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1. Executive Summary 

This report documents the process and results from the second DUET testing cycle, also known as 
the Open Beta testing cycle.  The testing activities were co-designed with pilot representatives during 
the December 2021-February 2022 timeframe, and  implemented during the February-March 
timeframe.  
 
The testing cycle consisted of a series of Focus Groups, or DUET Test Clinics, with pilot 
representatives, as well as external stakeholders.  Three DUET Test Clinics were hosted in English 
with a mix of stakeholders from the three DUET pilots, as well as other interested stakeholders. Each 
of the pilots carried out an additional DUET Test Clinic in the local language. The testing cycle was 
designed to test the DUET platform both from a citizen and professional perspective.  
 
Central to the testing cycle was the use of a Testing Survey which guided testers through a use case 
and gathered feedback on their experience. Additionally, each of the Test Clinics also included a 
plenary feedback round which gathered additional feedback. 
 
Overall results from the testing cycle are positive although the two main KPIs related to user 
satisfaction and willingness to use the platform are missed by a few percentage points.  
 
The testing cycle yielded helpful and concrete results on the improvements needed to make DUET a 
useful and valuable tool for end users.  The most common feedback from participants focuses on the 
need to improve the user experience and interface.  Additional feedback points are documented 
throughout the report.  
 
Overall, the Open Beta testing cycle is considered a success with a wealth of concrete 
recommendations collected and validated, which if implemented by the project team, should result 
in a useful tool in high demand from both professional and citizen user groups. 
 
We conclude the report with an outlook to the final development and testing cycle which will bring 
us to the end of the DUET project.   
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2. Introduction  

This report provides an overview of the second DUET Testing Cycle that tested the DUET Digital Twin 
Open Beta Version which was launched in December 2021 (see Figure 1). The aim of the report is to 
collect and synthesize input from open beta testing activities and provide recommendations for 
improving the DUET Digital Twin platform. 
 

 
Figure 1: Overview of DUET Testing Cycles 

The DUET Pilot Testing Cycles are an integral pillar for the successful delivery of a digital urban twin 
that is operational and user friendly. Following the launch of the DUET Open Beta in December 2021, 
the goal of this second testing cycle was to test the DUET use cases in the pilot cities and region - 
Athens, Pilsen, and Flanders, not only with stakeholders of the pilots but also with external 
stakeholders. 
 
This report provides an overview of: 

● The methodology applied for the user testing of the open beta version; 
● The results of the user testing and their analysis; 
● Recommendations for the next development cycle; 
● An outlook for the final testing cycle. 

 
The overall ambition of this second testing report is to provide the development team with the 
necessary insights to create a useful and user-friendly digital urban twin tool. We want to create a 
solution that helps policy-makers, city administrators and in general, all citizens who have access to 
the digital twin, to gain insights into how the city works.  
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3.  Methodology  

In this section we document the methodology which was co-designed by the task leaders (OASC and 
IMEC-SMIT) with input from the Pilot representatives.  The bi-monthly Pilots meeting was an integral 
part in the Testing Cycle development, and the main forum where the methodology was proposed 
and refined.  

3.1. Approach definition  

The testing cycle kicked off in December 2021 with several discussions focused on the methodology.  
Project partners were invited to think about the most appropriate and effective methods for testing 
the DUET Open Beta. The goal was to test the platform with key stakeholders from the three pilots, 
as well as with external users.  For the external users, the ambition was to reach a mix of expert 
(professional) users and non-expert (citizen) users. 
 
The goals for the usability tests are to: 

1) Determine whether testers can complete tasks successfully and independently; 
2) Assess the performance and mental state of the testers as they try to complete tasks, to 
see how well the design works; 
3) See how much testers enjoy using it; 
4) Identify problems and their severity; 
5) Find solutions. 

 
In the early phases of the testing cycle, three main methods were considered: one-on-one interviews, 
self-guided exploration and survey, and focus groups.  In discussion with pilot representatives and 
consortium partners, the focus group approach was selected as the main method for this testing 
cycle.   
 
The key advantage of the focus group approach is that it allows testers to receive a short introduction 
and demo of the DUET platform before carrying out the test.  This was deemed as important in order 
to give the necessary context and framing of the DUET platform and project, especially since the 
testing involved users who were seeing the product for the first time. This approach also allows users 
to carry out the test individually but reflect on and discuss their experience in a group. 
 

Method  Description Conclusion 

One-on-One 
interviews with 
testers 

This method was used in the previous (Closed Beta) 
Testing cycle. This is a time consuming method which can 
lead to rich input, but does not facilitate interaction and 
reflection among users. 

Not used 
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Self-guided 
Exploration & 
Survey 

This is another method used in the previous (Closed 
Beta) Testing cycle. In this method testers receive a 
survey which provides an introduction to DUET and 
instructions for carrying out the test on their own time.  
While this method provides the most flexibility for 
testers,  the downside of this approach is that users do 
not benefit from being able to ask questions, or interact 
with the project team and fellow testers.   

Not used 

Focus Groups 
(DUET Test 
Clinics) 

In this method groups of ~10-20 testers are introduced to 
DUET via a short introduction and demo.  Next they are 
guided to complete several tasks via an individual survey.  
Finally, the testers are guided through a plenary feedback 
and reflection round. 

Main method 
selected for 
conducting Open 
Beta Testing 
Cycling 

Table 1: Methodologies considered for open beta testing cycle 

3.2. Use case definition  

During the design of the testing cycle, the pilot representatives expressed their wish for testing at 
least two use cases per Pilot: one targeting citizen testers and one targeting professional testers.  
Because some of the functionalities and use cases targeting citizen and professional testers are quite 
different, there was a strong desire to find out how these two main user groups interact and respond 
to the DUET platform.  
 
Pilot teams were responsible for drafting their respective use cases. This process required several 
rounds of interaction and resulted in a number of use cases being developed and presented on the 
landing page of the DUET platform (https://citytwin.eu/). This landing page is also considered as the 
main “point of entry” for most DUET stakeholders and users. Pilot representatives have the possibility 
to continue updating and refining their use cases and adding new use cases.  
 
Table 2 illustrates the use cases prepared by the pilot representative to be tested during this testing 
cycle. Each case is identified with an identifier consisting of an initial corresponding to the pilot city 
or region (Athens, Flanders and Pilsen), followed by the letter “C” or “P” for use cases targeting 
Citizen vs Professional users respectively, followed by 1 or 2, referring to the first or second case for 
a certain pilot and target user group.  For example, “AC1” refers to Athens Citizen Case 1, while “AP2” 
refers to Athens Profesional Case 2. 
 

N° Pilot Target user Case Title Link to case 

AC1 Athens Citizen Pedestrianisation 
of Stadiou street 

https://citytwin.eu/athens-citizens-
feedback-on-green-routing/  

https://citytwin.eu/
https://citytwin.eu/athens-citizens-feedback-on-green-routing/
https://citytwin.eu/athens-citizens-feedback-on-green-routing/
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AP1 Professional 
 

Closure of Stadiou 
street 

https://citytwin.eu/athens-creation-
of-a-pedestrian-adn-cycling-route-
in-stadiou-street/  

AP2 Traffic on Stadiou 
street 

https://citytwin.eu/athens-
dashboard-traffic-load-on-stadiou-
street/  

FC1 Flanders1 Citizen 
 

Finding shadow 
zone 

https://citytwin.eu/urbanage-test-
case-find-shadow-rich-locations-in-
the-city-of-ghent/  

FC2 Closure of a 
bridge 

https://citytwin.eu/ghent-traffic-
model-demo-create-a-delta-layer/  

FP1 Professional Impact of streets 
closure 

https://citytwin.eu/ghent-traffic-
model-demo-closure-of-a-bridge/  

PC1 Pilsen Citizen Solar benches https://citytwin.eu/pilsen-solar-
equipment-in-city-park/  

PP1 Professional Closure of 
Roosevelt bridge 

https://citytwin.eu/roosvelt-bridge/  

 Table 2: Use cases included in the Open Beta Testing Cycle 

3.3. Testing survey 

Central to the testing cycle was the design of a survey to capture insight into the user experience 
with the DUET platform. The survey was designed and conducted in Qualtrics2. The survey consisted 
of four parts, which are described here.  
 
First, the participants were asked to indicate if they identified as a citizen or a professional, and to 
select a case they would like to test  (Athens, Flanders, or Pilsen).  
 
In the second part, participants were presented with one of the use cases, depending on the answers 
they provided in the first part. If several use cases were available for the same profile, the platform 
randomly assigned one of the use cases to the participant. After having read the use case, the 
participants were invited to conduct a series of tasks on the DUET platform and were asked to 
indicate whether they were able to conduct each task by ticking the box next to it.  
 
In the third part of the survey, participants were asked questions regarding their user experience 
with the platform, more specifically their satisfaction with it, their perceived ease of use and 

 
1 Note: All three use cases developed for the Flanders pilot ( two cases for citizens and one for professionals) were focused on the city of Ghent.  This is why this report speaks primarily 

to findings from the  “Ghent” pilot (use cases), rather than Flanders. But just because only Ghent use cases have been tested in this current cycle, it doesn't mean this will be the case for 

the final testing cycle, which might incorporate use cases from other Flemish cities, or the region more broadly. 
2 https://www.qualtrics.com/  

https://citytwin.eu/athens-creation-of-a-pedestrian-adn-cycling-route-in-stadiou-street/
https://citytwin.eu/athens-creation-of-a-pedestrian-adn-cycling-route-in-stadiou-street/
https://citytwin.eu/athens-creation-of-a-pedestrian-adn-cycling-route-in-stadiou-street/
https://citytwin.eu/athens-dashboard-traffic-load-on-stadiou-street/
https://citytwin.eu/athens-dashboard-traffic-load-on-stadiou-street/
https://citytwin.eu/athens-dashboard-traffic-load-on-stadiou-street/
https://citytwin.eu/urbanage-test-case-find-shadow-rich-locations-in-the-city-of-ghent/
https://citytwin.eu/urbanage-test-case-find-shadow-rich-locations-in-the-city-of-ghent/
https://citytwin.eu/urbanage-test-case-find-shadow-rich-locations-in-the-city-of-ghent/
https://citytwin.eu/ghent-traffic-model-demo-create-a-delta-layer/
https://citytwin.eu/ghent-traffic-model-demo-create-a-delta-layer/
https://citytwin.eu/ghent-traffic-model-demo-closure-of-a-bridge/
https://citytwin.eu/ghent-traffic-model-demo-closure-of-a-bridge/
https://citytwin.eu/pilsen-solar-equipment-in-city-park/
https://citytwin.eu/pilsen-solar-equipment-in-city-park/
https://citytwin.eu/roosvelt-bridge/
https://www.qualtrics.com/
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perceived usefulness. To do so, the USE scale was used. The scale was developed by Lund to 
counteract the tendency they observed of subjective reactions being neglected over performance 
indicators (Lund, 2001). USE stands for Usefulness, Satisfaction and Ease of use, covering the three 
main dimensions of user experience. This scale has been largely used to investigate the usability and 
acceptance of technology in different domain (e.g., Ben-Zeev et al., 2014; Huang et al., 2012; Kelly et 
al., 2008; Kiselev & Loutfi, 2012; Kulviwat et al., 2007). Each of the three aspects are investigated 
through different items evaluated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly 
agree.  
Originally, the scale is composed of eight items measuring usefulness, 15 items measuring ease of 
use and seven items measuring satisfaction, for a total of 30 items. In order to keep the survey 
compact and increase the likelihood of completion, the number of items was reduced to five items 
per concept, leading to the following list: 
 
 

Concept Item 

Perceived usefulness I can see it helping me be more effective 

I can see it being useful 

I can see how it would make the things I want to accomplish easier to get 
done 

I can see it meeting my needs 

It does everything I would expect it to do 

Perceived ease of use It is easy to use 

It is user friendly 

Using it is effortless 

I don't notice any inconsistencies as I use it 

It is easy to learn to use it 

Satisfaction I am satisfied with it 

I would recommend it 

It is fun to use 

It works the way I want it to work 

It is pleasant to use 

Table 3: Key elements tested during the Open Beta Testing Cycle 
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To make sure that the scale was still fitting, we conducted an analysis of the Cronbach’s Alpha3. The 
Cronbach’s alphas were all very good: usefulness α = .877; ease of use α = .930; satisfaction α = 
.941.  
 
After each set of questions, an open question was presented to enable participants to indicate how 
the platform could be improved, in terms of usefulness, ease of use and satisfaction respectively . 
 
In the fourth part of the survey, participants were asked more specific questions regarding the 
characteristics of DUET, based on their user-profile. If they were a citizen, they were asked whether 
the platform was an efficient means of gaining information about their city, whether the platform 
was helpful to interpret data, or if they considered that trying to visualise data through the DUET 
platform was a waste of time. If they were a professional, they were asked if DUET could be of help 
for urban planning, whether the platform was an efficient means of gaining information about their 
city, whether the platform was helpful to interpret data, or if they considered that trying to visualise 
data through the DUET platform was a waste of time, and whether DUET was complementing other 
tools that they were currently using. Finally, they were asked via three questions to what extent they 
would use the platform in the future, if it was available to them (the internal reliability of the scale 
was very good both for citizens α = .930; and for professional α = .855).  
 
The final part of the survey consisted of sociodemographic information such as the user’s gender, 
age and professional sector. An additional question asked users which web browser they used to 
conduct the testing. A final open question gave the participants the possibility to add any other 
thoughts or recommendations they had about the DUET platform.  

3.4. DUET Test Clinics 

In this section we provide an overview of the DUET Test Clinics – a series of focus groups which were 
organized to test the platform in groups of ~10-20 participants.   
 
Three Test Clinics were hosted online, in English, and open to interested stakeholders. These focus 
groups were coordinated and hosted by OASC and IMEC-SMIT, with support and participation from 
pilot representatives and consortium partners. Additionally, at least one workshop was hosted in the 
local language of each of the Pilots.  
 
The DUET Clinics hosted in English were promoted via the OASC website, some partners’ social media 
pages, as well as via the DUET mailing list. The DUET Clinics in local language were organized and 
hosted by the respective Pilot representatives, and promoted to key stakeholders, internal and 
external to the municipality. 
 
The following table provides an overview of the Test Clinics hosted during the months of February 
and March 2022. 

 
3 The Cronbach’s alpha is an index of reliability regarding the scale being used (Reynaldo & Santos, 1999). It translates the fact that 

the used scale elicits consistent and reliable responses through subjects and time. 
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Workshop  Date Nr of 
Participa
nts 

Communication 
channels 

Short Summary 

Simulated Test 
Clinic with OASC 
colleagues 

10.02.2022 21 Internal communications 
to DUET Pilots mailing 
list & OASC team  

Simulated test clinic with 
pilot representatives to 
refine Test Clinic agenda 
/ methodology before 
carrying out tests with 
external stakeholders 

First External 
Test Clinic 

21.02.2022 32 External communications 
via OASC website and 
LinkedIn,  as well as the 
CityTwin website and 
mailing list  

First test clinic with 
external participants.  

Second External 
Test Clinic 

09.03.2022 22 External communications 
via OASC website and 
LinkedIn,  as well as the 
CityTwin website and 
mailing list  

Second test clinic with 
external participants 

Local DUET Test 
Clinic  Pilsen 

24.02.2022 24 Communications carried 
out by Pilsen pilot team 

In-person workshop 
hosted with key 
stakeholders from the 
Pilsen municipality 

Local DUET Test 
Clinic Flanders 

08.03.2022 14 Communications carried 
out by Flanders pilot 
team 

Presentation of the 
DUET platform and test 
via the survey, with the 
“Smart Flanders” 
Steering Group 

Local DUET Test 
Clinic Athens 

14.03.2022 
16.03.2022 

24 Communications carried 
out by Athens pilot team 
(DAEM in collaboration 
with GFOSS) 

Online workshops with 
key stakeholders  

Table 4: Overview of Open Best Testing Cycle activities 
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4. Results & Analysis  

This chapter provides a detailed account and analysis of the results from the testing cycle. A 
compilation of general recommendations can be found in the “Recommendations and Conclusion” 
section, while a complete list of recommendations / observations by testers is included in Annex 2.  

4.1. Survey results from DUET Test Clinics in English 

4.1.1. Descriptive analysis 

In total, 71 persons participated in the survey conducted during three different Test Clinics which 
were hosted online, in English. In the following section, we analyse the results provided by 
participants who completed at least 75% of the survey, which corresponds to 38 participants.  
 

 
Figure 2: Survey’s descriptive statistics (pilot, profile, sector) in percentages 

Most of the respondents chose to test the cases for the Pilsen pilot (53%, n=20), followed by Athens 
(29%, n=11) and Flanders (18%, n=7).  More than half, or 55% (n=21) of the participants self-
identified as professionals and 45% (n=17) as citizens. From the professional group, the majority 
were from the public sector (39%, n=7), followed closely by the private sector (33%, n=6). Fewer 
participants were from the academic sector (17%, n=3) and the civil society (11%, n=2).  
 

 
Figure 3: Survey’s descriptive statistics (gender, age) in percentages 
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The sample displays a very good balance in terms of gender with 49% of participants identifying as 
female (n=18) and 51% identifying as male (n=17). In terms of age, we observe that the majority of 
the participants are between 31 and 50 years old (77,2%, n=27).  
 
As detailed in section 3.2, the survey contained several use cases per pilot. Table 5 details the 
extent to which these use cases were tested by participants of the test clinics.  
 

N° Pilot Profile Name N 
Participants 

% 
Participants 

AC1 Athens Citizen Pedestrianisation of Stadiou 
street 

5 
13% 

AP1 Professional 
 

Closure of Stadiou street 1 3% 

AP2 Traffic on Stadiou street 2 5% 

FC1 Flanders Citizen 
 

Finding shadow zone 2 5% 

FC2 Closure of a bridge 0 0% 

FP1 Professional Impact of streets closure 3 8% 

PC1 Pilsen Citizen Solar benches 9 24% 

PP1 Professional Closure of Roosevelt bridge 11 29% 

Table 5: Number of respondents per use case 

Independently of the use case tested, participants were asked to answer questions regarding their 
user experience and acceptance of the DUET platform. We detail the results in the sections below.  

4.1.2. User experience 

As described in section 3.3, the user experience of the DUET platform is evaluated through the 
assessment of three indicators: the perceived ease of use, the perceived usefulness, and the 
overall satisfaction with the platform. We detail the results below. 
 

Ease of use Athens Flanders Pilsen Total 

Citizens 2,84 3,70 3,71 3,43 

Professionals 2,80 2,65 3,65 3,24 

Total 2,82 3,00 3,68 3,33 

Table 6: Perceived ease of use, mean scores 



 
 

 

D6.4 Pilot Testing Cycle Report 2 

 

 

© 870697 DUET Project Partners 15 31/03/2022 

 

 

The perceived ease of use of the DUET platform was assessed with a fairly neutral result4, with an 
overall score of 3,33/5. Both profile groups appear to assess the perceived ease of use of the 
platform similarly, with a score of 3,43 for the citizen group and 3,24 for the professional group.  
 
Some differences are observed on the level of pilot, with the use cases of the Pilsen pilot leading to 
the highest mean scores with 3,68/5. Participants indicated that to increase their perception of the 
ease of use of DUET, the GUI (Graphical User Interface) could be faster, the environment more stable 
and the overall user friendliness could be improved. They also add that titles and layout should be 
made more logical and intuitive (e.g., “Content” form should always be visible on the map), “Change” 
button should be included as an icon on the map and “Data” should be part of the  “Content” dialogue 
box. Additionally, currently invisible icons (e.g., adding a layer to the map, displaying legends, shading 
settings, viewshed settings) should always be visible, even if in a dimmer colour, just so that users 
know these buttons / functionalities exist. In the same way, the content menu should always be 
visible. Testers also indicate that their experience would also be improved by more contrast between 
the dialogs and alerts.   
 
The Flanders pilot has the most neutral assessment with a mean score of 3/5. However, professionals 
and citizens had a different evaluation of the perceived ease of use: while citizens give a rather 
positive score of 3,70/5, professionals provide a moderate score of 2,65/5. This is in line with the 
observed number of unsuccessful tasks5 for the professional use case (n= 7), reported in Table 7. 
Respondents indicated that they would like to see the platform Mac/trackpad-friendly, and that 
overall, they would find the platform confusing without a step-by-step guide.   
 
Participants testing the Athens use cases evaluated the ease of use of the DUET platform most 
negatively, with a mean score of 2,82/5. This score is in line with the number of unsuccessful tasks 
for this use case (n= 5) observed in the professional group, which indicates participants had a hard 
time in completing the use case assignment. Participants expressed that it was tricky to navigate 
between the dashboard and the map and that it was hard to find an exact location. Overall, the 
requested improvements refer primarily to UI / UX, and a faster response time. Testers also indicated 
their wish for a loading icon to be displayed when a model / calculation is loading.  
 

N° Pilot Profile Name Least successful tasks 

AC1 Athens Citizen Pedestrianisation of 
Stadiou street 

/ 

AP1 Professional 
 

Closure of Stadiou 
street 

/ 

AP2 Traffic on Stadiou street “Add period of comparison”; “Visualise 
button”, “find sensors”, “go to calendar 

 
4 The perceived ease of use, perceived usefulness and satisfaction were measured on a 5-point Likert scale, where 

participants had to indicate the extent to which they agreed with some statements, ranging from 1 – Completely disagree 

to 5 – Completely agree. In that respect, “3” is considered as a neutral response as it corresponds to “Neither agree nor 

disagree”.  
5 An “unsuccessful task” is here defined as a task that has been completed by 50% of the respondents or less.  
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section and select dates”, “zoom on the 
map” 

FC1 Flanders Citizen 
 

Finding shadow zone / 

FC2 Closure of a bridge Not tested 

FP1 Professional Impact of streets 
closure 

“Select resulting traffic layer”; “Create 
delta layer”; “activate layer”; “deselecting 
before/after layers”; “select delta option”; 
“deselect original traffic”; “clicking content 

button” 

PC1 Pilsen Citizen Solar benches “Find sun-exposed places” 

PP1 Professional Closure of Roosevelt 
bridge 

/ 

Table 7: Least successful tasks of the use cases 

The perceived usefulness of the platform was evaluated quite positively, with a general mean score 
of 3,82/5. None of the collected scores are negative. In this case, citizens and professionals evaluate 
the platform quite similarly, with a mean score of 3,89 for the citizen group and 3,76 for the 
professional group.  
 

Usefulness Athens Flanders Pilsen Total 

Citizens 3,80 3,50 4,02 3,89 

Professionals 3,95 3,10 3,94 3,76 

Total 3,87 3,23 3,98 3,82 

Table 8: Perceived usefulness, mean scores 

The use cases of Pilsen had the highest mean score of 3,98/5, out of the three pilots. Some 
participants asked for the option to add their own geodata to the map, their own layer, and to have 
the localisation in their own language. 
 
Participants who tested the use cases of Athens also evaluated the usefulness of the platform as 
positive, with a mean score of 3,87/5. They indicate that they would benefit from a search bar and a 
help tool.  
 
Respondents for the Flanders pilot evaluate the usefulness as positive, although close to neutral with 
a mean score of 3,23/5. No specific input or comments were given by participants carrying out the 
Flanders pilot. 
 
Overall, participants are very positive regarding the fact that the DUET platform is helpful to interpret 
data, and regarding the fact that it is an efficient means of gaining information about their city. 
Likewise, participants do not think that trying to visualize data through DUET is a waste of time. 
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Professionals also believe that the DUET platform can be of help for urban planning, but they were 
only somewhat positive to the fact that DUET complements other tools they are currently using (see 
Table 9).  
 

Citizens Mean 
score 

Professionals Mean 
score 

The DUET platform is helpful to 
interpret data 

4,00 The DUET platform is helpful to 
interpret data 

4,11 

The DUET platform is an efficient 
means of gaining information about 
my city 

4,37 The DUET platform is an efficient 
means of gaining information about 
my city 

4,16 

Trying to visualise data through the 
DUET platform is a waste of time 

1,69 Trying to visualise data through the 
DUET platform is a waste of time 

2,47 

  The DUET platform can be of help for 
urban planning 

4,05 

  The DUET platform complements 
other tools I am currently using 

3,53 

Table 9: Specific evaluation of the perceived usefulness 

The overall satisfaction with the DUET platform is positive, with a general mean score of 3,49/5. We 
do not observe significant differences between the citizen and the professional group, with 
respective mean scores of 3,65 and 3,37/5.  
 

Satisfaction Athens Flanders Pilsen Total 

Citizens 3,20 3,40 3,95 3,65 

Professionals 3,12 2,70 3,72 3,37 

Total 3,16 2,93 3,83 3,49 

Table 10: Satisfaction, mean scores 

Consistent with the other indicators investigated, participants testing the Pilsen use cases had the 
highest satisfaction, with a mean score of 3,83/5.  Again, some testers indicated that they would like 
to be informed when the models (air, noise) are being calculated.  They would also like to see a faster 
and more stable environment.  
 
Participants testing the platform with the use cases of Athens also hold a positive satisfaction level 
regarding the platform with a mean score of 3,16/5. Their main feedback on how to improve the 
platform is to simplify it.  
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Finally, participants who tested the use cases of the Flanders pilot hold a less satisfactory view toward 
the DUET platform with a mean score of 2,93/5. Here, it is interesting to note that we observe a 
significant difference between the mean score given by citizens (3,40/5) and by professionals 
(2,70/5). No further constructive comments were provided by this group of testers.   
 
Overall, the KPI regarding the satisfaction with the DUET platform reaches 72,2%, translating that 
72,2% of the respondents display a positive satisfaction regarding the platform, just a few 
percentages shy of the 80% threshold targeted. To improve the satisfaction level and reach the KPI, 
the DUET team will take into consideration the different comments that were given by the testers. 
 

KPI satisfaction N Participants % Participants 

Intention Positive (> 3/5) 26 72,2 

Neutral (3/5) 1 2,8 

Negative (< 3/5) 9 25 

Table 11: Satisfaction, frequency (KPI) 

4.1.3. Acceptance 

Overall, respondents display a very positive intention to use the DUET platform in the future, also 
referred to as ‘acceptance’6, with a general mean score of 4/5. We can observe a slight difference 
between the citizen and professional user groups, with citizens displaying a higher intention to use 
the platform in the future (4,16/5) than the professionals (3,88/5).  
 

Intention Athens Flanders Pilsen Total 

Citizens 3,93 3,33 4,48 4,16 

Professionals 4,20 3,08 4,03 3,88 

Total 4,06 3,17 4,25 4,00 

Table 12: Intention to use, mean scores 

Respondents from the Pilsen’s use cases once again display the higher mean score with 4,25/5. As 
final remarks from their side, they once again request an improved GUI, together with a better display 
of map layers. They would like to visualise current traffic information (from existing sensors), a 
certain interactivity with 3D objects (e.g., to assess the planned constructions and reconstructions 
and their insertion in the layers), the ability to add their own data layers / sets, such as air pollution. 
 

 
6 There is a lot of debate and diversity in the literature regarding what is referred to by technology “acceptance”. In this 

document, we take the point of view of Kulviwat et al. (2007) and Nadal et al. (2020) in defining acceptance as the 

intention to use (adopt) a technology after initial use. 
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Participants who tested the use cases of Athens also displayed a high mean score of 4,06/5, indicating 
a positive intention to use the DUET platform in the future. Respondents indicated that they would 
like to be able to use it in workshops with members of the public to identify areas of concern and 
areas where they'd like to see change, but that it is still too complicated for use by the general public 
at the moment. 
 
Finally, testers of the Flanders’ use case display a positive, although close to neutral mean score of 
3,17/5. These participants will be less willing to use the DUET platform in the future. We hypothesize 
this result is the direct reflection of the low scores observed in section 4.1.2 (User Experience). 
Respondents indicated that the platform is in need of several improvements: a faster model 
calculation, improved visualisation, and a more comprehensive way of information provision.  
 
The overall acceptance KPI indicating intention to use the DUET platform reaches 82,9%, as illustrated 
in Table 13, translating that 82,9% of the respondents display a positive intention to use the platform 
in the future. This is a few percentages shy of the 90% target. To improve the acceptance level and 
reach the KPI, the DUET team will take into consideration the different comments given by the 
participants.   
 

KPI acceptance N 
Participants 

% Participants 

Intention Positive (> 3/5) 33 82,9 

Neutral (3/5) 4 11,4 

Negative (< 3/5) 2 5,8 

Table 13: Acceptance, frequency (KPI) 

4.2. Qualitative feedback  

Following the individual testing, participants were guided through a plenary feedback using the 
Mentimeter tool. The purpose of this feedback round was to facilitate discussion and encourage 
participants to openly share their experience and thoughts on the DUET platform. Here we provide 
a summary of the most salient feedback points while the Mentimeter results are included in Annex 
3.  
 
To the question, Can you describe your experience testing DUET?, many participants answered with 
positive answers such as “great”, “intuitive platform” and “interesting and exciting, thank you for 
sharing!”.  Many external participants were very enthusiastic to have the chance to receive a demo 
and participate in the test.  Others responded by saying “nice but difficult sometimes”, “not 
straightforward”, “quite difficult”.  This discrepancy might be due to the fact that some participants 
were already relatively familiar with DUET, and others less so.   
 
When asked Do you have any questions for how to improve the DUET platform for citizens? 
participants emphasized the need to improve the User Experience (UI) and make it more user 
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friendly, for instance by improving navigation. One tester pointed out that it’s most useful to citizens  
to get an idea of upcoming changes the city plans to implement. 
 
On the question Do you have any suggestions for how to improve the DUET platform for 
professionals?, testers again highlighted the need to improve UI. Additionally, testers indicate the 
need to improve the speed and stability of the platform, provide the possibility to add/ upload their 
own data sets, and improve interpretation of results. 

4.3. Local Workshops 

In this section we document the results gathered during local workshops conducted in the local 
language.  All feedback and recommendations are also included in Annex 1.  

4.3.1. Pilsen  

Pilsen was the only city to host a local workshop in-person with 24 participants. Due to this 
configuration, the survey was not used to collect insights on the platform. 

 

 
Figure 4: Local workshop in Pilsen, 23/02/2022 

After a presentation and demo of the DUET platform, participants could share remarks, 
recommendations, and requests. In terms of remarks concerning the functionalities, some issues 
were noted:  

● The traffic model in the application was not up-to-date, and it contained errors;  
● The air pollution model also appeared to not have been calculated; 
● Regarding the noise pollution, it appears that once zoomed in, the data is displayed 

incorrectly (wrong tiles, see Figure 5, left side); 
● The layers prepared in “Content” disappear when logging in a case; 
● Results of delta comparison didn’t appear in “Data” menu; 
● The information on map features (clicking in the map) often didn’t work or was 

incomprehensible; 
● Some texts in the descriptions of functions were quite illegible. There was little contrast 

between the text and the background (see Figure 6, right side); 
● Measurement function: partial and total measured lengths overlapped in the map. 
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Figure 5: (Left) Noise pollution. Issue with tiles when zooming in. (Right) Contrast issue. 

Participants also made recommendations for improvements: 
● In the recalculated model which is displayed in grey on a grey background (see Figure 6). 
● When creating models, the user should be informed that the calculation is in progress; 
● Calculation of traffic model was pretty fast, other calculations take longer; 
● It would be good to automatically add the calculated models in the map so that the user 

doesn't have to add them from the “Data” menu; 
● It would be good to display a sign on closed roads, so that the user can see what is closed;  
● Designation of the simulation results and delta layers should be improved, such as:  „Plzen – 

Traffic model – result...“ 
● Layers names in the “create delta” function should correspond to the layer names in Content; 
● The “Content” menu should be on by default in the left part of the map. “Data” menu should 

also be placed here; 
● Improve the graphical user interface and make it easier to work with data. Graphs are often 

hard to interpret (see Figure 7, left side); 
● Information about road segments is confusing (see Figure 7, right side); 
● It might be good to place the “Change” button on the map; 

 

 
Figure 6: In this figure two segments from the Roosevelt bridge towards the ring road were closed. It is not clear from 

the map where the closed segments are, where the traffic model is or where the background map is. 
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Figure 7: (Left) Traffic model graph. Unclear what the graph is representing. (Right) Information about the road 

segment. 

Regarding requests, participants have a few ideas to improve the platform and take it to the next 
level: 

● Participants would like to see the platform connected to their own application and data 
(including 3D); 

● It would be good to have a fullscreen mode available in the map - scrolling down the map is 
not very user-friendly; 

● It would be good to extend the functions of the “Change” button - add the possibility to 
simulate a partial closure - depending on the possibilities of the traffic model; 

● Working with individual 3D objects - adding a new 3D object, not displaying the existing 
ones - based on the prescribed formats; 

● The possibility of uploading their own layer (shapefile, dgn format) in the map would be 
welcome; 

● Measurement function - it would be useful to have an option to place the measuring points 
on the edges of buildings. 

4.3.2. Athens 

Athens organised two local workshops in the month of March 2022. A total of 51 surveys were 
answered during these events, but only 23 were completed to at least 75%.  Naturally, only the three 
use cases specific to Athens were tested during these workshops. 
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Figure 8: Flanders’ local workshop’s descriptive statistics (profile, sector, gender, age) 

More than half (58%) of the participants were from the academic sector, followed by 25% from the 
public sector. The rest represented the private sector (8%) or civil society groups (8%). The workshops 
had an overrepresentation of male participants but displayed a good representation in terms of age. 
 

Athens Mean score 

Ease of use 3,28 

Usefulness 3,52 

Satisfaction 3,60 

Intention 4,28 

Table 14: Athens local workshop: mean score 

In terms of user experience, participants evaluated the platform positively. The perceived ease of use 
scores the lowest, with 3,28/5. The perceived usefulness scores a positive 3,52/5. More specifically, 
both the citizen and professional user groups believed that DUET is helpful to interpret data and that 
it is an efficient means of gaining information about their city. They do not think that trying to 
visualize data through the platform is a waste of time.  
 
Professionals felt strongly that the DUET platform could be of help in urban planning (see Table 15).  
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Satisfaction with the platform however scored higher with 3,60/5 translating the fact that 
respondents were pleased with what they tested on the platform. The intention to use the DUET 
platform scores particularly high with a 4,28/5, expressing the strong will of participants to use the 
DUET platform in the future, should the platform be available to them.  
 
In the future, participants would expect to use the platform to run some city traffic experimentation 
or environmental impact assessment studies. They also think the platform would provide powerful 
simulation tools and technologies to model scenarios and test hypotheses.  

Citizens Mean 
score 

Professionals Mean 
score 

The DUET platform is helpful to 
interpret data 

3,90 The DUET platform is helpful to 
interpret data 

4,00 

The DUET platform is an efficient 
mean of gaining information about 
my city 

4,40 The DUET platform is an efficient 
mean of gaining information about 
my city 

4,33 

Trying to visualise data through the 
DUET platform is a waste of time 

2,30 Trying to visualise data through the 
DUET platform is a waste of time 

1,92 

  The DUET platform can be of help 
for urban planning 

4,42 

  The DUET platform complements 
other tools I am currently using 

3,33 

Table 15: Specific evaluation of the perceived usefulness, Athens 

Participants also indicated some recommendations for improving the platform: 
● The UI needs improvement, especially if citizens are to use it without instructions 
● The platform should ensure faster and more stable response 
● Implement progress bar and a notification on the process and the results when waiting for 

calculations / models to load 
● Provide more visualization and correlations 

● Technical details could be hidden for citizens 
● Include stakeholders in all the stages of development of DUET 
● The calendars for the two periods were not easy to distinguish in the Athens Dashboard  
● Include the air pollution data for the region of Athens/Attica 
● Include timetable of itineraries (for public transport) in rush hours  
● Provide larger map in the Athens Dashboard 

● Easier selection of sensors 
 
Requests: 

● Include a voice enabled assistant so while performing the scenario creation, one doesn’t 
have to go back and forth with the guidelines.  

● Include training for users, such as a video-demo during the first use, with voice over 
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● Include some metrics and indicators  
● Provide real time open data (CO2, heat, etc.) 
● Make DUET mobile friendly (for example via app) 
● Provide possibility to group selected traffic sensors in the Dashboard 
● Interactive graphical diagrams including threshold values for the traffic in the Dashboard 
● Information displayed when the users click on items or on hover 

4.3.3. Flanders 

The Flanders local workshop was organised during a meeting of the Smart Flanders Steering Group 
on the 8/03/2022. The profile of the participants were thus exclusively professionals. In total, 14 
participants answered the survey, but only six completed at least 75% of it.  For the purposes of this 
test clinic, participants were asked to test the use case focused on FC1 “Finding shadow zone” in the 
city of Ghent.  The decision was made to test a citizen use case with a group of professionals based 
on two considerations: limited time available to carry out the test and technical challenges with the 
professional case on the date of the test.   
 

  
 

Figure 9: Flanders’  local workshop’s descriptive statistics (sector, gender, age) 

Of the respondents, the entirety of those who answered were from the public sector and male. The 
sample’s age ranged from 31 years old to 70 years old.  
 

Flanders Mean score 

Ease of use 2,92 

Usefulness 3,24 

Satisfaction 3,24 

Intention 3,60 

Table 16: Flanders local workshop: mean score 

Consistent with previous results, the ease of use is evaluated negatively by the respondents of the 
Ghent pilot (2,92/5). A respondent indicated that the navigation should be more user friendly, to 
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avoid older adults having to look for the “shadow selector tool”. Another indicated that the position 
of the toolbox should be more ‘user centric’.  
 
The perceived usefulness and satisfaction score somewhat positively, although very close to the 
neutrality line (3,24/5). However, overall participants were quite positive that the DUET platform was 
helpful to interpret data, and that DUET would be of help for urban planning. They also thought that 
DUET was an efficient means of gaining information about their city. They also thought that trying to 
visualize data through the DUET platform was not a waste of time. Finally, the testers somewhat 
disagreed that the DUET platform was complementary to other tools they are currently using.  
 
One of the participants indicated that they would like to be able to search for addresses in the local 
language. 
 
The intention to use the DUET platform is quite positive, scoring 3,6/5, indicating the intention of 
respondents to adopt the DUET platform if it is available to them.  
 

Professionals Mean 
score 

The DUET platform is helpful to interpret data 4,00 

The DUET platform is an efficient mean of gaining information about my 
city 

3,80 

Trying to visualise data through the DUET platform is (NOT) a waste of 
time  

3,60 

The DUET platform can be of help for urban planning 4,00 

The DUET platform complements other tools I am currently using 2,60 

Table 17: Flanders Intention to use scores 

The workshop ended with three additional questions, answered via the platform “WooClap”. First, 
participants were asked what they thought was the biggest challenge to implement a local digital 
twin, from their professional perspective. All the answers given pointed towards data aspects: data 
quality, data management and the traceability of the data used. In one answer, a participant added 
the critical role of having good scenario models, and in another one, the importance of showing the 
added value of the DUET platform over existing GIS systems.  
 
The second question asked respondents which of the proposed priorities should the DUET team focus 
upon in the upcoming months. “Add and improve use cases” with 57% was seen at the most 
important, “connect legacy systems” and “make data easier to interpret” arrived ex aequo in second 
place with 43%, followed by “engage policy makers to use the platform” and “share lessons learned 
with other cities” in last position with 14%. “Gain feedback from citizens” was not seen as an 
important element by the participants at this point.  
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The last question asked participants what their main suggestion was to improve the DUET Platform. 
Three participants indicated a need to improve the speed of the platform. Someone indicated that 
the UX/UI was not self-explanatory. The suggestion was made to add more data layers, and to have 
more granular information. Another participant would like to have better insights on the lineage: 
where the data comes from, what models are being used, what sort of training data was used. Lastly, 
someone pointed to the need for good use cases.  
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5. Recommendations  

In this section we highlight the most important and frequent suggestions for improvement to be 
considered by the project consortium as the team enters the final development cycle.  The focus is 
on the most salient points which were mentioned by multiple testers and which should help develop 
the DUET platform as a whole (rather than focusing on improvements relevant for any specific pilot).  
A complete overview of all the feedback and recommendations from the testing cycle is included in 
Annex 1 and should be reviewed by the project team (particularly the Technical and Pilot teams) in 
order to decide on a prioritization process.  

5.1.  General improvements  

The following improvements will be of benefit for all DUET users:  
1. Improve UI: across the various testing activities, the most common feedback point is the need 

to improve UX/ UI.  More specifically, testers recommend to:  
○ Improve the visibility of the legend  
○ Improve visibility and interpretation of the change when a simulation is run  
○ Add a spinning wheel or another visual cue to indicate when changes are being 

processed 
○ Improve the button and tab titles and location to make their use more logical and 

intuitive. For instance, "Content” form should always be visible on the map and “Data” 
should be part of the “Content” dialogue box. 

○ Icons which are currently invisible (e.g., adding a layer to the map, displaying legends, 
shading settings, viewshed settings) should always be visible, even if in a dimmer 
colour, just so that users know these buttons / functionalities exist. Similarly, the 
content menu should always be visible. 

○ The “Content” menu should be on by default in the left part of the map. “Data” menu 
should also be placed there. 

○ Create more contrast between the dialogs and alerts. 
 

2. Improve interpretation of data: several testers indicated that information and charts are 
often not understandable, and that it should be made easier to interpret and understand 
what the results mean. For instance, users suggest having more obvious “before” and “after” 
visualizations, especially for citizens to understand the changes. Citizens should then be able 
to comment and easily see other citizens’ comments.   
 

3. 2D vs 3D  Navigation: Some participants comment that visualization in 3D is not always 
helpful. The project team should consider which cases should be loaded in 3D vs 2D.  Ability 
to switch between 2D and 3D should also be made more clear.  
 

4. Information on data and models used: several testers asked for more information and detail 
on the data use (resolution, length of record, real-time vs historical data, etc.). This 
information should be made clear in each of the use cases. 

 



 
 

 

D6.4 Pilot Testing Cycle Report 2 

 

 

© 870697 DUET Project Partners 29 31/03/2022 

 

 

5. Recorded Demo: several testers request a recorded demo of the platform which would allow 
them to revisit and test / use the platform on their own time. The demo should take into 
account different user needs for professionals and citizens.  

5.2. Improvements relevant for professional use-cases 

The following additional points refer to improvements specific to professional users:   
 

1. Improve speed & stability of model: several testers indicated the models are slower than expected.  
 

2. Ability to add / upload own data (sets): testers would like the possibility to upload their own data 
layers (shapefile, dgn format) and applications. 
 

3. Improvements to models / simulations: several testers indicated they would like the possibility to 
further parameterize the models, for instance by simulating only a partial street closure or 
manipulating the model based on different times of day, etc. 
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6. Conclusions and Outlook  

The second testing cycle represents an important milestone for the DUET project which has now been 
tested and validated with external stakeholders.  The testing cycle has provided a lot of positive and 
encouraging results, scoring high across key KPIs such as user acceptance, satisfaction and user 
experience. Still, the testing cycle also revealed that in order to reach the highly ambitious KPIs set 
by the project team, it is necessary to continue developing and improving the DUET platform for both 
citizen and expert users.  Table 18 illustrates the key KPIs and performance from the testing cycle.  
One success criteria (Practical usability) was not tested in this testing cycle but will be taken into 
account in the final testing cycle.  

Success Criteria KPI Score  Explanation 

User 
acceptance 

90% 82,9% The testing cycle revealed that 82,90% of the 
respondents display a positive intention to use the 
platform in the future.  Main recommendations which 
will help achieve this KPI include ensuring faster model 
calculations, improved visualisations, and a more 
comprehensive interpretation of results.  

Minimum 
satisfaction 

80% 72,20% The testing cycle revealed 72,20% of testers display a 
positive satisfaction regarding the platform.  In order to 
achieve the 80% KPI, the stability and response time of 
the platform need to be improved.  

User experience 80% 69,40% We define user experience as a composite indicator 
based on “perceived ease of use” and “perceived 
usefulness”.  The testing cycle reveals 69,40% of users 
are satisfied with the user experience.  To achieve the 
80% target, the final development cycle should focus on 
improvements to the UI/UX as described throughout the 
report and in Annex 1. There is also a recommendation 
to involve a UI/UX designer in the final development 
round. 

User ability to 
understand 

80% 66.70% In this testing cycle, we tested for “ease of use”, which is 
a proxy for “user ability to understand”. The result 
indicates that 66,7% of users perceive the DUET platform 
as easy to use.  To achieve the 80% KPI, the next 
development cycle should focus on making information 
displayed in DUET more understandable and easy to 
interpret, for both citizens and professional user groups.  

Practical 
usability 

80% N/A KPI will be defined and quantified in the final testing 
cycle. 

Table 18: Overview DUET KPIs and results from testing cycle 
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As the project enters its final development cycle, we share a few key learnings, considerations, and 
dilemmas the project team should consider in order to make the most of the final six months of the 
project, and in order to ensure that the DUET platform will continue once the project ends in 
November 2022: 

● General improvements to platform vs specific pilots:  this testing cycle has revealed an 
extended list of issues and recommendations from the testers ( See Annex 1).  There are more 
recommendations and requests than what is feasible for the project team to implement in 
the final part of the project.  The question is therefore how to prioritize the improvements.  
This is a question that needs to be considered and answered by the Technical and Pilot Teams 
collectively.  One guiding principle could be to focus on improvements which will benefit the 
platform overall, rather than a particular pilot. Another guiding principle when deciding on 
which recommendations to prioritize could be to focus on the changes necessary to make the 
DUET platform transferable and scalable to other cities.  

● Improving UI /UX:  one of the key points emerging from the various testing activities is the 
need to improve the UI/UX.   In case a dedicated UI / UX designer is not identified within the 
project team, it is recommended to engage an external UI/UX designer to review the key 
recommendations from the testing cycle, and evaluate which items can be most easily 
implemented, taking into account key limitations imposed due to previous technical choices 
and limited time / budget left in the project.  The recommendations made by the Pilsen team 
/testers are particularly helpful and concrete for improving the UI/UX, in case the consortium 
decides not to engage an external / additional expert. 

● Testing with citizens: One of the limitations of this testing cycle is that very few “actual” 
citizens were involved. We know that even when the citizen use cases were tested, the 
participants were often professionals, or somehow connected to the topic of urban 
innovation (ie. “professional citizens”). The project team discussed possibilities for reaching 
“regular” citizens which could be one of the focus points for the final testing cycle. This could 
be done for instance by promoting the test clinics in the local language via paid Facebook ads. 
There is nevertheless the challenge of the platform and use cases being developed primarily 
in English. Finally, it might be necessary to decide that for the purposes of this project, only 
“professional citizens” will be targeted, who will be able to engage and use the platform and 
use cases in English.  

● More Focus Groups and targeted interviews with experts:  For this second testing cycle, the 
project team decided to take a broad perspective to engage stakeholders via a “Focus group” 
approach.  For the final development cycle, it is recommended to continue engaging with a 
broad audience, for instance by providing all interested stakeholders with the opportunity to 
use the DUET platform, and share their feedback via a survey.  Additional to this, it is 
recommended to also carry out a few interviews, either one-on-one, or in small groups with 
key experts involved in Urban Digital Twin projects.  These testing activities can be designed 
and carried out on a rolling basis (ie. the consortium can decide to plan structural DUET Test 
Clinics on a (near) monthly basis, for instance on the last Thursday of the month during the 
May - October 2022 timeframe). By continuing testing activities on a rolling basis, it should be 
possible to combine testing and outreach goals during the same Test Clinic activities.  
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Annex 1: Overview of DUET issues and 

recommendations 

Pilot Item Category 

Type 

(Issue or 

Request) 

General 
The information on map features (clicking in the map) often did not work or was 

incomprehensible UI/UX Issue 

General 
Some texts in the descriptions of functions were illegible. There was little contrast between the 

text and the background. UI/UX Issue 

General 
In the recalculated model which is displayed in grey on a grey background that makes it 

difficult to read. UI/UX Issue 

General Information about road segments is confusing and graphs are often hard to interpret. UI/UX Issue 

General Platform is confusing without a step-by-step guide. UI/UX Issue 

General "Change" function does not work on Mac/Safari/Trackpad. UI/UX Issue 

General 

Improve interpretation of results (data and charts are often not understandable). This is 

particularly relevant for citizens users who will not usually work with the models but need to be 

able to understand what the visualizations means. Interpretation can also be improved for 

professional users. Particularly for the traffic model, users are not able to interpret the change / 

results. UI/UX Request 

General 
Button and tab titles should be made more logical and intuitive. "Content” form should always 

be visible on the map), and “Data” should be part of the “Content” dialogue box. UI/UX Request 

General 

Icons which are currently invisible (e.g., adding a layer to the map, displaying legends, shading 

settings, viewshed settings) should always be visible, even if in a dimmer colour, just so that 

users know these buttons / functionalities exist. Similarly, the content menu should always be 

visible. UI/UX Request 

General Improve visibility of legend UI/UX Request 

General UI/ UX can be improved by creating more contrast between the dialogs and alerts. UI/UX Request 

General 
The “Content” menu should be on by default in the left part of the map. “Data” menu should 

also be placed there. UI/UX Request 

General Display information when the users click or hover over items. UI/ UX Request 

General Place the “Change” button on the map. UI/UX Request 

General Allow users to get information by clicking on features (for instance about the delta result). UI/UX Request 

General Improve navigation in 3D or default to 2D navigation depending on the case. UI/UX Request 

General 

When creating models, the user should be informed that the calculation is in progress. This 

can be done by implementing a progress bar / buffer wheel /loading icon while model / 

calculation is loading UI/UX Request 

General 
Scrolling down the map is currently not user-friendly; enabling "fullscreen" mode in the map 

would help the UI. UI/UX Request 

General 

Assess and improve UI/ UX to ensure citizens are able to use it without instructions - perhaps 

by simplifying it. Improvements to the user interface are also necessary to make it easier to 

work with data. UI/UX Request 

General 
Include a voice enabled assistant so while performing the scenario creation, one doesn’t have 

to go back and forth with the guidelines. UI/UX Request 

General Automatically add the calculated models in the map so that the user doesn't have to add them UI/ UX Request 



 
 

 

D6.4 Pilot Testing Cycle Report 2 

 

 

© 870697 DUET Project Partners 34 31/03/2022 

 

 

from the “Data” menu. 

General 
Titles of simulation results and delta layers should be improved to make them more 

understandable. For example: "Plzen – Traffic model – result". UI/UX Request 

General Layers titles in the “Create Delta” function should correspond to the layer titles in Content. UI/UX Request 

General Allow localization in local language UI/UX Request 

General 

Provide more information on the data used for each use case (resolution, source, whether it is 

real time or not) and models (what training data is used); make the information provided 

meaningful and understandable. UI/UX Request 

General Shortcut leading layers into the model UI/UX Request 

General Provide help tool UI/UX Request 

General Add search bar (assuming this refers to a search bar not for addresses, but for functionalities) UI/UX Request 

General 
Record video demo with voice over to allow users / stakeholders to understand and use DUET 

outside structured Testing Clinics (particularly relevant for first time users). UI/UX Request 

General Ensure the platform is mobile friendly. UI/UX Request 

Athens 
The calendars for the two periods were not easy to distinguish in the Athens Dashboard; 

improvement necessary to ensure clarity / user experience. UI/UX Request 

Athens Provide a larger map in the Athens Dashboard. UI/UX Request 

Athens Make it easier to select sensors and work with sensors. UI/UX Request 

Athens Difficulty in navigating between dashboard and map UI/UX Issue 

Athens Difficulty in finding exact location UI/UX Issue 

Pilsen Results of delta comparison did not appear in the “Data” menu. Models / Data Issue 

Pilsen The layers prepared in “Content” disappear when logging in a case Models / Data Issue 

Athens Include the air pollution data for the region of Athens/Attica Models / Data Request 

Athens Include timetable of itineraries (for public transport) in rush hours Models / Data Request 

Athens Include some metrics and indicators (Athens to clarify what is meant with this request) Models / Data Request 

Pilsen The traffic model in the application was not up-to-date, and it contained errors. Models / Data Issue 

Pilsen The air pollution model also appeared to not have been calculated. Models / Data Issue 

Pilsen 
Regarding the noise pollution, it appears that once zoomed in, the data is displayed incorrectly 

(wrong tiles). Models / Data Issue 

General Display a sign / make clear to users which road is closed (currently it's not clear). Models / Data Request 

Pilsen 
It would be good to extend the functions of the “Change” button - add the possibility to simulate 

a partial closure - depending on the possibilities of the traffic model Models / Data Request 

General Measurement function: partial and total measured lengths overlap in the map Functionalities Issue 

General 
Enable users to work with individual 3D objects - adding a new 3D object, not displaying the 

existing ones - based on the prescribed formats. Functionalities Request 

General 
Provide users with the possibility of adding / uploading their own geodata, data from existing 

sensors, data layer (shapefile, den format), including 3D. Allow users to visualize this data. Functionalities Request 

Pilsen 
Add measurement function: it would be useful to have an option to place the measuring points 

on the edges of buildings Functionalities Request 
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Athens Provide the possibility to group selection of traffic sensors in the Athens Dashboard Functionalities Request 

General 
Provide options to further parameterized models road closure (for instance based on time of 

day, partially restrict traffic, etc.) Functionalities Request 

Athens 
Provide interactive graphical diagrams including threshold values for the traffic in the 

Dashboard. Functionalities Request 

Pilsen Calculation of the traffic model was pretty fast, other calculations take longer. Platform stability Issue 

General Ensure faster response and stability of the platform. Platform stability Request 
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Annex 2: Survey questions  

Example of the survey conducted for the Flanders’ pilot for the citizen user group.  
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Annex 3: Selected Mentimeter results 

DUET Test Clinic February 10 
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DUET Test Clinic February 21  
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DUET Test Clinic March 9 
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