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I. TASK FOR PARTICIPANTS

Participants completed the following task in each interface
before being presented with the per-interface questionnaire:
Send an appointment to ‘ls752@kent.ac.uk’ with:

• Subject: “Test Subject”
• Location: “Library”
• Start: 7th June 2024 at 15:00
• End: 7th June 2024 at 16:00
• Details can be left blank.
• Set the meeting as high importance
• Send the meeting request
The wording of this task remained consistent throughout

each test.

II. INTERFACE ITERATIONS

See next page.
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Fig. S1. Initial interface

Fig. S2. Initial interface: button colour on mouse over

Fig. S3. Initial interface: button colour on click, selected toggle button colour
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Fig. S4. Change 1: Colour scheme

Fig. S5. Change 1: Button colour on mouse over

Fig. S6. Change 1: Button colour on click, selected toggle button colour
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Fig. S8. Change 3: Text wording
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Fig. S9. Change 4: Button height (consistent sizing change)
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Fig. S11. Change 6: Button order
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III. OVERALL INTERFACE COMMENT SENTIMENT SCORES
PER-INTERFACE, PER-GROUP

Questiona Test groupb Control groupb

COM0 Positive: 0 Positive: 3
Neutral: 3 Neutral: 1
Negative: 1 Negative: 1
Resultant: −1 Resultant: 2

COM1 Positive: 3 Positive: 1
Neutral: 0 Neutral: 3
Negative: 3 Negative: 1
Resultant: 0 Resultant: 0

COM2 Positive: 2 Positive: 2
Neutral: 2 Neutral: 2
Negative: 1 Negative: 2
Resultant: 1 Resultant: 0

COM3 Positive: 0 Positive: 0
Neutral: 1 Neutral: 1
Negative: 6 Negative: 7
Resultant: −6 Resultant: −7

COM4 Positive: 4 Positive: 3
Neutral: 0 Neutral: 2
Negative: 0 Negative: 0
Resultant: 4 Resultant: 3

COM5 Positive: 4 Positive: 2
Neutral: 1 Neutral: 4
Negative: 0 Negative: 0
Resultant: 4 Resultant: 2

COM6 Positive: 1 Positive: 1
Neutral: 0 Neutral: 2
Negative: 3 Negative: 2
Resultant: −2 Resultant: −1

COM7 Positive: 0 Positive: 3
Neutral: 3 Neutral: 0
Negative: 1 Negative: 2
Resultant: −1 Resultant: 1

a ‘COMx’ refers to the overall comment given for the interface tested, starting
at 0 (initial interface).
b Weightings for resultant score: positive = +1, neutral = 0, negative = −1.

IV. COMMENTS FROM AN AUTISTIC PARTICIPANT FOR
CHANGE TEST 6 (BUTTON ORDER)

Questiona Comment

SUS6.6 - “I think there is too much inconsistency in this
system” [1]

“The order changing from last time made me feel quite
uncomfortable”

SUS6.7 - “I would imagine that most people would learn to
use this system very quickly” [1]

“It took me a while to look and find the old button as I had
gotten used to its old position”

SUS6.10 - “I would need to learn a lot of things before I
could get going with this system” [1]

“I need to re-learn where the buttons are”

COM6 - “Are there any other comments you would like to
share about this change, or how it made you feel?”

“I did not notice the change until focusing on finding the
Urgent button, which made me feel quite confused until I had
found it. It also seems like a pointless change which makes
it slightly annoying”

a ‘SUS6.x’ refers to the SUS point for change test 6 (button order). COM6 refers to overall interface comment for change 6.



V. SUS-CMF CORRELATION PLOTS
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Fig. S13. Test group SUS-CMF correlation plot
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Fig. S14. Control group SUS-CMF correlation plot
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Fig. S15. Combined groups SUS-CMF correlation plot
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