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Context



Context: The big picture 

As a content designer at HubSpot, I worked with two teams who were shaping 
the way we talked about data quality in a customer's CRM. 

With the relationships between these concepts becoming increasingly complex, I 
was able to align these teams on terminology and increase the usage of an 
automation management feature by 174%.



Context: The company 

What’s HubSpot?

HubSpot is a leading CRM platform that 
provides software and support to help 
businesses grow better. The platform includes 
marketing, sales, service, and website 
management products.



Context: My role and partners

Automation Management team 🤝

A team building management features for 
the Workflows automation tool. Workflows 
are automations that can trigger marketing, 
sales, service, and operations processes 
across the platform. This tool is also a data 
ingestion point. 

Partners: 
Senior Product Manager
Senior Product Designer
Front-end Tech Lead 
Two back-end engineers

My role ⭐
Senior Content Designer in Operations Hub

Data Quality team 🤝

A team building tools and features to help 
customers make sure they have the most 
useful and usable data in their CRM. 

Partners: 
Senior Product Manager
Senior Product designer
Front-end Tech Lead 



Context: Previous work

I’d already worked with the Data Quality team to build a new tool: a central dashboard where 
customers could monitor the quality of the data in their CRM. 

I ran workshops with stakeholders across the company. In these conversations, I mapped out 
relationships between tools and the types of data they were passing to the data quality dashboard. 



The problem



The data quality dashboard brought 

together information from across the 

platform. It depended on definitions from 

other tools to describe when something 

was going wrong. 

Each tool did this differently, using terms 

like issue, error, problem, and risk.  

The problem: Many terms, similar concepts



The Automation Management team was building a feature that would send 

information to the data quality tool. They were introducing a brand new term 

to describe when something was going wrong in the workflows tool: “risks”. 

The problem: Downstream dependencies 

Something goes wrong in a 
automation. Your data is “at risk” 
of being polluted. 

Information about what might be 
going wrong in the automation is 
surfaced in the data quality tool. 



In the workflows management space, an 
“At-risk workflows” tab. CTA asks user to 
“rank and review” the at-risk workflows.

If the workflow has 
previously been at risk 

Multiple CTAs
❌ No clear way to remove 
the “risk” from the workflow



A lot of copy, tough 
to scan

Which reoccurred? The 
risk… or the error?

A risk = multiple 
error entries



The Automation Management team put their new risks management feature into a private beta, 

but there were some areas where it wasn’t hitting targets. 

The problem: Customer and business impact

Pain points for the customer 😓

Confused by the term “risks” 

Unsure about what’s on fire and what can 
wait 

Data in their portal may be negatively 
impacted by “risks” that aren’t caught at 
the right time

Impacts to the business 📉

Low usage metrics

Customers holding on to many workflows 
with “risks” that add a heavy maintenance 
load for our engineering teams

Heavy UX debt from different terminology



The problem: Feedback in the beta 

💬 “My new CEO saw the “at-risk” tab with the red dot showing the number of at-risk workflows and thought 
that this was the number of workflows that were not working, at all . I felt like the CEO would have had a 
different reaction if a different word was used.” 

💬 “ Does a risk mean that it’s not working properly? Or, does it mean that it could just be more efficient?”

💬 “A “risk” is the wrong word for the situation. It’s too alarming and that the objects shown were just “errors”.  
A “risk” is more urgent than an error.”

💬 “There’s not a difference between a risk and an error. A risk is just a potential error, while an error has 
already happened.”



Since Automation Management team was already in a private beta we needed to get 

answers to our questions quickly, while minimizing disruption the customers who 

were using the feature. 

We had to get really clear on the scope of what we wanted to answer. 

The problem: Tight deadlines



My approach



1. Build trust and illustrate the problem 

2. Create a project plan and agree on scope 

3. Run and analyze the test, then apply the results 

My approach: Breaking it down



Both the product manager and product designer on Automation Management had little 
experience working with an embedded content designer. 

It was crucial for me to work clearly and collaboratively with them so we could build trust. 

I got up to speed quickly with Automation Management to find out what they had learned in 
discovery, design, and beta. We partnered on a timeline and approach to our questions that we all 

felt good about. 

My approach: Build trust



I started by mapping the relationships between the terms in the new risks feature.  

My hypothesis was that it might not be the individual terms that were confusing, but 
instead it was the relationship between the terms that customers didn’t understand.

My approach: Illustrate the problem



My approach: Limit the scope

(Starting in the 
data quality tool)

At-risk workflow 

Risks

Errors

Data quality issues

(Moving through 
the flow into the 
“risks” feature)

There were other terms, including 
“issues”, that customers would 
encounter moving through through the 
flow from the data quality tool to the 
“risks” management feature. 

I kept my investigation limited, so we 
could avoid scope creep. 

Where I focused the 
Cloze test research 



Then, I put together a project doc 
where I outlined the questions we’d 

ask and how we’d find answers. 

View the doc (PDF)

My approach: Create a project plan 



The Cloze test



The Cloze test: Overview

A Cloze test is an unmoderated study that 
measures comprehension. 

It shows whether a target audience actually 
understands the material's meaning. 

The test looks like a game of madlibs. Every 
“nth” word in a group of sentences is 
excluded. 

The participant is asked to use context 
clues to try to answer with the 
correct word in each blank. 

I used content that was already live in front of 
customers in the private beta.



The Cloze test: Added questions 

I chose to supplement the Cloze test with an additional section of follow up questions 
because we wanted to know why participants answered the way they did in the Cloze test. 



The Cloze test: Running the test

I designed and ran the test in UserZoom.

● Replace every 5th to 7th word in the Cloze portion 
● Max 12 days run time (including both business and weekend days)
● 50 participants  

○ May or may not have experience with HubSpot
○ Must have experience in marketing automation or is a person in 

an operations role

Goal: 

A 60% comprehension rate in the Cloze portion of the test. 

This is standard. It’s not a test to see if they can get every answer correct. It’s about how 
many fall above or below this line. If a significant portion of participants score lower, it 
meant the content was very hard to understand. 



Results



Results: Breaking down analysis 

The test ran for eight days. 

When it concluded, I 
reviewed each blank left 
open in the Cloze test for 
correct answer, but I also 
counted synonyms. 



Results: By the numbers

●  Average accuracy was 24.83% without synonyms. Average accuracy including synonyms was 43.2%. 
This means that the content in the risks management feature was very difficult for participants to 
understand. 
 

● Participants weren’t able to easily differentiate between “errors” and “risks” based on the context clues 
in the content. They consistently used “error” when the answer was “risk”. Meaning, the relationship 
between the terms was not clear. 

● At the same time, many responded by defining an error as something that's currently going wrong and 
a risk as something that could go wrong. Each of these terms communicates and defines varying 
tenses (present vs. future state) and senses of urgency. 

● For questions where the answer was “ignore”, they often used close terms that were more proactive. 
They leaned more towards language that suggests either “fix the problem right now” or “take a closer 
look”.

Read the full analysis (PDF) 



Recommendations



Recommendations: Simplify the language  

I paired the results of the Cloze test with 
this view from the Hemingway app. 

While the readability score was good 
(Grade 6), there were many sentences 
that were hard to read. These sentences 
overlapped with areas in the test where 
scores were lower. 

I recommended that we simplify 
sentence structure across the 
experience. 



Recommendations: Collapse the hierarchy  

❌ At-risk workflow 

❌ Risks (1 to many)

Errors (1 to many)

 Data quality issues
The participants in the test were not able to 
understand the relationship between risks and 
errors as we were describing them in the product. 

The word “risk” was also confusing. It didn’t 
communicate the correct sense of urgency. 

I recommended that we remove the term “risk” 
and simplify the hierarchy.  



Recommendations: Align with customer expectations

What customers wanted was for us to highlight 
things that were going wrong and let them decide 
how urgent it was. 

The core problem is we weren’t setting the right 
tone with the language we were using. 

?????

Errors (1 to many)

 Data quality issues



Recommendations: Align with customer expectations

Because I reviewed the synonyms in the answers 
participants gave in the Cloze test, we didn’t have to 
guess what terms communicated this in the right 
way. 

“Issues” was one of the terms that came up 
consistently in their answers. And, this term aligned 
with terminology across the broader experience!  

I recommended that we call the feature 
“workflows with issues”. 

✅ Workflow with 
issues 

Errors (1 to many)

 Data quality issues



Recommendations: The new model



In the designs



After I presented these recommendations to the team, I created a new 

page in the Figma file and illustrated how the recommendations 

could look in the product.

The product designer and I had a co-design / peer writing session where 

we talked through the changes together. 



In the workflows management space, an 
“At-risk workflows” tab. CTA asks user to 
“rank and review” the at-risk workflows.

If the workflow has 
previously been at risk 

Multiple CTAs
❌ No clear way to remove 
the “risk” from the workflow

Previous designs

Filter = Current?  

Bulk action is unclear



A lot of copy, tough 
to scan

Which reoccurred? The 
risk… or the error?

A risk = multiple 
error entries

Previous designs



At-risk workflows tab is 
renamed “Needs 
review”

This side panel was part of a different 
workstream, but I removed the giant top 
of page CTA and added context here Renamed “Risk recency” 

column 

New designs ✨

New filter shows issue 
status



New designs ✨

Simplified CTA and 
helper content

Changed “First or 
repeat” column to how 
many occurrences 

Since review is the core 
CTA, we showed if it 
had been reviewed and 
when it was last 
reviewed



The majority of the changes were front-end and could be implemented quickly. 

Through our co-design sessions, the product designer and also discussed how we 

could make the previous “ignore only” action more proactive for customers in the full 

release. 

Working with the product managers and back-end engineers, we were able to come 

up with a solution that worked for our timelines. 



New designs ✨

History at-a-glance

Select a status

Collapsible 
help content 

Individual errors causing this 
issue. 

Each error is an individual 
Instance of the larger issue. 



New designs ✨

Customers can mark which 
issues have been fixed, or set a 
reminder for ones that are less 
of a concern. 

The reminder would trigger a 
notification. 



Impact



“Her efforts led to a remarkable 174% increase in feature usage, and created successful 
upgrade paths influencing enterprise-level revenue. 

Sarah's approach seamlessly integrated quantitative and qualitative data to shape UX 
strategy. Her holistic perspective, collaborative nature, and attention to detail made her 
a valuable team member. Beyond individual product experiences, she crafted 
comprehensive content and UX strategies across product lines.”

- Senior Product Manager on the Automation Management team

Impact: Feedback from the team 



📈 It’s in the numbers. By renaming the “At-risk workflows” tab to “Needs review” more customers 

were clicking the tab and engaging with the workflows with issues. Usage of the review feature 

overall increased 174%. 

🗣 Qualitative feedback from customers improved. There was much less confusion about the urgency 

of issues. 

🙌 I stuck to our timelines. The Cloze test gave us a wealth of information, but because it was 

unmoderated it also was hands-off. In the time that it was running, I was working on other tasks. 

❓We didn’t have to guess on the right solution. We were already in beta and any changes we made 

could have big impacts. This work set us up to confidently make the right move and fix problems now. 

Impact: The highlights



😊 We helped the Data Quality team simplify their own UI by slimming down the language hierarchy. 

We validated the use of “issues” terminology across the platform. 

🤝 This work set the stage for a great relationship with the Automation Management team. By 

combining qualitative and quantitative approaches to content design, I earned their trust. 

Impact: The highlights



Thank you for your time!


