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ABSTRACT

The rapid growth of web applications increasesrtbed to evaluate web applications quantitativeiythie past
few years some valuable works like Web QEM (Web liQu&valuation Method) tried to objectively evateathe web
applications. However, still weighting web attribatwhich is one step of evaluation of web applicetiis completely
subjective, depending mostly on expert’'s judgments.

Many of the existing website evaluation methods ariteria for evaluating website quality are notleako
sufficiently assess the performance and qualitya oiebsite, and most of them focus on usability andessibility.
This paper aims at proposing the website quality iwo levels. The first level is composed of fiyeality characteristics:
Aesthetics, Ease of Use, Multimedia, Rich Contemt Reputation. The second level breaks down tls¢ Iéwvel quality
characteristics into sub-characteristics and tlel tievel further breaks down the second level ehéracteristics into
measurable criteria.

This paper is particularly concerned with two majolity characteristics: Aesthetics and Reputataond also
the several website measurable criteria that ngulyap almost all live websites. Finally, paper ciéises thoroughly an

evaluation process.
KEYWORDS: Attribute Weighting, Web Attribute, Web Engineerinyeb QEM, Web Quality
INTRODUCTION

Evaluation methods and techniques can be catedofnizeualitative and quantitative. Even though wafe
assessment has more than three decades as ainksdipé systematic and quantitative quality evadmaof Hypermedia

applications and in particular the evaluation obwsées is rather a recent and frequently neglestace.

In the last three years, quantitative surveys andain specific evaluations have emerged. Partigyller a recent
evaluation work, the authors identified and mea@2 attributes that influence quality of web apations. However, in
this direction organization need flexible, well-thefd, engineering-based evaluation methods, modetstools to assist in

the assessment process of complex web qualityregents.

Several existing website assessment methods aedaifor assessing website quality are not ablsutéiciently
assess the performance and quality of a websitest dbthem are only concentrating on accessibgitg usability.
The objective is to make a website useful, profgabser linking, and accessible. Awareness ofityuigsues has recently

affected every industrial sector.

In order to evaluate the quality of a web site, hanof attempts at evaluation of consumer-oriemteld sites has
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been developed. Some were in a purely subjectikm fif individual preferences of the assessor, amdeswere in the
objective form of statistical measurement, such nasnitoring the download time of the site and sitaffics.
Moreover, some researchers proposed an approactedndieb QEM to assess the quality of web application
They produced a quality model using 1ISO 9126 asadts, and adapted it to some web application dosjasuch as

academic and e-commerce.

Luisa et al. was presented a model of website tyualihich shows an approach for the definition and
measurement of a website quality. The diverse coriteallow web applications to be well establistaed flexible work

describes the trade-off between user needs.

This paper discusses the Web Quality Evaluation hiblét and some aspects of its supporting tool,
Web QEM Tool. Using Web QEM to assess web sitesappdications supports efforts to meet quality iegaents in

new web development projects and evaluate requitenie operational phases.

It also helps us to discover the absent featuregoorly implemented requirements, such as interfetsed
design and implementation. In particular, this pagms to address the analysing the current liviesites, classifying new

quality features or elements, defining the freshsite evaluation criteria.
METHODS

QCF provides the quality measurement in a simplityucompliance scale. Scale starts at 0% and ah@80%,
where 0% indicates poor quality compliance and 1@@icates excellent quality compliance. This is @CF score of the

web application. QCF works using bottom up approach

Final score is the quality measurement. The foltgaormulas show how the quality measurement isutaled

for different components of QCF:
*  Quality measurement
0 Quality Measurement £ Children’s QCF / No. of children
» Characteristics and sub-characteristics QCF score
0 Quality Characteristic ScoreX:-Children’s QCF / No. of children
e Attribute QCF score
0 Quality indicator = (Earned Score/ Possible Scaf€)0%

Here “Children” refers to the quality charactedsti quality sub-characteristics, or quality indicatin the
hierarchy. It is worth remembering that some fezgwf the website depending on the specific purparse perspective on

the purpose of the page. Therefore, all the regpitalues must be weighted.
QUALITY ATTRIBUTES EVALUATION

Primary, paper is trying to draw some general issued assumptions to the present web site. Onleeofinfain
goal for academic assessment is to understandxteatevhich a selected set of quality attributeldilfia given set of

stated requirements. Figure 1 shows a snapshatroé Ipages.
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Figure 1: Jawaharlal Nehru University - Home Page

In this step, define and categorize a wide setaflamic quality attributes grouping them into auiegment tree.
The primary goal is to group characteristics anttibattes by performing the third step of the Wete-sQEM.
To follows well-known standards paper uses the daigielevel characteristics like aesthetic, easesaf, multimedia, rich
content, and reputation. These characteristics gwaduators a conceptual and general descriptiaoftivare quality and
provide a baseline for further decomposition. Fribese characteristics, paper could derive sub-cteistics, and from

these, study could specify measurable attributdssariables.

Aesthetic Evaluation

The results of the aesthetic evaluation are showiigure 2.
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Figure 2: Aesthetics Characteristic for a Root Pagef JNU Website in February, 2014

In order to fairly evaluate the degree of aestletica website, each sub-characteristic has tmeldfie weight.
Sub-characteristics in Images and Color attract emattention than others, they both weigh 0.3, Emisha
Page’s resolution and Standard Table Size eacthvtkggsame at 0.2. According to the formula of eatabn and relative

criteria, the final result of aesthetics is 0.73.
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Ease of Use

Ease of use characteristic and its “children” shhbracteristics are both immeasurable factors ag lthee to
calculate the measurable indicators through thenditae to evaluate their quality rate. For examgie, ease of use
characteristic from JNU’s root page has been etatuly this metrics and shown in Figure 3.

04 0.3

Hmigasen Wisals m27 | Eze il
[ X 1.4 b ATT
P
N — W
L2 lef Lok Takic =d
al
Coomt Wegks |

Figure 3: Ease of Use Characteristic for a Root Pagof JNU Website in February, 2014

The results indicate the scoring for each measeraddlicator, the rate of sub-characteristics amrdfithal value
for the ease of use characteristic. The evaluanoreasily see the quality grade for each level.ikgtance, Consistency

and Comment received full marks, Navigation neeggrovement, and the satisfactory quality for edsese is 0.77.

Multimedia Evaluation

Multimedia has the factors as they have to caleulaé measurable indicators through the formulaeveduate
their quality rate. The JNU website has been meaisas an example below.

Plug-in Support Weight| 0.2
1 0.2
Attributes of
Multimedia Componenjs Weight 0.2 g
1 0.2 I Multimedia
S 1
One Media in One PaieWeight 0.3
1 [ 03
Using Thumbnails Weight| 0.3
1 03 |

Figure 4: Multimedia Characteristic for the Main Page of the JNU Website in February, 2014

The evaluation of multimedia has been calculatdéigire 4, and shown every measurable indicatdr inib the

excellent quality score. The final result of muliidia is 1, which means the quality of multimedi@xsellent quality in
the JINU website.

Rich Content Evaluation

The evaluation process is carried on through anageeformula to calculate the final scores and therrelative

weights need to be computed. A root page from Nig website has been assessed as an example. Biglews the
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results of the content evaluation process. Theitguaf metrics classified in each value of indigatand sum of these
values shows greater quality in the JNU website.
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Figure 5: Rich Content Characteristic for a Root Pge of JINU Website in February, 2014

Reputation Evaluation

An evaluation of reputation has been calculatedatparticularly example in the JNU website. The pescof
evaluation has been showed in Figure 6.

Customer Feedbac Weight 0.3
1 0.3
Web Traffic Weight 0
0 0.3 g Reputatior
—| 0.7
Domain Name Weight| 0.2
1 0.2
Information Publicity] Weight 0.2
1 0.2

Figure 6: Reputation Characteristic for the JINU Welsite in February, 2014

The reputation metrics have taken a fairly cal@date scoring of each measurable indicator (@wit¢hy the
meaning of the weights. This is an important featueeds to be paid more attention, because thesJMRL address has

state abbreviation (.ac.in) in the end. The indicaif web feedback is valued as excellent qualitautomatically
according to the definition of web feedback criberi

OVERALL EVALUATION

According to the formulae, the five total qualityaracteristics are calculated. The results are shiowelow:

Table 1: Final Rankings for Each Quality Characterstics in the Root Page of JNU Website

Quality Aesthetic Ease of Use | Multimedia | Rich Content | Reputation | Final
(Weight=0.3) | (Weight=0.2) | (Weight=0.1) | (Weight=0.1) | (Weight=0.3) | Score
Jawaharlal
Nehru University 0.73 0.77 1 0.8 0.7 0.74

After the each quality characteristics have bedoutated, it is clear that aesthetic 73% (i.e. Oi73lecimal),

ease of use 77% (i.e. 0.77 in decimal), multime}@% (i.e. 1 in decimal), rich content 80% (i.e8Min decimal),

and reputation 70% (i.e. 0.70 in decimal) satistfiesuser.
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A formula is used by computing the final qualitypee of INU website.

Final Web = 0.3xTotal Aesthetics+0.2xTotal EoU+(lttal Multimedia+0.1xTotal Rcontent+0.3xTotal

Reputation
According to this formula, the final quality scase 0.74.
Final Score = 0.3 x 0.73 +0.2 x 0.77 + 0.1 x 1#%0.8 + 0.3 x 0.7
=0.22+0.15+0.1 +0.08 +10.2
=0.74

Table 2: Detailed Results of Quality Preferences &r Computing the Corresponding Aggregated CriteriaFunction

NSo.. Characteristics (ﬁvgl:;t::{;) Ev(?rl]u(;: )lon Satisfaction Level
1 | Aesthetic Evaluation 0.73 73% Satisfies
2 Ease of Use 0.77 77% Completely Satisfjes
3 Multimedia 1 100% Completely Satisfigs
4 Rich Content 0.8 80% Completely Satisfies
5 Reputation 0.7 70% Satisfies
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Figure 7: Graphical Ranking of Each Quality Attribu te

Considering the evaluation in the best and worsdlityu characteristics, the multimedia is highestaliy
characteristic and reputation is lowest charadterislsing this method the user can see which guaharacteristic need

to improvement and which are satisfactory.

CONCLUSIONS

The importance of the web evaluation framework lbesn proposed by three-level structures, whichqaedity
characteristics, quality sub-characteristics anchgumable criteria (indicators). In the first levéhe web evaluation
framework proposed five quality characteristics abhincluded Aesthetics, Ease of Use, MultimediachRContent and
Reputation. Aesthetics and Reputation are the ipaits of this paper. The second level characteristbroken down by
several Sub-characteristics. Each Sub-characteristiinherited from parental quality characteristihiowever only
Aesthetics and Ease of Use have Sub-characteristics others such as Multimedia, Rich Content asduition are
directly divided into the third level — measurabidicators. Last, the website quality metrics chdtas the quality criteria

through several evaluation formulae giving reswith the meaningful quality scores.
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