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Design Inspect Method for Medication Information Management Product

HE Fang, HE Ren-ke
(Hunan University, Changsha 410082, China)

ABSTRACT: The work aims to summarize the applied design inspect method by going through the design and construc-
tion flow of a medication information management product, so as to efficiently help and accelerate product design opti-
mization and iteration flow and satisfy the needs of related user. The heuristic evaluation method was applied for product
initial interaction prototype. Prototype was iterated based on evaluation results and the priority of usability problems re-
quiring needs optimization. The in-depth usability testing was conducted for iterated product prototype. To evaluate the
task load brought to users by usability testing, the existing usability problems in product prototype was understood and the
detailed user experience problem was explored. NASA-TLX, system usability scale and semi-constructed interview were
adopted to test the product in sequence. Heuristic evaluation method and usability testing are combined to invite usability
expert and real user to evaluate initial interaction prototype and revised product prototype separately. The new proposed
design inspect method accelerates and optimizes the related product design flow and enhances user experience satisfaction.

KEY WORDS: medication information management product; heuristic evaluation method; usability testing; design in-

spect method
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Tab.4 Usability issues checklist (not all listed)
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Fig.1 Design interaction overview
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Tab.5 NASA task load index test results
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Tab.6 System usability scale test score
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Fig.2 Comparison of the adjective ratings, acceptability scores, and school grading scales in relation
to the average SUS score (figure from reference document)
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Fig.3 Features of product recognized and required to be improved
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