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Joel Greenstein 
 
Hello! This year’s Annual Meeting 
in San Francisco was special for 
members of the Computer 
Systems Technical Group. The 
HFES Meeting Host Committee 
collaborated with the Computer 
Systems and Internet TGs to offer 
a full day of activities on 
Wednesday in Usability and HCI. 
In addition to the technical 
sessions organized by the CSTG 
and ITG, the Host Committee 
presented two special sessions. In 
the first, remote usability testing 
took on live usability testing in the 
HFES Ultimate Fight Challenge. In 
the second, a panel of speakers 
from the HCI community in the 
San Francisco area talked 
(sometimes seriously, sometimes 
not so much) about when NOT to 
follow user-centered design 
techniques. The day concluded 
with a Usability and HCI Day 
reception and the combined 
Computer Systems/Internet TG 
networking and business meeting. 
You can find the CS/ITG technical 
program and the minutes of the 
business meeting in this newsletter. 
I want to thank Douglas Gardner, 
our Program Chair, and Marc 
Resnick, the ITG’s Program Chair, 
for putting together a great 
program. 
 
 

Planning is of course already 
underway for the 2011 Annual 
Meeting. It will be held at the Red 
Rock Hotel in Las Vegas, Nevada, 
September 19-23. The Call for 
Proposals should be out by the time 
you read this. Paper and session 
proposals will be due on February 
17, 2011. 
 
I want to welcome and thank our 
new newsletter editors, Rochelle 
Evans Edwards, Mohammed Sheik-
Nainar, and Leah Zulas, for putting 
together this newsletter. 
 
Lastly, please take a look at the 
Call for Nominations for CSTG 
officers in this newsletter. Doug 
Gardner’s and my terms of office 
are at an end and the time has 
come to identify and elect new 
officers for the CSTG. 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Looking Ahead at HFES 2011 

HFES 55th Annual Meeting  
Red Rock Hotel, Las Vegas, Nevada, 
USA 
September 19-23, 2011 (Note the 
revised dates!) 
 
Proposal Due Date: February 17, 
2011 
 
See the October HFES Bulletin for 
more information about submission 
guidelines! 
 

http://www.hfes.org/web/HFESBulletin/Oct2010AMprelim.html�
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CSTG Business Meeting Recap 
  

Minutes of the Joint Computer Systems and Internet 
Technical Groups’ Business Meeting 
 
September 29, 2010, 4:30-5:00pm 
 
San Francisco, CA 
 
Meeting attendees: Steven Banas, Ming-Yuan Chih, 
Martha Crosby, Jay Elkerton, Serguei Endrikhovski, 
Doug Fox, Jean Fox, Takashi Furuhata, Douglas 
Gardner, Ted Garland, Joe Goldberg, Joel Greenstein, 
Tonya Johnson, Kapil Chalil Madathil, Mohammed 
Sheik Nainar, Lorraine Normore, Ken Ohnemus, Justin 
Owens, Marc Resnick, Leah Zulas, Hongbo Zhang 
 
Joel Greenstein, the CSTG Chair, and Marc Resnick, 
the ITG Program Chair, welcomed everyone. Joel 
Greenstein thanked Douglas Gardner, CSTG Program 
Chair, and Marc Resnick for organizing a wonderful set 
of technical sessions for this year’s meeting. He also 
thanked Kapil Chalil Madathil for serving as the CSTG’s 
webmaster and Doug Fox for editing the CSTG’s 
newsletter. 
 
Joel Greenstein then presented a report of the CSTG’s 
membership and finances. As of September 3, 2010, 
our membership stood at 285, an increase of one 
member over last year. The balance in our treasury, as 
of January 1, 2010, was $27,518.07. Income from dues 
over the past year was $748. Expenses for refreshments 
for the day’s Usability and HCI Day reception are 
expected to total $2000. This would bring our current 
balance to $26,266.07. 
 
Reviewing the activity of the CSTG over the past year, 
Dr. Greenstein noted that in addition to organizing 6 
technical sessions with the Internet TG for the Annual 
Meeting, the CSTG distributed one newsletter and 
redesigned the CSTG’s website. The web site may be 
accessed at www.hfescstg.wordpress.com or through 
the HFES web site at 
www.hfes.org/web/TechnicalGroups/technicalgroups.
html. 
 
Dr. Greenstein reminded attendees that all CSTG 
members are automatically registered with the CSTG’s 
listserv, using the email address they provide to HFES 
with their membership application or renewal. CSTG 
members may post to the listserv by sending their 
posting to the email address hfes-cstg@hfes.org. The 
posting must be sent from the email address under 
which they registered with HFES. 
 

 Dr. Greenstein concluded his presentation by asking for 
volunteers to succeed Doug Fox as newsletter editor in 
the coming year. He also noted that the terms of the 
CSTG Chair and Program Chair were coming to an end 
and that a call for officer nominations would be issued 
soon. 
 
Marc Resnick noted that this year the HFES Meeting 
Host Committee, in collaboration with the CSTG and 
ITG, organized a full day of activities in usability and HCI 
for Wednesday. Three technical sessions were featured, 
followed by the Usability and HCI Day Reception and 
the combined Computer Systems/Internet networking 
and business meeting. He thanked everyone for their 
support of these activities. 
 
Dr. Resnick then led a discussion of potential program 
topics for the 55th Annual HFES Meeting next 
September, In Las Vegas, Nevada. A panel session 
focusing on the pioneers of human-computer 
interaction was proposed. Joe Goldberg volunteered 
to organize this session. Attendees also suggested that 
sessions focus on the topics of usability test methods, 
usage of interaction widgets, and rapid prototyping 
tools. 
 
Drs. Greenstein and Resnick thanked the attendees for 
participating and adjourned the meeting. 
 
 
Pictured below: Marc Resnick (left) and Joel Greenstein 
(right), chairs of the Internet TG and Computer Systems 
TG. Photo taken after the CSTG/ITG Joint Business 
Meeting. 
 

 

http://www.hfescstg.wordpress.com/�
http://www.hfes.org/web/TechnicalGroups/technicalgroups.html�
http://www.hfes.org/web/TechnicalGroups/technicalgroups.html�
mailto:hfes-cstg@hfes.org�
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Voting Usability: An Interview 
  

Rochelle Evans Edwards 
 
With the November elections behind us, I decided to 
examine exactly how usable the electronic voting 
machines are. This year alone, the media covered 
countless examples where electronic voting machines 
were highly unreliable in counting the users’ votes. For 
example, some counties were distributing cotton 
swabs to be used as styluses to help guarantee that 
the desired candidate would be selected. Many of us 
have been voting on electronic voting machines (or 
direct-recording electronic voting machines – DREs) in 
lieu of paper ballots for years now, but are they 
better? Are they affecting elections? I interviewed 
Kristen K. Greene [KG] and Bryan A. Campbell [BC] of 
the Computer Human Interaction Laboratory at Rice 
University in Houston, Texas to find out. 
 
Q: What are the benefits of electronic voting 
machines over traditional ballots such as punch 
cards? 
 
A: [BC] Electronic voting machines are purported to 
offer at least two major advantages over more 
traditional voting systems (e.g., paper, punch, or lever 
machine voting systems). The first advantage of 
electronic voting systems is accessibility. Electronic 
voting systems, when configured to do so, can offer 
the ability to dynamically change text size, screen 
resolution, and color contrast for voters with degraded 
vision. Additionally, electronic voting systems can be 
configured to provide auditory feedback to voters 
with low or no vision or equipped with other assistive 
technologies for voters with low manual dexterity.    
Generally speaking, these assistive technologies are 
difficult, or in some cases impossible, to apply to more 
traditional voting systems while at the same time 
preserving voter independence and/or privacy.  
 The second advantage of electronic voting 
systems is the ability for voters to review their choices. 
This is different than the innate ability of voters to look 
over their ballots before submitting them. Most ballots, 
with the exception of punch card ballots, can be 
easily reviewed by voters before they submit their 
ballots. This is also different than the voting system 
warning subjects of error states. For instance, some 
models of optical ballot scanners will alert voters when 
they have made more than the allowed number of 
selections in a given contest. Review screens on 
electronic voting systems, if configured to do so, 
explicitly prompt voters to review their selections by 
displaying one or more screens listing their choices 
rather than relying on them to decide, or remember to 
 

review their choices. 
 
Q: Do you have a general idea of what percentage of 
Americans, or counties in the United States, vote with 
electronic voting machines? 
 
A: [BC] According to Election Data Services, or EDS, for 
the 2008 presidential election, 32.6% of counties in the 
U.S. used electronic voting systems. Interestingly, EDS 
also notes that 58.9% of U.S. counties used optically 
scanned ballots while the remaining 8.5% of U.S. 
counties still used punch card (in Idaho), lever machine 
(in New York), or hand-counted paper ballots--six years 
after the HAVA [Help America Vote Act] called for the 
replacement of lever machine and punch card voting 
systems.  
 
Q: Is there any reason to be concerned about which 
counties have DREs? For example, are there any 
differences across socioeconomic status, age, or other 
individual differences that would impact DRE usability? 
 
A: [KG] Although we have seen some small effects of 
education where more educated voters tend to vote 
more quickly, they pale in comparison to the larger 
effects of ballot design. Poor ballot design significantly 
impacts usability regardless of voter SES, age, etc. Take-
home message: the ballot design, the usability of the 
voting system, is much more important than individual 
voter characteristics.  
 
Q: Do electronic voting machines allow ballots to be 
presented in multiple fashions or is there a standard for 
ballot presentation? For example, must there be a 
certain number of races per screen or is there a 
requirement to view the summary screen at the end? 
 
A: [BC] Commercially available electronic voting 
machines are, generally speaking, highly configurable 
and do allow for multiple ballot configurations. This is 
actually a necessity for two reasons: First, the U.S. voting 
system is not federalized and therefore no standard 
nationwide ballot configuration exists. It falls upon 
individual states to determine how best to conduct 
their elections, including ballot designs. As a result, 
state-to-state ballot comparisons can have striking 
dissimilarities. Second, within individual states, the 
number of local elections, the number of candidates in 
those elections, and propositions can vary greatly 
resulting in a need for any electronic voting system to 
be able to support many different ballot configurations. 
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Voting Usability: An Interview (cont’d) 
  

Q: Do differences in ballot design result in voting 
errors? If so, what types of errors have you noted in 
your research? 
 
A: [KG] Yes, differences in ballot design can 
significantly impact voting errors. In my master’s thesis 
from 2008, we’ve seen that a simple change in DRE 
navigation style drastically affected usability: 
changing navigation style from sequential to direct 
greatly increased undervote errors, which occur when 
a voter fails to make a selection for a race in which 
she or he had originally intended to vote. The direct 
DRE was somewhat analogous to a webpage, in that 
all race titles appeared on a main page and acted as 
hyperlinks. So, a user could pick and choose exactly 
which races she or he wished to see, with the option to 
jump straight to the Record Vote screen at any time. 
On the other hand, the sequential DRE forced users to 
page sequentially through every race on the ballot 
before they could cast their votes. Of note, DREs offer 
opportunities for voters to commit two particularly 
severe error types. A voter can fail to cast their vote 
entirely, by not pressing the “Record Vote” button at 
all, or a voter can cast their vote prematurely, by 
pressing the “Record Vote” button too soon. In a real 
election, when a voter fails to cast their vote, there is 
still a chance that the next voter or a poll worker will 
cast it for them. While this raises significant privacy 
issues, the vote would nonetheless be counted. 
However, when a vote is cast prematurely, voters 
irreversibly rob themselves of the opportunity to vote in 
some or all of the races on a ballot. Failing to cast a 
ballot is a type of postcompletion error (termed the 
“fleeing voter” problem in real-world elections) that 
we have seen with both the sequential and direct DRE 
navigation styles. In contrast, premature ballot casting 
was observed with the direct DRE only.  
 To revisit your first question regarding benefits of 
electronic voting machines over traditional methods, it 
should be emphasized that across multiple studies we 
have found that participants were neither faster nor 
less error-prone with DREs than the older voting 
methods. Nonetheless, voters rated DREs as 
significantly more satisfying, an interesting 
disassociation between preference and performance.  
 
Q: So, if DREs can potentially inflate errors depending 
on their design, could election results be influenced as 
a result of ballot design? 
 
A: [KG] Yes, ballot design not only has the capacity to 
influence election results, but has actually reversed the 
outcomes of several high-profile elections in recent  
 
 
 
 

years. Most people are familiar with the poorly 
designed “butterfly ballot” punch card used in Palm 
Beach County, Florida, during the 2000 election. There 
is significant statistical evidence to suggest that had 
precinct-tabulated optical scan ballots been used 
instead throughout Florida, Al Gore would have been 
elected as president rather than George Bush, by a 
margin of over 30,000 votes. You should read Walter 
Mebane’s 2004 article on this.  
 Although the public was, and still is, well aware 
of Florida’s infamous butterfly ballot in the 2000 general 
election, most people are relatively unfamiliar with a 
more recent election issue in that same state: the 2006 
election in Sarasota County. In both elections, the 
number of votes lost was greater than the margin of 
victory. However, in terms of sheer magnitude of lost 
votes—i.e. the residual vote—Sarasota was by far the 
larger failure. (The residual vote is an indirect measure 
of voter error commonly used in Political Science; it is 
calculated as the difference between voter turnout 
and number of valid votes actually cast for any given 
race, hence is comprised of overvotes and undervotes. 
Residual vote rates of greater than 1% for top-of-the-
ticket races are very rare, especially for President, 
making unusually high rates useful in elucidating 
problems post-election.)  
 
Bryan A Campbell received his B.A. in psychology in 2007 from 
North Carolina State University. He is currently working toward 
his M.A. in Psychology at Rice University in Houston, TX. His main 
research interest is the human factors of voting systems. 
 
Kristen K. Greene received her M.A. (2009) and Ph.D. (2010) in 
Psychology from Rice University under the advisement of Dr. 
Michael D. Byrne in the Computer Human Interaction Lab. In 
January 2011, she will join the Visualization and Usability Group 
at the National Institute of Standards and Technology in 
Gaithersburg, MD, and is looking forward to working on their 
Usability and Accessibility of Voting Systems Project. 
 
References: 
 
•Greene, K. K. (2008). Usability of New Electronic Voting 
Systems and Traditional Methods: Comparisons Between 
Sequential and Direct Access Electronic Voting Interfaces, 
Paper Ballots, Punch Cards, and Lever Machines. Master’s 
Thesis, Rice University, Houston, TX. 
•Mebane, W. (2004). “The Wrong Man is President! Overvotes 
in the 2000 Presidential Election in Florida.” Perspectives on 
Politics, 2, 4, 525-533. 
•United States Government, 47th Congress. (2002). Help 
America Vote Act of 2002. Public Law 47-252. Washington, 
D.C. 
 
For additional publications from Rice University’s CHIL 
Lab, please visit http://chil.rice.edu/research/pubs.html 
 
 
 

http://chil.rice.edu/research/pubs.html�
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CSTG/ITG Technical Program from HFES 2010  
  

CS1: Investing in User Research 
Tuesday, September 28, 2010 
1:30-3:00pm 
Chair: Stephanie Rosenbaum 
Discussion Panel 
 
1. Investing in User Research: Making Strategic 
Choices. Stephanie Rosenbaum, Kelly Braun, 
Dennis Wixon, Seema Swamy, Krista Van Laan, and 
Chauncey Wilson.  
 

CS2: Physical Issues in Computer Systems 
Wednesday, September 29, 1010 
8:30-10:00am 
Chair: Ken Ohnemus 
Lecture 
 
1. Neck Biomechanics and Multiple Wide Computer 
Displays.  
Matt Camilleri, Michael Bartha, Cynthia Purvis, and 
David Rempel. 
 
2. Fatigue Evaluation of a MH-60 Helicopter Input 
Device.  
Brian Johnson, Regan Hanson, Nick Andrew, 
D. Tennant, and Jeffrey Gay. 
 
3. Ergonomic Comparison of Slanted and Vertical 
Computer Mouse Designs.  
Alan Hedge, David Feathers, and Kimberly Rollings. 
 
4. The Effect of Disability and Approach on Touch 
Screen Performance During a Number Entry Task.  
Sacha Duff, Curt Irwin, Jenny Skye, Mary Sesto,  and 
Douglas Wiegmann. 
 
5. Effects of User Age and Zoomable User Interfaces on 
Information Searching Tasks in a Map-Type Space. 
Donghun Lee, Cheolhyun Jeong, and Min Chung. 
 

CS3: Usability and Evaluation 
Thursday, September 30, 2010 
8:30-10:00am 
Chair: Joseph Goldberg 
Lecture 
 
1. Scaling Usability in Terms of Requirements: A Method 
for Evaluating User Interfaces. 
Martin Fracker. 

 
 

 
2. Disability and Orientation-Specific Performance 
During a Reciprocal Tapping Task. 
Curt Irwin, Sacha Duff, Jenny Skye, Douglas  
Wiegmann, and Mary Sesto. 
 
3. Designing Flight Information Displays for Quick 
Information Access: A Case Study of an International 
Airport. 
Asanka Rodrigo and Ravindra Goonetilleke. 
 
4. Identifying Aggregate Scanning Strategies to 
Improve Usability Evaluations. 
Joseph Goldberg and Jonathan Helfman. 
 
5. When a User Interface Is Good Enough: User Ratings 
in UI Design. 
Martin Fracker, Michael Heck, and George Goeschel. 
 

CS4: Input and Display 
Thursday, September 30, 2010 
3:30-5:00pm 
Chair: Lorraine Normore 
Lecture 
 
1. Comparison of Mouse and Keyboard Efficiency. 
Richard Omanson, Craig Miller, Elizabeth Young, and 
David Schwantes. 
 
2. To Customize or Not to Customize? The Use of a 
Customization Tool to Augment Information Indexing 
in a Computer Desktop Environment. 
Yi Wang, Wei Dong, and Wai-Tat Fu. 
 
3. Contact Location Offset to Improve Small Target 
Selection on Touchscreens. 
Mohamed Sheik-Nainar. 
 
4. An Analysis of Game Controller and Touchscreen 
Devices for Input Into a Complex High-Information 
Display. 
Lauren Ogren and Jason Wong. 
 
5. Comparison of Date Entry Methods: An Update for 
the Internet Age. 
Thomas Tullis and Marisa Siegel. 
 
 
In case you missed anything, you can view the lectures on 
your conference CD or purchase the Proceedings CD at 
http://www.hfes.org/Publications/ProductDetail.aspx?Produc
tId=140  The articles should be available on the HFES 
Proceedings website in due time. 
 

http://www.hfes.org/Publications/ProductDetail.aspx?ProductId=140%20�
http://www.hfes.org/Publications/ProductDetail.aspx?ProductId=140%20�
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Call for Officer Nominations 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Chair: 
Joel Greenstein 
iejsg@clemson.edu 

Program Chair: 
Douglas L. Gardner 
douglas.gardner@lexisnexis.com  

Webmaster: 
Kapil Chalil Madathil  
mchalil@clemson.edu 

Newsletter Editors: 
Rochelle Evans Edwards  
ree@rice.edu  
Mohamed Sheik-Nainar 
msheikna@synaptics.com 

Leah Zulas 
alzulas7@gmail.com 

 

 

 

 

Do you know someone who would be a 
great officer for the Computer Systems 
Technical Group? Would you perhaps 
be interested in getting involved 
yourself? The CSTG is accepting 
nominations for the following positions for 
2011-2012. The term of office is 2 years. 

•CSTG Chair 

•CSTG Annual Meeting Program Chair 

•CSTG Annual Meeting Program Chair 
Designate 

If you are interested in serving or would 
like to nominate someone, please 
contact Joel Greenstein at 
iejsg@clemson.edu and submit the 
nominee’s name (this may be you) as 
well as the position for which the 
individual is being nominated.  

The deadline for nominations is January 
15, 2011. Keep in mind that all nominees 
must be a full HFES member and a 
member of the Computer Systems TG. 
Please check with your nominees to 
assure they are willing to serve and that 
they meet the above requirements. 
Once all nominations are collected, 
nominees will be contacted to verify 
eligibility and desire to run on the ballot. 
Following this event, the CSTG will be 

contacted again for the purposes of 
voting. 

Descriptions for the three positions are 
below. Additional information is 
available in the TG Chair Handbook 
accessible from www.hfes.org: 

Description of the CSTG Chair: 

Responsible for conducting TG activities 
in accordance with Society Bylaws and 
Operating Rules and for TG finances.  

Description of the CSTG Annual Meeting 
Program Chair: 

Responsible for development of the TG’s 
technical program through solicitation 
and review of technical paper submittals 
and symposia/panel discussion 
proposals.  

Description of the CSTG Annual Meeting 
Program Chair Designate: 

Understudy to the Program Chair. 
Becomes the Program Chair when the 
Program Chair’s term of office expires. 

HFES 
P. O. Box 1369 
Santa Monica, CA 90406 
 
Phone 
(310) 394-1811 
 
Fax 
(310) 394 2410 
 
 
 
 

 
We’re on the Web! 
See us at: 
www.hfescstg.wordpress.com 
 

 

 

 

 
Plan Ahead! 
HFES 55 – Sep. 19-23, 2011 
in Las Vegas, NV 
 
HFES 56 – Oct. 22-26, 2012   
in Boston, MA 

 

 

mailto:iejsg@clemson.edu�
mailto:douglas.gardner@lexisnexis.com�
mailto:mchalil@clemson.edu�
mailto:ree@rice.edu�
mailto:msheikna@synaptics.com�
mailto:alzulas7@gmail.com�
mailto:iejsg@clemson.edu�
http://www.hfes.org/web/TechnicalGroups/TGchairshandbook.pdf�
http://www.hfescstg.wordpress.com/�
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