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Executive summary 

The validation of the ICT system developed in the ENVISION project is a crucial task. Only by 

validating the project’s results it is possible to test if the potential users’ requirements have been 

met. In this document we discuss the validation process from a user’s perspective. This is based 

upon feedback we received from users during four workshops organized in 2012. 

 

We focus on how the workshops have been implemented and what the results are. The sections 

about the implementation include details about the choices made with respect to invited 

participants, the agendas’ content and the survey provided to the participants. Subsequently we 

discuss the workshops’ results in terms of feedback provided via submitted questionnaires, 

discussions during the workshops and follow-up activities. 

 

This document describes how the plan for validation specified in D1.3 Methods and plans for the 

validation of ENVISION results has been conducted. However, it covers only validation in terms of 

user involvement at workshops while the technical part of the validation is described in D2.5 

Specification and implementation of software validation, verification, and testing framework for the 

ENVISION platform. 
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1 Introduction 

During the third year of the project, the ENVISION consortium organised four workshops with the 

main intention to involve potential end-users of the project’s results and receive feedback from 

them. Besides that, the dissemination of the project’s outcomes, networking, encouragement to 

share data and start using the ENVISION platform were other objectives of the workshops.  

 

The feedback we got has been analysed in order to validate the project from a user’s point of 

view. Feedback has been gained first of all in form of questionnaires filled out by workshop 

participants. In addition, the discussions during the workshops and follow-up activities (e.g. 

platform deployment, presentations) provided additional information about how end-users 

evaluate the platform and its components as such and how they think about challenges appearing 

once they consider using the platform or just starting sharing data or models.  

The four workshops have been organized by different project partners and the topics of the 

workshops varied from a broader approach about data sharing and processing to a more specific 

focus on the flood monitoring pilot case. Table 1 contains further information about the locations 

of the workshops, their titles and their organizers. 

 

Table 1: The four end-users workshops. 

Title Location Organized by 

M26 End-users workshop on “Real-time 
monitoring of Floods in a Trans-boundary Context” 

Bucharest CS Romania 

M29 End-users workshop on “Sharing and 
Processing of Environmental Data on the Web” 

Oslo SINTEF, NMA 

M31 End-users workshop on “Sharing 
Environmental Data and Models on the Web“ 

Orléans BRGM 

M34 End-users workshop on “Real-time 
monitoring of Floods in a Trans-boundary Context” 

Bucharest CS Romania 

 

 

2 Implementation of the workshops 

The following four sections describe how each workshop has been implemented. This includes an 

overview of who has been invited and why, how the agenda has been structured and general 

facts like date and location. 

 

Although the implementation of each workshop differs slightly from the others, the main goals of 

the workshops were common to all. These goals were: 

 Introduce the pilot cases oil spill hazard risk assessment, landslide risk assessment, and 

real-time monitoring of floods evolutions in a trans-boundary context. 

 Present the ENVISION platform and technologies and their use in pilot cases. 
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 Collect feedback, comments, and remarks from experts and potential end-users. 

 Identify possibilities for future collaborations. 

Common to all workshops has also been the fact that a survey has been prepared for each work-

shop and handed out to the participants. In general, we used the survey form presented in D1.3 

with minor changes, considering differing focuses of the workshops (e.g. focus on a certain pilot 

case). The data from the collected forms has been entered in an Excel spread sheet, verified, and 

descriptive statistics has been performed for each question of the form. This has been conducted 

in order to get an overview of how the workshop participants think about the content and the de-

sign of the workshop in addition to their opinions regarding potential improvements of the 

ENVISION platform. 

 

After each workshop the slides from presentations as well as pictures from the workshops and 

survey results have been published on the project Website: http://www.envision-

project.eu/workshops. 

2.1 M26 End-users workshop on “Real-time monitoring of 
Floods in Trans-boundary Context”, Bucharest 

The M26 end-users workshop on “Real-time Monitoring of Floods Evolution in Trans-boundary 

Context” was held in Bucharest on 13
th
 – 14

th
 March 2012.  

This workshop took place shortly after the second release date of the platform (M24) and aimed 

at validation of the technologies released, ensuring initial feedback, and preparing for follow-up 

activities with end-users. The workshop focused on potential stakeholders and end-users in the 

domain of flood monitoring, ENVISION pilot case on flood monitoring being presented in extent. 

The demonstrators for ENVISION technologies were also presented in the flood monitoring 

context. 

http://www.envision-project.eu/workshops
http://www.envision-project.eu/workshops


 

 Copyright  ENVISION Consortium 2009-2012 Page 11 / 101 

 

 

Figure 1: Participants during the M26 End-users workshop in Bucharest. 

 

Selection of invited organizations was made upon criteria of being potential users of the 

ENVISION platform. Depending on the area of activity, invited organizations are environmental 

models and/or environmental data producers, or potential designers and/or end-users for 

environmental websites. Table 2 presents the list of participating organizations. 

 

Table 2: List of participating organizations at the M26 End-users workshop in Bucharest 

 Organization Country 

1.  ANAR (Romanian Waters - National 
Administration) 

Romania 

2.  ANM (National Administration of Meteorology) Romania 

3.  ASTRIUM (private company part of EADS group) France 

4.  CNGCFT (National Center of Cartography) Romania 

5.  DJERDAP (operator of Iron Gates hydropower 
plant , Serbian side) 

Serbia 

6.  JRC – EFAS group (EU research institution) Italy 

7.  HIDMET (Hydrometeorological service – Serbia) Serbia 

8.  Environment Ministry – Serbia Serbia 

9.  HIDROELECTRICA (Romanian hydropower 
plants operator) 

Romania 

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

Austria 

11.  INHGA (National Institute for Hydrology and Water 
Management) 

Romania 

12.  IRE (National Institute for Energy Resources) Romania 
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13.  SHMU (Hydrometeorological service – Slovakia) Slovakia 

14.  UNOOSA (United Nations Office for Outer Space 
Affairs) 

Austria 

15.  VERBUND Romania (energy production company 
- Austria) 

Romania 

16.  VITUKI (Hydrometeorological service – Hungary) Hungary 

 

The agenda of the workshop was spread on two half days (afternoon first day, morning second 

day), in order to optimise logistics for both participants and organizers. First day focused on 

ENVISION presentations, starting with an overview presentation, then briefly introducing the 

Landslide pilot case and then continuing with a more detailed presentation of the Flood 

monitoring pilot case. The last part of the first day included demos of the ENVISION technologies 

presented in a flood monitoring context and concluded with an open discussion session when 

survey forms were also introduced. 

The second workshop day was dedicated to guests’ presentations and ended up with discussions 

and follow-up sessions for engaging participant organizations in possible collaboration for use of 

the ENVISION platform. The detailed agenda is presented in table 3. 

 

Table 3: Agenda of the M26 End-users workshop in Bucharest 

Tuesday, March 13
th 

2012 

14:00 – 14:10 Welcome and Introduction to the Workshop Dumitru Roman,  
SINTEF, Norway 

14:10 – 14:55 ENVISION Overview Dumitru Roman,  
SINTEF, Norway 

14:55 – 15:20 ENVISION for Landslide Hazard and Risk 
Assessment 

François Tertre, BRGM, 
France 

15:20 – 16:30 ENVISION  for Real-time Monitoring of Floods 
in Trans-boundary Context 

Mihaela Ionescu, CS, Romania 

16:30 – 16:45 Coffee break 

16:45 – 18:00 Demos and Discussions ENVISION Consortium 

19:30 Official Dinner  

Wednesday, March 14
th 

2012 

09:00 – 10:30 Presentations from Participants (15 min/presentation) 

 Mary-Jeanne ADLER, INHGA, 
Romania 

“Creating risk maps along the Danube 
river in a harmonized methodology – 
The Danube Project Floodrisk” 
  

 Suzanne BALTAY, ASTRIUM, France “Presentation of the ISECAD solution” 

 András CSĺK, VITUKI, Hungary “On-going works and projects at the 
Hungarian Hydrological Forecasting 
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Service (VITUKI)” 

 Michal HAZLINGER, SHMU, Slovakia “SHMU and its position in flood 
protection in Slovakia” 

 Gheorghe STANCALIE 
(Vasile CRACIUNESCU), ANM, 
Romania 

“Satellite based service  for flood 
monitoring in Romania” 

 Jutta THIELEN-DEL POZO, JRC-
EFAS, Italy 

“The European Flood Awareness 
System for the Danube– from research 
to operations” 

10:30 – 10:45 Coffee Break 

10:45 – 11:45 Discussions: Applicability of ENVISION 
technologies for Participating 
Organizations 

 

11:45 – 12:15 Discussions: Follow-up Activities for 
Collaboration between ENVISION and 
Participating Organizations 

 

12:30 Summary and Lunch 

 

2.2 M29 End-users workshop on “Sharing and Processing of 
Environmental Data on the Web”, Oslo 

The end-users workshop “Sharing and Processing of Environmental Data on the Web" was held 

on June 18
th
 and 19

th
 2012 in Oslo. 

During the preparation of the workshop we focused on inviting guests from the Nordic countries 

Denmark, Finland, Sweden and Norway. Having the workshop in Oslo and the NMA as co-host 

besides SINTEF, the majority of invitations has been sent to organizations participating in Norway 

Digital, which is the Norwegian government's initiative to build the national geographical 

infrastructure. NMA has important coordination functions within the Norway Digital initiative and 

thus close contact to all participating organizations. 
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Figure 2: Participants during the M29 End-users workshop in Oslo. 

 

In addition to being situated in the Nordic countries, the invited organizations have in common 

that they either are providers of geographic data, and thus providers of data services, or they own 

sophisticated models for environmental phenomena.  

Their data services as well as the environmental models could be made accessible to a broader 

public using the ENVISION platform. The models that have been parts of desktop applications 

hitherto could be published as models as a service, and thus utilized by more users. This 

describes properly what the invited organizations’ motivation should be to attend the workshop. 

A list of participating organizations is shown in the table 4. The detailed list of participants is 

attached in appendix B. 

 

Table 4: List of participating organizations at the M29 End-users workshop in Oslo. 

 Organization Country 

1.  Norwegian Institute for Air Research Norway 

2.  Geological Survey of Norway Norway 

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

Finland 

4.  Norwegian Institute for Water Research Norway 

5.  Norwegian Mapping Authority Norway 

6.  Norwegian Geotechnical Institute Norway 

7.  Statsbygg Norway 

8.  SINTEF Communication Systems Norway 
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9.  Det Norske Veritas Norway 

10.  POSC Caesar Association Norway 

11.  Statoil ASA Norway 

12.  National Institute of Hydrology and Water 
Management 

Romania 

13.  Norwegian Meteorological Institute Norway 

14.  Romanian Embassy Romania 

15.  Kongsberg Oil & Gas Technologies Norway 

 

This workshop’s goals differ slightly from those we had at the first workshop in Romania. Instead 

of focusing on the flood monitoring use case we decided to widen the topic in order to reach a 

broader audience and open for possible collaborations with organizations dealing within other 

domains of environmental information. This is also reflected in the agenda. After the introductory 

part with a rather generic presentation about different perspectives regarding data sharing and a 

general overview of the ENVISION project, technologies used in the project have been presented. 

This was followed by presentations on the three scenarios and demos showing how the 

components work in praxis.  

The second part of the workshop, with regard to contents, started already in the end of the first 

day, namely the presentations given by participants not being part of the ENVISION consortium. 

We proceeded with presentations by participants in the beginning of the second day before 

finishing the workshop with discussions about possible use of ENVISION outcomes at the invited 

organizations and future collaborations. Table 5 contains the detailed agenda. 

 

Table 5: Agenda of the M29 End-users workshop in Oslo. 

Monday, June 18
th 

2012 

13:00 – 13:10 Welcome and Introduction to the Workshop Dumitru Roman,  
SINTEF, Norway 

13:10 – 13:30 Sharing Environmental Data and Models - 
National and International Perspectives 

Morten Borrebæk, Norwegian 
Mapping Authority, Norway 

13:30 – 13:45 ENVISION Overview Dumitru Roman,  
SINTEF, Norway 

13:45 – 14:15 Intro to ENVISION Technologies Patrick Maué, University of 
Münster, Germany 

14:15 – 14:45 Pilot case #1: Oil spill Nils Rune Bodsberg, SINTEF 
MET, Norway 

14:45 – 15:00 Coffee break 

15:00 – 15:30 Pilot case #2: Landslide Hazard and Risk 
Assessment 

François Tertre, BRGM, 
France 

15:30 – 16:00 Pilot case #3: Real-time Monitoring of Floods 
in Trans-boundary Context 

Silviu Trasca, CS, Romania  

16:00 – 16:45 Demos Envision Consortium 
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16:45 – 17:00 Presentations from Participants (15 min/presentation) 

Construction of sensor networks with 
heterogeneous components 

Narada Warakagoda, 
Communication Systems, 
SINTEF, Norway  

17:00 – 18:00 Feedback, Survey distribution and Discussions  

20:00 Dinner at Holmenkollen Restaurant 

Tuesday, June 19
th 

2012 

09:00 – 10:45 Presentations from Participants (15 min/presentation) 

 HELCOM Map and Data Service Joni Kaitaranta, HELCOM, Finland 

 Air Quality Dissemination Rune Ødegård, NILU, Norway 

 ENVIROFI and Personalized 
Environmental Information 

Mike Kobernus, NILU, Norway 

 Sharing and Utilization of Thematic 
Data in Norway 

Arvid Lillethun, Norwegian Mapping 
Authority, Norway 

 Integrated Environmental Monitoring Knut Olav Fjell, Statoil, Norway 

 Oil Prediction Model Cecilie Wettre, MET, Norway 

 New methods and techniques for the 
integrated control of environment 
pollution  

Maria Cristina Trifu, National Institute 
of Hydrology and Water Management, 
Romania 

10:45 – 11:00 Coffee Break  

11:00 – 11:30 Discussions: Applicability of ENVISION 
technologies for Participating 
Organizations 

 

11:30 – 12:00 Discussions: Follow-up Activities for 
Collaboration between ENVISION and 
Participating Organizations 

 

12:00 – 12:45 Summary and Lunch  

2.3 M31 End-users workshop, “Sharing Environmental Data 
and Models on the Web“, Orléans 

An internal workshop  “Partage et diffusion d’informations et de services environnementaux par 

internet - Application aux risques de glissements de terrain“ (“Sharing Environmental Data and 

Models on the Web“) was organized over two sessions, on August 28
th
 and September 13

th
 at 

BRGM in Orléans.  

The invitations were targeted in order to cover the various activities undertaken at BRGM which 

involve environmental modelling and data processing. Hence, people from thematic units such as 

natural risks, water, geothermal energy, digital information systems, mapping and geoinformation, 

CO2 safety storage, mineral resources or environment were invited. Furthermore, the participants 

covered the different categories of end-users enlisted in ENVISION (resources providers, 
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workflow designers, webpage creators and end-users). The list of participants can be found in 

appendix B. 

The main objectives of the workshops were to show and promote ENVISION technologies to 

potential users, but also to take advantages of interactions with targeted small groups to get in-

depth feedbacks. In return, the participants were interested in discovering new tools to help them 

communicate and share data and results. 

Some of the participants were already using web services and were thus also interested in testing 

ENVISION technologies with some of their models and tools, but due to time and budget 

constraints, collaborations have not started yet. So far, some ideas have been discussed and 

collaborations envisioned.  

The two sessions were organized following the same program, described in table 6. The idea was 

to give a general overview of the project and to provide a sufficient background for the 

participants to understand the demonstrations. The main emphasis has been on the 

demonstrations of the different portlets, to focus on the capabilities of the ENVISION platform for 

end-users. The landslides test-case has been used as a reference for the different examples, 

because it is the BRGM case study. 

 

Table 6: Agenda of the M31 End-users workshop in Orléans. 

August 28th September 
13rd 

 

14:00 - 15:10 9:00 - 10:10 Presentation 

14:00 - 14:15 9:00 - 9:15 General Overview Presentation 

14:15 - 14:45 9:15 - 9:45 Technical overview Presentation 

14:45 - 15:00 9:45 - 10:00 Landslide Test Case presentation Presentation 

15:00 - 15:10 10:00 - 10:10 Oil-Spill and floods test-case presentation Presentation 

15:10 - 16:20 10:10 - 11:20 Demonstration 

15:10 - 15:25 10:10 - 10:25 Annotation Video 

15:25 - 15:40 10:25 - 10:40 Discovery Video 

15:40 - 15:55 10:40 - 10:55 Workflow Composition Video 

15:55 - 16:10 10:55 - 11:10 Web-site creation Live Demo 

16:10 - 16:20 11:10 - 11:20 End-Use Live Demo 

16:20 - 17:00 11:20 - 12:00 Open-discussion and feedback from the audience 

 

The surveys have been filled out by all the participants, and the results are presented in section 

3.3. Instead of creating a new survey the one from the Oslo workshop was reused. 

During both sessions, the discussions were active and participants demonstrated a veritable 

interest to see how the technologies could cover their needs. They appreciated the ease of use 
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and the completeness of the platform, but they had some concerns regarding the existence of 

already available services (issues of reluctance of data/model owners to share their data). 

Another shared feedback is that such kind of platform is very interesting for robust codes, but less 

adequate for codes in development (often the case in research institutes). They all agreed that 

the best way to assess the real benefits of ENVISION technology would go through an application 

with their own case studies.  

ENVISION platform is a good way to improve communication and sharing between organizations. 

However, diffusion of environmental models should be done very carefully, because usually, 

correct calibration and interpretation should be provided. Using models do not consist only in 

running numerical codes, but require experience and knowledge which could be difficult to 

provide through web services. 
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2.4 M34 End-users workshop on “Real-time monitoring of 
Floods in Trans-boundary Context”, Bucharest 

The M34 end-users workshop on “Real-time Monitoring of Floods Evolution in Trans-boundary 

Context” was held in Bucharest on 13
th
 – 14

th
 of November 2012.  

The aim of this workshop was to provide feedback from follow-up activities derived from previous 

workshops, and introduce the final features of the ENVISION platform. 

 

 

Figure 3: Participants during the M34 End-users workshop in Bucharest. 

 

As the previous workshop in Romania, this workshop focused also on flood monitoring pilot case 

and can be considered as a sequel of the first one. This time the implemented features of the 

platform and the pilot case scenario website were presented. 

The selection of invited organizations took into account participants from previous workshops and 

also other organizations that manifested interest for ENVISION technologies. Table 7 presents 

the list of participating organizations. 

 

Table 7: List of participating organizations at the M34 End-users workshop in Bucharest. 

 Organization Country 

1.  ANAR (Romanian Waters - National 
Administration) 

Romania 

2.  ANM (National Administration of Meteorology) Romania 

3.  ASTRIUM (private company part of EADS group) France 

4.  CNGCFT (National Center of Cartography) Romania 
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5.  DJERDAP (operator of Iron Gates hydropower 
plant , Serbian side) 

Serbia 

6.  Eau de Web (subcontractor of EEA) Romania 

7.  EGIS Romania Romania 

8.  EEA - European Environment Agency Denmark 

9.  HIDMET (Hydrometeorological service – Serbia) Serbia 

10.  HIDROELECTRICA (Romanian hydropower 
plants operator) 

Romania 

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

Austria 

12.  INHGA (National Institute for Hydrology and Water 
Management) 

Romania 

13.  IRE (National Institute for Energy Resources) Romania 

14.  «Jaroslav Cerni» Institute (Water resources), 
Belgrade 

Serbia 

15.  TripleDev (subcontractor of EEA) Estonia 

16.  VERBUND Romania (energy production company 
- Austria) 

Romania 

 

The agenda of the workshop was spread on two half days (afternoon first day, morning second 

day) in order to optimize logistic for both participants and organizers. First day focused on 

ENVISION presentations, starting with an overview presentation, then briefly introducing 

ENVISION technologies and then continuing with a detailed presentation of the Flood monitoring 

pilot case and the related scenario website. This presentation focused more on data and services 

specific for this pilot case, the data flow and the portlets presented in the website scenario and 

less on the pilot case. The last part of the first day included demos of the ENVISION technologies 

presented in a flood monitoring context and concluded with an open discussion session when 

survey forms were also introduced. 

Second workshop day was dedicated to guests presentations and ended up with discussion and 

follow-up sessions for engaging participant organizations in possible collaboration for use of the 

ENVISION platform. 

Based on user feedback from previous workshops, the organizers have provided to participants 4 

computers for demos and hands-on sessions. 

Table 8 presents details of the workshop agenda. 

 

Table 8: Agenda of the M34 End-users workshop in Bucharest. 

Tuesday, November 13
th 

2012 

14:00 – 14:10 Welcome and Introduction to the Workshop Dumitru Roman,  
SINTEF, Norway 

14:10 – 14:55 ENVISION Overview Dumitru Roman,  
SINTEF, Norway 

14:40 – 15:25 Introduction to ENVISION Technologies Patrick Maué, UoM, Germany 
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15:25 – 15:40 Coffee break 

15:40 – 17:10 ENVISION  for Real-time Monitoring of Floods 
in Trans-boundary Context 

Mihaela Ionescu, CS, Romania 

17:10 – 17:25 Coffee break 

17:25 – 18:15 ENVISION Technologies explained ENVISION Consortium 

18:15 – 19:15 Demos and Discussions ENVISION Consortium 

20:00 Official Dinner  

Wednesday, November 14
th 

2012 

09:00 – 10:45 Presentations from Participants 

 Mihaela Popovici, ICPDR, Vienna "Transboundary water management in 
the Danube River Basin" 

 Milutin STEFANOVIC (Instituite 
Jaroslav Cernim Serbia 

"Application of Torrent Flood 
Monitoring in real-time in Serbia" 

 Mary-Jeanne ADLER, INHGA 
(National Institute for Hydrology and 
Water Management - Romania) 

“NIHWM projects that could take 
benefits of a data communication 
platform"  

 Marin MARIN 
(Romanian Waters National 
Administration) 

"DISPATCH APPLICATION – Real-
time monitoring of floods in  ROMANIA 
" 

 Søren ROUG 
(European Environment Agency) 

“European Environment Agency” 

10:45 – 11:00 Coffee Break 

11:00 – 11:45 Discussions: Applicability of ENVISION 
technologies for Participating 
Organizations 

 

11:45 – 12:15 Discussions: Follow-up Activities for 
Collaboration between ENVISION and 
Participating Organizations 

 

12:30 Summary and Lunch 
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3 Results of the workshops 

The results of each of the four end-users workshops are presented in three parts. The first two 

parts contain the analysis of the surveys filled in by the workshop participants. While the first part 

deals with survey results regarding workshop content, the second part lists results regarding the 

workshop design. The third part gives a short overview over follow-up activities conducted by the 

ENVISION consortium in cooperation with individual organizations participating at one of the 

workshops. Results are presented as charts and free text answers. 

The purpose of our survey is to measure the satisfaction of the participants, the degree in which 

the project corresponds to the user needs and their suggestions and ideas to improve the 

ENVISION platform. 

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.  

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 domain of interest. 

 Personal opinions related to the ENVISION platform. 

 Personal opinions related to the pilot cases. 

 

The questions related to the design of the workshop measured: 

 The rhythm and difficulty of the activities. 

 The improvements that may be brought for the next workshop. 

 The added value of our project. 
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3.1 M26 End-users workshop on “Real-time monitoring of 
Floods in a Trans-boundary Context”, Bucharest 

The questionnaire prepared for this workshop contained 31 questions; a few questions were 

especially related to the real-time flood monitoring pilot case. From the 49 participants, thereof 19 

from the ENVISION consortium, we received 20 filled-out questionnaires. The commented results 

of the survey and the follow-up activities after the event are presented in the following sections. 

3.1.1 Survey results regarding workshop content 

80 % in the two highest categories in figure 4 implies that the information provided to the partici-

pants before the workshop was sufficient. Regarding figure 5, no votes in the lowest two and 

75 % in the highest two categories at the same time show that we made the right choices in con-

sidering the invited participants as potential end-users. 

 

 

Figure 4: I was well informed about the 
objectives of this workshop. 

 
Figure 5: The workshop content is relevant 

to my job. 

 

Positive results in figure 6, cumulated three-quarter within category 4 and 5, confirm that the par-

ticipants were satisfied with the workshop. The results in figures 7, 8 and 9 show that the majority 

of the participants is familiar with and uses regularly dedicated software applications, web tech-

nologies and web resources. 

 

 

Figure 6: This workshop lived up to my 
expectations and needs. 

 
Figure 7: How often do you use dedicated 
software applications in your professional 

interest? 
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Figure 8: How familiar are you with web 
technologies? 

 
Figure 9: How often do you use web 

resources in your professional interest? 

 
When it comes to the usability we see that the answers are mostly spread over the three catego-

ries in the middle of the five possible satisfaction degrees. While the resource management (fig-

ure 14) got the best result with cumulated 50% in category 4 and 5, it seems that the annotation 

of services (figure 12) and the creation of compositions (figure 13) are considered to be most 

challenging with respectively 40% and 35% in category 2. With respectively 50% and 42.10% in 

the average category we notice an uncertainty among participants regarding the usability of the 

ENVISION platform (figure 10) and the easiness of the creation of a scenario Website (figure 11). 

Figure 11 shows a negative tendency with almost one-third in category 2 compared to slightly 

more than one-fourth in categories 4 and 5 evaluating the creation of a scenario Website, while 

the usability of the platform (figure 10) tends towards a positive evaluation with 30% in category 

4. 

 

 

Figure 10: How easy and intuitive is the 
global interaction with the ENVISION 

platform? 

 
Figure 11: How easy and intuitive is the 

creation of a scenario Website? 
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Figure 12: How easy and intuitive is the 
annotation of services? 

 
Figure 13: How easy and intuitive is the 

creation of compositions? 

 

 

Figure 14: How easy and intuitive is the 
management of resources? 

 
Figure 15: I completely understood the 
functionality of the ENVISION platform. 

 
Given the fact that the ENVISION platform provides a set of tools for non ICT-skilled users, we 

can consider the results shown by the graph in figure 15 as a confirmation of our work in terms of 

that not necessarily ICT-expert knowledge is required to understand the functionality of the plat-

form. The half of the participants, which mainly are experts within the domain of hydrology and 

not necessarily ICT experts, agreed that they understood the platforms functionality while only 

15% did not or only partially. 

  

 

Figure 16: How well does the ENVISION 
platform respond to users’ needs? 

 
Figure 17: How well does the Real-time 

flood monitoring pilot case respond to your 
needs? 
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We got a very positive score for the questions concerning how the ENVISION platform as such 

(figure 16) and the Real-time flood monitoring pilot case in particular (figure 17) respond to users’ 

needs. With 52.6%, the majority chose one of the two highest categories regarding the platform 

as such and with 73.6% almost three quarters of the participants thought that the highest or the 

second highest category was the proper answer regarding the pilot case. 

 

The majority of the invited organizations consider the Real-time flood monitoring pilot case to be 

beneficial for their current preoccupations (79% cumulated in category 4 and 5 in figure 18) and 

they don’t see major issues integrating it either (60% cumulated in category 4 and 5 in figure 19). 

The same tendency applies for figure 20 regarding the facilitation in context of collaborations with 

other organizations. 70% in the two highest categories confirm the impression that the workshop 

participants expect positive effects using ENVISION results. 

 

 

Figure 18: Will the Real-time flood 
monitoring pilot case help you in your 

current preoccupations? 

 
Figure 19: How easy do you think the Real-
time flood monitoring pilot case would be 

to integrate in your current 
preoccupations? 

 
 

 

Figure 20: Do you think that the ENVISION 
platform and this specific pilot case will 

facilitate you the collaboration with similar 
organizations?  
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– “By sharing data between different organizations in a common platform and 

putting them in the same platform type; this would lead to similar results, but with 

a time economy.” 

 Will the Real-time flood monitoring pilot case help you in your current preoccupations? 

– “The real time flood monitoring could help me in my job.” 

– “I am currently involved in a project on the Danube between 160-380 km consist-

ing in environmental monitoring near a construction site. Having info about flood-

ing is very helpful.” 

– “I am a researcher for the National Meteorological Administration and I am in-

volved in flood monitoring using satellite data. Also, I am a PhD student and my 

thesis is formed on optimization of a flood monitoring system using GIS and sa-

tellite data.” 

– “The pilot case responds to some of my company needs.” 

– “It may be used to identify the location where the event will take place. This will 

reduce the time for intervention in the identified area.” 

– “It represents a new way on how to look into this problem. Until today, this prob-

lem was solved very poorly on the field of international agreements restrictions -> 

not on the field of cooperation.” 

– “Within our institution, we are constantly monitoring a sector of the Danube (be-

tween Calarasi and Braila) so every information is valuable.” 

 Do you think that the ENVISION platform and this specific pilot case will facilitate you the 

collaboration with similar organizations? 

– “This pilot case can be perfected and used as a model for other large basin 

trans-boundary flood monitoring.” 

– “Flood monitoring is a major problem at a national level and I believe that it is 

very important to collaborate with similar organizations, to have many projects 

focused on this.” 

– “Every organization shares data for ENV platform, so this specific pilot case can 

facilitate the collaboration with similar organizations.” 

– “Due to the next EFAS-based cooperation, we will need communication platform. 

ENVISION platform is one possibility.” 

 What features do you think should be added to the ENVISION platform and/or the real-

time flood monitoring pilot case? 

– “Prognosis models on a specific sector.” 

– “Flow simulation model on a specific sector.” 

– “Linking the different models for a aggregate model.” 

– “Building decision support systems for better warning in case of risks.” 

– “Data derived from satellite data.” 

– “Validation tools such as satellite imagery, to be continued into the platform.” 

– “Satellite-based data and products.” 

– “Uncertainty management.” 
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3.1.2 Survey results regarding workshop design 

In general the workshop design was positively evaluated. Both the objectives have been clear to 

the participants (80% in category high and highest in figure 21) and for almost everyone the 

workshop fostered interest in the domain of environmental services infrastructure, with special 

focus on flood monitoring (figure 22). That is also confirmed by the positive results shown in fig-

ure 25.  

 

 

Figure 21: The workshop objectives were 
clear to me. 

 
Figure 22: The workshop activities 

stimulated my interest in this domain. 

 
However, with 55% and thus the majority of votes in the average-category regarding the difficulty 

level (figure 23) and 45% in the same category regarding the rhythm (figure 24) indicate a certain 

need for adjustments. 

 

 

Figure 23: The difficulty level of this 
workshop was appropriate. 

 
Figure 24: The rhythm of this workshop 

was appropriate. 
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Figure 25: 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.  

 
When it comes to explicitly mentioned improvements, three of the choices have been selected 

most often. Although related questions in the survey (see figures 4 and 21) have been answered 

rather positively, first of all better information before the workshop was requested. Furthermore 

there is a need for more stimulating activities and more time for the workshop. 

 

 

Figure 26: How would I improve this workshop? 

 
Also the part of the survey dealing with the workshop design contained some questions requiring 

a personal opinion. These questions and a sample of the given answers are listed below. 
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– “Providing a collaborative environment for the stakeholders.” 

– “New information about the web and OGC technologies.” 

3.1.3 Follow-up activities 

Subsequent to the workshop, CS Romania has deployed the ENVISION platform at INHGA 

(National Institute for Hydrology and Water Management). Deployments at CNGCFT (National 

Center of Cartography) and HIDROELECTRICA (Romanian hydropower plants operator) are 

planned. 
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3.2 M29 End-users workshop on “Sharing and Processing of 
Environmental Data on the Web”, Oslo 

The questionnaire prepared for the end-users workshop in Oslo contained 32 questions. The 

whole questionnaire is attached in appendix C. Instead of focusing on a certain pilot case, we 

kept the questions on a more generic level. All together we had 33 participants, thereof 14 from 

the ENVISION consortium. We received 17 filled-out questionnaires whose results together with 

the follow-up activities are presented in the following sections. 

3.2.1 Survey results regarding workshop content 

The information that has been sent to the invited organizations before the workshop and the in-

formation about the objectives given introductory in the first session of the workshop must be 

reconsidered. This is indicated by figure 27, where 50% in average and 6.3% in low gives the 

impression that the majority of the audience was not sure about the workshop’s objectives. The 

large majority of those who filled out the questionnaire confirmed that both the workshop’s con-

tent is relevant to their job (figure 28) and that the workshop lived up to their expectations (figure 

29). 

 

 

Figure 27: I was well informed about the 
objectives of this workshop. 

 
Figure 28: The workshop content is 

relevant to my job. 

 

 

Figure 29: This workshop lived up to my 
expectations and needs. 

 

 
Figure 30: How often do you use dedicated 
software applications in your professional 

interest? 
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Furthermore we can consider it as a confirmation that we invited people with a major interest in 

the presented topic, taking a look at figures 30, 31 and 32 which reveal that the majority of the 

participants is familiar with and uses regularly dedicated software applications, web technologies 

and web resources.  

 

 

Figure 31: How familiar are you with web 
technologies?  

 

 
Figure 32: How often do you use web 

resources in your professional interest?  
 

The participant’s impression regarding the usability of the platform as such and the different com-

ponents in particular shows almost an identical picture (figure 33 – 37). The majority chose the 

third category, average, which can be interpreted as: they neither felt familiar with the user inter-

faces and the function of the components, nor did they see major issues in trying it out. A reason 

for this might be the fact that they have not had the possibility to test anything actively.  

 

 

Figure 33: How easy and intuitive is the 
global interaction with the ENVISION 

platform? 

 
Figure 34: How easy and intuitive is the 

creation of a scenario Website? 
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Figure 35: How easy and intuitive is the 
annotation of services? 

 
Figure 36: How easy and intuitive is the 

creation of compositions? 

 

 

Figure 37: How easy and intuitive is the 
management of resources? 

 
Figure 38: I completely understood the 
functionality of the ENVISION platform. 

 
More positive is the participants’ estimation of their own understanding of the ENVISION platform 

(figure 38) less than one fifth chose the second lowest category while more than 50% chose one 

of the two highest categories. Figure 39, with 62.5% in the average category, reflects a large 

uncertainty among the participants and potential end-users of how well the platform responds to 

their needs, although it tends to a slightly positive evaluation with almost one-third in the second 

highest category. 
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Figure 39: How well does the ENVISION 
platform respond to users’ needs? 

 
Figure 40: Which of the presented pilot 

cases is most appropriate for your needs? 

 
Since this workshop did not focus on a certain pilot case, we presented all of them equally and let 

the participants choose which one would be most appropriate for their needs. Oil spill was the 

favourite here with 55.6%, followed by flood monitoring and landslide (figure 40). As seen before, 

also here (figures 41 and 42) we notice an uncertainty among our potential end-users regarding 

the extent to which the pilot case chosen at question 14 in the questionnaire (figure 40) could 

help them in their current preoccupations, and how easy it would be to integrate it. Integration 

was even worse estimated with almost one-third of the votes in the two lowest categories. 

 

 

Figure 41: Will this pilot case (your answer 
to question 14) help you in your current 

preoccupations? 

 
Figure 42: How easy do you think this pilot 
case (your answer to question 14) would be 

to integrate in your current 
preoccupations? 

 
The answers we got regarding the question if they think that the ENVISION platform and this 

specific pilot case will facilitate the collaboration with similar organizations, led to a much more 

positive result (figure 43). More than 40% consider it to have positive effects in that context. 
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Figure 43: Do you think that the ENVISION 
platform and this specific pilot case will 

facilitate you the collaboration with similar 
organizations?  

 

 

Figure 44: What distribution do you think is better? 

 
Regarding the distribution of the platform (figure 44) there are two favourites: the local use of the 

platform, where both models and results are kept internally, and the idea of one central platform 

where every organization contributes with shared data. 

 

Some of the survey’s questions required a personal opinion from our participants stated in free 

text answers. These questions and a sample of the given answers are listed below. 

 

 How well does the ENVISION platform respond to users’ needs? 

– “Hard to tell because the user’s needs are so different. Most of my users need 

performance and long running time series of data.” 

– “There are more functionalities that are not included in the ENVISION platform 

(ex. the possibility to compare the scenarios).” 

– “It's great to create a scenario website without coding. However, some back-

ground works needs to be clarified, as common ontology model, diverse OGC 

web services need to be built before hand.” 

– “Unsure if it will fit our architecture.” 

 Will this pilot case (your answer to question 14) help you in your current preoccupations? 

– “Near real time monitoring of floods has some of the same challenges as air 

quality.” 

– “Not directly but we are looking into the same technology and problem area.” 
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– “It was interesting to see the implementation and solutions and compare it to our 

system (SeaTrackWeb).” 

 Do you think that the ENVISION platform and this specific pilot case will facilitate you the 

collaboration with similar organizations? 

– “Security issues specific to my institute need to be investigated.” 

– “Should be grouped on national level.” 

– “It is possible to store information for analyze different situations.” 

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

the common user? 

– “We are currently using ArcGIS to install and build knowledge on the required 

technology would be challenging.” 

– “Standard ontology model.” 

  What features do you think should be added to the ENVISION and/or any of the pre-

sented pilot cases? 

– “You should have some air scenario.” 

– “Results visualization.” 

– “Scenarios related to the applied measures for improving the environment.”  

– “UML models automated transformation to ontologies. Owl/rdf - to then be pub-

lished for reuse by others. For all Inspire themes.” 

 Do you plan to migrate a model or several models on the web using the Model as a Ser-

vice concept? 

– “Yes I have plan to integrate a dispersion model online and possibly others.” 

– ”Air Quality Modeling, Emission Modeling ” 

– “No concrete plan, but consider this as part of the infrastructure responsibilities.” 

 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 compo-

nents? 

– “Yes, possibly overlap with air quality.” 

– “Yes, but with own components.” 

– “I will explore it and take in to consideration. I would appreciate step-by-step in-

structions on how to set up the Liferay portal.” 

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

final results?  

– “Blackbox with in- and outputs.“ 

– “It would depend. It could have strategic and legal implication.” 

– “Just final results.” 

3.2.2 Survey results regarding workshop design 

In general, the feedback we got regarding the workshop design can be considered as very posi-

tive, with 50% or more that agreed to the stated facts to a high or even the highest degree (fig-

ures 45 – 49). On the other hand, almost half of the participants were not so sure about what the 

objectives were (47,1% average in figure 45) and even 50% chose category three, average, re-

garding the statement: “The workshop was a good way for me to find out different aspects about 

the ENVISION platform and the pilot cases”. In the latter case, it shows that there is still a need to 

add additional content to the workshops or at least to present the content in a better way. In the 
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first case, it indicates that there is potential for improvements in providing the invited organiza-

tions with sufficient information, helping to understand what the workshop’s objectives are. This is 

in accordance with what has been stated in the beginning of the previous section regarding figure 

27 and the question if the participants were well informed about the objectives of this workshop. 

 

 

Figure 45: The workshop objectives were 
clear to me. 

 
Figure 46: The workshop activities 

stimulated my interest in this domain. 

 

 

Figure 47: The difficulty level of this 
workshop was appropriate. 

 
Figure 48: The rhythm of this workshop 

was appropriate. 

 
 

 

Figure 49: The workshop was a good way 
for me to find out different aspects about 

the ENVISION platform and the pilot cases.  
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Figure 50 shows the participants recommendations regarding actions to conduct in order to 

improve the workshop. Here they could choose from a list of proposed improvements. Again, 

clarification of the workshop’s objectives was most frequently chosen. Moreover the provision of 

better information before the workshop and the reduction of the content covered by the workshop 

have been mentioned repeatedly. 

 

 

Figure 50: How would I improve this workshop? 

 
Also the part of the survey dealing with the workshop design contained some questions requiring 

a personal opinion. These questions and a sample of the given answers are listed below. 

 

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

– “More ENVISION samples and technical info - not so many general presentations 

as on day 2. For me not so interesting.” 

– “Don't wait with the discussion until the end. People are leaving and the 

question(s) are lost. The Q/A should be done immediately after the presentation.” 

– “Meeting facilities. The screen was too small when you sit in the back.” 

– “Provide some "lab" opportunity to allow the participants to try the Envision 

Software.” 

– “Discuss with presenters beforehand, guiding what to focus on to be more 

specific on technology-integration related issues of value to ENVISION = the 

users.” 

 What is least valuable about this workshop? 

– “General presentation part on day two.” 

 What is most valuable about this workshop? 

– “Understand more about ENVISION, but also understand other institutions' needs 

and issues.” 

– “ENVISION cases/pilot + ENVISION demo” 

– “All the new technology and standards.” 

– “Description of the underlying components and how they are used in the pilots.” 

– “Get an overview of what ENVISION is all about and can do. In addition, got an 

overview of what other organizations are focusing on.” 

– “The project and software are promising and it's the kernel phase. The discussion 

between participants is also valuable.” 

– “Meeting others working on environmental monitoring.” 

– “The focus of ontologies and Web processing services.” 
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3.2.3 Follow-up activities 

After the workshop in Oslo, the ENVISION consortium has been invited to present the ENVISION 

platform at the Norwegian Institute for Air Research. SINTEF has been responsible for this. In 

addition, discussions during the workshop led to the decision to install the platform at the NMA in 

order to involve more data and service providers in the use of the platform. The deployment of the 

platform has been realized by NMA personnel. 

3.3 M31 End-user workshop, “Sharing Environmental Data and 
Models on the Web”, Orléans 

For this workshop, we used the same questionnaire as at the workshop in Oslo two months 

earlier. It contained 32 questions and it is attached in appendix C (it is identical to the one 

prepared for the second workshop in Oslo). All of the nine participants not being part of the 

ENVISION consortium filled out the questionnaire. The commented results of the survey and the 

follow-up activities after the event are presented in the following sections. 

3.3.1 Survey results regarding workshop content 

The domain experts participating in the workshop felt well informed (more than 80% in the highest 

two categories in figure 51) and considered the content as highly relevant to their jobs (figure 52). 

Furthermore the workshop obviously lived up to their needs with only 11% which equals one per-

son who did not choose category 4 or 5. 

 

 

Figure 51: I was well informed about the 
objectives of this workshop. 

 
Figure 52: The workshop content is 

relevant to my job. 
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Figure 53: This workshop lived up to my 
expectations and needs. 

 

 
Figure 54: How often do you use dedicated 
software applications in your professional 

interest? 

 
A more spread graph is shown in figure 54, 55 and 56, analysing the background of the partici-

pants. This reflects the variety of invited people at this workshop. Some are experts within the 

domains of natural risks, hydrology and geothermal energy; on the other hand also a few ICT-

experts were among the participants. Thus, naturally some of them are more familiar with and 

use more often dedicated software applications, web technologies and web resources. 

 

 

Figure 55: How familiar are you with web 
technologies? 

 
Figure 56: How often do you use web 

resources in your professional interest? 

 
Regarding the usability of components and the platform as such (figures 57 – 61) we see similar 

results as before, with answers spread over all categories except the fifth, hardest. The reason for 

this is obviously also found in the different backgrounds of the participants.  
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Figure 57: How easy and intuitive is the 
global interaction with the ENVISION 

platform? 

 
Figure 58: How easy and intuitive is the 

creation of a scenario Website? 

 

 

Figure 59: How easy and intuitive is the 
annotation of services? 

 
Figure 60: How easy and intuitive is the 

creation of compositions? 

 

 

Figure 61: How easy and intuitive is the 
management of resources? 

 
Figure 62: I completely understood the 
functionality of the ENVISION platform. 

 
Although we could see that there is uncertainty among the invited potential end-users regarding 

the components’ and the platforms usability in the previous graphs, the majority of them had the 

impression that they understood the functionality of the platform (figure 62). In addition, more than 

three-forth of the participants highly agreed with the fact that the platform responds well to users’ 

needs (figure 63). 
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Figure 63: How well does the ENVISION 
platform respond to users’ needs? 

 
Figure 64: Which of the presented pilot 

cases is most appropriate for your needs? 

 
The majority of the participants considered the Landslide pilot case to be most appropriate for 

their needs (62.5%, figure 64), followed by Real-time monitoring of floods (37.5%). Only one per-

son (11.1%) considered none of the presented pilot cases to be appropriate. The participants 

were more doubtful regarding the extent to which one of the pilot cases would be beneficial for 

their current preoccupations (almost 50% in the medium category and one-third cumulated in 

categories 1 and 2 in figure 65). A split graph is shown in figure 66. While 44.4% (cumulated 

category 4 and 5) considered the pilot cases to be easily integrated in their current preoccupa-

tions, 55.5% (categories 1 and 2) were sceptical. 

 

 

Figure 65: Will this pilot case (your answer 
to question 14) help you in your current 

preoccupations? 

 
Figure 66: How easy do you think this pilot 
case (your answer to question 14) would be 

to integrate in your current 
preoccupations? 

 
A hesitating attitude can be observed when the end-users were asked to evaluate possibly posi-

tive effects of the ENVISION platform in context of collaboration with other organizations (figure 

67). Only 22.2% expect positive effects while one-third chose one of the lowest two categories, 

and the rest (44.4%) were neutral in their evaluation. 
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Figure 67: Do you think that the ENVISION 
platform and this specific pilot case will 

facilitate you the collaboration with similar 
organizations?  

Regarding the distribution of the platform, the majority considered it to be the best solution with a 

central ENVISION platform and every organization sharing data (figure 68). 

 

Figure 68: What distribution do you think is better? 

 
Some of the survey’s questions required a personal opinion from our participants, stated in free 

text answers. These questions and a sample of the given answers are listed below. 
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– “In hydrology, models, input data and mapping results are different, so the 

compositions will be totally different.” 

– “I am working regularly on exposure maps and risk maps, so big interest for 

communication and dissemination of such kind of maps.” 

– “It provides ideas, but no direct application in the frame of a project.” 

– “Possibility to quick set up in other case studies, with other data, but problem of 

scales.” 

 Do you think that the ENVISION platform and this specific pilot case will facilitate you the 

collaboration with similar organizations? 

– “Eventually, confrontation with other landslide software.” 

– “It allows to manage competencies domains and data more easily.” 

– “Needs for less fearful partners regarding distribution of results” 

– “Good way to share knowledge and know-how. Question of security in sharing 

models and results diffusion.” 

– “Need for a concrete case in hydrology to persuade our partners and to help 

them get the interest of the platform.” 

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

the common user? 

– “Difficulty to transform home-made codes into WPS.” 

– “Use of a model by a non-expert could be dangerous” 

– “Ontologies” 

 What features do you think should be added to the ENVISION and/or any of the 

presented pilot cases? 

– “Possibility to modify codes for a restricted community.” 

– “For the landslide test cases: earthquakes, tsunami and mudflows.” 

– “Possibility to show scenarios or pre-calculated results.” 

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

Service concept? 

– “Depending of the organism politics.” 

– “Already done.” 

 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? 

– Not yet, but why not in the future if the components exist. 

– Yes, but with my own components.  

– Yes, if components already exist 

 Would you expose your compositions (as a black box with inputs and outputs) or just 

your final results?  

– “Yes (composition).”  

– “Yes, but political questions.”  

– “It would depend of the end-user, civil protection would need only our final results, 

colleagues would require more details on data.” 
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3.3.2 Survey results regarding workshop design 

The majority of the end-users highly agreed on the facts that the workshop objectives (figure 69) 

were clear to them, the activities stimulated their interest in this domain (figure 70) and that the 

difficulty level was appropriate (figure 71).  

 

Figure 69: The workshop objectives were 
clear to me. 

 
Figure 70: The workshop activities 

stimulated my interest in this domain. 

 
Since more than half of the participants chose low or medium as the level of agreement to the 

fact that the rhythm of the workshop was appropriate (figure 72), there is room for improvements 

regarding this aspect of the workshop. 

 

 

Figure 71: The difficulty level of this 
workshop was appropriate. 

 
Figure 72: The rhythm of this workshop 

was appropriate. 

 
Everyone agreed to high or even the highest level that the workshop was a good way to get to 

know different aspects of the ENVISION platform (figure 73). We can consider this as a 

confirmation, that workshops in general are a good way for disseminating the project’s results. 
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Figure 73: The workshop was a good way 
for me to find out different aspects about 

the ENVISION platform and the pilot cases.  

 
Regarding explicitly mentioned improvements, some of the participants considered the length of 

the workshop as too short or they recommended reducing the content (figure 74). This indicates 

that the ratio of information conveyed during the workshop and the amount of time scheduled for 

the workshop was not optimal. 

 

 

Figure 74: How would you improve this workshop? 

 
Also the part of the survey dealing with the workshop design contained some questions requiring 

a personal opinion. These questions and a sample of the given answers are listed below. 

 

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

– “Make a 2 step workshop: simplified presentation of the platform, than 

presentation more precise with concepts and discussions on potential uses.” 

– “Provide paper support.” 

– “Need for platform handling in front of a PC.” 

– “Practical application.” 

 What is least valuable about this workshop? 

– “Global context of the project.” 

 What is most valuable about this workshop? 

– “Global presentation of ENVISION tool.” 

– “Demonstrations” 

– “Landslide use case” 
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– “Thematic presentations + demonstrations” 

– “Examples” 

– “Semantic definition, ontologies” 

3.3.3 Follow-up activities 

One person attending the workshop was really interested in using the portlet technology in order 

to set up a website for presenting the results within the geothermal domain and requested 

technical help. BRGM personnel involved in the ENVISION project helped using ENVISION 

visualization components in that case. 

 

3.4 M34 End-users workshop on “Real-time monitoring of 
Floods in a Trans-boundary Context”, Bucharest 

The questionnaire prepared for this workshop contained 28 questions and since this workshop 

focused on the flood monitoring, a few questions were especially related to this pilot case. The 

questionnaire is attached to this document in appendix C. This workshop has been conducted 

with 52 participants, thereof 18 from the ENVISION consortium. 31 questionnaires have been 

filled out.  

3.4.1 Survey results regarding workshop content 

We got very positive feedback from the participants regarding the information about the workshop 

objectives they received (figure 75), the presented content’s relevance to their job (figure 76) as 

well as their expectations for the workshop and how these have been fulfilled (figure 77). 

 

 

Figure 75: I was well informed about the 
objectives of this workshop. 

 
Figure 76: The workshop content is 

relevant to my job. 
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Figure 77: This workshop lived up to my 
expectations and needs. 

 

 
Figure 78: How often do you use dedicated 
software applications in your professional 

interest? 

The results in figures 78, 79 and 80 show that the majority of the participants is familiar with and 

uses regularly dedicated software applications, web technologies and web resources. These are 

similar results as at the first workshop, a fact that is not surprising since, with some exceptions, 

the same end-users were invited. This should be kept in mind for the presentation of the rest of 

this workshop’s results. 

 

 

Figure 79: How familiar are you with web 
technologies? 

 
Figure 80: How often do you use web 

resources in your professional interest? 

 
The usability of the portal and its components has been evaluated predominantly positive too. 

More than half of the participants considered it to be more or less easy to create a scenario Web-

site (figure 82), to annotate services (figure 83), to create compositions (figure 84) or to manage 

resources (figure 85). This applies also to the global interaction with the platform (figure 81). 
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Figure 81: How easy and intuitive is the 
global interaction with the ENVISION 

platform? 

 
Figure 82: How easy and intuitive is the 

creation of a scenario Website? 
 

 

 

Figure 83: How easy and intuitive is the 
annotation of services? 

 
Figure 84: How easy and intuitive is the 

creation of compositions? 

 

 

Figure 85: How easy and intuitive is the 
management of resources? 

 
Figure 86: I completely understood the 
functionality of the ENVISION platform. 

 
The presentations given during the workshop and the information provided in advance were obvi-

ously well prepared since almost two-third of the participants strongly or at least partially agreed 

to the statement that they completely understood the functionality of the ENVISION platform (fig-

ure 86). 
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Figure 87: How well does the ENVISION 
platform respond to users’ needs? 

 

 
Figure 88: How well does the Real-time 

flood monitoring pilot case respond to your 
needs? 

 
With almost three-quarter of the votes within the two highest categories, the way the ENVISION 

platform responds to users’ needs got a very positive feedback (figure 87). Not so positive is the 

feedback on the same question regarding the Real-time flood monitoring pilot case in particular 

(figure 88). Even more spread are the results concerning the questions of how beneficial this pilot 

case will be in the participants’ current preoccupations (figure 89) and how easy it would be to 

integrate it (figure 90). Compared to the results of the first workshop this is a change for the 

worse, but this does not necessarily mean that the acceptance among the potential end-users for 

this pilot case has declined. Some members of the ENVISION consortium who are primarily in-

terested in one of the other pilot cases have filled out some questionnaires too, which might ex-

plain these results. 

 

 

Figure 89: Will the Real-time flood 
monitoring pilot case help you in your 

current preoccupations? 
 

  

 
Figure 90: How easy do you think the Real-
time flood monitoring pilot case would be 

to integrate in your current 
preoccupations? 

 

Almost 40% agreed to the highest or second highest degree that the platform and the flood moni-

toring pilot case will facilitate their collaboration with similar organizations (figure 91). A quite posi-

tive result, taken into account that also here some of the ENVISION members focusing on other 

pilot cases obviously are among the more than 40% who chose the average category. Which 

means that the result only counting the questionnaires filled out by non-ENVISION members 

would be even more positive. 

 

0,00 % 

9,68 % 
16,13 % 

64,52 % 

9,68 % 

0 % 

10 % 

20 % 

30 % 

40 % 

50 % 

60 % 

70 % 

Very poor Very well 

12,90 % 12,90 % 

35,48 % 

29,03 % 

9,68 % 

0 % 

5 % 

10 % 

15 % 

20 % 

25 % 

30 % 

35 % 

40 % 

Very poor Very well 

25,81 % 

16,13 % 

19,35 % 

29,03 % 

9,68 % 

0 % 

5 % 

10 % 

15 % 

20 % 

25 % 

30 % 

35 % 

Not at all Very much 

16,13 % 

12,90 % 

32,26 % 

19,35 % 19,35 % 

0 % 

5 % 

10 % 

15 % 

20 % 

25 % 

30 % 

35 % 

Very poor Very well 



 

 Copyright  ENVISION Consortium 2009-2012 Page 51 / 101 

 

 

Figure 91: Do you think that the ENVISION 
platform and this specific pilot case will 

facilitate you the collaboration with similar 
organizations?  

 
Some of the survey’s questions required a personal opinion from our participants stated in free 

text answers. These questions and a sample of the given answers are listed below. 

 

 How well does the ENVISION platform respond to users’ needs? 

– “I think that the ENVISION platform provides a set of tools which are modular, 

intuitive and easy to use and therefore very useful for the flood monitoring 

domain experts present at the workshop.” 

– “ENVISION is tailored to the needs of the average end-users. Web enablement 

of all its tools and the use of intuitive GUIs facilitates the customized generation 

of environmental websites.” 

– “In theory, when the platform is set up for a use-case, it offers valuable 

functionality and interoperability.” 

– “There is a lack of existing and available models to compose environmental 

models, missing compositions services.” 

– “Some of the components can be useful for my needs (visualization, catalogue), 

but some may not be needed.” 

– “It seems like a natural idea to implement and I appreciate the fact that the 

platform is generic allowing users to use their algorithms.” 

– “It is useful for surface source for drinking water that we have on the Danube 

River - flood or pollution affect water quality - it can be applied inside our 

company to those data between different locations that we have.” 

– “Could be very useful during high flows of the Danube.” 

 Will the Real-time flood monitoring pilot case help you in your current preoccupations? 

– “Since I am currently dealing with the development of a publish/subscription 

system to process river data and manage flood alerts, I think that the pilot case 

presented can be interesting for my work.” 

– “My preoccupation is production of electrical energy on HPP Djerdap, so I think 

this monitoring pilot case can be helpful for optimization of using hydropotential.” 

– “Not the real-time flood monitoring pilot case as such but the technical 

components presented could be useful for me.” 
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– “Future extension of project outcomes and results with users needs should be 

the focus of a new project proposal.” 

– “I am sure it will help, but I am already familiar with our own monitoring 

application.” 

– “I represent a data provider (geographical data) the output is not as much use. It 

could be helpful if the output can be downloaded and use it for map creation 

(such as flood maps).” 

– “Yes, useful for analysis of real time data from sensors. Could do 

comparisons/analysis of data on maps/graphs.” 

– “My position at work explains my answer: Control room engineer at Iron Gates 

(on the Danube River).” 

– “I am interested in the technology and data, the particular semantic aspects. The 

EEA can be a data provider for some implementations, and consume some data, 

for instance for events.” 

– “We are not dealing with continental flooding in our institution.” 

 Do you think that the ENVISION platform and this specific pilot case will facilitate you the 

collaboration with similar organizations? 

– “Most of the tools presented (and the technology behind) intend to help in the 

integration of data. This is a first step to guarantee collaboration among involved 

stakeholders.” 

– “With ICPDR, as a management tool for governments in the decision process.” 

– “I believe it will facilitate collaboration as long as the organizations themselves 

want to collaborate.” 

– “We need to exchange hydrological data with hydro-meteorological institutes 

from Danube countries.” 

– “Publishing and querying real time data to local authorities.” 

– “It would help me to communicate more effectively (information/data) sharing with 

partners. But it should not be public sharing.” 

– “For the moment the control room of the HPP only exchange very few data with 

Apele Române (one way, from us to them).” 

– “In the context of SEIS, it is interesting to know how environmental organizations 

share their data on the project, and how much data they share” 

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

the common user? 

– “Users must have some training for semantic annotations and process links.” 

– “Set-up phase is technically demanding.” 

– “Installation of the platform, configuration.” 

– “I'm new in this domain, so I'm not able to give an answer to this and following 

questions. This workshop stimulated my interests, so I am going to take an 

attention to this platform.” 

– “Runtime environment.” 

– “As it looks the platform is not built for common users. One to use it must have 

knowledge of natural events (floods, landslides etc.) and models and so on.” 

– “Annotation.” 

– “Ontologies is a difficult concept to use. Who will build the ontologies?” 
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– “Once a use case has been identified, the usage of the portal seems easy and 

comprehensible.” 

– “I had not use enough the application for discovering.” 

 What aspects of the real-time flood monitoring pilot case do you find difficult to use or not 

accessible to the common user? 

– “I'd like to believe that real-time flood monitoring will be a useful tool for Iron 

Gates HPP and CS Romania will develop an outstanding platform.” 

– “The hydraulic modeling of the map and whether or not the different objectives on 

the river are taken into consideration.” 

– “It is not a common user platform.” 

– “Everything is fine.” 

– “(a) Many cryptic acronyms are used for e.g. listing of sensors. Maybe some 

OGC acronym. (b) Quality of data-> how” 

– “User interface quite sophisticated and challenging to use.” 

– “I had not used enough the application for discovering these aspects.” 

 What features do you think should be added to the ENVISION platform and/or the real-

time flood monitoring pilot case? 

– “Hydrology; accidental pollution.” 

– “In case the aspect mentioned above (hydraulic modeling) are not implemented 

then they should be.” 

– “Better visualization tools.” 

– “Module for real time communication to extract data from Envision platform. I 

think a meeting between Hidroelectrica, Dyerdap-SR, national hydrological 

institutes from Romania and Serbia will be helpful to find practical ways to 

exchange hydrological data.” 

– “Tools to handle (create, edit) semantics.” 

– “Reporting services.” 

– “(a) More models; collaboration with hydrologists can improve predictions. 

(b)Assumption to only work with OGC services is too strong. We need 

tools/methods to migrate to OGC interfaces. Only then we can use Envision.” 

– “More visualization possibilities perhaps.” 

3.4.2 Survey results regarding workshop design 

More than 80% cumulated in the two highest categories in respectively figure 92, 93 and 94 con-

firm that the workshop stimulated the participants’ interest in this domain on the one hand, and 

that the difficulty level was appropriate on the other hand. Moreover, the rhythm was considered 

to be appropriate too.  
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Figure 92: The workshop activities 
stimulated my interest in this domain 

 
Figure 93: The difficulty level of this 

workshop was appropriate. 

 
Almost 100% agreed to a high or very high degree that the workshop was a good way to find out 

different aspects about the platform and the flood monitoring pilot case (figure 95). Thus we can 

draw the same conclusion as for the previous workshop and consider this as a confirmation, that 

workshops in general are appropriate for informing about the project’s results. 

 

 

Figure 94: The rhythm of this workshop 
was appropriate. 

 
 

 
Figure 95: 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. 

Although the overall feedback regarding the workshop design is very positive, some 

improvements have been proposed by the participants (figure 96). The list of the proposed 

improvements for the workshop is topped by the request for better information before the 

workshop, followed by clarifying the objectives and making workshops activities more stimulating. 
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Figure 96: How would you improve this workshop? 

 
Also the part of the survey dealing with the workshop design contained some questions requiring 

a personal opinion. These questions and a sample of the given answers are listed below. 

 

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

– “Make presentations more interactive. BRIEF introduction of ALL attendees in the 

first session. Wrap-up with conclusion, future actions and main issues to 

stimulate discussions.” 

– “Possibility to include a more technical presentation of ENVISION for those 

interested.” 

– “Parallel hands-on sessions with small groups focusing on particular components 

(e.g. annotation, composition).” 

– “Prepare the demos more like videos than (online) live demos.” 

– “Involve participants -> they should use the software in parallel to the 

explanations -> go through a component step by step instructed by an Envisoner” 

– “Hands-on tutorials” 

 What is least valuable about this workshop? 

– “Presentations from external participants.” 

– “Technical aspects about inside architecture.” 

– “Nothing to lose, everything to gain.” 

 What is most valuable about this workshop? 

– “Participants from different countries.” 

– “Hands-on opportunity to use the ENVISION platform.” 

– “That it tries to provide a common work platform for environmental 

organizations.” 

– “The demos. Introducing examples.” 

– “Pilot examples.” 
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–  “This is first Envision workshop that I attended so for me the value is getting 

basic knowledge about Envision platform.” 

– “Feedback from different potential users of the platform.” 

– “Overview and presentation of the envision platform, user feedback and interest.” 

– “Principles for data management and acquiring.” 

– “Great workshop! New ways/technologies to solve problems. Could enable better 

collaborations between organizations.” 

– “Information about others doing the same/similar thing.” 

– “Changing ideas and opinions with other involved parties.” 

– “Understanding the technology.” 

– “Extending application to inner rivers in Romania - need having experience 

exchanges with domain experts in neighboring countries, even in Norway” 

 

3.4.3 Follow-up activities 

As a result of this workshop, the ENVISION consortium has been invited to give a presentation at 

a workshop in Serbia in November 2012. This workshop is organized by DJERDAP, an operator 

of Iron Gates hydropower plant on the Serbian side of the Danube River. Furthermore, the 

consortium received an invitation for a presentation at Romanian Waters (ICPDR) in December 

2012. 
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3.5 Summarization and comparison of the results 

All together, we had an attendance of 92 individual persons
1
 from 38 organizations

2
 at our four 

workshops held in 2012. The workshops and the contact with the invited organizations led to a 

number of follow-up activities conducted by the ENVISION consortium in collaboration with in-

vited organizations. Table 9 gives an overview of those activities. 

 

Table 9: Overview of follow-up activities. 

 Organization Type of activity 

1.  CNGCFT (National Center of Cartography) Platform deployment planned 

2.  
HIDROELECTRICA (Romanian hydropower 
plants operator) 

Platform deployment planned 

3.  
INHGA (National Institute for Hydrology and 
Water Management) 

Platform deployment 

4.  NMA (Norwegian Mapping Authority) Platform deployment 

5.  NILU (Norwegian Institute for Air Research) Invitation for presentation 

6.  BRGM Technical help 

7.  
DJERDAP (operator of Iron Gates hydropower 
plant in Serbia) 

Invitation for presentation 

8.  ICPDR (Romanian Waters) Invitation for presentation 

 
At every workshop, at least two-third of the end-users considered the workshops content and thus 

the ENVISION outcomes as relevant to their job. Moreover, except at the Oslo workshop, the 

majority of the users evaluated the ENVISION platform to respond to the users’ needs to a high 

degree. And also the results from the Oslo workshop have a clearly positive tendency. However, 

regarding the positive effects a certain pilot case could have for the end-users and how easy it 

might be to integrate it, we see, except for a very positive result at the first workshop, graphs 

where the results are spread almost equally over the positive and negative categories. Therefore 

it is not so easy to integrate a certain pilot case, without knowing the details of the MaaS behind. 

Another factor is how the users consider the usability of the platform. Although there is a ten-

dency to the positive side of the graphs, the results regarding the usability of both individual com-

ponents and the platform as such have the most spread graphs in our analysis. This confirms the 

impression that there might be a latent uncertainty among potential end-users regarding how 

easy and intuitive the components really are to use. 

 

Despite some negative aspects regarding the usability and regarding integration and positive 

effects of the pilot cases, the positive results outbalance the negative ones, and we can conclude 

that the ENVISION outcomes meet the users’ needs within the domain of environmental informa-

tion. 

 

We achieved a very positive result with at least 66% approval at each workshop to the statement 

that the workshop lived up to the participants’ needs. Furthermore, when it comes to the design of 

                                            
1
 Without those being part of the ENVISION consortium. 

2
 Organizations who attended both Romanian workshops have only been counted once. 
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the workshops, the overall result shows clearly that our way of implementing the workshops lived 

up to the participants’ expectations. To sum it up, we can conclude that we achieved a high de-

gree of satisfaction among the participants after the workshops. 

 

During the discussions at the workshops, it became clear that the main concern is sharing poli-

cies. In many cases, the organizations have data that they cannot share. Freely available, these 

data could contribute to value added services. In other cases data is accessible, but not neces-

sarily in form of OGC services and thus, usage is restricted and the benefit from the ENVISION 

platform is minimal. 
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4 Conclusion 

We conducted four workshops in order to disseminate ENVISION outcomes and gather user 

feedback. The latter is crucial to validate the results of our project. Taking into account the results 

presented in the previous sections we can conclude that the overall validation is positive, al-

though some points still have room for improvements. 

 

We achieved a high degree of satisfaction among the workshops’ participants and the project’s 

outcomes correspond highly to the users’ needs. Moreover, the workshops contributed to aware-

ness rising with respect to the scope of ENVISION and the value added features the project of-

fers. We identified a need for the technology presented at the workshops, although many struggle 

with restrictions with respect to sharing data and/or models. 
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Appendix A: Project Acronyms 

The following list contains the definition of the main current acronyms used in the project. 

 

CSW   Catalogue Service for the Web  

MaaS  Model as a Service 

SOS   Sensor Observation Service 

SCADA  Supervisory and Data Acquisition System 

WCS   Web Coverage Service 

WFS   Web Feature Service 

WMS   Web Map Service 

WPS   Web Processing Service  

WS  Web Service 
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Appendix B: ENVISION End-users workshops’ partici-
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Suzanne BALTAY 

Business Development, European Projects 

Business Development, European Projects, 

Astrium  

6 Laurent Pichat Street  75016  

Paris, France  

M: +33 6 23 02 19 13; T: +33 1 77 75 80 96  
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mailto:maria.calugaru@hidroelectrica.ro
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Appendix C: ENVISION End-users workshops’ ques-
tionnaires 

 

ENVISION M26 End-users Workshop - 13-14th of March 
2012, Bucharest - ROMANIA 
 

 
 
 

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

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 and to prepare 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: 13th-14th March 2012, Golden Tulip Hotel, Bucharest, 

Romania 

Participant name: 

___________________________________________________________ 

Participant country: 

_________________________________________________________ 

Job title: 

___________________________________________________________________ 
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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 

     

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 
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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 

     

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 
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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? 
 
 
 
 
 
 

21
. 

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

 

 
 
 

On behalf of the ENVISION consortium, CS Romania would like to thank 
you for your participation to this workshop and for taking our survey. Your 
response is very important to us. 
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If you have any other comments regarding the ENVISION project or our 
pilot case, please fill free to write them below. 
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ENVISION End-users Workshop – 18
th

–19
th

 of June 2012, 
Oslo – Norway 

 
 
 

 

 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 
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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 

     

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 
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13
. 

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

     

Please explain your choice. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

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. 
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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? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

21
. 

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

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 

     

 

 
 
  



 

 Copyright  ENVISION Consortium 2009-2012 Page 94 / 101 

 

 

WORKSHOP IMPROVEMENTS 

 

No Question 
Lowest Low 

Averag
e 

High Highest 

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? 
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32
. 

What is most valuable about this workshop? 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 

 
 
 
 
 
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: 
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ENVISION M34 End-users Workshop - 13-14th of 
November 2012, Bucharest – ROMANIA 

 
 
 

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

ENVISION WORKSHOP 
~ SURVEY ~ 

 
 

Please reflect on this workshop and give us a feedback concerning its impact 
and utility. We will keep your responses confidential. 
 

Workshop name: Real-time monitoring of floods evolution in trans-boundary 

context 

Workshop date and location: 13th-14th November 2012, Minerva Hotel, Bucharest, 

Romania 

Participant name: 

___________________________________________________________ 

Participant country: 

_________________________________________________________ 

Job title: 

___________________________________________________________________ 

Years in present position:                <1                1-3                3-5                >5 

 
 
 

WORKSHOP CONTENT AND RESULTS 
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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 

     

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 
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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 

     

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. 
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18
. 

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

19
. 

What aspects of the real-time flood monitoring pilot case 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 the 
real-time flood monitoring pilot case? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 

WORKSHOP DESIGN 

 

No Question 
Lowest Low 

Averag
e 

High Highest 

1 2 3 4 5 

21
. 

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

     

22
. 

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

     



 

 Copyright  ENVISION Consortium 2009-2012 Page 100 / 101 

 

23
. 

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 

24
. 

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 

     

25
. 

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. 
 Allot more time for the workshop. 
 Shorten the time for the workshop. 
 Add more video to the workshop. 
 No improvements needed. 

26
. 

If necessary, what other improvements would you recommend in this workshop? 
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27
. 

What is least valuable about this workshop? 
 
 
 
 
 

28
. 

What is most valuable about this workshop? 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
On behalf of the ENVISION consortium, CS Romania 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 fill free to write them below. 
 
 
 
 


