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Introduction
We the students at Jefferson University 
have been working on possible solutions for 
the W3C specifications pages under the 
guidance of Lauren Dillard, an adjunct 
professor at Jefferson University. 

We have been working closely with 
members of the W3C community including 
Elika Etemad.   



The Start
Students of Master’s in User Experience and Interaction Design program at 
Jefferson University, have been invited by former Jefferson student and current 
W3C member Elika Etemad to participate in improving the usability of the 
specifications through changes to the design. 

We will not be addressing changes to the content, structure or HTML code of the 
specifications themselves.
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Defining the Problem
Define and present project objectives - Design Brief

Evaluate the current state of the product - Heuristic Evaluation

Conduct, analyze and present user research - Task Analysis Findings 

Conduct, analyze and present user research - Interview Findings



Design Brief
Defining the scope of the project, target audience, research methodologies, 
expected outcome and the timeline.

After our interviews and discussions with W3C, this design brief was formed to 
state the vision for our collaboration with the W3C. We have compiled this brief 
to inform and guide us through the process.



Users
The end users of W3C web standards fall into different categories based on their 
purpose of using these standards. These are the key stakeholders who are either 
working to create or using these standards. We’ve listed down these users below 
to give a brief idea about their roles.

1. Implementers
2. Specification Authors
3. Web Authors
4. Testers



Implementers
The users in this group are generally using 
the specifications to implement the 
specification in their web browser. 

Based on what is written in the specification, 
implementers can ensure their browser will 
read that code.
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Specification Authors
Users who write new specifications. They 
are also members of a working group at 
W3C that has access to tools to write 
specifications and approve new 
specifications.

These authors are often informed by 
members of the public at large who show 
keen interest in the specifications and offer 
recommendations, feedback, and comments.

Im
ple

m
ente

rs

W
eb A

uth
ors

Specification Authors

Testers



Web Authors
This group comprises of front-end 
developers, web designers, software 
developers or anyone creating content for 
the web.
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Testers
This group comprises quality assurance 
specialists who test the specifications and 
sample code to report and assure 
compliance with current web standards and 
best practices.
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The Tone
The W3C is an authority for the development of the web. The existing design of 
the site is very traditional, functional and definitive. Though it is our goal to 
improve the usability of the site, we intend to retain the existing tone of 
authority.

The intention is to adopt modifications in visual design to improve the experience 
of searching, reading and referring to the specifications. We aim to develop a 
design that will have a long shelf life that is sustainable over time.



Deliverables
● The project is expected to run through early May over a few months. 
● The first  few steps have would involve intensive discussions with the client, 

understanding their requirements and hence defining the scope of the 
project. 

● We have begun, with a duration of two weeks assigned to conducting  user 
interviews, which will be followed by task analysis and evaluation. 

● This will help define the personas and journey maps that will be used during 
the design phase of the project to inform our work. 



Deliverables
Finally, we will dedicate the next step would comprise a larger section of time 
dedicated to creating high- fidelity wireframes, conducting user testing and 
iterating on the designs. This will be one of the most crucial phases in finalising 
the design. 

The last few weeks will be entirely focussed on visual design and compilation of 
work. If time in our semester allows, we will deliver updated high-fidelity 
wireframes, a style guide, usability test findings and a functional (clickable) 
prototype. 



Heuristic Evaluations
A heuristic evaluation is a usability inspection method for computer software 
that helps to identify usability problems in the user interface (UI) design. It 
specifically involves evaluators examining the interface and judging its 
compliance with recognized usability principles (the "heuristics").

Designers can obtain feedback in the early stage of the design process. Assigning 
a heuristic can help determine the best corrective measures. It can be done very 
quickly and without recruiting external users. You can use it together with other 
usability testing methods.



Findings
Status of Draft
After accessing any of the dozens of specification topic areas, the user is directed to a table with a list of 
completed work. This list cannot be reordered (sorted, filtered or searched) and uses language to describe the 
status that is unclear on first glance. As a user, I need to know what I’m looking for (and likely use the Ctrl+F 
function) to find a specification. This organizational schema is system specific and not designed for the user.



Findings
Browsing between specifications
There is no indication of how the different version of specifications differ from one another. They all look the 
same even if the content is different. There is no proper introduction. It is deceiving to the user, especially if 
they’re using the specifications for the first time.



Findings
Link Behavior
When the user clicks on links within the document, some links open in a new tab while some open in the same 
browser window. This creates a situation where the user is not oriented to the action before it happens.



Findings
Contact Information
The names under the editor section in each document are links. Some of these links open web sites, others open 
a new email addressed to that recipient and it is unclear which is which.



Findings
Outdated Versions
When the user clicks on the “previous version” link of any specification, it redirects the user to a different page 
as well as shows an error message that says “This version is outdated!” The user can get confused because they 
don’t know if the current page is outdated or the page before.



Findings
Consistency of Contents
In some specifications, the table of contents is on the left and others have the contents within the text. When the 
user clicks on a topics within the specification, they’re taken to that section of the specification. But there is no 
sense of place as the table of contents is not consistently there with the user. It results in increased motor load as 
the user has to scroll to get back to the table.



Findings
Availability of Contents
In some left side table of contents, all the topics are shown on the documents, while in some, only the boilerplate, 
abstract and status of the document is mentioned. The user has to click on the other topics to see that section. 
The experience is not consistent.



Findings
Search
Most of the document has a lot of text and, at times, the user needs to reach one section of the specification 
really fast. But there is no intuitive search option. This again leads to longer scrolling and excessive motor and 
mental load as they have to skim through a lot of content to get to where the they want.



Findings
Flexibility and efficiency of use
● Lack of Tools for Super users: Sometimes, expert users want to search for some specific information 

within the document. Unfortunately, there are no quick tools to assist them in their search.

● Lack of Between or On-Specification Search: When the user wants to search for a certain specification 
for reference or search within a specification, it results in motor and mental load as they search and scroll 
to get to the desired information.

● Lack of Tools for Code Snippets: While users agree that code snippets are incredibly helpful, there is no 
consistent tool for easy use of the snippet.



Findings
View Selector
 The other pages of the W3C site have the option to view the site on different devices (website/tablet/mobile). 
But when you go to the specification, this option is not available.



Findings
Link Styling
There are lot of links in each specification. Often, these links will include the whole text instead of a hyperlink, 
which is not aesthetically pleasing.



Findings
Print Layout
Some users might want to print a specification. But there is no print version of the specifications available.



Findings
Notes / Code Snippets / Tables
Users prefer to scan. It is usually better to present them with small, visually differentiated chunks of information. 
The user might find it difficult to read the whole document or go through the table of contents as there is lot of 
information without any breathing space. Additionally, the code snippets do not provide an improvement to the 
aesthetic design or achieve minimalism.



Findings
Specification Status
When the user clicks on the “previous version” link of any specification, it redirects the user to a different page 
as well as shows an error message that says “This version is outdated!” The user can get confused because they 
don’t know if the current page is outdated or the page before.



Findings
Status of Draft
For a first time user, it’s difficult to understand terminologies like “nightly draft,” “recommendation,” etc. Also, 
within the specifications, the non-intuitive search makes it harder to navigate in the document. It would be 
helpful if there was a guide to how to use the specification.



Surveys
After conducting a round of surveys with the W3C community and affiliated members, we have 
come up with answers to some critical questions that will help us understand the user base and 
target audience and their interactions with W3C specifications. The survey was sent out to the 
W3C community, including developers from Google Chrome, Mozilla and other developers who 
interact with the W3C specifications.

The open-ended feedback that we received pointed to the need for improvement of navigation 
and readability. Respondents also asked for more examples and clear definitions to be added to 
be added to the specifications.



Survey Results
W3C Usage
We have received more than 130 responses to the survey questionnaires. Of those, around 90% 
of the respondents had used W3C specifications at the time of the survey. Around 39% of 
respondents use the specifications on a daily basis, while 33% of respondents use them on a 
weekly basis, 23.5% of respondents use the specifications on a monthly basis and the rest on a 
yearly basis.



Survey Results
W3C User Demographics
The majority of the respondents fall into these four main categories:

Respondents prefer to work on the specifications using desktop or laptop computers, while some 
respondents prefer to view them on the mobile phones or tablets. Others print them for convenience.



Survey Results
W3C Net Promoter Score
We asked respondents to rate their level of agreement with two statements. These statements serve 

to set a baseline for the existing specification to which we can compare future scores. With an average 

score of 3.08, respondents were basically neutral about the statement, “It’s easy to find the 

information I need.” With an average score of 3.43, respondents lean a little bit better than neutral on 

the statement, “I would recommend the specifications to a friend.”



Interviews
After identifying the target demography of W3C 

specifications, we explored the issues from the 

perspective of the people who care most — W3C 

users. 



Interviews
To identify the complications of using a W3C specification, 
we listened to the users’ experiences with it. 

We wanted to identify their pain points.



Methodology
A general set of questions were structured that formed a 

common ground for the interview sessions, but we geared 

them to be of open-ended, casual conversations so our 

participants would feel comfortable enough to reveal anything 

important. All the interviews were online video sessions that 

lasted 45–60 minutes.



Problems
Participants talked about the nature of their affiliation with the W3C, usage patterns, media, 

purpose, frequency, search patterns, opinion on the current layout, usability, readability and 

also walked us through their use of specifications.

We analyzed each interview, pulling out key findings, and used an affinity exercise to find the 

common problem areas.  To view our affinity diagram document, please click here.

The most typical pain points were:

https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/13c9uok-W64LB09ps5c1Pyvd8zFUrdAU0hAXC8C-uOwE/edit?usp=sharing


Navigation

Current navigation system is confusing and non-linear. Participants had trouble navigating 

within a single specification as well as between specifications. This problem is further 

complicated by the W3C tendency to include hyperlinks. Participants were inevitably unsure 

whether a hyperlink would lead them to an anchor tag, a new URL or launch their email client. 

As participants increased their reliance on the W3C, this problem became more pronounced.

To view the analysis of the keyword mapping document, click here.

https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1_pbjArO70GilfJvA56WJjWa2vosxwKc-YwzohRq98lo/edit?usp=sharing


Version Control
As we know, W3C specifications are constantly being revised. We found that it’s not always 

clear to our participants which version they are looking at. Though they’ve seen those 

notifications that the version they are looking at is out of date, they’re not sure what to do 

about it. This leads to confusion and redundancy for users.



Readability
Specifications consist of a lot of great content — text, code snippets, images, both internal and 

external references, acknowledgements, etc. Though there were plenty of comments about the 

content itself, we’re interested in the impacts to usability. This bounty of content can, at times, 

create clutter that distracts the user from their end goal: finding the answer to a question and 

getting back to writing their code.



Interviews Conclusion
While revealing the key problem areas above, the affinity exercise lead us to begin modeling 

personas and journey maps. The interview sessions helped us connect with our target audience 

and empathize with their problems. Our research is a valuable resource that our team can refer 

to throughout the design process.





Competitor Analysis
We conducted a competitor analysis to identify the competitors and evaluate their strategies 

to determine their strengths and weaknesses relative to those of W3C’s product or service.



Competitors
Who are the Major Competitors
● whatwg.org spec (foundational spec, Users generally depend on them a lot) Its the most 

widely  used website

● DOM

● ECMASCRIPT

○ (useful but not super great in terms of layout) 

○ Sidebar is useful

○ They have the fragment Identifier /pop up tooltips



Competitors
Who are the Major Competitors
● IETF 

○ Usually just text 

○ Started at 1950s (super interesting history)

○ We depend very heavily on them

○ Language test are defined by this spec

● ISO

Users depend very heavily on normative references



Analysis
Why do Users’ use these other Specifications
● Functionality

● Previous mentioned boilerplate stuff are gone

● Really nice clean version

● Test link quite usable

● Rest are pretty same



Analysis
Fragment Identifier/Popup tooltips :
● A great feature

● When you click on a subject it tells where everything is in the sections 

● Takes you to the actual reference

● Both definitive link also 

● The context in which it gets used as well

● Takes you to the other connected links, this is like super useful

● Generally you need to copy that URL to use it



Analysis
Section/Paragraph markers
● User describe it as cute

● Gives them visual queues

Most annoying thing about these specs

● They are printer hostile 

● To demonstrate printer walkthrough user faces problem with firefox browser and 

switches to Safari

● It used to be like each section was broken into a page, so you would end up with a lot of 

pages to print
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Personas
Once we generated enough data from the interviews and identified problems with affinity 

clustering, it was important to wrap those problems around a personality. Creating a 

personality is quite helpful, it gives us the opportunity to connect the needs to a face and also 

motivates us to solve a problem that is much more user-focused.

Before building a persona, it is important to identify the key goals and pain points of the user. 

This information is essential to determine what approach should be taken to address the 

recognized issues.



Identification
Affinity clustering was an immensely helpful exercise we did to group ideas together and 

search for patterns based on the the interviews conducted. It was important to further narrow 

it down and prioritize the problems. To do this, we categorized the users of the specs into two 

groups based on usage behavior. 

The first was the web authors who use the specifications to create their own digital products 

and the other was specification creators, implementers, and testers who work closely to create 

W3C specifications. We then drew a chart to classify users navigation, search and, reading 

behavior on the pages.



Identification
Another approach was to note how many times a certain keyword was mentioned. For 

instance, queries similar to “search”, “navigation”,”‘github”,”‘boilerplate”, etc. We called it 

the“keyword usage sheet. This guided us into making observations about very specific user 

challenges.



Integration
Once we had enough data and the keyword usage chart, we started narrowing information for 

the persona. The information that goes on to the persona is crucial. The solution that will be 

created has to fulfill all the user requirements. We created two personas, one for each group. 

Each group has a different set of requirements and expectations. We identified those 

differences and created the personas. 

The information was split into different identifiable sections:

1. Background/story — It is a good stepping stone to understand the user

2. Motivations — The reasons behind using W3C specifications

3. Goals — Their expected goals

4. Pain points — Difficulties they face

5. Search/reading behavior — How do they search specifications

6. Our Recommendations — A way to improve the overall experience



Personas



Journey Mapping
Journey maps are created to understand experience from the user’s perspective. Once the map 

is created, it is easy to identify the pain points of the user throughout their journey of 

completing a task.



Identification
Mapping the user journey by considering what are the user goals and how they access the 

specifications, what are their search methods, and other reading behaviors, surfaced some 

some very minute details of their experience. Defining the story also provided a better 

overview of all the problems and frustrations. 

We started with simply recategorizing all responses received in interviews into a very linear 

flow starting from how they search, access, read, and use a specification. 



Integration
As we proceeded with defining user journeys, we mapped out the different users and broadly 

categorized their responses under “Search”, “Read/Locate”, and “Use” of the specifications. This 

then led to a further breakdown into details of their actions performed at each stage, which 

included their ways of navigation, how they searched for the required section within the 

document, understanding their difficulties in identifying the versions of specifications, different 

links, etc. 

The analysis of the process allowed us to identify specific problems and propose solutions to 

solve a section within the flow. You can find a detailed journey map in the next slide.









Wireframes
In this process of redesign, we have started wireframing and proposing different ways to tackle 

some of the problems discovered. Wireframing is an important step in any screen-based design 

process. It will allows us to define an information hierarchy and roadmap of functionality.

In order to get a clearer picture of the different ideas we were considering, we divided our class 

into two teams and approached the problem in different ways. This gave us the opportunity to 

test alternative design decisions. 

The first team was comprised of Sarika Joglekar and Pratik Joglekar. The second team was 

comprised of Ishita Ferdousi and Raeesha Alteef.



Sarika Joglekar & Pratik Joglekar  
Designed a classic approach and tested the following:

● The navigation at top with drop-down to reveal version history

● Open table of contents with visual mark to locate section

● Use of icons to indicate link function within a document

● Need of global search for searching specifications

● Use of category tags w/ specification name

To check out the live wireframe, click here.

We did a first round of usability testing with two users. We asked about their first impression 

of the visual style, layout and iconography. Both participants found the design comprehensible 

and clean and the layout, colors, contrast effective. We then gave them certain scenarios and 

asked them to think aloud about their experience.

https://xd.adobe.com/view/391650c7-f6ea-44fe-8690-d87480ecac96/


Sarika Joglekar & Pratik Joglekar  



Sarika Joglekar & Pratik Joglekar  
We were interested in insights on certain key actions like accessing Github to file a bug, switching 

between different versions of the specifications, and searching for other related specifications. 

Our testing gave some great insights about what the user needs. Some key findings from this 

testing revealed as listed :

● Global search: Global search will work when the user knows the parameters. The header is 

taking up a lot of space leaving less room for the documentation itself.

● Links (Icons) within spec: The links accompanied with icons was breaking the flow of 

reading and hence was increasing cognitive load.

● Table of contents highlights to locate section: Our participants recommended we take a 

look at specification that has an absurdly long table of contents, just to make sure the idea 

works for all specs.

● Icons on the top (Header): The icons at the top were well received and they specifically 

liked the ‘File a bug’ icon but found ‘More info’ a little confusing, since it was not a call to 

action.

● Changing version from drop down: It was a little difficult to figure out that the drop down 

offers different versions, hence it would help to write what action to expect right at the top.



Sarika Joglekar & Pratik Joglekar  
We iterated on the recommendations and came up with an improved set of wireframes and sent 

it out to our testers again. One of the concerns pointed out was of responsive design and how the 

on hover links will work on mobile. Most of the other improvements we did were well received.

One of the comments for this version was “Love the dropdown for version. Also like the collapsable 
side menu. My only concern is with the hover text. I often browse the spec on my phone — so I don’t have 
a mouse pointer. How does it work in that example?”

Please view the next slide for the iterated version.



Sarika Joglekar & Pratik Joglekar  



 Ishita Ferdousi & Raeesha Altaf
Designed with a modern approach and tested the following:

● Use tabs for nav, putting boilerplate and history on tabs, also testing the toolkit on right rail

● Use an accordian for the table of contents

● Collapsible table of contents

We conducted user testing with three users who are working with the W3C. We showed them our 

wireframes and asked what they thought on the overall layout, navigation between different 

versions of the same specifications, boilerplate content, table of content and tool buttons.

To check out the wireframes, please click here.

One of the comments for this version was “The buttons are fantastic. We can argue what buttons we 
need or not. But, I love the idea.”

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1xz8_UK3RYD3UOmJv5yCUfjgrlqIYm4b_/view?usp=sharing


Ishita Ferdousi & Raeesha Altaf
Some of the insights that we got are as follows:

● Overall layout: First impression is really good. Things are more structured than before and it 

was time to get those icons on the specs. But check for long titles and work more on the real 

estate of the page.

● Version: We rightfully managed to address the problem regarding the versions. But think 

about including all the other available versions and give the users cue to let them know that 

other versions are available.

● Boilerplate content: Users like the tab idea. They understood that tabs are organized and 

put together according to the nature of the meta data.

● Table of contents: Content at a glance was appreciated by the users. The idea of scrolling 

and the visual cue following you at the table content would be very nice. But the triangle 

doesn’t feel like a cue to collapse and open the table of content. Also, how can we see the 

whole content whenever we want?

● Tool Button (icons on the right): Users love the icons. Users believed that it was high time 

that those icons were put in the specs for a more visual experience.



  Ishita Ferdousi & Raeesha Altaf



Style Guide
A style guide is a set of standards for the writing and design of documents, either for general 

use or for a specific publication, organization, or field. A style guide establishes and enforces 

style to improve communication.

Our team member, Sarika Joglekar has come up with a style guide that uses the aesthetic 

appeal for this project. To view the style guide document, please click here.









Visual Design 
We aim to improve the user experience through considering the effects of illustrations, 

typography, space, layouts, and color on the usability of the specification pages. To do so, we 

have iterated on visual designs for different platforms to help achieve this.

By considering how we can form or arrange visual elements to address the principles of good 

visual designs, we have shaped the user experience in order to elicit user responses and 

behaviors that suit the use and purpose of the specifications. Inconspicuous, small details of a 

product’s aesthetics can thus play a significant role in the design of the user experience.



The Desktop Version

To view the full resolution 

desktop version designs, 

please click here.



The Mobile Version

To view the full resolution 

mobile version designs, 

please click here.



The Print Version

To view the full resolution 

print version designs, 

please click here.
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Next Steps
We have listed a few improvements that we have researched through our process that could be 

implemented in the future to improve usability and accessibility of the specifications.



Next Steps
● Create a documentation style guide to improve the consistency, length and formatting of 

language in specifications

○ Link behavior (open in new tab, etc) should be consistent

○ Contact links (a vs mailto) should be consistent 

○ Documentation should be less wordy

○ Code samples should be informative

○ Diagrams and Information layout could be improved

○ Text shown on images cannot be searched



Next Steps
● Create key or guide to versions (e.g. help users navigate “working draft,” “public draft,” 

“editor’s draft”)

● Help Google find the current published version of a specification, unless the user indicates 

otherwise

● Add “return to top” tag after each section of specification, making it easier to browse 

specification

● Create a track changes or specification comparison tool to help users ID changes

● Consider providing more robust tools for copying / utilizing code snippets



Thank You!!!


