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REPORT – PerX Focus Group 1

Date Conducted: 31/05/06

Time: 2pm-4pm

Location: Heriot Watt University

Attendees: 6 in total- 5 lecturers and 1 researcher in engineering disciplines
Staff:  M.Moffat (Discussion Facilitator /Presenter)
Contents

1. Introduction

2. Session Structure

3. Group Feedback Session Results
a). Participants initial feelings about the pilot

b). Participants feedback on pilot content

c). Participants views on a subject based approach

4. Developmental Possibilities Results
5. Wish List Results
6. Staff Impressions

1. Introduction.

The principle aims of the focus group were to ascertain;

· Participant’s feelings on the current PerX pilot service.

· Participants feedback on the content searched via the pilot.
· Participants perceptions on the relevance of a subject based approach.
· Participant’s thoughts and ideas on a range of developmental possibilities for the pilot.

Participants were recruited via email with the offer of a £50 participation fee for a two hour session.  The session structure was designed to provide participants with the minimal background information about the PerX project to enable them to participate without biasing their ideas as to various developmental possibilities. 

2. Session Structure

Part 1 PerX Familiarisation (30mins)
· Presentation: Introduction to Perx (5mins)

· Practical: Play with PerX pilot service (15mins)

· Group Feedback Session (10mins)

Part 2 Range of Materials in the Pilot (30mins)

· Presentation: Pilot Content (5mins)

· Practical: Examining Pilot Content (15mins)

· Group Feedback session on Content (10mins)

Part 3 Subject Based Approach? (20mins)

· Practical:  Comparitive search Perx V Google(10mins)
· Group Feedback on Subject Based Approach (10mins)
Part 4 Developmental Possibilities (25mins)

· Feedback on a Range of Developmental Possibilities (20mins)
· PerX Wish List Exercise (5mins)

3. Group Feedback Session Results

a). Participants initial feelings about the pilot

· My initial feelings were quite positive.  I did one search and got some interesting results.

· It is quite fast which is nice

· A lot of the categories came up empty and I did not find some things which I would have found if I was to use Google.  I guess the subject coverage might not be wide enough yet.

· Immediately one though that it is more focused than Google.  The first thing that came up in the results was interesting and I felt that it was relevant to what I was searching for.

· I felt there were a lot of hits that I couldn’t see why they were there.  There appear to be a number of quite unusual sources searched, for example what are the CSA Discovery Guides?

· I didn’t feel any desire to click on anything other than the search ALL option.   Perhaps some other people are a bit more fussy, but I thought what have I got to loose by selecting search ‘ALL’?    Maybe the default should always be all and you could then decide whether to select a category.

· The Pilot has quite a clean interface – I was not annoyed by it.  If it had the full coverage it would be a really useful source of information.

· I though that it was quite a good feature that you got an impression of how many hits you got from each search and you could then decide if you got a lot of hits,  well I’ll have a look at that one, it seems to be relevant.

· I got quite confused initially because I am so used to Google using quotes that I was putting quotes in and then I suddenly realised that I had to use a separate box on the advanced search.  I am so used to the Google search syntax.

· It should check spelling.  You know when you mistype something it should come up with ‘did you mean….’

· Some of the sources have foreign language materials.  It might be good to have the facility to translate specialised technical engineering terms into different languages for searching.

· Might be nice if you could have some way of remembering the relevant hits for the session e.g. basically checkboxes to select records.   If this could be done in an anonymous way it would be neat if the system could tell you people who searched for the word XXX also searched for YYY.   A bit like Amazon – people who bought this were also interested in….

· One thing it would be useful to know when you get the initial search results up, is whether these items are actually available full text.  Perhaps you could have a little icon or something.

· When the list of search results comes through a lot of it says – zero records, zero records.  I don’t want to know about zero records.  I just want to know whether it had some records.  Of you go up to 50 or 100 collections, the chances are most of your search results page will be useless information.  You might as well just not display the collections with zero hits.

· The categories (jobs, learning and teaching materials etc) would be useful afterwards once you have the search results and you need to categorise them.

· There is no way to conduct fielded type searches (e.g. via date or via author.) 

· A facility for refining search results is required (e.g. by date, content type, keyword, authors).

· Exact phrase searching does not appear to work in some databases.

· There should be some facility for sorting search results

· The full record page is too dense and difficult to read.  It should be more spaced out.

· The previous searches page needs to be compressed as it is not really manageable.

· Mixed feelings about the pilot –some good, some not so good.

*******************Summary of Main Points******************

· Fast

· Coverage patchy

· More focused than some general search engines

· Default should be search ‘All’

· Quite a clean and intuitive user interface

· Offer a spell checking facility 

· Support Google type syntax e.g. *, +, -, ?

· Remove collections with zero hits from results page

· Facilities required for saving records, conducting fielded searches, refining and sorting results.

· Full Text availability indicators popular. 

· Post search clustering may be more valuable than pre-search clustering via resource type.

· Language Translation for Technical Terms.

b). Participants feedback on pilot content

· It needs to be a full text search.  Its quite alarming that it is searching just the metadata.  It would be so much better if it was searching the full text.

· It is important to be able to search the content that is not available full text online as these are the sources that are going to disappear and be lost if they don’t show up electronically.   They would be the real finds actually – things way back to the 1950s.

· Could it search Wikipedia?  I’m astonished how good Wikipedia is.  From the names of researchers, to definitions of terms, technical stuff, it has very good engineering coverage.

· Its all ‘Content’ isn’t it.  If PerX has got the content it might survive.  If it hasn’t got the content it doesn’t have a hope in hells chance.

· There is a lot of commercial stuff hidden in companies which won’t be in database form but which is useful.  If PerX could enable access to that sort of content then that would be advantageous e.g. applications notes, datasheets, RS components.

· I notice that it searches jobs which is quite good - but I didn’t find a new job there!  If it searched sources of potential funding for academics that would be good.  Another useful thing to cross search would be engineering related projects which are sometimes listed by companies etc.

· Patchy coverage is your big issue. Core content such as IEEE Xplore and IEE must be included.  If IEEE and IEE were included you’d have a pretty good number of sources of information coming together.

· The EPSRC have final reports since the year dot which researchers write and they never see the light of day again.  Presumably there are tens of thousands of final reports languishing somewhere.  They would be a very useful resource if made available for searching. 

· EPSRC Grants on the Web and would be very useful things to include. [MM note;  There may also be a US  equivalent in the form of NSF research Grants]

· There might be merit in cross searching Google or Google Scholar within PerX 

*******************Summary of Main Points******************

· Current Coverage is insufficient.

· Full text indexing is desirable where possible.

· Ok to include searching of collections where full text is not available.

· More quality subject specific content is required.  The following sources were explicitly mentioned.

· IEEE Xplore

· IEE

· RS Datasheets and commercial applications notes.

· EPSRC Grants on the Web

· EPSRC Final Reports

· Wikipedia

· Flickr

· Google/Google Scholar

· Current engineering projects

· Potential Funding sources.

c). Participants views on a subject based approach

· One advantage of the subject based approach is that you are searching all of these sources together and it is not necessary to go to each one individually.  So it is purely an efficiency measure.

· I do most of my web searching using Google and IEEE Xplore and what I don’t know here is whether Perx is searching things Google can’t find?  I have not idea.  If Google can’t find it how do I know?  I’m putting in the type of searches I would put into IEEE Xplore and it is not really coming up with anything useful at all.

· I think there are issues with the relevancy of hits in PerX.  Google seems to come up with highly relevant items at the top of the list.  In PerX there are some relevant ones intermingled with other very weird hits which are a complete mismatch.

· I did a search on ‘accelerometer’ and ‘robot’ and I got 807 hits with PerX, but there were two lots of 400 from EEVL sources which seemed a bit odd.  I wondered whether they were duplicates.  Google scholar found 2090 and straight Google had 108,000.  Both the first pages of Google and Google Scholar were very good stuff, although they do have some more commercial stuff.

· Google used to throw up a lot of garbage, but I find now that the first couple of pages are now usually reasonable quality.

· A subject based approach might be useful if you were searching for a word that had a different meaning in a broader context e.g. porosity.  I can imagine that there must be some words where you would zero in a lot quicker on what you want when it is with a particular subject area.

· Quite often with Google you put in a phrase and suddenly it pulls up things you had never thought of that clutter up the results.  You then spend half an hour going through the search trying to find other words to try to filter those things out. Under these circumstances I think that the subject based approach could have an advantage.

· Google throws up hundreds of thousands of hits.  I haven’t time to go through all of those.  Maybe if  PerX results are smaller in number but higher in quality there may be a market for such a service.

· Within a subject (e.g. engineering or medicine) it might be easier to translate the English for technical terms into French, German, Spanish, Russian, and do that within a subject.  Maybe for Multilanguage searching a subject based approach might be useful.  A general search engine without a subject focus would be less able to offer this type of functionality.

· Google is so good it is hard to compete against it.  Perx V Google is like David versus goliath on a massive scale.

· Google searches are spot on and have very good results at the top of the list.  Perx searches may have some good results but they are more difficult to find.

· Perx has some value in that it does not cover commercial type sources which appear in Google. (but Google scholar is a big competitor here).

*******************Summary of Main Points******************

· Google Results are already very good

· Need to Stress that Perx is searching content sources which may be difficult/impossible to find via Google

· Work is required to increase the relevance of Perx hits

· Possible advantages of the Subject Based Approach include;  efficiency/time savings, searching with subject specific terms, higher quality hits, novel content which is hard to find using search engines

4. Developmental Possibilities Results

Participants were shown a range of developmental possibilities and were asked to rate them on a 5-point Likert scale (very poor, poor, ok, good, very good).  Answers were given score values of 1-5 and the total scores achieved are shown below:
	Feature
	Participant

Score
	TOTALs

	
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	

	1. Full Text Indicators


	5
	5
	5
	4
	5
	5
	29

	2. Merging Sets


	3
	4
	4
	5
	4
	4
	24

	3. Record Selection


	5
	5
	4
	3
	4
	4
	25

	4. Saved Searches


	3
	5
	3
	2
	3
	3
	19

	5. Refine Search


	4
	5
	5
	4
	3
	5
	26

	6. Improved Search Advanced


	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	24

	7. Visualisation of Search Results


	3
	3
	3
	2
	5
	2
	18

	8. Geographical Searching


	3
	3
	2
	2
	2
	3
	15

	9. Citation Linking


	5
	4
	3
	4
	4
	4
	24

	10. Additional Pilot Content


	5
	4
	5
	5
	5
	5
	29


Ranked List

1. Additional Pilot Content (29)

2. Full Text Indicators (29)

3. Refine Search (26)

4. Record Selection (25)

5. Merging Sets (24)

6. Improved Search Interface (24)

7. Citation Linking (24)

8. Saved Searches (19)

9. Visualisation of Search Results (18)

10. Geographical Searching (15)

5. Wish List Results

Finally, participants were given five minutes to list the top 3 features that they would most like to see developed by the pilot.   It was stressed that any of the previous ideas could be included together with any of the participants own possibilities.  The results were as follows;
	No1. Feature
	Improved User Interface. 

Too much is made of, and too much screen space is taken up with identifying the databases/sources used.  A user just wants to find useful stuff – it doesn’t matter where from.  The advanced search facilities are limited.

	
	Refine Search

Saves time and effort to find out what one is looking for.

	
	EPSRC Content

If ‘Grants on the Web’ and possibly ESPRC final reports could be searched then one could refer to them when submitting new proposals.

	
	Full Text Search

Gets to the point no vetting of additional data.

	
	CONTENT…CONTENT….CONTENT

Good content will give PerX an advantage over Google, and a reason to use Perx.

	
	Refine Search

Refining on any attribute or within searches would be useful

	No2. Feature
	n/a

	
	Additional Content

Being subject based, I expect it to offer me more sources than Google

	
	Images 

Inclusion of image sources such as Flickr would be useful

	
	Links to Funding sites

Useful when trying to get funding/opportunities for future projects 

[MM note: this refers to the ability to cross search possible funding sources within Perx ]

	
	Inclusion of other less structured content

e.g. access to ‘application notes’/data sheets on commercial websites.

	
	PDF Available

Very useful and quick 

[MM note:  This refers to being able to access the full text documents ]

	No3. Feature
	n/a

	
	Clear Graphic

e.g. reminds you what you have already clicked on, not too much clutter.

	
	Cross Language Searching

Auto translation of Technical search terms might provide novel content

	
	Links to Projects (subject based)

Get to know other Researchers in area of interest.  Possible collaboration opportunities.

	
	Full Text Search

Full text search will maximise the value of included databases.

	
	n/a.


6. Staff Impressions

Overall, my personal impression from the focus group was that the session was very useful.  We received a lot of good input in a number of areas such as participants feelings about the current pilot, the importance of more relevant content as well as ideas for development.  The format of the session which combined short presentations, group discussions, exercises and brief questionnaires was effective in terms of maintaining interest and generating contributions from participants.  
Additional observations noted throughout the session included the following;

· Users tend to put very detailed searches into Perx (i.e multiple words & phrases).  They are expecting full text indexing a la Google which Perx does not currently offer.  This is one reason why they are disappointed with the search results (the other main reason seems to be ranking related).  It is important to stress that Perx is searching metadata not full text. 

· Two participants were observed using “quotes” in the advanced search box as well as the basic search box. Using quotes in the advanced exact phrase search field causes problems e.g. try a search for “autonomous vehicles” in RAM- the abstracts etc are not displayed.   Note that this does not happen with the basic search, however if a search with quotes is conducted the previous search history is odd i.e. Search for: \"autonomous vehicles\" in Articles
· Users tend to use search syntax that they are familiar with from Google.  i.e. the following was observed in being inputted into the basic search box;  +Donald +Reay.   Note putting +donald +reay in the either the advanced or basic search boxes results in only ‘view full record’ being displayed – no title, abstract etc.

· Some level of frustration with RAM not being able to get through to the full text.

· CSA tends to return hits – but many of these are duplicates or are ‘poor quality’ results.

· EESE results seem to be frustrating for users –many hits with this resource has not title where it is unclear what the relevance of the hit is.
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