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1. Executive Summary

The usability evaluation of Google Docs was conducted to assess the average user’s
ability to utilize its organizational and collaborative features, thereby identifying usability
concerns and developing interface improvements. Despite the limited sample size,
users were demographically diverse, encompassing individuals with varying levels of
education, employment status, age, gender, and technological literacy. To conduct the
study, facilitators employed pre-test surveys, post-task questions, follow-up surveys,
and the system usability scale (SUS) to evaluate users’ experiences with Google Docs.

Users successfully completed most tasks without difficulty, maintaining an overall
completion rate of 77.5%. Task 4, which involved using Google Docs’ “Suggestion
Mode”, proved to be a challenge with only a 50% completion rate. In particular, users
noted confusion on how to activate the feature and its intended use. On average, tasks
were completed in 1 minute and 15 seconds, with a maximum time of 10 minutes and
52 seconds, and a minimum time of 10 seconds.

The average SUS score of 79.6 reflects a generally positive experience while indicating
room for system improvements. Among the recommended improvements, enhancing
the visibility and clarity of “Suggestion Mode” is the most urgent. Additionally,
implementing batch processing for permission assignments would enhance user
productivity and collaborative features. Implementing these changes would address the
main pain points identified during the usability test, thereby developing a more effective
approach to document creation, formatting, and collaboration.



2. Technology Description, Goals, and Questions

2.1 Technology

Google Docs was introduced in 2005 and has since developed into one of the most
popular word processing applications. Part of Google Docs’ appeal is that it is a
web-based platform, representing a significant advantage when compared to traditional
application-based word processors. Furthermore, its integration into the larger Google
ecosystem and its ease of collaboration have cemented it as a cornerstone for word
processors.

Overall, the following features have contributed to Google Docs’ popularity:

I. Cloud-Based Storage
[I.  Google Integration
[ll.  Collaboration, including:
A. Permission Assignments
B. Commenting Mode
C. Suggesting Mode
D. Document Sharing
IV.  Offline and Online Capabilities
V.  Cross-Platform Functionality

By integrating each of the above into the application, Google has designed a word
processing system with the goal of enhancing accessibility for a diverse user base. With
its current capabilities, Google Docs is limited in its ability to format advanced
documents, such as legal documents, but its current features ensure that it is a strong
competitor for word processors. Due to its free-to-use platform and functions, Google
Docs has been integrated into modern educational and organizational environments
that require easily navigable, accessible, and collaborative capabilities to address their
specific use cases.

2.2 Questions and Goals

Overall, facilitators wanted to learn about users’ ability to navigate and interact with
collaborative features in Google Docs, and asked the following questions:

[.  How intuitive and user-friendly are both the basic features and the more
advanced collaboration tools in Google Docs?
[I.  What challenges do users experience with basic features? Collaborative
features?
lll.  How efficient are users at locating and using core traditional functions?



IV.  How efficient are users at interacting with collaborative functions, including
“suggesting” and “commenting” modes?
V.  What changes can be implemented to enhance Google Docs’ usability?

When designing the usability test, facilitators first discussed why assess Google Docs
compared to other word processing applications. While contemporary applications, such
as Microsoft Word, are popular due to their formatting capabilities, Google Docs is a
system built for interactivity and collaboration, which better aligns with facilitators’
interest in collaborative features. Furthermore, as a free product, Google Docs is more
accessible to everyday users, giving facilitators a wider pool of users. As facilitators
developed the test, the following goals were created:

I.  Assess users’ ability to navigate Google Docs’ formatting capabilities.
[I.  Assess users’ ability to locate tools to enhance navigation and organization.
[ll.  Assess users’ ability to share documents and assign roles.
IV. Assess users’ ability to use collaborative editing tools.
V. Assess users’ ability to engage in collaborative discussions.

As facilitators complete their evaluation of users’ abilities in the above sections, they will
use feedback gathered to further understand user pain points, recommendations for
improvement, and features that work.



3. Methodology

3.1 User Recruitment

Eight users were recruited who have experience with Google Docs, but they were not
required to have advanced knowledge of the system. Users were recruited by posting
recruitment language to online forums and groups to which the testers belong. A link to
a screener questionnaire was included to ensure users met specified criteria, such as
having some familiarity with Google Docs, being at least 18 years old, and having a
reliable device with an internet connection. Sample recruitment language can be found
in Appendix A. Efforts were made to pull a diverse pool of users from responses to the
screener. The selected users had a range of prior experiences with Google Docs,
ensuring that the test represented the general user base as faithfully as possible.

3.2 Task Scenarios and Tasks
3.2.1 Task 1

Scenario: While preparing for a team meeting, you've decided to start a new report in
Google Docs. You want to use a table format to help organize some of your information.

Task: Open a new document in Google Docs. Within this document, create a table
consisting of three columns and five rows to organize the information.

Expected Result: A table with 3 columns and 5 rows is inserted into a new blank
Google Docs document.

3.2.2 Task 2

Scenario: You've received a shared document titled “Sample Report.” This document
contains several sections, and you'd like to make it easier for your readers to quickly
locate a section of interest without having to review each page. A Table of Contents at
the top of the document would help guide them.

Task: Add a Table of Contents to the beginning of the “Sample Report” document so
readers can quickly identify and navigate between sections.

Expected Result: A Table of Contents is added at the top of the “Sample Report”
document, indicating each section of the document and associated page numbers.



3.2.3 Task 3

Scenario: The “Sample Report” draft is ready for feedback from your team and further
collaboration. Your project team includes three people, each of whom will have a
different role when interacting with the document:

e Person A should only view the document
e Person B should be able to add comments
e Person C should be able to make direct edits

Use the following email addresses to share the document:

e Person A: heatherbbthach@gmail.com
e Person B: imhoffjbenjamin@gmail.com
e Person C: bjifzZ2@umsystem.edu

Task: Open the “Sample Report” and share it with your colleagues. Assign each person
the appropriate level of access based on their role.

Expected Result: The “Sample Report” document is shared with three users at
specified permission levels:

e heatherbbthach@gmail.com — viewer
e imhoffjbenjamin@gmail.com — commenter
e bjifzZ2@umsystem.edu — editor

3.2.4 Task 4

Scenario: You've been asked to review the “Sample Report.” Your role is to offer
feedback, but you shouldn’t make any direct changes to the content. Your suggestions
should be visible for others to review and accept or reject.

Task: Review the “Sample Report” and suggest a few revisions in a way that allows the
document owner to accept or decline them.

Expected Result: User suggests edits using Suggesting mode so that it does not alter
the original text directly.

3.2.5Task 5

Scenario: One of your teammates has left a comment in the second paragraph of the
“Sample Report,” asking for your input on a specific point in the document.

Task: Open the “Sample Report,” find the comment, and respond with your feedback.



Expected Result: User opens the “Sample Report,” locates the comment in the second
paragraph, and replies using the built-in reply function.

3.3 Procedures and Data Collection

Before testing, participants completed a brief questionnaire about their experience with
Google Docs and expectations about their test performance. Facilitators prepared the
testing environment using a detailed setup checklist, which helped ensure connectivity,
access to required materials, and Lookback functionality (Appendix B). A standardized
orientation script was used to introduce the session (Appendix C), and facilitators
followed consistent guidelines to ensure testing sessions remained as similar as

possible (Appendix D).

Participants completed the series of tasks identified above based on the provided user
scenarios. Instructions were provided both verbally and in print to accommodate
different preferences. Facilitators recorded task timing, user behaviors, and errors but
offered no assistance beyond repeating instructions. If external issues interfered,
participants were permitted one retry per task.

After each task, participants answered brief reflection questions and rated task difficulty
on a 1-5 scale. Upon completing all tasks, they participated in a short interview to
discuss their overall experience. Post-task and post-test questions are provided in
Appendix E. Following post-test interviews, participants were asked to complete the
System Usability Scale (SUS) to document their satisfaction with the system. Lookback
was used to record screen activity and user interactions, aiding later review and
analysis. Setup instructions can be found in Appendix F.

Copies of all data collection instruments used are linked in Appendix G.



4. Participants / Users

For this usability study, eight users were recruited. Recruitment occurred through online
forums and groups to which the team members for this study belong. Recruitment
language highlighted the purpose of the study and informed users of their rights,
specifically stating that participation was voluntary and that users could cease
engagement with the study at any time. A screener questionnaire was used to ensure
interested individuals were over the age of 18, had some familiarity with Google Docs,
had a reliable internet connection, and had access to a desktop or laptop computer to
use during testing.

The final group of users was very diverse, with varying ages, genders, educational
attainment, and employment statuses represented. Efforts were also made to include
users with different levels of technical literacy and individuals who used different
operating systems. By including users with such diverse backgrounds, technical
experience, and preferences, we were better able to capture a representative sample of
the broader Google Docs user base. Testing sessions were scheduled at users'
convenience and conducted between April 26 and April 28, 2025. The basic
demographics of the final users for this study are outlined in Table 1 below. In Table 2
below, the technical backgrounds, devices, operating systems, web browsers, and
testing days are identified for each user.

Table 1. Basic Demographics

Age Range Gender Education Employment
User 1 55 -64 Male Some college Full-time
User 2 25-34 Nonbinary Master’s degree Part-time
User 3 25-34 Male Bachelor’s degree Full-time
User 4 45 - 54 Male Bachelor’s degree Full-time
User 5 18-24 Female Bachelor’s degree Part-time
User 6 25-34 Male Some college Full-time
User 7 45 -54 Female Master’s degree Full-time
User 8 18-24 Female Bachelor’s degree Part-time




Table 2. Technical Background and Test Day

Operating

Tech Literacy Device System Web Browser Test Day
User 1 Advanced Desktop MacOS Google Chrome 4/26/25
User 2 Advanced Laptop Windows Google Chrome 4/26/25
User 3 Intermediate Laptop Windows Google Chrome 4/27/25
User 4 Intermediate Laptop Windows Google Chrome 4/27/25
User 5 Advanced Laptop MacOS Google Chrome 4/27/25
User 6 Advanced Laptop MacOS Google Chrome 4/27/25
User 7 Intermediate Laptop Windows Google Chrome 4/28/25
User 8 Advanced Laptop MacOS Google Chrome 4/28/25




5. Results

5.1 Task-Based Performance: Effectiveness

To understand user effectiveness when completing each task, completion rates and
errors committed were recorded. Regarding task completion, scores from zero to two
were leveraged. A score of two indicates that a user completed a task without
committing errors. A score of one indicates that a user completed a task, but errors
were committed. Finally, a score of zero indicates that the user did not complete the
task successfully. Table 3 below summarizes the task completion performance for each
user and highlights overall success rates per task and per user.

Table 3. Task Completion Rates

Total Task
Success Completion

Task1 Task2 Task3 Task4 Task5 .
Points Percentage

(per user) (per user)

User 1 1 1

2 2 2 8/10 80%
User 2 2 2 2 1 2 9/10 90%
User 3 2 2 2 0 2 8/10 80%
User 4 1 2 0 0 2 5/10 50%
User 5 2 2 1 2 1 8/10 80%
User 6 2 1 1 0 1 5/10 50%
User 7 2 2 2 1 2 9/10 90%
User 8 2 2 2 2 2 10/10 100%
Total
g”?cess 14/16 | 14/16 | 12116 | 8/16 | 14/16

oints

(per task)
Task
Completion o o o o o
Percentage 87.5% | 87.5% 75% 50% 87.5%
(per task)

For each task, the completion percentage was calculated by dividing the sum of all
completion scores by the total score possible, 16 (8 users x maximum score of 2). The



average completion across all tasks, calculated by taking the mean of the completion
percentages from all five tasks, was 77.5%. Tasks 1, 2, and 5 were all completed at the
same rate, 87.5%. Tasks 3 and 4 had the lowest completion percentages at 75% and
50%, respectively.

Similarly, the completion percentage for each user was calculated by dividing the sum of
all of their completion scores by the total points they could earn, 10 (5 tasks x maximum
score of 2). Only one user, User 8, completed all tasks without error. Users 2 and 7
completed all tasks but made errors when completing one task, yielding a score of 90%
for each of these users. Users 1 and 5 completed all tasks but made mistakes when
completing two of the tasks, and User 3 completed four of the five tasks. This yielded
scores of 80% for these three users. Last, Users 4 and 6 both scored 50%, with User 4
completing only 3 tasks of the 5 and making errors when completing one of those tasks.
User 6 completed all tasks but one, but he made mistakes when completing three tasks.
Notably, in their pre-questionnaires, Users 4 and 6 both noted that they rarely use
Google Docs, and they are only slightly familiar with the tool.

To further understand task effectiveness, the team counted the number of errors made
by users during task attempts. The total errors per user and per task were calculated, as
well as the error rate per user (the total errors committed divided by five tasks) and the
error rate per task (the total errors committed divided by eight users). These values are
recorded in Table 4 below.

Table 4. Errors Committed

Total Error Rate
Task1 Task2 Task3 Task4 TaskS5 Errors (per user
(per user) per task)

User 1 4 2 0 0 0 6 1.2
User 2 0 0 0 2 0 2 0.4
User 3 0 1 0 5 1 7 1.4
User 4 0 0 20 23 0 43 8.6
User 5 0 0 1 0 6 7 1.4
User 6 0 2 2 8 1 13 2.6
User 7 0 0 0 2 0 2 0.4
User 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0




Total Errors 4 5 23 40 8
(per task)

Error Rate

(per task 0.5 0.63 2.88 5 1
per user)

Similar to the task completion data, tasks 3 and 4 stood out with significantly higher
error rates than the other tasks. Task 4, suggesting edits, had the highest number of
errors overall (n = 40), resulting in an average error rate of five errors per user. Task 3,
sharing the document and setting permissions, followed with a total of 23 errors and an
average of 2.88 errors per user. These results are consistent with the lower completion
percentages identified for these tasks in Table 3, suggesting they may be more
challenging for users.

When reviewing users, the error frequency varied widely. The most errors were
committed, by far, by User 4 with a total of 43 errors. This reflected over three times
more errors than the next highest total. This user's difficulties with tasks 3 and 4, where
20 and 23 errors were recorded respectively, indicate a particular struggle with those
task types. User 6 had the second highest error total (13) which was largely due to
difficulties with task 4. Conversely, User 8 made no errors at all, and Users 2 and 7 also
performed well, each making only two errors across all tasks. The variance in user
performance across tasks indicates an opportunity for more adequately addressing the
needs of users with different levels of familiarity with the system.

5.2 Task-Based Performance: Efficiency

To understand the efficiency of task completion, team members recorded the amount of
time each user spent on each task, whether the task was successfully completed or not.
Times for each user and task, the average times per user across all five tasks, and the
average times per task across all eight users are recorded in Table 5 below. The
average time to complete all tasks across all users was 01:15.



Table 5. Time Spent per Task (mm:ss)

Average
Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Task 4 Task 5 Time per
User
User 1 01:15 02:35 00:50 00:25 00:15 01:04
User 2 00:10 00:27 01:21 01:47 00:10 00:47
User 3 00:21 00:21 00:54 02:28 00:24 00:53
User 4 00:55 01:17 10:52 04:48 02:58 04:10
User 5 00:25 00:25 00:51 00:29 00:34 00:32
User 6 00:18 00:38 01:42 03:12 00:29 01:15
User7 00:22 00:31 00:48 02:15 00:16 00:50
User 8 00:15 00:14 01:03 00:43 00:25 00:32
Average
Time per 00:30 00:48 02:17 02:00 00:41
Task

Mirroring the task effectiveness data, this data indicates that users spent the most time
attempting task 3 (average time = 02:17), followed by task 4 (average time = 02:00).
This pattern reinforces the conclusion that these two tasks were the most demanding for
users, both in terms of error rates and time investment. Tasks 1, 2, and 5 were
completed much more quickly, with task 1, inserting a table, taking an average of 30
seconds, task 2, adding a table of contents, taking an average of 48 seconds, and task
5, responding to a comment, taking an average of 41 seconds. This suggests that the
steps for completing these tasks are more evident or intuitive to all users.

Data for each user was also insightful. Again, similar to the effectiveness data, User 4
spent the most time per task (average time = 04:10), which was more than three times
longer than the user with the next longest time spent per task, User 6 (average time =
01:15). On the other hand, Users 5 and 8 demonstrated the highest efficiency with both
averaging 32 seconds per task. Notably, User 8 also achieved perfect effectiveness
(100% task completion without error), which indicates that high efficiency did not
compromise effectiveness. The variation across users reveals disparity in personal
experience and proficiency, but it also underscores the necessity for more supportive
design for individuals less familiar with the system, especially when using collaborative
tools.



5.3 Task-Based Performance: Difficulty

To ascertain task difficulty, each user was asked to rate the level of difficulty of a task
after attempting it using a scale ranging from 1 (Very Easy) to 5 (Very Difficult). These
ratings, along with the total difficulty per user, total difficulty per task, average difficulty
per user, and average difficulty per task are provided in Table 6 below. The average
difficulty was 1.7 for all tasks.

Table 6. Task Difficulty Ratings

Total Average

Task1 Task2 Task3 Task4 Task5 Difficulty Difficulty
(per user) (per user)

User 1 2 1 1 3 1 8 1.6
User 2 1 1 1 2 1 6 1.2
User 3 1 1 2 2 1 7 14
User 4 2 3 5 5 2 17 34
User 5 1 1 1 2 2 7 1.4
User 6 1 2 2 3 1 9 1.8
User 7 1 1 1 3 1 7 14
User 8 1 1 1 3 1 7 14
Total

Difficulty 10 11 14 23 10

(per task)

Average

Difficulty (per 1.25 1.38 1.75 2.88 1.25

task)

Task 4 was rated as the most difficult by a significant margin, with an average difficulty
score of 2.88 out of 5. This aligns with prior data indicating it had the lowest completion
rate (50%) and the highest error rate (5 errors per user on average). Task 3 had the
second highest average difficulty rating of 1.75 out of 5, consistent with the higher error
rates and longer completion times observed for the task.Tasks 1, 2, and 5 were rated as
the least difficult, each with an average difficulty score of 1.38 or below.




User-level data also provided important insight. User 4 reported the highest total
difficulty score (17), averaging 3.4 across tasks. This aligns with previous findings
showing that this user had the highest number of errors and the longest average time
per task. In contrast, Users 2 and 5 recorded the lowest total difficulty scores (6 and 7,
respectively), corresponding with their high completion scores and low error rates.

5.4 System Usability Survey (SUS) Results

After attempting all tasks, users completed the SUS to ascertain their satisfaction with
the system. These were scored according to guidance provided by Sauro (2018) and
Birkett (2022). Interpretations of the scores, specifically grades and acceptability ratings,
were determined according to guidance provided by Sauro (2018). These three values—
total SUS score, grades, and acceptability—for each user are provided in Table 7 below.
The average SUS score was 79.69, which corresponds to a score of A- and an
acceptability rating of “acceptable.”

Table 7. SUS Scores

SUS Score* Grades™* Acceptability**
User 1 75 B Acceptable
User 2 100 A+ Acceptable
User 3 80 A- Acceptable
User 4 42.5 F Not Acceptable
User 5 97.5 A+ Acceptable
User 6 67.5 C Marginal
User 7 92.5 A+ Acceptable
User 8 82.5 A Acceptable

*Scoring was based on guidance from Birkett (2022) and Sauro (2018).
** Interpretation was based on Sauro (2018)’s article.

Only one user, User 4 rated the system as “not acceptable,” which is consistent with this
user’s task effectiveness, efficiency, and difficulty data. User 6 rated the system as
‘marginal” in terms of acceptability. Again, this is consistent with User 6’s task
effectiveness, efficiency, and difficulty data. The remainder of users rated the system as
acceptable.



5.5 Overall Metrics

Table 8 below summarizes the overall task completion rates, average errors per task
attempt, time spent, and difficulty ratings for all five tasks. The average SUS score for
the full system is reported as well.

Table 8. Summary of Task Completion, Errors, Time Spent, Difficulty and Average SUS
Score

Task EAverage _Average Average
Completion rrors Per Time S.pent Difficulty SUS Score
Attempt (mm:ss)
Task 1 87.5% 0.5 00:30 1.25
Task 2 87.5% 0.63 00:48 1.38
Task 3 75% 2.88 02:17 1.75
Task 4 50% 5 02:00 2.88
Task 5 87.5% 1 00:41 1.25
Average 77.5% 2 01:15 1.7 79.69

Based on the task completion rating system employed in this study—where 2 indicates
task completion without difficulty, 1 indicates completion with errors, and 0 indicates
failure to complete—the average task success rate across all tasks was 77.5%,
suggesting that users were generally able to complete the tasks, although some tasks
posed notable challenges.

The average number of errors per attempt across all tasks was 2, with tasks 3 and 4
representing those with the highest error rates (2.88 and 5, respectively). These tasks
involved the use of collaborative features such as managing sharing and permissions
and suggesting edits. These tasks were consistently rated as the most difficult and
time-consuming by the users of this study.

Users rated the difficulty of each task on a scale from 1 (Very Easy) to 5 (Very Difficult).
The average difficulty across all tasks was 1.7 which placed most tasks in the “Very
Easy” to “Easy” range. However, task 4 stands out with an average difficulty of 2.88.

The average time to complete each task was 1 minute and 15 seconds. Again, tasks 3
and 4 required the most time (02:17 and 02:00, respectively). This is the only metric
where the value for task 3 was worse than that of task 4. This is likely due to the fact



that manually typing email addresses, a step required in task 3, inherently increases the
amount of time needed to complete the task.

Given this task-based data, it is clear that task 4 demonstrated the worst effectiveness
and efficiency and the highest difficulty among users. These two tasks require use of
Google Docs’ more complex collaborative tools. Users 4 and 6, in particular,
significantly struggled with these two tasks. This may be indicative of their infrequent
use of Google Docs and less familiarity with the system, as reported in their pre-test
questionnaires.

Finally, the average SUS score was 79.69, which falls within the A- grade range and
“acceptable” acceptability range according to Sauro (2018). Overall, these results
suggest that, while the core functionality of Google docs was navigable and efficient for
most users, additional support or interface enhancements for collaborative tools would
improve the experience for a broader range of users, especially those newer to the
system or those who only use it infrequently.

5.6 Qualitative Data

In addition to the above numerical data, we collected qualitative data through interviews
with users. After each task, users were asked two questions:
1. Was it easy to complete the task and find what you needed? Why or why not?
2. Did you encounter any difficulties or moments of frustration? If so, what were
they?

After attempting all five tasks, the following questions were asked:
1. Can you describe your previous experience using Google Docs?
2. How would you describe your overall experience using the system?
3. Did the system behave the way you expected it to? Was anything confusing?
4. If you could change one thing about the system, what would it be?
5. Thinking back to how confident you felt before the test, did your experience using
the system match your expectations?

This data was analyzed to ascertain the positive impressions and negative impressions
of the system as well as to highlight user recommendations.



5.6.1 Positive Impressions

Users generally responded positively to their experience with Google Docs, noting its
intuitiveness and ease of use for basic tasks. Several users noted how straightforward it
was to insert tables, reply to comments, and use the table of contents feature. Those
users with more extensive experience, such as the ones who had used Google Docs for
several years or in educational and professional settings, commented that the platform
remains reliable with an evolving feature set. One user noted that the system had grown
from being quite “bare bones” to now being comparable in many ways to Microsoft
Word. Those familiar with Microsoft Word actually found the transition to Google Docs
very smooth, especially for the more basic functions. Several users also indicated that
they appreciated the collaborative nature of Google Docs and recognized that the
platform was clearly built with real-time interaction and teamwork in mind. Many
described the system as “pleasant,” “efficient,” and “user-friendly.” Familiarity from prior
use with Google Docs seemed to significantly impact users’ satisfaction and ease of
use.

5.6.2 Negative Impressions

Despite overall positive experiences with Google Docs, users encountered several
difficulties and areas of frustration, particularly when working with advanced
collaborative features like “Suggesting mode” and role-based sharing. These features
caused confusion even among users who were otherwise comfortable with Google
Docs. Some of the users specifically expressed frustration over the lack of clarity or
visual cues for enabling “Suggesting mode.” Two users, both of whom had extensive
experience with Microsoft Word, indicated that, unlike Microsoft Word’s “track changes”
function, Google Docs does not make this function immediately obvious. Similarly,
assigning different permission levels to multiple users during the sharing task was not
always intuitive to users. Users reported that the process was unnecessarily manual.
Completing these tasks was even more difficult for users with less experience and
familiarity with the system. Further, users with limited prior exposure to Google Docs
experienced general frustration due to unfamiliarity with the interface, especially when
navigating menus for some of the less frequently used features.

5.6.3 User Recommendations

Users offered many thoughtful suggestions for improving experiences with Google
Docs. The most frequently recommended change was the addition of a clearly labeled
and easily accessible “Track Changes” button for suggesting changes similar to what
users are familiar with in Microsoft Word. Another common suggestion was to simplify
the process of managing permissions when sharing documents. Specifically, users



suggested allowing individuals to enter multiple email addresses and assign roles in
bulk rather than individually. Additionally, one user proposed enhancements to
formatting capabilities, particularly for legal documents and features like case captions,
which they indicate as a current difficulty with Google Docs. Overall, these
recommendations suggest that users would benefit from greater efficiency and
familiarity with the interface, especially for users transitioning from other word

processing systems.



6. Design Recommendations

Based on findings from the usability test, several design improvements are
recommended to enhance the user experience in Google Docs, particularly around
collaborative editing workflows. The test revealed usability issues related to feature
discoverability, task completion clarity, and users’ understanding of key tools such as
sharing and suggesting. The following recommendations are organized by task, with a
proposed solution, justification, and an assigned severity rating based on the impact on
task performance and overall usability.

Task 1: Insert a 3-column and 5-row table

Task description 1: Open a new document in Google Docs. Within this document, create
a table consisting of three columns and five rows to organize the information.

Change Justification Severity

User 3 and User 8 struggled remembering
rows versus columns. User 1 figured out

Provide labels within the how to create columns initially but didn’t
insert tool depicting which understand how to configure the number Low
are columns and rows of rows. Labeling would minimize

cognitive load and provide immediate
visual/contextual guidance.

Untitled document +%

File Edit View Insert Format Tools Extensions Help Label ag columns

Q, Menus 6 o [ Image o ) =T, T B Z]1UYU.,.
. f@ Table *| & Buildind blocks

Drawing
Document tabs @ Chart _.'v

— Horizontal line Label as rows

Templatep

B Tab1 ® Emoji
- . 4x%2
Headings you add to the dc¢ % Smart Chips
Wil appear nere.

& Dropdown
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Task 2: Insert a table of contents

Task 2 description: Add a Table of Contents to the beginning of the “Sample Report”
document so readers can quickly identify and navigate between sections.

Change Justification Severity

5 users were able to complete the task with no
errors, 1 user with 1 error, and 2 users with 2
errors. Task was completed successfully by
most participants with minimal errors indicating
isolated user errors rather than a usability
issue.

No changes N/A

SampleReport 1 & 0 &
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Task 3: Assign appropriate access role to document when sharing

Task 3 description: Open the “Sample Report” and share it with your colleagues. Assign
each person the appropriate level of access based on their role.

Change Justification Severity

Create a per-role entry User 4 and User 6 typed all emails in the “Add
model with the ability to | People” box when each email was to be

add as many email assigned a different access role. Suggestion Medium
addresses as possible to | would reduce permission errors and cognitive
that specified role load.

< Share "Sample Report_1"

{IQbjimhnffﬂﬂ@gmail.corn x ) Editor =

M3 Notify ph

» v
To assign a new Message

role, add an “+ Switch these two entry boxes, making type of

button here so role box first and then “People to add” second
another row

appears that
includes role
drop-down box
and “People to

Add® email box




Task 4: Make an editing suggestion using Suggesting Mode

Task 4 description: Review the “Sample Report” and suggest a few revisions in a way
that allows the document owner to accept or decline them.

4a.
Change Justification Severity
5 users believed that making a comment was
Change wording from the same as suggesting edits. The verbiage
“Suggesting” to “Add change is clearer on action that will take place High
Suggestion” by user thus increased clarity and collaboration
roles.
[*] Paste Ctri+V
& Paste without formatting ctri+Shift+V
Comment Ctri+Alt+M
Suggest edits <_
Change verbiage to
( Insert emoji reaction “Add Suggestion”
cd Insert link Ctri+K
B Define ‘fdfdd’ Ctri+Shift+Y
I copy heading link
Tr Format options -

¥ Clear formatting Ctri+\



4b.

Change Justification Severity
Make “Add Suggestion” 6 users struggled locating the “Suggesting
more visible and intuitive by | Mode”. Locating the comment icon was
adding “Add Suggestion” easier for users as the icon indicates that High
option under the “Speech words are being added to the document. This
Bubble “+” icon when addition aligns with mental models and
hovering over icon reduces navigation steps.

When participants
hover over the icon on
the toolbar

Add comment (Ctri+Alt+M)

The option of “Add
Comment” and “Add

Suggestion™ appear to
which participants can
click on one or the
other to make
appropriate choice



4c.
Change

When suggestions are
made, a window appears
allowing the user to “cancel
suggestion” or “add
suggestion” similar to
“Comment” options.

Justification

1 user navigated to “Suggestion Mode” and
made suggestions with ease but was
uncertain if the suggestions were made as
there was no visibility of system status.

Severity

Medium

Comment vs Suggestion

dkjdkfidjfd | ¢——

User can see
where the
suggestion is
being made

Cancel Comment

When adding a
comment the
option to cancel
or comment
appear

1:43 AM Today

Introduction while typing it Add: At

This report gives an overview of recent developments and key areas of focus for our team. Over
the past quarter, we have worked on multiple initiatives aimed at improving workflow efficiency,
enhancing collaboration, and refining documentation processes.

Deana Bartholomew

: Reply or add others with @

The addition of two
buttons saying

“Cancel”

and “Suggest” below text

box




Task 5: Reply to a comment
Task 5 description: Open the “Sample Report,” find the comment, and respond with your
feedback.

Change Justification Severity

5 users were able to complete the task with no
errors, 1 user with 6 errors, and 2 users with 1
No changes error. Errors made were due to user mistakes | N/A
through accidental clicking rather than
usability issues.

Introduction

This report gives an overview of recent developments and key areas of focus for our team. Over
the past quarter, we have worked on multiple initiatives aimed at improving workflow efficiency,

enhancing collaboration, and refining documentation processes

QOur goal is to st line project o 1t by implementing new tools, optimizing existing
strategies, and ensuring seamless communication among team members. This document o Deana Bartholomew
outlines our findings, recommendations, and next steps 5:16PM Apr 26

Does this make sense?

scott bartholomew
6:00PM Apr 27

Yes it does
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8. Appendices

Appendix A

Recruitment Language

Hello everyone!

We're looking for users to help us evaluate the usability of Google Docs. If you use
Google Docs occasionally but aren't necessarily an expert, we'd love to hear from you!
Participation is completely voluntary, and you may cease your engagement with the
study at any time without penalty.

About the Study

Test functions and features in Google Docs
Sessions take approximately 30-45 minutes
Complete simple tasks

Share your honest feedback about your experience

Who We're Looking For

People aged 18 or older who have some familiarity with Google Docs
Users with various levels of experience (no experts needed!)

Must have access to a computer/laptop with internet connection

No technical background required

How to Participate

If you're interested, please complete our short screening questionnaire at this link.
Based on your responses, we'll reach out to selected users to schedule a session at a
convenient time.

Questions?
Feel free to reply to this post or send a private message.

Thank you for your consideration!


https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLSfurpyCmgMk7UlZAGI_sZ-mzxpc_ptEmc8traONEMyFJuSmwg/viewform?usp=dialog

Appendix B

Pre-Test Preparation and Setup

Prior to the testing sessions, facilitators should prepare the following items:

1.

Printed copies of both the scenario and task for each activity
a. The scenarios will provide context and motivation for the task.
b. The tasks have been constructed so that they describe the action without
referencing elements of the interface.
A “Sample Report” document for users to access during the test
a. Facilitators must verify that the document includes all required elements
prior to each session to ensure all tasks are functional:
i. Properly formatted headings for a Table of Contents
ii.  Anunresolved comment for Task 5
A shared Google Sheet to document time spent, whether a task was completed,
user difficulties, questionnaire responses, user feedback, and difficulty ratings.

. A shared Google Form with the SUS survey questions to be distributed upon

completion of the test.
The Lookback testing environment to be used with participants

During a testing appointment but before the testing actually begins, each facilitator
should assist with Lookback setup, addressing the following:

1.

w

Ensuring the user has joined the correct session and video/audio are functioning
appropriately

Confirming screen sharing is active

Confirming that the session is being recorded

Assist with any troubleshooting if problems are apparent



Appendix C

Orientation Script

“Welcome!

| want to start off by saying thank you for taking the time to participate in this
activity. Today’s activity involves Google Docs and will encompass some basic
functions within Google Docs as well as some of its collaboration tools. During
this activity, | will observe how you navigate through the different tasks in real
time. | ask that you avoid using any tools outside of Google Docs to help
complete the tasks. For example, please avoid Google searches, online help
articles, and external videos that give you instructions. The aim of this activity is
to help identify any areas where improvements could be made to increase user
experience. After each task, | will ask you a couple of questions. Your honest
feedback would be appreciated. Upon completion, you will give me some
feedback. The feedback is invaluable in helping me understand how the tools in
Google Docs perform in a real-world setting. Please feel free to share your
honest thoughts and experiences with me throughout this activity.

Again, thank you for participating, and I look forward to hearing your insights.”



Appendix D

Additional Testing Guidelines for Facilitators

After completing the introduction, facilitators will ensure that users are prepared to
begin. Furthermore, it will be reiterated that users should focus on the process of the
task rather than successful completion or expected pathways. Once users have
indicated they are ready, facilitators will introduce users to a user scenario to provide
additional context to each task, after which they state the task and allow users to begin.
The timing of each task will begin as soon as the required document is opened. During
each task, users will be encouraged to express frustration and confusion, but facilitators
cannot provide additional instructions. Facilitators should remind users not to use
external resources such as Google searches, help articles, or how-to videos while
completing tasks.

If users ask for clarification, facilitators may repeat the original task instructions verbatim
but should not rephrase, interpret, or assist further. This maintains the integrity of the
test and ensures user behavior reflects real-world problem-solving.

In the event that external factors impede on users’ ability to complete each task, they
are allowed to try again. External factors that would require additional attempts include
an extended interruption in the internet connection, misunderstanding of the task, or
similar difficulties. However, retries must occur immediately, with no new instruction or
clarification beyond rereading the original scenario. Users are allowed up to one retry
per task under these conditions. Additionally, facilitators should document any issues
that prevent users from completing the task during their initial attempt.

After each task, the post-task interview questions should be asked. At the end of the full
test, the post-test interview questions should be asked.

To conclude the study, users will be thanked for both their time and feedback and will be
provided with a SUS survey via Google Forms. Users are reminded that their feedback
is valuable to this study and that there are no right or wrong answers for the SUS
survey. SUS results will be scored using the standard conversion method to produce a
composite score out of 100. These scores, along with individual item responses, will be
included in an appendix of the final report. The entire protocol is designed to ensure
consistency for test facilitators and users, allowing for easily collected and comparable
data.

After users have completed all requirements associated with the usability test,
facilitators will review user responses and behavior. Each facilitator is allowed to use
their assessment to identify particular challenges experienced and how they may have



impacted the overall experience. Using documented user feedback and facilitator
insight, facilitators will compare data and analyze the overall usability of Google Docs.
This includes summarizing key findings and making recommendations for system
improvement.



Appendix E

Interview Questions
Post-Task Interview Questions:

1. “Was it easy to complete the task and find what you needed? Why or why not?”

2. “Did you encounter any difficulties or moments of frustration? If so, what were
they?”

3. Overall, how would you rate the difficulty of this task on a scale from 1 to 5,
where 1 means very easy and 5 means very difficult?

Post-Test Interview Questions:

“Can you describe your previous experience using Google Docs?”

“How would you describe your overall experience using the system?”

“Did the system behave the way you expected it to? Was anything confusing?”
“If you could change one thing about the system, what would it be?”

“Thinking back to how confident you felt before the test, did your experience
using the system match your expectations?”

a bbb =



Appendix F

Lookback Setup Instructions

Lookback will be used to record users’ experiences, thereby allowing facilitators to review
footage that will aid in the identification and analysis of user difficulties. To participate, the
following procedure must be followed:

Facilitators

1. Create a new project.
2. Create a new round.
a. Facilitators should choose the “Tasks” option under the “Unmoderated” column.
b. Select “Invite my own users”.
c. Adjust settings for purposes of the usability test.
i. Round Name
ii. Language Preferences (for both users and transcription).
iii.  Devices Allowed
iv. ~ Camera Requirements
v.  Session Limits
d. The above will be set to the default settings except for “Round Name”. If settings
must be adjusted to accommodate users, facilitators will create a new round
specifically for them.
3. Complete Test Setup.
a. Pre Session
i. Facilitators will add a welcome message that orients users and provides
background information on the usability test.
b. During Session
i Facilitators will add the specific scenarios and tasks to Lookback, allowing
for smooth transitions between tasks. This will also enable users to
reference the task scenario as they are completing it.
c. Post Session
i.  Facilitators will add a “Thank you for your participation” message at the
end which will direct users to the SUS survey.
4. Invite Users.
a. Facilitators will distribute the link generated by Lookback to users.
5. Join Observation Lobby.
a. Facilitators will observe users as they complete each task via the observation
lobby. Facilitators can join using the link generated by Lookback.
6. Post Test Setup
a. Once the test has concluded, facilitators will be redirected to the recorded version
of the test where they can review and identify challenges.
b. Facilitators will use the “Findings” and “Reels” functions with their default settings
to document their findings and create small snips of the video.



Users

1. Receive and Click on Link
a. Once users have received the link, they will be introduce to the landing page
where they will click “Get Started”:

Welcome!

You're about to be a part of a research session. When ready,
click "Get started” and you'll be guided through the steps.

This session will be recorded. You have complete control, and

can stop the session at any time.

Get started

By continuing you agree to our terms of
use and have read our privacy policy.

2. Input Name and Email Address.
3. Connect Camera and Microphone.

a. Camera is optional.
4. Share Screen.

a. Select the “Open screen share pop-up”.

b. Select between Chrome Tab, Window, and Entire Screen.

i.  Entire screen is preferable to ensure no outside sources are used.

5. Finish Setup



a. After sharing their screen, users should select “Open”, which will open an
additional pop-up window.
b. Select “Start Session”.

The test has officially begun, and users will only need to follow the directions of the tasks and
scenarios at this point.



Appendix G

Data Collection Materials

BI1S_LT 9421 SUS Survey

B Sample Report

B Google Docs Usability Test Interest Survey

B Google Docs Usability Test Pre-questionnaire


https://drive.google.com/open?id=1Llwtv8WCjqHNawHQEL78JADhgZaqE9qdxa8y1hwgOI4
https://docs.google.com/document/u/0/d/1L5LHqxEgEHFIe-i9bVyA5lCi_3-aTEwQ30YOY9rlmQc/edit
https://drive.google.com/open?id=1tcrhbyltFJyoO6gyV6K21i80sWXOFewXAnVHjcqwR5o
https://drive.google.com/open?id=1oUZmSNqV-vgSTikojk_d07apa7dIRkHUei0wenSm860

Appendix H

Task Scenario and Instruction Sheet

Scenario Task Goal Expected
Pathway
Task 1 While preparing for a team Open a new Assess users’ Insert > Table >
meeting, you've decided to | document in ability to navigate | Select number of
start a new report in Google | Google Docs. Google Docs’ rows and columns
Docs. You want to use a Within this formatting
table format to help document, create | capabilities,
organize some of your a table consisting | specifically using
information. of three columns tables.
and five rows to
organize the
information.
Task 2 You've received a shared Add a Table of Assess users’ Insert > Table of
document titled “Sample Contents to the ability to locate Contents > Select
Report.” This document beginning of the the Table of Format
contains several sections, “Sample Report” Contents tool and
and you'd like to make it document so use it to enhance
easier for your readers to readers can navigation.
quickly locate a section of quickly identify
interest without having to and navigate
review each page. A Table between sections.
of Contents at the top of the
document would help guide
them.
Task 3 The “Sample Report” draft Open the “Sample | Assess users’ Share > [insert

is ready for feedback from
your team and further
collaboration. Your project
team includes three people,

each of whom will have a

Report” and share
it with your
colleagues.
Assign each

person the

ability to share
documents and

assign roles.

email] > [editor] >

send

AND




different role when

interacting with the

appropriate level

of access based

Share > [insert

email] > [viewer] >

document: on their role. send
e Person A should
only view the AND
document
e Person B should be Share > [insert
able to add email] >
comments [commenter] >
e Person C should be send
able to make direct
edits
Use the following email
addresses to share the
document:
e Person A:
heatherbbthach@g
mail.com
e Person B:
imhoffijbenjamin@g
mail.com
e Person C:
bjifzZ2@umsystem.e
du
Task 4 You've been asked to Review the Assess users’ View > mode >
review the “Sample Report.” | “Sample Report” ability to use suggesting
Your role is to offer and suggest a few | collaborative and
feedback, but you shouldn’t | revisions in a way | editing features. OR
make any direct changes to | that allows the
the content. Your document owner Mode >
suggestions should be to accept or suggesting
visible for others to review decline them.
and accept or reject.
Task 5 One of your teammates has | Open the “Sample | Assess users’ Scroll to comment

left a comment in the

Report,” find the

ability to interact

> select comment




second paragraph of the
“Sample Report,” asking for
your input on a specific

point in the document.

comment, and
respond with your
feedback.

with comments
and engage in
collaborative

discussion.

> [input feedback]

> select “reply”
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