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1 Introduction (Leader: GiuntiLabs) 
 

The evaluation of LearnWeb2.0 is carried out following the methodology and the 

guidelines of the project. This deliverable refers to the following documents: 

¶ TENCompetence Handbook page 66  

¶ D 4.1 Pilot Evaluation Plan page 116, appendix 3  

¶ ID5.9: KRSM first cycle evaluation outcomes (WP5 previous evaluation)  

¶ DIP-3 version 1.1 page 41 (task description, deliverable definition) 

The evaluation stage of LearnWeb2.0 is very important because it is a new product and it 

still suffers of immaturity. 

 

The evaluation process has been organized in six phases: 

1. Functionality proof carried out by real users 

2. Code quality evaluation carried out by developers, exchanging their role 

3. Improvements/enhancements identification 

4. Implementation of main improvements and bug fixing 

5. Second cycle proof carried out with developers 

6. Identification of remaining improvements/enhancements 

 

2 Validation of the LearnWeb2.0 (UPF) 
 

In this section we present the main conclusions of the first evaluation of the LearnWeb2.0 

tool. This evaluation has focused in two main aspects:  

1. The evaluation of the system functionalities. 

2. The evaluation of the utility of the LearnWeb2.0 tool in a real context. 

 

In order to achieve these goals we develop the evaluation planning according to the 

scenarios developed in the internal deliverable ID5.12. We divided the evaluation in two 

main parts: a functional testing and an evaluation experience with real users. 

 

The functional testing of the LearnWeb2.0 consists on a set of tests run by two software 

experts. The results of this testing show the main errors and faults of the system: 

LearnWeb2.0. They have been carefully collected in checklists including the observations 

and some comments to improve the system.  

 

The evaluation experience was performed in La Verneda School for Adults 

(http://www.edaverneda.org/) with 14 real users. The results of this evaluation allow as to 

analyze those quality attributes such as reliability or usability.  

 

The tests have been done with the application available at http://phpcake.it.fmi.uni-

sofia.bg/. 

http://dspace.ou.nl/bitstream/1820/993/3/ID1.3-TENCompetence%20Handbook%20on%20Integrated%20Quality%20Assurance%20and%20gender%20Mainstreaming.pdf
http://dspace.ou.nl/bitstream/1820/684/7/TENCompetence-D41-v2-December2006.pdf
http://dspace.ou.nl/bitstream/1820/1050/1/ID5.9-KRSM%20first%20cycle%20portotype%20evaluation%20outcomes-DSpace%20version.pdf
http://www.partners.tencompetence.org/mod/resource/view.php?id=360
http://phpcake.it.fmi.uni-sofia.bg/
http://phpcake.it.fmi.uni-sofia.bg/
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2.1 Functional testing: Unit and Integration Checklist (UPF) 

In order to provide a complete analysis of all the system functionalities we have 

developed a Unit and Integration tests. The Unit testing searches for defects in, and 

verifies the functioning of software that is separately stable. It has been run by a software 

expert different from the developer. The Integration testing consist in verifying if the 

units work evaluated in the Unit testing are correctly integrated and related among them: 

interfaces between units, complete processing chain and relation controls within the 

system including several modules and /or in combination with database. We also 

performed a test of the functionality requirements established in deliverable ID5.12. The 

results of these tests are indicated and explained in the following tables: 

 

- Table 1: Unit and Integration Test: Calamities 

- Table 2: Unit and Integration Test: Functionality 

- Table 3: Unit and Integration Test: Integration 

- Table 4: Unit and Integration Test: Storage 

- Table 5: Functional Requirements Test 

We havenôt distinguish the aspects that correspond to the Unit test or the Integration test 

for providing an easy reading, however the distinctions and a more detailed description of 

each of them  are explained in  (D 4.1 Evaluation Plan, p. 118 and 119). In the 

observation column, we marked with Fail (in red) those aspects that doesnôt work 

properly and have to be reviewed,  with Ok (in green) those which work properly and 

with Ok (in orange) those which work fine but have to be reconsidered for different 

aspects.  

 

 

Unit and Integration Test: Calamities 

Aspect: Monkey test Observations 

Main Menu   

Functionality Home Fails. This link is not related to any (information) page. 

Functionality My 

HomePage 

Ok 

 

Functionality Search Ok 

Menu Option My 

HomePage 

 

Functionality My Profile Ok 

Functionality Change 

Photo 

Fails. It is not available 

My Bookmarks Ok 

My Resources Ok, it links correctly to the resource 

Inside My Resources - Resource button: Ok 

- Download: It opens a new web page but doesnôt allow 

the user to save directly the resource. 

- Share: Fails 

- Upload a modified version: Fails 
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- Rate: Ok 

- Insert your tag: Fails. It doesnôt show to the user the 

list of tags associated to his account. 

- Insert your comment field: Ok 

My Tags Ok 

Inside My Tags - Tag button: Ok 

My Comments Ok 

Inside My Comments - Resource button: Ok 

My Rates Ok 

Inside My Rates - Resource button: Ok 

- Edit metadata: Ok 

My Groups Ok 

Menu Option Search   

Selection menu Ok, however, the categories donôt vary. If the user has 200 

categories, there will appear 200 categories in the selection 

menu? 

Create/Upload 

resource Menu 

 

Create a new group Ok 

Upload a picture It fails sometimes with the direct access to the application (it 

doesnôt recognize the password added in the profile). 

Upload and audio file It fails sometimes with the direct access to the application (it 

doesnôt recognize the password added in the profile). 

Upload a video It fails sometimes with the direct access to the application (it 

doesnôt recognize the password added in the profile). 

Upload a file Ok 

In Upload a file: File 

Browse button 

Ok 

In Upload a file: Date 

menu 

Ok 

Other buttons  

Logout When clicking on this option, the system doesnôt refresh the 

screen with the new information and leave the information 

from the previous functionality. 
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Unit and Integration Test: Functionality 

Aspect Observations 

Field type  Which values are accepted or refused and which length is 

supported 

Login field Ok. All values and any length except spaces. 

Pass field Ok. All values and any length. 

URL field Ok. It only support strings with an URL format. 

Other metadata fields Ok.  All values and any length. 

Validity test date fields  

Date in the Upload a file 

option 

Ok. We have to clarify if it corresponds to the date in which 

the resources is uploaded or in which it is created. If we 

choose the last option it is ok, if we choose the other one, we 

have to delete the years before 2008. 

Checking the overview 

screens 

Checking if all the overview screens are present. 

Home overview Fails. It doesnôt load anything. 

My HomePage  Ok 

Search Ok 

Resources overview Ok 

Paging up and paging 

down on overview 

screens 

 

Home overview Ok 

My HomePage  Ok 

Search Ok 

Resources overview Ok. Necessary to scroll down to see the space for comments 

when it is void of comments. 

Completeness Checking if all the buttons or fields are present 

Change photo (in My 

HomePage) 

Fails. It is not activated. 

Share (in the Resources 

Overview) 

Fails. It doesnôt do anything. 

Upload modified version 

(in the Resources 

Overview) 

Fails. It doesnôt do anything. 

Delete buttons Fails. No option for delete a resource is available. 

Position on screen Check if all the objects are on the right position on the screen 

Menu My HomePage Fails. It should be located in the centre of the screen. 

Search Menu Fails. It is not very visible, it should be reallocated. 
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Unit and Integration Test: Storage 

Aspect Observations 

Deleting records Fails. The system doesnôt provide the option to delete a 

resource. 

Deletion of multiple 

records at the same 

time 

Fails. The system doesnôt provide the option to delete a set of 

resources at the same time. 

Deletion of all records 

in one action 

Fails. The system doesnôt provide the option to delete a set of 

resources at the same time with one action.( using only one 

button) 

Check if the fields are 

stored correctly when 

storing a new record.  

Ok. But we have to provide a shorter list of document 

possibilities and automatically detect the file type because if 

the user fails selecting the file type, he could not upload the 

resource. 

Concurrent usage  Fails. It is not enough stable in this aspect. When two users 

have access to the same resource and one of them adds a 

comment to the document, the other user has problems with 

the visualization of the contribution to the resource of his 

colleague.  

Time out Fails. With good connections, it works slowly. With slow 

connections, the application doesnôt run properly and the 

access to the resources becomes impossible because the 

session finishes before finishing the access. 

 

 

 

Functional Requirements Test 

Aspect Observations 

Create a Knowledge 

Resource 

Fails. The system doesnôt provide the option to delete a 

resource. 

Deletion of multiple 

records at the same 

time 

Fails. The system doesnôt provide the option to delete a set of 

resources at the same time. 

Deletion of all records Fails. The system doesnôt provide the option to delete a set of 

Unit and Integration Test: Integration 

Aspect Observations 

Integration between 

different subsystems of 

the application 

Ok.  

Testing Broadcasts 

(internal messages) 

sent from one system 

to other systems 

Ok. We have to review the access with the Fedora Data Base, 

is sometimes happens that, when uploading a resource and 

another user enters to the system, this new user doesnôt find 

the resources uploaded by the other. 
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in one action resources at the same time with one action.(only using one 

button) 

Check if the fields are 

stored correctly when 

storing a new record.  

Ok. But we have to provide a shorter list of document 

possibilities and automatically detect the file type because if 

the user fails selecting the file type, he could not upload the 

resource. 

Concurrent usage  Fails. It is not enough stable in this aspect. When two users 

have access to the same resource and one of them adds a 

comment to the document, the other user has problems with 

the visualization of the contribution to the resource of his 

colleague.  

Time out Fails. With good connections, it works slowly. With slow 

connections, the application doesnôt run properly and the 

access to the resources becomes impossible because the 

session finishes before finishing the access. 

 

2.2 Quality Testing (UPF) 

 

Quality test: Reliability  

Maintain a specified level of performance when use under specified conditions 

Aspect Observations 

Maturity  - Ok. The tool doesnôt fall down when an error is produced. 

Fault tolerance - Ok. The tool maintains a level of performance in cases of 

software faults. 

Recoverability - Fails. The tool doesnôt maintain the information and the data 

introduced by the user when  

Reliability  - Ok 

 

 

Quality test: Usability 

Be understood, learner, used and attractive to the user, when used under specified 

conditions 

Aspect Observations 

Understandability - Fails.  

- The name of the titles and menus have to be reviewed 

in order to express better its contexts: ñUpload a fileò 

for ñStore a resourceò. 

- The pages have to be refreshed according to user 

actions. 

- Main menu: Once the user clicks on a menu and, after 

this, he chooses another menu option the central page 

is not refreshed and the user sees the information listed 

with the previous menu. 

- The tree of the categories resource has to be clarified. 

- Add pop up windows in each of the functionalities. 
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- Add an option in each page to come back to the 

previous page. 

- Reorganize the menus in the screen. 

- Increase the time of the session. 

- Maintain the fields configured in the Profile option 

from within sessions. 

Learnability  - Fails. 

- Use more intuitive icons and a better organization of 

the functionalities (see comments in section 2.4). 

- Use constant structures and organizations of the menus 

Operability  - Fails.  

- Add information messages. 

- Decrease the wainting times for loading pages. 

- Activate all the buttons and functionalities. 

Attractive ness - Ok 

- The design is coherent with the design of the 

TENCompetence tools. 

- Distribute correctly the menus on the screen to make it 

more attractive. 

 

2.3 Validation proof with real users (UPF) 

This section shows the results of a validation proof of the LearnWeb2.0 in La Verneda 

School for Adults in Barcelona (http://www.edaverneda.org/). The idea was to use the 

LearnWeb2.0 tool in a real context with non-expert users and with other technical 

characteristics.  

 

For the evaluation we planned an activity of one hour in which 14 users. There were 14 

students working in pairs and there was one computer per pair, this is, 8 computers. Each 

group has a different account to access the application. All the accountsô profiles were 

prepared before the experience by the evaluators and have access to the same accounts of 

each of the Web 2.0 services integrated in the tool. Thus, the accounts for the Web 2.0 

were shared by all the users of the activity.  

 

For the activity, the students received a printed document with the main instructions for 

performing the activity. Three evaluators wrote the main problems detected and their 

observations during the experience and a questionnaire for the users was designed (see 

annex Questionnaire Experience LaVerneda). The questionnaire include three questions 

related to the three main points to evaluate: 1) the tool as a support for stimulating the 

Knowledge resource sharing, 2) the tool as a support for educational contexts and 3) the 

too as a Knowledge Resources repository. 

 

 The activity was planned in different steps: 

1. Login to the application LearnWeb2.0. 

2. Access to My HomePage and navigate through the menu Create/Upload a 

Resource. 

http://www.edaverneda.org/
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3. Go to the functionality Upload a File and store a picture from the desktop. 

4. Go to the search functionality and look for the pictures of the rest of the group. 

5. Comment some of the pictures using the functionality Insert your comment. 

 

2.3.1 Observations from the experience 

The experience with real users showed that there are some aspects of the tool that has to 

be improved. The first problem appear in the first step of the activity, when the users tried 

to login the application. Only three of the groups could access to the application. The 

other users have problems when loading the main page and screen and insert the user 

name and password. Then in the same page appears a message with the text ñYou are not 

loggedò. They couldnôt continue the activity. One of the hypothesis is the low internet 

access quality level. Although in the previous hour they can use without any problem the 

following tools: Google, Flickr, Picasa and Slideshare.  

 

From the three groups that could access to the application, two of them couldnôt see the 

icons in My HomePage menu and had to stop the activity at this point. Only one of the 

groups could access to the Upload a file functionality but, when clicking on it, a new 

window was open without any information. 

 

The experience had to finish at this point after 30 minutes trying to access the application 

without success. We cannot do the questionnaires but we expect to do it in next validation 

proofs. 

 

Here we transcribe the observations of one of the evaluators:  

 

ñThe experience begins at 10:15 am. There are 14 students and some of they are in pairs 

to proof the tool. In summary, there are 8 groups per computer. 

First, they have to put the address of the leanweb2.0 tool in the navigator, (one of the 

problems is the "-" between uni-sofia). 

All the groups insert the link and they can see the home page of the tool. 

Then they insert the user-name and password (eval 1.... eval8). The majority of 

the groups have problems with the login, because the tool after showing 

the window "login....", finally in the main window there are a message "you are not 

logged". They can't visualize the other functions. 

Others groups that can login, have problems with the visualization of some of the icons of 

the tool. 

Only one group can view all the icons, but when they press the button "Upload a File" a 

new window appears without any information. 

The experience have to finalise because the students after try during 30 minutes to 

accessing to  the tool, they can't.  

In the previous hour the students had been using the following tools: flickr, picasa, 

slideshare and google 
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2.3.2 Conclusions and recommendations of the experience 

The experience with real users showed some limitations of the tools that will be solved in 

next versions. In the following section we list some of them and recommendations for the 

improvement of the tool. The rest of the problems more related to usability or reliability 

aspects are included in section 2.2 of this document. 

- Solve the concurrency problems when more than two users access to the 

application.  

- Prepare a version of the tool for systems with low Internet connection. 

- Add information messages for the user. 

 

 

2.4 Second Cycle Functional testing (UPF) 

 

The recommendations of the first evaluation cycle led to a quick bug fixing and the 

implementation of urgent enhancements. 

 

A second cycle testing has been performed in collaboration with developers, for an 

immediate bug fixing and server tuning. 

 

We have tried three different browsers: 

- Mozilla 2.0.0.16 

- Safari 3.1.2 

- Internet Explorer  7.0.5730.11 

 

The outcome is depicted in the following tables: 

 

Unit and Integration Test: Calamities 

Aspect: Monkey test Observations 

Main Menu   

Functionality Home Fails. This link is not related to any (information) page. 

Recommenadation: add a text explaining what is LearnWeb 

2.0 and its uses. Add the last 5 comments, rates... that have 

been uploaded. 

Functionality My 

HomePage 

Ok 

 

Functionality Search Ok 

Menu Option My 

HomePage 

 

Functionality My Profile Fails with IE. 

Recommendation: show the credentials already stored by the 

user in previous sessions. 

Java script error when filling the boxes in my profile and 

click on login button with IE : 

Webpage Script Errors 
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User Agent: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 7.0; Windows 

NT 5.1; InfoPath.2; .NET CLR 1.1.4322; .NET CLR 

2.0.50727; .NET CLR 3.0.04506.30; .NET CLR 

3.0.04506.648) 

Timestamp: Wed, 23 Jul 2008 07:46:53 UTC 

 

0. 

Message: 'length' is null or not an object 

Line: 301 

Char: 21 

Code: 0 

URI: http://phpcake.it.fmi.uni-sofia.bg/users/login 

Functionality Change 

Photo 

Fails. It is not available 

My Bookmarks Ok 

The autentication functionalitiy doesnôt work properly with 

Safari and Internet Explorer. 

My Resources Ok, it links correctly to the resource 

Inside My Resources - Resource button: Ok 

- Download: It opens a new web page but doesnôt allow 
the user to save directly the resource. 

- Share: Fails. Not implemented yet. 

- Upload a modified version: Ok 

o Recommendation: all the metadata of a 

resource filled by the creator of the resource 

should be showed in the overview. Now, it is 

not possible to see the description of the 

resources written by its creator. This 

information can be included in an option for 

expanding the information about the resource. 

- Rate: Ok 

- Insert your tag: Ok 

- Insert your comment field: Ok 

My Tags Ok 

Inside My Tags - Tag button: Ok 

My Comments Ok 

Inside My Comments - Resource button: Ok 

My Rates Ok 

Inside My Rates - Resource button: Ok 

- Edit metadata: Ok 

My Groups Ok. 

Recommendation: the service should be open in another 

winddow. 

Menu Option Search   

Selection menu Ok, however, the categories donôt vary.  
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Recommendation: 

- When a resource is displayed, the category should be 

showed in the overview page. 

- When searching by categories, a link to a resource 

should be showed next to each category.  

- The user should select the where to search for 

resources: in fedora or in web 2.0 services. We should 

add this option. 

Create/Upload 

resource Menu 

 

Create a new group Ok 

Upload a picture Ok 

Upload an audio file Ok 

Upload a video Ok 

Upload a file Ok. 

Recommendations:  
The pop-up menu doesnôt work properly for the option upload 

a file. It only works sometimes.  

In Upload a file: File 

Browse button 

Ok 

In Upload a file: Date 

menu 

Ok 

Other buttons  

Logout When clicking on this option, the system doesnôt refresh the 

screen with the new information and leave the information 

from the previous functionality. 
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Unit and Integration Test: Functionality 

Aspect Observations 

Field type  Which values are accepted or refused and which length is 

supported 

Login field Ok. All values and any length except spaces. 

Pass field Ok. All values and any length. 

URL field Ok. It only support strings with an URL format. 

Other metadata fields Ok.  All values and any length. 

Validity test date fields  

Date in the Upload a file 

option 

Ok.  

Recommandation:  
- The date corresponds to the date in which the resource 

is uploaded to Fedora and it should be filled 

automatically by the LearnWeb 2.0 application. The 

user should not be able to change it when uploading a 

resource, only  when editing the metadata associated to 

it. 

Checking the overview 

screens 

Checking if all the overview screens are present. 

Home overview Ok 

My HomePage  Ok 

Search Ok 

Resources overview Ok 

Paging up and paging 

down on overview 

screens 

 

Home overview Ok 

My HomePage  Ok 

Search Ok 

Resources overview Ok. Necessary to scroll down to see the space for comments 

when it is void of comments. 

Recommendation: 

- Add an option for the user to select the number of resources 

to be shown per page and donôt show all the resources 

withoun pagging them. 

Completeness Checking if all the buttons or fields are present 

Change photo (in My 

HomePage) 

Fails. It is not implemented yet. 

Share (in the Resources 

Overview) 

Fails. It doesnôt do anything. 

Recommendation: 

- Since all the resources in the repository are public they are 

also shared. We suggest to delete this option from the resource 

overview. 
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Unit and Integration Test: Storage 

Aspect Observations 

Deleting records Fails. The system doesnôt provide the option to delete a 

resource. It would be implemented in next verisons. 

Deletion of multiple 

records at the same 

time 

Fails. The system doesnôt provide the option to delete a set of 

resources at the same time. 

Deletion of all records 

in one action 

Fails. The system doesnôt provide the option to delete a set of 

resources at the same time with one action.( using only one 

button) 

Check if the fields are 

stored correctly when 

storing a new record.  

Ok. But we have to provide a shorter list of document 

possibilities and automatically detect the file type because if 

the user fails selecting the file type, he could not upload the 

resource. 

Concurrent usage  Ok.  

The system supports now 10 concurrent users but it will be 

extended in the next versions. 

Time out Ok 

 

Upload modified version 

(in the Resources 

Overview) 

Ok . 

Delete buttons Fails. No option for delete a resource is available in this 

version.. It would be implemented in next versions. 

Position on screen Check if all the objects are on the right position on the screen 

Menu My HomePage Fails. 

Suggestion:  It should be located in the centre of the screen. 

Search Menu Fails.  

Suggestion:  It is not very visible, it should be reallocated. Unit and Integration Test: Integration 

Aspect Observations 

Integration between 

different subsystems of 

the application 

Ok.  

Testing Broadcasts 

(internal messages) 

sent from one system 

to other systems 

Ok. We have to review the access with the Fedora Data Base, 

is sometimes happens that, when uploading a resource and 

another user enters to the system, this new user doesnôt find 

the resources uploaded by the other. 
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Functional Requirements Test 

Aspect Observations 

Create a Knowledge 

Resource 

Ok. The system allows the user to upload to the repository any 

type of file and share it with other users. 

Deletion of multiple 

records at the same 

time 

Fails. The system doesnôt provide the option to delete a set of 

resources at the same time. I will be implemented in next 

versions. 

Deletion of all records 

in one action 

Fails. The system doesnôt provide the option to delete a set of 

resources at the same time with one action (only using one 

button). I will be implemented in next versions. 

Check if the fields are 

stored correctly when 

storing a new record.  

Ok.  

Recommendation: 

- The next version will detect authomatically the type of file 

that the user is uploading. 

Concurrent usage  Ok.  

The system supports 10 users concurrently. It will be extended 

in next versions.It is not enough stable in this aspect.  

Time out Ok 

 

 

2.5 Second cycle quality testing (UPF) 

 

 

Quality test: Reliability  

Maintain a specified level of performance when use under specified conditions 

Aspect Observations 

Maturity  - Ok. The tool doesnôt fall down when an error is produced. 

Fault tolerance - Ok. The tool mainatin a level of performance in cases of 

software faults. 

Recoverability - Ok 

Reliabilit y - Ok 

 

 

Quality test: Usability 

Be understood, learner, used and attractive to the user, when used under specified 

conditions 

Aspect Observations 

Understandability - Recommendations:  
o The name of the titles and menus have to be 

reviewed in order to express better its contexts: 

ñUpload a fileò for ñStore a resourceò. 

o The pages have to be refreshed according to 
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user actions. 

o Main menu: Once the user clicks on a menu 

and, after this, he chooses another menu option 

the central page is not refreshed and the user 

sees the information listed with the previous 

menu. 

o The tree of the categories resource has to be 

clarified. 

o Add pop up windows in each of the 

functionalities. 

o Add an option in each page to come back to the 

previous page. 

o Reorganize the menus in the screen. 

o Increase the time of the session. 

o Maintain the fields configured in the Profile 

option from within sessions. 

Learnability  - Recommendations:  
o Use more intuitive icons and a better 

organizations of the functionalities (see 

comments in section 2.4). 

o Use constant structures and organizations of 

the menus 

Operability  - Recommendations:  
o Add information messages. 

o Decrease the wainting times for loading pages. 

o Activate all the buttons and functionalities. 

Attractiveness - Recommendations:  
o The design is coherent with the design of the 

TENCompetence tools. 

o Distribute correctly the menus on the screen to 

make it more attractive. 

 

 

2.6 Summary of the evaluation results and recommendations 
(UPF) 

This section presents a summary of the results extracted from the analysis of the 

functional evaluation and the validation proof with real users a list of recommendations. 

We have organized them according with the basic requirements extracted from Scenarios 

of the document ID5.12. 

 

Search  

The application allows two types of search: 

1. Simple search 

It is performed by the functionality ñSearchò. The user can introduce any type of 

word or sentence and a list of resources associated to it are showed. The evaluators 




