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Everyone should be able to access and 
enjoy the web. We’re committed to 

making that a reality.

Google’s Accessibility Statement
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Preface
In this assignment, we made a sign-up form for a local guide dog association 
where we had to focus on individuals with sight limitations. This sign-up form is 
part of an app and will be used by volunteers to register as foster homes for 
guide dogs or individuals with sight limitations who need foster homes for their 
guide dogs. 

The assignment contains sketches, low-fidelity wireframes, a prototype and 
documentation about our user test—also descriptions of how we implemented 
best practices and guidelines regarding forms on mobile devices and accessibility.
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Persona
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Guidelines during sketching
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to use plain and straightforward language to ensure 
that the information was understandable. 

When designing on mobile devices for people with sight 
limitations, consistency and proximity can be 
essential and can create either a good or bad user 
experience. That is why we also kept in mind the 
placement of design elements.

For this assignment we haven’t focused on colours, 
imagery or sound/motion as we felt it natural to leave 
those areas to the next round with mid - og high fidelity 
level. 

It is also worth mentioning that if we should have 
making a design system for this app we would also have 
considered a scalable design to ensure that every 
device is possible to use. 

We started to determine what we needed to consider in 
our low-fidelity wireframes and where our focus should 
be regarding the testing at the end of this process. 

We grouped information in a logical order and had to 
think about a simple design because of the amount of 
input fields in this form and matters of accessibility. 
Therefore we crunched down the form into a 3-step 
process to ensure that it felt manageable to fill out. The 
sizes of elements were considered, and we followed 
some golden rules from Google’s Material Design about 
sizes and space to ensure that we met the need of 
people with sight limitations. 

Language and labelling are vital areas when designing 
not only for people with accessibility needs but for 
everyone. Therefore, we had long discussions on how 

https://m2.material.io/design/usability/accessibility.html


Sketching & prototyping
Link to 

sketches

Link to 
prototype
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Link to 
wireflow

The first sketches were drawn by hand to gain an overview of the distribution of the 
elements, which allowed us to discuss alternatives. We did three rounds of analogue 
sketching before we started with digital low/mid-fidelity sketches. Since designing for 
accessibility, visibility and the size of elements is very important, so we made accurate 
sketches. 

Testing our digital sketches early on a mobile device gave us good guidance on how the 
elements work together. We found some sizing issues and iterated further. Then we made 
an early prototype and found flow issues. We had five iterations of our digital sketches to 
reach a testable version. We put some effort into making the final prototype “perfect” so 
the test person should not lose focus on what we were testing; the accessibility. 

We wanted to see if the elements were big enough, if there were enough contrast, would a 
screen reader work and if zooming would work. The prototype was built with the focus 
states to mimic how a screen reader works. This caused more tapping but gave a more 
realistic feel based on our experience with a native screen reader.

https://www.figma.com/file/fMo4g9Vwvo3cHYWpNpvBcU/Guide_Dog_Signup_Form?node-id=0%3A1&t=EvZoNDu9hYlXO0kD-1
https://www.figma.com/file/fMo4g9Vwvo3cHYWpNpvBcU/Guide_Dog_Signup_Form?node-id=0%3A1&t=EvZoNDu9hYlXO0kD-1
https://www.figma.com/proto/fMo4g9Vwvo3cHYWpNpvBcU/Guide_Dog_Signup_Form?page-id=403%3A3236&node-id=403%3A3236&viewport=1245%2C66%2C0.3&scaling=min-zoom&starting-point-node-id=403%3A3303
https://www.figma.com/proto/fMo4g9Vwvo3cHYWpNpvBcU/Guide_Dog_Signup_Form?page-id=403%3A3236&node-id=403%3A3236&viewport=1245%2C66%2C0.3&scaling=min-zoom&starting-point-node-id=403%3A3303
https://www.figma.com/file/fMo4g9Vwvo3cHYWpNpvBcU/Guide_Dog_Signup_Form?node-id=220%3A2218&t=Qd9QoM6eqaRJc5Lr-1
https://www.figma.com/file/fMo4g9Vwvo3cHYWpNpvBcU/Guide_Dog_Signup_Form?node-id=220%3A2218&t=Qd9QoM6eqaRJc5Lr-1


Link to 
video recording

Testing wireframes

Link to 
consent form

Link to 
testing script
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We chose to go for a full usability test to get the best 
possible feedback. First, we created a persona to 
empathise and put ourselves a little more into the 
problem of the person with visual impairments. We also 
created a full script with a consent form which we 
followed through the testing.

Since it was supposed to be a form in an app, we tested 
it with the Figma app on a mobile device to make it as 
accurate as possible. This worked very well to see how 
the participant interacted on the mobile device. 

During the test, we used the concurrent think-out-aloud 
(CTA) and the retrospective probing (RP) to hear what 
the participant was thinking throughout the testing and 
get the information we needed to see how she was 
interacting with the product with low vision. We also 
tested the prototype ourselves before the usability 
testing.

We chose to conduct two tests. One at 100% zoom to 
see how the elements worked, and one at 300% to 
ensure the form was functional when enlarged.

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1lbeyZFZCvWKb3vJWIsIYCHpqEYvktCZx/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1lbeyZFZCvWKb3vJWIsIYCHpqEYvktCZx/view?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1ttIu-dZg1p-rF9BNppx9S93zAxgmJ6DfIh7OjPkKCn8/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1ttIu-dZg1p-rF9BNppx9S93zAxgmJ6DfIh7OjPkKCn8/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1Em9ovOyjAKWcaZPxO7yDGAgduMiNR39a4DFXbX9JqLc/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1Em9ovOyjAKWcaZPxO7yDGAgduMiNR39a4DFXbX9JqLc/edit?usp=sharing


Collecting & analysing the data
The group went through the video and wrote observation 
notes when we finished the usability testing. We used 
Figjam to create an affinity mapping to conclude action 
points, and we did this to obtain the most important 
observations. To determine what we should iterate on 
and what was most important, we used the Moscow 
technique to select the design changes.

Link to affinity 
mapping & moscow 

method
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https://www.figma.com/file/r5W4D8wMKjJilUKnIcB9lC/Guide-dog-association?node-id=0%3A1&t=7Qac9V0skPp45yRP-1
https://www.figma.com/file/r5W4D8wMKjJilUKnIcB9lC/Guide-dog-association?node-id=0%3A1&t=7Qac9V0skPp45yRP-1
https://www.figma.com/file/r5W4D8wMKjJilUKnIcB9lC/Guide-dog-association?node-id=0%3A1&t=7Qac9V0skPp45yRP-1


Design iteration
1. Change the app's name to avoid confusing the 

users (straightforward language).

2. Size up the checkboxes and make the tapping 
area include the checkbox text to make it more 
effortless to tap this area (navigation/flow).

3. Changing the placement of buttons nearer 
other elements (principle of proximity).

4. Changing the width of the dates summary to 
make it easier for people using magnifiers to 
read the summary (navigation/flow). 

5. Minor change on the placement of help text so 
it will be easier for people using a magnifier to 
read it (navigation/flow). 
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In general, the improvements considered language, 
proximity and flow.

You can also see our changes in Figma as orange 
annotations in the wireflows.

Link to 
the wireflow with 
design iteration
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https://www.figma.com/file/fMo4g9Vwvo3cHYWpNpvBcU/Guide_Dog_Signup_Form?node-id=403%3A3236&t=ST956MLYgwb4NKPu-1
https://www.figma.com/file/fMo4g9Vwvo3cHYWpNpvBcU/Guide_Dog_Signup_Form?node-id=403%3A3236&t=ST956MLYgwb4NKPu-1
https://www.figma.com/file/fMo4g9Vwvo3cHYWpNpvBcU/Guide_Dog_Signup_Form?node-id=403%3A3236&t=ST956MLYgwb4NKPu-1


Lessons learned
For this assignment, we learned that we need to be more 
clear and precise during the test session when we wish our 
participants to use assistive technology they are unfamiliar 
with. That caused some frustration but also uncertainty for 
the participant. As UX designers, we MUST at any time 
preserve our participants and let them feel comfortable with 
the tasks we ask them to do.

The participant suggested we should have started the test 
using assistive technology first. We agree with this 
suggestion, so when we test the usability on a bigger scale, 
we should not let the same participant go through the test 
several times. The data we collect, like time taking and effort, 
can be "polluted" and lead us in the wrong design direction. 

Picture from
Unsplash 11
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https://unsplash.com/photos/Zqy-x7K5Qcg


References
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Button placement on forms

Google’s Material Design
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https://uxdesign.cc/creating-an-accessibility-statement-8e6e84f2887c
https://uxplanet.org/phone-number-field-design-best-practices-23957cbd86d5
https://www.smashingmagazine.com/2011/11/redesigning-the-country-selector/
https://baymard.com/labs/country-selector
https://medium.com/patternfly/button-placement-on-forms-aa57a81f7d
https://m2.material.io/design/usability/accessibility.html

