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Abstract Current defense-weapon systems mainly use console-based control devices. It is important that
the Ul of the console screen be designed so users can minimize human error, and control the system
quickly in wartime situations. For this, Ul review and improvement activities during weapon system
development are essential. Combining the results of major design review meetings conducted by our own
company over the past three years showed that only 4.7% of the review items were related to Ul
usability, confirming that UI usability reviews are insufficient. On the other hand, in some projects that
additionally conducted meetings on Ul usability reviews, 41.3% of the review items focused on UI review
and improvement, confirming the need for a Ul-review-only meeting. In addition, performing usability
evaluations and providing a checklist for an OO drone development project confirmed that average
execution time was reduced by 22.5%, and the checklist score improved by an average of 1.3 points.
In this paper, a Ul development process applying Ul usability evaluation and a checklist is presented as
a supplement to the existing weapon system development process. Tasks performed at each stage (and

development documents) are also presented.
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+ Comparison of Ul development
processes between defense and other
industries

« Compare the results of "design
review of the current process"
and "ui review meeting".

+ Usability evaluation method / result
+ Usability Check list method / result

= Proposal of activities and outputs
for each stage

Fig. 1. Research Flow
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Fig. 2. Results of Existing Design Review
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Table 3. Checklist

Weight
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Division

Weight
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Very uncomfortable: Very comfortable final score

1. Can the meaning of icons and images
displayed on the screen be understood at
a glance?

0.181

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3

2. Can objects such as icons, image
buttons, etc. displayed on the screen
be intuitively judged as operable and

Design non-manipulable?

0.525

0.181 | -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3

Support
3. Are commonly used objects such as icons,
images, and buttons used?

0.181 | -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3

4. Are each function grouped and
arranged?

0.236 | -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3
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Fig. 5. Weapon system Process with Ul Improvement Activities added
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