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Goals of this project

* The user research project’s main objective is to analyze
CGAP.org Web audience data and use that to inform the
Website redesign.

* The audience analysis will help us improve CGAP's online
content and identify gaps in knowledge products such as the
Blog and Publications.

* The user research project’s focus is about: who is using the
site, how we can better connect content and users, and help
to improve the user experience.



Goals of this project (cont.)

* The types of research implemented to achieve the main goals
of the project are comprehensive and have enough depth for
CGAP to inform the Website redesign.

e The UX project findings and recommendations may be used
as a starting point for defining audience outreach strategies
—but it's not intended for addressing specific audience or
project needs outside of the Website redesign project.
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Who are we?

Four Kitchens builds digital solutions focused
on content management, content strategy,
and multi-channel publishing.

Caris, Director of UX

Aaron, President and Co-Founder



UX Project: Overview




Project Process

October 2015 to May 2016

User-centered design philosophy:

check your work by testing with users
at every step of the process



Peer Review



Methodology

e (Conducted in October 2015

e CGAP staff selected the sites to review based on their
market knowledge of their peers

* This review highlighted both poor and best practices
employed by organizations within similar industries

e Each peer website was evaluated on: look & feel, navigation,
content presentation, and features & functionality

* The peer analysis was used to influence requirements and
design for the new CGAP.org



eers reviewed

ne.org S e
lintonfoundation.org e
rookings.edu

elix-institute.com

ccion.org

O O

> T O

KINGS

TRENDING us. Economy

y f weliness, increase opportunity for girs and
‘f unities address the effects of climate change.

Aligning Olympic aml| ns with urban-
access concerns in Rio and beyond

New York Times allegations  The wallflower at the Why Hillary Clinton wouldn’tbe  The DEA’s marijuana decision
and our response Obamacare party aforeign policy hawk as is more important than
Honny . Aaron - rge augos 122010 President rescheduling

Jeremy Shapiro anc Richa John Hudal - Torsdy, v

10



Peer review findings

* Imagery helps tell a compelling story

* Promote data and statistics in an
easy-to-view way to express the mission of
the organization

e Content overload and inconsistent
navigation on many sites

e Many sites are not mobile-friendly; need
updates
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|deation Workshop



Methodology

e (Conducted October 2015
¢ |ncluded members from Exec team, IT,
Communications, and Four Kitchens

e Harnessed research findings in a working session
format

e Reviewed research results to date

e QOrganizational and project goal creation and
refinement

e Premortem and success criteria
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CGAP’s forward-thinking vision

Technology and new business models drive progress to
reach the poor

Multiple paths to financial inclusion

Variety of players: private, public, traditional, disruptive
How can technology and disruptive business models be
leveraged to reach the poor?

Source: http://www.slideshare.net/ CGAP/2016-state-of-the-industry 15


http://www.slideshare.net/CGAP/2016-state-of-the-industry

Content Audit



Methodology

Goals
e |dentify areas of redundancy, inconsistency, poor performance,
and cruft
e (Cut, consolidate, improve, make consistent, or restructure
information

Process
* Run automated crawler for page data and metadata
e Google Analytics data by page
e Visual review of content structure and page
e Sampled in larger site sections
e Generate questions, recommendations, ideas



Content Audit Findings

“Focus Areas” AKA “Topics” is very long and hard to scan; terms overlap
and jargon-heavy

“Regions” section is rarely used; keep filters and metadata but make this
less prominent

“Blog” section gets the most pageviews but has a high bounce rate (76%);
need to re-engage users with additional related content

“Publications” section is second most popular; has lots of PDFs which
can mean large downloads, slow load times, and are not mobile-friendly
FAQ content is popular and useful for new users

Photos & Videos are not integrated with other content and do not share
tags, making them difficult to find/search; need transcripts for accessibility
and SEO-friendliness
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Analytics Review



Analytics Methodology

Date range: August 1, 2014-Jduly 31, 2015

Included updated data from August 2016 in this
presentation

Goals of this review:
1. Understand general user activity of site
2. Evaluate current user pathways
3. ldentify any potential tracking issues
4. Recommend updates to improve data collection
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Analytics Findings

Non-N.A. users were 75% of users [now 79%]
e Visitors from countries where English is not the primary

language were 66% [now 69%] of all visits

Northern America
Southern Asia
Eastern Africa
Southeast Asia
Western Europe
Northern Europe
Western Africa
Western Asia

Eastern Asia

184,769 NG 24 69%

125,276 GGG 16.74%
110,567 NN 14.78%
55,533 I 7.42%

53,658 N 7.17%

45,102 I 6.03%

26,344 1M 3.52%

20,288 MM 2.71%

18,495 M 2.47%

10.

A1),

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

Southern Africa
Southern Europe
South America
Northern Africa
Eastern Europe
Australasia

(not set)

Central America

Middle Africa

16,775 Il 2.24%
15,041 IM2.01%
14,947 M 2.00%
12,519 W1.67%
10,531 WM 1.41%
10,171 W 1.36%
9,660 M 1.29%

8,374 W 1.12%

3,413 10.46%
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Analytics Findings

e 20% of users were on handheld devices [now 26%]

e Qrganic search (i.e., Google) accounted for 63% of
sessions; mostly to blog posts [now ~68%, biggest
increase since last year]

e Social media referrals increased from Twitter/Facebook
but are still a small proportion of traffic, around 4%

1. | Organic Search 506,977 N 67.59%
2. Direct 144,436 I 19.26%

3. Referral 52,324 Il 6.98%

4.  Social 28,062 W3.74%

5. Email 17,385 §2.32%
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Analytics: Takeaways

* Majority of users do not speak native English:
terminology needs to be simple, categories
fewer

* Mobile use is increasing: needs to be mobile
first design, lightweight, performant

e Traffic into the site is still mostly organic:
prominent introduction to CGAP’s function and
work is critical
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Audience Definition
Survey



Audience Definition Survey

Online survey conducted between

Nov 17-Dec 7, 2015

Link to survey placed on CGAP.org

Survey link emailed to newsletter subscribers
Social media invitations

Respondents were not compensated

392 completed responses; results have 95%
confidence with ~5% margin of error
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Survey Findings

e Job categories similar to previous research from CGAP
e Except new addition of NGO/INGO (~17%)

e Topics:
e Most relevant topics = financial services, impact of financial inclusion
e |east relevant topic = funding sources

e Formats:
e Most relevant formats = short technical briefs, data
e |east relevant formats = photo gallery, podcasts
e Short technical briefs (72%), technical papers (68%), and blog posts
(58%) accessed most on CGAP.org
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Personas and what they need

e New users (~63%): introductory content,
best practices, FAQ content

e Core (returning) users (~37%):
e Practitioners: guides, how-tos, best practices
e Academics/researchers: research and data
e Funders/donors: impact data, case studies
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Further formative
research



Additional formative research

methods

e Baseline usability testing
* |nternal stakeholder interviews
e User interviews
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Baseline Usability Testing Methodology

e 1:1 interviews were conducted with 15 CGAP.org users identified
by CGAP

e Sessions lasted 45 minutes via video conference and screen
sharing on current CGAP.org website

e (Conducted between December 7 and 17, 2015

e Most were retweeters, Linkedln contributors, Facebook likers, or
newsletter clickers

e Organization types represented: NGO/INGO employees (5),
Consultants (4), Researchers (3), Financial institution employee,
Donor, Mobile network operator employee
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Baseline usability findings

Current publication content type differences
unimportant to users (i.e., focus note versus technical
brief versus technical paper)

Publications/blog differences aren’t clear to users;
length is the important metric for users (fixed on current
site)

Unfriendly to new users; can’t figure out who CGAP is
and what they do

Photos and videos are marginalized

Too many categories (39); categories seem to overlap
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Internal Stakeholder Interview Methodology

e 6 interviews: Kate Lauer, Karel Leon, Sue
Pleming, Anna Nunan, Erin Scronce, Rafe
Mazer

e 30 minutes either telephone or in-person

* Nine questions asked addressed strategic
and tactical issues of the website
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User Interviews Methodology

e 1:1 interviews with six CGAP.org users
identified by CGAP

e 1 English/5 non-native English speakers

e Sessions were conducted between
December 14 and 18, 2015

e 45 minute interviews via remote video
conference with screen sharing
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Interview findings

Stakeholder interviews:

Editorial process and pain points:
e Lack of way to connect different pieces of content by theme
Lack of flexibility to create online publications
Managing large category list
PDF and file management
SEO problems

User interviews:

One-on-one interviews on terminology and naming, use cases, pain points
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Design testing
methods



Methods used for design testing

* |nternal card sorting exercise
* [ree test with users
e Usability testing a prototype
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Card Sorting Exercise

e CGAP stakeholder workshop with
representation from IT, Communications,
Dalberg, 4K

January 2016

Grouped sample content into natural categories
Discussed labels/descriptions

Worked on taxonomy and metadata changes
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Tree Testing Methodology

e 32 respondents to survey

e March 2016

e Users completed 15 “finding” tasks in a
site map prototype

* Analyze where users followed intended
paths and where they went astray

* Revised structure and naming of pages
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Prototype usabillity testing methodology

Tested 7 users identified by CGAP via video
conference with shared screen

Participants used clickable wireframe
prototype to complete 6 tasks

Documented feedback and difficulty with
tasks to inform revisions

Modified wireframes and IA
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Recommendations



Summary of recommendations

1. Better explain what CGAP does
2. Consolidate topics into a simple and translatable list

3. Rethink content interoperability and relationships so that related videos,
blog posts, and publications can be displayed side-by-side

4. Consolidate publication formats and migrate publications to a user-,
mobile-, and search-friendly format that works for longer-form
publications

5. Create targeted content for new users

6. Use photography to convey positive impressions of CGAP and content
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Future vision

Interactive, practical knowledge tool where users can

better interact with content
e Individual library of saved content
e Easier sharing

Integrate all existing content into the site in a meaningful
way
* Bring external content into the site so that users can find exactly what
they need

Implement open content API for content accessibility in

different contexts
e Partners

e End users
42



Next steps

* Review interaction designs and
recommendations

* Review information architecture and
categorization recommendations
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Thank youl!



