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SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS 

• Many visitors looked at the displays that were nearer the main “path” through the gallery, and 
most looked at more than one display.  

• While many visitors had a broad sense that the exhibit was about concepts such as temperature 
and weather, some were unsure, and few gave much detail. 

• Visitors seemed interested in the dynamism and relevance of the exhibit, but these features may 
have been hard for visitors to appreciate if they felt overwhelmed by information, or if their 
expectations for interactivity were not met. 

• Looking at the aggregation of all the questions visitors asked, a few themes emerged:  
o A few visitors wondered about the instruments used in the exhibit, such as the antenna and 

buoy mentioned one the labels, as well as the visible drip gauge on the tower. 
o A few visitors wanted to compare the available data to the data in other places or time 

periods.  
o A few visitors wondered about the causes for the patterns they saw in the data.  
o A few visitors wondered how the various displays were related; in particular, they 

wondered how CO2 and currents were related to the weather.  
• Some visitors knew that the CO2 visualization was about CO2 in the air and water, but they may 

have struggled to understand the details, due to their struggles to interpret the graph, and reluctance 
to read the long text. 

• Visitors seemed to understand the main point of the weather data visualization, moreso than they 
did for the other visualizations. However, some visitors expected the display to be more dynamic, 
and some had trouble understanding the graphs, especially the pressure graph.  

• The surface current visualization was the display that the most visitors found confusing. Some 
visitors may be unfamiliar with the concept of surface currents, or may have been unable to 
interpret the moving lines on the map. Further, they may have struggled to orient themselves to the 
unlabeled map. The accompanying label text did not necessarily help visitors resolve their 
confusion.  

• We had little data about the Weather Bug visualization, so it was difficult to draw many 
conclusions. However, it’s notable that visitors picked up on the fact that this display was the only 
one to show possible future conditions. 

• Only a few visitors saw an explicit connection between the visualizations.  
• Visitors had a general sense of why the data might be important, but only some gave details. 

Climate change was the most common reason mentioned. 
• Most visitors thought at least one of the displays was live. Seeing the information changing and 

updating seemed to be a valuable cue that the information was being gathered in real time. 
• Few visitors were aware of the data collection instruments being used, and only one located the 

instruments at the Pier. 
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BACKGROUND 

The Wired Pier exhibit is a set of displays arrayed around a central tower, all showing environmental data 
collected from onsite instruments (see Figure 1). During this evaluation, the exhibit had four display 
screens, each of which showed a different visualization.  
 

 
Figure 1. The Wired Pier exhibit. 

 
 
CO2 display 
The CO2 display (Figure 2) showed current levels of CO2 in the air and water, as measured by a NOAA 
buoy situated in the bay nearby. The display’s graph was designed to indicate the day’s levels of CO2 
with a white line and circle, as well as a large number to the right of the graph; however, the buoy’s 
sensor was not working during the evaluation, so the display showed “NaN” for “not a number.” The 
display also showed a color-coded line graph showing the CO2 levels over the past year. Several labels 
(Figure 3 and Figure 4) gave details about the data being collected.   
 

 
 

 

 Figure 2. CO2 display. Figure 3.  First CO2 label. Figure 4. Second CO2 label. 
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Weather Data display 
The Weather Data display (Figure 5) showed four graphs, one for each of five weather conditions: 
temperature, humidity, wind, pressure, and rain. A heavy white line and large number indicated the 
current day’s conditions, with fainter white lines indicating data over the past year. Below this display, a 
label gave an overview the Wired Pier and it sensors; it showed a map indicating the location of the 
sensors (Figure 6). Notably, there were unusual weather conditions during the two days of the evaluation, 
with colder than average temperatures and a high wind advisory in effect.  
 

 

 
Figure 5. Weather Data display. Figure 6. Wired Pier label. 

 
Surface Current display 
The Surface Current display (Figure 7) featured a map of the San Francisco bay, with animated blue lines 
indicating changing currents over a 24 hour period in October. The time was indicated with a small 
“clock” in the upper left. Above this display, a label (Figure 8) described the sensors used to gather the 
surface current data.  
 
 

  
Figure 7. Surface Currents display. Figure 8. Surface Currents label. 
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Weatherbug display 
The Weatherbug display (Figure 9) rotated between several displays, including current weather, the 
forecast for the next three days, and a live view of the Bay Bridge. This display was turned off during the 
second day of data collection, because it was not working.  
 

   

Figure 9. Weatherbug displays.   

PURPOSE 

The purpose of this evaluation was to determine: 
•  Which displays do visitors look at? 
• What sense do visitors make of the visualizations?  

o What do they think the various displays and graphs show? 
o What do visitors find interesting about the visualizations? 
o What’s helpful or confusing as they try to interpret the graphs? 
o What questions do visitors have about the data? 

• What connections do visitors make between the displays? 
• What sense do visitors have about why collecting data might be important? 
• Where do visitors think the data comes from? 

o Do they know that it’s live/real-time? 
o Do they know that it’s being gathered by nearby instruments? 

METHOD 

The Wired Pier exhibit was located in the Exploratorium’s Observatory Gallery. It was positioned near 
the Visualization Wall exhibit, which featured videos that included content about worldwide weather 
phenomena; the videos may have provided additional context for the exhibit.  
 
To recruit visitors, the evaluator drew an imaginary line on the floor and approached the next visitor to 
cross that line, if that visitor appeared to be 8 or older. If the selected visitor was a minor, the evaluator 
asked the accompanying adult for permission to talk with the child. 
 
The evaluator invited the visitor to use the exhibit, and indicated one of the four visualization displays on 
the Wired Pier tower as a starting point for that visitors’ investigation. The evaluator rotated through the 
four displays throughout the day. Visitors were invited to look at as many or as few displays as they 
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wished. During the interview, the evaluator chose two of the visualizations that the visitor looked at, and 
asked a few more detailed questions about those two.  
 
The interview questions are in Appendix A.  
 

DATA COLLECTED 

On Tuesday, December 30 and Wednesday, December 31, we interviewed 14 randomly selected visitors. 
The study participants’ demographic information is shown in Table 1. 
 
Table 1. Demographic information of the visitors interviewed. 

Gender 
Count  

out of 14  Age Group 
Count  

out of 14 
Female  5 (36%)  Child  1 (7%) 

Male  9 (64%)  Teen  2 (14%) 

   18-20s  2 (14%) 
   Adult 9 (64%) 
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FINDINGS 

Which displays did visitors look at? 
Table 2, below, shows the number of visitors who looked at the various components of the Wired Pier. 
 

Table 2. Components looked at by visitors. 

Component looked at Number of Visitors observed 
looking at the component  
(out of 14) 

CO2 Display 10 
CO2 Labels 7 
Weather Data Display 10 
Wired Pier Label 3 
Surface Currents Display 10 
Surface Currents Label 3 
Weatherbug Display 6 
Whiteboard 1 
 
Overall, more visitors looked at the displays, while fewer seemed to read the labels. While many visitors 
looked at the CO2, Weather Data, and Surface Currents display, fewer visitors looked at the Weatherbug 
display and whiteboard; their locations were further from visitors’ typical path through the gallery, so 
those displays may have been less likely to be noticed. However, visitors’ paths may have been 
influenced by our protocol; a later study could look at where visitors are likely to move in the gallery 
when not prompted.   
 
Most visitors (12/14) looked at more than one side of the Wired Pier tower, with visitors looking at 3.5 
sides, on average. Table 3 gives details about the number of sides visitors looked at.  

Table 3. Number of sides looked at 

Number of sides looked at Number of visitors 
(out of 14) 

One side 2 
Two sides 5 
Three sides 3 
Four sides 4 
 
Many visitors looked at the displays that were nearer the main “path” through the gallery, and most 
looked at more than one display.  

! The positioning of the various displays is an important consideration. Making all displays visible 
simultaneously might help visitors make comparisons between them. Alternatively, separating the 
displays completely would allow them to be closer to their corresponding sensors.  

! We can likely assume most visitors may explore at least two displays. 
 
What sense did visitors make of the visualizations? 
Wired Pier Overall 
What did visitors think the Wired Pier showed, overall? 
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Many (10/14) visitors had a sense that the Wired Pier, overall, showed big concepts like temperature, 
climate, and weather. For example:  

Visitor 9: Weather, wind, waves are all connected. 
Visitor 10: Basically shows current weather/ocean conditions. 
Visitor 11: It's about temperature and clime. What the conditions are now. 
Visitor 12: Generally about weather/climate. 
Visitor 14: Weather information 

 
A few visitors (2/14) not only talked about the big picture, but added more details: 

Visitor 1: Values of environmental sensors to track daily and annual cycles. Time series 
plots. Overlaid tracks bright spots and shows frequency. 

Visitor 13: How the water and land are connected, factors impacting weather, the various 
instruments used to collect and convey weather information. 

 
Some visitors (4/14) were unsure or didn’t know what the exhibit showed.  
 
While many visitors had a broad sense that the exhibit was about concepts such as temperature and 
weather, some were unsure, and few gave specific details. 

! The team should consider what kinds of information and details we hope visitors will understand 
after looking at these visualizations.  
 

What did visitors find interesting or uninteresting about the Wired Pier? 
Visitors were interested in the exhibit for several reasons, listed below.  
 
It was connected to recent weather (3/14): 

Visitor 2: Interesting given recent weather. 
Visitor 5: Difference in weather today vs 1 week or 2 weeks ago 
Visitor 9: Lots of interesting information given the recent weather conditions. 

 
It had dynamic, changing information (2/14): 

Visitor 10: Has existing passion/interest in weather. It's a very dynamic process 
Visitor 11: Liked that current screen changed.  

	  
It was connected to real world impacts (1/14): 

Visitor 13: These are things that impact everything for everyone from the food we eat, to 
what we wear, to whether or not we'll go out for the day. 

 
It had interesting instrumentation (1/14): 

Took a while, but found the buoy, which was a nice surprise. 
 

Visitors found the exhibit neutral or uninteresting for several reasons, listed below:  
 
It featured too much information (5/14): 
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Visitor 2: Too much information. 
Visitor 3: Too much information. 
Visitor 6: What's the point? Too much information. 
Visitor 8: Too much to read. Kids were seeking attention. 
Visitor 14: Don't want to spend a fun family day reading signs. 

 
It was not interactive (3/14): 

Visitor 6: Thought I was supposed to do something with the screen 
Visitor 7: Not as fun as the other exhibits. What am I supposed to do with it? 
Visitor 12: Not as exciting or interactive as the rest of the museum. 

	  
It was confusing (2/14): 

Visitor 9: Found some of the information confusing/useless. 
Visitor 11: Not sure what it is about though. 

 
It didn’t change over time (1/14): 

Visitor 1: Changes demonstrated were slow. Primarily only current information available. 
Not moving. Not dynamic 

 
It didn’t give any new information (1/14): 

Visitor 14: Boring. I know what the weather is like. I was just outside. 
 
While visitors seemed interested in the dynamism and relevance of the exhibit, these features may have 
been hard for visitors to appreciate if they felt overwhelmed by information, or if their expectations for 
interactivity were not met. 

! Building in interactivity, as the team is planning, has the potential to support visitors’ 
expectations for the exhibit and bring the relevance of the information to the foreground.  

! An interactive design could also offer multiple layers of information, reducing the amount of 
information visitors initially see. 

 
What questions did visitors have about the data?  
Visitors’ specific questions about each display are detailed in the following section. Overall, looking at 
the aggregation of all the questions visitors asked, a few themes emerged across all the visualizations:  

• A few visitors wondered about the instruments used in the exhibit, such as the antenna and 
buoy mentioned one the labels, as well as the visible drip gauge on the tower. 

• A few visitors wanted to compare the available data to the data in other places or time periods.  
• A few visitors wondered about the causes for the patterns they saw in the data.  
• A few visitors wondered how the various displays were related; in particular, they wondered 

how CO2 and currents were related to the weather.  
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These questions may suggest opportunities for future content development. 
! Visitors might need a deeper orientation to the instruments used; they might want to look more 

closely at certain aspects of the data over time or in certain places; they might need more 
explanation for the causes for and relationships between various data patterns.   

! All of these questions have a relationship to climate change, which might be an interesting angle 
to help visitors contextualize the data.  

 
The following four sections discuss findings for each of the four sides of the Wired Pier Tower, 
separately.  
 
CO2 Display 
8 visitors were asked about the CO2 visualization.  
(Note: During the evaluation, the CO2 sensor was not working, so the current CO2 level was listed as 
“NaN.” However, the colorful line graph showing the year’s data was available.) 
 
What did visitors think the CO2 visualization showed? 
Some visitors (5/8) thought it showed variation and change in levels of CO2: 

Visitor 1: CO2 H2O plot compared to air. 
Visitor 10: The level of CO2 in the atmosphere... The bay is different than ocean in terms of 

concentration of salt and therefore it's impact on global warming. 
Visitor 11: CO2 levels vary based on the location and water nearby, based on what the sign 

said. 
Visitor 13: CO2 levels vary based on temperature, salinity, etc based on the clearly stated 

label.  
Visitor 14: Changing CO2 levels. 

 
Of these visitors, a few (2/8) made comments indicating they were aware that the display showed CO2 
levels in both air and water. 
 
A few visitors (3/8) were not sure what the visualization showed.  
 
What was confusing or frustrating as visitors looked at the graph? 
Some visitors (4/8) were frustrated by the overwhelming amount of information: 

Visitor 2: Tried to read the text and look at the screen, but became bored...I don't know 
what it was trying to tell me. 

Visitor 3: Too much information to process. 
Visitor 5: Where's the graph? Text is too long. 
Visitor 14: Just not that interested and don't want to read	  

 
A few visitors (3/8) had difficulty interpreting the graph: 

Visitor 11: Didn't know what the O on the graph was for, or what NaN was for. Colors on the 
graph are cool, but not sure what they're showing 
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Visitor 13: Seems like some information is missing from the graph. Did not realize the 
colors were also a graph until prompted. Thought they were just photos. Not sure 
what they're telling me. 

Visitor 14: Not	  sure	  …	  what	  the	  graph	  conveys. 
 
One visitor wanted the exhibit to be interactive: 

Visitor 1: Lack of interaction 
 
Only one visitor indicated noticing that the sensor seemed broken:  

Visitor 10: … it doesn't seem to work.  
 
What questions did visitors have about this data? 
A few visitors had questions about the CO2 display; their questions are detailed below.  
 
Questions about instrumentation: 

Visitor 10: Where's the buoy? 
 

Connection between CO2 and weather: 
Visitor 10: I don't understand how it relates to weather… I wanted to see a direct tie to 

temperature/weather. What's the big picture?  
 

Causes for changing CO2: 
Visitor 14: Not	  sure	  of	  the	  cause	  	  (of	  CO2	  changes). 

 
Comparing to other data: 

Visitor 1: The H2O (graph) compared to the air (graph). I would like to see an overlay of the 
two.  

 
Overall, some visitors knew that this exhibit was about CO2 in the air and water, but they may have 
struggled to understand the details, due to their difficulty interpreting the graph, and reluctance to read the 
long text. 

! The label might be redesigned with a more structured hierarchy of information, so that visitors 
can find the most important information without becoming overwhelmed.  

! The graph might use a different representation (other than colors) to show data from the past. 
! For times when the sensor is not working, the display will need to communicate this information 

clearly. 
 
Weather Data 
8 visitors were asked about the Weather Data visualization. 
 
What did visitors think the Weather Data visualization showed? 
Most visitors (7/8) thought it showed current weather: 

Visitor 4: What the current temperature is. Did not look much at the graphs. 
Visitor 5: It gave the same basic information as weather websites. 
Visitor 6: Current weather (temperature, wind, etc) 
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Visitor 8: What the weather is today. The screen is pretty basic. 
Visitor 9: Shows temperature and such. 
Visitor 12: Current conditions like a weather app.  
Visitor 13: Current weather conditions 

 
A few visitors (2/8) noticed the time scale of the weather, noting it was over the last day: 

Visitor 1: Daily cycles of temperature. 24 hour span.  
Visitor 9: The graph shows what's been happening since midnight. What might be 

happening tonight at the stroke of midnight? 
 
What was confusing or frustrating as visitors looked at the graph? 
Some visitors (4/8) expected the display to be interactive or change over time: 

Visitor 1: Needs to be more dynamic and include on-going data. 
Visitor 5: Is the screen supposed to change? 
Visitor 6: Interactive would make it more fun. 
Visitor 12: Thought it was going to change, be changeable. 

 
A few visitors (3/8) had trouble interpreting the graphs: 

Visitor 1: Took time to recognize that it's from different times of the year.  
Visitor 4: Did not look much at the graphs. 
Visitor 12: Not sure what the graphs are conveying. 

	  
A few visitors (2/8) were not sure what “pressure” meant: 

Visitor 9: Just a question about pressure. Not sure what it means. Didn't read label 
Visitor 13: Not sure what pressure is about. Is it related to humidity? 
 

One visitor felt there was too much information: 
Visitor 6: A lot of information. Wasn't interesting. 

 
What questions did visitors have about this data? 
Questions about instrumentation (2/8): 

Visitor 1: Drip gauge - what's the purpose and how does it tie into the information 
presented? 

Visitor 13: I couldn't find the antenna referenced. 
 

Comparing to other data (1/8): 
Visitor 5: What's the forecast? What was it like this time yesterday? Last year? 50 years 

ago? 
 
Overall, visitors seemed to understand the main point of the weather data visualization, moreso than they 
did for the other visualizations. However, some visitors expected the display to be more dynamic, and 
some had trouble understanding the graphs, especially the pressure graph.  

! Visitors’ prior knowledge about basic weather information may be a promising entry point for 
helping them to build deeper understandings of new content.  
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! Adding interactivity, perhaps around time, might better align with visitors’ expectations and 
interests, while helping them to interpret the graphs and explore the data from past time periods.  

! Less familiar content, such as the pressure graph, might require additional context or explanation 
to help visitors interpret it. 

 
Surface Currents 
8 visitors were asked about the Surface Currents visualization. 
 
What did visitors think the Surface Currents visualization showed? 
Some visitors (4/8) thought the display showed changing currents: 

Visitor 1: Vector animation for surface currents. Connecting wind to water. 
Visitor 9: The currents are changing. The changes on screen, though subtle, showed that. 
Visitor 10: Changing lines seem to indicate changing currents. Not sure it it's temperature 

or what.  
Visitor 11: Currents are changing. 

 
Some visitors (4/8) were not sure what the display showed: 

Visitor 4: Very confused and uninterested. 
Visitor 7: Didn't look at it for long. Looks like hair moving.  
Visitor 8: Obviously movement. Is it tides? Temperatures? Movement of what?  
Visitor 14: Not sure. It was moving and changing, but I didn't know what it was showing. 

 
What was confusing or frustrating as visitors looked at the graph? 
A few visitors (3/8) were not sure what area the map showed: 

Visitor 1: Map of sensors was confusing. Needs a "you are here" arrow/icon. 
Visitor 8: Why isn't the map labeled? 
Visitor 11: Not sure where we are in relation. 

 
A few visitors (2/8) felt there was too much text information: 

Visitor 8: Too much to read. 
Visitor 14: Was a bit curious about what the waves were about, but was too distracted to 

read 
	  
What questions did visitors have about this data? 
Questions about instrumentation (1/8): 

Visitor 10: Where is the antenna? 
 
Connection between currents and weather (2/8): 

Visitor 7: I'm	  sure	  it	  is	  tied	  to	  weather,	  but	  I	  don't	  know	  how. 
Visitor 10: What is the impact of currents on weather? Do currents cause weather or vice 

versa? 
Causes for currents (1/8): 

Visitor 9: I'm not sure if it's wind or what's causing it 
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Overall, the surface current visualization was the display that the most visitors found confusing. Some 
visitors may be unfamiliar with the concept of surface currents, or may have been unable to interpret the 
moving lines on the map. Further, they may have struggled to orient themselves to the unlabeled map. 
The accompanying label text did not necessarily help visitors resolve their confusion.  

! While visitors seemed to need more context to understand this visualization, extensive text should 
not be the only way to provide that context, since some visitors were not inclined to read. 

! The visualization might represent currents in a less ambiguous way. Rather than lines, perhaps 
wave icons or areas of moving blue color might more clearly suggest water (rather than wind or 
temperature).  

! Labeling the map might help visitors, especially non-locals, orient themselves to the area.   
 
Weatherbug 
3 visitors were asked about the Weatherbug visualization (Fewer visitors viewed this display since it was 
not working during the second day of the evaluation session). 
 
What did visitors think the Weatherbug visualization showed? 
Some visitors (2/3) compared it to an app, and noted that it showed a forecast:  

Visitor 1: Presents the same information as most apps: current and predicted, but not past. 
Visitor 12: Basically gives forecast whereas the other gives current conditions. The screen 

changed again like an app. 
 
One visitor was not sure what it showed: 

Visitor 6: I just took a brief look, then left.	  
 
Overall, we had little data about this visualization, so it is difficult to draw many conclusions. However, 
it’s notable that visitors picked up on the fact that this display was the only one to show possible future 
conditions. 
 
What connections did visitors make between the displays? 
A few visitors (4/14) thought the displays were connected: 

Visitor 6: Temperature is important so you know how to dress and prepare. 
Visitor 9: They are all tied to local weather. 
Visitor 12: Both about weather. One was current conditions and the other was a forecast.  
Visitor 13: All related to gathering and conveying information related to climate. 

 
A few visitors (3/14) believed the displays were connected, but had trouble articulating the connection:  

Visitor 8: All seems related, but not sure of the specific connection.  
Visitor 10: Didn't see an obvious connection, but safe to assume they're all related, just not 

sure how. 
Visitor 11: They're related and connected, but it is not obvious how. They all impact each 

other. 
 
Half of visitors (7/14) did not see a connection between the displays. For example: 

Visitor 1: Didn't see an obvious connection. Wired Pier is not an obvious title. 
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Visitor 2: Only looked at one portion and didn't understand it. 
Visitor 4: Didn't think about it one way or the other. 
Visitor 7: (They seem) unrelated. 

 
Making connections between the different data sources was an important goal for this exhibit, but only a 
few visitors saw an explicit connection. Linking representations to help users make inferences is a major 
challenge of any visualization. It may have been challenging for visitors to make connections in the face 
of their difficulty interpreting the variety of graphs and looking at unfamiliar data sources (such as 
pressure or surface currents). The physical position of the various displays also may have made it difficult 
to connect them, since only one type of data could be viewed at a time.  
 

!  Using similar formatting or icons across all the displays would reduce the number of symbols 
visitors needed to interpret. For example, all of the data could be shown overlaid on the same map 
(rather than some shown on a map, and some shown via graphs). Or, all of the visualizations 
could use the same graph symbols (e.g., white lines showing current data and colorful lines 
showing past data).  

! Changing the physical position of the displays, so that more than one could be viewed at the same 
time, might help visitors quickly look back and forth between them.  

! If the visualizations were interactive, it might be possible to link them visually using animations 
or overlays. 
 

What sense did visitors have about why collecting data might be important? 
Some visitors (6/14) related weather data to climate change. For example: 

Visitor 4: Something related to climate change. 
Visitor 8: Climate change is a hot topic. 
Visitor 9: Climate change, etc. How do we prepare for potential weather catastrophes? 
Visitor 13: Climate change. 

 
Some visitors (6/14) mentioned tracking other trends or changes, but weren’t specific: 

Visitor 1:Yes. To compare data and cyclical changes over time. 
Visitor 9: The drought is a big deal 
Visitor 10: Documenting trends, everything is connected. 
Visitor 11: Gather data to note trends or drastic changes. 
Visitor 12: Information on weather trends. 
Visitor 13: Noting trends 
Visitor 14: Data collection (wouldn't/couldn't answer what the data would be used for. 

 
One visitor thought the data would have practical use, helping people plan their day:  

Visitor 6:How to dress and prepare. 
 
A few visitors (3/14) didn’t know why it might be important. 
 
Visitors had a general sense of why the data might be important, but only some gave details. Climate 
change was the most common response.   
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! Visitors existing familiarity with the idea of climate change might be a promising starting point 
for exploring the relationships between the various displays and helping visitors understand more 
specific details about how and why scientists use the data. 

 
Where did visitors think the data comes from? 
Did they know that it’s live/real-time? 
Most visitors (11/14) thought at least one of the displays was live. Visitors concluded the data were live 
for several reasons: 
 
Because the information was changing (3/11): 

Visitor 9: The (surface) current portion of the exhibit changes, so I'm assuming that is live.  
Visitor 11: Weatherbug and the currents were changing and updating.  
Visitor 14:Live since it was changing. 

 
Because of their assumptions about weather data (3/14): 

Visitor 1: Temperature was obviously live 
Visitor 4: It’s current. Why would you show us the weather from last week? 
Visitor 12: Forecast from earlier and current conditions are live. Seems obvious. 

 
Because they were aware of the instruments collecting the data (2/11): 

Visitor 10:Assumed live because of the devices mentioned. 
Visitor 13:Live due to active local devices 

 
Because the data shown were consistent with their personal experience (1/11): 

Visitor 9: Temperature seemed to be accurate given that I just came from outside.  
 
A few visitors (4/14) were unsure whether one or more of the displays was live. 
 
One visitor thought the information was current, but not updating in real time.  
 
Seeing the information changing and updating seemed to be a valuable cue that the information was being 
gathered in real time.  

! The visualizations might be designed to make small changes in the data more visible. This might 
mean showing the data at a scale that would allow visitors to see updates happening over the 
course of a few minutes, or even seconds.  

! Alternatively, the instruments collecting the data might provide a cue about the ongoing data 
collection process. For example, the instrument might include a blinking or scrolling display.  

 
Did visitors know that the data was being gathered by nearby instruments? 
When asked where the information on the displays might have come from, visitors mentioned a variety of 
sources.  
 
A few (4/14) mentioned instruments that were part of the Wired Pier (buoys, antennas): 

Visitor 1:Information came from maps and buoys. Pictures indicated so. 
Visitor 10: Antenna and buoy. 
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Visitor 11: Something about a buoy. 
Visitor 13: The devices near the Exploratorium. 
 

Notably, only one visitor (Visitor 13, above) mentioned the location of these devices as being near the 
museum. Another visitor was curious about the location of the devices while discussing the individual 
displays (see above), but didn’t know where they were.  
	  
A few visitors (4/14) mentioned other instruments: 

Visitor 9: Not sure. Maybe local weather towers. I'm sure it says there somewhere. 
Visitor 11: Isn't Weatherbug an app? They must get their information from satellites. 
Visitor 12: Satellites? 
Visitor 13: Satellites 

	  
A few visitors (4/14) mentioned weather organizations: 

Visitor 5: Weather channel 
Visitor 6: Weather news 
Visitor 12: Weather service?  
Visitor 13: Weather service, NOAA 

 
And almost half of visitors (6/14) did not know where the data came from. 
 
A main focus for this exhibit is the idea that the data are being collected from instruments at the 
Exploratorium. However few visitors were aware of the actual instruments being used, and only one had a 
sense of where the instruments were located. Since the instruments are not visible from the Wired Pier 
exhibit, they may not have been salient to visitors. Further, it seems some visitors may take weather 
information for granted, without thinking much about its provenance.  

! Making the location of the instruments more salient may help visitors be aware of them. This 
might mean updating the existing map on the label, or possibly even moving the relevant display 
closer to the related instrument.  

 

NEXT STEPS 

This study establishes a baseline for the current iteration of the Wired Pier exhibit. Over the coming 
months, the team plans to redesign this exhibit to better communicate its main messages to visitors. 
Ultimately, we hope visitors will engage with and interpret the data being collected, and understand how 
the data is connected to current research being conducted by scientists. 
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APPENDIX A 

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
1. How interesting did you find this exhibit?  Would you say that was … 
 

Not interesting Somewhat Not 
Interesting Neutral Somewhat 

Interesting Interesting 

 
2. What made it ____________ for you? 

 
3. Any idea what this exhibit shows, overall? What made you think that? 

 
4. Did you see anything new or surprising? 
 
Let’s talk about the different sides. Let’s start with ________________ [pick one they looked at] 
 
5. Did you get a chance to look at this one?  Y N 
 
6. Can you tell me a little bit about what you think this shows? What helped you figure that out? (isolate 

specific elements of it as needed) 
 
7. Was there anything confusing or frustrating about this one?  

 
8. Did any questions come up while you were looking at this? Anything you wanted to see but couldn’t?  

 
Now let’s talk about ________________ [pick one they looked at] 
 
9. Did you get a chance to look at this one?  Y N 
 
10. Can you tell me a little bit about what you think this shows? What helped you figure that out? (isolate 

specific elements of it as needed) 
 
11. Was there anything confusing or frustrating about this one?  

 
12. Did any questions come up while you were looking at this? Anything you wanted to see but couldn’t?  

 
13. Thinking about all these different displays, did you see any connection between them? Or did they 

seem unrelated?  
 

14. Any idea where this information came from? Or how we got it? What made you think so? 
 

15. Do you think that what you saw was happening live or was it from a while ago?  What makes you 
think so? 
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16. Any idea why scientists might want to collect this information? 
 

17. Do you have any background or experience that might have helped you understand this exhibit? 


