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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of the report is to explain and apply User Expe-
rience considerations and prioritize them for specific real-life
challenges. In-depth understanding of the User Experience
principles and methods was necessary to argument and crit-
icize the proposals for each client [10]. As a team we defined
UX as the perceived sensorial, emotional reaction caused by
the interaction design as well as the reaction before and af-
ter the interaction with a product and/or environment. Within
this definition interaction design needs a further explanation
for our understanding. Which we describe as the mapping
and creation of aesthetics, visuals, and haptics with the pur-
pose of provoking certain interpretations and actions in the
user that eventually influences the UX.

In this course, three UX design challenges were organized
by different companies. Based on UX considerations and lit-
erature, the proposals for each of the challenges could be
prioritized. This resulted in conscious choices for proper de-
sign solutions, specific to the target groups, the context and
the time, in which the encounter with the system takes place.

Our challenge was hosted by Mirabeau who invited us to
redesign the Search Result Page of the website for Book-
ing.com. Constraints were that we had only one more week
left before the website launch in Singapore and Australia,



and four improvements to propose. UX considerations were
seen as the main arguments in the prioritization of the to-
tal amount of eight proposals, consisting out of ours and the
opponent team.

Our challenge was positioned in the digital domain of de-
sign. In the following challenges we were the audience/jury.
The second challenge focused on an interactive light system
incorporated within the Willem II Passage tunnel in Tilburg.
VanBerlo researched the situation and suggested that the
user should experience a feeling of safety, a playful connec-
tion with other cyclists, and a transition to the other part of
the city. Similarly, the final challenge asked for the design
of a virtual nurse who should inform and guide the patients
throughout the MR/CT process. The challenge consisted of
visualizing the virtual nurse and defining its behavior and the
interaction with the patient

DESIGN CHALLENGE

The design challenge by Mirabeau was to (re)design the
search tool for Booking.com in which two teams were allotted
four design proposals based on which the argumentation’s
can be done. The four design proposals that are allocated to
us for improving the tool are

1. Redesign booking tool

2. Redesign the results card

3. Show most popular filters

4. Show preview map with dots

The design improvements that were allotted to the opposite
team, (.i.e.) Team B are

1. Qualitative interview about page expectations

2. Test/validate with color blind people

3. Unify hover designs

4. Redesign nearby location suggestion block (to look less
like a banner)

Personas

To truly understand the customer we decided to imagine our-
selves in their shoes. By the use of our own experiences with
the Booking.com website, we realized that we represent only
a small group of the customers. Therefore, we thought about
the other customer profiles visiting the website and came up
with three main groups; friends, business travelers and fam-
ilies. See appendix Figure 1. By the use of the persona’s
a clear understanding of the target group, aided us in cre-
ating Empathy Maps and a Customer Journey Maps which
allowed us to get an overview of the pain points, the needs
and the desires of our customers.

Empathy Map

Since all the three personas have different needs and expec-
tations, we formulated an empathy map [7],[19], for each of
persona’s. We listed the four key traits that the user can rep-
resent while using Booking.com which refer to says (which
they say out loud), thinks (thinks internally of what to do),
does (interacting with the interface) and feels (whether they
feel satisfied/frustrated). We identified that, even though all
the users underwent the same booking process, their feeling
about the results they got was totally different from both pos-
itive and negative, since they all had different expectations.
See appendix Figure 2, 3, 4.



Customer Journey Map

In order to get the better understanding of the user’s expec-
tations, the journey that all the three personas will take for
booking a holiday or a business trip in Booking.com has to be
identified and mapped. For this reason, we decided to cre-
ate a customer journey [7], see appendix Figure 5. The cus-
tomer journey was inspired by comparing existing mapping
designs and their focus. We added quotes in the graphs for
clarity and argumentation of the position in the UX range.In
the customer journey, we defined the stages that each cus-
tomer goes through by going to booking.com ourselves and
booking a hotel, and by thinking about our past experience
with the website.

This lead to our understanding that the user experience be-
gins before entering the website: the journey starts with the
motivations to book at booking.com (motivation), then en-
tering the website (booking.com), refining selection through
applying filters (filters), going through the presented results
(results), and finally selecting a hotel for more information
(click).

Per stage, we defined what the customer does (customer
activity), wants to achieve (customer goals), and how this is
being experienced (experience). The experience map rep-
resents an abstraction from the experience, giving a quick
overview of the difference between the customers [15].

The current customer journey for each persona goes from a
positive to negative UX, due to the overwhelming layout and
amount of notifications of the current booking tool [9]. We
found this decrease a pity in the UX because we argued that
the anticipated UX of being on a trip usually is/tends to be
positive and excited and our goal was to keep this up.

New Customer Journey

These pain points led to our proposed new customer jour-
ney, see appendix Figure 5. The booking tool improvements
aim to keep or make the UX positive for each customer, by
taking into account their different needs, anticipated UX [17]
of the hotel/trip, and making sure that the interaction with the
website goes intuitively and easy. Comparing the abstracted
empathy/UX mapping of the customer journeys, the experi-
ence remains to exist, is constant or gets better.

Proposal

To be able to communicate the changes we envisioned, we
created a mock-up with the modifications made to the orig-
inal website. Besides communicating the changes, we also
wanted to convey the full experience that the website with
modifications would have. Placing this outside of the scope
of the elective assignment, we thought it would be suitable
within a business environment where proposals have to be
understood and justified. By taking into account our own
positive experiences when booking a trip and by using tools
such as the customer journey and the empathy maps, we
were able to detect some pain points within the process of
booking a holiday, and we suggest making the following ad-
justments.

• From the customer journey, we determined that, Book-
ing.com has different types of customers who look for
a trip with different criteria. By giving the option of
specifying what type of customer, the website can take
into account their specific search criteria. This will
cause the customer to feel more understood and the
overall impression will feel personal. We implemented
this aspect in search tool, see appendix Figure 6.



• In general, people who want to book a holiday want
to compare the options and choose for the best. Ac-
cording to Schwartz (2002) [5] an overload of choice
results in less happiness. Especially for maximizers,
those who want to make the best possible decision.
This moment of pressure contradicts, in most cases,
with the purpose of booking a holiday which we inter-
pret as wanting to rest and relax comfortably. In order
to extend this “holiday feeling” we propose to make the
result page more calming and luxurious.

• To, even more, specify ones individual needs we de-
cided to redesign the filter tool. The filter tool now (in
the new concept) responds to the type of customer by
presenting different suggested filters first.

In order to complete our proposal to make a more personal
and pleasurable experience of booking a holiday we chose to
add an additional suggestion: a fully responsive background
layer, see appendix Figure 7, 8, 9.

Our intention is that the website, once it is launched, will
learn and adapt from the people using the website to keep
improving this personalized user experience. Our concept
selling point is that we provide a fully new experience instead
of just addressing one part of the experience. The improve-
ments, ranking higher to lower priority, are:

1. Redesign results card

2. Redesign Booking tool

3. Tailored experience (user profile)

4. Show the most popular filter

As a preparation for the challenge, we took a serious and
professional approach. We prepared our design suggestions
and added literature to support our arguments to convince
the client and the audience of the added value of our con-
cepts.

The first proposal aimed at redesigning the result cards in
a way that it makes the necessary information in one sight.
This means that pictures of the hotels represent valuable in-
formation specified to the customer’s profile, and there will
not be an overdose of irrelevant notification. We argue that
by leaving out information, it becomes easier to compare the
results and thereby make a satisfying choice [5].

As people desire to examine all the alternatives, it is impor-
tant that these are concise, aesthetically pleasing, and the
information on the cards should be recognizable. Hence,
the cards will be more easy to compare, resulting in a con-
vincing decision-making process. As the UX continues after
using the website, being the episodic UX [17], we hope that
customers are more likely to return. Besides, by tailoring the
images and the information, people will thoughtfully process
the data [16] and perceive it as interesting [18].

For Redesign booking tool based on our ethnographic ap-
proach, using tools such as the persona’s, empathy map-
ping, and customer journey mapping, we found different cus-
tomer profiles. By recognizing a profile, less questions about
the preferences of the customer need to be asked as the
website can adjust itself to the customer. Therefore, we ar-
gue that time and effort will be saved and that the customer
feels understood and appreciated by the website.

Next is designing for Tailored experience (user profile). Tak-
ing into account the needs and desires of the target groups
with particular lifestyle preferences [6] will not only help to
make the whole process of booking easier, but it will also



be a more pleasurable experience which will already feel like
part of the holiday itself. We could say that we are focus-
ing on the cumulative experience [17] since we want people
to engage and come back after this pleasurable experience.
The needs and desires of the different customer groups can
be translated into different value propositions that will help to
apply a meaning-oriented approach to design [14].

Booking.com has a large amount of filters that can be manu-
ally selected. We propose that only popular filters, adjusted
to the customer’s profile, will be shown and that all the other
filters can be selected by clicking on ‘see more’. As men-
tioned before, we want to limit the number of options to make
it easier to compare and in this case select filters, creating
a satisfying experience [5]. And we want to tailor this to
kind of customer to add to the satisfying and smooth experi-
ence [6].See the link https://vimeo.com/326355136 (Password :
Team 3) for the full video of our mockup.

SELF ASSESSMENT

Our strong point is also our weak point: our design sugges-
tions together form one whole cumulative UX. Once only a
few of our suggestions were qualified for the top four, and
thus, the concept overall significantly lost value. To ensure a
strong position in the argumentation we used triangulation to
understand the user and we prepared a theoretical defense
to different possible counter-arguments. At last, we made a
mock-up to communicate the whole UX of our four redesign
proposals.

OTHER TWO CHALLENGES

The other two design challenges were given by VanBerlo on
an interactive light system incorporated within the Willem II
Passage tunnel in Tilburg and by Philips in which the focus

was to create a concept for a smart hospital changing room
for an MR/CT department.

VanBerlo

The goal of the VanBerlo challenge was to create a concept
for the lighting system of the Willem II passage in Tilburg.
The UX goals were to create a feeling of safety, a playful
connection with other cyclists in the tunnel, and a transition
to the other part of the city. The teams of the second round
differed from the first round by adding stronger elements in
their concepts. These elements added to the lighting system
concepts provoked a feeling of contribution and community.
One of the teams came up with a concept that was inspired
by the history of the city (textile museum). This could be
meaningful and fitting to the vision of the investors, these
being the municipality of that city. Another team focused on
engaging citizens of the city by letting them create the art
pieces that the lighting system could visualiZe.

We found the focus of concepts, especially in the first round,
to be mostly on playfulness rather than the overall UX. We
think that the concepts did not show how the UX is taken
into account: despite having a fun concept, there was a
lack of anticipation regarding the comprehension and abil-
ity of the user to interact with the system. An example of
a concept that did take the whole experience into account
through subtleties was the team that proposed the anima-
tion which took place slightly in front of the user, allowing the
user to fully see and understand the animation. We think
that another part to the UX of this challenge is to define what
safety/playfulness/transition means for the user; we missed
that level of empathy in the concept. For example: the an-
ticipated UX [UX white paper] regarding safety in relation to
approaching a tunnel seemed only briefly brushed upon in
the concepts.



Philips

The goal of the Philips challenge was to create a concept
for a smart hospital changing room for an MR/CT depart-
ment. The UX in this case was ‘a system’: the patient, staff,
costs, and design and communication. One of the teams in
the challenge particularly considered the UX principles which
lacked in the previous challenge. Their concept involved the
anticipated UX [17], and in class they acted out their sce-
nario showing a deeper (reflection) level of empathy. Re-
garding the other teams, the proposed concepts were again
mostly focused on playfulness and engagement and not so
much on the UX as envisioned by Philips. In the class dis-
cussion came up, notions such as stress and nervousness,
being with a partner or child in the changing room, and the
needs of different patients profiles. These scenarios were
not considered by most of the teams, this could have lead to
a discussion about the UX effects of the concepts. We found
the ‘table concept’ rather confusing.

However, to carefully take a seat and then get instructions,
sounds like a better argument. Adding a second seat for a
partner would make it even better. Some teams did define
pain points or made comparisons between considerations,
but seemed to want to solve this by conceptualizing instead
of creating a meaningful UX. We think that in order to design
and convey a user experience successfully one should start
by defining the different needs and stakeholders. Then, to
argument why certain design decisions fulfill the predefined
purposes to finally be able to create valuable solutions.

GENERAL REFLECTION

The three companies that presented different design cases
had a different approach to UX due to the different products

and services that they offered. All three companies have to
deal with an ever-changing society. To respond quickly to
technological advancements and changing needs, the three
companies all work in multi-disciplinary teams. The first chal-
lenge ours and presented by the design agency Mirabeau.
Mirabeau is working in the digital domain, which has the abil-
ity to share information and experiences and connect people
from all over the world. As we are currently shifting from a
knowledge economy to a transformation economy (Gardien,
2014 [6]), the digital domain has to adapt intensively. There-
fore, especially for Mirabeau, innovation is the core element
of each project.

The fact that this challenge was a competition motivated the
teams to fully engage in the discussion and to present strong
theoretical arguments to defend their design propositions.
The next two challenges did not have this competition ele-
ment; they pitched and talked about their propositions. The
discussion leading from this talk and pitch was, in our eyes,
less engaging and less theoretically substantiated. From our
experience, we could deduce that in a business environment
it would be more suiting to approach the discussion in a theo-
retical and argumentative way as we did in the first challenge.

Design agency VanBerlo, who presented the second chal-
lenge, approaches the UX by creating value and therefore
an experience for different stakeholders [3]. An interesting
tool that they use to present multiple concepts proposals to
clients and in user tests, is Virtual Reality. By testing mul-
tiple (serious) concepts in an experiential way, VanBerlo of-
fers support in making the best decision without providing too
many options, causing more satisfaction [Schwartz, (2002)]
[5]. The concepts that the teams presented for the Tilburg
Tunnel were not very detailed as they did not use tools other
than customer journey mapping. We missed additional tools
that would more concretely define the actions, emotions, and



intentions of the people using the tunnel. Therefore, the
teams presented incomplete concepts that did not meet the
requirements (safety, gamification, transition).

The third challenge was presented by Phillips. We would
position Philips somewhere in between the more quantita-
tive approach from Mirabeau and the more qualitative ap-
proach from VanBerlo [12]. Their approach to UX is much
more physical (tangible) and co-creation focused.

The concepts that the teams had presented were, in our
eyes, mostly abstract. From most concepts, we did not get a
clear justification and consideration of the emotional impact
of the challenge on potential users. What we thought was
a strong point of this week was that one team engaged the
audience in such a way that the presentation became the
representation of the experience proposed. Within a design
company and processes, there are many different moments
where UX can be applied, used and designed. From a busi-
ness perspective, it is important to be able to show and sub-
stantiate the value that can be drawn from a design propo-
sition. When trying to communicate this value it should be
done taking into account the business, one is working with.

WEEKLY LOGBOOK

For our own challenge, we met up three times to prepare.
In the first meeting, we explored our challenge domain and
defined the goals as a team. We brainstormed about pos-
sible tools to understand and map the UX, and divided the
work (visualizing the customer journey, persona’s, empathy
mapping, and mock-up).

In the second meeting, we discussed literature and theory to
support our design proposals and argumentation. We also
thought about possible counter-arguments and how we could

reject them based on literature and our own design propos-
als. In the last meeting before our presentation, we prepared
a clear overview of the argumentation. At last, we prepared
our approach and attitude for the challenge, making sure that
we were driven and focused.

To discuss our final report we met up three times. During
these meetings, we shared our personal experiences about
the other challenges and discussed the setup and content of
the report. Next to the group meetings we met or discussed
in pairs for efficient content sharing and reflecting. On the
day of the deadline, we came together to finalize our work.
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APPENDIX

Figure 1: Personas



Figure 2: Empathy Map - Friends



Figure 3: Empathy Map - Business Man



Figure 4: Empathy Map - Family



Figure 5: Customer Journey Maps



Figure 6: Home Page



Figure 7: Home Page Figure 8: Home Page



Figure 9: Home Page


