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Abstract

This deliverable mainly focuses on the evaluation of Trial #1 based on the trial evaluation
strategy defined in the deliverable D8.1. The document is structured according to the
evaluation framework beginning with preparations, specifying both user interface components
evaluation results and finally ending by specification for revisions of components. The Access-
eGov (AeG) platform consists of two key user interface components. The Annotation Tool that
represents an interaction with public administration. The second one, the Personal Assistant
Client provides a user-interface for citizens and business users.

Each chapter is divided into four paragraphs specifying conditions of Slovak and Polish trials,
a German field test and a lab test in Egypt. In the end proposals for revision of the components
are indicated.
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Executive Summary

This deliverable is a result of the evaluation of the first trial, Task T8.2 (Trial 1 (components)
and its evaluation), using the methodology specified in D8.1 (Trial Evaluation Strategy) and is
related to the testing of the Access-eGov (AeG) prototype I. Within the second trial a
prototype II will be tested. During the reported period there were two trials in Slovakia and
Poland carried out, a field test in Germany and a lab tests took place in Egypt. All involved
partners ensured a unified approach was followed.

The aim of the trials, especially their evaluation, was to guarantee the project progresses in the
right direction with regard to the needs of both user partners (Public administrations (PAs))
and citizens. The overall evaluation process itself can be seen as a three phases approach:

1. Preparation of trials;
2. Monitoring & documentation;
3. Evaluation according to specific criteria.

Based on the above the common evaluation strategy guided user partners towards accurate
realization and evaluation of the four AeG pilot tests (pilots, field test and test lab) in order to
systematically challenge the technology and application for technical feasibility and service
quality.

The user partners tried to perform “real life” tasks with the pilot systems. System testers
(citizens, experts on relevant field, IT skilled staff, students etc.) were asked to participate in
the evaluation and perform their tasks in the respective countries using the system.
Administration employees used the pilot system to perform their part of the task.

Regarding the evaluation process and its results, firstly the Annotation tool was tested by
developers and user partners’ members. Then selected PAs staff of all the user partners
undertook training on how to annotate those public services which their PA provides. The
collected feedback allowed the developers to modify the software component in order to
improve its functionality. In general, testers claimed that the Annotation tool (AT) component
fulfilled their expectations and found it effective. Negative remarks are mostly related to a
need for a more intuitive user-interface.

In a later stage the interface for citizens and business users was developed and tested so that it
could be rectified according to requirements of the common public. In order to record
immediate feedback, all testers were asked to fill in an online questionnaire common for all
the user partners right after completing a test. They were also interviewed so the user partners
could obtain their individual response and attitude towards the prototype I.

In conclusion many users/testers appreciated the way the Personal assistant client (PAC)
component worked as it provided a value added through system customization according to
individual conditions of a user. Also the users welcomed that all the relevant information was
in one place. Most objections were related to user friendliness of the PAC as users had
problems to understand what they should do. The user-interface was expected to navigate
users step by step. However; the developed Personal assistant did not fulfill this task
successfully as it was designed to give the user as much freedom and flexibility as possible.
Users many times reported they got lost in the complexity of information and buttons. Other
problems were not related to the software component but to the information provided by user
partners: Users did sometimes not understand properly the questions they needed to answer in
order to customize the so called “to do list”.
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A list of suggestions has been developed in order to tackle the key objections to reach the
expectations. According to what extent the proposed solutions are feasible, they were divided
into four main categories (1) will be done within the trial II, (2) will be done till the end of the
project, (3) can be done but is out of the project scope and (4) can not be done (using this
technology).

As a follow-up activity, the key task will be to modify the user interface of the PAC in order
to make it more user-friendly according to the requirements collected from public tests. The
following steps will be taken: Firstly a new user-interface will be proposed through preparing
a mock-up presentation of the PAC and provided to the user partners for review. The
modified PAC shall be ready for testing by the end of June 2008.
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1 Introduction

The report shortly introduces trials specification, describes the whole process of evaluation,
discloses assessment results and outlines proposed measures aiming at both the further system
improvements and the higher user-friendliness. All that was based on the trial evaluation
strategy defined in the deliverable D8.1. The trials evaluation and system improvement as a
process follow-up are provided by each user partner and uses the approach specified below.

The structure of the deliverable is divided into the following seven chapters which describe
each step of the evaluation process:

Preparation of the trials/tests in general;

Evaluation of the Annotation tool;

Evaluation of the Personal assistant client;

Specification for revision of components (Annotation tool, Personal assistant client);
Improvement of information integration and information quality (as defined in D8.1);

Process improvement (as defined in DS.1);

AL

Improvement of other issues (as defined in D8.1).
Furthermore, the setup and results of the user test lab (located in Egypt) is described

Holding two trials of the pilot applications (Slovakia and Poland) and the field test (Germany)
is a vital part of this approach as it provided the context for implementation and evaluation
activities. The tests went through the phases of preparation, monitoring/documentation, and
evaluation according to specific criteria as already mentioned.

As described in D8.1, the improvements of services to be included in the trial were traced
according to: (a) informational output, as well as (b) in the process itself. Evaluation of
improvements were built on criteria related to (1) information quality, (2) process automation
as well as (3) other issues such as accessibility, ease of use, security and trust.

The evaluation strategy and framework used is the same for all trial sites, and all user partners
have elaborated on it to describe their specific trial and the specific functionality according to
the characteristic of the services included in pilots and field test.

As far as the timing of the trial I is concerned, a slight delay has been reported from the
planned time-table. The reason behind can be related to the fact that both components
required some more time for their rectification which postponed the whole process. In the
chapter below the up-to-date trial timing is provided.

The trial results from all the user partners show fundamental feedback on how the Personal
assistant user-interface needs to be modified especially in terms of making it more user-
friendly.
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The table of milestones below indicates when and how the key project tasks were performed
by responsible project partners. There is a slight delay in project implementation due to
unpredictable conditions.

Table 1 - Milestones

Dates Milestone (Ii||11\(/:2§/ rgde) Comment
03.09.07- | Access-eGov in Regensburg Presentation and discussion of a mock-up
07.09.07 during EGOV 2007 n/a ]tic;rlér;ﬁna?hneoiitcl)?n tool. Agreements on
31.07.07 Semantic structures are available GUC
for ontology development
Prototype 1 of Annotation . .
30.08.07 Component is available to user IS, TUK LTI':;S:S?\L)??:?;X? internal developer
partners for review )
15.09.07- Field test and pilot are promoted Art|cle§ on websites, Ieaflets., posters,
ALL promotional presents, materials for
28.02.08 by all partners on a local level management
Inputs for Egyptian test lab are
30.11.07 | s bmitted to GUC ALL
i i GUC
13.12.07 Test scnpts for Egyptian test lab
are available (ALL)
AT Prototype was made available to
Prototype 2 of Annotation Tool is partners at:
04.10.07 available for use by annotation IS, TUK http://esprit.ekf.tuke.sk/annotationtool_de
authors http://esprit.ekf.tuke.sk/annotationtool_pl
http://esprit.ekf.tuke.sk/annotationtool_sk
TUK: Tool for uploading annotations from
04.10.07 Integration of platform TUK, EMA, | AT available for:
o components for trial 1 is complete. | UR - DE pilot
- SK/PL pilot
SHG (10.10) — workshop with
10.10.07 KSR MI administration officers who will use the AT
2210.07 Annotations authors have been GLI ,COI, KSR (22.10) — training under supervision
T trained SHé (ALL) of TUK's developers
03.12.07 GLI (03.12) — relevant civil servants
training in Gliwice City Hall
User helpdesk and support is Four discussion forums have been created
10.10.07 available EEFCI\QI (hosted on AeG website in private section)

- general comments

FP6-2004-27020
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SHG (ALL) | - Slovak/Polish/German pilot
Testing period for users, comments, bugs
and problems obtained:
09.- Major problems are reported to TUK IS - SHG (mail 11.10) — based on a workshop
12'10 07 developers and if necessary the ' with administration officers who will use
T tool is modified the AT (10.10)
- COI (mail 11,12.10; helpdesk 11.10)
- KSR (mail. 11, 12.10)
A new updated version of AT
TUK. IS - critical bugs resolved (non-critical
15.10.07 ’ remain, postponed for the 2nd trial)
- database empty (test data were flushed
out)
15.10.07 TUK, IS SK pilot — data from an old version of AT
were incorporated into the new version
08.11.07 A separate copy of AT installed TUK available: http://esprit.ekf.tuke.sk/attest/
for ISO to perform tests
29.11.07 KSR MI DE: done 29.11
011207 | Services have beenannotated by | G|, col, | sk: done 01.12
SHG (ALL) .
24.12.07 PL: done 24.12
three instances of PAC (for anonymous
user) made available at
13.11.07 PAC has been prepared for testing | EMA, UR, ?at::p;sszj/ca:t%ggrp;cgzaaéﬁ?srg.pI/acg-cllenth/
o by users TUK, IS https://aeg.cppo.max.com.pl/acg-clientsk/
faces/CategorySearch.jsp
https://aeg.cppo.max.com.pl/acg-clientshg/
faces/CategorySearch.jsp
Infrastructure and procedure for | ., ey | PAC installed on 2 servers 15.11.07
15.11.07 technical evaluation is in place IS
and has been tested
29.11.08 | Deploymentofintegrated alpha | ) PAC test installation (29.11)
version for the first trial
Technical testing and testing by
user partners (correctness of TUK IS
07.01.08 |pf9rmatlon and process) is UR, EMA Technical testing of PAC finished (7.1.08)
finished.
Unit Tests, component and
component Integration
09.01.08 DE: expected 09.01.08
o Access-eGov personal assistantis | , | SK: available since 31.01.08
publicly available for citizens
PL: available since 13.02.08
i is fini This marks the end of the operation of trial
13.02.08 Test use of trial 1 is finished 1 p
02.03.08 Data collection for trial evaluation
s is finished but PAC is still online SE, §2K(1)31?6g2-08
31.01.08 GUC

Preliminary results from Egyptian
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test lab are available

14.02.08 SK: 14.02.08

27 .02.08 F|rs_t results from evaluation are ALL DE: 27.02.08
available and documented

13.03.08 PL: 13.03.08
End of T8.2 (Trial 1 and its KSR, MI,
evaluation) according to Technical | gL, cOl,

12.04.08 Annex. D8.3 (Evaluation of trial SHG, TUK | Expected: 31.03.08
and specification for revision of
components) is available (ALL)
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3 Preparation of the tests in general — description

3.1 Slovak pilot

The Slovak pilot has been carried out in the area of the Kosice self-governing region and the
municipality of Michalovce as its part. It focuses mainly on supporting citizens during the
process of obtaining permits for building a house, especially a building permit, including
services related to land-use planning and approval proceedings. This process is very complex
and often difficult to comprehend for laymen. By providing a personal guideline via the
Access-eGov personal assistant, the responsible administrations plan to improve the service
experience from the citizen’s point of view. To this end, the Access-eGov system is expected
to provide all relevant information about necessary services in a comprehensive and user-
friendly way.

Following the above a strategic objective of the pilot was to make the processes of land-use,
building and approval proceedings easy to go through for common users by developing and
implementing AeG components. For this purpose it must be ensured that all the components
are running properly and no errors that may somehow disable the system functionality are
reported.

Within this project there are two types of institutions involved. Firstly it is the regional
government of Kosice which has only an overall review competence in the land-use planning
of the region. The city of Michalovce as the second project partner is responsible for land-use
planning and the whole building process in the district of Michalovce. The city with its
building office is a decision making body in the field of issuing final approvals and building
permits. The Slovak project partners plan to include also building offices of Kosice in the
project so the scope might be extended also to the area of Kosice. As already mentioned the
whole building process is very complicated and generates a vast number of possibilities that
cannot be covered within this project.

As regards the pilot preparation process, firstly the Annotation tool component (back office)
was developed and technically tested by developers. Consequently trained public servants
from KSR tested the AT by annotating relevant Slovak services. The developers incorporated
feedback and the AT was open for further testing by the user partners.

Once the Annotation tool was ready for use, a development of Personal assistant client as a
user interface of the AeG system started. After a few internal testings and revisions were
undertaken, the platform was open for public testing.

Preparation process of the pilot

In the beginning an activity scenario was developed with the following key parts: Land-use
planning, land-use proceedings and building proceedings. Together with the finalization of the
scenario also diagrams of the whole process were completed so that Slovak user partner
visualized all the possible options within the building process. In order to review the scenario
in terms of being an appropriate demonstration of the AeG platform, team members carried
out several interviews and collected 8 questionnaires. Later a round-table with developers
took place so all the feedback was discussed. Slovak user requirements were then presented in
the working meeting in Krakow. It was necessary to add the “final approval proceedings” to
the whole process, including diagrams for the Slovak pilot (agreed during the 2nd plenary
meeting in Krakow). Slovak user partners then in co-operation with TUK developers worked
on the specification of the Slovak pilot.
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Slovak user partners prepared processes of the land-use proceedings, building proceedings
and final approval proceedings with corresponding schemes in both Slovak and English so the
system could be later on tested by foreigners or other partners. Also as a further process
extension a merged procedure of land-use and building proceedings was elaborated with
corresponding schemes. Together 10 different scenarios and 20 diagrams were developed (of
the more frequent cases). As a part of the deliverable D8.2 a responsibility chart as well as a
SWOT analysis of the Slovak pilot was developed. Slovak user partners also prepared a
description of relevant legislation and a glossary for the Slovak pilot. In addition the user-
interface of the PAC was translated into Slovak language.

While elaborating and finalizing deliverables D8.1, D8.2 by responsible partners, Slovak
partners provided their contribution and appropriate feedback. On March 9™ 2007 a Slovak
national round table (TUK, KSR) was conducted in order to review and discuss the Slovak
pilot preparations. Then a plenary meeting took place in Athens where details of the Slovak
pilot were presented. Within the task 7.1 there were both supporting material to knowledge
models on the Slovak pilot and comments to the conceptual knowledge model provided.
Slovak partners participated at a round-table regarding the Annotation tool testing. As the
developed Annotation Tool was intended to be used by Public administration staff, it was
decided to train those who shall be involved in the trial as annotators of appropriate services.
In the training eight people were trained. Then the Annotation tool was tested internally
within the project team and annotators annotated together 32 services within the Slovak pilot.
KSR prepared testing scripts so that testers in the later stage would be able to cover by testing
all the possibilities. Again a round-table of the Slovak partners took place aiming to discuss
the PAC testing. The PAC interface was prepared in both Slovak and English. Once the
Personal assistant client was developed, developers carried out some technical testing in order
to eliminate technical defects and user partners then tested the PAC. Also user manual as well
as user’s questionnaire for evaluation of the PAC was translated into Slovak language so the
testers could use it within the public testing. Later on another round-table of the Slovak
partners was held in order to discuss evaluation of the trial I, which marked the beginning of
the evaluation process.

Especially for the Trial I four structured detailed scenarios and four simplified procedures for
testing (land-use, building, merged, final approval proceedings) was developed.

Key milestones of the AeG components Slovak testing:

Annotation tool:

Round-table of Slovak developers and user partners — 20" September 2007

Internal testing of the Annotation tool — from 21* September to 21* October 2007

Annotation training of the Slovak user partners conducted by TUK — 22™ October 2007
Testing of the Annotation tool by the user partners — from 23 QOctober 2007 to 15™
November 2007

Personal assistant client:

Internal testing of the PAC: from 15™ December 2007 to 15" January 2008
Round-table of Slovak developers and user partners — 17" January

Testing the PAC by the user partners: from 18™J anuary 2008 to 25™y anuary 2008
Public testing the PAC: from 31% January 2008 to 10" February 2008
Round-table of Slovak developers and user partners — 14™M February
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3.2 Polish pilot

General information

The Polish pilot implementation has taken place in the Silesian region and has been
performed by the Gliwice City Hall. The user scenario of the example process considers the
life event “establish an enterprise” and involved four main user goals: registration in local
government, registration in statistical office, registration in tax office and registration in social
insurance agency.

Preparation of pilot application

The initial step of pilot application and the whole project was the preparation of user activity
scenarios. The user scenario describes in detail the process of the chosen life event “establish
an enterprise”. The description involves all steps of the process (registration in different
institutions), all possible paths of registration dependent on individual user’s case, all required
documents and forms as well as information which must be collected from the user to
construct the path relevant to user’s needs. On the basis of that scenario, the user requirements
analysis have been performed, user requirements have been gathered and described as
required functionality of AeG system. According to the scenario, relevant services have been
identified (electronic services as well as traditional ones) and information on service providers
(in the Gliwice area) has been collected and prepared.

In Poland establishing an enterprise is a complicated process, not easy to understand by
common citizens and entrepreneurs and four different institutions are responsible for the
execution of a particular phase of the process. All these features cause possibilities of wide
application and usage of the AeG system if the the following conditions are met: the process
is clearly explained, the user gets relevant information and is properly navigated by the
system within the whole process and always knows what to do next and what activities have
been completed.

In the AeG project only one type of institution responsible for enterprise registration is
involved — the Gliwice City Hall, which is a representative of local government. Gliwice City
Hall participated in the description of the whole scenario — registration in local government
and also those parts related to other authorities, because as being the first institution which the
citizen has to get in contact with, local governments often play the role of information
provider and proxy between citizen and the statistical or tax office.

According to the defined user requirements and identified types of available services a
schema of a “dialogue” with the user has been prepared. All of the questions are formulated as
yes/no questions or questions with a predefined set of answers. Depending on previously
chosen answers, further questions are asked and the requirements and relevant forms are
introduced to the user.

Preparation of tests

With regard to both AeG components (Annotation Tool and Personal Assistant Client) tests,
the testers were relevantly prepared. They were provided with a description of the user
scenario (in Polish language) and a short Polish description of components usage and the
purpose of it. They were also shortly instructed how to use the components that were to be
tested.

FP6-2004-27020 Page 16 of 209



Access@Gov D8.3: Evaluation of trial and specification for revision of components
Version 1.0

For evaluation of the Annotation Tool, several questions have been prepared on the basis of
document D8.2 (system requirements, expected functionality and quality described there). In
case of the Personal Assistant Client special online questionnaire was also prepared by the
GUC to evaluate the improvements between trials 1 and 2.

Tests execution

In case of the annotation tool, the internal tests were performed by COI and GLI to eliminate
spelling mistakes and system bugs. These tests were conducted by AeG project members
(COI and GLI and developers) and appropriate changes were suggested. When the suggested
corrections were introduced, relevant civil servants from Gliwice City Hall were assigned to
play different roles in process of services annotation: administrator, editor, publisher and
viewer and according to their roles they annotated available services (mostly traditional ones).
The list of services was prepared beforehand so the annotators could simply choose the right
service for annotation. Thanks to this service annotation, tests were conducted in a realistic
environment and with the usage of real data (addresses, phone numbers, names of responsible
persons, etc.).

In case of the Personal Assistant Client also some internal tests have been conducted and
mistakes have been corrected. These tests have identified one serious mistake in the process
construction, but it was possible to correct this in an easy way. After the internal tests
“public” tests were performed (last two weeks of February 2008). There were three groups of
testers: domain experts (GLI civil servants involved in process preparations), IT experts (GLI,
COI members) and “public” (common citizens, people not involved in AeG project). They
were provided with a short process description and specially prepared questionnaires based on
document D8.2 as mentioned above.

3.3 German field test

In the German field test, the methods and software components developed within the project
have been tested on the example of the life event “marriage” and related procedures.

General preparation of the field test:

In the first step, a sample scenario has been written which describes the activities to be done
by a user in the process of getting married (see D8.2 section 4.3) and how Access-eGov could
support a citizen who wants to get married in identifying which steps he has to take in
preparation of a marriage (e.g. which documents need to be provided), which decisions have
to be taken (e.g. on a marriage location) and which administrative services thus need to be
used. On the basis of this scenario, the different needs that a citizen has in this scenario have
been identified and the types of government services that are relevant for fulfilling theses
needs in the life event “marriage” have been identified, analyzed and formalized in the
ontology. Furthermore it has been described what kind of information is required from
citizens in the scenario to identify the individual requirements for registering for marriage and
which offices are responsible for the citizen.

In Germany, the registry offices are responsible for marriage registration, for marriage
performance and also for providing most of the documents that have to be handed in when
registering for marriage. Therefore, the registry offices from SH have been involved also in
the preparation of the field test. They participated in the description of the scenario as well as
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in the general descriptions of the government services and the requirements that each service
has.

Annotation of government services and test of the annotation tool
In the first phase of the practical part of the field test (September - December 2007), different
registry offices had to describe their government services. It was thus necessary that their
services are semantically annotated on the basis of the AeG ontology.

In order to conduct the test in a realistic setting, all registry offices in SH have been contacted
and asked to participate in the field test. The objectives of the project and how they could
participate in the field test have been explained to them and eleven different municipalities
(the registry offices but also the internet authors or people from the IT departments)
volunteered to participate in the field test, hoping to profit from the results of the project and
from the insights into the newly developed technologies.

For the annotation of government services, an annotation tool has been developed in the
project. In first internal tests, the tool has been tested by SHG and suggestions for
modifications of the tool and the underlying ontological model have been made by SHG and
implemented by the developers of the tool if possible. There have been several cycles of
testing, demands for modifications, modifications and again testing.

In October 2007, the municipalities, mainly the internet authors but also registrars, took part
in a training session for “annotation authors” organized by SHG. In this training, the final
version of the annotation tool, which they were supposed to use in the following weeks to
describe their services, was introduced and explained. The tool provided a list of services to
be annotated so that annotation authors could simply select each service type and create a new
instance of a service description. During the training session, the annotation authors could
already finish at least one service description and felt well prepared to create further
descriptions independently after the training. They were also given a short German handbook
on the usage of the annotation tool which described in a step-by-step manner how to annotate
a service. After the annotation authors considered all their annotations to be finished, they set
the status of the annotations to “ready for publication”. The finished annotations have been
checked for completeness by members of SHG and in case of problems (e.g. missing data),
the annotation authors were contacted and asked to modify the annotations. Four weeks after
the training, all municipalities had finished their service annotations successfully. During and
after the training session, the annotation authors were asked for feedback on the usage of the
tool, to suggest improvements and to report problems. The problems and suggestions have
been collected after the workshop and have been provided to the developers of the tool. Some
changes with very high priority from the point of view of annotation authors were made right
after the training sessions so that annotation authors could work with an improved version of
the tool even during the first trial.

Usage of the service annotations and test of the personal assistant client

In the second phase of the field test (January/February 2008), the personal assistant client
(PAC) has been tested and evaluated by public authorities from the involved municipalities
(registrars and internet authors) and by the public. In order to get as many citizens as possible
to test and evaluate the system, the involved registry offices were asked to distribute flyers
announcing the website where the personal assistant could be tested and to ask people coming
to the administration to test and evaluate the system via an online questionnaire. 1000 flyers
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have been produced for this purpose. Furthermore the field test has been announced through a
press release and on the website of SHG and the involved municipalities.

A workshop on the evaluation of the PAC has been organized for the public authorities.
During the field test feedback on the personal assistant has been collected via an online
questionnaire which has been filled in completely by 69 people and incompletely by 223
people.

Furthermore four users have been video-taped while using the PAC. They have been asked to
fulfill certain tasks with it, e.g. “Imagine you want to get married next week, what do you
have to do in preparation of the marriage”. They were asked to “think aloud” while using the
tool and their comments on the tool will also be part of the evaluation.

The results of these activities concerning the evaluation of the field test will be summarized in
the following sections.

3.4 Egypt Lab test

The lab test was designed to test the information consumer perspective through the use of the
Personal Assistant Client. Testers were recruited among the students and were asked to
perform and document a series of tasks. The documented results were later evaluated with
regard to the completeness and correctness of the retrieved information.

The test lab did not perform any technical tests, like load testing. The tasks were designed in
such a way that the testers could easily identify with it, which was intended to bring the test as
close to real-life situations as possible. Each tester had to perform the same series of three
different tasks during three one test sessions. 14 testers performed a total 42 test tasks over a
period of three days. The tests were conducted as supervised lab tests with the test focus lying
on real-life tasks. Each task took around 90 minutes to complete including organizational
over-head like introduction and attendance. One task focused on those aspects of the Personal
Assistant Client that deliver non-personalized information. The other two tasks focused on the
personalized information.

The test lab was conducted during mid-December 2007. At this time, the Schleswig-Holstein
marriage-scenario had been fully implemented and was thus used in the test lab. The other
scenarios had not been fully implemented at this time and were not tested.
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4 Evaluation of the Annotation tool (AT)

To be able to provide access to electronic or traditional services, it is necessary to first
semantically describe these services. This process is called “annotation” and it consists of
describing non-functional properties and functional properties of the services together with a
semantic description of life situations and goals in which these services participate. The
functional properties can be regarded as defining the type of a service, while the non-
functional properties describe certain attributes of a service. Because non-functional service
properties change more often than functional properties and because new services are
generally of a known type, the Annotation tool (AT) was developed to create and edit the non-
functional service properties. It is a web based application, where public servants can log in
and enter, edit or view service properties in forms. As these properties are in a highly
structured form, only a short training of the user was needed before use. The Annotation tool
is based on the usage of “service templates”, which means that the user does not have to (and
cannot) define functional properties of services. Instead, these are predefined for every service
type and the user simply chooses the service type from a list.

4.1 Technical testing of the Annotation tool (common for all the trials)

The technical test of the annotation tool took place before the trial run of the annotation tool
itself and was common for all the pilots / field test. It was done in two phases: Firstly, a
technical test was run only with developers involved; secondly, testing by every user partner
was organised. For that purpose three installations of the annotation tool were created, one for
each trial region:

http://esprit.ekf.tuke.sk/annotationtool de

http://esprit.ekf.tuke.sk/annotationtool pl

http://esprit.ekf.tuke.sk/annotationtool sk

Feedback from users was collected in the form of MS Excel tables together with the
possibility to communicate requirements with a responsible developer directly. Some bugs
were discovered in this second phase but most feedback was related to specific user
requirements. This led to redefining of the ontology structure and also to new versions for the
German installation of the Annotation tool, which was then published on the following URL:
http://esprit.ekf.tuke.sk/annotationtool _de new

The results of the Annotation tool technical test were partially included in the trial version
already, while some issues had to be postponed to trial 2. The results are published in the
following chapters for every single trial region. Below is the table of requirements arising
from the technical testing and the trial itself divided according to different criteria.

Table 2 — Number of requirements for Annotation Tool

Overall structure of Requirements based . . Requirements
. . Requirements fulfillment L
requirements on trials priority
Ontology based: 4 German: 75 Closed in trial 1: 101 Critical: 21
Software requirements: 19 Slovak: 20 Postponed to trial 2: 21 High: 32
Other requirements: 94 Polish: 29 Rejected: 1 Low: 22
Other: 59

Together with the technical testing by user partners before the trial, there was another
technical test focused on accessibility.
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The accessibility test came to following conclusion:

Although the tool does not conform to any level of WCAG conformance, it is in a very good
state regarding accessibility and only very few checkpoints need to be looked at in order to
achieve AAA conformance (i.e. the highest level of conformance). The tool’s usability is at a
very good level and can be improved with minor modifications. Accessibility tests were
published as internal deliverable ,,Annotation Tool Accessibility and Usability Evaluation
Report™.

4.2 Slovak pilot
4.2.1 Process of testing

As already mentioned, after the development of the Annotation tool was finished and ready
for testing, the developers undertook some technical tests in order to eliminate any technical
difficulties and bugs. The user partners followed with introductory testing through annotating
sample services and collecting their feedback for the developers. Once the system was
sufficiently free of malfunctions, it was introduced to appropriate persons from the public
administration (PAs) for annotating services. They had been told to gather any issues they
encountered in order to be able to enhance the tool from the view of its user-friendliness and
functionality. Their proposals were then forwarded to the developers for evaluation and
proper incorporation.

The process of testing and development of the Annotation tool consisted of six main parts:

e Technical testing by developers and system revision

e Internal testing of the Annotation tool — from 21st September to 21st October 2007

e Annotation Tool training for Slovak user partners — 22" October 2007 in the KSR
premises led by TUK developers

e Testing of the Annotation tool by the user partners — from 23rd October 2007 to 15th
November 2007

e Annotation of services within the Slovak pilot application, totally 37 services annotated

¢ Final system modifications done by developers

A round-table of the Slovak developers and user partners was held on 20th September 2007 to
discuss necessary changes of the Annotation Tool.

4.2.2 Internal testing

At the beginning of the internal testing a problem with a Back button in a browser occurred. If
a user used this button, other than expected results displayed. Therefore the issue was solved
through hiding standard browser buttons so that a user is not confused by clicking on them.
Another error occurred when displaying already created items (,,page is not available”).

The testers encountered some problems with creating and editing new templates because at
first only developers were able to create a new template. Later this right was added to the
“Superadmin”-role.
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The user manual needs improvement with respect to technical and security issues. In
particular, the duration of a session was not mentioned. Neither was mentioned, that a user
must log out so nobody else can start editing service profiles without the user’s permission.

As all the remarks were immediately reported to the developers from TUK, they were able to
address the issues efficiently and promptly. The internal testing of the AT was done in a very
“interactive” manner because of the lack of barriers of language and distance. The testers also
used screenshots for better visualization of problems which occurred, as well as noting the
exact time of an incident.

4.2.3 Testing by the user partners

In July 2007 the first version of the Annotation tool was ready for testing. The KSR annotated
together 32 services representing a group of institutions which issue statements on building
project documentation. All these organisations were introduced in the trial portrait
(Deliverable 8.2) and most of them consisted of PAs and Public utility personnel.

Later a second version of the AT was provided for annotating. From this several remarks
towards user friendliness were brought up (for more details please see annex 9.1
Problems/bugs identified during the internal testing of AT — Slovak pilot). This feedback was
sent to the developers for revision. After the Annotation Tool was revised once more it was
ready for annotating services. Team members carried out the annotation of sample services
and were told to report whether the AT is working as required. The developers then erased all
data and imported already annotated services from the initial version of the AT into the new
one. The AT was again checked by user partner members for any defects in the annotated
services and any defects were reported and corrected as necessary.

As regards the structure of the group of testers, members of both user partners, KSR and MI,
participated in the tests. Four people from KSR and three from MI were trained for annotating
services in the premises of KSR (see annex 9.2 Photos from Annotation tool training — Slovak
pilot). After the AT introduction by the developers, testers were able to test the tool by
annotating sample services. The annotation of relevant services was completed within the next
week. Most of the annotated services are related to the Building office of Michalovce
(including land-use planning, building procedure, merged process as well as final approval
proceedings). The whole training was documented and is a part of the annex.

User manual of the AT was translated into Slovak and thus allowed the testers to better
understand the system functionality. Together 4 people of MI aged from 29 to 59 tested the
AT (2 — field experts, 1 IT staff, 1 public servant). From side of the KSR participated 5 people
with the background of construction and architecture, administration and IT. The average age
of the KSR testers reached 40 years.

Seven out of nine team members were university graduates, two with vocational high school
diploma. Two thirds of the testers were women which corresponds to the overall higher share
of women the public administrations of Slovakia.

As regards the feedback of the testers, they found the tool effective from the point of view of
future user as public servant.
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Key responses of the Slovak user partners on the Annotation tool
Testers expressed an overall satisfaction with the AT component.

Objections:
- User-interface — the user-interface is less user-friendly as expected
- Security issue — up to 60 minutes sessions are used — relevant notice in the user
manual shall be included which indicates that a user must log out when leaving
- Too many roles with their owns rights
- Creating new templates is complicated

4.2.4 Annotation of services by public administrations

As already mentioned, altogether 37 services individually described in the trial portrait (a part
of the D8.2) were annotated. After the Slovak annotators undertook training by the
developers, all of the services were added to the system as annotated. For information, the
respective services are currently provided to citizens through both the Department of land-use
planning of the KSR and Building Office in Michalovce. The annotators’ structure consisted
of three men, six women and three out of them with IT skills.

After the annotated services were imported from the first AT version to the enhanced one, it
was necessary to carry out a few modifications within the imported data, translation and
names of relevant institutions. The annotation process ended by 15th of November 2007 with
the final audit performed on the data entered between 27 and 28 November 2007. This data
was then used for testing of the PAC.

The feedback from all the annotators was quite positive and none of them encountered
significant problems with the use of the Annotation tool. Almost all the errors and objections
reported were eliminated within the technical and internal testing period. The improvements
enhanced the quality and convenience of the Annotation tool. The testers expressed their
feeling according to which are ready to participate in the trial II.

4.2.5 Summary of the AT tests by Slovak user partners

In general it can be concluded that the developed Annotation tool served its purpose well
during the testing. The feedback from the tests showed a few objections towards the user-
interface that could have been more user-friendly. However, the tool is intended to be used by
annotators of PAs and they are expected to read a user manual first and to use the system
quite often. Therefore the user-interface seems not much a subject for further modifications at
this point.

The close co-operation of Slovak user-partners and developers was appreciated as they did not
have to encounter language barriers. Comments (technical, functional or from the view of
content) collected from the tests were therefore promptly incorporated into the Annotation
tool. Besides the user-interface, from the remarks gathered the most crucial were the issues
with a mixture of roles and respective rights, timing of the session and preview page that was
missed.
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4.3 Polish pilot

4.3.1 Process of testing
The process of annotation tool testing was divided into two phases:

= Internal testing — this phase was conducted in order to identify most important mistakes
(for example spelling mistakes) and bugs of the tool. They were preformed by AeG
developers and members of GLI and COI who are involved in the project and know
exactly the usage of annotation tool.

= Testing by user partners — these tests were conducted in order to identify and correct
further mistakes (with special emphasis put on technical and essential problems), but the
group of testers was different — tests were performed by members of GLI (civil
servants) who are not involved in AeG project. This phase included also the creation of
service annotations.

The process of testing was iterative — when some mistakes were identified by testers they
were reported to developers, corrected by them and the annotation tool was tested again. After
this cycle, testing of service annotations was performed by responsible civil servants.

4.3.2 Test scripts

With regard to tests conducted by user partners not involved in the project, testers were
provided with appropriate information on the project, process of enterprise registration, the
future way of running of the annotation tool and the aim of its usage.

With regard to the annotation process the annotation authors were provided with the
description of the way of annotating and they were trained before the annotation process. The
list of available services was also prepared within the Annotation tool, so the annotation
authors were able to choose relevant services and simply annotate and publish them.

4.3.3 Internal testing by the user partners

Internal tests were conducted by the developers and persons involved in AeG project from
GLI and COI who were checking bugs of the system. User partners did a translation (from
English to Polish) of the fields and buttons of the annotation tool and they were also checking
language (spelling) correctness. Internal tests were conducted in September 2007 and the bugs
were reported to developers via discussion forum on the AeG web site or they were sent
directly via email.

Internal tests were conducted by four people from GLI and four people from COI. All of these
people are somehow involved in AeG project. Among the testers there were three IT experts,
two domain experts (related to enterprise registration) and three other persons.

The tests were done on the basis of information from the appropriate institutions responsible
for providing the public services and on the basis of service descriptions to keep their
functionality and to enable detailed description of these services using non-functional
properties. The non-functional properties proposed by the developers were verified by all user
partners (SHG, KSR&MI, GLI&COI) to adjust them to users’ needs (what information they
need), to make them easy to understand (several elements from the first version of non-
functional properties were unclear), and to adjust them also to services requirements and
particular providers’ context.

During the tests several bugs and mistakes were identified. They are described in the tables in
Annex 9.3
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Problems/bugs identified during the internal testing of AT — Polish pilot. Bugs which
appeared during the tests were mostly related to technically incorrect functionalities of the
tool; there were problems with logging in and logging off from the system, unexpected
reactions after clicking some keyboard buttons, etc. Several language or spelling mistakes
were found and corrected and lacking translations were completed. During internal tests (and
later during the annotation process) users complained about names of buttons, which were
unclear or they had ambiguous names which did not properly suggest their real function.

Territorial responsibility of Polish authorities

One of the main issues which has to be improved in case of the Polish pilot (and probably in
case of Slovak and German ones, too) is locality and territorial (i.e. spatial) responsibility of
particular public authorities. It was impossible to add this responsibility automatically
although it was described in appropriate ontologies. In the second trial it should be possible to
use these ontologies. It was one of the most often reported issues by annotation authors.

Other suggestions of improving usability and feasibility:

= [t is possible to add organization types which have the same name and the same service
templates; there is no mechanism which checks whether given value exists.

= No possibility of adding new service templates — shouldn’t the Superadmin user be able
to add that if needed?

= No control over the format of data put into field ,,Service hours” — maybe it should be
checked somehow whether the annotator put really hours into the field. The same
remark in case of other fields where the correctness of put data is possible to be
checked.

= No functionality of previewing data to be saved after clicking the button “Save”.

= When adding new contact person only “Given name” is a required field — shouldn’t
“Family name” be a required one?

= The button “View” is a little bit confusing, because users usually expect to be able to
edit data after viewing it.

= The button ,,Cancel” in the main menu (first screen) of Superadmin account does not
make sense. What is to be canceled at the very beginning?

= No possibility to edit data which was filled in by another user in spite of having such a
right given by Superadmin — should it work in such a way?

= No possibility of to view all information of a service.

= Names of some buttons do not describe what they exactly do — for example the button
“Save” does not only save data but also closes the current screen and the user does not
know it. Proposed name for that button is “Save and close”.

= The common public administration user (annotator) does not need access to wsdl source
— the functionality should be available for advanced users (e.g. technical experts or
admin and superadmin).

Comments of people who did not know the annotation tool at all
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= Lack of consistency in sections’ editing, sometimes it is possible to add new elements
from the level of different section, sometimes not.

= Input of some fields to be filled in is unclear, users do not know what kind of data
should be put into some fields — maybe additional explanations should be added.

Summary of Polish experiences with annotation tool

The annotation tool fulfils general expectations of GLI and COI and is a useful tool for
service annotation. Most of reported bugs and spelling and translation mistakes were
corrected by developers according to user partners’ guidelines. Some suggestions of
improving usability are still considered, some of them were moved to the 2" trial. One
general remark is that the annotation tool is sometimes unintuitive, but previous training of
annotation authors solved that problem. The most urgent requirement is to regulate territorial
(spatial) responsibility issue in the Polish case. The table below summarizes the most
important conclusions from the tests of the annotation tool, mentioning the elements and
functionalities which need improvement, possible ways of improving and suggested priority.

Table 3 — Polish requirements on AT

To be improved How to improve (users’ Priority
suggestion)

Unclear names of buttons Improve names of buttons — add | High
clear, unambiguous names

Lack of territorial responsibility Use ontologies to enable annotators | High
to add responsibility areas from
predefined lists

No control of data format put | Add such a functionality Lower

into some fields

Unclear fields’ input Add some explanations or better | Lower
formulated descriptions of particular
fields

Lack of fees for services Add fees as nonfunctional property | Lower

No possibility of previewing | Add functionality of previewing data | High

data

No control of added services Add control of at least names of | Lower

and authorities (it is possible to | organizations

add authority types which have

the same names and service

templates)

4.3.4 Annotation of services

The last part of the annotation tool testing was the annotation of public services involved in
establishing an enterprise. Annotation authors were civil servants from Gliwice City Hall.
Four different types of services were annotated:

= Registration in local government
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= Registration in statistical office
= Registration in tax office
= Registration in Social Insurance Agency

which were covered by five particular services: registration of an enterprise in Gliwice City
Hall, registration of an enterprise in a branch in of the Gliwice of Statistical Office in
Katowice, registration of an enterprise in 1% Tax Office in Gliwice, registration of an
enterprise in 2™ Silesian Tax Office in Bielsko-Biala, registration of an enterprise in Local
Office of Social Insurance Agency in Gliwice. They were annotated by civil servants at the
beginning of December 2007, during approximately a one week period. The annotation
authors were previously trained. Some elements of the annotations were made by COI
members, especially ones related to authorities uninvolved in the AeG project. The annotation
authors reported their comments related to the annotation process itself. Generally, they
managed to annotate all services and found the tool efficient, but it wasn’t an easy task
although they had been trained before. The main problem was the unintuitive usage of the
annotation tool and a lack of understanding of the information required to be filled in.

4.4 German field test

4.4.1 Process of testing

Before the annotation tool has been used by the eleven municipalities involved in the field
test, it has been tested internally by the developers of the project and by members of SHG.
There has been an iterative process of testing by SHG, providing feedback on the usage,
modifications of the tool by the developers and further testing by SHG etc. Only after a
version that met the general requirements of SHG had been agreed upon by all involved in
testing and development, it was provided for usage in the field test to the public authorities
from the eleven municipalities. The tool was then presented and its usage explained to
annotation authors from the municipalities. In this training session and in the following days,
feedback on the usability and functionalities of the annotation tool have been collected from
annotation authors. This feedback has been provided to developers of the tool.

4.4.2 Internal testing

The iterative tests of the first versions of the annotation tool have been performed by a test
person from SHG. The test person collected information on the relevant services from the
municipalities’ websites and then tried to enter all the already existing information on the
services into the annotation tool. If this was not possible because it had not been previewed
that a certain property would be annotated, it was reported to the developers of the tool. It has
then been analyzed in how many cases a missing property was currently provided on a
government’s website, how relevant this property seemed to be for citizens and if it should
thus be added or not. This way, for example the property “access points” has been added.

The members of SHG then tried to annotate a few sample services for a “test registry office”.
Whenever the usage of the tool was not clear or problematic, it has been reported to the
developers. This way, mainly a few usability issues, like names and places of buttons, have
been discussed and modified.

During this testing phase SHG also formulated the general requirement that functionality in
the tool was needed to translate the annotated information into English, so that the annotations
could be used for the English test lab in Cairo. This functionality has been added in the first

FP6-2004-27020 Page 27 of 209



Access@Gov D8.3: Evaluation of trial and specification for revision of components
Version 1.0

trial and the information that had to be translated was added by members of SHG so that all
data would be available in English.

Furthermore, it was required to add a functionality which allows annotating and reusing
already existing web resource which are maintained in legacy systems. It has thus been
suggested by the developers to add a “grabber” functionality which allows grabbing content
that has already been published on the web from existing websites. This additional feature has
not been used for the annotation of services for the first trial. The feature has been added
during the field test but has not been tested by the public authorities responsible for service
annotations yet.

4.4.3 Evaluation of Annotation Tool through think-aloud session

The think-aloud session was conducted at the office of an administration officer, who is
responsible for public relations. The administration officer was around 40 years of age
working part-time as the public relations officer being also responsible for the communal
web-site of the community with around 200,000 residents. The officer was asked to annotate
marriage-related services and also to edit some of the already annotated services by using the
annotation tool. The session lasted about 45 minutes.

The main tasks of describing the services and the corresponding responsibilities were
successfully completed in less than half an hour. This included also extensive comments of
the officers regarding the user interface.

The following problems with the annotation tool were identified after analysing the think-
aloud session:

1) The structure of the interface, i.e. where to find what and where to make changes to
certain elements, was sometimes difficult to comprehend. The officer had to “search” (by
repeatedly clicking through different screens) to find the right place where existing
information could be changed.

Suggestion to developers: Provide a way to easily change existing information.
Consider re-structuring the interface.

2) It is not clear, what information is already provided by the system (through life event
descriptions etc.) and what information must be added through the annotation tool. For
example, the field “description” of a new service was used by the officer to describe the
service in general. However, this is exactly what the life event description already
contains.

Suggestion to developers: Add a text box to each field where a short paragraph
describes what is expected to be entered in this field.

3) For some of the fields the officer was uncertain, what to put into the field. For example,
the field URL was used for two URLS, even though this is not intended. Also, the
annotation tool does not provide validation for this kind of erroneous data.

Suggestion to developers: Same as for 2), in addition consider adding validation for
fields that might impact the information consumer’s user experience.

4) The names of some of the interface elements are not clear. For example, the term “Access
Point” of a service was repeatedly mentioned as being difficult to comprehend.

Suggestion to user partners: Find names that are easier to comprehend.

5) The officer had difficulties to find the right place where to enter fees for a service.
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Suggestion to developers: Describe in the documentation of the annotation tool how this
should be done.

6) Default values and predefined values should be provided (e.g. for community names and
codes), especially for addresses.

Suggestion: Addresses should be made “re-usable” (through an address book of some
sort) and should be pre-filled as much as possible.

4.44 Testing by the user partners (annotation authors)

During a training session for annotation authors in which the usage of the annotation tool has
been explained and trained in practice, feedback on the usability and the general functionality
of the annotation tool has been collected. In the weeks following the training, annotation
authors were asked to provide feedback in case they had any problems using the annotation
tool (e.g. if it did not work properly, if they could not enter some properties they wanted to
enter or if they did not know how to best enter the data into the tool). All annotation authors
managed to successfully annotate all the required data. Even users not familiar with similar
applications could use the tool without any major problems. A major problem reported was
the time required to annotate services which are provided for a large number of municipalities
(which have to be annotated also). In cases where a service was provided for more than 15
municipalities, loading time of the tool was very slow and it took about one hour to annotate
one such service.

The requirements arising from the tests by the user partners during the training session are
summarized in the following section. This section summarizes the most important aspects that
need to be improved for the second trial. Some of the bugs and problems that have been
identified in the tests by the user partners have already been solved during the first trial. These
fixed problems, as well as a detailed list of problems and bugs that still need to be addressed
are listed in the Annex 9.4. Bugs and requirements for modification of AT — German field test

Highest priority: aspects of usability need to be improved

= a more descriptive interface is needed, e.g. with additional texts explaining each field and
each screen

= apreview of the entered services is required

= the annotation author has to have a reference of what general information about services
will be provided by the system (e.g. about fees) so that he knows what information needs
to be added by him for a complete service description

= parts of the service annotations should be reusable as templates, especially services, areas
(lists of municipalities) and lists of persons and it should be possible to move them to
different contexts, e.g. to move a service to a different office

= the page should not reload after entering a value into the fields

= the service annotations should be validated for completeness

High priority: Navigation in the tool needs improvement:
= using backspace-key results in loss of data

= the navigation has to be more intuitive so that the already annotated data can easily be
found again
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High priority: other issues

= the language settings should not switch

= the preview of services needs to be improved/corrected

= users with viewing rights should have the right to view all the information

= the performance of the tool needs to be improved because loading annotations with a lot
of data is very slow

= it has to be possible to enter fees into AT

There are also a few issues regarding the improvement of usability which are considered to be
of lower priority:

Lower priority: Elements in AT have to be sorted
= the services should be sorted by service type and alphabetically

= it should be possible to influence/change the order of access points and contact persons

Lower priority: Other issues
= it is required that annotation authors can add new service types for offices

= editors should be allowed to edit services for their offices even if they were created by
other authors

= Exceptional structures in the scenario “marriage” do not fit into the provided structure for
service annotations. The scenario marriage contains a few very exceptional structures that
made annotation of the relevant services (reservation of the location for marriage and
marriage itself) rather difficult. See Appendix 9.5 Exceptional service properties in the
marriage scenario for a more detailed description of this particular problem.

4.4.5 Annotation of services

Eleven municipalities have been involved in the field test. The annotation authors of these
municipalities were either internet authors or registrars with different levels of experience
with similar applications. Each of them annotated at least nine different services (eight
services of the registry office (Standesamt) and one service of a different office
(Einwohnermeldeamt)), resulting in more than 99 annotated services for the German pilot.
Because some of the offices annotated marriage services at different locations as separate
services, some offices provided more than one service of the kind “marriage” and “reservation
of the marriage location”.

All of the annotation authors managed to annotate all the services within the four weeks
following the training. One author was not able to participate in the training but managed to
use the tool successfully using only the user manual. Members of SHG verified if the
annotations were complete and correct and if the services had been annotated as expected. A
frequent error in annotations was that annotation authors had forgotten to annotate the area of
responsibility of an access point.
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4.4.6 Conclusion and outlook

The overall functions of the annotation tool met the requirements of SHG when the tool was
provided to annotation authors for annotation of real services. It could be used even by
untrained users to annotate all the required services successfully. Just the performance of the
tool was very poor when a large number of municipalities had to be annotated.

It had been expected in the very beginning of the development that the tool would allow
annotation of already existing contents by somehow integrating it into existing CMS. This
requirement could not be met yet. Just among the eleven municipalities involved in the
testing, eight different CMS are in use and no general solution for all these systems could be
provided for integrating the existing web contents. SHG is preparing a meeting with providers
of the CMS’ to discuss the possibility and calculate the required effort to annotate the contents
directly in the CMS. The possibility to integrate existing websites contents into the AeG
system this way in the second trial will be evaluated.

4.5 Specification for revision of the AT

Taking into account all the responses of the AT testers and user partners, in general the
Annotation tool provides effective operation with relatively sufficient standard of the user-
interface required for the PAs. Even though the testers found the tool not very user-friendly, it
provides an acceptable functionality for changing and updating information for public
servants. An important note has to be emphasized: the tool is intended to be used by public
servants who are expected to be trained and to use the AT component more often than the
general public. Therefore this fact was considered within the evaluation of the public testing.

In the table below there are the main remarks collected by the user partners and are expected
to be addressed within the trial II. These suggestions for improving the AT were assessed by
the developers in terms of whether or not they can be addressed and in what time period.
However, as a result all the requirements will be solved within the Trial II time-schedule.
Classification of requirements is indicated below:

1 - Will be done by the Trial II

2 - Will be done by the end of the project

3 - Can be done, but not within this project (out of scope of the Access-eGov project)
4 - Cannot be done (using this technology)

Table 4 — Summary of key requirements for the AT modification

User partners Developers
Category of
Proposed improvement requirement Partners responsible
(1-2-3-4)
Performance should be enhanced if many services
1 Developers
are annotated
Annotation of territorial responsibilities is required 1 Developers + user partners
More intuitive user-interface is needed, especially
o 1 Developers + user partners

better navigation
Names of the buttons shall clearly indicate their

. 1 Developers + user partners
functions
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Fees should be included in the AT 1 Developers
User with viewing-rights should be allowed to see

) 1 Developers
everything
Preview of annotated services should be available 1 Developers
Clarification of what inputs are needed in fields 1 Developers + user partners
Su.p.er-admln should have the right for creating and 1 Developers
editing new templates
Validation of data format for some fields needed 1 Developers
Validation of completeness of annotation needed 1 Developers

As shown in the table above, the developers assessed all the proposals as feasible and
therefore all shall be incorporated within the trail II. The enhanced AeG system is expected to
be completed by the end of June 2008. Afterwards it will be exposed to public testing and
ready for final revision.

General expectations on the AT:

e A Web-service interface is available that takes a Web-page as input and returns either
the same Web-page containing semantic mark-up for a specific service (or services) or
only the mark-up as an output

e A Web service interface is available that can be used to make content available for
annotation

e Service Profiles can be identified by URIs and are accessible from non-Access-eGov
applications

e Ontology Managers can register ontologies, thus making them available to Access-
eGov, and notify users about ontology changes.
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5 Evaluation of the Personal assistant client (PAC)

Communication of the citizens with the Access-eGov platform is occurring through the

Personal Assistant client, which provides the main web-based user interface for functionalities

of the platform components. The list of functionalities provided by PAC includes:

e registration of citizens in the platform and managing of the user profiles

e navigation and selecting of the life event from the hierarchical list of life event categories

e customization of the life event to get list of suitable services with the wizard-like
questionnaires generated for the particular user case

e browsing of the detailed information about the selected services (i.e. contact data, etc.).

5.1 Technical testing German, Polish and Slovak administrative
processes

During the run of the trial various user issues were reported. These issues were tracked within
the online track system (http://147.232.5.49/aegtrac). Partners were using this system to
directly report issues noticed as tickets. They were aware which issues are relevant to whom
from the development team so they assigned all tickets to the right person(s). Of course they
were not always able to classify them correctly but that was caught by developers who
reassigned tickets to the right person(s) if needed. One of the characteristics of the tickets was
their severity. If the severity is high then the ticket had higher priority and was processed
firstly (before tickets with low severity). Since the developers, had knowledge about overall
AeG system, they were able to decide whether the request -that was implied by a ticket- can
be solved or need to be postponed into next trial.

The statistics provided below about the tickets relevant to the administrative process models
(i.e. WSMO process ontologies) of German (administrative process of marriage), Polish
(administrative process of establishing of enterprise) and Slovak (administrative process of
getting a building permit for new family house) user partners. These tickets can be classified
(see table 2) to those relevant to the process logic and those relevant to the textual
descriptions within the process ontologies.

Table 5 - Number of reported and closed tickets from German, Polish and Slovak user partners

Closed
Tickets iz Postponed | L oh briority high
tickets tickets . e
(total) (total) (total) tickets priority
tickets
German administrative 14 12 > 10 10
process
Polish administrative 16 14 5 14 13
process
Slovak administrative
process 6 5 1 5 5

Table 6 - Number of reported tickets from German, Polish and Slovak user partners categorized by their impact
into logic of process or their relevancy to the textual description within the process ontologies.

Tickets related to process | Tickets related to textual
logic description
German administrative process 8 6
Polish administrative process 10 6
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Slovak administrative process 1 5

In case of Slovak pilot, the tickets were submitted after the internal phase of discussing the
discovered problems and were already grouped according to the responsible test person.
Therefore they represent a larger group of smaller issues. Altogether 39 such issues were
reported, where 5 were related to the process model, 12 to textual descriptions, 5 to
navigation, 12 to displayed content itself and 5 to annotation of utilized services.

5.2 Slovak pilot
5.2.1 Process of testing

Similarly as mentioned above regarding the testing development of the AT, also the PAC was
primarily tested by the developers. The user partners performed internal tests with collecting
relevant comments according to which the PAC was modified and enhanced. Once the system
improvements stabilized to the expected functionality, a selected group of people with various
backgrounds tested the platform and reported their feedback through online questionnaires
and interviews.

The testing of the Slovak pilot application progressed in the three phases as follows:
- Internal tests
- Tests carried out by user partners
- Public tests

PAC User Manual, user interface and user questionnaire for evaluation of PAC were
translated into Slovak language in order to ease the tests performance.

Testing of the Personal assistant client was carried out in January and February 2008 by a
group of testers with and without professional background. With the aim to perform
comprehensive tests, testers of various background participated so that the developers were
provided with a broad feedback, addressing different issues.

The average age of the testers was 43 having the following backgrounds: architects,
construction engineers, project engineers, IT developers, lawyers, waiters, public servants and
also a few unemployed people.

18 different scenarios were tested by the participants (for more details see the test scripts
paragraph below) who were provided a user manual describing step-by-step instructions on
how to perform particular test scenarios. The feedback on the PAC was collected via e-mail.
Some of the testers were disappointed with the system performance but many of them claimed
a wish to test Prototype II within the second trial.

Regarding the timing of the PAC testing, for a month the system was open for internal testing.
Right after the closure of the internal testing, Slovak partners (developers with user partners)
conducted a round-table in mid January 2008. From the 18" January was the PAC tested by
the user partners for a one week. In the beginning of the January 2008 the public testing
started and finished by another round-table with Slovak partners.
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5.2.2 Test scripts

Test scripts for the Slovak pilot were strongly depending on individual life events (i.e. the
system customizes according to filled in introductory online form). The form indicated seven
mandatory questions + location specification. According to the answers a user entered, the
system generated a group of relevant services showing on the left panel (16 basic
combinations). In order to make the tests comprehensive, the test scripts covered all the
possible combinations and were introduced to the testers of the KSR and MI.

Questions concerned:

1. Are you already decided for a concrete lot for building your house?

2. Are you a legal entity?

3. Do you have a certificate of ineligibility or is your case considered as an exemption?
(see the explanation below)

4. s your construction (type) in compliance with the respective land-use plan
regulations?

5. Are you the owner of the land that is planned for the construction?

6. Do you have project documentation for the construction complete?

7. What are the estimate costs of the construction?

+ Additional question “Where do you plan to build your house?” (District of Michalovce,
other)

The test scripts in particular:
- Citizen planning to build a family house in the district of Michalovce
- Citizen planning to build a family house in other than the district of Michalovce
- Citizen already decided for a concrete land

- Citizen no yet decided for a concrete land

- Entrepreneur planning to build a family house in the district of Michalovce

- Entrepreneur planning to build a family house in other than the district of Michalovce
- Entrepreneur already decided for a concrete land

- Entrepreneur no yet decided for a concrete land
- Citizen with a complete project documentation, with/without the ownership of the lot

- Citizen without a complete project documentation, with/without the ownership of the
lot

- Entrepreneur with a complete project documentation, with/without the ownership of
the lot

- Entrepreneur without a complete project documentation, with/without the ownership
of the lot

- Citizen with an ineligibility certificate and complete project documentation,
with/without the ownership of the lot

- Citizen with an ineligibility certificate, without complete project documentation,
with/without the ownership of the lot

- Entrepreneur with an ineligibility certificate and complete project documentation,
with/without the ownership of the lot

- Entrepreneur with an ineligibility certificate, without complete project documentation,
with/without the ownership of the lot
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5.2.3 Internal testing

Internal testing of the PAC aimed at searching for errors, so called bugs and other
malfunctions that could lead to a partial/total system failure. The testing was performed
within Slovak consortium of developers and user partners (TUK, IS, KSR, MI). An immediate
elimination of defects found was ensured by the developers. For this purpose English version
of the German pilot was used for testing. Because of the language barrier, only four members
of the user partners’ team participated in the activity which started in mid-December 2007 and
ended by mid-January 2008.

After the first version of the PAC was rectified according to the feedback from user partners,
in mid January a Slovak initial version of the PAC was introduced for the internal tests
purposes.

The key issues reported in both the German and Slovak version:

- Error when creating a new user

- Error displaying of the button “Building permit” in the web browser IE
- Empty process descriptions

- Misspelled texts

- Confusing buttons names with unclear functionality

- Incorrect and inaccurate translation from English to Slovak

The collected remarks from the internal testing can be grouped into four categories:
Navigation, Process, Texts and Buttons.

Empty process description required a quick response and therefore adding relevant texts was
the highest priority at the time. Firstly this was done in Slovak, later on in the English version
of the PAC. Upon agreement with the developers all the services were put in line with the
process so after filling in an introductory form a user was offered only the services relevant to
his/her life event. As a result the user did not have to roll down a large screen with a lot of
services.

Communication between the Slovak user partners and developers of TUK was carried out via
emails and on 17" J anuary 2008 a round-table of all the Slovak partners was organized.

5.2.4 Testing by the user partners

Actually, user partners testing commenced when the Slovak developers and user partners met
in the premises of the TUK January 17 2008 with the aim to agree on the testing time
schedule and reporting system. At the time the Slovak user partners were also introduced with
the PAC user interface features. For the reporting purposes all the partners used a systematic
approach, so called TRACK system which enabled developers a prompt and accurate
reaction.

The system was open for testing between 18th and 25th January 2008. Together 9 testers of
the KSR and MI project teams carried out the tests.
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Within the following four days - until the end of January 2008, reporting process took place.
The collected remarks related not only to the system functionality and process as itself but
also to accuracy of the content. In parallel a standard of the information basis (SK/EN
versions) was continually improved in a close cooperation of the KSR and IS teams. Results
of the internal tests were processed and forwarded to the developers through the mentioned
Track system.

Most of the remarks were linked to an improper translation of the user interface as well as to
a large number of services displayed on the left panel of the PAC so that a user got lost and
was unable to decide for a step by step action (did not know what to do). As a result a more
accurate translation was incorporated into the user interface. Also in order to simplify the
complexity of displayed services, only those related to a particular life event appear now. In
addition, the developers included forms samples with relevant instructions and other links for
enhancing system information quality.

5.2.5 Testing by the general public

System tests done by external persons can be considered as the most fundamental ones as
those people, shall be potential system users in the future. The public testing was carried out
from 31st January to 12th February 2008. Within the Slovak pilot application public test
citizens, relevant experts, PAs employees and potential users of the AeG system were
involved. The average age of the testers was 43. Real number of persons involved was higher
than expected (D8.2) and achieved 40 people in total. The structure of the testers is analysed
in the below table.

Firstly the testers were shortly introduced with the project, AeG platform and the aim of the
tests. After the testing the testers were asked to fill in an online questionnaire and some of
them were interviewed in order to receive immediate feedback. 19 questionnaires were
received and 6 interviews conducted. Many of the remarks were sent via email. On 14" of
February 2008 we organised a round table of Slovak project partners in order to evaluate the
public test.

Table 7 - Testers’ structure within the public test

Groups Users Number of users | Description
Citizens / Citizens 15 General public
Business
Employees Regional Building Office in 4 Experts in the field of
Kosice construction
Unit of Head Architect of 4 Experts in the field of
the Kosice City architecture
Office of the Kosice Self- 7 Employees — project team
Admin governing region members, IT staff, others
employees
ploy Municipality of Michalovce 6 Employees — project team
members, IT staff, others
Local Building Offices 4 Experts in the field of
construction
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Results of online questionnaires (questions were the same for all the user-partners)

Each user partner used common questionnaires for collecting feedback while public testing
was open. Testers were asked to answer given questions online right after completing the
PAC testing. The results are averaged for each of the statements. The statements are grouped
by quality dimension, listed in the table below. The scale of the results is from 1 to 5, 1
meaning “Fully agree” and 5 meaning “Fully disagree”. Thus, the higher value delivered the
higher disagreement with a given statement.

Together 19 testers out of total filled in the questionnaires for the purpose of the AeG
assessment. According to the table 8 below, averaged results show that Slovak testers tend to
have rather neutral or more positive assessment on the given statements. The respondents
appreciated the way the Access eGov works as it gathers all the necessary information at one
place. Experts in the field complained about an inaccuracy in the information provided. Also
more links to external institutions were expected however links to any private companies in
the field of building process shall be avoided. In addition some relevant information was
missing and the public testers did not know how to proceed. All this will be rectified in trial
II. In general, the testers expressed an interest to be involved in the trial II and would use the
system if it was in place.

Table 8 — Averaged results of online questionnaires evaluation (1-agree, 5-disagree)

Di . Adjusted
imension

average
Relevance 1.9
Use of language (Ease of
understanding) 2,6
Completeness 29
Ease of use (User experience) 25
Navigation (Access) 27
Structure (Consistent
representation) 24
Performance 2,3
Appearance 29
Believability (a) 2,9
Believability (b) 2,2
Believability (c) 2,2
Reputation (a) 2,1
Reputation (b) 2,2
Error Handling 2,8

As an example few particular results are visualised through the graphs below. Testers were
more neutral with the user-friendliness of the user-interface but would appreciate to be more
intuitive. Within the navigation there were however some of the respondents totally rejecting
the sentence that the platform directed them towards the information they needed.

FP6-2004-27020 Page 38 of 209



Access@Gov D8.3: Evaluation of trial and specification for revision of components

Figure 1 — Evaluation of the question: I find this website easy to use

| find this website easy to use

Fully disagree Fully agree
Partly disagree 5% 1%
16%
Partly agree
21%
Neutral
47%
Figure 2 — Evaluation of the question: I like the way the website looks
| like the way the website looks
Fully disagree Fully agree
0% 5%
Partly disagree |
32% Partly agree
26%

Neutral
37%

Version 1.0
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Figure 3 — Evaluation of the question: The website clearly directs me towards the information I need

The website clearly directs me towards the information |
need

Fully disagree
1% Fully agree

11%

Partly disagree
15%

Neutra
1% Partly agree

52%

For more details on the overall questionnaires results please see the annex 9.14 Results of
online questionnaire

Results from interviews

In addition to the mentioned online questionnaires interviews were conducted in order to
collect more addressed feedback from the users. Team members interviewed 6 testers right
after they finished testing the system. The testers consisted of different background from the
general public to experts in the field of IT and building process. User partners were thus able
to gather immediate responses of the users on the system. The users were asked questions
such as “what impression of the AeG did you have”, “Were your expectations on the system
functionality and performance fulfilled — or to what extent”, “Do you think this is a good step
towards making the whole building process more easy for applicants”, “What you did not like
when trying to perform some procedures through the system”, “What do you suggest in terms
of improving the system as a whole” and others.

User partners were able to gather interesting feedback from the interviews. An expert in the
IT field welcomed the project idea and supported such activities that ease the complexity of
public services. However he pointed out a few issues that shall be addressed in order to make
the system more usable in the practice. Firstly he suggested unifying the design of screens
(e.g. it should be avoided to have too much graphics on one page and too much text on the
next page). Also he lacked more help and assistance while carrying out the test as the general
public might encounter severe problems in orientation within the user-interface. The user shall
be directed towards what he/she is looking for and for this purpose an exact algorithm of steps
required should be used. Also the structure of provided information should be unified. No
great graphics shall be applied as the system is not intended to be a commercial website.
According to the user the texts should be structured into smaller groups so that it is easy for
people to read them.
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Another expert but in the field of construction expressed inaccuracy in the terminology used.
The information provided was not accurate according to the respective legislation. On the
other side she proposed not to use such complicated texts as it might be difficult to understand
for the public.

In general it can be concluded that the results from the interviews were pretty much the same
and the key outcomes are defined in the table 9.

Conclusions from the PAC evaluation

The testers appreciated the idea that the system gathers all the information in one place.
Testers pointed out the ease of use of the user-interface as the most critical issues. They had
problems with orientation and navigation which was insufficient according to their feedback.
Also some of the sentences or buttons names were unclear or ambiguous so they did not know
what will happen when using them. The information on the website was not structured well
and made the users confused. The testers expected that the system will be able to replace in-
person visits of offices with electronic services however this is still difficult to realise as it
mostly depends on decision of the concerned public administrations.

As regards an overall fulfilment of the expectations on the system user-interface and
functionality, the Slovak user partners expected more user-friendly system in which the user
would be navigated in a step by step manner.

One of the major problems was that the system could not be tested under fully real conditions
because a real interaction with the PAs is difficult to organize, also due to insufficient
legislation as well as no real applicants available.

In the table below key requirements on the Personal assistant client are indicated as they were
collected from the evaluation results.

Table 9 - Main requirements on PAC

Key improvements required In details Priority
Easy-to-use user-interface The user-interface is expected to provide only High
shall be ensured (without relevant and accurate information in an easy-to-
reading a user manual) understand way.

The platform navigation shall User is expected to be guided throughout the whole High
be improved process without a need of studying user manuals or

thinking of what to do next.

Displayed stage of User needs to be informed on what is the current High
completeness was needed status of his application as well as how long it might
take yet to have it completed.

Unified design and structured User requires unified design of the screens, High
information is required information shall be more structured into smaller

groups
Texts are expected to be Any information provided to the user must be clear High
unambiguous/easy to and accurate. Otherwise the user might get lost in the
understand process.
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Translation must be improved Translation of the user-interface has to be made High
(more accurate) accurate and comprehensible.
Land-use plans/maps shall be To ease the process of identifying a lot online land- High
included in the system use plans shall be provided to the user.
On-line forms are expected to Also on-line forms will help so that the user does not Medium
be incorporated have to print out electronic forms. The system shall

assist when filling in online forms too.
Territorial coverage of the During the trials it should be allowed that the user Medium
services is expected to be does not have to be limited only by the district of
extended to other regions Michalovce. It shall be extended to some other areas.
More links to external User needs to have more links to external High
supporting organization organisations so that he/she may use their services
needed too.

For more detailed requirements of the Slovak testers on the PAC see annex 9.12.1 Slovak pilot

Suggestion of users for extended functionality:

(eSignature needed)

Integration of AeG with cadastre on-line

Integration of AeG with existing payment portals

Transfer of pilot into other regions in Slovakia

Possibility of electronic submission of documents via email — depending on PA

Promotional presents — T-shirts, pens, glasses, paper bags with Access e-Gov logo for the
testers within the Slovak pilot:

_______,__.———ﬂ —_—
- Access (B Gov
R == <
e v
““""-\
=
: =
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5.3 Polish pilot

5.3.1 Process of testing

The public tests of PAC were performed after the period of internal testing and fixing
identified mistakes and bugs. Internal tests were mainly performed to identify serious
discrepancy of process description and its real function and to correct it. The internal tests
were conducted by technical (familiar with IT applications) and domain experts (familiar with
enterprise registration). Public tests were performed by several people mostly unrelated to the
AeG project and consequently representing common users who do not know the enterprise
registration process very well. Outcomes of these tests were collected by COI and 24 online
questionnaires prepared by GUC were filled in by testers. On the basis of comments collected
by COI and filled in online questionnaires the evaluation of PAC was performed.

5.3.2 Test scripts

Due to the fact that group of public testers did not know the way of usage and functionality of
the personal assistant, testers were provided with a relevant description of the tool, its
functionality and general scenario of the process of establishing an enterprise. Apart from the
online questionnaire prepared by GUC, they were also provided with several questions
(prepared by COI and GLI) regarding registration process improvement, information quality
and general functionality of the tool. Questions were prepared according to evaluation
guidelines and quality expectations described in documents D8.1 “Trial Evaluation Strategy”
and D8.2 “Specification of Pilot Applications and Design of Trials”. The testers were not
asking about functionality which was not provided during the first trial. These questions were
focused on issues and functionalities specific for Polish pilot and enterprise registration
process. Users were asked not only about their general impression (accessibility, added-value
services, general quality improvement, information relevancy, etc.), but also about particular
Polish data, whether it is relevant to the registration process, whether users receive enough
guidelines related to registration process, and whether and how PAC improves information on
public services in comparison with current Polish situation. The translation of questions from
questionnaires is presented in the table in the Annex (originally they were asked in Polish).

Testers were also asked to indicate whether they are IT experts (meaning web application
familiarity) or not, and that characteristic was taken into consideration. There were also three
domain experts among public testers.

5.3.3 Internal testing

Internal tests were mainly performed in order to identify several issues of process description
and its real function. The tests were conducted by technical (IT experts) and experts in the
field of enterprise registration.

5.3.4 Testing by the user partners

Taking into consideration internal COI and GLI tests, the final version of PAC was much
more different than the initial one. It was caused by bugs and errors in the user interface and
PAC function in comparison with previously described process. The correct appearance and
functionality was provided during cyclic information exchange between Polish internal testers
and project developers.

One serious mistake in phase of registration in tax office (made by user partners) was
identified and corrected and then the whole process construction was settled and fixed. All
additional descriptions and clarifications were added — need of display of these additional
facilities was identified during internal tests.
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After all these preparations the Polish PAC application was ready for public tests.

5.3.5 Testing by the general public

There were 30 testers of Polish version of PAC. Group of testers consisted of GLI and COI
members who are not related to AeG project and other common citizens. 24 persons of that
group filled in the online GUC questionnaire and all of them answered COI/GLI evaluation
questions.

Background of testers:
= 3 IT experts,
= 3 field experts,
= 24 “common” citizens.

Public tests lasted two weeks — during that time the testers were able to use the PAC system
as they wished and when they wished. In case they had questions they could ask AeG
partners. They were also provided with COI/GLI questionnaires and online GUC ones. All
testers answered our internal questions (regarding not only the whole system function, but
also particular aspects of specific Polish case). 25 testers answered also online questionnaire.

Internal Polish questionnaires (For more details see Annex 9.6 Polish internal
questionnaire for PAC evaluation)

Table 10 - Internal questionnaire answers structure

Number of answers
Comments
Question Percentage rate
YES NO Partly

1) Is the information 15 5 10
provided by PAC more
relevant? 50% 17% 33%

2) Is the information 21 4 5 Definitely _better organisation than
better organised? some Polish portals are currently

’ 70% 13% 17% | organised.

3) Is the information 21 2 7 The user does not have appropriate
relevant to your knowledge and may not know
particular case? 70% 7% 23% | whether the information is relevant.

Too small amount of external links.

4) Do you find the S 7 18 The users would feel more
number of links to comfortable when having more links
external sources to external (e.g. law) sources.
enough? 17% | 23% | 60% | Suggestion: Use links from annotation

tool.
. . Lack of some guidelines is caused by

5) DK.’ you receive 3 7 20 too little functionality (e.g. the first trial
guidelines related to . : . .

. did not provide help in choosing way
all aspects of required f taxati | t quideli
service? 10% 23% g7% | Of taxation — so relevant guidelines

were lacking).

6) Is the information up- 30
to-date? 100%
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7) Did you log in to the
service?

26

13%

86%

Most of users did not log in because
of lack of questions and answers.
Some of them admitted they had not
found that functionality.

8) Is user registration a
useful functionality?

22

73%

6%

13%

Users prefer to have a choice —
register or not.

9) Did you receive
enough help in
defining way of
running the business?

10

15

33%

50%

17%

Too little information. Some pieces of
existing information are unclear.

10) Did you receive
information relevant to
the previously chosen
case, in the further
phases of the
process?

10

18

33%

6%

61%

Even better customization could b
achieved. The main condition is, the
user must provide the system with
some additional personal data which
would be used to this customization.

11) City hall: Did you
receive whole
information on
required additional
documents?

26

87%

3%

40%

12) Statistical office: Did
you receive whole
information on
required additional
documents?

26

87%

13%

13) Tax office: Did you
receive whole
information on
required additional
documents?

25

83%

6%

1%

A lot of comments: lack of relevant
information on the way of taxation.

14) Social insurance
agency: Did you
receive whole
information on
required additional
documents?

24

80%

13%

7%

15) Social insurance
agency: In your
opinion, did you
receive
comprehensive
information on further
requirements and
forms dependent on
type of your enterprise
and number of
employees?

21

17%

13%

70%

Process of registration in social
insurance agency is very complicated
one. A lot users complained for small
amount of explanations specially in
case of that phase of the process.

16) Are all relevant
documents available
via the PAC
application?

28

93%

7%

17) Are the required forms
properly associated

29
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with the process

phases? 97% 3%

18) Is the information 28 2
available from one
point of access? 93% 7%

19) Did you find any piece 30
of information on
facilities for impaired Such information must be added.
citizens in particular 0
authorities? 100%

20) Is the relevant 28 2
information available
via different channels? 93% 7

21) Was it possible and 30
easy to download
forms required to
complete registration?

100%

22) Is English version of 14 16
PAC clear,
understandable? 47% 53%

23) Can English version of 30
PAC be useful for

foreign users? 100%
COI/GLI comment: application seems
testers not easy to use because they:
5 13 12 + Do not know the process very W.e||
and the PAC did not clarify
everything.
24) Is the PAC easy to - Some pieces of information were
use? difficult formulated.

- Some users complained they had

o 0 o not been properly navigated and
17% 43% 40% they had got lost.

- Some of users additionally were
confused with names of buttons.

25) Is the PAC user 5 25
friendly? 17% 83%
26) Do you like the PAC 23 3 4
interface? 77% | 10% | 13%
COIl/GLI remark: quite a lot of
27) Do you want to use 8 8 14 answers “no” is probably caused

such a system with
relation to other public
services realisation? 27% 27%

because users don’t think PAC is
46% | €3sY to use, and it is because of what
has been written in point 24 above.

The figures below illustrate the structure of chosen answers.
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Figure 4 - Structure of answers [part 1]

Relevant information

Information well organised

Information relevant to user's case

Enough links to external sources

Enough guidelines

Update information

Way of running business - enough help

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

@ Yes m Partly o0 No

Figure 5 - Structure of answers [part 2]

City hall - complete information

Statistical office - complete information

Tax office - complete info on required documents

Social insurance agency - complete information

Insurance agency - comprehensive info on further
requirements

All documents available

Forms properly associated with process phase

I
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

O Yes B Partly O No
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Figure 6 - Structure of answers [part 3]
Information available 93
from one point of access
Information available via 100 '
different channels
Easy forms downloading 100
Clear English version 47
PAC easy to use 43 |
PAC user friendly
Niece PAC interface 7
Willingness of using 27 I
similar systems ]
1 I I I I 1
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
‘DYes B Partly O No ‘

Summary of the Internal Questionnaire evaluation

Taking into consideration answers and comments, users generally are glad with information
relevancy to their individual case and organisation of information. Most of users pointed lack
of enough guidelines related to the process and too little number of links to external sources
as one of main PAC disadvantages. Most of users agreed that information related to forms and
documents is complete. They think registration in social insurance agency is a complicated
one and expect more information and help in case of that phase of registration process. They
also expect to be provided with information and help related to codes of Polish Business
Classification and ways of taxation. Regarding quite a big number of foreigners in Poland
English version seems to be important for the most of users, but they think its content should
be improved. The most urgent problem is that many testers find PAC not easy to use and not
user friendly. Consequently not many of them declare that they would use such a kind of
system in the future. The main problem is lack of proper navigation indicated by many Polish
public testers; many of them indicated phases of the registration process where they did not
know what to do next. They also wanted to be aware what has been completed yet. Users also
did not find all pieces of information they had expected and did not understand all the
questions. Sometimes they did not know why such a question was asked in that particular
moment (it was not obvious from the context). Testers also complained about lack of
information on timing and dead lines of particular activities realisation. This time is in most
cases defined by law regulations and users want to be informed on it, to be able to plan the
whole process reasonably. The users like PAC interface and idea of information
customisation. They think such a system is needed, but should be improved.
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Online questionnaire and evaluation of its results (common for all the trials)

24 testers answered questions from the online questionnaire. Below mentioned graphs
illustrate the character if answers given by Polish testers. Questions were asked in such the
way that users were able to choose one of five possibilities:

= Fully disagree
= Partly disagree
= Neutral

= Partly agree
= Fully agree

To present the results, particular answers were counted and its percentage range was counted
and the percentage structure of the answers for questions related to four main categories is
presented in the pictures below. The structure of answers related to the rest categories is
illustrated in the annex 9.7 Structure of answers for online questionnaire — Polish pilot.

Figure 7 — Evaluation of Appearance aspect

Appearance

| think this website looks unattractive.

| like the way the website looks.

| find the design of this website
appealing.

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

@ Fully disagree B Partly disagree O Neutral O Partly agree B Fully agree
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Figure 8§ — Evaluation of Ease of use aspect

Ease of use

| feel confident using the system

In the future | would use the system
again

| find this website easy to use.

| had difficulties using this web site

| consider this website to be user

friendly ! ‘
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

O Fully disagree m Partly disagree O Neutral

O Partly agree W Fully aaree

Figure 9 — Evaluation of Relevance aspect

Relevance

| find the
information on this
website helpful.

The information on
this website is of
little use to me.

This website offers
information that |
find useful.

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

o Fully disagree m Partly disagree O Neutral OO0 Partly agree m Fully agree
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Figure 10 — Evaluation of Navigation aspect

Navigation

The website clearly directs me towards the
information | need.

The website immediately points me to the
information I need.

It is unclear which hyperlink will lead to the

information | am looking for.
The hyperlinks on the website lead to the 4
information that | expect.

7 ]

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

O Fully disagree m Partly disagree O Neutral O Partly agree ® Fully agree

Online questionnaire was related to the general PAC functionality and its general features
characteristic for the whole system, independently on language scenario. Polish users like the
general appearance and design of the system. Users believe that information they found is
correct, but they cannot tell who the author is. Most users did not have any difficulties using
the PAC and more than 70% find the website easy to use, but almost 60% did not feel
confident using the system. Most of users did not find any system errors during tests, what
gives evidence that the system is quite stable yet. On the one hand the language used on the
website is understandable for the users and they understand provided information, but on the
other hand testers indicated in their comments that they do not understand some questions and
the purpose of answering them. It suggests that general information is clear, but the
information strictly related to the process is not clear enough. Most of users find information
useful and relevant. In comments they highlighted that one of main PAC advantages was
gathering information on the whole process in one point of access. In its current shape the
website has quite a good reputation, because more than half of users trust its information.
Also more than half of testers assesses the structure of the website positively, it is clear for
them. Navigation within the information is sufficient for most of users, but regarding
comments of users, the weak point of PAC is navigation within the process, which is poor,
users did not know what to do after some activities and some of them got lost.

According to the results of public tests there are several elements appreciated by the users and
elements which need to be improved. The most important PAC advantages are:

= Personalised information

= [nformation on the whole process available from one access point
= Information relevant to user’s individual case

= [nformation well structured on the website

= Attractive interface and appearance

= Possibility of downloading relevant forms

Mostly mentioned weak points of PAC are listed in the table below.
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Table 11 — Requirements on PAC
To be improved How to improve (users’ Priority
suggestion)
Poor navigation within the Facilitate the navigation — add some | High
process guidelines on order of activities,
indicate completed activities and
ones to be started, add navigation
buttons, etc.
Small believability of the Add more links to external sources. | High
website
PAC not easy to use Improve clarity of buttons and fields | High
of user interface due to the users
understand what is available on the
screen.
Lack of enough user- Add more information on the main High
friendliness page, add facilities providing users
with explanations what to do in
which moment.
Not clear functionality of Change the name of the button “Re- | High
previewing data enter data”.
Lack of information on timelines | Add such an information (possibly High
also special interface’s element)
Too less guidelines Add more information on most Medium
complicated elements of the
process.
Not clear context of some Add such an information Medium
questions (lack of "meta- (description of questions context)
information”)

For more detailed requirements see annex 9.12.2 Polish pilot.

Generally, the first trial and first tests of PAC lead to the conclusion that the Access-eGov
approach is a useful solution to users, but needs several improvements to become widely used
by citizens. These expected improvements shall be completed before the second trial to enable
users to tests new functionalities and facilities.

5.4 German field test

5.4.1 Process of testing

In a first testing phase the first version of PAC has been tested internally by the developers
and SHG as well as by some registrars. Bugs and important requests for modifications have
been reported to developers via a bug-tracking system and most of the bugs have been solved
before the PAC has been tested publicly. Only the version of PAC which has been tested by
the public will be evaluated in the following.

During the public field test, the personal assistant has been tested by registrars, who are thus
service providers in the scenario “marriage”, as well as by annotation authors, i.e. people
working with internet applications regularly, like internet authors or people from IT
departments, but also by citizens with different levels of experience in the usage of websites.
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Citizens have been asked to evaluate the tool using an online questionnaire (69 questionnaires
have been filled in) and 4 citizens were asked to participate in a think-aloud session in which
they were video-taped during usage of the AT and it was observed where problems in usage
of the AT occurred.

5.4.2 Evaluation in think-aloud sessions

In the think-aloud sessions, four different users aged between 20 and 30 have been asked to
use PAC. All of them have some experience using computers and internet. Two of them use it
almost daily and the other two at least weekly. Two of the users tested PAC on their own PC
and the others on a PC with the internet browser they usually use. There were two male and
two female users. All of them were in a similar life situation and would need the same kinds
of documents for getting married when entering their data into PAC because they were all (or
pretended to be) unmarried, German, from Kiel and their parents were married in Germany
after 1958.

In a first step, testers had 5 minutes to simply use they page as they liked to get a first
impression of it. They were then asked three questions by the interviewer regarding who is
presented on the website, who the site addresses and what the website offers. They were then
asked to fulfill the task to prepare their marriage using PAC. Users spent 10-30 minutes on
this task, depending on how much time they took for reading the texts in PAC. In the end they
were asked about their general impression of the website.

Assumptions on the general purpose of the website

The four test users were asked three questions regarding the general purpose of the website.
(For exact answers of the users see Appendix 9.8. German field test results of think-aloud
sessions for PAC testing).

Table 12 — Evaluation of general purpose of the website

Question Who is presented on this website?

Answers None of the test users was sure about this. Two of them said it was the state
government of SH. One user thought it was the ministry of family affairs. In fact it is
the state government which provided the general information and service details
have been provided by individual registry offices.

Problem It has to be clearer who the information provider is and where information entered by
users of the system into questionnaires will be stored and used.

Suggestion | The disclaimer should be shown on the start page or the start page should give a
brief introduction to PAC also stating who the provider of information in PAC is.

Question Who is addressed on this website?

Answers All users said that it was aimed at citizens wanting to get married and looking for
information on marriage which is correct.

Problem None.

Suggestion If several life events will be supported by PAC in the future, it might be necessary to
state on the start page what PAC is intended for.
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Question What does the website offer?

Answers All users thought that it mainly offers information but only one user mentioned that it
might also contain electronic services.

Problem It is true that the application currently offers mainly information which can be
personalized by filling in the provided forms. Fully electronic services are not
available yet in the German pilot. However, if PAC will in the future also support
electronic services, it has to be explicitly stated on the start page if, for instance, the
users’ data will also be sent to an administration and if it will be used for fully
electronic services.

Suggestion | An introduction or a slogan on the start page of PAC should briefly state what the
website offers.

Users’ general impressions of the website

In the end of the session, the users were asked about their general impression of the website
and to point out some positive and some negative impressions. (See Appendix 9.8. German
field test results of think-aloud sessions for PAC testing for the exact answers.) The users
mentioned different aspects of the website that they found useful. None of the users had an
overall bad impression of the website but one user said that there was too much text that he
was not willing to read but which he realized was necessary to understand the process. All
users mentioned that at first they did not understand the structure of the website with its tabs
and the navigation on the left. They had to get used to it but then understood the structure and
then found it rather clear: they found it useful to have the ,,to do“-list on the left and details on
each step in the middle frame.

Support of the user in preparing a marriage

In order to find out if the PAC serves the users in fulfilling the tasks they have to do in the life
event “marriage”, the four users were asked in the think-aloud sessions to fulfill the following
task:

Imagine you want to get married. Try to find out what you have to do if you want to get
married with the help of this website.

In the following tables it will be summarized if, with the help of PAC, the users were able to
find all relevant information and to identify all relevant activities that are expected to be done
in the scenario “marriage”. The expected activities relate closely to the activities listed as
“required tasks and activities by system users” in D8.2 section 4.3.

Table 13 — Evaluation summary of user support

True for
Expectation number of
users
The user will identify the documents required for marriage when using PAC 3 out of 4

The user will get an overview of the process of getting married after he did | 3 out of 4
customization. A personalized “to do” list will be generated in PAC.
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The user will know that he needs a certificate of registration when it is displayed in | 1 out of 4
the “to do” list of PAC

The user will know that he needs a certified copy of the family register of the | 3 out of 3
parents when it is displayed on the left hand side in PAC.

The user will know where to get the certificate of registration after using PAC. 0 out of 4

The user will know where to get the certified copy of the family register of the | 1-2 out of 3
parents after using PAC

The user will know what fees he needs to pay for each activity after using PAC. O out of 3

The user will know what documents he needs to provide for each of the activities. | 0 out of 3

The user will have selected a marriage location after using PAC. 3 out of 4

In Appendix 9.8. German field test results of think-aloud sessions for PAC testing it is also
described in detail which user fulfilled which of the expected activities, why some of them did
not access or understand the information as expected and what are the resulting suggestions
for modification of the system.

In summary, all users understood in the end of the session how to use the PAC in principle for
finding the relevant information on the different steps required in the administrative process
of getting married. Only one user did not see the tabs at all until the end of the test.

Three of them managed to get the list of required documents and knew in principle where to
search for the responsible office and the fees to be paid. However, the presentation of
requirements (fees and documents) was not clear to the users and they were not always sure
which fees had to be paid for which part of the process. Furthermore, information on fees and
required documents was incomplete or missing for some activities which made the general
understanding of the system more difficult. Also, it was not clear why the responsible offices
were not found or identified in some cases because a significant message was missing in
PAC.

Users were sometimes lost because there were different ways to navigate through the website
(tabs and menu on the left and navigation to single activities from the requirements tab). Parts
of the information was displayed in several places, e.g. the list of required documents was
shown in the middle frame in a well readable format at the end of customization but also on
the left hand side of PAC in the ,,to do*“-list. Users did not immediately realize that these were
identical or found the list in the middle frame more useful or easier to read and all of them
tried to navigate back to that list in the middle frame which was difficult because there is not
back button in the application.

All users had the impression that the same questionnaires had to be filled in several places for
different purposes. It was not clear why they had to provide some data to the system in a
specific context and they could not always see the effect of customization. Also the usability
of the forms to be filled proved to be problematic: in some cases the page kept jumping to the
top and scrolling in combo-boxes led to error messages which annoyed all of the users.

The users are not led through the process step by step but can freely navigate through the
website so that it is not ensured that they do not miss any important information and that all
required activities are identified. Three of the users thought they had “finished” everything
before they had accessed all relevant information (e.g. had not accessed service details for
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registering for marriage or had not selected a location for the marriage). Further comments of
users are collected in the tables of user comments in the Annex in section 9.12.3 German
pilot.

5.4.3 Evaluation in a workshop with public authorities

A workshop with registrars and internet authors revealed mainly issues regarding the usability
of the personal assistant but also some points regarding the information quality (correctness
and ease of understanding of the provided information) were raised. During the workshop the
13 participants were asked to discuss the usage of the personal assistant in groups of 3-4
people for about 90 minutes. One group consisted only of registrars and this group was asked
to take mainly aspects regarding the information quality into consideration.

All workshop participants were provided with a list of aspects they could discuss if they
considered them relevant (see Annex section 9.11 Aspects to be discussed during the
workshop for the evaluation of PAC). The participants had access to the personal assistant
during their discussions so that they could look at specific aspects of the tool together. They
were asked to note down all issues that were raised in the discussion. After these group
discussions, the results were presented by all workshop participants and the different issues
that were raised were collected, clustered and prioritized.

The following table summarizes the main aspects that need to be improved from the point of
view of the workshop participants for the second trial. In Annex 9.9 Requirements for PAC
modification identified in a workshop — German field test, it is described in detail which parts
of the PAC need modification and what are suggested improvements in detail. The different
aspects are also summarized in the tables of user comments in the Annex in section 9.12.3
German pilot.

Table 14 — Requirements on PAC

Requirements In details Priority
The information displayed or | post of the texts were considered High
generated in the PAC has to be | ¢orrect and well understandable but
corrected there were some errors in the

descriptions and in the process.

Interaction with the user via The questions in the forms have to High
forms has to be facilitated be easy to understand and if
questions have to be asked, that the
user might not be able to answer
immediately, support for deciding on
the right answer is required. The
user has to be able to see what the
effect of some customization is.

Navigation has to be more The structure of the website has to High
intuitive be more explicit. It is not clear how
to best navigate through the
website, where a user currently is in
the process, what information has
been already and what still needs to
be accessed. The to-do list on the
left has to be structured more
clearly into main and sub-activities.
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Different target groups of the The workshop participants had the Medium
application have to be impression that the application
addressed mainly meets the requirements of
the administrations but not of the
citizens and that the application
should focus more on the view point
of the citizen.

Information has to be more The texts need to be as short as Medium
structured possible and clearly structured into
paragraphs. They need to be
adapted to a hypertext environment
(e.g. having a short text with a link
to more details). Long texts should
be provided as PDF for download.

Adaptation of the page by the It should be possible to print parts of | Low
user should be possible the information and to enlarge the
font

More help has to be provided The help for PAC is not but should Low
be context sensitive. The provided
help icons should open on mouse-
over

5.4.4 Evaluation with an online questionnaire

A third instrument for the evaluation of the PAC was the online questionnaire which has been
used for all three pilot applications in the project and which is also described in this
document. In Germany, 69 users provided feedback via this online questionnaire. The
questionnaire was available online for six weeks on the website of SHG and users were asked
to test PAC and fill in the questionnaire by a notice on several websites, via e-mail, a press
release and 1000 flyers which have been distributed in registry offices and announced the
website where PAC could be tested and evaluated.

A few particular results of this evaluation are visualised by the graphs below. In contrast to
the results of the Slovak pilot, in which only 11% of the users said that the website directly
led them to the information they needed, more than a third of the users fully agreed with this
statement in the German field test (cf. Figure 12). This may be due to the fact that the process
of getting married is not as complex and only involved three main activities. However, 27%
of the users disagreed partly or fully with this statement and did not have the impression that
they were directed to the relevant information. The layout of the website could be improved
because 56 % of the users did not partly or fully agree that they liked the way the website
looks (cf. Figure 11). 24% of the users answered that they did not find the information useful
(cf. Figure 13). From three users’ “disappointed comments” provided at the end of the
questionnaire, it becomes clear that at least some users were searching for particular
information (e.g. office hours of registry offices, certain fees or marriage locations) which
was provided on the website but which they could not find. Some of the users’ comments
relate to the usability of the website but there are no comments that reveal new aspects which
have not been mentioned in the think-aloud sessions or the workshop. See Appendix 9.14.5
for all comments provided by the users via the online questionnaire.
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Figure 11 — Evaluation of the question: I like the way the website looks
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Version 1.0

Figure 12 — Evaluation of the question: The website clearly directs me towards the information I need

The website clearly directs me towards the
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Figure 13 — Evaluation of the question: I find the information on this website helpful
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5.4.5 Conclusion and outlook

In summary most of the expectations regarding the functions of PAC for the first trial in SH
have been met, i.e. in principle the application can be used to get personalized information
(descriptions, contact data, fees, requirements) on all the activities required by an individual
citizen in the process of getting married and also links to e-services, forms and further
information are provided if available. Only in few cases the fees and requirements need to be
specified further and for two kinds of services, service filtering based on the users’
requirements needs to be implemented. Some issues regarding the usability of the application
need to be improved so that the provided and also relevant information can actually be found
easily by the user. These relate mainly to a more intuitive interface, easier navigation and how
to lead the user through the administrative process.

An initial expectation of SHG for the trial was that a full text search would be provided and
that users should also be allowed to search for life events and services. Also a search for
synonyms should be possible. These features should be added for the second trial. It should
also be possible to look up only parts of the process, e.g. if a user just wants to get the address
of a registry office, he should be enabled to do so without having to do customization of the
whole life event.

It still needs to be specified how information from existing systems (e.g. existing
responsibility finder or any government’s website) can be integrated into the AeG system and
thus also be used by the PAC.

Furthermore it needs to be addressed how changes in the administrative process (of getting
married) can be managed and how information that is contained in the core ontologies can be
changed by the information providers.

5.5 GUC Test Lab

According to the description of work, the GUC is responsible for implementing and
conducting
“a test lab to systematically challenge the technology and application for technical feasibility and

service quality (i.e. adequate modeling of administrative issues, use across language barriers etc.)
from an outside view”. (Technical Annex, p. 47)

This section describes the preparation and implementation of the test lab, the process of
evaluation and the results.

5.5.1 Preparation of the test lab and evaluation methods used

The test lab was prepared and conducted at the GUC in Cairo, Egypt. The test consisted of a
test scripts that described certain tasks, which had to be completed by using the Personal
Assistant Client and documented by writing down the results in the scripts. Three different
scripts were created containing three different and complementary tasks. A single test run
consisted of completing these three scripts in a specified order. The test lab was open to
testers during specified time slots and tests were only conducted during these hours.

The test session always followed this sequence of events:

e Introduction of test method and explanation of test procedures. In particular:
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o instructions not to talk to other testers during or after the test in order not to
falsify the test results

o stressing that this is not a test situation with “right” or “wrong” answers
o description of requirements for documentation

e Testers conduct the test

e When finished, testers wait until all tests are complete before leaving

e (Collecting test scripts

The testers were recruited among students of IT management student. Each tester was
required to perform a complete series of three test scripts. A total of 18 testers conducted all
three scripts, yielding a total of 54 test script executions. One of the test scripts execution of a
single tester was conducted as a think-aloud session and video-taped for later analysis by the
developers.

The test lab sessions were conducted during normal hours over the course of three days during
mid-December of 2007. Testers were free to pick a test session that fit their schedule.

At this point of time the Personal Assistant Client was still under development. The
development of the PAC-variant for the SHG field test was the most complete. Thus the test
lab had to be limited to this scenario (i.e. marriage).

5.5.2 Test script design and evaluation process

The tasks of the test scripts were intended to be of the kind that the testers could easily
identify with them. This was seen as being important in order to yield results that would
closely resemble real-life use of the Personal Assistant Client.

Each test script was designed to build on top of the previous:
e Test script #1: General orientation about life event

This test script is a case of “reporting facts”, i.e. the test user is instructed to locate
information about certain facts. (Which documents are required in general and which
processes must one complete in general.)

e Test script #2: Context-based information for specific services (part 1)

This and the following test script is a case of “context-related search”, i.e. the test user
is instructed to locate information that is specifically related to her or his case. This is
done by providing sample that the test user should use.

e Test script #3: Context-based information for specific services (part 2)

The general idea of the test script tasks is presented to the test users in the beginning of script
#1 as follows:
Imagine that you are planning to move to Germany to marry your fiancé, who has the German

citizenship. Your fiancé has asked you to retrieve some information about required documents for
your marriage in Germany.

You have received a URL from you fiancé that you must use to retrieve this information: [Here,
the URL for the test installation was given.]

Before and after each task, the test user is required to write down the current time in order to
track how long each task takes. The first task for each tester is intended to make the tester
acquainted with the Personal Assistant Client and the test lab situation:
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Please take your time (10 to 20 minutes) to make yourself familiar with the ,,personal assistant*
web-site. Have a look at the different sections of the web-site and read some of the information
that you find there. In particular, look for information about the main process steps that are
required for marriage.

The next task is a multiple choice question that must be answered based on the information
found in the Personal Assistant Client.

The web site mentions three main steps that a couple needs to complete in order to get married.
Which are they? (Please check)

0  Announce the marriage in a local news paper
Register for marriage

Reserve a date and location for the marriage

Provide a birth certificate

0
0
0  Attend the marriage ceremony
0
0  Getengaged

0

Visit an attorney or notary to make a wedding contract

Other tasks require writing down free text answers, e.g. describing how a specific step in the
marriage-process should be completed.

Please note: The appendix contains a verbatim copy of each of the test scripts.

For the purpose of evaluation, the test script results were assessed after all test sessions were
completed. Each task was judged on the following scale:

e Complete: A task is complete if the tester was able to give a correct answer to the
main question of a task (e.g. mark all three main process steps in the task above).

e Partially complete: A task is partially complete if the tester gave an answer that was
at least partially correct (e.g. marking at least one correct process step in the task
above)

o Failed: A task was failed if the tester was not able to give a partially complete answer
(e.g. failing to any correct step in the above task).

5.5.3 Test Lab Results
This section presents the results of the GUC Test Lab.

5.5.3.1 Results of test script #1

Table 15 — Test scripts 1 results

Partially

Task Complete Failed Comment
complete
1 12 6 0
The tester who failed took less than one minute to
2 17 n/a 1 look for the information.

This task could not be partially completed.

The task was to write down as many names of
3 12 n/a 6 documents as the tester had been able to find.
Writing down at least one name is considered a
complete answer. Failing to write down at least
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one name is considered failed.

Task 1: All testers were able to identify at least one of the three main steps for marriage in
Schleswig-Holstein. The large majority of the testers (12) were able to identify all three main
steps.

Task 2: All except one tester was able to locate information about a specific deadline. (The
main reason the single tester failed to locate the information seems to be a lack of effort on
the tester’s part.)

Task 3: A third of the testers failed to correctly identify any documents. Of the 12 tester who
did identify at least document, one half identified 3 or 4 documents, the other half identified 1
or 2 documents. The testers indicated in their comment that the information about documents
was either not there at all or difficult to find. Some testers mentioned correctly, that the
information points out to contact an officer to get more detailed information.

5.5.3.2 Results of test script #2

Table 16 — Test scripts 2 results

Task Complete clzar:\t;i)?leltye Failed Comment
1.3 10 4 0
1.5 6 n/a 7 One tester encountered a fatal error.
2 10 2 0 Two testers encountered a fatal error.
3.3 7 2 2 Three testers encountered a fatal error.
3.6 3 1 1 Nine testers encountered a fatal error.

Note: During this test, many testers began to encounter errors, which the system could not
recover from. This is reason why some testers could not complete all tasks.

Task 1.3: All testers were able to find the name of the office (“register office”). Four testers
additionally marked names that closely matched the correct name (e.g. “registry office”)
and/or the German translation (“Standesamt”). No tester failed to include the correct name of
the office among the answers.

Task 1.5: In this task, the testers were asked to check where the person (“your fiancé”) in the
scenario can register for marriage. Only six testers correctly answered that the fiancé must
register in Flensburg. This information could have been inferred from the fact that the fiancé
lives in Flensburg together with reading the first sentence of the general description of this
process step, which reads:

Before you can get married in Germany, you have to register for marriage at the registry office at
your or your partner's German place of residence.

Task 2: Almost all testers (who did not encounter errors) were able to complete this task and
correctly identified and described the three main steps for marriage. Only two testers
completed the task partially.
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Task 3.3: Seven testers completed the task. Two testers who partially completed the task were
able to find the correct street address but did not correctly identify the German name of the
office (“Standesamt”). Instead, they incorrectly took the German name of the service
(“Anmeldung zur EheschlieBung”, i.e. “Register for marriage”) as the name of the office. Two
testers failed because they used the wrong service to get the address.

5.5.3.3 Results of test script #3

Table 17 — Test scripts 3 results

Task Complete HEUELLY Failed Comment
complete

Ten testers encountered permanent errors and
1.3 2 1 1

could not complete the task.

This task was excluded because there was a
1.5 - - - : . .

mistake in the test scripts.

Ten testers encountered permanent errors and
2 3 0 1

could not complete the task.

General note: The majority of testers encountered permanent errors that stopped them from
completing their tests. These errors were introduced through a hot-fix that was intended to fix
the problems encountered during a previous test session.

5.5.3.4 Results of think-aloud session at GUC Test Lab

In addition to the regular test script, one think-aloud session was conducted with one of the
testers. This think-aloud session had not been planned in the beginning but it complements the
results presented in the previous sections very well.

The think-aloud session revealed one important point that could not have been discovered
through the results of the test scripts:

The user interface is confusing with respect to when and where data needs to be entered. After
the user had filled in the form found under “Activity requirements” the user never clicked on
this tab again. Instead, when looking for the right information the user only clicked on the
other two tabs, i.e. the tab “General description” and the tab “Service details”. When the user
was not able to find the information that she was looking for, the supervisor suggested to
choose the “Activity requirements’-tab again. After doing so, the user was obviously
surprised that the content of the tab had changed after she had last entered data here. From the
user’s actions it is clear that she was not able to form a clear mental model of the application’s
structure.

In fact, the user interface does provide a visual clue that indicates that the user needs to enter
data in a particular tab. However, the visual clue was too subtle for the user to notice it. (The
colour of the tab title changes to dark red instead of dark blue.) This issue had already been
addressed by adding another visual clue, i.e. a question mark.

However, this does not address the problem that the user had difficulties to form a mental
model of the application which resulted in repeatedly switching between different tabs and
services without knowing where to look for the required documents.
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5.6 Specification for revision of the PAC

User partners collected a number of useful remarks and requirements that in some how need
to be addressed within the trial II. Testers pointed out the key need for a more intuitive and
easy-to-use user interface. Hand in hand with the user-interface goes the navigation and
guidance which requires improvements. A step by step process has to be defined and
supported as well as more contextual help is required. Also a current status of application
shall be displayed in the user-interface so that the user knows exactly what steps are
completed already and what is still to be done. In addition, some information and buttons
were ambiguous and not clear for users so they expressed a need for more accurate
information. Either structured information or pdf format was required in case of long texts.
Paragraphs shall be shortened and hyperlinks can be provided to each section.

Also unified graphics shall be used so users get used to it quickly. There were still some
misspelled information and translation errors that need to be corrected. As far as the amount
of the information is concerned, on one hand the users had a feeling that they need more
information, on the other hand there was some useless information provided. Following this
request, further information is expected such as land-use plans/maps, taxation, business
classification. Some information was found useless and needs to be eliminated. For more
external expertise available it was proposed to have more links to supporting institutions from
the relevant field. The external links need to be marked correctly. Also online forms will have
to be made available in the trial II so that the applicants will easily fill them in with help of
the PAC.

In addition to the above, also a territorial coverage of the services is expected to be extended
to other regions / countries. The life event customization needs an enhancement as well as it
should be able to print or download of generated results. The user partners expected that it
would be possible to integrate existing systems into the PAC.

Also the system believability is expected to be increased as user should be able to identify
who is the author of the source; however the testers did not confirm this sentence much. User
needs to understand why to provide what information and when. Questions in the introductory
form have to be easy to understand and answer. It also should be possible to skip questions if
a user cannot answer them easily.

In the table below numbers of requirements are indicated according to stated categories.

Table 18 - Figures on numbers of remarks collected from all the pilots

CATEGORY SK pilot PL pilot DE field test TOTAL
Texts 5 9 11 25
Button names 3 2 3 8
Navigation 5 6 12 23
Process 6 9 18 33
Links 3 1 4 8
Help 3 1 3 7
Interaction with a user - - 15 15
Requirements tab - - 6 6
Others 7 3 8 18
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80 | 143 |

From the table it is obvious that the majority of the objections were received in the categories
Navigation and Process. The most remarks collected the German user partners due to high
number of testers. The Slovak user partners communicated many of the problems directly (via

email) and not all of them were fully reported.

The table below summarizes suggestions on how to enhance the PAC following the collected
feedback from the public tests. The comments and requirements for PAC modification are
divided into four categories:

1 - Will be done by the Trial II

2 - Will be done by the end of the project
3 - Can be done, but not within this project (out of scope of Access-eGov project)
4 - Cannot be done (using this technology)

For more detailed table of requirements of each pilot please see 9.12 All pilots — tables of
remarks in the annex.

Table 19 - Summary table of the requirements raised during testing of the Trial 1

User partners Developers
Proposed . Cate_gory e Comments Partners
. Action needed requirement . .
improvement (1-2-3-4) (if needed) responsible
TEXTS

Only relevant text
shall be provided

Irrelevant text will have
to be removed

That requires some
QC process and
somebody is qualified
decides what is
relevant.

User partner +
developers

Simple, accurate
and correct text shall
be included

Difficult, incorrect and
misspelled text must be
removed

That requires some
QC process when
somebody is qualified
decides what is
relevant.

User partner +
developers

More relevant
information and
more explanation
needed

More appropriate
information is required
to be included

That requires some
QC process when
somebody is qualified
decides what is
relevant.

User partner +
developers

BUTTONS

Clear and more

Buttons names have to

More attention is

User partner +

intuitive names of be replaced needed during developers
the buttons needed translation. Possibly an

iterative process.
Back button is The back button shall 1 Still there are PAC
required be in place situations when free Developers

use of browser back
button can not be
secured (like going
back into the middle of
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customization).
NAVIGATION
More intuitive Step by step process 1 It's expected that user | User partner +
navigation needed shall be in place, or partners will participate | PAC
appropriate instructions in new mockup developers
provided at every step agreement process
and making user
interface related
decisions.
Generated To-do-list | Relevant information on | 1 It's expected that user | User partner +
requires more its purpose, structure partners will participate | PAC
explanation and content is needed in new mockup developers
agreement process
and making user
interface related
decisions.
Tracking the Information about the 1/4 Total “hand holding” Developers
application process current status of the experience requires full
is required for user application is required support of every PA
back office system
which is not feasible.
Instead simple marking
of activities as done
can be added.
Overall information Information on what is 1 It's expected that user | Developers
on the process is already completed and partners will participate
needed what else is needed to in new mockup
be done (e.g. diagram) agreement process
and making up related
decisions.
PROCESS
Customization Service filtering needs GSE
process shall be to be enhanced for developers
enhanced every activity
The application Every step of a user 1 It's expected that user | PAC
process should be shall be guided by the partners will participate | developers
as a sequence of system (from the in new mockup
required activities beginning to the end) agreement process
and making up related
decisions.
The user-interface All the screens shall be | 1 PAC
should have unified unified in their structure developers
structure
Territorial extension | Other areas/countries 3 No annotation of
of the trial is needed | should be included in services outside of
the process areas in reach of
cooperating partners
was planned.
LINKS
Email contacts shall | Verification and 1 Content
be linked, links to rectification of the providers
web-pages must concerned links
work properly
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More appropriate Links to other 1 Content
links to external institutions should be providers

institutions needed

included

HELP

Help-icons must be Pop-up window should 1 Help can be displayed | PAC
more explanatory be added (instead of in expandable help developers

question mark) banner directly on the

related page.

Translation of help Appropriate translation 1 PAC
shall be in proper should be provided developers
language
NTERACTION WITH THE USER — FORMS FILLING
Only drop-down lists | Drop-down lists with 1 PAC
with more than 1 only one value shall be developers
value should be in avoided
place
The forms shall not It should be avoided 1 Only with javascript PAC
always jump to the turned on. developers
top when filling in
User shall be It should be optional so | 1 The system displays GSE
allowed not to be the user may decide goal descriptions w/o developers

required to do
customization for
every action

whether he/she needs
life event customization

customization. Other
information is filtered
according to
customization
answers. The only
relief here is to make
local customizations
more relevant by
making questions
dependencies more
fine grained.

Without the
customization, the
system can only show
the general information
about the life event,
which may contain
parts irrelevant to the
specific user case. For
specific information,
customization is
mandatory.

It should be allowed
to skip a question if
difficult to answer

The user should be
given an option to skip
the question in the
forms (+ what will
happen if user does so)

Customizations are
now single purpose. In
such a case it is not
possible to fill single
purpose of
customization so it
does not make sense
to complete it. Too
difficult questions
signify badly
described/constructed
process. The user is
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free to suspend
customization and look
at other tasks, get
information and
complete the
customization later.
See also the
comments for previous
issue.
TAB OF REQUIREMENTS
Empty requirement The tab has to be Adding information PAC
tab is confusing adapted accordingly so about ID/Passports will | developers
it indicates functioning remove the sense of
emptiness. This part of
the screen can be
disabled/hidden when
the list will be empty.
It should be noticed | Appropriate information It's expected that user | PAC
to what requirements | shall be in place partners will participate | developers
refer (whole process in new mockup
or just one step) agreement process
and making up related
decisions.
OTHER
The user needs to Generated information PAC
print out generated shall be made printable developers
results
It is not clear who is | This information shall be PAC
the information included in a suitable developers
provider place
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6 Evaluation of accessibility and usability of the Access e-
Gov system

6.1 Introduction

A round table expert evaluation was conducted to evaluate the accessibility and usability of
the Annotation Tool and the Personal Assistant components of Access-eGov. Three reviewers
conducted the evaluations with experience in expert and end user evaluations of usability and
accessibility.

Usability evaluation was based on the guidelines produced for the project and are documented
in Quality Assurance Process & Risk Management report (Amendment to D1.3). The
guidelines cover a variety of usability characteristics such as user experience, navigation, user
feedback and content organisation.

Accessibility evaluation was based on W3C's Web Content Accessibility Guidelines (WCAG)
1.0. However, suggestions of what is considered good practice for accessibility have been
made when applicable, since WCAG 1.0 have been issued in 1999. WCAG 2.0 are not
finalised yet and hence they have not been used in this evaluation.

While the usability evaluation was performed manually, accessibility evaluation was assisted
by the use of automated tools, such as WAVE and ATRC Web Accessibility Checker. Points
that need further assessment after the automated check were checked manually in addition to
the WCAG checkpoints that can not be validated through automated tools.

The review process was based on the W3C's Conformance Evaluation method. Results of the
evaluation were at a good level for both components. Based on this evaluation, both the
Access-eGov Annotation Tool and the Personal Assistant is close to meeting all three
conformance levels of WCAG 1.0 including Triple A.

6.2 Results overview'

The accessibility evaluation results of the Annotation Tool lists 3 unique checkpoints not
addressed for priority 1, 3 for priority 2 and 1 for priority 3 (Table 20).

Table 20 - WCAG 1.0 Accessibility checkpoints not fully addressed for the Annotation tool

Priority Number of unique checkpoints
not addressed
1 3
3
1

The accessibility evaluation results of the Personal Assistant lists 1 unique checkpoint not
addressed for priority 1, 4 for priority 2 and 2 for priority 3 (Table 21).

! For detailed results see also Annexes 2 and 3 containing the evaluation reports
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Table 21: WCAG 1.0 Accessibility checkpoints not fully addressed for the Personal Assistance

Priority Number of unique checkpoints
not fully addressed

1 1
2 4
2

The checkpoints not addressed for both the Annotation Tool and the Personal Assistant in
many cases are referring to issues such as missing alternative text to images or form controls,
missing row headers, use of device independent control handlers and code validation to
published formal grammars. Although these need to be addressed in order to formally
conform to any level of the WCAG 1.0, the reviewers find both applications at a good
accessibility level.

The usability of the two components is also at a good state with minor issues to be addressed
such as more specific titles for each page, change of email addresses and URLs to HTML
links and identifying the path that a user has followed to reach a particular page. More
detailed results can be found in Annex 2 and 3, containing the detailed evaluation reports of
the Annotation Tool and the Personal Assistant Client respectively. Results of each evaluation
are contained in section 5 of each Annex. The pilots with end users are expected to be
particularly valuable to the usability evaluation of the two components in terms of their
intuitiveness and information retrieval.

Usability questionnaires were completed by the development teams and the reviewers.
Initially, the questionnaires were used by the reviewers as an indication of the technologies
used in the applications, how requirements have been implemented and were good starting
indicators about where the evaluation should focus most. At the end of the evaluation the
questionnaires were also completed by the reviewers and in most cases agreed with the
answers of the development teams.

Both the Annotation Tool and the Personal Assistant are characterised by strong accessibility
and usability points, such as consistent and self explanatory interfaces, intuitive information
architecture and good system responses. According to the opinion of the reviewers, a user
familiar with general computer use and some familiarity about the services shouldn’t require
intensive training in order to use the tool and perhaps the user may not even require
conducting a user manual. This is a good overall indication that the tool achieves good
usability and it is straightforward to use.
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7 Evaluation of expected improvement

Following the evaluation methodology defined in the D8.1, all the pilots were assessed
through a unified form in order to evaluate the AeG system properties and functionality, as
well as taking into account expected vs. achieved aspects. For this purpose various evaluation
instruments were used such as online questionnaires, round-tables, think-aloud sessions,
experts’ assessment and interviews. The three main categories of issues have been addressed
in the evaluation of the pilots:

e Information quality: Does the information quality meet the requirements of the
information providers and the information consumers?

e Support of the process: Does the system provide all functions required to fulfil the tasks
which are supposed to support, i.e. is the system effectiveness?

e Other issues as Usability and others: Is the system easy and intuitive to use so that it can
be used efficiently and supports the user in fulfilling the tasks he/she should be able to do
with PAC? This category consists of the following:

e filling in forms to provide information to PAC

navigation

names of buttons and tabs

usages of buttons and tabs

intuitive usage of the system

adoption of the page by a user

support of the process by the system

PAC help and start page

general impression (influences users general willingness to use the system)

Taking these aspects into consideration in the different activities of evaluation, the following
tables cover how the testers perceived the given sentences through mentioned evaluation
tools. Each pilot is evaluated in a separate table. D8.1 defined the minimum requirements for
the evaluation instruments used, e.g. at least 10 online questionnaires or 2 experts’
assessments and so on.

7.1 Improvement of information integration and information quality

7.1.1 Slovak pilot

In general, information sources of public administration offices in the Kosice region are of a
diverse nature and require a more unified form. When searching for concrete information,
citizens usually require assistance (in person or online). This is the reason in most cases
information is sought by phone or personal meeting because online information is insufficient,
not up-to-date, or not easily retrievable on the web.

Therefore the relevant online information sources (web pages of Kosice and Michalovce
public administrations) were expected to be enhanced, firstly in terms of their quality content.
This includes ensuring information quality based on the following criteria (see the tables
below). As a subsequent step, semantic annotation of the relevant online information sources
was expected to be done, so the (information about) services are more integrated and thus
easily searchable for a visitor.
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However, the project depends on one group of public services only, making the assessment of
the improvement in the quality of information difficult. As a result the table below shows the
comparison of the expectations vs. fulfilment towards the developed system.

Table 22 - Information quality improvement (The evaluation scale - Fully agree [1] - fully disagree [5])

Averaged
Quality Statement Used evaluation
dimension instrument(s) results
(1-5 scale)?
Intrinsic
quality
Accuracy a) The information is accurate with 4 assessments a)2
regard to legislation, current by experts Information
procedures etc. accuracy shall be
improved in the
trial Il as there
was some
inaccurate
information
objectivity n/a
believability a) The source (author) of every piece of | 19 users Results from
information can be easily identified surveyed by online
on-line questionnaire:
b) Links to content of external parties questionnaires
are clearly marked as such a)2.9
b) 2.2
¢) The information is believable c)2.2
reputation a) The system is a good source for 19 users Results from
information about services surveyed by online
on-line questionnaire:
b) The information is trustworthy questionnaires
a) 2.1
b) 2.2
Accessibility
quality
access a) It is easy to locate the necessary 19 users Results from
information surveyed by online
on-line questionnaire
questionnaires “Navigation
(Access)”:
2.7
security a) Storage, processing, and 2 assessments secure storage of
transmission of user data is secure by experts user account
data shall be
improved in trial
2; long session
time shall be

? Evaluation scale: Fully agree (1) - fully disagree (5)
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mentioned in the

user manual
Contextual
quality
relevancy a) The information is relevant for the 19 users Results from
given task surveyed by online
on-line questionnaire
b) The information provided is specific questionnaires .Relevance*
for the given user context 1.9
Value-added a) The needs of different groups of 4 assessments a)3
users are well supported by experts b) 3
c)3
b) Information is provided for a high
number of different user groups
¢) The information from different
sources is well integrated
timeliness a) The information is up-to-date with 4 assessments a)2
respect to the current status by experts b) 5
(opening hours etc.)
b) The system supports annotation
editors to keep the information up-to-
date
Note: In this case, users must be
annotation editors who have used
the service annotation component.
completeness | a) The user was able to determine 19 users Results from
whether the information was surveyed by online
complete to the given task on-line questionnaire

b) The information is complete with
respect to the given task

¢) The level of detail of the information
was sufficient for given task

questionnaires

»,completeness*:
29

amount of a) The amount of data is adequate with | 4 assessments Was subsumed
data respect to the complexity of the by experts under
supported process “Completeness”
in the online
questionnaire.
Representa-
tional quality
interpretability | n/a (see next, “ease of understanding)
ease of a) The user was able to comprehend 19 users Results from
understanding the information surveyed by online
on-line questionnaire

b) It is easy to identify the relevant parts
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of the content questionnaires ,Use of language
(Ease of
understanding)“:
2.6

concise a) The information was presented in a 4 assessments Was subsumed
representation short and concise way by experts under “use of
language” in
online
questionnaire
because the
distinction would
have been
difficult to grasp
for respondents.

consistent a) The information is presented in a 19 users Results from
representation | consistent way surveyed by online
on-line questionnaire
questionnaires ~Structure
(Consistent
representation)”:
24

From the evaluation table can be concluded that public testers in general tended to assess the
information quality in a neutral or more positive way. However as already mentioned before,
the information provided could be made easier to understand. In addition, experts in the field
of construction and architecture expressed negative feedback on inaccurate information
specifically about the building process. The information must be clear and in compliance with
the relevant legislation provided to a citizen.

7.1.2 Polish pilot
Table 23 - Information quality improvement (The evaluation scale - Fully agree [1] - fully disagree [5])

. Averaged
Quality Statement Used evaluation
dimension instrument(s) results

(1-5 scale)®
Intrinsic
quality
Accuracy a) The information is accurate with Assessmentby 3 | a) 1.4
regard to legislation, current domain experts
procedures etc.
objectivity n/a
believability a) The source (author) of every piece of | 24 users Results from
information can be easily identified surveyed by on- online
line questionnaire | questionnaire:
b) Links to content of external parties a) 3.5
are clearly marked as such b) 3.0

? Evaluation scale: Fully agree (1) - fully disagree (5)
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¢) The information is believable

c) 31

reputation a) The system is a good source for 24 users Results from
information about services surveyed by on- online
line questionnaire | questionnaire:
b) The information is trustworthy
a) 2.7
b) 2.5
Accessibility
quality
access a) It is easy to locate the necessary 24 users Results from
information surveyed by on- online
line questionnaire | questionnaire
“Navigation
(Access)”:
2.2
security a) Storage, processing, and Either 1 secure storage of
transmission of user data is secure assessment by user account
expert or 1 round | data shall be
table discussion improved in trial
of experts. 2; long session
time shall be
mentioned in the
user manual
contextual
quality
relevancy a) The information is relevant for the 24 users Results from
given task surveyed by on- online
line questionnaire | questionnaire
b) The information provided is specific .Relevance*
for the given user context 1.8
Value-added a) The needs of different groups of Assessment by 3 a) 3.0
users are well supported domain experts b) 2.2
and 1 IT expert c) 1.7
b) Information is provided for a high
number of different user groups
¢) The information from different
sources is well integrated
timeliness a) The information is up-to-date with 30 users a)1.0
respect to the current status surveyed by
(opening hours etc.) internal

b) The system supports annotation
editors to keep the information up-to-
date

Note: In this case, users must be
annotation editors who have used
the service annotation component.

questionnaire
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completeness

a) The user was able to determine
whether the information was
complete to the given task

b) The information is complete with
respect to the given task

¢) The level of detail of the information
was sufficient for given task

24 users
surveyed by on-
line questionnaire

Results from
online
questionnaire
~,completeness®:
29

amount of a) The amount of data is adequate with | 24 users Was subsumed
data respect to the complexity of the surveyed by on- under
supported process line questionnaire | “Completeness”
in the online
questionnaire.
Representa-

tional quality

interpretability

n/a (see next, “ease of understanding)

ease of
understanding

a) The user was able to comprehend
the information

b) It is easy to identify the relevant parts
of the content

24 users
surveyed by on-
line questionnaire

Results from
online
questionnaire
,Use of language
(Ease of
understanding)“:
1.9

concise
representation

a) The information was presented in a
short and concise way

24 users
surveyed by on-
line questionnaire

Was subsumed
under “use of
language” in
online
questionnaire
because the
distinction would
have been
difficult to grasp
for respondents.

consistent
representation

a) The information is presented in a
consistent way

24 users
surveyed by on-
line questionnaire

Results from
online
questionnaire
»Structure
(Consistent
representation)”:
23
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. Averaged
Quality Statement Used evaluation
dimension instrument(s) results

(1-5 scale)*
Intrinsic
quality
Accuracy a) The information is accurate with Workshop/round | a) 2
regard to legislation, current table:
procedures etc.
objectivity n/a
believability a) The source (author) of every piece of | Thinking aloud a)4
information can be easily identified and discussion in | b) 1
workshop. (The c)2
b) Links to content of external parties concrete number
are clearly marked as such in the scale is
always estimated
¢) The information is believable by SHG)
Results from a) 2.6
online b) 2.4
questionnaire: c)1.8
reputation a) The system is a good source for Thinking aloud a) 1
information about services and discussion in | b) 2
workshop
b) The information is trustworthy
Results from a)1.9
online b) 2.0
questionnaire
Accessibility
quality
access a) It is easy to locate the necessary Round table and | a) 3
information think-aloud SHG
Results from 24
online
questionnaire
“Navigation

* Evaluation scale: Fully agree (1) - fully disagree (5)

FP6-2004-27020

Page 77 of 209



Access @Gov

D8.3: Evaluation of trial and specification for revision of components

Version 1.0
(Access)”:
security a) Storage, processing, and Either 1 secure storage of
transmission of user data is secure assessment by user account
expert or 1 round | data shall be
table discussion improved in trial
of experts. 2; long session
time shall be
mentioned in the
user manual
Contextual
quality
relevancy a) The information is relevant for the Round table and | a) 2
given task think-aloud SHG | b) 2
b) The information provided is specific
for the given user context
Results from 1.8
online
questionnaire
.Relevance*
Value-added a) The needs of different groups of Round table and | a) 3
users are well supported think-aloud SHG | b) 3
c)3
b) Information is provided for a high
number of different user groups
¢) The information from different
sources is well integrated
timeliness a) The information is up-to-date with Round table and | a) 2
respect to the current status think-aloud SHG | b)5
(opening hours etc.)
b) The system supports annotation
editors to keep the information up-to-
date
Note: In this case, users must be
annotation editors who have used
the service annotation component.
completeness | a) The user was able to determine Round table and | a) 4
whether the information was think-aloud SHG | b) 2
complete to the given task c)2

b) The information is complete with
respect to the given task

¢) The level of detail of the information
was sufficient for given task
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amount of
data

a) The amount of data is adequate with
respect to the complexity of the
supported process

Round table and
think-aloud SHG

Comment: In the
online
Questionnaire
this was
subsumed under
“Completeness”

a)3

Representa-
tional quality

interpretability

n/a (see next, “ease of understanding)

ease of
understanding

a) The user was able to comprehend
the information

b) It is easy to identify the relevant parts
of the content

Round table and
think-aloud SHG

Results from
online
questionnaire
,Use of language
(Ease of
understanding)“:

2.0

concise
representation

a) The information was presented in a
short and concise way

Round table and
think-aloud SHG

In the Online
Questionnaire
this was
subsumed under
“use of language’
because the
distinction would
have been
difficult to grasp
for respondents.

consistent
representation

a) The information is presented in a
consistent way

Round table and
think-aloud SHG

Results from
online
questionnaire
»Structure
(Consistent
representation)*

24
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7.1.4 GUC Test Lab

The following table summarizes the relevant results of the online questionnaire:

Table 25 - Information quality improvement (The evaluation scale - Fully agree [1] - fully disagree [5])

Averaged evaluation

Quality Statement results from online
dimension questionnaires
(1-5 scale)’
Intrinsic
quality
believability a) The source (author) of every piece of information a)4.4
can be easily identified b) 2.0
c)1.6
b) Links to content of external parties are clearly
marked as such
¢) The information is believable
reputation a) The system is a good source for information about | a) 1.8
services b) 1.6
b) The information is trustworthy
Accessibility
quality
access a) It is easy to locate the necessary information “Navigation (Access)”:
23
Contextual
quality
relevancy a) The information is relevant for the given task Results from online

b) The information provided is specific for the given
user context

questionnaire
~Relevance”
2.3

completeness

a) The user was able to determine whether the
information was complete to the given task

b) The information is complete with respect to the
given task

c) The level of detail of the information was sufficient
for given task

~,completeness®:
2.7

Representa-
tional quality

ease of
understanding

a) The user was able to comprehend the information

b) It is easy to identify the relevant parts of the content

.Use of language (Ease
of understanding)“:
1.6

> Evaluation scale: Fully agree (1) - fully disagree (5)
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consistent
representation

a) The information is presented in a consistent way

Lotructure (Consistent
representation)”:
25

Accessibility /
Ease of use

a) All relevant information is available from a single
point of access

b) All electronically available information is made
available

¢) The personal assistant is easy to use

d) The application is easy to use

.Ease of use (User
experience)®:
2.6

7.2 Process improvement

7.2.1 Slovak pilot

As mentioned in the deliverable, the Slovak scenario is based on the citizen’s intention to
build a family house. At present, a citizen faces the complexity of procedures he/she needs to
cope with while going through the process of getting a final construction approval. The aim of
the AeG is to ease such procedures using an intelligent web-platform which provides citizens
with useful guidance of “what and how to do it”. As a result, a user will be given a tool that
integrates all relevant information in one place and at any time.

The table below assesses to what extent the expected improvements were achieved from the
view of the process implemented. The evaluation analyses results of the whole cycle time of
the building process in Slovakia.

Table 26 - Evaluation of the process improvement

After trial |
zlﬁg’?; ion Before trial (as is) Expected Improvement | _ :,ualmlf‘fjum"ed,
- not fulfilled,
suggestions
Information At present there - There will be more - Fulfilled
providing are none of the relevant information
. Semantic steps done on wep- availablg for users
annotating of pagelslof thg public | - Info'rmatlon will be more
FEeSOUICES administrations. easily searchable - better
. structured information
- Putting . Inf ti | it
FeSOUICES on nformation relevant to
relevant web pgr‘ucular users case
pages . quks to or|'g|nal sources
of information (legal
regulations for example)
- Searching for a At present there is - Response with only - Fulfilled

correspondent
service
- Asking questions

no possibility to ask
queries.

information relevant to a
query
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Resources There is no - Technically easier update | - Fulfilled
management resource of relevant information
based on management used
ontologies in this process at
- Data updating all.

(in case of

changes in

legislation)
- Adding new

services
AeG platform user | There is no - Personal data entered - Fulfilled

registration

- Entering of
user’s personal
data

- Logging on to
the AeG
assistant

registration
mechanism in
place at present

can be saved (optional —
save only if a user will
agree)

- User identified while
logging in

+ The AeG system will use
the personal data saved
automatically in different
forms

- Privacy and security
issues must be
addressed accordingly

User requirements

defining

- Defining a type
of the
construction

- Defining a
location

No possibility to
define or select
type of the
construction and
location.

= Online list of building
types with further details
available will speed up
this process

- Interactive land-use plan
available so a user easily
look for a desired location

- Not available in the

Prototype |

- Land-use plan available

in .pdf format

- Registration
process related
to land-use,
building and final
approval
proceedings.

* Filling in an
application form

- Payment of an
administration
fee to the
municipality for
the services

- Getting and
sending a proof
on the land
ownership

- Sending a
project and
technical
documentation

No online
registration in use
at present.

No possibility to
pay fees through
credit card or
internet.

- All the relevant
application forms are
available with a adequate
assistance (online
personal assistant)

- If saved, user’s personal
data are automatically
used in forms

- It is possible to pay the
administration fee without
visiting the construction
office (internet, credit
card etc.)

+ User is informed on what
documentation is required
to be submitted (how and
where he can get it)

- So far only links to related

forms are provided (on-
line filling-in is not
provided)

+ Only user’ profile is

saved without any
relation to the

- It's not a part of the

system, internet banking
is supported by involved
administration

+ Fulfilled

Land-use, building
and final approval
proceedings

A user usually

waits for a decision

of the relevant
offices. Any
communication
between user and

The communication will be
electronic - email (possibly
using online personal
assistant). (Subject to
availability of electronic

- e-mail communication

supported

- electronic signature not

included
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the respective
offices is in paper
form (regular mail).

signature provision.)

Media integration

Paper-based vs.
electronic

At present, there
are no electronic
services/document
s available for this
process except for
land-use plan of
the Kosice region
(accessible on KSR

- Relevant forms and

documents available at
the Access-eGov platform

- Automatic filling in the

forms by personal
assistant

- Sending filled in forms

through e-mail

* Only traditional paper-

based services available
in Trial |

- Not available in the Trial |

- Not supported by the

current legislation

- Depends on particular

- The use of electronic
services of concerned
external administrations
and other organisations
depends on them,
however

portal) public administration

The results confirmed that the platform provides all the relevant information at one place. The
information is easy to modify and update so public servants do not need to visit various
websites if an amendment to the legislation is made. Also the registration process as an
advantage for a user is included. However there are still issues that have not been addressed
properly such as online forms or land-use plans available. Also the PAC was expected to
assist the user while filling in forms. In addition the interaction of the user with PAs still
depends on how whether the institutions have already decided for an electronic signature use.
For example the land registry office provides online land-use plans and corresponding
documents via the internet portal; however they still can not be used for official purposes
because the eSignature is not used.

7.2.2 Polish pilot

New enterprise registration process was tested by potential end users of the future Access-
eGov system. The group of testers consisted of people between 20 and 40, of both genders
and having varied experience in the area of computers, Internet usage as well as frequency of
administrative pages usage. The evaluation bases on users comments attached to online
questionnaire and remarks sent directly to Polish user partners.

The table below describes how the process and its execution have been facilitated according
to quality dimensions defined in the D8.2 Specification of Pilot Application and Design of
Trials. It must be considered that in case of Polish pilot there was no system similar to
Access-eGov platform so the platform itself is an improvement for Polish users.
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Table 27 - Evaluation of the process improvement
After trial |
Quality Before trial (as - fulfilled
dimension is) Expected Improvement - partly fulfilled,

- not fulfilled,

suggestions
Information No semantic - More relevant information FULFILLED
providing (two annotations, - Better organised information - Services have been
steps: resources | information (most important issues and annotated
annotating and available on web additional ones) - Information relevant to
putting them on page in a - Information relevant to process of registration

web page)

descriptive way.

particular user’s case

- Links to original sources of

information (legal regulations
for example)

(general information
given at the beginning
of each goal, more
detailed descriptions
provided in places
where necessary)

- Resulting requirements
relevant to particular
user’s case (information
customised on the
basis of answers for
questions), but it could
be even more
improved.

» Not enough number of
links to original sources
(will be completed
before 2™ trial, several
links can be transferred
from annotation tool)

Searching for a
service (1 step -
asking a query)

No possibility of
asking queries.

+ Getting only information

relevant to a query (not more
and not less)

-+ Getting guidelines for all

aspects of required service (at
least tips)

PARTIALLY

- Whole process
customization built on
the basis of queries, but
the user is not aware
whether receives
complete information or
not

- Not enough number of
guidelines and
explanations especially
in connection with
questions (will be
completed before 2™
trial). Restricted
functionality causes
also the limitation of

guidelines.
Resource No resource - Easier update of significant FULFILLED
management (2 | management (in amount of sources of Within 1% trial no updated
steps: such a sense) information (because of have been done, but
information Unpdating stiffl annotations showing there are at least two
updating and p‘tt 9 y connections between pieces of | identified elements which
adding new yv? en information) have to be updated
services) information before the 2™ trial: codes
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of Polish Business
Classification
(functionality moved to
2" trial) and ZUS forms.

User registration
(3 steps:
entering
personal data,
logging on, user

No user
registration on
the web page

- Delivering the user data only

one time

- Reusing the data for filling in

the forms

- Logging in (or giving PESEL

NOT FULFILLED

User registration moved

to 2nd trial, but:

- The user gives data
only once — it is saved

authorisation) number in the future) will enable till the end pf session
users’ identification + No filling in forms
- Security issues (moved to 2nd trial)
User No possibility of -+ Getting help in defining these PARTIALLY — users

requirements
defining (2 steps:
defining type of
business activity
and way of
running the
business)

determining type
and way of
running the
business

elements (they are problematic
ones)

- Getting information relevant to

particular type of business
activity and way of running it
(they may differ)

 Getting this information as soon

as possible (earlier than
currently) which gives possibility
of thinking over the issue and
choosing the best solution on
the basis of knowledge of all
details related to particular
possibility

expect more detailed

information and more

explanations.

- The user chooses one
of two possible ways of
running business (both
are explained)

- Further questions and
information are
adjusted to chosen way
of running business.
They could be much
more adjusted if the
user is able to provide
several personal and
customisation data.

- Receiving information
much earlier before
application submitting
and having possibility of
breaking session the
user is able to think
over possible ways of
running business and
make the most suitable
decision for her.

- No possibility of
choosing types of
business activities
(functionality moved to
2nd trial because of
Polish law changes
which caused necessity
of ontology changes to
update the codes of
Polish Business
Classification)

City hall
registration (5
steps, beginning
with filling in the
form and
finishing with
applying the

No possibility of
online
registration

- Less possibilities for making a

failure while filling in the form

+ Getting information on

requirements for additional
documents and where the user
can receive them

+ Help in defining an exact type of

business activity (suggestions

PARTIALLY

- Within the 1st trial there
is no possibility of
online registration while
no electronic services
are available
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form)

taking into consideration type of
the business activity and
possible activities connected to
that type of activity) based on
ontologies

- Receiving other relevant

information delivered on the
basis of information provided by
the user

- Possibility of online delivering

the form to the city hall, user
authentication involved

- After answering
customisation
questions the user
received information on
required forms and
documents together
with links to pdf files of
these forms as well as
to interactive ones if
they exist.

- No possibility of online
forms delivering
(moved to 2nd trial)

Statistical office No such a + Proper filling in the form PARTIALLY (users know
registration (2 possibility + Information on required documents but they can
steps: filling in additional documents not be filled in
the form and automatically)
enclosing other The user is able to fill in
documents) pointed forms herself and
knows which documents
should be enclosed and
why.
Tax office No such a + Help in choosing the way of
registration (3 possibility taxation through providing PARTIALLY
steps: choosing details distinguishing different + Currently there is
the way of ways and giving their information on possible
taxation, filling in advantages and disadvantages types of taxation — the
the form, - Proper filling in the form only help the user may
enclosing other - Information on required be offered is detailed
documents) additional documents information which will
be specified in detail in
the 2nd trial.
+ The user is able to fill in
received form herself
(no automatic filling in)
- The user receives
information on all
required forms and
documents together
with links to pdf files of
forms.
Social Insurance | No such * Proper filling in the form
Agency possibility » Comprehensive information on PARTIALLY

registration (2
steps: filling in
the forms and
enclosing other
documents)

requirements and forms to fill in
dependently on type of
enterprise, number of
employees etc.

- Information on required

additional documents

- The user is able to fill in
received form herself

+ Information on required
forms, conditions of
them as well as asked
questions is insufficient
(will be completed and
detailed in the 2d trial)

- In case of that
complicated phase of
the process users
demand more
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information.
Media
integration
Paper-based vs. | No electronic - All relevant PARTIALLY
electronic documents. documents - All relevant documents
available on are available for use on

Paper-based
documents in the
process:

- City hall
registration
form

+ RG-1 form
(statistical
office)

- NIP-1, NIP-2,
NIP-D, VAT-R,
VAT-6

Access-eGov
platform (in one
place)

- Associating

appropriate forms
with phases of
the process and
with individual
user cases

- Automatic filling

in the forms by
personal
assistant (in case
of registration in
the city hall on
condition that
appropriate
security issues
will be provided)

- Sending filled in

forms via e-mail
or directly by the
system

Access-eGov platform
— the user may
download all pdf files of
forms as well as
interactive versions of
them if possible.

- The forms and other

documents are
associated with
particular user’s case
according to process
phase —they are
conditioned by answers
(or answers
combinations) of
previously asked
questions.

+ No automatic filling in

forms (moved to 2™
trial)

-+ No possibility of

sending form
electronically (it is
caused by Polish
conditions of public
authorities)

Most activities planned for the 1st trial have been completed and are positively assessed by
the testers. Some of them (links to external sources and guidelines on goals realisation) were
insufficient for the users and will be completed in detail before the 2" trial. According to
process improvement the most important issue is proper information which must be detailed
and asked questions must be described to widen users understanding. Process of
customisation have been conducted successfully and is the biggest improvement for users,
although they expect more information in some cases. Apart from information on ways of
taxation which will be completed, the rest of lacking issues was intentionally moved to the 2™
trial because the whole functionality was planned for the 2" trial or due to the fact of law
changes - if they had been taken into consideration (Polish Business Classification) the 1%
trial would have been much more delayed.

Considering the process issues to be changed and facilitated are:
= [mprove navigation within the process.
= Add explanation of some questions and its context.

= User’s registration (login and password, storing and saving users data which can be used
for customisation process and for filling in forms).

= Include much more details of information.

= Include help in choosing way of taxation.
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= Include help in choosing codes of Polish Business Classification (types of business
activities) and information on relevant licenses.

= Include at least one electronic service possible to be provided via AeG platform.
= [nclude automatic filling in of at least one form (using users data previously provided).

= More detailed information on registration in social insurance agency and include
questions related to insurance of family members of employees.

* Include information regarding timing and deadlines of registration process phases.
= Add functionality of information previewing
* Improve names of some buttons.

=  Add more links to external sources to authenticate the website.

7.2.3 German field test

Table 28 - Evaluation of the process improvement

After trial |
: . . Ex - fulfilled
- not fulfilled,
suggestions
Cycle time Citizens are asked not If a user is provided - fulfilled
to register earlier than 6 | with information on all In principle with PAC at
months in advance of the required documents | least German users can get
the marriage — and knows where to information on all the
therefore the cycle time | order the documents required documents and do
is shorter than 6 (e.g. by mail), the cycle | not need to go to the
months and may only time becomes shorter. registry office in person to
be a few days A citizen who is already | find out about the

informed before making | requirements. However, in
an appointment with the | exceptional cases, it is still
registrar has less necessary to talk to a
difficulty understanding | registrar in person (e.g.
what the registrar might | when somebody has been
demand (e.g. he might | born abroad).

be familiar with the .
terminology and the The thmk-aloucj tests
general procedure) and shpwed that still users
there might be less misunderstand what
misunderstandings documents they need to

| provide (e.g. confounded
“Aufenthaltsbescheinigung”
and
“Aufenthaltsgenehmigung”
or “family register” and
“family book”). The
terminology used in PAC
was difficult for some of the
users but in a subsequent
meeting with a registrar, a
citizen might be prepared
for usage of this
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terminology.

User activities
(number &
complexity of
steps)

<marriage>

Required are at least 3
complex steps (if the
couple already knows
which documents are
required and does not
have to produce any
new documents):

- Hand in documents
- Registration (formal
application)

- Marriage ceremony
If the couple does not
know which documents
are required and has to
request some of them:

1. Gather information
on requirements

2. Request required
documents
(depending on the
situation this may
involve several other
steps)

4. Receive documents
from different
administrations

3. Hand in documents
4. Registration

5. Marriage ceremony

A user has to do the
same steps as before
but can do several of
these online.
Information may be
gathered on
requirements and
request the needed
documents all online in
one complex step
(without having to go
(physically) to different
locations)

1. Gather information
and request needed
documents online

2. Receive and hand in
documents (online)

3. Registration (usually
in person, only in
exceptional cases via
mail)

4. Marriage ceremony

A German user can in
principle find out using PAC
which requirements for
marriage have to be met.
He can find out where the
required documents can be
obtained and, if the registry
office participated in the
field test, he can get
detailed information on the
relevant services and may
be linked to the relevant
online services or download
forms for ordering the
documents. The user
cannot yet receive the
documents in an electronic
form because they need to
be provided in paper form
to the office. The user
cannot yet register for
marriage online and it is not
desired by the registry
offices involved that this
should be possible in the
near future. Registration in
person is usually required
and only in exceptional
cases registration in written
form is possible.

In addition to the activities
listed in the previous
column, a user can select a
marriage location online.

[JPaper-based vs.
electronic

No electronic service,
except supply of
information and
requests for documents
(which can be
downloaded, printed
out and filled in at
home)

Some of the required
steps can be fulfilled
online (e.g. request for
documents, fixing date
of marriage)

Fulfilled:

Finding out which
document are required can
be done online, ordering
documents online can only
be done if such a service is
provided by an office
already

7.3 Improvement of other issues

7.3.1 Slovak pilot

As already mentioned in the introduction of section 7, other issues include how the developed
platform fulfilled expectations in the accessibility and user-friendliness for a user.
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Table 29 - Usability and accessibility aspects (Scale: Fully agree [1] - fully disagree [1])
Quality ) i , Used Averag.ed
dimension Statement (Scale: Fully agree (1) - fully disagree (5)) i evaluation
(1-5 scale)
Accessibility | a) All relevant information is available from a single 19 users Results of
/ Ease of point of access surveyed by online
use . . . Lo on-line questionnaire
b) AII electronically available information is made questionnaires | “Ease of use
available
(user
c) The personal assistant is easy to use experience)”:
d) The application is easy to use 2.5
Accessibility | a) The personal assistant meets common accessibility | 1 assessment | 2
for impaired criteria (like WAI, BIK) by expert
C|t|zen§ Note: In addition, the level of conformance to WAI will
according to
W3C- be a_ssessed and documented by e-ISOTIS (see
guidelines section 6 and annexes).
like WAI
(see "Web
Accessibility
check list")
Multi a) The service and information about services are 4 assessments | The platform
channel provided through various channels (e.g. Web, by experts provides
support email, fax) contacts such
as web links,
emails or fax
numbers
3
Search a) The search facility was easy to use Was not part of
facilities b) The search facility delivered good results first trial.
a) The personal assistant is easy to use 19 users Results of
C surveyed by online
b) The application is easy to use on-line questionnaire
questionnaires | “Ease of use
(user
experience)”:
25
Table 30 — Evaluation of security aspects
Is the feature available? Yes | No Comment
Support for authentication and authorization X This functionality is not supported
infra-structure functionality within the first trial
Openness to external partners X The system is not open to external
partners
Value added services X All relevant information at one place
User support for consumers / providers X User manual available and help
Multi-Lingual Support English
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Security

Digital rights management for annotated
content

Not planned anyway

Transmission (data encryption)

SSL encrypted transmission from
PAC-server-software to PAC-at-
user-PC is already a PAC feature

Support for authentication and authorisation
infra-structure functionality

UR’s security infrastructure will
generically provide PAC with this
software-functionality as planned for
trial 2, but the real-world functionality
depends on the actual back-office
requirements by Public
administrations; hardware-
authentication (in terms of smart
card usage and/or Trusted
computing usage) is not planned for
the trials

Handling of user data (privacy)

User data handling is subject to the
organisational restrictions as set out
by EU data privacy regulations and
the laws as issued by EU member
states (Slovakia, Germany,

[Poland]). Stored user account
details will be done in encrypted
format in the second frial ; user
passwords are already encrypted
(i.e. using hash-values)

7.3.2 Polish pilot

Table 31 - Usability and accessibility aspects (Scale: Fully agree [1] - fully disagree [1])

i Averaged
Q.uahty. Statement (Scale: Fully agree (1) - fully disagree (5)) | Used evaluaglion
dimension instruments

(1-5 scale)
Accessibility | a) All relevant information is available from a single 24 users Results of
/ Ease of point of access surveyed by online
use . . . Lo on-line questionnaire
b) AII electronically available information is made questionnaire “Ease of use
available
(user
c) The personal assistant is easy to use experience)”:
d) The application is easy to use 22
Accessibility | a) The personal assistant meets common accessibility
for impaired criteria (like WA, BIK)
gglcz:)%rr:isin to Note: In addition, the level of conformance to WAI will
W3C- 9 be assessed and documented by e-ISOTIS. (see
quidelines section 6 and annexes)
like WAI
(see "Web
Accessibility
check list")
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Multi a) The service and information about services are 30 users 5.0
channel provided through various channels (e.g. Web, surveyed by
support email, fax) internal
questionnaire
Search a) The search facility was easy to use Was not part of
facilities first trial.

b) The search facility delivered good results

a) The personal assistant is easy to use

b) The application is easy to use

24 users Results
surveyed by online
on-line questionnaire

questionnaire
(user
experience)”:
2.2

of

“Ease of use

Table 32 — Evaluation of security aspects

Is the feature available? Yes | No Comment

Support for authentication and authorisation X

infra-structure functionality

Openness to external partners X

Value added services X

User support for consumers / providers X

Multi-Lingual Support X English

Security

Digital rights management for annotated X Not planned anyway

content
SSL encrypted transmission from

Transmission (data encryption) X PAC-server-software to PAC-at-
user-PC is already a PAC feature
UR’s security infrastructure will
generically provide PAC with this
software-functionality as planned for
trial 2, but the real-world functionality

Support for authentication and authorisation X S:plip:ni::tst,h; algltjlﬁilcback-ofﬂce

infra-structure functionality quire . y
administrations; hardware-
authentication (in terms of smart
card usage and/or Trusted
computing usage) is not planned for
the trials

FP6-2004-27020

Page 92 of 209




Access @Gov

D8.3: Evaluation of trial and specification for revision of components

Version 1.0

Handling of user data (privacy) X

User data handling is subject to the
organisational restrictions as set out
by EU data privacy regulations and
the laws as issued by EU member
states (Slovakia, Germany,
[Poland]). Stored user account
details will be done in encrypted
format in the second trial ; user
passwords are already encrypted
(i.e. using hash-values)

7.3.3 German field test

Table 33 - Usability and accessibility aspects (Scale: Fully agree [1] - fully disagree [1])

j Averaged
Q_uallty_ Statement (Scale: Fully agree (1) - fully disagree (5)) | Used evaluagtion
dimension instruments

(1-5 scale)
Accessibility | a) All relevant information is available from a single | 69 users “Ease of use
/ Ease of | point of access surveyed by an | (user
use : : : : . online experience)”:
b) AII electronically available information is made questionnaire. | 2.2
available
¢) The personal assistant is easy to use :
S workshop with | a) 2
d) The application is easy to use experts in the b) 2
field and IT c)3
experts d)3
Think-aloud a)1.5
sessions b) -
c)2.5
d)2.5
Accessibility | a) The personal assistant meets common accessibility | Evaluation by | a) 2
for impaired criteria (like WA, BIK) IT experts
gglczc?r':dsin o Note: In addition, the level of conformance to WAI will
W3C- 9 be assessed and documented by e-ISOTIS. (see
quidelines section 6 and annexes)
like WAI
(see "Web
Accessibility
check list")
Multi a) The service and information about services are | Workshop with | a) 2
channel provided through various channels (e.g. Web, | experts in the | Comment: Malil
support email, fax) field and IT | and web
experts addresses and
Fax/phone
numbers can
be found in
PAC
Search a) The search facility was easy to use Search facility | Search facility
facilities was not was not

b) The search facility delivered good results

provided for
the first trial.

provided for
the first trial.
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Is the feature available?

Yes

No

Comment

Support for authentication and authorization
infra-structure functionality

Has not been required in first trial

Openness to external partners

External partners may not yet
participate in the service

processes: XML based interface is
not available, and exchange of

user information is not yet possible.
Only links to external parties are
available.

Value added services

Forms are provided for download by
some offices but automatic filling of
forms is not possible yet.

User support for consumers / providers

A manual is available. But more
contextual help would be useful.

Multi-Lingual Support

Interface and all information are
available in English and German.

Security

Digital rights management for annotated
content

Not planned anyways

Transmission (data encryption)

SSL encrypted transmission from
PAC-server-software to PAC-at-
user-PC is already a PAC feature

Support for authentication and authorisation
infra-structure functionality

UR’s security infrastructure will
generically provide PAC with this
software-functionality as planned for
trial 2, but the real-world functionality
depends on the actual back-office
requirements by Public
administrations; hardware-
authentication (in terms of smart
card usage and/or Trusted
computing usage) is not planned for
the trials

Handling of user data (privacy)

User data handling is subject to the
organisational restrictions as set out
by EU data privacy regulations and
the laws as issued by EU member
states (Slovakia, Germany,
[Poland]). Storing user accounts in
encrypted format will be made
available in the second trial; user
passwords are already encrypted
(i.e. using hash-values)
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8 CONCLUSIONS

This document describes the evaluation of the trials in detail based on the evaluation strategy
explained in D8.1 and trials description in D8.2. Evaluation outcomes are collected from the
pilots in Slovakia and Poland, the German field test and the Egypt Lab test. Outcomes are
divided in categories and cover the assessment of both components the Annotation tool and
Personal assistant client.

The assessment of the trials exploited evaluation methods such as online questionnaires,
expert evaluations, round-tables, workshops, think aloud sessions, and interviews. For proper
evaluation outcomes basic standards specified in the D8.1 were followed. According to these
each user partner was required to use minimal assessment criteria (i.e. min. 2 experts
involved, 10 questionnaires collected). Also in order to compare evaluation results, all tests
were scored through online questionnaires as a common evaluation instrument for all.

The user partners carried out the AeG components testing from October 2007 to February
2008. Performing the first trial was delayed from the initial plan due to required modifications
in the components while being tested. However it didn’t have an impact on the quality of the
evaluation.

The evaluation results lead to the conclusion that the Annotation tool requires less —
improvements compared to the Personal assistant client, which is the key interaction between
public administrations and citizens/businesses. The developed annotation tool as an
instrument for PAs serves its purpose well, regardless of few comments delivered by the
testers. As outlined in the document, all requirements for AT enhancement are technically
feasible to be incorporated within the second trial, leading to an improved AT version to be
ready for a second user testing in 2008.

The PAC testing identified more crucial findings which need to be addressed. At first, the
results confirmed that the PAC’s user-interface requires radical modifications in its structure,
design and navigation. The feedback collected proves that the system is not very easy to use
and might confuse users when going through the process. They expected the AeG would
guide them through step by step instructions. Regarding the web content, the platform
provides a lot of information in one place, though there is a need for making the content more
consistent and structured. Also the information available needs to be more accurate so the user
understands it easily. In addition, information relevant to the user only should be clearly
available.

Looking ahead, the system shall be able to provide additional functionality such as online
forms or authentication procedures that are still not available. In addition, the PAC was also
expected to assist the user while filling in forms. However, it must be noticed that the online
interaction between PAs and citizens still in many cases depends on whether the institutions
have already decided to use electronic signatures.

To conclude, the PAC is expected to be modified according to the feedback of a vast number
of testers who mainly responded towards low ease of use of the front-end. According to a
time-plan agreed at the last plenary meeting held in March 2008, the user-interface of the
PAC will be improved and the system shall be ready for the second trial by the end of June
2008.
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Based on the results presented in this document, the follow-up process will immediately
emphasize on proposing a new design, structure and navigation aspects of the PAC through
preparation of new PAC mock-ups to be provided to the user partners for further revision.
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9.1 Problems/bugs identified during the internal testing of AT — Slovak

pilot
ID Subject Note of developers
1 Problem to enter relevant links. See mail attachment. Fixed
It is needed to assign some user
5 New organization creation. Access rights missing after | privileges to edit organization after it
it is created. is created. It is written in users
guide.
3 Language switches back to default language Impossible to simulate this problem,
sometimes. more information needed
Access rights have to be set for
4 | can not see newly created contact persons. them
5 “Michalovce mesto” missing some information. To be added by MI
6 No possibility to edit templates of services. Can be allowed only for superadmin.
AT is only for public administrators.
7 It is not clear how citizen will be able to use AT There is no guest account. Personal
interface. assistant will be used to access
information by citizen.
8 Some of the users see interface easy to use some not. | Fixed
Please put navigation on top of the page also (not only | .
9 Fixed
on bottom)
AT is intended for public
administrators, who are responsible
Too much time is needed to fid out how to use AT. Not forthe data entered |ntol|t. They are
10 like other web pages supposed to be at least introduced
pag to AT first, before they can use it.
Users’ manual is also available with
the tool.
11 Please import data from the previous version of the AT | Done
Pop up on AT is needed to be
sufficiently working in this version. It
12 There is problem with pop up windows not appearing. |is needed to hide navigation from
web browser (AT has its own
navigation)
| can enter system without password after | closed the AT is session based. You haye to
13 ; log out or close all browser windows
window :
to log out from the window.
14 BACK button is only on top of the page. Can it be also Fixed
on bottom?
15 Change service name to service type Fixed
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As we have no possibility to put all
possible opening hours combination

16 menu? to drop down menu, it has to be free
text.

17 Error message af'ter clicking View button (see Fixed

attachment in mail)

18 Error message (see attachment in mail) Fixed

19 Error message (see mail attachment) Fixed

20 List of contacts does not view correctly Fixed
Fixed. Do not use back button on
browser. Application now opens in

. . . pop up window without browser

21 Same page displayed clicking different button. navigation buttons. Application now
shows expired if still browser
navigation back button used.

22 Project documentation service type missing. Fixed. Added to ontology.

23 Same view of different items. Fixed

24 Error message trying to edit existing item. Fixed

25 Problem editing new item. Fixed

26 Editing ~as |tem in testing application — error message Fixed

(attached in mail)

27 Viewing item ,tytry“ error message (attached to mail): | Fixed

28 Clicking ,odhlasit* (log out) works after second fry. Fixed
It was done in many iterations (more

29 Translations of both ontologies and AT interface than 15), every change in interface

required new translations from every
partner.
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9.2 Photos from Annotation tool training — Slovak pilot
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9.3 Problems/bugs identified during the internal testing of AT — Polish

pilot

Table 1 Bugs identified during internal tests

No. Description of the bug Solution

1 Password changing accessible before the user has | To be repaired by
' logged in to the system developers

After the user has logged out and clicked AT link To be repaired b

2. again, the tool opened the last screen and the user P y

. ! developers
was still logged in.

3 No reaction after clicking “Logout” button. The user | To be repaired by
' is still logged in. developers

4, No reaction after clicking “Back” button. To be repaired by
developers

5 Incorrect reaction when clicking backspace on | To be repaired by
' keyboard. developers

6 http server error after clicking “Enter new person® | To be repaired by
' button. developers

7 Button “Add new service of type...” does not work — | To be repaired by
' it is impossible to add any link and its URL. developers

8 Button “Add new service of type...” does not work — | To be repaired by
' it is impossible to add any new service. developers

9 In section “Organization type” the button “Hide/show | To be repaired by
' details” doesn’t work. developers

FP6-2004-27020

Page 100 of 209



Access @Gov

D8.3: Evaluation of trial and specification for revision of components
Version 1.0

Table 2 Language and spelling mistakes identified during internal tests

No.

Place of the mistake

Description of the
mistake

Suggested solution

After logging in at the
very end of page

Spelling mistake
“uzytkonik”

Change to “uzytkownik”

After clicking “Change”
button

Spelling mistake “Dodaj
nowu wartosc Szablony
ustug”

Change to “Dodaj nowe
wartosci do szablonu
ustug”

After selecting button
“Select new item: area”
and then “Enter new
value: area”

Spelling mistake “Dodaj
nowu warto$c
Poszczegdlne lokalizacje”

Change to “Dodaj nowg
lokalizacje”

While adding service
template

Forgotten translation to
Polish of the statement
“‘Because this is template,
it is not needed...”

Add previously
prepared translation

After selecting button
“Approve”

Forgotten translation to
Polish of the statement
“remove approved mark
(service need to be
modified)”

Add the translation
“Usun znacznik
publikacji (ustuga musi
zostaé
zmodyfikowana)”

“Edit“

Wrong translation to
Polish “Zmien”

Change into “Edytuj”

Section “Organization
address”

Forgotten translation to
Polish of the phrase
“Original value”

Change into “Wartosé
oryginalna”

After selecting button
“Enter new value:
service”

Polish text “Wprowadz
nowe wartosci...” doesn’t
fit to the field (to little
place)

Change into “Dodaj
nowe wtasciwosci
ustugi”

Section “Service
properties”

Spelling mistake “Dodaj
nowu wartosc do
powigzanych informacji”

Change to "Dodaj nowg
wartos¢ do
powigzanych
informac;ji”

10.

11.

After selecting button
“Select item: service” and
than button “Approve”

Spelling mistake in
English version of AT
“service need to be
modified”

Add “s” at the end of
the word “need”

Forgotten translation to
Polish of the phrase
“remove approved mark
(service need to be
modified)”

Change to “Usun
znacznik publikaciji
(ustuga musi zostaé
zmodyfikowana)”

12.

After selecting button
“Select item: annotator
user”

Under buttons “View”,
“Edit”, “Add new value...”
languages are mixed.

Settle proper
languages according to
the version of AT.
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13 Evervwhere “Osoba do kontaktu” Change to “Osoba
' yw kontaktowa”
Table 3 Names of buttons
No. Name of button Description of the problem Suggested solution
Unintuitive button to return for
common users.
“Choose different . ) Change to “Back”
1. item type” Inconsistent because in some button
other places of application there is
“Back” button.
“Cancel’, “Cancel There is inconsistency in usage of
2 all changes”, these buttons which actually mean | Settle the one, best
' “Back”, “Choose the same but have different matching name.
different...” names.

9.4 Bugs and requirements for modification of AT — German field test

1) Bugs in the tool that have been fixed directly after the workshop:

1.

After having created an Access Point and saving it, the same access point was duplicated after changes
were made (to the access point) and saved afterwards. When deleting one of these duplicated access
points, they were both deleted. The same for contact persons.

After deleting an access point which had contact persons attached to it, the "view" of the service still
showed the access point with a funny name given to it (a678237283 or so) and the contact person was still
there. When deleting the contact person later and creating a new access point for the service, this access
point was not shown in the "view services" screen. The old data with the funny name for the access point,
and the old contact person attached to it, remained.

If a person of an access point has been deleted, but this person was selected as responsible for a service,
the person is still shown when editing the access points at which this person was selected as responsible
for a service (although "no value" is preselected as value for this person). One could also still see the
deleted person in the drop-down list of persons when describing the access point for a service, but when
trying to save it, there is an error message.

2) Problems that have been evaluated to be critical and that have been fixed
already during the first trial:

Reported Problem/Requirement Category
1. It should be possible to see all information belonging to one service in one place Usability
2. The default setting for the view given when clicking "edit access point for this service" | Usability
should be to hide all details. Only when wanting to see more, "show details" can be
selected by the user. This way the form is not too long (especially when there are many
municipalities in the spatial responsibility).
3. The order of the address data should be changed: postbox and postal code of post box | Usability
should be listed right after "postal code" (Postleitzahl) and before "town" (Stadt)
4. The different screens look too much alike and there are no visual clues that aid the user in | Usability

recognizing and remembering different screens quickly and easily. Icons for each type of
entity (Organisation etc.) should be introduced. These should be used whenever the entity
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appears. In addition, the top of the screen should show a bigger version of the icon.
5. The field for entering the service description has to be much bigger and could also be a bit | Usability
longer
6. All users would like to have the right to view information entered by other users - user rights
and also data entered by us on the test account
7. The field "Opening hours" should be multi-line Buttons
8. The button "Approve" should be labeled "Publish" - Buttons
German is now "Annehmen" and should be "Publizieren"
9. The button for "remove approved mark" should be labeled Buttons
"Publizieren riickgangig machen"
10. | There should be a "back" (zurlick) or "Return to previous screen" (zurlick zur vorherigen | Buttons
Seite) button on every screen on which you cannot edit data - on screens where you can
edit data, it should be like "Back (without saving changes)" (Zurlick (alle Anderungen
gehen dabei verloren))
11. | The button "Cancel all changes" should be labeled "Back (without saving any changes)" or | Buttons
something like that - in German: "Zuriick (eventuelle Anderungen gehen dabei verloren)".
This is useful for all pages where you can edit data.
12. | The buttons should describe what they do. E.g. "Save" should be labelled "Save and | Buttons
close", "View" should be labeled "View details of X" where X is "Organisation", "Access
Point" etc.
13. | The location of the "Edit" and "View" buttons should be exchanged. Buttons
Everyone was confused when they pressed "View" and were not able to edit anything.
They usually overlooked the "Edit"-button.
14. | On each button there should be an icon for editing, viewing, etc. so that users easily | Buttons
recognize what they can do. The text on the button should only be "edit", "view", "access
points”, "contact persons" etc. Mouse-over should display what exactly the buttons do
(e.g. edit organization, view access points etc.)
15. | Additional text that explains each button (e.g. as a mouse-over) is required. Buttons
16. | Ontology-information should not be shown in the view-screen (at least not for these | Layout
users), e.g. "service type"-template should not be shown because user does not know
what it is.
17. | localizations of non-functional service properties must be created/edited in the AT Translation
18. | Contact persons need a property "Form of address" (e.g. Mr., Ms., Mrs.). Properties
19. | Contact person's firstname must not be mandatory. Properties
20. | All fields for describing links to related content need additional fields NAME and | Properties
DESCRIPTION to describe the links. (E.g. "Download of the form").
21. | Person should also have a field for adding links to URLs to a homepage of a person. Properties
3) Problems with low priority that have been fixed:
Reported Problem/Requirement Category
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The field "Name" of a service should be pre-filled with "Name of the service type

(Organisation)".

2. For each name in the list of municipalities, the region should be indicated in brackets behind
the name of the municipalitity, e.g. Glinde, Stadt (Stormarn)
3. It is only possible to delete a contact person for a service by selecting "no value" in the drop

down list. It would be good to have a button "remove contact person from this service" or so, in

German "verantwortliche Person entfernen” (e.g. next to the drop down list)

4) Critical problems that still need to be addressed:

Reported Problem/Requirement Category

1. | When the content of the page is reloaded, the display always jumps to the beginning of | Usability
the page. E.g. when using the "Details"-button to show / hide parts of the information.

2. | Additional text on each screen that describes what to do here. User partners will write | Usability
these texts

3. | The button "Accept" should provide a preview of what is going to be published. (It | Usability
should then also be labeled "Preview and publish")

4. The Save-Button should provide a preview of what is being saved. Usability

5. | Additional info-text for the input-fields that describe what to put into the field and how | Usability
this may be related to other things.

6. The general information and other elements that are stored in the goals-ontology (or | General
other ontologies that will be used in the PAC) should be somehow available as | requirement
reference for the annotation authors. E.g. when creating a new service the description
field should provide a button where the author can look up what the general description
of the service already includes or the text could be simply displayed in the "edit service"
screen - above the "service description"

7. services should be usable as templates which contain not only service descriptions but | General
also access point, spatial responsibility and contact persons - this way if two services | requirement
differ e.g. only in the description, they can be copied and edited. For this it might be
required to be allowed to change the service type lateron also. E.g. the services for
ordering different documents from the registry office are almost all identical except for
the name of the document.

8. it should be possible to move services to a different administration when responsibility | General
changes requirement

9. a once entered list of municipalities in the spatial responsibility for a service of an office | General
should be reusable for another service (like "save this list of municipalities as an area" | requirement
and then select next time this area simply)

10. | a once entered list of contact persons for a service should reusable for another service | General
(save a set of persons) requirement

11. | when correcting the service annotations, it became obvious that many offices had | General
forgotten to enter spatial responsibility. It has to be ensured that this information is | requirement
given, otherwise a warning has to appear. It would be good to have spatial responsibility
set fix for the office and to only have to enter it for a given service, if it deviates from
default.

12. | All buttons for creating new services should have the same length Buttons

13. | In certain situations (when no input field has the focus), using the backspace-key results | Navigation

in loss of all data that has been input so far. (The reason is that backspace acts like
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pushing the "back" button of a browser.)

14.

when navigating back from an access point to the list of services, user often gets lost
because there is no way to navigate back to the one service for which the access point
was selected...maybe the whole service with all the information attached to it should be
in one separate page. the list of services should only be a list of services which you can
select to then have the possibility to edit or view descriptions, access points and contact
persons

Navigation

15.

The language setting of the tool sometimes changes unexpectedly from German to
English

Bug

16.

When "viewing a service", the access points of the responsible organization are also
shown. However, if access points have been deleted, several empty lines remain in the
"view screen" there. Anyways, it is not necessary to show all the services and all the
access points of the responsible organization, when clicking on "view this service" - it is
much more information than only information on this one service. It would be better to
show under "view this service" the name and description of the service, the related
links, the access points for this service and the responsible persons at this access point
- and maybe also the responsible organization but not with details on all the access
points and services of it. The view does not show the access points everywhere.

Bug

17.

It should be possible to also view the access points and spatial responsibilities for a
given service when user has only rights to view services of an organization.

User rights

loading the pages is slow - especially when a lot of contact persons and municipalities
are entered for access points

Performance

3)

Problems with low priority that still need to be addressed

Reported Problem/Requirement

Category

The Services screen (listing services and providing buttons to create new services
based on service types) should be grouped by service type. That makes it easier for
authors to see, for which services they have already created services. If this it not
possible, the list of services should at least be ordered alphabetically.

Usability

it should be possible to change the order of access points and contact persons (move
upwards or downwards)

Usability

Users were not quite sure about what is the access point sometimes: is it the place
where i get information or is it the place where the service is actually provided? This led
to mistakes in annotation.

Usability

Sometimes users "abuse" fields in the AT to make the kind of data they want to enter
into the structure previewed by AT, e.g. a group of people was entered as one contact
person with many different phone numbers, or a contact person was attached to a
wrong access point because the point where the contact person is working did not
belong to the administration really and so it was avoided to enter this office.

Usability

the registry office also offers the service REGISTRATON certificate, it should be
indicated somewhere

General
requirement

It should be possible to move a contact person from one access point to another access
point

General
requirement

editors should be allowed to edit services for their offices even if they were created by
other authors

User rights
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9.5 Exceptional service properties in the marriage scenario

It proved to be especially difficult to model that there are special office hours during which
marriages are performed and that they are performed at special locations because this is not
the case for most (if any) other services in the administration. Although marriages themselves
are performed by the registrars from the responsible offices just like any other service of the
registry office, the service “marriage” is performed at special times (e.g. marriages are also
offered on Saturdays and on ships) and possibly in special locations. As it is assumed in the
general model that each office has one or more access points at which all their services can be
obtained at specific office hours. However, for marriages this is different and it was required
that e.g. the access points for marriages had to be described independently of the registry
office because of the special office hours for this service.

During the field test it proved that most annotation authors however, did not describe each
marriage location as a separate access point to a service because it caused too much work. It
would have been required to define a separate service for each location where a marriage can
be performed. Some registry offices did this but some did not have enough resources to
annotate the services at such detail and simply referred to the different marriage locations in
the textual (unstructured) service descriptions.

It was difficult to enter all the required information regarding the responsible offices for the
service ,,reservation of the marriage location® in the annotation tool because: There are 1) the
registry office performing the marriage at the location, 2) the address of the person where the
reservation itself is done and 3) the address of the marriage location. All this information is
expected by the citizen when looking up the service ,,reservation of the marriage location®.

The following has been suggested to registrars as a solution:

a. The place where the marriage location is reserved is entered as access point of the service.
This may be identical to the address of the responsible office or the marriage location, if
the office makes the reservation or if the registry office is the marriage location.

The person who does the reservation is the contact person for this access point

c. The responsible office is always the registry office which performs marriages at this
location.

d. The address of the marriage location cannot be annotated in the AT but needs to be
indicated in the general description of the service ,,reservation of the marriage location®.
The address of the marriage location could however be indicated to be the access point of
the service ,,marriage* because this is the place where the citizen needs to go to obtain this
service ,,get married*.

9.6 Polish internal questionnaire for PAC evaluation

Questions

Information providing (please compare questioned functionality with currently existing information)

1) In your opinion, is the information provided by PAC more relevant?
2) In your opinion, is the information better organised?

3) In your opinion, is the information relevant to your particular case?
4) Do you find the number of links to external sources enough?

Searching for a service
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5) Did you receive guidelines related to all aspects of required service?

Resource management

6) Is the information up-to-date?

User registration

7) Did you log in to the service?
8) lIs user registration a useful functionality?

User requirements defining

9) Did you receive enough help in defining way of running the business?

10) In your opinion, did you receive information relevant to the previously chosen case, in the
further phases of the process?

City hall registration

11) Did you receive whole information on required additional documents?

Statistical office registration

12) Did you receive whole information on required additional documents?

Tax office registration

13) Did you receive whole information on required additional documents?

Social insurance agency registration

14) Did you receive whole information on required additional documents?

15) In your opinion, did you received comprehensive information on further requirements and
forms dependent on type of your enterprise and number of employees?

Paper-based vs. Electronic

16) In your opinion, are all relevant documents available via the PAC application?
17) In your opinion, are the required forms properly associated with the process phases?

Accessibility / ease of use

18) Is the information available from one point of access?

Accessibility for impaired citizens

19) Did you find any piece of information on facilities for impaired citizens in particular
authorities?

Multi-channel support

20) Is the relevant information available via different channels (web page, e-mail, phone, in the
city hall)?

Value added services

21) Was it possible and easy to download forms required to complete registration?

Multilingual support

22) Is English version of PAC clear, understandable?
23) Can English version of PAC be useful for foreign users?

General impression

24) Is the PAC easy to use?

25) Is the PAC user friendly?

26) Do you like the PAC interface?

27) Do you want to use such a system with relation to other public services realisation?
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9.7 Structure of answers for online questionnaire — Polish pilot

Believability

| can tell who the author of the
information on this website is.

| can tell which links on this website
lead to an external webite.

| believe that the information on this g
website is correct.

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

O Fully disagree B Partly disagree O Neutral O Partly agree B Fully agree

Completeness

The website provides me with sufficient
information.

| find the information on this website to
be incomplete.

| find the information on this website to 8]
be precise.

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

@ Fully disagree B Partly disagree O Neutral O Partly agree B Fully agree
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Error handling

| encountered system error messages

| was able to recover easily after an
error message

| clearly knew what went wrong when
an error message was displayed

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

@ Fully disagree m Partly disagree OO0 Neutral O Partly agree m Fully agree

Ease of understanding

The language used on this website 4l 8 |’
is easy to me.

| find the information on this website
easy to understand.

| find many words on this website
difficult to understand.

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

@ Fully disagree B Partly disagree O Neutral O Partly agree B Fully agree
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Performance

The system responds quickly to my ﬁ
requests

| found the website reliable

[ think it takes a long time to load a new
web page from this site.

| think this is a fast website.

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

O Fully disagree B Partly disagree O Neutral O Partly agree B Fully agree

Reputation

[ think that the
website is a good
source for
information about
public services.

| trust the
information on this
website.

46
|

-

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

O Fully disagree B Partly disagree O Neutral O Partly agree B Fully agree
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Structure

| | |
On this website | know where to find 17 | 42
the information | need. ‘
| was constantly being redirected on 40 | 8('
this website while | was looking for ‘
| find the structure of this website clear. 33 ‘
The set-up of the website helps me 42

find the information | am looking for.

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

O Fully disagree B Partly disagree O Neutral O Partly agree B Fully agree

9.8 German field test results of think-aloud sessions for PAC testing

The following answers were given by users of the system in interviews during and after the
think-aloud sessions.

A. Who is presented on the website?

User 1: It is from this Czech university and somehow the ministry of finance is involved. But
I only know who the owner of this website is because I’ve been led there from the website of
SH.

User 2: Oh, ha! THAT is not clear. You just see "access-egov" here but not who that is. And
it is not written anywhere. It could just be general information from anyone. Maybe the
government. Because of e-gov - as government.

User 3: Maybe the ministry of family affairs, something from the government. Nothing
private. Because I have not seen any private party here.

User 4: [ have of course the impression that it is the state government SH. Because I saw at
the top this blue-red-white flag.

B. Who is addressed by this website?

User 1: For people who want to get married

User 2: People who want to get married but don't know how to do it. Who want to know what
they need and how the process is.

User 3: Young people who are supposed to think about long-term relationships, commitment,
not just being together but also fixing it on paper and for society

User 4: Citizens. For citizens who want to get information from the government. And here in
this test especially for citizens who want to get married.

C. What does the page offer?
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User 1: Information, general information, judicial information... and you can identify what
documents you need and where you can get them. But I don't know if you can also order these
documents already or not.

User 2: Information about marriage in general and the requirements. And I can tell the system
via this form and the information will be personalized. For people from Germany and
Slovakia.

User 3: Information about how to get married in Germany. Maybe it is for people who come
to Germany to get married and to who it needs to be explained what marriage means in
Germany.

User 4: You can get information on the processes which are required when getting married. |
think.

D. What is your general impression of the website?

User 1: I think it is a good guide for getting some basic information. Where, why, what?
What do I need? Do I need a marriage contract etc?

And regarding the layout, I think it is rather easy to grasp (iibersichtlich). And also with these
tabs....I think one has to get used to it at first but once you have done it and got used to it and
clicked it, then you are able to use it and know it because it is repeated always.

User 2: When you looked at it for a while you see that the list on the left is chronological - at
first it might just be a bunch of information and it is not clear what order is required and why
two of them (panels on the left) are not in line with the others.

It is annoying that I have to select SH in the drop-down list (because it is the only choice).

The drop-down (combo-box) didn't work properly.

The page was set to English in the beginning.

In the first screen there are so few fields that one does not really know what do to. I missed an
introductory description in the beginning. It was not explained what this tool is for.

User 3: I think it is understandable...although I did not see these tabs here at first, although
they are well visible.

I personally would not search for information on marriage on the web in a first step. I would
take my ID and maybe my birth certificate and would register at the responsible town hall. 1
would prefer a face to face meeting. Maybe the registry office would then have to advice me
to have a look at this website to find the wedding locations.

My first association was that one wants to help me find the woman for life because of
"personal assistant" and "registry office".

User 4: A lot of text. I did not read everything properly and missed important points.

And T find it not good that the responsible office is not identified for me when I already
entered that I live in Kiel. So now I think that I can get my certificate of registration in ANY
registry office.

E. What do you consider positive about the website?

User 1: The information on the documents I need.

User 2: I think it is easy to grasp. Not too many graphics etc., not too much text.

It is not too colorful. It can be read well.

User 3: List of wedding locations is very useful. And that I can even get the contact data.
User 4: Decent colors. Easy to read (visually). I have this “to do”- list here on the left which
is good and gives a good overview. And in the middle frame I always can read up details on
these things. (Discovers icons.) And I have these icons here. Ah, cool. I only saw these now...

F. What do you consider negative about the website?

FP6-2004-27020 Page 112 0f 209



D8.3: Evaluation of trial and specification for revision of components

Access @Gov
Version 1.0

User 1: Maybe the links could be better and that the place for marriage could be selected by
kind or region because when I selected my place for marriage I had to search a lot and
“googled to death”.

User 2: Some information is missing (locations)

User 3: There is so much general information that I don't need. I don't want to be informed
about what marriage is. I don't need it once I have decided to get married.

User 4: This website is always loading again when I enter something in these combo-boxes.
...And a lot of text. Maybe I should have registered...but normally I would not register.

The following tables summarize the results of the think-aloud session when fulfilling the task
to find out what the user has to do in preparation of the marriage. They summarize what the
user was expected to do during usage and what information he was expected to get from the

system. For each expectation it is described if it was met by the four users in the tests.

Expectation

The user will get some basic information on getting married.

Result

Basic information is provided but most users did not want to read longer texts in the tests. Only
one user took the time to read most of the texts.

Problem

Some basic information has to be provided to the users so that they can understand the
process but users are not willing to read longer texts. Possibly all users would be willing to
read the texts in a real life event.

One user did not want to be told about what marriage is in general because he assumed that
once one decided to get married, one knows this already.

Suggestion

The texts should be more structured and slightly shortened to keep the paragraphs as short as
possible and to give the user a quick overview of the contents so that he can then decide what
information is relevant for him.

Expectation

The user will identify the office responsible for marriage registration.

Result

All users knew in advance that the registry office was responsible and just read the additional
information that it was the registry office at their place of residence that they need to contact.
None of the users was looking for the address of the responsible registry office.

Problem

When first selecting the tab “requirements” for register for marriage, the whole customization
process starts and users start thinking about what documents they need but do no more look
up which office is responsible later. The general information, that the office at the place of
residence is responsible, was sufficient for them.

Suggestion

Possibly the tabs requirements and service details could be merged so that the user does not
have too many different tabs and will not miss important information.

Expectation

The user will identify the documents required for marriage when using PAC

Result Three out of the four users filled in the required customization forms and in the end a correct list
of all activities that they need to do was displayed on the left hand side of PAC (ToDo list). The
fourth user did not see any of the tabs in PAC during the test and so could not do any
customization and did not get a list of required documents.

Problems - Three of the users thought that one of the documents displayed as required was not relevant

to them but only for foreigners (to get a certificate of residence/registration) and did not think
they needed it or did not understand why they needed it

- one of the users did not find the tabs
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- one user started customization under the tab requirements for the activity “get a certificate of
registration” and was then not shown a list of required documents for marriage but for getting a
certificate of registration in the end of customization. He said: “i would have thought it would tell
me now what documents i will need and so on. What documents i will need when i want to get
married in Sylt when i am from Kiel...and Slovak. As Slovak citizen of Kiel without children. But |
do not need anything - just a certificate of registration.” But in fact the certificate of registration
was only indicated as the output of the activity.

Suggestion

- customization should only be done once in the beginning or only in the relevant contexts so
that it is clear to the user what is the purpose of customization

- it has to be clear to the user what the result of a customization process is

- information on why a certain document is needed and from who should be provided and easily
understandable

- the user should be led more through the process so that he does not miss important
information

Expectation

The user will get an overview of the process of getting married after he did
customization. A “to do” list will be generated in PAC.

Result

All users assumed that the “to do” list on the left was a “to do” list and that they have to go
through it in chronological order from top to bottom. All of them started by clicking panels in the
top and planned to go down the list but sometimes got lost in details for the first panel and then
only later remembered to click the next activity in the list.

Problem

It is not stated explicitly enough that the “to do” list is a “to do” list.

The users did not see which steps had been selected already and which still needed to be
read/customized.

It cannot be indicated in the “to do” list if an activity has already been accomplished.

Suggestion

The “to do” list has to be marked as such more clearly. The user should be guided through the
process so that he knows which activities he still needs to look at/customize/fulfill.

Expectation

The user will know that he needs a certificate of registration when it is
displayed in the “to do” list of PAC

Result Only one user knew what this document was for and believed that she needed it. The three
other users did not know what it is for and believed that they do not need it.
Problem The document “certificate of registration” is displayed all the time as required in PAC because

everyone needs it so it was not clear to users if it was personalized information for them or not.
The name of the document in German (Aufenthaltsbescheinigung) is not familiar to users and
very similar to the name of another document (Aufenthaltsgenehmigung) that is more familiar
but only needed by foreigners in Germany (in a different context).

The users did not believe in the information displayed.
User 1:

“But it is written here (under the tab requirements for marriage registration) that | need it, this is
very confusing. | thought this was only information personalized for me now. So, first it tells me
| need the certificate of registration. But when | click on details (requirements/fees tab opens
after clicking on ,go“ button), it tells me | don't need it. And also, | think that when | am getting
married in Germany and am German, | don't need a certificate to proof that | am from here.*

User 2:

.,Now | just need to make sure | really need this certificate of registration. (reads information) It
is already written in my ID that | am living here. Why do they want to have this? Maybe they
want to have it because...(clicks on fees tab) ... oh, it's for free. Oh, nice. Then they can have
it."

FP6-2004-27020

Page 114 of 209




Access @Gov

D8.3: Evaluation of trial and specification for revision of components
Version 1.0

User 3:

Only saw the panel “get a certificate of registration” but did not click it and said “Certificate of
registration - | don't need this”

User 4:

Wanted to look up some more information on this document and clicked on the buttons “go”
next to the required document and then on the button under the word “certificate of
registration” where she expected to find further information. She said: “I will look at the details
to find out what is meant by "get certificate of registration (clicked on “reenter data” underneath
the word “certificate of registration) ... uups. Ok, | would have expected that when clicking
"details" (which she did not click), that | would get information what a certificate of registration
is or where | can get it. But somehow | now was led to where | have to enter my data. "

Suggestion

- the document should not be displayed as required before customization has been done

- the name of the document implied for all users that it was somehow related to foreigners
needing to proof their place of residence is in Germany because there is a very similar
document like this which has a similar name. The name of the activity should be changed to
avoid this.

- it has to be clear to the users if the to do list is personalized or not
- the textual description has to make clear and explain to the user why he needs this document

- after the list of required documents is created, it has to be easier to get some more
information on each of the documents

Expectation

The user will know that he needs a certified copy of the family register of the
parents when it is displayed on the left hand side in PAC.

Result The users knew and understood that they need to provide it after using PAC.

Problem Two of the users did not understand anyways what the document was and what it was needed
for in the process.

Suggestion The explanation for the document has to be simpler.

Expectation

The user will know where to get the certificate of registration after using PAC.

Result

None of the users could find the service details from the office responsible for providing the
document ,certificate of registration“. However, all of them were searching for this information
under the right tab and understood where it should be found. From the general description of
the activity they learned that it was the registry office at their place of residence.

Problem

Finding the right office is not yet supported by PAC for this document: while a list of available
services was shown, the services were not filtered based on the user’s place of residence and
the users could not identify which service to select from the list although one of the services
was the right one for three of them. The fourth person was from a location that had not
registered any services into Access-eGov and could not have found the right service anyways.

Suggestion

Services have to be filtered accordingly based on the place of residence.

Expectation

The user will know where to get the certified copy of the family register of the
parents after using PAC.

Result

One of the users could find the service details from the office responsible for providing the
document ,certified copy of the family register. The other two users did not find the service
details for different reasons.

FP6-2004-27020

Page 115 of 209




Access@Gov D8.3: Evaluation of trial and specification for revision of components

Version 1.0

Three of the users had some problem knowing which place they had to enter in the form for
customization of service details and had to reread the general information several times.

Problem

The users did not expect that they have to go to the registry office of their parents to get
documents for their own marriage and the purpose of getting this document was not clear to
them.

User 1:

The parents of user 1 got married outside SH so that the relevant service could not be found.
However, the user knew in principle where to find this information and could have found the
service details if the city would have been in the scope of the trial. However, at first she
entered the place of residence instead of the place of marriage of the parents because she
missed the information saying which place to enter for customization.

User 2:

Another user did not understand what the document was needed for and thought he should
maybe get it from his parents but not from an office. He decided to ask his parents about it.
After some reading he found out that he could also contact the registry office where his
parents got married by phone or mail and ask them to send the document to him so he also
considered this a possible solution. But he did not try to find the address of the responsible
office in PAC.

Suggestion

In the customization form it should say “enter the place of marriage of your parents” instead of
“enter the place of marriage”. It has to be explained why the document has to be obtained from
the registry office of the parents. If the responsible registry office is outside the scope of AeG,
there should be some message for the user.

Expectation

The user will know what fees he needs to pay for each activity after using PAC.

Result The users did not understand what the indicated fees were for exactly.

Problem 1 For application for marriage, a fee of 33 Euros has to be paid. None of the users understood
this correctly but thought is was the fee for the required documents or for reserving a marriage
location:

User 1 said:

Ok, so | need, a certificate of registration, a certificate indicating the academic degree, copy of
the family register, certificate of birth indicating natural parents. And it costs all together 33
Euros....

User 2 said:

They want 33 EUROS? For eh, for eh, this here (points at two documents displayed directly
above the price)

User 3 said:

| have to pay a fee for the special location (when registering for marriage) - that is the 33 Euros
mentioned previously

Problem 2 For the certified copy of the family register, a fee of 8 Euros has to be paid.

Users found and understood this information.

Problem 3 For the certificate of registration the fee depends on the office. This information is only
provided under the service details tab though and could not be found by the users. Under the
tab fees/requirements it is currently displayed that there are no requirements/fees for this
document.

Suggestion The missing information has to be added. The requirements tab has to be restructured and

clearer so that the users can identify which fee is required for what exactly and to which office
it has to be paid when. Maybe it should be merged with the service details tab.
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Expectation

The user will know what documents he needs to provide for each of the
activities.

Result

Users did know what to provide for registering for marriage but not what to provide for the sub-
activities in which they get these documents.

Problem

When no documents had to be ordered for an activity, PAC showed that there were no
requirements but in most cases and ID was needed. This was only described in the general
information and is missing under the requirements tab in PAC. Users sometimes believed that
this information “there are not requirements” related to the whole process and not just one sub-
activity.

User 1 did not understand the requirements for getting a certified copy of the family register
and said: “it costs 8 euros and | need the copy of the family register”. But the copy of the family
register is the output only.

User 2 when reading “there are no requirements” for the activity “getting a certificate of
registration”, thought that in fact she did not need the certificate of registration at all and was
confused.

Suggestion

Missing information has to be added and when there are no requirements the tab should be
left out or it should be explained at more detail for which activity no further requirements have
to be met.

The information on the output of an activity was confusing for the users who thought that the
output was a requirement of the activity (but it is only a requirement of the main activity).

Users did not understand to which activity which requirement was related.

Expectation

The user will have selected a marriage location after using PAC.

Result All users knew that they could get married in any registry office in Germany. Three users
selected a marriage location and saw the service details from the offices. One user did not get
to the point where this could be selected because he spend a lot of time on identifying the
requirements and then thought that he was finished already.

Problem - The user is not lead through the process and may miss this option offered by PAC.

- More filtering options for marriage locations should be provided.
- The locations for marriage were not filtered on the users’ previously entered data on a
preferred marriage location.

Suggestion - The user has to be led through the process.

- Marriage locations should be filtered by region and kind.

- The locations for marriage should be filtered based on the users’ previous specification of the
preferred marriage location

9.9 Requirements for PAC modification identified in a workshop -
German field test

A. Highest priority: The information displayed or generated in the PAC has to be

correct

1. The general descriptions of the goals/services that are displayed in PAC under the tab
»general information® have been agreed upon with the involved registrars in advance
of he trial already. Therefore the registrars found that the quality of these texts is all
right. (However, the internet authors found that they are too long, are not well adapted
to a hypertext environment and are not well readable for this reason.)
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2. The tab ,,Activity requirements* (in German labeled as ,,Required documents and
fees) contains errors (and therefore its purpose is not clear). For most goals it says
under this tab: ,,Required items and results of an activity: There are no required items
for the activity”. However, for all services, except reservation of the marriage date
and location, a passport is required from the citizen as it is also described in the
general description.

3. For ordering any document from any office it has to say under the tab ,activity
requirements®: ,;)You need a passport or identification card. You may authorize a
person of legal age to get the certificate for you if you write an authorization for that
person. In this case the authorized person needs to provide the written authorization as
well as your and his own passport or identification card when picking up the
certificate.*

4. The fee for the ,,certificate of registration* is missing. It varies from office to office
and has to be annotated by the offices in the annotation tool.

5. If the tab ,Activity Requirements“ do not contain any information (i.e. if no
documents or fees are required), the tab should disappear altogether or it should
somehow be indicated that no important information will be found under this tab.

6. There was an error in the process. The documents identified as required by people who
have been married before have been false. This error has been correct right after the
workshop.

7. In the PAC it says that when a parent has the sole child custody, a certificate proving
the sole child custody has to be handed in. The registrars reported that it was correct
like this, however, in reality this document was never required for marriage
registration and it should not be displayed as required in PAC. They suggested to only
providing some general information on marriages when the spouses have children
already.

8. In the to-do list on the left hand side, one goal is labeled ,,get a birth certificate
indicating natural parents®. In fact this can refer to the birth certificate of the children
or of the spouses themselves. It has to be distinguished in the "to do"-list whose birth
certificate it is.

9. When a users enters in the first form that he is aged younger than 18, there is no
information provided to him, that he is not allowed to get married at this age. He can
only get married when he is over 18 or when he is at least 16 and the partner is older
than 18. The user has to be informed about this.

10. The tab ,,activity requirement* should also list documents that do not necessarily have
to be obtained in a government service but also documents that the citizen may already
have but has to hand in. (e.g. Passport or written authorization)

11. For the requirement ,get a proof of your academic degree”, a more detailed
description is needed how this proof can be obtained and what it may possibly be
(diploma etc.).
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B. High priority: interaction with the user via forms has to be facilitated

1.

The user is confused when the system asks some information about his life situation but
then does not see what this information is needed for. For example, the user is asked about
his age but the process is not adapted depending on the answer. Also when the user
entered his preferred place of marriage, he is still offered a list of all possible marriage
location and not only those at his preferred place of marriage. And although the user is
asked about his place of residence, all registration offices are listed as responsible offices
to him, although only the office at his place of residence is responsible and should be
selected automatically.

The system should allow entering data for two persons: the future husband and wife.
Currently only one of them can enter their data and it is not always clear if the documents
required from one of them will also be required by the other one.

The user should not be asked for some piece of information in contexts where it is not

necessarily needed. It should be avoided that the user answers a set of question but then

does not immediately see in which context that information was needed.

= For example under the tab ,,requirements* for the certificate of registration, he is asked
about age, place of residence, previous marriages etc and in the end it is presented to
him that for ordering a certificate of registration, he does not have to bring any
documents. The user cannot guess that the information asked from him was required
to identify the requirements for marriage application in general.

= Also under the tab ,,customize life event™, the user provides some information to the
system but does not see after finishing customization how the data has been used and
how the system changed after the data has been entered.

After having entered the necessary data to identify the responsible office, the user has to
select the button ,,show services“. This step should be omitted and the services should be
shown immediately after the data has been entered. This is also the case for the button
,»activity requirements® at the end of goal customization.

In the form for customization, the link ,,Skip further questions without making any
changes* is not well visible. Users kept clicking ,,next* after each question when they did
not want to make changes because they did not see this link. The link should be displayed
as a button next to the ,,next“- button.

When scrolling down in the combo-boxes to select a location (place of residence, place or
marriage, place of birth), in the forms, there is the error messages ,,The page you require
cannot be reached using back- or forward-buttons of your browser....*

Negated questions in the forms should be avoided.

In the forms, there is a question ,,Did your parents get married in Germany (not in the
GDR) after 1.1.1958 or did they register the marriage at a German registry office?* which
has to be answered by yes or no. It is not logical to answer an ,,or*-question with yes or
no. The question has to be split into two different questions. This is the case for all ,,or*
questions.
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9. On the first screen displaying questions to identify the requirements for marriage, the user
is asked about two facts: previous marriages and children. He is then asked further
questions about previous marriages, nationality etc. and only much later asked about
,»these children* again. The user does not remember exactly which children are referred to
at this point. Therefore all questions related to previous marriages should be asked first
and only then all questions related to children should be asked so that the questions that
depend on each other are asked immediately after each other.

10. In forms containing questions about the place of residence and the place where the citizen
wants to get married, it was not clear to all participants that these could be different and
they had the impression to be asked about the same fact twice (i.e. where they live). The
participants suggested to change the second question to: ,,Do you also want to get married
at your place of residence?*

11. The question ,,Is the dissolution of the marriage indicated in the family register or the
marriage certificate?* should be left out because the user cannot know it before he ordered
the document. Registrars reported that it is only the case in rare exceptions that the
dissolution is not indicated in the ordered (updated) certificate.

C. High priority: Navigation has to be intuitive

1. It is not possible to use the back-button of the browser. There is an error message when
trying to open a tab after the back buttons has been used. This led to confusions among the
participants. There should be a possibility to navigate back to a previous page by at least
providing a ,,back“- button in the application. Several participants wanted for example get
back to the list of required documents for marriage registration but did not remember
under which point it had been displayed and wanted to use back buttons to find it again.

2. The structure of the website it not clear enough. The user can navigate using the menu on
the left but also using the tabs in the main frame. To the user it is not clear which way he
is supposed to navigate through the website (i.e. what is the intended/best path so that all
information is found).
=>» The priority of tabs and menu on the left is not clear. Which should be selected first?
=>» The user cannot see clearly which points in the navigation have been accessed already

and which have not been accessed yet. The provided symbols do not help for
navigation because their meaning was not recognized intuitively for the users.
Suggestion: point from the menu on the left should be marked (e.g. by a
checkmark after they have been accessed)
=>» The icons in the menu on the left changes during usage, but the users did not realize
this at first. A stricter/more obvious guidance of the users is required.
The participants suggested: to have one version of PAC where the user can
freely navigate as he likes and another version in which the user is guided
through the whole process and where it is shown to him in a progress bar,
where he is in the process.
=> The panels representing sub-activities cannot well be distinguished from the panels
representing main activities. The participants asked for a clear distinction and
prioritizing main activities. Only shifting them a bit to the right was not clear enough

FP6-2004-27020 Page 120 of 209



Access@Gov D8.3: Evaluation of trial and specification for revision of components
Version 1.0

for them. A further visual clue is needed. Several participants thought that it was an
error in formatting that some panels were put further to the right than others.
Suggestion: the sub-activites should be represented by smaller panels
=» The user does not know when he is ,,done

3. Updating of the list of required documents for marriage registration (under requirements
tab) does not always work correctly: it is not always adapt according to the users inputs.
For example when changing data in the forms from ,,not married before* to ,,married
before®, the list of requirements shows twice ,,your birth certificate indicating natural
parents* but it is only required once.

4. When clicking on ,,Go* next to each requirement in the list of requirements under the
,»activity requirements* tab, the user is led to information on the required documents, but
not to the tab ,,general information®. He is led to the tab ,,activity requirements* instead.
This should be changed so that when selecting for example ,,Go* next to the requirement
,copy of the family register of the previous marriage*, the user should be led to general
information on ,,copy of the family register®.

5. The participants would like to be able to easily access the list of documents required for
marriage registration. Users found this list to be very important in the process but found it
difficult to find this list again.

D. Medium priority: Different target groups of the application have to be addressed

1. The participants had the impression that the application mainly meets the requirements of
the administrations but not of the citizens. Especially in the scenario marriage, the
citizens’ requirements are very important. They had the impression that there is a conflict
between:

a. The citizen wants to prepare a romantic marriage and wants for example to select a
nice marriage location.

versus

b. The citizen needs to be informed about the required administrative procedure and
has to be led through the process.

It has been discussed if citizens looking for A. would not rather use websites that are
different from application like the personal assistant (e.g. websites specialized on
marriage locations).

-> Maybe the administrative process should not be so much the focus of the
application.

2. [Itis not clear why users should register.

E. Medium priority: Information has to be well structured

2. The first impression when looking at the application is that there is a lot of or even too
much text. The texts should be adapted to a hypertext environment: they should be shorter
and links to ,,details* should be provided when a user wants to read more.

FP6-2004-27020 Page 121 of 209



Access@Gov D8.3: Evaluation of trial and specification for revision of components

9.

Version 1.0

Texts provided under the tab ,,general information* are too long.

Information on ,,required documents* which is currently displayed under the tab ,,general
information* should be displayed under the tab ,,activity requirements* instead.

Some users asked for hyperlinks in the text where technical terms were used (or a glossary
with all the technical terms should be provided).

The relation between the tab ,,activity requirements™ and the menu on the left is not clear
enough. Users thought that the tab ,activity requirements* would always show all
documents required for marriage registration.

The document mentioned in the "to do"-list as ,,Aufenthaltsbescheinigung* (,,certificate of
residence®) should be renamed: ,,Bescheinigung der Meldebehdrde* because users do not
know what ,,Aufenthaltsbescheinigung® is and might think that it is only required from
foreigners.

The name of the panel ,,Anmeldung der EheschlieBung® (register for marriage) may cause
that users are afraid to open this panel because they might fear that they will immediately
register for marriage online. It is not clear if only information is provided or if the user can
actually register online. The tooltip-text should display help here and display
,information on marriage registration.

The tooltip-texts should be modified

10. The offered services should be sorted

11. Long texts should be provided for download as PDF.

F. Low priority: Adaptation of the page by the user should be possible

1.

There should be a button for ,,print* - it would be good to be able to print the whole
process (all the data entered, all the required documents, all fees, the responsible offices
with their addresses etc.)

Advanced support for printing would be nice: the user should be able to select which parts
of the process should be printed.

The font is not big enough for all users. There should be a button to enlarge the font size
for people with visual disabilities.

G. Help has to be provided

1.

2.

The help for PAC is not but should be context sensitive.

In the application there are question marks in different context which provide help. When
going to these question marks, a pop-up window should open immediately without having
to click it.
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9.10 German field test interviews during and after the think-aloud
sessions

The following answers were given by users of the system in interviews during and after the
think-aloud sessions.

A. Who is presented on the website?

User 1: It is from this Czech university and somehow the ministry of finance is involved. But
I only know who the owner of this website is because I’ve been led there from the website of
SH.

User 2: Oh, ha! THAT is not clear. You just see "access-egov" here but not who that is. And
it is not written anywhere. It could just be general information from anyone. Maybe the
government. Because of e-gov - as government.

User 3: Maybe the ministry of family affairs, something from the government. Nothing
private. Because I have not seen any private party here.

User 4: [ have of course the impression that it is the state government SH. Because I saw at
the top this blue-red-white flag.

B. Who is addressed by this website?

User 1: For people who want to get married

User 2: People who want to get married but don't know how to do it. Who want to know what
they need and how the process is.

User 3: Young people who are supposed to think about long-term relationships, commitment,
not just being together but also fixing it on paper and for society

User 4: Citizens. For citizens who want to get information from the government. And here in
this test especially for citizens who want to get married.

C. What does the page offer?

User 1: Information, general information, judicial information... and you can identify what
documents you need and where you can get them. But I don't know if you can also order these
documents already or not.

User 2: Information about marriage in general and the requirements. And I can tell the system
via this form and the information will be personalized. For people from Germany and
Slovakia.
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User 3: Information about how to get married in Germany. Maybe it is for people who come
to Germany to get married and to who it needs to be explained what marriage means in
Germany.

User 4: You can get information on the processes which are required when getting married. |
think.

D. What is your general impression of the website?

User 1: I think it is a good guide for getting some basic information. Where, why, what?
What do I need? Do I need a marriage contract etc?

And regarding the layout, I think it is rather easy to grasp (iibersichtlich). And also with these
tabs....I think one has to get used to it at first but once you have done it and got used to it and
clicked it, then you are able to use it and know it because it is repeated always.

User 2: When you looked at it for a while you see that the list on the left is chronological - at
first it might just be a bunch of information and it is not clear what order is required and why
two of them (panels on the left) are not in line with the others.

It is annoying that I have to select SH in the drop-down list (because it is the only choice).

The drop-down (combo-box) didn't work properly.

The page was set to English in the beginning.

In the first screen there are so few fields that one does not really know what do to. I missed an
introductory description in the beginning. It was not explained what this tool is for.

User 3: I think it is understandable...although I did not see these tabs here at first, although
they are well visible.

I personally would not search for information on marriage on the web in a first step. I would
take my ID and maybe my birth certificate and would register at the responsible town hall. 1
would prefer a face to face meeting. Maybe the registry office would then have to advice me
to have a look at this website to find the wedding locations.

My first association was that one wants to help me find the woman for life because of
"personal assistant" and "registry office".

User 4: A lot of text. I did not read everything properly and missed important points.

And T find it not good that the responsible office is not identified for me when I already
entered that I live in Kiel. So now I think that I can get my certificate of registration in ANY
registry office.

E. What do you consider positive about the website?

User 1: The information on the documents I need.

User 2: I think it is easy to grasp. Not too many graphics etc., not too much text.

It is not too colorful. It can be read well.

User 3: List of wedding locations is very useful. And that I can even get the contact data.
User 4: Decent colors. Easy to read (visually). I have this “to do”- list here on the left which
is good and gives a good overview. And in the middle frame I always can read up details on
these things. (Discovers icons.) And I have these icons here. Ah, cool. I only saw these now...

F. What do you consider negative about the website?

User 1: Maybe the links could be better and that the place for marriage could be selected by
kind or region because when I selected my place for marriage I had to search a lot and
“googled to death”.

User 2: Some information is missing (locations)

User 3: There is so much general information that I don't need. I don't want to be informed
about what marriage is. I don't need it once I have decided to get married.
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User 4: This website is always loading again when I enter something in these combo-boxes.
...And a lot of text. Maybe I should have registered...but normally I would not register.

9.11 Aspects to be discussed during the workshop for the evaluation of
PAC

Gesamteindruck
o Wie finden Sie die Seiten insgesamt?
Was gefillt Thnen?
Was gefillt [hnen nicht?
Was vermissen Sie, was Sie vielleicht von anderen Seiten kennen?
Was konnte man besser machen?
e Wie bewerten Sie die optische Gestaltung?
o Farbwahl
o Schrift
o Symbole
o Meniileisten, Aufteilung der Seite etc.
e Technische Aspekte, z.B.
o Istdie Ladezeit zu lang?
o Funktionieren die Formularfelder?
o Kommt es zu Fehlermeldungen? etc.
¢ Informationsqualitit
o Sind die angebotenen Informationen in der Lebenslage relevant?
o Sind die Informationen verstindlich? (z.B. durch bestimmte Wortwahl,
Textstruktur,...)
o Sind die Informationen vollstindig? (aus Fachsicht, aus Biirgersicht)
o Konnen Sie den Informationen vertrauen?
e Effektivitat
o Wird der Nutzer dabei unterstiitzt, sein Ziel (Informationen suchen und wieder
finden) effektiv und effizient zu erledigen?
e Struktur
o Ist die Struktur der Seite verstandlich, tibersichtlich und hilfreich bei der
Informationssuche?
o Wird die Information an den richtigen/erwarteten Stellen angeboten?
e Navigation
o Gibt es ausreichend Verlinkungen?
Ist die Startseite verstdndlich und fiihrt zu den wichtigsten Informationen?
Kann die Startseite wieder gefunden werden?
Sind interne und externe Links erkennbar?
Fiihren die Links zu den dort erwarteten Informationen?
o Welche Probleme/Fehler treten in der Navigation auf?
e Selbstbeschreibungsfahigkeit
o Erhélt der Nutzer ausreichend Riickmeldung iiber durchgefiihrte Aktionen?
o Erhilt der Nutzer ausreichende Riickmeldung tliber seinen Standort innerhalb des
Angebots?
o Sind die jeweils mdglichen Aktionen auf einer Seite klar gekennzeichnet?
Werden Navigationsmeniis und Links konsistent dargestellt und verwendet?
o Ist die Navigation verstdndlich getextet?

@)
(@)
@)
(@)

(@)
@)
(@)
O

@)
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o Sind die Texte ausreichend strukturiert und in ihrer Lesbarkeit webtauglich
gestaltet?
o Sind die Formulare so gestaltet, dass Eingabefehler vom Nutzer leicht
ausgeglichen bzw. korrigiert werden konnen?
Gibt es ausreichend Hilfestellungen zur Orientierung und zur Nutzung der Seite?
Kann der Nutzer die Seite ausreichend fiir seine Bediirfnisse anpassen (z.B. Drucken)
Versteht der Nutzer, an wen die Seite gerichtet ist und was die Seite anbietet?
Welche Anderungen halten Sie fiir unbedingt notwendig?
Welche Anderungen halten Sie fiir sinnvoll, aber nicht unbedingt notwendig?

9.12 All pilots — tables of remarks

9.12.1 Slovak pilot (below)
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Testers-specific Remark Relevant / . . . Technicaly feasible Partners
Remark (category) Testers-common Field Expert] IT expert] Public| less / Irelevant Remark details Solution / Adjustment Yes / No R
[TEXTS
Difficult to understand some questions
in the form that is needed to be filled
Incomprehensible texts in in when starting (i.e. What is exactly KSR/MI, TUK
the introductory form X R g1.1and q.1.2?) Texts modification Yes developers
More simple texts must be used,
User thinks that language used in more fictitious examples such as
PAC must be more simple as he/she |Karol wants to build a family house KSR/MI, TUK
Texts must be more simple X X R considered it too difficult should be used Yes developers
The texts shall be more clear -
There is too much information - as a |through dividing it to more KSR/MI, TUK
Too much of text X X less result bored users were reported paragraphs, structured text Yes developers
The texts shall be revised by
Improper information Information not always comply with experts from the Construction KSR, TUK
provided X R Construction act regulations office Yes developers
More accurate and appropriate
Inaccurate translation of the The content of the user interface has |translation shall be provided in the KSR, TUK
texts X R some inaccurate translation details user interface Yes developers
BUTTONS NAMES
What is the difference Either the buttons shall be given
between "dalej" and Users were uncertain of using these |more accurate names or one of
"pokracovat" button? X R buttons them shall be erased Yes developers
Button "Edit entered data" Users thought they were constantly Help shall be attached to buttons
often misunderstood, asked to change the data, so could with clear explanation of their KSR/MI, TUK
ambiguous meaning X R not proceed further meaning/function Yes developers
Incorrect display of a button
in Internet Explorer (button The text was cut-off in a brown field.
"Permits obtaining for a Majority of users within the Slovak
house construction") X - R pilot however use Internet Explorer 77 27? developers
NAVIGATION
Users didn't know what step must they|Do it more intuitive, more
Non - intuitive handling X R done after filling up the questionaire  |comprendious Yes developers
Users thought the system repeats
same step over and over again
(wraparound system), so thay didn't  |Graphic backround must navigate
know how to continue. It was very / guide the user through all the KSR/MI, TUK
Wraparound system X R confusing for them. steps that must be done Yes developers
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Testers-specific Remark Relevant / . . . Technicaly feasible Partners
Remark (category) Testers-common Fiold Expert] IT expert Public] less / Irelevant Remark details Solution / Adjustment Yes / No B
Step by step process should be
showed somewhere on visible place
Show a algorithm X LR by displaying a diagram Display a diagram Yes developers
Chaotic and less transparent user It is needed to enhance the user KSR/MI, TUK
Improper navigation X R interface interface Yes developers
Users found inconvenient that they
had to answer all the questions in
order to get the following information:
Tab of required artifacts for "No items are available for selected KSR/MI, TUK
selected activity/service X LR service" The notice shall be reformulated Yes developers
PROCESS
The system must offer both land-use |Addition of land-use plan of MI MI, TUK
Missing land-use plan of Ml X R plan of Ml and land-use plan of KSR |needed Yes developers
Every pages must have Miscellanous structure might causes |Make the structure more
same structure X LR chaos in page orientation homogeneous/uniform Yes developers
Missing notice of required accordance | This important notice shall be
Importance of land-use plan of Construction plan with Land-use included in the basic information KSR, TUK
not emphasized enough X R plan section Yes developers
Communication with the Regional
Construction office towards the
Necessity of Regional More intensive co-operation with project will be established. Also
Construction office Construction public administrations next services shall be added to the KSR, TUK
participation in the process X R needed system Yes developers
For the trial Il support of five
Limited field of operation. Proposed  |Construction offices shall be
Neccesity of more spread trial territorial extension onto the whole|ensured. Eventually spreading the KSR/MI, TUK
territorial scope of the trial Il X R country operation over the whole country Yes developers
Continuity of the process is User is blocked and unable to get
not ensured when forward when checking Don't know [Notice shall be attached informing KSR/MI, TUK
answering Don't know X LR option in the form user of this possibility Yes developers
LINKS
Missing links to web pages of
contractors of land-use plan and
project documentation from MI. Also
preferring a few private companies The links shall be included KSR/MI, TUK
Missing relevant links X R shall be avoided according to interviews outputs Yes developers
Instead links to public
Inappropriate promotion of Selected links to private web pages  |administrations providing KSR/MI, TUK
private companies X R were inappropriate. assistance shall be added Yes developers
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Testers-specific Remark Relevant / . . . Technicaly feasible Partners
Remark (category) Testers-common Field Expert] IT expert] Public| less / Irelevant Remark details Solution / Adjustment Yes / No B
HELP
First page of PAC is empty and does
Missing introduction of the not provide an complete inforrmation KSR/MI, TUK
system X X R what is PAC all about Add some opening introduction Yes developers
Question mark as a help
symbol creates an
impression of system Question mark might be confusing for |Instead of question mark a short
incompleteness X X LR user explanation/text shall be attached Yes developers
System shall be intuitive enough so User interface shall be
Reluctance to read user user do not need a user manual or redeveloped in order to make it
manuals X L help more user-friendly Yes developers
Others
The graphics used in PAC must be
Homogeneous graphics X X R more homogeneous Synchronise graphics Yes developers
Content of the questionnaire Questions shall be reformulated or
On-line questionnaires X LR overlaped reassessed for the Trial Il Yes GUC 7?7
Questions more focused on the More questions towards the KSR/MI, GUC
On-line questionnaires X LR process rather then on the content content shall be included Yes ?2?7?
Relevant information (such as how
When questionnaire completed there |received data will be used, etc) KSR/MI, GUC
On-line questionnaires X X LR is no information about its follow-up |shall be provided for user Yes ?2?7?
System ability to remember User is inconvenient with saving
data entered by user X L his/her data in the system ?7?? ?7? 7?7
User is often provided with information
Missing services X L that services are currently unavailable ??7? 7?7 ??7?
Missing "Back" button at the While having long texts it is needed to |"Back" button shall be attached at
bottom of the screen X LR roll up a lot the bottom of the screen 7?7 developers

9.12.2 Polish pilot (below)
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Testers- Testers-specific Remark Relevant / . . . Technicaly feasible Partners
e ) common Field Expert | 1T expert |  Public less / Irelevant Remark details e Yes / No engaged
[TEXTS
Lack of information on
duration of particular tasks
and activities and deadlines Information on deadlines and tasks
(of both citizens and duration is not involved in PAC
administration). X R descriptions. Add relevant information. Yes COIl/GLI
Enhance the descriptions to be
Not all pieces of information easier understandable. Possibly
are clear, specially using the use simpler words (informal, NOT
system first time. X R Unclear information for users. clerical). Yes COI/GLI
Some questions are not The question itself is clear but users
commented and clarified. | want to know what this piece of
didn’t know why such an information is needed for, what
information is required at sometimes isn’t clear from the Add comments to such doubtful
that stage of the process. X R context. guestions. Yes COIl/GLI
Users do not know when and in what
way the process finishes, what exactly
have been completed and what is
Lack of summary in the end possibly to do next after the end of
of process. X R interaction with PAC. Add such a summary. Yes COI/GLI
Useful information possible to be
displayed in the main page: what the
Personal Assistant is, what it is used
Lack of at least a few for, how to use it — for example short,
statements at the main simple manual (information suggested
page. X R by testers). Add such an information. Yes user partners
user partners
Some texts and buttons are and
in English X R Change all texts into Polish Yes developers
Lack of Polish name of the
web site. X L Change for Polish name. Yes Developers
In case of private person
running business there is
NO obligatory demand
(resulting from law
regulations) of having
separate bank account for
an enterprise. It can be
private bank account of the Incorrect information provided by
enterprise owner. X R PAC. Must be corrected. Yes COIl/GLI
There is a question about
the number of bank
accounts. What if | haven't It must be checked, when exactly
opened such an account an entrepreneur must have bank
yet? X R account for an enterprise. Yes COI/GLI
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Testers- Testers-specific Remark Relevant / . . . Technicaly feasible Partners
Remark (category) common Field Expert [ IT expert |  Public less / Irelevant Remark details Seltend AdueeE Yes /No engaged
BUTTONS NAMES
Users are not aware of possibility of
reentering and viewing previously
given data because of unclear button
Not understandable button name “Reenter data” which allows
“Reenter data”. also viewing data. Users think
Lack of previewing pressing that button cancels their
previously chosen answers. X R data. Rename the button. Yes Developers
user partners
Unintuitive names of the Users do not understand names of Change the names for more and
buttons. X R buttons or understand it incorrectly. intuitive. Yes developers
NAVIGATION
Must be added: description of the
Users do not feel properly navigated |proper process order, guidelines
Lack of precise information within registration process, they do not|what exactly to do after each step
what to do in turn to register know the order of required activities. |and some interface functionality COI/GLI and
an enterprise. X R Some of them got lost. (e.g. additional buttons). Yes developers
When users get information on forms
Lack of information on they do not know what to do next (gi
further steps after receiving for the next registration phase or Add exact information or additional user partners /|
information on forms. X R something else?) button Yes developers
Lack of information on exact Users do not know the exact order of |Clarify the order of activities to be COI/GLI and
order of all steps to be process tasks which they have to taken by users. Possibly add some possibly
undertaken. X R complete. functionality to the interface. Yes developers
After logging in there
appears a tab "Resule users
life situation". Should be any
information also in case the
user hasn't done anything
yet. X L Add such an information Yes Developers
After finishing particular phase of the [Instead of proposed functionality
process the user could be the user should be exactly
Lack of automatic following autiomatically moved to the next informaed on next possibilities in user partners /|
next phases of the process. X R activity. the end of each activity. Yes developers

Lack of clear marking (e.g
maroon question marks or
grey papers and windows).
Knowledge of them
facilitates using the system.
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Testers- Testers-specific Remark Relevant / . . . Technicaly feasible Partners
e ) common Field Expert | 1T expert |  Public less / Irelevant Remark details b e Yes / No engaged
PROCESS
Proposition is to add some buttons
Users propose solutions how to solve |or icons better suggesting and
It would be good to design problem of misunderstanding and explaining the next activity and to
the process as a chain of poor navigation. They suggest to better explain what to do next after
activities where each “click” construct the process as a chain of the user has received information
opens a new page with next activities where user can go forward |on forms and documents. The Developers
activity to do. It would (to next activity) or back (to the other proposition is to illustrate the with help of
minimise process’ chaos. X R previous one). process as chai Probably yes user partners
Users would like to have possibility of
checking previously entered data
because they may not remember what
exactly data they have put (specially in
case of using PAC only to get Developers
Lack of possibility of information). It is of course possible |Change the name of button with help of
checking given data. X R after clicking button “Reenter data” “reenter data”. Yes user partners
Users want to get information on
codes of business activities (this
Lack of information on information must be put into Add relevant information on Polish
Polish Business registration form in city hall and in Business Classification codes and
Classification codes, help in some other documents), they expect |ways of taxation. Functionality
choosing these codes and to get help in choosing appropriate regarding business activities
information on way of codes or at least comprehensive codes was moved to the second COl/GLI and
taxation. X R information. They trial. Yes developers
Users want to be informed whether
they need to log in or not. Advantages
and disadvantages of both possibilities Developers
Lack of information whether should be clarified at the very with help of
it is required to log in or not. X R beginning. Add appropriate information. Yes user partners
Users do not understand the relation
Lack of connections between the life event and particular
between life case Establish goals and smaller activities. It should Developers
an enterprise and particular be clarified somehow and displayed |Add some connections or at least with help of
goals and activities. X R on the screen. explanation. Yes user partners
Lack of appropriate
questions and answers Functionality of the second trial,
when opening new account. X R will be improved. Yes Developers
In case of goals which do The example is Creating bank account|
not contain any interaction which contains only information on the
with the user, the user goal but no questions are asked.
should be informed that the Users expect to be informed that the
process’ phase does not system at this stage of the process
require any additional does not ask additional questions
questions. X L characteristic for that goal. Add such an information Yes Developers
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Remark (category)

Testers-
common

Testers-specific

Field Expert

IT expert

Public

Remark Relevant /
less / Irelevant

Remark details

Solution / Adjustment

Technicaly feasible
Yes / No

Partners
engaged

Before the users chooses
any goal and clicks
“Customize life situation”,
answers several questions
and then gets information
“Reenter data” and nothing
else. After clicking “Reenter
data” the user answers the
same questions and can do
so over and over aga

Add additional button or change
the name of "Reenter data". Apart
from additional button, information
on goals and activities should be
displayed.

Yes

Developers
and user
partners

Opening bank account
shouldn't be a subgoal of
registration in tax office.

Must be checked.

Yes

COIl/GLI

LINKS

It would be good to add
more external links. It will
authenticate the PAC.

Suggestion of adding more links to
external sources.

Add these links were needed and
possible.

Yes

COl/GLI

HELP

Help should be in Polish

During tests help was in English

Add Polish version of help. Manual
was translated

Yes

developers

Technical issues

Using button "Back" in the
browser suspends the
applet.

It happens that users want to use
browser' "back" button and expect it
would function correctly.

Repair it if possible

Hopefully yes

Developers

PAC does not function
properly in Internet Explorer
7

Should be repaired.

Yes

Developers

Interface

Small icons displayed on the
buttons of particular
registration types are
unclear, | didn’t understand
them.

Users do not understand the small
icons, although help information is
displayed.

Should be changed somehow or
better explained.

Hopefully yes

Developers
with user
psrtners' help

Others

It would be good to put
“experts’ advice” which help
making some decisions (e.g
way of taxation).

Possibility of adding such advices
should be considered.

Possibly yes

COl/GLI

FP6-2004-27020

Page 133 of 209




Access@Gov D8.3: Evaluation of trial and specification for revision of components
Version 1.0

9.12.3 German pilot (below)
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Remark (category) Testers-common I - Diosiepreosprizile - [ REE ] Remark details Solution / Adjustment fechnicaijieasi PRI
| Field Expert | IT expert | Public | less/ Irelevant Yes / No engaged
TEXTS
info on same-sex relationships;
info on publishing bans;
user does not consider all the information parts of the information are repeated |[texts should concentrate on the
relevant XXX L in several places; most important issues yes user partner
texts should be shorter or more
structured, i.e. make use of
hypertext functions, the
information on required
the user was astonished that such documents which is currently
long texts were displayed in PAC displayed under general
users find texts too long and pages look especially after the first rather emtpy |information should be indicated user partner,
"crowded" with texts XXX R start page under the requirments tab only yes EMAX
texts have to be clearer, possibly
more structured, terminology
should be explained (in a
glossary), the name of the
document "certificate of
user thinks he has to reserve the date [registration"
when registering; ("Aufenthaltsbescheinigung")
user thinks he has to publish the bans;|should be replaced by an easier
user misunderstands information X X XXX R etc term yes user partner
there are some typos and some words
texts contain errors X X | missing errors have to be corrected yes user partner
user would like to know where to
download the relevant forms, how to
apply in written form; what is relevant
for foreigners; user wants more info
texts do not contain all relevant information X L on how to proof the academic degree |more information is needed yes user partner
there are some English texts X X X X R all texts need to be translated yes TUK
reference to further information
user did not believe that the family can be useful or indication of
name cannot be changed later as it is |sources/laws might lead to more user partners,
user does not trust in the provided information X X L described in PAC trust yes EMA
users stated that they did not
understand some of the information,
like "proof that the certificate is
needed for legal purposes" and
terminology like "register for texts have to be easy to read and
marriage", "certificate of registration”, [clear, terminology has to be
language is difficult X X R "copy of the family register" introduced yes user partner
phone numbers should be noted in standard standard has to be supported by
notation X L AT somehow yes TUK
help-icons should open a pop-up
the function of the help-icons is not window when without having to
help-icons are difficult to use X L clear to the user click them yes
user is disappointed when clicking on
help-icon e.g. on the start page but not
being provided with any useful help-texts have to be created or EMAX, user
help-icons do not always have a content X L information in the context help-icons should be left out yes partners
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Remark (category) Testers-common l - Tsiteieesusiiii - [ Remark details Solution / Adjustment lecincaljieas i IPETEE
| Field Expert | IT expert | Public | less/ Irelevant Yes / No engaged
BUTTONS NAMES
User does not expect to reenter some
general data about his person when
he is in the context of e.g. "reserve a |customization has to be more
marriage location". Several users global or more context sensitive;
pressed this button to see more The button should only allow to
"details" on a specific document. A reenter data relevant in the given
different kind of button was expected |context or it should be placed in a
function of button "reenter data" not clear X R at different place on the page yes EMA
function of button "go" next to items in list of this button should lead to general
required documents is not clear XXX R not clear what this button leads to information on the goal yes EMA
it is not clear if the user can actually
the function of the panel "register for marriage"| register online or only get information
is not clear XXX X R on registration the panel should be relabelled yes user partner
NAVIGATION
when using the back button of the
browser, there are errors in navigation
which leads to the fact that the user is
back button of browser cannot be used XXX R lost a back button has to be available ? EMA
in some texts it says that something will be there is no possibility to link texts
explained later X L within PAC to each other ? ? EMA
user expected to get some more
information on this document and how
to get it, but he was led to the tab
"requirements" which just says that
there are no requirements. Some
users clicked on "go" to look at the details and users thought that therefore they did  [The user should be led to the tab
to find out what is meant by e.g. "get certificate| not need the document resulting form |"general information" when
of registration" and where to get it X XXX R an acti clicking on "go" button yes EMA
a prominent button to skip the
user clicks "next" at the bottom of each following questions is missing in
questionnaire when he DOESN'T want to users did not see the skip-link in the [the forms. It should be put next to
change the entered data X R top right corner the "next"-button. yes EMA
several users found that list of
documents helpful but did not
remember where it was displayed.
users did not succeed in getting back to the The to do list on the left did not seem
"list of required documents" that was shown at to be as useful for them although the [user needs more guidance and a
the end of customization XXX R content was the same. clearer structure of the things to do yes EMA
users thought that the navigation buttons on At least users were not sure if the structure and priority of activities in
the left which are shifted slightly are only buttons are not displayed in line on the navigation on the left has to be
incorrectly displayed XXX R purpose. clearer yes EMA
it was not clear to all users that information is
added on the left hand side after he enters a user said: i did not at first see that it
information in the forms X L is all displayed here on the left now ? yes EMA
users found the navigation not clear
confusing to have navigation on the top (tab) and where asking what was the user needs more guidance,
and on the side (to do list) X X R inteded path through the information _[navigation has to be more intuitive yes EMA
|IT-experts asked for a stronger the subactivities could be
priority of activities and subactivities is not distinction between main activities and |displayed smaller and the main
clear X R subactivities activities should be emphasized yes EMA
it is not clear enough which activities have already visited links should be
been looked at/fulfilled already X R marked yes EMA
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Testers-specific Remark Relevant / . . . Technicaly feasible Partners
Remark (category) Testers-common SR Bublo less / Irelevant Remark details Solution / Adjustment Yes / No B
relation between tabs and menu
on the left has to be clearer. User
priority between navigation on the left and the user does not know how to best get an|needs more guidance/an overview
tabs is not clear X R overview of what needs to be done of the process. yes EMA
The tab service details contains very
important information but is not in the
most prominent place and is not
most relevant information is not easily seen at necessarily selected by all users - the
once: what do i need and where do it get it and user is not sure in which order to best
how? X R click the buttons/tabs ? ? EMA
PROCESS
the users were wondering what they
can do: just read on the required
documents or also order them, can he
actually reserve a date and a location
online, can he apply online for
marriage. One user was wondering if |distinction between online and
the purpose of PAC is not clear: can the user for example the entered data would be|traditional services might help.
just get information or actually "do" something [x X X X R sent User needs more guidance yes EMA
users comments were: "ok, so, i think
theoretically i am now married" and "i
user does not know when he is "done" XX R think i am able to do all this now" user needs more guidance yes EMA
user assumes that he might also have to the scenario also contains activities in
update his passport but this activity was not reality that are not taken into
shown X L consideration in the descriptions yet |the scenario could be extended yes all
user understands the structure of the
user assumes but is not sure that he has to do site but it could be taken into
all the things displayed on the left hand side consideration if the user could not be
one step after the other from top to bottom. XXX R guided more explicitly user needs more guidance yes EMA
after user specified place of
residence/marriage/birth, only the
users find a list of services offered which do offices responisble for him should be |service filtering needs to be
not match their requirements XXX R displayed enhanced for every goal yes TUK
user is not shown the office responsible for the users comment: "the responsible
marriage in dependence of the office where office will be the one where i usability of service filtering needs
the place for marriage was reserved XX R registered the date and the location" |to be enhanced yes TUK
The documents need to be
distinguished somehow based on
who is reffered to in the
documents (child, parent, spouse ,
self). The form for searching the
user needs family register of either a previous when the user is asked to fill in "place |responsible office has to be
marriage or of the parents and it is not clear of the marriage" he is not sure if itis |adapted. The user has to be
enough which one it is and what info he has to the place of marriage of the parents or|informed in the context what
provide to identify the responsible office X R some other place exactly he has to ? EMA
users inferred themselves that they
can e.g. get the family register and the
birth certificate indicating natural It would be nice if one could have
when something can be obtained from the parents at the same office and desired|for this list of requirements a kind
same office, it can be useful to indicate this to to have a table listing where to get of table what is needed and where
the user X L what to get it. ? EMA
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Testers-specific Remark Relevant / . . . Technicaly feasible Partners
Remark (category) Testers-common e T ona Bublc less / Irelevant Remark details Solution / Adjustment Yes / No i
Users comment: "So i need to know
WHERE i want to get married before i
can select the location. So i must have
decided before already if i want to get
married in a castle, or a lighthouse, or
user needs more support in selecting an so and then i must have decided user needs more support for
appropriate marriage location XXX R already to which city this loca selecting a marriage location yes EMA
user was not sure how to proceed if the proper the user has to be informed that
place of residence (birth, marriage) could not When a user wants to enter a place  |only some cities in SH can be
be selected in the list XXXX R outside SH, it is not possible found and why yes EMA
Even a single users mentioned
different hypotheses about what he
users were not sure if the fees indicated at thought the fee referred to, e.g.
each activity were the sum of all activities, the saying "this is the fee of 33 EUR
fee for the main activity (register for marriage) indicated here is for all the documents |it has to be clearer what the fees
or a fee for just one activity. They were not i need" and "this fee for this one are for, where they have to be paid
able to clearly distinguish how the tabs relate document is 8 EUR so it is in addition [and what the fees are in sum for
to the individua XXX R to thes the process yes EMA, TUK
three users assumed that they could
apply for marriage individually and that
the partner would have to do the same
at her place of residence/birth. From
users were not sure if the partner had to do reading the texts they found out that |partner role has to be added and it
the same independently or if they needed to they have to go to apply together but |has to be clear what both and what]
do parts of the process together XXX R still were not sure if the only one of them needs to do yes all
user thought that the general
information was all that is offered. He
believed this to be sufficient and all User has to be led through the
one user did not find the tabs at all X R that was offered process yes EMA
the system did not achieve to tell the
user what he really needed. From the
users point of view his own the system has to lead the user
presupposition were not in through the system and state
one user was convinced that he needed only a contradiction to what the system explicitly what the user needs to
passport and a birth certificate X L offered as information. do, when and why. yes EMA
the text says "now you will be given a
list of required documents" and a
button labelled "required documents"
users were not sure when they had finished is shown. User was not sure if he the results of the customization
customization and what was the result of it X R should click it. have to be clearer yes EMA
user does not understand the The user should only be asked to
difference between "required fill in some form if it is relevant in
user was not sure where the list of documents documents" for the activity marriage  |the current context. Entering
required for marriage registratation is and required documents for the information on previous marriages
displayed after he did customization under the subactivity "certificate of registration" |when wanting to know the
tab "requirements"” for the activity "certificate off because he did customization for requirements for a certificate of
registration”. user said:"i would have thought it marriage registration under the tab registration does not make sense
would tell me now wh XX R "required document and confuses the citizen. yes EMA, TUK
the meaning of the icons was not clear, neither most users did not even see the icons.|instead of having the icons, the
on the left side nor on the tabs XXX R Experts found them too difficult to use.|user has to be led more explicitly yes EMA
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Remark (category) Testers-common FieldiExport] Iliexpert Bublc eSSy o Remark details Solution / Adjustment Yes / No engaged
It has to be stated more clearly
3 users thought that they did not have |[that the activities are personalized
to do the activity "get a certificate of |on the left hand side. It has to be
users were not sure if activities on the left registraion" because they did not explained in the texts why a EMA, user
were really required and what for XXX R consider this step relevant for them certain requirement has to be met. yes partner
LINKS
external links in service details are marked by the link should be marked
an asterisk which is a link on its own but the differently and there should only
purpose is not clear X be one link yes EMA, TUK
in AT syntax of mail-addresses
email addresses should be provided as should be verified and they should
hyperlinks X R be displayed as links yes TUK, EMA
when a link was entered in AT, it was |entering link-elements (<a
not interepreted as HTML-code by href="...">) in the texts for AT
some links did not work R PAC should be possible yes TUK, EMA
links have to be marked by a
External links should be clearly marked as different symbol, not an asterisk.
such and names of links should have the Also the disclaimer is marked with
name of the page that will open X R an asterisk but it is not clear why. yes user partners
HELP
Homepage is rather empty and does not An introduction to PAC is required
provide an introduction to what PAC is all "Welcome to .... Here you EMA/user
about XX R may....Please start by ..." Yes partners
users read "you can authorize your partner to more information is needed for this|
register the marriage for you. most registry it is not clear where the user can target group and a link to the
office offer forms for this" X R actually find the forms service details might be useful Yes user partners
in the service details, links to it has to be specified how user partners,
there should be links to googlemaps X L googlemaps should be provided googlemaps can be linked yes TUK
Interaction with the user/Forms filling
when selecting the region in the
drop-down list with one value only does not combo-boxes, only Schleswig-Holstei |[drop-down lists with one value only
make sense XX R can be seleted as a value should be avoided yes EMA
the users had to reread the texts
several times to understand it and still [OR-questions should be avoided
The question asked in the form is too were no able to answer an "or and have to be split to two
complex. XXX R question with yes/no. questions yes TUK
information should only be asked
e.g. users said: "so there are most from user in once place in the very
different questionnaires - but they are |beginning or only in the relevant
identical (laugh) - so i answer the contexts so that the user
user has the impression of having to fill in the same questions for different understands why something is
same form everywhere XX R purposes" asked for. yes TUK?
users were wondering why these two
it is not clear why only German and Slovak nationalities have been chosen for an option "other" with some defaulf|
can be selcted XXXX R selection only behaviour should be provided yes TUK?
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Remark (category) Testers-common FieldiExpert] Tiexpert Bubic s/ e Remark details Solution / Adjustment Yes / No engaged
No values were shown in the combo-
boxes for selection in one of the tests |
on a computer using FF and java-
script disabled. The user could not
select a value but also could not send
problems occured while trying to fill in values the form without having filled in the in some cases users could not use
to combo-boxes X R form. No help was provided for thi combo-boxes yes EMAX
when selecting a value in the combo- |selection of the place of
box, the region always needs to be residence/marriage/birth should
slected first but in some cases it not be done with combo-boxes but
makes more sense to select the city [(additionally?) a free text field and
directly. It should be possible to a fuzzy search should be provided
search for a city or to select a city first |so PAC will then show the possible
The city of Kiel does not belong to any region XX R and not having to select the regio locations to select. yes EMAX
scrolling in list of values in the combo-
when selecting a value from the list and boxes is not possible because there is
scrolling down the list, an error message then the same error message as when
occurs X X R using the back button scrolling in lists should be possible ? EMA
all users were annoyed by this
the form always jumps to the top when filling in behaviour because it required scrolling
some data X XXXX R down again each time the form should not "jump" ? EMA
the user is asked to do life event
customization under all tabs in the
beginning but for some contexts (e.g.
when looking for the responsible
office), it is not relevant to do life event
user does not want to enter data in contexts customization. When doing life event |it has to be clear to the user why
where it is not necessarily required X X R customization, the user provide he has to enter what data where yes EMA
negated questions were difficult to read for negated questions should be
users X X R avoided yes TUK
the user should be shown the list
after having filled in all the information, the of services immediately after
user has to press "show services" R entering the relevant data yes EMA
the user is asked first about children
and previous marriages and much
users did not know what "these children" later he is again asked about "these [questions should be grouped if
referred to in the questionnaires X R children" they depend on each other yes EMA
this question should be left out
the question if the dissolution of a because it is only in few
questions that cannot be easily answered by marriage is indicated in the certificates|exceptions that the dissolution is
the user have to be left out X R cannot be answered by a user not indicated yes TUK
a user had used the tab "activity
requirements” and filled in a form
there. Aterwards she did not use this
tab anymore to look up the The intention and the result of
requirements. The user does not customization has to be clearer.
users do not understand that the tab where a understand why the data needs to be |The fact that the content of a tab
form is filled in will contain relevant information entered and where the result will be  |changes after customization has to|
later X R seen. be made explicit. yes EMA
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Remark (category) Testers-common - e ens2Spenific = IR [RETSREE) Remark details Solution / Adjustment Ve e Partners
Field Expert | 1T expert Public less / Irelevant Yes / No engaged

e.g. user said: "the data i entered

before on where i would like to get

married did not have any purpose

because i can select anything here." [services filtering has to be

Or when a user indicates that he is enhanced; the process has to be
user does not want to enter data that is not under 18, there is no warning that he |adapted according to the user's
used by the system XX R cannot yet get married. input yes TUK
Requirements tab

misunderstanding: the costs are just

for the "registration for marriage", not |the display of fees has to be
under the requirements tab, the user thinks the documents that are required for it: |clearer, the user needs an
that the fee is the sum of all required structure and purpose of the overview of all fees in the whole
documents. "it costs all together 33 Euros" X R requirements tab is not clear enough [process yes ?

When the users selected the tab

"activity requirements", there mostly

was no information about the

"requirements” although there were

some requirements which should be |Tab should contain all relevant

indicated. The user does not information and not be shown or
This info "There are no requirements...There understand the purpose of the tab. marked somehow if it does not
are no results" is everywhere XX R Some users thought it r contain relevant information yes EMA
users thought that what is displayed as "result" structure/purpose of the requirements |structure of the tab "activity
is the required input X R tab is not clear requirements" has to be changed yes EMA

users were not sure why no

information was displayed. Users

comment: "So this tab "requirements"
emtpy requirements tab is confusing X R does not have any function" tab has to be adapted yes EMA

information that a passport is required

for most of the activities is missing.

Also the fee for one of the documents |missing information on user partners,
information is incomplete is missing requirements has to be added yes EMA, TUK
users were not always sure what the
requirements refer to: to the whole life event orf
just one step X R ? ?

Others

a user was worried that the contact

person from the "czech" university
contact person needs to be listed for each indicated in the disclaimer will not be |contact person has to learn
country X | able to speak German German ;-) Yes TUK
users did not expect the system to contain
information on many different marriage users do not expect the system to it has to be made made clear what
locations X R contain all the relevant information information PAC can provide Yes EMA?

it should be explained when

purpose of registration needs to be regstering what registration is
it is not clear why the user should register X L explained good for yes EMA, all
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Field Expert | 1T expert Public less / Irelevant Yes / No engaged
the personlized "to do" list cannot be |a printable view should be
printed but a user might want to have |provided which shows the process
the page cannot be printed X X X R an overview to print and the responsible offices etc. yes EMA
a button to enlarge the font is
the font is too small X R needed yes EMA
The interface was set to English in one case
but it was not clear why X R ? yes ?
it is not clear who is the information provider of it has to be stated who created
this site X R what information yes ?
the application leads users through
the administrative process but the
user's requirement to find e.g. "a
application meets mainly requirements of the romantic place nearby for the administrative could be less in the
administration but not of the citizens X X L marriage" is not met focus for the scenario "marriage" yes all
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9.13GUC Test Lab Scripts
9.13.1 Test Script 1
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Vi

Access{(ZgGov Test Script #1 for German Trial
'S b
MET Acimli: Genersl aricattion ahast .
life event
This test seripd is & cise ol repocting
facts™, Lo, b best user 18 insrueied Yo tester 10
Fpente milormation aboul certim lacls
(Which docunsends are requiréd in geisal [hate LT Qpsabon &
umil which processes st one complels m e % o
peneral
h, - b
Before you bEgiI'I W nre lnking pant s the GUC Semantie Test Lab, which s part of the evahmtion
witlin the Aceess-eGov progecl
The gqumlity al evaluation depends on how well vou follra these instructions,
Sn, pﬂpn;sr;, v nm‘f_ﬁ'hl'f:mr thrse frstruckions mrrﬁal]ﬁl?
Structure of this decument
Thas test serpt bas three pars:
L. An inteoduction with imporand sformation Ger the tsk excoution
I Atestcase with specific directions how to execute the test
30 A docomentution sectian where v have b document the results af the et
4. Please do not talk during the test sessions while in the computer Tal!
Things to remember .
-
= FHlease put your tester 10 vedays date and tee sessaon mansber o1 the 1op of this
page
= Pake sume you uniderstand the nrmechons and the sk by carefully resbing the
Lest senpl
= 1f youl hnve amy questions, please ask the test supervisor for help!
o lmedstely document the resulis alter complitmg a sk,
« Please keep inmind: We ane not fryving fo test wouw, we wand toevaluste the
software sysfem. Thetelore, there are no wreng snswers. =)
What you have to do
= -
L. Read the instructions carefully
2. Execute and document the test by following the
GUC ;
YGUC
b iy Ladid®l Lasldi
Test Script #1 for Garnan Pilot Page 1of 4
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. e,

1. READ: Introduction Imagine that your are plannbng to meve to Germany te marey vour fance,
to the test case what has the German citizenship, ¥our finncé hns sskedd you to retrieve some

infimation aboat requived documents for vour marriage in Gernmany.

Yo hove received o URL from you fiunce that youw mest ose to retrieve this

inlrmation:

http-tresprit.ekf tuke. skiacg-clientifaces/CateqorySearch.jsp

If you encounter an ervor message af any time during the following teses,
plense fill put on ERROR REPORTING FORM which is availabbe from the

SUpECryisr,

2. EXECUTE &

DOCUMENT
Task 1

% Time? . . t
- Plessse motie the comrent tme belore v stammg reading the sk desenption | 1.1
T

Plense take your time (10 to 2 mimates) to make yourself familinr with the Jpersonnl
wwsinlant™ web-site. Have o look at the dilferent sections ol the webesite and read sosme of
the information that you find there. In particular, look for information sbout the main
prrocess sleps that are required for morrisge.

%k Tirne?
: Pliase note e cursent afler finished looking for the mftrmation 1.2
72

The weh sile mentions three mom sbeps that o oonpbe neeils W compliete i order b pet momied 1 3
Which ase they? (Please check)

© Anneance the marrioge m a local news paper

C Register for marteage

© Reserve a dile and Focation foe the mamings

© Adtend the mirnage coemoay

= Provide o birth certificate

© Gt engaped

© Wikt an allonseey o nodary 1oooake o weddme comtrac

Time? %
, Please note the current time afiter v finished this task | 14

74 ——

Tast Script #1 for Gaman % Fage 2 of 4 l |
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.Tirna?
=

Time? -

.Tima?
e,

Task 2
Plapse note the current time before vou staring rending the sk deserption J 21
Ta pet married you hove to r\c-_gqutr For murrispe. After having rug;iabcr\ed there ix u cerimin
deadline that you need to meet in order to arrange a date for the marriage.
Please talke sume time to leak for information shout o dewbline for reserving o dote for
mnitlage after you have registered for marriage.
-
Flease note the cuvrent after fintshed looking for the miormation. 22
i
Thee cleadime for reserving o date for mormage aller [ have registered for mamiage 15 23
o | dled mot find any mformacion skout such a deadlme oo the web-sie.
01 The web-sites stales that there is oo dendlimes
T Flee web-sites states that the deadbnge deperds on the mdividual case:
™ The: web-site states that the deadline is 2 weeks:
o Tlee wiebesibe states that the deafline 15 3 weeks.
1 The web-site states thnt the deaddine is 1 moth.
o Thee webesile stutes thal the demBline 1= 2 monlhs
o5 Tlse webesite states that the deadling is 3 wwnihs
7 The web-site states that the dendline is & manths
o Pl vweehesite states thal the deadline 1 12 monihs;
Please descrbe where vm fhe web-sibe did yow find the: informafion abaoud the deadbing (F yom dad 2.4
find any):
~
PMlease node the curment Hime ofter vou finished this sk 25
&, o

Tast Script #1 for Gemman Filat

w— - —'ﬂ

Fage 3 of 4
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.Tirna?
.

Time?

32

.Tima?
e

Tast Script #1 for Gemman Filat Fage 4 of 4

Task 3
Plepse note the current time before you storimg rending the lask deseription J 31
Plense ke some time to ook for infermation abewt soy docunmsents that wre reguired (o pet
manrred.
~ T
Please note the current after vou finsshed locking for the information. 32
About whach dociments dsd you Tl any imloemation'? Flease serite dovwn the nomes of the 33
dovumenis {1 vou newd extra space plesse comtinue an the back of the papek:
L.
i
3.
4.
5.,
i
7.
B o were non able we find any information about sacly documents. please el us why:: 34
™ There ks no information about such decwments on this web-site,
1 The infurmuotion was teo difficelt to find so ] sopped looking.
2 The nformation was teo difflcult to understand so 1 did notd learn anything aboat such
dscuments.
T Oiler. Please describse:
3.5
~
Please node the curment Hime after you finished this msk 3.8

— et

Conpratulutions! Yeu have completed voar first test seript.
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9.13.2 Test Script 2

Access{(ZJGov Test Script #2 for German Trial

ML T Am o Context-lhased information - -
far speeitic services

This fesl saripd 15 @ case ol | conlexE-related
senreh, e fhe vest ser iy mstniied to
loente mibammation thal is specifically

Your tester 1

relnbed 10 her or his case [xate. 22007 Sesaron #!
This is dong by provisdoes sample datg that
the test user should use. y
" s "
Before you bEﬂiI‘l Wz are Inking pan i the GUC Semantic Test Lab, which is part of the evahmtion

witldn the Aceess-eGov progecl
The gumlity ol evaluation depends on besy well vou fiolkew these instructions,
So, please, read and folleny these instructions carefully!

Striwcture of this docuinent
Thas test sempt bas three pars:
1. An inteoduction with impoand sformation Gor the sk exseution
I Atestcase with specific directions how o execute the test
A docomentution section where you have te document the nesults of the et

-
4. Please do net talk during the test sessions while in the computer Tal!

Things to remember L

Peise puil your eter 00, day™s dite aned tee sessaom numsber o1 the wp ol this
page

Mlake sume von understand the rvtneschions and the sk by carelilly resbing ths
Lest senpl

1 o hve amy questions, plense ask the tést supervisor for belp!

Tt dy document the nesules alter completing o sk,

Mense koep in mind: We ane not trving o pest wow, we wont tooevalste the
siftwiare sysfem. Pherelore, ihere ine no wrong snswers. )

What you have to do

P Ty
1. Read the instructions carefully

2. Exeente and document the test by following the

YGUC

[T P TSPy
sy Lol daslaf

Tast Script #2 for Garman Pilat Page 1 of &
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1. READ: Introduction
to the test case

Table 1

You are sifll planniag to aerey vour Gance who lives in Germany, -)
As o reminder, here is the URL you shoahd use:
http:fresprit ekl uke skiacg-cllentfaces/CateqorySearch,. |2

Wonir fiamed has asked vou to look up some moce details on the procedures for
marringe, The fallowing you remiember nhaat your finnce. Yow will meed this
Information for one of the fasks:

MName; M. Schrmidt
Placea of rasidence; Flensburg Flensburg is a cilty in the stale of
Schieswig-Holstein
Place of binh: Flensburg
Citizenship since Gernan
birth:
Date of bink; 10,02, 1982 Thus, your fiance is 25 vears aid.
Marital status: Single Youwr flance has not been mamied
before
Wumber of children: | None
Where do youwant | Somawheres in
fo marry 7 ar around
Flensburg
Parents’ date of 20.04.1980
MarrEage:
Parents’ place of Somewhedd in
mamage: Gemany (not
the GDR}

Tast Script %2 for Gaman Pilot

I you encounter an crror messape ot any fime dering the fdlwing teses,

please fill out an ERROR REPORTING FORM which is availablc from the

@ SupRErvisar.

Fage 2 of 6
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2. EXECUTE &
DOCUMENT Taszk 1
Time? '
. Please nole the current time beliare vou starimg reading the task deseription j 1.1
T = ~
By now vou may koew [hod Chere are Chi've main steps a cosphe his b complede in onder t
gt mnrried. The first step is fo reglster for marriage,
Take swme time to look T informsation on how o register for marviage in your specific
case. I vou are asked to enter same information ahout voarself, please use the infarmation
provided to vou abowi your fance (from the table 1 an the previous page).
.% Tirna? ;
. Plesse node the current ofter vou finished locking for the mbormation 1 2
1.2 J
Plesse answer the foliewing questaons:
At whach office or offices con your Foved register for marmage” 1.3
{Clseck all that appiy)
© Registry Office
C Mptary (e
T Register Office
© Stamlesamt
Tirme? >E Elvwohnesmise]desmi 1.4
14 ‘Where n Ciermany can your fance regrster for masminge?
{Cleeck all that apply)
£ Anywhere 1 her home stafe of Schleswag-Halsten 1.5
© Anywhere in CGermany
£ Anvwhere in the |:II'|'4'I1'|E.'I|'I I Iicm
Tirne? - € b the gy off Flensbusg cmly
=) : 1.6
16 o I vana were pod ahle 1o fmd amy mbarmaiion above, plm-cu Bl s why
T Tlere is v infraation alsi such docaments on this web-sie 1.7
£ The information was foo difficalt to find so [ siopped locking
© Tlee inforenatzen was oo dafficals to noderstand se | dsl nof learn agyihng aboat such
documents
£ e, Please desenlbe:
- ~
Time?
-_ Please pise the current time after you finished this task 1 1.8
14 = 4
Test Scrpt #2 for Gamman Filot Page 3 of &
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- Task 2

: Plapse note the current time before vou staring rending the sk deserption J 21
21 T !

Frl.:timuilf your were svketd to jdendify the theee mnin steps thnt are required to et married
In Germamy, Now please look fie information how you can complete these steps, Lo, try o
Fimd qust what you will meed to da im order to compleie each step.

Please do NOT enter any data yet. Please only use Informmation that ks avatlable without
T filling et mmy enline form? {Entering dogw will be port of nnother tesi. )

&5 Time? - 7
v Plesse nute tle current after sou finsshed looking for the miormation 22

22 ’ d

Please deseribe briefly what you willl have o dein ooder 10 complete cach of the three main sieps (il

nm? the space is o selTicient feed free to conlinue on the back ol the |:1,-|H._-'|.- :
: 2.3
23

i Namse of step 12 2.4
25

Huow L -ull'rl'plﬂ.-e this slep:

7 1
Thoes 26
g il

L Mame ol step 1: 27
How to comiplete this step: 28

Time?
28 —

> 28

,

Huw b complede this step: E9 4
¥ ™ = - K
Time? 3 ;
-_ Please pote e cursent tme affer you findshed this sk 212
i 4 |
Test Scrpt #2 for Gamman Filot Fage 4 of &
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.Tirna?
.

Time?

32

Time?
5 -] —

.Tima?
e

—

Task 3
Plepse note the current time before you storimg rending the lask deseription J 31
- ‘
W shonld o Imve a general overview of what i nreans to get marreed o Cretmany, Now it is
timae 1o gel the specific infoemation that you fiance has nsked for
Try ta Incate informution whivre exscty vour fimncee has te ga in order to repider for
muarrhge. In particular, God the name, address, and opening houres of the office
Please mse the information in table 1 {nhove on the second page of this test soripe) fo
perforim this tesd in case vou are ashed (o supply some information aboul yourself.
_— OO
~ T
Please note the current after vou finsshed locking for the information. 32
i
Write daen the name ol the addvess of thee offioe and the opemng hooes: 33
MNanw of the effies:
Aeldress of the office;
Uaperng houwrs
|f]'|!.l were nol able W fmad thas mformation, plesse -L'sc|1|:|1|| whal vine dud 1o locate the milnmainen
sl i possible, why vow could nol find it
34
) . ! . |35
AL ik ol The webesate should automancally provide you with imfoemstion aboal a certim type ol
document that vour fnncd peeds 1 get in order 0 register for mnmage.
Which document does wour fiancd need? Your Ganod meeds 1o 3 E.
o get a eentified copy from the Gy register *
= gel n marminge conltracl [Tom (he motary
3 gl o passpent from the aty ball
O get o certified copy of your passport [rom tbe Egyption embassy
~
Please node the curment Hime after you finished this msk 3.7
i

—SR

Tast Script #2 for Gemman Filat Fage Sof &
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Task 4

Time?
& =

4.1

" =y

> Please note the current time before vou startimg reading the sk descripion.

i ™)

Afrer you filled out the online fornas during the previous task the web-site shonld have
wubsmatically previde vou with infoirmation about 2 cortaim tvpe ol decument that your
fiance meeds ta get in order to register for marringe,

Plense tulie some time o leok for newly available information, i vou have not done so
already,

Time?
4.2 = =

|l i
Phease note the current after vou finished lockmg foe the mlormation 4.2

43

Which cncument doos yomr Bonce need? Your fance necds io
0 o gt @ centified copy Grons the Bmily segester

© el & momage comract from the notary

E el a passport from the ey hall

r et a certified copy of your passpeat Tom the Egyphian enbassy

. Tima‘?_
o

Please node the current Hime afier vou finished this sk 4.4

Tast Script #2 for Gemman Filat Fage 6of &

B ——ES

Congratulations!
You have completed your second test seripe,
Oy ame more o pol
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9.13.3 Test Script 3

Access(ZgGov Test Script #3 for German Trial
i ™
ML T Amln; Context-lhased information - -
far speeitic services (1)
This fesl saripd 15 @ case ol | conlexE-related -
seareh®, e, the test user i nsinicted to e st AT
loente mibammation thal is specifically
relnted 40 her or his case Lrate. {22007 Sessbon #;
This is dong by provisdoes sample datg that
the test user should use. y
", r g
Before you bEﬂiI‘l Wz are Inking pan i the GUC Semantic Test Lab, which is part of the evahmtion
witldn the Aceess-eGov progecl
The gumlity ol evaluation depends on besy well vou fiolkew these instructions,
So, please, read and folleny these instructions carefully!
Striwcture of this docuinent
Thas test sempt bas three pars:
1. An inteoduction with impoand sformation Gor the sk exseution
I Atestcase with specific directions how o execute the test
30 A docomentution sectian where you have b document the results O the lest
4. Please do net talk during the test sessions while in the computer Tal!
Things to remember L
= Peise pul your tester 10 veday™s date aned e sesacm masher st the wop o this
page
o Plake sime o uniderstand the nestnechoms and the sk by carelilly resbing ths
Lest senpl
= 17 you hive any questions, plense ask the tést supervisor for belp!
o lmnedistedy document the results alter completing o sk,
= Please keep inmind: We ane not frving fo test wouw, we wand tooevaluate the
siftwiare sysfem. Pherelore, ihere ine no wrong snswers. )
What you have to do
P ™
. Read the instructions carefully
2. Exeente and document the test by following the
GUC :
/a [T P TSPy
b bty Lodidi daaldi
Tast Script #3 for Garman Pilat Pags 1of 4
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1. READ: Introduction
to the test case

Table 1

-

Wou are 46l planning (o marey your Hancd who lives in Germany, :-)
As remimder, this s the URL you shoalid use:
hitp-Yespril ekl uke. skiacg-clientfaces'Category Seach. jsp

When yeu tald your fance about the results of vour st pesearch™. I turias
vt that vou had remembered the ploce of birth incorrectly.

Wour Nance was not bore in Flensburg bat in Wien {Vieanay, which is eutside
if Germony: im Amstrin

MName; M. Schrmidt

Placea of rasidence; Flensburg Flensburg is a cilty in the stale of
Schieswig-Holstein

Place of birth: Vienna, Ausitria

Citizenship at Austrian

birth:

Current German

citizenship:

Drate of birth: 19.02.1982 Thus, your flance s 25 years ofd.

harital status: Single Your fiznce has not been marmed
befone

Mumbar of children: | Mane

Where do youwant | Somawherg in

o many ¥ or around
Flensburg

Parents' dale of 20.04.1960

mamage:

Parents' place af Somawhere in

Mhafrage: Garmany (not
the GDR}

Taest Script #3 for Gemman Filat

If you encounter an error message o any time during the following teses,
please fill cut an ERROR REPORTING FORM which s availabbe from the

@ SUpsErvisar,

Fage 2 of 4
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2. EXECUTE &
Dﬂc UMENT Ienprottan: Befiore vou began this test senpt, chose all vour broswser wendows mxd
then vestart your browser in ordes ba clenr all previousty enterad dat
. Task 1
Time? -
= Plesse note the carrent e bedire vou stammg reading ihe task desenption J 1.1
o
-~ "

Try to hecate information where exactly vour flancé has to go in order to register far
murringe. In purticolor, find the nome, sddress, ond opening haurs of the ofTice.

Please awe the information ln table 1 (abave on the second page of this test seripe) to
perform this test in case vou are asked o supply some information aboat yoursel,

&, Time? Y -
5 Flenze nale the current atter vou finished locking for the informagion ;
T2 T

Write dowm the nome of the sddress of the office and the opening hoars: 13
Mame al the wifice;

Auldress of the office:

Crpening lours:

By weere not able to lind this infoemation. please explain whnt you did 10 loeate the infrmation
nrvl, 11 possihle, who vow combid nol fnd i

14
At this point the web-siie should automatically provide you with information about 5 ceriain type of
iopctirreent fled vorr Racd meeds e gen morder 1o register fie murmage,
‘Which document daes vour fancd need? Your faid toeds 10 15

o o et o cerhifiedd copy from the family regisler
o gel o mmfriage contract oo the iy
T et o passport from the city binll

Mgeln certi i copy ol your passporl Irom the Exvpliom embassy

Timea? y
. Please pste the cument lme alber v fimashed this task. 16
1.6

Tast Script #3 for Gemman Filat Fage 3 of 4
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Task 2
Tirme?
; Pletse note e current e Belore you stamme reading il sk desenpion. J 2.1
T T !
- i e
After you filled sut the online formas during the previous task the web-site shonbd have
autematically provide vou with information aboutl o cortain tvpe of document that your
fianci meeds to pet in order to register for marmiage,
Please tiulke some time to leok Tor aewly available information, if yvou have ool diene s
alreaidy,
L
"
% Time? :
- Phense nole the cirrent alter yor finashed loikimg fiw The il i 22
22 s
v
23
Which decument dozs yonr fencé need? Please provide the name(s) of the docomiend(s):
It woua weere et ahle to fimd this informotion, plesse explam what you did to locate the miormation 24
anl Af possible, why you could not G it g

. :
Time? :
. [Pleasie e the current time alier vou finished this sk 12,9

25

T ——— _ﬂ

Congratulntions!
You kave completed vour thivd and kst test seript.
Mow please answer the questionnaive that vou will receive from the supervisar,

Tast Script #3 for Gamman Pilot Fage 4 of 4
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Access(ZQGov

9.14 Results of online questionnaire

Results for each statement

The following sections list the average results for each of the statements. The statements are
grouped by quality dimension. The scale of the results is 1 through 5, with 1 meaning “Fully
agree” and 5 meaning “Fully disagree”. Thus, higher score higher disagreement with a
statement.

Overall Results of Online Questionnaire

ge; 4,0
Relevance

Average; 4,0
Use of language (Ease of understanding)

Average; 3,3
Completeness
Ease of use (User experience)

erage; 3,6
Navigation (Access)

Average; 3,6
Structure (Consistent representation)

. B Average

Performance =PL

m SK

Appearance w DE

Average; 2,6 mGUC
Believability (a)
Average; 3,6
Believability (b)
Average; 4,1
Believability (c)
Average; 3,9
Reputation (a)
Average; 3,9
Reputation (b)
Average; 3,0
Error Handling
Very poor Poor OK Good Very good

9.14.1 Slovak Trial

Adjusted
Dimension average
(SK)

Relevance

1,9
Use of language (Ease of understanding)

2,6
Completeness

29
Ease of use (User experience)

2,5
Navigation (Access)

2,7
Structure (Consistent representation)

24
Performance

2,3
Appearance

29
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Believability (a)
Believability (b)
Believability (c)
Reputation (a)
Reputation (b)

Error Handling

9.14.2 Polish Trial

Relevance

Dimension

Use of language (Ease of understanding)

Completeness

Ease of use (User experience)

Navigation (Access)

Structure (Consistent representation)

Performance
Appearance
Believability (a)
Believability (b)
Believability (c)
Reputation (a)
Reputation (b)

Error Handling

9.14.3 German Trial

Relevance

Dimension

29
2,2
2,2
21
2,2

2,8

Adjusted
average
(PL)

1,8
1,9
29
2,2
2,2
23
1,8
2,0
3,5
3,0
21
2,7
2,5

3,2

Adjusted
average
(DE)

2,2
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Use of language (Ease of understanding)
Completeness

Ease of use (User experience)
Navigation (Access)

Structure (Consistent representation)
Performance

Appearance

Believability (a)

Believability (b)

Believability (c)

Reputation (a)

Reputation (b)

Error Handling

9.14.4 GUC Test Lab

Dimension
Relevance
Use of language (Ease of understanding)
Completeness
Ease of use (User experience)
Navigation (Access)
Structure (Consistent representation)
Performance
Appearance
Believability (a)
Believability (b)
Believability (c)

Reputation (a)

2,0
2,3
2,2
2,4
2,4
1,9
2,8
2,6
2,4
1,8
1,9
2,0

3,1

Adjusted
average
(GUC)

2,3
1,6
2,7
2,6
2,3
2,5
2,3
2,6
4,4
2,0
1,6

1,8
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Reputation (b)

1,6
Error Handling

3,0

9.14.5 Comments from German testers

1 Hi, i find the information provided very good and useful. | am looking forward to finding even
more marriage locations here. | would like to have some more details about the possible
marriage locations, as castles etc. | did not like that the website was reloaded every time |
entered the place of residence etc. and that | had to scroll down on the page. Couldn’t this be
solved differently? But registration was easy! lwould say: Good job! Best regards from the grey
city at the sea.

2 | Where are all the forms, requirements, office hours, responsibilities, reservation of dates etc.

The website could look more friendly and use different ClipArts and similar things.

4 | What if you do not have what is most important for getting married? How about providing links
to dating agencies like neu.de or parship or so?

Many questions are asked several times (e.g. on performance of the website)

There is an error in this questionnaire...there are at least 2 spelling mistakes. ...

Will it be necessary to register when it will be used in reality or can | keep using the site
anonymously?

8 Think about the semantics of a normal citizen and re-read your texts again. Just an example:
No German user will relate the term “certificate of registration” (Aufenthaltsbescheinigung) to
his own situation.

9 In general it was all very clear and well structured. | do not use Internet often and am not so
much used to it as others, especially young people. | would probably go to the registry office in
person and get all the required information on the topic “marriage” there. But | still find it
interesting that | can get all the information here also. Good luck with the project!

10 | When customizing the life event, it would be useful to pre-fill some of the fields. For example
for the place of residence: Schleswig-Holstein in the district Libeck: there is only one
municipality to select and this is also the place where | would like to get married.

11 | In principle quite good but | could not find any direct links to the local administrations.

12 | For untrained users of internet it is quite difficult to understand the relation between the
personalized information and the navigation on the left. There should be some note about this.
| found it confusing that in order to | had to

13 | I can judge the website on the topic marriage and | find it great! This page is really helpful for
people who want to get married and who need information on the requirements.

14 | The structure of this website is absolutely chaotic and the provided information is WRONG!!!

15 | I think that the icons on the left side are too far on the upper left side when one is reading the
text in the middle. One has always got the impression of having to scroll down. Apart from this |
find the presentation and handling very easy, convenient and well structured.

16 | Useless nonsense! | have not found any information regarding my marriage. The system
seems to move in circles, just like our political system in Germany. My conclusion: This is not
web2.0. You are using AJAX, but | could not see any practical use. | suppose that this is just a
waste of tax money. Says somebody who has been working in the IT area for 12 years...

17 | I have filled in the information for the personal assistant for marriage. But the questionnaire
asks more than that. | did not understand how to get from the general information to the
customization. | need a certificate of registration although | am German. It was difficult to select
districts and municipalities. When scrolling with the mouse wheel, there was an error message.
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| found the usage of the word ,fiancée" old-fashioned. There were to many pages | had to click
to get the relevant info.

18 | I could not find the marriage locations anywhere.

19 | In the press it said, that fees and marriage locations would be found. But | did not find either of
them. | did not find the information on the required documents for marriage. It is a good source
of information but it will be required to go to the registry office anyways to get information on
the required documents.

ANNEX 2 — Annotation Tool Accessibility and Usability
Evaluation Report

Executive Summary

This report describes accessibility and usability evaluation of the Annotation Tool of Access-
eGov. Accessibility evaluation was based on W3C's Web Content Accessibility Guidelines
(WCAG) 1.0°, while usability evaluation was based on the usability guidelines produced for
the project and are document and documented in Quality Assurance Process & Risk
Management report (Amendment to D1.3).

Section 2 describes the Annotation Tool version evaluated and section 3 the evaluators’
expertise. The review process based on the W3C's Conformance Evaluation method is
described in Section 4. Based on this evaluation, the Access-eGov Annotation Tool is close to
meeting all three conformance levels of WCAG 1.0 including Triple A. General and detailed
review results are available in Section 6 below. Feedback on this evaluation is welcome.

® http://www.w3.0org/TR/'WCAG10/
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10 Introduction

Conformance evaluation of Web accessibility requires a combination of semi-automated
evaluation tools and manual evaluation by an experienced reviewer. The evaluation results in
this report are based on evaluation conducted during the period November, December 2007.
The Web site may have changed since that time.

Usability evaluation was conducted by experienced evaluators and was based on usability
guidelines produced for the project and are document and documented in Quality Assurance
Process & Risk Management report (Amendment to D1.3)’.

11 Web site reviewed

This report describes the evaluation of the Annotation Tool on a separate release that was set
up for evaluation purposes only, with the following details.

Name of Web site Access-eGov Annotation Tool
Base URL of site http://esprit.ekf.tuke.sk/attest

Usernames used editor
admin
publisher
viewer

URL's included in review Since all pages of the tool have the same url, screen shots
are provided. Each page was given a unique number to
refer to. Screenshots and page ids are provided in the
following section.

URL's excluded from review none

Range of dates on which 20/11/2007 —2/12/2007
review conducted

Natural language(s) of Web English interface with Slovak data
site

7 Access-eGov Deliverable Quality Assurance Process & Risk Management report (Amendment to D1.3)
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11.1Pages evaluated

Pageid Description Screenshot

Access

0 Login page

User logon

English language

admin

Change password

! i\iﬁlgfp 8% Access(ZGov ANNOTATION TooL

organisations

Userlogged in: admin

:

List of items - Organization

"
Transpetrol a.s.

il [ setectomce |

1| Select office

2 [ setectomze |
| selecionce |

2 Organisation ANNOTATION TOOL
page Access Gov User logged in: admin
Organization: Slovak Telecom a.s. Michalovee

Organization Slovak Telecom a.s. Michalovce
Back to list of Organizations || Logout

-l View Services for Organization. (V%8| List of Contact persons .’

o View

_ Slovak Telecom a.s. Michalovce

‘Desription of organisation L

Organization type

S [ —
@lﬁn area Shift=Cirl+A
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2-1 List of
services
page for a
selected
organisation

2-1-1 View
selected
service for
selected
organisation

2-2 List of
contact
persons for
selected
organisation

Access (G oy ANNOTATION TOOL

User logged in: admin
Drganization: Slovak Telecom a.s. Michalovece

List of services provided by the organization Slovak Telecom a.s.
Michalovce

Backto organization || Logout
o

Access Gov ANNOTATION TOOL

User logged in: admin
Organization: Slovak Telecom a.s. Michalovee

View item

Slovak Telecom a.s.

ovak Telecom as,

(¢ | position to the project documentation

alivery 30 days

ANNOTATION TOOL
Access Gov Userlogged in: admin
Organization: Slovak Telecom a.s. Michalovee

List of persons for: Slovak Telecom a.s. Michalovce

| Backto organization || Logaut |

Enter new valug: Person

<En
Gl vew J3| paes |
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2-2-1 Contact
ANNOTATION TOOL
person Access Gov User logged in: admin
detalls for Organization: Slovak Telecom a.s. Michalovce
selected View item
person and
organisation RN =R
Given name John

Honorific prefixes

Role in organization

-
Waork telephone +33 123456789
2-2-2  Edit Contact
ANNOTATION TOOL
peI'SOI’l A ccess Gov User logged in: admin
detalls for Organization: Slovak Telecom a.s. Michalovee
selected Edit existing item
person and [ Back (witnout saving any changes) |
organisation __
Given name [oorn
Honorific prefixes | |

Role in organization [ |

_ john.travolta@yahoo.com

Worktelephone [+23 123456730

Save Back (without saving any changes)

12 Reviewers
e-ISOTIS (ISO) assigned three reviewers to conduct the evaluations from its associates. The

reviewers have exprerience in the following areas:
e Web mark-up languages and validation tools
e W3C evaluations
e Web Content Accessibility Guidelines 1.0 (WCAG 1.0) and 2.0 (WCAG 2.0)
e Use of computer-based assistive technologies and adaptive strategies
e Web design and development
e Requirements engineering for IT products

e Training of end users
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e Expert and end user evaluations

All reviewers fluently speak and write in the English language.

13 Evaluation Process
This section describes the accessibility and usability evaluation process.

13.1Accessibility evaluation process

Accessibility of a web site has several aspects that need to be checked. The most widely
adopted accessibility guidelines and conformance checklists are the Web Content
Accessibility Guidelines 1.0 (WCAG) developed by the World Wide Web Consortium (W3C
http://www.w3.org/). The accessibility of the annotation tool was validated for conformance
to AAA level according to WCAG 1.0. Description of conformance levels is provided in the
next section.

13.1.1 Accessibility validation tools

For the accessibility validation electronic tools were used in addition to the experts’ review.
The following tools were used:
e  WAVE 3.0 Accessibility Tool® against Wave complete’, including all levels of WCAG
1.0

e ATRC Web Accessibility Checker'® against WCAG 1.0 AAA level"'

13.1.2 Accessibility Conformance levels

WCAG defines several checklists a website needs to satisfy in order to be accessible and
usable. Checkpoints are grouped in priority levels'?, based upon the checkpoint's impact on
accessibility.

e Priority 1
A Web content developer must satisfy this checkpoint. Otherwise, one or more groups
will find it impossible to access information in the document. Satisfying this checkpoint
is a basic requirement for some groups to be able to use Web documents.

e Priority 2
A Web content developer should satisfy this checkpoint. Otherwise, one or more groups
will find it difficult to access information in the document. Satisfying this checkpoint
will remove significant barriers to accessing Web documents.

e Priority 3
A Web content developer may address this checkpoint. Otherwise, one or more groups
will find it somewhat difficult to access information in the document. Satisfying this
checkpoint will improve access to Web documents.

8 hitp://wave.webaim.org/index.jsp

? hitp://wave.webaim.org/wave/PreferencesHome.jsp

10 http://checker.atre.utoronto.ca/index.html

! hitp://checker.atrc.utoronto.ca/servlet/ChangeGuideline
12 hitp://www.w3.0rg/TR/'WCAG10/#priorities
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Based upon the above priorities WCAG defines three levels of website conformance'”:

e Conformance Level "A": all Priority 1 checkpoints are satisfied
e Conformance Level "Double-A": all Priority 1 and 2 checkpoints are satisfied

e Conformance Level "Triple-A": all Priority 1, 2, and 3 checkpoints are satisfied

13.2Usability evaluation process

Usability was tested against the guidelines produced for the project and documented in
Access-eGov Deliverable Quality Assurance Process & Risk Management report
(Amendment to D1.3). The validation was done without the se of any automated tool. A
checklist and a questionnaire was created based on the guidelines. The questionnaire was
filled in by the development team and the expert evaluators.

14 Evaluation results
This section describes the summary of results and their details.

14.1Summary of Results

The summary of results are categorised in those regarding accessibility and those elated to the
usability of the tool. Also this section describes the strong accessibility and usability points of
the Annotation tool.

14.1.1 Accessibility

The tool does not conform to any the three conformance level. However, the reasons for this
are minimal, repeated in each page and should not be time consuming or difficult to correct.

The following table lists the number of unique WCAG 1.0 checkpoints not passed (column 2)
per priority and how many times this occurs (column 3) in all the pages validated.

Priority Number of unique checkpoints Number of occurrences
not addressed

1 3 18

2 3 21

3 1 8

No priority 1 8
Total 55

B http://www.w3.0org/TR/'WCAG10/#Conformance
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The row “no priority” identifies one issue not covered in WCAG 1.0, but considered good
practice to follow.

14.1.2 Usability

The usability issues are summarised in the following table. The first row is the number of
unique usability issues and the second row the number of times they occur in all the pages
evaluated.

Number of unique usability issues 8

Number of occurrences 21

14.1.3 Strong accessibility and usability points of the tool

The reviewers believe a user familiar with general computer use, shouldn’t require intensive
training in order to use the tool of training required and perhaps the user may not even require
to conduct the user manual. This is a good overall indication that the tool achieves good
usability and it is straightforward to use. More details on strong points of the tool’s design
follow:

All interfaces are consistent and self explanatory

Interfaces, actions and information are categorised intuitively

System response time is good and does not distract the user

Confirmation screens are displayed for critical actions, e.g. deletion of data

Alt tags are used in most images

The tool support well all screen resolutions and items are not positioned on the page by
absolute means

Colour use provides good contrast and does not solely convey important information
that may be not viewable to low sight, colour blind or fully blind users

Font size is resizable and use of images has been kept at minimum

The tool does not require severe scrolling

Users with the JavaScript browser functionality disabled can still use the tool

Tab order is consistent across pages and set carefully

14.2Detailed results

The detailed results per page are provided in an Excel file for filtering purposes and in
Appendix C. Below are explanations of the data included in each column of the spreadsheet

Column Title Description

A Page ID This is a unique number fro each page tested and refers to the
definitions of page ids in section 2.1

B Issue Number  This is a serial number for each issue per page
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@)

Type of Issue
D Description

Identifies if the issue refers to usability or accessibility

Description of the issue. All unique issues are further explained

in the following section

A reference screen shot provided in Appendix A

The WCAG 1.0 checkpoint that the issue refers to. This is
available only for accessibility issues. Checkpoints referred in

the excel file can be viewed from the WCAG 1.0 web page
available at http://www.w3.0rg/ TR'WCAG10/ .

Reference
F WCAG 1.0

Checkpoint
G Priority

The WCAG 1.0 priority that the issue refers to. This is available

only for accessibility issues

14.2.1 Issue descriptions

This section provides more details for all unique issues in the excel file for which more info is
not provided in the WCAG 1.0 checkpoints. More info about issues referring to a WCAG
checkpoints can be obtained from the WCAG 1.0 web page available at
http://www.w3.0org/TR/WCAGI10/. Issues are sorted alphabetically.

Issue as written in Excel file

HTML title tag is missing

It is no identified that this is the main page
(homepage) of the tool

It is not clear what the view button does.

It is not possible to navigate to the starting
page from this page

Label "View Item" is not indicating what
items are currently viewed

More info available from

Each page should have a unique title. This is
important for accessibility and usability, in
order for the user to be able to identify what
an open window contains without having to
look at it. Title should descriptive and as
short as possible, e.g. Access-eGov —
Organisations List

A homepage of a website or the main/central
page of a tool should be identifiable to the
user, so that the user knows the start point. It
i1s suggested to add a title “Main page” or
similar.

All buttons named “View”, “Open”, “Close”
etc when not provided in a menu, table or
more generally in a specific context should
identify what data the action relates to.

It is suggested to be able to return to the main
page of the tool from any other page. This is
to avoid forcing the wuser having to
continuously click the back button to reach
the first page.

All buttons named “View”, “Open”, “Close”
etc when not provided in a menu, table or
more generally in a specific context should
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Provide a skip to content link

This page should not be displayed if the

organisation has only one service

URLs and email addresses
provided as html links

14.2.2 Other suggestions

Two more suggestions are made in this section.

14.2.2.1 Page Titles

should be

identify what data the action relates to.

Though not covered in WCAG 1.0 it is
considered good practice especially for
people using screen readers to provide skip to
content links. These links can be invisible
when style sheets are used and are positioned
at the top of the page, before the Access-
eGov logo. The links direct the user to the
main content of the page or the menu. In the
case of the Annotation tool it should direct
the user to the main content as there is no
menu. The intention of the links is to provide
a screen reader user the means to be able to
skip listening to the logo and title of the tool
every time a page is loaded.

If a page is intended to display a list in order
for the user to select an item, the intermediate
page should not be displayed if the list
contains only one item.

A label displaying a URL or email address
should be presented as a link so that it is
clickable. This way the user does not have to
copy and paste the text.

Page titles could be improved in order to make them more specific. For example page 2-2-1
with title “View Item” would be more appropriately titled “View selected service for selected
organisation”. Ideas can be drawn from the page titles in section 2.1.

Also breadcrumb titles can be provided and provide a good and well accepted navhgation
mechanism. For example, instead of the title “List of services provided by the organization
Slovak Telecom a.s. Michalovce” a breadcrumb such as ““ Organizations > Slovak Telecom
a.s. Michalovce > List of services” would be more appropriate. This facilitates considerably
user orientation within the annotation tool.

14.2.2.2 Table layouts

In general and though accepted from WCAG to use table for layout purposes, this is not
considered good practice. It is difficult to use for people using screen readers, especially when

nested tables are used.
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The following image displays how page 2 with the organisation details would be read by a
screen reader. Grey background font displays information read out by the screen reader that
refers to table structure, e.g. “Table with two columns and four rows” etc.

dash Internet Explorer Table with two columns and four rows Graphic logo Table with one column and three rows ANNOTATION TOOL User logged in
colon admin Organization colon Slovak Telecom a.s. Michalovce Table end Table end Table with one column and one row Organization Slovak
Telecom a.s. Michalovce Table end Back to list of Organizations button Logout button Table with one column and three rows Slovak Telecom
a.s. Michalovce Table with six columns and one row View Services for Organization button List of Contact persons button Edit button Table
end Table with two columns and one row View button Table end Table end Table with two columns and eighty-six rows Table with one
column and one row Organization name Table end Table with one column and three rows Table with one column and two rows Table with one
column and one row Slovak Telecom a.s. Michalovce Table end Table end Table end Table with one column and one row Desription of
organisation Table end Table with one column and three rows Table with one column and two rows Table with one column and one row dash
Table end Table end Table end Table with one column and one row Organization unit Organization unit Table end Table with one column and
three rows Table with one column and two rows Table with one column and one row Table end Table end Table end Table with one column and
one row Organization type Table end Table with one column and three rows Table with one column and two rows Table with one column and one
row Table end Table end Table end Table with one column and one row Links to relevant content Table end Table with one column and fifteen
rows Table with one column and two rows Table with one column and one row Table end Table end Table with two columns and twelve

rows Table with one column and two rows Link name Table end Table with one column and one row Table end Table with one column and two
rows Link description Table end Table with one column and one row Table end Table with one column and two rows URL Table end Table with
one column and one row Table end Table end Table end Hide details button Table with one column and one row Organization address Table
end Table with one column and forty-seven rows Table with one column and two rows Table with one column and one row Spitdlska three Table
end Table end Table with two columns and forty-four rows Table with one column and two rows Post Office Box Table end Table with one
column and one row Table end Table with one column and two rows Extended address Table end Table with one column and one row Table

end Table with one column and two rows Street address Table end Table with one column and one row Spitdlska three Table end Table with
one column and two rows Locality left paren e.g. City right paren Table end Table with one column and one row Michalovce Table end Table
with one column and two rows Region left paren e.g. State or Province right paren Table end Table with one column and one row Table end Table
with one column and two rows Postal code Table end Table with one column and one row fifty-seven one Table end Table with one column and
two rows Country Table end Table with one column and one row Slovakia Table end Table with one column and two rows Work email Table

end Table with one column and one row ladislav underline miklos at st.sk Table end Table with one column and two rows Work telephone Table
end Table with one column and one row plus four hundred twenty-one fifty-six six hundred forty-four eleven thirty-three Table end Table with
one column and two rows Work fax Table end Table with one column and one row plus four hundred twenty-one fifty-six six hundred forty- four
forty zero Table end Table with one column and two rows URL Table end Table with one column and one row http colon slash slash www.t dash
com.sk Table end Table end Table end Hide details button Table end

The page would be more appropriately structured in the following way:

<h2>Organisation General Details</h2>

_ Slovak Telecom a.s. Michalovce

Desription of organisation

Organization type

Organisation name, description, type etc should be tagged as table headers <th>
<h2>Links to relevant content</h2>

Link description

With the appropriate table headers

<h2>Organisation Address</h2>
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Extended address

Locality (.. City) Michalovce

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
Paostal code 071 04 :
1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

-

Work email

ladislav_miklos@st.sk

Work fax
+421 56 644 40 00

- hﬂp:jm.t_cnm =

_______________________________________________ =]

Ed[ Hide details

With the appropriate table headers

14.2.3 Usability Questionnaires

Usability questionnaires have been provided and filled in by the development team and the
experts. Results and issues raised in the questionnaires are indicated in this report and the
completed questionnaires are available in Appendix B.

15 Conclusions

Although the tool does not conform to any level of WCAG conformance, it is in a very good
state regarding each accessibility and only very few checkpoints need to be looked at in order
to achieve AAA conformance. The tool’s usability is at a very good level and can be
improved with minor modifications as indicated.
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Appendix A — Reference screenshots

Reference
No

Screenshot

0-1

WS(" Markup Validation Service

o

Check the markup (HTHL, XHTHL, ...) of Web documents

Jump To:  Validation Output

This page is not Val
Result: Failed validation, 6 Errors

Address:  |nctp://esprit.ekf. tuke.sk/attest/faces/acgannotatic,

Modified: | (undefined)
Server: Apache-Coyote/1.1
Size: (undefined)
Content-Type: _texthtmi

Encoding: uff-8 (detect automatically) =]
Doctype : XHTML 1.0 Transitional | (detect automatically) =]
Root Element: htmi
Root htp:/wwy 0rg/1999/xhtml
Options

[Ishow source:

A © List Messages Sequentially © Group Error
FIshow Outine oo e by ype.

- < [lclean up Markup with HTML Tidy
Validate error pages  Verbose Output

Help on the options is avsilable, Revalidate

Validation Output: 6 Errors

@ Line 21, Column 113 documenttype does not allow element "table” here;
missing one of "object”, "applet", "map"
starttag

style="margin: 6px: padding: Gpxi® >

The mentioned element is not allowed to appear in the context in which youve placed it the
other mentioned elements are the only ones that are both allowed there and can contain the
element mentioned. This might mean that you need a containing element, or possibly that
you've forgotten to close a previous element

One possible cause fo this message s trat you have attempted to put a blociclovel e\emem
(such as "<p>" or "<table>") inside an inline element (such as "<a>", "<span>", or "<font>").

 Line 39, Column 128 document type does not allow element "tahle here
missing one of "object”, "applet", "map", "iframe’
starttag

x* style="margin: Opx; padding: Opxi*>

The mentioned element is not allowed to appear in the context in which youte placed it: the
other mentioned elements are the only ones that are both allowed there and can contain the
element mentioned. This might mean that you need a containing element, or possibly that
youve forgotten to close a previous element

One possible causs for this message is tfat you have attempted to pm a b\nck fevel eloment
(such as "<p>" or "<table>") inside an inline element (such as "<a>" “<font>"

@ Line 46, Column 125 documenttype does not allow element "table” here;
missing one of "object i
starttag

n" class="attribute-1-table-row-even” >

The mentioned element is not allowed to appear in the context in which youte placed it: the
other mentioned elements are the only ones that are both allowed there and can contain the
element mentioned. This might mean that you need a containing element, or possibly that
youve forgotten to close a previous element

One possible cause for this message is that you have attempted to put a block-level element
(such as "<p>" or "<table>") inside an inline element (such as "<a>", "<span>". or "<font>").

& Line 88, Column 6: end tag for "body" omitted, but OMITTAG NO was specified
@
</html >

You may have neglected to close an element, or perhaps you meant to "self-close” an
element, that is. ending it with */>" instead of ">"

4y Line 19, Column 0- start tag was here.

<body id="bodyl" style="-rave-layout: grid">

€ Line 88, Column 7: XML Parsing Error: Opening and ending tag mismatch:
body line 19 and html

</himl >

& Line 88, Column 7: XML Parsing Error: Premature end of data in tag html line 3
a
</himl >

Home About.. News Docs Help & FAQ Feedback

8 UALITY :Th\s is th

3C Markup Validator Support this tool, become a

(N® Contributing
 Supporter
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0-3

W3C' css validation

Jump To:  Errors (2) Validated CS§

W3C CSS Validator Results for
http://esprit.ekf.tuke.sk/attest/faces/aegannotationtool.jsp

Sorry! We found the following errors

URI : hup://esprit.ekf.iuke.sk/attest'theme/com/sun/rave/web/uildefauintheme/css/css _master.css
742 TildBoxMnu Property -moz-opacity doesn't exist - 0.9

URI : hap://esprit.ekf.tuke.sk/attest/faces/aegannotationtool jsp
18 Property -rave-layout doesn't exist - grid
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1-1

Markup Validation Service

JumpTo:  Potemtallssues  Validation Oupu

This page is not Valid XHT! 0 Transitional!

Result: Failed vaidaton, 8 Eror

webdeveioper_{197370933454 el
Modified: (undefined)

File:

Mozlays 0 (Windows, U; Windows NT 6.0, e/, rv1 81.11)
Geckol20071127 Firéfoi2.0.0.1

Size: (undefined)
Content-Type: textnimi

Server:

Encoding: uts (@etctaomateaty)
Doctype: XHTML 1.0 Transiional | (seectavomateany

Root Element: him
Root Namespace:

i v 3 0rgf 1999t
Options

e — Fnowouline LSt Messages Seauentialy © Group Error Messages by
- pe

[y
&) ]
Valdate ertorpages  Veroose Output | C1eA1 Up Markup win HTAIL Ty

[ —— Revaiidate

Potential Issues

valdation. I the guess tis
and, f necessary,

Iy
the document.

# No Character Encoding Found! Falling back to orz-s.

None o
this document. information t
the "z

‘The sources usedto ind encoding informetion include:
« The HTTP Content Type field.
+ The XML Decaration.

+ The HTML "META" elemen,

F of the XiL1 without
success.

a tpossibie. Sory. pe character

Specitinga characrencin s caly doneby he web seer corfuraton by he
sciipts that p pag: offcial

number of encodings, though we recommend UTF-8 as partculary useful
The Wac 118N ted faWeb
document

“Encoding”
150-8850-1"

"ut8" (Universal, but ot
are not sure what encoding to choose.

Validation Output: 8 Errors

© Line 21, Column 113. document type does not allow element “tabl
one of "object”, "applet”, "map", iframe
4 styleeargine op

here; missing
‘button”, "ins”, "del" starttag.

padding: >

eniones e ot love 0 gpenrn e coro eyt pc. e e
e sttt 1 oy e e b lownd hr ard o e I ot
naniona T migh i s Yo R600 3 ok o, o ocsbl 1l e fguen
x e

Ore ot s s srge sty sttt 3Bl gt
(such 33 "<p" or “abla>") insid an il slment (such s "<a","<span".or "ot

@ Lino 39, Collumn 125 document type does not allow element "table” here; missing
one of “object’, "applet”, ‘m: ‘button "del" starttag

- stylestmargin: Opx: padding: Opxi*

T maninsd st ot ot st b coret i by plced' e ot
maionss elaments re he rly ones that e bath allwad thre and can contan the slment
i T g mean I youneed a Cotaing dement o poesihy i yoe tgien
10 close 3 prvous demen

One ol et s st e e st ot 8 B et
(uch 2 "<p> or “able>") insid an il slement (such 35 “<a>,"<5pan".or o>

 Line 46 Column 116 document type does not allow element
one of "object”, "applet”, "map", "iframe", "button", "ins", "del" starttag.
L layautpanel” style=" width: 1608;" > <span id="formLigroupPanl2” class="lis

o mantond dament .t v o 5 e cret i oo s . e clhor
mantonsd slsments iy ones that s both allowsd thre and can contan the sl

manton .
1o close 3 prvous dlement

One sl caue for P mesge ot you b ol 1 ot » ol e
(o o <5 n <) it an e der (s o """ o)

@ Line 59, Column 7- end tag for "tbody” which is not finished.
e
et you e e 2 cose e vy i Pt oamge <> s
not accepale, 3 P> Acceptatle nesting is
oo e
sy o 5 dment i eurs il it o
inciuc. ience the parat s hed'. ot complete. Fr instance, in HTML the
Dot et ot com <1 ) slomen, 1t 15 ) s o o (1
), nd 0.0

@ Line 74, Column 7. end tag for "tbody” which is not finished.
<stbody>
it you et s o o gt e por

ot aceey esapote g s
el

sy o 5 dmnt i eirs o clnen it o
include. Honco the paron slment i “na frshed", nct compet. For nsance. i HTML the
head ot ot oo e A samen, It (. 1 ) e o fome 1
). and so on.

@ Line 89, Column 7-end tag for "thody" which is not finished
</tbody>
sl o et ags rd codhom i 0 org ot Forxamge <o < s

not accopatle, @ <em> bolors <> Acceplatle nestng i
Spocem.<lam><ip

At sty ok s v an dlmn e s o G et e 2 64
ncude. Hence the parent slement (s ot il omplto. For instan

en-=a> t\-mml s ot <l cn somen, s 0 o ) oo b

o

o

@ Lino 104 Column 7 end tag for "tbody” which i notfnished

</abody>

ety - . For amie <pis
Nt accepate, s e must be cossd bers <. Acceptable nestng
S <iemsipe

Ancthr possibity i it you vsed an slmant vhih requies @ G slamant tht you did
include. Hence the paront slement s “no frshed”. not complas. For msance, i HTML the
<t clement mass contain 8 <itie chid slemen, 5t (o, ol ) requre st fems (1. o o,
), and soon

© Line 119, Column 7-end tag for “tbody” which is not finished.
<ribody>
Host e
not accepatie, s
g <o

. you ested tage a0 o them

& rong o For sxampls <po<ems <> s
st b chasd e G Acceptable nestng s

At sl sk o e an st i ke o GG e e o 6
inclute Hence the paren slment 18 “nct e nct complete For mstance. i KTV the
“hoad> e\cmenl mast contain a <> chid oloman, st (. l. ) e s fems (. o o,
), and

Home Abou. News Docs Help&FAQ Feedback

This s the WiC Warkup Vaidator 1082 ‘Suppon this oo, become 3

P Contributng
'~ Supporter
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2-1

ump T

T
e Fare

i
odited: st

serer, oo
e (et ron)
Contot Types. it

Encoding

we

Rooteement: i

options

page is not Val

150 Wi, U, Wicows 1750, o.1..1.11) Gecko20071 127
bl

Doctype: X0l 10 Trarons!

RootNamespace: 115t

s

[rm—

DT —
i

oot

£ No Charscter Encoding FoundiFling back o -1

cocaen i

g oL s o bl s 1 ocunent A

e ———

« The XL Dacston

vldation, bt sy ol o3 e vl s
encsng fcmaion e

e Tyl

attexun 1

iy e i —

I i, AR s 0 I Cont) You a1 g o oo of
g Cunsh e oo T s oty 5

enonang tomaton. eucan
g ol e
i

1502855 1 s Evcpe and o A

e Trcodrar orm contorcaror

)arait

prveioitii

Validation Output: 8 Errors

© Lire 21, ot 15 dos
of"object"spplet,"map’

e

g o

mentsype doss net slow
“buttor.

menty o lement "taie” here;

" dor srtiag

ing one

e asing one

ot

1150 rfeen

Y p———

conmanyan

25, Colun 56 ofr

19 and b

QuatiTy

9 Line 215 Column 7 and ag o body” which s ot fished

505 ot end g o "oy oited,but OWITTAG NG s speciied

b e s e S s

g was e

ok s pete

inpeTyeTor; o

i

nstancaAtibutsVais SmpleType Textoon

L
\mumumamev;luu\meDe

e £ Coln L Parin Err Opainand i s by e

9 Lins 805 Colunn 7 XU Parsing Eror:Promaturs and ofdta i tag el ne .

ot non-istentiD
b

0

ot ronsisand

A e S s v oy
S C Sipporir
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2-1-1

Markup Validation Service

Jump To:  Potential Issues Validation Output

This page is not Valid XHTML 1.0 Transitional!

Result: Failed validation, 4 Erors

| Avagfitnan..
Use the file selection box above if you wish to re-validate the uploaded file
webdeveloper_1197387711379.html

Modified: ' (undefined)

Moxzilla/5.0 (Windows; U; Windows NT 6.0; el; rv:1.8 1.11) Gecko/20071127
Firefox/2.0.0.11

File:

Server:

Size: (undefined)
Content-Type: textitmi

Encoding: uff-8 (detect automaticaly)
Doctype: XHTML 1.0 Transitional (detect automatically)
Root Element: htm|
Root hitp: 0rq/1999/shtmi
Options

W srowisourse 8 s outine '; pl.e‘si Messages Sequentially © Group Error Messages by

FIvaidate error pages ¥ Verbose Output [ Clean up Markup with HTML Tidy

‘Help on the options is svailable. Revalidate

Potential Issues

“The following missing or corflicting information caused the validator to perform guesswork prior to
validation. Ifthe guess or falloack is incorrect, it may make validation results entirely incoherent. It is
highly recommended'to check these potential issues, and, if necessary, fix them and re-validate the
document

*. No Character Encoding Found! Falling back to urr-s.

None of the standards sources gave any information on the character encoding labeling for this
document. Without encoding information it is impossible to reliably validate the document. As a
fallback solution, the "ozz-s" encoding was used to read the content and attempt to perform the
validation, but his is likely to fail for all non-rivial documents

The sources used to find encoding information include:
+ The HTTP ContentType field
+ The XML Declaration
+ The HTML "META" element.

The algorithm defined in Appendix F of the XML 1.0 R was also used, without
success,

Since none of these sources yielded any usable information, reliable validation of this document is
not possible. Sorry. Please make sure you specify the character encoding in use:

Specifying a character encoding is typically done by the web server configuration, by the scripts
that put together pages, or inside the document itself. JANA maintains the list of official names for
character encodings (called charsets in this context). You can choose from a number of
encodings, though we recommend UTF-8 as particularly useful.

The W3C 118N Activity has collected a few tips on how to declare the encoding of a Web
document

To quickly check whether the document would validate after addressing the missing character
encoding information, you can use the "Encoding” form control earlier in the page to force an
encoding override to take effect. 'is0-8859-1" (Westemn Europe and North America) and "utf-8"
(Universal, but not commonly used in legacy documents) are common encodings if you are not
sure what encoding to choose:

Validation Output: 4 Errors

@ Line 21, Column 113 document type does not allow element “table” here; missing one
of "object”, "applet”, "map ", "ins", "del” starttag

4" style="margin: Opx; padding: Op;

The mentioned element is not allowed to appear in the context in which youve placed it the other
mentioned elements are the only ones that are both allowed there and can contain the element
mentioned. This might mean that you need a containing element, or possibly that youve forgatten to
close a previous element

One possible cause for this message s that you have attempted to put a blocklevel element (such as
“<p>" or "<table>") inside an inline element (such as "<a>", "<span>", or "<font>").

@ Line 42, Column 128 document type does not allow element “table” here; missing one
of "object”, "applet”, "map", "iframe", "button”, "ins", "del" starttag

x* style="margin: Opx; padding: Op:

The mentioned element is not allowed to appear in the context in which youVe placed it the other
mentioned elements are the only ones that are both allowed there and can contain the element
mentioned. This might mean that you need a containing element, or possibly that youve forgatten to
close a previous element

One possible cause for this message is that you have attempted to put a blocklevel element (such as
“<p>" or "<table>") inside an inline element (such as "<a>". "<span>", or "<font>").

@ Line 49, Column 116 document type does not allow element "div" here; missing one

of "object", "applet”, "map' button” del” starttag .
1:layoutPanell” style=" width: 100%;" > <span id="forml:groupPanel2” class="lis
The mentioned element is not allowed to appear in the context in which youve placed it the other
mentioned elements are the only ones that are both allowed there and can contain the element
mentioned. This might mean that you need a containing element, or possibly that youve forgotten to
close a previous element
One possible cause forthis message s that you have attempted to put a block-level element (such as
“<p>" o "<table>") inide an inline element (such as "<a>", “<span>", or "<font>").
@ Line 54, Column 7 end tag for "tbody" which is not finished

</tbody >,
Most ikely, you nested tags and closed them in the wrong order. For example <p><em>...</p> is not
acceptable, as <em> must be closed before <p>. Acceptable nesting is: <p><em>._ </em></p>
Another possibility is that you used an element which requires a child element that you did not include.
Hence the parent element is "not finished". not complete. For instance, in HTML the <head> element
must contain a <title> child element,lsts (ul, o, d requre ist items (i or dt, dd). and so on

Home About. News Docs Help&FAQ Feedback
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Markup Validation Service
> . e

Jump To:  Potentiallssues Validation Output

This page is not Valid XHTML 1.0 Transitional!

Result: | Failed validation, 5 Emors

Avaimnon,
Use the file seiection box above if you wish o re-vai
webdeveloper_ 1197385045465 himl

Modified: ' (undefined)

Server:  Mozla/5 0 (Windows; U Windows NT 6.0 ef;v:1.8.1.11) Geckor20071127
* Firefox/2.0.0.11

File:

the uploaded fie

Size: (undefined)
Content-Type: textntmi

Encoding: uf-8 (detectavomatically)

Doctype: XHTHL 1.0 Transitional (detectautomatcaly)
Root Element: him|

Root Namespace: o /iwww w3 0rq/1999/xhirl

Options

List Messages Sequentially © Group Efror Messages by
type

[FIVaidate error pages @ Verbose Output ] Clean up Warkup with HTML Tidy
el on the options is availasie., Revalidate

Potential Issues

[Elshow Source [Elshow Outine

to perform guesswork priof to
validation Ifhe guess orfﬂ\lback is mcorrec( it may make validation resutts entirely incoherent Itis
highly and, if necessary, fix them and re-validate the
document.

#. No Character Encoding Found! Falling back to ure-s.

sources gave any the character encoding labeling for this
it AS

document Without to reliabl sa
fallboack solution, the " encoding was used to read the content and attempt o perform the
validation, but his is likely o failfor all non-trivial documents.

 The HTTP Content-Type field.
+ The XML Declaration.
+ The HTML "META" element

“The algorithm defined in Appendix F of the XML 1.0 was also used, without
success

any usable information, is
not possible. Sorry. Please make sure you specify the character encoding in use.

Specifying a character encoding is typically done by the web server configuration, by the scripts
that put together pages, or inside the document itself JANA maintains the list o official names for
character encodings (called charsets in this context). You can choose from a number of
encodings, though we recommend UTF- as particularly useful

The W3C 118N Activity has collected a few tips on how to declare the encoding of a Web
document,

To quickly check whether the uid validate after addressing

encoding information, you can use the “Encoding” form control earler in the page to force an
encoding override to take effect "iso-8859-1" (Western Europe and North America) and "utf8"
(Universal, but not commonly used in legacy documents) are common encodings if you are not
sure what encoding to choose.

Validation Output: 5 Errors

@ Line 21, Column 113: document type does not allow element “table" here; missing one
k ins", "del"” start-tag

style=margin: Opx; padding: opx;” >

The mentioned slement is not allowed to appear in the context in which youve placed it the other
mentioned elements are the only ones that are both allowed there and can contain the slement
mentioned. This might mean that you need a containing element, or possibly that youve forgotien to
close a pravious element.

One possible causs fo this messaga s that you have attempted to put a block evel slement (such s
"<p>" or"<table>") nside an inline element (such as "<a>", "<span>", o "<font>").

© Line 42, Column 126 document type does not allow element "table” here; missing one
of "object”, "applet”, "map", "iframe", "button", "ins", "del" starttag

style="margin: Opx; padding: Gpxi” >

“The mentioned elemant is ot allowed to appear in the context in which youve placed it the other
mentioned elements are the only ones that are both allowed there and can contain the slement
mentioned. This might mean that you need a containing element, or possibly that youve forgatien to
close a previous eloment.

(e st ot s ey ek yt e s o o o it (e 2=
"<p>" or"<table>") nside an inline slement (such as “<a>", "<span>", o "<font>").

@ Line 49, Column 667 document type does not allow element "div" here; missing one
“map", “iframe", "button”, "ins", "del" start-tag

+ Gpx; padding:0;” > <table id="Torn:

instanceAttributesTabl

The mentioned alement is not allowed to appear in the contoxt in which youve placed it; the other
mentionsd elemants are the only ones that are both allowed there and can contain the slement
mentioned. This might mean that you need a containing element, or possiby that youve forgatten to
close a previous element.

One possible cause fo this message s that you have attempted to put a block evel clement (such as
"<p>" or "ctable>") nside an inline olemant (such as “<a>", "<span>", or "<font>").

@ Line 200, Column 7. end tag for "tbody" which is not finished

</tbody >
Most likely, you nested tags and closed the n the wrong order. For example <p><em>...</p> is not
acceptable, as <em> must ba closed before <p>. Accaptable nesting s: <p><em>...</em></p>

Aocthrposiiy i tat you usad an slamantwhich s  hid st tat you i ot
Hence the parent element is “not finished”. nat complete. For instance, in HTMIL the <head> element
Tt cotn 5 s Chid lmen. 5 1 o 4 equr it o . o . 60 and oo on

@ Line 268, Column 7- end tag for "tbody" which is not finished

</tbody >
Most ikely. you nested tags and closed them in the wrong order. For example <p><em>.</p> is nol
acceptable, as <em> must be closed before <p> Acceptable nesting i <p><em>_ <lem></p>

Another possibiity is that you used an element which requires a child element that you did not include.
Honce the parent eloment is “not finished", not complate. For instance, in HTL the <head> slement
must contain a <tite> chid element, st (ul, ol d) requir st tems (i, or dt, dd), and 5o on.

Line 55, Column 58. reference to non-existent ID
instanceAttributeValue Simple Type Textbox"

343" for=
“This ermor can be tiggered by:

 Anon-existent input, select or textarea element

« Amissing id atrbute

« Atypographical error in the d attibute:
Ty to check the speling and case of the id you are refering to.
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JumpTo:  Potentiallssues Validation Output

This page is not Valid XHT! Transitional

%C Markup Validation Service

Check the markup (HTML, XHTHL, ) of Web docu ments.

Result: Failed validation, 3 Errors
[ Avagitnon
FileX e the fle selection box above i you uish o re-valdate the uploaded file
webdeveloper 1197392380637 himi
Modified: (undefined)
server: Mozilla/5.0 (Windows; U; Windows NT 6.0; ef; v:1.8.1.11)
Gecko/20071127 Firefox2.0.0.11
Size: (undefined)
Content-Type: texthtml
Encoding: utf-8 (detect automatically) [=]
Doctype: XHTML 1.0 Transitional | (detectautomatically) [
Root Element: htm|
Root http:// 3.0rg/1999/xhtm|
Options

[Tshow Source

Validate error pages

Help on the opticns is svailsble, Revalidate

Potential Issues

The following missing or conflicting information caused the validator to perform guesswork prior
to validation. If the guess o fallback is incorrect, it may make validation results entirely
incoherent. It is highly recommended to check these potential issues, and, if necessary, fix
them and re-validate the document.

1. No Character Encoding Found! Falling back to vrr-s.

None of the standards sources gave any information on the character encoding labeling
for this document. Without encoding information it is impossible to refiably validate the
document. As a fallback solufion, the "orz-s" encoding was used to read the content and
attempt to perform the validation, but this is likely to fail for all non-trivial documents

The sources used to find encoding information include:
« The HTTP Content-Type field
+ The XML Declaration.
+ The HTML "META" element.
The algorithm defined in Appendix F of the XML 1.0 R was also used,

without success.

Since none of these sources yielded any usable information, reliable validation of this
document is not possible. Sorry. Please make sure you specify the character encoding in

use

Specifying a character encoding is typically done by the web server configuration, by the
scripts that put together pages, or inside the document itself. IANA maintains the: list of
official names for character encodings (called charsets in this context). You can choose
from a number of encodings, though we recommend UTF-8 as particularly useful

The W3C 118N Activity has collected a few tips on how fo declare the encoding of a Web

document.

To quickly check whether the document would validate after addressing the missing
character encoding information, you can use the "Encoding” form control earlier in the
page to force an encoding override to take effect. "iso-8859-1" (Western Europe and
North America) and "utf-8" (Universal, but not commonly used in legacy documents) are
common encodings if you are not sure what encoding to choose.

Validation Output: 3 Errors

@ Line 21, Column 113: document type does not allow element "table" here;
missing one of "object
4" style="margin: Gpx; padding: Opx:
The mentioned element is not allowed to appear in the context in which youve placed it; the
other mentioned elements are the only ones that are both allowed there and can contain the

element mentioned. This might mean that you need a containing element, or possibly that
youve forgatten to close a previous element

One possible cause fo this message is that you have attempted to put a block-level element
(such as "<p>" or "<table>") insidle an inline element (such as "<a>", "<span>", or "<font>").

© Line 42, Colurnn 128: document type does not allow element "tabl
missing one of "object", "applet”, "map", "iframe", "button", "ins", "del" startte

The mentioned element is not allowed to appear in the context in which youve placed it; the
other mentioned elements are the only ones that are both allowed there and can contain the
element mentioned. This might mean that you need a containing element, or possibly that
you've forgotten to close a previous element

One possible cause for this message is that you have attempted to put a block-level element
(such as "<p>" or "<table>") inside an inline element (such as "<a>". "<span>", or "<font>").

€ Line 49, Colurmn 116 document type does not allow element "di
missing one of "object”, "applet”, "map", "iframe", "button"
l:layoutPanel 1" style=" widths 109%;" ><span id="fom1:groupPanel2” class="lis

The mentioned element is not allowed to appear in the context in which youve placed it: the
other mentioned elements are the only ones that are both allowed there and can contain the
element mentioned. This might mean that you need a containing element, or possibly that
youve forgotten to close a previous element

One possible cause for this message is that you have attempted
(such as "<p>" or "<table>") inside an inline element (such as "<a

Home About.. News Docs Help&FAQ Feedback
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dump To: ot

Veldaon Oup

This pa

is not Valid
Result:| -0 cavaidanon 5 s

1.0 Transitional!

"

50 o - Moo N 60,00v16111)

e (i)
Content Type: etmm

Encoding: 55 [r——)

Doctype: XML 10 Tanstionsl (st aponsasty
RootElement: i

RootNamespace: | 11ty s 199911

options

—— ot LE s Sl © St S
B Ve

P
e s
lgaton 0 gl o TIback < (CATOC, | oy MEKOVAIA300 s ol
LG 215 ol AT Chck e e 551, o ey
T

el Issues

¥ No Character Encoding Found Faling back o orz-c.

s oo o oo bl o ety ksl
Gocmen s  lack sk, "o+ g whs (e e o s

[T ———
« The HTTP Contet Typeet.
« The XL Decrsicn
- The HTUL META semert

cite 0 ¢

e

n )

Clatactl st rfomalon, v cn s e Lrcodig” o coior
o

4 worsal, o
et B e

Validation Output 3 Errors

8 1 ot 5 e N s o o st b
missing one of"obect,"applt’,"map”,"ame”, "buton”,"Ins, "del startien

st s gy 7>

@ s o 20 cument e doss ottt e
missing one of"obect,"applt’,"map”,"iame”, "Buton”,"Ins”, "del startien

e st s gy

e 5 ot 67 ocument e dose ol et
missing one of“obect,"applt’,"map”,fame", “buton

. Lina 55 Colur 5 efranc tonon existentiD
“instanceAtributaValue SmplaTypaTexthox”

. 1ins 81, Colur 5 efrance tonon existenti0
“Istance A IBUEalue SimpleType Texthox’

& Line 127, Cotunin 50 reference to non-xistent D
“instanceAibibueValueSimpleType Textbox”.

1 e 53 a5 e o nansento
“rsncekbeiseSimeTpeTo

1 195, Cotn 56 terenca to o xistent .
“InstanceAtibueValueSimpleType Texthox”.

& Lins 235 Cotanin 50 reference to non-xistentiD.
“instanceAtIbuEalu SImpleType Textbox”

e 271, Col e o non-exstentiD
tncaRmnase ST oot

L 07, ol 32 et nn nto
st

& Lins 543, Colarn 52 rference to non xisentiD.
“instanceAtibutsValus SmplType Texthox”.
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26 Gov ANNOTATION TOOL

Access

User logged in; admin
‘ Organization: Slovak Telecom a.s. Michalovece |

|Organization Slovak Telecom a.s. Michalovce |

Backto list of Organizations || Logout

|| View Sewvices for Organization | #54| List of Contact persons [+

| View

_ Slovak Telecom a.s. Michalovee

Desription of organisation L

Organization type
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Appendix B — Usability Questionnaires

Development Team Experts
-
c
20| © &
R S S
29| ¢ c
0O < <
No | Question O Comments Comments
1 User Experience
1.1 | Does the computer perform the tasks which can be
easily done by it (simple and repeated)? Yes | Yes Yes
""""""""""""" .""'.""""'""'."",5""""""""""""""" e
1.2 | Is the accessing time appropriate? (less than 10 Yes Yes Yes
.lseconds)? .
Z===es = : :
1.3 | Are users warned for a page/session time out? Yes No | session time is set to 1 hour No ’::gt; é/vamed but redirected to login
1.4 | Does the system display progress indicatonand | | | Ajax is used to load some parts | |
feedback when the user waits longer than 7 Yes Yes | of the pages, indicating by Yes
o seeends? o |Moading.text |
1.5 | Does the system respond quickly when used . .
) ; . Not simulated but according to page
?
through 56Kbit connection? Yes Can not simulate Yes size max 40KB, it is ok
1.6 | Are fees displayed in all relevant currencies? (ie. | | | |
for Slovak localisation of AeG in SKK and possibly Yes No | Do currency idicators ussed in n/a
EUR, for Polish localisation PLN and possibly Annotation tool (AT)
__________ EUR, for German localisation EUR) _ | | ..
1.7 | Has the AeG web site been tested if it is accessible Appears ok with IE7, IE6 and
by IE7, IE6, Mozilla, Safari and Opera browsers? Yes | Yes Yes | \ozilla Firefox 2
1.8 Are dls.play resolutions higher than 800x600 Yes Yes Yes
__________ (including) supported?
FP6-2004-27020 Page 183 of 209
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1.9 | Is a privacy policy statement provided and . s
available from the concerning parts of the AeG Yes No Uy pubhc AL No
web site? filled into AT
2 Accessibitity | |
2.1 | Do colours convey information? Yes No No
2.2 | Are all non-text items provided with atextY """" Y """"""""""""""""""""""" v with minor exceptions indicated in
o lemAVE? 0 R R > |thereport T
2.3 | Do the text alternatives clearly describe the Yy v with minor exceptions indicated in
__________ purpose of the non-textitem? |V " T hereport
2.4 | Are skip links provided at the beginning of every
web page (e.g. skip to main content, skip to Yes No No
__________ MenU)?
2.5 | Does the site provide keyboard shortcuts? Yes No No
2.6 | Is there an accessibility statement? Yes No No
3 Starting Page of Application
3.1 | Does the user have access to the starting page of . )
the application from any other page? Yes | No | There is no home page in AT No
~ 3.2 | Does the starting page of the application contain | | | Starting page is simple login =~ |« |
the most important options and links of the site? No — Yes
3.3 | Does the user need to scrolldowntoseeall | | | |
relevant information on the starting page of the Yes No No
application?
4 Page Layout
4.1 | Are all critical contents and navigation options
positioned toward the top of the page? Yes | Yes Yes
4.2 | Are the pages too crowded with information? | Yes | No | | No |
4.3 Are the mforr_natlon items of the same category Yes Yes Yes
._..lalgnedconsistently? ..
4.4 | Do the layouts of the pages adjust the page size to
monitor resolution settings? Yes | Yes Yes
4.5 Are longer pages used to match the structureofa | | | |
paper counterpart, to keep related information No
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together, or to facilitate downloading and printing?

4.6 | Is a list of "anchor links" provided on long pages

with more information below the fold? Yes | No No | page size is normal
4.7 | Are bgck to top" links provided on long text Yes No No | No long pages
__________ RAgS € i .
4.8 | Does the site use frames? Yes No No
49| Does the site usejavascript? | Yes | Yes | | Yes |
4.10 | Can people with javascript disabled use the site? | | Yes | Yes |
5 Navigation
5.1 | Is the navigation framework consistent in the whole Yes Yes Yes
.| AeGwebsite? .
5.2 | Are there clickable table of contents on long
o Yes No No | No long pages
__________ RAgeS € .
5.3 | Does the user get feedback about his location Through the title, but not
within the AeG web site and how to proceed to the appropriate in all pages and can be
o Yes Yes Yes | . .
next activity? improved. Please see section 5.2.2
e ._.|...._.|ofthereport .
5.4 | Is the primary menu always located on screen? Yes No No | nomenu
5.5 | Are the destinations of the links clear fromthe | [ | |
content or from the link labels? Yes Yes
56 |Isasitemapprovided? = | Yes | No | 1 No |notneeded
7 | screen by olicking on e browsers back bution? AT is opened in new window, would be useful notto open in new
y 9 : where back button is disabled, window and have the back button
Yes No |. . . No ; .
it is needed to use site available.lt does seem to work with
navigation instead the back button
5.8 | Are the task sequences standardized —ie.are | [ | |
there similar conditions for performing similar tasks | Yes Yes Yes
.| Withinthe same sequence? .l ..
5.9 | Does the web site contain a FAQ section? manual is provided. AT is
Yes No | intended to be used by trained No
! S B 51 ¢ N IS
5.10 | Is breadcrumb navigation provided? Yes No No
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6 Scrolling and Paging
6.1 | Does the web site need horizontal scrolling? Yes No No
6.2 | Does the web site need a lot of vertical scrolling? | | Yes | No | depending on screen resolution
7 Headings, Titles, and Labels
7.1 | Does the language used on the AeG web site
correspond to the language commonly used by the Yes Yes
.. \fargetusers? .
7:2 | Isthe title on each web page appropriate? | | Yes | Yes | notin all pages, please see report
7.3 | Is the title on each web page unique? Yes Yes
7.4 | Are the most significant data highlighted? | | Yes | Yes |
7.5 | Do all tables have headers and captions? | Yes | No | | No |
7.6 | Aretables used to display only tabular data (ie. | | | |
not used for presentation purposes)? Yes No No
7.7 | Are the headings of the data tables clear and Yes | but not marked as headings
._._laccurate? el
7.8 | Is the main content clearly distinguished by using there is no text content in AT.
the HTML heading tags? Yes No | All the information is of tabular No
_________________________________________________________________________________________ kind.
7.9 | Are the HTML heading tags used for presentation
(e.g. to make a word bold)? Yes | No No
8 Links
8.1 | Is it true that items that are not clickable do not Only buttons are clickable in
have the same characteristics with clickable items? | Yes | Yes AT Yes
8.2 | Can the important content be accessed frommore | | | Text button and image button | |
than one link? Yes | Yes | are provided in pairs for Yes
| fdmportantlinks )
8.3 | If a graphical link is used, does it clearly indicate
the purpose/destination of the link? Yes | Yes Yes
8.4 | Does the colour of the link change after it has been | yeg No | no links used No
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used? 5
8.5 | Are the links clearly distinguishable to user (without | [ | ‘;
searching for them by using the cursor)? Yes | Yes n/a 5
786 | Isittrue that the length of the text linksis | | | T Ty
appropriate (e.g. no longer than one line and atthe | Yes Yes Yes ;
—...__|sametimenottooshort)? |l
8.7 | Are the internal and external links clearly . 5
| distinguishea? " | Yes | ves |Noewwemallinks | ] e !
8.8 | Are there links described as "click here" or "...can No No :
__________ be found here™? .
8.9 | Do links open in new windows / tabs? Only start link opens new
Yes | Yes | window (wit h disabled No
toolbars)
9 Text Appearance
9.1 | Do text and background have high-contrast? Yes | Yes | fully customizable in CSS Yes
9.2 | Is size and spacing of characters used and
visualized consistently throughout the AeG web Yes Yes Yes
site?
9.3 | Are the used fonts familiar for users (e.g. Times
New Roman, Arial, Helvetica, Verdana, etc.)? Yes | Yes Yes
9.4 | Are font types used and visualized consistentty | [ |
throughout the AeG web site? Yes | Yes Yes
9.5 | Are the different font characteristics used forone | [ |
or two words or short phrases only? Yes | No No
9.6 | Can the user increase the font size by the browser | , [ | | .|
: Yes Yes Yes
provided features?
10 | Screen-Based Controls
10.1 | Are the rleq.uweq and optional data entry fields Yes Yes Yes
...l Glearlydistinguished? ..
10.2 | Is the case SenSitiVity Clearly communicated to Yes No No could be added if |Ogin details are
users? case sensitive
10.3 | Do the users need to enter the same information
more than once (e.g. the system does not Yes | No No
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populated the user's name when a form is loaded)?

10.4 | If users use a link available on a form during

information entry, is the entered information Yes No No
__________ preserved after they return? Ll
10.5 | Is the search input box at least 30 characters long? | Yes No | No search on AT n/a
10.6 | Are the radio buttons used in case users canselect | | | |
one response from a list of mutually exclusive Yes No n/a
e LORNONS Y .
10.7 | Are aI_I qata entry controls accompanied by Yes Yes Yes
descriptive labels?
11 | Graphics, Images, and Multimedia
11.1 | Are all clickable images labelled? Yes Yes Yes
11.2 | Areimage maps used inthe website? | Yes | No | | No |
11.3 | Are video, animations and audio used only when Yes Ves | mo vike, coimeems o e n/a
__________ NECESSAIY? ..
11.4 | Do images transfer intended information to users? yes but always duplicated with accompanied by alternative
Yes Yes Yes S
_________________________________________________________________________________________ text ... |descriptons
11.5 Are_ the acronyms and abbreviations clearly Yes n/a
defined?
12 | Content organisation and format
12.1 | Are related information and functions grouped Yes Yes Yes
o together? ..
12.2 !s the nu_mberl of clllcks required to find relevant Yes Yes Yes | except navigating to the first page
... information minimised? Ll T
12.3 | Are th_ere any links to outside sources and Yes No No
__________ materials?
12.4 | Can the documents be found in a printable format? | Yes n/a
125 | Isthere aprintversioncss? | Yes | No | n/a
13 | Search
13.1 | Is it true that the search results provide precise
information in a clear format? Yes n/a
13.2 | Isit true that the search engine is notcaseand | Yes | | | 1, na
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accent sensitive?
13.3 | Is a search function available inallpages? | Yes | No | | loa
14 | User help
14.1 | Does the system always display an error message couldn't make it to behave
when it behaves inappropriately? Yes | Yes inappropriately
142 | Is there any additional information howtouse the | | | |
AeG web site (e.g. description of the best ways to Yes Yes No
navigate it)?

Thank you for taking the time to complete the questionnaire!

Appendix C — Detailed Results per page

P?c?e Is;ge E;ZZOf Description Reference (‘:,:Ig?kc:) c:i.r(l)t Priority
0 1 Accessibility HTML code is not valid 0-1 3.2 2
0 2 Usability HTML title tag is missing
0 3 Accessibility CSS code is not valid 0-3 3.2 2
0 4 Accessibility Input form controls do not have a corresponding label 124 2
0 5 Accessibility Access-eGov logo image alt should be more informative e.g. "Access eGov logo" 1.1 1
0 6 Accessibility Identify the document language 4.3 3
0 7 Accessibility Provide a skip to content link
0 8 Accessibility Use header elements to convey document structure 3.5 2
1 1 Accessibility HTML code is not valid 1-1 3.2 2
1 2 Usability HTML title tag is missing
1 3 Accessibility Identify the document language 4.3 3
1 4 Accessibility Provide a skip to content link
1 5 Accessibility Use header elements to convey document structure 3.5 2
1 6 Usability It is no identified that this is the main page (homepage) of the tool
1 7 Accessibility  Access-eGov logo image alt should be more informative e.g. "Access eGov logo" 1.1 1
1 8 Accessibility  Alt text is missing in images for selecting offices 1.1 1
2 1 Accessibility HTML code is not valid 2-1 3.2 2
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2 2 Usability HTML title tag is missing
2 3 Accessibility Identify the document language 4.3 3
2 4 Accessibility Provide a skip to content link
2 5 Accessibility Use header elements to convey document structure 3.5 2
2 6 Usabili Text "Organization: Slovak Telecom a.s. Michalovce" is repeated twice without clear
sability Lo L 2-6
indication of what each one is intended for.
2 7 Accessibility Access-eGov logo image alt should be more informative e.g. "Access eGov logo" 1.1 1
2 8 Accessibility Alt text is missing in iconslfor viewing services of selected organisation, list of 11 1
contact persons etc and hide, show details buttons
2 9 Accessibility 'I':orm Igbe!s are pre"s$nt, but_ they are empr, e.g. no controls associated to them, for 12.4 2
organization name"," description of organisation etc.
2 10 Accessibility !dentjfy row headers, e.g., Organization name, link name, link description should be 5-1 1
identified as row headers
2 11 Usability URLs and email addresses should be provided as html links
2 12 Usability It is not clear what the view button does.
2-1 1 Accessibility HTML code is not valid 2-1-1 3.2 2
2-1 2 Usability HTML title tag is missing
2-1 3 Accessibility Identify the document language 4.3 3
2-1 4 Accessibility Provide a skip to content link
2-1 5 Accessibility Use header elements to convey document structure 3.5 2
2-1 7 Accessibility  Access-eGov logo image alt should be more informative e.g. "Access eGov logo" 1.1 1
2-1 8 Usability This page should not be displayed if the organisation has only one service
2-1-1 1 Accessibility HTML code is not valid 2-1-1-1 3.2 2
2-1-1 2 Usability HTML title tag is missing
2-1-1 3 Accessibility Identify the document language 4.3 3
2-1-1 4 Accessibility Provide a skip to content link
2-1-1 5 Accessibility Use header elements to convey document structure 3.5 2
2-1-1 6 Accessibility Access-eGov logo image alt should be more informative e.g. "Access eGov logo" 1.1 1
2-1-1 7 Accessibility  Alt text is missing in icon for show details button 1.1 1
2.1-1 8 Accessibility 'I':orm Igbe!s are pre"s$nt, but_ they are empr, e.g. no controls associated to them, for 12.4 2
organization name"," description of organisation etc.
2.1-1 9 Accessibility !dentjfy row headers, e.g., Organization name, link name, link description should be 5-1 1
identified as row headers
2-1-1 10 Usability Label "View Item" is not indicating what items are currently viewed
2-1-1 11 Usability It is not possible to navigate to the start page from this page
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2-2 1 Usability HTML title tag is missing
2-2 2 Accessibility Identify the document language 4.3 3
2-2 3 Accessibility  Provide a skip to content link
2-2 4 Accessibility Use header elements to convey document structure 3.5 2
2-2 5 Accessibility  Access-eGov logo image alt should be more informative e.g. "Access eGov logo" 1.1 1
2-2 6 Accessibility  Alt text is missing in icon for show details button 1.1 1
2-2 7 Usability It is not possible to navigate to the starting page from this page
2-2-1 1 Accessibility HTML code is not valid 2-2-1-1 3.2 2
2-2-1 2 Usability HTML title tag is missing
2-2-1 3 Accessibility Identify the document language 4.3 3
2-2-1 4 Accessibility Provide a skip to content link
2-2-1 5 Accessibility Use header elements to convey document structure 3.5 2
2-2-1 6 Accessibility  Access-eGov logo image alt should be more informative e.g. "Access eGov logo" 1.1 1
2.9.1 7 Accessibility 'I'=orm Igbe!s are pre'le'ent, bu‘g they are empr, e.g. no controls associated to them, for 12.4 2
organization name"," description of organisation etc.
S Identify row headers, e.g., Organization name, link name, link description should be
E 9 ey identifi)éd as row headergs ° i > !
2-2-1 9 Usability Label "View Item" is not indicating what items are currently viewed
2-2-1 10 Usability It is not possible to navigate to the starting page from this page
2-2-1 11 Usability URLs and email addresses should be provided as html links
2-2-2 1 Accessibility HTML code is not valid 2-2-1-1 3.2 2
2-2-2 2 Usability HTML title tag is missing
2-2-2 3 Accessibility Identify the document language 4.3 3
2-2-2 4 Accessibility Provide a skip to content link
2-2-2 5 Accessibility Use header elements to convey document structure 3.5 2
2-2-2 6 Accessibility  Access-eGov logo image alt should be more informative e.g. "Access eGov logo" 1.1 1
2-2-2 7 Accessibility Form labels are present and input control but not associated correctly 124 2
2.9.9 8 Accessibility !dentjfy row headers, e.g., Organization name, link name, link description should be 5-1 1
identified as row headers
2-2-2 9 Usability Label "View Item" is not indicating what items are currently viewed
2-2-2 10 Usability It is not possible to navigate to the starting page from this page
2-2-2 11 Accessibility Icons for "Add another value..." buttons do not have alt text 1-1 1
292 12 Accessibility If style sheets are switched off, it is not clear what is the use of "Add another 6-1 1

value..." buttons
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ANNEX 3 — Personal Assistant Accessibility and Usability
Evaluation Report

Executive Summary

This report describes accessibility and usability evaluation of the Personal Assistant of
Access-eGov. Accessibility evaluation was based on W3C's Web Content Accessibility
Guidelines (WCAG) 1.0", while usability evaluation was based on the usability guidelines
produced for the project and are document and documented in Quality Assurance Process &
Risk Management report (Amendment to D1.3).

Section 2 describes the Personal Assistant version evaluated and section 3 the evaluators’
expertise. The review process based on the W3C's Conformance Evaluation method is
described in Section 4. Based on this evaluation, the Access-eGov Personal Assistant is
close to meeting all three conformance levels of WCAG 1.0 including Triple A. General
and detailed review results are available in Section 6 below. Feedback on this evaluation is
welcome.

 hitp://www.w3.0rg/TR/'WCAG10/
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16 Introduction

Conformance evaluation of Web accessibility requires a combination of semi-automated
evaluation tools and manual evaluation by an experienced reviewer. The evaluation results in
this report are based on evaluation conducted during the period January, February 2007. The
Web site may have changed since that time.

Usability evaluation was conducted by experienced evaluators and was based on usability
guidelines produced for the project and are document and documented in Quality Assurance
Process & Risk Management report (Amendment to D1.3)".

17 Web site reviewed

This report describes the evaluation of the Personal Assistant on a separate release that was
set up for evaluation purposes only, with the following details.

Name of Web site  Access-eGov Personal Assistant
Base URL of site http://esprit.ekf.tuke.sk/acg-client/
Usernames used anonymous
URL's included in review Since all pages of the tool have the same url, screen
shots are provided. Each page was given a unique
number to refer to. Screenshots and page ids are
provided in the following section.
URL's excluded from review none
Range of dates on which review 11/2/2007 — 19/2/2007
conducted
Natural language(s) of Web site English interface with German data

15 Access-eGov Deliverable Quality Assurance Process & Risk Management report (Amendment to D1.3)
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17.1Pages evaluated

Pageid Description Screenshot
Choose language B JE
Personal Assistant - field test,pilot User Aonyfous

0 Start page Accessaﬁov

B Family matters @

(@) Help

*Disclaimer policy
*Privacy policy

1 Selection of ” - S
. SESSNAE2Y  Personal Assistant - field test,pilot User Anonymeus
life event

W Family matters

Life Event Marriage (@

(@) Help
“Disdlaimer policy
*Privacy policy
2 Life event G e e
5“7“51@%’4 Personal Assistant - field test,pilot User A

start page

Life Event Marriage

j Description M ‘Customize life situation '\,1

General information

The ciil marriage

Engagement

After marriage

Law regulations and marriage confract
Getling married abroad

Eurther info

Geta
cerfificate of registration
(Aufenthalisbescheinigun:

General information

@ Reservisg Starting a partnership for life is probably one of the most important decisions you make in your life. In
date and a location for Germany, a civil marriage is declared by a marriage ceremony, performed through a registrar.

LR S For same-sex partnerships the German law provides the possibility to start a ciil partnership® (links in this section

refer to further information in German only). Besides it is possible to live in an unmarried partnership®.

@ Marriage The civil marriage
Ceremony

If you want to get married in Germany, you have to register for marriage at the responsible registry office
(Standesamt) in a first step. After registration for marriage, you can get married at any registry office in
Germany. To this end you have to fix a date for the marriage with the registry office at the place of marriage
and, if you want to get married at a special location, you might have to reserve the location in advance. Before

0 Choose language . g2
3 (;HSt?mls.e peesshatoy Personal Assistant - field test,pilot User fromymous
life situation

*  Life Event Marriage Life Event Marriage
A— 'm Description Customize life situation ]

marriage

In order to best advise you what to do to solve you particluar life situation some questions need to be
answered. Their answeres will then be processed by the system and the pretiminary list of activities needed to
progess in solution of your life situation will be presented on the left side.

ceta

= Dves
certificate of registration Are you 18 years or older?* =
(Aufenthaitsbescheinigun O No
(@ German
Whatis your nationality? * -
Reserving a % 4 © slovak @

date and a location for
the marriage

Select values from combobox and add to table using “Add to ist™ button
Where is your place of residence in Germany?

State* Igelect aption] =R

Marriage
Ceremony Region *

Municipality *

Select values from combobox and add to table using "Add ta list” button

Where do you like to have your wedding ceremony?

State* [ [Setect option] =2
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4 Life event
scenario

Access(ZGov

Choose language I R

User Anonymous
1PN

Personal Assistant - field test,pilot

customised
@Reglslraliﬂn To D

marriage

B .. B

certificate of registration
(Aufenthaltsbescheinigun)

=
& fesenngs B

date and a location for
the marriage

Marriage
Ceremony

5 Activity
requirements

" Life Event Marriage Life Event Marriage

Description Customize life situation W

Thank you for providing the information needed. The system created pretiminary list of activities required to
solve your life situation. The list is on the left panel. Click on those tasks to learn further datails and discover
relevant govenment services.

Reenter data

() Help

* Disclaimer policy
= Privacy palicy

Chuose language S B4

User Anonymous
-
Bl

Personal Assistant - field test,pilot

gistration for
marriage

Geta
certificate of reg

(Aufenthaltsbescl

L=y
2 cetonm B

certificate indicating
natural parents

Proof of academic
degree.

Get a birth certificate indicating natural parents
R g )

Activity : Get a birth certificate indicating natural parents

Required items and resuits of an activity
These items are required to perform the activity

Payment:
© TOEUR

Note that, fee for ordering further copies of this document at the same time costs half of the original: for
each (in Euro).

Results of this activity

* Birth certificate indicating natural parents (Abstammungsurkunde)®

Reenter data
(2) Help
* Disclaimer policy
* Privacy policy

6 Service
details

A ccess‘aGov

Choose language NI (28

User Anonymous
EIPREY

Personal Assistant - field test,pilot

certificate of registration
(Aufenthaitsbescheinigun

4 Getabirth b=
certificate indicating
natural parents

Proof of academic
degree.

sotoin B

cerfificate indicating

natural parents

Get a certificate of registration (Aufenthaltsbescheinigung)

o | o ernens ) e |

Select service fromlist. These services are equivalent and you need ta use only one of them.

List of services
Geta certificate of i in

Certificate of registration (Aufenthaltsbescheinigung) from Eutin

Geta certficate of registration (ram Flensburg)

Get a certficate of registration in Husum

Get a certificate of registration in Glinde

Geta certficate of registration from Schieswig

Geta certficate of registration in Libeck

Geta certficate of registration for the registration for marriage
(Geta centificate of registration from Kropp

Geta certificate of from the

offfice Bad Segeberg o

Get a certificate of registration from Schwarzenbek-Land

Responsible organization: Amt Schwarzenbek-Land, registration office

Citizens' Advice Bureau Schwarzenbek-Land

Location address
Gillzower Str. 1
=i

Note:

The pages that are displayed by the system depend, on the scenario followed by the user.
Therefore it is almost impossible to test every single page. However, every attempt has been
made to test one page from each type of page.

18 Reviewers

e-ISOTIS (ISO) assigned three reviewers to conduct the evaluations from its associates. The
reviewers have experience in the following areas:

e Web mark-up languages and validation tools
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e W3C evaluations

e Web Content Accessibility Guidelines 1.0 (WCAG 1.0) and 2.0 (WCAG 2.0)
e Use of computer-based assistive technologies and adaptive strategies

e Web design and development

e Requirements engineering for IT products

e Training of end users

e Expert and end user evaluations

All reviewers fluently speak and write in the English language.

19 Evaluation Process
This section describes the accessibility and usability evaluation process.

19.1Accessibility evaluation process

Accessibility of a web site has several aspects that need to be checked. The most widely
adopted accessibility guidelines and conformance checklists are the Web Content
Accessibility Guidelines 1.0 (WCAG) developed by the World Wide Web Consortium (W3C
http://www.w3.org/). The accessibility of the Personal Assistant was validated for
conformance to AAA level according to WCAG 1.0. Description of conformance levels is
provided in the next section.

19.1.1 Accessibility validation tools

For the accessibility validation electronic tools were used in addition to the experts’ review.
The following tools were used:
e  WAVE 3.0 Accessibility Tool'® against Wave complete'’, including all levels of
WCAG 1.0

e ATRC Web Accessibility Checker'® against WCAG 1.0 AAA level"”

19.1.2 Accessibility Conformance levels

WCAG defines several checklists a website needs to satisfy in order to be accessible and
usable. Checkpoints are grouped in priority levels®’, based upon the checkpoint's impact on
accessibility.

e Priority 1
A Web content developer must satisfy this checkpoint. Otherwise, one or more groups
will find it impossible to access information in the document. Satisfying this checkpoint
is a basic requirement for some groups to be able to use Web documents.

1 http://wave.webaim.org/index.jsp

17 http://wave.webaim.org/wave/PreferencesHome.jsp

18 http://checker.atrc.utoronto.ca/index.html

1% http://checker.atrc.utoronto.ca/servlet/ChangeGuideline
20 hittp://www.w3.org/ TR/WCAG 1 0/#priorities
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e Priority 2
A Web content developer should satisfy this checkpoint. Otherwise, one or more groups
will find it difficult to access information in the document. Satisfying this checkpoint
will remove significant barriers to accessing Web documents.

e Priority 3
A Web content developer may address this checkpoint. Otherwise, one or more groups
will find it somewhat difficult to access information in the document. Satisfying this
checkpoint will improve access to Web documents.

Based upon the above priorities WCAG defines three levels of website conformance®':

e Conformance Level "A": all Priority 1 checkpoints are satisfied
e Conformance Level "Double-A": all Priority 1 and 2 checkpoints are satisfied

e Conformance Level "Triple-A": all Priority 1, 2, and 3 checkpoints are satisfied

19.2Usability evaluation process

Usability was tested against the guidelines produced for the project and documented in
Access-eGov Deliverable Quality Assurance Process & Risk Management report
(Amendment to D1.3). The validation was done without the se of any automated tool. A
checklist and a questionnaire was created based on the guidelines. The questionnaire was
filled in by the development team and the expert evaluators.

20 Evaluation results
This section describes the summary of results and their details.

20.1Summary of Results

The summary of results are categorised in those regarding accessibility and those elated to the
usability of the tool. Also this section describes the strong accessibility and usability points of
the Personal Assistant.

20.1.1 Accessibility

Currently, the tool does not conform to any the three conformance level. However, the
reasons for this are minimal, repeated in each page and should not be time consuming or
difficult to correct.

The following table lists the number of unique WCAG 1.0 checkpoints not passed (column 2)
per priority and how many times this occurs (column 3) in all the pages validated.

Priority Number of unique checkpoints

2 hitp://www.w3.org/TR/WCAG10/#Conformance
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not addressed

1 1
2 4
3 2

20.1.2 Usability

The usability evaluation has not identified major issues. However, the user trials should
evaluate the tool’s usability more precisely. The following minor suggestions are provided
that could improve the usability of the tool:

e Email addresses to be provided as links

e It would be helpful to the users to provide a legend of the icons used to the left and
right of each task in the workflow, since the users will not be familiar with them at
first and not all users will know to freeze the mouse over the icon in order to see an
explanation

e In the forms containing drop down lists that are data dependent between them, it is
suggested to enable and disable the drop down lists according to whether the user can
select an item from the list. For example the region and municipality lists can be
initially disabled. When the user selects a item from the state list, then the region list
should be enabled and when the user selects an item from the region list then the
municipality list should be enabled.

20.1.3 Strong accessibility and usability points of the tool

The reviewers believe a user familiar with general computer use, shouldn’t require intensive
training in order to use the tool of training required and perhaps the user may not even require
conducting the user manual. However, some familiarisation with the tool is required and once
this is achieved, it is straightforward in its use. This is a good overall indication that the tool
achieves good usability and it is straightforward to use. More details on strong points of the
tool’s design follow:

All interfaces are consistent and self explanatory

Interfaces, actions and information are categorised intuitively

System response time is perfect and does not distract the user

Alt tags are used in most images

The tool support well most screen resolutions, with some horizontal scrolling appearing
Colour use provides good contrast and does not solely convey important information
that may be not viewable to low sight, colour blind or fully blind users

Font size is resizable

The tool does not require severe scrolling

Users with the JavaScript browser functionality disabled can still use the tool

Most pages linearise properly

Skip links are provided in long pages
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20.2Detailed results

The detailed results are divided in two categories. Issues that occur throughout the tool and
are present in the tool’s layout and issues at specific pages. Some further suggestions are
provided at the end of the section, though these only suggest to improve accessibility and
usability of the tool and do not refer to specific violations of the WCAG accessibility
checkpoints.

20.2.1 Issues occurring throughout the tool

This section provides more details about issues that occur throughout the site and appear in
the tool’s presentation template. For each issue a recommendation is provided, although more
info about issues referring to WCAG checkpoints can be obtained from the WCAG 1.0 web
page available at http:// www.w3.org/TR/WCAG10/. Issues are sorted alphabetically.

20.2.1.1 Missing alt text

WCAG checkpoint: 1.1

Priority: 1

HTML input elements and images (including icons) should have alt text. Specific issues
occurring with missing alt text:

1. In the present version of the pages, a screen reader user will have no means of
understanding which language each flag button corresponds to, because of missing alt
text.

Recommendation: Alt text should be provided.

2. This will also be the case for the three buttons under the logged in user label, namely
“start page”, “login” and “create user profile”.
Recommendation: Alt text should be provided.

3. Question mark icon next to Help button (bottom right of screen) does not have alt text.
Recommendation: alt text should be added or be included as background image in the
CSS file

20.2.1.2 Use input device-independent event handlers

WCAG checkpoint: 6.4

Priority: 2

Keyboard event handlers should be used in conjunction with mouse event handlers (onclick,
onmouseover, onmouseout). Event handlers are used throughout the site and it must be
ensured that such event handlers are not tight to particular devices such as mouse or keyboard.

20.2.1.3 Documents should validate to published formal grammars
WCAG checkpoint: 3.2

Priority: 2

Documents should validate against published formal grammars such as the HTML
specification.

Recommendation: The HTML and CSS validator of the W3C can be used to validate the
documents produced.

20.2.14  Avoid deprecated features of W3C technologies
WCAG checkpoint: 11.2
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Priority: 2

Deprecated features of W3C technologies should not be used, such as the border attribute of
the img element in the HTML files. Such attributes are easily set through the CSS file
throughout the site.

20.2.1.5 Separate adjacent links with more than white space

WCAG checkpoint: 10.5

Priority: 3

The links “Disclaimer policy” and Privacy policy should be separated with more than white
space.

Recommendation: The two links can be added in an unordered list with <li> having no “list-
style” in the CSS file to hide bullet points. Alternatives for this are also described under
checkpoint 10.5 (http://www.w3.0rg/TR/WCAG10-HTML-TECHS/#group-bypass)

20.2.1.6 Identify the primary natural language of a document and
changes in the natural language of a document's text

WCAG checkpoint: 4.3, 4.1

Priority: 3,1

Recommendation: The documents natural language can be identified by using the language

attribute and any language changes within the document need to be identified as described by
W3C at http:// www.w3.org/ TR/ WCAG10-HTML-TECHS/#changes-in-lang

20.2.2 Accessibility issues at specific pages

This section identifies accessibility issues per page evaluated. Page ids are defined in section
17.1

20.2.2.1 Page 0 - Start page

e The folder icon has empty alt text. While it is assumed this is intentionally left empty
as it is used for presentation purposes, a better option would be to be included as a
background image in the CSS file

¢ Question mark next to button "Family Matters" is missing alt text

e “Family matters” button is missing alt text

20.2.2.2 Page 1 - Selection of life event

In addition to the above also the
e Life event marriage button is missing alt text

An additional suggestion for this page is to present life events in a list as it would be more
accessible when more than one life event is added.

20.2.2.3 Page 2 - Life event start page

e The list of links at the top of the "Description" tab ("General information", "the civil
marriage", etc..) would be better defined as a list

e Heading levels are skipped (h1 and h3 present while h2 is missing). For example the
"Life event marriage" heading could be set as an h2 (checkpoint: 3.5, priority: 2)
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e Changes in the language of the text need to be identified. For example, under the "Law
regulations..." subheading “Bundesnotarkammer” should be identified as a different
language (checkpoint: 4.1, priority 1)

20.2.2.4 Page3 — Customise life situation

e Empty h3 immediately over the "Are you 18 years..." question
e There are form labels present not associated with any form input

e [cons in the form are missing alt text descriptions

20.2.2.5 Page 6 — Service details

e Contact details of “officers at your disposal” at the bottom of the screen should be
better displayed as a table since this can be considered as tabular data. The table would
have three columns with column headings: “Officer name”, “Phone”, “Email”.

20.2.3 Other suggestions

The hidden progress bar image displayed when navigating between pages is a nice
presentation effect and it does enhance the web site’s usability. However, it is not useful to
people using screen readers. The image currently has “display:none;” in the CSS and most
likely most screen readers will ignore such content. See http://css-
discuss.incutio.com/?page=ScreenreaderVisibility. However, it is good practice to include all
presentational elements in the CSS file than the HTML file. Perhaps it would be possible to
add the image as a background image in a “div”’ within the HTML and set this
“display:none;”. This way screen readers will surely ignore the image.

It is good practice to provide skip to menu, skip to content links. Although not included in the
WCAG 1.0 guidelines, it is a helpful aid for people using screen readers and mobility
impaired users. In the case of the Personal Assistant, it would be helpful to provide links that
all the user to skip everything until the main content or skip everything until the workflow.

As stated by checkpoint 13.3 (priority 2) it would be helpful to the users if some information
about the general layout of the site is provided.

Users are currently informed about links that open in new windows by an asterisk next to the
link. However, at the beginning it is not clear that the asterisk denotes such information. It is
suggested to provide this as text, e.g. “opens in new window” that is also helpful to users
with vision impairments or as an icon with alt text “opens in new window”. The figure below
displays icons used for external links:

2y

20.2.4 Usability Questionnaires

Usability questionnaires have been provided and filled in by the development team and the
experts. Results and issues raised in the questionnaires are indicated in this report and the
completed questionnaires are available in Appendix A.
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21 Conclusions

Although the tool does not conform to any level of WCAG conformance, it is in a very good
state regarding its accessibility and only very few checkpoints need to be looked at in order to
achieve AAA conformance. The tool’s usability is also at a very good level and can be
improved with minor modifications as indicated.
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Appendix A — Usability Questionnaires

Development Team Reviewers
=
c
9o 3 o
R S S
E s c c
0O < <
Question o Comments Comments

User Experience

Does the computer perform the tasks which
can be easily done by it (simple and
repeated)?

Is the accessing time appropriate? (less than
10 seconds)?

Does the system display progress indication
and feedback when the user waits longer than
7 seconds?

Does the system respond quickly when used
through 56Kbit connection?

Are fees displayed in all relevant currencies?
(i.e. for Slovak localisation of AeG in SKK and
possibly EUR, for Polish localisation PLN and

Has the AeG web site been tested if it is
accessible by IE7, IE6, Mozilla, Safari and
Opera browsers?

It is suggested to add an information
label that the page will expire after X
minutes

It is good practice to provide such
feedback
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1.9 | Is a privacy policy statement provided and
available from the concerning parts of the AeG Yes Yes Yes
web site?
2 Accessibitity | |
21| D [ ion? -1 i
o colours convey information Yes Yes But not only - i. e. together with No
_____________________________________________________________________________________ somethingelse
2.2 | Are all non-text items provided with a text Most of them are.
alternative? Yes Yes Most of them
2.3 | Do the text alternatives clearly describe the Y """"""""""""""""""""""""""" Y """""""""""""""""""""""""""
_________ purpose of the non-texttem? | | Y\ L
2.4 | Are skip links provided at the beginning of
every web page (e.g. skip to main content, skip Yes Yes Yes | for long pages only
o ffomenu)?
2.5 | Does the site provide keyboard shortcuts? Yes No No | suggested
2.6 | Is there an accessibility statement? [ Yes | No | | No |suggested
3 Starting Page of Application
3.1 | Does the user have access to the starting page
of the application from any other page? Yes Yes Yes
3.2 | Does the starting page of the applicaton [ | |
contain the most important options and links of No Yes
o thesite? .
3.3 | Does the user need to scroll down to see all
relevant information on the starting page of Yes No No
the application?
4 Page Layout
4.1 | Are all critical contents and navigation options
positioned toward the top of the page? Yes Yes Yes
4.2 | Are the pages too crowded with information? | Yes | No | "IN |
4.3 Ar_e the mformahon items of the same category Yes Yes Yes
._..lalignedconsistently? L.
4.4 | Do the |ayOUtS of the pages adeSt the page However, horizontal |ayout is
size to monitor resolution settings? Yes Yes required
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Not relevant (at this state)

Yes
Yes
_Yes | No
_Yes | Yes
Yes
Yes Yes
Yes
Yes Yes
_Yes | Yes
Yes
_Yes | No
Yes Yes
Yes Yes
Yes No

4.5 | Are longer pages used to match the structure
of a paper counterpart, to keep related
information together, or to facilitate
-....._| downloading and printing? .
4.6 | Is a list of "anchor links" provided on long
pages with more information below the fold?
4.7 | Are "back to top" links provided on long text
__________ Pages?
4.8 | Does the site use frames?
4.9 | Does the site use javascript?
4.10 | Can people with javascript disabled use the
site?
5 Navigation
5.1 | Is the navigation framework consistent in the
... Whole AeGwebsite? ..
5.2 | Are there clickable table of contents on long
__________ pages? .
5.3 | Does the user get feedback about his location
within the AeG web site and how to proceed to
the next activity?
" 5.4 | Is the primary menu always located on screen?
5.5 | Are the destinations of the links clear from the
content or from the link labels?
5.6 | Isasite map provided?
5.7 | Can the user always go back to the previous
screen by clicking on the browser's back
button?
5.8 | Are the task sequences standardized — i.e. are
there similar conditions for performing similar
_.._.._| tasks within the same sequence?
5.9 | Does the web site contain a FAQ section?
FP6-2004-27020
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5.10 | Is breadcrumb navigation provided? | Yes ‘ No No
6 Scrolling and Paging
Does the web site need horizontal scrolling? i
g Yes No No only very low resolutions may

require horizontal scrolling

6.2 | Does the web site need a lot of vertical
scrolling?

7 Headings, Titles, and Labels

7.1 | Does the language used on the AeG web site
correspond to the language commonly used by Yes Yes
.. [\thetargetusers?
7.2 | Is the title on each web page appropriate? More appropriate titles are
Yes No
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ suggested ...
7.3 | Is the title on each web page unique? Yes No
7.4 | Are the most significant data highlighted> | | | || it is not needed, sometimes they are
No No | emphasised by the use of strong
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ htmlelement ..
7.5 | Do all tables have headers and captions? Yes No | No tabular data presented
7.6 | Aretables used to display only tabulardata [ | |
(i.e. not used for presentation purposes)? Yes Yes n/a
7.7 | Are the headings of the data tables clearand [ | | n/a """""""""""""""""""""""""
._._laccurate? .
7.8 | Is the main content clearly distinguished by
using the HTML heading tags? Yes Yes n/a
79| Arethe HTML heading tagsusedfor [ | |
presentation (e.g. to make a word bold)? Yes Yes No
8 Links
8.1 | Is it true that items that are not clickable do not
have the same characteristics with clickable Yes Yes Yes
o litems?
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8.2 | Can the important content be accessed from Maybe not relevant for AeG
more than one link? Yes No n/a
8.3 | Ifagraphical link is used, does it clearly | Y | Y ________________________________________________ Y ______ with some exceptions mentioned in |
indicate the purpose/destination of the link? €s == ®S | the report

___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

8.4 | Does the colour of the link change after it has

Yes No No
__________ beenused?
8.5 | Are the links clearly distinguishable to user
(without searching for them by using the Yes Yes Yes
LSO e
8.6 | Is it true that the length of the text links is
appropriate (e.g. no longer than one line and at Yes Yes Yes
—...__thesametime nottoo short)? |
8.7 | Are the internal and external links clearly External link used in service .
distinguished? Yes Yes fegmtsan Yes | see report for more details
8.8 | Are there links described as "click here" or No No 1

. |l.canbefound here™? L

8.9 | Do links open in new windows / tabs? External links only (out from the
application)

9 Text Appearance
9.1 | Do text and background have high-contrast? Yes Yes Yes

9.2 | Is size and spacing of characters used and
visualized consistently throughout the AeG Yes Yes Yes
web site?

9.3 | Are the used fonts familiar for users (e.g.

Times New Roman, Arial, Helvetica, Verdana, Yes Yes Yes
B (02 I S RS S
9.4 | Are font types used and visualized consistently
throughout the AeG web site? Yes Yes Yes
9.5 | Are the different font characteristics usedfor | | [ |
one or two words or short phrases only? Yes Yes Yes
9.6 | Can the user increase the font size by the | YesYeS """""""""""""""""""""""""""""" y es ''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''
browser provided features?
10 | Screen-Based Controls
10.1 | Are the required and optional data entry fields [ Yes ‘ Yes Yes
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clearly distinguished?

10.2 | Is the case sensitivity clearly communicated to
users? Yes n/a

10.3 | Do the users need to enter the same

information more than once (e.g. the system
does not populated the user's name when a
104 | If users use a link available on aformduring [ | | |
information entry, is the entered information Yes Yes Yes

Yes n/a
o ong? e
10.6 | Are the radio buttons used in case users can
select one response from a list of mutually Yes Yes Yes

exclusive options?

10.7 | Are all data entry controls accompanied by No Buttons are not labelled

descriptive labels? e Vs
11 | Graphics, Images, and Multimedia
11.1 | Are all clickable images labelled? Yes Yes | Flags are not yet! Yes
11.2 | Are image maps used in the web site? | Yes | ne | ' No |
11.3 | Are video, animations and audio used only Yes Yes No such source =
—._|Whennecessary? .
11.4 lI?Soelrrg:;:\ge:s transfer intended information to Yes Yes Yes | see report for more details
11.5 | Are the acronyms and abbreviations cleary | | | |
: Yes n/a
defined?
12 | Content organisation and format
12.1 | Are related information and functions grouped Yes Yes Yes
o together? .
12.2 | Is the number of clicks required to find relevant
. . L Yes Yes Yes
.. information minimised? |l
12.3 | Are there any links to outside sources and Yes Yes Yes
__________ materials?
12.4 | Can the documents be found in a printable
Yes no
format?
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12.5 | Is there a print version css? Yes no
13 | Search
13.1 | Is it true that the search results provide precise
information in a clear format? Yes n/a
13.2 | Isit true that the search engineisnotcaseand | . | | |
" Yes n/a
._..laccentsensitive? L.
13.3 | Is a search function available in all pages? Yes No n/a
14 | User help
14.1 | Does the system always display an error
message when it behaves inappropriately? Yes Yes Yes
14.2 | Is there any additional information howtouse | | |
the AeG web site (e.g. description of the best Yes Yes Yes
ways to navigate it)?
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