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Executive Summary 
A vital aspect of the development of any ICT system is to check that it actually fulfils its purpose 
with respect to potential stakeholders. This document defines methods for such validation of 
ENVISION. In addition, it produces plans for conducting this validation. Validation activities 
should ensure that all requirements are taken into account by the technical work packages. Fur-
thermore, validation evolves alongside stakeholder requirements (mainly due to changes in relat-
ed policies) so as to ensure that the developed system is complete and consistent. Only high-
level requirement validation is considered, not lower-level verification (e.g. software testing). 

This document introduces the methods and plans for the validation of the ENVISION results that 
will be carried out in the context of the project. We start by discussing the project vision and its 
expected validation activities, structured according to the RM-ODP model. This model divides the 
complexity of the ENVISION project into accessible perspectives, addressing specific problems 
from different points of view. Its short and explicit specification of concepts offers an ideal base for 
the methods described in this document, as they accommodate the difficulties inherent in the 
validation and verification of distributed systems. 

The individual validation activities that are either planned (or are being already performed) are 
discussed in detail in the second part, reflecting the two main methods implying direct contact 
with the end-users: surveys and workshops. They will both implement questionnaires meant to 
retrieve attitudes, thoughts, opinions and facts concerning the ENVISION platform. The overall 
validation of the platform will be completed with the technical aspects validation, through test 
procedures and campaigns (presented in detail in D2.5 Specification and implementation of 
software validation, verification, and testing framework for the ENVISION platform). 



 

 Copyright  ENVISION Consortium 2009-2012 Page 4 / 39 

 

Table of contents 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY .......................................................................................................................... 3 

TABLE OF CONTENTS ............................................................................................................................. 4 

1 INTRODUCTION............................................................................................................................... 5 

1.1 ENVISION OBJECTIVES ................................................................................................................... 5 
1.2 RM-ODP MODEL .............................................................................................................................. 6 

2 ENVISION RESULTS VALIDATION ............................................................................................. 9 

2.1 TOOLS TO VALIDATE THE ENVISION RESULTS ................................................................................ 9 
2.1.1 Surveys ..................................................................................................................................10 
2.1.2 Workshops .............................................................................................................................10 
2.1.3 Questionnaires .......................................................................................................................11 
2.1.4 Technical aspects validation ..................................................................................................12 

2.2 ENTERPRISE VIEWPOINT...............................................................................................................14 
2.2.1 Landslide pilot case ...............................................................................................................14 
2.2.2 Oil spill pilot case ..................................................................................................................14 
2.2.3 Flood pilot case ......................................................................................................................15 
2.2.4 Objectives ..............................................................................................................................16 

2.3 INFORMATION VIEWPOINT ..........................................................................................................17 
2.3.1 Objectives ..............................................................................................................................18 

2.4 SERVICE (COMPUTATIONAL) VIEWPOINT ................................................................................18 
2.4.1 Objectives ..............................................................................................................................18 

2.5 ENGINEERING VIEWPOINT ...........................................................................................................19 
2.5.1 Objectives ..............................................................................................................................19 

2.6 TECHNOLOGY VIEWPOINT ...........................................................................................................20 
2.6.1 Objectives ..............................................................................................................................20 

2.7 RESULT ANALYSIS .....................................................................................................................21 
2.7.1 Surveys and workshops .........................................................................................................21 
2.7.2 Missing values and weighting ...............................................................................................21 
2.7.3 Survey results analysis plan ...................................................................................................22 
2.7.4 Report layout .........................................................................................................................23 

3 CONCLUSIONS ................................................................................................................................24 

4 REFERENCES ...................................................................................................................................24 

A. ANNEX -  ENVISION WORKSHOPS ..........................................................................................25 

A1. ENVISION END-USER WORKSHOPS ............................................................................................25 
A2. WORKSHOPS SURVEY - INTRODUCTION ....................................................................................25 
A3. SURVEY FORM - REAL-TIME MONITORING OF FLOODS IN TRANS-BOUNDARY CONTEXT .........27 
A4. ORGANISATIONS ATTENDING THE WORKSHOP .............................................................................32 
A5. SURVEY FORM - SHARING AND PROCESSING OF ENVIRONMENTAL DATA ON THE WEB .........34 
A6. ORGANISATIONS ATTENDING THE WORKSHOP .............................................................................39 

 



 

 Copyright  ENVISION Consortium 2009-2012 Page 5 / 39 

 

1 Introduction 
Verification and validation processes are very important in the life cycle of software systems, 
whose complexity is continuously increasing. Their development is not complete unless a 
rigorous verification upon the implementation to be consistent with the defined specifications is 
performed. 

The IEEE Standard Glossary of Software Engineering Terminology (IEEE std 610.12-1990, 
1990) defines validation as “The process of evaluating a system or component during or at the 
end of the development process to determine whether it satisfies specified requirements”. The 
verification activity is defined as “The process of evaluating a system or component to determine 
whether the products of a given development phase satisfy the conditions imposed at the start of 
that phase”. Therefore, the verification part only emphasizes whether the output of a certain 
phase corresponds to the given input, without actually demonstrating that the output is correct. It 
is the validation role to check if there are specification problems and to prove that the entire sys-
tem is functional. In another words, verifying a system means Building the system right: ensur-
ing that the system complies with the system requirements and conforms to its design. Validating 
a system means Building the right system: making sure that the system does what it is supposed 
to do in its intended environment. Validation determines the correctness and completeness of the 
end product, and ensures that the system will satisfy the actual needs of the stakeholders. 

Even if these terms are similar, they signify totally different activities; subsequently, their de-
tailed description will be comprised in two different deliverables: 

- D1.3 for the validation of the ENVISION results; 

- D2.5 for specification and implementation of software validation, verification, and testing 
framework for the ENVISION platform. 

The validation and verification activities performed for the ENVISION project are based on its 
general objectives and are structured according to the RM-ODP model, described in the following 
sub-chapters. The main methods used are the following: 

- Test (Given input values are traced through the test item to assure that they generate the 
expected output values, with the expected intermediate values along the way.) 

- Inspection (Visual examination of the system, its documentation, and other associated ar-
tifacts is performed to verify conformance to constraint requirements. 

- Demonstration (The studied system is manipulated to demonstrate that it satisfies quality 
or construction requirements that express certain attributes, but not how they are 
achieved.) 

- Analysis (The studied system is not executed (tested), but its attributes are analyzed by 
performing theoretical or empirical evaluations, often supported mathematically.) 

1.1 ENVISION objectives  

The main objective of the ENVISION project is to provide an ENVironmental Services Infra-
structure with ONtologies for semantically enhanced multilingual discovery and adaptive com-
position of environmental models as services for non ICT-skilled users. 
 
The specific scientific and technological objectives that follow up the main objective are: 
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• Objective 1: Develop an Environmental Decision Support Portal based on a pluggable frame-
work for non ICT-skilled users for on demand semantic discovery and visual chain-
ing of environmental services based on a pluggable decision support portal. 

• Objective 2: Develop a Model-as-a-Service (MaaS) composition portal for making existing and 
new environmental models available as a service. 

• Objective 3: Develop an ontology infrastructure with tools for a non ICT-skilled user to interface 
with ontologies and multilingual semantic annotations of environmental resources 
and data streams. 

• Objective 4: Develop an execution infrastructure with a semantic discovery catalogue and sup-
port for service mediation and adaptive service chaining.  

• Objective 5: Develop and validate the tools and infrastructure based on pilots and scenarios in 
the areas of landslide and oil spill decision support, and further in contact with oth-
er environmental communities. 

 
The following objectives are related to the enhanced ENVISION platform accepted in FP7-
288405 ENVISION-EnlargedEU: 
 
• Objective 6. To develop the real-time component for the ENVISION platform 
• Objective 7. To define and implement a pilot case in the area of “Real-time monitoring of floods 

evolution in trans-boundary context” for demonstrating the new real-time capabili-
ties of the ENVISION platform 

• Objective 8. To provide a framework for extensive and systematic validation, verification, and 
testing of the enhanced ENVISION platform 

 

1.2 RM-ODP model 

This chapter contains a short description of the RM-ODP model and its viewpoints (enterprise, 
information, computational, engineering, technology), emphasizing how RM-ODP is used as a 
reference model for the validation of the ENVISION project. 
 

The Reference Model of Open Distributed Processing (RM-ODP
1
) (ISO/IEC 10746-1:1998

2
) is 

an international standard for architecting open, distributed processing systems. It provides an 
overall conceptual framework for building distributed systems in an incremental manner. The RM-
ODP is a reference model based on precise concepts derived from current distributed processing 
developments and, as far as possible, on the use of formal description techniques for 
specification of the architecture.  Many RM-ODP concepts, possibly under different names, have 
been around for a long time and have been rigorously described and explained. The viewpoints of 
the RM-ODP standards have been widely adopted::  

- They constitute the conceptual basis for the ISO 19100 series of geomatics standards 
(normative references in ISO 19119:2005), and they also have been employed in the 
OMG object management architecture.  

- Applied for the architectural design process in PESCaDO project (FP7-248594) 

- Adopted for the requirements and technology watching in the GIGAS project (GEOSS, 

INSPIRE & GMES an action in support), [FP7-ICT-2007-2] 

                                            
1
 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/RM-ODP  

2
 http://www.iso.org/iso/iso_catalogue/catalogue_tc/catalogue_detail.htm?csnumber=20696  
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- To motivate and specify the basic design decisions derived from user requirements and 
generic architectural principles in the SANY project [FP6-033564 Sensors Anywhere], 
structuring according to the viewpoints of the (RM-ODP) 

- Chosen as the model for describing the requirements for the ENVISION pilots, as docu-
mented in D1.2. 

The viewpoints identify the top priorities for architectural specifications and provide a minimal set 
of requirements to ensure system integrity. They address different aspects of the system and 
enable the ‘separation of concerns’. Hence it is a viable approach for identifying the requirements 
to be validated and verified. 

 
Table 1 describes the 5 viewpoints of RM-ODP, the description according to ISO/IEC 10746, 

and how the different viewpoints are applied in ENVISION. 
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View-
point  
Name 

Definition 
according to 
ISO/IEC 10746 

Mapping to the ENVISION 
architecture 

Examples for the 
ENVISION project 

E
n
te

rp
ri
s
e

 

Concerned with 
the purpose, 
scope and policies 
governing the 
activities of the 
specified system 
within the 
organization of 
which it is a part 
of. 

• Refers to the pilots (land slide, oil 
spill and the flood), the stakeholders, 
the major design constraints (high 
level system requirements and 
architectural principles) and user 
requirements.  

 

• Includes policies and rules that 
govern actors and groups of actors, 
and their roles. 

This viewpoint is the most 
important viewpoint in the 
context of validation, 
particularly the end user 
validation of the ENVISION 
project.  

In
fo

rm
a
ti
o
n

 

Concerned with 
the kinds of 
information 
handled by the 
system and 
constraints on the 
use and 
interpretation of 
that information. 

 

• Focuses on the semantics of the 
information and the information 
processing performed. Describes the 
information managed by the system 
and the structure and content type of 
the supporting data. 

 

• Summarises the data requirements 
in the project, including their 
thematic, spatial, temporal 
characteristics as well as their 
metadata. 

 

Application of INSPIRE 
data as the input for the 
pilots. 
 
 

C
o
m

p
u
ta

ti
o
n

a
l 
 

Concerned with 
the functional 
decomposition of 
the system into a 
set of objects that 
interact at 
interfaces – 
enabling system 
distribution. 

 

Referred to as “Service Viewpoint” 
 

• Summarises the modelling approach 
of Interface and Service Types. 

 

• Differentiates between abstract and 
concrete service platforms. 

 

• Provides the list of standard and 
proprietary interface and service 
specifications. 

 

• Organises them in a service / 
interface taxonomy. 

Service requirements for 
the semantic discovery 
catalogue 
 
List of required Sensor Web 
services. 
 
Classification into the ISO 
19119 Service Taxonomy 
 
W3C Web Services  
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View-
point  
Name 

Definition 
according to 
ISO/IEC 10746 

Mapping to the ENVISION 
architecture 

Examples for the 
ENVISION project 

T
e
c
h
n
o
lo

g
y
 

Concerned with 
the choice of 
technology to 
support system 
distribution. 

• Summarises the technological 
choices of the service platforms and 
their major characteristics used in 
the various projects and initiatives.  

 

• Lists the used technology standards. 
 

• References the development and 
run-time environment. 

 

• Describes the development and run-
time environment using the 
component types of the 
computational viewpoint. 

Composition portal (Oryx), 
ODE execution engine, 
OntoBridge, Liferay 
portlets. 
 
 
 

E
n
g

in
e
e
ri
n

g
 

Concerned with 
the infrastructure 
required to 
support system 
distribution. 

 

• Refers to the mapping of abstract 
service specifications and 
information models to the chosen 
service platform (see technology 
viewpoint) 

 

• Completes validation with semantic 
discovery, semantic annotation and 
mediation. 

 

• Describes the deployment 
architecture as a set of component 
types that adhear to the components 
listed in the Information and 
Computational Viewpoints. 

 

• Refers to the policies applied for 
system and service network 
governance. 

One of the mechanisms 
that allow module 
interaction inside the 
ENVISION platform are the 
ontologies. 
 

Table 1 Mapping of the RM-ODP Viewpoints to ENVISION 

 

2 ENVISION results validation 
This chapter describes the tools used to validate the ENVISION results. 

The process of validating the ENVISION results cannot be completely separated from the 
validation of technical aspects. This document is describing the validation of the objectives. The 
technical part of the validation is explained in D2.5. 

2.1 Tools to validate the ENVISION results 

The main method to validate the ENVISION results imply the direct contact with the end-user, 
through: surveys and workshops. 
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These surveys and workshops must identify: 

- the easiness with which non-ICT users navigate through the ENVISION platform, use its 
functionalities and achieve their final purpose; 

- the level of potential stakeholders satisfaction concerning the realized ENVISION 
platform; 

- aspects of the ENVISION platform that are not easily accessible to the common user; 

- features to be added to the platform, in order to enhance its capabilities (this identification 
does not imply an immediate implementation – but it identifies guidelines to be taken into 
account for further versions of the platform); 

- use of pilot cases to present explicitly enough the ENVISION functionality; 

The target group represents a key notion for all surveys and workshops. The end-users and 
stakeholders that will comprise this target group need to be clearly identified before starting those 
two activities, as the validation result depends on its composition and maximum variance 
(diversity). An unbalanced target group (e.g. between ITC-skilled persons and not ITC-skilled 
persons) may influence the final result of the validation. Also, a preliminary identification of the 
target group would ease the organizational process. 

2.1.1 Surveys 

A survey is a method of gathering information from a number of individuals (usually to assess 
satisfaction or discover needs). This information is gathered through observations that lead 
subsequently to conclusions. Surveys involve a systematic measurement of observations in order 
to come up with valid conclusions. A survey often takes the form of a questionnaire whose 
purpose is to link the information need to the realized measurement. Questions used in surveys 
must be refined to minimize interpretation problems and thus reduce measurement error. 

The ENVISION surveys’ purpose is to interact with potential stakeholders of the platform and 
gather their opinion, through: 

- general questions regarding the platform (navigation, user-friendly aspects); 

- specific questions regarding the functionalities provided by the platform; 

- specific questions regarding a specific pilot case. 

 
The results from the survey will be used to improve the ENVISION platform. 

 

2.1.2 Workshops 

A workshop is a series of educational and work sessions, very useful for interactive learning, 
brainstorming, product presentation and satisfaction assessment. A workshop has two 
components: 

- a technical component (presenting theory in lectures and readings) 

- an applied component (doing a project/product based on the theory previously presented). 

The following phases must be accomplished for creating a good workshop: 

Phase ENVISION workshop 
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- define goals The goals of the ENVISION workshops are the presentation of the 
ENVISION platform, its functionalities and performances as 
environmental modelling tool, as well as the assessment of 
stakeholders’ satisfaction regarding this product. 

- decide who will attend Three groups of stakeholders are identified for the ENVISION 
platform: end user communities, tool providers, universities and 
research institutes. Based on the theme of the workshop, all or only a 
part of these groups may represent a target group. 

- define agenda The main points to discuss during the workshops are related to 
ENVISION platform functionalities and results (expressed also 
through the developed pilot cases). 

The practical activities performed during the workshops are based on 
the level of knowledge of the ENVISION platform by the attendees 
and the current level of implementation of the platform. 

- define a follow-up plan The workshop’s level of success will be determined based on one or 
more questionnaires handed at the end of the event, giving the 
attendees the possibility to share their opinions and suggestions on 
the information presented. 

The results and conclusions reached at the end of the workshop will 
then be communicated to all partners. 

 

The general purpose of the workshops is to present the ENVISION platform to potential 
beneficiaries and also to gather opinions and suggestions for current features and future 
enhancements. 

The workshops and surveys will be thoroughly documented, in order to provide means for the 
analysis of the results, which are basically expressed by answers to a questionnaire (either a 
Web survey or a feedback form filled at the end of the workshop). This analysis is presented 
more in details in chapter 2.7, representing the basis for the results validation. The survey from 
the real-time monitoring of floods evolution in transboundary context workshop is documented in 
annex A. A slightly different survey (revised according to the experience with the real-time 
monitoring) for oil spill is documented in annex B.  

The results from the workshop will be used to improve and refine the Envision platform. 

 

2.1.3 Questionnaires 

The ENVISION surveys / feedback forms may have several types of questions: 

- nominal (categorical) – this implies that the categories of answers are properly defined 
(precise and mutually exclusive); 

- ordinal – implying that the previous categories can be ranked, placed in order from 
highest to lowest based on certain criteria; 

- open end questions – implying that the answer is not strict or confined in categories, but 
is a free form answer expressing the opinion of the person filling in the survey 

The first few questions must set the scene for the respondent. It’s important, at the beginning, to 
have some questions that are interesting, general and easy to answer. The questions in the entire 
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questionnaire must seem to flow in a logical order. Any break in this logical order must be 
punctuated by a few words of explanation (new category of questions, new domain, etc.). The 
questions should move gradually from the general to the specific. 

If the questionnaire is not very long, it’s usually helpful to determine which question (or small 
group of questions) is the most important, and to build the questionnaire around this — leading up 
to the most important question, and away from it again. 

At the end of a questionnaire, a very general open-ended question should be included, asking 
for the respondent’s personal opinion on the subject of the survey (or to complete some details on 
a certain subject). If a number of respondents make similar comments, this is perhaps a sign that 
an important question was omitted. This question may be considered like a quality-control check. 

The questions inside the questionnaire must be short and simple (usually, there is a 25-word 
limit for a normal question), specific (to reduce ambiguity and responder’s interpretation) and 
suitable for accurate answers. Since the questions target the general end-users, they must not 
contain specific technical terms. The main principle of writing questionnaires is to try and see a 
platform problem from a respondent’s point of view - to make a link between the world of the 
ENVISION users, and the world of the ENVISION creators. 

Questions can be constrained into three categories: 

- questions to identify the technical background of the participants (to be later correlated 
with the subsequently responses in the questionnaire); 

- questions about behaviour or observable facts regarding the ENVISION platform; 

- questions about attitudes, thoughts and opinions concerning the ENVISION platform. 

For the first type of questions, the answers are related to technical aspects and may easily be 
distinguished. For questions about attitudes, a small change in wording may cause a very large 
difference in answers. Since it is difficult to establish strict answers, they may be accompanied by 
open-ended questions and opportunities for comment. 

2.1.4 Technical aspects validation 

As stated in the DoW, the validation process must ensure that the requirements defined in Task 
T1.2 (deliv. D1.2 Environmental Services and Models Scenarios and Pilots Requirements 
specification) actually have been taken into account by the technical work packages; but since 
several of these requirements contain specific technical parts, the validation must be performed in 
two directions. The technical part of the ENVISION project will be validated and verified according 
to the high-level requirements (HLR) of the project, through test campaigns (tests procedures, 
analysis, inspections, demonstrations) that are described in detail in D2.5. Therefore, the dual 
nature of current HLRs implies a validation process overlap between documents D1.3 and D2.5. 
In this deliverable, we only focus on validation of the objectives. 

 

However, these requirements are usually very generic, requiring extensions to provide a better 
level of detail, according to the following example: 

Original requirement: 

R_1 ENVISION Portal is a role-based system including users and roles management. Any 
ENVISION user can create an account and manage it. 

First level extension: 

R_1.1 The ENVISION Portal allows the creation of the following roles: 
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-  End-User; 

-  Designer; 

-  Manager. 

An ENVISION user may take up multiple roles. 

End-user requirements class: 

R_1.1.1 An end-user can only interact with scenario websites and their existing components. An 
end-user cannot create new scenarios / websites / communities. 

R_1.1.1.1 The website end-user can authenticate using a username and a password.  

R_1.1.1.2 The website end-user can manage his personal account using the control panel. The 
information comprising his personal account is the following: first name, last name, etc. 

The purpose of the extension of the HLRs is to obtain requirements with a smaller unit of detail, 
in order to associate them one test procedure. The level of extensions depends on the complexity 
of each HLR. 

A test procedure will contain: 

- a purpose 

- a test context (which must be fix during the whole procedure, as the same inputs applied 
on different contexts may yield different results) 

- a set of inputs / actions to be performed 

- a set of outputs / results to be expected 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

If the obtained results coincide with the expected results, then the status of the test procedure 
will have the status OK, otherwise NOK. 

The validation of the ENVISION results will partially be accomplished by the platform technical 
verification (through test procedures), which will allow the validation of all technological and 
correct functionality aspects (deliverable D2.5 Specification and implementation of software 
validation, verification, and testing framework for the ENVISION platform). 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

TEST 
CONTEXT 

Actions to 
 

be performed 

Expected 
 

results 

Test purpose 
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2.2 ENTERPRISE viewpoint 

The Enterprise viewpoint focuses on purposes, scope and policies (actors, roles, activities). Its 
corresponding validation will concern mainly the pilot cases and the actors/roles verification. 

2.2.1 Landslide pilot case 

The purpose of the landslide pilot case is to compute and visualize land sliding risks in the 
Guadeloupe area, offering also a good example for the use of the ENVISION platform in 
environmental modelling. This pilot case implies the following main actions for the user: 

1. The user defines the spatial (and temporal) extent.  

2. The user clicks the calculate button. 

3. The system calculates the landslide risks in this area. 

4. The browser shows the landslide risks in the map pane. 

The survey must contain questions to emphasize if: 

- input data (bounding box with spatial extent (e.g. WGS84); temporal extent; Digital Eleva-
tion Model; geological map; borehole data; geotechnical data; precipitation data; map of 
elements at risk) is easy to insert and use in the pilot case; 

- output data (landslide risk) is presented in an “easy to understand” manner for the user 
(numbers, graphics, images, animations); 

- the interaction with this pilot case is easy and intuitive; 

- the website scenario is complete and covers the user’s needs for landslide modelling. 

The workshop targets the following stakeholders: research institutes, private companies in geo-
sciences-related sectors, insurance companies, governmental bodies, land use planners, civil 
security agencies, NGOs, general public. 

2.2.1.1 Identified end users for validation 

We plan to disseminate the survey to end-user organizations during year 3. Partners of the 
consortium have already been in contact with end-user organizations that will provide input to the 
survey, as follows: 

- Geological Survey of Norway (national institution for knowledge on bedrock, mineral 
resources, surficial deposits and groundwater, including geohazards. 

- Norwegian Geotechnical Institute (NGI - leading international centre for research and 
consulting within the geosciences) - http://www.ngi.no/en/ 

- BRGM 

2.2.2 Oil spill pilot case 

The purpose of the oil spill pilot case is to compute and visualize the spreading of oil after an oil 
spill event, offering a good example for the use of the ENVISION platform in environmental 
modelling. This pilot case implies the following main actions for the user: 

1. The user defines the spatial (and temporal) extent.  

2. The user clicks the calculate button. 
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3. The system simulates the oil spill spreading. 

4. The browser shows the predicted oil spill spreading. 

The survey must contain questions to emphasize the  

- input data (location, time, amount, oil type; wind forecast; current forecast ; sea depth da-
ta; coast line data) is easy to insert and use in the pilot case; 

- output data (predicted oil spill spreading) is presented in an “easy to understand” manner 
for the user (numbers, graphics, images, animations); 

- the interaction with this pilot case is easy and intuitive; 

- the website scenario is complete and covers the user’s needs for oil spill spreading mod-
elling. 

The workshop targets the following stakeholders: government officials, employees at oil compa-

nies or shipping companies, general public. 

2.2.2.1 Identified end users for validation 

We plan to disseminate the survey to end-user organizations during year 3. Partners of the 
consortium have already been in contact with end-user organizations that will provide input to the 
survey, as follows: 

- The Norwegian Coastal Administration (NCA national agency for coastal management, 
maritime safety and -communication in Norway) http://www.kystverket.no/?did=9103236 

- Directorate for civil protection and Emergency Planning (DSB aims to maintain a full 
overview of risk and vulnerability for society in general) - 
http://www.dsb.no/no/Hygiene/English/ 

2.2.3 Flood pilot case 

The purpose of the real-time flood prediction pilot case is to compute in real time and visualize 
the possibility of a flood, based on current water levels and precipitation predictions. This pilot 
case implies the following main actions for the user: 

1. The user defines the spatial (and temporal) extent.  

2. The user clicks the calculate button. 

3. The system calculates the real-time flood prediction in this area. 

4. The browser shows the real-time flood prediction in the map pane. 

The survey must contain questions to emphasize the  

- input data (real-time sensor data, basin map, precipitation data) is easy to insert and use 
in the pilot case; 

- output data (real-time flood prediction) is presented in an “easy to understand” manner 
for the user (numbers, graphics, images, animations); 

- the interaction with this pilot case is easy and intuitive; 

- the website scenario is complete and covers the user’s needs for real-time flood predic-
tion modelling. 
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The workshop targets the following stakeholders: national power plants, hydroelectric institutions, 
environmental agencies, hydrographical institutes, universities and research institutes, general 
public. 

2.2.3.1 Identified end users for validation 

- Hidroelectrica (http://www.hidroelectrica.ro/) – interested in integration of real-time 
environmental models with a particular focus on floods monitoring and water 
management. 

- Electric power industry of Serbia, Djerdap Branch (http://www.djerdap.rs) – equivalent of 
Hidroelectrica in Serbia, focus on floods monitoring and management. 

 

2.2.4 Objectives 

The objectives corresponding to the Enterprise viewpoint are listed in the following table: 

WP Objective Validation/verification method 

WP1 

to define high-impact real-life pilot 
cases to ensure the real-life orientation 
of the ENVISION project; 

The completeness of the pilot cases will be 
validated through surveys and workshops. The 
correctness of the pilot cases will be verified 
using test procedures (See D2.5). 

to generate detailed requirements for 
the technical work packages (WP2 – 
WP6); 

The requirements present in D1.2 (chapter 4) 
will be detailed inside the document D2.5. An 
inspection on D2.5 will validate the objective. 

to define methods and plans for the 
validation of ENVISION results; 

The current document contains methods and 
plans for the validation of ENVISION results. 

to validate ENVISION results, using the 
pilot cases; 

The pilot cases will be presented during 
workshops. Surveys and feedback documents 
filled in at the end of workshops will validate 
the pilot cases, through analysis (see chapter 
2.6). 

to define a new high-impact real-life 
pilot use case in the area of real-time 
monitoring of floods evolution in trans-
boundary context; 

The new high-impact real-life pilot case will be 
presented in the document D1.7 Real-time 
pilot case definition and requirements 
specification. An inspection on D1.7 will 
validate the objective. 

WP2 

to provide a Web Portal that allows the 
environmental community to use 
domain specific Web-Models or create 
new ones building upon the available 
resources; 

The correctness and completeness of this 
Web Portal (which provides resources to use 
domain specific models or create new ones) 
will be verified through test procedures in 
document D2.5. An inspection on D2.5 will 
validate the objective. 
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to develop the real-time ENVISION 
component, able to provide easy real-
time connection to heterogeneous 
networks of sensors, hosted by third 
party SCADA systems, configure, 
create and manage real-time virtual 
sensors to be used by ENVISION 
platform; 

The completeness of the real-time component 
will be validated through surveys and 
workshops. 

All real-time connections to the heterogeneous 
networks of sensors hosted by third party 
SCADA systems will be tested through test 
procedures in D2.5. 

The possibility to create, configure and 
manage real-time virtual sensors will be 
verified through test procedures in document 
D2.5. 

An inspection on D2.5 will validate the 
objective. 

to devise a framework for systematic 
validation, verification, and testing of the 
ENVISION platform. 

The framework for systematic validation, 
verification and testing will be described in 
detail in document D2.5. An inspection on 
D2.5 will validate the objective. 

WP3 

to provide a Model-as-a-Service (MaaS) 
Composition Portal; 

The correctness and completeness of this 
Composition Portal will be verified through test 
procedures in document D2.5. An inspection 
on D2.5 will validate the objective. 

WP4 

to integrate non ICT-skilled user 
communities into the semantic 
annotations life-cycle (supporting users 
in managing the model annotations as 
well as in the creation and feedback to 
domain ontologies); 

The workshops organised during the project’s 
evolution will present the semantic annotations 
life-cycle. Since they target both ICT-skilled 
and non ICT-skilled participants, the analysis 
performed on the feedback forms received at 
the end of the workshops from all participants 
(see chapter 2.6) will validate this objective. 

WP6 

to evaluate the provided infrastructure 
within the context of the two ENVISION 
pilot cases, and to specify extensions 
that might be needed; 

The entire infrastructure will be presented 
during workshops. Surveys and feedback 
documents filled in at the end of workshops 
will validate this objective, through analysis 
performed on results (see chapter 2.6). 

 

2.3 INFORMATION viewpoint 

The Information viewpoint focuses on pilot oriented processes and information, semantics of 
information and information processing; therefore the validation will mainly concern the 
inputs/outputs type, number and semantic annotation. 
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2.3.1 Objectives 

The objectives corresponding to the Information viewpoint are listed in the following table: 

WP Objective Validation/verification method 

WP4 

to adapt and improve facilities for 
semantic annotation, i.e. provide 
facilities for annotating process services 
to support dynamic chaining and data 
mediation; 

An analysis is needed to identify the list of 
improvements on the facilities for semantic 
annotation. The improvements will then be 
mapped with the test procedures written to 
verify the annotating process service (See 
D2.5). 

to introduce fuzzy models of knowledge 
required for detection and prediction of 
important events in data streams 
(stream ontologies) and to implement 
components for extracting semantics 
from data streams; 

An analysis is needed to identify the fuzzy 
model of knowledge for: 

- the detection of important events in 
data streams 

- the prediction of important events in 
data streams 

The detection and prediction of events will be 
verified by tests procedures on data streams 
(See D2.5). 

The implementation will be verified by means 
of test procedures performed on semantics 
(See D2.5). 

to develop and test theories for 
semantic annotations of environmental 
models (with focus on the model 
processes, i.e. model change in the 
domain ontologies); 

An analysis is needed to identify the theories 
developed for semantic annotations of 
environmental models. Also, the model 
processes will be verified by test procedures in 
D2.5.  

 

2.4 SERVICE (COMPUTATIONAL) viewpoint 

The Service viewpoint focuses on functional decomposition (modules of the system), therefore 
the validation will mainly concern standard compliance (for portlets and Web services, when 
necessary), format verification for portlets, catalogue service - OGC CSW interface compliance 
(http://www.opengeospatial.org/standards/specifications/catalog). 

2.4.1 Objectives 

The objectives corresponding to the Service (Computational) viewpoint are listed in the following 
table: 

WP Objective Validation/verification method 

WP1 

to generate detailed requirements for 
the technical work packages (WP2 – 
WP6); 

An analysis is needed to identify the detailed 
requirements (according to the extension 
presented in chapter 2). For each of these 
requirements, one or more test/inspection 
procedures will be associated. Their 
description will be in D2.5. 
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to define a new high-impact real-life 
pilot use case in the area of real-time 
monitoring of floods evolution in trans-
boundary context; 

The validation of the processing performed for 
this pilot case will be realized through 
workshops centred on flood prevention. The 
modularity of the real-time pilot case for flood 
prevention will be verified by test procedures 
described in D2.5, together with its interactions 
with other modules. 

WP2 

to provide an easy connection to the 
data sources (data, services and 
sensors) to be delivered by the 
environmental community in compliance 
with the INSPIRE directive; 

The end-users will express their opinion 
concerning how easy and accessible is the 
process of connecting to different data sources 
(data, services, sensors), by surveys and 
feedback forms after workshops. 

to integrate the use cases dedicated 
data, services, sensors and deliver 
modelling solutions for the pilots; 

The three pilot cases will be presented during 
workshops. They will be evaluated by the 
participants from all aspects, including input 
data, modularity and modelling solution. 

WP3 

to provide uncertainty management 
support in visual service chaining; 

The uncertainty management support in visual 
chaining (inputs, functionality) will be verified 
using test procedures in D2.5. 

to provide a model-based approach to 
mediation in service chaining. 

The model-based approach to mediation in 
service chaining (inputs, functionality) will be 
verified using test procedures in D2.5. 

WP5 

to deploy and maintain an open source 
OGC catalogue service; 

The availability of the OGC catalogue service 
will be validated using surveys and workshops. 
The interactions with the OCG catalogue will 
be verified using test procedures in D2.5. 

to develop a high performance service 
discovery mechanism; 

The improvements of the service discovery 
mechanism implemented in ENVISION in 
comparison with the one provided in SWING 
will be verified using the test procedures in 
D2.5. 

WP6 

to evaluate and adopt appropriate 
algorithms that facilitate the distributed 
execution and adaptation of service 
chains driven by dynamically generated, 
accessible information; 

The adopted algorithms will be verified using 
the test procedures in D2.5. 

 

2.5 ENGINEERING viewpoint 

The Engineering viewpoint focuses on mechanisms required to support distributed interactions 
between modules in the system, therefore the previous validation will also be completed with 
semantic discovery, semantic annotation and mediation. 

2.5.1 Objectives 

The objectives corresponding to the Engineering viewpoint are listed in the following table: 
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WP Objective Validation/verification method 

WP1 

to generate detailed requirements for 
the technical work packages (WP2 – 
WP6); 

An analysis is needed to identify the detailed 
requirements that ensure the interactions 
between the modules existing in the 
ENVISION platform. For each of these 
requirements, one or more test procedures will 
be associated. Their description will be in 
D2.5. 

to use the newly proposed real-time 
ENVISION component in WP2 for the 
connectivity with third-party 
heterogeneous networks systems in the 
new pilot case; 

The connectivity with third-party 
heterogeneous network systems will be 
verified by test procedures in D2.5. 

WP2 

to provide an easy connection to the 
data sources (data, services and 
sensors) to be delivered by the 
environmental community in compliance 
with the INSPIRE directive; 

The connectivity with all data sources (input 
data, services, sensors) will be verified by test 
procedures in D2.5. INSPIRE and non 
INSPIRE data will be provided as input, to 
verify the coherent behaviour of the 
ENVISION platform. 

to integrate the use cases dedicated 
data, services, sensors and deliver 
modelling solutions for the pilots; 

The modelling solutions will be validated in 
terms of accessibility and simplicity through 
surveys and workshops. The integration of 
dedicated data, services and sensors will be 
verified by test procedures in D2.5, as well as 
the functionality of the modelling solution. 

WP5 
to couple the OGC catalogue service 
with semantic discovery. 

The coupling of the OGC catalogue service 
with semantic discovery will be verified by test 
procedures in D2.5. 

WP6 

to specify and implement a scalable 
infrastructure that supports the 
distributed execution of data-driven, 
adaptive service chains, including 
efficient ontology-based run-time data 
mediation; 

The specification of the infrastructure will be 
inspected in the document D6.1 ENVISION 
Adaptive Execution Infrastructure – 
Architecture Specification. The features of the 
implemented scalable interface (distributed 
execution of data-driven, adaptive service 
chains, efficient ontology-based run-time data 
mediation, etc.) will be verified by test 
procedures in D2.5. 

 

2.6 TECHNOLOGY viewpoint 

The Technology viewpoint focuses on the choice of technology and standard compliance: e.g. 
JSR 286 for portlets, OGC for data and treatments, etc. 

2.6.1 Objectives 

The objectives corresponding to the Technology viewpoint are listed in the following table: 
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WP Objective Validation/verification method 

WP1 

to use the newly proposed real-time 
ENVISION component in WP2 for the 
connectivity with third-party 
heterogeneous networks systems in the 
new pilot case; 

The technological aspects used to perform the 
connectivity with third-party heterogeneous 
network systems will be verified by test 
procedures in D2.5. 

WP2 

to provide an easy connection to the 
data sources (data, services and 
sensors) to be delivered by the 
environmental community in compliance 
with the INSPIRE directive; 

The technological aspects concerning the 
connectivity with all data sources (input data, 
services, sensors) will be verified by test 
procedures in D2.5. INSPIRE and non 
INSPIRE data will be provided as input, to 
verify the coherent behaviour of the 
ENVISION platform. 

WP4 

to develop and test theories for 
semantic annotations of environmental 
models (with focus on the model 
processes, i.e. model change in the 
domain ontologies); 

An analysis is needed to identify the theories 
developed for semantic annotations of 
environmental models. The implementation of 
all model processes and the standards 
conformance will be verified by test 
procedures in D2.5. 

 

2.7 RESULT ANALYSIS 

This chapter describes the analysis performed after the completion of surveys, workshops, test 
campaigns, and also the format of the description of encountered problems and recommended 
corrections. 

2.7.1 Surveys and workshops 

Once collected, survey data can be analysed and reanalysed in many different ways. Based on 
the answers in the surveys, several statistical parameters may be measured: the number of 
respondents in each category; the percentage of respondents in each category; the mode (the 
category containing the highest number of respondents). 

The distribution (or frequency distribution represented as a table or graph) shows how many 
respondents were in each category. 

2.7.2 Missing values and weighting 

With almost every survey question, some respondents can’t (or won’t) answer it. When a 

respondent is asked a question, and doesn’t give a valid answer, the result is called a missing 
value.  

The common procedure is to ignore missing values, and count only valid answers to a 
question. This will mean that the sample size may differ between questions. 

One solution for the missing value problem is imputation. This means estimating a value for 
each respondent who does not answer a question, based on the answers that others give. An 
imputed estimate won’t be accurate for many respondents. Imputation doesn’t always work well, 
because people who fail to answer one question often fail to answer others too. So even with 
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imputation, there are usually still some missing values. But as long as less than about 5% of 
respondents don’t answer a question, the assumptions made don’t usually cause the results to 
vary much. 

Sometimes survey results can be distorted because of a combination of two factors: 

- some types of person were over-represented or under-represented in the survey 
(sometimes deliberately) 

- those types of person gave different patterns of answers to similar surveys. 

Weighting is a way of compensating for these problems. It works by dividing respondents into 
separate groups, calculating a separate result for each group, and combining these results based 
on each group’s proportion in the total population - which is not necessarily its proportion in the 
sample. There are several ways of producing weighted results, but with a random sample, the 
simplest is to calculate case weights: i.e. how many people in the population each member of the 
sample is representing. 

If there are problems with the balance of the sample, due to poor response rates among some 
groups, weighting - which is purely a mathematical procedure - can’t fix these. If the differences 
between weights for various groups are fairly small, weighting makes almost no difference to the 
results. But if the differences in weights are large, an unexpected figure from a small group of 
respondents - a random fluctuation which often occurs - can produce very misleading results. 

2.7.3 Survey results analysis plan 

The analysis of survey results takes place in several phases. An automatic tool for survey results 
analysis (e.g. Epi Info

3
) will be used for automatic result analysis and descriptive statistics. 

1. Data entry verification 

Each data file (or spreadsheet in case of Excel) must be verified and checked for strange 
patterns (omissions that seem wrong, letters where every other case has numbers, cases that are 
only partly entered). All compulsory data must be present.  

For every question, descriptive statistic will be performed. The smallest and largest values 
must be determined (in case of ordinal data) and verified. Any error must be fixed. 

2. Separate question analysis 

Each question should be analysed, based on the obtained results. Descriptive statistics may 
again be invoked to obtain information like frequency or average value. Abnormal values may 
represent that some respondents have been mistakenly included in or excluded from the survey. 
Responders may also be grouped in categories, based on their answer. 

 

 

3 Grouped questions analysis 

Some questions may be more significant if their results are correlated, so for every question, 
some pairs should be identified. For each pair of questions, a crosstab (2-way table) should be 

                                            
3
 Epi Info is public domain statistical software allowing for electronic survey creation, data entry, and analysis. 

Within the analysis module, analytic routines include t-tests, ANOVA, nonparametric statistics, cross 
tabulations and stratification with estimates of odds ratios, risk ratios, and risk differences, logistic regression 
(conditional and unconditional), survival analysis (Kaplan Meier and Cox proportional hazard), and analysis 
of complex survey data. 
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created. A chi-squared significance test performed for each table will determine whether there is a 
relationship between the two questions (based on the p value – more than 0.05 means no 
relationship; less than 0.001 means very strong relationship). 

2.7.4 Report layout 

An effective report will explain each of the research issues, one by one, presenting its results, 
discussing the factors related to that issue, and introducing the research data as evidence on the 
issue. A less effective (but more common) way to report a survey’s conclusion is to give the 
results from each survey question, in the order that the questions were asked. 

Sometimes, the two approaches produce very similar reports. The main difference is that 
issue-by-issue reports approach each issue from a more general point of view. The question-by-
question reports are more like a catalogue, often not relating each question to the actions that 
can be taken from its results. A common layout for a written report contains: 

Part 1: Introduction 

- general description of the survey and issues related to it (1-2 pages) 

- summary on how the survey was performed (1-2 pages) 

o research technique (Web survey, feedback after workshop) 

o delivery mode (Internet, paper questionnaire) 

o target group 

o time and location (only for workshops) 

o number of respondents interviewed; response rate 

o factors that may have influenced the results 

- summary of the main conclusions (1-2 pages) 

- conclusions, problems detected, corrections (1-2 pages) 

Part 2: Detailed description (for each issue / survey section): 

- general description of the issue / survey section 

- description of each question related to that issue / survey section 

o entire text of the question, with possible answers 

o distribution of answers (graph and/or table) 

o small description of the obtained distribution answer, focusing on the meaning of 
the results, not on mathematical values 

o the conclusions should be presented in words, tables and graphs (no more then 
two types of graphs should be present), reflecting the same information in three 
different ways, but without exact repetition, making the final result easier to 
understand 

- conclusions 

Part 3: Appendix 

- summary of respondents categories 

- used survey methods 
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- list of questions presented in the survey 

- responses of open ended questions 

- suggestions from respondents 

 

3 Conclusions 
In this deliverable we emphasized the validation activities that will be conducted in the ENVISION 
project. We introduced an approach where subdividing the project’s complexity by the viewpoints 
defined in the RM-ODP model is crucial. We focus on the direct contact with the general end-
users, in order to validate the ENVISION results (surveys, workshops), the validation being 
completed with a technical verification performed on the entire platform by means of test 
procedures. 

The surveys and workshops are based on questionnaires; several guidelines for the logic of 
their questions are presented briefly in chapter 2. They aim to obtain information concerning the 
level of participants’ ICT skills, opinions and ideas concerning the ENVISION platform, 
observations and remarks on its functionality. The answers will represent the object of the 
analysis performed in D1.4, where statistical methods are used to identify the degree of impact of 
the platform on end-users (technical experts or general public), the utility of the components and 
models available and the accessibility of the frontend user-friendly interfaces. 
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A. ANNEX -  ENVISION WORKSHOPS 

A1. ENVISION end-user workshops 

ENVISION community collaboration is defined through several workshops aimed at presenting 
the capabilities of the ENVISION platform to be used by non-ICT skilled users as decision support 
system for various environmental hazards management. During the last year of the project, 
ENVISION is organizing three end-user workshops (March, June, and October 2012), with the 
following goals: receive feedback on the ENVISION technologies from the community; validate 
ENVISION technologies in concrete pilot cases; Follow-up activities with potential end-users. 

The first workshop was held in Bucharest, Romania during March 13-14, 2012. The workshop 
focused on the “Real-time monitoring of Floods in a Trans-boundary Context” domain and had the 
following goals: 

• to introduce the pilot case on real-time monitoring of floods evolutions in a trans-
boundary context (Danube river); 

• to present the ENVISION platform and technologies and their use in pilot cases; 

• to collect feedback, comments, and remarks from experts and potential end-users; 

• to identify possibilities for future collaborations. 

The workshop was attended by a total of 50 participants and it was organized around 
presentations from the ENVISION consortium and participating organizations, demos and 
discussions. The agenda and presentations are provided as follows. 

 

The second workshop was held in Oslo, Norway during June 25-27, 2012. The purpose of this 
workshop was to introduce the pilot cases, present the ENVISION platform, technologies and 
their use, collect feedback, comments, and remarks from experts and potential end-users and 
identify possibilities for future collaborations. Institutions participating in Norway Digital, as well as 
other relevant Norwegian and international organizations which are involved in 
environmental/geographical data sharing or which might be interested in utilizing shared data 
from other organizations have been invited to the workshop.  

Workshop participants were able to explore the capabilities of the ENVISION platform in 
providing an end-user friendly Web-based platform for end-user communities working in a both 
national and trans-boundary context as well as cross domain context, helping them to create and 
exploit together environmental applications and exchange environmental data from 
heterogeneous sources.  

An open session, dedicated to the potential use of the ENVISION platform in current 
environmental information systems projects and the benefits it may offer, was also included 
among the workshop's activities. 

 

A2. Workshops survey - introduction 

A survey is a method of gathering information from a number of individuals (usually to assess 
satisfaction or discover needs). This information is gathered through observations that lead 
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subsequently to conclusions. Surveys involve a systematic measurement of observations in order 
to come up with valid conclusions. A survey often takes the form of a questionnaire whose 
purpose is to link the information need to the realized measurement. Questions used in surveys 
must be refined to minimize interpretation problems and thus reduce measurement error.  

The description of the survey is documented in clause 2.7. 

The purpose of our survey was to measure the satisfaction of our participants, the degree in 
which the project corresponds to the user needs and their suggestions and ideas to improve the 
ENVISION platform.  

 

1. The survey contained questions related to: 

• content of the workshop 

• design of the workshop 

• potential improvements of the ENVISION platform 
 

The questions related to the content of the workshop measured: 

• the level of information received before the workshop; 
• the degree of usage of software applications dedicated to their do-main of interest; 
• personal opinions related to the ENVISION platform; 
• personal opinions related to flood monitoring pilot case 

2. For some of the questions, 5 possible satisfaction degrees are possible: from 1 to 5, 
where 1 is the lowest and 5 is the highest (illustrated in charts); 
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A3. Survey form - REAL-TIME MONITORING OF FLOODS IN TRANS-BOUNDARY 

CONTEXT 

 
Real-time monitoring of floods evolution in trans-boundary context 

ENVISION WORKSHOP 
~ SURVEY ~ 

 
 

Please reflect on this workshop and let us know what worked and what needs 
improvement. Your input is valuable to us for the planning of the second ENVISION workshop 
(October 2012). We will keep your responses confidential. 

 
Workshop name: Real-time monitoring of floods evolution in trans-boundary context 
Workshop date and location: 13

th
-14

th
 March 2012, Golden Tulip Hotel, Bucharest, Romania 

 
Participant name: ___________________________________________________________ 
Participant country: _________________________________________________________ 
Job title: ___________________________________________________________ 
Years in present position:               � <1               � 1-3               � 3-5               � >5 

 

WORKSHOP CONTENT AND RESULTS 

 

No Question 
Lowest Low 

Averag
e 

High Highest 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 

I was well informed about the 
objectives of this workshop. 
1 – Strongly disagree, 5 – Strongly 
agree 

� � � � � 

2 

This workshop lived up to my 
expectations and needs. 
1 – Strongly disagree, 5 – Strongly 
agree 

� � � � � 
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3 

The workshop content is relevant to 
my job. 
1 – Strongly disagree, 5 – Strongly 
agree 

� � � � � 

 

4 

How often do you use dedicated 
software applications in your 
professional interest? 
1 – None, 5 – Very often 

� � � � � 

5 
How familiar are you with web 
technologies? 
1 – Not at all, 5 – Very familiar 

� � � � � 

6 
How often do you use web resources 
in your professional interest? 
1 – None, 5 – Very often 

� � � � � 

 

7 

How easy and intuitive is the global 
interaction with the ENVISION 
platform? 
1 – Very easy, 5 Very difficult 

� � � � � 

8 
How easy and intuitive is the creation 
of a scenario Website? 
1 – Very easy, 5 Very difficult 

� � � � � 

9 
How easy and intuitive is the 
annotation of services? 
1 – Very easy, 5 Very difficult 

� � � � � 

10 
How easy and intuitive is the creation 
of compositions? 
1 – Very easy, 5 Very difficult 

� � � � � 

11 
How easy and intuitive is the 
management of resources? 
1 – Very easy, 5 Very difficult 

� � � � � 

12 

I completely understood the 
functionality of the ENVISION platform. 
1 – Strongly disagree, 5 – Strongly 
agree 

� � � � � 

13 

How well does the ENVISION platform 
respond to users needs? 
1 – Very poor, 5 – Very well 

� � � � � 

Please explain your choice. 
 
 

 

14 

How well does the Real-time flood 
monitoring pilot case respond to your 
needs? 
1 – Very poor, 5 – Very well 

� � � � � 
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15 

Will the Real-time flood monitoring pilot 
case help you in your current 
preoccupations? 
1 – Not at all, 5 – Very much 

� � � � � 

Please explain your choice. 
 
 
 

16 

How easy do you think the Real-time 
flood monitoring pilot case would be to 
integrate in your current 
preoccupations? 
1 – Very poor, 5 – Very well 

� � � � � 

17 

Do you think that the ENVISION 
platform and this specific pilot case will 
facilitate you the collaboration with 
similar organizations? 
1 – Not at all, 5 – Very much 

� � � � � 

Please explain your choice. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

18 

What distribution do you think is best: 
� The ENVISION platform is used locally (without trans-boundary collaboration) and 
the models and model results are used internally. 
� The ENVISION platform is used locally, but it the models and model results are 
pushed into a central ENVISION server. 
� There is a central ENVISION platform and every organization shares data. 
� Other. Please define: 
 
 
 
 
 
 

19 

What aspects of the ENVISION platform do you find difficult to use or not accessible 
to the common user? 
 
 

20 

What aspects of the real-time flood monitoring pilot case do you find difficult to use 
or not accessible to the common user? 
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21 

What features do you think should be added to the ENVISION platform and/or the 
real-time flood monitoring pilot case? 
 
 

 

 

WORKSHOP DESIGN 

 

No Question 
Lowest Low 

Averag
e 

High Highest 

1 2 3 4 5 

22 

The workshop objectives were clear to 
me. 
1 – Strongly disagree, 5 – Strongly 
agree 

� � � � � 

23 

The workshop activities stimulated my 
interest in this domain. 
1 – Strongly disagree, 5 – Strongly 
agree 

� � � � � 

24 

The difficulty level of this workshop 
was appropriate. 
1 – Strongly disagree, 5 – Strongly 
agree 

� � � � � 

25 

The rhythm of this workshop was 
appropriate. 
1 – Strongly disagree, 5 – Strongly 
agree 

� � � � � 

 

 

WORKSHOP IMPROVEMENTS 

 

No Question 
Lowest Low 

Averag
e 

High Highest 

1 2 3 4 5 

26 

The workshop was a good way for me 
to find out different aspects about the 
ENVISION platform and the real-time 
flood monitoring pilot case. 
1 – Strongly disagree, 5 – Strongly 
agree 

� � � � � 
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27 

How would I improve this workshop: 
 
� Provide better information before the workshop. 
� Clarify the workshop objectives. 
� Reduce the content covered in the workshop. 
� Increase the content covered in the workshop. 
� Improve the presentation methods. 
� Make workshop activities more stimulating. 
� Improve workshop organization. 
� Make the workshop less difficult. 
� Make the workshop more difficult. 
� Slow down the rhythm of the workshop. 
� Speed up the rhythm of the workshop. 
� Allow more time for the workshop. 
� Shorten the time for the workshop. 
� Add more video to the workshop. 
� No improvements needed. 

28 

If necessary, what other improvements would you recommend in this workshop? 
 
 
 
 
 

29 

What is least valuable about this workshop? 
 
 
 
 
 

30 

What is most valuable about this workshop? 
 
 
 
 
 

31 

Are you interested in attending the second ENVISION workshop held in October 
2012? 
 
� YES                                                              � NO 
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A4. Organisations attending the workshop 

Organization Country Identified ENVISION interest 

Astrium France Access to ENVISION platform capabilities, 
including the DataGateway component, in 
order to explore the possibilities for real-time 
data exchanges between interested 
organizations. Potential stakeholder. 

Hidroelectrica Romania Usage of real-time data sensors from 
Hidroelectrica entities for tests and evaluation 
of the real-time flood monitoring scenario. 
Potential stakeholder. 

Hidroelectrica, Bistrita 
Subsidiary 

Romania Potential stakeholder for flood monitoring 
scenario in trans-boundary context. 

Hidroelectrica, Iron Gates 
HPP 

Romania Access to necessary data from sensors 
hosted by SCADA systems, for testing and 
demonstration purposes and under the 
incidence of a confidentiality agreement. 
Models for water flows calculation and water 
flows forecasts. Evaluation of scenarios for 
real-time water flow evolution and for overflow 
planning regarding the sectors that impact 
them. Actual stakeholder. 

Hidroelectrica, Rm. Valcea 
Subsidiary 

Romania Potential stakeholder for flood monitoring 
scenario in trans-boundary context. 

ICPDR (International 
Commission for the Protection 
of the Danube River) 

Austria Link with the national authorities from the 
Danube Basin countries, for issues related to 
Danube river. Potential stakeholder for their 
projects (e.g.  Accident Emergency Warning 
System) 

Institute for Environment and 
Sustainability Joint Research 
Centre 

Italy Access to ENVISION platform capabilities, 
including the DataGateway component, in 
order to explore the possibilities for real-time 
data exchanges between interested 
organizations. Potential stakeholder. 

Ministry of the Environment 
and Spatial Planning 

Slovenia Potential availability for hydrological data, 
hydrological parameters (levels, flows, 
speeds, etc.) and forecasts; hydrological 
models: Drava, Sava, Mura. Potential 
stakeholder. 

National Centre of Geodesy, 
Cartography, Photogrammetry 
and Remote Sensing 

Romania Usage of ENVISION platform for R&D 
purposes in the field of water management. 
Access to ENVISION platform capabilities, 
including the DataGateway component, in 
order to explore the possibilities for real-time 
data exchanges between interested 
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organizations. Potential stakeholder. 

National Institute of Hydrology 
and Water Management 

Romania Potential availability of hydrological data, 
hydrological parameters (levels, flows, 
speeds, etc.), forecasts, hydrological models. 
Actual stakeholder. 

National Meteorological 
Administration 

Romania Usage of ENVISION platform for R&D 
purposes in the field of water management. 
Potential stakeholder. 

Romanian National Institute 
for the Study and Use Energy 
Sources - IRE 

Romania Usage of ENVISION platform for R&D 
purposes in the field of water management. 
Potential stakeholder. 

Romanian Waters National 
Administration 

Romania Water management, including in flood 
situations, in the region of interest for flood 
monitoring scenario. Potential stakeholder. 

Romanian Waters National 
Administration, Jiu Basin 
Administration 

Romania Access to ENVISION platform capabilities, 
including the DataGateway component, in 
order to explore the possibilities for real-time 
data exchanges between interested 
organizations. Potential stakeholder. 

Romanian-Serbian 
Commission for Iron Gates 
HPP 

 Potential availability for a SCADA system 
containing real-time sensors for water levels 
on Danube of interests for us; approval 
needed to use data from these sensors for 
test and evaluation of flood monitoring 
scenario. Potential stakeholder. 

Slovak Hydrometeorological 
Institute 

Slovakia Potential availability for hydrological data, 
hydrological parameters (levels, flows, 
speeds, etc.), forecasts, hydrological models: 
Danube, Morava, Vàh. Potential stakeholder. 

United Nations Office for 
Outer Space Affairs Vienna 
International Centre 

Austria Usage of ENVISION platform for R&D 
purposes in the field of water management. 
Potential stakeholder. 

Verbund Romania Romania Usage of ENVISION platform for R&D 
purposes in the field of water management. 
Potential stakeholder. 

Vituki Environmental 
Protection and Water 
Management Research 
Institute 

Hungary Potential availability for hydrological data, 
hydrological parameters (levels, flows, 
speeds, etc.), forecasts, hydrological models: 
Danube, Tisza. Potential stakeholder. 

 
All organisations were interested in using the ENVISION platform, especially the components 
Map Viewer and Chart Viewer. 
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A5. Survey form - SHARING AND PROCESSING OF ENVIRONMENTAL DATA ON 

THE WEB 

 

 
 
 

Sharing and Processing of Environmental Data on the Web 
ENVISION WORKSHOP 

~ SURVEY ~ 
 
 
Based on the presentations and demonstrations presented at the workshop, let us know 
your opinion about what worked and what needs improvement. Your input is valuable to 
us for the planning of our future R&D activities. We will keep your responses confidential. 
 

Workshop name: Sharing and Processing of Environmental Data on the Web 
Workshop date and location: 18th-19th June 2012, SINTEF, Oslo, Norway 
Participant name: 
___________________________________________________________ 
Participant country: 
_________________________________________________________ 
Job title: 
___________________________________________________________________ 
Years in present position:               � <1               � 1-3               � 3-5               � >5 
 
 

WORKSHOP CONTENT AND RESULTS 

 

No Question 
Lowest Low 

Averag
e 

High 
High
est 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 

I was well informed about the 
objectives of this workshop. 
1 – Strongly disagree, 5 – Strongly 
agree 

� � � � � 
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2 

This workshop lived up to my 
expectations and needs. 
1 – Strongly disagree, 5 – Strongly 
agree 

� � � � � 

3 

The workshop content is relevant to 
my job. 
1 – Strongly disagree, 5 – Strongly 
agree 

� � � � � 

 

4 

How often do you use dedicated 
software applications in your 
professional interest? 
1 – None, 5 – Very often 

� � � � � 

5 
How familiar are you with web 
technologies? 
1 – Not at all, 5 – Very familiar 

� � � � � 

6 
How often do you use web resources 
in your professional interest? 
1 – None, 5 – Very often 

� � � � � 

 

7 

How easy and intuitive do you think the 
global interaction with the ENVISION 
platform is? 
1 – Very easy, 5 Very difficult 

� � � � � 

8 
How easy and intuitive do you think the 
creation of a scenario Website is? 
1 – Very easy, 5 Very difficult 

� � � � � 

9 
How easy and intuitive do you think the 
annotation of services is? 
1 – Very easy, 5 Very difficult 

� � � � � 

10 
How easy and intuitive do you think the 
creation of compositions is? 
1 – Very easy, 5 Very difficult 

� � � � � 

11 
How easy and intuitive do you think the 
management of resources is? 
1 – Very easy, 5 Very difficult 

� � � � � 

12 

I completely understood the 
functionality of the ENVISION platform. 
1 – Strongly disagree, 5 – Strongly 
agree 

� � � � � 

13 

How well does the ENVISION platform 
respond to users needs? 
1 – Very poor, 5 – Very well 

� � � � � 

Please explain your choice. 
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14 
Which of the presented pilot cases is 
most appropriate for your needs? 
 

� Oil spill 
 
� Landslide Hazard and Risk 
Assessment 
 
� Real-time Monitoring of Floods in 
Trans-boundary Context 
 

 

15 

Will this pilot case (your answer to 
question 14) help you in your current 
preoccupations? 
1 – Not at all, 5 – Very much 

� � � � � 

Please explain your choice. 
 

16 

How easy do you think this pilot case 
(your answer to question 14)   would 
be to integrate in your current 
preoccupations? 
1 – Very poor, 5 – Very well 

� � � � � 

17 

Do you think that the ENVISION 
platform and this specific pilot case will 
facilitate you the collaboration with 
similar organizations? 
1 – Not at all, 5 – Very much 

� � � � � 

Please explain your choice. 
 

18 

What distribution do you think is best: 
� The ENVISION platform is used locally (without trans-boundary collaboration) 
and the models and model results are used internally. 
� The ENVISION platform is used locally, but the models and model results are 
pushed into a central ENVISION server. 
� There is a central ENVISION platform and every organization shares data. 
� Other. Please define: 
 
 

19 

What aspects of the ENVISION platform do you find difficult to use or not 
accessible to the common user? 
 
 

20 

What features do you think should be added to the ENVISION platform and/or any 
of the presented pilot cases? 
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21 

Do you plan to migrate a model or several models on the web using the Model as a 
Service concept? 
 
 
 

22 

Could you imagine to create a composition using the ENVISION platform? If yes, would 
you use ENVISION components presented during the workshop, or your own 
components? 
 
 

23 

Would you expose your compositions (as a blackbox with inputs and outputs) or just your 
final results? 
 
 

 

 
WORKSHOP DESIGN 

 

No Question 
Lowest Low 

Averag
e 

High 
High
est 

1 2 3 4 5 

24 
The workshop objectives were clear to me. 
1 – Strongly disagree, 5 – Strongly agree 

� � � � � 

25 

The workshop activities stimulated my 
interest in this domain. 
1 – Strongly disagree, 5 – Strongly 
agree 

� � � � � 

26 

The difficulty level of this workshop 
was appropriate. 
1 – Strongly disagree, 5 – Strongly 
agree 

� � � � � 

27 

The rhythm of this workshop was 
appropriate. 
1 – Strongly disagree, 5 – Strongly 
agree 

� � � � � 
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WORKSHOP IMPROVEMENTS 
 

No Question 
Lowest Low 

Averag
e 

High 
High
est 

1 2 3 4 5 

28 

The workshop was a good way for me 
to find out different aspects about the 
ENVISION platform and the real-time 
flood monitoring pilot case. 
1 – Strongly disagree, 5 – Strongly 
agree 

� � � � � 

29
. 

How would I improve this workshop: 
 
� Provide better information before the workshop. 
� Clarify the workshop objectives. 
� Reduce the content covered in the workshop. 
� Increase the content covered in the workshop. 
� Improve the presentation methods. 
� Make workshop activities more stimulating. 
� Improve workshop organization. 
� Make the workshop less difficult. 
� Make the workshop more difficult. 
� Slow down the rhythm of the workshop. 
� Speed up the rhythm of the workshop. 
� Allow more time for the workshop. 
� Shorten the time for the workshop. 
� Add more video to the workshop. 
� No improvements needed. 

30 
If necessary, what other improvements would you recommend in this workshop? 
 
 

31 
What is least valuable about this workshop? 
 
 

32 
What is most valuable about this workshop? 
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On behalf of the ENVISION consortium, the Norwegian Mapping Authority would like to thank you 
for your participation to this workshop and for taking our survey. Your response is very important 
to us. 
 
If you have any other comments regarding the ENVISION project or our pilot case, please feel 
free to write them below: 
 
 

A6. Organisations attending the workshop 

Organization Country 

Norwegian Institute for Air Research 
 

Norway 

Geological Survey of Norway 
 

Norway 

HELCOM (full name: The Baltic Marine Environment 
Protection Commission; also known as Helsinki 
Commission) 
 

Finland 

Norwegian Institute for Water Research 
 

Norway 

Statsbygg 
 

Norway 

SINTEF Communication Systems 
 

Norway 

Det Norske Veritas 
 

Norway 

POSC Caesar Association 
 

Norway 

Statoil ASA 
 

Norway 

National Institute of Hydrology and Water 
Management, Romania 
 

Romania 

Norwegian Meteorological Institute 
 

Norway 

Romanian Embassy 
 

Romania 

Kongsberg Oil & Gas Technologies 
 

Norway 

 

 
 
 
 


