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Abstract

This paper presents the usability evaluation of 28 state government web portals of India
based on the evaluatio n of 79 parameters grouped under 7 broad categories such as
accessibility, navigation, visual design, information content, interactivity, ownership and
branding. We have juxtaposed the results of questionnaire based survey of Apo nline, the
Andhra Pradesh state web portal along with the results of expert usability evaluation
based on 79 parameters to match and vaidate the trends. The expert usability evaluation
presented in this paper highlights the lack of human work analysisin the desig n of the
state web portals. In the end, the state web portals are ranked based on compliance with
the overall usability parameters.

Keywords: State government web portals, usability, quality of governance, citizen centric
design

1. Introduction

The republic of India has 28 states and 7 union territories with a population of approx.
1.2 billion people. All the states governmentsin India have established the web
portals which areincreasingly becoming the common communication interface
between the citizens and the elected r epresentatives of state government. Such portals
have become the centrally accessible location for knowing the activities of state
government and for availing various online citizen services. In this context, we
wanted to investigate the following research question:

Arethe Indian state government web portals useful and usable for its citizens?

In this context, we performed the literature survey to study similar usability
evaluations of government websites in other countries.



2. Related Work

A brief overview of the literature survey along with our observations is presented
below. Costin Pribeanu et al [2010] have carried out the expert usability evaluation of
four municipal websites based on popular heuristics. The user testing in this work
involved indicators of effectivenessin terms of validity, thoroughness and efficiency.
This paper also mentions about aesthetic design as one of the parameters which in our
opinion is difficult to define and evaluate. Ataloglou et a [2009] have evaluated the
European ministries” websites based on 100 criteria grouped under 13 main
dimensions. Specific quantifications for website features such as polls, discussion
forums, RSSfeeds discussed in thispaper are quiteinsightful. But the abstract
evaluation parameters like comprehensiveness, aesthetics, ssimplicity, appropriate
mix of media are not fully explained in terms of how they were actually evaluated.
Withrow et a [2000] have done the comparative usability evaluation between the old
and the redesigned e-government websites. The usability testing is carried out based
on user tasks. Inglesant et a [2005] have done the usability evaluation of the e-
government system for mobile payment of the Central London Congestion Charge.
They interviewed 50 charge payers and gathered the data regarding usability of the
payment process. Latif et al have [2010] carried out the accessibility evaluation on
Malaysian e-government websites which is based on the W3C priority 1 checkpoints,
which are very well defined technical guidelines. The paper supports both automatic
and manual checking of accessibility compliances. Unlike the research reported so far,
Sidi et a [2007] have reviewed only the credibility factor of 13 Malaysian state e-
government websites. They have identified and reviewed various sub-elements which
contribute towards building the credibility of awebsite such as accuracy and bias of
information, tone of writing, physical address and contact details for the use, identity
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government websites in terms of technical aspects such as loading time, page rank,
frequency of update, traffic, mark-up validation, accessibility errors, etc. Hirwade’s
study [2010] provides quantifications of online services and e-government websites
at centre, state and district level in India. It quantifies the number of digitized
documents, online forms, acts and rules provided on each website. The websites are
ranked on the basis of number of services provided. Thiswork does not provide any
information on the quality of online services. Baker [2009] provides the measurable
criteriafor content analysis of e-government websitesin US which is addressed as
enhanced usability benchmarks. Stowers [2002] has evaluated the federal websites
based on the availability of desired features relating to legitimacy, services,
navigation aid, information architecture, user help, etc. Wangpipatwong et a [2005]
have evaluated the quality of information on Tha e- government websites by using
the criteria such as accuracy, relevance and timeliness. Liu et al [2010] have evaluated

SSRGS M EER AR X (NSBARS GLARSIFS BYRS. S BRI Alalth

and Human Services (HHS) are exhaustive within its scope and focus. However, e-
government websites can be very complex in terms of the information and services
they are meant to deliver for the citizens. Apart from these we have come across
several p aperssuch as[Huihui 2010; Al-Khalifa 2010] which are meant to present
heuristic based usability evaluation but it isan uneven mix of parameters[Ataloglou
et al 2009] related to accessibility, content, functional and informational aspects. The



published guidelines for Indian government websites [Vermaet a 2009] do not

provide coverage to usability.
Having studied a variety of usability evaluations of e-government websites, we

have chosen to select a comprehensive and balanced set of evaluation parameters for
the state web portalsin India. Also, it isensured that the parameters are specific and
have minimum subjectivity.

3. Our Approach

Instead of evaluating only one or two aspects of state government web portalsin
India, we hav e chosen to evaluate them based on a balanced mix of parameters which
also reflect the quality of governancein the particular state. Most of the research
papers studied in the earlier section present the evaluation of e-government websites
based on maximum possible parameters pertaining to one asp ect in terms of
accessibility or credibility or content or services, etc. Contrary to this approach,
considering the fact that Indiais a developing countr y, we haveid entified the
minimum essential parameters belonging to 7 different aspects of the state
government web portal s such as Accessibility, Navigation, Visual Design,
Information Content, Interactivity, Ownership and Branding. These aspects are
further fragmented into 79 usability parameters aggregated from within the 28

state web portalsin India f or relative comparison. Therefore, our usability
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usability of the given state web portals. This research is concluded by ranking the
state web portals based on their compliance with the overall usability parameters. We
have ensured that the selected parameters are not abstract but tangible in terms of
noticeable presence of a particular factor / indicator in the website. The evaluation is
only in terms of the presence or absence of the particular factors or applicability of the
given parameter. We have not evaluated the qualitative merit of the parameters e. g.
presence of neat visual design isrecorded as (1) whereas its absence or poor design is
recorded as (0). It is also important to mention that we have clicked on all the links
present on the home page of every state web portal but we have not evaluated the
links which open into separate websites belong to different government departments.
We have not r eviewed the functionality of online services asit requires|ogin name
and password for registered citizens belonging to particular state. In alarge scale
reviewing exercise of thiskind it becomes necessary to confine the scope for proper
focus. Also, it isimportant to note that this study is based on the state web portals
during the year 2010- 2011, the observations and ratings might change if the state web

portals grg &P RslidieshGirRRNARCAH dyE\diCour parametric evaluation, as an example,
we have presented the results of a questionnaire based survey, which was conducted
by involving 72 citizens for the APOnline Portal of Andhra Pradesh State
Government. The specific parameters belonging to each aspect of state government
web portals are listed in the tables below.

4. Evaluation parameters and the results

4.1. Accessihility
We have identified totally 18 accessibility parameters for which the technical
implementation can be explicitly checked in the state government portals. The



findings of our accessibility review of 28 state government portals are briefly
presented in this section.

Table 1. Accessibility Parameters
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Figure 1. Evaluation of state portals based on accessibility parameters

Keyword search is provided by only 9 state government portals and among thesein
many places the sear ch featur e isnot functioning properly. The search features are
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bottom corner, right

bottom corner, right middle side and the most preferred positio
which istop right

corner. Refer figure 2 which provides the screen shots of two stat
portals in which

the search features are placed in the most unconventional location
such that one will

have to search for the search feature itself. 20 state governmer
portals do not offer

the sute map and the same number of portals prowde Informatio

ed information i

rtation would be t:

T I'.sh and tﬁer glueﬁmaglonal language c

netnpﬁeﬁdmrl nk for returning t

: tarakhand ~Gujarat, Westhenga

e Saarch Faatura
moo at Left Bottom Corner

mpliance with the accessibilit

Ang hrapradméifwkhc
and fﬂml Nadu & oW

by us. GUJarat state portal Is the only one which provides RS
feeds fdfJ %ﬁ&ﬁﬁﬁ:&@}teﬁs placed in the most inconvenient positions

Brrformmet Foret miespraide pismaatedksservation, th
%s % y unsui ind citizensw ight u

m %ér;gt mak Ietel n tablef the blind citi hom ht use

Q&r‘ line services. Thereistotal confusion in managing the

%ﬁmmﬁ?@ﬁe@mmm;mwumy oL

you click to open a webpage you are surprised by getting

Gle pai
W@?%?O%Bél%%‘ﬁ?fﬁf‘%ﬁl’%”om



The major non-compliance with accessibility parameters for state government
portals can be interpreted as lack of transparency and desire for reaching out to

people. We could
evaluation.

4.2. Navigation

not load the website of Jammu & Kashmir after the accessibility

Table 2. Navigation Parameters
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Figure 3. Evaluation of state portals based on n avigational parameters

We have chosen 7 parameters to evaluate the quality of navigation provided in the
state government portals. We found that most of the portals were missing the task /
goal orientation and prioritization from user perspective. The state govern ments have
not paid much attention to the citizen’s point of view in terms of why would he/she
visit the portal and with what expectation? The portals of Andhra Pradesh, Orissa,
Jharkhand, Gujarat and West Bengal states are the minor exceptions to this as their
navigation is adequately user oriented. 12 state portals out of 28 do not provide drop
down menus or tabular arrangement of information content. We found that only 4
portals provided breadcrumb trails, which is a primary requirement for website
navigation. 24 (85%) portalsfall below 50% compliance to navigational parameters.
Uttar Pradesh website is the worst of al when it comes to structuring of information
and navigation. Such high level of non-compliance to navigational parameters reflects
lack of clarity in the understanding and organization of governmental activities.



4.3. Visual Design

Table 3. Visual Design Parameters
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4.4. Information Content
Table 4. Information Content Parameters

Sr. Nos| Information Content Parameters
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Figure 5. Evaluation of state portals based on information content parameters



A common pattern emergesif you observe the kind of information content is
published on all state portals. We could aggregate 25 most common information
categories after studying various state portals. Thisinformation is helpful in knowing
about the state, activities of the government and offerings for the citizens. 8 state
government portals out of 28 offer persuasive information to attract the investorsto
setup new industries and businesses. It means that large number of state governments
are not using the power of Internet for reaching out to potential investors and
businessmen who can create employment and generate revenue for the state. 4 state
portals provide information to help in situations of disasters/ calamities. It indicates
the unpreparedness of a state in managing the disasters. 6 state portals publish daily
weather updates. 5 state portals do not provide the state profile and demographics. 7
state portals have published information about their awards and achievements. Only 3
state portals provide some information on grievance and redressal. 6 state portals
provide FAQ for citizens to answer their queries for obtaining common services. 15
state portals are below 50% compliance with the parameters of information content.
There is tremendous scope to enrich the state portals with useful information content
if you notice that even the 7 high scoring state portals show only 60-70% compliance
as per our parameters. Very few portals provide acurate, detailed and scalable
geographical maps of the districts and cities. Most of the portals provide PDF
downloads of forms, rules and regulations without proper explaination on how it
could be useful to citizens. It will be worth asking the citizens (users) about their
information needs from state portals.
4.5. Interactivity

Table 5. Interactivity Parameters
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Figure 6. Evaluation of state portals based on interactivity parameters

In our opinion, online services greatly help in reducing the troubles of citizens and
interactivity can get their participation in seeking their feedback for policy formation.



Asevidently visible in figure 6., most state portals do not provide any online services
or interactive featuresto get the participation of citizens. Gujarat, Andhra Pradesh,
Orissa, and Jharkhand states provide many online services and interactive features. 24
(85%) state portals ar e below the 50% compliance threshold of interactivity
parameters. Only Gujarat state portal offers various participatory features such as
interact with government, participant in contest, take a pledge, contribute to
Guijaratpedia, share ideas with government, opinion poll, e-greetings, etc.

4.6. Ownership
Table 6. Ownership Parameters
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Figure 6. Evaluation of state portals based on ownership parameters

Write to chief minister feature is provided by only 2 state portals. There are 6 state
portals which do not provide proper contact details of ministers, department
secretaries and district officials. It is can mean that the officials are hesitant to be
reachable. 23 state portals do not allow you to offer department wise feedback. 3 state
portals are providing the emergancy contact details. 4 state portals are security /
quality certified. Most notably, only Gujarat state portal offers subject wise contact
details for citizens which makes it very user oriented. 18 (64%) state portals are below
50% threshold of ownership parameters.



4.7. Branding
Table 7. Branding Parameters

Sr. Nos.|| Branding Parameters
/5. Stat¢/ Website logo
/6. Projgction of state missions

W. Ojfection of focal curture
: Gatery

79, Stag newsieter

Mo of parametarm Branding
L

1

T [t[uLLIJImeJ Ij

&(Hic)'iyf?ﬁ.uh{? s @f@,ﬁ .55* ,4\4_ f?\gq@~%§\%‘%s{d} *é&ﬁ? «i’-’:}a @-:
y b = I:.:.\ g&'b :5«- $ ‘3&%-«.‘3

g &N G
e w{f &

WA af 2% Sabes of Ind@

Figure 7. Evaluation of state portals based on branding parameters

15 state portals have published their state logos but maority c
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reproduced. 13 state portals do have state logos on their portals
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Figure 8. Screenshot of Aponline (Andhrapradesh State Portal)



5. Questionnaire Based Survey of APonline

Though this questionnaire based survey of APonline [Gupta, 2011] was carried out
separately with adifferent focus, we are juxtaposing its results along with findings of
our evaluation to compare the trends. 72 urban citizens who have used APonline
participated in this survey and provided us with their feedback.

Table 8. Survey results juxtaposed with the expert usability evaluation of Aponline

Sr. Nos. rvey questions for APonline Hpsitive user Parametric
feedback in % |compliancein %
Visual Design
1. Do yqulikethe overal design? 90.2/% 100%
Navigation
2. Did ypu know which page you 84.7% 85%
were on, when you are
browsing?
3. Aretlelinks between the pages 84.7%
clear?
4. Did ypu find the content to be 2%

logically structured?
Accessbility

5. Did thelogical structure help 59.7% 44%
you in finding the information
you were looking for?

6. Havelyou used the search 58.3%
feature?

7. How pasy it isto use Aponline? 40%

Interactivity

8. Do yqu pr efer online mode of 51.7% 60%
transaction?

Branding

9. How velcoming do you consider 36.6% 40%

the website to be?

If you compare the results of our parametric evaluation along with the user feedback

then one can notice the similarity of trends by approximate difference of 5 to 10%.
As part of this survey of APonline, Microsoft Corporations’ reaction card was

also used [Gupta, 2011] which consists of a set of 118 words that describe the quality
of interaction a user has with a website. The users’ were asked to mark the words
which described their interaction with the website. Each word was classified into
‘positive’ (accessible, impressive, advanced) or ‘negative’ (dull, annoying,
disconnected) words. Based on the response received from various users, aword
cloud visualization is developed as shown in figure 7. As per our overall evaluation,
Aponlineisindeed one among the best state portals and the same has been
substantiated by the user feedback.
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6. Discussion

loud of user feedback for Aponline

The trends visible in our expert usability evauation can b

Interpreted in terms of
guality of governance

the
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of dg\ai’é??qé?ﬁéqa”'ze‘j PP

bach , structured clarity,
understanding of the activities and
portfolios

festing the qualit

Visual design Neatness, Atfractiveness, caring for

people

Information content Comm

binicativeness, effort to inform the
citizens, Reaching out

Online services and
Interactivity

Effort to serve the citizens, participatior

Ownersnip Willingnessto [

je accountable to citizens,
commitment

Branding Welcoming, entefprising, marketing

approach
Seriousness about business and
development

Usefulness and Usability O

verall citizen-centricity

Itispossibleto interpret positive score on “accessibility” parameters as better
transparency and negative score as poor transparency of governance. Similarly, other
usability criteria can be interpreted for the quality of communicativeness, organized

approach, commitment, accountability and citizen centric quality of the governance.
The state web portals are ranked based on their compliance as p er our 79

parameters of usability. Gujarat, Uttarakhand, West Bengal, Andhra Pradesh, Orissa
and Tamil Nadu are the top 6 state web portals as against the 20 state web portals



which are below 50% compliance as per our evaluation. It isimportant to note and
reco gnize that most of the high ranking state web portals are designed and maintained
by private companies in association with regional IT departments.

Table 9. Ranking of Indian state web portals as per the usability evaluation

Indian State Web Portals Compliance out of 79
evaluation parameters

1. Guarat 60
2. Uttarakhand 53

5. \Vest Bengd 53

7. nanra Pradesn 52

D, Qrissa 5D
6. Tamil Nadu 51

7. Himachal Pradesh 43

o. NMladnyaPradesh 40

9 Hleraa 38
10. Bihar 38
11. [harkhand 38

17 Assam 34
13. Meghalaya 33

T4, [Rajasthan 30
15. Punjab 30
16. [Karnataka 27

1/. {Goa 27
18. [Maharashtra 25

19. Bikkim 24
20. Arunachal Pradesh 21

21. |Nagaland 18
22, aryana 17
23. Mizoram 17
24. Manipur 17
25. [Chhattisgarh 15

Z6. [[ripura 15

27. |Uttar Pradesh 14
28. flammu and Kashmir 2 — incgmplete evaluation

Despite of India’s leadership in Information Technology, large number of state
government web portals reflects poor demonstration of technical and web design
skills. It could mean that the quality of manpower hired for web design and
development wasn’t good enough. Many state governments seem to lack in supplying
up-to-date, rich and useful information to the web design teams. Many of them are yet
to tap the potential of offering on-line services. Surprisingly, the regional language
assertions in domestic politics are not reflected in the state web portals as 20 of them
provide information in English only, despite of the availability of UNICODE fontsin
al Indian languages.



We can suggest some solutions to address some the problems observed during
this research. The standardized user interface and user interaction patterns need to be
designed and developed to compensate the lack of design skills. Technical and design
teams working on state web portals should be trained to understand the usability
concerns. A specialized content management system for state web portals with
customisable features needs to be developed on priority to ensure compliance with all
usability par ameters.
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Figure 10. Scr eenshot of Gujarat State Portal

7. Conclusion

The state web portals of Gujarat, Uttarakhand, West Bengal, Andhra Pradesh, Orissa
and Tamil Nadu are usable for the Indian citizens. 20 out 28 state web portals are
below 50% compliance as per our evaluations hence can be considered as non-usable.
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