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Subject: how to do the evaluations. To evaluate is to assess or appraise. Evaluating is an important aspect of the professional career, and we turn our attention now to evaluating IR systems. During the course of a professional career we are called on often to evaluate products, employees, plans, systems...even ourselves! "Evaluation" is often feared by the person(s) being evaluated, many of whom see it as a torture session intended to point out all the "bad and wrong," their inadequacies, their flaws, their failures. Ironically, evaluation is as often feared by the evaluator, many because they are unprepared to perform an evaluation effectively, and mostly because they fail to identify the purpose of the evaluation, and so choose an inappropriate approach. 

LIBR 202-14

Dr. Twining

Evaluation of Group 10 by Group 9

Assignment 1B

Group 9 Members:

Jeremy Spencer

Darryl Swarm 
Elena M. Throckmorton

Diem-Trang Trinh

Jonna Underwood 

How well does Group 10's database prototype function?  How well does it feel?

-It functions well, although it feels cumbersome because of the amount of mandatory fields and the amount of non-mandatory fields.  Five of the 13 (not including the Unique Identifier field) were not mandatory.  Was there a reason for that?  The question is more out of curiosity than anything. 

-It was tough at times to know to whom to designate certain food items—for ex: a condiment like mustard.  It is not really junk food, or health food.  As this was a mandatory field, it was, at times, tough to categorize.  

How well do Group 10’s rules work in guiding you to create records?

-The rules are clearly laid out and enable the users to create records easily.

- It is helpful having such descriptive rules for each field.  They are articulated well and appropriate for the fields.  

How was the clarity of Group 10's database and fields?

-It was fairly clear, although it would have probably been much easier to navigate with fewer fields.  

-“Nutritional Content” field name does not really seem to deserve its name.  Perhaps “Food Group” would be a more appropriate name for a field that contains “Dairy”, “Fat”, “Grain”, “Sugar”, etc.? Or perhaps separate fields:  one for Nutritional Content, i.e., Sugar, Fat, etc. and one for Food Group, i.e., Grain, Dairy, etc.  “Dairy,” “Fruit,” and “Grain” do not belong in this category. 

-The “Unit Quantity” field, although not mandatory, should have been standardized.  For example, an 8 oz can will also weigh 300g.  Some users will input the “oz” and others the “g”.  For better clarity, Group 10’s rules should accommodate this by suggesting a standard unit of measurement (g, kg or oz, lb). Moreover, this field is somewhat confusing. A lot of information need to be remembered when entering values even though field is not mandatory.  Too many choices (?), is it “per serving” or “per item”?  For example, if user enters a full loaf of bread into the fridge, and input 16 oz as unit, but that is much more than one serving (such as 1 apple or 12 oz can of soda?)

-Diet: what is a low-calorie/low-fat item?  Where does this information come from (pkg label or USDA website)?

-Under “Description” field, free input might waste users’ time. It would be better to categorize certain items which allow users to search faster.
-The “Expiration Date” field is a sign which tells us that group 10 is very conscientious of food safety. This is a good field which makes sense to the whole idea of its use for the User Group.

Were you able to make a consistent description of items in Group 10's database?

-Not always, since there were many exceptions to the validation lists that did not fit the database.  

-For the “Description” field: yes, no problem there as the rules stated open text was appropriate.  But as it was not a mandatory field, why have it?  

Did Group 10's database accommodate exceptions well?  If not, give a description of the exceptions you found.

-Not very well.  For example, the Expiration Date field asked for MM/DD/YY format when some items only printed MM/YY and many items did not even have expiration dates (wine, some frozen and canned foods).

-“Allergen Free” field needs a “Maybe” option, for some of the foods a user might be unsure about.  For example, a jar of cut mango pickle contained sesame oil, which may or may not irritate Debbie’s peanut allergy. 

-Soybean paste (to add to a Korean soup) did not fit into the “Food Type” category, as it was not a condiment but not a meal either.  What category would chicken broth or bullion cubes fit into? 

Did Group 10's database meet its intended user group's needs (the six co-workers in an office)?

-Yes.  Group 10 clearly outlined the needs of their users.  

-We like the premise of this database.  It seems to work so that no one inadvertently eats other co-worker's food. Although, the list can be simplified by lowering number of fields or clarifying field definitions.  
-Original, unique idea.  

Other comments?

-The database could be just as effective (maybe even more so?) with fewer fields. We appreciated the work Group 10 put into their database.  The rules were clear and solid; the User Group and purpose statement were well drafted, and the database itself was well built.  We enjoyed the testing process and especially getting the chance to check out another database.  Nice job, Group 10. 

-The rules and purpose statement were precise and easily understood, but the database itself may be too ambitious. As stated above, there are too many fields; maybe narrowing it down to between 7-10 would work better and easier to use.   

