevices 15 (63) 17 (71) 133
are useful for improving alarms management and response

10¢  Nearly al alarms are actionable (requiring the nurse to respond and take an action) 14 (58) 14 (58) 0

11 Alarm sounds and/or visual displays of the current monitoring systems and devices should 13 (54) 14 (58) 7.7
clearly differentiate the priority of alarm

12 Properly setting dlarm parameters and alerts is overly complex in existing devices 13 (54) 13 (54) 0

13 Clinical staff is sensitive to alarms and responds quickly 13 (54) 15 (63) 154

14¢  Whenalethal alarm sounds, it is clearly and quickly recognized and immediate action istaken 12 (50) 14 (58) 16.7
to address the darm

15 Environmental background noise has interfered with alarm recognition 12 (50) 15 (63) 25.0

16 Alarm sounds and/or visual displays should be distinct based on the parameter or source (eg, 12 (50) 16 (67) 33.3
device)

179 Thereisarequirement in my unit to document that the alarms are set and are appropriate for 11 (46) 18 (75) 63.6
each patient

1gd  Thealarmsused on my unit are adequate to alert staff of potential or actual changesinapatient’s 10 (42) 9(38) -10.0
condition

19 There have been frequent instances where alarms could not be heard and were missed 8(33) 8(33) 0

oo  Themedical devicesused on my unit al have distinct outputs (ie, sounds, repetition rates, visual 8 (33) 15 (63) 875
displays) that allow users to identify the source of the alarm

219 Clinical policies and procedures regarding alarm management are effectively used in my unit 6 (25) 11 (46) 83.3

22 Newer monitoring systems (eg, < 3 years old) have solved most of the previous problemswe 1 (4) 6 (25) 500

experienced with clinical alarms

8Edited and used with permission from the Healthcare Technology Foundation (HTF) 2011.
bpercent change = ((y2 - y1) / y1) x 100.
“These are the new statements that we added to our survey. They do not exist in the original HTF survey.

%These are the statements where the “floor/area of the hospital” or “ingtitution” in the HTF clinical alarms survey were replaced with “unit” in our
survey.
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Table 4. Importance of alarm issues related to the cardiac monitors (n=24).

Sowan €t al

Item  Statement Preproject Postproject
Itemresponse, Meanrank- Itemresponse, Mean P
mean ing? mean ranking
1b Frequent false alarms, which lead to reduced attention or responseto alarms  2.40 1 3.40 1 A1
when they occur
ob Difficulty in understanding the priority of an alarm 3.00 2 4.32 2 .07
3b Noise competition from nonclinical alarms and pages 3.95 3 455 3 .50
4°¢ Lack of available policy on appropriate alarm parameters for individualized 4.40 4 5.80 9 .08
patients
5¢ The need to frequently reset alarm settings every time they revert back to 4.42 5 5.16 5 .24
default when the monitor is disconnected from the patient
64 Difficulty in hearing alarms when they occur, especialy from outside patient  4.47 6 5.37 7 .36
room
7d Difficulty in setting alarms properly because of the complexity of themonitor 4.84 7 521 6 .70
gb Lack of training on alarm systems 4.90 8 4,70 4 .83
od Difficulty in setting alarms properly because of lack of knowledge on the 5.42 9 5.58 8 75

appropriate limits for my patient condition

3 tem response means were ranked from 1 (most important) to 9 (least important).
P These statements were adopted from the Healthcare Technology Foundation (HTF) survey.

®These statements were added to the survey to reflect the cardiac monitors.

%These statements were modified from the HTF survey. Origina statements were as follows: item 6 “Difficulty in hearing alarms when they occur”;

items 7 and 9 “ Difficulty in setting alarms properly.”

Practices Related to Clinical Alarmsand Training on
Cardiac Monitors

The data showed great variation among nurses in terms of
changing alarm parameters (see Figure 1). More than one-third
of nurses reported not adjusting alarm parameters in the
preproject period. Despite the in-service, 25% (6/24) of nurses
sustained the same practice in the postproject period.
Additionally, only 38% (9/24) of nurses individualized
parameters based on the patient’s vital signsin the two project
periods.

The frequency of replacing patients electrodes also varied.
However, only 54% (13/24) of nurses changed them daily during
the two project periods (see Figure 2).

In regard to the training needed on the cardiac monitors, the
majority of nursesindicated that they did not receive sufficient
training on the central and bedside monitors (19/24, 79% and
16/24, 67%, respectively) in the preproject period. Despite the
in-service, amost half of the nurses specified their need for
more training in the postproject period (see Figure 3).

Figure 1. Percentage of nurses who modify the bedside alarm parametersin the pre- and postproject periods (n=24).

No, I usually do not change alarm
parameters

Yes, throughout my shift as my
patient's vital signs change

Yes, at the beginning of my shift

37.5%
25%
0
37.5% E Pre study Period
37.5%
UPost study period
25%
41.6%
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%
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Figure 2. Percentage of nurses who replace patients electrodes in the pre- and postproject periods (n=24).

Every 48 hours and if needed

12.5%
4.1%

54.1%
54.1%

Every 24 hours and if needed #
Every shift _—‘

16.6%
29.1%

E Pre study period
UPost study period

Only when needed E 19%
14%
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Figure 3. Percentage of nurses who received and needed monitor training

in the pre- and postproject periods (n=24).

I need more training on the use of
bedside/central monitors to properly

62.5%

manage alarms
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50%
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33.3%

I received ‘‘sufficient” in-service on
the current bedside monitors
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Discussion

Overview

Examining the effect of interventions targeting alarm systems
safety on nurses attitudes toward alarms and alarm fatigue
related-practices is critical to evaluate improvements in the
safety of these systems. Our unit-wide changesin default alarm
settings of cardiac monitors significantly reduced 24% of the
total number of the target alarms. However, changing default
alarm settings, the subsequent reduction in alarm rate, and the
in-service education on alarm management wereinsufficient to
improve nurses attitudes toward alarms, alarm fatigue, or
maintaining best clinical practices.

Principal Findings and Future Directions

Finding alarmsfor parametersthat were turned off supportsthe
fact that bedside nurses customize patient darms. ABP and
SpO2 alarms were among the highest in the preproject and
postproject data. The specific types of darms (eg, Arteria Blood
Pressure Mean [ABPm] and Arterial Blood Pressure Systolic
[ABPs] darms; see Table 2) can guide future initiatives on

http://humanfactors.jmir.org/2016/1/el/

RenderX

further alarm reduction. Future studies may examine if all
specific types of alarmswere necessary to be monitored for the
patient. This may reveal alarm overuse and explain the high
number of alarms. For example, clinicians need to determine if
there is a need to monitor SpO2 right (SpO2r) and SpO2 left
(SpO2l) for every patient.

The 65% increase in PV Cs/min alarms (from 3233 to 5330) is
expected because we tightened the parameter. However, the
41%increasein ST alarms (from 1852 to 2609) was unexpected
given that we disabled this parameter. Changing this parameter
to “On” by nurses is a plausible interpretation for such an
increase. The ST parameter includes 12 leads. It would be
helpful to analyze if nurses turned on the ST alarm as per the
recommended cases by physicians and according to the
suggested limits, which leads they adjusted, or if they overused
the alarms. Correlating alarm rates and conditions to reliable
monitoring conditions is critical and has not yet been
investigated. For example, ST monitoring is not recommended
in cases when arrhythmias such as atrial flutter and fibrillation
arepresent or if the patient is continuously ventricularly paced.
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These cases will result in frequent false nonactionable ST
alarms.

The unexpected increase in Asystole alarms (from 323 to 565,
75%) can be related to acuity of patients conditions and
infrequent electrode placement. Another possible explanation
from our observation is not adjusting the Pace Maode to “On”
in the monitor for patients with temporary pacemakers who
keep alarming Asystole. Our results also showed that nurses do
not follow the unit protocol (ie, every 24 hours and if needed)
when changing leads; enforcement of this policy should take
place [11]. In a telemetry unit, proper skin preparation and
electrode placement resulted in a significant reduction of ECG
alarms[17].

Degspite the significant reduction in alarm rate, key issues
causing alarm fatigue and reducing trust in alarm systems
according to nurses were the high frequency of nuisance alarms,
the confusion in locating the alarming device, aunit layout that
hinders alarm response, the inadequacy of alarm systems to
alert nurses of changesin patients conditions, thelack of clinical
policies and procedures on alarm management, and the
complexity of the newer monitoring systems. These multiple
issues emphasize the fact that alarm management is very
complex in ICUs. Onthe other hand, and similar to our previous
results[16], the narrative data attributed nurses’ frustration and
desensitization to alarms to poor usability of the cardiac
monitoring systems.

It seems that the complexity of these monitors require
interactive, well-designed, and periodic training. Our in-service,
though individualized and focused on changing and
individualizing alarm parameters and troubl eshooting common
problems, was insufficient to enhance appropriate monitor use.
This is supported by finding that 50% of nurses believed they
still needed training on cardiac monitor use and suggests (1)
the need for usability testing of cardiac monitors, (2) the use of
super-users, and (3) a competency checklist that includes key
features for monitor use. Usability studies may reveal the
complexity of the monitors, lack of knowledge about some
features, or inappropriate use of the monitors. Studies supported
the lack of clinicians' awareness about, and understanding of,
the complexity of cardiac monitors[16,18]. On the other hand,
the wide variations in nurses' practices and lack of adherence
to protocolsrelated to frequency of changing patients’ electrodes
and parameters are mgjor factors behind frequent nuisance
alarms. Best practices should be enforced through unit policies.
Inconsistent practices are indicative of the need for further
education on appropriate programming and use of monitoring
devices.

Summary

Cardiac monitors are receiving increased attention in ICUs
because of the high number of alarmstriggered by these devices

Sowan €t al

compared to other alarm-equipped ICU devices (ie, infusion
pumps, dialysis pumps, and mechanical ventilators) [19,20].
Unlike other studies [12,13], our multimethod approach in
addressing alarm fatigue was unsuccessful inimproving attitudes
toward alarms and safety practices. This can be related to the
difference in patient population, the type and complexity of
cardiac monitors in use, and nurses noncompliance to best
practicesrelated to alack of unit policies on alarm management.
Inconsistent practicesrelated to alarm management by medical,
surgical, and ICU nurses have been reported [16,21]. Studies
also support the perceived relationships between inappropriate
setting of alarm parameters and the high number of falsealarms
in ICUs [22]. On the other hand, unlike many other
observation-based clinical aarms safety studies [23,24], we
measured alarm events using an objective data source of the
audit log. The audit log provides a comprehensive record of all
cardiac monitor alarms, except for the NBP Done Tone.

If we included the aarms from the monitor missed from the
unit change and the NBP Done Tone alarms, the actual alarms’
reduction rate would be more than 24%. The inconsistency in
applying the same unit of analysis in measuring alarm rates
hinders further comparison across alarm safety studies.

Limitations

The sample of nurses was small. This limited examining the
statistical difference in attitudes toward clinical aarms.
Although we achieved a significant reduction in alarm rate, we
did not correlate that to the acuity of patient conditions
preintervention and postintervention. Our description of alarms
was limited to the alarmsthat we targeted for change. The audit
log of the cardiac monitors records al types of physiologic
alarms and all technical alarms. Anayzing other alarms may
provide more insight into the total number of alarms triggered
by the cardiac monitors. Our study was limited to alarms from
the cardiac monitors and did not include other frequently used
alarming devicesin ICUs, such asinfusion pumpsor ventilators.
However, cardiac monitors were the devices associated with
the highest number of death cases in the US Food and Drug
Administration data[19].

Conclusions

Changing default alarm settings and standard in-service
education on cardiac monitor use are insufficient to improve
alarm systems safety. Alarm management in ICUs is very
complex, involving alarm management practices by clinicians,
availability of unit policies and procedures, unit layout,
complexity and usability of monitoring devices, and adequacy
of training on systems use. The complexity of the newer
monitoring systems requires urgent usability testing.
Multidimensional interventions are needed to improve alarm
systems safety and attain the Joint Commission National Patient
Safety Goal on alarm systems safety in critical care units.
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Abstract

Background: We describe the development and evaluation of a secure Web-based system for the purpose of collaborative care
called Loop. Loop assembles the team of care with the patient as an integral member of the team in a secure space.

Objective: The objectives of this paper are to present the iterative design of the separate views for health care providers (HCPs)
within each patient’s secure space and examine patients', caregivers', and HCPs' perspectives on this separate view for HCP-only
communication.

Methods: The overall research program includes cycles of ethnography, prototyping, usability testing, and pilot testing. This
paper describes the usability testing phase that directly informed development. A descriptive qualitative approach was used to
analyze participant perspectives that emerged during usability testing.

Results: During usability testing, we sampled 89 participants from three user groups: 23 patients, 19 caregivers, and 47 HCPs.
Almost all perspectives from the three user groups supported the need for an HCP-only communication view. In an earlier
prototype, the visual presentation caused confusion among HCPswhen reading and composing messages about whether amessage
was visible to the patient. Usability testing guided us to design a more deliberate distinction between posting in the Patient and
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Team view and the Health Care Provider Only view at the time of composing a message, which once posted is distinguished by
anicon.

Conclusions: The team made a decision to incorporate an HCP-only communication view based on findings during earlier
phases of work. During usability testing we tested the separate communication views, and all groups supported this partition. We
spent considerable effort designing the partition; however, preliminary findings from the next phase of evaluation, pilot testing,
show that the Patient and Team communication is predominantly being used. This demonstrates the importance of a subsegquent

phase of the clinical trial of Loop to validate the concept and design.

(JMIR Human Factors 2016;3(1):€12) doi:10.2196/humanfactors.4996

KEYWORDS

collaborative care; patient-centered care; patient engagement; chronic disease; communication; Internet communication tools,

Internet communication technologies

Introduction

Overview

Asthe complexity of health care increases, we are recognizing
the limits of current models of program-centered and
specialty-centered care [1-3]. Patient-centered care and patient
engagement have the potential to substantially improve
outcomes in the health care system [4-6]. The penetration of
Internet and mobile technologies makes it possible to envision
new systems for interactive communication that follow the
patient across the continuum of care. In this paper, we present
aspects of the design, development, and evaluation of such a
system. The system, called Loop, uses social networking
principles to assemble the patient’s actual team of care and
include the patient as an integral member of the team for the
purpose of collaborative care.

The Gap

In the United States, 84% of all health care spending in 2006
wasfor the 50% of the population who have one or more chronic
medical conditions[7,8]. In Canada, chronic disease contributes
disproportionately to the total economic cost of illness [9,10].
Globally, chronic disease is predicted to increase both in
prevalence and complexity. “The most common chronic
condition experienced by adults is multimorbidity, the
coexistence of multiple chronic diseases or conditions’ [11].
These are patients with complex chronic disease who require
multiple health providers and have unique needs, disabilities,
or functional limitations[12]. Currently, health careis organized
in organizational and disease-specific silos that the patient
moves across frequently and unpredictably, €liciting a broad
call for transformative solutions[13,14]. Wagner’'s chronic care
model [15-17], endorsed in several countries including the
United States and Canada, proposes a roadmap for effective
management that calls for “ planned, proactive seamless carein
which the clients are full participants in managing their care
and are supported to do this at all points by the system” [18].
However, there are few systems to enable engagement and
collaboration. Understanding the gap and potential solution
grew from our team’'s experience, which spans diverse
populations with chronic and complex care needs including
home palliative care, cancer care, acute to ambulatory care
transitions, adol escents and young adults with cancer (AYAC),
and children with medica complexity (CMC). Lack of

http://humanfactors.jmir.org/2016/1/e12/

communication is a problem identified across al these
populations; fostering communication is a key process if we
areto achieve continuity of careand comanagement [19,20]—a
goal endorsed by all stakeholders [21,22]. Comanagement, or
collaborative care, requires more than a passive sharing of
electronic heath records (EHRs). It requires ongoing,
interactive, and contextual communication among team members
[1]. A report from the American Medical Informatics
Association’s 2013 Policy Meeting on patient-centered care
highlightsthis. “EHRs are necessary but not sufficient to engage
patients and foster improvementsin thequality of care. . . health
information needs to flow across the health care continuum”
[6].

The Solution: Loop

The evidence supports collaborative care as the keystone to
chronic disease management, the patient and caregiver as
integral partners in care, and communication as central to
achieving these objectives [4,13,15]. We propose a solution
using emerging social networking technologies: a Web-based
clinical collaboration system for complex chronic disease
patients. In Loop, each team of care centered on a patient, or
Patient Loop, consists of the patient, the caregiver, and the
health care providers (HCPs) involved in the patient’s care.
Each Patient Loop isasecure space partitioned from every other
Patient Loop, and those with access must be involved in the
patient’s care and authenticated to join. While users are not
provided with specific instructions, Loop is designed to
encourage them to communicate questions, updates, and
clarifications about care plans. Loop alows team members,
including the patient, to indicate their preferences and check
their understanding of the care plan. The communication is
visible to the team but specific members of the team may be
tagged. Therefore, in terms of types of communication there
could be an exchange between patient (or caregiver) and HCP
or between HCPs in the team. The purpose of Loop isfor team
members to arrive at care plans together and work toward a
shared set of goals.

Rationale for a Web-Based Clinical Collaboration
System

Several studies report the desirability, acceptability, and
manageability of messaging systems focused on
patient-physician communication [23-25]. Two studies
evaluating patient-HCP messaging systems did not find
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detectable differences in the volume of communication with
these systems [ 23,24]. Results show participants had increased
satisfaction with communication, improvement in workflow,
and overall positive attitudes towards online communication
[23,24,26].

We conducted a search for existing systems primarily in the
United States and Canada and approached vendors and groups
working in the communication space [27-30]. In the context of
large health care organizations in the United States,
communication is embedded within each organization's
information technology. However, this does not work outside
the confines of a large health network in the United States or
in the contexts of other countries. For example in Canada,
patients move across the single-payer system without the
restrictions imposed by insurance providers or organizations.
We studied a number of messaging tools developed for use
within the confines of a hospital in a large urban center in
Canada[2]. Separate development has led to multiple tools for
similar functions with no reach beyond the organization. HCPs
reported that tools are not integrated into their work flow,
resulting in decreased efficiency and tools being used in
incorrect ways [31]. We embarked on the research and
development of Loop when communication tools for direct
patient care were just emerging. Our literature review revealed
a few communication tools with potential to extend beyond
organizational boundaries; however, they arelimited in anumber
of ways [27-30]. A patient-held record (PHR) may have
potential to be used asacommunication tool, but existing PHRs
areinstitutionally sponsored, limited to theinstitution’s patients,
and do not have the functionality of providing aspacefor HCPs
to communicate for collaborative care [32,33]. EHRs focus on
transmitting medical reports as a means of communication
without enabling interactive exchange. Still other tools limit
communication to certain groups (eg, HCPs only) or to certain
forms (eg, private one-on-one messaging) [26]. None of the
tools had the integrated functionality we envisioned: afocuson
communication for direct patient care in the community, a
networking structure, and separate but integrated communication
spaces for patients and HCPs. Recently, a handful of tools that
overlap some of the functions of Loop have emerged [34-37].
Our program of research on Loop, with itsiterative user-driven
development and its robust evaluation, contributes important
learning to this emerging field of eHealth tools for care
coordination.

Existing systems continue to be organization-centric and
propagate amodel that isminimally collaborative, excludeskey
players, and isill-suited to the complexity of health care[31,38].
Loop isinteractive, asynchronous communication that enables
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the patient's team of care to be assembled, no matter what their
profession, where they practice, or what their organizational
affiliation is; and it includes patients, caregivers, and health
care professionals in the communication. The Web-based
platform alows Loop to reach beyond organizational
boundaries. In future phases, we will use plug-in or application
programming interface technology to link to the different EMRs
across organizations. We envision that Loop will serve as a
communication layer linked to other eHealth tools in a
personalized dashboard.

The Development of L oop

In line with existing recommendations to rigorously evaluate
eHealth systems throughout all stages of their life cycles [24],
we chose a sequential plan of research following the Medical
Research Council framework for complex interventions [39].
We embedded an iterative stakeholder engagement process
based on user-centered design (UCD) [40,41] and participatory
design methods (Figure 1). User or end-user refers to patients,
caregivers, and HCPs who would use Loop in planning or
coordinating care. Participatory design callsfor the engagement
of clinicians, researchers, devel opers, designers, end-users, and
the technology itself throughout development [42]. Thus
research and development have been integrally linked, and the
various research activities have been continuous and reflexive.
Through this research spanning more than 5 years, we have
developed and tested the Loop prototype in simulated and real
settings.

The concept of open versus private communication within the
team has been at the core of the development of Loop. At
inception, the research team had an idea that open
communication between the members of the team of care,
regardless of what their role or where they practiced, would be
transformative. Previous literature has indicated that having
clinical discussions in the presence of patients and families
during bedside rounds improves communication and
transparency [43,44]. Despite these benefits, the authors report
parent and HCP concern about negative emotional responses
and confusion that may result from technical discussion [43,44]
and the need for “pre-rounding” or “re-rounding” away from
patients and families to have uninhibited conversations [44].
Prior to the usahility testing phase that isthe focus of this paper,
all user groups endorsed two separate communication spaces
within apatient’s secure space: onefor the entireteam including
patients and caregivers and another for HCPs only. We carried
this knowledge forward when creating prototypes by including
an option for HCP-only communication. The perspectives on
the two separate views that emerged in usability testing are the
focus of this paper.
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Figure 1. User-centered design process extracted from McCurdie et a [27].
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Objectives

The objectives of this paper are to present the iterative design
of the separate view for HCPswithin each patient’s secure space
and examine patient, caregiver, and HCP perspectives on this
separate view. While providing feedback about the visua design
of the separate view during usability testing, participants also
shared perspectives about HCPs communi cating with each other
without patients or caregivers able to view the communication
within Loop. The focus of the analysis presented in this paper
is derived solely from the usability testing, and we limit our
description to the usability testing phase.

Methods

Summary of Phases of Work

Our search for existing systems found none with team-based
communication that included both the patient and the team of
HCPs, was cross-organizational, and followed the patient across
the entire health system. We used UCD methods (Figure 1) to
engage the fina users of the product as active participants in
thedesign process and gather user needs as product requirements
[41]. Specifically, we employed the following components of
UCD: (1) ethnography [45], (2) affinity diagramming [46], (3)
cooperative prototyping [47], (4) dramatic simulation activities
[47], (5) usahility testing and prototyping [48], and (6) pilot
testing. This paper focuses on usability testing while briefly
discussing the other activities for context.

Usahility testing followed a descriptive qualitative method [49]
and content analysis, which aimsto summarize theinformational
content of verbal and visual data [50,51]. This analysis was
reflexive and interactive throughout usability testing.

http://humanfactors.jmir.org/2016/1/e12/

Population

We recruited a convenience sample of participants from the
following populations: adult cancer, adolescents and young
adults with cancer (AYAC), and children with medical
complexity (CMC). We recruited patients with cancer,
caregivers of patients with cancer, and HCPs representing a
variety of disciplinesinvolved in cancer care. Inthe CMC area,
we recruited parents of CMC patients and HCPs involved in
their care. We obtained relevant institutional review board
approvals and informed consent from all participants.

Usability Testing and Prototyping

Usability Testing Procedure

During three rounds of usability testing in simulation labs,
participants were asked to follow the think-aloud protocol while
interacting with prototypes of progressing fidelity [48]. The
prototypes were prepopul ated with messages based on realistic
patient stories and served as the foundation for participants to
interact with and respond to. A facilitator provided task-oriented
scenarios guiding participant interactions with the system and
asked questions about participant experiences. Data were
collected using screen and audio capture and by note-takersin
an adjacent observation room. In addition, we tested the
prototype offsite following the same simulation protocol with
adifferent sample of patients and caregiversin their homesand
HCPsintheir practice settings. Offsite usability testing occurred
concurrent with and in between rounds of simulation testing in
labs. In all instances, participants were asked to complete a
pretest survey for information on demographics and comfort
with technology. Each session of usability testing involved a
unique participant with the exception of one caregiver who
participated in two usability testing sessions but is counted as
one participant. All interviews were transcribed verbatim.
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Applying Usability Testing Feedback to Prototype
Devel opment

A basic interactive prototype was created using Axure RP
version 6.5. Prototyping early gave participants something to
respond to when providing feedback about major design
principles and required features. This set of specificationsusing
screenshots and detailed descriptions informed the design and
development of low-, medium-, and high-fidelity prototypes

Figure 2. Usability testing and prototype progression.

Kurahashi et &

within cycles of usability testing as described above. A
low-fidelity prototype focused on the introduction of a patient
and caregiver interface and was anecessary step in the evolution
to the later prototypes. The low-fidelity prototype did not
evaluate separate streams in the HCP view. The interactive
medium- and high-fidelity prototypes were the first instances
where the usability and acceptability of HCP-only messaging
could be tested (Figure 2).
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Qualitative Analysis of Usability Testing

The content of usability testing interviews was presented and
discussed in weekly project team meetings. Consensus was
achieved on design principles that were tracked in a user
specification document that served as an audit trail for the
process. Additionally, emerging concepts and major decisions
of the team were captured in meeting notes. | nterview transcripts
were independently coded in NVivo version 10 (QSR
International) by three reviewers, who met initially to arrive at
consensus for a coding framework and continually to discuss
subsequent coding application. At key points, two senior team
members (AH and JS) reviewed the framework. The ongoing
process of review has given the team agrounding in the data to
inform further in-depth analysisfocused on emerging concepts.
Usability testing interview data were reviewed and selectively
coded to identify participant perceptions about private messaging
among HCPs and open communication with al team members
including the patient and caregiver. Quoteswere extracted from
references coded in the preliminary categories of visibility of
messages, team composition, composing a message, and medical
terminology. As themes emerged, queries were run with the
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RenderX

keywords private, conversation, confusion, and anxiety to
identify any additional quotes related to open and closed
communication. Through this process, two reviewers refined
theinitial categories into emergent themes.

Results

Population

Across dl the activities, we had a convenience sample of 150
participantsfrom the CMC, AYAC, and adult cancer populations
(tables 1-4). A subset composed of 89 participants took part in
usability testing. In this subset, there were 23 patients, 19
caregivers, and 47 HCPs. Results of the usability testing and
its impact on development of the prototype are described
together because one activity continually informed the other.
With regard to access to technology, Internet penetration at
home ranged from 91% to 100% across populations and user
groups in this sample. Although the numbers are small in each
user subgroup, the findings suggest trends: HCPs had the most
use of computers and accessto Internet both at work and home,
and AYAC patients had the most comfort with smartphones
and social media.
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Table 1. Number of participants involved across all activities.

Kurahashi et &

Role
Data collection activity Population Heslth care provider Patient/ caregiv-  Activity total
er

Focus groups, interviews, and ethnography

Adult cancer 14 9

AYAC 7 0

CMC 5 0

Total 26 9 35
Usability testing 2

Adult cancer 19 20

AYAC 16 15

CMC 12 7

Total 47 42 89
Pilot testing

Adult cancer 6 3

AYAC 6 3

CMC 6 2

Total 18 8 26
Total 91 59 150

8Findings of the usability testing are the focus of this paper.
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Table 2. Patient participant profile data (usability testing only).

Adult cancer CMC AYAC
N=8 N=0 N=15
Female, n (%) 5(62) — 5(33)
Age, years, median (range) 61 (40-79) — 17 (15-26)
Diagnosis, n (%)
Breast cancer 0(0) — —
Colorectal cancer 0(0) — —
Lung cancer 2(25) — —
Ovarian cancer 1(12) — —
ALL — — 3(20)
AML — — 2(13)
Ewing sarcoma — — 1(7)
Rhabdomyosarcoma — — 1(7)
Non-Hodgkin lymphoma — — 1(7)
Osteosarcoma — — 2(13)
Other 5(62) — 5(33)
Use a computer at work/school, n (%) 5(63) — 13 (87)
Use acomputer at home, n (%) 7(88) — 14 (93)
Usethe Internet at home, n (%) 7(88) — 14 (93)
Comfortable using, n (%) —
Computer 5(63) — 15 (100)
Smartphone 3(38) — 15 (100)
Internet 6 (75) — 15 (100)
Email 7(88) — 14 (93)
Instant messaging 4 (50) — 15 (100)
Socia media 2(25) — 13(87)
Hours spent on computer per day
<1 2(25) — 0(0)
1-7 5(63) — 12 (80)
>7 1(13) — 3(20)
Hours spent on Internet per day
<1 2(25) — 1(7)
1-7 6 (75) — 12 (80)
>7 0(0) — 2(13)
http://humanfactorsjmir.org/2016/1/e12/ JIMIR Human Factors 2016 | vol. 3 | iss. 1 [e12 | p.33
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Table 3. Caregiver participant profile data (usability testing only).

Adult cancer cMC AYAC
N=12 N=7 N=0
Female, n (%) 7 (58) 6 (86) —
Age, years, median (range) 56.5 (31-72) 37 (32-45) —
Caregiver type, n (%)
Spouse 4(33) 0(0) —
Son/daughter 5(42) 0(0) —
Mother/father 1(8) 7 (100) —
Other 2(17) 0(0) -
Use a computer at work/school, n (%) 10 (91) 6 (86) —
Use acomputer at home, n (%) 11(92) 7 (100) —
Use the Internet at home, n (%) 11 (92) 6 (100) —
Comfortableusing, n (%) —
Computer 11 (92) 7 (100) —
Smartphone 10(83) 5(71) —
Internet 11 (92) 7 (100) —
Email 11(92) 7 (100) —
Instant messaging 11 (92) 7 (100) —
Social media 6 (50) 4 (57) —
Hours spent on computer per day —
<1 1(8) 0(0) —
17 8(67) 3(44) —
>7 3(25) 4(57) —
Hours spent on Internet per day —
<1 1(8) 0(0) -
17 10(83) 6 (86) —
>7 1(8) 1(14) —
http://humanfactorsjmir.org/2016/1/e12/ JMIR Human Factors 2016 | vol. 3 |iss. 1 [e12 | p.34
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Table 4. Health care provider participant profile data (usability testing only).

Adult cancer cMC AYAC
N=19% N=11% N=16%
Female, n (%) 13 (68) 10 (91) 14 (87)
Age, n (%)
20-29 0(0) 1(9) 1(6)
30-39 6(32) 2(18) 5(31)
40-49 6(32) 4(36) 7 (44)
50-59 3(16) 3(27) 2(12)
60-69 4(21) 1(9) 1(6)
Years in health care, median (range) 15 (3-40) 20 (3-35) 18.5(2.5-39)
Profession, n (%)
Family physician 7 (37) 0(0) —
Community nurse 0(0) 2(18) —
Palliative care physician specialist 2(10) 0(0) —
Medical oncologist 1(5) 0(0) —
Other specialist 6(32) 1(9 —
Case manager 1(5) 3(27) —
Other 2(10) 3(27) —
Generd pediatrician 0(0) 2(18) —
Physician — — 531
Advanced practice nurse — — 8 (50)
Nurse — — 2(12)
Psychologist — — 1(6)
Use a computer at work/school, n (%) 19 (100) 11 (200) —
Use acomputer at home, n (%) 19 (100) 11 (100) —
Use the Internet at home, n (%) 19 (100) 11 (200) —
Comfortable using, n (%)
Computer 19 (100) 11 (200) —
Smartphone 18 (95) 9(82) —
Internet 19 (100) 11 (100) —
Email 18 (100) 10 (100) —
Instant messaging 17 (94) 10 (100) —
Socia media 8(44) 5 (50) —
Hours spent on computer per day
<1 0(0) 0(0) —
1-7 13 (68) 6 (55) —
>7 6(32) 5 (46) —
Hours spent on Internet per day
<1 0(0) 109 —
1-7 14 (74) 7(64) —
>7 5(26) 3(27) —

8Percentages are cal cul ated based on the number of answers submitted. Not all questions were completed by all participants.
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Objective 1: Usability Testing and Prototyping

The medium-fidelity prototype was the first iteration to have
interfacesfor patientsand caregiversin addition to theinterface
for HCPs (Figure 2). In the prototype (Figure 3), the HCP view
was organized as two streams of messages: one with messages
visible to the patient and the other to HCPs only. Each stream
was given a different visual treatment, and HCPs were able to
select the stream of conversation to join from this view. The
patient and caregiver view had only one stream of messages.
This organi zation caused confusion for some HCPs, who found
it hard to tell whether the patient wasinvolved in a conversation.
Therefore, thisdesign did not meet our objective of anintuitive

Kurahashi et a

user experience. Further analysis indicated that for HCPs the
distinction was more important while composing and sending
messages than while viewing messages.

In the high-fidelity prototype (Figure 4), we incorporated this
learning by removing the visual treatment of the two streams
and introducing a prominent toggle (Patient and Teamand Team
Only) in the compose message box prompting HCPs to make a
selection at the time of posting the message. Once posted, any
message for HCPs only is distinguished by an icon. The reply
message is by default an HCP Team Only message unless
Patient and Team is actively selected in the toggle.

Figure 3. Medium-fidelity prototype of health care provider view with two message streams distinguished by visual treatment. Scenario and mock-up

based on actual patient case.

+~ Georgia Smith

. (416)865-1234 0(905)565-1234
# 570 Spadina Ave. Toronto, ON M5V 3A6
-2

Medical 68 yo woman with lung cancer diagnosed in 2005.
Lung recurrence in 2009 and 2010 following surgical
resection, with further resections. Metastases to adrenals and
bones. She lives alone. J. Santos 16-MAR-2013 17:45
About me I'm a retired teacher. Since my husband died, two

years ago, | have become an avid photographer.
G. Smith 01-FEB

13-Jan-1945 \

2013 11:45

# Update Patient Info

Lv Issues

I Pain ® Active

I Ataxia ® Active

I Meds ® Active

I Lives Alone ® Active
Goals of Care Stable

+ Add New Issue Show Closed Issues

v Team

Larry Flint — Neuro-oncologist PMH
Francesca Gotti — Oncologist PMH
Andromeda Higgs — Radiation Oncologist PMH
Maria Kostas — Care Coordinator CCAC
Karen Ledbetter — Community RN St. Elizabeth
Paul Linus — Family Physcian

Julia Santos — Palliative Care MD MSH

#+ Invite Team Member
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Figure 4. High-fidelity prototype version of Loop with Patient and Team and Team Only toggle from message compose box.
9 Loop Patient List Q Search ~ ‘ temmy.hcp+Patel@gmail.com ~

Ethan Sandofski 8-Mar-1932 ~v Compose Message - Viewable by the patient and team

H: (905) 447-1989
) 14 Wilow Drive Richmond Hill
v L4M 3KS, ON

Summary

Mr. Sandofski is an 82 year old male with
CHF, angiodysplasia. He has been admitted
5 times over the past year and was most Other Actions: Export All Messages
recently discharged on March 17,2014, Mr
Sandofski was initailly planned for PCU, but
decided to go home

Patient & Team f"} Team Only

Attention

Thomas Patel

Olivia Altman, Palliative Care

Physician
Ruth Magnusson
About me — =
Sent 6 hours ago: Hi all, I've seen Mr.
Mr. Sandofsid ives with his wife, Eleanor, \ ( f\ Sandofski at ngmn for a palliative consult
who helps him around the house and also and I'm happy to make another visit to i

attends his appointments. His son, Nathan,
lives in Toronto and can only visiton
weekends. Previously an avid landscape
photographer, Mr Sandofski has recently
been limited to taking pictures around the

assess need for and arrange [V Lasix, Dr
Magnusson, are you free for a joint visit this
week or next week, or how would you like
to proceed? Dr. Patel - any
recommendations on dose/frequency?

yard Thanks, Olivia

Mika Wolfe, Nephrologist Antention 10
Issues : " Carly Hunter
medications Active ~Sent 1 day ago: Thanks Please let me Thomas Patel

know if he is admitted and I will come see Olivia Altman
him. We could revisit the idea of a bedside  Ruth Magnusson
PD catheter and PD as a palliative

treatment for his heart failure

QQ

Thomas Patel, Cadiologist Yy Adtestionto

Carly Hunter
~Sent 1 day ago: Hi Or. Magnusson, Thanks Olivia Altman
again for all your efforts to keep the group Ruth Magnusson
connected and working to keep Mr
Sandofski out of hospital for as long as medications
possible. My own take is that he is probably
heading for IV lasix in the next week or two
Particularly as he has been very sensitive to

edema
renal function

fatigue

weight

Team
Ethan Sandofski — Patient

Carly Hunter — Nurse Practitione

Thomas Patel — Cadologist

Mika Wolfe — Nephroiogist

Dlivia Altman AFS0L g Cazs Dueiniea

want to get some stuff out there, you might not be able
to. [HCP #2, adult cancer]

And we're not necessarily accustomed to talking to
other health professionals with the patient aware of

Objective 2: Qualitative Analysis of Usability Testing

Analysis of usability testing transcripts found that the concept
of open messaging between the team and patient and caregiver

was new to participants across all user groups. In both the every word that's said or theway it's said or the way

medium- and high-fidelity prototype cycles of usability testing, it could easily be misinterpreted . . . those kinds of
the vast majority expressed the need for a separate space for things. [HCP #3, adult cancer]

HCP communication within the Patient Loop, with only afew
participants concerned that this would disenfranchise patients
and caregivers.

Second, messages could contain information that causes
confusion or anxiety for patients and caregivers. For example,
patientsand caregivers may experience confusion after viewing
Those who expressed a need for a separate space for HCP  a message about a preliminary stage of planning.
communication had two main reasons. First, HCPs may
communicate morefreely and efficiently if patients are not part
of the conversation.

If it's something that isin very preliminary discussion
and it’s not a possibility but it'sa thought, | probably
_ would not wanna be privy to that. [ Patient #1, AYAC]
In a Team On!y0| reumstance, you can pf°b?b'y9y . . it would be beneficial for the doctors to talk
things in a little bit more free-form or with less amongst themselves before they give you an answer

restraint. And that's partly because you need to be that might mislead you to [think] something else . . .
that frank. You need to say listen, this is very [Patient #2, AYAC]

worrisome, don’t know what to say to mom, let’shave , . )
a conversation about this and thisiswhere that Team You don't necessarily want to hear everything that

Only option is good. [HCP #1, CMC] the dqctors_are discussing . . . You want to hear the
. . . . end discussion, you don’t want to be more confused.
Theoretically, | buy into the idea that the patient [Caregiver #1, CMC]

should be part of everything. But it really does change
what you're ableto put in the message. So, inthereal
world, when you're really in a hurry, and you really

In circumstances where you want to have an internal
conversation about consultation and you're not really
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sure what the plan is and it's not necessarily for the
family to know because the family typically wants to
know what the plan is. They don’'t necessarily want
to bepart of the particularsaround theplan . .. [HCP
#1, CMC]

In addition, patients and caregivers may experience anxiety if
messages contain new information about their disease or
treatment.

Well, this [the message stream in Loop] is very
detailed about what happened and how it went and |
think if a patient is willing to read all this, is
comfortable reading that, it is good. But what if a
patient is not comfortable reading whatever details
there are and how bad it is? [Caregiver #2, adult
cancer]

... It'snot saying that the patient is not going to get
it, but there’ saway to disclosethat i nfor mation where
the patient could have some family there and instead
of doing it this way, where they might just get it as
an email. It's so much moreimpersonal than actually
sitting down and having a conversation. [HCP #4,
AYAC]

So, if it'sonly amedical [term] that she's unlikely to
understand, or might get freaked out about. [HCP
#5, adult cancer]

... there are some times where you're in a formative
stage and it’s not probably to the patient’s interest
to talk about really what's his prognosis and have we
determined that, before | say it to him. [HCP#6, adult
cancer]

These perspectives supporting a separate communication space
for HCPs based on protection of the patient and efficiency for
the HCP should be considered in light of the few divergent
perspectives favoring al communication be open to patients
and caregivers.

| under stand both sides being health care people want
to talk about health care issues. And if you'retalking
about how to disclose a diagnosis to a patient, you
can't have the patient reading that. At the sametime,
| think that [ separate views] makesthis a health care
provider—favored tool rather than a patient-favored
tool. [HCP#7, CMC]

. so the only thing I’'m questioning with this is
whether it should go to the patient, but . . . I'm
assuming the point of it all is, that's why I'm just
tryingto.. .| wasjust sort of struggling with how to
phrase it. [Pause] . . . because it’s such a sensitive
issue but then . . . | mean | think it should because
it's obvioudly a team issue that the patient’s brought
forward. And | assume that part of this is to be
completely transparent. Isthat to have all discussions
and that for the patient to know . . . what team
members are saying . . . that there’'s a transparency
toit. [HCP#8, AYAC]

Patients, caregivers, and HCPsall believethat there are different
considerations, conventions, and language governing
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conversations between HCPs versus those between HCPs and
patients. The challenge for Loop is how to best weave these
conversations in one platform, respecting the prevailing
perspectives but keeping true to the aim of changing the status
guo as it relates to patient engagement.

Discussion

Principal Findings

This paper describes the perspectives of patients, caregivers,
and HCPs on an HCP-only communication space within a
patient’s secure communication space. All user groups, including
patients and caregivers, support HCP-only communication.
Usability testing informed the design of this partition in
successive prototypes. The overall program of research has
explored this core concept as well. At inception, the team had
an idea that open communication, where all messages were
visible to the patient and the entire professiona team, would
democratize communication and mitigate the hierarchies that
exist in health care. Consistent with prior ethnographic work,
usability testing showed that almost all end-users including
patients and caregivers endorsed a separate HCP message view.
The challengein Loop isthat it must serve the communication
needs of all its user groups. patients, caregivers, and HCPs.
Loop must be ableto accommodate the different considerations
that govern communication between HCPs versus
communication between patients and HCPs. At the sametime,
it must provide the flexibility to engage patients in their plan
of care. Wefound similar perspectivesreflected in the literature.
While patientswant to be engaged in health care decisions, they
trust their clinicians to have the knowledge and skills to arrive
at and propose appropriate options for care [52]. Patients want
to be engaged in the decision-making process according to their
preferences for receiving communication [53]. In Loop, this
preference can be accommodated within each team. Each Patient
L oop isexpected to be a self-regulating microenvironment based
on the characteristics, context, and behavior of team members.
It is expected that team agreements and roles will change and
evolve over time through interactionsin Loop.

Although the data from pilot testing in real-world teams will
be the focus of a subsequent paper, preliminary results suggest
that the mgjority of messages exchanged are between patients
and HCPs and therefore are in the open Patient and Team view.
This illustrates the need for phases of evauation of
implementation and effectiveness that we are currently
conducting. Our sequential approach to evaluation is supported
by two reviews of heath information technology used to
facilitate communication; both call for evaluation that uses
methodol ogical standards such asthe Medical Research Council
framework [54,55]. Additionally, a 2015 scoping review of
information and communication technology (ICT) supportsour
UCD approach [54]; only 6% of 350 studies identified for
inclusion evaluated usability of the tool to any degree. The
authors of the review point out the need for usability testing:
“Thisisdisturbing since usability isan important factor for the
acceptability of ICT by its users, and the lack of attention paid
to usability in the reviewed studies indicates that there would
be much to be gained fromthis’ [54].
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Limitations

One limitation of expert and user feedback is that end-users
may not know what they need until using a system in practice
[56]. Additionally, end-users often have wish lists that are
specific to their context, which make contradictory demands
on the system and make it less usable for other end-users [57].
Therefore, we analyzed and prioritized the feedback in agroup
with clinical, research, development, and design representation.
Usahility testing in alab or simulated setting does not allow for
evaluation of how asystem would be used in areal-world setting
and how it fitsinto workflow. Thiswill be tested in subsequent
phases of our research.

The sample may be biased toward individuals who were more
engaged, favorably disposed to technology, and functionally
capable. We will need to address the challenge of accessibility,
adoption, and scaling in the next phase of the work.

Comparison With Prior Work

We found no studies examining the issue of separate message
views for patients and HCPs in a team-based communication
system. In addition to the studies on patient-physician
communication referenced previously [52,53], there is a body
of literature that examines the perceived benefits and concerns
associated with bedside rounds conducted in the presence of
the patient and caregiver [58]. Grzyb et al [43] surveyed parents
of children admitted to the neonatal intensive care unit and
medical trainees who rotated through the unit to solicit views
on parents being in attendance at rounds. Stickney et al [44]
interviewed parents of children admitted to an intensive care
unit and HCPs (nurse, residents, fellows, and attending intensive
care unit physicians) about parents' and providers goals and
expectations for participation in morning rounds. Our findings
echo the findings in these papers: HCPs did not like discussing
unfavorable prognosesin front of parentsand felt that discussion
among providerswasinhibited. They worried about information
being misinterpreted and a “negative emotiona response to
unwelcome news’ and felt that parents attending rounds made
for longer rounds [44]. Parents had polarized views on whether
they should be given bad news during rounds, felt it might be
upsetting to hear health care providers express uncertainty about
their child’s condition or treatment [43], and were concerned
about being confused by the technical nature of the discussion
[44]. Parents felt more included in their child's care when they
were present for bedside rounds [44].

There are only a handful of systems like Loop (ie, tools for
cross-sectoral collaboration with team-based communication
as their focus) in use today. The application of networking
technologies to communication in health care is an emerging
field. As Bates statesin arecent article: “1f organizations want
to succeed in improving quality and reducing costs, providing
better care coordination is one of the most important keys.
However, the electronic health records of today do not yet truly
enable care coordination. Even the leading US organizations
in care coordination do not yet have robust electronic tools for
doing this—making this a key frontier for clinical informatics’
[38].

Kurahashi et &

Any intervention developed for the purpose of clinica
communication about the patient and involving the patient must
be patient-centered. The 2015 scoping review of ICT statesthat
“hardly any of the interventions could be regarded as ‘fully’
person-centered care (PCC) meeting the 3 routines of initiating
the partnership (patient narratives), working the partnership
(shared decision making), and safeguarding the partnership
(documenting the narrative)” [54]. Loop facilitates each of these
processes. Itsauthorsfurther state that “ shared decision making,
personal information sharing, and setting up a care plan
enabled by ICT seemto be relatively new” [54].

In describing a system like Loop, it isimportant to address the
question of feasibility. We acknowledge that the problem of
poor communication is not just a technology problem.
Implementing L oop requires considering the characteristics of
individuals, organizations, incentives, and policies. At the
individual level, HCPs fear a tsunami of electronic messages
or an erosion of therulesthat have traditionally governed patient
and HCP communi cation. Evidence from prior studies and our
pilot testing of Loop itself does not show the overall volume of
messages to be increased with the introduction of electronic
communication [23,24]. However, thereis no denying that Loop
challengesthe system to rethink the role of the patient and how
HCPs communicate.

Onthe organizational and health system level, the accountability
and payment incentive systems are often based on
organizationally defined objectives. Coordination is not
adequately compensated, posing an existential challenge to
Loop. However, regardless of incentives, many HCPs spend a
significant portion of their time chasing information and
connecting with peopleto deliver safe, quality care. If Loop can
save time in doing these tasks, the impact is obvious.

On a policy level, scaling Loop must consider complexities
related to ownership of the system, privacy, data sharing, and
regulatory approval. In a system organized in silos of funding,
the method of payment for a cross-organizational tool like Loop
is unclear. A broad coalition of partners is necessary for a
collaborative project but difficult to trandate into an effective
governance and payment model.

Conclusions

The development process of Loop shows the importance of
grounding eHealth systems in clinical practice and patient
experiences. Only through arobust research and UCD process
isit possible to identify underlying issues and constraints. The
core concept of open versus private communication evolved
from the initial vision for open communication to partitioning
the spaceto create an HCP-only view based on user perspectives
and the preliminary pilot testing showing that open
communicationis predominantly being used. Thisdemonstrates
that the next phase of aclinical trial of Loopisacritical stepin
validation of the UCD. In the trial, we will evaluate whether
the functionalities that emerged through our approach so far
translate asintended in clinical practice and patient experience
of Loop.
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Abstract

Despite growing interest in the promise of e-mental and well-being interventions, little supporting literature exists to guide their
design and the evaluation of their effectiveness. Both participatory design (PD) and design thinking (DT) have emerged as
approachesthat hold significant potential for supporting design in this space. Each approach is difficult to definitively circumscribe,
and as such has been enacted as a process, amind-set, specific practices/techniques, or acombination thereof. At its core, however,
PD is a design research tradition that emphasizes egalitarian partnerships with end users. In contrast, DT is in the process of
becoming amanagement concept tied to innovati on with strong rootsin business and education. From ahealth researcher viewpoint,
while PD can be reduced to anumber of replicable stages that involve particular methods, techniques, and outputs, projects often
take vastly different forms and effective PD projects and practice have traditionally required technology-specific (eg, computer
science) and domain-specific (eg, an application domain, such as patient support services) knowledge. In contrast, DT offers a
practical off-the-shelf toolkit of approaches that at face value have more potential to have a quick impact and be successfully
applied by novice practitioners (and those looking to include a more human-centered focusin their work). Via 2 case studies we
explore the continuum of similarities and differences between PD and DT in order to provide an initial recommendation for what
health researchers might reasonably expect from each interms of process and outcomein the design of e-menta health interventions.
We suggest that the sensibilitiesthat DT shares with PD (ie, deep engagement and collaboration with end users and an inclusive
and multidisciplinary practice) are precisely the aspects of DT that must be emphasized in any application to mental health
provision and that any technology development process must prioritize empathy and understanding over innovation for the
successful uptake of technology in this space.

(JMIR Human Factors 2016;3(1):e4) doi:10.2196/humanfactors.4336
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Introduction

In light of recent reports that there are almost as many mobile
phone subscriptions (6.8 billion) as there are people on Earth
(7 billion) [1], more humans are connected and have access to
a wide range of information and services than ever before. In
the context of this“increased accessto information” the promise
of the Internet and digital technologies is especially powerful
in the prevention and treatment of mental health conditions, an
areathat has been historically impeded by issues of stigmaand
misinformation as well as disease-specific, geographical, and
financial barriersto hel p-seeking and service engagement [2-5].
Despite growing interest in the promise of e-mental health
preventive/treatment interventions, little supporting literature
exists to guide their design and the evaluation of their
effectiveness [6-8].

In line with an extensive literature on consumer participation
in health care and mental health care more broadly [9-16],
human-centered design processes have been identified as a
method or set of techniquesthat assist with good design [17-22].
Both participatory design (PD) and design thinking (DT) have
emerged as approaches that hold significant potential for
supporting the design of technol ogy-based youth e-mental health
and well-being interventions [8,20,23-26]. For example,
large-scale PD isembedded within Young and Well Cooperative
Research Centre (CRC) [20,27] practice. The CRC combines
end-user engagement and youth participation to “explore and
understand the role of new and emerging technologies in the
lives of young people” [28]. This paper provides a brief
background of the evolution DT and PD, where differencesin
politics and agenda are explored. We then discuss the
applicability of PD and DT to design of e-mental health
interventions, particularly in the context of application by novice
researcher/practitioners. Finally, we present 2 case studies and
highlight similarities and differences in process and outcome,
mind-set, and emphasis and draw learnings from each to inform
design of e-mental health interventions.

Participatory Design in Brief

PD practice has its earliest roots in Scandinavia where it was
employed by computer scientists and systemsdesignersinitially
inindustrial workplacesto preservethe autonomy of employees
facing significant changes to the organization of their work due
to the introduction of new technologies. In this instance,
improved outcomes were achieved due to the context-sensitive
and future-oriented approach to the design of technological
solutions developed by PD practitioners and the methods they
used to involve workers in design [29-31]. A fundamental
underpinning of Scandinavian PD was democratic participation
in proposed changesto work and skill enhancement for workers
[31]. One of the reasons PD gained international recognition
was that a number of the early and archetypal examples of PD
generated far-sighted and innovative solutions. (For example,
the graphical user interface that was generated through the
UTOPIA project in the early 1980s was clearly ahead of its
time.) Themethods of end user participation that were developed
and shared out of these projects became adopted elsewhere as
pathways to innovation—new means of designing successful
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and user-friendly systems. This gave rise to other more
commercia (and less poalitical) forms of PD, particularly in
North America, where usability of software and products
replaced the focus on workplace democracy [32].

In this Scandinavian context, the practice of PD was
characterized by a 3-stage iterative design process aimed at
unlocking a users' tacit knowledge: (1) exploration of work;
(2) discovery processes, and (3) prototyping. Each of these
stages was organi zed and enacted with users[29]. Morerecently,
variations of PD have been used in a range of contexts for a
variety of purposes, with each implementation variously drawing
on aspects of its practice (eg, applying PD asageneral mind-set
for design, or asamethod, or adopting individual PD activities
as design techniques [33]). PD, or “co-design” asitiscaledin
its broad application, isnow practiced withinlocal communities,
in companies and organizations, and  between
companies/organizations and their business partners and/or
customers to tackle complex problems and promote innovation
and user-centered design [33]. Increasingly PD has been
employed in non-workplace contexts[34] by researcherswithout
specific technical or design training as a means of improving
the consumer experience in the design of new health
interventions [20]. However, thereisasyet little evidence asto
whether these kinds of consumer participation in the design of
new services succeed inimproving the efficacy, implementation,
and uptake of technology-based interventions [8].

Design Thinking in Brief

Broadly speaking, DT is a term that refers to what designers
and design researchers know about successful design processes
(the first Design Thinking Research Symposium was held in
1991) [35-37]. In the past decade, however, it has become a
term of reference for the mind-set, practices, and methods for
generating innovative solutions, taking its starting point from
ordinary people’'s needs. Popularized by prominent design
companies such as IDEO, DT has emerged as an articulation
of acommercially successful human-centered design process.
DT has been defined as “ user-centered innovation with afocus
on desirability” [38]. And, like PD, it emphasizes participation
with and empathy toward users. Increasingly DT hasinfluenced
health care design, as well as delivery and training of the
workforce [39-44].

DT reinforces the importance of multidisciplinary teams and
their ability to generate adiversity of ideas. To harness the best
ideas and output, team members are guided by an empathetic
mind-set and methods, along with domain-specific knowledge.
Naturally, this requires high levels of interpersona
communication. DT’s collaborative mind-set is underpinned
by a bias toward action, which reinforces quick-and-dirty
prototyping and afail-early-and-often mentality [39,45]. DT is
marketed for its ability to be successfully applied by novice
practitioners using practical off-the-shelf toolkit [46,47]. DT is
often associated with innovation as it attempts to uncover
unidentified or unknown needs and offers a specific (and more
prescriptive) way forward for the development of interventions
that move beyond basic trandation of paper-based processes
and interventions onto atechnol ogy-based platform [33,45,48].
The Stanford d.School Bootcamp Bootleg is one of many
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available toolkits and is characterized by 5 design modes:
empathize, define, ideate, prototype, and test [47].
Unsurprisingly, these modes neatly overlay the stages, or
frameworks, proposed in traditional PD research [20,29]. The
design-focused methods and mind-set, detailed in a resource
such as the d.School Bootcamp Bootleg, provide an explicit
and accessible method for health researchersto become exposed
to a design mind-set and the possibility to innovate in
circumstancesthat may be characterized asincluding incomplete
or confusing information, which is often the starting point for
intervention researchers.

PD and DT in Health Care

If consumer involvement and/or a human-centered process is
rightfully considered to be a part of good intervention design,
then it is imperative to develop standards for and document
cases of best practice. Hagen et a suggest a framework and
techniques/methods for application of PD in a youth mental
health intervention design context [20]. The guide articulates
possible ways of integrating PD with more traditional
evidence-based health research. The same adaptation work has
not yet been done with respect to DT. Currently, the notion of
applying a set of management processes developed in a
commercia business and consulting context to sensitive fields
such as youth mental health remainsinsufficiently interrogated
with respect to benefit, risk, and applicability. For example, DT
privileges in situ observation of end users to gain knowledge
of subjective experience and insights for design. Privacy,
confidentiality, and risk concerns make this type of brief
observational engagement (by nonmental-health professionals)
difficult to achieve in practice.

While the Hagen et a [20] PD framework is practica and
accessible, it is unlikely that lay (nontechnical or nondesign)
or inexperienced PD researchers would have the specific skill
sets necessary to proficiently drive an iterative design process.
This skill set in this area of research is particularly important
when considering the predominantly consumerist rationale (ie,
creating usable, effective, and efficient interventions) cited for
employing participatory processes [8]. Sanders' research has
argued that the application of PD as a mind-set to guide
predesign, discovery, and design initiatives “is best executed
by very experienced research practitioners or by young, intuitive
practitioners’ [33]. This suggeststhat in the hands of lay and/or
inexperienced researchers, PD may risk losing some of its power
to create innovative solutionsto future problems. Thisargument
suggests a set of learnings and experiences that are tacit in the
PD designer-researcher. It isworth emphasizing that while many
of the staple PD methods (such as future workshops) appear
easy enough to grasp, organize, and conduct, there is a great
deal of skill that isrequired to successfully facilitate them. There
is an important distinction between (1) the kinds of tools,
processes, and methods used and (2) the mind-set underlying
the approach taken. This raises questions around who is best
placed to conduct the research and the kinds of interdisciplinary
collaborations necessary for successful application of PD in
health research contexts.

In contrast, the DT toolkits actively promote, and are arguably
intended for, use by novice practitioners. For example, the
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method cards of a DT resource such as the Stanford d.School
Bootcamp Bootleg [47] are deliberately specific in nature and
are promoted in such way as to encourage wide dissemination
and use. While this may be appealing for inexperienced
researchers wishing to adapt design and innovation methodsto
e-menta health intervention design, it remains unknown just
how effective they are in delivering on their promise of
scaffolding novice practitioners through a successful design
project. The lure of greater innovation in health care, as
promised by the DT toolkits, is strong; the requisite skill and
practice, however, involved in leading aDT project should not
be underestimated, a point clearly highlighted in the following
case study.

Case Studies

Beyond the obvious differencesin their respective agendas and
politics, articulating universal or consi stent distinctions between
PD and DT practice can be difficult because their similarities
are numerous. Both can be categorized under the umbrellaterm
“human-centered design” and are linked to social innovation;
collaborative, inclusive, and multidisciplinary practice; and
iterative prototyping [31,45,49]. Moreover, DT and PD employ
many of the same methods/techniques; for example, they both
draw heavily from ethnographic fieldwork methodsin their use
of interviewing and observation and from design disciplines
such asinteraction design with techniques such as personasand
scenarios [47,50]. Despite these macro similarities, subtle
distinctions between the 2 do exist. These distinctions are best
made obviousin their practical application; therefore, we present
a case study of each to draw these out with the aim of better
understanding their applicability to e-mental health and
well-being intervention design.

The first case study describes a service design project carried
out by an in-house design team at Kaiser Permanente, an
American health care provider [51]. Kaiser Permanenteiswell
known for its commitment to innovation and large-scale
organizational application of DT [52]. The current case study
describes use of DT in redesign of an initial DT service
innovation—the Nurse Knowledge Exchange (NKE). This
strategy aimed to improve nursing communication and handover
(between shifts) in the organization’s hospitals. It did this by
moving handovers at shift change from the employee breakroom
to the patient bedside—a specific example of the type of
innovation possible in application of DT. Five years later, the
design team was tasked with the redesign of the NKE strategy
due to incomplete and inconsistent uptake throughout the
organization’s hospitals.

In their revision of NKE, Lin et al [51] describe atypical DT
cycle—observing and interviewing followed by idea
generation/design sessions, prototyping, and field testing. The
process, asin most applications of DT, wasrapid and expert-led
(ie, controlled from start to finish by the design team), and it
called on end users, which included staff from all organizational
levels but no patients, for contributions at various
stages—particularly during interviewing/observing and field
testing. The end result was NKEplus.

The authors described heavy resistance to implementation of
the NKEplus strategy outside the pilot site, which they attributed
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to skepticism in understanding exactly where the solutions that
underpinned NK Eplus originated. Lin and colleagues believed
nurses throughout Kaiser Permanente’s hospitals did not see
the need for change to their current handover practice and
therefore had not bought into the NKEplus strategy. Lin et a
[51] highlight that, in their organization, DT-based innovations
and change are normally coupled with training support and
formal changes to work roles and position descriptions. The
rest of the case study details re-implementation of NKEplus, a
process that resulted in higher uptake and buy-in for NKEplus
organizationwide. This (ultimately more successful)
re-implementation process shares anumber of similaritieswith
the PD case study, thus 2 case studies are described in parallel
in the following section.

The second case study investigates adaptation of PD to ahealth
context. Specifically, it concerns design of an eHealth portal to
assist patients undergoing treatment for weight loss [53]. In
contrast to the designer-led NK E redesign described above, the
authors characterize the process as a design partnership with
end users (whichin this case were health care professionalsand
their patients). Moreover, as compared to the DT example, the
PD design processtook placein aresearch, not service, context
that istypical of their respective applications.

Asfar as can be determined from the article, Das and Svanaes
[53] began the project with apreconceived ideathat an eHealth
solution could assist patients undergoing weight loss treatment
(similar to the DT example in which the overall aim was to
improve nursing communication and handovers). Where the
process differsfrom the DT exampleisthat, as per the authors
description, the actual design ideas came from the end usersin
future workshopsthat aretypical of traditional PD practice. The
health care professionals and patients who attended the future
design workshops acknowledged the need for support in their
treatment via self-help (eg, educational materials, reminders,
asynchronous communication between provider and patient,
etc) and suggested the possibility of an eHealth portal, which
informed the prototypes that were presented to end users in
subsequent workshops. The authors aso investigated the
differing priorities for various end usersin the eventual design
solution. Moreover, when an existing platform was presented
to end users as a possible design solution, it was deemed
insufficient and the researchers commissioned the custom build
of a product that would meet end users' requirements. This
process took a year to complete, which amounts to a much
longer timeframe compared to the rapid DT process described
above.

Intheir second attempt to implement the NK Eplus strategy, Lin
et al [51] employed a more participatory version of DT viaa
“soft start” implementation process that made space for end
user customization of the strategy. In contrast to initial
implementation, the soft-start implementation was characterized
by participation with “everyone on the same level conversing
as peers’ in the process. It aso highlighted the
fail-early-and-often mentality of DT, observable in the
quick-and-dirty approach to trialing end-user-generated new
ideas. Importantly, the authors ceded control over the solutions
developed to the participants; for example, when participants
raised concerns or criticisms with the proposed changes (or
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addressed them to the facilitators), the authors responded by
asking the other participants to present how they would
recommend that the issue be handled. In this respect, thereisa
clear priority of the process and quality of participation over
specific details of the design outcome. The end result, however,
was greater buy-in, more compliance, and improved outcomes
for their hospitals. Like the PD case study, this process took
significantly longer and, arguably, represented a more realistic
process for changing long-standing ways of working (see also
Carlgren [52]). The authors note that other teams using DT in
their work at Kaiser Permanente had experienced similar
disengagement, where the innovations lacked sustainability in
sites outside the origin of development. Lin et a [51] note the
need for the design to arise out of end users own concerns,
which arguably isthe central tenant of DT.

While the Das and Svanaes PD project [53] involved alimited
number of end users, there was transparency in the origin of
designideas. The DT and PD teams began with similar processes
(eg, interviews, observations) but then diverged, with the PD
researchers working with end usersin idea generation whereas
the DT team did this internally. We are unable, however, to
determine whether the more participatory process employed by
Das and Svanaes resulted in greater uptake and buy-in by end
users with the final implementation; as with much research in
PD, thefocus of the paper ison how the methods of participation
they used elicited valuable insights for design rather than the
success of the resulting system in use.

Discussion

TheLinet al [51] casestudy highlightsthat DT approaches can
be employed in waysthat limit the participation of non-designers
to expert informants of the contexts of use, or evaluators of
ideas, that have been generated through the process. This
traditional, less participatory application of DT appears more
likely to encounter difficulties and/or resistance in ahealth care
context. The case study contains clear lessons for design of
e-mental health and well-being interventions, many of which
will beimplemented in organizational contexts. Design solutions
not generated with end usersthemselves are more likely to fail,
anotion that receives support elsewherein theliterature [38,54].
The manner and method in which design ideas are introduced,
discussed, and progressed requires careful consideration for
technology designin mental health, acontext that is principally
composed of highly educated and experienced health
professionals who are afforded considerable autonomy in their
daily work. Maodern application of PD in health intervention
research leverages professional and consumer expertise to
collaboratively achieve good design outcomes. Its egalitarian
mind-set and process may be better suited to mental health
professionalswho regularly rely ontheir clinical judgement and
expertise in high risk, complex situations. Drawing from and
appreciating this experience through meaningful collaboration,
as demonstrated in the Das and Svanaes [53] PD project and
the more inclusive process of the NKEplus redesign, is likely
to yield greater uptake and longevity of research outputs in
context. This claim is supported by Lin et a who, along with
other DT experts in their organization, report experiencing
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ongoing difficulties with bedding down change initiatives that
result from traditional expert-led application of DT methods.

One may ask, in promotion and practice of traditional DT
methods, are we unhelpfully replacing one expert-led model in
health research with another? The difficulty experienced by the
DT teams throughout Kaiser Permanente highlight potential
inherent limitationsin the DT methods for ahealth care context
and the level of experience required for effective practice (or
adaptation) of them. The highly experienced team that led this
project reported many problems with generating long-term
change as a result of the innovation that came out of their DT
cycle(s). Furthermore, in sel ecting the case study for this paper,
DT projectsin ahealth care context were scarce and novice-led
DT projects were nonexistent. In light of these findings, the
claims of novice user uptake of DT seem optimistic at best.

The Dasand Svanaes[53] project demonstratesthe value of PD
for buy-in and uptake of interventions; however, the traditional
focuson process over outcomein PD research leaves unresolved
guestions around its utility as a methodology for intervention
design, development, and implementation. From a non-design
specialist perspective, the Das and Svanaes paper [51] clearly
articulated their methods and techniques, however, the method
cards in the DT toolkits more clearly articulate the designer
skill set (ie, the tacit mind-sets and capabilities or what to look
for and why). For example, the d.School Bootcamp Bootleg
[47] articulates mind-sets and behaviors, particularly around
empathy and quick-and-dirty prototyping (and show don’t tell),
which may combine nicely with the participatory, egalitarian
elements of PD. In the absence of these designerly mind-sets,
itislikely that the early interview and observation work could
miss the design perspective and end up an ethnographic study.
This is problematic as, while this phase of the design cycle
possesses an ethnographic-like quality in that it attempts to
better understand existing workflows, circumstances, and
peopl€'s subjective experience, it should also elicit dataaround
tensions, contradictions, and opportunities for design—crucial
design elements that may be overlooked with a purely
ethnographic mind-set.

Conclusions

The very clear articulation of mind-set (and output expected
from a particular method/technique) inthe DT toolkits (such as
the progression from empathize to point-of-view to ideate in
the early stages of a DT project) provide clarity and design
direction for the ethnographic and observational components
of design projects. Much can be learned from this approach in
health intervention design research and the value of ongoing
dialogue and collaboration between health and design research
disciplines in this space should not be underestimated. As
discussed in the introduction, however, accessto mental health
workplaces for observation is not an easily negotiated
proposition. In comparison to DT, the more integrated nature,
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and egalitarian purpose, of PD projects supports greater
opportunities for meaningful collaboration between research
and clinical practice. If the mental health workforce can seethe
value of the project (because they have played key rolesin its
origin), research projects stand a greater chance of accessing
the individuals and environments they require for intervention
design.

We might a so notein conclusion that thereisasentiment within
the design research community that the notion of design thinking
is in danger of being superficially reduced to a toolbox of
easy-to-apply methodsthat appear to offer recipe-like solutions
to avast range of complex problems. Thisis a serious concern,
and it is worth pointing out that the curricula of most
studio-based design programsin higher education neither contain
nor resemble what has become visible as design thinking. The
existence of resources like Stanford’s d.School Bootcamp
Bootleg, a suite of methods that are freely distributed and
packaged in step-by-step instructionsis, we believe, agenerous
gift to the community at large. But their value in application to
new and complex spaces (mental health services being our
foremost concern in this paper) must be tied to the mind-set in
which they are employed. In thisdomain, such amind-set ought
to draw from both studio-based design disciplines that have
given rise to design thinking and from the social and ethical
imperatives of participatory design. From design thinking
disciplines, such amind-set incorporates an appreciation of the
nature of design as an exploratory, iterative, uncertain, and
socia form of inquiry (and synthesis) that is never perfect and
never quite finished. This understanding of design practice is
articulated well in Schon [55]. From participatory design
disciplines, the mind-set involves an appreciation that good
design emerges from thoughtful and humble facilitation, that
participants need to be given the opportunity to take multiple
and active roles in all aspects of design, and that shared
ownership over proposals for change can be a more valuable
form of innovation than technological novelty and disruption.
If the design object and/or outcomes require widespread
organizational uptake, handing over control of the design process
(asin PD) in appreciation of thiscontext can bejust asimportant
asthe eventua product in generating (and managing) the change.

Wein the e-mental health research community must debate and
reflect on exactly what we are trying to achieve through the
adoption of DT or PD in our work. Do we seek to incorporate
new and potentially disruptive ways of working because they
are freely available and promise (narrowly defined ideas of)
innovation? Or are we in pursuit of methods and interventions
that privilege the needs, voice, and contribution of health
consumers and professionals? Moreover, from an ethical and
moral perspective, egalitarian ways of working such as those
exemplified by PD also represent a promising opportunity to
redress the legacy of consumer disempowerment in mental
health.
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Abstract

Usahility testing allows human factors professional sto identify and mitigate issueswith the design and use of medical technology.
Thetest results, however, can be paradoxical and therefore be misinterpreted, limiting their usefulness. The paradoxical findings
can lead to products that are not aligned with the needs and constraints of their users. We herein report on our observations of
the paradox of expertise, the paradox of preference versus performance, and the paradox of choice. Each paradox explored isin
the perspective of the design of medical technology, the issues that need to be considered in the interpretation of the test results,
as well as suggestions on how to avoid the pitfalls in the design of medical technology. Because these paradoxes can influence
product design at various stages of product development, it isimportant to be aware of the effectsto interpret the findings properly.

(JMIR Human Factors 2016;3(1):e11) doi:10.2196/humanfactors.4653

KEYWORDS

equipment design; task performance and analysis; workflow; workload

Introduction

Usability testingis of primeimportancein eval uating technology
designs. Usahility testing can be a powerful tool to validate a
design, whileequally being useful at identifying flaws. However,
when confronted with paradoxical findings, designers and
engineers are often left in turmoil over the challenges of
interpreting usability test results.

Usahility testing as a scientific method is still subject to the
limitations of being mostly based on subjective, qualitative
evaluations [1]. The data collected during the testing process
highly rely on the experience of the experimenter [2], how the
experimenter interacts with the participants [3], and the
individuals participating in the study [4]. If testing is not done
according to established norms of qualitative research, the

http://humanfactors.jmir.org/2016/1/e11/
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process ultimately has the potential to result in erroneous
findings.

At times, the process of usability testing can also result in some
surprising, contradictory, and often-paradoxical findings that
may leave human factors professionals (HFPs) perplexed. Only
when these paradoxical findings are explained and properly
understood by the HFPs can the findings be properly interpreted
and the value of the testing be derived in the iterative
development process.

In the past decade, hundreds of products have been tested in the
usability labs at Toronto General Hospital, part of the University
Health Network. During that time, HFPs have routinely
identified paradoxical findings on usability tests, which at times,
could have led to misinterpretations and erroneous conclusions
that in turn could have negatively affected product design.
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In this paper, we will explore three paradoxes of health
technology design that can confound and mislead both designers
and engineers in developing health technologies. These were
the most prominent paradoxesidentified over the years and the
three that could have the most negative impact on design if not
accounted for during the evaluations.

The Paradoxes

The Paradox of Expertise: “Do As| Do, Not As| Say”

An iterative, user-centered design (UCD) process of health
technology, analogous to any product devel opment, focuses on
the use of expert knowledge to identify the requirements,
constraints, and features to be included in the fina product.
Subject-matter experts (nurses, physicians, alied health
professionals, among other care providers and patients) are
involved in the early stages of product development through
interviews and focus groups. Their feedback formsthe basis of
system’s specifications [5-7]. These experts are integrated into
the design process because they are considered to bring domain
knowledge that is otherwise not available to the design team.

Consequently, as experts, their interactions with the medical
technology under devel opment areinfluenced by their extensive
knowledge and well-aligned, mature mental models [8,9].
According to Rasmussen's kills, Rules, and Knowledge
framework—which describes why operators with varied levels
of expertise and training will behave differently and have distinct
psychological processes—these interactions are not necessarily
shared by all individuals. These interactions present a unique
and refined view of how the expert subset of users interprets
the work domain and the interaction with the system [10].

The main premise is that experts will offer greater knowledge
in defining product requirements, defining workflows, etc.
However, the issue with this approach is that the heath
technology being developed now reflects only the interactions
and constraints of a small percentage of the total users (often,
only expert users) who will be interacting with it. The finely
tuned mental models of expert individualsare not shared by the
majority of the less-experienced users, as described by
Hmelo-Silver and Pfeffer [11]. Consequently, the fina
evaluation only providesapartial view of product specifications
because these expert users can have significantly different needs
from the health technol ogy being devel oped. In addition, expert
users may have mature mental models that can result in users
using shortcuts when interacting with the medical technology
and consequently missing important issues with the design. As
a result, product specifications identified by experts might
significantly differ from the needs of thelarger majority of users
of the technology.

Some aspects of user interaction design of the system might be
left out as aresult of the inputs from experts, astheir cognitive
pathways have allowed them to bypass those components of
the workflow. As described by Firesmith [12], “ subject matter
expertswho specify requirements often take certain information
for granted and omit it, even though it is not obvious to other
stakeholders of the requirement” (p 79). Thisis the essence of
the paradox of expertise. Inthe same direction, the use of expert

http://humanfactors.jmir.org/2016/1/e11/

Morita & Cafazzo

knowledge can aso result in lack of innovation, as experts are
usualy locked in their own ways, and may demonstrate
resi stance to innovation.

In our own practice, it has also been observed that there is a
very sharp inconsi stency and incompleteness between the verbal
description of the work performed by experts and how they
actually perform their work in the field. This is in aignment
with what was discussed by Benner [9] in apreviouswork where
she identifies the difficulty of gathering data from experts and
how these expert individuals usually use cognitive shortcuts
that they are often not aware of [6,10]. Because their actions
and decisions are highly rooted on skill-based behaviors [10],
expert’s descriptions of the work might be simplistic asthey do
not fully perceive the wide range of constraintsthat affect their
work. Ultimately, this can potentially lead to distorted
representations of the work domain.

The gap between description and performance reinforces the
importance of using other ethnographic tools such as in situ
observations as part of the requirements gathering and design
processas shownin Figure 1[6,7]. These methods would allow
designers to analyze the work domain in situ and gather data
without the bias of an expert’s limitation. In the requirements
gathering stage, designers must ensurethat they avoid adistorted
representation of the workflow, feature set, and other
specifications. It would only be through direct observation that
designers could fully comprehend the domain and properly
incorporate constraints and requirements into the system.

When designing for complex systems, the lack of complete
understanding of the domain can result in a flat information
architecture design that leadsto a crowded, seemingly complex
user interface. Because the designer does not have complete
insightsinto what isimportant to the user, thefinal design often
lacks the necessary hierarchy of information or functionality
that maps to the users’ mental model.

For example, in theradiation therapy domain [13], only through
proper ethnography were the authors able to identify that the
checking procedures during radiation therapy were often skipped
because the task was too complex, time consuming, or
distractions happened [13]. When asked, professionals would
normally state that all checks had been performed. As such, it
was necessary for the researchersto be present whiletaskswere
being performed to identify that the skipping had actually
happened. This demonstrates that it was only through direct
observation that researchers were able to understand the real
issuesand identify waysto addressthem. Thisisagood example
of the paradox of expertise, where it was important to rely on
observed data rather than on verbal reports[13].

The original architecture provided users with the necessary
information for the checks, but this information was spread
across multiple screens without any logical structure. The
authors brought forward items that were previously buried in
the interface and difficult for users to locate. By reorganizing
the information architecture and through forcing functions in
the form of simplified automated checklists, the authors were
able to significantly improve the checking process and patient
safety. The new interface, when compared with the original
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one, showed improved error detection rates and high user
satisfaction [13].

Design decisions must be made based on a combination of
user-reported data and observed data to ensure that the system
is designed for how users actually use it, instead of being

Morita & Cafazzo

designed to how they think they would useit. Although design
requirements might be gathered through expert interviews and
focus groups, only though the use of observational techniques
can designers have a rich understanding of the work domain
and the system’s hierarchy of information.

Figure 1. Human factors expert embedded in an operating room environment at University Health Network, gaining a deeper understanding of how

clinicians actually work.

The Paradox of Preference Ver sus Per for mance: How
Could Someone Like Something They Cannot Use?

One would expect that when evaluating two possible designs,
userswould prefer the design in which they had greater success
during testing. Oddly, that is not always the case, leaving the
HFPsto conclude that the testing was somehow flawed, or they
just disregard that user’s opinion atogether.

How could someone like something they cannot use?

Contrary to these paradoxical findings, Nielsen and Levy [14]
described a positive correlation between user preference and
user performance showing that, in general, users prefer systems
in which they aso performed the best. However, the same
authors also argue that there are still many casesin which users
prefer systems in which they perform worse. Although users
are described to prefer situations in which preference and
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performance align [14,15], we have identified cases over years
of product testing to consider these paradoxical findings as a
risk.

As design methods have evolved, more approaches have been
made available to influence user behavior by making simple
changesin the aesthetics of the device or by using a seemingly
novel and engaging control interface. New features might drive
users to prefer a particular design simply due to increased
affinity for that experience.

Powerful persuasive design can be used to guide how users
perform certain tasks, influence user interaction, and drive user
behavior. Similarly, design techniques can be used to capture
users’ attention and persuade them to react positively to adesign,
which could be flawed or create negative outcomes [16].
Seemingly novel features and a more aesthetically pleasing
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design of health technology may drive users preference, but
these do not necessarily result in better task performance.

In practice at Toronto General Hospital’s usability labs (Figure
2), cases have been observed where the col or pal ette of adevice
had a greater influence on nursing preference than on its
usability. Inthis case, the observation of the paradox was further
reinforced by the novel user interface of a scroll whedl that
nurses found interesting and engaging to use, but did not result
in successfully completing tasks. User preference, evaluated
through questionnaires, demonstrated that nurses preferred the
new device design. Observational and performance data,
however, showed that their performance was suboptimal.
Besides, the new design led to numerous errors, operational

Figure 2. Usability labs at Toronto General Hospital showing a complete set up of a simulated operating room (including a patient simulator).

The Paradox of Choice: Less|sOften More

A number of studies have demonstrated how choice influences
our buying decisions, selection of services, and ultimately how
choice impacts our lives [17]. Choice consists of a mental
decision-making process in which individuals have to judge
meritsamong arange of options available and select one[18,19].
Although rooted in individual cognitive processes, extensive
work over the years has been carried out in understanding how
to influence choice by manipulating the access to information
and how information is presented to individual s, with regard to
marketing, interface design, and product design.
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difficulties, and failure to complete tasks. The scroll wheel and
the color selection corresponded to design features that can
becometoo salient and lead usersto preferring acertain device.
For that reason, our team ensures that design evaluations not
only rely on the self-reported, subjective opinion of the users,
but al so on the unbiased, direct observation of their performance.

The paradox of preference versus performance described herein
demonstratesthe potential of design in affecting user preference,
sometimes at the expense of the system’s usability. While
interpreting the results of such testing, one must be cognizant
not to bias hisher conclusion in favor of a design that in the
end could be compromised.

Although choiceis often praised as being necessary for proper
decision making, extreme situations can result inindecision and
discomfort [17]. Schwartz [17] describes how excessive choice
has impacted us as individuals and collectively as a society.
Especially relevant hereishisdescription of situationsinwhich
too much choice for individuals can potentialy result in
conditions in which a user makes poor choices, or no choice at
all.

Within a hedlth care perspective, designers can have the
misconception that including more featuresin a product would
be beneficial to caregivers and patients, who would now have
awider range of functionality and operational modesto useand
more featuresto tailor their care. The pitfall isthat, by including
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those additional features, one can lead caregivers to make poor
choices, as described by Schwartz [17].

Health care is a highly demanding work environment where
caregivers are generally under extreme pressure, which is a
perfect situation for excessive choicesto become overwhelming
and a nuisance at a minimum, and safety hazard at its worst.
Adding more choice and options to a single user interface can
create uncertainty and distraction to the user. The complexity
can create visual noise generated by the new features and cause
usersto beless efficient, make use errors, and generally provide
them with a poorer user experience.

Within ahealth information technology domain, our teams have
observed the effects of the paradox of choice consistently inthe
design and evaluation of electronic medical record (EMR)
systems. To satisfy all possible end users from different
specidties and different areas of a health care institution,
designers include many features, functions, and information
fieldson asingle user interface. EMR systems are renowned to
overload users with choices on a single screen, creating a
situation where users struggle to find the necessary information,
function, or feature [20,21]. The consequenceisthat users now
have to dig through numerous screens and tabs to find or enter
the necessary information, leading to decreased performance,
increased frustration, and unnecessary workload. EMR
manufacturers have taken a one size-fits all solution that can
severely impact the usability of the systems. Hence, EMR
manufacturers must be aware of the paradox of choiceto design
future EMR systems that rely on simplified interfaces that

Morita & Cafazzo

present the user with a limited number of choices, facilitating
access to information and reducing load on the user.

We need to be cognizant, however, that health care institutions
fail to design their work environment for smplicity of workflow
and standardization. Each health care ingtitution prides itself
for being unique. Consequently, manufacturers of health care
technology have to navigate this complex environment and
constantly make critical decisions: design a simple system to
the specification of a few organizations or a complex system
that fits most organizations? Nonetheless, engineers and
designers must be aware of the paradox of choice, as during
their effort to create a product that satisfies a greater audience,
they may end up with an unusable product, which is often the
case in EMR systems. The systemic issue with the lack of
standardization must be addressed in thelong run to ensure that
medical technology can be properly designed to maximize
benefits and mitigate usability issues. Health care must strive
to harmonize their work environment and policies to increase
standardization and consequently, facilitate the design of better
technology.

Thisis not to suggest that only extremely simple systems with
basic functionality are viable. A delicate balance needs to be
cast where designers should aim for an interface in which users
are not overloaded with excessive choices, while being inclusive
enough to incorporate necessary features for proper operation
of the system for the advanced user. Such systems can only be
achieved through a detailed and careful design process that
incorporates the needs and constraints of the final users (Figure
3).

Figure 3. Usability labs at Toronto General Hospital, where we show the data analysis process through concept mapping and affinity diagrams.

In the End, What Is Necessary for a
Successful Design?

Usability testing and other HF methods are undoubtedly useful
and powerful tools in the design process. However, one needs
to be mindful of the pitfalls discussed here when designing
systems and when eval uating the data coll ected through testing,
as they may significantly influence the final design of a health
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technology. The paradoxes described in this article have the
potential of skewing the understanding of thework domain and
product requirements by presenting the designers with an
incomplete and biased perception of the task. To design a
product that is in alignment with the needs of its final users,
designers must be aware of the paradoxes of expertise,
preference versus performance, and choice, to ensure that their
effect on product design is controlled or even mitigated.
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The lesson to be learned from the paradoxes described in this
paper isthat to design health technology aligned with the needs
of itsfinal users, engineersand manufacturers must incorporate
a gamut of UCD methods (Figure 4) in the design process to
gain a comprehensive and realistic understanding of the work
domain and user constraints. Observational methods such as
cognitive walkthroughs and usability testing provide an
opportunity to gather information about how users actualy use
the technology. The data gathered through these two methods
can help minimize the impact of the paradox of expertise and
the paradox of preference versus performance, alowing
designersto focus on tail oring the technol ogy based on unbiased

Morita & Cafazzo

usage data. Other methods such as interviews and concept
mapping can be used to address the effects of the paradox of
choice, creating opportunitiesfor designersto identify the needs
of each health care professional and organize the requirements
into a manageable and tailored version of the technology.

A combination of methods is always necessary to ensure that
the system being designed aligns with user needs and works
toward bridging some of the gaps identified. Only then it is
possible to focus on designing simple and tailored health
technology that maximizes benefits to the users without
overloading them with choice.

Figure4. Examplesof human factors methods used by human factors professional s at the University Health Network for designing and testing medical
technology. Starting from the top left, clockwise, we showcase examples of interviews, cognitive walkthroughs, concept mapping, and usability testing.
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Abstract

Background: Research in the fields of human performance technology and human computer interaction are challenging the
traditional macro focus of usahility testing arguing for methods that help test moderators assess “use in context” (ie, cognitive
skills, usability understood over time) and in authentic “real world” settings. Human factors in these complex test scenarios may
impact on the quality of usability results being derived yet there is alack of research detailing moderator experiences in these
test environments. Most comparative research has focused on the impact of the physical environment on results, and rarely on
how the sociotechnical elements of thetest environment affect moderator and test user performance. Improving our understanding
of moderator roles and experiences with conducting “real world” usability testing can lead to improved techniques and strategies

Objective: To understand moderator experiences of using Web-conferencing software to conduct remote usability testing of 2
eHealth interventions.

Methods: An exploratory case study approach was used to study 4 moderators’ experiences using Blackboard Collaborate for
remote testing sessions of 2 different eHealth interventions. Data collection involved audio-recording iterative cycles of test
sessions, collecting summary notes taken by moderators, and conducting 2 90-minute focus groups viateleconference. A direct
content analysis with an inductive coding approach was used to explore personal accounts, assess the credibility of data
interpretation, and generate consensus on the thematic structure of the results.

Results: Following the convergence of datafrom the various sources, 3 major themeswereidentified: (1) moderators experienced
and adapted to unpredictable changes in cognitive load during testing; (2) moderators experienced challenges in creating and
sustaining socia presence and untangling dialogue; and (3) moderators experienced diverse technical demands, but were able to
collaboratively troubleshoot with test users.

Conclusions: Results highlight important human-computer interactions and human factor qualities that impact usability testing
processes. Moderators need an advanced skill and knowledge set to address the social interaction aspects of Web-based usability
testing and technical aspects of conferencing software during test sessions. Findings from moderator-focused studies can inform
the design of remote testing platforms and real-time usability eval uation processesthat place less cognitive burden on moderators
and test users.

(JMIR Human Factors 2016;3(1):€6) doi:10.2196/humanfactors.4602
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Introduction

Traditional usability testing sessions for Internet-based (ie,
eHealth) interventions focus on assessing the effectiveness,
efficiency, and learnability of and user satisfaction with the
intervention. These test situations typically involve in-person,
lab-based, or field sessions[1-3]. While alab setting allowsfor
more experimental control and collection of various types of
data during usability testing, it lacks the realism of a field
setting. It also precludes deeper engagement from potential end
users offered through field-based moderation. Usability
moderators leverage many of the skills qualitative researchers
already have (eg, building rapport, probing for clarity, getting
below top-of-mind responses). To a large extent, successful
usability testing depends on the skills of the person moderating
the test, which Dumas and Loring suggest is “easy to do, hard
to dowell” [4].

Fieldwork that includes remote Web-based moderation is a
novel approach to usability testing that could potentially mitigate
some of the common problems experienced in lab-setting
facilitation (eg, cost of maintaining alab, lessauthentic or “real
world” use contexts) [5]. However, any challenges experienced
in computer-mediated communication between test users and
moderator has a direct impact on the quality and accuracy of
research findings and subseguent decisions about design. For
testing of Internet-based interventions aimed at individual swith
medically complex situations (eg, comorbidities, chronicillness,
and/or frequent relapse cycles), the moderators ability to
confidently use tools that help explore and communicate “use
in context” experiences are critical to successful design [6].

Technol ogies that support real-time, remote collaboration have
expanded usability testing possibilitiesto include geographically
remote testing through Web-based moderation (eg, Morae and
UserZoom remote usability testing platforms). During
Web-based usability testing, the moderator and test user can be
geographically separated but can still observe, prompt, and
respond to questions in real-time. This approach may help to
address the study of more complex eHealth interventions and
difficulties that can arise from lab-based and other forms of
field-testing when target users are: (1) needed from within a
certain clinical population that is geographically dispersed; (2)
have limitations in functioning and accessibility due to illness,
often the reason for which the intervention was developed;
and/or (3) are part of at-risk or age-sensitive groups (eg, minors
who would be in school during typical “business hours’) that
face challengesin travel, time, and cost of attending in-person
lab testing [7]. Importantly, studies comparing lab-based testing
with remote testing have consistently found no significant
difference in usability performance results[8,9].

Web-based usability testing can involve synchronous (ie,
moderators and test usersarein same place[virtual or physical]
at the same time), asynchronous (ie, automated, no real-time
interaction), and blended (ie, asynchronous and synchronous)

http://humanfactors.jmir.org/2016/1/e6/

approaches. Remote, synchronous methods are proposed to be
useful for usability testing early in theintervention devel opment
process. Real-time discussions between the moderator and user
can be used to identify usability concernswhile prototypes and
user interface models are still under development [10] and may
potentially save on development costs. While asynchronous,
automated methods enable access to large data pools, the
reliability of this testing approach has been questioned [11],
and it is proposed that this approach may be more
time-consuming for the novicetester and result in fewer usability
problemsbeing identified [8]. Automated testing methods alone
are also not conducive to identifying what Andrezejczak [12]
cals the “softer” subjective usability elements (eg, user
preferences, misconceptions, underlying values, context
variables, motivational attributes, affective attributes) that are
better explored through synchronous inquiry methods with a
moderator [13].

Web conferencing software packages (eg, GoToM eeting, Cisco
WebEx, Microsoft NetM eeting or L otus Sametime, Blackboard
Collaborate, Adobe Connect Pro) are one option for remotely
connecting with test users. Although the literature supporting
Web-conferencing tools for online collaboration in higher
education is extensive [14,15], published research on the use
of these tools in moderating usability testing is limited. With
the range of functionality provided by these software systems,
there is potential to support a diverse range of remote usability
session configurations and testing tasks. To date, published
research has only begun to explore the role of socid
environment (ie, individuals present during testing) or the
interactions between physical and socia environments in
usability testing. Study of physical usability test environments
suggeststhat social context playsasubstantial rolein the quality
of usability evaluation results[16,17]. Evaluator effect has been
probed by van den Haak and de Jong [18] and interactions
between test monitor and test users across multiple in-lab test
scenarios were shown to have a significant effect on usability
results. The detection of problems and selection of priority
usability issues are subject to considerableindividua variability
[2]. These facets may be equally prominent during Web-based
moderation, but thereislittle research exploring remote usability
testing from the moderator’s point of view.

The purpose of this study was to: (1) understand moderator
experiences using Web-conferencing software in the context of
conducting remote usability testing; (2) compare and contrast
moderator experiences using the same Web-conferencing
software for 2 different Internet-based eHealth interventions;
and (3) highlight important practical human-computer
interactions qualitiesthat may impact usability testing processes
for other researchers.
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Methods

Resear ch Design and Usability Testing Context

A single case study approach was used to study the experiences
of 4 moderators on 2 projects involving usability testing on
eHealth interventions designed and delivered viaa " smartsite”
software platform called IRIS (intelligent research and
intervention software) [19]. Thisapproach allowed for rigorous
exploration of the phenomena incorporating multiple
perspectives and the dynamism of observations acrosstime and
projects [20,21]. Project 1 was an Internet-based anxiety
treatment program for adolescents with anxiety disorders.

Table 1. Comparison of usability project moderation.

Wozney et al

Project 2 was an Internet-based intervention for caregivers of
children with fetal alcohol spectrum disorders (FASD). Usahility
testing was conducted to improve the interventions in terms of
the content (ie, therapeutic message, sequence of modules),
aesthetics (ie, “look and feel,” appropriateness of images), and
IRIS platform functionality (eg, customization abilities, site
navigation tools, communication features). Usability testing
protocols for both projects were approved by institutional
research ethics boards and test users provided informed consent.
A comparative summary of usability testing set up for the 2
projects is described in Table 1. Figures 1 and 2 illustrate the
different usability test scenarios and roles for both projects.

Protocol Feature Cycle Project 1 (Anxiety) Project 2 (FASD)
Number of cycles 2 (same group of test usersfor both 2 (new group of test usersin each cy-
cycles) cle)
Number of test users per cycle, n Cyclel 9 (4 youth, 5 clinicians) 10 (4 caregivers, 6 clinicianghealth
care professionals)
Cycle2 8 (4 youth, 4 clinicians) 8 (4 caregivers, 4 clinicians)
Dates of session Cyclel June-July 2013 August—September 2013
Cycle2 September 2013 October—November 2013
Number of remote moderatorsin each 2 1
session
Accesstointervention prior to remote No No

usability session
Software version

Average length of usability testing
session
Location of moderator(s)

Estimated training time required for
moderatorsto set up usability sessions

Location of test users

Blackboard Collaborate 9.7

Nova Scotia, Alberta, British

Blackboard Collaborate 12.5

133 minutes® 62 minutes”
Ontario, Alberta Nova Scatia
40 hours 20 hours

British Columbia, New Brunswick,

Columbia Alberta, Saskatchewan, Yukon, On-
tario, Manitoba, Northwest Territories
Moderator(s) had prior experience as Yes Yes
user in Web conferencing
Moderator(s) had prior experience No No
moderating via Web conferencing
Moderator(s) had prior experience No No
facilitating usability testing
Moderator(s) had prior experiencein Yes Yes

facilitating research interviews

833 minutes=average time for Cycle 1 and Cycle 2 combined
b62 mi nutes=average time for Cycle 1 and Cycle 2 combined

During the usability testing, moderators used Blackboard
Collaborate, a Web-conferencing system and one of the most
advanced computer-mediated communication platforms on the
market. The system was selected due to its low bandwidth,
which accommodates slower user connection speeds making it
more widely accessible for test usersinvolved in the 2 projects.
Interacting through the Blackboard Collaborate system is
designed to mimic face-to-face contexts. Moderators and test

http://humanfactors.jmir.org/2016/1/e6/

users can share screens, indicate adesire to talk by clicking on
a “raise hand” button, chat through instant messaging, and
“draw” onthevirtual whiteboard. The session moderator retains
control of the various system tools, but he or she can share that
control with others [22]. In addition to the functionality
provided, Blackboard Collaborate was selected because it was
aninstitutionally adopted tool at both main research ingtitutions
involved in the study, meaning no additional softwarelicensing
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fees were required and there was technical support available
on-site.

To preparefor using Blackboard Collaboratein the test sessions,
moderators viewed demonstration videos, attended online
tutorials, participated in mock sessions, and undertook several
iterations of trial-and-error. To explore “use in context,” both

Wozney et al

projects configured test sessions to support blended usability
testing techniques: “ cognitive walk-through” (eg, user is given
a task and the evaluator observes user’s intentions and the
feedback provided by the system’sinterface); “think-aloud” (ie,
“novice” usersverbalizetheir experiences asthey work through
tasks); and post-hoc interviews and self-report questionnaires.

Figure 1. Web-conferencing test environment setup for ehealth Project 1. Moderator 1 controls recording and access privileges to test environment.
Test User and Moderator 2, each in different geographic locations, act as &€osttendeesi€ with different roles.

Location 1

Computer (accessing the ehealth intervention
through web browser + sharing screen via invite to
Blackboard Collaborate sent from Moderator 1)

Test User (performing test of Internet-
based health intervention for anxiety)

Location 2
Computer {running Blackboard Collaborate:

recording the test users computer display,
recording moderator and test user audio)

Moderator 1 (running and observing test)

Location 3

Computer (attending web-conference via
invite to BlackBoard Collaborate sent via
Moderator 1)

Moderator 2 (observing test and moderating
post-session interview )

Figure 2. Web-conferencing test environment setup for ehealth Project 2. Moderator controls recording and access privileges. Test User a€oesttendsa€

the web-conference and shares screen so Moderator can observe actions.
Location 1
Computer (accessing the ehealth intervention

through web browser + sharing screen via invite to
Blackboard Collaborate sent from Moderator)

Location 2

Computer (running Blackboard Collaborate:
recording the test users computer display,
recording moderator and test user audio)

Test User (performing test of Internet-
based health intervention for FASD)

http://humanfactors.jmir.org/2016/1/e6/

RenderX

Moderator (running and observing test)

JMIR Human Factors 2016 | vol. 3 |iss. 1 |e6 | p.62
(page number not for citation purposes)


http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/

JMIR HUMAN FACTORS

Data Collection

Prior to the first test session, session moderators sent an email
to test users that provided technical instructions (eg, updating
Java, testing audio) and study procedures. Test users in both
projects were mailed USB headsets with noise-canceling
microphones, if needed. Oncelogged into the session moderators
had to walk users through “auto tuning” tests to ensure they
were able to hear and be heard during the session. Test users
“shared” their desktop so the moderator could observe them.
Although the simultaneous camera feature was available, and
offered to test users, none of the test users self-selected to
employ thisfeature. Figure 1 shows an example of the moderator
Web-conferencing environment for a Cycle 1 usability test
session for Project 1. Project 1 involved 2 moderatorsin all but
1 test session. The first moderator focused on facilitating the
main usability session walk-through tasks. The second
moderator facilitated the post-session, open-ended question
portion of the test session as more of an interviewer. A third
moderator was present for 1 test session only as an observer to
be able to provide feedback on usahility test processes for the
other moderators. In Project 2, only 1 moderator was present
during al of the sessions. Moderators in both Projects 1 and 2
made detailed notes during each test session and created
summary reports of key observations immediately following
each test. Audio and/or video filesfor al sessionswere recorded
and saved as JAR files.

Focus groups viateleconference were held with all moderators
at 2 points in time. The first was held 2 weeks after Cycle 2
usability test sessionsfor both projectswere complete. Although
an immediate debrief would have been ideal, coordinating a
multi-site, multi-time-zone research team presented certain
scheduling challenges. The second focus group was held 4
weeks|ater to alow timefor incorporating feedback and review.
Teleconferences were not digitally recorded, but detailed notes
were taken by the first author. Notes included some verbatim
statements and paraphrases of verbal statements. The first
90-minute focus group focused on a micro perspective of the
datawith each moderator describing their personal account and
experiences. The over-arching exploratory question being:
“What are moderators experiences using Web-conferencing
for conducting remote usability testing?’ An additional list of
probative questions was circulated to al moderators 1 week
prior to the initial focus group. The following list of questions
was informally used as the focus group discussion guide:

1. How did Blackboard Collaborate support/hinder you as a
researcher? Our team?
2. How do you think the tool supported/hindered our research

participants?

3. Wasthere anything about thetool that surprised you? Really
confused you?

4. Which testing activities (cognitive

walk-through/think-aloud) was Blackboard Collaborate
more useful for? Why?

5  Howdiditfeel for youto beremotefrom the user/mediated
by the computer?

6. Wereyou concerned about not having any visual cues, such
as body language, to guide you? Why?
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7. What (if any) ethical issues did you have with using this
tool?

8. How do you think using this tool differed from what you
would have done face to face?

9. Doyouthink you captured different types of datausing this
tool ? If yes, in what way?

10. If another researcher was thinking about conducting remote
usability ons would you recommend this tool? Why?
Why not?

The second 90-minute focus group occurred following the
preliminary data analysis stage as part of planned member
check-through debriefing and respondent validation as
recommended by Koelsch [23]. During the second focus group,
thefirst author guided the discussion toward theory devel opment
from a macro perspective (ie, exploring meaning of collective
experiences). The discussion focused on: (1) assessing the
credibility of preliminary data interpretation, (2) refining the
proposed thematic structure, and (3) evaluating the suitability
of examples appearing within the master list of themes [24].
Detailed notes were again taken. Member checks also occurred
informally over several weeks during the normal course of
observation and conversation with research team members over
email, by phone, and in person.

Results

We conducted an iterative thematic analysiswhereby datawere
analyzed from all sources; the analysis was examined and
reorganized, the reorganized data was synthesized, and the
synthesis was then interpreted [25]. This inductive analytic
approach strengthensthe reliability of qualitative research [26].
Inthefirst phase, features of each moderator’s experience were
carefully detailed by a close reading of session transcripts,
moderator session notes, and notes from the first focus group.
A master list of emergent themeswas drafted by thefirst author
after the first focus group and circulated via email to all
moderators to promote retrospection and exploration into any
issueswith the trustworthiness (ie, dependability, confirmability)
of the synthesized master list. Written responsesto this member
check werereturned by each moderator viaemail with suggested
changes or clarifications integrated into the draft version. The
second phase of interpretation involved exploring convergences
and divergenceswithin and between individual accounts. During
the second focus group, points that were identified during
member check that required clarification were discussed. This
second iterative analysis phase allowed us to capture any
interesting relationships, patterns, surprises, and inconsistencies
among people and within and across sites [27]. Notes from the
second focus group were used to further refine master theme
examples and descriptions.

Themes

Three magjor themes emerged from the converged data: (1)
experiencing and adapting to unpredictable changesin cognitive
load; (2) experiencing challenges in creating and sustaining
socia presence and untangling dialogue; and (3) collaboratively
troubleshooting diverse technical needs and issues with test
users. Moderators' experiences were, overall, characterized by
generaly positive feelings and attitudes toward the experience
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of moderating usability testing remotely via Blackboard
Collaborate. There was considerable congruence between
themes, more so in some casesthan others. Theinterdependence
of themes makes it difficult to separate some examples into
component parts. Test users shared similar experiences, and
although there were idiosyncrasies that marked individual
experience, differences between test users were generaly
characterized by the intensity or depth of these shared
experiences.

Theme 1. Moderators Experienced and Adapted to
Unpredictable Changesin Cognitive Load

Moderatorsall agreed that the range of communication features
availablein Blackboard Collaborate hel ped support interpretive
aspects of usability testing. Test users not only identified
problems and errors, but were also able to participate in
impromptu interpretation of what problems meant or how they
might be solved.

| was surprised at how often youth would stop and
offer suggestions about how to improve things...they
didn't just point out problems...they had a lot of
creative ideas about how to improve things...we could
brainstorm together. [MOD 1]

Often these spontaneous interpretive interactions between test
users and moderators happened because moderators were able
to“follow test users lead” by extemporaneously prompting for
additional information or checking assumptionswhen indicated.
Through the Blackboard Collaborate interface, moderators and
test users could (viadesktop computers) see, hear, show, capture,
complete questionnaires, and engage in different kinds of
interpretive dialogue. More importantly, the Blackboard
Collaborate interface provided moderators with the opportunity
to define when and how that interpretive dialogue took shape
[28].

Conducting robust usability testing of acomplex Internet-based
intervention using Web-conferencing software that was new to
test users did, however, create a cognitively demanding
environment. Moderators had to manage concurrent use of
Blackboard Collaborate plusthe online intervention being tested,
all whiletrying not to confuse learners or overload themselves.
The real-time aspect meant that usability sessions were never
predictable. The need for moderators and test users to divide
their attention among auditory, textual, and visual material made
high demands on limited working memory, creating at times a
kind of “cognitive overload”:

Especially at the start of the session, when you were trying to
get everything set up and working properly for their audio [and)]
...explain how the ‘think aloud’ process worked,...there was a
lot to keep track of on the screen...One time a test user forgot
to unmute and just started talking...we had no idea... Therewere
quite afew interruptionsin the first 5 to 10 minutes.” [MOD 1]

Moderators also had to adapt their approachesto each test user’s
responses and needs. Moderators in Project 1, which involved
the same group of test users in both testing cycles, noted that
these challenges were greatly reduced during the second cycle
of testing as everyone had more experience with Blackboard
Collaborate and with the usability testing process. Moderators
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perceptions were that Cycle 2 was not effortless, but certainly
more efficient:

[It was] more relaxed...conversation was more
focused...moretime could be spent exploring possible
solutionsto problems.... [\WWe were] less anxious about
technical problems...[and] didn’'t feel as stressed.
[MOD 2]

One moderator noted how Blackboard Collaborate sessions
meant “being ready for anything” and having to problem-solve
“on the fly,” although moderators generally felt they were less
affected by “cognitive overload.” All moderators talked about
their use of the mute button that allowed them to listen without
being heard. Moderators felt this “privacy” alowed them to
keep the live testing space quiet and less distracting (eg, test
usersdidn’t hear them drinking water, there wasless background
noiseto distract thetest user). All moderators provided anecdotal
examples where test users themselves used the mute button to
attend to something happening outside the test session (eg,
receiving a phone call, checking on somebody in their house,
eating lunch). Moderators in Project 1 used the “private chat”
function asanother channel to communicate between themselves
without “disrupting” the test user:

Private chat was helpful...we could keep each other
on track for time...\When users were busy working on
atask, we could private message each other. The test
users didn’t see [that] we could check in with each
other. [MOD 1]

Theability to control and create these mini “ offling” experiences
in the online space meant moderators and test users could attend
to other (and sometimes outside) impromptu demands.
Moderators experienced fluctuating demands on their mental
resources across test user sessions and testing cycles. Keeping
test users on task, dealing with simultaneous tasks, and
optimizing use of time during the session, required that
moderators have considerable capacity to problem-solve in a
complex collaborative environment.

Theme 2: Moderators Experienced Challengesin
Creating and Sustaining a Sense of “Presence” and
Untangling Dialogue

Moderators expressed different opinions about the quantity and
nature of the socia interaction, or sense of “presence,” that
Blackboard Collaborate supported, both across the different
projects and across iterative testing cycles. Table 2 outlinesthe
main benefits and limitations experienced by moderators in
creating and sustaining different facets of presence: social
presence (ie, the sense of being with others), contral (ie, the
sense of interacting in an environment that isresponsiveto you),
and personal presence (ie, the sense of immediacy or “being
there”). Despite the synchronous nature of the exchanges in
Blackboard Collaborate that mimic the interaction possibilities
inface-to-facetesting, therewere till challengesfor moderators
and test usersin termsof quickly establishing rapportinavirtua
environment. The ability of test users to control the flow of
communication to some degree (ie, choosing whether to use the
camera tool, muting the session momentarily if needed, and
completing the test from any location) meant that “presence’
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apredetermined “ideal” test environment.

Table 2. Examples of benefits and limitations of using Blackboard Collaborate.

Presence factors

Specific examples

Benefits Anonymity

Test users have a sense of control

Authentic use in context

Limitations
or human element in the virtual
space

Quickly establishing rapport and
relationships

Concept of time

Lack of visual cues, “persondity,”

Moderators or test users might be more willing to share honestly or criticaly if lessvisi-
blef/identifiable.

Moderators or test users could mute the session if they wanted to limit noise.
Moderators could employ the “private chat” feature.

Test usershave control of when and where their session was held (some test users completed
testing at home or at work).

Test users could mute the session for reasons such as: check on children, take a phone call,
speak to a coworker, eat.

By having an unstandardized testing approach, the teams were given insightsinto the nature
of technology use in peopl€e's everyday lives and routines. This was valuable information
about how the eHealth interventions being tested might also be used.

Thelack of visual cues led to moderators feeling they were checking in with the test user
morethan necessary. If therewas silence, or no movement on the screen, moderators couldn’t
be sure if the test user was done or just attending to another task.

At times, moderators experienced anxiety about getting technical problems solved quickly
to reduce test user stress and to ensure not too much testing time was taken up by technical
problems. In Project 1, the moderator was on the same campus as some of the test users and
was reguested to come in person to the test user’s office to set up the audio prior to the test
session.

Thetechnical setup took longer than anticipated, so at times moderators felt rushed for time

to complete usability tasks.

Therewas no “clock” tool to help provide test users or moderators with cues about how
much time a task had taken.

Surveillance

Moderators' virtual presence was constant and all-encompassing. Test users’ every click

was monitored and every task was recorded. Moderators felt that the testing context might
have led to feelings of being surveilled, obligations to have opinions, or pressure on test
users to perform as expected.

While all moderators were eager to allay test user anxieties or
help overcome challenges the test users might be experiencing,
they also did not “want to interject too often as the goal of the
session was to identify problems’ [MOD 3]. Tangled
conversation (ie, speaking over each other, unintentionally
interrupting) was exacerbated by technical problemswith audio
and video play that sometimes cut-out completely or lagged,
resulting in episodes of audio speeding up in order to “catch
up” or audio feedback. In Project 1, testing sessions were more
moderator-led, with less time for test users to explore freely
and more structured interaction between the test user and
moderator. Given that usability sessions had atarget time limit
(eg, 90 minutes) moderators needed to manage the sessions
closealy. Itisinteresting that all test users opted out of using the
Simultaneous Camera feature in Blackboard Collaborate,
meaning they did not see the moderator and, therefore, had no
eye contact or body language to inform their communication
strategies. The physical or “personal” disconnection was noted
asanimportant factor in Project 1 morethan in Project 2. Given
that Project 2 had only 1 moderator and 1 test user in each
session, it may be that there was less need for explicit social
feedback to manage orderly conversations even if pausing
frequency was sporadically difficult to gauge:

...it could be pretty quiet...just you therelistening and
they were working through tasks.... You'd need to
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check in and make sure everything was working OK
if they didn't say anything for a while.... | asked
questions, then they asked questions...then | asked
questions. [MOD 3]

Project 2, which incorporated a largely uninterrupted,
free-exploration opportunity for test users, allowed the
moderator to use Blackboard Collaborate as more of a remote
observation tool and less as an interactive communication tool.
AsProject 2 only involved test usersin asingle session with 1
moderator, there was|ess opportunity (or arguably need) to take
advantage of al the advanced communication features. The
moderator observed how the test user was interacting with the
online intervention through a shared desktop and could answer
questions verbally as or if needed. Since there was only 1
moderator and asingle user in each session, the moderator found
there were fewer relational dynamics to manage and fewer
interaction cues to monitor (eg, who was logged in, who was
speaking, who was typing in the chat box).

In Project 1, which had 2 moderators present, each moderator
only had a limited amount of power to direct where the
conversation went. Each moderator in that case was charged
with leading a certain aspect of the test sessions, with priorities
and assumptions in the mix, meaning the exchange could be
pulled in any number of directions. Conversations could jump
around and move away from a topic a moderator was getting
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ready to talk about. In the absence of visual cues, moderators
in Project 1 expected that people might “talk over each other”
at times and were reluctant to interject and be seen as
“disrupting” or “talking over” someone else. Not infrequently,
the moderators and test usersinterrupted each other, but for the
most part there was a comfortable back and forth.

Despite only a small number of people attending usability
sessions, moderators identified conversational challenges.
Moderators from both projects felt remote communication
mediated by the Web-conferencing tool led to more
simultaneous talking and “tangled” conversation. They noted
some difficulties in managing both overenthusiastic and silent
test users along with offering the right level of support during
think-aloud exercises. A moderator from Project 1 provided an
example:

Sometimes you would talk and there was a little
delay...the other person would start talking and it
would get confusing...sometimes[ you] needed to wait
and make sure they were finished talking or else you
would end up talking over and interrupting each
other...and some people werereally chatty and it was
hard to read when to get a word in...to interject and
refocus. [MOD 1]

Theme 3: Moderators Experienced Diverse Technical
Demands but Were Ableto Collaboratively Troubleshoot
With Test Users

Technical considerations related both to the technical
infrastructure aswell asthetechnical competency of moderators
and test users. Although the overall computer competency of
the test users was quite high, many had never used Web
conferencing before. Given that test users were both evaluating
an online eHealth intervention they were unfamiliar with and
using a Web-conferencing tool, technical issues arose and
developing collaborative dial ogue was challenging at times for
moderators. Moderators found that they were not only required
to make more advanced use of the interface during the session,
but aso were ultimately responsible for providing live
troubleshooting support. Moderators described experiencing
the most significant technical difficulties around ensuring high
quality audio (eg, reducing audio feedback, volume, clarity),
software requirements and compatibility issues, and data export
(eg, file format) for further data analysis.

You needed backup plans.... One participant was

supposed to updatetheir JavaScript before the session

but didn't.... We tried for 10 or 15 minutes and

couldn’t get that fixed...[ so] we ended up having them

switch to a different computer altogether.... We were

wasting time. [MOD 1]
Moderators a so expressed acertain degree of stressin “rushing”
or trying to “get through” the usability protocol tasks given
more time than expected had to be spent on technical issues
with some test users. All moderators described instances of
being affected by what they perceived as test user stress and
varying degrees of technical computer competence. Moderators
in Project 1 felt that they:
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...didn’t really have timeto learn and incor porate the
‘bellsand whistles' [ of Blackboard Collaborate] ...like
the emoticons...[which] might have helped
communication, but it would have taken timefor...[ test
userg] to learn how to use them. [MOD 2]

All moderators tended to downplay the overall impact of these
technical issues in terms of the quality of usability results.
Technical inconveniences were primarily experienced during
setup. Moderators al so experienced interactions with test users
that included laughing, light-hearted joking about technical
prowess, and opportunities to empathize with test users around
technical malfunctions.

Discussion

Principal Results

Moderators experiences across both projectsin this study have
identified functional advantages and disadvantages of using
Web-conferencing softwarefor usability testing. Much has been
written about how Web conferencing allows the moderator to
“capitalize” on functionality that supports interaction and
collaboration [29]. However, the need for moderators and test
usersto dividetheir attention among auditory, textual, and visual
material makes high demands on limited working memory and
may result in cognitive overload [30,31]. This kind of
“disciplined improvisation” [32] presented challenges for the
2 eHealth projectswe examined. Traditional usability techniques
such as think-aloud and cognitive walk-through are not easily
applied in dynamic, interruption-prone environments or with
clinica populations who may have complex underlying
motivational, cognitive, or physical challenges [33,34]. Test
users in these contexts are evaluating a health technology that
they are not familiar with viaausability testing mechanism that
isa so unfamiliar, which can create cognitively demanding test
scenarios. Project 1 emphasized the need to consider cognitive
load when developing usability testing methods. This would
suggest that moderators engaged in lengthy usability sessions
need advanced skills and knowledge to navigate the clinical,
technical, online collaboration, and software development
process aspects of the test sessions. Researchers should
acknowledge how human factors not only affect the design and
implementation of health interventions, but also the testing and
vetting processes aswell. The emergence of many new usability
services and processes provide promising technical facilitation
opportunities, but there is a need for more research evidence
about how the nature of these virtual testing environments might
be mediating or moderating results in unexpected ways.

Limitations

The advanced feature set of Blackboard Collaborate (eg, Web
cams, polling, emoticons) might have helped improve
collaboration, but wasn’t pragmatic in short usability testing
sessionslike those described here, where there was limited time
to learn about and devel op competency in all the features. Unlike
a semester-long, Web-conference-delivered course where
facilitators and learners have significant time to develop
proficiency and use the more advanced features of atool, our
short usability sessions required moderators and test users to
quickly adapt and learn the technology. The technical and
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collaborative competencies of the moderator and test users may
be particularly amplified for shorter usability sessionslike those
in our projects.

In this case study, the moderators' challenges in creating and
sustaining social presence and untangling dialogue required
them to draw on their technical and interpersonal communication
skills. Increased levels of interactive complexity require
heightened levels of online collaborative competencies, which
are supported by many online learning models [11] and may
also transfer to remote synchronous usability evaluation
contexts. Emerging research into self-disclosure, group horms
in online communication, and use of strategies to overcome
lack of nonverbal cues in computer-mediated communication
[35,36,37] have potential implications for the reliability and
validity of testing usability of eHealth interventions*in context”
inremote onlinetest environments. New and innovative usability
platforms and services that provide access to massive pools of
standardized test user data are invaluable but are not without
their own limitations and bias. Researchers should not assume
that any given testing strategy (ie, laboratory or remote,
automated or moderated) will remove these challenges
completely. This study highlights some of the human factors
that shape interaction between moderators and test usersin a
Web-conferencetest environment. Given evidencein theonline
learning literature of the relationship between interaction and
perceived effectiveness, user satisfaction, and engagement [38],
it is important to better understand how interaction patterns
observed in moderated remote testing might affect interpretation
of usability results and ultimately influence design decisions
made asaresult. A more rigorous research program in thefield
of moderating usability testing for eHealth interventions could
lead to improved training, the development of better testing
toolg/platforms, and more refined usability measures.

Findings suggest that moderators of usability sessions face
diverse technical demands but are, if experienced with the
technology, ableto collaboratively troubleshoot with test users.
Research suggests that some of these interaction challenges
create additional stressfor moderators. Moderators might infer
that test users need assistance, but it can be difficult to know
when to interject or offer support [39] without confounding
usability test results. While some would suggest that anonexpert
moderator’s failure to understand subtle features of the tool or
its use might have a crippling impact on the usability session,
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wefound that, generally, test users and moderators demonstrated
considerable technical and collaborative competencies to
preempt technical challenges or troubleshoot and resolveissues
together during the sessions. Perhaps ironically, technical
challenges seemed to create opportunitiesto show empathy and
humanize the moderator-tester relationship—particularly inthe
first few minutes of the test session when rapport wasjust being
established.

Conclusions

If current trends continue, the general population will become
increasingly familiar with Web-conferencing tools through
formal education [40]. Moderators will increasingly require
online collaborative skills to navigate test user needs, resolve
technical challenges, and accommodate “real life’ events that
may unexpectedly appear during the testing process. As
competencies with Web conferencing increase, many of the
issues highlighted in this paper might be overcome and the
benefits of remote testing more easily realized.

It may be helpful to formally investigate the relationships
between moderators experiences and their personal
characteristics (including previous usability experience and
private theories about “good design”) to help researchers
understand how to best prepare moderatorsto support test users
in virtual environments. While laboratory settings alow for
more experimental control and collection of various types of
data, these settingslack the realism of afield setting and deeper
engagement from potential end usersinto hedonic quality factors
that impact satisfaction [41]. “How-to” books and resourcesfor
facilitating and moderating usability sessions and training
programs for usability testers are becoming more accessible,
but published peer-reviewed research on moderator experiences
is lacking. Insights from moderator-focused studies might be
advantageous in designing test environments that put less
cognitive burden on all test scenario test users. Comparative
research is also needed to better understand how cognitive load
and technical competence might moderate results in remote
versus in-person usability testing [42]. Understanding a
moderator’s role in usability testing, as well as the influences
and impacts their role can have, requires a sociotechnical
framework that accounts for the complex interactions between
human behavior and actions and the tools and technologies in
the environment [43].
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Abstract

Background: Web-delivered interventions are afeasible approach to health promotion. However, if awebsiteis poorly designed,
difficult to navigate, and has technical bugs, it will not be used as intended. Usability testing prior to evaluating a website’'s
benefits can identify barriers to user engagement and maximize future use.

Objective: We devel oped a Web-delivered intervention called Diabetes M edication Adherence Promotion (Diabetes MAP) and
used a mixed-methods approach to test its usability prior to evaluating its efficacy on medication adherence and glycemic control
in arandomized controlled trial.

Methods: We recruited English-speaking adults with type 2 diabetes mellitus (T2DM) from an academic medical center who
were prescribed diabetes medications. A trained research assistant administered a baseline survey, collected medical record
information, and instructed participants on how to access Diabetes MAP. Participants were asked to use the site independently
for 2 weeks and to provide survey and/or focus group feedback on their experience. We analyzed survey data descriptively and
gualitative data thematically to identify participants’ favorable and unfavorable experiences, characterize usability concerns, and
solicit recommendations for improving Diabetes MAP,

Results: Enrolled participants (N=32) were an average of 51.7 + 11.8 years old, 66% (21/32) femal e, 60% (19/32) non-Hispanic
White, 88% (28/32) had more than 12 years of education, half had household incomes over $50,000, and 78% (25/32) were
privately insured. Average duration of diagnosed diabeteswas 7.8 + 6.3 years, average Alc was 7.4 £ 2.0, and 38% (12/32) were
prescribed insulin. Of enrolled participants, 91% (29/32) provided survey and/or focus group feedback about Diabetes MAP. On
the survey, participants agreed website information was clear and easy to understand, but in focus groupsthey reported navigational
challenges and difficulty overcoming user errors (eg, entering datain an unspecified format). Participants also reported difficulty
accessing the site and, once accessed, using all of its features. Participants recommended improving the site’s user interface to
facilitate quick, efficient accessto all features and content.

Conclusions: Adults with T2DM rated the Diabetes MAP website favorably on surveys, but focus groups gave more in-depth
feedback on the user experience (eg, difficulty accessing the site, maximizing all of the site’sfeatures and content, and recovering
from errors). Appropriate usability testing methods ensure Web-delivered interventions work as intended and any benefits are
not diminished by usability challenges.

(JMIR Human Factors 2016;3(1):€13) doi:10.2196/humanfactors.5177
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Introduction

Methods

Among adults with type 2 diabetes (T2DM), approximately 1
in 3 do not take their medications as prescribed [1], and
nonadherence is associated with suboptimal glycemic control
[2], hospitalizations[3,4], and pre-mature death [4,5]. Very few
interventions improve medi cation adherence, and among those
that do, effects are generally small [6]. Moreover, most
efficacious interventions have been delivered face-to-face,
making them more labor-intensive and less feasible in busy
clinic settings [7]. An estimated 84% of adults in the United
States use the Internet [8], so the automated nature of
Web-delivered interventions makes them a more feasible
alternative to face-to-face approaches[9].

Web-delivered interventions have mixed effects on health
behaviors [10-12] and varied effects on glycemic control
[13,14]. Wide variahility in both the time spent using websites
and how they are used may explain their mixed effects on health
behaviorsand outcomes[15]. Website engagement varieswidely
between studies [16,17], and more engagement is often
associated with greater improvement in outcomes [18,19]. A
fundamental determinant of website engagement isawebsite’s
usability [20], or how easy a user interfaceisto use.

The evaluation of a website’'s usability is necessary before
testing its potential efficacy on health behaviors and outcomes
[21]. Website usability is the extent to which users can
effectively, efficiently, and satisfactorily interact with awebsite
[22]. Six factors determine a site’s usability, including (1) an
intuitive design (ie, the siteis easy to understand and navigate),
(2) its ease of learning (ie, how quickly a user can learn basic
site tasks), (3) its efficiency of use (ie, how quickly a user can
complete site tasks), (4) its error frequency and severity (ie,
how often users make errors, the seriousness of the errors, and
how users recover from errors), (5) its memorability (ie, how
well a user can remember the site to use it effectively in the
future), and (6) its subjective satisfaction (ie, how much the
user enjoys using the site) [22]. Usability testing focuses on
measuring awebsite's capacity to excel in each of these 6 areas.

Usahility testing ensures a Web-delivered intervention works
asintended, so the target audience uses it to the degree needed
toreapitspotential benefits[15]. Usability testing studies often
employ quantitative surveys, but a qualitative approach can
reveal more usability problemsand concernsthan surveysalone
[21,23]. A mixed-methods approach includes both and provides
a comprehensive assessment of website usability. Therefore,
we used a mixed-methods approach focused on the 6 usability
areas[22] to: (1) identify the favorable and unfavorabl e aspects
of the Diabetes Medication Adherence Promotion (Diabetes
MAP) website, including its usability challenges, and (2) solicit
ideas for improving the site’s usability prior to evaluating its
impact on medication adherence and glycemic control in a
randomized controlled trial.

http://humanfactors.jmir.org/2016/1/e13/

Diabetes MAP Intervention

Diabetes MAP is a self-guided, Web-delivered intervention
designed to promote medication adherence among patientswith
T2DM. Diabetes MAP's content is grounded in the
Information-Motivation-Behavioral skills (IMB) model of
medication adherence [24,25]. Studies in diabetes [24,25] and
other chronic disease contexts (eg, HIV) [26] suggest apatient’s
medication adherence depends on his or her adherence-related
information, motivation to take medications, and
adherence-related behavioral skills. Therefore, DiabetesMAP's
intervention content addresses user-specific barriersto adherence
in each of these domains. Upon registering for an account and
logging in to the Diabetes MAP site, users are asked to create
a medication list by searching for RxNorm-generated
medications. Next, they are asked a series of questionsto assess
their medication adherence-related information, motivation,
and behavioral skillsbarriers. Entered medications and responses
to these questions popul ate a separate page titled, My Tailored
Tools (Figure 1, Top Panel). This page responds to a user’'s
early inputs (eg, medications entered, barriers to adherence)
with a toolbox of tailored regimen-specific and IMB-model
based intervention content.

My Tailored Tools houses 30 educational videos and 11 pieces
of static content to enhance user-specific adherence-related
information, motivation, and behavioral skills. Informational
content isboth medication class-specific (eg, avideo onthe key
facts about metformin and how it worksin the body for patients
prescribed metformin, avideo of how insulin worksin the body
for patients prescribed insulin) and conveys the importance of
adherence for glycemic control and preventing complications
(eg, avideo showing the complications that can occur from not
taking medications as prescribed). Motivational content is
intended to enhance patients' personal and social motivation
for adherence (eg, a video on how to overcome one's fear of
needles, static content presenting strategies for soliciting social
support for adherence). Finaly, behavioral skills content
provides practical “how to” advice to ensure successful
adherence (eg, a video with step-by-step instruction on how to
inject insulin, avideo on how to store insulin).

The Diabetes MAP website has additional capabilities. Its
features (ie, functionality built into the site to enhance the user
experience) alow users to perform various tasks (ie, clearly
defined assignmentsto complete within awebsite). For example,
upon creating a medication list, users can print and email this
list, learn about each medication listed, set up medication dosing
and refill reminders sent as text messagesto their mobile phone
(Figure 1, Bottom Panel), and connect to a patient portal account
(ie, My Health at Vanderbilt) to communicate with healthcare
providers about medication side effects and prescription
reauthorizations via secure messaging. As noted above, users
can also complete an IMB model-based barriers-to-adherence
assessment and view user-specific educational videos and
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content to address users IMB model-based barriers. Finally,
the website includes navigational videos explaining the site's
features and giving instructions on how to complete tasks.
Diabetes MAP was not designed for a specific user, but we
made design choices to account for potential literacy, visual,

Nelson et al

and auditory limitations of all users. Such choices include
presenting ssimplified languagein large font, the option to watch
and/or listen to videos or read video scripts, and a full-screen
option to improve video visihility.

Figure 1. Top Panel: Diabetes MAP screenshot of the My Tailored Tools page presenting videos and content to address a user's barriers to adherence.
Bottom Panel: Diabetes MAP screenshot of the page where a user can set up text message medication reminders.
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Participants and Recruitment

To test the usability of the Diabetes MAP site, we recruited
English-speaking adults from an academic medical center who
were diagnosed with T2DM, prescribed diabetes medications,
and had Internet accessto participate in amixed-methods study.
Recruitment strategiesincluded advertisements about the study,
referrals from healthcare providers, medical center listserv
announcements, and approaching patients waiting in an adult
diabetes specialty clinic or adult primary care clinic. The total
number of participants enrolled (N=32) reached the target
enrollment for qualitative (at least 5) and quantitative (at least
20) usability testing [27,28]. The Institutional Review Board at

http://humanfactors.jmir.org/2016/1/e13/

XSL-FO

RenderX

Vanderbilt University Medical Center approved al study
procedures prior to participant enrollment.

Procedures

A trained research assistant (RA) scheduled interested and
eligible participants to meet individually in a private room at
themedical center. The RA administered (1) informed consent,
(2) asurvey by reading survey items and response options out
loud or by distributing one available in paper-pencil format or
electronic format via Research Data Capture (REDCap™) [29]
that could be completed independently, and (3) a 1-page
instruction guide on how to locate and accessthe DisbetesMAP
website, which each participant was asked to independently use
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for 2 weeks. With permission, the RA also reviewed each
participant’s medical record to collect clinical data.

We used Mouseflow ApS™ to measure participants use of
Diabetes MAP. After 2 weeks, the RA invited participants to
provide feedback on the site’s usability by completing a
20-minute survey and attending a 60-minute focus group session.
The survey could be completed in REDCap™ viaan email link
or in-person immediately before the focus group session. A
trained focus group facilitator used semistructured a priori
guestions to assess participants experiences with Diabetes
MAP, demonstrate the site on a projector screen, and elicit
responses and impressions of the site. Thismethod is consi stent
with the pluralistic walkthrough approach to usability testing
that involves stepping through a system with usersto understand
their perceptions of and experienceswith asystem[30,31]. The
pluralistic walkthrough approach reveal susers' uncertainty with
asystem’sfeatures and tasks better than other usability methods
[31]. We asked participants if they had challenges with using
the site, their most and least favorite aspects of the site, their
perceived benefits of using the site, and any recommendations
they had for improving it. All sessions were audio-recorded.
Recordings were transcribed verbatim and de-identified prior
to analyses. We compensated participants up to $155 for
completing a survey at enrollment ($25), using Diabetes MAP
(%8 per hour, up to 10 hours), completing the follow-up survey
($15), and participating in afocus group ($35).

M easures

Demographic Characteristics

Demographic information included participants’ age, gender,
race/ethnicity, years of education, annual household income,
and health insurance status. We asked participantswhether they
owned amobile phone and used text messaging with their phone
to better understand participants' reasons for setting up or not
setting up medication dosing and refill text message reminders
in Diabetes MAP.

Clinical Characteristics

Participants self-reported duration of diagnosed diabetes in
years and months, and the number and type of diabetes
medications prescribed, including insulin. The RA reviewed
each participant’smedical record to confirmaT2DM diagnosis
and the quantity and type of prescribed medications, and to
collect participants’ most recent glycated hemoglobin Alc test
result to characterize the sample’'s glycemic control.

Website Usage

We assessed participants' website usage with data logged by
Mouseflow ApS™. Specifically, we assessed the total number
of days usersinitiated a session by logging into Diabetes MAP,
the total number of minutes users were logged into Diabetes
MAP (ie, from the time they created an account until the study

http://humanfactors.jmir.org/2016/1/e13/
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was over), and the average number of minutes logged in per
days logged in. We also captured whether users set up text
message reminders to take their medications or refill
prescriptions.

Usability

We assessed Diabetes MAP's usability with 10 items adapted
from the Computer System Usability Questionnaire (CSUQ)
[32]. Because the CSUQ assesses the subjective usability of a
general computer system, we adapted its items to specify the
subjective usability of Diabetes MAP. Example items include:
“Overall, it waseasy tolearnto use DiabetesMAP” and “When
| make a mistake in Diabetes MAP, | recover easily and
quickly.” Response options ranged from 1 (strongly disagree)
to 5 (strongly agree), with higher scores indicating more
favorable usability ratings.

Data Analyses

We used SPSS version 21.0 to summarize quantitative data
using means and standard deviations (SD), or frequencies and
percentages as appropriate. We used selective coding [33] to
identify focus group comments and conversations [34]
addressing the 6 areas of website usability: (1) intuitive design,
(2) ease of learning, (3) efficiency of use, (4) error frequency
and severity, (5) memorability, and (6) subjective satisfaction
[22]. First, we read focus group transcripts in their entirety,
highlighting participant comments related to opinions about,
experiences with, and suggestions for Diabetes MAP. Next, we
integrated similar comments into categories. After an iterative
process of integration and refinement, we mapped categories
of responses onto each usahility area. Units of analysisincluded
single participant comments and multi-participant conversations
reporting similar or different experiences with the site and
suggestions for improving the Diabetes MAP user experience
(eg, strategic placement of instructions, features and Web
content).

Results

The sample (N=32) was on average 51.7 + 11.8 years of age.
Most were female (66%, 21/32), non-Hispanic White (NHW;
60%, 19/32), had at least some college education (88%, 28/32),
and were privately insured (78%, 25/32); half had incomes
above $50,000 (Table 1). The average HbA1lc was 7.4% + 2.0%,
and 38% (12/32) wereon insulin. Most participants (91%, 29/32)
provided feedback about Diabetes MAP viasurvey and/or focus
group participation (up to 5 participants per group). The
characteristics of our sample reflect the characteristics of the
academic medical center patient population in which they were
recruited from [35]. The medical center patient population is
predominately NHW (74%), well-educated (ie, over 90% having
education beyond a high school degree), with relatively high
incomes, and private insurance (93%) [35].
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Table 1. Participant characteristics (N=32).

Nelson et al

Characteristic Mean + SD or n (%) Range
Age y 51.7+118 26.7-73.4
Female 21 (66)
Race/ethnicity White (non-Hispanic) 19 (60)

Black (non-Hispanic) 8(25)

Hispanic 3(9

Asian 2(6)
Education, y 16.3+28 12.0-24.0
Annua household income Less than $14,999 3(9

$15,000 to $24,999 4(13)

$25,000 to $49,999 9(28)

$50,000 to $74,999 7(22)

$75,000 or more 9(28)
Insurance status Private insurance 25 (78)

TennCare/Medicare 6(19)

No insurance 1(3)
Own amobile phone 32 (100)
Text message with phone 26 (81.3)
Diabetes duration, y 7.8+£6.3 0.0-20.0
Number of diabetes medications 18+0.8 1.0-4.0
Prescribed insulin 12 (38)
Alc (n=31)% 74+20 49-158

@0ne participant did not have an Alc test result in the medical record at the time of data collection.

Among all participantsenrolled in the study, the average number
of daysuserslogged into the site was 4.2 + 4.2 days during the
2-week period. The average number of hours logged into the
site was 4.3 + 4.8 hours, and the average time logged in per
dayslogged in was 56.6 + 47.2 minutes. Five participants (16%)
set up text message reminders to take their medications and 4
participants (13%) set up text message reminders to refill their
prescriptions.

Quantitative Feedback

On the survey, participants rated Diabetes MAP's usability
above average (ie, scores of >3 on a 5-point scale) on each of
the 10items(Table 2). Thetotal usability rating averaged across
all items was 3.86 + 0.90. We also mapped each survey item
onto the usability area it most closely reflected. As shown in
Table 2, participants rated the understandability of the site’s
information (ie, intuitive design), the clarity of the site's
information (ie, intuitive design), and the pleasantness of
interacting with the site (ie, subjective satisfaction) the most
favorably. In contrast, participants rated the ease and quickness

http://humanfactors.jmir.org/2016/1/e13/

of recovering from mistakes (ie, error frequency and severity),
the effectiveness of the site’'s information in helping users
completetasks (ie, efficiency of use), and the ease of navigating
the site (ie, intuitive design) the least favorably (Table 2).

Qualitative Feedback: Usability Areas

Across 9 focus groups, participants shared experiences using
Diabetes MAP, including concerns about its usability and
recommendations for improvement. Of the 24 unique usability
concernsreported, 14 concernswere mentioned in thefirst focus
group and another 6 concerns were mentioned in the second
focus group. By the fourth focus group, 95% of al unique
usability concerns had been reported. Generally, participants
experienceswith DiabetesMAP were similar across age, gender,
race/ethnicity, education, and income. Table 3 presents each
unique concern organized by usability area[22] and the number
of focus groups it was mentioned in. The 6 areas of website
usability [22] provide aframework for examining participants
usability concerns and recommendations for improvement.
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Table 2. Survey items assessing Diabetes MAP's usability, ranked most to least favorably.

Related Usability Area  Respondents®?, n Mean + SD
Theinformation provided in Diabetes MAP is easy to understand. Intuitive Design 28 43+0.7
The information (such as help videos, on-screen messages, €tc.) pro-  Intuitive Design 27 42+0.8
vided in Diabetes MAP is clear.
My user interaction(s) with Diabetes MAP are pleasant. Subjective Satisfaction 27 40+£0.9
Overall, it was easy to learn to use Diabetes MAP. Ease of Learning 28 39+10
Overdl, | feel comfortable using Diabetes MAP. Subjective Satisfaction 28 39+10
It iseasy to find the tools and information that | need. Intuitive Design 27 3809
The organization of information in Diabetes MAP is clear. Intuitive Design 27 3.8+0.9
It is easy to navigate the Diabetes MAP website. Intuitive Design 29 3.6+£09
The information provided in Diabetes MAP is effective in helping Efficiency of Use 27 36109
me compl ete tasks on the website.
When | make a mistake in Diabetes MAP, | recover easily and Error Frequency and 26 35+09
quickly. Severity

@\ umber of participants providing a response for each item on ascale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
bSome participants indicated items were “Not Applicable’ to their experience.

Table 3. Participants' concerns with Diabetes MAP by usability area.

Usability Areas Concern Number of Focus Groups
Reporting Concern

Intuitive Design The site’s layout and content placement was confusing 4
Unnecessary scrolling required to access site features and tasks
Difficult to explore the site using the navigation menu
Unclear how entering information into site tailored the user experience
Unclear how to minimize navigational videos
Location of navigational videos was confusing
Ease of learning Instructions for accessing and using the site were unclear
Directions for use within the site were unclear
Navigational videos did not help with accessing features/completing tasks
Navigational videos dysfunctional
Efficiency of Use Unable to save progress with completing tasks
Website pages took along timeto load
Difficult to select time-zone using worldwide map
Automatically logged out of siteif stopping use for 20 minutes
Website not compatible with other digital devices (eg, iPads®)
Difficult to scroll through different site windows

Error Frequency and Website not compatible with different browsers

Severity Error messages encountered whiletrying to log in
Difficult to search for medication namesin medication list
Difficult to search for medication doses in medication list
Technical support was required to use website
Memorability The site’s purpose was unclear

Website URL was confusing and made accessing the site difficult

N W A P W WO NP, NMNDNDNWW PR, WOW PSSP P P W W

Subjective Satisfac-  The site had a non-user-friendly interface
tion
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I ntuitive Design

An intuitively designed website is easy to navigate and
understand [22]. When users understand a site's layout and
purpose, they can effortlessly explore it. The focus group
facilitator demonstrated how all of Diabetes MAP's features
and tasks were intended to work, but some participants did not
fully understand the site when they used it independently. For
example, some participants said Diabetes MAP's navigational
videos were pleasant and helpful, but others said these videos
distracted them from engaging with the most important aspects
of the site. Some were unaware navigational videos were even
available.

| didn't even realize there was a video connected to
[the image] until you pointed out that arrowhead.
[62-year-old NHW mal€]

In another instance, participants were unclear how information
they entered into the site affected their user experience. For
example, data entered at account creation (eg, entering one's
time zone and mobile phone number) impacts functionality
elsewhere on the site (eg, receiving text message medication
reminders in the appropriate time zone), and data entered into
the IM B model-based barriers-to-adherence assessment impacts
what videos and content are available for viewing in a user’s
My Tailored Tools section of the site. As a result, some
participants did not access or use certain parts of the site.

It was also common for participantsto miss out on site features
and functions entirely (eg, the option to print one’s medication
list or set up text message reminders) because they were unable
to locate them.

I am really frustrated because | would have loved
[text messagereminders] . I'mserious. Wherewasit?
[55-year-old African American/Black female]

Related to this issue were concerns with navigating between
different types of content in Diabetes MAP. It was common for
participants to describe difficulty reading task instructions,
viewing educational videos, and using features on a single
webpage. In 1 focus group, participants commiserated with one
participant who said she could have used more assistance with
exploring the site:

| [would have liked] more instructions to help

navigate [the medication list] and clearly accessthe

site. [26-year-old Hispanic femal€]
Unintuitive design issues such as this one made it difficult for
participants to successfully use and fully engage with Diabetes
MAP.

Ease of Learning

Ease of learning refers to how fast new users of awebsite can
learn and accomplish basic site tasks [22]. Focus group
participants reported barriers to learning how to use Diabetes
MAP, noting the site lacked clear, comprehensive instructions
on how to perform certain tasks. When participants lacked the
necessary information to accomplish basic tasks, they became
frustrated.

[1] wasted a lot of time.... It had dragged on for 2 or
3 days when | could have actually been using [the
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site] and | had to contact you, which | didn’t really
want to haveto do. It wasfrustrating, to say the least,
and | just felt like, “ What's wrong with me? What's
wrong with my computer?” [55-year-old African
American/Black female]
Other participants voiced confusion without frustration such as
this participant who said the directions to enter one's
medications were confusing.

It wasn’t a huge challenge, but in the medication list,
it didn't specify if it wanted you to put in just your
diabetes medicine or other medicines, so | put in all
my medicines.... It would have been niceif it was more
specific. [27-year-old NHW femalg]

In the most extreme cases, some participants said the
navigational videosdid not help them, particularly when videos
did not work. When asked about these videos, members of 1
focus group were united in their unsuccessful experience.

| never could get [the video] to play. [35-year-old
NHW female]

And | couldn’'t either, and...I thought maybe it was
my computer, but it wasn't, it was[thevideos] | guess.
[47-year-old, African American/Black femaleg]

Efficiency of Use

Efficiency of use refers to how quickly a user can complete
website tasks [22]. Some participants reported difficulty
completing tasks in Diabetes MAP in a timely and efficient
way. Thiswasin part dueto variability in website |oading times
on certain devices.

| felt like it was a little heavy to start with... iPads®

can open it, but [it] needs a lot of time, even though

I have high speed [Internet]. When you open it [on

the] iPad®, you can't get some clips unless you are

[using] adesktop or laptop. [35-year-old NHW mal€]
Other participants speculated loading delays were due to the
size and volume of videos being streamed.

[ The navigational and educational] videostake a lot
of feed. It takes forever to load, and when you click
[one], it doesn't immediately work. [32-year-old
NHW female]
In some instances, participants were unable to save their
progress on a task to revisit it and complete it later. The site
also logs users out who are logged in, but who do not use the
sitefor 20 minutes, which resulted in several participantslosing
task progress for partial completion.

If you do half of it, and you try to do something else,

and the computer freezes or logs you out, you have

to start all over again. Is there a possible way—’'m

sure there is—to save it and come back to it to finish

it? [55-year-old NHW mal€]
Finaly, some participants felt certain tasks were overly
complicated and time-consuming. For example, the site asks
users to select their time zone on a worldwide map instead of
from amore efficient drop-down menu.

JMIR Human Factors 2016 | vol. 3| iss. 1 e13 | p.77
(page number not for citation purposes)


http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/

JMIR HUMAN FACTORS

When it got to the time zone, and that little map came
up...I wasthinking if they had a drop down for [it]—it
would probably be easier—instead of a map.
[47-year-old African American/Black female]

Error Freguency and Severity

Error frequency and severity refers to how often users make
errors, the seriousness of the errors, and how usersrecover from
errors[22]. Many participants encountered Web browser issues,
made mistakes during task completion, and received error
messages they did not understand or could not overcome. User
errors began when first attempting to access the site. Despite
receiving written instructions on the Web browser requirements
for accessing Diabetes MAR, participantsin 7 of 9focus groups
reported browser-related problems, and subsequent error
messages. In some cases, this led participants to stop trying to
access the site altogether.

It was really weird. | have multiple browsers of

Internet Explorer®, and | kept trying to change them,

thinking maybe I'm just not using the right

compatibility thing. Finally, | waslike, “ OK, I'mjust

not going to look at this [website]” [26-year-old

Hispanic femalg]
Errors while creating and logging in to user accounts were
mentioned in 6 out of 9 focus groups. To create an account,
users are required to enter personal information using several
entry methods including text fields and drop-down menus. If
information is entered incorrectly, usersreceive error messages
preventing further access. The recovery time needed to
overcome these errors varied between participants. When
participants were unable to access Diabetes MAP, some enlisted
professional and nonprofessional technical support.

| just happened to know this computer guy who was
coming in my [office] to do some other work and |
asked him ... | said, “ Can you get this website up?”
It took himawhile, and thisisall this man doesisIT
work. [55-year-old NHW femal €]

Other participants reached out to study personnel who answered
guestions and provided remote assistance consistent with the
written instructions participants were provided on how to access
the site. Participants who encountered errors and did not seek
assistance reported frustration and wasted time, causing some
to give up using the site altogether.

Memorability

A website with memorability is one users can remember well
enough to useit effectively in the future[22]. The memorability
of Diabetes MAP was primarily hindered by itsconfusing URL.
The Web address was lengthy, unintuitive, and included
different types of punctuation and acronyms. Several participants
mentioned difficulty with accessing the site specifically because
of the URL. It was common for participants who forgot or
mistyped the URL to search for the words “Diabetes MAP” in
a search engine or in the search bar on the medical center’'s
homepage. These troubleshooting techniques led users to
incorrect websites and information. For example, participants
who searched “ DiabetesM AP’ within search engineswere often
misdirected, leading some to online geographic maps of diabetes
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treatment facilitiesrather than theintended website intervention.
Similar issues occurred when searching for the site on the
medical center’s homepage, as described by this participant:

| searched for Diabetes MAP on the medical center’s
site and got directions for how to get to the Diabetes
Center. [55-year-old NHW male]

Despite being both told about the website’ sintent and receiving
an instructional handout with this information, participantsin
nearly haf of thefocus group sessionsfelt the website's purpose
was confusing. In some cases participants forgot Diabetes
MAP's purpose atogether, which led to using the website in
unintended and ineffective ways.

| didn't evenrealizeit wasjust for taking medications
until we cameto thisfocus group. [55-year-old NHW
female]

Subjective Satisfaction

Subjective satisfaction is determined by how much the user
enjoys using the website [22]. While discussing participants
overall experience with using Diabetes MAP, afew participants
mentioned concerns with the site's user interface. These
participants said Diabetes MAP was difficult to operate and
understand, and therefore unenjoyable to use. One participant
expressed his frustration with Diabetes MAP's user interface:

I’'m not an IT person, but I'm a supervisor in my
department, and | do not have a problem [with
computersg].... But thisone over here, it waslike going
against a brick wall, OK? It was not user-friendly,
whatsoever. [55-year-old NHW mal€]

Itisimportant to note that subjective satisfaction concernswere
limited and mentioned in only 2 of the 9 focus groups.
Participants who successfully accessed the site’s features and
tasks enjoyed it. Participants across focus groups highlighted
several positive aspects of the website;

[ Diabetes MAP] reinforced some of thethings | knew,
but also gave me some new information, so | thought
that was very good— really enjoyed the educational
features. | thought they were very helpful, [such as]
what [medications do] to your body [and] how to
take your medications. [55-year-old African
American/Black femalg]

| liked the skills [section], where it showed those 4
people and their tips on when to take the medicine.
[61-year-old African American/Black female]

| liked the My [Tailored] Tools part— liked being
ableto read about you know, the consequences of not
taking care of yourself when you have diabetes. . .they
had some tips that | found...helpful. | love the text
message nhotifications—that has increased my
compliance. [27-year-old NHW femal€]

Participant Recommendations

When participants voiced concerns about Diabetes MAP, they
also gave suggestions for improving it. Common across all
suggestions was a request for more simplicity and flexibility
within the site. To improve the site’s ease of learning and
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efficiency of use, participants wanted more straightforward
methods for accessing the site's components. They suggested
strategically placing instructions, features, and Web content in
easily recognizable ways. Some participants wanted specific
features to be accessible on every page, or clearly designated
on their own page. For example, participants liked the idea of
a page dedicated to setting up text message reminders. On this
page, previously entered medication information (ie, name,
dosage) would appear and users could set up remindersfor when
to take specific medications and order prescription refills.

Toimprovethe site’sintuitive design, participants recommended
the navigational videos be minimized or eliminated entirely.

[The navigational video] is a distraction for me
because if | have to scroll down for whatever | have
to do, it would be better for me if the video came up
onceyou clickit, and isthen minimized. [43-year-old
Asian male]

Additionally, in referenceto the site'smemorability, participants
recommended using asimple and recognizable URL that iseasy
to locate with an online search. They aso wanted Diabetes
MAP’s purpose to be clear while using it (eg, spelling out the
Diabetes MAP acronym and including images of diabetes
medications throughout the website).

Participants wanted a simplified, streamlined Diabetes MAP
user experience. In order to improve the site’'s error frequency
and severity, participants recommended increasing compatibility
across multiple browsers, including older versions of commonly
used Web browsers. Additionally, they requested the ability to
use Diabetes MAP across multiple digital devices without
loading time delays. They also stressed the importance of clear
and accessible resources for user support (eg, the ability to
contact study staff directly if they had issues or questions, an
accessible and searchable help resource on the website itself).
Finally, participants wanted functional, useful,, and easy to recall
navigational videosto further facilitate learning how to use the
site.

Those who reported some dissati sfaction, but generally endorsed
the utility of Diabetes MAP, felt it might be more appropriate
for certain types of patients with diabetes. For example, some
users diagnosed with diabetes for a longer period of time felt
the website might be particularly helpful for newly diagnosed
patients. Other users suggested the website might be more useful
for younger, more technology-proficient patients who prefer
technol ogy-delivered information as opposed to moretraditional
print materials.

Discussion

Principal Results

Usabhility testing is issue-focused and designed to assess the
extent to which users can easily, efficiently, and effectively
perform tasks with a technical system. We employed a
mixed-methods approach to understand the challenges of using
aWeb-delivered medication adherence promotion intervention
called Diabetes M AP, Participantswith diabetes provided ratings
and descriptions of their experiences using the website, as well
as recommendations for improving it. On surveys, participants
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agreed Diabetes MAP was hel pful and easy to use, but, infocus
groups, they mentioned 24 unique user concernsrelated to each
of the 6 factors determining website usability [22].

Our quantitative results are comparable to other usability studies
employing the CSUQ, in that total ratings were above average
[36,37]. When comparing survey items rated most to least
favorably with focus group comments, there were instances
when survey ratings and quotes were discordant and concordant.
For example, participantsrated the understandability and clarity
of the site’ sinformation and the pleasantness of interacting with
the site most favorably on surveys, yet, in focus groups, severa
participants expressed frustration with understanding how to
complete tasks and navigate the website (ie, issues with the
site’sease of learning and intuitive design). Alternatively, many
positive statements about the val ue of the site’sinformation and
features (ie, subjective satisfaction) support these high ratings.
Participants rated the ease and quickness of recovering from
mistakes least favorably on surveys; focus group comments
about error frequency and severity align with this low rating.
In reconciling these inconsi stencies and consistencies, it appears
that while some participants had issues with understanding,
navigating, and accessing Diabetes MAP, participants who
successfully accessed the site, said it was enjoyable and hel pful.

Recent usability studies of Web-delivered interventions for
T2DM self- management yield results comparable to ours. In
their evaluation of a Web-based dietary intervention, Ramadas
et a found positive ratings of a website's usability based on
survey items; however, this study did not use qualitative
assessments [38]. Alternatively, Yu et a used focus groups to
examine the usability of their self-management website [39]
and identified several of the same usability concerns we did
with Diabetes MAP. Namely, participants mentioned issues
with thewebsite layout and organization, navigation, dataentry,
and language [39]. Although these issues can be applied to
Web-delivered interventions generally, usability testing also
reveals issues specific to a certain website [39].

Our research highlights the value of using mixed methods for
usability testing. Had we relied on only survey data, we would
have incomplete information on Diabetes MAP's usability.
Collecting qualitative data as part of usability testing reveals
insights on unanticipated challenges and ideas for improving a
site [21]. Additionaly, involving members from the target
audienceis critical to understanding any unique needs of users
for whom the site is intended [40]. The total time logged into
Diabetes MAP during the 2-week period varied considerably
across users. In a similar usability study, Heinrich et al had
participants use a diabetes education site for 2 weeks, and
participants visited the site an average of 3.6 + 2.7 times and
spent an average of 58.0 £ 56.1 total minutes on the site [41].
Compensation for time spent on the site was not reported. In
our study, the more time spent using Diabetes MAP may reflect
compensating participants per hour of use. Despite this, our
qualitative results suggest some participants were discouraged
from logging in more often because of the usahility issues they
encountered.

The US Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) has
set forth peer-reviewed guidelinesfor improving thedesign and
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usability of websites [42]. Taking into consideration these
guidelines and the results of our usability study, we identified
key principles for website creation to promote an optimal user
experience. First, it is crucial to employ both simplicity and
clarity in Web design. Diabetes M AP userswere often confused
about how to complete tasks and navigate the site both because
they encountered user errors and the layout was unintuitive.
HHS suggests standardizing tasks to be performed in asimilar
way so tasks can be reliably repeated [42]. When requesting
users to enter information, a standard entry format should be
used across tasks (eg, drop-down boxes). Additionally, to
account for working memory limitations, content from 1 page
that need be remembered on other pages should carry over to
those pages [42]. Finaly, using simplified and familiar
terminology for aURL and website featureswill minimize user
confusion and frustration.

Our second principle is to design websites with the goal of
keeping users informed and aware of website processes. As a
general observation from our focus groups, users became
frustrated with unanticipated incidents (eg, long downloading
times, automatically being logged out). In some cases, it may
not be possibleto reducethe size of apageto minimizethetime
it takes for a webpage to load [42]. However, a website can
notify users of the time required to download an image and/or
supply progress indicators (eg, an hourglass) to communicate
awaiting period and its duration [42]. In either case, the user
expects additional time instead of wondering how long to wait.
HHS al so recommendswarning usersif apageisgoingto “time
out,” so they can request extra time if needed [42]. Websites
should also provide assistance to users who need additional help
and ensure users are aware of this assistance. Resources should
be easily accessible on the site, such as links providing more
information about site content and a section for frequently asked
questions [42].

Limitations

There are limitations to our study. Because we recruited our
sample from a single academic medical center, our findings
may not generalize to other patient populations. However, our
sampl e characteristics map onto the academic medical center’'s
patient population for whom Diabetes MAP was designed for.
Additionally, although we were able to track time spent using
Diabetes MAP, we were unable to track how participants used
their Vanderbilt patient portal account because the two websites
are not integrated. Considering the recent advancement of
patient-provider communication in Web-delivered interventions,
it will be valuable to track usage with this type of feature in
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future studies. Another limitation isthe reliance on retrospective
self-reports of users experiences with Diabetes MAP.
Furthermore, the range from when a participant used Diabetes
MAP to when he/she participated in afocus group session was
14-88 days. Other usability testing methods, such asthink-aloud
protocols, cognitive walk-throughs, and remote user testing
facilitate real-time data collection of user interactions with a
system [30]. No single usability evaluation method can capture
all usability problems [43]. While think-aloud studies combat
the limitations of retrospective studies, they are limited by an
unnatural situation in which users may feel uncomfortable
talking to themselves and the possibility many statements will
be filtered (ie, not reflective of users' actual experience) [44].
Although user feedback in our study was retrospective and the
time between participants’ website use and focus group feedback
ranged widely, we presented Diabetes MAP on alarge projector
screen and re-oriented participants to its pages, functions, and
featuresto solicit real-time feedback and prompt recall of users
experience. Thismethod issimilar to the pluralistic walkthrough
approach that revealsusers’ uncertainty with asystem’sfeatures
and tasks better than other usability methods[31]. Additionally,
the number of participants in each focus group allowed for the
majority (over 80%) of concerns to be reported after only 2
focus group sessions. Moreover, the use of a mixed-methods
approach provided a comprehensive evaluation of Diabetes
MAP's usability. Finaly, because usability feedback is
system-dependent and the current study is based on a specific
website, our findings may not generalize to other Web-delivered
interventions.

Conclusions

Our findings highlight theimportance of evaluating awebsite's
usability prior to testing its efficacy. For Web-delivered
interventionsto be used asintended, researchers, Web designers,
and developers must plan sufficient time to perform usability
testing [45]. Ideally, they should begin with design thinking to
allow for experimentation, creation and prototyping, and
feedback and redesign prior to final product presentation [46].
An understanding of the target group’s needs paired with
iterative idea generation and devel opment hel ps ensure the final
website appeals to users and supports their using it [46].
Usahility evaluation methods, including user-driven approaches,
ensure users can optimally engage with and benefit from
Web-delivered interventions [15,47]. Without ensuring a
website's usability, critical design and functionality issues may
go unnoticed and unaddressed, thereby preventing a site's
benefits from being realized [15].
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Abstract

Background: Technology gains have improved tools for evaluating complex tasks by providing environmenta supports (ES)
that increase ease of use and improve performance outcomes through the use of information visualizations (info-vis). Complex
info-vis emphasize the need to understand individual differencesin abilities of target users, the key cognitive abilities needed to
execute a decision task, and the graphical elements that can serve as the most effective ES. Older adults may be one such target
user group that would benefit from increased ES to mitigate specific declines in cognitive abilities. For example, choosing a
prescription drug plan is a necessary and complex task that can impact quality of lifeif the wrong choice is made. The decision
to enroll in one plan over ancther can involve comparing over 15 plans across many categories. Within this context, the large
amount of complex information and reduced working memory capacity puts older adults' decision making at a disadvantage. An
intentionally designed ES, such as an info-vis that reduces working memory demand, may assist older adultsin making the most
effective decision anong many options.

Objective: The aobjective of this study is to examine whether the use of an info-vis can lower working memory demands and
positively affect complex decision-making performance of older adults in the context of choosing a Medicare prescription drug
plan.

Methods: Participants performed a computerized decision-making task in the context of finding the best health care plan. Data
included quantitative decision-making performance indicators and surveys examining previous history with purchasing insurance.
Participants used a colored info-vis ES or a table (no ES) to perform the decision task. Task difficulty was manipulated by
increasing the number of selection criteria used to make an accurate decision. A repeated measures analysis was performed to
examine differences between the two table designs.

Results. Twenty-three older adults between the ages of 66 and 80 completed the study. There was a main effect for accuracy
such that older adults made more accurate decisionsin the color info-vis condition than the table condition. In the low difficulty
condition, participants were more successful at choosing the correct answer when the question was about the gap coverage attribute
inthe info-vis condition. Participants al so made significantly faster decisionsin theinfo-vis condition than in the table condition.

Conclusions: Reducing the working memory demand of the task through the use of an ES can improve decision accuracy,
especialy when selection criteriais only focused on asingle attribute of the insurance plan.

(JMIR Hum Factors 2016;3(1):€16) doi:10.2196/humanfactors.5106

KEYWORDS
Information visualization; aging; health-related websites; working memory

http://humanfactors.jmir.org/2016/1/e16/ JMIR Hum Factors 2016 | vol. 3 |iss. 1 |e16 | p.84
(page number not for citation purposes)


mailto:richpak@clemson.edu
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/humanfactors.5106
http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/

JMIR HUMAN FACTORS

Introduction

Older Adults Difficulties With the M edicare Website

A usability evaluation of the Medicare website revealed that
older adults were unable to successfully choose a prescription
drug plan for agiven medication regimen [1]. Example problems
highlighted in the evaluation included general difficulties
navigating the site, frustration, and theinability to locate desired
information. Compared to younger age groups, older adults
have less success obtaining Internet health information [2].
Insurance and medical jargon (eg, “gap coverage’, “drug
sharing”, etc) may have further exacerbated the difficulties.
Even without time constraints, difficulties in identifying the
best plan in a demanding environment can lead users to select
a plan that does not provide adequate medical coverage or is
more expensive than other available options [3].

The number of prescription drug plans presented to users can
cause severe problems, especially when users attempt to
simultaneously compare choices across different criteria. Simply
increasing the number of available Medicare drug plans from
3 to 9 is associated with poorer decision outcomes that can
negatively affect quality of life, quality of care, and overall
health [4]. Poorer decision outcomes result from the increased
working memory demands associated with comparing alarger
number of plans. Trying to make optimal decisionsin the face
of uncertainty with a large amount of inputs is a working
memory demanding task (see Multimedia Appendix 1). In
particular, comparing plans across different criteria and
caculating costs (steps 5-9) illustrates the working
memory-intensive nature of selecting an appropriate prescription
drug plan. The working memory-intensive nature of the task
combined with older adults' reduced capacity for working
memory [5] result in areduced ability to discern between plan
costs as the number of plans increase compared to their higher
cognitive functioning counterparts [6]. In sum, choosing an
optimal health plan is a task that places large demands on
working memory and attention and can result in negative
consequences if decision-making performance suffers. A
decision aid designed to redirect task demands from working
memory to an externa memory aid may facilitate optimal
decision-making in older adults.

The Importance of Working Memory in

Decision-M aking

Working memory capacity refers to the amount of information
one can temporarily store and manipulate at any giventime|[7].
If atask’s working memory demand exceeds one's working
memory capacity, then task performance declines. This capacity
limit iscentral to one’s ahility to processinformation and make
a decison. The information processing model of
decision-making [8] isauseful tool for understanding working
memory demands at each step of the decision-making process.
According to the model, information must first be perceived
then selectively attended to by the decision maker. Next, the
decision maker generates hypotheses about specific outcomes
and selects a decision or response. Finally, the decision maker
implementsthe response and compares the outcometo theinitial
set of hypotheses. Each step of this model as it relates to
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choosing a prescription drug plan is discussed in further detail
below.

Attentional limitations force the user to filter cues relevant to
the decision goal from the irrelevant cues by selectively
attending to only some of the information present. Choosing a
prescription drug plan on the basis of cost first requiresthat the
decider perceive the appropriate cues (eg, monthly premiums,
coverage in the gap), while ignoring irrelevant cues (eg,
Medicare | D numbersor contact information). Cues are sel ected
based on their diagnosticity (amount of information the cue
provides), reliability (trustworthiness of information), and
salience (physical properties such asvolume, color, and shape).
After cuesare selected for further processing, they are compared
to other information to form a meaningful interpretation of the
state of the system.

After selectively attending to appropriate cues, the information
is manipulated in working memory where hypotheses or
potential outcomes are generated (eg, planswith alow monthly
premium and low deductibles have less coverage). Choosing a
prescription drug plan requires several hypothesesfor each plan;
one for cost and the effect on persona budget, one for
satisfaction, etc. Here, working memory limitations prevent a
truly exhaustive comparison. The next step involvesintegrating
the outcomes and action selection. At this stage, the decision
maker triesto determine which option will produce an outcome
that best meetsthegoal. If aplanisselected for itslow monthly
premium, but also has a low satisfaction rating, the decision
maker has to consider the potential implications of both
attributes together. This step is highly error-prone because
working memory capacity limits the number of comparisons
that can be made simultaneously. When an action is selected
and carried out (a decision is made), the outcome is monitored
and evaluated against new cues or information, and new
hypotheses about the state of the system areformed. Here again,
working memory capacity limitsthe amount of new information
that can be selected and then compared to the current state of
the system, potentially harming the ability to select the best
plan.

Effects of Aging on Decision Making

Older adults' reduced working memory capacity [5] limits the
number of integration and comparison tasks that can be made
at agiven time and thuswill affect their ability to make optimal
decisions[9]. Age-related limitations may force older adultsto
rely more heavily on heuristic-based decision making (ie, “rules
of thumb” or cognitive shortcuts used to make decisions quickly
with little effort) [ 10], which may not always|ead to an optimal
decision. Although older adults are sometimes successful in
adapting their strategies to meet task demands, they tend to
perform worse on thetask of integrating information (comparing
more than two pieces of information) and extracting information
(finding one piece of information) [11]. For example, comparing
information that is presented in different units (eg, monetary
units and satisfaction ratings) could make atask more difficult
for older adults [12,13]. Indeed, when choosing a prescription
drug plan, one must compare multiple cost values and multiple
satisfaction ratings across many different plans.
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Older adults also tend to commit more errors and have more
difficulty comprehending information than younger adultswhen
the task requires integrating information [12] among many
choices [13]. One way to reduce errors, besides reducing the
number of possible choices, is to include specific visual aids
that guide attention toward more relevant choices and help
eliminate the need to hold information about less relevant
choices in working memory.

Although working memory limits the amount of information
used to make optimal decisions, information that shares similar
perceptual or semantic features may be grouped together into
object-like “chunks’ or visual clusters that enable pattern
recognition [14-16], effectively overcoming some working
memory limitations. Information may be chunked together based
on color, shape, meaning, spatia proximity, or other properties
(eg, Gestalt principles) [17] presttentively or automatically
(without the need to selectively attend to each cueindividually).
This perceptual integration process may help facilitate
processing of more information with less effort.

Aids that reduce working memory demands are called
environmental supports (ES) [18]. ESs often utilize perceptual
integration principles to improve task performance for older
adults by reducing task demands or supporting the use of
existing resources [19,20]. Several studies with younger adults
have shown that providing an ES reduces working memory
demand by facilitating visual search and automatic perceptual
processing of information from graphs [15] by visually
integrating related information into meaningful chunks using
color [21]. Ratwani et a [15] theorized that when information
within a graph is organized into visual “clusters’, less effort is
needed to group similar information together, which reduces
the working memory demand of the task; the user can focus
attention on the differences between the groups, rather than first
actively integrating information into clusters.

Reducing the need for effortful comparison of information will
allow the user to allocate more resources to later steps in the
decision-making process, which could result in more thorough
outcome predictions (eg, how a plan might affect finances) and
appropriate action selections (eg, choosing one plan over
another) [15]. Older adults may benefit from a decision aid
designed to shift task demands from working memory to an
external memory aid [22], where it can be perceived by the
relatively age-insensitive preattentive visual perceptual system
[23]. For example, an ordered brightness scale allows people
to make compari sons between choiceswithout having to process
a number and assign it meaning before serially moving on to
thenext choice[24]. Instead, meaning isautomatically processed
using perceptual features (eg, darker green may represent a
higher number than a lighter green, the scale is based on the
color density). Additionally, it is much faster to search for a
color singleton than to find a number target [25]. This suggests
apromising avenue of providing an ES-based decision-making
aid: shifting the working memory burden to the perceptual
processing system by eliminating the need to comprehend and
compare each option semantically, and instead comparing the
information perceptually.
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Objective

The objective of the current study was to extend Lohse's [21]
and Ratwani et a's[15] findingsto the design of aninformation
visualization (info-vis) aid in order to examine whether older
adult decision-making performance can be enhanced by the use
of graphical decision aids designed to reduce working memory
demands. Reducing working memory demands was expected
to lessen reliance on less accurate heuristic strategies and
improve decision quality. Decision quality was measured by
how well the choice met the criterion in the question. The
assumption was that when the decision-making task isreduced
from cognitively complex to relatively easy, decision makers
would not need to rely on heuristics and would consider all
relevant information. Specifically, we predict an interaction
between decision aid and task difficulty such that the more
difficult task decisions will be benefitted most by the info-vis
aid. Because the info-vis aid was designed to reduce working
memory demands of the task, the performance gains will be
greater for difficult tasks that require more working memory
resources.

Methods

Participants

Therewere 23 older participants ages 65-80 that were recruited
through an existing database of volunteers in the surrounding
community. Older adults received US $14 in compensation for
participating. Color-blindness and the inability to read a
computer screen were the only exclusion criteria.

Design

The study was a 2 (decision aid: table, color info-vis) x 2 (task
difficulty: low, high) repeated measures design, with decision
aid as the between-subjects variable and task difficulty as the
within-subjects variable. Therefore, each participant was
randomly assigned to one of the decision aid conditions and
completed trials at both levels of task difficulty. Participants
made decisions on atotal of 20trials. Thetrialswere organized
around 4 blocks of 5 questions per block. A randomized blocked
design was utilized for questions of varying task difficulty. The
guestions within each block were also randomly presented.
Dependent measures included decision accuracy (sum score of
number correct), decision quality (sum score of scaled decision
ratingsfor the high difficulty questions), and decision task time
(in seconds).

Materials

Demographic information, health information, insurance
experience, technology experience, a working memory
measurement, and an exit survey were collected from each
subject. A blocked design allowed us to administer the
subjective workload measure (NASA-TLX) at the end of each
block for each level of task difficulty and working memory
demand. Participants used PC-compatible computers and wore
headphones during the experiment. The experiment was
programmed using E-prime (version 1.1).
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Task

Decision Task

The decision task utilized a computerized decision-making
paradigm presented in the context of choosing the best health
care plan based on given criteria. All participants were assigned
to one of the two decision aid conditions and performed tasks
at both levels of difficulty. A standardized format was used so
that the question, plan data, and choice set always appeared in
the samelocation for each trial. The question waslocated at the
top of the screen, with the decision aid below it.

Decision Aids

The table condition was a replica of the table found on the
Medicare website (as shown in 2010). Thetableincluded arow
for each of the fifteen prescription drug plans and columns for
four of the plan’s attributes (Figure 1 shows this). In 2014 and
2015, an average of eighteen Medicare Advantage plans were

avalable to enrollees [26]; therefore fifteen plans are
representative of atypical Medicare plan selection task.

The info-vis condition was created by adding graphics instead
of (or in addition to) text to represent specific attributes.
Visualization tools are able to help usersinterpret large sets of
information quickly and efficiently [27]. A single info-vis
(Figure 2 showsthis) was created utilizing well-accepted display
design principles (eg, proximity compatibility principle, color
gradients, pictorial representations, and redundancy) [28,29].
The info-vis used in this study was specifically designed to
aleviate the working memory intensive parts of the task by
converting them into easier perceptual tasks using a color
manipulation. Color info-vis uses multi-colored scales (heat
map color scale) to replace the categorical gap coverage text.
The same multi-colored scale was used in the stars that replace
the number scales for satisfaction ratings. The colors highlight
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the relevant information within each attribute and create fewer
mental comparisons for the user. Multi-colored scales can
facilitate identification tasks—where one has to select a target
value represented by a color (eg, identify the plans that have
gap coverage level of all generics—represented by the color
green), and in cases where a particular absolute value (ie, all
generics) is more important than a relative value (ie, the plan
with the lowest amount of coverage) [24]. In the current study,
the multi-colored scale was used to represent the five specific
categories of both gap coverage and satisfaction ratings and
these categories were absolute, not relative to one another (eg,
“al generics’ was alwaysthe highest level of gap coverage, but
“some” or “many” genericsare not proportionateto each other).

Brightness ordered scales (same color isused, but lightest color
gradient is the lowest value and the darkest color is the highest
value) were added to dollar amounts in both the monthly
premium and annual deductible columns. Brightness ordered
scales have been shown to be superior for comparisons of
relative value [24] where all values are compared to one another
(eg, which plan has the lowest or highest monthly premium).
These color manipulations were added to facilitate more
perceptual comparisons rather than effortful cognitive
comparisons, thus reducing working memory demand. Each
attribute in the display layout was grouped close together in
perceptual space to make comparisons easier (ie, proximity
compatibility principle) [29]. Pilot testing on a younger adult
samplefound that color info-vis does minimize working memory
demand. Partici pants made more accurate decisionswith acolor
info-visthan size or no info-vis. Size info-vis used pie and bar
graphs to indicate differences between drug plans for each
criterion. The pilot testing followed asimilar procedure except
that an auditory n-back task was used to constrain younger
adults working memory capacity. The secondary task simulated
the limitations on older adults’ cognitive ahilities.

Figurel. Examplelayout of alow difficulty decision task in the table condition. Fifteen plan options are shown with four plan attributes (gap coverage,
monthly premium, annual deductible, and satisfaction rating).

Which plan has the highest satisfaction rating”?

Monthlv Annual
Name Gap coverage Premium Deductible Satisfaction Rating
Plan A |All generics §323 5287 (1.0 out of 5 stars
Plan B |Some generics $362 $295 |5.0 out of 5 stars
Plan C |No gap coverage 5321 5309 |3.0 out of 5 stars
Plan D |All generics §390 $218 |2.0 out of 5 stars
Plan E |All generics 5377 5300 2.0 out of 5 stars
Plan F |No gap coverage $224 $333 |2.0 out of 5 stars
Plan G |All generics 5219 5221 |3.0 out of 5 stars
Plan H |Some generics $238 $343 (1.0 out of 5 stars
PlanI |Some generics §385 5226 |2.0 out of 5 stars
PlanJ |Many generics $288 $353 (2.0 out of 5 stars
Plan K |All generics $285 53128 (4.0 out of 5 stars
Plan L |Many generics $241 $238 |2.0 out of 5 stars
Plan M |Most generics §212 5299 (2.0 out of 5 stars
Plan N |Many generics $328 $264 |1.0 out of 5 stars
Plan O |Some generics 5360 5292 |3.0 out of 5 stars
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Figure 2. Color information visualization (color info-vis).
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Which plan has the highest sabisfaction rating?
Gap Monthly  Annual Satisfaction

Name coverage premium deductible rating
Plan A O $323 5287 «x
Plan B @ $362 $295 ik
Plan C - $321 308 iy
Plan D O $390 $218 i
Plan E O £377 $300  wr

Plan F L $224 PSSEINN 4

Plan G o $219 $221 vk
Plan H @ $238 [ ok % %
Plan 1 o §$385 5226 Wi

Plan J O $288 Lt 1

Plan K 2 $285 L8 & & 4
Plan L O $241 5238 4k

Plan M o $212 $299 ik

Plan N o $328 5264

Plan O @ £360 3202 ik

Task Difficulty

Task difficulty was manipulated by varying the number of plan
attributes that must be considered in order to accurately complete
the task. In the low difficulty condition, participants selected a
plan based on one attribute (eg, Which plan has the lowest
monthly premium?). The high difficulty condition required the
participant to select a plan by integrating and comparing three
attributes of each plan (eg, Which plan has the lowest monthly
premium, highest gap coverage, and highest satisfaction rating?).

For both conditions, the data were structured so that only one
plan best met al of the criteria in the question. This
manipulation required participants to make a compensatory
decision (choosing the best plan by evauating alternativesalong
with the required selection criteria) and use an analytical
decision strategy in order to select the best answer [30], thus,
using heuristics would not lead to the optimal answer choice.
Participantsin the low difficulty condition only had to compare
the values for a single attribute. In the current info-vis table,
each attributeisintegrated with graphicsthat makesidentifying
the optimal choicefor each attribute less cognitively demanding.
he low difficulty condition is practically useful because
single-attribute decision making is a common heuristic in
naturalistic decision-making [30] and establishes a baseline of
performance on which other conditions can be compared against.
Analysis of asingle-attribute decision will answer whether the
graphical representation (info-vis) can also affect the efficiency
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and accuracy of identifying the best option based on a single
attribute. In the high difficulty condition, participants needed
to rank the values for each attribute and add them together to
identify the best plan. The high difficulty condition approximates
rational decision-making techniquesthat consider larger amounts
of information and require greater cognitive demands.

Procedure

Experimental sessions were administered in groups of 1 to 4
participants; however, each participant worked independently.
After providing informed consent, participants completed a
paper and pencil working memory ability test, the Reverse Digit
Span [31], before moving on to the computerized portion of the
task.

The terms used in the decision task (eg, gap coverage) were
defined by the experimenter and also presented visually on the
screen. Participantsfirst completed aseries of practice questions
that introduced low and high difficulty problems of the
decision-making task. Participants chose an answer by pressing
the letter on the keyboard that corresponded with the selected
plan (eg, participants pressed the “A” key to select Plan A). At
the end of the practice task, a screen prompted usersto fill out
the NASA-TLX survey. Participants then began the recorded
trials. Each recorded block involved the same procedure as the
practice block. At the conclusion of the task, participants
completed the demographics and health survey, a technology
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experience survey, an insurance purchasing experience
guestionnaire, and an exit survey.

Results

Participants

There were 23 older adults (12 female) between the ages of 66
and 80 (mean, M, 72.4, SD 3.73) that participated in this study.
Many of the participantsindicated they had previous experience
purchasing insurance (ie, 19 out of 23 participants, 83%, bought
Medicare plans, 14 out of 23, 61%, bought prescription drug
insurance, and 20 out of 23, 87%, bought health insurance). No
significant differences (P>.05) were found between decision
aid groups on computer experience, health, insurance purchasing
experience, working memory, or age. Therefore, al subjects
were included in the following analyses.

Decision Accuracy

A 2 (decision aid) x 2 (difficulty) repeated measures analysis
of variance (ANOVA) revealed asignificant main effect of task
difficulty on decision accuracy (F, ,;=39.88, P<.001, n2=.65).
Participants performed the decision task more accurately in the

low difficulty condition (M 8.87, SD 1.39) than in the high
difficulty condition (M 6.30, SD 2.05). There was a significant

main effect of decision aid (F; ,,=3.81, P=.03, r]p2=.15), which
confirms the hypothesis that older adults would perform
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significantly better in the color info-vis condition (M 8.13, SD
1.21) than the table condition (M 7.00, SD 1.55).

The interaction between task difficulty and decision aid was
not significant (F;, ,=.829, P=.19, n,’=.04).

For the low difficulty decision tasks, participants were asked
to find a plan that best meets the single criterion (one attribute,
eg, satisfaction rating). Therefore, we can analyze performance
for each attribute (gap coverage, monthly premium, annual
deductible, and satisfaction rating) individually to examine why
participants were more accurate in the info-vis condition than
in the table condition. Because the high difficulty condition
involveslocating a plan that meets several criteria, we can only
assess the source of the main effect of decision aid in the low
difficulty condition. The low difficulty condition data were
analyzed using a 2 (decision aid) x 4 (plan attribute) mixed
measures ANOVA. Main effects of attribute type (Fy,;,

3611=15.61, P<.001, r]p2:.43) and decision aid (F; »=7.10,
P=.02, r]p2:.25) were qualified by a significant interaction
between plan attribute and decision aid (F; 75 351,=8.81, P=.001,

np2:_30)_ Figure 3 shows this. Participants were better able to

accurately answer questions about the gap coverage attribute
in the color info-vis condition (M 91.7%, SD 20.77%) than in
the table condition (M 51.73%, SD 27.51%). Thisdifferenceis
the source of the main effect of decision aid on accuracy.

Figure 3. Percent accuracy on low difficulty tasks by plan attribute and decision aid. Error bars represent standard error of the mean.
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A 2 (decision aid) x 2 (difficulty) repeated measures ANOVA
was run to assess decision task time (in seconds, s) and reveal ed
a significant main effect of difficulty (F, ,,=155.73, P<001,
npzz.88), such that participants were faster in the low difficulty
condition (M 20.07 s, SD 7.78 s) than in the high difficulty

condition (M 70.69 s, SD 20.92 s). Figure 4 shows this. There
was no significant main effect of decision aid (F,, ,,=1.07,
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P=.31, r]p2=.05) on task time, nor was there an interaction
between decision aid and difficulty (F, »=.081, P=.78, r]pZ:.01).

A 2 (decision aid) x 4 (plan attribute) repeated measures
ANOVA on decision time (in s) was run to look for evidence
of a speed-accuracy trade-off that might explain the effect of
decision aid on accuracy with gap coverage questions. We can
only assess the source of the main effect in the low difficulty
condition because the high difficulty condition involveslocating
a plan that meets several criteria. The analysis revealed a
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significant main effect of decision aid (F; ,,=4.5, P=.046,
np2=.18) and a significant main effect of plan attribute (Fgg

a766=6.82, P=.004, n,*=.25), but not a significant interaction
between decision aid and attribute (P=.08). Participants spent
more time answering the gap coverage questions than the other
attributes and more time answering questions about this attribute
in the table condition than in the color info-vis condition (Figure
5 shows this).
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Participants answered the decision task significantly faster in
the color info-vis condition (M 16.93 s, SD 5.95 s) than in the
table condition (M 23.5 s, SD 8.35 s). Questions about the
satisfaction rating attribute (M 13.69 s, SD 8.81 s) took
significantly less time than the annual deductible (M 19.64 s,
SD 5.22 s), gap coverage (M 25.41 s, SD 17.66 s), and monthly
premium (M 19.56 s, SD 6.86 s). Thisindicates that there was
not a speed-accuracy trade-off that would explain significantly
lower accuracy for gap coverage questionsin thetable condition
versus the color info-vis condition.

Figure 4. Decision task time by decision aid for low and high difficulty tasks. Error bars represent standard error of the mean.
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Figure5. Mean decision time (in seconds) by plan attribute and decision aid for the low difficulty condition. Error bars represent standard error of the
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question during each trial. The other plan options met only 0,
1, or 2 of the 3 possible criterion. Choosing the correct plan

For each high difficulty question, the plan datawere created SO assumes that each criterion was used in the assessment. Thus,
that only one option met al of the criteria presented in the 3 maximum score of 3 is possible for each question and
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representsthe best answer. A minimum score of O indicatesthat
the plan chosen met none of the criteria in the question. These
points were added together to compute atotal decision quality
score for the high difficulty questions. For the computed score,
the maximum score was 30 points (3 x 10 questions) and the
minimum score was 0 points.

Anindependent samplest test was conducted between decision
aid conditions on decision quality score and revealed that quality
did not differ significantly by decision aid (t=.7, P=.49). A
one-tailed significance test did not change the effect of the
decision aid variable on decision quality.

Subjective Wor kload

Subjective workload ratings were assessed by conducting a 2
(decision aid) x 2 (difficulty) repeated measures ANOVA. A
significant main effect of difficulty (F, ,,=74.2, P<.001,
r]pZ:.78) was revealed in the expected direction. This was a

manipulation check for difficulty and indicates a successful
mani pul ation because participants rated the high difficulty tasks
as significantly more difficult (M 58.63, SE 3.57) than the low
difficulty tasks (M 35.35, SE 2.99). There was no main effect

of decision aid (F;, »=1.5, P=.23, ,°=.07), nor an interaction
effect of decision aid and difficulty (F, »=.06, P=.82, r]p2:.003).

Discussion

Principal Findings

This study examined whether color info-vis can be used as a
decision support for older adults making complex decisions.
Previous research has shown that older adults exhibit difficulty
in choosing a prescription drug plan on the Medicare website,
possibly because of a combination of usability issues and
normeative changesin cognitive abilities such as reduced working
memory capacity [1]. It was hypothesized that older adults
would perform better (higher accuracy and quality) in the color
info-vis condition than in the table condition for both high and
low difficulty tasks. Our results show that accuracy was
significantly higher in the color info-vis condition (shifting
processing burden from cognitive resources to perceptual
resources) than in the table condition, indicating that ol der adults
did not use heuristics, but instead an analytical decision-making
strategy.

If older adults did not choose the best plan option, they were
ableto select aplan that was* good enough” in quality regardless
of the decision aid. This finding is consistent with the finding
that older adults are more likely to use heuristic strategies at a
lower level of working memory demand than younger adults
and that they can use heuristics successfully [10].

It was hypothesized that performance in the difficult task
condition would benefit most from the info-vis display.
However, the interaction between task difficulty and decision
aid was not significant. The lack of an effect of condition on
accuracy in the high difficulty tasks indicates that relying on
perceptual capacities cannot fully accommodate age-related
declines in cognitive capacities (color info-vis condition).
Although the color info-vis may have been successful in

http://humanfactors.jmir.org/2016/1/e16/
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reducing the working memory demand for comparing plans on
a single attribute (low difficulty task), the info-vis did little to
support integration of more than one attribute (ie, the three
attributes required in the high difficulty tasks). That is, the
info-visdisplay used color to reduce working memory demands
when making decisions within each attribute, but the table did
not facilitate information integration or show relationships
among different attributes. This could also account for the
finding that the type of aid did not influence perceived workload.
Future research should eval uate ways to support more complex
decision-making tasks where multiple attributes must be
integrated and compared through info-vis (eg, configural

displays).

In the graph reading literature, a low difficulty condition is
generally termed an extraction task because the user is asked
to find a specific bit of information (eg, what is Plan B’s
monthly premium amount), rather than perform a comparison
of one attribute among many options (eg, which plan has the
lowest monthly premium) as in this study. This may be why
there was an effect in the low difficulty condition that is not
consistently found in other studies within the graph reading
literature [15].

In the low difficulty condition, older adults were much more
successful at choosing the correct answer when the question
was about the gap coverage attribute. Thisfinding isinteresting
for anumber of reasons. First, athough the performance boost
in the gap coverage attribute is selective, it could be due to
ceiling effects in the accuracy data, and floor effects in task
time data. The gap coverage attribute had the most room for
improvement among the other attributes in both accuracy and
task time. In the table condition, accuracy for the monthly
premium, annual deductible, and satisfaction ratings attributes
all approached near optimal levels of accuracy, while gap
coverage yielded less accurate responses. There was similar
room for improvement in the task time data such that task times
in the table condition for monthly premium, annual deductible,
and satisfaction rating were around 20 s compared to
approximately 33 s for the gap coverage decision. Second, the
user had to remember what each of the colors meant or had to
refer to the legend, which on the surface appears to increase
working memory demand. However, in the table condition, gap
coverage had to be evaluated based on textual values (eg, all
generics vs some generics). This requires reading and
comprehension of the text, rather than aless working memory
demanding visual search for atarget color [25]. Third, previous
literature has suggested that numeracy (ability to process
numerical information) and processing speed (or how fast one
can process information and perform tasks without focused
attention) are responsible for performance differences with a
large dataset (24 plan options) [13]. Using color comparisons
rather than numerical comparisons may be a good option for
those who do not have high numeracy abilities, working memory
abilities, and those with slower processing speed.

Whether or not the use of color isin fact allowing the user to
make faster, less demanding comparisons might be a question
that can be answered using eye-tracking data. For example,
recording fixation durations and plotting saccadic amplitude
could help answer the question of whether color is facilitating
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a less cognitively demanding search [32]. Long fixation
durations might indicate focal vision, which is indicative of
selective attention, while short saccades indicate a scanning
behavior akin to ambient vision or more automatic (preattentive)
processing.

Dueto the design of the study, it isdifficult to conclude whether
the selective benefits of the info-vis display reflect limitations
of color integration in displays for older adults, or the waysin
which color was implemented in our info-vis condition. If the
results reflect the latter, this could explain why significant
improvements were only observed for a single attribute (gap
coverage). The task improvement could be due to the
substitution of textual data for the visual color scale. This
change, unlike the other attributes, represents a transformation
of the datafrom textual jargon, to afamiliar color scale, which
removes the need for knowledge of the specific meanings of
each category. In the other three attributes, color was used in
addition to the numeric and textual information (especialy in
the monthly premium and annual deductible attributes).
Therefore, the transformation from textual information to the
heat mapping color scale in the gap coverage attribute may be
more beneficial for older adults than searching through data
that is overlaid with color saturations which suggests rankings
(that still contain numerical information that older adults could
choose to use in their comparison rather than solely relying on
the color saturations). Although the benefits of color info-vis
are well established among younger adults, there may be
limitations of benefitsin older adults. Because ol der adults have
the greatest amount of difficulty with information integration
tasks [11], a configura display that illustrates relationships
among different attributes using color and shape could have
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further boosted older adults' decision performance. Future
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This study did not examine the effects of size and color together
or how these manipulations can improve specific types of data
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Conclusions

Reducing the working memory demand of the task through the
use of an ES can improve decision accuracy in certain cases.
The results of this study indicate that color info-vis may be a
viable ES for older decision makers for comparison tasks.
Additionally, decision-making based on a single attribute can
lead to better selection of drug plans for older adults. Instead
of presenting all attributes at once for users to compare and
contrast, each attribute could be presented individually and
feature ES to reduce working memory demand. Faceted
information retrieval is a filtering system that allows users to
search along a specific feature or attribute [33]. Many search
engines and retail websites utilize faceted search for improved
navigation. This search method would yield amore manageable
set of drug plans to choose from because less desirable plans
would be filtered out with each attribute. Further research is
needed to examine whether the use of color info-vis for each
attribute could improve the quality of selected drug plans and
reduce the time spent identifying the optimal choice compared
to the current complex table design.
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Abstract

Background: University students experience high levels of mental health problems yet very few seek professional help.
Web-based mental health interventions may be useful for the university student population. However, there are few published
gualitative studies that have examined the perceived benefits and drawbacks of seeking help for mental health problems on the
Internet from the perspective of university students.

Objective: To investigate the attitudes of university students on mental health help-seeking on the Internet.

Methods: A total of 19 university students aged 19-24 years participated in 1 of 4 focus groups to examine their views toward
help-seeking for mental health problems on the Internet.

Results: Perceived concerns about Web-based hel p-seeking included privacy and confidentiality, difficulty communicating on
theInternet, and the quality of Web-based resources. Potential benefitsincluded anonymity/avoidance of stigma, and accessibility.
Participants reported mixed views regarding the ability of people with similar mental health issues to interact on the Internet.
Conclusions: These factors should be considered in the development of Web-based mental health resources to increase
acceptability and engagement from university students.

(JMIR Human Factors 2016;3(1):€3) doi:10.2196/humanfactors.4765
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university students include experience of a stressful life event,

Introduction living away from home, and experience of financial stress[2,3].

Approximately 30% of university students meet criteria for a
mental disorder [1,2]. The most commonly reported disorders
in this population are substance use disorders, personality
disorders, depression, anxiety disorders, and eating disorders
[3]. Risk factors for developing a mental disorder among

http://humanfactors.jmir.org/2016/1/e3/

RenderX

Despite the severity of the negative outcomes associated with
untreated mental disorders, including poorer interpersonal
relationships, lower engagement in campus activities, and
increased risk of educational dropout [4], very few students
receive appropriate mental health care [1]. Given the barriers
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to seeking treatment reported by students (eg, fear of stigma,
cost, and time constraints) [5,6], Web-based mental health
interventions, such as peer-to-peer forums, screening tools, and
educational and self-help programs, may be highly suited to the
university population. Web-based interventions are easily
accessible, can be utilized in private, are cost-effective, and
typically require less time than face-to-face appointments [7].
Moreover, there is evidence that Web-based interventions
targeting mental health are effective for university students[8]
and that university students hold favorable attitudes towards
Web-based mental health resources[9]. However, thereislittle
exploration of concerns that university students may have
regarding seeking help on the Internet, or why they may find
Web-based mental health resources appealing. Qualitative
research allows in-depth exploration of students' perceptions
of these issues, which has key implications for the design of
Web-based mental health resources targeting this population.
The current study aimsto investigate the attitudes of university
students towards seeking mental health support on the Internet.

Methods

Design

A total of 4 focus groups were conducted with students from a
large university in Canberra, Australia. Each focus group
consisted of 4 or 5 participants (n=5, 5, 4, 5) with atotal of 19
participants. Focus groups were chosen due to their potential
to generate in-depth discussion. Given the genera nature of the
guestions asked, discussion of personal experiences was not
required. The duration of each session was approximately 1.5
hours. Ethics approval was granted by The Australian National
University (ANU) Human Research Ethics Committee
(2012/520). Cinema vouchers were offered to participants for
their time and involvement in the focus groups.

Participants

Of the 19 university students who participated in the focus
groups, 10 were women. The mean age of the sample was 21.6
years (range 19-24 years) and the mean duration of their
university education was 3.1 years (range 1-5 years). Most
participants were domestic students (n=12, 63%) from arange
of disciplines (arts, law, commerce, engineering, science, music,
and combined degrees from those faculties). Participants were
recruited via email invitations distributed to students in
residential colleges and students who had previously expressed
interest in participating in mental health research.

Procedure

All focus groupswere conducted by the primary facilitator (LF),
a femae postdoctoral research fellow and registered
psychologist at the National Ingtitute for Mental Health Research
(NIMHR). During focus group meetings, 2 research assistants
(AG and JC) were present to provide assistance and take field
notes. The focus groups were audio recorded. On arrival,
participantswere provided with an information sheet, aconsent
form, and a short demographic questionnaire. At the beginning
of each focus group session, the primary facilitator provided a
brief introduction to the study and information about the purpose
of thefocus groups, confidentiality, and voluntary participation.

http://humanfactors.jmir.org/2016/1/e3/
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Focus group participants were asked a series of questions
relating to hel p-seeking preferencesfor mental health problems
(both offline and on the Internet) and their views toward the
development of a virtual mental health clinic for university
students. Data relevant to the devel opment of the virtual clinic
have been published elsewhere (see [10] and [11]). The current
paper focuses on participant responsesto the following question:
“What do you think about using the Internet to get support for
mental health or emotional problems?” Participants who sought
clarification about the meaning of “using the Internet” were
provided with typical examples of Web-based mental health
resources (eg, informational websites, self-help therapy
programs, and peer-to-peer support networks such as forums
and chat platforms).

Analysis Strategy

Datawere analyzed using thematic analysisin NVivo 10 by the
first author (JC). Participants statements in response to the
question above were coded based on agrounded theory approach
[12], whereby similar concepts were grouped together into
themes. During the discussion of Web-based help-seeking 2
major themes emerged: “concerns’ and “ benefits” Direct quotes
are used to illustrate the themes and participants are identified
by gender and a coded number (eg, F1 = female, participant
number 1). The number of participants who endorsed each
benefit and concern are also reported.

Results

Concerns Regarding Web-Based Mental Health
Support

Participants reported a number of concerns about seeking help
for mental health problems on the Internet including privacy
and confidentiality (n=2), resource quality (n=3), and
communication difficulties (n=4). A major concern was privacy
and confidentiality:

I’d be worried about putting things in writing in the
Internet. | don’t know why. Like I know...that there'll
have to be confidentiality around it, but the Internet
just seems kind of insecure. [F1]

Participants noted that while there is awealth of mental health
information on the Internet, it is scattered and difficult to find,
which was viewed as a barrier to seeking help:

There's just so much, and that it's not really
centralized and, you know, it's about knowing where
togoaswell. [F2]

There was also skepticism about the quality and accuracy of
information available on the Internet, as well as the ability for
Web-based resources to address individualized problems:

| probably think it's a bit too generic for like, a
personal problem. [F3]

A final concern that emerged was that participants felt that it
could be difficult to accurately portray emotionsthrough writing
on the Internet:

| think talking and typing it out isalso different...Itis
a good idea but...maybe someone just can’t get that
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acrossto someone else when you'rejust typing it out.
[F4]

Benefits of Seeking Mental Health Support on the
Internet

Participants reported severa benefits of using Web-based
resources to address mental health problems. These included
anonymity/avoidance of stigma (n=3) and accessihility (n=3).
The ability to seek help without other people knowing (and
potentially passing judgement) was seen as particularly
important:

The Internet isvery useful and it'salmost an entirely
anonymous way to gather information so you can use
it without, sort of revealing anything about yourself,
about you personally...you can just take information
without having to give any. [M2]
Accessibility after business hours was also raised as an
advantage of Web-based resources given that, in the participants
experience, mental health crises tended to occur at night.

It's readily accessible, so...if you're out of hours
obviously you can go and see, like on a first-hand
basiswhat...some advice is. [F3]

Mixed Views

During adiscussion of Web-based forums, participants reported
mixed viewsregarding the ability for peoplewith past or current
experience of similar mental health problems to seek support
from one another on the Internet. One participant expressed
concern (n=1) that Web-based forums may compromise saf ety
by enabling interaction between people who are distressed,
thereby exacerbating their problems.

If you've got a bunch of really depressed people all
together inakind of, | guess, confined Internet space,
they just make each other more depressed. [M 1]

For others (n=2), the ability of the Internet to connect people
experiencing similar issues (eg, via forums) was viewed very
positively:

| definitely feel it could be an important tool...I think
there’'s no better way to help someone out than
someone who's actually been through the same
problems as you have. [M3]

Discussion

Principal Findings

When asked directly about their views toward seeking
Web-based support for mental health problems, participants
raised a number of concerns. These related primarily to the
privacy of Web-based resources, which has been noted as akey
issueto consider in the devel opment of health websites[13-16].
Additionally, the difficulty of communicating effectively on
the Internet was raised. This echoes previous findings in a
sampleof university students[17], where studentswho preferred
face-to-face therapy cited facilitation of communication as a
primary reason for their preference. Additionally, difficulty with
communication has previously been raised as a potential issue
in Internet therapy [18]. However, Abbott and colleagues
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suggested this problem could be minimized by the user seeking
clarification from the message source if there is a concern or
misunderstanding [18].

Several participants mentioned the desire for centralized
information and resources, suggesting that young people may
feel overwhelmed when consulting the Internet for help with
their mental health. Developers of Web-based mental health
websites or interventions should aim to consolidate and present
resources in a navigable and accessible way. Increasing
awareness of websites with centralized information may also
be beneficial to university students.

However, several postive attitudes toward Web-based
help-seeking were raised, including the ability to access help
privately and after hours. These are often cited as advantages
of Web-based resources (eg, [ 7])- The Internet was also viewed
asfilling agap for students who may wish to remain anonymous
or avoid stigma, which is consistent with previous studies with
other groups of young people [19]. The participants in the
current study endorsed theidea of aWeb-based forum for young
peopleto relate to one another. Significantly, prior research has
demonstrated that more than half of young people aged 18-25
yearsuse forumsfor connecting with their peers, and for talking
about their problems on the Internet [ 20]. However, moderation
of Web-based interaction in forumsisan important consideration
for the development of a university virtual clinic, given the
concern raised that forum discussion could exacerbate
psychological distress. Participants also expressed a desire for
relevant, centralized resources. Overal, a virtua clinic that
offers tailored information, self-help programs, access to
professional support, confidential screening and feedback, and
peer support toolsislikely to appeal to this population.

Limitations

Thereare several limitationsto the present research that require
consideration. Participants were not selected on the basis of
current or previous experience with a mental health problem,
and their mental health status was not assessed. It is unclear to
what extent the views and intentions of studentswithout mental
health problems are applicabl e to those of studentswith amental
illness. However, several students chose to disclose either
personal or close family members /friends experiences of a
mental health problem. The views of al university students
were considered valid for the purposes of the study, given that
the aim of the virtual university clinic isto provide prevention
servicesaswell astreatment. Because participants self-selected
to participate and this study was conducted in one university
setting, the views expressed may not represent the views of all
students within the participating university more broadly, or
students from other universities. Finally, findingsin the current
paper are limited to the responses to a specific question of
interest.

Implications

The findings of this research have implications for the
development of Web-based mental health resources for
university students. Despite their potential impact during
emerging adulthood, mental health problems still remain
undertreated in this vulnerable group, in part due to barriersto
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help-seeking (eg, cost, time, accessibility). Web-based mental  Web-based resources should seek to offer security of
health resources have the potential to overcome these barriers;  information, anonymity, and treatment that is tailored to an
however, in order to optimize acceptability and engagement, it  individual’s needs. Involving students in the intervention
iscritical that the concerns of university studentsaretakeninto  development process as co-designers may al so address some of
account in the development of these resources in universities.  their concerns and improve eventual uptake of these services.

Acknowledgments

The authorswish to acknowledge Julia Reynolds, Anthony Bennett, Robert Tait, Philip Batterham, and Alison Calear for assistance
with developing the focus group questions. This project was resourced by the Young and Well Cooperative Research Centre.
The Young and Well CRC is established under the Australian Government’s Cooperative Research Centres Program. KMG is
supported by a National Health and Medical Research Council Fellowship (No. 1059620).

Conflictsof I nterest
None declared.

References

1. Eisenberg D, Hunt J, Speer N, Zivin K. Mental health service utilization among college studentsin the United States. J
Nerv Ment Dis 2011 May;199(5):301-308. [doi: 10.1097/NMD.0b013e3182175123] [Medline: 21543948]

2. Sad D, Kypri K, Bowman J. Risk factors for mental disorder among university studentsin Australia: Findings from a
web-based cross-sectional survey. Soc Psychiatry Psychiatr Epidemiol 2013 Jun;48(6):935-944. [doi:
10.1007/s00127-012-0574-x] [Medline: 22945366]

3. Blanco C, OkudaM, Wright C, Hasin DS, Grant BF, Liu S, et al. Mental health of college students and their
non-college-attending peers: Results from the National Epidemiologic Study on Alcohol and Related Conditions. Arch
Gen Psychiatry 2008 Dec;65(12):1429-1437 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1001/archpsyc.65.12.1429] [Medline: 19047530]

4.  Sazer MS. A comparative study of campus experiences of college students with mental illnesses versus a general college
sample. JAm Coll Health 2012 Jan;60(1):1-7. [doi: 10.1080/07448481.2011.552537] [Medline: 22171723]

5. GivensJL, TjiaJ. Depressed medical students use of mental health services and barriers to use. Acad Med 2002
Sep;77(9):918-921. [Medline: 12228091]

6. Mowbray CT, Megivern D, Mandiberg JM, Strauss S, Stein CH, CollinsK, et al. Campus mental health services:
Recommendationsfor change. Am J Orthopsychiatry 2006 Apr;76(2):226-237. [doi: 10.1037/0002-9432.76.2.226] [Medline;
16719642]

7. Griffiths KM, Christensen H. Internet-based mental health programs: A powerful tool in therural medical kit. Aust J Rural
Health 2007 Apr;15(2):81-87. [doi: 10.1111/j.1440-1584.2007.00859.X] [Medline: 17441815]

8.  FarrerL, Gulliver A, Chan Jade K Y, Batterham PJ, Reynolds J, Calear A, et a. Technol ogy-based interventions for mental
health in tertiary students: Systematic review. J Med Internet Res 2013 May;15(5):e101 [FREE Full text] [doi:
10.2196/jmir.2639] [Medline: 2371174Q]

9.  Ryan ML, Shochet IM, Stallman HM. Universal online interventions might engage psychologically distressed university
students who are unlikely to seek formal help. Adv Ment Health 2014 Dec 17;9(1):73-83. [doi: 10.5172/jamh.9.1.73]

10. Farrer L, Gulliver A, Chan JK, Bennett K, Griffiths KM. A virtual mental health clinic for university students: A qualitative
study of end-user service needsand priorities. IMIR Ment Health 2015;2(1):e2 [ FREE Full text] [doi: 10.2196/mental.3890]
[Medline: 26543908]

11. Gulliver A, Bennett K, Bennett A, Farrer LM, Reynolds J, Griffiths KM. Privacy issues in the development of a virtual
mental health clinic for university students: A qualitative study. IMIR Ment Health 2015;2(1):e9 [FREE Full text] [doi:
10.2196/mental .4294] [Medline: 26543915]

12.  Martin P. Grounded theory and organizational research. J Appl Behav Sci 1986 Apr 01;22(2):141-157. [doi:
10.1177/002188638602200207]

13. D'Andrea G. Health web site accreditation: Opportunities and challenges. Manag Care Q 2002;10(1):1-6. [Medline:
15988948]

14. Haggstrom DA, Saleem JJ, Russ AL, Jones J, Russell SA, Chumbler NR. Lessons learned from usability testing of the
VA's personal health record. JAm Med Inform Assoc 2011 Dec;18 Suppl 1:i13-i17 [FREE Full text] [doi:
10.1136/amiajnl-2010-000082] [Medline: 21984604]

15. KitayamaK, Stockwell MS, Vawdrey DK, Pefia O, Catallozzi M. Parent perspectives on the design of a personal online
pediatric immunization record. Clin Pediatr (Phila) 2014 Mar;53(3):238-242. [doi: 10.1177/0009922813506608] [Medline:
24137033]

16. VodickaE, MdillaR, Leveille SG, Ralston JD, Darer JD, Delbanco T, et a. Online accessto doctors notes: Patient concerns
about privacy. JMed Internet Res 2013;15(9):€208 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.2196/jmir.2670] [Medline: 24072335]

http://humanfactors.jmir.org/2016/1/e3/ JMIR Human Factors 2016 | vol. 3 | iss. 1 [e3 | p.98
(page number not for citation purposes)


http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/NMD.0b013e3182175123
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=21543948&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00127-012-0574-x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=22945366&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/19047530
http://dx.doi.org/10.1001/archpsyc.65.12.1429
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=19047530&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/07448481.2011.552537
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=22171723&dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=12228091&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0002-9432.76.2.226
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=16719642&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1440-1584.2007.00859.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=17441815&dopt=Abstract
http://www.jmir.org/2013/5/e101/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/jmir.2639
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=23711740&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.5172/jamh.9.1.73
http://mental.jmir.org/2015/1/e2/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/mental.3890
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=26543908&dopt=Abstract
http://mental.jmir.org/2015/1/e9/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/mental.4294
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=26543915&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/002188638602200207
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=15988948&dopt=Abstract
http://jamia.oxfordjournals.org/lookup/pmidlookup?view=long&pmid=21984604
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/amiajnl-2010-000082
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=21984604&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0009922813506608
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=24137033&dopt=Abstract
http://www.jmir.org/2013/9/e208/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/jmir.2670
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=24072335&dopt=Abstract
http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/

JMIR HUMAN FACTORS Chan et d

17.

18.

19.

20.

Horgan A, Sweeney J. Young students' use of the Internet for mental health information and support. J Psychiatr Ment
Health Nurs 2010 Mar;17(2):117-123. [doi: 10.1111/].1365-2850.2009.01497.x] [Medline: 20465756]

Abbott IM, Klein B, Ciechomski L. Best practicesin online therapy. J Technol Hum Serv 2008 Jul 03;26(2-4):360-375.
[doi: 10.1080/15228830802097257]

Gulliver A, Griffiths KM, Christensen H. Barriers and facilitators to mental health help-seeking for young elite athletes:
A qualitative study. BMC Psychiatry 2012;12:157 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1186/1471-244X-12-157] [Medline: 23009161]
EllisLA, Collin P, Hurley PJ, Davenport TA, Burns JM, Hickie IB. Young men's attitudes and behaviour in relation to
mental health and technology: Implications for the development of online mental health services. BMC Psychiatry
2013;13:119 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1186/1471-244X-13-119] [Medline: 23601273]

Edited by G Eysenbach; submitted 29.05.15; peer-reviewed by N Kanuri, J Saleem, K Vallury, A Horgan, EB Davies, comments to
author 29.06.15; revised version received 30.07.15; accepted 22.09.15; published 19.01.16.

Please cite as:

Chan JKY, Farrer LM, Gulliver A, Bennett K, Griffiths KM

University Sudents’ Views on the Perceived Benefits and Drawbacks of Seeking Help for Mental Health Problems on the Internet: A
Qualitative Sudy

JMIR Human Factors 2016; 3(1):€3

URL: http://humanfactors.jmir.org/2016/1/e3/

doi: 10.2196/humanfactors.4765

PMID: 27026140

©Jade KY Chan, Louise M Farrer, Amelia Gulliver, Kylie Bennett, Kathleen M Griffiths. Originally published in IMIR Human
Factors (http://humanfactors.jmir.org), 19.01.2016. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative
Commons Attribution License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/2.0/), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and
reproduction in any medium, provided the original work, first published in IMIR Human Factors, is properly cited. The complete
bibliographic information, alink to the original publication on http://humanfactors.jmir.org, as well asthis copyright and license
information must be included.

http://humanfactors.jmir.org/2016/1/e3/ JMIR Human Factors 2016 | vol. 3 | iss. 1 [e3 | p.99

RenderX

(page number not for citation purposes)


http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2850.2009.01497.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=20465756&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15228830802097257
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-244X/12/157
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1471-244X-12-157
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=23009161&dopt=Abstract
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-244X/13/119
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1471-244X-13-119
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=23601273&dopt=Abstract
http://humanfactors.jmir.org/2016/1/e3/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/humanfactors.4765
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=27026140&dopt=Abstract
http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/

JMIR HUMAN FACTORS Haleset d

Original Paper

A Mixed-Methods Approach to the Development, Refinement, and
Pilot Testing of Social Networks for Improving Healthy Behaviors

Sarah Hales', PhD; Gabrielle Turner-McGrievy', PhD; Arjang Fahim?, PhD; Andrew Freix% Sara Wilcox®, PhD:;
Rachel E Davis', PhD; Michagl Huhns?, PhD; Homayoun Valafar?, PhD

1Arnold School of Public Health, Department of Health Promotion, Education, and Behavior, University of South Carolina, Columbia, SC, United
States

2Department of Computer Science, University of South Carolina, Columbia, SC, United States
3Arnold School of Public Health, Department of Exercise Science, University of South Carolina, Columbia, SC, United States

Corresponding Author:

Sarah Hales, PhD

Arnold School of Public Health
Department of Health Promotion, Education, and Behavior
University of South Carolina
Discovery | Building

915 Greene St.

Columbia, SC,

United States

Phone: 1 843 670 5317

Fax: 1 803 777 6290

Email: bridgesS@mailbox.sc.edu

Abstract

Background: Moabile health (mHealth) has shown promise as away to deliver weight loss interventions, including connecting
users for social support.

Objective: To develop, refine, and pilot test the Social Pounds Off Digitally (POD) Android app for personalized health
monitoring and interaction.

Methods. Adults who were overweight and obese with Android smartphones (BMI 25-49.9 kg/m? N=9) were recruited for a
2-month weight loss pilot intervention and iterative usability testing of the Social POD app. The app prompted participants via
notification to track daily weight, diet, and physical activity behaviors. Participants received the content of the behavioral weight
loss intervention via podcast. In order to re-engage infrequent users (did not use the app within the previous 48 hours), the app
prompted frequent users to select 1 of 3 messages to send to infrequent users targeting the behavioral theory constructs social
support, self-efficacy, or negative outcome expectations. Body weight, dietary intake (2 24-hr recalls), and reported calories
expended during physical activity were assessed at baseline and 2 months. All participants attended 1 of 2 focus groupsto provide
feedback on use of the app.

Results: Participants lost a mean of 0.94 kg (SD 2.22, P=.24) and consumed significantly fewer kcals postintervention (1570
kcal/day, SD 508) as compared to baseline (2384 kcal/day, SD 993, P=.01). Participants reported expending a mean of 171
kcal/day (SD 153) during intentional physical activity following theintervention as compared to 138 kcal/day (SD 139) at baseline,
yet thiswas not a statistically significant difference (P=.57). There was not a statistically significant correlation found between
total app entries and percent weight loss over the course of the intervention (r=.49, P=.19). Mean number of app entrieswas 77.2
(SD 73.8) per person with arange of 0to 219. Messagestargeting social support were selected most often (32/68, 47%), followed
by self-efficacy (28/68, 41%), and negative outcome expectations (8/68, 12%). Themesfrom the focus groupsincluded functionality
issues, revisions to the messaging system, and the addition of a point system with rewards for achieving goals.

Conclusions: The Social POD app provides an innovative way to re-engage infrequent users by encouraging frequent usersto
provide socia support. Although more time is needed for devel opment, this mHealth intervention can be disseminated broadly
for many years and to many individuals without the need for additional intensive in-person hours.

(IMIR Human Factors 2016;3(1):e8) doi:10.2196/humanfactors.4512

http://humanfactors.jmir.org/2016/1/e8/ JMIR Human Factors 2016 | vol. 3| iss. 1 [e8 | p.100
(page number not for citation purposes)


mailto:bridges5@mailbox.sc.edu
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/humanfactors.4512
http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/

JMIR HUMAN FACTORS

KEYWORDS

Haleset d

mHealth; obesity; weight loss; social support; socia cognitive theory

Introduction

Rates of overweight and obese US adultsremain high with 69%

having a body mass index (BMI) greater than 25 kg/m? [1].
Obesity and being overweight are associated with type 2
diabetes, cardiovascular disease, arthritis, asthma [2,3], and
some cancers—thyroid [4], colon, breast (in postmenopausal
women), endometrium, esophagus, and kidney [5]. Behavioral
interventions that target improvements in diet and physical
activity are effective ways to help people lose weight and
decrease chronic disease risk factors [6].

The use of apps on mobile devices (eg, smartphones and tabl ets)
has the potential to improve how individuals monitor health
behaviors by serving as a convenient platform to connect users
to one another via online social networks. Mobile health
(mHealth) holds promise as an effective method of delivering
behavioral interventions addressing diet and physical activity,
and it islesstime-intensive than in-person, individual, or group
sessions [ 7]. Mobile phone ownership is pervasive; 85% of US
adults report owning a mobile phone with half owning
smartphones [8]. Smartphone ownership cuts across ethnic
groupswith 49% of Hispanics, 47% of African Americans, and
42% of whites owning smartphones [8]. While there has been
emerging research in the area of using mHealth technologiesto
help peopl e achieve a healthy weight, few studies have used an
entirely mobile device-based approach to deliver a behavioral
weight lossintervention. Furthermore, many of the mobile-based
weight loss apps available (both free and paid) do not include
the evidence-based techniques used in traditiona (ie,
clinic-based) weight loss interventions [9,10].

Weight loss programs have been developed and delivered via
Internet and other Web-based platformsaswell asthrough social
media (eg, Facebook [11] and Twitter [12]) to promote weight
loss and reduce hedth risks of chronic disease. Fregquent
participant engagement with social mediain the context of these
weight lossinterventions has been shown to berelated to weight
loss[11-13]. While there are many benefitsto delivering weight
loss interventions using remote methodologies, maintaining
participant engagement over time and providing sufficient social
support in these types of interventions can be a challenge [14].

The overarching objective of this line of research has been to
design an app that can be used to monitor and test scientific
hypothesesrelated to optimal matching of participantsto provide
support for collective weight loss in the context of mobile
interventions. The primary goal for this pilot study wasto solicit
participant feedback to refine the Social Pounds Off Digitally
(Socia POD) app for usein alarger pilot randomized clinical
trial (RCT). The Socia POD app was developed by a
transdisciplinary team of researchersincluding expertsin health
behavior, nutrition, computer science, psychology, exercise
science, and socia work. The analysis sought to answer the
following questions: (1) What features of the Social POD app
needed to be refined or developed to further incentivize
participants to use the app? (2) Were there any significant

http://humanfactors.jmir.org/2016/1/e8/

changes from pre- to poststudy in participant weight, calories
consumed, and reported intentional physical activity? (3) Was
participant weight loss correlated with frequency of app use
over the course of the study?

Methods

Participant Recruitment
Men and women who were overweight or obese with Android

smartphones (BMI 25-49.9 kg/m? N=9) wererecruited in South
Carolina for a 2-month weight loss pilot intervention to test
usability and provide feedback to be used in the refinement of
the smartphone app. Participants were recruited via worksite
listserv announcements, flyers, and newspaper advertisements.
Exclusion criteria included not having an Android phone,
previous stroke or heart attack diagnosis, diagnosis of diabetes
and using insulin or oral medications to control diabetes, BMI

outside the range of 25.0-49.9 kg/m?, unable to attend required
meetings, unable to access the Internet using a computer for
completing assessments, having apsychiatric illness, receiving
treatment for drug or alcohol dependency, having an eating
disorder, participating in another weight loss program, being
pregnant or planning on becoming pregnant during the study,
and breastfeeding. Participants were excluded for endorsing
any of the first 4 items on the revised Physical Activity
Readiness Questionnaire (PAR-Q) [15,16]: (1) informed by a
doctor that they have a heart condition and should only
participatein physical activities approved by adoctor, (2) feeling
chest pain when engaging in physical activity, (3) experiencing
chest pain in the past month when not engaging in physical
activity, and (4) ever losing their balance and becoming dizzy
or ever losing consciousness. If participants reported a bone or
joint problem that could be made worse by participating in
physical activity (item 5 of the PAR-Q) or taking blood pressure
medication (item 6 of the PAR-Q), they were required to have
aphysician consent form completed to participate in the study.
Participants received US $30 for completion of assessments at
baseline, US $15 after the 1-month focus group, and US $15
after the 2-month follow-up weight assessment.

I ntervention | mplementation

Participants attended 4 in-person meetings. an orientation
session to learn about the study and complete baseline dietary
assessments; a training session to learn how to download and
use the Social POD app and podcasts and to collect baseline
height and weight measurements; a mid-study focus group at 1
month to provide feedback regarding the usability of the Social
POD app, provide suggestions for improvement, and collect
1-month weight measurements; and an end-of-study session to
provide 2-month weight measurements. All participants provided
written consent. This study was approved by the University of
South Carolinainstitutional review board.

Participants were instructed to track their total caloriesfrom all
meals, snacks, and beverages consumed; minutes of intentional
physical activity; and body weight each day for the duration of
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the 2-month usability study. Participants were instructed to use
MyFitnessPal or Loselt, free commercia diet-tracking apps
with extensive nutrient databases, to look up calorieinformation
for food and beverages consumed. Participants were then asked
to transfer total calories from each meal and snack consumed
for the day to the Social POD app. Screenshots of the tracking
features are shown in Figure 1.

Participants received within-app notifications at certain times
throughout the day to remind them to self-monitor (promoting
self-regulation) diet, minutes of physical activity, and total body
weight each day. Participants could view ahistory of al dietary,
activity, and weight information entered on the within-app
history screen. Participants could view weight entered on a
weight graph. Participantswho were frequently using the Social
POD app (users who entered information in the app in the past
48 hours) were prompted via notifications to send encouraging
messages to other group members who had not entered datain
the app over the previous 48 hours (infrequent users). M essages
were sent from frequent users by clicking the notification to
send a message to an infrequent user, selecting one of three
options listed on the message selection screen, and clicking
Send. Screenshots of the message log, message selection, and
history screen of the Socia POD app features are shown in
Figure 2.

Haleset d

This study is novel in that it used theory-based messages
designed by the researchers to help re-engage infrequent
participants over the course of the 2-month intervention. The
participants were matched to provide support to one another
based on principles of recommender systems used by some
websites and applications (eg, Amazon and Netflix) [17-20],
which filter information to match users based on user history
or preferences [21]. Frequent users were randomly matched to
provide support (by sending a theory-based message) to help
re-engage infrequent usersin thisintervention. Social Cognitive
Theory (SCT) [22,23] was used as a framework to design
user-to-user messages that targeted social support [13],
self-efficacy [22,23], and outcome expectations [24] regarding
self-monitoring behavior (ie, targeting self-regulation) [23] of
diet, physical activity, and weight. SCT is the belief in the
reciprocal relationship between cognitions, environmental
influences, and behavior [22,25]. Constructs from SCT were
selected for this study based on results from a previous
Internet-based weight loss intervention, which found that
targeting these specific constructs led to healthier diet and
physical activity behaviors and resulted in a reduction of body
weight among study participants [26]. The interventionists
created messages for each of the three social construct theories
and prompted frequent users to select 1 of 3 messages to send
to an infrequent user. Table 1 provides examples of each
message type as well asthe SCT construct targeted.

Table 1. User-to-user message types by social cognitive theory construct targeted.

SCT construct targeted Construct definition Sample message

Self-efficacy On€e's belief in the ability to perform specific  “1 found some light recipes on the Internet and they look pretty
tasks and overcome barriers. good. Nutrition info islisted, so they're easy to track too.”

Social support Support from others, which can take many “Haven't seen you log anything in the app lately. We missyou!”

formsincluding information, suggestions, or

advice.

QOutcome expectations Expected outcomes of behaviors.

“I've never really succeeded at adiet before, but | think tracking
my calories, weight, and exercise hasto help thistimearound!”

Participants were provided with 3 20-minute, evidence-based
weight loss podcasts each week. Podcasts were uploaded to the
study website, and participants were sent areminder that a new
podcast was available every Monday, Wednesday, and Friday
viaemail. Participantswereinstructed to listen to the 3 podcasts
within the week but could listen at a time and place of their
choosing. Podcasts were informed by SCT and provided
participants with a range of weight loss topics. Podcast topics

http://humanfactors.jmir.org/2016/1/e8/

included nutrition and exercise information, an audio diary
tracking the weight loss progress with challenges experienced
by a male and female character, and a weight loss soap opera
depicting the challenges of overcoming social barriersto weight
loss, with a goal-setting activity related to weight loss at the
end of each episode. Specific information regarding the
development and testing of these podcasts in previous
interventions can be found elsewhere [12,27].
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Figure 1. Screenshots (l€ft to right) of the home, meal tracking, and physical activity tracking screens on the Social POD app.
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Outcome M easures

Participants completed online questionnaires assessing
demographic characteristics. Height was measured at baseline
assessment only using a Seca 213 (Hamburg, Germany)
calibrated stadiometer. Weight was measured at baseline and 2
months using a Seca 869 calibrated digital scale accurate to
0.01 kg. Dietary measures were compl eted by participantsusing
the National Cancer Institute’s Automated Self-Administered
24-Hour Dietary Recall (ASA24) [28]. Each participant
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completed the ASA24 online for 1 unannounced weekday and
weekend day at baseline and 2 months. Thefollowing previously
validated questionnaires were completed by participants at
baseline and 2 months unless otherwise specified: the
Paffenbarger Physical Activity Questionnaire to determine
calories expended during activity [29], the 20-item Weight
Efficacy-Lifestyle Questionnaire to measure participant
self-efficacy [30], the 44-item Big Five Inventory (baseline
only) as a measure of personality characteristics [31], and the
Sallis Social Support Scale [32] and Physical Activity Social
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Influence Scale as measures of social support from family and
friends (modified to include online social networks) [33].
Objective measures of frequency and duration of app use were
collected unobtrusively by a secure network server following
theintervention (at 2 months). All baseline measurementswere
collected prior to the administration of the weight loss
intervention.

Participants attended 1 of 2 focus group sessions at 1 month to
provide feedback regarding their use of the intervention
components (Social POD app and podcasts). The focus groups
were conducted by a trained focus group facilitator, and
guestions were asked using a semistructured interview guide
developed by the investigators that included prescripted and
spontaneous probes designed to elicit information from
participants regarding their experience with the Social POD
app. Questions were designed to assess participant satisfaction
and dissatisfaction with the weight loss podcasts; the Social
POD app including the tracking, prompting, and messaging
features; and the weight graph and history features for future
revisions. Participants were also asked if they would like
incentives for using the app, and if so, how they would like an
incentive system to be structured. Information regarding
aesthetics and appearance of the app was solicited as well.

Focus group sessions were taped using an audio recorder, and
all participants were instructed to use their study identification
number to protect confidentiality during the focus groups. A
trained graduate research assi stant was present at the focus group
onsto take field notes during the sessions. Thefocus group
facilitator completed detailed memos foll owing each midstudy
focus group session to document salient themesfrom partici pant
discussions. Recordings from the 1-month focus group were
transcribed verbatim by the research assistant and were
cross-referenced with recordings for accuracy.

During the study (weeks 1 through 7) participants completed
brief weekly online surveys each Friday to report the number
of podcasts listened to and the number of days they used the
Social POD app that week. Participants also reported any
problems experienced using the Social POD app during the past
7 days and any suggestions they had to improve the app. If
participants reported problems or suggestions for the Social
POD app, they were then asked to write a detailed explanation.

http://humanfactors.jmir.org/2016/1/e8/
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Statistical Analysis

All qualitative data were collected and analyzed between
February and August 2014 using NVivo for Mac Beta 2014
statistical software (QSR International) to extract acombination
of apriori and emergent themes from the focus groupsto guide
therevision of the Social POD app. Open-ended responsesfrom
weekly surveysregarding problems experienced and suggestions
for improvements to the Social POD app were coded as well.
Stata version 13.1 (StataCorp) software was used to detect
statistical significance for all quantitative data analysis. Paired
samples t test was used to test for statistically significant
differencesfrom pre- to posttest for weight, cal ories consumed,
and calories expended during reported physical activity. The
effect size for weight loss was also calculated. Correlation
between total app entries and percent weight loss at 2 months
was examined. Correlation between total days of objectively
measured app use and total days of self-reported app use (via
weekly questionnaires) by participants was examined. Fisher
exact test was used, due to the small sample size, to detect
significant differencesin user-to-user message sel ection among
participants categorized into subgroups based on amount of
weight loss (dichotomized into groups of high versuslow weight
loss at the median split of percent weight loss). The samplesize
for this study was determined for qualitative analysis based on
expert recommendations for mHealth usability testing studies
[34,35]; therefore, this study was not powered to detect
significant changes in within-group weight. Changesin weight
and weight-related behaviors, however, are presented.

Results

Demographic Characteristics

A total of 34 individualsinquired about the study, 15 individuals
qualified to participate, and 9 compl eted baseline measures and
received the intervention. Major reasons why participants did
not qualify included not having an Android phone (9/19, 47%)
and meeting medical exclusion criteria (3/19, 16%). Most
participants (7/9, 78%) attended the 1-month focus group
sessions (2 infrequent app users did not attend), and all
participants completed the poststudy questionnaire and
unannounced dietary recallsand had their body weight measured
poststudy. The response rate for weekly surveys was 62%
(39/63). Baseline demographics of the study sample are
presented in Table 2.
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Table 2. Baseline demographic characteristics.
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Characteristics n=9
Age (years), mean (SD) 39(14.5)
Gender, n (%)
Female 8(89)
Male 1(12)
Race, n (%)
Black 3(33)
White 6 (67)
Weight (kg), mean (SD) 91.5(19.1)
Body mass index, mean (SD) 35.5(7.1)
Educational attainment, n (%)
Advanced 3(33)
College 5 (56)
Some college 1(11)
Marital status, n (%)
Divorced or separated 1(11)
Married 2(22)
Single 4 (44)
Other 2(22)

Focus Group Themes

Major themes that emerged during focus group discussions are
reported below with illustrative quotes from participants. These
themes included Social POD app functionality, improvements
to the Social POD app and podcasts, additions to the Social
POD app, incentive and goal system for the Social POD app,
and satisfaction with the Social POD app and podcasts.

Functionality of Social POD App

Functionality problemsreported by participantsincluded issues
with the notification system that prompted participantsto track
their daily diet, weight, and minutes of physical activity.
Reported functionality issues with the notification system
mentioned during the focus groups as well as on the weekly
surveysincluded 1 failure to receive notifications and 1 failure
of notifications to connect with the correct screen within the
Social POD app. The same participant reported 2 instances of
spontaneous crashing of the Social POD app on the weekly
surveys.

I mprovements to Social POD App and Podcasts

Themesrelating to suggested improvementsfor the Social POD
app were varied and included adding additional features and
modifying existing features. Modifying the color scheme and
integrating options for personalization were suggested. One
participant suggested using colorsthat “ get your attention more”
by replacing the grey and dark blue used in the current version
of the Social POD app with brighter colors. Another participant
mentioned she would like to have had the opportunity to choose
an avatar or icon for her home screen to customize the
appearance of her app. Having the ability to track calories
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consumed on previous dates was another requested modification.
Most participants (3 out of 4 participantsin this group) reported
that the notifications to track their diet, physical activity, and
weight were helpful as reminders to track their healthy
behaviors, although 1 participant said she found them to be
annoying.

Therewere not many suggested improvementsfor the podcasts
during the focus groups, but participants did note problemswith
sound quality and variation in the volume level. A participant
in the focus groups mentioned that there was adifferencein the
volume level of the various segments of the podcasts,
specifically with the soap opera portion. Participants
recommended leveling the volume and improving the sound
quality of the podcast episodes prior to future use. While all
participants reported that they valued the information provided
in the podcasts and felt satisfied with the various segments,
some participants (n=3) reported they did not like the soap opera
portion of the podcast episodes. A participant shared, “I don’t
particularly like the soap opera,” and 2 members of the group
agreed with this statement and said this story line was “geared
toward young dating women” and “negative” Another
participant would have enjoyed the soap opera portion of the
podcast more if al of the episodes could be listened to
consecutively rather than having to wait until the next episode
was available to download.

Additionsto the Social POD App

Suggested additions to the Social POD app included adding a
database of common foods and beverages within the app (versus
having to use another app to look up calorie information) and
incorporating an incentive system. Increasing the amount of
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praise provided by the study staff for entering weight and
achieving weight loss—related goals was a highly suggested
addition to the app. All of the participants that attended the
focus groups (n=7) expressed their desire to see how others
were doing in the program and to send other participants
encouragement for achieving weight loss goals. A participant
mentioned it would be interesting to see if messages sent to
other users actually motivated them to use the app more often.

| think it'd be interesting to hear somebody from the
receiving end to see if that motivated them to do
something.

I ncentive and Goal System of the Social POD App

All participantsin the focus groups reported they would like an
incentive system with rewardsfor using the tracking components
of the Social POD app. Partici pants suggested that points should
be redeemed for prizes.

I’mall about a token economy, so yes,...| think like a
five year old, so yeah, that [prizes] really does
motivate me.

Participants recommended earning points specifically for
completing physical activity.

| haven't been nearly as active as | would have liked
to have been...having a point reward system for that
would be an incentive for me to move more.

A participant mentioned that creating a competition among
study participants or giving prizes for personal bests would be
motivating.

| certainly like prizes[laughter]. It could also be fun
to have a competition between the Social POD users
so you could have the leader in points receive some
prizeor even personal bests, likeif you have a 5-week
program and your best week you could get some
rewards.

Participants recommended the integration of preset or tailored
goals to limit the possibility that some might set unrealistic
goals for themselves and give up on the program.

First participant: Think of the other sideif you decide
for yourself some goals, and for some reason you
cannot make them, how would you feel ?

Second participant: Really terrible, but if it was
somehow like...If the system could somehow help you
set reasonable goals instead of like high in the sky
thingsthat | know I’ mnot going to do. Peopledo tend
to set lofty goals for themselves when really it should
be small, measurable, incremental changes at first.

Satisfaction With Social POD App and Podcasts

Themesrelating to satisfaction with Social POD app components
included the user-to-user messaging system. Some participants
preferred the prewritten user-to-user messages because they
seemed more professional than allowing participants to create
their own user-to-user messages.

| think the prepopulated messages is [are] the best
because it’s professional .

http://humanfactors.jmir.org/2016/1/e8/
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Overall, participants reported satisfaction with the messaging
system. A participant reported that she would have been less
likely to send messagesto othersif she had to write the messages
herself.

| know that | would be less likely to send a message
tosomeoneif | had towriteit myself...so having some
[messages] to choose from where it takes just a
second to do, I'm more likely to do that.

Overall, participants reported the Social POD app was simple
and easy to use. Participants reported they liked the convenience
and ability to use their smartphones to track their diet, which
they found to be more inconspicuous than other methods (eg,
using a calorie book).

Every now and then you feel like James Bond because
if you are at the table an[d] you still have your
cellphone with you an[d] you turn on the app
and...nobody knowswhat you do...an[ d] you just...key
in everything an[d] done. | mean [at] the end of the
day...I’ve done something for myself today.

Participants also mentioned that the app gave them the
motivation they needed to change their diet and physical activity
behaviorsto lose weight.

It's definitely been a useful exercise...my thing is
process, not perfection...in my case I’'m doing a lot
more than | was doing before.

All participantsin the focus groups volunteered that they valued
the information provided in the podcasts.

| liked the information...it reinforces what |I'm sure
most of us already know.

Participants reported a variety of methods used to listen to the
weekly podcasts. A participant created an icon on the phone to
easily access the podcasts and even set reminders to listen to
the podcasts throughout the week.

I’ ve set up the podcasts as an icon on my phone. So

then | just go to thewebsite and can play it fromthere,

and then | have an alarm set up for Monday,

Wednesday, and Friday because otherwise I'll forget

to[listen] even with an email I’ll probably forget.
Another participant reported listening to the podcasts from a
laptop.

It'seasy, | told you, | listen to this on my laptop, and
once | get the email, | just click on the link on my
media systemin the laptop [and] just open up, and |
can see everything there. | wish they could stay. |
wished at the end of the study [the podcasts] would
not go away.

Participants reported listening to the podcasts in a variety of
settings. Some participants reported listening to the podcasts
whilein the car.

| liketo listento it in the car when I’mgoing to bein
the car for twenty or thirty minutes.

| liketo listen to themin the car or when |’ m getting
ready in the morning and that's a good timeto do it,
so | appreciate that your assistant sends them early
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in the morning, so | have a good time, a whole day
really to listento it.

All focus group participants mentioned that they liked at least
one of the various segments included in the podcast episodes.

| also really like the section where you listen to
someone’s diary...that’s hel pful.

Another participant liked the diversity of characters included
in the podcasts.

| like there's an array of people who share. Older
gentlemen, the women, whoever you seemto identify
with you can find somebody who is good for you.

Suggested | mprovements

Ontheweekly surveys, partici pants suggested many of the same
improvements discussed in the focus group sessions.
Suggestions for improvements to the Social POD app included
adding more vibrant colors to the app, adding customization
such asapersona avatar, integrating a nutrient database, adding
the ability to track diet and activity for previous dates, and
providing more praise for losing weight and/or increasing
physical activity. Additional suggestions made on the weekly
surveys not mentioned in the focus groups included adding
additional activity options for tracking physical activity (n=1),
giving participants the ability to customize the user-to-user
messages (n=1), and revising the user-to-user messagesto sound
more motivating and encouraging (n=1).

Planned Revisionsof the Social POD App and Podcasts
Based on Focus Group Themes

A news feed will be developed for the Social POD app for
participants to view the progress of other users with weight
loss-related goals. Participants will be able to send others
encouragement for achieving these goal s (eg, logging 30 minutes
of exercise, logging diet and weight) through the news feed,
targeting positive reinforcement [22]. Other revisions to the
next iteration of the Social POD app will include the ahility to
earn points on aPoint Tracker within the app for self-monitoring
diet, physical activity, and weight and for sending others
encouragement through the newsfeed. Pointswill be redeemed
for study-provided prizes at the end of the pilot RCT, targeting
reinforcement [22]. A weight loss competition among
participants, as suggested by one participant, will not be
integrated into the revised version of the Social POD app to
minimize the potential risk of harm to some participants who
are not achieving weight loss goals as quickly as others.
Integrating a database of food and beverages similar to
commercia diet tracking apps to view the nutrient content of
commonly consumed items was recommended and will be
incorporated into the cal orie tracking features of the Social POD
app to facilitate self-regulation [23]. A more extensive list of
activities will be incorporated to the physical activity tracker
in the revised Social POD app, also promoting self-regulation
[23]. The color scheme of the app will be modified to include
colors that are brighter and more eye-catching, and the option
to add an avatar on the home screen will be incorporated.
User-to-user messages will be revised to include more
encouraging statements to better re-engage infrequent users
with the Social POD app. Planned revisions for the podcasts
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include rerecording the podcast episodes to improve the sound
quality and volume across segments within the episodes.

Quantitative Results

Participants lost a mean of 0.94 kg (SD 2.22). Differences in
mean participant weight before (91.48 kg, SD 19.08; 95% ClI
76.82-106.15) and after (90.55 kg, SD 20.01; 95% CI
75.17-105.93) the 2-month intervention were not statistically
significant (P=.24, d=.05, r=.02). Participants reported
expending amean of 171 kcal/day (SD 153) during intentional
physical activity following the intervention as compared to 138
kcal/day (SD 139) at baseline, yet this was not a statistically
significant difference (P=.57). Participants reported consuming
significantly fewer calories following the intervention (1570
kcal/day, SD 508) than before (2384 kcal/day, SD 993, P=.01).

Mean number of Social POD app entries over the course of the
2-month usability study was 77.2 (SD 73.8, 95% CI
17.66-133.68) with a minimum of 0 and a maximum of 219
entries. Messages were sent by frequent users targeting social
support most often (32/68, 47%), followed by self-efficacy
(28/68, 41%) and outcome expectations (8/68, 12%). Therewas
not a statistically significant correlation between total app entries
and percent weight loss over the course of the intervention
(r=.49, P=.19). There was no difference in the type of message
selected (self-efficacy, social support, and outcome expectation)
between those participants who were successful at weight loss
as compared to those who were less successful (defined at
median split in percent weight loss) (P=.79).

On the weekly surveys, participants reported listening to an
average of 2.24 podcast episodes (SD 1.50; minimum O,
maximum 6) per week, and they reported using the Social POD
app an average of 4.5 days (SD 2.25; minimum 0, maximum
7). There were 7 reports of problems using the Social POD app
by 3 participants over the course of the 2-month study. Reported
problems from weekly surveys included spontaneous crashing
(2 times) and notifications linking with the incorrect screen in
the Social POD app (1 time); there were no explanations for
the other reported problems on the weekly surveys.

There were 2 participants with no objective measure of Social
POD app use over the course of the study. A participant reported
using the Social POD app 1 day during the study, and she
specified on the weekly survey that she did not use the app
because she did not have enough time. The other participant
without objective app use data reported on the weekly surveys
that she used the app atotal of 21 days during the study. The
total number of days participants used the app (as objectively
measured by the app) and total number of days of self-reported
app use by participantsviaweekly surveyswas highly correlated
(r=.87, P<.01), indicating that self-report was areliable measure
of app engagement in this study.

Discussion

Comparison to Prior Work

While there has been much work in the area of maobile app
development for health, there is currently little published
research in the area of development and testing of new mobile
apps for weight loss among adults who are overweight and
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obese. There are several recent studies documenting the
development and testing of new apps for weight loss in
adolescents [36], apps for increasing physical activity and
reducing screen time among adolescent males [37], and apps
for predicting therisk of childhood obesity among infants[38].
Several recent studies report on the devel opment and testing of
apps for modification of diet and physical activity among the
young adult population [39-41].

In a similar mixed-methods usability study, Morrison and
colleagues used a computer-based weight loss program in
conjunction with an Android mobile app to improve participant
goal setting and motivation to achieve wei ght management goals
among young adult participants over a4-week period [39]. This
app also offered participants the opportunity to set notifications,
similar to those in the Social POD app, as remindersto use the
diet and physical activity diary features. Participants could
choose when and if they would like to receive notifications in
an effort to improve the usability of and satisfaction with the
mobile app [39]. It was found that only about half of the
participants used the self-monitoring features of the app over
the course of this usability testing [39]. While 1 participant in
the Social POD app study noted that the notifications could be
“annoying,” others found the notifications, which were preset
by study coordinators, a helpful reminder to self-monitor their
behaviors and weight and said that they otherwise would not
have performed this task. Prior research has also demonstrated
that weight lossisimproved when self-monitoring activities are
performed in real-time and proximal to the target behavior [42].
This indicates that mHealth apps could better help users
self-monitor health-rel ated behaviors using anotification system
that cannot be eliminated by participants to remind them
throughout the day and at timesin which the behaviorstypically
occur.

In a qualitative study examining the desired features of weight
loss apps among young adults, Tang and colleagues found that
participants valued the opportunity to move beyond strictly
tracking their eating behaviors and wanted a way to integrate
other features, such as behavioral weight loss goals[40]. Other
mobile apps have also incorporated a goals feature. Morrison
and colleaguesinstructed participantsto set their own goalsand
track their goal achievement progress using their mobile app
and found that participants most frequently accessed
informational content using their app (eg, food lists); fewer
participants used the goal setting and monitoring features of
their mobile app [39]. As some participants are less likely to
use app componentsthat requireinitial set-up (eg, setting goals
or notifications), including sometype of preset behavioral goals
for users to achieve could help promote user engagement and
motivation with these mHealth apps.

In their qualitative study documenting the development and
prototype testing of an app promoting change in eating and
activity behaviors to reduce weight gain among young adults,
Hebden and colleagues received feedback requesting positive
reinforcement for performing desired behaviors (eg, eating
healthy foods or engaging in physical activity) [41]. This is
similar to participant suggestions for more opportunities to
provide and receive praise in the Social POD study. Including
opportunitiesfor usersto give and receive praise for performing
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targeted health behaviors could be another necessary component
to help establish and maintain health behavior change within
the context of mHesalth interventions.

The color scheme of the Social POD app will be updated with
brighter colorsto better appeal to users as suggested in the Socia
POD participant focus groups. Tang and colleagues conducted
focus groups with young adult participants and also found that
the perceived attractiveness of an app was an important
consideration for participant satisfaction and maintaining
engagement with weight loss apps [40]. Functionality issues
similar to those found in the notification system of the Social
POD app were found in a study conducted by Morrison and
colleagues where a participant reported not receiving
notifications during testing of anew mobile app for goal setting
and self-monitoring of diet and activity among a small sample
of adults [39].

Ensuring that all components of mHealth apps are functioning
properly over time is an integral part of the usability testing
processand of great importancein remotely delivered behavioral
health interventions. Following usability testing, it was
imperative to prioritize the changes that were made to the Social
POD app prior to the pilot RCT. Correcting functionality issues
and devel oping anewsfeed and incentive systemstook priority;
an avatar to personalize the app was not incorporated, and, while
a nutrient database was added, it was not as extensive as
originally hoped.

Limitations

Because the purpose of this study was to test the first iteration
of the Social POD app prior to the pilot RCT, it was not
adequately powered to detect statistically significant differences
in pre-post scores. Thetime period of the study waslimited and
at 2 months may have been too short to detect significant
differencesin participant pre-post body weight. The Social POD
appiscurrently only availablefor the Android operating system.
Despite the fact that the Android phone is the most prevalent
cell phone in the United States [43], the fact that other
smartphones (eg, iPhone) were excluded may reduce the
generalizability of the findings. Direct questioning (versus
open-ended questioning) was used to solicit participant opinions
regarding the addition of anincentive system, which could have
resulted in bias. The sample size of this study was also very
small, at just 9 participants and only 1 male, and was therefore
not a representative sample of all potential users of the Social
POD app. Because the sample sizewas small, message selection
results could be skewed toward the message type that frequent
participants preferred. Participants were instructed to use a
commercia databaseto identify the caloric content of food and
beverages consumed and use of this database could have
contributed to the change in weight observed following this
intervention.

Strengths

One strength of this study was the use of a mixed-methods
design, which included participant focus groups to obtain
usability and functionality feedback and suggestions for
improvements to the Social POD app prior to the pilot RCT.
Obtaining feedback through the weekly surveys was another
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strength, given the potential for some participants to refrain or
modify comments during focus groups based on social
desirability bias. Another strength of this study wastheiterative
testing of the Socia POD app to uncover and resolve
functionality issues prior to the pilot RCT [34]. While the total
number of app entries was not statistically significantly
correlated with percent weight loss, a correlation coefficient of
r=.49 represents a fairly large effect size [44]. Furthermore,
mean differencein calories expended during intentional physical
activity from pre- to posttest was a so not significantly different,
but this represented asmall effect and could be greater if tested
among alarger sample and over alonger time period [44]. While
the sample size was small in this usability study, the minimum
percentage of problemsidentified during testing of mobile apps
increased from 55% to 85%, respectively, when the sample size
increased from 5 participantsto 10 [45]. The reach of mHealth
interventions such as this has the potential to be even greater
than traditional face-to-face interventions, and even small
changes in weight have the potentia to impact public health

Haleset d

outcomes and reduce disease risk [46]. A reduction in body
weight aslittleas 1 kg, as seen in this study, has been associated
with a16% reduction in type 2 diabetesrisk [47] demonstrating
that thistype of mHealth intervention isascalable way to deliver
aweight loss program with beneficial reduction of diseaserisk.
The comparison of objective and subjective reports of app use
is another strength of this study.

Conclusion

The Social POD app provides an innovative way to encourage
self-monitoring of dietary intake, weight, and physical activity
while encouraging frequent users to provide socia support to
infrequent users. Although moretimeis needed for development,
thismHealth intervention can be disseminated broadly for many
years and to many individuals without the need for additional
intensivein-person hours. The Social POD app should betested
inalarger clinical trial for alonger length of time to determine
if changesin participant weight, calories consumed, and calories
expended during physical activity are improved.
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Abstract

Background: Theadministration of health screenersin ahospital setting hastraditionally required (1) cliniciansto ask questions
and log answers, which can be time consuming and susceptible to error, or (2) patients to complete paper-and-pencil surveys,
which require third-party entry of information into the el ectronic health record and can be vulnerable to error and misinterpretation.
A highly promising method that avoids these limitations and bypasses third-party interpretation is direct entry viaacomputerized
inventory.

Objective: To (1) computerize medical and behavioral health screening for use in general medical settings, (2) optimize patient
acceptability and feasibility through iterative usability testing and modification cycles, and (3) examine how age relates to
usability.

Methods: A computerized version of 15 screeners, including behavioral health screeners recommended by a National Institutes
of Health Office of Behavioral and Social Sciences Research collaborative workgroup, was subjected to systematic usability
testing and iterative modification. Consecutive adult, English-speaking patients seeking treatment in an urban emergency department
were enrolled. Acceptability was defined as (1) the percentage of eligible patients who agreed to take the assessment (initiation
rate) and (2) average satisfaction with the assessment (satisfaction rate). Feasibility was defined as the percentage of the screening
items completed by those who initiated the assessment (completion rate). Chi-square tests, analyses of variance, and Pearson
correlations were used to detect whether improvements in initiation, satisfaction, and completion rates were seen over time and
to examine the relation between age and outcomes.

Results: Of 2157 dligible patients approached, 1280 agreed to complete the screening (initiation rate=59.34%). Statistically
significant increases were observed over timein satisfaction (F3 105,=3.35, P=.019) and completion rates (F3 ;,74=25.44, P<.001).
Younger age was associated with greater initiation (initiated, mean [SD], 46.6 [18.7] years, declined: 53.0[19.5] years, t, 155=—7.6,
P<.001), higher completion (r=-.20, P<.001), and stronger satisfaction (r=-.23, P<.001).

Conclusions. In a rapid-paced emergency department with a heterogeneous patient population, 59.34% (1280/2157) of all
eligible patientsinitiated the computerized screener with a completion rate reaching over 90%. Usability testing revealed several
critical principlesfor maximizing usability of the computerized medical and behavioral health screeners used in this study. Further
work isneeded to identify usability issues pertaining to other screeners, racially and ethnically diverse patient groups, and different
health care settings.
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Introduction

Electronic health records (EHRs) have become ubiquitous in
health care settings, but their full capacity to markedly improve
public health has yet to be realized. To catalyze the transition
from “public health potential” to “public health improvement,”
alandmark collaboration supported by the National Institutes
of Health (NIH) Office of Behavioral and Social Sciences
Research (OBSSR) has derived a list of recommended core
psychosocial screeners to be incorporated into all EHRs [1].
The multiphase consensus building process used by the OBSSR
collaborative workgroup included diverse stakeholders from
health care systems, scientists, policy makers, governmental
organizations, health insurers, clinicians, and consumer groups.
To facilitate downstream implementation, the panel sought to
ensure that the recommended screeners (see Multimedia
Appendix 1) were not only rooted in strong science but were
also actionable, user friendly, clinically relevant, and cost
effective. Adoption of these core measures into EHRs could
improveindividual-level patient care, identify drivers of hospital
readmissions, and facilitate public health research by supporting
more efficient, accurate harmonization of data across different
EHRs.

Even if an EHR company integrates the core behavioral health
screeners into its templates, clinicians till must ask the
guestions and enter the answers, a task that can be time
consuming and susceptible to error, especially when multiple
screeners spanning a variety of domains must be administered.
Even if paper-and-pencil administration is used by the patient
to complete the screeners, the clinician or a designee still must
enter the item responses or scale scoresinto the EHR manually.
A highly promising method that avoids these limitations and
bypasses third-party interpretation leading to potential
misinterpretation is direct entry via computerized assessments.
In many situations, electronic collection of screenersis superior
to verbal interview because it guarantees standardized
administration of the questions and scoring, promotes
forthcoming responses by reducing social desirability bias[2-4],
and requireslessclinician time. Because datafrom computerized
assessments has the potential to be imported directly into the
EHR, it can reduce transcription and scoring errors and time
associated with manual entry of paper-based item responses or
scale scores. A truly integrated system that pairs computerized
self-assessments of the OBSSR core screeners such that the
data output matches up precisely with the same template fields
in the EHR would be a strong innovation. Advances in tablet
computing make such integration in clinical settings even more
practical, because of the ease of administration, low cost, and
growing familiarity with the medium in the general population.

Behavioral heath screeners are not the only important
information to obtain. From the medical provider’s perspective,
computerizing the OBSSR behavioral health screeners alone
has limited utility. When managing a heterogeneous group of

http://humanfactors.jmir.org/2016/1/e10/

patientsin a general medical setting, like aprimary care clinic
or an emergency department, screening for medical symptoms,
conditions, and diagnoses (eg, pain, chronic illnesses, and
surgical history) is equally important. Consequently, for a
computerized screening inventory to have optimal utility in
general medical settings, it should assist with screening for both
medical and behavioral health domains and be integrated with
the EHR.

The overall effectiveness of an integrated EHR-computerized
screening system assessing both medical and behavioral health
statuses will depend on numerous factors. One of the most
important is the system'’s acceptability and feasibility among
patients receiving care. It is essential to design the items and
user interface to maximize patient usability. In this context,
usability relates to how easy the computerized assessment isto
complete [5]. Typically, during usability testing, representative
participants are asked to complete the assessment in a manner
similar to the intended deployment while trained research staff
observe and debrief participants. In addition, data collected by
the computerized assessment can be used to evaluate usability,
such as examining patterns in missing data to determine
challenging items. Usability testing should identify problems
that impede successful completion and collect qualitative and
quantitative data that help the team to understand the root causes
of these impediments. Furthermore, the best usability studies
not only identify these impediments but also systematically
attempt to remediate them by modifying the items, interface,
or administration procedures by eval uating the resulting impact
on usability in an iterative fashion.

Although much has been written on designing usable websites
from a commercial perspective [6], the literature on usability
of computerized screeners designed for use in general medical
settings is quite limited. For example, Hess and colleagues [7]
published data on more than 11,000 administrations of a
tablet-based patient self-assessment in a primary care practice
and showed that 84% reported no difficulty in completing the
assessment. However, they did not report the proportion of the
total population that agreed to complete the computerized
assessment, or initiation rate, nor did they obtain systematic
information on impediments to completion that may have been
used to further improve acceptability and feasibility. While 84%
may seem like a strong performance, in busy clinical settings
it may be unacceptable, becauseit suggeststhat 16% may either
be dissatisfied or report problems to clinical staff, who do not
have the time or the training to address such issues.

In addition to a general lack of rigorous research on usability
of computerized screeners, the association between age and
usability remains poorly understood. Some studies have shown
age to be inversely associated with usability of computerized
assessments [7,8], whereas others have not [9]. The relation
between age and usability is important to understand because
it could introduce systematic bias into both the clinica
monitoring of health behaviors among patients and the public
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health research that utilizes data resulting from these
assessments. Research is needed to better understand how age
relates to computerized screener acceptance and feasibility.

The aims of the current study were to (1) computerize a core
set of medical and behavioral health screeners, (2) optimize
patient acceptability and feasibility through iterative usability
testing and modification cycleswith asample of heterogeneous
medical patients, and (3) examine how age is associated with
patient acceptance and feasibility.

Methods

Study Setting

The study was set in a large, urban, academic emergency
department, which is a good setting for usability testing of a
computerized screening inventory for several reasons. First,
because of the nature of emergency care, providers know little
about the patientswhen they arrive. Screening for pain and other
past medical history isimportant.

Second, broad mandates to incorporate behavioral health
screening efforts into emergency care exist [10]. This is true
for the following reasons. (1) many patients do not have access
to primary care, so if behavioral health is not addressed in the
emergency department it is often not addressed at al, and (2)
many presentationsare directly related to health behaviors, such
asan automobile crash resulting from driving whileintoxicated.
Consequently, the emergency department isan important setting
in its own right for preventive health efforts. The OBSSR
screeners are a particularly good fit for the emergency
department because they are very brief, with only 1 or 2 items
per screener.

Third, patient volume is brisk and large samples needed for
iterative cycles can be generated quickly. The nature of
emergency department care dlowsfor patientsto have downtime
to complete the assessment while they wait for clinician
evaluation, test results, consultants, or inpatient beds.

Participants

From January to December 2013, data collection shifts
represented 7 days of the week and ranged between 9 am and
10 pm. During each research shift, every patient who presented
for careinthe emergency department waslogged and considered
for participation regardless of presenting complaint to maximize
sampl e representativeness. Patients were excluded if they were
younger than 18 years of age, non-English speaking,
incarcerated, or medically, cognitively, or emotionally unable
to be interviewed or to respond to a computerized assessment
(eg, intubation, persistent vomiting, severe pain, altered mental
status). Of the 5000 patients logged, 2592 (51.84%) were
interviewed by research assistants (RAS); the others were not
interviewed dueto exclusion criteria(seethe Study Procedure”
section), patient unavailability, or research staff unavailability.
Of those interviewed, 2157 (83.22%) were deemed eligible; of
these, 1280 (59.34%) agreed to take the assessment. The mean
(SD) age of the consenting sample was 46 (17) years, and 555
(43.35%) were women, 1021 (79.77%) were white, and 60
(4.69%) were Hispanic.
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Study Procedure

A multidisciplinary team composed of a health psychologist,
physicians, nurses, anurse practitioner, and computer scientists
helped build the initial specifications for the computerized
screening inventory. The inventory (Vecna Technologies, Inc,
Cambridge, MA, USA) is Web-based, hosted on a server
compliant with the Heath Information Portability and
Accountability Act, and designed to be presented on a tablet.
The project team created medical screening items that were
deemed most important to the emergency department setting.
These included pain (intensity and location), other medical
symptoms associated with pain, and past medical, psychiatric,
and surgical history of the patients (see Multimedia Appendix
1). The OBSSR behavioral health screeners were included, as
well as follow-up items in response to positive screens, where
appropriate, such asthetypeof illicit drugsused if theindividual
screened positive for use. Longer follow-up screeners, such as
the Alcohol Use Disorders Identification Test (AUDIT) [11],
are recommended by OBSSR for positive initial screens.
However, these longer screeners were not included to preserve
the feasibility of the administration. The medical items were
presented first because the team thought this would promote
perceived relevance of completing a computerized screening
because most patients present to the emergency department for
medical not behavioral complaints.

For the original deployment, the computerized screening
inventory was designed to mimic paper intake forms routinely
used in medical settings. Multipleitems appeared on the screen,
and patients indicated their answers by touching the response
options and scrolling down to access the rest of the items on
the page. Upon completing their current page, patients tapped
the“Next” button, and were presented with the next multi-item
page. The project team believed that this would be a highly
efficient administration format that aligned with a paper-based
processwith which patientswere already familiar with, thereby
improving acceptability. The format of the items response
options was initially allowed to vary based on the particular
item. For example, the response to the tobacco use question was
binary (Yes/No), whereas illicit drug use was numeric (the
number of days in the past 12 months drugs were used). This
aligned with the published OBSSR screeners. Patients could
skip items at will, a feature the team believed would respect
patient’s autonomy by allowing theindividual to skip questions
he/she did not want to answer. The assessment administration
ended automatically after the final answer was entered.

All items and responses used the same font style and size to
maintain consistency. All items and instructions were framed
inthe second person. Becauseit is difficult to make adjustments
simultaneously across humerous languages, only an English
version was tested. The project team intends to trandate and
test the final version with other groups in future studies. The
minimum number of items presented was 37 (see Multimedia
Appendix 1); the maximum, counting all branched items, was
41 items. Because some screeners required more than 1 item,
there are moreitemsthan screeners. The computerized screening
inventory was extensively tested by the project team, debugged
by the Vecna engineers, and piloted with an initial sample of
20 patients prior to full patient testing. Modificationsto the base
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system resulting from usability testing are described in the
“Results” section.

Trained RAsfirst determined if anindividual should be excluded
through a combination of medical chart review and brief
discussion with the treating clinicians. Those clearly satisfying
exclusion criteria, such as patientswho were being resuscitated,
documented as non-English speakers, incarcerated, or physically
incapable of completing the electronic assessment were
excluded. The rest were approached at the bedside. Approach
and consent were concise to make the experience as naturalistic
as possible. Following a brief introduction, the RA asked the
patient if he/she was willing to participate in a study that
involved answering health-related questions on a tablet. The
RA assured the patient that experience with computers or tablets
was not necessary, their medical care would not be interrupted
or delayed by participation, and they could stop at any time.
Interested patients provided verbal consent.

For those who consented, the RA opened the computerized
screening inventory on the tablet, provided basic instructions,
handed the tablet to the patient, and remained present for the
first few demographics items (eg, name, age) to ensure the
patient understood how to proceed. After the first few items,
the RA left the patient’s bedside to provide privacy but remained
nearby in case the patient required assistance or wasinterrupted
for medical care. After the patient completed the computerized
screening inventory, he/she reviewed a summary of his/her
answers for accuracy, and errors were corrected. The RA
concluded by performing asemistructured debriefing interview
that assessed perceived barriers, challenges, and suggested
improvements to the system. The tablet was housed in a
protective case and sanitized after every patient administration
for infection control.

The RA documented al questions and problems observed
throughout the enrollment process, including results from the
debriefing interview, on a patient experience log (described in
the“Measures’ section). Thislog was summarized by research
staff on a weekly basis and reviewed by the principal
investigator and other members of the research team.
Recommended system changes were identified, prioritized based
on their likely impact on usability, and shared with the vendor.
Each update to the computerized screening inventory was
debugged and tested by aquality assuranceteam prior to release.
Testing, problem identification, and further modifications
continued systematically throughout the study period. In addition
to changes to the inventory, problems related to the RA’s
introduction and administration procedures were identified and
solutions implemented. Although small iterative refinements
in the software, item content, and administration procedures
were made throughout the study, major clusters of changes
occurred at 3 time points, which divided the 12 months into 4
phases (see the “ Results’ section).

The study was approved by the UMass Institutional Review
Board, in accordance with all applicable regulations, and
informed consent was obtained after the nature and possible
consequences of the study were explained.
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M easures

Demographics
Age, sex, race (white vs. nonwhite), and ethnicity (Hispanic,
non-Hispanic) were documented for all patients approached
during the research shifts.

Computerized Screening Inventory

The inventory initially consisted of 41 possible items. The
medical items were created through team consensus because a
standardized medical screening form suitablefor the emergency
department could not be identified in the literature. Items and
response options of the OBSSR screeners followed Estabrooks
and colleagues [1], with 2 exceptions. The single-item alcohol
screener, “How many times in the past year have you had “X”
or moredrinksinaday (where“ X" is5for men, 4 for women)?’
was replaced by the 3-item AUDIT-C [12]. The AUDIT-C has
been validated in the emergency department setting, whereas
the single-item screener has not yet been. The AUDIT-C has
an item to assess binge drinking that is very similar to the
single-item OBSSR screener, so the computerized screening
inventory covered the OBSSR-recommended screening plus 2
items ng average weekly consumption.

The second deviation pertained to the stress thermometer.
Estabrooksand colleagues[1] referred to a“ stress’ thermometer
but used the word “distress’ in the item. The “distress’
thermometer has never been validated in an emergency
department setting and the study team felt that patients would
better understand the word “ stress,” so it was used instead.

Usability
All RAsmade objective observations of the entire administration
of the computerized screening inventory, from theinitial opening
of the inventory to the debriefing interviews. All observations
were documented on the patient experience log. Thisincluded
those observed directly by the RA and those reported by the
patient during debriefing. Detailed descriptions of problems
were prepared, including representative case studies for team
review. Overall completion rates and item skip patterns were
summarized intermittently to complement the patient experience
log summaries.

Acceptability
Patient acceptability was measured by 2 indicators. First, the
“initiation rate” was defined as the number of patients who
agreed to take the survey divided by the number of patientswho
were eligible. Second, the “ satisfaction rate” was an average of
3itemsadministered at the end of theinventory: (1) assessment
length (“much too long,” “a little too long,” “about right,” “a
littletoo short,” and “ much too short™), (2) ease of understanding
the items (“very difficult,” “somewhat difficult,” “neither
difficult nor easy,” “ somewhat easy,” and “very easy”), and (3)
ease of using the tablet (“very difficult,” “somewhat difficult,”
“neither difficult nor easy,” “ somewhat easy,” and “very easy”).
Theratingswere averaged to create an overall satisfaction score,
with higher scores reflecting stronger satisfaction (range 0-4).

Feasihility
The operational definition of feasibility was the percentage of
the survey that an individual completed, or the completion rate.
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Completion of a screener was counted only if enough
information was provided to accurately determineif the patient
was positive or negative for the condition. For multi-item
screeners, this meant all items had to be answered. In all, 3
completion rates were derived. The overall completion was
defined as, among those patients who agreed to participate, the
number of screeners completed divided by 15 (thetotal possible
screeners). Medical completion was defined as, among those
patients who agreed to participate, the number of medical
screeners completed divided by 9 (total number of medical
screeners in the inventory). Behavioral health completion was
defined as, among those patients who agreed to participate, the
number of behavioral health screeners completed divided by 6.
Only the 6 behavioral health screeners administered throughout
the entire study were used to maintain a consistent denominator
across the study. The completion rates ranged from 0% (for a
person who agreed to take the survey but did not complete a
single screener) to 100% (for a person who completed all of the
screeners).

Data Analytic Plan

Changes in initiation rate (Yes/No, categorical), average
satisfaction (continuous), and completion rates (continuous)
over time were examined using chi-square tests and one-way
analysis of variance (ANOVA), with phase (defined by major
upgrades/changes) as the independent variable. Associations
between age and outcomes were examined using ANOVAS,
independent samples t tests, chi-square tests, and Pearson
correlations. All data were analyzed using Statistical Package
for the Social Science 22 (IBM, Armonk, NY, USA).

Results

Usability Testing and M odifications

Table 1 summarizesthe major usability problems noted and the
resulting changes in the system and administration procedures
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that were made. Maor modifications to the system or
administration procedures occurred at 3 points, which split the
study into 4 phases. The first major change, which delineated
Phase 1 from Phase 2, updated the user interface to use larger
font, bolded key phrases, improved contrast between background
and items, provided better space separation between items and
responses, and presented fewer questions on the screen to
eliminate the need for scrolling. Greater clarity on how to
navigate the system was added to the RA instructions and the
screens, such as how to access the numeric keypad when an
integer was needed for aresponse. In addition, all primary items,
or items that were presented to all individuals and which were
not branched based on the response to an earlier item, became
required rather than allowing “skipping at will” to improve
confidence that items with missing data were intentionally
skipped. The second major upgrade, which delineated Phase 2
from Phase 3, included presenting asingleitem per page (rather
than multi-item pages), adding “ Do not understand” and “ Prefer
not to answer” to all required items, optimizing the look and
feel for tablet presentation, changing all integer response fields
to multiple choice“buttons,” and adding the capability of easily
editing the items from afinal “ Confirmation” screen. The total
length was shortened by removing 15 items, leaving a total of
29 items. This included removing 3 of the OBSSR screeners
that were judged to be less important for the emergency care
setting (7 items assessing diet, exercise, sleep) and 8 items
assessing demographics. The final major change, which
delineated Phase 3 from Phase 4, included adding instructions
to help prevent “ double tapping” while the Web page was being
refreshed between items, which was resulting in some items
being inadvertently skipped.
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Table 1. Usability impediments and solutions applied.

Problem description Solution applied
1. Technical

Disrupted Internet connectivity resulted in “frozen assessments”  Wi-Fi system upgrades (coincidental to the study).
and lost data

Tablets were paired with the Clinical Wi-Fi, rather than the Guest Wi-Fi, to
improve reliability.

Staff members were trained to ensure Wi-Fi connection at the beginning of
each shift.

Staff weretrained to avoid opening the computerized screening inventory until
it was needed to avoid browser time-outs associated with long dormant times.

2. Survey content/item structure

Survey length prompted discontinued and interrupted assess-  The team chose to remove items that were deemed less relevant for the setting
ments, as well as some patient dissatisfaction and demographicsthat would likely be already collected inthe electronic health
record, thereby shortening the total length (from 41 to 26 primary items).

Integer responses requiring numeric keypad entry were prob-  All response optionswere changed to categorical “ buttons’ (ie, free-text integer
lematic because of skill/knowledge required for accessing the  responses were eliminated for all items).
touch screen numeric keypad

Some patients had trouble understanding or did not want to We added 2 response options to every primary item: “ Do not understand” and
answer some items “Prefer not to answer.”

3. User interface/layout

Skipped items/missing data resulting from multi-item “form”  Changed from a multi-item “form” based administration to asingle item per
layout (eg, it was difficult to clearly differentiate betweenitems page.

because they were too close together and were skipped, scrolling

down to get to the next items led to the patient inadvertently

skipping items because they scrolled past them and did not re-

dizeit)

Font maximized for single-item presentation.
No scrolling required.

Spacing and color contrast were adjusted to maximize differentiation between
the item and response options from the background, the item stem from the
response options, and the response options from each other.

Open-response format where patients could skip questions “at will” changed
to requiring an answer prior to proceeding to the next question.

Users sometimes responded to questions but did not realizethat A final screen wasadded that allowed the patient to easily review their answers
they had “tapped” the wrong response until they reviewed the to all of theitems and “Confirm” the answers were correct, or easily go back
summary of their responses during the debriefing to anitem to edit if needed.

4. Administration process and instructions

Lack of familiarity with touch screen interface created difficulty
while navigating and skipped items

Opening instructions were modified to be more specific to training patients to
understand the basics of responding on atouch screen, including how to scroll
and theimportance of waiting after tapping aresponse to avoid double-tapping.

The option of using a stylus was provided.

The option of propping the tablet on atray table was added to help patients
who were having trouble holding the tablet (eg, elderly, frail patients).

Patients could not compl ete the survey themselvesand requested  Family members or friends accompanying the patient could complete the as-
assistance sessment on their behalf (proxy assessment).

Assessments were interrupted frequently by medical testing, A time out and “pause” feature that closes the browser while saving data and
procedures, visitors, etc alowing resumption from the item last completed was implemented.

Of the 1280 administrations, 61 (4.77%) had a significant scrolling or accessing the numeric keypad, athough the vast
technical problem, primarily Wi-Fi interruption; 238 (18.59%) majority of these issues did not prevent the individual from
had a usability issue related to the interface, such as problems  completing the assessment; 411 (32.11%) were interrupted by
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medical testing, procedures, visitors, or other reasons; and 162
(12.66%0) had afamily or friend (proxy) complete the assessment
on behalf of the patient.

Acceptability: Initiation

Of the 2592 emergency department patients approached by
research staff, 2157 were deemed dligible. Among thosedligible,
877 (40.66%) declined and 1280 agreed to participate, for an
overdl initiation rate of 59.34%. Theinitiation ratedid not differ
statistically over the 4 phases, X5° (N=2157) = 8.69, P>.05.
Those who initiated mean [SD] the survey (46.6 [18.7] years)
wereyounger, on average, than those who declined (53.0[19.5]
yearS), t21155:_7.6, P<001

Acceptability: Satisfaction

A one-way ANOVA reveded dtatistically different average
satisfaction rates between phases, F3105,=3.35, P=.019, with
Tukey post hoc tests revealing that satisfaction (mean [SD])
during Phase 3 (3.10 [0.47]) was significantly higher than that
during Phase 2 (2.99[0.57]). Younger age was associated with
stronger satisfaction (r=—.23, P<.001).

Feasibility: Completion

Figure 1 depicts the 3 completion rates (overall, medical, and
behavioral) among those who initiated the survey over the 12
months of the study. A one-way ANOVA revealed statistically
different average overall completion rates (ie, average
percentage of the screenersthat were completed) between phases
(F31276=25.44, P<.001). Tukey post hoc tests revealed that
Phase 1 (mean [SD] 75% [38%]) and Phase 2 (79% [35%)])
weresignificantly lower than Phase 3 (87% [30%]), which was,
in turn, significantly lower than Phase 4 (94% [19%]). Medical
screener completion followed a similar pattern, F3 1,76=23.84,
P<.001, as did behavioral screener completion, F31,76=23.57,
P<.001. Age was inversely correlated with overall completion

Figure 1. Screener completion rates across the study.
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(r=—.20, P<.001), medical screener completion (r=-.18,
P<.001), and behavioral screener completion (r=-.20, P<.001).
The results for each of the screeners, including skip rates, are
presented in Multimedia Appendix 2. Multimedia Appendix 2
differs from Multimedia Appendix 1 in that the latter presents
all of theindividual items administered at the beginning of the
study and links them to the screeners with which they are
associated, whereas M ultimedia Appendix 2 summarizesresults
pertaining to only 15 screeners that were administered across
the entire study.

Overall, 15 screenerswere administered. Only the 6 behavioral
health screeners that were included throughout the entire study
are used to facilitate cross-phase comparison (tobacco, risky
alcohol consumption, illicit drug use, depression, anxiety,
stress). The phases are defined as follows:

Between Phase 1 and 2=Enlarged text size, bolded key phrases
in items, better color contrast between items and background,
increased space separation between items and responses,
presented fewer questions on the screen, eliminated need for
scrolling, greater clarity navigating the system was added to the
RA instructions and the computerized screening inventory
screens, such asinstructions on how to access numeric keypad,
all primary questions became required.

Between Phase 2 and 3=Presented asingleitem per page, added
“Do not understand” and “Prefer not to answer” options to all
required items, optimized the user interface for tablet
presentation, changed al integer response fields to multiple
choice buttons obviating need for numeric keypad, added the
capability of easily editing theitemsfrom thefinal confirmation
screen, shortened by removing 15 items (reduced to a total of
26 primary items).

Between Phase 3 and 4=Added instructions to help prevent
“double tapping” while the Web page was being refreshed,
which wasresulting in someitems being inadvertently skipped.
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Discussion

Preliminary Findings
This is the first study of a computerized screening inventory

that blends medical screening items with the NIH OBSSR
collaborative’'s recommended behaviora health screeners. It is

http://humanfactors.jmir.org/2016/1/e10/

also one of the largest systematic usability studies ever to be
conducted on such a system in a general medical setting. The
need for systematically testing usability, implementing changes,
and testing the effects of these changes was confirmed by the
transformative changes that occurred over the course of the
study as a result of observations and feedback from patients.
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These changes were associated with markedly improved
completion rates. By thefina phase of the study, average overall
completion for those who agreed to take the assessment had
risen from 75% to exceeding 90%. This result should be
interpreted within the demanding context of the setting.
Emergency department patients are often uncomfortable, acutely
ill, highly heterogeneous, and interrupted frequently due to
medical testing and treatment. All of these factorswork against
survey completion. If rates over 90% can be achieved in the
highly demanding emergency department setting, similar or
better results can likely be obtained in other more hospitable
health care settings, such as primary care. In addition to
improved completion rates, overall satisfaction with the
computerized screening inventory improved over time, with the
biggest improvement observed between Phase 2 and Phase 3
when the survey was shortened and simplified to a single item
per page. By contrast, while completion and satisfaction
improved, initial agreement to complete the computerized survey
remained roughly stable throughout the study at 59.34%
(n=1,280/2,157) of al patients who were eligible. The stability
of thisindicator is not surprising. Other than reassurances that
were provided to the patient from the very beginning of the
study, such as no computer experience was needed and the
assessment would not delay their medical care, strategies to
encourage patients to begin a computerized assessment are
limited. In addition, the acceptance rate may have been
suppressed by the fact that this was introduced as a research
study, not as part of care. They may have viewed the experience
as something that is not essential to their care. If implemented
as part of the standardized care, acceptance rates may actually
increase.

The lessons learned in this study likely have implications for
other applications of computerized screening and assessment,
not just thoseincluded in this computerized screening inventory,
because many of the barriers were nonspecific to the particular
items. The most important problems and the associated solutions
arereviewed in the following sections.

Technical Problems

The primary technical barrier centered around the use of Wi-Fi
on portable tablets. Tablets are quite popular and are gaining
traction in health care settings [13]. Their low cost, portability,
and familiarity promote their usability. However, maintaining
Internet connectivity when moving from one room to another
can be challenging, especially when Wi-Fi capabilities are
stressed during peak demand hours and when signals experience
interference due to structural barriers. Lost connectivity was
theroot cause of many of the original “frozen assessments” and
lost data. It led to not only entire assessments being lost but also
loss of individual questions within an assessment aswell. Lost
connectivity was made worse by designing the system to avoid
caching (temporary storage) of data on the tablets because of
data security policies that discourage caching. Interrupted
connectivity became less of a problem when the health care
system upgraded its Wi-Fi. In addition, research staff training
was enhanced. Multiple Wi-Fi networks were available, some
with stronger signals than others. RAs were taught how to
identify when connectivity to the preferred Wi-Fi had been lost
and how to reconnect. Finally, they were trained to log out of
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the computerized screening inventory completely at the end of
the day and to avoid keeping the program open while not in use
to avoid browser time outs. Technical solutions that rely on
caching, or temporarily storing, data on the hardware and
uploading when the connection is restored should also be
considered.

Survey Content

A key challenge that computerized screening can help with is
the infeasibility of screening for the plethora of recommended
screening domainsthat exist. While computerization represents
a potential solution to this problem, a multidimensional
computerized assessment still necessitates more items, which
leads to longer administration times. Although many patients
tolerated the original 41-item survey quite well, a significant
portion were interrupted by medical testing, which made them
lesslikely to complete the assessment. In addition, some patients
initially complained it was too long. Even a small percentage
of dissatisfied patients can dissuade clinicians from adopting a
system like the computerized screening inventory. As aresullt,
the total length was shortened by 37% (n=15/41). Thereis no
optimal length for the number of items a computerized
assessment should contain, becauseit is dependent on a host of
factors, some of which relate to the assessment objectives,
setting, and population. Tolerance for longer assessments may
be better in environments with patients who are not as ill as
emergency department patients and care processes that are not
characterized by frequent, intermittent medical testing and
procedures. Careful testing of the acceptability limits and
prioritization of the domains assessed are essential for
establishing the optimal length in any setting.

Another important finding pertained to item response formats.
The recommended wording and response format for several
OBSSR screeners necessitated responding with a free-text
integer, such as reporting the number of days one used drugs
in the past 12 months. However, entering numeric responses
challenged sometablet-naive patients. It required knowing how
to accessthe numeric keypad, which isnot immediately obvious
and requires knowledge of the correct button to pressto activate
it. Consequently, the response format was changed for all items
to a categorical, button response modality. For example, the
illicit drug item was changed from ng the number of days
inthe past 12 monthsthat drugswere used to ng whether
theindividua had used any drugsin the past 12 months, Yes/No.
This provided for a consistent, categorical response set
throughout the assessment, rather than switching back and forth
from categorical responses to numeric responses, and avoided
any need to access the numeric keyboard, which made
completing the assessment easier. Notably, at least four of the
OBSSR screeners that use numeric response options (see
Multimedia Appendix 1) may need to be adapted when
computerized. The impact of this modification on reliability
and validity isunknown and may need to be tested prospectively.

User Interface

Some usability issues were rooted in user interface design
choices. Initialy, the team sought to design a highly efficient
interface that presented multipleitems similar to a paper-based
form, thereby presenting the information in a format familiar
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to patients and reducing the number of page turnstheindividual
had to complete. However, this multi-item format was text
dense, required smaller font, and the items and responses were
spaced too closely together. As a result, patients more easily
passed over items, especialy while scrolling, or mistakenly
selected options near to the intended target. Even when the
format changed to remove the need for scrolling yet maintaining
the multi-item format by presenting fewer items on the page,
some patients, especially those with vision problems, still had
difficulty reading the text. Consequently, the interface was
ultimately changed to present a single item on a page, which
allowed marked improvementsin font size and spacing. While
this increased the number of page turns needed, it helped to
prevent inadvertent skips and promoted accurate response
selection.

Because health screenings can assess potentially sensitivetopics,
like alcohol and drug use, it is important to respect patient
autonomy to refuse to answer. Initialy, patients could freely
skip items if they did not want to respond. However, it was
impossibleto determineif the missing datawere deliberate (the
patient did not want to answer the question) or inadvertent (the
patient did not see the item). This was addressed by adding 2
response options, “Do not understand” and “Prefer not to
answer” to al primary items. This allowed patients to decline
to answer an item while still requiring a response to each item,
thereby removing the ambiguity around missing data, and hel ped
to flag items that were either poorly worded or potentially
sensitive.

The overall item look-and-feel on the page was very important.
The design principles that emerged can be summarized as
follows: maximizethefont sizeto improve readability, maintain
strong differentiation between the item stem and the response
options, maintain good spacing between the response options,
and alow for the entire response text to be “active” such that
touching any part of the response is sufficient to enter a
response. These user interface design features are particularly
important for visually impaired patients or patients who have
fine motor skillsimpairment that might impede their ability to
accurately touch their intended response option. Radio buttons
alone, acommon response entry method used in computerized
surveys, were woefully inadequate.

One additional design feature that is important to highlight is
the confirmation process at the end of the assessment. Simply
concluding the assessment after the individual completes the
final survey item can result in erroneous responses going
unnoticed and, ultimately, entered into the individual's
permanent medical record. Incorporating a final screen that
allows the patient to review his or her responses and easily edit
incorrect valuesis an important validation step.

Administration and Instructions

Many screeners, like the OBSSR screeners, are designed for
self-administration. However, implementation of computerized
screening inventorieswill haveto account for proxy completion,
because many users, especialy the very ill, elderly, visually
impaired, or tablet naive, preferred to have an accompanying
family member or friend compl ete the assessment for them. To
the extent that behavioral health screeners have not been studied
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for proxy administration, thisintroduces an unknown source of
potential bias in the results. Nevertheless, it clearly improves
the usability of the system. Many of theindividuals approached
would likely not have accepted the offer or completed the
assessment if their family or friends had not been allowed to
help.

Another practical administration issuethat hasimportant design
implications pertains to interrupted assessments. In this study,
interruptions were frequent, occurring in 32% (n=411/1280) of
patients. This was directly related to the nature of care in the
emergency department setting, which is characterized by
numerous interactions with various health care professionals,
medical testing, and treatment procedures. However,
interruptions can occur in any medical setting. As a result,
computerized assessments require the following features to
accommodate interruptions: First, the patient (or proxy) should
be able to pause the assessment by clicking a pause button.
Second, the system should have a time out feature that saves
dataand closesthe assessment after a period of inactivity. Third,
the individual should have the ability to easily resume the
assessment from where he or she left off at any point during
care.

Age

Age was inversely associated with initial acceptance,
completion, and satisfaction. This creates a cumulative effect
of completers being over-represented by younger patients. Hess
and colleagues [7] found similar results in primary care. The
practical impact of this trend is that aternative methods of
gathering the data captured by a computerized assessment will
be more commonly used with elderly patients. Allowing proxy
completion may partially help adjust for this problem.

Limitations

The study was set in an emergency department. While this
setting is important in its own right for health behavior
screening, and there were practical advantages to performing
usability testing in this setting, it may have characteristics that
can reduce acceptance and feasibility. Thisincludes high patient
acuity and frequent interruptions. Thus, further testing of the
computerized screening inventory or similar systems in other
medical settingsisimportant. The sample may under-represent
minority patients. Additional study on the use of computerized
screening batterieswith nonwhite, non-English speaking patients
is needed.

Of the 2157 patients eligible, 877 (40.66%) declined to initiate
the assessment. Importantly, the demographics of those who
accepted were very similar to those of the general population,
with the exception of age (those who initiated were younger).
Because of therelatively large sampl e, the staffing of RA shifts
across all 7 days of the week covering morning, afternoon, and
evening hours, and the protocols requiring consecutive
consideration of all adult emergency department patients, the
sample is highly representative of the population from which
it was drawn.

The system did not present the screening questions using audio,
which might have led to improved completion by those with
poor literacy or eyesight. Audio is difficult in the emergency
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department because of competing noise and difficulty providing
headphones for patients in an efficient, infection-controlled
manner, which led the team to reject thisoption for this project.

Some of the wording and response options of the OBSSR
screeners were modified from the original publication. This
limitation is partially mitigated by the preliminary nature of the
original OBSSR recommendations, which were intended to
prompt further research such asin this study. In addition, most
of the implications for developing a usable behavioral health
screening system derived from this study are independent of
the specific wording of the items.

For asystem like the computerized screening inventory to work
clinically, both patients and clinicians will need to embrace it.
Thisstudy did not test clinician acceptability. The research team
wanted to focus on patient usability asthefirst step and intends
to explore clinician acceptability and feasibility next. Thisis
important because there are significant challenges, including
EHR integration, datavisualization and actionabl e presentation
of results, clinician training, workflow modification, and
hardware availability and security.
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Conclusion

This study focused on a single administration of a multi-item,
computerized screening inventory that included items developed
for emergency medicine by the study team and behaviora
screening items collaboratively developed by the NIH OBSSR
for wide use. It incorporated sequential phases of evaluation
and refinement that allowed statistical comparison to determine
whether changes in content, design, functionality, and training
actually resulted in improved usability. Study staff members
weretrained and dedicated to the study and thus, by design, any
loss of interest or commitment by clinicians in administering
the inventory and documenting problems was countered. Key
changes were identified (Table 1) and changes implemented,
resulting in improved completion by those who agreed to
complete the survey from 75% in Phase 1 to 94% in Phase 4.
Satisfaction ratings also improved over time. Future research
that integrates this computerized screening inventory with an
EHR and assesses clinician acceptability and feasibility is
needed. In addition, rigorous testing of this or similar
computerized screeners in other settings, including outpatient,
inpatient, and specialty medical settings, and in multilingual
populations is needed to replicate and extend these findings.
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Abstract

Background: Electronic health records (EHRs) with poor usability present steep learning curves for new resident physicians,
who are already overwhelmed in learning a new specialty. Thismay lead to error-prone use of EHRsin medical practice by new
resident physicians.

Objective: The study goal wasto determine learnability gaps between expert and novice primary care resident physician groups
by comparing performance measures when using EHRs.

Methods: We compared performance measures after two rounds of learnability tests (November 12, 2013 to December 19,
2013; February 12, 2014 to April 22, 2014). In Rounds 1 and 2, 10 novice and 6 expert physicians, and 8 novice and 4 expert
physi cians participated, respectively. Laboratory-based |earnability tests using video analyseswere conducted to analyze learnability
gaps between novice and expert physicians. Physicians completed 19 tasks, using a think-aloud strategy, based on an artificial
but typical patient visit note. We used quantitative performance measures (percent task success, time-on-task, mouse activities),
a system usability scale (SUS), and qualitative narrative feedback during the participant debriefing session.

Results: There was a 6-percentage-point increase in novice physicians' task success rate (Round 1: 92%, 95% Cl 87-99; Round
2: 98%, 95% Cl 95-100) and a 7-percentage-point increase in expert physicians’ task success rate (Round 1: 90%, 95% CI 83-97;
Round 2: 97%, 95% CI 93-100); a 10% decrease in hovice physicians' time-on-task (Round 1: 44s, 95% CI 32-62; Round 2: 40s,
95% Cl 27-59) and 21% decrease in expert physicians' time-on-task (Round 1: 39s, 95% Cl 29-51; Round 2: 31s, 95% Cl 22-42);
a20% decrease in novice physicians mouse clicks (Round 1: 8 clicks, 95% Cl 6-13; Round 2: 7 clicks, 95% Cl 4-12) and 39%
decrease in expert physicians’ mouse clicks (Round 1: 8 clicks, 95% CI 5-11; Round 2: 3 clicks, 95% CI 1-10); a 14% increase
in novice mouse movements (Round 1: 9247 pixels, 95% Cl 6404-13,353; Round 2: 7991 pixels, 95% CI 5350-11,936) and 14%
decrease in expert physicians' mouse movements (Round 1: 7325 pixels, 95% Cl 5237-10,247; Round 2: 6329 pixels, 95% ClI
4299-9317). The SUS measure of overall usability demonstrated only minimal change in the novice group (Round 1: 69, high
marginal; Round 2: 68, high marginal) and no change in the expert group (74; high marginal for both rounds).

Conclusions: This study found differences in novice and expert physicians' performance, demonstrating that physicians
proficiency increased with EHR experience. Our study may serve as a guideline to improve current EHR training programs.
Future directionsincludeidentifying usability issuesfaced by physicianswhen using EHRs, through amore granular task analysis
to recognize subtle usability issues that would otherwise be overlooked.
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Introduction

Physicians' Electronic Health Records (EHR) Use

Health information technology’s (HIT) functionality in clinical
practice is expanding and physicians are increasingly adopting
EHRs as a result of the financia incentives guaranteed by
Centers for Medicare & Medicaid Services (CMS) [1].
Meaningful Use (MU) is one measure of successful adoption
of EHRs asacomponent of the Health | nformation Technol ogy
for Economic and Clinical Health (HITECH) act proposed by
the Office of the National Coordinator for Health Information
Technology (ONC) and CMS. EHRs are “records of patient
health information generated by visitsin any health care delivery
setting” [2]. EHRS center on the overall health of a patient
beyond clinical data gathered from a single provider, and offer
a more comprehensive view of a patient’s care. EHRs are
designed for sharing data with other health care providers such
as laboratories and speciaists; therefore, EHRs contain
information from every clinician involved in a patient’s care
[3]. In a data brief in 2013, the National Center for Health
Statistics (NCHS) reported that 78% of office-based physicians
had adopted EHRsin their practice[4]. Presently, EHRsrequire
a large investment of effort for users to become proficient in
their use. Resident physicians were selected for this study
because those who are not adequately trained in using EHRs
may experience a steep learning curve when beginning their
residency program [5]. In an effort to maximize physician
proficiency with EHRS, hospitals and clinics provide
comprehensive EHR training for their resident physicians.
However, it is challenging to find sufficient time to train
physicians to use new EHR systems [6-9]. Using information
technology to manage the process of patient care and to
communicate with patients is an essential redesign of clinical
practice [10]. Some advantages expressed by EHR users of
adopting an EHR consist of the following: increased adherence
to guidelines in preventive care, decreased paperwork for
providers, and improvement in overall quality and efficiency
of patient care [11-13]. Nonetheless, there are possible
drawbacksto EHRs: financial burden, mismatch of human and
machine workflow models, and productivity loss potentially
caused by EHR usability issues [11,12,14-22]. Usability is
described as the degree to which software can by employed by
usersto effectively perform aparticular task in a specific content
area[23]. EHRswith poor usability may have a negative effect
on clinicians EHR learning experience. This could lead to
increased cognitiveload, medical errors, and adeclinein quality
of patient care [24-29]. Learnability is defined as the extent to
which a system permits users to understand how to use it [30].
Learnability deals with the amount of time and effort needed
for a user to develop proficiency with a system over time and
after multiple use [31]. In the literature, while there are
variations in defining usability and learnability [32-34],
definitions of learnability are strongly correlated with usability
and proficiency [33,35,36]. Allowing physicians to efficiently
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accomplish clinical tasks within the EHR may ease time
constraints experienced by physicians during patient visits.

According to an EHR user satisfaction survey completed in
2012 by 3088 family physicians, approximately 62% of survey
respondents were not satisfied with many of the best-known
EHR systems, and EHR vendor support and training were the
areas with lowest satisfaction ratings [37]. Multiple studies on
successful EHR implementations have stressed the usefulness
of training in theimplementation process[7,9,38-47]. A survey
by Aaronson et a [44] concerning EHR use in 219 family
practice residency programsindicated that resident physicians
EHR training may have an impact not only on perceived ease
of use of EHR systems, but also on the use of EHR systemsin
their practices after residency.

Prior EHR Usability Evaluation Studies

Previous studies have shown the importance of usability
evaluation in the EHR adoption and implementation process.
Current best practices promote the use of cognitive approaches
to examine human-computer interactions in EHR
systems[2,48-50]. Khajouel and Jasper performed asystematic
review examining theimpact of the design aspects of medication
systemsin computerized physician order entry systems (CPOE)
(usually integrated in EHRS) on usability. They found that
proper CPOE system design is fundamental to promoting
physicians adoption and diminishing medication errors [51].
Multiple studies have used heuristic evaluation as a method to
identify usability issuesin health information technology. Chan
et a evaluated the usability of a CPOE order set system using
heuristic evaluation and discovered 92 unique heuristic
violations across 10 heuristic principles [52]. Harrington and
Porchinvestigated an EHR’s usability and identified 14 usability
heuristicsthat were violated 346 timesin theintensive care unit
clinical documentation [53]. Li et a evaluated clinical decision
support with simulated usability testing using a think-aloud
protocol, and found that 90% of negative comments from users
were concerning navigation and workflow issues[54]. In astudy
at an urban medical center in New York, Kushniruk et al probed
the association between usability tests and training of a
commercia EHR system. About 1 month after in-classtraining,
laboratory-based usability testing containing 22 sets of
scenario-based tasks was conducted. Usability issues were
identified as physicians completed their tasks, leading to
numerous areas of potential improvement for system learnability
and usability.

Objective

EHRswith poor usability present steep learning curvesfor new
resident physicians, who are already overwhelmed in learning
anew specialty. This may lead to error-prone use of EHRs in
medical practice by new resident physicians. Identifying and
addressing early barriers in the learning environment can help
improve the overall capacity of new physicians and save costs
for organizations. The objective of this study was to determine
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the difference in learnability by comparing changes in
performance measures between expert and novice primary care
physicians 3 and 7 months after 2 rounds of learnability tests
(Round 1: November 12, 2013 to December 19, 2013; round 2:
February 12, 2014 to April 22, 2014). We analyzed learnability
by addressing 2 specific research questions: (1) Do performance
measures of expert and novice physicians improve after 3 and
7 months of EHR experience? and (2) Doesthe learnability gap
between novice and expert physician groups change after 7
months of EHR experience?

Methods

Study Design

To determine learnability gaps between expert and novice
physicians when using EHRS, data were collected through
learnability testing using Morae video analysis software
(TechSmith). Twelve family medicine and 4 internal medicine
resident physicians performed 19 artificial, scenario-based tasks
in alaboratory setting. Four types of quantitative performance
measures, a system usability scale (SUS), a survey instrument
[55], and aqualitative debriefing session with participantswere
employed. This study was approved by the University of
Missouri Health Sciences Ingtitutional Review Board.

Organizational Setting

This study took place at the University of Missouri Health
System (UMHS), which is a 536-bed, tertiary-care academic
medical hospital located in Columbia, Missouri. In 2012, UMHS
had approximately 553,300 clinic visits and employed more
than 70 primary care physicians. The Department of Family
and Community Medicine (FCM) runs 6 clinics, while the
Department of Internal Medicine (IM) oversees 2 primary care
clinics [56]. The Healthcare Information and Management
Systems Society (HIMSS), anon-profit organization that scores
how effectively hospitals employ electronic medical record
(EMR) applications, assigned UMHS arating of Stage 7 with
respect to the EMR Adoption Model [57]. In other words,
UMHS has adopted el ectronic patient charts, examined clinical
data through data warehousing, and shares health information
electronically with authorized health care bodies [58]. The
CPOE within the EHR permits physicians to safely and
electronically access and place lab and medication orders for
patients, and transfer orders directly to departments that are
responsible for implementing requests. UMHS' EHR database
comprises al data from the university’s hospitals and clinics.
University of Missouri Health Care has been using a mature
EHR system since 2003 from the same vendor. New users of
the EHR receive 4 to 8 hours of training and also have drop-in
access (or can book an appointment) to an EHR Help Room to
receive help or further training. Supplemental online training
materials such as documents, videos, and self-paced tutorials
are also available. When new features are included in the EHR,
illustrated instructions and explanations become available.

Participants

There is presently no evidence-based approach to measure a
user's EHR experience; therefore, novice and expert physicians
were distinguished based on clinical training level and number
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of yearsusing the EHR. Thisdecision was based on adiscussion
with an experienced physician champion (JLB). Thisstudy will
examine and confirm if after 1 year of EHR use, resident
physicians have gained sufficient skills to be considered an
expert [59]. Thus, 10 first-year resident physicianswere grouped
as novice usersand 6 second and third-year resident physicians
were grouped as expert users. Both FCM and IM run 3-year
residency programs. A convenience sampling method was used
when choosing participants [60]. UMHS FCM and IM
physicians were selected for the sample because, as primary
care residents, they have equivalent clinical roles and duties.
Based on a review of the literature, a sample of 15 to 20
participantswas judged suitable for exploratory usability studies
to identify major problemsto correct in a product devel opment
cycle [61-63]. However, we observed data saturation in terms
of usability issuesat 5 participants. Participation was voluntary
and subjects were compensated US $20 for their involvement
in the project.

In Round 1, 10 novice physicians and 6 expert physicians
participated in the study. Out of the 10 novice physicians in
Round 1, 7 were from family medicine and 3 from internal
medicine. Of the 10 novice physicians, 6 (60%) were male, 8
(80%) identified their race aswhite, 1 (10%) identified as Asian,
and 1 (10%) identified as both Asian and white. The age of
novice physicians ranged from 27 to 31 and the mean age was
28 years. In Round 1, 4 (40%) novice physicians had no
experience with an EHR other than the one at UMHS, 2 (20%)
had less than 3 months of experience, 1 (10%) had 7 monthsto
1 year of experience, and 3 (30%) had over 2 years of experience
with an EHR other than the oneat UMHS. In thisstudy, 5 family
medicine and 1 internal medicine expert physicians participated
in the study. Of the 6 expert physicians, 5 (83%) were female
and all (100%) identified their race as white. In this study, 2
did not provide information on their date of birth and EHR
experience and were not included in the calculation of agerange,
mean age, and EHR experience. The age of expert physicians
ranged from 30 to 33 and the mean age was 31 years. In this
study, 1 (17%) expert physician had no experiencewith an EHR
other than the one at UMHS, 1 (17%) had 7 months to 1 year
of experience, and 2 (33%) had over 2 years of experiencewith
an EHR other than the one at UMHS.

Of the 8 novice physicians and 4 expert physicians who
participated in Round 1 aso participated in Round 2 of the
study. A total of 2 novice and 2 expert physicians who
participated in Round 1 declined participation in Round 2.
Conducting 2 rounds of data collection was amajor strength of
this study, because it allowed us to measure valid learnability.
Out of the 8 novice physiciansin Round 2, 5 were from family
medicine and 3 from internal medicine. Of the 8 novice
physicians, 5 (63%) were male, 8 (75%) identified their race as
white, 1 (13%) identified as Asian, and 1 (13%) identified as
both Asian and white. The age of novice physiciansranged from
27 to 30 and the mean age was 28 years. In Round 2, 3 (38%)
novice physicians had no experience with an EHR other than
theoneat UMHS, 2 (25%) had lessthan 3 months of experience,
1 (13%) had 7 monthsto 1 year of experience, and 2 (25%) had
over 2 years of experience with an EHR other than the one at
UMHS. Four family medicine expert physicians participated in
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the study. All 4 (100%) were female and all (100%) identified
their race as white. The age of expert physicians ranged from
30 to 33 and the mean age was 31 years. In this study, 1 (25%)
expert physician had no experience with an EHR other than the
one at UMHS, 1 (25%) had 7 months to 1 year of experience,
and 2 (50%) had over 2 years of experience with an EHR other
than the one at UMHS. Because of the small sample size, we
did not attempt to control for age or gender.

Scenario and Tasks

Two sets of artificial but realistic scenario-based tasks were
used in the study. The tasks were created based on discussion
with an experienced physician champion (JLB) and 2 chief
resident physicians from both participating departments (FCM,
IM). When completing Round 1 of thelearnability test, resident
physicians were given a scenario for a “scheduled follow-up
visit after a hospitalization for pneumonia.” When completing
Round 2 of the learnability test, resident physicianswere given
ascenario for a“ scheduled follow-up visit after ahospitdization
for heart faillure” While different, these 2 scenarios were
equivalent in difficulty, workflow, and functionalities used.
These scenarios were employed to assess physicians' use of the
EHR with redlistic inpatient and outpatient information. We
included 19 tasks that are generally completed by both novice
and expert primary care physicians. These tasks also met 2014
EHR certification criteria 45 CFR 170.314 for meaningful use
(MU) Stage 2[31]. The a phanumeric code located beside each
task corresponds to the EHR certification criteria that satisfies
meaningful use Stage 2 objectives. In order to measure
learnability more effectively, we confirmed that the tasks were
also practiced during EHR training required of resident
physicians at the commencement of their residency. The tasks
had clear objectivesthat physicianswere ableto follow without
needlessclinical cognitiveload or ambiguity, which would have
deviated from the study aim. The tasks were as follows:

1. Start anew note (8170.314[€][2)]).

2. Include visit information (8170.314{€][2]).

3. Include chief complaint (8170.314[€][2]).

4. Include history of present illness (§170.314[€][2]).

5. Review current medications contained in the note
(8170.314[a][6]).

6. Review problem list contained in the note (§170.314[4][5]).
7. Document new medication alergy (8170.314[a][7]).

8. Include review of systems (8170.314[€][2]).

9. Include family history (8170.314[a][13]).

10. Include physical exam (8170.314[a][4] and 8170.314[€][2]).

11. Include last comprehensive metabolic panel (CMP)
(8170.314[b][5]).

12. Save the note.

13. Include diagnosis (8170.314[a][5]).

14. Place order for chest X-ray (8170.314[a][1] and
8170.314[€][2]).
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15. Place order for basic metabolic panel (BMP) (8170.314[&][1]
and §8170.314[€][2].

16. Change amedication (§170.314[&][1] and §170.314[a][6].
17. Add amedication to your favorites list (§170.314[a][1].

18. Renew one of the existing medications (8170.314[a][1] and
§170.314[a][6].

19. Sign the note.

Performance M easures

Learnability was evaluated using 4 quantitative performance
measures. Percent task success was the percentage of subtasks
that participants successfully completed without error.
Time-on-task calculated how long in seconds it took each
participant to complete each task. Calculation began when a
participant clicked on the “start task” button and ended when
the “end task” button was clicked. Mouse clicks computed the
number of times the participant clicked on the mouse when
completing a given task. Mouse movement calculated in pixels
the distance of the navigation path by the mouse to complete a
given task.

For percent task success rate, a higher value usually signifies
better performance, representing participants' skill with the
system. For time-on-task, mouse clicks, and mouse movements,
ahigher value usually indicates poorer performance[62,64,65].
As such, higher values may indicate that the participant
encountered complications while using the system.

System Usability Scale

After testing, participants were asked to complete the System
Usability Scale (SUS) to supplement the performance measures.
The SUS is a 10-item survey measured on a Likert scale that
provides fairly robust measures of subjective usability andisa
widely used, validated instrument in HIT evaluation [31,55,66].
The SUS produces a single score (ranging from O to 100, with
100 being a perfect score [55]) that represents a composite
measure of the overall usability of the system under
examination. A score of 0 to 50 is considered not acceptable,
50 to 62 is low marginal, 63 to 70 is high marginal, and 70 to
100 is acceptable.

Data Collection

Two rounds of data collection were scheduled to measure
learnability by comparing whether participants' performance
measures (task success, time-on-task, mouse clicks, and mouse
movements) improved and if participants experienced fewer
usability issueswith longer exposure to the system. Learnability
pertains to the amount of time and effort needed for a user to
develop proficiency with a system over time and after multiple
use [31]. The 2 groups (novice and expert physicians) were
essential for our comparison, because experts measures were
used to examine novices' improvements toward becoming an
expert. Round 1 learnability data were collected between
November 12, 2013 and December 19, 2013 and Round 2 data
were collected between February 12, 2014 and April 22, 2014.
Round 1 data collection began 3 months after novice (Year 1)
resident physicians completed their initial mandatory EHR
training at UMHS. Resident physicianswereinvited to complete
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Round 2 approximately 3 months after the date they completed
Round 1. Learnability testing was completed in approximately
20 minutes and conducted on a 15-inch laptop using Windows
7 operating system. To preserve consistency and reduce
undesirable interruptions, the participant and facilitator were
the only 2 individual sin the conference room. At the beginning
of the session, participants were advised that their participation
in the study was voluntary and they had the right to end the
session at any time. Participants were provided with a binder
that contained instructions on how to compl ete the task before
the test began. Tasks were displayed at the top of the display
as the test progressed. A think-aloud strategy was used
throughout the session and audio, video, on-screen activity, and
inputs from the keyboard and mouse were recorded using a
Morae Recorder [67,68]. We prompted participantsto talk aloud
and describe what they were doing while completing the tasks.
Participants completed the tasks without the assistance of the
facilitator who would only interveneif there were any technical
difficulties. However, there were none and the facilitator did
not have to intervene. After participants completed the tasks,
they completed the SUS and demographic survey. The test
session concluded with a debriefing session during which
participants were asked to comment on the specific tasks they
found difficult. Interesting observations detected by the
facilitator were discussed as well.

Data Analysis

We confirmed there were no EHR interface changes between
data collection in Rounds 1 and 2 that may have influenced the
study and tasks. The recorded sessions were examined using
Morae Manager, a video analysis software program that was
used to calculate performance measures using markers to
identify difficulties and errors the participants encountered.
Video analysistook approximately 1.5 hoursfor each 20-minute
recorded session. The first step in the analysis was to review
the recorded sessions and label any tasks that were unmarked
during data collection. The second step was to divide each of
the 19 tasksinto smaller tasksto determine the task successrate
and identify subtle usability challenges that we may have
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otherwise failed to notice. Geometric means were calculated
for the performance measures with confidence intervals at 95%
[69]. Performance measures have a strong tendency to be
positively skewed, so geometric means were used because they
provide the most accurate measure for sample sizes less than
25[70]. Thelearnability comparison was abetween comparison
of 2within comparisons. Therefore, we measured the difference
between the novice and expert resident physician groups and
the difference within novice and expert physician groups, 3 and
7 months after EHR training. Comparisons of learnability
between the 2 groups were between comparisons. Time-on-task,
mouse clicks, and mouse movementswere measured while users
interacted with the EHR system and performance measureswere
calculated automatically by the Morae Manager usability
analysis software program. Percent task successwas cal culated
by creating subtasks out of each task and then identifying each
subtask the physician completed successfully. For example, for
Task 8 (Include review of systems) the subtasks created to
calculate the task success rate were the following: (1) go to
review of systems, (2) add “no chills” (3) add “no fever,” (4)
add “fatigue,” (5) add “ decreased activity,” (6) add “ dry mouth,”
(7) add “no dyspnea,” and (8) add “no edema.”

Results

Percent Task Success Rate

Geometric mean values of percent task success rates were
compared between the 2 physician groupsacross 2 rounds (Table
2) [69]. There was a 6-percentage-point increase in the novice
physician group’s percent task success rate between Round 1
(92%, 95% ClI 87%-99%) and Round 2 (98%, 95% CI
95%-100%). Similarly, expert physicians had a
7-percentage-point increasein percent task successrate between
Round 1 (90%, 95% CI 83%-97%) and Round 2 (97%, 95% ClI
93%-100%). When mean task success rates were compared
between the physician groups, the novice physician group had
a higher task success rate than the expert physician group did
for both rounds.

Table 2. Geometric mean values of performance measures for novice and expert physicians across two rounds.

Performance Measures Round 1 Novice Round 2 Novice Round 1 Expert Round 2 Expert
Task Success 92% 98% 90% 97%
Time-on-Task 44 40 39 31

Mouse Clicks 8 7 8 5

Mouse Movements 9247 7992 7325 6329

In Round 1, the novice physician group achieved a higher
success rate than expert physiciansfor 7 tasks (2, 8, 11, 13, and
15-17), the same successratefor 7 tasks (1, 3-6, 9, and 19), and
alower successratefor 5tasks (7, 10, 12, 14, and 18). In Round
2, the novice physician group achieved a higher success rate
for 3 tasks (8, 9, and 14), the same success rate for 15 tasks
(1-7, 10-13, and 16-19), and alower success rate for Task 15.

Both novice (6%) and expert physician groups (2%) had equally
low task successfor Task 7 (Add amedication to your favorites
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list) in Round 1. However, in Round 2 all physicians in both
groups successfully completed Task 7 (100%).

Time-on-Task

Geometric mean values of time-on-task (TOT) were compared
between the 2 physician groups across the 2 rounds (Table 2).
There was a 10% decrease in novice physicians’ time-on-task
between Round 1 (44s, 95% CI 32-62) and Round 2 (40s, 95%
Cl 27-59). There was a 21% decrease in the expert physician
group’s time-on-task between Round 1 (39s, 95% CI 29-51)
and Round 2 (31s, 95% CI 22-42). When time-on-task was
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compared between the physician groups, the overall novice
physician group spent more time compared to the expert
physician group for both rounds.

In Round 1, the novice physician group spent less time than
expert physicians completing 4 out of 19 tasks (5, 11, 12, and
13), the same amount of time completing Task 17, and more
time completing 14 tasks (1-4, 6-10, 14-16, 18, and 19). In
Round 2, the novice physician group spent lesstime completing
4 out of 19 tasks (2, 6, 11, and 12), the same time completing
Task 18, and moretime completing 14 tasks (1, 3-5, 7-10, 13-17,
and 19).

In Round 1, both physician groups had the longest time spent
on Task 7 (Document new medication allergy). However, in
Round 2, time on Task 7 decreased by 52% for the expert
physician group (87sto 50s) and 29% for the novice physician
group (133sto 95s).

Mouse Clicks

Geometric mean values of mouse clickswere compared between
the 2 physician groups acrossthe 2 rounds (Table 2). Therewas
a 20% decrease in the novice physician group’s mouse clicks
between Round 1 (8 clicks, 95% CI 6-13) and Round 2 (7 clicks,
95% CI 4-12). Similarly, there was a 39% decrease in the expert
physician group’s mouse clicks between Round 1 (8 clicks,
95% CI 5-11) and Round 2 (5 clicks, 95% CI 1-10). When
mouse clicks were compared between the physician groups, the
novice physician group completed tasks with dightly more
mouse clicks than expert physicians did in both rounds.

In Round 1, the novice physician group achieved lower mouse
clicks than the expert physician group for 7 tasks (4, 6, 8, 11,
13, 17, and 19), higher mouse clicks for 9 tasks (1, 5, 7, 9 10,
12, and 14 — 16), and acomparable number of clicksfor 3 tasks
(2, 3, and 18). In Round 2, novice physicians used less mouse
clicks when completing 6 tasks (8, 10, 11, 13, 18 and 19), the
same number of clicks when completing 5 tasks (4-6, 12, and
15), and more clicks completing 8 tasks (1-3, 7, 9, 14, 16, and
17).

In Round 1, both novice and expert physicians had the highest
number of mouse clicks out of all tasks when completing Task
7 (Add amedication to your favoriteslist). However, in Round
2, the task with the highest number of mouse clicks by expert
physicians changed from Task 7 to Task 15 (Place order for
basic metabolic panel [BMP]) and novice physicians had the
highest mouse clicks when completing Task 14 (Place order for
chest X-ray) in Round 2, compared to Task 7 in Round 1.

M ouse M ovements

Geometric mean values of mouse movements (the length of the
navigation path to complete a given task) were compared
between the 2 physician groups across the 2 rounds. There was
al4% increasein novice physicians mouse movements between
Round 1 (9247 pixels, 95% CI 6404-13,353) and Round 2 (7992
pixels, 95% CI 5350-11,936). There was also a 14% decrease
in expert physicians’ mouse movements between Round 1 (7325
pixels, 95% Cl 5237-10,247]) and Round 2 (6329 pixels, 95%
Cl 4299-9317). When mouse movements were compared
between the physician groups, the novice physician group
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showed dightly longer mouse movementsthan expert physicians
did across the 19 tasks in both rounds.

In Round 1, the novice physicians showed longer mouse
movements for 15 of 19 tasks (1-4, 6-12, 14-16, and 18), and
shorter mouse movements for 4 tasks (5, 13, 17, and 19). In
Round 2, novice physicians used shorter mouse movementsin
completing 8 out of 19 tasks (2, 4, 6, 11-13, 18, and 19) and
used longer movements completing 11 tasks (1, 3, 5, 7-10, and
14-17).

In Round 1, novice physicians had the longest mouse
movements out of all tasks when completing Task 7 (Add a
medication to your favorites list) and expert physicians had the
longest mouse movements when completing Task 13 (Include
diagnosis). In Round 2, the task with the longest mouse
movements by novice physicians was Task 14 (Place order for
chest X-ray) compared to Task 7 in Round 1 and expert
physicians had the | ongest mouse movementswhen completing
Task 15 (Place order for basic metabolic panel [BMPY]).

System Usability Scale

In Round 1, 5 out of 6 expert physicians and al 10 novice
physicians completed the SUS. In Round 2, al 4 expert
physiciansand all 9 novice physicians completed the SUS. The
SUS illustrated that novice physicians ranked the system's
usability at amean of 69 (high marginal) in Round 1 compared
to 68 (high marginal) in Round 2. Experts rated the system’s
usability at a mean of 74 (acceptable) in both rounds. A novice
physician and 2 expert physicians had a score of 50 (not
acceptable) or below. These results may indicate that expert
users who have achieved a certain level of proficiency may be
more confident using the EHR than novice users. A debriefing
session confirmed the overall learnability test experience but
did not revea specific learnability issues. After analyzing the
recording, however, it was clear that physicians encountered
some difficulties when completing the tasks.

Usability Themes

Because of space limitations, a second manuscript is in
preparation with afull review of the usability themes. Sub-task
analysis was instrumental in identifying multiple usability
concerns. We identified 31 common and 4 unique usability
i ssues between the 2 physician groups across 2 rounds. Themes
were created by analyzing and combining usability issues to
form an overarching theme [71]. Five themes emerged during
analysis: 6 usability issues were related to inconsistencies, 9
issues concerning user interface issues, 6 issues in relation to
structured data issues, 7 ambiguous terminology issues, and 6
issues in regards to workarounds. An example of an
inconsistency issue was illogical ordering of lists in Task 17
(Add a medication to your favorites list), such that the
medication list could not be sorted al phabetically when imported
into a patient’s visit note. This may frustrate physicians when
they cannot discern how to sort the medication list. An example
of a user interface issue was the long note template list
physicians had to navigate when they completed Task 1 (Start
anew note). A lengthy list of different templates was chosen
from when creating a note and the templates were not specialty
specific, such that searching through the template list and
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choosing a desired template was time consuming and caused
extra cognitive load. An example of astructured dataissue was
alack of distinction between columnsin Task 9 (Include Family
History). In this task, the blue or white columns (indicating
negative vs positive findings) for family members were
unlabeled, such that physicians were unsure how to mark a
family history item “positive” An example of an ambiguous
terminology issue was multiple fields having the same
functionality. When completing Tasks 14 and 15, there was no
clear difference between the drop-down menu labeled
“Requested Start Date” the drop-down menu labeled
“Requested Time Frame,” and the radio button labeled “ Future
Order” This could cause future lab tests not to be ordered
properly, such that lab tests may not be completed at the right
time and patients may have to get the test redone, which adds
additional cost for the patient. An example of a workaround
was unawareness of functions. When completing Task 13
(Include diagnosis), physicians were not able to move
“hypertension” from the problem list to the current diagnosis
list, so they re-added “ hypertension” as a new problem, which
took additional time.

Discussion

Principal Findings

Our findings show that there were mixed changes in
performance measures and expert physicians were more
proficient than novice physicians on all four performance
measures.

Relation to Prior Studies

In our study, differences were found between expert and novice
physicians performance measures across Round 1 and Round
2. A study by Kjeldskov, Skov, and Stage [72] identifying
usability problems encountered by novice and expert nurses
examined whether or not usability issues disappeared over time.
In this study, 7 nurses completed 14 and 30 hours of training
prior to the first evaluation that included 7 tasks and subtasks
centered on the core purpose of the system. The same nurses
completed the same 7 tasks after 15 months of daily use of the
system. All expert subjects solved al 7 tasks either compl etely
or partially while only 2 novice subjects solved all tasks (P=.01).
No statistically significant difference between novice and expert
nurses was found when considering only completely solved
tasks (P=.08). Our study did not report P values due to the small
sample size; however, we observed overall improvement in
performance measures for both novice and expert physician
groups across 2 rounds. The contradictory results from this
study and the study by Kjeldskov, Skov, and Stage, suggest that
further research is necessary to draw more definite conclusions
about task success between novice and expert physicians.

Alternatively, a study by Lewis et al measured performance of
novice health sciences students and a predictive model of skilled
human performance when performing EHR tasks using a
touchscreen. Novice participants were adults with no prior
experience using an EHR touchscreen interface using CogTool.
CogTool is an open-source user-interface prototyping tool that
uses a human performance model to automatically evaluate how
efficiently a skilled user can complete a task. Participants
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completed 31 tasks commonly performed by nursesand patient
registration clerks in an Anti-Retroviral Therapy clinic. The
mean novice performance time for all tasks was significantly
slower than predictions of skilled use (P<.00) [73]. Although
novice EHR users completed touchscreen tasks slower than a
skilled user, they were able to execute some tasks at a skilled
level within the first hour of system use. Our study also found
novice physicians completing tasks slower than expert
physicians, athough they decreased their time-on-task by 10%
in Round 2. However, our study is different from Lewis et al
in that we used human expert physiciansinstead of apredictive
model, which givesamore realistic comparison between novice
and expert users. The common findings between this study and
those of Lewis et a suggest that physicians become efficient
as EHR experience increases, in relation to task completion
time, because physicians may become familiar with the system.

Physicians' perceptions of the usability of a system may have
relationsto learnability; that is, physicians may find the system
more user-friendly (usability) if the amount of time and effort
needed to develop proficiency with the system is shorter
(learnahility). In our study, the SUS, which measures overall
usability, illustrated that there was only adight changein novice
(Round 1: 69 [high marginal], Round 2: 68 [high marginal])
and expert (Round 1: 74 [high marginal], Round 2: 74 [high
marginal]) physicians rankings of the system’s usability. In a
study by Haarbrandt et al, primary care providers gave a SUS
rating of 70.7 (marginally acceptable) when asked about their
perception of ahealth information exchange system, which was
similar to the physicians' scoresin our study. Expert and novice
participants found the graphical user interface easy to use
however, they only rated the system as acceptable [74]. Kim et
al [62] measured usability gapsin emergency department (ED)
nurses, and found that novice ED nurseswere not satisfied with
their system (43 [unacceptable] to 55 [low marginal]) in
comparison to expert nurseswho were satisfied (75 to 81 [good
to excellent]), which was different from our study’s result. The
varying SUS scores from the studies mentioned suggest that
physicians with more experience using an EHR are more likely
to give the system higher SUS scores. Contrary to the
assumption that SUS produce reliable scores, there are mixed
results that SUS scores clearly associate with performance
measures. For example, Kim et al showed very low correlations
between performance measures and SUS Scores, indicating that
care needs to be taken when interpreting usability data and
comprehensive rather than single measures are necessary.

Study Limitations

This study had several limitationsin terms of the methodol ogy.
First, it involved a small sample of physicians; therefore, the
sample size may not have been sufficient to obtain statistical
significance when reporting quantitative results of learnability.
However, the sample size was sufficient when identifying
usability issues experienced by participants when interacting
with the EHR system. This study was conducted at ahealth care
institution where only 1 EHR system was used and may not be
representative of al primary care practice. As such, the study’s
findings may have limited generalizability to other ambulatory
clinic settings, due to different types of EHR applications and
physician practice settings. However, the EHR platform
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employed in this study is one of the top commercia products
with significant market share. Based on datafrom Office of the
National Coordinator for Health Information Technology, Cerner
was reported as the primary EHR Vendor by 20% of hospitals
participating in the CMS EHR incentive programs, making it
the second most implemented EHR in hospitals [75]. Second,
alimited number of clinical tasks were used in the learnability
test and may not have encompassed other tasks completed by
physicians in other clinical scenarios. However, these tasks
included realistic inpatient and outpatient tasks that resident
physicianswould usually completein aclinical scenario. Third,
this study was conducted in alaboratory setting, which did not
take into account common distractions physicians may
experience during a clinical encounter. Nonetheless,
laboratory-based learnability tests allow for flexibility in
guestioning and give room for more in-depth probing. Direct
observation in laboratory learnability testing also allows for
interaction between participant and facilitator. Although this
study contained some methodological limitations, we believe
it to be awell-controlled study that used a rigorous evaluation
method with validated performance measures that are widely
accepted in HIT evaluation. In addition, the clear instructions
allowed physician participants to complete the required tasks
without excessive cognitive load.
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impede the use of EHRs. Our results suggest that longer
experience with an EHR may not be equivalent to being an
expert or proficient in itsuse. The physicians' interactionswith
the EHR can be communicated to EHR vendors, to assist in
improving the user interface for effective use by physicians.
This study may also assist in the design of EHR education and
training programs by highlighting the areas (ie, tasksand related
features and functiondities) of difficulty that resident physicians
face. Resident physiciansin primary care are offered extensive
EHR training by their institutions. However, it is a great
challenge for busy physicians to find time for training.
Furthermore, it is an arduous task attempting to meet the needs
of users and provide hands-on, on-site support [7], and
evidence-based guidelines for training resident physicians
effectively on how to use EHRsfor patient care are scarce [ 76].
Thus, our study may also serve as a guideline to potentially
improve EHR training programs, which may increase
physicians' performance, by improving competency when using
the system.
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Abstract

Background: Atrid fibrillation (AF) is a common and preventable cause of stroke. Barriers to reducing stroke risk through
appropriate prescribing have been identified at the system, provider, and patient levels. To ensure a multifaceted initiative to
address these barriers is effective, it is essential to incorporate user-centered design to ensure all intervention components are
optimized for users.

Objective: To test the usability of an electronic medical record (EMR) toolkit for AF in primary care with the goal of further
refining the intervention to meet the needs of primary care clinicians.

Methods: An EMR-based toolkit for AF was created and optimized through usability testing and iterative redesign incorporating
a human factors approach. A mixed-methods pilot study consisting of observations, semi-structured interviews, and surveyswas
conducted to examine usability and perceived impact on patient care and workflow.

Results: A total of 14 clinicians (13 family physicians and 1 nurse practitioner) participated in the study. Nine iterations of the
toolkit were created in response to feedback from clinicians and the research team; interface-rel ated changes were made, additional
AF-related resources were added, and functionality issues were fixed to make the toolkit more effective. After improvements
were made, clinicians expressed that the toolkit improved accessibility to AF-related information and resources, served as a
reminder for guideline-concordant AF management, and was easy to use. Most clinicians intended to continue using the toolkit
for patient care. With respect to impact on care, clinicians believed the toolkit increased the thoroughness of their assessments
for patients with AF and improved the quality of AF-related care received by their patients.

Conclusions: The positive feedback surrounding the EMR toolkit for AF and its perceived impact on patient care can be
attributed to the adoption of auser-centered design that merged clinically important information about AF management with user
needs. This study demonstrates the utility of ahuman factors approach to piloting and refining an intervention prior to wide-scale
implementation.

(IMIR Human Factors 2016;3(1):e7) doi:10.2196/humanfactors.4289
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Introduction

Methods

Atria fibrillation (AF) is a common and preventable cause of
stroke [1]. The prevalence of AF is approximately 1% overal;
however, it accounts for 15% of all strokes and 33% of all
strokes in the elderly [2]. Such strokes result in permanent
disability in 60% and death in 20% of individuals [3].
Medications can effectively reduce the risk of stroke.
Unfortunately, although evidence has long been available that
many AF-related strokes are preventable with proper therapy,
the proportion of eligible patients receiving appropriate stroke
prevention therapy remains stubbornly low. The 2012 Canadian
Cardiovascular Society guidelines for AF emphasize that the
vast majority of patients with AF would likely benefit from
anticoagulation to reduce risk of stroke [4]. However, studies
have found that many patients at high risk of stroke are not
receiving anticoagul ation.

Barriers to appropriate stroke prevention therapy may exist at
the system, physician, and patient level. At the system level,
primary care clinicswere found to have inadeguate coordination
with laboratories, ineffective INR tracking systems, and
inefficient use of reminders[5]. Physicianstend to overestimate
therisk of bleeding associated with anticoagul ation, especially
in the elderly, even though guidelines state that the benefits of
anticoagulation outweigh the risks for most patients over 65
yearsof age[6-8]. In contrast, patientswerefound to place more
value on avoidance of stroke than avoidance of bleeding [9]. In
the context of infrequent use of formal risk assessment tools
and underutilization of anticoagulation, it isplausiblethat tools
supporting evidence-informed, shared decision-making
processes with patients may lead to increased utilization of
anticoagulation [10,11].

Electronic medical record (EMR) interventions have been
described as instrumental for chronic disease management.
Useful aspects of these interventions include decision support
such asreminders for patient care, clinical monitoring through
large-scale surveillance and data aggregation, and
di sease-specific encounter templates[12,13]. These EM R-based
interventions have been shown to improve quality of care,
improve efficiency, and decrease health services utilization
[12-14].

We developed an EMR-based toolkit of quality improvement
strategiesto aid atrial fibrillation management in primary care,
to improve the proportion of patients receiving
guideline-concordant stroke prevention therapy. The objective
of this pilot study was to test the usability of the EMR toolkit
for AF in primary care with the goal of further refining the
intervention to meet the needs of primary care clinicians. A
human factors approach was utilized in the development of the
toolkit in an effort to optimize the uptake of the toolkit, which
in turn, would have the potential to increase the proportion of
patients receiving guideline-concordant AF care.

http://humanfactors.jmir.org/2016/1/e7/

Study Design

We conducted a pilot study using a mixed-methods approach
consisting of observations, semi-structured interviews, and
surveys to examine the usability of an EMR toolkit for AF and
its perceived impact on care and workflow. A human factors
approach, defined as “the study of the interrel ationship between
humans, the tools and equipment they usein theworkplace, and
the environment in which they work” was used to optimize
usability and uptake of the toolkit [15]. The study received
approval from the research ethics board at the University of
Toronto.

Study Population

The study was conducted between October 2013 and July 2014.
Participants were primary care clinicians at the Taddle Creek
Family Health Team (TCFHT) and Women's College Hospital
(WCH) Family Practice Health Centre in Toronto, Ontario,
Canada. The TCFHT consists of 14 family physicians, 3 nurse
practitioners, 3 nurses, 3 social workers, 2 pharmacists, and a
dietician who provide primary health care to 18,900 patients.
The WCH Family Practice Health Centre consists of 31 family
physicians, 2 nurse practitioners, 16 nurses, 2 dieticians, 1
occupational therapist, 2 social workers, and 1 pharmacist who
provide primary health care to 18,500 patients.

EMR Toolkit Development

The purpose of the EMR toolkit for AF, which linksto PS Suite
EMR, is to facilitate the uptake and translation of knowledge
regarding guideline-based AF management in primary care and
to improve the proportion of patientsreceiving guideline-based
AF care. Thetoolkit was devel oped by an interdisciplinary team
with clinical and design expertise. The clinical content was
developed by 3 family physicians, a pharmacist, and a
cardiologist with expertisein primary care and AF management.
A designer provided human-centered design expertise and
created mockups of the design and layout of thetoolkit. Toolkit
development occurred through an iterative process with
iterations cycled back through the team prior to the
commencement of formal usability testing. The EMR toolkit
incorporated evidence-based recommendations for AF
management specified in the 2012 Canadian Cardiovascular
Society AF guidelines. Thefinal version consisted of atoolbar
embedded into the electronic medical charts of patients with
AFthat included thefollowing tools: (1) initial assessment form;
(2) follow-up visit form; (3) stroke and bleeding risk calculator,
which included guideline-concordant recommendations for
treatment; (4) provider resources; and (5) patient resources. The
outputsfrom Tools 1 to 3 are embedded into patients’ electronic
medical charts. The provider resources consisted of three
documents: (1) AFib in One Page, (2) Comparison of
Anticoagulants, and (3) Anticoagulation Dosing Table. The
patient resources consisted of educationa documentsproviding
information on atrial fibrillation, what to do if a patient

JMIR Human Factors 2016 | vol. 3| iss. 1 [e7 | p.136
(page number not for citation purposes)


http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/

JMIR HUMAN FACTORS

experiences an AF episode, treatment options, decreasing stroke
risk, available anticoagulants, and cardioversion.

Usability Testing

The EMR toolkit underwent usability testing using aqualitative
approach consisting of observations of primary care clinicians
interactions with the EMR toolkit for AF and semi-structured
interviews with family physicians. A purposive sample of
primary care clinicians from the Taddle Creek Family Health
Team and Women's College Hospital Family Practice Health
Centre was selected for the study.

Usahility testing was conducted by members of the research
team (KT and KL) and occurred in two phases. Phase 1 used
the “think aloud” approach while primary care clinicians used
thetoolkit with test patients. Field notes employing astructured
data collection form were used to record usability-rel ated i ssues.
Phase 2 consisted of observations of primary care clinicians
interactions with the toolkit as they conducted a visit with an
actual patient with AF; observations were followed by
semi-structured interviews to examine their perceptions of the
toolkit. Field notes employing astructured data collection form
were used to record usability-rel ated issues during observations.
I nterviewswere audiotaped and transcribed by amember of the
research team (KT). Participant feedback was used iteratively
to make improvements to the toolkit.

Inductive thematic analysis was conducted using qualitative
data analysis software (NVivo 10, QSR International). Two
members of the research team (KT and KL ) independently coded
4 interview transcriptsto identify interesting features of the data
and provide a comprehensive selection of codes, which were
reviewed and discussed to ensure consensus. A coding
framework was devel oped using initial findingsto guide coding
of remaining interviews and field notes, with additional codes
reported as they were identified. Initial codes and their coded
interview extracts were organized into themes and subthemes.
All themesand coded interview extractswere reviewed to ensure
data within each theme formed a coherent pattern and a clear
distinction between different themes was evident.

Surveys

A survey was developed by the research team to examine
primary care clinicians' perceptions of the EMR toolkit for AF
and its impact on patient care and management. A subset of
guestions was aligned with the key themes identified through
usability testing. The research team reviewed the survey for
face validity, comprehensiveness, and clarity. Pre-testing
occurred with 2 individuals with research backgrounds who
reviewed the survey for face validity and clarity. The final
survey consisted of 22 questionswith acombination of multiple
choice, rating scale, and open-ended items. A 5-point Likert
scale and 5-point scale were used to express level of agreement
and degree of change, respectively.

The survey was distributed electronically to all primary care
clinicians—family physicians, nurse practitioners, nurses, and
pharmacists—at the TCFHT. An initia introduction email
followed by 2 reminder emails was sent to al clinicians to
provide them with information regarding the study and the
electronic survey. To increase the response rate, paper surveys
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were aso distributed to clinicians following the third email
reminder. Descriptive statistics were generated from the survey

data.

Results

Participants

A total of 14 clinicians (13 FPsand 1 NP) participated in Phase
1 or 2 of usability testing. Each clinician was observed as they
used the EMR toolkit for AF with either atest patient (Phase
1-5FPsand 1 NP) or area patient with AF (Phase 2-8 FPs).
Semi-structured interviews were conducted with all 8 FPswho
participated in Phase 2 of the usability testing. The response
rate for the survey was 55% (12/22). A total of 8 family
physicians, 2 nurses, 1 nurse practitioner, and 1 pharmacist
participated in the survey.

Phase 1 Usability Testing: Key Themes

Participants highlighted several usability-related issues that
required improvements. Three overarching themes were
identified, which included (1) interface-related changes, (2)
additional resources for AF management, and (3) toolkit
functionality issues. In total, the EMR toolkit for AF underwent

9 iterative cycles of changes based on participants feedback to
produce the final version.

Participants highlighted several interface-related issues
concerning the EMR toolkit’s layout, format, and language.
They described alack of an intuitive flow for the layout of the
initial assessment and follow-up visit forms, confusion
surrounding the format of checkboxes, and confusion around
the use of abbreviations. In response, we modified the layout,
format, and language to make the toolkit more user-friendly.
For the layout, we optimized the structure of the assessment
formsto align with the SOAP (subjective, objective, assessment,
and plan) note structure, which participants described as their
typical workflow when writing chart notes. Improvementswere
made to the formatting by creating checkboxes with yes/no
options rather than checkmarks, which participants felt was
better for identifying if they had missed sections. Lastly,
modifications to the language of the toolkit were made to
improve clarity. For example, the abbreviation OAC was
changed to oral anticoagulation.

Participants expressed a desire to have additional resources for
AF management. In response, we created additional resources
to aid clinician decision making. A “Provider Resources’ section
was added to the toolbar that provides clinicians with (1) AFib
in One Page, a 1-page document that provides guideline-based
recommendationsfor rate/rhythm control and stroke prevention
management; (2) Comparison of Anticoagulants, a 1-page
document comparing the effectiveness and safety of the
available anticoagulants for stroke prevention; and (3)
Anticoagulation Dosing Table, a 1-page document providing
dosage recommendationsfor all of the available anticoagul ants.
Additionally, some participants were unclear on how to rate
their patients AF using the Severity of AF (SAF) scale found
ontheinitial assessment and follow-up visit forms. In response,
a“learn more” button was added that provided definitions for
each SAF class.
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Lastly, participants described issues relating to the functionality
of the EMR toolkit. For example, several links and buttons
embedded in the toolkit did not work properly. In response,
these functionality-rel ated issues werefixed by our programmer.

Phase 2 Usability Testing: Key Themes

The key themes identified from Phase 2 usability testing can
be grouped into the following sections: features that would
promote use of the EMR toolkit of AF, areas for improvement,
and perceived impact of the toolkit on patient care and
workflow. No magjor usability-related issues were identified in
Phase 2 of usability testing.

Features That Would Promote Use of the EMR Toolkit
for AF

Participants described several benefitsto using the EMR tool kit
for AF. Three main subthemes were identified: (1) ease of
accessibility to AF-related information and resources is
beneficial, (2) structured guide for AF management serves as
areminder, and (3) structure and format of thetoolkit were easy
to use and follow.

Ease of Accessibility to AF-Related | nformation and
Resour cesis Beneficial

A common advantage of the EMR toolkit for AF described by
users was the accessibility of AF-related information and
resources provided to clinicians. Participants described that they
liked the fact that information was available to them at the
“touch of a button,” as information pertaining to AF
management could be conveniently found in the Patient
Resources, Provider Resources, and Stroke & Bleeding Risk
Calculator sections of thetoolkit. A family physician described,
“there’'s so much information and | love the provider resources
as well because sometimes you think you're not sure about
something.” With respect to the Stroke & Bleeding Risk
Calculator, one participant stated that she liked that “you can
pull up the CHADS score easily so you don't have to remember
the whole thing if you're not sure.” Another family physician
described the time-saving benefit of using the toolkit and the
lengthy process of accessing information without the toolkit:

| think it would save metime, it savestime to have it
embedded. | mean we certainly do have patient
handouts in the EMR but I'd have to come here and
go (to) handouts and then look for atrial
[fibrillation]...it would be | assume scanned in under
atrial fibrillation and then click it and then view it
and then print it.

From survey results, 91% (10/11) of participants believed the
EMR toolkit for AF improved their ability to access the
information they needed to provide AF care.

Structured Guidefor AF Management Servesasa Reminder

Most participants felt that the structured guide for AF
management served as a reminder for what to ask patients
regarding their AF care. A family physician stated that the
toolkit was “good because...like everything else it gives you a
list [so] you don’'t forget what you' re supposed to be check[ing]
which especially onabusy day you tend to rush and miss stuff.”
One family physician described how the toolkit served as a
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cheat sheet and ensured a systematic approach was taken
towards the management of patients with AF:

| think it's great, it isto me areal cheat sheet, like it
makes sure you don’'t miss anything and that you do
go through an organized, systematic approach to
dealing with atrial [fibrillation] ...l just thinkit'sreally
efficient and it makes sure you...do what you're
supposed to do.

Structureand Format of the EMR Toolkit for AF WasEasy
to Use and Follow

Participants felt that the EMR toolkit for AF was easy to use
and follow. They described how the toolkit was clear, intuitive,
and straightforward. A family physician stated “sometimes
[with] formsyou can’t find what you need to do,” but the EMR
toolkit was “fine...it was very easy to use” Another family
physician described the intuitive nature of theinitial assessment
form:

It was actually pretty intuitive...In terms of obtaining
a history of atrial fibrillation, so asking about
symptoms, asking about risk factors and then
examining the patient and coming up with their stroke
risk and plan, that is very intuitive flow.

From survey results, 100% (11/11) of participants thought that
aspectsof the EMR toolkit for AF were easy to use. Most (82%,
9/11) participants felt that the EMR toolkit for AF was
compatible with their typical workflow.

Areas for | mprovement

Participants suggested changes that could be made to improve
the toolkit and its uptake by clinicians. They expressed (1) a
desirefor aprompt to redo stroke and bleeding risk assessments
when needed and (2) a need for more education and awareness
about the toolkit.

Desirefor a Prompt to Redo Stroke and Bleeding Risk
Assessments When Needed

All participants expressed that it would be helpful to have a
reminder in the EMR system to prompt them to redo a stroke
and bleeding risk assessment when certain CHADS-related
patient characteristics (ie, age, new comorbidities) changed. A
family physician described how receiving reminders would be
helpful aslong asit wasn’t too frequent:

| think [it would be helpful]...if it did it at the age 65
and 75, whenever the brackets are, not every
birthday...Or if there was somehow when...they get a
new diagnosis of something if it could prompt you to
think of it that would be really helpful...

Need for M ore Education and Awar eness About the Toolkit

Participants described the need to provide education and
awareness about the toolkit and its functionalitiesto clinicians.
A family physician suggested the need for training and hands-on
practice with the toolkit to gain familiarity with it:

| think it does take some time to get familiar with
using these so it's like practice. So | think it would
be best if people...had training or something...just
some examples of case studies or something...you
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have a new patient with AFib, thisiswhat you would
do and then you would go here because for meto see
this for the very first time this formto fill out | think
would take a lot of time.

From survey results, 50% (5/10) of participants thought an
orientation session was hecessary to introduce the AF EMR
toolkit. Most (64%, 7/11) participants believed an orientation
session would increase usage of the toolkit.

Perceived I mpact of the Toolkit on Patient Care and
Wor kflow

Intention to Continue Using the EMR Toolkit for AF

All interviewed participants expressed their intent to continue
using the toolkit to help guide AF management. A family
physician acknowledged the benefits of certain aspects of the
toolkit but emphasized her preference for the stroke and bleeding
risk calculator:

I mean in all honesty | think if there was one thing
that | for sureI'll use isthe stroke and bleeding risk
piece of it. The initial assessment, | think | would
continue to use just [s0] | take an AFib history in a
very organized way, but if I’m super busy and | kind
of forget that one might be thefirst to go but definitely
the stroke and bleeding risk | would in terms of
guiding managing | definitely would use that.

From survey results, 82% (9/11) of surveyed cliniciansintended
to continue using aspects of the AF EMR toolkit in the future.
Overadl, 91% (10/11) of participants would recommend the
EMR toolkit for AF to other clinicians. However, remembering
to use the tool kit was suggested as the main barrier to its use.

Increased Thoroughness and Quality of AF-Related Care

Interviewed participants expressed that the toolkit prompted
them to provide a more thorough assessment for patients with
AF. A family physician described how the toolkit “prompted
me to do things that | probably maybe wouldn’'t have done”
This finding was supported by survey results with the majority
(82%, 9/11) of participants agreeing that the toolkit increased
the thoroughness of their assessments of patients as
recommended by AF guidelines. Most (73%, 8/11) participants
believed the toolkit increased the quality of AF-related care
received by their patients.

Discussion

Principal Findings

The EMR toolkit for AF wasdesigned asaresourcefor primary
care clinicians to help guide decision making and improve the
proportion of patients who are receiving guideline-concordant
AF care. Through our interdisciplinary and human factors
approach, we were able to develop a toolkit that incorporated
perspectives from individuals with different areas of
expertiss—family medicine, pharmacy, cardiology, and
nursing—and that was optimized for usein alarge, busy family
practice environment.

As a result of usability testing, we were able to develop a
user-centered intervention that met the needs of primary care
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clinicians by identifying potential problems and areas for
improvement early in the development stages. Nine iterations
of the toolkit were created in response to feedback from
clinicians who participated in Phase 1 of the study to make the
toolkit more effective; interface-related changes were made,
additional AF-related resources were added, and functionality
issueswerefixed. After theseimprovementsto thetoolkit were
made, clinicians provided positive feedback regarding thetool kit
and its perceived impact. Clinicians expressed that the toolkit
improved accessibility to AF-related information and resources,
served asareminder for guideline-concordant AF management,
and was easy to use. Most cliniciansintended to continue using
the toolkit for patient care, which may be attributable to its
user-centered design. With respect to impact on care, clinicians
believed the toolkit increased the thoroughness of their
assessments for patients with AF and improved the quality of
AF-related care received by their patients.

The results of this pilot study informed the refinement of the
toolkit to make it a more effective, holistic, and user-centered
intervention. Thefinal version of thetoolkit will beimplemented
across primary care clinics in Ontario in a cluster-randomized
controlled trial examining its impact on guideline-concordant
AF care. Through this mixed-methods study, we were able to
demonstrate the utility of a human factors approach to piloting
and refining an intervention prior to wide-scaleimplementation.

Comparison With Prior Work

The importance of incorporating the end users' needs and
workflow into the design of information technology (IT)
interventions has been well documented [16-20]. Additionally,
research hasfound that the usability of asystemisamajor theme
impacting use of IT interventions [21,22]. Incorporating these
principles, participants expressed positive feedback about the
EMR toolkit for AF and an intention to continuing using the
toolkit for AF management. The technol ogy acceptance model
also suggests that the perceived usefulness and ease-of-use of
a technology influences end users intentions to use the
technology. Our study supportsthistheory. This study provides
novel information on the utility of ahuman factors approach to
the development of an IT intervention for AF in the primary
care setting.

Limitations

This study has several limitations. The study was conducted in
urban-based, academic family health centers, the sample size
for the survey was small, and the selection of clinicians may
have been biased toward those who are accepting of novel
quality improvement interventions. As such, the results may
not be generalizable to all primary care practices in Ontario.
The study also sought out self-reported experiences, and as a
result, participant responses may be impacted by response bias
and recall bias. However, data were collected through three
methods—interviews, observations, and surveys—which
provided similar results, reinforcing the themes identified.

Conclusion

Although an experienced multidisciplinary team carefully
designed the EMR toolkit, we found that the use of a human
factors approach enabled the development of an intervention
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that better met the needs of primary careclinicians. The positive  information about AF management with user needs. This study
feedback surrounding the EMR toolkit for AF and itsperceived  demonstratesthe utility of ahuman factors approach to piloting
impact on patient care can be attributed to the adoption of a  and refining an intervention prior to wide-scale implementation.
user-centered design that merged clinically important

Acknowledgments

NMI is supported by New Investigator Awards from the Canadian Institutes of Health Research and the Department of Family
and Community Medicine at the University of Toronto.

Conflictsof Interest
None declared.

Multimedia Appendix 1
EMR toolkit screenshot.

[PDF File (Adobe PDF File), 233K B - humanfactors v3ile7 appl.pdf ]

References

1. Wolf PA, Abbott RD, Kannel WB. Atria fibrillation as an independent risk factor for stroke: The Framingham Study.
Stroke 1991 Aug;22(8):983-988 [FREE Full text] [Medline: 1866765]

2. Heart and Stroke Foundation. 2014 Sep. Atrial Fibrillation - Be Pulse Aware URL: http://www.heartandstroke.com/site/
C.ikIQLcMWJXE/b.5052135/k.2C86/Heart_disease Atrial_fibrillation.htm [accessed 2015-12-14] [WebCite Cache ID
6dmDHwImMS)]

3. Gladstone DJ, Bui E, Fang J, Laupacis A, Lindsay MP, Tu JV, et a. Potentially preventable strokes in high-risk patients
with atrial fibrillation who are not adequately anticoagulated. Stroke 2009 Jan;40(1):235-240 [FREE Full text] [doi:
10.1161/STROKEAHA.108.516344] [Medline: 18757287)

4.  SkanesAC, Hedey JS, Cairns JA, Dorian P, GillisAM, McMurtry M S, Canadian Cardiovascular Society Atrial Fibrillation
Guidelines Committee. Focused 2012 update of the Canadian Cardiovascular Society atrial fibrillation guidelines:
Recommendations for stroke prevention and rate/rhythm control. Can J Cardiol 2012;28(2):125-136. [doi:
10.1016/j.cjca.2012.01.021] [Medline: 22433576]

5. LouisKM, Martineau J, Rodrigues I, Fournier M, Berbiche D, Blais N, et a. Primary care practices and determinants of
optimal anticoagul ation management in a collaborative care model. Am Heart J 2010 Feb;159(2):183-189. [doi:
10.1016/j.ahj.2009.11.015] [Medline: 20152215]

6.  Peterson GM, Boom K, Jackson SL, Vial JH. Doctors' beliefs on the use of antithrombotic therapy in atrial fibrillation:
Identifying barriers to stroke prevention. Intern Med J 2002;32(1-2):15-23. [Medline: 11783668]

7.  Bungard TJ, Ghali WA, McAlister FA, Buchan AM, Cave AJ, Hamilton PG, et al. Physicians' perceptions of the benefits
and risks of warfarin for patients with nonvalvular atrial fibrillation. CMAJ 2001 Aug 7;165(3):301-302 [FREE Full text]
[Medline: 11517646]

8. Beyth RJ, Antani MR, Covinsky KE, Miller DG, Chren MM, Quinn LM, et al. Why isn't warfarin prescribed to patients
with nonrheumatic atrial fibrillation? J Gen Intern Med 1996 Dec;11(12):721-728. [Medline: 9016418]

9.  Devereaux PJ, Anderson DR, Gardner M J, Putnam W, Flowerdew GJ, Brownell BF, et al. Differences between perspectives
of physicians and patients on anticoagulation in patients with atrial fibrillation: Observational study. BMJ 2001 Nov
24;323(7323):1218-1222 [FREE Full text] [Medline: 11719412]

10. ProtheroeJ, Fahey T, Montgomery AA, Peters TJ. Theimpact of patients preferences on the treatment of atrial fibrillation:
Observational study of patient based decision analysis. BMJ2000 May 20;320(7246):1380-1384 [ FREE Full text] [Medline;
10818030]

11. Bungard TJ, Ghali WA, McAlister FA, Buchan AM, Cave AJ, Hamilton PG, et a. The relative importance of barriersto
the prescription of warfarin for nonvalvular atrial fibrillation. Can JCardiol 2003 Mar 15;19(3):280-284. [Medline; 12677283]

12.  Chaudhry B, Wang J, Wu S, Maglione M, MojicaW, Roth E, et a. Systematic review: Impact of health information
technology on quality, efficiency, and costs of medical care. Ann Intern Med 2006 May 16;144(10):742-752. [Medline:
16702590]

13. Hillestad R, Bigelow J, Bower A, Girosi F, Meili R, ScovilleR, et al. Can electronic medical record systems transform
health care? Potential health benefits, savings, and costs. Health Aff (Millwood) 2005;24(5):1103-1117 [FREE Full text]
[doi: 10.1377/hithaff.24.5.1103] [Medline: 16162551]

14. Adams WG, Mann AM, Bauchner H. Use of an electronic medical record improves the quality of urban pediatric primary
care. Pediatrics 2003 Mar;111(3):626-632. [Medline: 12612247]

http://humanfactors,jmir.org/2016/1/e7/ JMIR Human Factors 2016 | vol. 3| iss. 1 €7 | p.140
(page number not for citation purposes)


https://jmir.org/api/download?alt_name=humanfactors_v3i1e7_app1.pdf&filename=764c7c5f75a37f92fa04d92d796502d2.pdf
https://jmir.org/api/download?alt_name=humanfactors_v3i1e7_app1.pdf&filename=764c7c5f75a37f92fa04d92d796502d2.pdf
http://stroke.ahajournals.org/cgi/pmidlookup?view=long&pmid=1866765
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=1866765&dopt=Abstract
http://www.heartandstroke.com/site/c.ikIQLcMWJtE/b.5052135/k.2C86/Heart_disease__Atrial_fibrillation.htm
http://www.heartandstroke.com/site/c.ikIQLcMWJtE/b.5052135/k.2C86/Heart_disease__Atrial_fibrillation.htm
http://www.webcitation.org/6dmDHwlm5
http://www.webcitation.org/6dmDHwlm5
http://stroke.ahajournals.org/cgi/pmidlookup?view=long&pmid=18757287
http://dx.doi.org/10.1161/STROKEAHA.108.516344
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=18757287&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cjca.2012.01.021
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=22433576&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ahj.2009.11.015
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=20152215&dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=11783668&dopt=Abstract
http://www.cmaj.ca/cgi/pmidlookup?view=long&pmid=11517646
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=11517646&dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=9016418&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/11719412
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=11719412&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/10818030
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=10818030&dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=12677283&dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=16702590&dopt=Abstract
http://content.healthaffairs.org/cgi/pmidlookup?view=long&pmid=16162551
http://dx.doi.org/10.1377/hlthaff.24.5.1103
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=16162551&dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=12612247&dopt=Abstract
http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/

JMIR HUMAN FACTORS Tran et a

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21

22.

Kohn L, Corrigan J, Donaldson M. Institute of Medicine. 1999. To Err Is Human - Building a Safer Health System URL :
http://iom.edu/~/media/Files/Report%20Files/1999/To-Err-is-Human/

To%20Err%20i s%620Human%201999%20%20report%20brief. pdf [accessed 2015-01-14] [WebCite Cache D 6Vadj X Nx0]
Kjeldskov J, Skov MB, Stage J. A longitudinal study of usability in health care: Doestime heal? Int J Med Inform 2010
Jun;79(6):e135-e143. [doi: 10.1016/j.ijmedinf.2008.07.008] [Medline: 18757234]

Lowry S, Ramaiah M, Patterson E, Brick D, Gurses A, Ozok A, et a. National Ingtitute of Standards and Technology, US
Department of Commerce. 2014. Integrating Electronic Health Recordsinto Clinical Workflow: An Application of Human
Factors Modelling M ethods to Ambulatory Care URL : http://nvlpubs.nist.gov/nistpubs/ir/2014/NI ST.I R.7988.pdf [accessed
2015-01-14] [WebCite Cache |ID 6VaS5Emg33]

Karsh B. Beyond usability: Designing effective technology implementation systems to promote patient safety. Qual Saf
Health Care 2004 Oct;13(5):388-394 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1136/ghc.13.5.388] [Medline: 15465944]

Rose AF, Schnipper JL, Park ER, Poon EG, Li Q, Middleton B. Using qualitative studies to improve the usability of an
EMR. JBiomed Inform 2005 Feb;38(1):51-60 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1016/j.jbi.2004.11.006] [Medline: 15694885]
Johnson CM, Johnson TR, Zhang J. A user-centered framework for redesigning health care interfaces. J Biomed Inform
2005 Feb;38(1):75-87 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1016/j.jbi.2004.11.005] [Medline: 15694887]

Horsky J, Schiff GD, Johnston D, Mercincavage L, Bell D, Middleton B. Interface design principles for usable decision
support: A targeted review of best practicesfor clinical prescribing interventions. JBiomed Inform 2012 Dec;45(6):1202-1216
[FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1016/}.jbi.2012.09.002] [Medline: 22995208]

Smelcer J, Miller-Jacobs H, Kantrovich L. Usability of electronic medical records. J Usability Stud 2009;4(2):70-84.

Abbreviations

AF: atrial fibrillation
EMR: electronic medical record

Edited by G Eysenbach; submitted 26.01.15; peer-reviewed by M Janda, M Johnston; comments to author 05.08.15; revised version
received 19.08.15; accepted 07.10.15; published 17.02.16.

Please cite as:

Tran K, Leblanc K, Valentinis A, Kavanagh D, Zahr N, Ivers NM

Evaluating the Usability and Perceived Impact of an Electronic Medical Record Toolkit for Atrial Fibrillation Management in Primary
Care: A Mixed-Methods Study I ncorporating Human Factors Design

JMIR Human Factors 2016; 3(1):e7

URL: http://humanfactors.,jmir.org/2016/1/€7/

doi: 10.2196/humanfactors.4289

PMID: 27026394

©Kim Tran, Kori Leblanc, Alissia Vaentinis, Doug Kavanagh, Nina Zahr, Noah M lvers. Originally published in IMIR Human
Factors (http://humanfactors,jmir.org), 17.02.2016. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative
Commons Attribution License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/2.0/), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and
reproduction in any medium, provided the original work, first published in IMIR Human Factors, is properly cited. The complete
bibliographic information, alink to the original publication on http://humanfactors.jmir.org, as well asthis copyright and license
information must be included.

http://humanfactors,jmir.org/2016/1/e7/ JMIR Human Factors 2016 | vol. 3 |iss. 1 ]e7 | p.141

RenderX

(page number not for citation purposes)


http://iom.edu/~/media/Files/Report%20Files/1999/To-Err-is-Human/To%20Err%20is%20Human%201999%20%20report%20brief.pdf
http://iom.edu/~/media/Files/Report%20Files/1999/To-Err-is-Human/To%20Err%20is%20Human%201999%20%20report%20brief.pdf
http://www.webcitation.org/6Va4jXNx0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijmedinf.2008.07.008
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=18757234&dopt=Abstract
http://nvlpubs.nist.gov/nistpubs/ir/2014/NIST.IR.7988.pdf
http://www.webcitation.org/6Va5Emq33
http://qhc.bmj.com/cgi/pmidlookup?view=long&pmid=15465944
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/qhc.13.5.388
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=15465944&dopt=Abstract
http://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S1532-0464(04)00152-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbi.2004.11.006
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=15694885&dopt=Abstract
http://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S1532-0464(04)00153-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbi.2004.11.005
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=15694887&dopt=Abstract
http://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S1532-0464(12)00149-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbi.2012.09.002
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=22995208&dopt=Abstract
http://humanfactors.jmir.org/2016/1/e7/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/humanfactors.4289
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=27026394&dopt=Abstract
http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/

JMIR HUMAN FACTORS Wipfli et a

Original Paper

How Regrouping Alerts in Computerized Physician Order Entry
Layout Influences Physicians’ Prescription Behavior: Results of
a Crossover Randomized Trial

Rolf Wipfli¥", PhD; Frederic Ehrler’’, PhD; Georges Bediang®, MD; Mireille Bétrancourt®, PhD; Christian Lovis',
MD, MPH

IDivision of Medical Information Sciences, Department of Radiology and Medical Informatics, University Hospitals of Geneva, Geneva, Switzerland
%Division of ehedlth and Telemedicine, Department of Radiology and Medical Informatics, University Hospitals of Geneva, Geneva, Switzerland
3school of Psychology and Education, Faculty of Psychology and Education Sciences, University of Geneva, Geneva, Switzerland

" these authors contributed equally

Corresponding Author:

Frederic Ehrler, PhD

Division of Medical Information Sciences
Department of Radiology and Medical Informatics
University Hospitals of Geneva

Rue Gabrielle-Perret-Gentil 4

Geneva,

Switzerland

Phone: 41 22 372 8697

Fax: 41 22 372 6255

Email: frederic.ehrler@hcuge.ch

Abstract

Background: As demonstrated in several publications, low positive predictive value alerts in computerized physician order
entry (CPOE) induce fatigue and may interrupt physicians unnecessarily during prescription of medication. Although it isdifficult
to increase the consideration of medical aerts by physician through an improvement of their predictive value, another approach
consists to act on the way they are presented. The interruption management model inspired us to propose an alternative alert
display strategy of regrouping the aerts in the screen layout, as a possible solution for reducing the interruption in physicians
workflow.

Objective: In this study, we compared 2 CPOE designs based on a particular alert presentation strategy: one design involved
regrouping the alerts in a single place on the screen, and in the other, the aerts were located next to the triggering information.
Our objective was to evaluate experimentally whether the new design led to fewer interruptions in workflow and if it affected
alert handling.

Methods: The 2 CPOE designs were compared in a controlled crossover randomized trial. All interactions with the system and
eye movements were stored for quantitative analysis.

Results: The study involved a group of 22 users consisting of physicians and medical students who solved medical scenarios
containing prescription tasks. Scenario completion time was shorter when the alerts were regrouped (mean 117.29 seconds, SD
36.68) than when disseminated on the screen (mean 145.58 seconds, SD 75.07; P=.045). Eye tracking revealed that physicians
fixated longer on aerts in the classic design (mean 119.71 seconds, SD 76.77) than in the centralized alert design (mean 70.58
seconds, SD 33.53; P=.001). Visual switches between prescription and alert areas, indicating interruption, were reduced with
centralized alerts (mean 41.29, SD 21.26) compared with the classic design (mean 57.81, SD 35.97; P=.04). Prescription behavior
(ie, prescription changes after aerting), however, did not change significantly between the 2 strategies of display. The After-Scenario
Questionnaire (ASQ) that was filled out after each scenario showed that overall satisfaction was significantly rated lower when
alertswere regrouped (mean 4.37, SD 1.23) than when displayed next to the triggering information (mean 5.32, SD 0.94; P=.02).

Conclusions: Centralization of alerts in a table might be a way to motivate physicians to manage alerts more actively, in a
meaningful way, rather than just being interrupted by them. Our study could not provide clear recommendations yet, but provides
objective data through a cognitive psychol ogical approach. Future tests should work on standardized scenarios that would enable
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to not only measure physicians behavior (visual fixations and handling of alerts) but also validate those actions using clinical

criteria

(JMIR Human Factors 2016;3(1):€15) doi:10.2196/humanfactors.5320

KEYWORDS

medical order entry systems; clinical decision support systems; adverse drug reaction reporting systems,; User-Computer Interface;

eye tracking

Introduction

Background

Clinical information systems offer integrated views on patients
medical condition aiming at facilitating diagnosis. In order to
facilitate decision making, systems increasingly not only
communicate factual information but also interactively support
clinical decision process. Clinical decision support systemsare
most often used in computerized physician order entry (CPOE)
systems and typically include alerts for drug interactions. In
such systems, medical alerts warn physicians when a
prescription leads to a potential harmful situation for the
patient’s health. Drug-related alerts can be classified into two
main categories: (1) basic aerts, which verify that dosage, route
of administration, and frequency of prescriptionsare within the
recommended range, and (2) advanced alerts, which rely on
information from patients’ el ectronic medical recordsto provide
personalized advice [1].

A positive effect of medical a ertson prescription behavior and,
to a smaller extent, on patient outcomes can be found in the
literature [2, 3]. However, research has shown that these derts
are till underutilized despite their great potential. According
to a meta-study, more than half of these aerts are overridden
[4]. Possible explanations for the low compliance include the
lack of specificity of the aerts, their poor inclusion in the
clinical workflow, and usability issues.

The human-computer interface is identified as a determining
factor for improving clinica information systems (CISs) [5].
In current vendor CISs, alerts and reminders are typicaly
displayed as pop-upsthat interrupt the workflow or are displayed
inthe medical record using symbolsto attract attention. Several
guidelines[6, 7], often based on expert consensus, recommend
what information has to be displayed and how thisinformation
should be conveyed. These guidelines advocate prioritization
using different symbols and colors to reduce the number of
alerts requiring acknowledgment and to display aerts spatially
and temporally close to the triggering information. Another
approach for improving usability isto reengineer the way alerts
are presented and experimentally test with prototypes [8]. For
example, the effect of interruptive and non-interruptive alerts
on prescription behavior has been studied [9, 10].

Different approaches have been used to improve the
effectiveness of medical aerts. Contextualizing the alerts [11]
and eliminating those with low clinical evidence [12] or low
severity [13] help to achieve a better specificity. Unfortunately,
there is little consensus on what aerts are superfluous and can
be removed from asystem [14, 15]. Future research should aim
at improving alerts' sensitivity and specificity, better adaptation
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of alertsto prescribers’ personal needs, and reducing the number
of aerts[16].

In our prior research [17], we learned about physicians’ use of
CPOE and alerts through a work analysis of the prescription
activity at the University Hospitals of Geneva. The insight
obtained during interviews revealed that physicians consult
medical aerts only in rare, unfamiliar medical situations,
ignoring them for numerous routine prescriptions. The study
demonstrated that alert handling is an active process where
physicians rely on the alerting system for only complex
unfamiliar medical prescriptions. This made us realize that the
alert handling and the prescription of medication can be
considered as two different tasks, with the former likely to
unnecessarily disturb the latter.

These observations led us to propose an aternative alert
presentation layout inspired by the interruption management
model [18]. Thismodel describeshow interruption stimuli such
asmedical alertsare processed by physicians. The model shows
that physicians experience cognitive load when aerts are
displayed, even when they are not handled. On the basis of these
ideas, we proposed a new principle advising that active alerts
should be displayed regrouped in a centralized area in the
prescription layout where physicians can consult and manage
them. Instead of an immediate interruption, we propose a
negotiated interruption where physicians areinformed of alerts
but can choose when to handle them.

Study Objective

This study aimed to investigate whether centralizing alertsin a
CPOE interface can lead to a reduction in the interruption of
the prescription workflow without reducing the consideration
of aerts by physicians.

Methods

Study Design

In order to compare 2 alert display strategies, 2 CPOE designs
based on these principles have been compared in a crossover
randomized controlled trial. In the first display design, aerts
aredisplayed on the screen spatially proximateto thetriggering
information. In the second design, aerts are displayed
centralized in onetable. An eye-tracking device was employed
for measuring inspection time on aerts and switches between
alerts and prescription areas. Finaly, the satisfaction
guestionnaire ASQ was used to measure user satisfaction with
the 2 alert display strategies.
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Scenariosand Alerts

Eight scenariosaiming to solicit medical reasoning were created.
The scenario contained information about fictive patient
identities (name, age, and sex) and instructionsfor prescription
of medications. Each scenario provided 2 types of alerts. Some
alerts were activated and visible from the beginning. Others
were triggered depending on prescriptions when following the
instructions. Alerts could have 3 levels of severity (increasing
from 0 to 2) and 3 levels of urgency (increasing from 0 to 2).
Alerts of severity level 0 are informative alerts such as“There
is aready a drug of the same therapeutic class” These aerts
arerelatively frequent in many situations, such as treatment of
hypertension, are considered to be of “low importance,” and
are thus often ignored by the physicians. Level 1 aerts are
considered as severe and must usually be taken into account.
However, there might be several medical reasons to overcome
the alerts. For instance, “The dosage of the drug is too high
considering the rena function of the patient.” Finaly level 2
alertssuch as“ Thepatient isallergic (level anaphylactic) to this
drug” are considered as very severe alerts, in the same group
as severe interactions. These level 2 alerts should never be
overpassed, except in very special situations requiring specific
accesses. Severe and urgent aerts interrupted the workflow,
whereas others were displayed on the screen without requiring
any actions. The alerts were chosen in such a way that their
different levels of severity, urgency, and modality were
represented (see Multimedia Appendix 1).

Besides pharmacological aerts, physicians are confronted with
other alerts and reminders during their use of the CIS. Systems
warn about patients' allergies, increased hygiene measureswhen
patient is infected, and even reminders to consult recent
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patient-related data provided by another hospital division, for
example, about the availability of new laboratory results. We
added such alertsto our prototype to represent the full range of
alertstypical for aClIS.

Participants

Participants were recruited among physicians from the
University Hospitals of Geneva and the Faculty of Medicine at
the University of Geneva. Studentswere eligibleto beincluded
as participants when they have had some work experience as
trainees in the hospital and have used the hospital’s CPOE
already. Thefaculty of psychology of the University of Geneva
approved the ethical aspects of the study that was a part of a
larger PhD thesis. Because the purpose of this study was to
examine the effect only on the providers, trial registration was
unnecessary.

Study Flow

Compared Computerized Physician Order Entry Designs

To test the hypotheses, 2 CPOE layouts have been designed
based on the dertsdisplay strategy and compared in acrossover
study. The 2 designs are based on a common base of the
hospital’s CPOE system. In such a system (as seen in Figures
1 and 2), the column on the left allows physicians to choose the
drug to prescribe. The physician can type the beginning of the
name of the drug and is provided with alist of suggestions of
drugs available at the hospitals. In the center of the screen,
different options are available to define the dose and the
frequency of administration of the drug aswell asthe beginning
and ending dates of administration. A text areais reserved for
additional comments.
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Figure 1. Classic computerized physician order entry design.
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Figure 2. Cognitively engineered computerized physician order entry design.
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Classic Design

Inclassic (CL) design (Figure 1), the alert position isintegrated,
which means it is located near the triggering information.
Physicians can open an aert by clicking the link “more
information.” Once opened, a detailed view is displayed in a
pop-up window (not visible on the figure but located at the
center of the screen) in which physicians can reject or postpone
the dert. General derts are located on the left side
Administrative aderts and reminders are on the top.
Prescription-specific alerts are close to the triggering alerts.
Clicking on aerts would open a pop-up with aert information.

Cognitively Engineered Design

In cognitively engineered (CE) design (Figure 2), thealertsare
regrouped in a defined location. All aerts are centralized in a
table at the bottom of the screen where physicians can interact
with them. Three options are available to the physicians. They
can click the button “detail” to open the alert in a detailed view
or they can reject or postpone the alert.

Randomization Strategy

There is a controlled variable named scenario group. In each
scenario group (A and B), there are 4 scenarios describing a
medical case. The factors scenario group and type of
presentation are randomized block wise (see Figure 3). The
order of the 4 scenarios within the scenario group was not
randomized, which enabled us to create scenarios using the
same fictive patient twice.
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Each participant performed the test individually in a dedicated
test room under the supervision of an experimenter. The monitor
with which the participant interacted was connected to a Tobii
T120 Eye Tracker. This eye tracker is an infrared corneal
reflection—based device with a data rate of 120 Hz and the
accuracy of 0.5 degrees. The screen size is 17 inches (43.18
cm) with aresolution of 1280x1024 pixels. Theinfrared emitters
and the infrared camera are integrated in the monitor. The
interaction with the eyetracker issimilar to that with a standard
work place computer.

In afirst step, the participant was briefed about the study goal
and filled out a consent form. Subsequently, he or she was
interviewed on hisor her previous use of electronic prescription
systems. Afterward, the eye tracker was cdibrated to the
participant’s eyes. Once the calibration was completed, the
participant was instructed on how to use the interface.
Subsequently, the online phase of the experiment began.

The participants started with either the CL design or the CE
design. After compl etion of each scenario, the participantswere
asked by the system to what extent (in percentage) they thought
they had accomplished the task. Then the partici pants repeated
the procedure presented in this paragraph with the second
design.

When the participants finished the online phase of thetest, they
were asked in aposttest interview about their general impression
and their preference for one of the designs.
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Figure 3. Study flow. CPOE: computerized physician order entry; ASQ: After-Scenario Questionnaire.
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Outcome M easures

Scenario Completion Time

Our primary outcome measure was scenario completion time.
Scenario completion timerefersto thetime difference in seconds
between the start of the scenario to the time they proceed to the
following scenario. Participants could proceed to the next

http://humanfactors.jmir.org/2016/1/e15/
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scenario whenever they considered the current scenario to be

completed.

Prescription and Alert Handling

All interactions with the prescription prototype were captured.
Every time the participant clicked a button to open, postpone,
or reect alerts or to vaidate or sign prescriptions, a

corresponding log entry was created.
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Visual Switches

We computed the frequency of the physician’'s visua focus
switch between the prescription areaand the different alert areas
using an eye tracker. Only direct transitions from one area of
interest to the other were counted. The aert areas were either
the alert table in the CE design or the areas where the alerts
would appear in the CL design.

Fixation Duration

The duration of fixations adds up participants’ visual fixations
within either alert areas or prescription areas on the screen.
Moreover, inthe CL design the fixation duration on the pop-ups
is added to the total fixation duration.

Satisfaction and Confidence

A user satisfaction questionnaire, the ASQ [19], was applied
after each type of design. The ASQ is a 3-item questionnaire
with a 7-point Likert scale ranging from strongly agree to
strongly disagree. After each scenario, participants could rate
the degree of confidence in the correctness of the prescription
they had performed. The question was “To what degree in
percent do you think that you have accomplished the task?’.
Participants rated on ascale from 1 to 100 in steps of 10.

Data Analysis

Data analysis was conducted with R statistics version 3.1.2.
Shapiro-Wilk test for testing distributions for normality was
used. A significance level of .05 was used for analyses. When
conditions for a parametric test were met, a 2-sided paired
student ttest was used. For nonparametric tests, a paired
Wilcoxon signed rank test was used. The Likert scales for the
ASQ questionnaire were considered to be continuous [20]. For
design preference, we used abinominal test with the assumption
of atheoretical number of 10.5 supportersin each group.

Results

Participants

The sample consisted of 22 medical students and physicians,
among whom 7 were women. Three participants were medical
students, 8 were novice physicians who had their medical
diploma for less than 4 years, and 11 were experienced
physicians who had their medical diplomafor at least 4 years.
The participants had amean experience of 2 yearsand 9 months
with electronic prescription systems.

The physicianswork in the division of genera internal medicine
(12), service of eHealth (2), orthopedic surgery and trauma (1),
pediatric orthopedics (1), palliative medicine (1), otolaryngology
(1), and medical-economic analysis (1). Concerning the
physicians' roles, there were 12 resident physicians, 3 attending
physicians, 2 deputy heads of divisions, and 3 from the
informatics division.

One participant had to be excluded from the analysis for
perceptual and behavioral data. Only 40 % of eye-movement
samples could be captured and no data were logged for
interactions with the CL design for this participant. Data from
the ASQ, however, were included in the analysis. The 21
remaining participants had an average of 81.86 % of eye
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movements recorded (SD 11.15). In Table 1, all following
results are summarized.

Scenario Completion Time

The execution time with the CL design was on average 145.58
(SD 75.07) seconds per scenario. Using the CE design, the
execution was shorter with 117.29 (SD 36.68) seconds. This
difference was significant with P=.045.

Fixation Duration

Theinferential analysisrevealed asignificant positive difference
in the duration of fixations on medical alertsin the CL design
(mean 119.71 seconds, SD 76.77) compared with the duration
of fixations on medical aerts in the CE design (mean 70.58
seconds, SD 33.53; P=.001).

Visual Switches

The number of switches between any of the medical adertsin
the CL design and the prescription area showed that there was
an average of 57.81 (SD 35.97) switches per scenario. In the
CE design there were 41.29 (SD 21.26) switches per scenario
between the prescription area and the table containing the
medical aerts, whichissignificantly lower thaninthe CL design
(P=.04).

Influence of the Physician’sExperience With the Cpoe

A Kendall tau test evaluated the influence of the variables
“experience with CPOE” (in months) and “medical experience
group” (medical student, novice physician, expert physician)
on scenario completion time, fixation duration, and visual
switches. In all 3 cases, there was no significant correlation.

Prescription and Alerts Handling

Because only 7 aertswere postponed and 15 participants never
clicked on apostpone button, this variableis excluded from the
analysis. Participants opened significantly more alerts in the
CL design (mean 7.10, SD 4.25) than in the CE design (mean
4.35, SD 3.12; P=.001). Participantsrejected significantly more
alerts while using the CE design (mean 1.86, SD 1.39; P=.01)
than the CL design (mean 0.67, SD 0.91).

Furthermore, we counted the number of times participantssigned
or validated prescriptions and added up their occurrences. The
difference between the CL design (mean 8.67, SD 2.57) and the
CE design (mean 7.95, SD 2.65) is not significant. The number
of corrected prescriptions was counted; they include the
accumulated numbers of removed pending prescriptions or
stopped signed prescriptions aswell as the number of timesthe
participants removed all pending prescriptions or stopped all
signed prescriptions. There was no significant difference
between the CL design (mean 2.90, SD 2.17) and the CE design
(mean 2.33, SD 1.96).

A test for correlations (Kendall's tau) with the factors
“experience with CPOE” (in months) and “medical experience
group” (medical student, novice physician, expert physician)
showed no significant correlations with the factors “ number of
alerts opened in CL design,” “number of alerts opened in CE
design,” “number of alerts rejected in the CL design,” and
“number of alerts rgjected in CE design.”
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Table 1. Overview of all results.
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Performance indicators CL2design mean (SD) CEP design mean (SD) Test and significance
V g paired Wilcoxon  P-value
signed rank test
Scenario completion time, seconds 145.58 (75.07) 117.29 (36.68) V o= 173 P=.045
Fixation duration on alerts, seconds 119.71 (76.77) 70.58 (33.53) V o= 204 P=.001
Number of switches, N 57.81(35.97) 41.29 (21.26) V o= 175 P=.04
Alerts opened, N 7.10 (4.25) 435 (3.12) V 5= 176 P=.001
Alertsrejected, N 0.67 (0.91) 1.86 (1.39) V 5= 13 P=.01
Prescriptions validated or signed, N 8.67 (2.57) 7.95 (2.65) tyo= 0.831 pP=.42
Prescriptions corrected, N 2.90 (2.17) 2.33(1.96) V o0= 92 pP=.47
ASQ® ease of use (1-7); 1=worst, 7=best 5.36 (1.14) 4.64 (1.53) V21=125 P=.08
ASQ efficiency (1-7); 1 =worst, 7=best  5.54 (1.10) 4.64 (1.43) V =129 P=.06
ASQ support (1-7); 1 = worst, 7 = best 5.04 (1.10) 3.86 (1.81) V 1= 146 P=.04
ASQtotal (1-7); 1 = worst, 7 = best 5.32 (0.94) 4.37 (1.23) V 1= 183 P=.02
Confidence level (1-100); 1 = worst, 100=71.97 (15.63) 66.44 (17.68) tp1= 1.65 P=.11
best
&CL: dlassic.

bCE: cognitively engineered.
CASQ: After-Scenario Questionnaire.

Satisfaction and Confidence

The factor “ease of use” was rated higher for the CL design
(mean 5.36, SD 1.14) than for the CE design (mean 4.64, SD
1.53) but failed to reach a significant level (P=.08). The factor
“efficiency” wasrated higher for the CL design (mean 5.54, SD
1.10) than for the CE design (mean 4.64, SD 1.43; P=.06). This
difference was not significant. The third factor “support” was
rated significantly higher in the CL (mean 5.45, SD 1.10)
compared with the CE design (mean 3.86, SD 1.81; P=.04).
Finally, the “overall satisfaction” was significantly rated higher
(P=.02) for the CL design with an average of 5.32 (SD 0.94)
compared with an average of 4.37 (SD 1.23) for the CE design.

During the posttest interviews, 13 participants said they
preferred the CL design and 8 said they preferred the CE design.
The binomial test revealed that there was no significant
difference.

Furthermore, aquestionnaire eval uated whether the participants
felt more confident in the solution they choosefor the scenarios
in either the CL or CE design. The participants had a slightly
higher confidence in their solutions in the CL design (mean
71.97, SD 15.63) than in the CE design (mean 66.44, SD 17.68).
The difference was not significant.

Discussion

Our new interface design was built on the assumption that
physicians get less distracted by the CE design compared with
the CL design. Participants switched significantly more often
between the primary task (drug prescription) and the secondary
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task (alert handling) in the CL design. This reduction in the
number of interruptions was accompanied by significantly
shorter scenario completion time.

There is no definitive answer whether the reduced attention on
the alerts, measured by alert fixation duration, and the fewer
times participants opened aderts in the CE design are
advantageous or disadvantageous. On the one hand, it could be
argued that aertsin the CE design are not seen and therefore
not opened. Consequently, they do not fulfill their function of
warning the physician. On the other hand, there is evidence
from a prior ethnographic study [17] that physicians are not
driven by these alerting systems but rather consult them in case
of uncertain conditions. In this latter case, it could be argued
that alerts should not divert attention more than necessary from
the prescription task. This second assumption is also supported
by thefact that asimilar number of corrective actions have been
found inthe 2 designs. Therefore, even if the participants clicked
on more alerts and focused their attention more often on aerts
in the CL design, it had no effect on how they responded to the
alerts.

Significantly fewer alerts were rejected in the CL design than
in the CE design. This is probably because participants could
reject the alerts directly in the CE design without opening any
alert.

It could seem surprising that participants considered the CL
design to be more efficient because the results proved that they
were more efficient with the CE design. However, thisdifference
between perceived time and actual timeisnot new [21]. Overal,
the participants were more satisfied with the CL design.
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An important limitation of this study is the strong similarity
between the CL design and the current CIS at the University
Hospitals of Geneva. Thus, physicians were used to the CL
design, which might influence satisfaction ratings, aert fixation,
and handling. This fact does not prevent the generalization of
our findings. The cognitively engineered design presented in
this study can be applied to other CPOE systems and might
advocate the use of centralized alerts.

We did not evaluate whether participants looked at alerts more
frequently or handled them more frequently depending on their
urgency or severity. A future test could examine in detail the
different types of aerts. Moreover, tests should work on
standardized scenarios that would enabl e usto not only measure
physicians’ actions (visual fixations and handling of alerts) but
also validate those actions regarding clinical criteria. The alerts
used in this study are conceived to be representative in their
type, not in their frequency. For thisreason, comparisons of our
resultswith resultsfrom other studiesreporting al ert acceptance
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Abstract

Background: Cardiovascular disease (CVD) is 1 of the leading causes of death, years of life lost, and disability-adjusted years
of life lost worldwide. CVD prevention for children and teens is needed, as CVD risk factors and behaviors beginning in youth
contributeto CVD development. In 2012, the National Heart, Lung, and Blood Institute released their “Integrated Guidelines for
Cardiovascular Health and Risk Reduction in Children and Adolescents’ for clinicians, describing CVD risk factors they should
address with patients at primary care preventative visits. However, uptake of new guidelines is slow. Clinical decision support
(CDS) toals can improve guideline uptake. In this paper, we describe our process of testing and adapting a CDS tool to help
clinicians evaluate patient risk, recommend behaviors to prevent development of risk, and complete complex calculations to
determine appropriate interventions as recommended by the guidelines, using a user-centered design approach.

Objective: The aobjective of the study was to assess the usability of a pediatric CVD risk factor tool by clinicians.

Methods: The tool was tested using one-on-one in-person testing and a “think aloud” approach with 5 clinicians and by using
the toal in clinical practice along with formal usability metrics with 14 pediatricians. Thematic analysis of the data from the
in-person testing and clinical practicetesting i dentified suggestionsfor changein 3 major areas. user experience, content refinement,
and technical deployment. Descriptive statistical techniques were employed to summarize users overall experience with the
tool.

Results: Datafrom testers showed that general reactions toward the CDS tool were positive. Clinical practice testers suggested
revisions to make the application more user-friendly, especially for clinicians using the application on the iPhone, and called for
refining recommendations to be more succinct and better tailored to the patient. Tester feedback wasincorporated into the design
when feasible, including streamlining data entry during clinical visits, reducing the volume of results displayed, and highlighting
critical results.

Conclusions: This study found support for the usability of our pediatric CVD risk factor tool. Insights shared about this tool
may be applicable for designing other mHealth applications and CDS tools. The usability of decision support tools in clinical
practice depends critically on receiving (ie, through an accessible device) and adapting the tool to meet the needs of cliniciansin
the practice setting.

(JMIR Hum Factors 2016;3(1):€17) doi:10.2196/humanfactors.5440
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adaptation; cardiovascular diseases; clinical decision support; decision aids; guidelines; mHealth; pediatrics; risk factors; usability
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Introduction

By 2020, cardiovascular disease (CVD) isprojected to rank first
in frequency among causes of death, years of life lost, and
disability-adjusted years of lifelost worldwide[1]. Becauserisk
factors and behaviorsthat begin in youth can contributeto CVD
later inlife, prevention needsto start with children and teenagers
[2]. Recognizing this need, in 2012 the National Heart, Lung,
and Blood Institute (NHLBI) [3] released its 402-page,
evidence-based “ Integrated Guidelinesfor Cardiovascular Health
and Risk Reduction in Children and Adolescents” The
comprehensive guidelines describe CVD risk factors that
clinicians should address with patients from birth through 21
years of age, and with their families. The guidelinesasoinclude
recommendations for clinicians on CVD risk factors, such as
diet, physical activity, tobacco, blood pressure (BP), lipids and
lipoproteins, and overweight and obesity, aswell astheinfluence
of family history on risk factor management. However, barriers
related to lack of knowledge, effective systems, and support
often delay uptake of new guidelines by clinicians [4].
Additionally, clinicians frequently have multiple prevention
topics to discuss with patients [5], which may leave little time
to add exploring CVD risk factors during primary care visits

6l.

To overcome some of the barriers and to support cliniciansin
implementing the NHLBI CVD guidelines, we developed a
comprehensive, multifaceted intervention that includes
practice-based clinical champions, monthly collaborative
webinars to support practice change, and a tool kit to support
guideline implementation. The tool kit comprises a patient and
family workbook to support patients in making behavior
changes, quideline summary materials that include
recommendationsfor clinicians, and aclinical decision support
(CDS) tool [7-10]. CDS tools can improve clinician adherence
to guidelines[11]. To assist clinicians in prioritizing the topics
most important to individual patients to reduce their specific
CVD risk, we developed the Pediatric Cardiovascular Risk
Reduction CDS Tool, which provides a concise presentation of
guideline information and tools to help clinicians perform the
complex assessment of CVD risk factors within the clinical
workflow. Thetool allowscliniciansto input patient and family
history, determine guideline-specific recommendations for
individual patients, and cal culate both individual and combined
body mass index (BMI) and BP percentiles. It aso supports
interpretation of specific laboratory results, including lipid
screening values, for planning targeted follow-up visits [10].

The overarching aim of the CDStool isto provide clinicians at
the point of care with actionable, individually relevant
recommendations for patients drawn from the comprehensive
NHLBI CVD guidelines. We utilized a user-centered design
approach in which users participated in pretesting and were
involved with refinement of the design throughout the entire
development process [12], including creating the content [8],
designing and programming [7], pretesting (discussed in this
paper), and conducting the experimental study [13]. Overall,
we used afeature-driven devel opment approach where primary
components of the CDStool wereinitially developed and tested

http://humanfactors.jmir.org/2016/1/e17/
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independently, refined [7,8,14] and progressively integrated,
and tested again.

After we created the content for the CDS tool, we devel oped
other elements using key user-interface and user-experience
design principles such as giving the user control, empowering
the user, and alowing exploration and browsing; providing
immediate feedback and the option of help at any point, and
defining terminology used in the app; keeping the interface
consistent, with active buttons in the same place throughout
[12]; and incorporating actionable feedback related to the user
experience and content refinement. We discuss these elements
in this paper as we describe the process we used to pretest and
adapt the CDStool to help cliniciansimplement the guidelines.
Research has shown the utility of conducting usability testing
to adapt toolsto maximize usability [15]. The aim of this study
was to examine the usability of the Pediatric Cardiovascular
Risk Reduction CDS Tool.

Methods

The Pediatric Cardiovascular Risk Reduction CDS Tool consists
of a screening (integrated risk) assessment, BMI and BP
calculators, and a lipid assessment instrument (Figure 1) and
provides clinicians with a patient summary and NHLBI
recommendations based on the patient’srisk factor information
input by the user. The integrated risk assessment module asks
users to enter data to assess BMI (ie, patient’s date of birth,
gender, height, and weight), BP (ie, the patient’s systolic and
diastolic BP), and other risk factors (eg, whether the patient has
dydlipidemia), and then provides users with a patient summary
and NHL BI recommendationsrelated to family history, nutrition
and diet, physical activity, tobacco exposure, lipids, and
overweight and obesity. It also provides supportive actions to
take, based on the patient’s risk factor information.

For the BMI and BP calculators and the lipid assessment
instrument, if the user has already entered information in other
modules (eg, integrated risk assessment), then the app will
display the relevant, previously entered datain this module (eg,
for the lipid assessment and BMI calculator, the patient’s date
of birth, gender, height, and weight). In instances where the
user is only interested in using the BMI calculator, BP
calculator, or lipid assessment, the user is asked to enter this
information. For the lipid assessment, the user is asked to input
the type of sample that was drawn (with response options of
fasting, nonfasting, and unknown) in addition to BMI. For each
of the modules, the user is automatically moved to the
recommendations screen showing a patient summary of the data
entered and the recommendations, after indicating that the user
has finished entering the data.

Thetool isanative Android and iOS app that clinicians can use
on smartphones or tablet devices to evaluate patient risk,
recommend healthy behaviors to prevent the development of
risk, and carry out complex calculations to determine the
appropriate interventions, as recommended by the NHLBI
guidelines. The development of the app content [7,8],
implementation protocol [10], and results of an 18-month,
cluster randomized trial in 32 clinical practices are described
elsewhere [13].
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Figurel. Screenshotsillustrating (from left to right) (1) the 4 modules available at login: integrated risk assessment, body massindex (BMI) and blood
pressure (BP) calculators, and lipid management instrument; (2) the BP calculator input screen; (3) the BMI calculator input screen; and (4) the lipid
management input screen. HDL-C: high-density lipoprotein cholesterol; TC: total cholesterol; TG: triglycerides.
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Approach

We used an iterative process of designing, testing, and revising
throughout the design and development life cycle for the
screening instrument, the validated BMI and BP calculators,
and the lipid assessment instrument [7]. Pretesting, conducted
after initial development of the app, was completed in 2 phases.
First, we conducted one-on-onein-person testing with clinicians.
Second, at a subsequent phase of testing, we examined the use
of the app in clinical practice. Using a quantifiable instrument,
we also asked the clinical practice testers about their overall
experiencewith the CDStool. Both testing cycleswerereviewed
by RTI International’s Institutional Review Board and deemed
exempt because no personally identifiable information was
obtained from participants and the data gathered were used for
systems research.

I n-Per son Testing

Based on current recommendations from evidence-based
user-experienceresearch [16,17], weinitiated in-person usability
testing by recruiting a convenience sample of 5 cliniciansfrom
2local universitiesin the Raleigh-Durham, North Carolinaarea,
using asnowball recruiting approach. A member of theresearch
team conducted one-on-one testing, which lasted for
approximately 1 hour. Each participant was given a brief
overview of the app and 4 test cases to complete—one each for
the screening instrument and the 3 validated cal culator modules
that the app supports. Test cases were authored by 1 of the
authors and CDS product owner (RDF) with domain expert
oversight by another of the authors (KAL), which were then
reviewed and approved by the chair of the NHLBI Expert Panel.
Together, the test cases (Figure 2) represent the clinica
scenarios and essential frequent tasks for which the tool would
be used. Participants were instructed to enter the data as shown
in the scripted scenario using a test device without assistance
and to “think aloud” as they went, as is typical in usability
testing [18]. Thetesting onswere audio-recorded, capturing
participants' verbal feedback. We did not offer participants
financial incentives for their participation.
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RenderX

Testing in Clinical Practice

Because the CDS tool is designed primarily for use by
pediatricians, we recruited participants for in-clinic usability
testing through the American Academy of Pediatrics (AAP)
Quality Improvement Innovation Network member listserv.
Members of this professional group are particularly relevant to
sample because participants are board-certified pediatricians
who are specifically interested in testing practical tools that
improve the quality of care for children and their families. A
tota of 29 cliniciansresponded to the recruitment email—which
invited clinicians to attend a half-hour webinar detailing the
project and CDS app—and agreed to use the app in at least 5
patient-encounter scenarios during a2-week period. We did not
offer any financial incentivesto cliniciansfor their participation.
We made the tool availableto all interested participantsthrough
TestHight, a Web service through which the research team
managed access to prerelease versions of the app. Among the
29 initial clinician responders, 19 clinicians downloaded the
app and 14 clinicians provided feedback on their user
experiences over the 2-week testing period. We gave partici pants
the opportunity to provide immediate, asynchronous feedback
on their user experience in the form of unstructured comments
viaemail, telephone, or short message service during thetesting
period rather than waiting until the end. We included the
telephone number and email address of aresearch team member
in the “About” section of the app so that participants could
easily provide such feedback. On completion of testing, we
instructed participants to delete the app.

A total of 14 participants completed the 10-item System
Usability Scale (SUS) [19] questionnaire, which was
administered electronically (Textbox 1), to capturetheir overall
experience with the app. To cal culate the SUS composite score
of the overall usability, we summed the score contributions
from each item, which ranged from 1 to 5. For items 1, 3, 5, 7,
and 9, the score contribution is the scale position (eg, 4=agree)
minus 1. For items 2, 4, 6, 8, and 10, the contribution is5 minus
the scale position (to account for the negative phrasing of these
questions). We then multiplied the sum of the scores by 2.5 to
obtain the overall SUS composite score, with a possible range
from 0to 100 [19].
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Figure 2. Example of atest case. BMI: body massindex; CVD: cardiovascular disease.

Risk Assessment: Case 1

Data entry element/Question

Test case response

Date of Birth 1/23/1996
Gender Male
Height 6 ft
Weight 203 Ibs
Categorize change in BMI Stable
Blood Pressure - Systolic 134
Blood Pressure - Diastolic 60
Does the patient have any of the following conditions? Hypertension

Categorize change in condition

Not improving

Does the patient have any other high or moderate risk No
conditions?

Categorize physical activity level Unknown
Does this represent a decrease in physical activity level? Unknown
Does the patient currently smoke? No
Does the patient have a smoke free home? No

Is either parent obese? Yes
Does either parent have dyslipidemia? No
Parent Test Case 1 167
Parent Test Case 2 Unknown
Does the patient have a positive family history of CVD? Yes

Textbox 1. Itemsin the System Usability Scale (response options ranged from 1=strongly disagree to 5=strongly agree).

. | found the CDS app unnecessarily complex.

. | thought the CDS app was easy to use.

. | found the various functions in this CDS app were well integrated.
. | thought there was too much inconsistency in this CDS app.

.| found the CDS app very cumbersome to use.

© 0 N o 0o b~ W0 DN P

. | felt very confident using the CDS app.

10. I needed to learn alot of things before | could get going with this app.

. I think that | would like to use this clinical decision support (CDS) app frequently.

. | think that | would need the support of atechnical person to be able to use this CDS app.

. I would imagine that most people would learn to use this CDS app very quickly.

In addition to the composite score, we assessed the learnability
and usability subscales by analyzing the average responses to
learnability (questions 4 and 10 in Textbox 1) and usability
items (the remaining 8 questions in Textbox 1) [20]. The
learnability and usability subscale scores each have a possible
rangefrom 1to 5.

We also asked users to respond to a few additional questions,
including (1) an open-ended question asking “How many times
did you use the application during a patient encounter?’; (2)
“In what type of patient visit did you use the
application?’—with response options of well-child visit, sports

http://humanfactors.jmir.org/2016/1/e17/

physical, weight or obesity follow-up, BP follow-up, lipid
follow-up, and other (please specify); and (3) “Which
component of the application did you use?—with response
options of integrated assessment, lipid assessment, BP
calculator, BMI calculator, and none.

Data Analysis

We examined the feedback from in-person and clinical practice
testersto identify patterns and rel evant themes, with the aim of
gathering actionable suggestions to revise the CDS tool. We
entered the qualitative data into a matrix that segmented
clinicians comments by comment type, such as positive
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comment or suggestion for improvement. This common
technique in qualitative research enables researchersto organize
data to identify commonalities and variations that emerge in
comments [21,22]. In this study, 2 of the authors (PAW and
RDF) independently reviewed comments to identify relevant
patterns and themes, using a coding scheme developed by 1 of
the authors (PAW). We coded comments from the in-person
and clinical practice testers as being a positive comment, a
negative comment, or a suggestion for improvement or change.
The same author (PAW) reviewed any discrepancies in
interpretation and together 2 of the authors (PAW and RDF)
made afinal determination.

Results

In-Person Testing

A total of 5 clinicians (4 outpatient and 1 inpatient) participated
in testing the CDS tool. Each clinician had been actively
practicing for more than 2 years. All participants practiced at
large academic medical centers. Thetesterswere either general
pediatricians, internal medicine physicians who saw a large
number of pediatric patients, or pediatricianswith subspeciaties
in nephrology or endocrinol ogy.

Most of thetesters' comments conveyed during the think-aloud
sessions involved suggestions for improvements or changes, a
few comments were simply compliments, with 9% (5/58)
positive comments; and there were no (0%) negative comments.
Thematic analysis of the comments from the in-person testers
showed that suggestions for improvements or changes fell into
3 categories: (1) layout, navigation, and/or the user experience
(41%, 24/58); (2) content refinement (41%, 24/58); or (3)
technical deployment (9%, 5/58).

Suggestionsfor changesto the app related to the user experience
and reflected individual preferencesfor the default display and
functionality, such as:

Doesnot like that the al phabet i sthe default keyboard,
would prefer number pad.

Default to open for the recommendations and
supportive action.

Content-related suggestions for changes to the app pointed out
areas that needed clarification, particularly related to the
information conveyed in the recommendations regarding
Estimated Energy Requirement (EER) presented in the patient
summary and NHLBI recommendations in the obesity risk
section.

Not surewhat the EERis. Would like to cal culate that
in the app.
EER, a pediatrician may not know what this means.

For children with out-of-range BMIs, we provided EER
language as part of the recommendations. However, whereas
nutritionists understand EER, clinicians typicaly do not.
Consequently, we provided support terminology as a design
enhancement. Nonactionable user input included specific
criticism of the guideline content, which we were not at liberty
to revise; for example:

http://humanfactors.jmir.org/2016/1/e17/
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Shorten the Overweight/Obesity Recommendations.

Consolidate the Tobacco Exposure recommendation
with Family History Recommendations.

The few deployment suggestions provided meaningful ideas to
improve the usability of the CDS tool for clinicians:

Would like to be able to print physical activity and
nutrition/diet recommendationsfor the patient to take
home.

Would liketo email the patient [the] patient summary,
activity, diet and personal risk factor information.

However, some user input was not actionable because it
conflicted with the intended design for a freestanding
application; for example:

This information is redundant to the information
available in/entered in the EHR [electronic health
record].

When considering the screening instrument and the 3 validated
calculator modules as well as the functions of the tool, the
majority of suggestions for improvement (59%, 34/58) werein
response to the content and display recommendations provided
by the app based on the patient’s risk factor information input
by the user. Common themes included the length of text
displayed and the formatting of text, such as:

Supportive action in Family History should only be
displayed onetime.

Change blood pressureto number spinner rather than
number data entry.

Additionally, 28% (16/58) of comments were suggestions for
improvement that could be applied to all modules in the app
and spoketo theimportance of keeping theinterface consistent:

When in landscape, the font size changes.

Would like to see metric and standard units displayed
on the same screen without having to toggle between
the two.

A small number of commentsrelated to only 1 specific module:
only 9% (5/58) of the comments related to the integrated
assessment and only 1 comment each (<1%) related to the BMI,
BP, and lipid modules.

Testing in Clinical Practice

All 14 in-clinic testers were actively practicing pediatricians
whose patient population was more than 80% pediatric.
Although 2 participants elected to provide limited, asynchronous
feedback via email and telephone during the testing period,
most of the input was submitted by all clinicians after
completion of the 2-week testing period. The app was used
between 1 and 20 times per participant during the testing period,
with an average of 7 uses. Participants reported using the app
most frequently in well-child visits (87%, 13/15), followed by
weight or obesity follow-ups (53%, 8/15), BP foll ow-ups (40%,
6/15), sports physicals (40%, 6/15), lipid follow-ups (20%,
3/15), and other types of visits (20%, 3/15). The most commonly
used modulesin the app were the integrated assessment (86%,
13/15) and BP calculator (86%, 13/15), followed by the BMI
calculator (73%, 11/15), lipid assessment (47%, 7/15), and none
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(0%). The results of the SUS data analysis showed that general
reactions toward the CDStool were positive, given the average
score of 81, meaning the app was viewed as “above average’
with respect to usability (as defined by a score >68; [20]). The
learnability subscale average of 1.53 showed that most
participants did not think they would need to learn more or
require technical support to usethe app. Additionally, the 8-item
usability subscale average of 3.36 showed that most participants
rated the usability of the CDS tool favorably [20].

Consistent with the results from the SUS, genera reactions
toward the CDS tool were positive, with 35% (6/17) positive
comments and no (0%) negative comments; for instance:

Great app - would use it at most visits.

Users particularly appreciated the app’s feature of calculating
the BP percentile based on the NHLBI's BP tables for children
and adolescents [23]:

Overall very easy to use and helpful to not have to
look up BP values on the chart.

Thematic analysis of the comments from the clinical practice
testers showed that suggestions for improvements or changes
fell into 2 categories: (1) layout, navigation, and/or the user
experience (24%, 4/17), or (2) content (41%, 7/17). Suggestions
for changes to the app related to the user experience and to
changing the app to give the user control and empower the user,
especialy clinicians using the app on the iPhone:

When entering numbers on the iPhone, | had to click
past the alpha keyboard to get to the numbers. Other
apps | have used have the number keypad come up
first!

The touch screen did not respond easily to touch and
many features were very erratic in their scrolling,
such as dates.

The associated algorithms are great but difficult to
properly visualize on the small screens of the
smartphones.

Content-related suggestions for changes to the app focused on
the amount of information conveyed in the recommendations.
Sometimes usersthought the app provided too much information
and they suggested reorganizing the information to makeit more
succinct:

Therecommendations should be narrowed down using
the answers entered. Otherwise there are too many
and it becomes cumbersome to use.

The recommendations were too lengthy to be useful
inaclinical visit.

The recommendation sat the end of the assessment
are very wordy. It is a lot of information and the
recommendations are important, so streamlining that
will mean more people use the app.

Nonactionable user input included specific criticism of the
guideline content, which we were not at liberty to revise, for
example:

My only problem with the app was it gave too many
repetitive recommendationsfor healthy children with
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no risk factors. For example, | would enter data for
a child with 25% BMI, enter nonsmoking for child
and parents, normal values for parent cholesterol
values and normal answersto questions about family
risk factors, and it would still recommend | ask about
smoking and family risk factors after that.

In other instances, testers wanted additional information and
information better tailored to the individual patient:
| really wanted to know how to intervene when | had
abnormal lipids, but that wasn't easily accessible.

During the integrated assessment it seemed to give
the general guidelines more than telling what to do
with this specific patient.

Discussion

Principal Findings

Clinical decision support tools can improve clinician adherence
to guidelines[11,13]. This paper demonstrates the process and
value of testing and adapting a CDS tool to assist cliniciansin
implementing the NHLBI “Integrated Guidelines for
Cardiovascular Health and Risk Reduction in Children and
Adolescents’ [3], using auser-centered design approach. Testers
generaly responded positively toward the CDS tool. They
particularly appreciated the app’s feature of calculating the BP
percentile based on the NHLBI's BP tables for children and
adolescents. Testers suggested changes to the app related to
user experience, content refinement, and technical deployment.
The majority of the suggested changes centered on the content
and display of the recommendations for clinicians, including
making the app more user-friendly for clinicians using the app
on the iPhone and reorganizing and taloring the
recommendations. These findings are similar to those from other
usability studies of decision support tools, which often show
that testers recommend clearer, more concise content; a more
user-friendly layout design; and improvements in navigation
[15,24,25] to enhance tools.

However, we employed auser-centered approach and systematic
processto devel op the Pediatric Cardiovascular Risk Reduction
CDS Tool that many developers do not implement. Our
approach illustrates a field-proven method for soliciting expert
user input from a geographically distributed sample of
difficult-to-reach participants. Collaboration with the AAP, the
credentialing body for al board-certified pediatricians in the
United States, enabled accessto members of the AAP s Quality
Improvement Innovation Network. This network was established
to provide a standard mechanism for developing practical and
usable measures, tools, and strategies for the practicing
pediatrician in a primary care practice as well as the pediatric
hospitalist in the inpatient setting. Engagement with this
professional association provided apoint of entry to a practical
working laboratory for gathering pediatrician input based on
their use of the CDS in real-world patient encounters.

We incorporated tester feedback into the Pediatric
Cardiovascular Risk Reduction CDS Tool design whenfeasible
and applicable. Actionable user input focused mainly on matters
of user experience and recommendations to streamline the use
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of the app during clinical visits. We received feedback that
trandated into changes in data entry, presentation of
recommendations, and presentation of critical results. For
example, testers recommended simplifying data entry, which
resulted in our asking fewer questions and implementing
persistence of formsbased variables across al of the
instruments, meaning data entered in 1 tool would carry over
to another.

Testers also recommended reducing the volume of results
displayed, which informed the restructuring of the
recommendations layout using design patterns. Consequently,
we used faceted navigation and presentation of information to
provide an integrated, incrementa search-and-browse experience
to increase tailoring and refinement of the results presented for
an individual patient. The more information—such as social
and family history, known risk factors, and clinical
observations—that the clinician entersin the CDStool, the more
facets are used progressively to refine results, eliminating
extraneous information by narrowing search results. This
empowersthe user by not forcing cliniciansto enter datafor all
of the variables on a screener page. Consistent with user input
regarding the burden of data entry, we did not force data entry
and enabled cliniciansto figure out how much datathey wanted
to enter in the screener.

User input on the presentation of recommendations also led to
refinements to improve readability of the content on the
summary results page. Consequently, we reduced the amount
of text and used input from testersto make the recommendation
language more actionable (eg, “Measure fasting lipid panel 2x
and average results’) rather than providing a more detailed
recommendation for follow-up.

Additionally, suggestions led to us providing immediate user
feedback with the addition of acolor-coding feature (red, yellow,
green) to highlight critical or elevated results, such as
highlighting when out-of-range or borderline results emerged
for BMI, BP percentile, and lipids. Finally, nonactionable user
input included specific criticisms of the guideline content, health
information technology deployment, and workflow issues, all
of which were beyond the scope of this CDS design.

Limitations

One limitation of the study is that we tested the tool using
clinicians who were interested in quality improvement and
motivated to adopt decision aids. Consequently, participating
clinicians may have been more readily amenable to using the
CDS tool or more adept at using it than clinicians without this
background, experience, or interest. This, and other individual
factors that we did not examine (eg, age), may affect the way
clinicians adopt the CDS tool. Certainly testing with more
“typical” clinicians who may be less technology savvy would
be vauable in future work to identify and address as many
usability issues as possible and to ensure that the app is
user-friendly for those less familiar with the technology.

Another limitation is that the CDS tool was a part of a
multifaceted intervention, which limited our ability to assess
individual clinician engagement with the app in more detail.
During our testing in clinical practice, we did not measure the
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duration of time spent with the app during the patient visit.
Further, we did not ask clinicians to comment on how the CDS
tool affected the patient visit and the patient-provider
relationship during the clinical practice testing, which would
ultimately be a contributing factor to whether or not the CDS
is adopted in the clinical setting.

We aso were unable to retest the refined design after
incorporating user feedback because of resource constraints.
However, the user feedback described in this paper was applied
to changes made in the fina version of the Pediatric
Cardiovascular Risk Reduction CDS Tool and testers were
informed of how their input from usability testing had been
incorporated in the final build.

Additionally, for the development of this tool, we were
responding to a request for a freestanding decision support
application. Consequently, we deliberately built it in the context
of physician maintenance of certification criteriaand to support
the trend of individual physicians and staff to use persona
mobile phones or other devices. The advantage of this is that
the tool is highly portable, which makesit easier to use within
the clinical workflow. However, the lack of integration with
electronic health records (EHRS) requires additional effort to
enter relevant clinical information. This may limit the uptake
of this freestanding tool. As EHRs become more prevalent,
integration will likely become more of an issue. In the future,
developers should consider the relative benefit of building a
Web application with an application program interface library,
including clear standards for the exchange of clinical variables
and bidirectional communication functions between the decision
support application and other clinical information systems.
Future work should also concentrate on how the CDS will
integrate into the broader health care ecosystem.

Finally, while this paper focused on the usability testing, rather
than the implementation and effectiveness (see [9,10,13] for
details on these aspects) of the CDStooal, it isworth noting that
guestions remain about the specific components of CDS tools
that are effective, the impact of CDS tools on patient outcomes
and clinical workload, and clinician preferencesfor certain CDS
features [26-29]. This CDS tool was intended to improve
guideline uptake. Whereas prior research has shown that many
CDS tools improve clinician adherence to guidelines [11] and
other aspects of their performance, the effects of such tools on
patient, economic, workload, and efficiency outcomes are
understudied [26,27]. However, the Pediatric Cardiovascular
Risk Reduction CDS Tool—in combination with the other tools,
education, and support that comprised the full comprehensive,
multifaceted intervention—was effective in improving adoption
of theguidelines[13]. Improved patient outcomes should follow
from clinician implementation of these guidelines, if the patient
implements the suggested behavior changes. Clinical decision
support toolsthat reduce clinicians' effortsto digest and impart
recommendations have been shown to be central to improving
patient care [28], which was a primary benefit of this tool that
focused on making a massive set of NHLBI guidelines
accessibleto clinicians. Other features of successful CDStools
that our CDStool did not incorporate include providing advice
for patients and clinicians at the sametimeto support improved
patient-provider communication or shared decision making and
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requiring clinicians to give reasons when overriding CDS
recommendations [29].

Conclusions

This study assessed the usability of the Pediatric Cardiovascular
Risk Reduction CDS Tool by clinicians. Testing through both
one-on-one in-person testing using a "think aloud" approach
and in-practice use of the tool along with formal usability

Acknowledgments

Williams et al

metrics revealed ways to optimize the tool related to the user
experience, content, and deployment. Although this paper
focuses on a CVD tool, the insights that we shared about the
reactions to testing and adapting thistool may be applicable to
the design of other mobile health apps and CDS tools. Future
work should bear in mind the benefits of integration with EHRs
as they become more prevalent in the coming years.

This study was funded by the National Heart, Lung, and Blood Institute, NHLBI-PB-(HL)-2009 195D HHSN268200900120U,

and by the National Institutes of Health.

Conflicts of Interest
None declared.

References

1.  Labarthe DR, Dunbar SB. Global cardiovascular health promotion and disease prevention: 2011 and beyond. Circulation
2012 May 29;125(21):2667-2676 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1161/CIRCULATIONAHA.111.087726] [Medline: 22644371]

2. HaymanlLL,HeldenL, Chyun DA, BraunLT. A life course approach to cardiovascul ar disease prevention. Eur J Cardiovasc
Nurs 2011 Jul;10 Suppl 2:S20-S31. [doi: 10.1016/S1474-5151(11)00113-7] [Medline: 21762848]

3. Nationa Heart Lung Blood Institute (NHLBI). Washington, DC: Department of Health and Human Services, National
Institutes of Health, National Heart, Lung, and Blood Institute; 2012. Expert Panel on Integrated Guidelinesfor Cardiovascular
Health and Risk Reduction in Children and Adolescents: Full report. (12-7486) URL : http://www.nhlbi.nih.gov/files/docs/
guidelines/peds gquidelines full.pdf [accessed 2016-05-26] [WebCite Cache 1D 6hnOI5JT0]

4. CabanaMD, Rand CS, Powe NR, Wu AW, Wilson MH, Abboud PA, et a. Why don't physicians follow clinical practice
guidelines? A framework for improvement. JAMA 1999 Oct 20;282(15):1458-1465. [Medline: 10535437]

5. Hagan JF, Hagan JS, Duncan PM. Bright Futures: Guidelinesfor Health Supervision of Infants, Children, And Adolescents.
3rd edition. Elk Grove Village, IL: The American Academy of Pediatrics, 2008.

6. MartinLA, ArizaAJ, Thomson JS, BinnsHJ, Pediatric Practice Research Group. Secondsfor care: evaluation of five health
supervision visit topics using anew method. J Pediatr 2008 Nov;153(5):706-11, 711.el. [doi: 10.1016/j.jpeds.2008.05.001]

[Medline: 18589443]

7.  Furberg R, Bagwell J, LaBresh K. Development of the pediatric cardiovascular risk reduction clinical decision support
tool. 2013 Presented at: mHealth Summit; 2013; Washington, DC.

8.  Kish-Doto J, Moultrie R, McCormack L, Furberg R, LaBresh K. Assessing patient-provider communication barriers to
implementing new expert panel risk reduction guidelines. J Commun Healthc 2014;7(3):214-227.

9. LaBreshKA, Lazorick S, Furberg RD, ArizaA, Whetstone L, Hobbs C, et a. Improvement of guideline usein young hearts
strong starts, a cluster randomized trial of cardiovascular prevention in pediatric offices. Circulation 2013;128:A13865.

10. LaBreshKA, Lazorick S, ArizaAJ, Furberg RD, Whetstone L, Hobbs C, et al. Implementation of the NHLBI integrated
guidelines for cardiovascular health and risk reduction in children and adolescents: rationale and study design for young
hearts, strong starts, acluster-randomized trial targeting body massindex, blood pressure, and tobacco. Contemp Clin Trials
2014 Jan;37(1):98-105 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1016/j.cct.2013.11.011] [Medline; 24295879]

11. Moxey A, Robertson J, Newby D, Hains|, Williamson M, Pearson S. Computerized clinical decision support for prescribing:
provision does not guarantee uptake. JAm Med Inform Assoc 2010 Jan;17(1):25-33 [FREE Full text] [doi:

10.1197/jamia.M3170] [Medline: 20064798]

12. Schuler D, NamiokaA. Participatory Design: Principlesand Practices. Hillsdale, New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates;

1993.

13. LaBresh KA, ArizaAJ, Lazorick S, Furberg RD, Whetstone L, Hobbs C, et al. Adoption of cardiovascular risk reduction
guidelines; acluster-randomized trial . Pediatrics 2014 Sep;134(3):e732-e738 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1542/peds.2014-0876]

[Medline: 25157013]

14. Furberg R, Bagwell J, Kizakevich P, Eckhoff R, Zhang Y, Bakalov V, et a. A mobile clinical decision support tool for
implementing the NHLBI Expert Panel Integrated Guidelines for Cardiovascular Health and Risk Reduction in Children
and Adolescent. 2013 Presented at: mHealth Summit; 2013; Washington, DC.

15. PayneAY, SurikovaJ, Liu S, RossH, Mechetiuc T, Nolan RP. Usability Testing of an Internet-Based e-Counseling Platform
for Adults With Chronic Heart Failure. IMIR Human Factors 2015 May 08;2(1):e7. [doi: 10.2196/humanfactors.4125]

16. Nielsen J. 2000 Mar 19. Why You Only Need to Test with 5 Users URL: https.//www.nngroup.com/articles/
why-you-only-need-to-test-with-5-users [accessed 2016-04-25] [WebCite Cache ID 6h29pu9Jn]

http://humanfactors.jmir.org/2016/1/e17/

JMIR Hum Factors 2016 | vol. 3| iss. 1 [e17 | p.160
(page number not for citation purposes)


http://circ.ahajournals.org/cgi/pmidlookup?view=long&pmid=22644371
http://dx.doi.org/10.1161/CIRCULATIONAHA.111.087726
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=22644371&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1474-5151(11)00113-7
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=21762848&dopt=Abstract
http://www.nhlbi.nih.gov/files/docs/guidelines/peds_guidelines_full.pdf
http://www.nhlbi.nih.gov/files/docs/guidelines/peds_guidelines_full.pdf
http://www.webcitation.org/6hnOl5JTo
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=10535437&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jpeds.2008.05.001
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=18589443&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/24295879
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cct.2013.11.011
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=24295879&dopt=Abstract
http://jamia.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/pmidlookup?view=long&pmid=20064798
http://dx.doi.org/10.1197/jamia.M3170
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=20064798&dopt=Abstract
http://pediatrics.aappublications.org/cgi/pmidlookup?view=long&pmid=25157013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1542/peds.2014-0876
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=25157013&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/humanfactors.4125
https://www.nngroup.com/articles/why-you-only-need-to-test-with-5-users
https://www.nngroup.com/articles/why-you-only-need-to-test-with-5-users
http://www.webcitation.org/6h29pu9Jn
http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/

JMIR HUMAN FACTORS Williams et &

17. Niesen J. 2012 Jun 04. How Many Test Usersin a Usability Study? URL: https://www.nngroup.com/articles/
how-many-test-users/ [accessed 2016-04-25] [WebCite Cache ID 6h2ANPIcL ]

18. PressA,McCullaghL, Khan S, Schachter A, Pardo S, McGinn T. Usability Testing of aComplex Clinical Decision Support
Tool in the Emergency Department: Lessons Learned. IMIR Human Factors 2015 Sep 10;2(2):e14. [doi:
10.2196/humanfactors.4537]

19. Brooke J. SUS: A “quick and dirty” usability scale. In: Jordan P, editor. Usability Evaluation in Industry. London, UK:
Taylor & Francis; 1996:189-194.

20. LewisJ, Sauro J. The Factor Structure of the System Usability Scale. In: Kurosu M, editor. Human centered design. Berlin:
Springer; 2009:94-110.

21. Gribbs G. Analyzing Qualitative Data. London, UK: Sage Publications Ltd; 2007.

22. MilesM, Huberman M. Qualitative Data Analysis. 2nd edition. Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications; 1994.

23. National Heart, Lung, and Blood Institute (NHLBI). The Fourth Report on the Diagnosis, Evaluation, and Treatment of
High Blood Pressure in Children and Adolescents. 2005 May. Blood Pressure Tables for Children and Adolescents URL :
https://www.nhlbi.nih.gov/files/docs/resources/heart/hbp_ped.pdf [accessed 2016-05-27] [WebCite Cache ID 6hotOVIUX]

24. Berry DL, Halpenny B, Bosco JL, Bruyere J, Sanda MG. Usability evaluation and adaptation of the e-health Personal
Patient Profile-Prostate decision aid for Spanish-speaking Latino men. BMC Med Inform DecisMak 2015 Jul;15:56 [FREE
Full text] [doi: 10.1186/s12911-015-0180-4] [Medline: 26204920]

25. LiLC, Adam PM, Townsend AF, Lacaille D, Yousefi C, Stacey D, et al. Usability testing of ANSWER: a web-based
methotrexate decision aid for patients with rheumatoid arthritis. BMC Med Inform Decis Mak 2013;13:131 [FREE Full
text] [doi: 10.1186/1472-6947-13-131] [Medline: 24289731]

26. Bright TJ, Wong A, Dhurjati R, Bristow E, Bastian L, Coeytaux RR, et al. Effect of clinical decision-support systems: a
systematic review. Ann Intern Med 2012 Jul 3;157(1):29-43. [doi: 10.7326/0003-4819-157-1-201207030-00450] [Medline:
22751758]

27. Garg AX, Adhikari Neill K J, McDonald H, Rosas-Arellano MP, Devereaux PJ, Beyene J, et a. Effects of computerized
clinical decision support systems on practitioner performance and patient outcomes: a systematic review. JAMA 2005 Mar
9;293(10):1223-1238. [doi: 10.1001/jama.293.10.1223] [Medline: 15755945]

28. Kawamoto K, Houlihan C, Balas E, Lobach D. Improving clinical practice using clinical decision support systems: a
systematic review of trials to identify features critical to success. Br Med J 2005;330(7494):765-768.

29. Roshanov PS, Fernandes N, Wilczynski JM, Hemens BJ, You JJ, Handler SM, et al. Features of effective computerised
clinical decision support systems: meta-regression of 162 randomised trials. BMJ 2013 Feb 14;346:f657. [doi:

10.1136/bmj.f657]

Abbreviations

AAP: American Academy of Pediatrics

BM1: body mass index

BP: blood pressure

CDS: clinical decision support

CVD: cardiovascular disease

EER: Estimated Energy Requirement

EHR: electronic health record

NHLBI: National Heart, Lung, and Blood Institute
SUS: System Usahility Scale

Edited by G Eysenbach; submitted 21.12.15; peer-reviewed by A Payne, A Press, A Roundtree; comments to author 24.01.16; revised
version received 03.03.16; accepted 10.05.16; published 21.06.16.

Please cite as.

WiIliams PA, Furberg RD, Bagwell JE, LaBresh KA

Usability Testing and Adaptation of the Pediatric Cardiovascular Risk Reduction Clinical Decision Support Tool
JMIR Hum Factors 2016;3(1):e17

URL: http://humanfactors.jmir.org/2016/1/e17/

doi: 10.2196/humanfactors.5440

PMID: 27328761

©Pamela A Williams, Robert D. Furberg, Jacqueline E. Bagwell, Kenneth A. LaBresh. Originaly published in IMIR Human
Factors (http://humanfactors,jmir.org), 21.06.2016. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative

http://humanfactors,jmir.org/2016/1/e17/ JMIR Hum Factors 2016 | vol. 3 |iss. 1 [e17 | p.161
(page number not for citation purposes)

RenderX


https://www.nngroup.com/articles/how-many-test-users/
https://www.nngroup.com/articles/how-many-test-users/
http://www.webcitation.org/6h2ANP9cL
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/humanfactors.4537
https://www.nhlbi.nih.gov/files/docs/resources/heart/hbp_ped.pdf
http://www.webcitation.org/6hotOVIUX
http://bmcmedinformdecismak.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12911-015-0180-4
http://bmcmedinformdecismak.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12911-015-0180-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12911-015-0180-4
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=26204920&dopt=Abstract
http://bmcmedinformdecismak.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/1472-6947-13-131
http://bmcmedinformdecismak.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/1472-6947-13-131
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1472-6947-13-131
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=24289731&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.7326/0003-4819-157-1-201207030-00450
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=22751758&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1001/jama.293.10.1223
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=15755945&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmj.f657
http://humanfactors.jmir.org/2016/1/e17/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/humanfactors.5440
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=27328761&dopt=Abstract
http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/

JMIR HUMAN FACTORS Williams et &

Commons Attribution License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/2.0/), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and
reproduction in any medium, provided the original work, first published in IMIR Human Factors, is properly cited. The complete

bibliographic information, alink to the original publication on http://humanfactors.jmir.org, as well asthis copyright and license
information must be included.

http://humanfactors.jmir.org/2016/1/e17/

RenderX

JMIR Hum Factors 2016 | vol. 3 | iss. 1 [e17 | p.162
(page number not for citation purposes)


http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/

Publisher:

JMIR Publications

130 Queens Quay East.
Toronto, ON, M5A 3Y5
Phone: (+1) 416-583-2040

Email: support@jmir.org

https://www.jmirpublications.com/

RenderX


mailto:support@jmir.org
http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/

