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Executive Summary 
This usability evaluation focuses on my UX and Usability (UXU) portfolio with the 
overarching goal of assessing how effectively users can navigate the site, locate project 
examples, and understand the structure and content of the portfolio. Four participants 
completed the evaluation using a Concurrent Think Aloud (CTA) protocol, post-task 
difficulty ratings, open-ended interview questions, and by answering the System 
Usability Scale (SUS) via a Google Form for the portfolio site. Despite the small sample 
size, users varied in age, gender identity, educational background, employment status, 
and technical literacy, providing a diverse set of perspectives. 

Across all tasks and users, the overall successful (meaning no errors were committed 
and the task was 100% achieved) completion rate was 80 percent. Tasks 3 and 4 had 
perfect completion rates. The tasks with the lowest successful completion were Task 1, 
locating user research, and Task 5, identifying my current role and UXU skills on the 
resume page. These had completion rates of 62.5% and 50%, respectively, and also 
had the highest error rates and longest task durations. While users faced navigation 
challenges, all tasks were rated as easy to complete on average, with a difficulty rating 
of 1.35 out of 5 across all tasks and users. 

The SUS results reflect strong overall satisfaction with the portfolio. An overall score of 
96.25 across all users on the SUS was achieved and is well above the acceptability 
threshold and equates to an A+ rating. User subjective impressions indicated that the 
portfolio was pleasing, easy to use, and visually consistent. Users praised the portfolio's 
visual design, clarity, and cohesive organization. There was a small amount of 
confusion caused by unfamiliar UX terminology and navigation buttons that were not 
immediately visible. 

In response to the findings, targeted design improvements were made to enhance 
clarity and reduce friction in navigation. In addition to revising page labels to use more 
accessible language, navigation buttons were relocated on the "About this Portfolio" 
page to make them easier to find and use. To make sure users could easily reach the 
skills section of the resume, "Jump to" links were added to the resume page. 

Based on the evaluation, the portfolio appears to be highly usable overall. To ensure 
that the portfolio supports even clearer, more intuitive navigation and an accessible 
experience for users with varying levels of familiarity with UX concepts, insights gained 
from user performance data, difficulty ratings, and qualitative feedback guided the 
strategic improvements referenced above. 
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Technology Description, Goals, and Questions 

Technology 
The purpose of this portfolio is to display work completed as a part of the UXU graduate 
certificate and broader coursework, demonstrating my mastery of the competencies 
required. The site was developed in Wix, which provides a flexible, web-based interface 
that makes it simple to organize content, describe projects, and present artifacts. The 
site is sectioned into seven pages:  

1.​ An "About this Portfolio" page 
2.​ A page dedicated to needs assessment and task analysis, originally titled 

"Understanding Users" 
3.​ A page dedicated to design frameworks and theories and iterating, originally 

titled "Designing for Impact” 
4.​ A page dedicated to usability testing and evaluations, originally titled "Evaluating 

Experiences" 
5.​ A page dedicated to inclusive design, originally titled, originally titled “Building 

Inclusively” 
6.​ A page with my reflection and connecting all competencies, originally titled 

“Reflecting on Practice” 
7.​ My “UXU Resume” page 

Across all pages of the portfolio, efforts were made to provide clear navigation labels, 
similar page layouts, segmentation, similar iconography, and direct access to project 
materials. When users navigate through each page, they will be provided with examples 
that demonstrate how UX methods have been implemented in authentic settings. 

Among the intended audiences for this portfolio are faculty reviewers, potential 
employers, and peers who may have differing levels of familiarity with UX concepts. The 
site's structure aids users in locating examples of user research, design work, 
evaluation activities, and inclusive design practices. 

Questions and Goals 
As part of the usability evaluation, I sought to understand how users interact with and 
navigate my UX and Usability portfolio. In the portfolio, a variety of project examples, 
reflections, and explanations of UX work are included, so visitors need to be able to 
navigate through the site easily and quickly understand its structure. 
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To achieve this goal, this evaluation focused on observable interactions, such as task 
performance, as well as users' subjective impressions of the site, specifically its clarity, 
the difficulty of completing tasks within it, and their overall experience.  

The following questions were posed to guide the evaluation: 
●​ Are users able to locate key pages and project examples without confusion? 
●​ Can users navigate the portfolio efficiently? 
●​ How difficult or easy do users perceive the completion of specific tasks to be as 

they navigate the site? 
●​ How satisfied are users with their overall experience with the portfolio? 
●​ Where do users encounter uncertainty on the site, and what elements contribute 

to it? 

The findings of this evaluation were used to guide design improvements to ensure that 
the portfolio communicates skills and experience in a clear and user-friendly way. 
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Methodology 

User Recruitment 
A convenience sampling technique was used for recruiting participants for this usability 
evaluation. Four individuals were selected based on their availability and willingness to 
participate. The participants were drawn from my own network of friends and family, and 
previous experience with UX portfolios or design terminology was not required. 

With this approach, the evaluation gained initial insights about usability from a variety of 
everyday users. Convenience samples are not representative of all potential audience 
members, but are useful during early-stage or small-scale usability testing that aims to 
identify navigation issues, confusion points, and refinement opportunities. 

 

Procedures and Data Collection  
For this evaluation, participants engaged in a Concurrent Think Aloud (CTA) protocol 
(Appendix) with me, the portfolio designer. These sessions began with a brief script 
explaining the purpose of the evaluation and describing the CTA process. As 
participants navigated through the portfolio, they verbalized their thoughts, expectations, 
and decision-making processes. When they fell silent for too long, I gently reminded 
them to continue verbalizing.  

Throughout this process, they were required to locate specific pages, project examples, 
and information within the portfolio in five structured tasks, described below. Participants 
rated the difficulty of each task using a five-point scale, where 1 represents very easy 
and 5 represents very hard. These ratings provided insight into participants' perceptions 
of the difficulty of site navigation. 

Verbalizations were recorded throughout the session, including moments of hesitation, 
confusion, or uncertainty. To identify friction points, statements about mismatches 
between participant expectations, the site structure, and opportunities for improving 
labeling and navigation were analyzed. 

After all tasks were completed, participants responded to four open-ended interview 
questions concerning their overall experience, points of uncertainty, perceived 
strengths, and suggestions for improvement. They were then provided with a link to a 
Google Form, which they used to complete the System Usability Scale (SUS). This 
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provides a standardized measure of overall satisfaction and perceived usability of the 
portfolio. 

Combined, these data sources, including task performance, difficulty ratings, CTA 
observations, open-ended responses, and SUS scores, provided a comprehensive 
overview of how users experienced the portfolio. 

 

Task Scenario and Tasks 

Scenario 
You are reviewing this UX and Usability portfolio to understand the designer’s skills, 
experience, and approach to UX work. Explore the portfolio as needed to complete the 
following tasks. 

Task 1 

Task: You want to review an example of how the designer conducted user research for 
a project. Locate the section of the portfolio that explains user research methods and 
find the specific project example used in that section. 

Success Criteria: 

●​ User correctly identifies “Understanding Users” 
●​ User finds the User Research subsection 
●​ User locates the PATH research example 

 

Task 2 

Task: You want to learn how the designer used design frameworks such as ADDIE or 
Gagne to guide a project. Navigate to the correct page and find where the portfolio 
explains how instructional frameworks informed the PATH project. 

Success Criteria: 

●​ User locates “Designing for Impact” 
●​ User identifies the Design Frameworks in Practice subsection 
●​ User finds references to ADDIE or Gagne 
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Task 3 

Task: You want to understand how the designer applies inclusive design principles 
across different projects. Locate the section of the portfolio with information about 
inclusivity and identify at least one example of inclusivity from the Missouri Archives or 
PATH project. 

Success Criteria: 

●​ User correctly identifies “Building Inclusively” 
●​ User finds Archives or PATH subsection 
●​ User can summarize an inclusivity feature added to the design 

 

Task 4 

Task: You want to see an example of a usability study the designer conducted. Locate 
the section of the portfolio where usability evaluations are discussed and find the 
Google Docs usability evaluation summary. 

Success Criteria: 

●​ User identifies the Evaluating Experiences page 
●​ User finds the Google Docs evaluation write-up 
●​ User can describe what methods were used 

 

Task 5 

Task: You want to learn more about the designer’s background and qualifications before 
reaching out or reviewing their work more deeply. Locate the resume included in the 
portfolio and identify the designer’s current role and one UX-related skill listed. 

Success Criteria: 

●​ User finds the resume page 
●​ User identifies my current position (Learning Technology Specialist) 
●​ User identifies one UX-related skill (for example, usability testing or accessibility) 
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Participants / Users 
This usability evaluation involved four individuals. Participants were recruited by 
convenience sampling, drawing upon family members and friends who were able and 
willing to assist with the testing process. All participants were over the age of 18 and 
had regular experience using websites on desktop or laptop computers. The sample 
was not intended to represent all potential users of the portfolio; however, it provided a 
useful perspective from which navigation issues and confusion could be identified. 

Among the participants, diversity in age, gender identity, educational background, 
employment status, and technical literacy was evident. Session dates, scheduled based 
on participant availability, were November 19 and November 20, 2025. Basic 
demographics are displayed in Table 1, while each user’s technical background and test 
days are identified in Table 2.  

 
Table 1. Basic Demographics 
 

 Age Range Gender Education Employment 

User 1 55 - 64 Male Some college Full-time 

User 2 35 - 44 Nonbinary Master’s degree Part-time 

User 3 25 - 34 Female Doctorate degree Full-time 

User 4 45 - 54 Female Bachelor’s degree Full-time 

 
 
Table 2. Technical Background and Test Day 
 

 Tech Literacy Device Operating 
System Web Browser Test Day 

User 1 Advanced Desktop MacOS Google Chrome 11/19/25 

User 2 Advanced Laptop Windows Google Chrome 11/19/25 

User 3 Intermediate Laptop Windows Google Chrome 11/19/25 

User 4 Intermediate Laptop MacOS Google Chrome 11/20/25 
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Results 

Task-Based Performance: Effectiveness 

User completion rates and errors committed were recorded to understand user 
effectiveness. In terms of task completion, scores from zero to two were used. 
Successful completion is defined here as completing the task and making no errors 
during task completion. Therefore, a score of two was given when users completed the 
task without committing any errors. One was given when a user completed a task but 
made an error. Zero indicates that the task was not completed successfully by the user. 
Table 3 summarizes the task completion performance per user and highlights their 
overall success rates per task and per user. 
 
Table 3. Task Completion Rates 
 

 

Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Task 4 Task 5 

Total 
Success 
Points​

(per 
user) 

Task 
Completion 
Percentage 
(per user) 

User 1 1 2 2 2 0 7/10 70% 

User 2 1 2 2 2 0 7/10 70% 

User 3 2 2 2 2 2 10/10 100% 

User 4 1 1 2 2 2 8/10 80% 

Total 
Success 
Points​
(per task) 

5/8 7/8 8/8 8/8 4/8   

Task 
Completion 
Percentage 
(per task) 

62.5% 87.5% 100% 100% 50%  
  

 
To calculate the completion percentage for each task, the sum of all completion scores 
was divided by the total score possible, 8 (4 users x maximum score of 2). There was 
an average completion rate of 80% across all tasks. The tasks with the lowest 
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completion rates were Tasks 5 and 1, with completion percentages of 50% and 62.5%, 
respectively. 
 
Concerning Task 5 specifically, the reason Users 1 and 2 did not complete this task is 
because they located my current role and identified one of the bullet points there as a 
“UXU skill.” However, they needed to scroll further to see the list of skills at the bottom 
of the resume. 
 
Similarly, the completion percentage for each user was calculated. Only one user, User 
3, completed all tasks without error. User 4 completed all tasks but made errors when 
completing two tasks, yielding a score of 80%. Users 1 and 2 both made mistakes on 
the first task and did not complete the fifth task, yielding a completion percentage of 
70%.  
 
The number of errors made served as another measure of task effectiveness. During 
task attempts, I counted the number of errors made by each user. A total number of 
errors per user and per task was calculated, as well as an error rate per user and per 
task. Table 4, below, displays these values. 
 
Table 4. Errors Committed 
 

 
Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Task 4 Task 5 

Total 
Errors​

(per user) 

Error Rate 
(per user 
per task) 

User 1 1 0 0 0 1 2 0.4 

User 2 1 0 0 0 1 2 0.4 

User 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

User 4 1 1 0 0 0 2 0.4 

Total Errors 
(per task) 3 1 0 0 2   

Error Rate ​
(per task​
per user) 

0.75 0.25 0 0 0.5   

 
 
Similar to the task completion data, tasks 1 and 5 stood out with the highest error rates 
among the tasks at 0.75 and 0.5, respectively. Based on these values, it appears that 
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users encountered the most difficulty in locating examples of user research (Task 1) and 
identifying UXU skills (Task 5). The error rate for Task 2 was 0.25, and this rate for 
Tasks 3 and 4 was 0, indicating that these tasks were completed with little or no 
difficulty. 
 
For task 1, the largest source of errors was that participants couldn't immediately 
determine which page might contain "user research" information. One was confused by 
the "Research" page in the portion of the site dedicated to my PhD portfolio, while one 
selected the "Designing for Impact" page, and the other selected the "Evaluating 
Experiences" page. 
 
When examining performance across users, the error frequency was relatively 
consistent. One user, User 3, made no errors. All other users made 2 errors. Although a 
few navigation points may require clarification, users largely recovered from mistakes 
and continued without significant disruption. 
 
Generally, error rates indicate that the portfolio is navigable, with Tasks 1 and 5 offering 
the most noticeable improvement opportunities. 
 

Task-Based Performance: Efficiency  
In order to measure the efficiency of task completion, I recorded the amount of time 
each user spent on each task, regardless of whether the task was successfully 
completed. Since a CTA protocol was used, these times are not completely accurate for 
demonstrating exact task completion time. Nonetheless, they provide metrics for 
comparison. Table 5 below summarizes the times for each user and task, the average 
times per user across all five tasks, and the average times per task across all four 
users. It took an average of 01:29 to complete each task across all users. 
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Table 5. Time Spent per Task (mm:ss) 
 

 
Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Task 4 Task 5 

Average 
Time per 

User 

User 1 02:27 01:54 00:51 00:56 00:38 01:21 

User 2 02:44 00:54 01:14 00:50 02:23 01:37 

User 3 02:10 01:03 01:05 00:48 01:31 01:19 

User 4 02:58 01:22 00:47 01:11 01:54 01:38 

Average 
Time per 
Task 

02:34 01:18 00:59 00:56 01:36  

 
 
This data indicates that users spent the most time attempting task 1, locating user 
research, with an average time of 02:34, followed by task 5, locating my current position 
and UXU skills, with an average time of 01:36. Considering both error rates and time 
investment, it is clear that these two tasks proved to be the most confusing for users. 
Task 2, which had the next-highest error rate, took an average of 01:18. Tasks 3 and 4, 
which were completed by all users without error, were completed in 00:59 and 00:56, 
respectively. This indicates that the steps used to complete these tasks are clearer or 
more intuitive to all users. 
 
The average times to complete all tasks per user were all very close, within 19 seconds 
of one another. This suggests that the performance of the users themselves is relatively 
consistent across the tasks and indicates that any issues with usability are more likely to 
originate with the tasks themselves rather than the users' abilities. 

Task-Based Performance: Difficulty 
In order to determine the difficulty of a task, users were asked to rate each on a scale 
from 1 (Very Easy) to 5 (Very Difficult) after attempting it. Table 6 provides these ratings, 
as well as total difficulty per user, total difficulty per task, average difficulty per user, and 
average difficulty per task. Across all tasks and users, the average difficulty was 1.35.  
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Table 6. Task Difficulty Ratings 
 

 
Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Task 4 Task 5 

Total 
Difficulty​
(per user) 

Average 
Difficulty 
(per user) 

User 1 2 2 2 2 2 10 2 

User 2 1 1 1 1 1 5 1 

User 3 1 1 1 1 1 5 1 

User 4 2 2 1 1 1 7 1.4 

Total 
Difficulty​
(per task) 

6 6 5 5 5   

Average 
Difficulty 
(per task) 

1.5 1.5 1.25 1.25 1.25   

 
 
Overall, none of the tasks were identified as being difficult. Tasks 1 and 2 were 
perceived to be a little more difficult than Tasks 3, 4, and 5. This is inconsistent with the 
effectiveness and efficiency data, likely because Users 1 and 2 thought they had 
actually completed Task 5 correctly, though they had not.  
 
At the user level, difficulty ratings were fairly consistent. Users 2 and 3 rated every task 
as 1, indicating that the portfolio was simple and intuitive. Users 1 and 4 gave slightly 
higher ratings, but they remained in the "easy" category. This, alongside similar task 
completion times observed for all participants, suggests the differences do not point to 
substantial differences in the user experience. Despite specific points of friction 
revealed by data on effectiveness and efficiency, overall, users thought the portfolio was 
easy to navigate, based on task difficulty data. 
 

System Usability Survey (SUS) Results 
After completing all tasks, users were then asked to complete the SUS to demonstrate 
their level of satisfaction with the system. These were scored in accordance with 
recommended guidance. The scoring process is outlined by Sauro (2011). Scores were 
interpreted based on labels and criteria identified in Sauro (2018), such as grades and 
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acceptability ratings. Table 7 below provides these three values for each user: the total 
SUS score, grades, and acceptability. On average, the SUS score was 96.25, 
corresponding to an A+ and an acceptable rating. 
 
Table 7. SUS Scores 
 

 SUS Score* Grades** Acceptability** 

User 1 92.5 A+ Acceptable 

User 2 100 A+ Acceptable 

User 3 100 A+ Acceptable 

User 4 92.5 A+ Acceptable 

*Scoring was based on guidance from Sauro (2011).  
**Interpretation was based on Sauro (2018)’s article. 

 
All users rated the system as “Acceptable,” which is consistent with the task difficulty 
perceptions and suggests that users found the portfolio intuitive overall.  
  

Overall Metrics 
All five tasks are summarized in Table 8, along with their completion rates, average 
errors per attempt, time spent, and difficulty rating. The average SUS score for the 
entire system is also listed. 
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Table 8. Summary of Task Completion, Errors, Time Spent, Difficulty and Average 
SUS Score 
 

 Task 
Completion 

Average 
Errors Per 

Attempt 

Average 
Time Spent 

(mm:ss) 
Average 
Difficulty SUS Score 

Task 1 62.5% 0.75 02:34 1.5  

Task 2 87.5% 0.25 01:18 1.5  

Task 3 100% 0 00:59 1.25  

Task 4 100% 0 00:56 1.25  

Task 5 50% 0.5 01:36 1.25  

Average 80% 0.3 01:29 1.35 96.25 

 
 

When reviewing the results across all five tasks, a clear pattern in how users interact 
with the portfolio emerges. Effectiveness data includes the task completion rates, which 
ranged from 50% to 100% and had an overall average of 80%, and error rates. The 
lowest rates of successful completion were evident for Tasks 1 and 5, while Tasks 3 and 
4 experienced perfect completion rates. These patterns are supported by the error 
rates, which indicate that no errors were committed on Tasks 3 and 4, while higher rates 
were observed on Tasks 1 and 5. 
 
Task duration appears to correlate with these findings. Among the tasks, Tasks 1 and 5 
took the longest. These are the same tasks that resulted in the highest errors and the 
lowest completion rates. Conversely, Tasks 3 and 4 were completed the fastest. 
Participants did not express any confusion when navigating these sections of the 
portfolio. 
 
Difficulty ratings, however, did not always match behavioral data. Overall, users rated all 
tasks as relatively easy, with an average difficulty rating of 1.35 across all users and 
tasks. The discrepancy underscores the importance of combining performance 
indicators with subjective user feedback. Though their observed actions and outcomes 
demonstrate otherwise, users may think they have accomplished a task successfully. 
Task 5 provides a clear example of how users believed they had located the full skills 
list, though they had not scrolled far enough. 
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According to the SUS results, despite noticeable friction during navigation, users are 
highly satisfied with the portfolio. The average SUS score was 96.25, well above the 
threshold for acceptability and well within the A+ range. This is consistent with 
participants' self-reported difficulty ratings, which were uniformly low. Based on these 
subjective measures, the portfolio was perceived as intuitive and easy to navigate, even 
though task-based data indicated specific areas for improvement. 
 
This data suggests that the portfolio is generally functional and user-friendly. However, 
there are specific areas for improvement or refinement that were revealed by the data. 
To help users better understand where to find information on the resume page and the 
tasks related to user research examples, clearer labeling or enhanced layout cues 
would be helpful. Refinements like these may improve task completion accuracy without 
affecting the site's overall structure. 
 

Qualitative Data 
Complementing the quantitative data, I also collected qualitative data through by 
conducting brief interviews with users. After attempting all five tasks, the following 
questions were asked: 

1.​ What was your overall experience navigating this portfolio? 
2.​ Were there any moments where you felt unsure about where to find something? 

If so, what caused that uncertainty? 
3.​ What is one thing that felt especially clear or effective about the portfolio? 
4.​ What is one thing you would improve or change? 

 
The data was coded to determine users' positive and negative impressions of the 
system and to highlight user recommendations. 
 

Positive Impressions 
The portfolio was generally well-received by users. It was described as visually 
appealing, well-designed, and pleasant to explore. Generally, users reported that the 
content was well-organized and the layout made it easy to navigate. Participants 
commented on the consistent use of colors, headers, and buttons across pages in the 
portfolio. In one user's comments, the portfolio was lauded as "beautiful" and "easy to 
use," while another pointed out that the descriptions and structure made locating 
information straightforward. After getting familiar with the page structure, even users 
with limited UX experience noted that they were able to successfully navigate the 
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portfolio. Overall, these impressions indicate that the site makes a good first impression 
and offers an intuitive browsing experience. 
 

Negative Impressions 

Although navigation was smooth overall, some areas caused brief uncertainty among 
users. In most cases, confusion stemmed from unfamiliar terminology. Two participants 
indicated that they were unsure which page might contain certain information because 
they didn't fully understand terms such as "user research," "inclusivity," or "design 
frameworks." Consequently, they were delayed as they interpreted labels or explored 
multiple pages before finding the right one. 

The placement of buttons on the UXU homepage or "About this Portfolio" page was 
identified as an area for potential improvement. Initially, one user reported that they 
clicked the "View UXU Portfolio" button on the homepage for the entire site. That loaded 
the UXU "About this Portfolio" page, but the user didn't immediately realize that 
additional navigation buttons were available further down the page. Another user said 
they used header menus instead of buttons on the "About this Portfolio" page, since the 
buttons weren't immediately visible. Though they were able to navigate successfully, 
these points, highlighted by users, suggest areas where cues could be better reinforced 
or elements could be repositioned to support more fluid and intuitive navigation. 

User Recommendations  
During interviews, users made a number of helpful suggestions, specifically regarding 
the clarity and navigability of the portfolio. For example, one user recommended 
repositioning or somehow drawing visual attention to the navigation buttons on the 
"About this Portfolio" page so users could easily locate them without scrolling. Similarly, 
another user suggested moving the buttons higher on the page so users had the option 
to navigate via those buttons or via the main header navigation. Another user noted that 
language was a barrier to them, as they are unfamiliar with many UX terms. They did 
not offer a specific suggestion for improving this, but it points to a need for more 
accessible language. One other user considered the site to be strong and didn't suggest 
making significant changes. These suggestions point to small but meaningful 
improvements that can enhance the overall experience for non-experts as well as UX 
experts. 
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Design Improvements 
Based on each user’s performance on the tasks, their subjective ratings of difficulty and 
system usability, and their responses during interviews, specific improvements that 
could be made to the site were identified. These improvements targeted site navigation 
and language, specifically.   

Task Performance 
Two specific tasks, Tasks 1 and 5, experienced the lowest successful completion rates, 
the highest error rates, and the longest task duration. Below, the improvements made 
based on these two tasks and user data are explained. 

Task 1: Locating User Research (Part of Needs Assessment) 

Full Task Language: You want to review an example of how the designer conducted 
user research for a project. Locate the section of the portfolio that explains user 
research methods and find the specific project example used in that section. 

Table 9. Change made based on Task 1 with justification and severity 

Change Justification Severity 
Based on this performance and user 
feedback, I changed the labels for the 
navigation buttons and the pages 
themselves. Specifically, I changed 
each page from the label listed first 
below to the one listed second: 
●​ "Understanding Users" > "Users & 

Needs" 
●​ "Designing for Impact” > "Designing 

& Iterating" 
●​ "Evaluating Experiences" > 

"Usability Testing" 
●​ “Building Inclusively” > "Inclusivity" 
●​ “Reflecting on Practice” > 

"Reflection" 

During the CTA protocols, it 
was evident that unfamiliarity 
with the language was a barrier 
in Task 1. One user tried to go 
to the “Research” page on my 
PhD portfolio, a section of this 
site that was not under review 
here. Others selected incorrect 
pages before finding the 
correct one. Most of these 
participants were non-experts 
in UX, which I think contributed 
to the difficulty. However, I see 
there are opportunities for 
clearer use of labels. 

Low 
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Task 5: Locate Current Role and One UXU Skill in the Resume 

Full Task Language: You want to learn more about the designer’s background and 
qualifications before reaching out or reviewing their work more deeply. Locate the 
resume included in the portfolio and identify the designer’s current role and one 
UX-related skill listed. 

Table 10. Change made based on Task 5 with justification and severity 

Change Justification Severity 

Added a “Jump to” heading with 
buttons so that users could quickly 
see the names of sections of the page 
that wouldn’t be immediately visible in 
their browsers and could jump to 
those sections. Refer to Figures 1 and 
2 below to see these changes. 

Two users did not 
realize there was a 
separate “Skills” portion 
of the resume, and 
others had to scroll for a 
while to access this 
portion of the page. 

Medium 
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Figure 1. Full original Resume page, showing the “Skills” section at the bottom 
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Figure 2. Revised Resume page, showing the “Jump to” buttons at the top 
 

 

User Feedback 

As described above, users provided their own suggestions for making improvements to 
the site. Their comments from the last interview question, “What is one thing you would 
improve or change?”, and the resulting improvements are detailed in Table 11.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



22 

Table 11. User feedback and changes made 

 Feedback Changes 

User 1 
I wouldn't change anything. No changes 

User 2 

Maybe the navigation buttons 
should be closer to the top on the 
home page? I went for the 
dropdowns over scrolling down to 
see other navigation options.  

On the “About this Portfolio” or UXU 
homepage, I redesigned the layout. I 
moved the navigation buttons to the 
top-right of the page and enclosed 
them in a box, to demonstrate that 
they belonged together but were 
distinct from the “About” text. I 
modified the “About” text so that it 
wrapped around the box enclosing 
the navigation buttons. Refer to 
Figures 3 and 4 to see the original 
and revised versions of this page.  

User 3 On the main page for the UXU 
portfolio -- that one with the 
"About" info and the buttons at 
the bottom-- maybe find a way to 
make it so people know those 
buttons are down there. They're 
nice, but it took me a second to 
realize they existed. 

Refer to the change described based 
on User 2’s Feedback. 

User 4 

Not much really. My only 
confusion was language. 

Refer to the change made based on 
Task 1. The following labels were 
changed:  
●​ "Understanding Users" > "Users & 

Needs" 
●​ "Designing for Impact” > 

"Designing & Iterating" 
●​ "Evaluating Experiences" > 

"Usability Testing" 
●​ “Building Inclusively” > "Inclusivity" 
●​ “Reflecting on Practice” > 

"Reflection" 
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Figure 3. Original “About this Portfolio” page, showing the “Access the Content” 
section at the bottom of the page 
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Figure 4. Revised “About this Portfolio” page with “Access the Content” at top 
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Appendix 

Concurrent Think Aloud (CTA) Protocol 

Welcome Script 
Thank you so much for being willing to serve as a participant for this usability test! The 
goal of this testing is to understand how well my UX and Usability portfolio supports 
user navigation and task completion, as well as to explore overall satisfaction with the 
site. Your honest reactions will help me identify what's working well and what needs 
improvement. 
 
During this session, please think aloud as you work. For example, speak aloud what 
you are looking at, what you are trying to do, and what you are thinking as you try to 
complete each task. Keep in mind that I am testing the portfolio, not you. Anything you 
share is helpful. 
 
If you fall silent for too long, I might gently remind you to continue talking. Otherwise, I 
will not guide you or give hints during the tasks. 
 
Before we begin, do you have any questions? 
 

Task Instructions 
For each of the following, you will complete the task and then rate its difficulty on a 
scale from 1 to 5, where: 
 
1 = Very easy 
2 = Easy 
3 = Moderate 
4 = Hard 
5 = Very hard 
 
Please continue thinking aloud throughout each task. 
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Task 1 

Task: You want to review an example of how the designer conducted user research for 
a project. Locate the section of the portfolio that explains user research methods and 
find the specific project example used in that section. 
 
After Task 1: 
On a scale from 1 to 5, how difficult was this task? 
 
Task 2 

Task: You want to learn how the designer used design frameworks such as ADDIE or 
Gagne to guide a project. Navigate to the correct page and find where the portfolio 
explains how instructional frameworks informed the PATH project. 
 
After Task 2: 
On a scale from 1 to 5, how difficult was this task? 
 
Task 3 

Task: You want to understand how the designer applies inclusive design principles 
across different projects. Locate the section of the portfolio with information about 
inclusivity and identify at least one example from the Missouri Archives or PATH project. 
 
After Task 3: 
On a scale from 1 to 5, how difficult was this task? 
 
Task 4 

Task: You want to see an example of a usability study the designer conducted. Locate 
the section of the portfolio where usability evaluations are discussed and find the 
Google Docs usability evaluation summary. 
 
After Task 4: 
On a scale from 1 to 5, how difficult was this task? 
 
Task 5 

Task: You want to learn more about the designer’s background and qualifications before 
reviewing their work further. Locate the resume included in the portfolio and identify the 
designer’s current role and one UX-related skill. 
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After Task 5: 
On a scale from 1 to 5, how difficult was this task? 
 

Post-Task Interview Questions 
Now that you have completed the tasks, I have a few final questions about your 
experience. 

●​ What was your overall experience navigating this portfolio? 
●​ Were there any moments where you felt unsure about where to find something? 

If so, what caused that uncertainty? 
●​ What is one thing that felt especially clear or effective about the portfolio? 
●​ What is one thing you would improve or change? 

 

Closing 
Thank you so much for your time and feedback. Your thoughts are incredibly valuable. 
The last thing I’ll ask you to do is complete the System Usability Survey. A link to this 
survey has been shared with you via email.  
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