
(This is a portion of a rapid report written after conducting a 
usability test. All screenshots and proposed design changes have 

been omitted.) 

 

Summary 

The paper usability evaluation conducted on September 18th, 19th and 20th elicited 
insight into the challenges facing agents and their staff as they take prospects and 
customers through an auto quote. 

Seven agents and three CSRs were interviewed about the order of the steps they take 
currently when generating an auto quote and asked to give feedback on two proposed 
designs for a multi-vehicle quote. 

Users were asked to choose between “Design A” that features an interface assigning a 
separate tab for each quote, or “Design B” which consists of an expandable table, with 
an abbreviated summary table at the top of the page. Their general comments: 

 All of the participants expressed frustration at having to use three systems 
(DASH, LOS and the mainframe) to come up with a premium. 

 Overall, they are satisfied with the portion of the process that uses DASH.  

 They like the ability to see the payment amount for each vehicle in the table view. 
The Summary tab was a favorite of participants because they can show the 
customer the monthly and total premium. 

 Tabs with the vehicle names were very popular because they can easily identify 
the vehicle without having to click the tab. 

 Agents want to see a view of the entire household. 

 The participants don’t like going to the mainframe to view the reports. They want 
a link in the new system to open up the report or take them into the mainframe to 
view the report. 

 The Delete and Expand buttons are too close together on the table view. 

 They would like to see Help/F1 for all coverage options. 

 Agents do not embrace change; they want the layout of the screens and fields 
order to stay the same as DASH. 

 Agents would like to see the driver listed with the vehicle on the Vehicle tab. 

 Users would like the ability to move the vehicles around to compare the same 
vehicle with different coverages. 

 About 85% of the participants disliked the Basic tab (Customer Segmentation 
Information). They didn’t see the need for it and resent the time it takes to 
complete. 

Reviewing the original designs with user feedback in mind, the following changes are 
recommended: 

 Add a Note tab after the Summary for permanent notes so the Agent/CSR can 
show the summary to the customer without the customer seeing the agent’s 
notes. Additional fields are also needed such as: date, by whom, etc. 

 Add Update All checkbox to the Coverages section to do a change globally. 

 Add Effective Date to either the table of Summary tab.  

 Include additional fields (Term, BI/DP, Comp, Collision, etc.) on the table view to 



provide the most important information at a glance.  

 Add checkboxes to the Summary which will allow a rapid quote to be done on 
selected vehicles. 

The following proposed design attempts to combine the ability to see at a glance a high-
level view of each vehicle as it is added with the option of viewing additional quote 
details, using a tabbed interface. Agents felt comfortable with this approach, since it is 
similar to the DASH tabbed interface they use currently. This would reduce the effort and 
time needed to train agents and their staff an entirely new auto quote process. 

This approach combines the opportunity to show a lot of information at once with the 
ability to drill down to vehicle details in a clean, visually appealing manner. The visual 
clutter of the expanded table is eliminated, but a one-line summary of each quote is still 
visible. Agents uniformly indicated that the most important piece of information from the 
customer’s perspective is the total amount of the premium, with the monthly total a close 
second. 

Although it remains to be seen if the system can dynamically allow agents to choose 
which quotes they would like to combine for a total, it still would be very useful for agents 
to be able to tell the customer the total premium for each of the vehicles individually. 
This allows them to say “At 100/300/100 the Cadillac is $468.60 and the Mazda is 
$392.40”. This is a valuable asset to the agent, even if the system is not able to return 
the total dollar amount for these two particular quotes, chosen from a list of perhaps 
three possible coverages for each car. 

Issues 

There are three categories to describe a problem’s impact (severe, nuisance and minor). 
The criteria devised for the classification of problem impact are:  

• Severe impact – problems where the user wasted more than two minutes without 
progress. Users suffered task failure, or major impact on task quality (at the 
discretion of the analyst).  

• Nuisance impact – problems where the user wasted up to two minutes without 
progress and/or suffered minor impact on task quality (at the discretion of the 
analyst).  

• Minor impact – problem occurrences were when the user encountered a difficulty but 
made immediate recovery with no overall effect on task quality.  

Given all of the participants’ extensive familiarity with the auto quoting process, it is not 
surprising that none of the problems had a severe impact.  
 
Nuisance-level problems occurred when several users were so frustrated with the 
sequence of the tabs that they insisted they would need to abandon the Auto Quote 
screens and enter the prospect in LOS before they would agree to go any further. Since 
they are so used to ordering reports as part of the work they do in LOS, only two of the 
participants correctly identified the purpose of the “Reports” tab in the Auto Quote 
application. The others thought either they would see some sort of summary table or had 
“no idea” what they would see on the “Reports” page. 
 
Minor-impact problems included participants’ failure to see the “Add Next Vehicle” button 
below the tab and table which caused them to want to go back to the beginning to add 
another vehicle. 

 

Other recommendations 



All participants except one said that they always order reports before starting an auto 
quote. They routinely order driving histories as soon as they begin the conversation with 
the prospect, whether they are on the phone, offering a “quick quote” to someone who is 
shopping for the lowest price, or with a current customer who is qualified and very likely 
to purchase the policy. 

Thus, they all were confused by a process that starts by asking for marketing information 
and proceeds to ask them for vehicle details before they have ordered reports. In the 
interest of expediting the process, agents have learned to order reports as a matter of 
course. By the time they have entered the vehicle information they are then able to go to 
the mainframe application and view the reports that have been returned. 

 

Quotes from participants: 

“The mainframe is archaic to new agents.” 

“Is the information carried over to the application? Awesome, I like it.” 

“The policy viewer screen is too busy.” 

“I like seeing the premium per vehicle on the table.” 

“Do not change the way coverage is setup or the order of the coverage fields.” 

“I want the ability to build my own queries (ad hoc), instead of having to contact 
marketing to do it for me.” 

“Why is it saved on the Marketing screen? It should be an auto-save because I go back 
and forth to other tabs before I complete this tab.” 

“I need the information from the report to flow back to the vehicle quote (demerit, etc).” 

“It would be great to have a feature that would popup a reminder notice to contact the 
prospect prior to their renewal with another insurance company.” 

“I do not like arrows that show there are additional tabs for more vehicles in DASH.” 

“I really like the amounts for all 4 vehicles in one place.” 



System Usability Scale (SUS) Results: 

The first table below contains the raw responses of the participants.  The second table 
shows the adjusted scores and the calculated SUS score for each participant and the 
overall average.   

RESPONSES           

  Participant  

  Ppt 1 Ppt 2 Ppt 3 Ppt 4 Ppt 5 Ppt 6 Ppt 7 Ppt 8 Ppt 9 Ppt 10 Average 

Question 

1 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 4 4 4.7 

2 1 3 1 2 1 2 1 1 2 1 1.5 

3 5 4 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 4.8 

4 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.2 

5 4 4 5 3 4 5 3 3 4 5 4 

6 2 2 1 2 2 1 2 2 2 3 1.9 

7 3 5 4 5 4 5 5 5 4 3 4.3 

8 1 1 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 1.2 

9 4 4 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 4.7 

10 1 1 1 2 1 1 2 1 2 1 1.3 

             

ADJUSTED SCORES          

  Participant  

  Ppt 1 Ppt 2 Ppt 3 Ppt 4 Ppt 5 Ppt 6 Ppt 7 Ppt 8 Ppt 9 Ppt 10  

Question 

1 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 3 3  

2 4 2 4 3 4 3 4 4 3 4  

3 4 3 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 4  

4 4 3 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 4  

5 3 3 4 2 3 4 2 2 3 4  

6 3 3 4 3 3 4 3 3 3 2  

7 2 4 3 4 3 4 4 4 3 2  

8 4 4 4 3 4 3 4 4 4 4  

9 3 3 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 4  

10 4 4 4 3 4 4 3 4 3 4  

Sum 35 33 39 33 37 36 35 37 34 35  

SUS Score 87.5 82.5 97.5 82.5 92.5 90 87.5 92.5 85 87.5  

             

  88.5 Average         

  4.743 Standard Deviation        

             

  
(Score 
Range) Frequency          

10  0 - 10 0          

20  11 - 20 0          

30  21 - 30 0          

40  31 - 40 0          

50  41 - 50 0          

60  51 - 60 0          

70  61 - 70 0          

80  71 - 80 0          

90  81 - 90 7          

100  91 - 100 3          

 


