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Abstract

This paper presents empirical findings from a structured benchmark study comparing Al-
assisted code generation with and without Model Context Protocol (MCP) servers and Agent
Skills when building applications with Ignite Ul for Blazor and Ignite Ul for Angular. Two
developers conducted 7 paired test scenarios across 6 application types using Claude Sonnet
4.6 in VS Code Copilot agent mode.

The central finding is unambiguous: Al tooling (MCP + Agent Skills) raises Ignite Ul component
compliance from 0/5 to 5/5 in every scenario where the untooled model ignored the library
entirely (Tests 1, 2, 5), despite explicit prompts requiring it. In complex single-prompt builds,
tooled sessions achieved 100% feature completion versus 71% without tools. When total
session cost is measured - including corrective iterations - MCP sessions are cost-competitive
or cheaper than non-MCP sessions.

Key finding: Without Al tooling, the model is confidently wrong. It produces syntactically valid
code that compiles and partially renders but ships with incorrect component APIs, wrong
CSS paths, broken content-projection slots, and zero Ul library compliance - defects invisible
in static analysis, breaking at runtime or in visual QA.
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1. Introduction

Modern enterprise Ul development is deeply framework-specific. Using a component library like
Ignite Ul for Blazor or Ignite Ul for Angular is a contractual requirement - not optional - for
design-system consistency, licensing, and long-term maintainability. The problem: large
language models (LLMs) have strong general programming knowledge but poor recall of
specific component APls, configuration patterns, and theming mechanisms for any particular
library version.

The result is what we call the "confidently wrong" failure mode: the model generates code that
looks correct, compiles without errors, and partially runs - but uses wrong component names,
guesses at property APls, imports from wrong packages, and misses library-specific setup
steps. These errors are expensive to diagnose because the compiler does not catch them.

Model Context Protocol (MCP) servers and Agent Skills address this by injecting authoritative,
structured library knowledge into the model's working context at generation time. This study
measures the concrete impact of that injection across 7 paired scenarios.

1.1 Research Questions

* RQ1: Does MCP tooling improve Ignite Ul component compliance?
* RQ2: Does MCP tooling affect feature completion in complex single-prompt scenarios?
+ RQ3: What is the true session cost when corrective iterations are included?

* RQ4: Does a minimal prompt benefit from MCP even when the library is not fully
specified?

1.2 Scope and Limitations

This study covers Ignite Ul for Blazor and Ignite Ul for Angular applications generated by
Claude Sonnet 4.6 in VS Code Copilot agent mode (GitHub Copilot Chat). MCP servers tested:
igniteui-cli and igniteui-theming, plus Blazor Agent Skills and AGENTS.md. Results do not claim
generalizability to other models, IDEs, or component libraries without further testing.
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2. Methodology

2.1 Experimental Design

Each test used a paired comparison: identical tasks were performed twice - once with MCP and
Agent Skills enabled, once without - by the same developer using the same model, IDE, and
prompt. The only variable was Al tooling availability. Manual fixes were allowed in some tests
and are noted explicitly.

2.2 Test Environment

Parameter Value

Model Claude Sonnet 4.6

IDE VS Code

Tool GitHub Copilot Chat (Agent mode)

Target frameworks Ignite Ul for Blazor (IgniteUl.Blazor 25.2.32), Ignite Ul for Angular 21.2
MCP servers (when enabled) igniteui-cli, igniteui-theming

Agent Skills (when enabled) Blazor Agent Skills, AGENTS.md

Test period 19-22 May 2026

Testers Georgi Anastasov, Marina Stoyanova (Infragistics)

2.3 Al Tooling Under Test

The "MCP servers and Agent Skills" condition in this study refers to four concrete, publicly
available artifacts. This section describes each briefly; the linked README files provide full
setup and reference documentation.

Ignite Ul CLI MCP server (igniteui-cli). A Model Context Protocol server bundled with the
Ignite Ul CLI (package @igniteui/mcp-server, started via ig mcp or npx -y igniteui-cli mcp). It
gives the Al assistant direct access to Ignite Ul documentation and API reference for Angular,
React, Web Components, and Blazor through six tools: list_components (available component
docs for a framework), get_doc (full markdown of a component doc), search_docs (full-text
documentation search), get_api_reference (full API reference for a component or class),
search_api (keyword search across API entries), and generate_ignite_app (setup guide for a
new Ignite Ul project). The server runs over stdio with two runtime modes: Remote (live
documentation backend) and Local (bundled SQLite full-text database, offline capable).
README: github.com/IgniteUl/igniteui-cli.

Ignite Ul Theming MCP server (igniteui-theming). An MCP server that exposes the Ignite Ul
theming engine to the assistant and generates production-ready theming code. Tools cover
color palettes with automatic shade generation (create_palette, create_custom_palette),
typography and elevations (create_typography, create _elevations), complete themes
(create_theme), component-level design token discovery and theming
(get_component_design_tokens, create_component_theme), and global or per-component size,
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spacing, and roundness control (set_size, set_spacing, set_roundness). It supports all four
Ignite Ul platforms and the Material, Bootstrap, Fluent, and Indigo design systems, with WCAG-
aware color guidance resources. README: github.com/IgniteUl/igniteui-theming
(packages/mcp).

Agent Skills. Structured markdown instruction files that ship inside each framework package
and define correct component selection, import paths, framework integration, theming, and
bundle optimization patterns for Al coding assistants. When present in the agent discovery path,
the assistant follows these instructions instead of relying on training data recall. This study used
the Ignite Ul for Blazor Agent Skills (Tests 1-5 and 7) and the Ignite Ul for Angular Agent Skills
(Test 6). Framework repositories: igniteui-blazor, igniteui-angular, igniteui-react, igniteui-
webcomponents.

AGENTS.md. A project-level instructions file generated by the Ignite Ul CLI, carrying
framework-specific coding guidelines and telling the agent which MCP servers and Agent Skills
are available and when to consult them.

All of the above are configured with a single command, npx igniteui-cli ai-config, which copies
the Agent Skills to the agent discovery path and writes both MCP server entries to the project
MCP configuration. In the without-MCP arm of each test, none of these artifacts were present.

2.4 Test Scenarios

Test App / Scenario Framework Complexity ' Tester
Test 1 BravoBoard Mini - base app (3 prompts)  Blazor Medium Georgi
Test 2 BravoBoard Mini - update/extend (4 Blazor Medium-High Georgi
prompts)
Test 3 Service Desk Mini - single prompt build Blazor High Georgi
Test 4 Flight Finder - plain-to-Ignite refactor Blazor Medium Georgi
Test5 Travel Request Mini - minimal prompt Blazor Low-Medium Georgi
Test 6 Hotel App - 3-page Angular app Angular High Marina
Test7 BizDashboard - Blazor full session Blazor High Marina

2.5 Metrics Collected

* Acceptance checklist score (N/M required features delivered)

» Ignite Ul component compliance quality (0-5 scale)

+ Specific component usage checks (Grid, Charts, Dialogs, Inputs, Theming)
+ Context/token usage after each prompt and peak usage

+ Time to completion (wall-clock minutes)

» Code volume (lines added, deleted, total churn, files created)

» Credit consumption per turn (Marina's tests - Copilot credit reporting)

* Build and runtime quality (build result, browser console errors)

» Corrective vs. productive credit spend breakdown
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3. Results

3.1 Component Compliance (Ignite Ul Usage Quality)

The most decisive finding: in every test where the untooled model ignored Ignite Ul entirely
(Tests 1, 2, 5), MCP tooling raised compliance from 0/5 to 5/5; in the remaining library-specific
tests it matched or improved the score. Without tooling, the model either ignored the library
entirely (Tests 1, 2, 5) or substituted wrong components (Tests 6, 7).

Test ' Scenario Without MCP ' With MCP Gap

Test 1 BravoBoard Base (3 prompts) 0/5 5/5 +5 pts

Test 2 BravoBoard Update (4 prompts) 0/5 5/5 +5 pts

Test 3 Service Desk Mini SYA5 4/5 +1 pt

Test 4 Flight Finder Refactor 4/5 4/5 Tie

Test 5 Travel Request (minimal prompt) 0/5 5/5 +5 pts

Test 6 Hotel App (Angular) Errors + wrong 0 errors, all correct  Significant
components

Test7 BizDashboard (Blazor) 45% corrective 23% corrective =22 pp
spend spend waste

Tests 1, 2, and 5 are the starkest: despite the prompt explicitly requiring Ignite Ul components,
the without-MCP model scored 0/5. It completed the functional checklist using Chart.js, custom
HTML, and plain CSS instead. Checklist scores matched at 100% - but the library requirement
was not met.

Without MCP, checklist completion is not the same as requirement compliance. A model can
score 36/36 on functional features while completely ignoring the mandated component
library.

3.1.1 Specific Component Failures - Angular Hotel App (Test 6)
Test 6 documented three failure categories in granular detail:

Navigation component substitution:

*  Without MCP: IgxNavbar (simple top bar, no drawer, no mini mode)
+  With MCP: IgxNavigationDrawer with full + mini mode, auto-pin at 1024px

Modal component error:

+  Without MCP: Angular CDK Overlay - missing igx-dialog-title / igxDialogActions slots —
NGO0811 runtime error
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+  With MCP: IgxDialog with correct slot projection, zero errors

Icon registry error:

*  Without MCP: Google Material Icons ligature names inside Igxlcon - 6 raw strings visible
to users

*  With MCP: Correct Igxlcon registry, all icons rendered properly

The 6 raw icon strings on the booking page pass compilation, pass unit tests, pass static
analysis - and break only in visual QA or real browser testing. This is the confidently wrong
problem.

3.2 Feature Completion

Test Without MCP With MCP Delta

Test 1 (3 prompts) 36 /36 (100%) 36 /36 (100%) Tie

Test 2 (4 prompts) 71/71 (100%) 71171 (100%) Tie

Test 3 (single prompt) 27 1 38 (71%) 38/ 38 (100%) +29 pp

Test 4 (refactor) 26 / 28 (95%) 28 /28 (100%) +5 pp

Test 5 (minimal prompt) 13/13 (100%) 13 /13 (100%) gli?f (C(;mpliance
iffers

In Tests 1 and 2, sufficient prompts (3 and 4) were allocated, so both sessions reached 100%.
Test 3 - a hard single-prompt scenario - exposed the gap: 11 features missing without MCP, 0
missing with MCP. Missing features without MCP in Test 3: dashboard charts, ticket
edit/delete/assign/status/details actions, delete confirmation, toast notifications, active
navigation, consistent theming.

3.3 Context and Token Efficiency

Test | Metric Without MCP . With MCP | Winner
Test 1 Context after Prompt 77.5K/ 39% 33.7K/17% MCP -43.8K
1
Test 1 Context after Prompt 134.6K/ 67% 79.4K / 40% MCP -55.2K
2
Test 1 Peak context ~200K ~330K No MCP lower
Test 2 Peak context ~260K ~290K No MCP lower
Test 3 Approx. total tokens ~300K ~200K MCP -100K
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Test | Metric Without MCP ~ With MCP ' Winner

Test 3 Context after run 85.8K/43% 55.7K / 28% MCP -30.1K
Test 4 Context after run 83.1K/42% 278K/ 14% MCP -55.3K
Test 5 Context after run 441K/ 22% 75.1K / 38% No MCP lower

Context overhead is front-loaded and amortized. In multi-prompt sessions, MCP's peak context
is higher because tool definitions persist. In single-prompt and refactor scenarios, MCP
sessions end with significantly lower context - because they complete more work per prompt
and require fewer corrective turns. The breakeven: if MCP overhead triggers 1 extra compaction
event but eliminates 2+ corrective turns, MCP reduces total session cost.

3.4 Time to Completion

Test ' Scenario Without MCP With MCP Delta

Test 3 Service Desk Mini (primary run) 33 min 31 min -2 min

Test 3 Service Desk Mini (alternative run) 33 min 15 min —-18 min (-55%)
Test 4 Flight Finder Refactor 30 min 20 min =10 min (-33%)
Test5 Travel Request Mini 15 min 15 min No difference

The Test 3 alternative run showed the largest gap: 15 minutes with MCP vs. 33 without - a 55%
reduction. MCP enabled the model to read the Blazor Agent Skills, plan the complete project
architecture upfront, and execute without iterative planning overhead.

3.5 Code Volume

Test Lines Added Lines Added ‘ Delta Total Churn Total Churn Delta
(No MCP) (MCP) (No MCP) (MCP)

Test 1 2,256 1,811 -445 2,299 1,985 -314
Test 2 2,196 1,958 -238 2,233 2,046 -187
Test 3 1,942 1,640 -302 - - -
Test4 501 745 +244* 503 750 +247*
Test 5 733 674 -59 738 700 -38

* Test 4: MCP added more lines because it delivered 2 more features (toast notification +
complete theme) that the without-MCP session missed.
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3.6 Credit Cost Analysis
3.6.1 Angular Hotel App - True Cost Including Corrections (Test 6)

Task Without MCP With MCP Outcome

Scaffold + 42.2 credits 94.0 credits No MCP: wrong nav component

navigation

Accommodation  83.3 credits 142.8 credits No MCP: NG0811 + theme leak

page

Booking page 107.2 credits 159.0 credits No MCP: 6 raw icon strings

Initial pass total  232.7 credits 395.8 credits No MCP appears 41% cheaper

Correction turns  ~197+ credits 0 credits MCP needed no corrections
(est.)

True total ~430+ credits ~395.8 credits MCP is -8% cheaper overall

3.6.2 Blazor BizDashboard - Turn-by-Turn Analysis (Test 7)

Without MCP Activity Type With MCP Activity Type
Credits Credits
Turn 1 132.9 Scaffolding (productive) 233.1 Planning + scaffolding
(productive)
Turn 2  266.8 Layout iteration 114.3 Complete all todos, clean
(productive) build (productive)
Turn3  148.0 Layout debug 188.4 API error fixes (corrective)
(corrective)
Turn 4 121.6 CSS path fix (corrective)  163.9 Playwright inspection
(verification)
Turn5  58.9 Nav fix + verify 103.3 Nav fix + final verify
(corrective) (verification)
TOTAL ~728 credits 45% corrective waste ~803 credits 23% corrective spend

Without MCP: 45% of total credits went to correcting avoidable errors (wrong CSS paths,
non-existent component properties, CSS margin hacks for nav drawer layout). With MCP:
23% went to corrections, the rest to verification and polish. The 10% MCP premium buys you
doing it right the first time.
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4. Discussion

4.1 The Confidently Wrong Problem

The key qualitative finding: LLMs generating framework-specific code without authoritative
context are confidently wrong. They produce syntactically valid code that passes compiler
checks but fails at library compliance in ways invisible to static analysis.

Concrete examples from this study:

Wrong CSS asset paths (Test 7):

// Without MCP - wrong package name (Trial suffix)
<link href=" content/IgniteUI.Blazor.Trial/themes/light/fluent.css" />

// With MCP - correct paths (both needed)
<link href=" content/IgniteUI.Blazor/themes/light/fluent.css" />
<link href=" content/IgniteUI.Blazor/themes/grid/light/fluent.css" />

Non-existent component properties (Test 7):

// Without MCP - XAxisLabel does not exist on IgbCategoryChart
<IgbCategoryChart XAxisLabel="Month" ... /> // Runtime error
// Without MCP - OutlineThickness does not exist on IgbRingSeries
<IgbRingSeries OutlineThickness="2" ... /> // Runtime error

Content projection slots (Test 6):

// Without MCP - slots missing — NGO0811 content projection error
<igx-dialog>

<h2>Room Details</h2> <!-- Not projected correctly -->
</igx-dialog>

// With MCP - correct Ignite UI slot directives
<igx-dialog>
<igx-dialog-title>Room Details</igx-dialog-title>
<div igxDialogContent>Description...</div>
<div igxDialogActions>
<button igxButton (click)="dialog.close ()">Close</button>
</div>
</igx-dialog>

4.2 When MCP Provides Maximum Value

» Strict library compliance required - any scenario where specific component usage is non-
negotiable. MCP raises compliance from 0/5 to 5/5.

+ Complex single-prompt scenarios - single prompt must deliver a complete application.
MCP prevents the 29 pp feature gap observed in Test 3.
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* Refactor scenarios - migrating plain code to a library. MCP ensures architectural
correctness, not just visual similarity (Test 4: 10 min faster, 100% vs. 95%).

* Minimal prompts - user does not specify components. MCP autonomously discovers and
applies the correct library (Test 5: 5/5 vs. 0/5 with no user instruction).

» Theming correctness - MCP provides exact design token configuration, preventing color
hacks and off-brand styling observed in Tests 6 and 7.

4.3 Context Overhead Trade-off

MCP overhead is real: tool definitions, calls, and results consume context. Multi-prompt
sessions show higher MCP peak context (~330K vs. ~200K in Test 1). However, the
optimization target is not peak context - it is total session cost to correct result. MCP sessions
eliminate corrective turns, which are the most expensive context event: the model must re-read,
re-understand, diagnose, and fix its own previous output. Eliminating 2+ corrective turns easily
offsets 1 extra compaction event.

4.4 Minimal Prompt Test: MCP as Knowledge Injection Layer

Test 5 used a minimal prompt with no detailed component specifications. The WITHOUT MCP
version omitted even the library name. The model built a functionally complete, visually polished
app - using zero Ignite Ul components (quality: 0/5). The WITH MCP version named the library
in the prompt; MCP tools autonomously fetched setup, component catalogue, and theming.
Result: 5/5 quality. MCP transforms a vague library mention into a precise implementation.

4.5 Open Questions

* Model variability: All tests used Claude Sonnet 4.6. Coverage of Ignite Ul APIs in other
models' training data may produce different baselines.

« MCP content currency: Stale MCP server content could produce worse results than no
MCP. Pin server versions to release tags.

+ Task complexity scaling: Very large applications (10+ pages, complex state
management) may show different context overhead patterns.

» Larger sample size: Each scenario was run 1-2 times. A larger N would strengthen
statistical confidence.
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5. Conclusions and Recommendations

5.1 Summary of Findings

Finding

MCP raises Ignite Ul compliance
from 0/5 to 5/5

MCP improves single-prompt
completion by 29 pp

Time savings vary by scenario:
-33% to =55% in two runs; —6% to
none in others

MCP produces fewer lines of code
for equivalent output

Without MCP: 45% of credits =
corrective waste; with MCP: 23%

True total cost is net-negative for
MCP (-8%)

Context overhead is real but offset
by eliminating corrective turns

Minimal prompts benefit from
MCP: library auto-discovered

5.2 Recommendations

Evidence

Tests 1, 2, 5: 0/5 without MCP despite

explicit requirement

Test 3: 71% vs. 100%

Tests 3, 4: 31 vs. 33 min; 20 vs. 30 min;

alt run 15 vs. 33 min

Tests 1, 2, 3, 5: =59 to —445 lines

Test 7 (Marina BizDashboard)

Test 6 (Marina Hotel App)

Tests 1-7

Test 5

Confidence

High

High

Medium

High

High

Medium

High

Medium

+ Always use MCP servers and Agent Skills when generating code with Ul library
requirements. The 5-point compliance improvement alone justifies the setup cost.

+ Prioritize MCP for IgxDialog, IgxCarousel, IgxDateRangePicker, IgxNavigationDrawer
(Angular) and IgbGrid, IgbCategoryChart, theming (Blazor) - components where
incorrect API guessing is most damaging.

* Do not use first-pass credit cost as the optimization metric. Use total credits to correct
result. MCP consistently wins on this metric.

* For complex single-prompt builds, MCP is not optional - it is the difference between 71%

and 100% feature completion at the same prompt budget.

* Ensure MCP server content is current. Pin versions to library release tags.

5.3 Decision Guide

Scenario

Strict Ul library compliance
required

' Recommendation

WITH MCP

Reason

Compliance 0/5 — 5/5; checklist passes but library
missed without MCP
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Scenario Recommendation Reason

Single-prompt complete app ~ WITH MCP 29 pp completion gap; MCP prevents missing
build feature cascade

Refactor: plain code to Ignite  WITH MCP 10 min faster, 100% vs. 95%, correct theming first
Ul time

Multi-prompt app build (3—7 WITH MCP Better compliance; equivalent cost; no corrective
prompts) turns

Minimal prompt / implicit WITH MCP MCP discovers and applies library autonomously
library

Generic prototype, any Ul Either Both reach checklist; MCP adds overhead without
acceptable proportional benefit

Context budget is the sole Caution MCP increases peak context; evaluate for highly
constraint constrained sessions
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Appendix A: Raw Data by Test

A.1 Test 1 - BravoBoard Mini Base (3 Prompts)

Metric Without MCP ' With MCP
Checklist score 36 /36 (100%) 36 /36 (100%)
Ignite Ul quality 0/5 5/5

Context after Prompt 1 77.5K/ 39% 33.7K/ 17%
Context after Prompt 2 134.6K/ 67% 79.4K/40%
Context after Prompt 3 82.0K/41% 131.0K / 66%
(compacted)

Peak context ~200K ~330K

Lines added 2,256 1,811

Total churn 2,299 1,985

Files created (total) 20 20

Build result Passed Passed

A.2 Test 2 - BravoBoard Mini Update (4 Prompts)

Metric Without MCP ' With MCP

Checklist (start — finish) 36 —71/71(100%) 36 —71/71(100%)
Ignite Ul quality 0/5 5/5

Peak context ~260K ~290K

Lines added 2,196 1,958

Total churn 2,233 2,046

Context after Prompt 7 55.0K / 28% compacted 126.4K / 63%

Build result Passed Passed

A.3 Test 3 - Service Desk Mini (Single Prompt)

Metric ' Without MCP With MCP (primary)  With MCP (alt)
Checklist score 27 /38 (7T1%) 38 /38 (100%) 38/38 (100%)
Time to completion 33 min 31 min 15 min
Approx. total tokens ~300K ~200K ~200K
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' Without MCP With MCP (primary) With MCP (alt)
Context after run 85.8K/43% 55.7K /1 28% 43.0K/22%
(compacted)
Lines added 1,942 1,640 2,213
Files created 14 16 18
Ignite Ul charts No Yes Yes
Ignite Ul theming No Yes Yes
Overall quality 3/5 4/5 4/5
Build result Passed Passed Passed

A.4 Test 4 - Flight Finder Refactor

Metric Without MCP ' With MCP

Checklist score 26 /28 (95%) 28 /28 (100%)

Time to completion 30 min 20 min

Context after run 83.1K/ 42% compacted 27.8K/ 14% compacted
Lines added 501 745

Files created 3 5

Toast notification Missing Delivered

Complete custom theme Partial Yes

Response stopped early Yes No

Build result Passed Passed

A.5 Test 5 - Travel Request Mini (Minimal Prompt)

Metric Without MCP ' With MCP
Checklist score 13713 (100%) 13/13 (100%)
Ignite Ul packages added No Yes

Ignite Ul usage quality 0/5 5/5

Theme quality 4/5 5/5

Context after run 44 1K1 22% 75.1K/ 38%
Lines added 733 674

Files created 4 4

Context compacted No No
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Metric Without MCP ' With MCP
Follow-up needed No No
Build result Passed Passed

A.6 Test 6 - Angular Hotel App (3 Pages)

Task / Metric Without MCP ' With MCP

Navigation (credits / outcome) 42.2 | Wrong component 94.0 / IgxNavigationDrawer correct
(lgxNavbar)

Accommodation page (credits / 83.3/NG0811 + theme leak 142.8 / IgxDialog correct, no errors

outcome)

Booking page (credits / 107.2 / 6 raw icon strings 159.0 / All icons correct

outcome)

Initial pass total 232.7 credits 395.8 credits

Correction turns ~197+ credits (est.) 0 credits

TRUE TOTAL ~430+ credits ~395.8 credits

Rendering errors in final output 8 errors 0 errors

A.7 Test 7 - Blazor BizDashboard (Full Session)

Turn No MCP Credits | No MCP Type MCP Credits ‘ MCP Type

Tun1 1329 Scaffolding (productive) 2331 Plan + scaffold (productive)

Turn 2  266.8 Layout iteration 114.3 Complete todos + clean build
(productive) (productive)

Turn3  148.0 Layout debug 188.4 API error fix (corrective)
(CORRECTIVE)

Turn4  121.6 CSS path fix 163.9 Playwright inspection
(CORRECTIVE) (verification)

Turn5  58.9 Nav drawer fix 103.3 Final verification (verification)
(CORRECTIVE)

TOTAL ~728 credits 45% corrective ~803 credits 23% corrective
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Appendix B: Prompt Comparison - Test 5 (Minimal
Prompt)

WITH MCP prompt (library named, MCP instructions provided):

Create a polished one-page Blazor app called "Travel Request Mini".
Use Ignite UI for Blazor components.

The page should let users create and review employee travel requests.
Use a fresh summer travel theme and colors.

Keep it simple, but make it look finished and demo-ready.

WITHOUT MCP prompt (library name omitted - true minimal prompt):

Create a polished one-page Blazor app called "Travel Request Mini".

The page should let users create and review employee travel requests.

Use a fresh summer travel theme and colors.

Keep it simple, but make it look finished and demo-ready.

The app must build without errors and run without browser console errors.

Result: the without-MCP prompt produced a fully functional, visually polished app using plain
HTML and CSS - zero Ignite Ul components (0/5). The with-MCP prompt triggered autonomous
MCP discovery of the correct setup, component catalogue, and theming - result: 5/5
compliance. MCP transforms a vague library mention into a precise, compliant implementation.

Data Availability

The Test 3 benchmark applications are public: github.com/IgniteUl/service-desk-mini-mcp (with
MCP, including the full prompt and chat log in chat.json) and github.com/IgniteUl/service-desk-
mini-no-mcp (without MCP). Raw test data and comparison spreadsheets for the remaining
scenarios are available from the Infragistics Ignite Ul team.

Infragistics - Ignite Ul Team - June 2026 - Claude Sonnet 4.6 - VS Code Copilot Agent Mode
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