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1 Executive Summary 

The DG Communication of the European Commission entrusted Ernst & Young to conduct 
the evaluation of EUROPA website between June 2007 and January 2008. 

For the EU institutions, the Internet has become a crucial tool for: 

– Disseminating all the information produced in their areas of competence to the 
European public and the rest of the world in real time; 

– Interactive communication with citizens and business through dedicated mailboxes, 
online consultation, online forums and debates. 

Recently a number of policy initiatives1 were taken to set out a general political context and 
some objectives for communication and information activities. 

1.1 Purpose and scope of the evaluation 
The aim of the evaluation is to assess the usability, relevance, effectiveness, efficiency and 
utility of the European Union website EUROPA for the part directly managed by the 
Directorate-General Communication (DG COMM) of the European Commission (i.e the 
inter-institutional pages and the Commission web site top level pages2). 

EUROPA website evaluation notably ascertains if, how and how much the EUROPA website 
contributes to European Union (EU) efforts to improve communication by identifying who 
are EUROPA website visitors, what are their needs and expectations and their level of 
satisfaction on the current services provided by EUROPA (provision of information, services 
and opportunities for dialogue). It concludes on many recommendations in order to improve 
those services, to attract additional visitors and adapt the current EU strategy on 
communication. 

1.2 Method and tools 
The evaluation process last 7 months and consisted in answering to four evaluation questions 
raised by the terms of reference. A large data collection has been carried out. 

– A large survey, available in 23 languages has been launched on the site and more than 
8000 thousands of visitors answered it.  

– 11 Focus groups and interviews have been conducted with European citizens, EU 
professionals from the public and private sectors, young people and disabled persons. 

– Benchmarks screened 30 sites from the public and private sphere and aimed at 
identifying best pratices and assess the position of EUROPA in the internet sphere. 

– Log files analysis on the basis of 72 parameters and 7 485 753 lines, each 
corresponding to a click on the EUROPA website, during one day. 

– Usability tests encompassed expert review (usability inspection aimed at finding 
usability problems in the design), expert walkthrough (to test navigation scenarios 
through the search engine and the classic hierarchical system.), automatic and manual 
test approach. 

Data analyses led to the formulation of both strategic and pragmatic recommendations. 

                                                      
1 Action plan SEC (2005)985, Plan D COM (2005)494final, White paper on Communication 
COM(2006)35final 
2 approximately 90 sites 
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1.3 Strengths and weaknesses of the evaluation design 
The evaluation team did not encounter major problem. The evaluation design appears to be 
adapted to the evaluation requirement: the evaluation questions, judgment criteria and 
indicators created were operational. The feedback from beneficiaries (interviews, open 
questions within the questionnaire) was a crucial source of information and analysis.  

Several points that limited the scope of the evaluation have to be noted, even if they did not 
hamper to completion of the evaluation process: 

– Only actual users of the EUROPA website could take part in this survey, the pop-up 
window was not placed on other external websites. 

– For the analysis of log files, some of the parameters contained missing data and some 
parameters provided were not usable. 

1.4 Main conclusions of the evaluation 
To what extent does EUROPA satisfy the diverse citizens’ needs in terms of information 
(relevance and effectiveness)? 

 
 The evaluation gave us the opportunity to identify both the profiles of the users 

and their specific needs. The strategy of EUROPA remains insufficiently defined 
regarding these needs. 

The characteristics of the EUROPA users are as follows:  

– EUROPA is used 90% by EU Member State nationals,  

– EUROPA is used equally by men and women,  

– They are mainly students and employees (a large number of them working in public 
administration and education),  

– 88% speak English. The other most frequent languages are French, German, Spanish 
and Italian. These five languages cover nearly 100% of users’ linguistic needs, 

– 64% of users are frequent users (weekly), 

– 90% of the respondents use the Internet as a means to receive information on the EU. 

The current strategy of EUROPA appears to be not sufficiently defined: target publics are 
identified but without the adequate level of precision Users needs are not known and 
followed. The knowledge of the current users of EUROPA could contribute to refine the 
strategy. 

 
 Specific information needs exist but there is a common body of information looked 

for: general information on the EU, its institutions, its policies… Needs greatly 
depend on the professional situation of the users, the age of the users and the 
frequency of use 

Indeed, the effective users of the EUROPA website have different profiles according to 
specific needs, as testified by the evaluation (online survey and focus groups), confirming 
that the EUROPA website has to propose a wide range of information and services. 

The dichotomy of personal/professional reasons for using EUROPA seems to be the most 
distinguishing factor. 

Needs are different depending on : 
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– the professional situation (for instance expert stakeholders, information multipliers 
and opinion leaders need specific and sectorial information, +10% of respondents 
compared to the average percentage of 41%,  

– the “place of residence” (for instance, the group “Romania or Bulgaria” especially 
needs information on EU institutions, +7% to 11%),  

– the age of users: for instance users under 18 look especially for general information; 
+21% compared to the average percentage of on line survey respondents; and 
information for educational purposes; +13% compared to the average percentage of 
respondents);  

– the frequency of use of EUROPA has a significant impact on the users’ needs: for 
instance, frequent users look especially for more technical information; economic 
sector, EU policies and legislation, practical matters. 

 
 Looking for information is the main reason why users come on EUROPA website 

The search for information is a major reason explaining why users visit the EUROPA 
website. General information on the EU is the first type of information looked for by any kind 
of public. The respondents however look for more specific information on EU institutions, on 
a specific economic sector, on EU policies and future legislation, on practical matters and for 
educational purposes.  

There is also a clear need concerning updated information. 

Most users are not familiar with EUROPA’s extensive content. Apart from a few 
exceptions (homepage for 68% of respondents, EUR-Lex for 44% and EU at glance for 44%), 
other portals are known about by less than 30% of respondents. 

 
 Overall, information on EUROPA adequately meets the users’ needs 

Globally, the level of satisfaction is high: 85% of respondents find information 
corresponding to their needs. 79% of respondents are satisfied with the EUROPA website.  
However, the level of satisfaction varies from one public to another: users under 18 
consider the EUROPA website to be a good website compared to others (51% against 43% 
for total respondents). 43% of respondents believe that the EUROPA website is better or 
much better than other similar websites. 

Users globally find the information they look for. 81% of the 8 212 respondents always or 
frequently find the information they look for. 72% of the 8 212 respondents find the 
information they are looking for in 15 minutes or less, but only 24% in less than 5 minutes. 
The link between the ability to find information and the satisfaction concerning EUROPA’s 
look is confirmed. The website is too complex for the general public and not organised 
enough for civil servants or professionals. 

The language coverage for information is good in the users’ opinion. A high percentage of 
respondents “frequently” or “always” find the information in a language they are comfortable 
with (89%) but the level of satisfaction is closely linked to the language availability for the 
information.  

 
 However, some needs are uncovered or badly covered, but not concerning content: 

dissatisfaction is focused on website structure and its ergonomics. 

However, some needs remain uncovered or badly covered, but not concerning content: 
dissatisfaction is focused on website structure and its ergonomics (navigability uneasy 
depending on pages, accessibility of information, and organization of the information). The 
website is too complex for the general public. The website is not organised enough for civil 
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servants or professionals. Time required to find information and services is too long. 
Technical and political information are sometimes set out together, it could be confusing for 
users. 

To what extent do the transaction services provided through EUROPA cover the needs 
of the different target publics (utility and effectiveness)? 

 
 Various services are proposed on the website and all of them are used. 

Various services are proposed on the website (legal advices, public contract submission, 
enrolling for events, finding a job…). They are all used, leading to the idea that users have 
heterogeneous needs. Only 2 522 respondents out of 8 214 do not require any transaction 
service (31%). 

However, two types of services are especially used: Europe direct and services dedicated to 
job searches. 

Users or potential users often look for very specific services answering pragmatic questions: 

– How is it possible to travel in Europe? 

– How is it possible to study in Europe? 

– What are the job opportunities and how is it possible to find a job in European 
countries? 

– What are the differences in regulations between European countries? 

 
 A high level of satisfaction regarding the transaction services : there is a direct 

link between satisfaction and accessibility 

The level of satisfaction is high (84% of respondents using services) and users have a good 
opinion of the usefulness of the services provided (useful or very useful for 85% of 
respondents). 

Three users out of four find the services they look for. Compared with the accessibility of 
information (81%), the percentage is lower. When users have access to the services, they are 
often satisfied but the level of satisfaction rises with the ease experienced by the user in 
accessing the services: 54% found the time too long or much too long. There seems to be a 
direct link between the ability of the users to find the services they look for, and their 
perception of the usefulness of the services provided on EUROPA : when they find quickly 
the service, they are satisfied. Nevertheless, some services are not always visible and they 
are badly known  

The language coverage for services is good in the users’ opinion (86% of users).  

 

To what extent does EUROPA allow for dialogue with the citizens on European issues 
(effectiveness)? 

The EUROPA website provides good opportunities for interactive communication 
between citizens and the Commission, or amongst citizens. The benchmark approach reveals 
that the EUROPA website is one of the public sites that offer the highest level of 
interaction services. The most popular channels are e-mails, online consultation (46% of 
respondents for each of them) and FAQ (34%of respondents). They are mostly “traditional” 
channels in comparison with others (chats, blogs, etc.) 

If the users’ profile for tools dedicated to dialogue is fairly similar to the average respondents 
even there are specificities depending on channels of communication.(blog users for instance 
are not the same as phone users). 
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The level of satisfaction concerning interactive services is more contrasted than for 
information or services. Only 57% of respondents believe that these services meet their 
needs. Only 26% of respondents perceive these services as an opportunity to express 
themselves. 

For active users of communication channels, the criticisms are exactly the same as for 
information: clarity and accessibility should be strengthened. In addition, current users 
would require state-of-the-art technology. 

The accessibility of those services from the Home page is the major concern. The available 
debate tools are not well known by users. 46% did not know any of the services 
proposed and users do not especially visit EUROPA for dialogue. One-to-one interviews 
show that citizens do not participate in debates amongst themselves, mainly because of the 
difficulty in finding the debate tools/sections on the website (during focus groups, only 
35% of users found the Debate Europe section, and statistics from the online survey show that 
only 8% see EUROPA as a means to express their opinion on European policies and positions 
with fellow Europeans). In addition, users have difficulties in finding the contact details, 
and thus interact with EUROPA (only 60% of users in the focus group found the contact tool 
for the Europe Direct section, 30% of users from the online survey have trouble 
communicating through EUROPA). Even for experienced users are facing those 
difficulties. 

Therefore, there is a gap between the Commission’s will to position EUROPA as a means 
to dialogue and the users’ perception and current use. 

 

Consequently, two solutions are formulated: 

- To create the need (promotion, better tools, major place on the website, etc.). 

- To provide means in proportion to the importance of the need, i.e. reduced. 

This choice has to be made taking into account that the perception of usefulness is quite 
positive Nearly one user out of two perceives consultations and feedback mechanisms as 
an efficient way to contribute to the shaping of the policies, activities and services of the 
EU (46% believe that the site is useful, 21% useless, and 33% are without an opinion). 

The conclusion of the evaluation on this point is straightforward: interactive services have to 
be strengthened in order to build on their added value. But if these services are not improved, 
they could be, for most of them abandoned: accessibility and ergonomics of interactive 
services have to be reviewed. 

The challenge is simple: by increasing the quality of interactive services, EUROPA could 
attract new users. Moreover, by favouring types of interactive services, it is possible to target 
another kinds of publics. 

 

To what extent does EUROPA provide a coherent, user-friendly set of information and 
communication tools (efficiency)? 

 
 The website is not sufficiently well-structured 

–  67% of the respondents of the online survey have a positive opinion on the website 
structure 

– The website is not clearly structured: the structuring of the pages is not homogeneous 

– The structure of the site does not facilitate an easy and quick access to the 
information nor to the transaction services 
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 The search engine does not provide an efficient means of finding information 

–  Only 30% of respondents are familiar with the existence of the internal search engine 

–  If 81% of the users find the information looked for on EUROPA, the internal search 
engine is a still a major concern: 

– Too many users still use external search engines such as Google (69% of the 
respondents use Google to access EUROPA). 

 
 The navigation quality and the ergonomics of the website need to be improved 

–  Satisfaction : 25% of the users have a negative feeling regarding the navigation on 
EUROPA.  

– The navigation logic is not the same throughout the website 

EUROPA does not always offer the latest technologies (forums, access to blackberry, etc.) 
even if the communication tools are various and offer a high level of interactivity. 

The EUROPA provides good navigation for partially sighted people. This could still be 
improved. 

 
 EUROPA website uses good practices to be maintained or strengthened but 

reasons of dissatisfaction were identified 

– the navigation may imply an excessive number of downloaded pages (clicks needed), 
if we consider that over four pages downloaded, many users abandon their search, 

– navigation through URL is difficult. 

–  The navigation on EUROPA and its accessibility are well ranked by partially sighted 
people, even if several criticisms were mentioned. 

 
 A linguistic coverage in adequacy with the needs of the target groups 

The linguistic coverage is well perceived by users. But expectations are major, and the link 
between satisfaction and language coverage was noted. Therefore, if the language coverage is 
strengthened, this will probably have a direct impact on user satisfaction. 

 
 The EUROPA website uses good practices to be maintained or strengthened 

– EUROPA authentication is not required at the homepage and does not need any 
specific software to display its content. 

– The EUROPA website downloads fast. 

– EUROPA seems to be quite well represented through the existence of external links. 

– The EUROPA website is compatible with 96% of the web browsers used world-wide 
and is adapted to the resolution of the most common screens. 

– Some visual means (photos, illustrations, fonts) are dedicated to improving the 
ergonomics, but their use is not uniform. 

– The great majority of links are obvious in their intent and destination 
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– Navigation between related pages, and between different sections, is globally 
convenient, but the ease of navigation is lessened by several major loopholes. 

1.5 Recommendations 
Considering those analyses and main conclusions, the evaluation team formulated several 
strategic and pragmatic recommendations based on the following main themes: 
Identify EUROPA users and their needs 

Develop tools dedicated to the knowledge of users and of their needs. For example, a periodic 
survey could be implemented on the EUROPA homepage, on the basis of the questionnaire 
used during this evaluation These tools should provide information on users: language, 
profession situation, location, channels of communication used. 

Define a strategy for EUROPA 

EUROPA’s communication strategy should be formalized in a single document, based on: 

– The effective users’ profile 

– The effective users’ needs 

– The potential users targeted  

– The means to reach the targeted users 
Satisfy their needs: the operational recommendations can be divided into four 
categories: organization/identity, technical modifications, language, promotion. 

Organization and identity of the website 

Create different entries for the website: the first page of the website could offer entries 
depending on the user profile (individuals, professional, citizens). 

Provide a set of information or tools for each target public, selected on the basis of their 
principal needs: personalize d newsletters, personalized web pages, files dedicated to 
categories of needs, Specific entries on the website depending on the needs of the users.  

Enhance the identity of the website, and its objectives 

– The objectives of EUROPA should be clearly mentioned on the website to avoid any 
confusion. 

– The identity of the website must be clearly promoted in relation with the strategic 
objectives, by using pictures, wallpapers, etc. 

Structure of the pages and sections: 

– Provide more detailed descriptions concerning information in top-level pages.  

– Mention clearly on the pages the type of information offered.  

– Lighten the content of the pages by using bullet points or summary description pages, 
rather than pages built on particularly long sentences. 

– Use an identical page framework for the whole website 

– Centralize all links towards interactive communication tools in a unique topic 
accessible from the Homepage, and from every page. 

Technical modifications 

Improve the accessibility of information: the huge amount of information and its dispersion 
on EUROPA can affect users. Several tools could improve the situation: 
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– Providing links between pages for additional information. 

– Providing “information files” on frequent subjects. 

– Improving or abandoning the internal search engine: 
Improve the navigability on the website: 

– Inform the users when they are entering or leaving the website. 

– Provide a return-to-homepage link. 

– Provide better access to services such as videos, chat, blogs, by making them 
accessible from the left-hand side of the homepage (cf. Greenpeace website). 

– Highlight the sections already visited. 

– Provide an effective site map and not only an index. 

– Use homogenous HTML source code on all pages. 

– Improve navigation for disabled users on EUROPA by using the W3C standards. 

– Make the EUROPA website accessible and readable from devices such as Blackberry. 
Language modifications 

– Increase the language coverage of EUROPA. 

– Some services could be accessible in all of the official languages: EUROPE Direct, 
Job information, etc. 

– Take into account the need for updated content in all languages: 

o Make a distinction between temporary and permanent information. 

o Indicate, for each type of information, the languages available. 

o Provide temporary information in English only. 

o Systematically provide permanent and technical information in 5 languages: 
English, German, French, Italian, Spanish (coverage rate of almost 100%). 

o Provide crucial information in all official languages. 
Improve promotion and communication  

– Improve communication towards users located in candidate countries by using the 
communication channels used the most (blogs, forums, television, etc.). 

– Improve Internet promotion through: 

o Promotion within EUROPA: encourage current visitors of EUROPA to use 
the under-used services such as debate tools, by using banners or a specific 
access under the heading “interact with the EU”. 

o Promotion outside EUROPA: reach non-users through a promotional 
campaign on the most visited websites at both national and European level.  

– Develop a sense of belonging (citizenship) on the basis of material supports 

– Bring EUROPA closer to the citizens: 

o Provide immediate contact details such as email and telephone numbers on 
the homepage. 
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o Develop the dialogue services in order to introduce a contrary debate with the 
users who perceive the information on EUROPA as biased. 

o Collect users’ points of view before editing some articles on the EU website. 

 



Ernst & Young – February 2008 – Final Report: Evaluation of the EUROPA website 13

2 Introduction 

2.1 Evaluation objectives reminder 

The aim of the evaluation is to assess the usability, relevance, effectiveness, efficiency and 
utility of the European Union website EUROPA for the part directly managed by the 
Directorate-General Communication (DG COMM) of the European Commission. 

This evaluation notably ensures to ascertain if, how and how much the EUROPA website 
contributes to European Union (UE) efforts to improve the communication by answering the 
following evaluation questions3: 

– To what extent does EUROPA satisfy the diverse citizens’ needs in terms of 
information (relevance and effectiveness)? 

– To what extent the transaction services provided through EUROPA cover the needs of 
the different target publics (utility and effectiveness)? 

– To what extent does EUROPA allow for a dialogue with the citizens on European 
issues (effectiveness)? 

– To what extent does EUROPA provide a coherent, user-friendly set of information and 
communication tools (efficiency)? 

 

More precisely, the evaluation brings an external opinion, based on a sound analysis and 
rigorous judgment criteria, with a particular focus on: 

– Information accessibility, 

– Website presentation, “look and feel” and user-friendliness, 

– Information readability and understandability, 

– Easy use, 

– Website overall quality. 

 

In order to make the evaluation a real decision tool on both strategic and operational levels, 
the evaluation provides recommendations and improvements. The result of this study is 
dedicated to: 

– Improve the overall quality of EUROPA and its services to its current users, 

– Assist the European Commission to tailor its Internet communication strategy to 
relevant target groups, 

– Increase visibility of EUROPA in the world of online information, 

– Attract new audiences who for one reason or another do not currently use EUROPA as 
a main online source of EU information. 

                                                      
3 Source : Request for services, Evaluation of the EUROPA website 
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2.2 Scope of the evaluation 

The evaluation scope takes into consideration a representative sample of products and 
services provided by EUROPA in its inter-institutional pages and in the European 
Commission top level pages. In other words, this evaluation is limited to all websites or pages 
managed by Directorate General Communication. 

 Global EUROPA website population 

The scope of the evaluation is composed of EUROPA pages managed directly by DG 
COMM. These pages are the following: 

– The Inter-Institutional pages which URL begin with EUROPA.eu, 

– The European Commission pages which URL begin with ec.EUROPA.eu. 

The evaluation scope is quite important. The description of the website “population” was 
given by DG COMM. This population amounts to approximately 90 sites, validated by DG 
COMM. 

 

 EUROPA website sample 

Based on that population, and as described above, a sample of a number of representative 
pages was analysed. This selection was based on the following judgment criteria: 

– Level: it corresponds to the number of clicks necessary to reach the page/service from the Home 
page. 

– Information, transaction and dialogue: this criteria corresponds to the type of content provided 
within the page and answers to the requirement of the evaluation questions raised by the terms 
of reference. 

– Languages: it corresponds to the number of languages available on each page. We qualify the 
language availability : ‘low’ for less than 7 languages, ‘medium’ from 8 to 14 languages and 
‘high’ for more than 15 languages. 

– Top 100: this criterion is based on the list of the top 100 pages viewed over EUROPA websites. 

– Type of service: it refers to the service available within the page such as blog, podcast, forum, 
etc... 

 Results of our selection 

Based on these criteria, our sample suggestion focuses on approximately 60 pages (including 
Home pages, websites, sub-websites and 8 DG’s sites). This sample covers 67% of the global 
page population. The chosen sites were validated by DG COMM. The DGs, which websites 
are included in the scope, are the following: DG Communication, Environment, Information 
and Society, Join Research Centre, Education and Culture, Employment, Health and 
Consumer Protection, Trade.  
 
Each of those sites is not evaluated in itself. It will be taken into account along the evaluation 
process under the following aspects: understanding of the context (many interviews have been 
conducted with those DGs), location of the survey, identification of best practices 
(benchmark), input of the stakeholders of those DGs regarding the editorial part of the pages 
managed by DG COMM that refer to other DGs scope of activities, etc. 
 

http://ec.europa.eu/index_en.htm
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2.3 Content of the final report 

The final report provides answers to the evaluation questions4. 

A preliminary part is dedicated to the data collection, in order to explain which methodology 
and which tools were implemented to nourish the analysis. This first part is presented by data 
collection tools, presenting their contribution to the answering of the evaluation questions : 

– Online survey, 

– Focus groups, 

– Usability tests, 

– Benchmarking. 

The answers to the four evaluation questions are organised similarly: 

– A preliminary part on the question itself, describing our understanding, our judgement 
criteria, and the methodological limits we met, 

– A brief description of the analytical process followed, 

– The presentation of the analytical process through several steps. For each step, a 
conclusion provides the summary of the major elements necessary to understand the 
global argument (synthesised in the summary report), 

– Recommendations related to the conclusions set forth. 

The final conclusion of the report describes the detailed conclusions for each evaluation 
question and the global conclusions. It compiles all the recommendations. The purpose for 
this approach is to provide a global answer, on the basis of a joint analysis of the four 
evaluation questions, and to provide also implementation issues and key success factors. 

Finally, report annexes encompass all data collection tools used and some methodological 
specifications. 
 

                                                      
4 Presented in part 2.1 
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3 Data collection 

3.1 Online survey 

3.1.1 Tool description  

The online survey makes it possible to collect together factual data and perceptions from the 
stakeholders about the website. 

The survey was drawn up at the end of the evaluation structuring phase. The questions are 
based on the work carried out upstream on evaluation questions (sub-questions, indicators and 
descriptors, sources). 

Essentially and so far as possible the survey is comprised of closed questions: specific work is 
carried out in order to establish typologies of answers that are as exhaustive as possible. The 
open questions should only be used to illustrate and/or complete a closed question or make a 
suggestion.  

This analysis tool enabled us to correct and validate our user typology5. It also provided a 
clear perception of the users of EUROPA website, regarding its utility, efficiency and user-
friendliness. It was finally used to answer the evaluation questions as well as to bring out 
recommendations of actions to implement. 

The online survey is based on a unique campaign. The first part of the survey helps to 
categorise the respondents and the second part is adapted to the different types of users and 
services provided. 
 
The online survey follows the steps described hereunder : 

– Online survey preparation, 

– Positioning of the online survey, 

– Results analysis. 

                                                      
5 As described in the Inception report, and confirmed in the present report 
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3.1.2 Implementation modalities 

The online positioning of the survey was organised in collaboration with the Commission’s 
Team in charge of the IPM (Interactive Policy Making) tool.  

This system has been put in place to facilitate the stakeholders' consultation process by the 
use of easy-to-use and straightforward online questionnaires, making it easier both for 
respondents to participate and for policy makers to analyze the results6. 

The survey was filled in electronically through IPM (http://ec.EUROPA.eu/yourvoice/ipm/). 
The link to the survey was proposed through a pop-up window inviting EUROPA users to 
take into consideration the questionnaire. 

An internal verification was done to validate the answers (the questionnaire was put to the test 
with several profiles of users within the evaluation body). Throughout the processing cycle, 
there should be a systematic and sustained follow up with the respondents to make sure that 
the data provided is of good quality and passes all edit checks. 

A testing phase was organised in collaboration with DG COMM in order to verify the 
selection of questions and identify technical problems. After testing, through face-to-face 
interviews, the questionnaire was made available on EUROPA website. It is only then that the 
survey was released. 

During the implementation phase of the questionnaire, the following limits and obstacles have 
been underlined: 

– The upload of the questionnaire into 23 languages did not allow any further 
modifications. 

– There was no access to the IPM (Interactive Policy Making) tool during the 
questionnaire uploads due to Ernst & Young Internet Explorer parameters. By default 
Ernst & Young parameters did not allow any pop up window access. 

– DG COMM faced difficulties trying to upload some translation within the IPM tool. 
Indeed, some identifications lines of the questionnaire were not the same as the original 
which have been provided by the translator. 

But these limits did not substantially affect the data collection and its analysis. 
 

3.1.3 Content 

 Methodology 

The content of the survey focuses on the appreciation of services offered by EUROPA to 
citizens. The survey is divided into six main sections: 

 

– Preliminary questions: these preliminary questions have enabled us to identify with 
more precision EUROPA users, to categorize them in distinctive target groups, and 
eventually to take dedicated actions. 

 

                                                      
6 Source : http://ec.EUROPA.eu/yourvoice/ipm/index_en.htm 

http://ec.europa.eu/yourvoice/ipm/
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– Website ergonomics: the different user groups targeted by this survey will be 
questioned on: 

o Website design, 
o Website navigation. 

 

– “Information consultation” services7: the different user groups targeted by this 
survey will be questioned on: 

o The ease of access to the required information,  
o The capacity to be informed, 
o The relevance of the information available online, 
o The understandability of the information considering the different target 

publics’ needs. 
 

– “Transaction services”: the different user groups targeted by this survey will be 
questioned on: 

o The ease of access to the required service, 
o The utility of the provided service. 
 

– “Contribution / Participation / Dialogue” services: the different user groups targeted 
by this survey will be questioned on  

o Their capacity to contribute to, debate on, EU policy-making, 
o Their capacity to establish a dialogue with EU institutions, 
o Their perception of the echo of their voice, 
o The relevance of the topics proposed for debate on “Debate Europe”, 
o The perception of the debate thrust, taking into account of the expressed 

opinions. 
 

– Other remarks / suggestions : the different user groups targeted by this survey will be 
questioned on: 

o Their general feeling about the EUROPA website, 
o Their recommendations. 

 

For the full version of the online survey, as posted on EUROPA, please go to Annex 7 

                                                      
7 For the purpose of the questionnaire and its clearness for respondents, information and transactions 
services providing information were not distinguished within the questionnaire. However, some 
questions are related to these thematics, in order to fuel indicators for evaluative questions 1 
(information) and 2 (services). 
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3.1.4 Results of the data collection 

3.1.4.1 Number of respondents 

The online survey was put online on September 29th 2007, in collaboration with DG COMM 
services, and was stopped on the November 4th 2007. The survey was available in 23 
languages. 

The analysis of the survey is done on the basis of 8 214 respondents. However, some 
questions were compulsory and others optional. Moreover, two respondents have left the 
questionnaire before its end. The consequence is that number of respondents differs from one 
question to another. It is not an issue for the data collection or the data analysis. 

3.1.4.2 Online survey representation 

According to our online survey typology, respondents were identified with their belonging to 
the following residence groups: 

– EU 15 : Belgium, France, Germany, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Denmark, 
Ireland, United Kingdom, Greece, Spain, Portugal, Austria, Finland or Sweden. 

– EU 25 : Cyprus, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Poland, 
Slovakia or Slovenia. 

– EU 27 : Romania or Bulgaria. 

– Candidate countries : Croatia, Turkey or Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 
(FYROM). 

Other
10%

Romania or 
Bulgaria

4%

Belgium, France, 
Germany, Italy, 
Luxembourg, 
Netherlands, 

Denmark, Ireland, 
United Kingdom, 
Greece, Spain, 

Portugal, Austria, 
Finland or Sw eden

73%

Croatia, Turkey or 
Former Yugoslav 

Republic of 
Macedonia 
(FYROM)

1%

Cyprus, Czech 
Republic, Estonia, 
Hungary, Latvia, 
Lithuania, Malta, 

Poland, Slovakia or 
Slovenia

12%

 
Figure 1 Country of residence representation 

Source: Online survey, 8 214 respondents8 

                                                      
8 Online survey, section “Your personal details”, question 1: “Where do you live?”, compulsory. 



Ernst & Young – February 2008– Final Report: Evaluation of the EUROPA website 20

– The sample is globally in keeping with the nationality representation amongst the EU 
27 + Turkey, FYROM and Croatia9: 

o Belgium, France, Germany, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Denmark, 
Ireland, United Kingdom, Greece, Spain, Portugal, Austria, Finland or 
Sweden: 68% of the total population. 

o Croatia, Turkey or Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (FYROM): 14% 
of the total population. 

o Cyprus, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Poland, 
Slovakia or Slovenia: 13% of the total population. 

o Romania and Bulgaria: 5% of the total population. 

10% of respondents to the survey have answered “other”. On the basis of the number of 
specifications to this “other” response10, the following hierarchy could be done on continental 
representation of the category “other” : 

– USA / Canada 

– South America 

– European countries outside the EU / Ex soviet countries 

– Middle-East 

– Asia 

– Africa 
 

The gender representation is balanced: 48% of female and 52% of male (Source: online survey, 
8 214 respondents11) 

 

– The sample is in keeping with gender representation amongst the EU 27 + Turkey, 
FYROM and Croatia12: 

o Male: 49% of the total population 
o Female: 51% of the total population 

 

                                                      
9 The source of the following data is Eurostat. For detailed web references and analysis, see part 4.2.4.2 
10 Online survey, part “Your personal details’, question 1, open question. 
11 Online survey, section “Your personal details”, question 2 : “Sex”, compulsory. 
12 The source of the following data is Eurostat. For detailed web references and analysis, see part 
4.2.4.2 
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Under 18
5%

Over 60
3%

25-60
72%

18-24
20%

 
Figure 2 Age representation, 

Source: online survey, 8214 respondents13 

 

– The sample is different from the age representation amongst the population of the EU 
27 + Turkey, FYROM and Croatia14: 

o Under 18: 20% of the total population 
o 18-24: 9% of the total population 
o 25-60: 50% of the total population 
o Over 60: 21% of the total population 

 

160 users out of 8 214 respondents identified themselves as disabled when they use Internet.15 

                                                      
13 Online survey, section “Your personal details”, question 3, compulsory. 
14 The source of the following data is Eurostat. For detailed web references and analysis, see part 
4.2.4.2 
15 Online survey, section “Your personal details”, question 4, compulsory. 
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88%

52%

33%

30%

25%

13%

10%

9%

7%

5%

5%

4%

4%

3%

3%

3%

2%

2%

2%

2%

1%

1%

1%

1%
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English

French

German

Spanish

Italian

Other

Dutch

Portuguese

Greek

Polish

Sw edish

Romanian

Czech

Hungarian

Slovak

Bulgarian

Finnish

Danish

Slovenian

Lithuanian

Irish

Latvian

Maltese

Estonian

% of users that speak each language (one or more answ ers possible)

 
Figure 3 : Language spoken representation 

Source: online survey, 8 214 respondents16 

88% of the users that took part in the online survey speak English. Some users do not speak 
English but speak other languages belonging to the most spoken languages (French, German, 
Spanish and Italian). If you add to English speakers French speakers who do not speak 
English, the language coverage is 91%. If you add Spanish, it is 95%. If you add Italian, it is 
98%. If you add German, it is nearly 100%. 

13% have answered “other”. On the basis of the specifications17, the most common languages 
were Bosnian, Croatian, Indy, Japanese, Norwegian, Russian, Serbian and Turkish. 

 

                                                      
16 Online survey, section “Your personal details”, question 5: “What language (s) do you speak? (you 
may specify more than one)”, compulsory 
17 Online survey, section “Your personal details”, question 5: “What language (s) do you speak? (you 
may specify more than one)”, open question. 
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In work
66%

Retired
2%

Student
27%

Unemployed
5%

 
Figure 4 : Professional situation representation (1) 

Source: online survey, 8 214 respondents18 

 

– The sample is different from the professional situation amongst the population of the 
EU 27 + Turkey, FYROM and Croatia19: 

o Unemployed: 3,5% of the total population 
o Students: 23% of the total population 
o Retired: 27, 5% of the total population 
o In work: 46% of the total population 

 

                                                      
18 Online survey, section “Your personal details”, question 6: “What is your professional situation?”, 
compulsory. 
19 The source of the following data is Eurostat. For detailed web references and analysis, see part 
4.2.4.2 
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Employee in the 
educational 
sector  (e.g. 

teacher, 
researcher)

10%

Representative of 
a political party

1%

Other
13%

Opinion leader 
(e.g. lobbyist, 
NGO, trade 

union)
3%

Official in a 
European or 
international 

institution
10%

Manager or 
worker in the 
private sector, 

either salaried or 
self employed

30%

Information 
multiplier (e.g. 

journalist, 
statistics agency)

3%

Expert 
stakeholder in 

European 
policies  (e.g. 

lawyer, 
consultant)

7%

Civil servant in 
national, regional 

or local 
administration

23%
 

Figure 5 : Professional situation representation (2) 

Source: online survey, 8 214 respondents20 

The two categories of civil servants and workers in the private sector encompass the majority 
of respondents (53%). Other answers have lower percentage (10% or below). 13% of 
respondents have answered “other”. An open question has allowed collecting alternative 
answers and, consequently, it is now possible to refine the typology21.  

19 % of working respondents work in a public administration and 12% in education. Other 
answers have lower percentage (4% or below). 22% of respondents have answered “other”. 
The typology proposed in the questionnaire did not sufficiently cover the potential answers. 
An open question has allowed collecting alternative answers and, consequently, it is now 
possible to refine the typology.  

 

                                                      
20 Online survey, section “Your personal details”, question 6-2: “What is your professional situation?”, 
compulsory. 
21 This point will be detailed during the analysis of users’ profile. 
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Figure 6 : Sector of activity for users in work 

Source: online survey, 6 970 respondents22 

 

22% of respondents have answered “other”. This category covers, on the basis of users’ 
comments, the following main sectors: 

– Legal affairs, 

– Accounting / Banking, 

– Non profit organizations : Humanitarian activities / Development / NGOs, 

– Medical, 

– Arts & crafts, 

– Computing / IT / Telecom, 

– Consulting, 

– Oil & gas, 

– Press, 

                                                      
22 Online survey, section “Your personal details”, question 7: “Which sector are (were) you active in?”, 
optional. 
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– Translation. 

 

No, never
55%Yes, sometimes

28%

Yes, frequently
17%

 
Figure 7 : Existence of a relation between respondents and the European Commission 

Source: online survey, 8214 respondents23 

55% of working respondents are never in contact with the European Commission in the 
course of their work. 

3.1.5 Data processing 

Data processing was performed through the following steps: 

– If relevant, cross analysis between two data (for instance age and needs), 

– Comparison between a percentage of responses and: 
o the percentage of answers within a specific public (for instance, students), 
o the percentage for all the respondents. 

– Variations of 8% to 10% were pointed out. The percentage of variation identified could 
be different from one analysis to another because of the characteristics of the analysed 
sample. Systematically, the percentage is explicitly mentioned. 

3.1.6 Limits 

– Ideally, all answers should have been made compulsory to avoid non usable responses. 
Technical reasons prevented rending all questions compulsory and forcing automatic 
redirections to later questions, when the answer to one question disqualified for 
following ones. 

– The survey is shorter than planned in the Inception report. Some questions have been 
completely deleted since then, in collaboration with DG COMM. 

– Only actual users of EUROPA website could take part in this survey. The pop up 
window was not placed on other websites or on other pages inside EUROPA. 

                                                      
23 Online survey, section “Your personal details”, question 8: “Are you in contact with the European 
Commission as part of your work?”, compulsory. 



Ernst & Young – February 2008– Final Report: Evaluation of the EUROPA website 27

These limits have not substantially affected the data collection and the resulting analysis. 
Nevertheless, the main impact caused by our third limit lies in the analysis of non users, 
or potential users. Questionnaires posted outside EUROPA24 or on other pages than the 
homepage25 would have been a major source of information for this analysis. 

                                                      
24 For example, since young persons are a strategic target public, the survey could have been posted on 
popular websites for young persons : Facebook, MSN, etc… 
25 A lot of EUROPA users never go through the homepage since they use external search engines to 
access directly the required information. The survey would therefore have been more visible if posted 
on other pages of EUROPA : DG homepages, EUROPA Go, European Youth Portal, , EUR-Lex, 
Parliament homepage, ECHR homepage etc… 
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3.2 Focus groups 

3.2.1 Tool description  

Focus groups are a crucial data collection tool in the evaluation of EUROPA website in terms 
of content, services provided, navigation, design, etc. 

Focus groups pursue the following objectives: 

– Confirm and complete the data already collected through other tools (online survey, 
benchmark and usability test) ; 

– Confront points of view and focus on users needs and expectations ; 

– Identify best practices and possible recommendations ; 

– Contribute to supplying new information elements to answer evaluation questions; 

– Identify qualitative data for each target publics : users’ expectations in terms of 
information, transaction services, dialogue and participation services ; 

– Distinguish citizens’ needs from Internet surfers’ needs ; 

– Detect and assess the difficulties in finding information, operating a transaction, or 
contributing to the European “citizen dialogue” ; 

– Assess and analyze users’ satisfaction, comparing users’ expectations and difficulties 
encountered ; 

– Analyze the intrinsic quality of EUROPA. 

 

Our approach in structuring relevant focus groups consisted in targeting different types of 
populations according to their competences and characteristics. All groups aim to be 
representative in terms of nationalities and spoken languages. 

 

Considering the nature of the following target groups, our approach deployed two types of 
format for their animation: 

– Working groups (focus groups 1, 2, 3, 6): for which participants have been recruited 
beforehand and asked to discuss proposed topics between themselves. The evaluator, 
when analyzing the exchange of opinions, is outlining consensus, differences and 
suggestions. It is a participative approach and allows collecting qualitative information 
and providing recommendations. 

 

– One-to-one interviews (focus groups 4, 5.1, 5.2, 7): for which participants have been 
recruited “on the spot” and asked questions facing a computer screen. These interviews 
therefore required computers. It is the diversity of profiles in these target groups that 
require such a format. Questions were orientated to come in addition to the usability 
tests and to provide for additional elements to answer evaluative questions. These 
interviews are the object of a quantitative analysis. 
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3.2.2 Implementation modalities 

N° Target 
group Composition Objective Source Format and 

location Date 

1 
Web 
communication 
experts 

Webmasters of private, 
public and association 
orientated websites 

Collecting web 
professionals opinions 

International web agency 
with communication and 
IT expertise 

Working group 
(Paris, Ernst & 
Young) 

06/11/2007 

2 EU civil 
servants 

Members of the European 
institutions 

Collecting EU 
stakeholders’ opinion. 
Favouring the exchange 
between institutions 

EU personnel : the sample 
proposed by DG COMM 
shall be representative of 
the different institutions 
and DGs 

Working group 
(Brussels, 
Berlaymont) 

10/10/2007 

3 

Professionals 
with a specific 
principal interest 
for the EU 

European lawyers, 
journalists, press agencies, 
bankers, lobbyists, 
associations, trade unions 

Asses the relevance and 
effectiveness of the 
available information 
directed to them 

EU databases 
Working group 
(Brussels, 
Berlaymont) 

10/10/2007 

4 

Professionals 
with occasional 
secondary 
interests for the 
EU 

Executives, managers and 
employees of the private 
sphere.  

Understand how 
EUROPA is perceived 
by professionals not 
directly concerned with 
the EU in their search 
for sectorial and 
practical information 

“On the spot” recruitment 
in a transit zone hotel (at 
the airport) of a business 
destination 

One-to-one 
interviews 
(Amsterdam 
Schiphol, Airport 
business centre) 

17/09/2007 

18/09/2007 

5.1 

5.2 

Adult European 
citizens (>25 
years old) 

Sample of European 
citizens representative of 
Member-States in terms of 
nationalities, age and 
social background 

Collecting expectations 
and suggestions of adult 
European citizens 

“On the spot” recruitment 
in a medium range hotel 
of a tourist destination and 
in a major camping, close 
to a big European capital 

“On the spot” recruitment 
in a major camping, close 
to a big European capital 

One-to-one 
interview (Paris, 
Hôtel Concorde 
Lafayette) 

One-to-one 
interview 
(Versailles, 
Camping Huttopia) 

19/09/2007 
and 
20/09/2007 

13/09/2007 
and 
14/09/2007 

6 

Young 
European 
citizens (≤25 
years old) 

Sample of European 
citizens representative of 
Member-States in terms of 
nationalities (EU 
15/25/27), age, parental 
background and activity 
(university students, 
secondary pupils) 

Collecting expectations 
and suggestions of 
young European citizens 

Ecole Européenne de 
Bruxelles I Uccle – Two 
hour discussion in a 
sociology class 

Working group 
(Brussels) 21/12/2007 

7 

Users cut off 
from 
Information and 
Communication 
Technologies 
(ICT) 

Persons with a partial or 
total sight deficiency 

Make sure that 
EUROPA offers the 
same rights and chances 
to all citizens, regardless 
of their handicap or of 
their inaptitude to use 
the Internet (W3C) 

Association dedicated to 
web accessibility issues 
(Amitié des déficients 
visuels, www.amitie-
dv.org) 

One-to-one 
interview (Lyon) 08/11/2007 

http://www.amitie-dv.org/
http://www.amitie-dv.org/
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3.2.3 Results of the focus groups 

3.2.3.1 One-to-one interviews: focus groups 4, 5.1 and 5.2 

Preliminary comments 

Focus groups have been adapted, considering results from other data collection tools: online 
survey and usability test. 

In Annex 3, an example of the analysis grid used during the interviews is available. Questions 
were constructed to give elements on each evaluative question and more specifically 
regarding the following issues: 

– Ability to find information, 

– Ability to access transaction services, 

– Ability to have a dialogue with other citizens on European issues, 

– Attractiveness of EUROPA. 

Participants were also asked to make improvement suggestions, giving qualitative elements 
for future developments. 

We started off interviews with more general questions in order to identify potential biases in 
terms of: 

– Internet skills, 

– Feeling towards the EU. 

The rationale behind these first questions was to identify potential biases, influencing results. 
For example, a “euroskeptic” will possibly be more inclined to consider EUROPA as 
inefficient and useless. Identically, someone whose Internet skills are very poor will be 
determined in considering EUROPA as difficult to use. It is therefore important to ask such 
questions to take these biases in consideration when analyzing resulting answers. 

After analyzing results on focus groups 4, 5.1 and 5.2, there is no significant differences in 
answers made by persons with a negative feeling about the EU and/or poor internet skills. 
Participants concentrated on the perceived quality of the website. There is therefore no 
influence of declared biases on the respondents’ answers. 

Hereunder, are statistics of focus group representation. These statistics are built solely on one-
to-one interviews focus groups 4, 5.1 and 5.2.  
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Recall: 

– Focus groups 4: Professionals with occasional secondary interests for the EU, 

– Focus groups 5.1: Adult European citizens (>25 years old), 

– Focus groups 5.2: Adult European citizens (>25 years old). 

 
Figure 8 : Nationality representation 

Source: focus group 
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Figure 9 : Age representation (following the proposed age typology) 

Source: focus group 
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Figure 10 : Gender representation 

Source: focus group 
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3.2.3.2 Working groups: focus groups 2 and 3 

Preliminary comments 

Focus groups have been adapted, considering results from other data collection tools: online 
survey and usability test. 

These working groups give much more qualitative details as to the website usability, 
attractiveness and possible improvements. Participants share the same interest and converge 
into the identification of their needs. 

In Annex 3, an example of the analysis grid used during the working groups is available. 
Questions were constructed to give elements on each evaluative question and more 
specifically regarding the following issues: 

 Usability of the website for this specific target, 

 Attractiveness of EUROPA, 

 EUROPA as a communication tool for the EU, 

 EUROPA as a working tool. 

 

Participants were also asked to make improvement suggestions, giving qualitative elements 
for future developments of the website. The methodology lies on the ability of the group to 
come to converging conclusions. 

Focus group 6 (Young European citizens under 25) remains to be implemented. For 
administrative reasons, it could only take place on Friday, 21st December 2007. It will be 
organised with students specifically concerned with European issues in a sociology class at 
the Ecole Européenne de Bruxelles I Uccle.  
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You will find the description of the participants of focus groups 2 and 3 in Annex 4. 

 

3.2.4 Limits 

 

N° Target group Implementation modalities 

1 
Web 
communication 
experts 

 OBSTACLES : Some difficulties  were met to convince these experts to 
participate to this focus group without any financial interest 

 INFLUENCE ON RESULTS : None 

2 EU civil 
servants 

 OBSTACLES: some difficulties were met to convince EU professionals 
to participate in this focus group. 

 INFLUENCE ON RESULTS: No result on a sample of all European 
institutions (i.e. Parliament etc.), as planned in the Inception report, will 
be available. 

3 

Professionals 
with a specific 
principal 
interest for the 
EU 

 OBSTACLES: Some difficulties were met to convince professionals 
with an interest for the EU, to take part in this focus group 

 INFLUENCE ON RESULTS: None 

4 

Professionals 
with occasional 
secondary 
interests for the 
EU 

 OBSTACLES: It was planned to organise this focus group at the Hilton 
Amsterdam Airport Schiphol. At the last minute, the direction 
prohibited the access to their guests. It was therefore decided to organise 
this focus group in the business centre of the airport. 

 INFLUENCE ON RESULTS: None 

5 
Adult European 
citizens (>25 
years old) 

 OBSTACLES: Difficulties were observed in recruiting persons 
representative of Member states nationalities “on the spot”.  

 INFLUENCE ON RESULTS : None 

6 

Young 
European 
citizens (≤25 
years old) 

 To be detailed after implementation on Friday 21st December 2007. 
Organised in a sociology class at the Ecole Européenne de Bruxelles I 
Uccle. 

 OBSTACLES : On-the-spot recruitment in youth hostels in London or 
Berlin revealed to be impossible. Administrations refused to allow us to 
organise such an event. 

 INFLUENCE ON RESULTS : None. Actually, this organisation will 
insure a good turnout of students particularly concerned with European 
issues. 

7 

Users cut off 
from 
Information 
and 
Communication 
Technologies 
(ICT) 

 OBSTACLES: Some difficulties were met to find an association willing 
to participate to such an event. A lot of these associations are run by 
volunteers and they cannot afford to spend more time on this matter. 
Also, it is necessary to make specific actions directed to persons with a 
partial or total sight deficiency for they have totally different needs and 
expectations. Eventually, the focus group was organised in an 
association dedicated to that matter. 

 INFLUENCE ON RESULTS : None. 
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3.3 Usability tests 

3.3.1 Tool description  

 Tool description 

As mentioned in the Inception report, the usability tests will enable to complete the analysis 
on the effectiveness, efficiency and the satisfaction of users. These tests are conducted by 
Ernst & Young experts and Enyware Web Agency. The approach was to use the expertise of 
consultants completed by quantitative and a qualitative analysis (cf. 3.3.2 Automatic and 
manual test approach). 

Usability tests allowed the analysis of the website in respect to the three following key 
concepts: effectiveness, efficiency and user experience. The specificity of the EUROPA 
website was taken into account for the following aspects: 

 

– A multi-lingual and multi-cultural website: 27 nations and as many cultures, 23 
official languages, 

– An international institutional site : of a leading economic and trading power in the 
world, 

– A gigantic site: one main site, a great number of sub-sites, hundreds of thousands of 
pages. 

 
Finally, the aims of the usability tests were to: 

– Collect data regarding EUROPA website, 

– Perform an analysis of the strengths and weaknesses of EUROPA website, 

– Test EUROPA website through an automatic and manual tool in order to identify 
key issues which can be met by the Internet user. 

 

3.3.2 Usability evaluation methods 

There are generally three types of usability evaluation methods: expert review, expert 
walkthrough, automatic and manual test. Those are described below: 

 

 Expert review (usability inspection) 

A usability inspection is the generic name for a set of methods that are all based on having 
evaluators inspecting a user interface. Typically, usability inspection is aimed at finding 
usability problems in the design.  

Based on a set of guidelines, this review is conducted by a group of experts who are deeply 
familiar with the concepts of usability in terms of design. Those terms have been described 
and validated in the Inception report. Usability guidelines and heuristics are usually derived 
from studies in human-computer interaction, ergonomics, graphic design and information 
design. 
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The expert review is especially applied for the language used in the website, the amount of 
recall required of the user at each step in a process, and how the system provides feedback to 
the user. In particular, issues such as clarity, consistency, navigation, and error minimization 
are analyzed. 

 

 Expert walkthrough 

A walkthrough expert review is also conducted to test navigation scenarios through the search 
engine and the classic hierarchical system.  

 

 Automatic and manual test approach 

Automatic tests 
An automatic evaluation tool has been developed by Enyware to help finding certain types of 
design difficulties, such as pages that will load slowly, missing links, potential accessibility 
problems, etc. Acting as a search engine spider crawling through the EUROPA website, this 
automatic tool scanned EUROPA web pages to collect data.  

The approach followed by Enyware was based on the use of a dedicated server in order to test 
the EUROPA website and to do so avoiding any overload on the EUROPA web servers. 

Automatic test computing environment 
 

Server IBM ESERVER XSERIES 346 

Software Apache web server 2.0.54 
Programming with PHP 4.3.10-16 
Database with My SQL 4.1.11 
Jspider 

Operating system Linux DEBIAN 3.1 

Connection speed Gigabit Ethernet 

 

The main indicators collected by the crawler are described below: 
o W3C conformance (based on W3C official test service), 
o WAI conformance (based on Bobby Online test  service recommended by the 

W3C), 
o ISO conformance (based on W3C official test service), 
o CSS conformance, structuring and use (based on W3C official test service), 
o JAVASCRIPT conformance and use, 
o CHARSET, XML, HTML, META, and language: conformance, use and 

distribution (based on W3C official test service), 
o Internal LINKS usable and broken, 
o External LINKS usable and broken, 
o Screen Resolution, 
o Document format, 
o Browser compatibility, 
o Rate of translated page, 
o Depth of the tree structure, 
o Lexicon most used, 
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o FORM usable and broken, 
o Page size. 

 
While automatic evaluation methods are useful, they should not be used as a substitute for 
manual evaluations. Therefore additional manual testing has been performed. 

 

 Manual tests 

The usability testing approach has been completed by performing qualitative tests. Those tests 
were focused on the following topics: 

o Attractive visual identity (original, consistent, modern), 
o Well organized layout (tidy, well-balanced, upgradeable), 
o A uniform graphic charter (proportional, upbeat, harmonious), 
o Presence of errors (systems) and user help (standardized, operating), 
o Form design (length, sequence, relevance), 
o Communication tools: quality, utility, modernity, 
o Ability of the site to listen, speak and think (interactive). 

 

3.3.3 Implementation modalities 

 Evaluator’s computing environment 

 

Computer  SONY VAIO SZ2VP 

Browser tested Microsoft Internet Explorer 7.0.5730.11 

Screen resolution 1280 X 768 

Operating system Windows XP SP2 

Connection speed ADSL 2+ 

 

Computer  SONY VAIO FS115B 

Browser tested Mozilla Foundation Firefox 2.0.0.7 

Screen resolution 1280 X 800 

Operating system Windows XP SP2 

Connection speed ADSL 2+ 

 

 Mobility environment test 

 

Phone  SAMSUNG BLACKJACK SGH-i600 

Opera Mobile 8.65 
Browser tested 

Internet Explorer Mobile 6 

Screen resolution 320 X 240 
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Operating system Windows Mobile 6 for Smartphone 

Connection speed EDGE / 3G+ HSDPA 

 

Phone  RIM BLACKBERRY  

Browser tested RIM Web navigator 

Screen resolution 320 X 240 

Operating system RIM 

Connection speed EDGE / 3G+ HSDPA 

 

 Composition of the evaluation team 

To ensure optimal results, a project team with a mix of skills was composed. 3 evaluators 
from Enyware Web Agency with usability analysis experiences have been invited to consider 
EUROPA website. The team was composed of 1 Project Manager and 2 Webmasters. Their 
aim was to assess the current website, conduct task analysis, write scenarios and conduct 
usability testing. 

 

3.3.4 Content 

As described in the Inception report, the usability test content has been built according to the 
following 14 criteria.  

 

1) A system providing ergonomic navigation (accessible, intuitive, adaptable) 

– Screen resolution, 

– Computer languages used (HTML, XML, CSS, Flash, JavaScript), 

– Compatibility with popular browsers (Internet Explorer, Firefox, Opera), 

– Behaviour under mobility conditions (PDA, Smartphone), 

– International encoding standard, 

– Downloadable document formats, 

– Average static page loading time, 

– Average loading time for downloadable documents, 

– Transaction processing time, 

– Compliance with WAI accessibility standards, 

– Position and persistence of primary functions (return to Home, saving, changing 
languages, using conditions, help, contacts, return, action buttons), 

– Standard video and buffering. 
 

2)  Intelligible tree structure (hierarchically organised, consistent) 

– Number of hierarchical levels, 

– Distribution of the hierarchical levels, 
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– Label system, 

– URL system used. 
 

3) Attractive visual identity (original, consistent, modern) 

– Identity component studies : logo, typography, colours, symbols, photos, illustrations, 

– Use of the identity components: distribution, relevance. 
 

4) An explicit reader clickstream (logical, tagged, quick) 

– Vocabulary used in the primary functions (return to Home, saving, changing languages, 
using conditions, help, contacts, return, action buttons), 

– Pinpointing system: Breadcrumb trail, browsing/selection interaction zone, mnestic 
capacity, 

– Naming system : Title, URL, 

– Link system: label, grouping, signage. 

 

5) Well organised layout (tidy, well-balanced, upgradable) 

– Use of type rules, 

– Use of available space, 

– Logical content organisation. 
 

6) Customised interface (localised, tooled) 

– Linguistic tools: distribution of languages, translation, localisation, 

– User-friendly tools : downloading pages, managing font sizes, printing, notifying 
updates, 

– Sharing tools: forwarding by email, citation and bookmark, 

– Identification tools: saving zone, automatic reconnection, retrieving password. 
 

7. A uniform graphic charter (proportional, upbeat, harmonious) 

– Using an iconography, 

– Using colours and contrasts, 

– Using fonts. 

 

8) Presence of errors (Systems) and user help (standardised, operating) 

– Resolution tools : FAQ, Forums, contacts, 

– Counting and behaviour in the event of database error  (form, search), 

– Counting and behaviour in the event of data entry error (URL, form), 

– Counting and behaviour in the event of browsing error (internal, external links). 
 

9) Form design (length, sequence, relevance) 
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– Number of stages required to trigger the result, 

– Number of fields required depending on the complexity of the result to be obtained. 

 

10) Standard navigation method (principle, system, user-friendliness) 

– Horizontal navigation system, 

– Vertical navigation system, 

– Site map, 

– System relevance: targeted navigation tests (Erasmus, invitation to tender, European 
standards, mini agreement, constitution, Turkey). 

 

11) Research tools (relevance, reliability) 

– Tool performance: ordination, language management, data entry correction, connected 
and/or alternative proposal, advanced research, sorting results, 

– Tool relevance: targeted navigation tests (Erasmus, Invitation to Tender, European 
standards, mini agreement, constitution, Turkey). 

12) Communication tools: quality, utility, modernity 

– Syndication: XML, RSS, ATOM, 

– Exchanges: forum, blog, 

– Multi-media: video, audios, 

– User generated: Digg, mashup, tag, cloudtag, 

– Publication: breaking news, directories, etc. 
 

13) Ability of the site to listen, speak and think (Interactive) 

– Listening: depth of response to the interface systems (keyboard, mouse), 

– Speaking: diversity of expression (text, image, multi-media.), 

– Thinking: power and quality of the processing carried out by the site. 
 

14) Overall site consistency 

– Does the overall site quality match the expectations of an organisation of this level? 

 

3.3.5 Limits 

During the Inception report phase, the usability tests tool has been identified as one of the 
primary source to provide relevant results regarding different types of analysis. In practical 
terms, for three of them listed below, the usability test did not provide an adequate 
contribution: 

Type of analysis: Efficiency of the search engine 

– “The percentage of pages through the internal search engine”: this criterion can be 
achieved only by the web statistics analysis. 
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Type of analysis: Ergonomics of the website 

– “Beginner users perception regarding the ease of site apprehension and use”: this 
criterion can’t be achieved by usability tests as they are realized by expert. 

– “Feeling and/or perception of the visitors regarding the ergonomics”: this criterion 
can’t be achieved by usability test because experts are not regular visitors. 
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3.4 Benchmarking 

3.4.1 Tool description 

Benchmarking helped to measure, manage and improve EUROPA website through the 
comparison with other websites, from public and private institutions, using meaningful, fact-
based indicators drawn from best-practices. The benchmark pursued the following objectives:  

– Compare EUROPA to private, public and web 2.0 sites, 

– Highlight strengths and weaknesses of EUROPA web site, 

– Provide an objective assessment of site performance, 

– Identify gaps to best-practices. 

 

In order to achieve these objectives, a benchmarking tool has been created by Ernst & Young 
consisting of a score card evaluation grid. This tool has been based on 8 main themes selected 
in order to answer accurately the evaluation questions. Those themes were presented during 
the Inception report meeting and endorsed by the Commission on the 23rd of July 2007.  

 

A brief description of thematic is described hereunder: 

– First impressions: An effective website should strive to give an impression of 
usefulness, clarity, ease-of-use, efficiency and openness. 

– Navigations: Effective websites generate an environment that is logical and does not 
confuse the user. A site with excellent content and facilities will be wasted if the user 
cannot find and access to the information or facilities. Having a logical overview of the 
path is therefore a key element. 

– Content: Content can be described as any information on a website that enhances the 
presentation through text or interactivity. The only reason a user will come back to a 
site is if he or she finds it useful. Therefore a website should give people what they 
want and lots of it. The content should satisfy the aims of the website. Good content is 
therefore a key to an effective website. 

– Findability: Attracting surfers is a fundamental part of having an effective web site. 
The effectiveness of a website is highly dependent on getting surfers to the site and 
converting these surfers to users. 

– Making contact: Many transactions require some level of contact between the parties 
concerned such as automatic email response, personal email response, and use of online 
forms, telephone contact number provided, or telephone call back offered. In some 
cases making contact may be considered as an important indicator. 

– Browser compatibility: Make the website visit a much more useful and pleasant 
experience. There are many variations of browsers and monitors in use today and it is 
important that the website is accessible to as many internet users as possible. 

– Knowledge of user: The more a website knows about the surfing and habits of the 
users, the more ability it has to fulfil the users needs 

– User satisfaction: Satisfying users is essential to bringing them back to the website. It 
is interesting to know how the website designers manage its users’ level of satisfaction 
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During the implementation of the tool, not all thematics appeared relevant to our benchmark. 
Thus our approach was to tailor a new list. As result, 2 thematics have been erased and 1 has 
been added. A detailed explanation of those limits is decribed below in the part 1. 
 
Erased thematics 

– Knowledge of user 

– User satisfaction 
 

Added thematics 

– Mobile, Smartphone and PDAs 
accessibility 

 Extract of the evaluation grid 
Thematics Criteria Sub questions

Download time - size of home 
page

- Download Time > 15 sec.  : 0
- Download Time < 15 sec.  : 1

Look and feel - readability - Are pages easily readeable, clear and easy to understand ? (No = 1 ; Yes = 0)
- Are pages not too cluttered with text and images ? (No = 1 ; Yes = 0)

Need to download software - Need to download specific software to run the website (No = 1 ; Yes = 0)
Home page on one screen - Is Home page on one screen ? (Yes = 1 ; No = 0)
Statement from management - Is there a statement available and provided by the organisation ? (Yes : 1 ; No : 0)
Register to get into site - Is there any register to sign to get into site? (Yes = 0 ; No = 1)

1. First 
impressions

 
 

Obstacles 

– Due to proxy filtering at Ernst & Young office, some selected websites were not 
directly accessible (such as for Web 2.0 site : http://www.netvibes.com) 

– Due to temporary website maintenance, some website pages were not accessible during 
working hours (such as for http://www.service-public.fr and http://www.veolia.com). 

 
Impact 

– Those obstacles were not significant for the data collection progess. 

3.4.2 Implementation modalities 

 Comparable websites selection 

Before working on the benchmarking tool, a selection of comparable websites was presented 
to the Commission which endorsed the final list covering 14 public institutions, 11 private 
and 5 Web 2.0 sites. Here is the list of websites and their URL26. 

 

Public Institution sites URL 
Internet cities http://www.villes-Internet.net 
OECD http://www.oecd.org 
The US Government’s official web portal http://www.usa.gov 
Canadian Government website http://www.canada.gc.ca 
ARTESI Ile de France   http://www.artesi.artesi-idf.com 
New Zealand e-government programme website http://www.e.govt.nz 
International Monetary Fund http://www.imf.org 
Service Public http://www.service-public.fr 
Greenpeace http://www.greenpeace.org 
International Committee of the Red Cross http://www.icrc.org 
Vatican http://www.vatican.va 

                                                      
26 URL: Uniform Resource Locator: Another common name is Web address. 

http://www.netvibes.com/
http://www.service-public.fr/
http://www.veolia.com/
http://www.villes-internet.net/
http://www.oecd.org/
http://www.usa.gov/
http://www.canada.gc.ca/
http://www.artesi.artesi-idf.com/
http://www.e.govt.nz/
http://www.imf.org/
http://www.service-public.fr/
http://www.greenpeace.org/
http://www.icrc.org/
http://www.vatican.va/
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United Nations http://www.un.org/ 
WHO (World Health Organisation) http://www.who.int/en/ 
WBCSD (World Business Council for Sustainable 
Development) 

http://www.wbcsd.org 

 

Private Institution sites URL 
Barclays http://www.barclays.com 
The London School of Economics and Political Science http://www.lse.ac.uk 
Louvre museum http://www.louvre.fr 
General Motors  http://www.gm.com 
Veolia  http://www.veolia.com 
Danone Institute http:// www.institutdanone.org 
Lafarge http://www.batirenover.com 
Norththern light http://www.nlresearch.com 
Financial Times http://www.ft.com 
Amazon http://www.amazon.com 
Yahoo http://www.yahoo.com 
 

Web 2.0 Service27 URL 
Netvibes http://www.netvibes.com 
Digg http://www.digg.com 
Technorati http://technorati.com 
Wikipedia http://www.wikipedia.org 
YouTube http://www.youtube.com/community 

 

 Evaluator’s computing environment 

In order to avoid benchmarking results to depend on hardware configuration (for example: 
loading time), results were collected on the same computer environment and network. 
Configuration of the computing participant environments is detailed hereunder: 

 
Test Computer  IBM ThinkPad 
Processor T2400, 1.83 Ghz 
Ram 2 Giga Octets 
Browser tested - Internet Explorer 6.0 

- Netscape Navigator 9.0 
- Opera 9.23 
- Mozilla firebox 2.0 
- Maxthon 1.5.9 
- Safari 3 Bêta 

Screen resolution 1024 X 768 
Operating system Windows XP SP2 
Connection speed Around 1800 kb/s 

 

                                                      
27 Web 2.0 refers to a perceived second generation of web-based communities and hosted services such 
as social-networking sites, wikis and folksonomies — which facilitate collaboration and sharing 
between users. 

 

http://www.wbcsd.org/
http://www.barclays.com/
http://www.lse.ac.uk/
http://www.louvre.fr/
http://www.gm.com/
http://www.veolia.com/
http://www.institutdanone.org/
http://www.batirenover.com/
http://www.nlresearch.com/
http://www.ft.com/
http://www.amazon.com/
http://www.yahoo.com/
http://www.netvibes.com/
http://www.digg.com/
http://technorati.com/
http://www.wikipedia.org/
http://www.youtube.com/community
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 Step by step benchmark approach 

The benchmark approach followed by Ernst & Young is summarized in the chart below: 

 
 

 Score card evaluation grid method 

Based on a sound analysis and rigorous judgment criteria, thematics have been split into 34 
consistent and quantifiable indicators. Those have been organised in a score card evaluation 
grid to support the analysis and the identification of strengths, weaknesses and best practices.  

Each criterion was quantified and was given a rating, ranging from 0 (no) to 1 (yes). The 
rating is based on sub questions, which align with the main criterion’s objective. The total of 
the scores for each section and column gave a very rough indication of the effectiveness of 
each website. 

 

3.5 Log files 

3.5.1 Tool description & content 

Log files received by DG COMM were composed of 72 parameters (cf Annex 11) and 
7 485 753 lines, each corresponding to a click on the EUROPA website. 

The database is based on the observations made on the connection to the EUROPA website, 
during the 25th of July 2007. 

The database provides the following information on each user: 

– the different pages visited on the website, 

– the time of arrival on the site, 

– the time of departure on the site, 

– the language used, 

– the country, 
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– an identification for each user (cf. Annex 10). 

3.5.2 Implementation modalities 

 Parameters of the database 

The first analysis was led on the database, representing one full day of log files produced by 
the EUROPA website. 

– The first analysis concerned the identification and description of the content of the 
database received (cf. Annex 9 and followings). They consisted in: 

o Identifying the different parameters of the database 
o Taking into account the translation of each parameters of the database. Some 

of the parameters of the database had qualification of the BLNK type. 

– This translation of some of the parameters made it difficult to access the data in the 
initial database. Thus, we processed the qualification of these parameters by replacing 
them with a “chain of characters” qualification. 

– This process allowed us to access the data, but significantly increased the size of the 
database (from 5GB to 44 GB) 

 

 Indicators used during the study 

The following indicators were used by Ernst & Young during the study : 5 indicators were 
selected amongst a set of possible indicators. 

 

Indicators Description 

Indicator 1 The 50 most frequently visited pages 

Indicator 2 

The different access means to the website : 

- direct access 

- access through a search engine 

- access through another website 

 

Indicator 3 

% of users who leave the website: 

- at the 1st click 

- at the 2nd click 

- at the 3rd click 

- at the 4th click 

 

Indicator 4 Average time spent on the EUROPA 
website 

Indicator 5 The proportion of users who access the 
website through the Google search engine. 

Indicator 6 The average time spent on the homepage 
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The average time spent on the press room 
pages. 

3.5.3 Limits 

– There is no “parameters glossary” available : a detailed description of the parameters 
available in the database. 

– Our understanding of the completed parameters in the database is based on our 
expertise and on and on some of the indications given to us by Enyware web agency. 
We have no information from DG COMM nor from the DG Informatics (DIGIT). 

– Some of the parameters contained missing data. The relevance and the reliability of the 
indicators depend on the data missing in each of these parameters. 

– Some parameters provided were not usable. To prevent bias during the analysis, we 
chose to select first fields which are totally available and representative. 
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4 Answers to evaluation questions 

4.1 Global approach concerning evaluation question 
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Figure 11 : Evaluation steps applied to the web site environment 

Source: Ernst &Young 

On the basis of the evaluation grids presented in the Inception report, the approach to the 
evaluation was performed in several steps.  

4.1.1.1 Data collection 

The data collection was carried out, as described in part 2 of the present report. 

4.1.1.2 Relation between data and judgment criteria 

Judgment criteria were described in the Inception report. Each judgment criteria was detailed 
with indicators and descriptors, and for each of them, sources were clearly mentioned. 

The information collected was therefore split between the different judgment criteria and 
clearly linked to the corresponding step of the analysis defined in the Inception report. 

4.1.1.3 Analysis and cross analysis of the indicators and descriptors 

During this phase, indicators and descriptors were analyzed individually in the first place, and 
then cross analyzed. 

4.1.1.4 Conclusion related to the cross analysis 

On the basis of the above mentioned analysis, conclusions were drawn by applying three 
types of analysis: 
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− Induction: analysis performed through inference, from the outcome review to the 
rule/the idea, 

− Deduction: analysis performed through definitions of axioms, coming to 
consequences, 

− Abduction: analysis performed through the definition of a general rule, considered 
as an assumption, and strengthened by the review of outcomes. 

The final objective is a conclusion for each evaluation question.  
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4.2 Q1 :To what extent does EUROPA satisfy the diverse citizens’ needs in terms of 
information (relevance and effectiveness) ? 

4.2.1 Our understanding of the question 

Our understanding of the question 

Key concepts 

« Citizen » 

In the framework of this evaluation, the term “citizen” will refer to all Internet surfers, from a 
Member state, visiting the EUROPA website. Non-Member states citizens are therefore not directly 
included in our evaluation, even if they could be included in evaluation analysis (survey for 
instance). The analysis shall imply to split citizens in target groups that need to be defined, in order 
to characterize their needs, and to identify the answer provided by EUROPA website. (See typology 
of users). 

 

« Needs in terms of information » 

The term “information”, in the context of the evaluation of the EUROPA website, shall refer to : 
– The information identified by the European Commission as needed by citizens, 
– The information available in all its forms on the website, or, 
– The information effectively required by users, but not available on the website. 

Needs could refer as well to specific needs, from professionals for example, or general ones, from all 
types of publics (for example, information about European institutions). This comment implies to 
identify:  
– Which are the target publics, and which are the effective publics of the website ? 
– What is the knowledge of the publics’ needs ? 
– The relevance of strategic objectives. In order to do so, it will be necessary to analyse the 

citizens’ needs, as perceived by the European Commission, on the basis of those objectives. 

Information and transaction services related to information have to be clearly distinguished. A 
transaction service related to information is based on: 
– A bilateral relationship, interactive, between the user and the European Commission. For 

instance, downloading a document will be considered as information. Services provided by 
Europe Direct will be considered as a transaction service, and thus analysis in the framework of 
evaluation question 2, 

– Or/and, a commercial service. For instance, any lucrative downloading of document will be 
considered as a transaction service (but not a free downloading) and thus analysis in the 
framework of evaluation question 2, 

 

« Relevance » 
The relevance refers to the appropriateness of the explicit objectives of an intervention, with regard 
to the needs and issues the intervention is meant to solve. However, in the present case, analysis of 
the relevance shall take into account three factors : 
– Objectives, 
– Available information on the EUROPA website, considering that available information should be 

a direct strategic consequence of the objectives, 
– Effective needs of citizens. 
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Our understanding of the question 
 

« Effectiveness » 
The effectiveness refers to the fact that expected results or effects have been obtained and that 
objectives have been achieved. In the present evaluation, the analysis of the effectiveness will be 
closely linked with the analysis of the efficiency, carried out in the evaluation question 4.  
 
Understanding of the question issues 
This evaluation question concerns the adequacy between the information needs of the citizen and the 
information provided on the EUROPA website. Analysis about such adequacy requires to deal with: 
– Satisfaction of the citizen regarding the available information, 
– User-friendly presentation of the information facilitating its exploitation, 
– Swift access to the information wished for. 
From an operational point of view, Ernst & Young has : 
– Identified target publics of the website, 
– Characterised their needs, 
– Assessed the adequacy between the available information and the expectations of the public, 
– Evaluated the accessibility of the information wished for test (i.e. make sure that Internet surfers 

find swiftly the information).  
 
Sub-questions 
– Does EUROPA aim for clearly defined target publics? 
– Are the publics’ needs well known by the authorities in charge of the website and are they clearly 

defined? 
– Are the objectives of the website clearly defined? 
– Are the objectives of the websites in adequacy with identified needs? 
– Is the public satisfied by information provided and does the information provided on the website 

correspond to the needs of these target publics? 
– What is the perception of the public concerning the accessibility of the information? 
– Is the information provided comprehensible for the target publics? 
 

4.2.2 Judgement criteria 

Judgement criteria 

I. Relevance :  

Request for service: “The different target publics and their needs are correctly identified and 
addressed28. The information provided is relevant […]29. 
1. Definition of target publics, 
2. Knowledge the target publics’ needs, 
3. Clearness of the objectives of the EUROPA website, 
4. Adequacy between the identified needs and the objectives. 
 

                                                      
28 Request for services, Evaluation question n°1, judgment criteria n°1 
29 Request for services, Evaluation question n°1, judgment criteria n°2, partially quoted 
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Judgement criteria 
II. Effectiveness :  
Request for service: “The information provided is […] clear and comprehensible for the diverse 
target populations”30. 
1. Satisfaction of the different target publics’ needs concerning information, 
2. Perception concerning the accessibility of the information, for each different public, 
3. Comprehensibility of the information for each target publics. 

4.2.3 Limits and obstacles 

Limits and obstacles regarding methodology defined in the Inception report, concerning the 
online survey 

The online survey was deeply modified during the inception phase. A lot of questions were 
erased. The accuracy of the analysis was impacted by the choice of a reduced questionnaire, 
in order to improve the rate of response. Accordingly, some indicators are fulfilled through 
other sources than the online survey. The evaluation questions detailed in the Inception report 
have not always taken into account these modifications. Within the present evaluation 
question, it is the case for the analysis “Comprehensibility of the information for each target 
publics”, indicator “Satisfaction level concerning clearness of information”. 

These limits have not substantially affected the data analysis. 

Limits and obstacles regarding methodology defined in the Inception report, concerning the 
benchmarking 

As mentioned in part 3.4.1 “Tool description”, it appears that, during the implementation of 
the benchmark, two criteria « User satisfaction » and « Knowledge of users » previously 
defined in the Inception report, as criteria to be analyzed in the evaluation, were inadequate 
and too difficult to evaluate with the benchmark tool. For the first one, the objective was 
to collect information regarding availability of statistics use. In that case, the only way to 
obtain relevant information would have been to implement a survey on each websites or to 
scan Internet to find user feedbacks. For the second, the aim was to collect information on 
robustness/reliability of the site and clicks on it for completion. For those issues, it would 
have been necessary to ask to the webmaster if they collect users’ information and if they 
analyzed it to improve their website. For both criteria, it would have required to spend a lot of 
time to get this information. Consequently “User satisfaction” and “Knowledge of users” 
criteria have been erased from the score card evaluation grid. 

During the collecting phase, one sub question belonging to the criteria “Available in multiple 
languages” has to be taken into account with carefulness. Indeed, this criterion could imply 
that making the site’s content available in multiple languages would make the information 
accessible to a wider range of people. However, most of the web sites have one site for each 
country. Therefore, it is not worth translating it in different languages. Results for this 
question should be considered carefully. 

Relevance of the findability thematic was also quite difficult to assess. Indeed, if we take for 
instance the “Use of CSS” criterion, use of CSS files was checked within the source code of 
Web pages but this does not really prove that CSS files were correctly used. Therefore, we 
have not taken into account this criterion in our benchmarking summary results. A 
solution would have been to analyze deeply CSS syntax stored in CSS files. This task would 
have required too much time, for the expected added value. 

                                                                                                                                                        
30 Request for services, Evaluation question n°1, judgment criteria n°2, partially quoted 
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Designed for search engine performance criterion is hardly feasible. Such a criterion does not 
only imply comparison of the name of Google links with webpage titles of the browser but 
also imply analysis of HTML syntax that increases the ranking of WebPages in Google. 
Results have not been taken into account in our benchmarking summary results. 

These limits have not substantially affected the data analysis. 

4.2.4 Results, analysis elements and recommandations 

 

Summary of the steps followed during the logical reasoning 

 

I. There is a strategy with target publics but the European Commission’s knowledge of 
the effective public and their needs concerning information is perfectible 

II. Who are the effective users? 

III. What are the effective users’ needs? 

IV. Because we know who users are and what their needs are, it is possible to conclude 
that the adequacy between the strategy and the needs is perfectible 

V. Without an optimal strategy, what is the target publics’ satisfaction (quality and 
accessibility) : the answer to the needs varies from one public to another. 

VI. Because we know the strategy, the effective users and their needs, the adequacy 
between the two, and the users’ satisfaction, it is now possible to carry out an analysis 
related to potential users31. 

 

 

Current strategy

Who are the 
effective 

users

What are their 
needs

Which future 
strategy on potential 

users

Which 
adequacy 
strategy-

users’ needs

Which 
satisfaction

 
 

                                                      
31 The identification of potential users is a strategic issue. The definition potential users depends on 
strategic choices.  
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4.2.4.1  The EUROPA website strategy and the definition of target publics 

 There is a strategy for the EUROPA website with objectives dedicated to the 
communication, but scattered in several documents. 

The strategic and operational objectives (expected outputs) and specific and general 
objectives (expected results and impacts) of the EUROPA website, as well as the potential 
priorities that support those objectives and the main tools that are dedicated to the 
achievement of the objectives, are formalized in several documents: 

– Draft Communicating Europe via the Internet is the more recent one. It is a document 
in progress not yet formally accepted that present the future strategy with regard to 
EUROPA, 

– Action Plan to improve communicating Europe by the Commission, 20/7/2005, 
SEC(2005)985, 

– Communication from the Commission to the Council, the European Parliament, the 
European Economic and Social Committee of the Regions: The Commission’s 
contribution to the period of reflexion and beyond: Plan-D for Democracy, Dialogue 
and Debate, 13/10/2005, COM(2005)494, 

– White paper on a European Communication Policy, COM(2006)35, 

– Memorandum to the Commission “Towards the e-commission” 2001. 

 

These objectives can be schematized in the following diagram: 

Current strategy

Who are the 
effective 

users

What are their 
needs

Which future 
strategy on potential 

users

Which 
adequacy 
strategy-

users’ needs

Which 
satisfaction
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(1) Communicating Europe via the Internet                       (2) Action Plan to improve communicating Europe by the Commission, 20/7/2005, SEC(2005)985.
(3) Communication from the Commission to the Council, the European Parliament, the European Economic and Social Committee of the Regions: The Commission’s contribution to the 
period of reflexion and beyond: Plan-D for Democracy, Dialogue and Debate, 13/10/2005, COM(2005)494. (4) White paper on a European Communication Policy, COM(2006)35.
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 The strategy basically identifies public targets but needs are not enough known and 
consequently not enough targeted. 

Internal documents provided by DG COMM, such as “Communicating Europe via the 
internet”, as well as our interviews with DG representatives, facilitate the identification of 
target publics. These target publics are basically the following: 

– General public, 

– Professionals, 

– Young people. 

However, to date, there is no specific typology of target publics. Their needs are not 
precisely identified and there are no dedicated tools for the identification of current 
EUROPA users and their needs, except punctual surveys. 

During focus group “EU civil servants”, it was brought to our attention that staff/publishers do 
not have any information about the users’ needs and expectations. This type of information 
would however be very useful to identify user profiles and needs. 

Therefore, the link between the receiver and the transmitter set forth in the scheme below32 
is unpredictable.  

Objectives
required by
Europa.eu

Restitution
Web site quality

Users
Perception

Expectation
from users

Receiver Transmitter
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Evaluate  the 
relevance

M
easure

effectiveness 
andrelevance

Evaluate the 
effectiveness and 

the usability

Visitors Institutions editors and webmasters  
From a user point of view, the mission statement of EUROPA is not well identified33 : Is it a 
portal to access the institutions ? Is it an editorial website designed for EU propaganda ? Is it a 
debating place concerning EU-related affairs ? etc.  

 

                                                      
32 Source: Ernst & Young 
33 Source : focus group web experts 
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Conclusion 

Target publics are identified and can be divided into three groups: 

– The general public, 

– Professionals, 

– Young people. 

These target publics are identified in several documents constituting EUROPA’s 
strategy.  

There are no dedicated tools to the identification of EUROPA’s present users. It is 
currently impossible to implement a strategy based on the definition of the public needs 
because these needs are not known with accuracy. 
 

 

 

 

Recommendations 

 
1) In order to establish a sound strategy, it is necessary to develop tools dedicated to the 

knowledge of users and their needs. A periodic survey could be implemented on the 
EUROPA homepage, based on a shorter version of the questionnaire used for the 
EUROPA evaluation, focused on the part I “Your personal details” and part II (user-
friendliness), III (Information), IV (interactivity) or V (services), depending on which 
focus is required. The link toward the survey has to be permanent and visible (for good 
practises, see http://pme.service-public.fr/, there is a link on the first page « express 
survey », or see http://europa.eu/50/index_en.htm and its “e-poll”) 

2) EUROPA’s communication strategy should be formalised more specifically in a single 
document on the basis of: 
a) EUROPA effective users’ profiles, 
b) Effective users’ needs, 
c) Potential users targeted. 
Priorities by targets have to be defined, and means to reach them. 

3) Collected data could be structured, divided within the following topics: 
a) User identity: age, language, profession. 
b) Needs 

i) Needs concerning the reliability of the information: to what extent does the 
communication through EUROPA succeed in restoring confidence about the 
information provided? 

ii) Needs concerning the citizenship belonging: to what extent does EUROPA 
contribute to this sense of belonging through its content? 

http://pme.service-public.fr/
http://europa.eu/50/index_en.htm
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iii) Needs concerning a participative content: to what extent does EUROPA have to 
provide a web 2.0 environment (collective and participative environment) 
supporting the citizens’ adhesion to institutions and Europeans symbols ? 

c) Behaviour facing new technologies: to take into account different behaviours 
i) private/professional 
ii) sedentary/nomad (for instance, concerning the use of 3G cards) 
iii) urban/rural (for instance concerning the connection speed) 
iv) traditional/innovative 

4) The objectives of the website have to be clearly mentioned on the website in order to 
avoid any confusion in the users’ mind. 
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4.2.4.2 Identification of effective users’ profile 

Online survey sample representation detailed in part 3.1.4.2 provides information about the 
user profile looking for information. 

The profile of respondents to the online survey was compared to the profile of the EU 
population (including the population of the 3 candidate countries to the EU).  

 

  

Online survey 
respondents 

Online survey 
respondents 

excluding those 
living in "other" 

countries 

EU 27 + Croatia, 
FYROM and 

Turkey 

Belgium, France, Germany, Italy, 
Luxembourg, Netherlands, 
Denmark, Ireland, United 
Kingdom, Greece, Spain, 
Portugal, Austria, Finland or 
Sweden 

73% 81% 68% 

Croatia, Turkey or Former 
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 
(FYROM) 

1% 1% 14% 

Cyprus, Czech Republic, Estonia, 
Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, 
Malta, 
Poland, Slovakia or Slovenia 

12% 13% 13% 

Romania or Bulgaria 4% 5% 5% 
Other 10%     

Figure 12 : Comparison of the online survey respondents and EU population, concerning place of 
residence 

Source: Online survey and Eurostat34 

There are specific differences between the breakdown of the online survey respondents 
sample and that of the total population: indeed, the citizens living in the EU 15 are more 
represented in the online survey than in the total EU population. It could mean that the 
penetration rate35 of the website is substantial in this population category. 

                                                      
34http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/extraction/retrieve/fr/theme3/demo/demo_pjan?OutputDir=EJOutputD
ir_278&user=unknown&clientsessionid=792CF5133112977ECD7BF66D815D8893.extraction-worker-
1&OutputFile=demo_pjan.htm&OutputMode=U&NumberOfCells=53&Language=fr&OutputMime=te
xt%2Fhtml& 
35 Penetration rate is a marketing concept: number of consumer/user related to the global population 
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In the same time, the users living in candidate countries represent only 1% of the total of 
users (Croatia, FYROM and Turkey) whereas they represent 14% of the total population of the 
EU 27+ the 3 candidate countries. This could be explained by the language coverage of the 
website: languages of candidate countries are not available. 

10% of the online survey respondents were residents of “other countries” (i.e. non EU 
residents or residents of candidate countries). These respondents are originating from a wide 
range of countries from all continents36. It is important to emphasize that these “residents” can 
nevertheless be EU nationals. However if we were to make a prompt ranking of the most 
represented parts of the world, we would come up with the following results: 

– North America 

– South America 

– European countries outside the EU (notably ex soviet countries) 

– Middle East 

– Asia 

– Africa   

Concerning gender, there are no major differences between the breakdown of the online 
survey respondents and that of the total population 

 

 
Online 
survey 

respondents 

Online survey 
respondents 

excluding those 
living in "other" 

countries 

EU 27 + 
Croatia, FYROM 

and Turkey 

Male 52% 51% 49% 
Female 48% 49% 51% 

Figure 13 : Comparison of the online survey sample and EU population, concerning gender 

Source: Eurostat37 

                                                      
36 Online survey, part « Your personal details », question 1, open question 
37http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/extraction/retrieve/fr/theme3/demo/demo_pjan?OutputDir=EJOutputD
ir_316&user=unknown&clientsessionid=792CF5133112977ECD7BF66D815D8893.extraction-worker-
1&OutputFile=demo_pjan.htm&OutputMode=U&NumberOfCells=3&Language=fr&OutputMime=text
%2Fhtml& 
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 Online survey 
respondents 

Online survey 
respondents 

excluding those 
living in "other" 

countries 

EU 27 + Croatia,  
FYROM  

and Turkey 

Unemployed 5% 4% 3% 
Students 27% 26% 23% 
Retired 2% 2% 27% 
In work 66% 68% 47% 

Figure 14 : Comparison of the online survey sample and EU population, concerning professional 
situation 

Source: Eurostat38 

 

These statistics show an obvious gap between the profile of the users (respondents of the 
online survey) and the overall population. 

o The working population is over-represented amongst the respondents of the 
online survey, compared to the overall population of the EU 27 countries + 
the 3 candidate countries 

o On the contrary, retired persons are insufficiently represented amongst the 
users of the EUROPA website. 

It could mean that EUROPA website is perceived as a website dedicated to professionals. 

Online survey 
respondents

Online survey 
respondents 

excluding those 
living in "other" 

countries

EU 27 + Croatia, 
FYROM and 

Turkey

Under 18 5% 4% 20%

18-24 20% 20% 9%

25-60 72% 73% 50%

Over 60 3% 2% 21%  
Figure 15 : Comparison of the online survey sample and EU population, concerning age 

Source: Eurostat – Database, demography39 

 

                                                      
38 Data>Labour market>Employment and unemployment>Population, activity and inactivity. 
Concerning the “unemployment rate”; it is equal to the number of unemployed / total population of the 
EU 
39http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/extraction/retrieve/en/theme3/demo/demo_pjan?OutputDir=EJOutput
Dir_351&user=unknown&clientsessionid=792CF5133112977ECD7BF66D815D8893.extraction-
worker1&OutputFile=demo_pjan.htm&OutputMode=U&NumberOfCells=7738&Language=en&Outpu
tMime=text%2Fhtml& 
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This table confirms the previous statistics: 

– The users are more likely to be students or part of the working population (between 18 
and 60 years old), than retired (over 60). 

– On the contrary, the European population has a much higher rate of people over 60 
(21%) compared than the online survey respondents (2%). 

Concerning the professional situation, the categories of “civil servant” and “worker in the 
private sector” encompass the majority of respondents (53%). 19 % of working 
respondents work in a public administration and 12% in education. Other answers have lower 
percentages (10% or below)40. 

 

Once a 
w eek
30%

A few  
times a 
year
20%

Once a 
day
18%

Once a 
month
16%

Several 
times a 

day
16%

Figure 16 : Frequency of visit on EUROPA website 

 

There are 64% of frequent users 
(weekly visit minimum). 34% of users 
visit EUROPA every day. 

Figure 17 : Frequency of use 

Source: online survey, 8 212 respondents41 

 

88% of the users that took part in the online survey speak English and the other most 
spoken languages are French, German, Spanish and Italian (above 20% of respondents). 

Apart from all other EU national or regional languages spoken by respondents in fairly 
balanced proportions, a wide range of non EU languages are spoken (mostly Russian, Turkish, 
Norwegian, Serbian, Arab, Croatian and Chinese)42. 

Profiles of users looking for information, users looking for transactions services and 
users looking for interactive tools are quite similar (geographical location, age, gender, 
profession, disability and frequency of user). 

                                                      
40 See part 3.1.4.2 for details 
41 Online survey, section “Your personal details”, question 8 “How do you usually receive information 
about the EU?” compulsory, several answers allowed. 
42 Online survey, part « Your personal details », question 10, “How often do you visit EUROPA ?” 
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Figure 18 : Sources of information about the EU 

Source: online survey, 8 212 respondents43 

 

– 90% of the respondents of the online survey use the Internet as a means to receive 
information about the EU. This is the source of information most frequently used by 
users of EUROPA, well above Press (58%) and Television (50%). 

– 556 respondents added a comment regarding the other means of information they use 
i.e. if they receive information through other means than by television, radio, press or 
internet, summarized as follows (in descending order). 

 Academic literature, weekly journals (all languages), books, lectures, EU 
publications, 

 Contacts with EU members, Emails, EU newsletter, conferences, meetings, Europe 
Direct, 

 Classes, professors, and school communications, 

 Colleagues at work, 

 Friends and families, 
 By word of mouth. 

 

                                                      
43 Online survey, section “Your personal details”, question 8 “How do you usually receive information 
about the EU?” compulsory, several answers allowed. 
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Conclusion 

The identification of users, through the online survey tool gives us a fairly precise 
description of the average EUROPA homepage user. He has the following 
characteristics:  

– EUROPA is used at 90 % by EU Member state nationals,  

– Equally shared between men and women,  

– They are mainly students and workers (a large number of them working in 
public administration and education),  

– 88% speak English. The other most frequent languages are French, German, 
Spanish and Italian. These five languages cover nearly 100% of users’ linguistic 
needs. 

– 64% of users are frequent users (weekly). 

– 90% of the respondents use the Internet as a means to receive information on the 
EU. 

The profile of the users is quite different from the profile of the “average” European 
citizen: 

– users living in the 3 candidate countries are under represented within EUROPA 
users, 

– retired people are under represented within EUROPA users, 

– employed persons are over represented within EUROPA users, 

– EUROPA average users are 25 years old or older. Younger persons and users over 
60 are under represented compared to the average age split of the population. 

 

 

 



Ernst & Young – February 2008– Final Report: Evaluation of the EUROPA website 65 

Recommendations 

1) Concerning the strategy and its adequacy with users’ profile, the basic steps described 
hereafter could be followed: 

a) The strategy has to define if all the EU citizens are targeted by EUROPA whatever 
their age, the place of residence, the professional activity, the language.  

b) If the strategy is defined, it has to be decided which potential users will be targeted, 
which are the priorities44. 

c) Then it will be necessary to define which means have to be implemented to attract the 
potential users. 

2) To refine the typology concerning professional situation, we can start off with the 
categories suggested in the online survey45 and identify sub-categories : 
a) Civil servant in national, regional or local administration 

i) To distinguish contractual agent for national, regional or local administration 
b) Official in a European or international institution 

i) To distinguish contractual agent for the EU, 
c) Experts stakeholder in European policies 

i) To distinguish lawyers, paralegal, 
ii) To distinguish consultants and to specify which activities they carry out (EU 

project, medical, professional training…) 
d) Engineers (Mechanical, civil, agronomics) 
e) IT specialists (Webmaster, CIO, web designer) 
f) Doctors, Php students, pharmaceutical operators, 
g) Researchers, 
h) Trainees. 

3) 10% of users do not live in the European Union or in candidate states. It is therefore a 
category of users that cannot be ignored. They have to be taken into account through46: 
a) Specific information, 
b) Adequate channels of communication, 
c) Language coverage for crucial information. 

4) Professional users are over represented compared to the global population. The strategy 
has to be clarify what is the objective of EUROPA : 
a) To strengthen EUROPA as a professional website, 
b) To strengthen EUROPA as a website turned towards the general public, 
c) To follow these two objectives simultaneously, but this could imply a higher level of 

risk. 
5) The first page of the website has to propose entries in relation with the user’s profile, as 

for instance: 

                                                      
44 This part of the recommendation will be developed in the recommendations related to potential users 
45 Part “Your personal details”, question 6-2 “What is your professional situation”, open question. 
46 This recommendation is specified in several other recommendations 
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a) Individuals 

b) Professionals 

c) Citizens 

A relevant example is provided by the website http://www.service-public.fr/ 

 
For another example on the web: 

http://www.caisse-epargne.fr/asp/modele1.aspx 

The website http://pme.service-public.fr/ offers distinct entries depending on the 
professional situation: 

– Farmer / fisher 

– Artist 

– Craftsman 

– Trader / industrialist 

– Self employed 

 
6) 64 % of users are “frequent users” (weekly visit). This situation could suggest to offer 

different entries on the website depending on the user profile. A tutorial could be proposed 
for non frequent visitors. 

http://www.service-public.fr/
http://www.caisse-epargne.fr/asp/modele1.aspx
http://pme.service-public.fr/
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4.2.4.3 Identification of effective users’ needs 

 

Two methodological comments 

1) In addition to the part “information” of the online survey, two other parts of the 
questionnaire have a direct impact on the needs’ analysis, concerning the information: 

– The part “Interactivity”47, 

– The part “Services”48. 

This precision is necessary because the boundary between services and information is not 
always clear, notably concerning “Europe Direct”, analysed as a “transaction service” but 
probably understood as “information” by respondents (no certainty concerning this 
hypothesis). 

However, the multiplicity of questions allows for the carrying out of a crossed and deeper 
analysis of the answers provided by respondents because : 

– Results could be confirmed, or infirmed, on the basis of two or even three questions, 

– Results could be specified using several results (the level of specificity varies depending 
on questions and answers). 

 

2) Four types of information can be analysed: 

– Results as a percentage of the global number of respondents, 

– Result as a percentage of the global number of responses, 

– Result as a percentage of the number of respondents from a specific public, 

– Results as a percentage of the number of responses of a specific public. 

The following analysis were based on percentage of respondents 

 

 

a) The search of information is a major reason explaining why users visit 
EUROPA website 

Three reasons why users visit EUROPA are especially mentioned: 

– understand the EU position on current European and international issues (54% of 
respondents), 

– get specific information related to activities users intend to pursue in other European 
countries (47%), 

                                                      
47 Question “For which of the following reasons do you usually visit EUROPA or use its interactive 
service” 
48 Question “What type of services do you usually look for on EUROPA?” 
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– get specific information related to their profession (42%). 

Collecting information is a common denominator between these different reasons. 
 

Figure 19 : Reasons why a user usually visit EUROPA 

Source: online survey, 5 337 respondents49 
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Concerning services, the most researched service on EUROPA is dedicated to the 
provision of information: “General advice or request for information (Europe Direct)” (41% 
of respondents). The second one is also related to the collection of information : “Finding a 
job” (21% of respondents). 

                                                      
49 On line survey, part “Interactivity”, questions 5 “For which of the following reasons do you usually 
visit EUROPA or use its interactive services?”, optional, several answers allowed. 
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Figure 20 : Type of services usually looked for on EUROPA 

Source: online survey, 8 212 respondents50 
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b) EUROPA’s extensive content is not known by most users 

The online survey51 reveals that most EUROPA users do not know the existence of EUROPA 
major portals. 8% of respondents do not know “any” of the proposed portals. Apart from 
EUROPA’s homepage (68%), the EUR-Lex portal is the most familiar portal on EUROPA 
with 48% of respondents. “EU at a glance” (44%) and “institutions top level pages” (43%) 
are also quite popular. The “search function” of EUROPA is only known by 30% of 
respondents. All other portals are known by less than 30% of respondents. 

                                                      
50 On line survey, part “Services”, questions 1 “What types of services do you usually look for on 
EUROPA?” several answers allowed, compulsory 
51 Online survey, section General user-friendliness, question 4 : “Do you know any of these specific 
portals on EUROPA ? If so, which ones do you use ? , compulsory, several answers allowed 
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Figure 21 : Familiar portals on EUROPA 

Source: online survey, 8 214 respondents52 
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c) Types of information researched partially depend on users’ profile 

 Users have heterogeneous needs related to the type of information they look for, 
confirming that EUROPA has to propose a wide range of information. 

The data collection concerning types of information that publics look for53 concerns: 

– 8 212 respondents, 

– 21 838 responses (because several types of information could be provided by the 
respondents), that is to say an average of 2,66 types of information per respondent. This 
data gives an idea about the heterogeneity of the needs. 

The global sample offers the following results54: 

 

                                                      
52 Online survey, section General user-friendliness, question 4 : “Do you know any of these specific 
portals on EUROPA ? If so, which ones do you use ? , compulsory, several answers allowed 
53 On line survey, part “Quality of information”, question 2 
54 According to our on line survey typology, through seven categories: General information on the EU; 
Information for educational purposes; Other; Information on a specific economic sector; Information on 
EU institutions: how they work, who does what, etc; Information on EU policies and future legislation; 
Practical matters (programmes, import/export, administrative documents, translations, interpretation, 
etc.). 

General information refers to any piece of information summarized for the general public, with a low 
level of knowledge. Consequently, general information could concern any theme of activities, but with a 
synthetic approach. 
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Figure 22 : Type of information looked for 

Source: online survey, 8 212 respondents55 
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The study of the log files provides information on the 50 most visited pages on the website. 
(cf. further details will be provided during the report) 

A few points can be made:  

– The top 50 visited pages represent only 8% of the total observations made on the day of 
the study (7 485 753 observations made) 

– 48% of the data is missing. 

                                                      
55 On line survey, part “Quality of information”, questions 2 “What type of information are you looking 
for”, compulsory, several answers allowed. 
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N°1 URL Visits Visits Visits

in% of total (in % of total Top 50)
P1 http://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/vies/vieshome.do?selectedLanguage=EN 163747 2,19% 27,90%
P2 http://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/vies/lang.do?fromWhichPage=vieshome&selectedLanguage=RO 32895 0,44% 5,60%
P3 http://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/vies/vieshome.do 22053 0,29% 3,76%
P4 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/RECH_mot.do 21969 0,29% 3,74%
P5 http://lib.teiser.gr/portals.php?cat=9 19168 0,26% 3,27%

P6 http://europa.eu/index_en.htm 17453 0,23% 2,97%

P7 http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page?_pageid=1090,30070682,1090_33076576&_dad=portal&_schema=PORTAL 16619 0,22% 2,83%
P8 http://curia.europa.eu/jurisp/html/text.htm 16218 0,22% 2,76%
P9 http://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/vies/en/vieshome.htm 15892 0,21% 2,71%

P10 http://europa.eu/ 15197 0,20% 2,59%
P11 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/RECH_naturel.do 13386 0,18% 2,28%
P12 http://europa.eu.int/eures/eures-searchengine/servlet/CountJVServlet 12111 0,16% 2,06%
P13 http://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/vies/ 11473 0,15% 1,95%
P14 http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/cgi/frame12.pl 10991 0,15% 1,87%
P15 http://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/dds/cgi-bin/tarchap?Lang=DE 9209 0,12% 1,57%
P16 http://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/vies/viesquer.do 9198 0,12% 1,57%
P17 http://europa.eu/index_fr.htm 9170 0,12% 1,56%
P18 http://europa.eu/epso/ 8081 0,11% 1,38%
P19 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/en/index.htm 7655 0,10% 1,30%
P20 http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/extraction/evalight/common/header.html 7166 0,10% 1,22%
P21 http://ec.europa.eu/index_en.htm 6672 0,09% 1,14%
P22 http://ec.europa.eu/eures/eures-searchengine/servlet/CountJVServlet 6557 0,09% 1,12%
P23 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/RECH_menu.do 6510 0,09% 1,11%
P24 http://europa.eu/index_de.htm 6426 0,09% 1,09%
P25 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/RECH_menu.do?ihmlang=en 6395 0,09% 1,09%
P26 http://europa.eu/index_it.htm 6166 0,08% 1,05%
P27 http://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/dds/cgi-bin/tarchap?Lang=EN 6088 0,08% 1,04%
P28 http://europa.eu/index_es.htm 5885 0,08% 1,00%
P29 http://europa.eu/epso/index_en.htm 5795 0,08% 0,99%
P30 http://ec.europa.eu/ 5495 0,07% 0,94%
P31 http://ec.europa.eu/streamebs/cgi/ebs.pl?p=0&s=0&key=600E72FAD95578C8E39008FE64522F3D7B4BF872 5436 0,07% 0,93%
P32 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/JOIndex.do?ihmlang=es 4865 0,06% 0,83%
P33 http://ec.europa.eu/youth/program/sos/hei/hei_list_from_query.cfm 4615 0,06% 0,79%
P34 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/JOIndex.do?ihmlang=fr 4615 0,06% 0,79%
P35 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/JOIndex.do?ihmlang=en 4461 0,06% 0,76%
P36 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/de/index.htm 4454 0,06% 0,76%
P37 http://www.europa.eu/ 4382 0,06% 0,75%
P38 http://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/dds/de/tarhome.htm 4378 0,06% 0,75%
P39 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/fr/index.htm 4318 0,06% 0,74%
P40 http://fd.comext.eurostat.cec.eu.int/xtweb/submitresultsextraction.do 4268 0,06% 0,73%
P41 http://europa.eu/geninfo/query/resultaction.jsp?page=1 4210 0,06% 0,72%
P42 http://www.weblinkvalidator.com/ 4206 0,06% 0,72%
P43 http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/cgi/frame12.pl/frame12.pl/left 3991 0,05% 0,68%
P44 http://ec.europa.eu/comm/competition/index_en.html 3957 0,05% 0,67%
P45 http://europa.eu/epso/index_fr.htm 3924 0,05% 0,67%
P46 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/RECH_menu.do?ihmlang=de 3915 0,05% 0,67%
P47 http://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/dds/cgi-bin/tarquer?Lang=DE 3887 0,05% 0,66%
P48 http://ec.europa.eu/atoz_en.htm 3871 0,05% 0,66%
P49 http://fd.comext.eurostat.cec.eu.int/xtweb/setupdimselection.do 3838 0,05% 0,65%
P50 http://europa.eu.int/eur-lex/lex/RECH_mot.do 3748 0,05% 0,64%  

Figure 23 : Top 50 most consulted headings (1) 

Source: Log analysis, 7 485 753 observations 

 

Number of visits
% of total visits 
(missing data 

excluded)
Total Top 50 pages 586 979 15%  

According to the study of the Top 50 visited pages, some topics are recurrent : 

– Pages related to taxation and customs are the most visited pages (47% of pages of the 
top 50 pages), 

– 23% of the pages are grouped under the title “other”, as it wasn’t possible to link these 
pages to a specific thematic, 
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– 15% of the most visited pages concern EU law, i.e Official Journal, European 
legislation (treaties, international agreements etc…) 

– Finally, 10% of the most visited pages refer to the europa.eu portal and 5% to the 
Eurostat webpage. 

 

Figure 24 : Top 50 most consulted headings (2) 
Source: Log analysis, 586 979 observations 
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 Specific target publics (depending on the professional situation, age, geographical 

location, frequency of use) have different information needs, but there is a common 
body of particularly researched information regardless of the different publics’ 
characteristics : “general information on the EU, its institution and its policy”. 

Cross analysis “type of information researched/respondents’ job profile”56 

General information is the first type of information looked for by all kinds of publics (in 
work, retired, student or unemployed). The percentage for specific publics is broadly the same 
than the average percentage for all the respondents (59%). The higher gap is for students with 
68%. 

Information for educational purposes is used especially by students (36%) but also by 
unemployed people (25%). This percentage remains quite low. For instance, for students, it is 
the fourth type of information researched. 

Information on a specific economic sector is looked for by all kinds of publics (between 
24% and 31%), and particularly people “in work” with a percentage of 41%. The same 
conclusion can be drawn for “information on EU institutions” (between 44% and 54%), but 
the exception concerns retired people with a significantly lower percentage of 36%. For 
“information on EU policies and future legislation” (between 42 and 50%), the exception 
concerns unemployed people (36%). For “practical matters” (between 34% and 45%), the 
exception concerns retired people (27%).  

 

                                                      
56 The cross analysis takes into account in the on line survey, part “Quality of information”, questions 2 
(“What type of information are you looking for”) and part “Your personal details”, questions 6 and 7 
(professional situation) 



Ernst & Young – February 2008– Final Report: Evaluation of the EUROPA website 74 

The colour grid for the table below is the following one: 

Percentage of respondents +/- equal to the average: 

Percentage of respondents higher than the average (+10%): 

Percentage of respondents lower than the average (-10%): 

 
Figure 25 : Type of information, depending on professional situation (1) 

Source: online survey, 8 212 respondents 

Average % for 
all the 

respondents
In work Retired Student Unemployed

General information 55% 68%

Information for 
educational purposes 17% 36%

Information on a 
specific economic 

sector
41% 24%

Information on EU 
institutions 44% 36%

Information on EU 
policies and future 

legislation
50% 36%

Practical matters 45% 27%

 
 

Concerning the category “in work”, a typology of answers was proposed in the online 
survey57. 

 

The colour grid for the table below is the following one: 

Percentage of respondents +/- equal to the average: 

Percentage of respondents higher than the average (+10%): 

Percentage of respondents lower than the average (-10%): 

                                                      
57 Nine categories: Civil servant in national, regional or local administration; Employee in the 
educational sector (e.g. teacher, researcher); Expert stakeholder in European policies (e.g. lawyer, 
consultant); Information multiplier (e.g. journalist, statistics agency); Manager or worker in the private 
sector, either salaried or self employed; Official in a European or international institution; Opinion 
leader (e.g. lobbyist, NGO, trade union); Representative of a political party; Other. 
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Figure 26 : Type of information, depending on professional situation (2) 

Source: online survey, 5 521 respondents 

Average % for 
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European 
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multiplier

Manager/ 
worker in the 
private sector
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European or 
international 

institution

Opinion leader
Representative 

of a political 
party

General information 55% 43%

Information for 
educational purposes 17% 47% 8%

Information on a 
specific economic 

sector
41% 33% 52% 51% 51%

Information on EU 
institutions 44% 56% 36% 58% 35% 36%

Information on EU 
policies and future 

legislation
50% 67% 69%

Practical matters 45% 56% 55%

 
 

For each type of professionals (except for civil servants in national, regional or local 
administration), there are specific trends of needs related to the type of information they 
look for. These trends make it possible to organise the information provided to a specific 
public by priorities. 

Although the analysis is focused on the sector of activity, the percentages are quite 
homogeneous, regardless of the sector concerned. Percentage varies from 10% to 16% 
globally, and from 6% to 17% if an analysis by sector is carried out. In particular : 

– “General information” is less required in several sectors: agriculture, electricity gas and 
water supply, fishing. 

– For the category described as “Housewife/Househusband”, “general information” is less 
required as well as “Information on a specific economic sector”. 

 

Cross analysis “type of information researched/gender”58 

There is no major requirement depending on the gender. However, some minor 
differences could be pointed out: 

– Female respondents have a higher percentage for “Information for educational 
purposes”, “Information on EU institutions” and “Information on EU policies and future 
legislation” (+5%, + 4% and +3%), 

                                                      
58 The cross analysis takes into account in the on line survey, part “Quality of information”, questions 2 
(“What type of information are you looking for”) and part “Your personal details”, questions 2 (gender) 
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– Male respondents have a higher percentage for “Information on a specific economic 
sector” (+4%). 

Figure 27 : Type of information per gender 

Source: Online survey, respondents: 8 21259 
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Cross analysis “type of information researched/state of residence”60 

Two “state of residence” groups have different information needs in particular : 

– The group “Croatia, Turkey or Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 
(FYROM)” for the following type of information: 

o Information for educational purposes: 28% of respondents belonging to this 
group look for this type of information; compared to a global percentage of 
22% (other groups have nearly the same percentage). 

                                                      
59 Online survey, section Quality of information, question 2 “What kind of information do you usually 
look for on EUROPA?”, several answers allowed; compulsory 
60 The cross analysis takes into account in the on line survey, part “Quality of information”, questions 2 
(“What type of information are you looking for”) and part “Your personal details”, questions 1 (state of 
residence) 
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o Information on a specific economic sector: 45% of respondents belonging 
to this group look for this type of information; compared to a global 
percentage of 37% (other groups have nearly the same percentage). 

– The group “Romania and Bulgaria” 
o General information on the EU: 66% of respondents belonging to this group 

look for this type of information; compared to a global percentage of 59% 
(other groups have nearly the same %). 

o Information on a specific economic sector: 44% of respondents belonging 
to this group look for this type of information; compared to a global 
percentage of 37% (other groups have nearly the same percentage). 

o Information on EU institutions: 57% of respondents belonging to this group 
of nationality look for this type of information; compared to a global 
percentage of 47% (other groups have nearly the same percentage). 

o Practical matters: 52% of respondents belonging to this group look for this 
type of information; compared to a global percentage of 41% (other groups 
have nearly the same percentage). 

 

The colour grid for the table below is the following one: 

Percentage of respondents +/- equal to the average: 

Percentage of respondents higher than the average (+8%): 

Percentage of respondents lower than the average (-8%): 
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Figure 28 : Type of information required per geographical location 

Source: Online survey, 8 212 respondents61 

Average % for 
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General information 59% 66%

Information for 
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37% 45% 44%

Information on EU 
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Information on EU 
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Cross analysis “type of information researched/age62 of the users63/ 
 

The colour grid for the table below is the following one: 

Percentage of respondents +/- equal to the average: 

Percentage of respondents higher than the average (+8%): 

Percentage of respondents lower than the average (-8%): 
 

                                                      
61 Online survey, section Quality of information, question 2 “What kind of information do you usually 
look for on EUROPA?”; several answers allowed. 
62 According to our online survey typology, respondents were identified with their belonging to the 
following age groups: 18-24 years old; 25-60 years old; Over 60 years old; Under 18 years old 
63 The cross analysis takes into account in the on line survey, part “Quality of information”, questions 2 
(“What type of information are you looking for”) and part “Your personal details”, question 3 (age). 
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Average % for 
all the 

respondents
18-24 25-60 Over 60 Under 18

General information 59% 80%
Information for 

educational purposes 23% 36% 36%

Other 12% 20%

Information on a 
specific economic sector 37% 23%

Information on EU 
institutions 47% 39%

Information on EU 
policies and future 

legislation
47% 25%

Practical matters 41% 32% 26%  
 

– Users under 18: 80% of them look for general information when visiting the 
EUROPA website, i.e. a much higher rate than for the other respondents. On the other 
hand, the rate of users under 18 searching for information on a specific economic 
sector, on EU policies and future legislation, or on practical matters, is much lower 
than for the rest of the respondents. 

– Users between 18 and 24 years old: 36% of these users search for information for 
educational purposes compared to 23% of the users in general (+13%). 

– Users over 60 are not as interested in information on EU institutions and EU 
policies or future legislation, as much as users in general (respectively -8% and -9%). 

 

Cross analysis “type of information researched/frequency64 of use65” 

The colour grid for the table below is the following one: 

Percentage of respondents +/- equal to the average: 

Percentage of respondents higher than the average (+8%): 

Percentage of respondents lower than the average (-8%): 

 

                                                      
64 According to our online survey typology, respondents were identified according to their frequency of 
use of the EUROPA website: A few times a year; Once a month; Once a week; Once a day; Several 
times a day 
65 The cross analysis take into account in the on line survey, part “Quality of information”, questions 2 
(“What type of information are you looking for”) and part “Your personal details”, question 10. 
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Average % for 
all the 

respondents
A few times a year Once a day Once a month Once a week Several times a day

General information 59%

Information for 
educational purposes 23% 12%

Information on a 
specific economic 

sector
37% 24% 53%

Information on EU 
institutions 47% 36%

Information on EU 
policies and future 

legislation
47% 31% 55%

Practical matters 41% 28% 57%

 
– General information is the first type of information looked for by users (except for 

frequent users i.e. that connect several times a day, who are slightly more interested in 
practical information rather than general information (57% versus 55%).  

– Occasional users are more interested in Information for educational purposes, than 
users who frequently visit EUROPA: indeed, 30% of the users, who visit EUROPA a 
few times each year, look for information for educational purposes compared to an 
average rate of 23% for all users, and 12% for users that visit EUROPA several times a 
day. 

– Frequent users (users who visit EUROPA several times a day) are much more 
interested in technical and specific information than the other users: indeed, the rate 
of frequent users who look for information on a specific economic sector when visiting 
EUROPA is of 53% whereas that rate is of 37% for users in general ,and only 24% for 
occasional users (a few times per year). The same observation can be made regarding 
information on EU policies and future legislation: 55% of the users who visit EUROPA 
several times a day, look for information on EU policies, whereas only 45% of all users 
have this motivation, and 31% of the occasional users (users that visit EUROPA only a 
few times a year) 

– Finally, frequent users are interested in finding information on practical matters on 
EUROPA (it is a motivation for 57% of them) whereas it has an interest for only 28% of 
the occasional users (a few times a year) and 35% of the users who visit EUROPA once 
per month. 

 

Cross analysis “type of information researched/disability66 of the users67” 

                                                      
66 The online survey allowed distinguishing users that have a disability which makes it hard for them to 
use the Internet, and non-disabled users. 
67 The cross analysis takes into account in the on line survey, part “Quality of information”, questions 2 
(“What type of information are you looking for”) and part “Your personal details”, question 4. 
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160 users out of 8212 described themselves as disabled users. 

There is no major information requirement difference regarding the existence of a disability 
suffered by the user. However, some minor differences can be pointed out : 

– The rate of disabled users interested in information on EU institutions, and in 
information on EU policies and future legislation, is inferior to the rate of users without 
a disability (41% versus 47%, and 34% versus 48% regarding EU policies). 
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d) A lot of users connect to other web sources than EUROPA to have 
information about the EU 

The figure below shows that only 10% of the online survey respondents “never” use other 
web sources than EUROPA to get information about the EU, whereas 12% of respondents 
“always” use other web sources. Overall, a majority of respondents use other web sources to 
have access to information about the EU. EUROPA is therefore not the reference website for 
EU information. 
 

Figure 29 : Use of other web sources apart from EUROPA to find information about the EU 

Source: online survey, 8 212 respondents68 

                                                      
68 Online survey, section Quality of information, question 7 : “Do you use other web sources to get 
information about the EU apart from the websites in the europa.eu domain ?” 
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Always; 12%

Frequently; 
43%

Never; 10%

Rarely; 31%

No opinion; 5%

 
Respondents who declared to “always” or “frequently” use other web sources than EUROPA 
mostly find information on the following types of websites: 

– External search engines (ex. google, alta vista, yahoo) to access the required 
information directly, regardless of the website official status, 

– Online encyclopedias (including 2.0 like Wikipedia), 

– Government offices, institutional and administrative national websites (ex. 
national/local authorities, foreign ministries, embassies), 

– Opinion makers websites (including NGOs, lobbies, political parties, think tanks, trade 
union websites), 

– Academic and university websites, 

– Online press / news (web, TV, newspapers, radio websites), 

– National portals in association with the EU dealing exclusively with EU issues (ex. 
touteleurope.fr), 

– Independent portals dealing exclusively with EU issues (ex. europeanvoice.com, 
euractiv.com, euobserver.com), 

– EU dedicated blogs, chats and forums, 

– Professional websites dedicated to a specific economic sector (ex. law society, 
professional associations), 

– Company websites, 

– Statistical Institute, Documentation Centre and databases websites, 

Web pages of national Commission representations are considered to be outside the 
“europa.eu” domain, as well as other institutional EU websites such as that of the European 
Central Bank, Council of Europe, European Court of Justice, or European Court of Human 
Rights. 

Although it does not fall under the question’s scope, a lot of respondents mentioned that 
books, newspapers and TV remain an important information source concerning Europe. 
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e) Users profiles could be related to their needs in order to target the 
information 

As regards the analysis detailed through evaluation question 1, it is possible to combine both 
users’ profiles and users’ needs approaches. The purpose of such a combination is to develop 
a strategic approach permitting to clearly identify actual and potential users69. The 
question at stake is the following : ‘To which users and to which needs EUROPA’s strategy 
should be addressed ?’ 

                                                      
69 The suggested typology does not prioritize the different target publics and their specific needs. It is 
the responsibility of EUROPA’s management to identify these targets. The analysis developed all 
through this final report intends to give detailed and justified leads as to the needs of each target publics. 
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This typology is based on profile criteria and needs. 

Profile criteria 

The first profile criterion is the “environment criteria”. It is the most discriminating 
reference to identify groups of users. Focus groups and the online survey point out substantial 
differences between these two categories (type of information searched, types of services 
searched, and feelings about the website). 

The second and third profile criteria allow for a more precise profiling of these users, 
favouring the identification of distinctive categories of user groups, with specific needs, as 
testified by the data collection and its analysis. 

The second profile criterion enables to position the user within the working population 
(employment situation for ‘private environment’ - professional activity’s concerns for 
‘professional environment’). The third criterion details heterogeneous categories related to 
probable specific distinct needs. 

Needs criteria 

The intermediate needs are means allowing the reach the final needs. If they are not fulfilled, 
the final need may not be fulfilled for some users. They are intrinsic characteristics of users, 
regardless of their profile criteria/ 

This approach leads to users’ profiles and consequently to a typology of needs. 
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Conclusion 

The search of information is a major reason explaining why users visit EUROPA 
website. Indeed, three reasons why users visit EUROPA are especially mentioned: 

– understand the EU position on current European and international issues (54%), 

– get specific information relating to activities you intend to pursue in other 
European countries (47%), 

– get specific information related to your profession (42%). 

Collecting information is a common denominator between these different reasons. 
Similarly, the most researched service on EUROPA is related to information: “General 
advice or request for information (Europe Direct)” (41% of respondents). The second 
one is also related to the collection of information: “Finding a job” (21% of respondents). 

General information is the first type of information looked for by all kinds of publics. 
More specific information is however researched by respondents on EU institutions, on 
specific economic sector, on EU policies and future legislation, on practical matters and 
for educational purposes. 

EUROPA’s extensive content is not known by most users. Except for a few exceptions 
(homepage for 68% of respondents, EUR-Lex for 44% and EU at glance for 44%), other 
portals are known by less than 30% of respondents. 

Users have heterogeneous needs related to the type of information they look for, 
confirming that EUROPA website has to propose a wide range of information 

Some specific information needs exist for identified target publics, depending of the 
group concerned (according to the typology). But there is a common body of particularly 
researched information regardless of the different publics’ characteristics : general 
information on the EU, its institution and its policy. 

The dichotomy personal/professional reasons for using EUROPA seems to be the most 
distinguishing factor. 

Needs are different depending on the professional situation70. General information 
remains the first type of information researched (broadly the same percentage than the 
average percentage for all the respondents: 59%).  

But some expectations are significantly higher for specific publics: people in work for 
information on a specific economic sector (41% compared to percentage between 24 and 
31% for other specific publics) and students or unemployed people for information for 
educational purposes (36% and 25% of respondents compared to percentage between 
16% and 17%).  

On the other hand, types of information are significantly less required by specific 
publics: retired people for practical matters (27% of respondents compared to 
percentage between 34% and 45%) or information on EU institutions (36% of 
respondents compared to percentage between 44% and 54%) and unemployed people 

                                                      
70 Four categories: in work, retired, student, unemployed 
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for information on EU policies and future legislation (36% of respondents compared to 
% between 42% and 50%). 

Concerning people “in work”, the analysis of the average percentage for all the 
respondents shows three groups of information types : 

– information required by 50% or more respondents (general information, 
information on EU policies and future legislation),  

– information required by a range of 40% to 45% of respondents (information on a 
specific economic sector, information on EU institutions, practical matters), 

– information required by less than 20% of respondents (information for 
educational purposes). 

A comparative analysis between each profession71results and average percentages of all 
respondents reveal specific trends of needs related to the type of information, except for 
civil servants in national, regional or local administration.  

Some expectations are significantly higher for specific professions : information for 
educational purposes for employees in the educational sector (+30% of respondents 
compared to the average percentage of 17%) information on a specific sector for expert 
stakeholders, information multipliers and opinion leaders (+10% of respondents 
compared to the average percentage of 41%), information on EU institutions for 
employees in the educational sector and managers/workers in the private sector (+12 to 
14% of respondents compared to the average percentage of 44%), information on EU 
policies and future legislation for officials in a European institution and representatives 
of a political party (+17 to 19% of respondents compared to the average percentage of 
50%), practical matters for expert stakeholders and managers/workers in the private 
sector (+10% of respondents compared to an average percentage of 45%) 

Some expectations are significantly less significant for specific professions : general 
information for expert stakeholders (-12% of respondents compared to the average 
percentage of 55%) information for educational purposes for managers/workers in the 
private sector (-10% of respondents compared to the average percentage of 17%) 
information on a specific sector for employees in educational sector (-8% of respondents 
compared to the average percentage of 41%), information on EU institutions for 
information multipliers, officials in a European or international institution or 
representatives of a political party (-8% of respondents compared to the average 
percentage of 44%). 

The “place of residence”72 criteria does not have a significant impact on the users’ needs. 
However, two “place of residence” groups show specific results that can be pointed out: 

                                                      
71 Nine categories: Civil servant in national, regional or local administration; Employee in the 
educational sector (e.g. teacher, researcher); Expert stakeholder in European policies (e.g. lawyer, 
consultant); Information multiplier (e.g. journalist, statistics agency); Manager or worker in the private 
sector, either salaried or self employed; Official in a European or international institution; Opinion 
leader (e.g. lobbyist, NGO, trade union); Representative of a political party; Other. 
72 Four groups gathering countries of residence were proposed: 

1) Belgium, France, Germany, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Denmark, Ireland, United 
Kingdom, Greece, Spain, Portugal, Austria, Finland or Sweden 

2) Cyprus, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Poland, Slovakia or 
Slovenia 
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– The group “Croatia, Turkey or Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 
(FYROM)” has higher percentage of respondents (+6% to 8%) for Information for 
educational purposes and Information on a specific economic sector. 

– The group “Romania or Bulgaria” has significant higher percentage of 
respondents for general information, information on a specific economic sector, 
information on EU institutions and practical matters (+7% to 11%). 

The age of users has a significant impact on the users’ needs: 

– Users under 18 especially look for general information (+21% compared to the 
average percentage of respondents) and information for educational purposes 
(+13% compared to the average percentage of respondents) and are less interested 
by information on a specific economic sector, information on EU policies or 
practical matters (-12% to 15% compared to average percentage of respondents). 

– Users between 18 to 24 especially look for information on educational purposes 
(+13% compared to the average percentage of respondents). 

– Users between 25 and 60 are close to the average percentage of respondents. 

– Users over 60 are less interested by information regarding the EU institutions and 
EU policies or future legislation, as the users in general (-8% and 9% compared to 
the average percentage of respondents). 

The EUROPA frequency of use has a significant impact on the users’ needs. Occasional 
users especially look for general information (categories “general information” and 
“information for educational purposes”) whereas frequent users especially look for more 
technical information (economic sector, EU policies and legislation, practical matters). 

Some criteria conditioning respondents’ profiles are without significant influence on 
respondents’ needs, as they are categorised in our typology: 

– the sector of activity for a professional, 

– the gender, 

– the existence of a disability for the users. 

Most users connect to other web sources than EUROPA to have information about the 
EU 

 

 

 

Recommendations 

1) To provide a set of information, for each target public identified in the strategy, selected 
on the basis of their principals needs (identified through the online survey or with future 
additional data collection tools). Means dedicated to these publics could be: 

                                                                                                                                                         
3) Romania or Bulgaria 

4) Croatia, Turkey or Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (FYROM) 
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a) individualised newsletters,  

b) individualised web pages with a path identified by target public, 

c) files dedicated to categories of needs, 

d) specific entries on the website, depending on the needs’ category : 
For instance, on the website http://pme.service-public.fr/, entries depending on the 
type of activities targeted by the user are proposed (ex. for a the manager of a small 
firm: to create, to manage, to develop/innovate, to sell/give up) 

 
 

2) To improve the knowledge of users’ needs. Specific and frequent surveys could be 
implemented. In order to refine the accuracy of the data collection, the typology used for 
the present evaluation could be completed as follows : 

 
General information on the EU 

History, treaties, budget, languages, etc… See “EY at a glance” 

Information and data on Member States 

Information on a specific economic sector 

Information, data, statistics on all economic sectors 

Trading in the EU (EU/EU or EU/Rest of the world) : import/export, administrative documents 

Information on EU call for tenders 

Practical matters 

Benefiting from the EU: programmes, grants, etc… 

Living in the EU 

Traveling in the EU 

Studying in the EU 

Working in the EU : Job offers, Information on working possibilities for/around the EU (including 
EPSO) 

Information for EU nationals living outside the EU (rights and obligations) 

Information for non-EU citizens : accession process, legislation, trade facilities, becoming an EU 
national 

Information on EU institutions : how they work, who does what, etc. 

http://pme.service-public.fr/
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Description of EU institutions (responsibilities, functioning, representation, etc.) 

Names and contacts of EU civil servants 

Information on the coordination between EU and Member states activities, both from a political point 
of view and from a financial point of view  

EU politician’s responsibilities and achievements 

Information on EU policies and legislation 

Information on EU future policies and legislation 

Information on EU existing policies 

Information on EU existing legislation (jurisprudence, directives, regulations) and their national 
implementation 

Member states opinion on EU related subjects 

Information on EU candidates for Parliament elections 

Presentation of « pro »  and « anti » EU arguments (including EU enlargement) : organizing the debate 

The “eye of the EU” on the news 

“Hot topics” : EU perception of the daily news concerning Europe or the rest of the world.  

“Cold topics” : information dedicated to sensitive issues perceived by citizens within the EU : 
environment, energy, human rights, non discrimination, workers rights, crime, corruption, social 
dialogue/future in the EU, health 
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4.2.4.4 Adequacy between the identified needs of users and target publics needs as they 
are defined in the strategy 

If we consider the European Commission typology set up in the strategy, the distribution of 
effective users is the following: 

– General public, i.e. non professionals: 33%,  

– Professionals: 67%, but only 45% of users are frequently in contact with the 
Commission, 

– Young people: 25% (20% of users aged between 18 and 24, 4,5% aged under 18 - for 
details see Figure 2). 

Considering the lack of accuracy of the strategy about specific public needs and the 
differences of needs noticed on the basis of the data collection:  

– the website cannot actually control and verify the adequacy between identified needs 
and strategic objectives, 

– the strategy based on three publics is too large. The data collection phase illustrated that 
there were several types of publics with specific needs 

The strategy does not provide objectives based on needs.  

 

 

 

Recommendations 

1) The strategy has to be amended in order to be closer to the effective users and their needs 

a) To define targeted users profiles, on the basis of the present evaluation (see part 
4.2.4.2) 

b) To define targeted users needs, on the basis of the present evaluation (see part 4.2.4.3) 

2) The analysis of effective users and their needs should be dealt with through a bottom-up 
approach: 

a) Identify EUROPA users, 

b) Identify their needs, 

c) Define a strategy, 

d) Satisfy their needs. 
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4.2.4.5 Satisfaction of the different target publics’ needs concerning information 
content and information accessibility 

 

Satisfaction in three steps 

1) Satisfaction in terms of content is understood for the purpose of this section as follows: 

– Quality, 

– Completeness, 

– Clarity. 

2) Satisfaction is also to dealt with the issue of accessibility. Because this issue if of greatest 
importance, it will be exposed separately. 

3) General satisfaction will be finally addressed through a comparative approach: the 
satisfaction in comparison with other websites’ services. 

 

 

a) The satisfaction concerning information content is high but varies from one 
specific public to another, depending on its place of residence, its profession 

 The information provided meets the needs for 85% of users 
Figure 30 : Satisfaction concerning information 

Source: online survey, 8 212 respondents73 

Frequently
78%

Alw ays
7%

Never
1%

No opinion
4%

Rarely
10%

Globally, the level of satisfaction is 
high: 85% of respondents find 
information corresponding to their 
needs. 

To the question, “why do you visit EUROPA (rather than another website)?”, number of 
respondents declared that EUROPA was the “website with the greatest amount of information 
concerning the EU” or “because the information comes directly from the EU and not from 

                                                      
73 Online survey, section Quality of information, question 4 “Does the information you find adequately 
meet your specific needs?” 
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national media (official website)”. The first feeling is therefore that EUROPA and its 
information content have a solid credibility. It is confirmed by the perception of users about 
the objectivity of the information. 72% find the information objective and only 7% have 
serious doubts concerning this objectivity: 

Frequently
58%

Alw ays
24%

No opinion
11%

Rarely
6%

Never
1%

 
Figure 31 : User’s perception concerning the objectivity of the information 

Source: Online survey, 8 212 respondents74 

However, some users deplore the confusion between the types of information provided, 
political and technical75. 

 The level of satisfaction varies from one public to another, depending on the place of 
residence, the age and the frequency of use. 

The level of satisfaction per group of place of residence (EU 15, EU 25, EU 27 and 
candidate states) is similarly high except for candidate states: the information “frequently” 
meets their needs for 66% of them, compared to 78% globally (and broadly the same % for all 
other groups of place of residence) and the information “rarely” meets their needs for 18% of 
them, compared to 10% globally (and broadly the same % for all other groups of place of 
residence). 

Specific information has therefore to be developed for this type of public, on the basis of the 
type of information they are looking for (see part 4.2.4.2). 

 

                                                      
74 Online survey, part “Quality of the information”, question 6 “In your opinion, is the information on 
EUROPA objective?”, compulsory. 
75 Focus group “EU professionals” 
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Figure : 32 Satisfaction concerning information, per group of place of residence 

Source: online survey, 8 212 respondents7673 
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The level of satisfaction per profession is similar to the global level of satisfaction.  

 

                                                      
76 The cross analysis takes into account in the on line survey, part “Quality of information”, questions 4 
(“Does the information you find adequately meet your specific needs”) and part “Your personal 
details”, question 1 (state of residence). 
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Figure 33 : Satisfaction concerning information, per profession 

Source: online survey, 8 212 respondents77 
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Users under 18 are especially satisfied, their rate of total satisfaction being higher than for 
the other categories of age. 
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Figure 34 : Satisfaction concerning information, per age 

Source: online survey, 8 212 respondents78 

 

Non frequent users are less satisfied than the others. 

                                                      
77 Online survey, section Quality of information, question 4 “Does the information you find adequately 
meet your specific needs?” 
78 Online survey, section Quality of information, question 4 “Does the information you find adequately 
meet your specific needs?” 
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Figure 35 : Satisfaction concerning information, per profession 

Source: online survey, 8 212 respondents79 

 

 The reasons why users are not satisfied concerning the content are closely linked to 
website coherence, its user friendliness and the language coverage. 

Although EUROPA users declare to be satisfied overall (as described above), our data 
collection shows that some needs of actual and non users are badly or not covered by 
EUROPA. 

The content of the website is very dense80, maybe too dense according to some users, in 
particular because of the lack of organization of the information, and of the absence of 
hierarchy in the information provided81. 

The choice of the terminology is not always sufficiently adapted to the public targeted in the 
heading. For instance, for the heading http://www.europa.eu/europago/welcome.jsp dedicated 
to children, even if there is a real graphical difference, the text is sometimes not very 
accessible, even for adults82. 

The language has an impact on the perception of the content83. Users have difficulties to 
get all the updated content in all languages84. Moreover, the English version is considered as 

                                                      
79 Online survey, section Quality of information, question 4 “Does the information you find adequately 
meet your specific needs?” 
80 Concerning web site coherence and user friendliness, details are provided in part 4.5.4.1(coherency) 
and 4.5.4.4 (ergonomics) 
81 Focus group with web experts, and with EU professionals. « We keep pleasing internal services and 
we forget to communicate towards EU citizens»; « The website is the reflection of the complex internal 
organisation »; « The tree structure of EUROPA must be taken out of the institution’s context». 
82 Focus group with web experts 
83 Concerning language issue, details are provided in part 4.3.4.4 (Adequacy between the setting of the 
site and the linguistic needs of different target publics) 
84 Based on the Focus Group 2 (EU civil servants) conclusions 

http://www.europa.eu/europago/welcome.jsp
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the most frequently updated and the most exhaustive. It is therefore the most consulted by 
professionals. 

EUROPA website does not offer to the user an accessible and updated Newsletter on top 
level pages (even if several Newsletters are available). A Newsletter is a fundamental tool to 
maintain a link between the users and the website. Almost all of the websites checked during 
the benchmark approach offer an updated Newsletter service.  

Some users had difficulties to find information in a single dedicated place. Professionals, 
who have a frequent need to have access to EU information have to check in different place 
for the required information85 : 

– Press Room, 

– Competent DG homepage, 

– Competent DG technical pages. 

Ideally, all published content should be recent and up-to-date. EUROPA content seems recent 
but no information is given about how frequent or when it is updated. A publication date 
should be mentioned on the homepage, and at the beginning of each article published. 
The website needs to be frequently updated, otherwise it will give the impression that it is 
static and the users will not find it useful to frequently return on it. Some users consider that 
information is not always up-to-date (especially concerning “hot topics”). There is no 
possibility to know when the information was posted. 

Some users pointed out that information is organized through the eyes of an EU civil 
servant and consequently, this organisation is not practical for them : “organisation centered” 
vs. “user centered” 

The criticism of the most disappointed respondents (answer “never” to the question “Does 
the information you find adequately meet your specific needs”, 1% of respondents) could be 
summarized as followed. The information is: 

– Not present (ex. job offers), 

– Not understandable / not explicit, 

– Not useful, 

– Not clear, 

– Not user-friendly, 

– Not up-to-date, 

– Links are sometimes not accessible, 

– Information is biased (EU propaganda). 

 

b) Satisfaction concerning information accessibility 

 The proportion of users finding the information they look for is high 

 

                                                      
85 Focus Group 3 (professionals with a principal interest for the EU) 
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Figure 36 Capacity to find information 

Source: online survey, 8 212 respondents86 
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Figure 37 Time needed to find information 

Source: online survey, 8 212 respondents87 
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When they find 
information, one user out 
of two spends 6-15 
minutes to find it.. 30% 
spend more than 15 
minutes to find the 
required information.  

 

 

 Several reasons explain why users face difficulties to access information but the main 
reason mentioned is related to the structuring of the information 

                                                      
86 Online survey, section Quality of information, question 1 “Do you find the information you are 
looking for on EUROPA?”, compulsory 
87 Online survey, section Quality of information, question 3 “On average how long does it take to find 
the information you want on EUROPA?”, compulsory 
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Figure 38 Why a long time to find information 

Source: online survey, 603 respondents88 
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Two thirds of respondents answered that the 
main reason why it took them a long time to 
find the required information is due to 
“difficulties in finding information”, and 
56% declared “excessively slow response 
times”. Other reasons are mentioned in 
smaller proportions : “excessively slow 
response times” for 12% and other reasons 
for 17%. 

 

 

To the question “Why does it take you more than 30 minutes to find the information you 
usually look for on EUROPA?”89, respondents have answered: 

– Understandability problems : language90 (English predominance), complexity of the 
information, 

– Technical problems : slow response time, unavailability of the webpage, 

– Structuring of the information91 : excessive amounts of information on webpages 
(time consuming), not user-friendly, users do not know where to look for the required 
information, too many links are provided 

– Search function problems92: results are not organized and excessive in number, 

Another important issue concerns the unavailability of required information in certain 
languages. Moreover, when navigating, the language changes from one page to another. 

The website is too general in its descriptions and specific information is difficult to find 
through top-level pages93. Users often look for the required information a long time before 
finding it, through alternative means (the use of Internet and Intranet).  

Moreover, it was noticed that perceptions greatly vary depending on focus group. Website 
is too complex for general citizens. Website is not enough organized for civil servant or 
professionals. 

 

                                                      
88 Online survey, section Quality of information, question 3.1 “On average how long does it take to find 
the information you want on EUROPA?” and “Is this due to:”. Compulsory, several answers allowed. 
89 Online survey, section Quality of information, question 3.1.2 “On average how long does it take to 
find the information you want on EUROPA?” and “Is this due to:”.open question 
90 Detailed in part 4.5.4.2 
91 Detailed in part 4.5.4.1 and 4.5.4.4 
92 Detailed in part 4.5.4.3 
93 Especially mentioned during focus group EU civil servants 
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 The level of satisfaction is intricately linked to the users’ satisfaction concerning 
other issues related to accessibility. It is therefore plausible to deduct that the 
accessibility is a major concern for the global user’s satisfaction 

First of all, the level of satisfaction is intricately linked to the language availability for the 
information94.  

 

Cross analysis “ability to find information/respondents’ opinions on the overall look of 
EUROPA”95 
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Figure 24: Ability of users to find information related to their opinion on the overall look of 

EUROPA. 

Source: online survey, 8 212 respondents. 

 

– Users who always find the information they are looking for on EUROPA: 31% of these 
users find EUROPA very appealing whereas only 9% of the overall users agree with 
this statement and only 3% of the users who rarely find the information they are looking 
for. 

– 45% of the users who never find the information they are looking for on EUROPA and 
17% of the users who rarely find the information they need on EUROPA, find the 
website unappealing whereas only 6% of the users find EUROPA unappealing. 

 

Cross analysis “ability to find information/respondents’ opinions on the structure of 
EUROPA”96 

                                                      
94 This point is detailed in part 4.5.4.2 
95 The cross analysis takes into account the on line survey, part “Quality of information”, question 1 and 
part “General user-friendliness”, question 2. 
96 The cross analysis takes into account the on line survey, part “Quality of information”, question 1 (Do 
you find the information you are looking for on EUROPA) and part “General user-friendliness”, 
question 3 (Is the structure of EUROPA well organized and clear?). 
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Figure 25: Ability of users to find information related to their opinion on the structure of 

EUROPA. 

Source: online survey, 8 212 respondents. 
 

– 32% of the users who always find the information they are looking for, find the 
structure of EUROPA very clear, whereas only 9% of the users in general find the 
structure very clear. 

– 65% of the users who frequently find the information they are looking for on EUROPA, 
find the structure of the website quite clear, whereas only 14% of those who never find 
what they are looking for, and 32% of those who rarely find the information they are 
looking for, agree with this opinion. 

– 49% of the users who never find what they are looking for, see the structure of 
EUROPA as not clear at all, whereas only 6% of the overall users see the structure of 
EUROPA as  not clear at all. 

 

 The accessibility for disabled people is good but could still be improved 

Focus Group 7 (users cut off from communication and information technologies), dealing with 
partially or totally sight deficient persons, enabled the evaluator to collect more qualitative 
data and suggestions on this accessibility issue. 

Amongst the positive aspects mentioned by the visually impaired users, the most important 
was that, for most parts of the website, EUROPA is accessible to partially or totally sight 
deficient users. The participants in our focus group gave an overall grade of 3/4 on the 
accessibility of this website (1 standing for poor, 4 being excellent). For example, only 
websites such as www.handicapzero.org or www.studyvox.ups-tlse.fr would get a 4/4 grade. 
Compared to an ordinary website, EUROPA is more accessible. 

However several criticisms were mentioned concerning the navigation on the website and its 
structure97 

                                                      
97 Details are set forth in part 4.5.4.4 

http://www.handicapzero.org/
http://www.studyvox.ups-tlse.fr/
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c) Satisfaction in a comparative approach 

 
Figure 39 : Satisfaction concerning EUROPA 

Source: online survey, 8 212 respondents98 
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Overall, 79% of respondents declare to 
be satisfied by EUROPA (not only 
concerning information content). 

 

 

                                                      
98 Online survey, section Conclusion, question 1 “Overall, how satisfied are you with EUROPA?”, 
compulsory 
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Figure 40 Comparison between EUROPA and 
similar websites 

Source: online survey, 8 212 respondents99 
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43% of respondents believe that 
EUROPA website is better or much 
better than other similar websites. 33% 
believe that it is similar and only 10% 
believe that it is worse. 

 

 

Cross analysis “Comparison between websites/age”100 

 

The main observations to point out is the percentage of users under 18 considering 
EUROPA website as a good website compared to others (51% against 43% for the total of 
respondents) 
 

                                                      
99 Online survey, section Conclusion, question 2 “Overall, how does EUROPA compare to similar 
websites you have visited?”, compulsory 
100 The cross analysis takes into account the on line survey, part “Conclusion”, question 2 (Overall, how 
does EUROPA compare to similar websites you have visited) and part “Your personal details”, question 
3 (age). 
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Figure 41 : Comparison of EUROPA website to other websites, for users split by ages 

Source: online survey, 8 212 respondents 
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Conclusion 

a) Satisfaction concerning the content of information content 

Globally, the level of satisfaction is high: 85% of respondents find information 
corresponding to their needs. 79% of respondents are satisfied by the EUROPA website.  
However, the level of satisfaction varies from one public to another, as it was testified by 
cross analysis carried out on online survey. 

The level of satisfaction per group of place of residence (EU 15, EU 25, EU 27 and 
candidates) is similar except for candidate countries. They do not “frequently” find 
information meeting their needs as often as other groups (-12%) and they declare to 
“rarely” find information meeting their needs more often than other groups (+8%). 

Some criteria conditioning users’ profiles have no significant influence on users’ 
satisfaction: 

– The profession, 

Identified reasons of dissatisfaction concerning EUROPA presentation are: 

– The density of information coupled with a lack of organisation of the information 
and lack of hierarchy, 

– A lack of individualisation related to targeted public101, 

The evaluation allowed identifying certain needs not covered by EUROPA: the reasons 
why users are not satisfied concerning the content are closely linked to website 
coherence, its user friendliness and the language coverage102. 

b) Satisfaction concerning information accessibility 

81 % of the 8 212 respondents always or frequently find the information they look for. 

72% of the 8 212 respondents find the information they are looking for in 15 minutes or 
less, but only 24% in less than 5 minutes.  

However, some difficulties are linked to the time spent in order to find the information. 
It is not mainly due to technical problems. The main issue is the organization of the 
information and the clearness of its presentation. 67% of respondents have answered 
“difficulties finding information”, and 56% “excessively slow response times”. Moreover, 
if a cross analysis is carried out between the respondents’ ability to find information and 
respondents’ opinion on the overall look of EUROPA, the link between the ability to find 
information and the satisfaction concerning the look of EUROPA is confirmed (for 
example users who always find the information they are looking for on EUROPA find 
EUROPA very appealing (31% of respondents) whereas only 9% of the overall users 
agree with this statement. Similarly, if you cross analyse the ability to find information 
and the respondents’ opinion on the structure of EUROPA, the link between the two 
indicators is clear (for instance, 32% of the users who always find the information they 
are looking for, find the structure of EUROPA very clear, whereas only 9% of the users 
in general find the structure very clear). 

                                                      
101 Example: the style of writing for the pages dedicated to youth 
102 The details on these subjects will be developed in the part 4.5 
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However, it was noticed that perceptions could greatly vary concerning accessibility. The 
website is too complex for the general public. The website is not organised enough for 
civil servants or professionals. 

A high percentage of respondents find “frequently” or “always” the information in a 
language they are comfortable with (89%) but the level of satisfaction is intricately 
linked to the language availability for the information. For instance, if 78% of 
respondents believe that information provided is frequently adequate to their needs, it is 
the case for only 42% of respondents who “never” find a language they are comfortable 
with.  

Identified reasons of dissatisfaction103 concerning information accessibility are: 

– The website is too general in its descriptions and specific information is difficult to 
find through top-level pages. Users often look for the required information a long 
time before finding it, through alternative means (the use of Internet and Intranet). 
The absence of site map is often pointed out. 

– The navigation is not always easy on the website (depending on pages)  

– The EUROPA internal search engine is heavily criticised 

– Several obstacles exist for sight deficient users when they navigate on the website 

On the other hand, EUROPA website demonstrates good practises : 

– Easy navigation (authentication not required, no specific software to display its 
content, fast downloading) 

– EUROPA seems to be quite well represented through existence of external links 

– EUROPA website is compatible with 96% of the web browsers used world wide  

– Concerning accessibility for disabled users, EUROPA is well graded by disabled 
users interviewed (3/4). Notably, hypertexts links provide textual information 
which allows them to know where they are (with tools such as JAWS) 

c) Satisfaction in a comparative approach 

43% of respondents believe that EUROPA website is better or much better than other 
similar websites. 33% believe that it is similar and only 10% believe that it is worse. 

Users under 18 consider EUROPA website as a good website compared to others (51% 
against 43% for the total of respondents) 

 

 

 

                                                      
103 These reasons will be thoroughly analyzed in part 4.5 (coherence and user friendliness of the 
EUROPA website) 
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Recommendations 

1) Facing dispersion of information, some users lose time and develop a feeling of 
dissatisfaction even if they find the information they look for. Several tools could improve 
their situation: 

a) Providing links between pages for complementary information. 

b) Providing “information files” on frequent subjects with list of links or even 
agglomerated information. For examples, see files on 
http://www.ladocumentationfrancaise.fr/dossiers/index.shtml or 
http://www.ic.gc.ca/epic/site/ic1.nsf/en/home  

2) To provide one accessible and updated newsletter. Only one because it has to be visible 
and adaptable. Some websites benchmarked propose as well to send their Newsletter by an 
automatic email on a regular basis. Good practice observed on other websites such as the 
WBCSD (World Business Council for Sustainable Development) would be to propose 
different types of Newsletters updates by e-mail, depending on topics users would like to 
be informed on. The example below shows the 7 newsletters updates members can 
subscribe to.  

(http://www.wbcsd.org/templates/TemplateWBCSD2/layout.asp?type=p&MenuId=OTk&
doOpen=1&ClickMenu=RightMenu). 

 
This good practice is also proposed on the Internet Monetary Fund website. Members 
subscribe to emails that will be received on a periodic basis to keep them informed on 
some pre-selected topics and languages.  

3) Provide a customizable newsletter where users can select the subject(s) of interest and 
receive - by e-mail - hyperlinks to articles and product release announcements only on the 
subject(s) selected and in the right frequency. This kind of newsletter is mostly used by 
important website with an important numbers of topics and pages. The example below is 
one of the most practical system edited by the Canada's national statistical agency: 

http://www.ladocumentationfrancaise.fr/dossiers/index.shtml
http://www.ic.gc.ca/epic/site/ic1.nsf/en/home
http://www.wbcsd.org/templates/TemplateWBCSD2/layout.asp?type=p&MenuId=OTk&doOpen=1&ClickMenu=RightMenu
http://www.wbcsd.org/templates/TemplateWBCSD2/layout.asp?type=p&MenuId=OTk&doOpen=1&ClickMenu=RightMenu
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(https://www3.statcan.ca/access/auth/login-eng.aspx) 

 
 

4) EUROPA website should follow good practices adopted by OECD. News are accessible 
through the home page. Titles are immediately followed by publication and modification’s 
dates (http://www.oecd.org). 

 
If the amount of articles is important, it would be useful to add for instance “made popular 
xx hr xx min ago” as it is the case for Digg (http://www.digg.com/news/world_business).  

5) Provide more detailed or explicit descriptions concerning information in top-level pages, 
tests with users could be organised in order to verify if the description is sufficiently 
explicit. 

6) The type of information (technical or political) has to be clearly mentioned on pages. 
Several means are available: 

a) Specific pages, 

b) Specific localisation on pages (a common framework on pages, allowing users to learn 
easily where technical and political messages are localised), 

c) Comment under title for each piece of information. 

http://www.oecd.org/
http://www.digg.com/news/world_business
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7) Use of bullet points rather than sentences could be strengthened, as well as the use of 
synthetic description pages (key issues, key links, etc.). 

Concerning recommendations related to web site coherence, see part 4.5.4.1 

Concerning recommendations related to language, see part 4.5.4.2 

Concerning recommendations related to search engine, see part 4.5.4.3 

Concerning recommendations related to ergonomics, see part 4.5.4.4 
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4.2.4.6 Potential users 

 

How to address the issue of the potential users 

1) The evaluation has built some hypothesis around a typology of users. The entire data 
collection was notably dedicated to confirm or infirm these hypothesis. The typology 
focused on potential users was based on potential “needs”. From the analysis of 
effective users on EUROPA, it is, to some extent, possible to draw a correlation 
between users’ profiles and users’ needs. 

2) Identified dissatisfaction within a group of users could be linked with the analysis of 
potential users because it could mean that, if motives of dissatisfaction are corrected, 
the number of users belonging to this group could increase. This comment is based on 
the hypothesis that this group of users has homogeneous needs.  

3) Comparing the representativity of the effective users regarding the European 
population could allow deducting that some publics are under represented. It could 
mean that these publics especially do not know EUROPA website (issue on 
EUROPA’s promotion), or are especially unsatisfied by the content of the website 
(issue on EUROPA’s content). In both cases, we are concerned with the identification 
of sources of potential users. 

 

 

 The analysis of the online survey shows the existence of a gap between the profile of 
the current EUROPA users, and the profile of European citizens in general. 

 

The colour grid for the table below is the following one: 

Percentage of respondents +/- equal to the average: 

Percentage of respondents higher than the average (+8%): 

Percentage of respondents lower than the average (-8%): 
 

  
EU 27 + 
Croatia, 
FYROM  

and Turkey 

Online 
survey 

respondents 
Information Services Dialogue

Belgium, France, 
Germany, Italy, 
Luxembourg, 
Netherlands, Denmark, 
Ireland, United 
Kingdom, Greece, 
Spain, Portugal, Austria, 
Finland or Sweden 

68% 73% 73% 72% 76% 

Current strategy

Who are the 
effective 

users

What are their 
needs

Which future 
strategy on potential 

users

Which 
adequacy 
strategy-

users’ needs

Which 
satisfaction
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Croatia, Turkey or 
Former Yugoslav  
Republic of Macedonia 
(FYROM) 

14% 1% 1% 1% 1% 

Cyprus, Czech Republic, 
Estonia, Hungary, 
Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, 
Poland, Slovakia or 
Slovenia 

13% 12% 12% 13% 9% 

Romania and Bulgaria 5% 4% 4% 5% 5% 
Other   10% 10% 9% 9% 

 

First of all, 2 important facts can be emphasized concerning the localization of users:  

– The inhabitants of EU 15 countries are over-represented amongst the users of 
EUROPA website: they represent 73% of the online survey respondents, 76% of the 
users of the communication channels, but only 68% of the total population of the EU 27 
countries + Croatia, FYROM and Turkey. 

– On the contrary, the inhabitants of the 3 candidate countries (Croatia, FYROM and 
Turkey) are under represented amongst the users of EUROPA (they represent 14% of 
the total population, and only 1% of the online survey respondents). 

 

  

EU 27 + 
Croatia, 

FYROM and 
Turkey 

Online 
survey 

respondents 
Information Services Dialogue

Under 18 20% 5% 5% 4% 5% 

18-24 9% 20% 20% 19% 18% 

25-60 50% 72% 72% 74% 74% 

Over 60 21% 3% 3% 3% 3% 

 

Secondly, the profile of users is much different from the European population breakdown, 
regarding the age : 

– Under 18s only represent 5% of the online survey respondents, and 4% of the service 
users, whereas they represent 20% of the total EU 27 + Croatia, FYROM and Turkey 
population. 

– The same observation can be made regarding users over 60 years old: they represent 
21% of the total population of the EU 27 + Croatia, FYROM and Turkey, but only 3% 
of the online survey respondents. 

– On the contrary, users between 18-24 and 25-60, are over-represented amongst users of 
EUROPA (respectively 20% and 72% of the respondents whereas they only weigh 9% 
and 50% of the total population). 
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EU 27 + 
Croatia,  
FYROM  

and Turkey 

Online 
survey 

respondents 
Information Services Dialogue

Unemployed 3% 5% 5% 6% 5% 
Students 23% 27% 27% 24% 24% 
Retired 27% 2% 2% 2% 2% 
In work 47% 66% 66% 68% 69% 

 

Regarding the professional situation of the users, two main aspects can be underlined: 

– An over-representation of working users (66% of the respondents of the online 
survey, whereas they represent only 47% of the total population) 

– An under-representation of retired users: they represent only 2% of the online survey 
respondents, whilst they represent 27% of the total population. 

Yet, interesting facts about the European internet users have to be pointed out. Only 40% of 
Europeans have internet access from their home or their work. That is 26% less than in 
the United States. Of all European internet users, one third shares their contents in websites. 
Those in the 25 to 44-year old age group spend five more hours each week online than 
watching TV104.  

 The analysis of the users’ profile, regarding the sources of information they use to 
find information on the EU, provides complementary information on how to reach 
them.  

Indeed, if 90% of the online survey respondents, use the Internet as a means to receive 
information on the EU, many of them use other sources of information (cf. Figure 18) 

– 58% use the press,  

– 50% use the television,  

– 21% use the radio, 

– 13% use other sources to find information on the EU  

By cross analyzing the profile of the users with the means they use to receive information on 
the EU, we obtain information on the means to reach the under-represented groups: 

– The analysis of the country in which the users live informs us that although Internet is 
the first source of information, users from all of the EU 27 (and the 3 candidate 
countries) except for the EU 15 countries, use television in bigger proportions, as a 
source of information (over 59% of the users of these countries use the television as a 
source of information, whereas only 49% of the respondents of the EU 15 use the 
television for this purpose). 

– The respondents under 18 years old diverge from the average answers regarding the 
sources of information they have on the EU: whereas 90% of the overall respondents 
use the Internet to find information on the EU, only 75% of the users under 18 use the 
Internet to find information on the EU. Similarly, only 50% of the under 18 use the 

                                                      
104 Source:http://www.newropeans-
magazine.org/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=6884&Itemid=89 
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television to do so, compared to 58% of the overall users. Thus, users under 18 have a 
higher rate of use of information sources such as television (72% vs. 50%) or radio 
(31% vs. 21%) than the overall users. 

– Only 43% of the unemployed, and 49% of the retired users, see the printed press as a 
means to receive information about the EU, compared to 58% of the users. For both of 
these groups of users, the Internet and the television are the most frequently used 
means to obtain information on the EU. 

– Finally, there is a direct link between the perception of the internet as a means to 
find information about the EU, and the frequency of use of the EUROPA website: 
whereas 95% of the users who visit EUROPA at least once a day see the Internet as a 
means to obtain information on the EU, only 74% of the users who visit EUROPA only 
a few times a year, share this opinion. This last category of users has a much higher rate 
of use of the television as a source of information regarding the EU: 62% of these users 
see the television as a means to receive information on the EU whereas only 50% of the 
overall users share this opinion. 

 

Conclusions 

The profile of the online survey respondents is different from the profile of the European 
population. Indeed, the EUROPA users who answered this survey are mainly users living 
in the EU 15 countries, between 25 and 60 years old, and currently employed. 

The profile of the respondents is therefore not in adequation with the breakdown of the 
European total population. 

The potential users for EUROPA can therefore be found in the under-represented 
groups of population: 

- citizens living in the 3 candidate countries (Croatia, FYROM, Turkey), 

- under 18s and over 60 years old, 

- retired persons. 

To reach each of these under-represented groups of population, specific means of 
information can be used according to their preferences: 

- Users under 18, compared to the overall users, have a higher rate of use of 
television (72% vs. 50%) or radio (31% vs. 21%) as sources of information 
on the EU. 

- 65% of the users living in the 3 candidate countries use the television to find 
information on the EU whereas only 50% of the overall respondents use the 
television to do so. Television could therefore be another major means of 
informing on the EU for this category of population. 

- Although the use of the Internet is lower amongst retired users than for the 
overall users, it is still their main source of information about the EU (82% of 
the retired respondents use the Internet as a source of information on the 
EU). 
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Recommendation 

1) The profile of the potential users of the EUROPA website must be taken into account in 
different ways: 

a) to define the new strategy of the website and the means necessary to implement this 
strategy 

b) to provide users with new services at their disposal on the website, 

c) to develop new promotion tools for the website. 

d) to determine which means of communication to use to reach these under-represented 
groups amongst users of the EUROPA website. 

2) Improve the communication towards users located in candidates countries : 

a) To improve channels of communication especially used by them (see above and part 
4.4.4.3 for details): 

i) Blogs 

ii) Discussion forums 

iii) Podcasts 

iv) Television 

v) Internet promotion 

3) Develop promotional tools: 

a) Partnerships with television or press 

b) Sponsorships (cultural bodies, sportive events, etc.) 

c) Synthetic information booklet destined to the general public 

d)  “EUROPA ambassadors” designated by DG COMM for the promotion of EUROPA 
on the net 

e) Loyalty development of EUROPA visitors, based on visitors monitoring after their 
connection to EUROPA. 

f) Possibly, contemporary promotional tools: USB keys, interactive visit CD ROM, EU 
achievements map, EU civil servants business cards, exploiting of goods deriving 
from EU programmes (ex. ERDF, programmes supporting cultural outputs, etc.) 

4) Internet  promotion could be carried out taking account of the following ideas: 

a) Promotion within EUROPA website could be enhanced (objective: to develop services 
under-used by current users) 

b) Promotion out of EUROPA website could be enhanced (objective: to reach non users) 

i) The promotional campaign could be based on the number of European website 
visitors. The top 10 of website visited were at the end of 2006105 

                                                      
105 Source 13 Sep 06: recent research released by ComScore 

http://www.comscore.com/
http://www.comscore.com/
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(1) Google sites – 156 334 000 visitors  

(2) Microsoft sites – 144 065 000  

(3) Yahoo sites – 99 464 000  

(4) eBay – 86 201 000  

(5) Time Warner Network – 59 475 000  

(6) Wikipedia sites – 46 492 000  

(7) Amazon sites – 40 098  

(8) Adobe sites – 31 550 000  

(9) Ask Network – 30 073 000  

(10) Vodafone Group – 29 727 000 

ii) The promotional campaign could be based on the number of website visitors at the 
national level106. For instance: 

 

France Germany United 
Kingdom Romania Poland 

1. Google.fr  

2. Windows Live 

3. Skyrock  

4. Yahoo!  

5. You Tube 

6. Dailymotion.com  

7. Free  

8. eBay France  

9. Microsoft Network (MSN) ( 

10 Google.com  

1. Google.de 

2. eBay.de 

3. You Tube 

4. Google.com 

5. Yahoo! 

6. Studiverzeichnis.com 

7. Wikipedia 

8. Gmx.net 

9. Schuelervz.net 

10  Amazon.de 

1.Google.co.uk 

2. Facebook 

3. Yahoo! 

4. Windows Live 

5. Google.com 

6. eBay.uk 

7. BBC Newsline 
Ticker 

8. MySpace 

9.Bebo.com 

1. Yahoo! 

2. Google.ro 

3. Hi5.com 

4. You Tube 

5.Google.com 

6. Wikipedia 

7. The Internet Movie 
Database 

8. Rapidshare.com 

9. Blogger.com 

10 Neogen.ro 

1. Google.pl 

2. Allegro.pl 

3. Onet.pl 

4. Wirtualna Polska 

5. Fotka.pl 

6. You Tube 

7. Nasza-klasa.pl 

8. Interia.pl 

9. Google.com 

10 Wikipedia 

But the promotional campaign could also be based on the category of websites 
EUROPA target visitors connect to. Through this approach, relations could be 
developed with websites depending on their success with targeted publics, or 
their objectives in relation with a strategic issue identified by EUROPA. These 
target publics are likely to go on websites meeting their respective information 
or service needs. For instance : 

– Website of city hall : citizens aiming to debate local issues could be 
potential Debate Europe users, 

– Foreign offices : citizens looking for information on foreign countries 
could be interested by complementary information from an European 
point of view, 

                                                      
106 Source : http://www.alexa.com/site/ds/top_500 

http://www.alexa.com/site/ds/top_500
http://www.alexa.com/site/ds/top_500
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– Website platform for public services (for example, service-public.fr): 
citizens looking for information on government services could be 
interested by European services, which have a global impact on 
national public services. 
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4.2.5 Conclusion for the evaluation question 

 

The conclusion for the evaluation question gives the main steps observed during the 
reasoning. It provides synthetic answers to the sub questions identified in our understanding 
of the question. Details justifying the conclusion are detailed in the body of the evaluation 
question107 

 

 

To what extent does EUROPA satisfy the diverse citizens’ needs in terms of information 
(relevance and effectiveness)? 

The strategy of EUROPA is not sufficiently defined. Probably because needs are not known, 
target publics are identified but without the adequate level of precision, regarding effective 
users and their needs. The objectives of the strategy have to be clearly materialised in a single 
document, describing what the target publics and their needs are, considering their needs and 
the political choices. 

Indeed, effective users of EUROPA website have different profiles with specific needs, as 
testified by the evaluation (online survey and focus groups). 

Overall, information on EUROPA adequately meets the users’ needs. The level of satisfaction 
is high. Users globally find the information they look for. The language coverage for 
information is good in the users’ opinion. 

Yet, needs are uncovered or badly covered. Some publics have lower level of satisfaction than 
others. Moreover, without an accurate knowledge of users and their needs, the risk is to be 
unable to adapt the information to a change of needs felt by users. 

Therefore, the future strategy has to clearly define potential users. EUROPA website is to date 
a website especially used by professionals and its credibility is decent. For a given budget, 
strategic decisions have to establish : 

– If EUROPA website is dedicated only to professionals or to a larger public, 

– Which means have to be dedicated to each public (promotion, number of pages 
dedicated, hierarchy in the presentation of the information, etc.) 

 

                                                      
107 Part 4.3.4 
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4.3 Q2 : To what extent the transaction services provided through EUROPA cover the 
needs of the different target publics (utility and effectiveness)? 

4.3.1 Our understanding of the question 

Our understanding of the question 
Key concepts 
Information management is part of the activities of the European Union. The transactional services 
offered on EUROPA website are thus fundamental in the sense that :  

 They support services offered by the EU (examples: downloading forms, procurement, financial 
operations, recruitment, enrolling for events, acquisition or purchase of documents and 
publications, legal services, access to information services for both general public and 
professional groups) 

 They confirm the activity and the decisions of the EU (example: publication of reports) 

 They allow answering the information requests from the public of the EU (example: Europe 
Direct)  

 

« Transaction services » 

As already mentioned in evaluation question 1, information and transaction services related to 
information have to be clearly distinguished. A transaction service related to information is based on: 
– A bilateral relationship, interactive, between the user and the European Commission. For 

instance, downloading a document will be considered as information and thus taken into account 
in the evaluation question 1. Services provided by Europe Direct will be considered as a 
transaction service, 

– Or/and, a commercial service. For instance, any lucrative downloading of document will be 
considered as a transaction service (but not a free downloading). 

 
EUROPA website proposes transactional services like:  

 Downloading of documents and forms, 

 Accessing statistical data, 

 Acquiring notes and reports, 

 Accessing services provided by Europe Direct. 

 

« Effectiveness » 
The effectiveness refers to the fact that expected results or effects have been obtained and that 
objectives have been achieved. In the present evaluation, the analysis of the effectiveness will be 
closely linked with the analysis of the efficiency, carried out in evaluation question 4 ; 

 

 

 



Ernst & Young – February 2008– Final Report: Evaluation of the EUROPA website 119 

Our understanding of the question 

« Utility » 
The evaluative question refers to utility, i.e. the fact that the impacts obtained by an intervention 
correspond to the needs and to the problems to be solved. Utility is a very particular evaluation 
criterion because it disregards all reference to stated objectives of an intervention. It may be 
judicious to apply these criteria when objectives are badly defined or when there are many 
unexpected effects. 
Utility analysis implies to use impacts, often very difficult to assess. The present evaluation will 
therefore focus on short term impacts, and will be dedicated to answer a simple question, concerning 
the issue of the utility: “Are transaction services useful for users?” 
 
Understanding of the question issues 
One of the main issues on this evaluation question is to know if all the needs of target publics are 
fulfilled. It is therefore necessary to understand if : 

 Available transaction services allow providing the required service, and notably a service of 
quality, for each target public, 

 Available transaction services generate unexpected results (utility analysis), 

 Some needs do not find any corresponding services on EUROPA, 

 Some target publics do not find specific services necessary for them. 

 
Sub-questions 
– Does EUROPA provide accessible transaction services? 
– Does EUROPA provide comprehensible transaction services? 
– Are users satisfied by services provided on EUROPA website? 
– Are services provided on EUROPA website in adequacy with publics needs, for each target 

public? 
– Are EUROPA website services useful for users? 
 

4.3.2 Judgement criteria 

Judgement criteria 

I. Effectiveness  
Request for services: the services provided allow access to all basic forms of transactions with the 
EU:  
1. Accessibility to all basic forms of transactions with the EU on EUROPA website, 
2. Comprehensibility about available services, 
3. Satisfaction about services provided on the EUROPA website, 
4. Reliability of transaction services provided (type of analysis: correct ending of transactions). 
 
II. Utility 
1. Knowledge about the needs of each target public concerning services on EUROPA website, 
2. Adequacy between public needs and available services, 
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Judgement criteria 
3. Impacts of services provided on EUROPA website, 
4. Transaction services provided are useful for users (e.g. they are effectively used later by users), 
5. Transaction services are used by users 

4.3.3 Limits and obstacles 

Limits and obstacles regarding methodology defined in the Inception report, concerning the 
perimeter of the types of analysis 

Two types of analysis were joined with a third one, because there were closely linked and a 
separate analysis had no added value : the analysis “transaction services are used” and 
“transaction services provide are useful” were merged with “Impacts of services provided”. 

These limits have not substantially affected the data analysis. 

 

Limits and obstacles regarding methodology defined in the Inception report, concerning the 
capacity to collect the data 

Two indicators will be probably difficult to feed: 

– “Number of links, on other websites, towards EUROPA”, 

– “Number of links in EUROPA website towards pages providing transaction services”. 

These limits have not substantially affected the data analysis. 

 

Limits and obstacles regarding methodology defined in the Inception report, concerning the 
online survey 

The online survey was deeply modified during the inception phase. A lot of questions were 
erased. The accuracy of the analysis was impacted by the choice of a reduced questionnaire in 
order to improve the rate of response. Accordingly, some indicators are from now on fulfilled 
through other sources than the online survey. The evaluation questions detailed in the 
Inception report have not always taken into account these modifications. It is the case for the 
analysis “Comprehensibility about available services”, for the indicator “Satisfaction level 
concerning clearness of service provided”. 

These limits have not substantially affected the data analysis. 

 

Limits and obstacles regarding methodology defined in the Inception report, concerning the 
benchmark 

During the Inception report phase, we identified benchmark as the primary source to provide 
relevant results for the impact of services provided by EUROPA website. Actually, the 
benchmark did not bring an adequate contribution for that type of analysis. 

These limits have not substantially affected the data analysis. 
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4.3.4 Results, analysis elements and recommandations 

Summary of the steps followed during the logical reasoning 

I. Services are already available 

II. Who are the effective users of transaction services? 

III. What are the effective users’ needs for transaction services? 

IV. What are target publics’ satisfactions concerning services (quality and accessibility): 
the answer to the needs varies from one public to another. 

V. What are the impacts of transaction services? 

VI. Because we know the effective users and their needs, as well as the users’ satisfaction, 
it is now possible to carry out an analysis related to potential users108. 

 

Which 
services 
currently

Who are the 
effective 

users

What are their 
needs

Which future 
strategy on potential 

users

Which 
satisfaction

Which impact

 

                                                      
108 The identification of potential users is a strategic issue. The definition potential users depends on 
strategic choices. 
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4.3.4.1 Transaction services 109 available 

 

 Even if there is not a clear materialisation of the objectives related to the provision of 
transaction services, a wide range of services are effectively provided. 

EUROPA website offers the following main types of transactional services :  

– Downloading of documents and forms, 

– Accessing statistical data, 

– Acquiring notes and reports, 

– Accessing services provided by Europe Direct. 

– Other services  
Effective users look for various services on the website. Various results of the online survey 
confirm this point: between 10 and 21% of respondents looked for each service, these results 
being highly homogeneous. The exception is “General advice or request for information 
(Europe Direct)” with 41% of respondents. 
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Figure 42 : Type of services provided 

Source: online survey, 5 690 respondents110 

                                                      
109 A transaction service is based on: 
– A bilateral relationship, interactive, between the user and the European Commission, 
– Or/and, a commercial service. 
110 On line survey, part “Services”, questions 1 “What types of services do you usually look for on 
EUROPA?” several answers allowed, compulsory. The number of respondent is 8 212 minus 2 522 
users answering “none of these”. 
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Conclusion 

EUROPA website offers several transactional services. Effective users look for various services on 
the website (online survey shows homogeneous results). “General advice or request for information 
(Europe Direct)” is particularly used. 
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4.3.4.2 Identification of effective users’ profile for services 

5 752 respondents have answered the question about the type of services they usually look for 
on EUROPA. Only 2 460 respondents out of 8 212 do not require any services (i.e. 30%). 

As already mentioned, profiles of users looking for information, users looking for 
transactions services and users looking for interactive tools are quite similar111(for 
geographical location, age, gender, profession, disability and frequency of user). 

However users from the 3 candidate countries (Croatia, FYROM and Turkey) are under-
represented: whereas they represent 14% of the population of the EU 27 countries added to 
the three candidate countries (Croatia, FYROM, Turkey), they only represent, according to the 
online survey, 1% of the users of the transaction services provided on EUROPA. 

“Under 18s” and “over 60s” are under-represented amongst the users of transaction 
services: they represent respectively 20% and 21% of the population of the EU 27 (+Croatia, 
FYROM and Turkey), but only 4% and 3% of the users of the transaction services. 

The gender representation of service users, according to the online survey, is quite similar 
to the gender breakdown of the European population.  

Concerning the breakdown of the population of the EU 27 + Croatia, FYROM and Turkey, in 
terms of professional situation (Unemployed: 3%; Students: 23%; Retired: 27%; In work: 
47%112), retired users are under-represented amongst the service users. The transaction 
service users are therefore mainly used by the working population. 

 

Conclusion 

Only 2 522 respondents out of 8 214 do not require any transaction service (31%). Profiles of users 
looking for information, users looking for transactions services and users looking for interactive tools 
are quite similar concerning each profile’s characteristics (geographical location, age, gender, 
profession, disability and frequency of user). 

 

 

                                                      
111 See part 4.2.4.2 
112 Source: EUROSTAT. For details concerning this source, see part 4.2.4.2 

Which 
services 
currently

Who are the 
effective 

users

What are their 
needs

Which future 
strategy on potential 

users

Which 
satisfaction

Which impact



Ernst & Young – February 2008– Final Report: Evaluation of the EUROPA website 125 

 

4.3.4.3 Identification of effective users’ needs concerning services 

a) If needs concerning transaction services are varied, some services are most 
frequently used than others, especially those related to the provision of 
information. 

All the services proposed are used. The percentage of respondents varies from one category 
of service to another between 8% and 41%. Needs are heterogeneous. 

However, general advice or request for information (i.e. Europe Direct) is the most popular 
transaction service. Finding a job comes second. 

Focus groups revealed that users or potential users often look for services providing answers 
to pragmatic questions, for instance: 

– How it is possible to travel in Europe? 

– How it is possible to study in Europe? 

– What are the job opportunities and how is it possible to find a job in European 
countries ? 

– What are the differences of regulations between European countries to be aware of 
during travels? 

Focus groups have confirmed the importance of services related to requests for information 
and finding a job. 

However, during focus groups, it was noticed that some users do not look for services on 
EUROPA because they find others ways to fulfil their needs (other websites for example).  

b) Needs concerning services could depend on the place of residence, age, 
professional situation and frequency of use. 

Cross analysis “type of services/place of residence”113 

The colour grid for the tables below is the following one: 

Percentage of respondents +/- equal to the average: 

Percentage of respondents higher than the average (+8%): 

Percentage of respondents lower than the average (-8%): 

 

                                                      
113 The cross analysis takes into account in the on line survey, section “Services” (“What type of 
services do you usually look for on EUROPA”), question 1 and section “Your personal details”, 
question 1 (“Where do you live”). 
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Belgium, France, Germany, 
Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, 

Denmark, Ireland, United 
Kingdom, Greece, Spain, 

Portugal, Austria, Finland or 
Sweden

Croatia, Turkey or 
Former Yugoslav 

Republic of 
Macedonia 
(FYROM)

Cyprus, Czech 
Republic, Estonia, 
Hungary, Latvia, 
Lithuania, Malta, 

Poland, Slovakia or 
Slovenia

Other Romania or 
Bulgaria

Average % 
for
 all 

respondents

General advice 59% 58% 62% 55% 62% 59%
Finding a job 29% 22% 31% 25% 48% 30%
Legal advice 25% 30% 21% 17% 23% 24%
Ordering documents
or videos 22% 33% 19% 18% 22% 22%
Application for grants 19% 32% 18% 15% 33% 19%
Public contracts 
submission 14% 22% 10% 11% 16% 14%
Enrolling for events 15% 15% 11% 10% 19% 14%
Other 12% 5% 11% 16% 7% 12%  
Figure 43 : Type of services looked for by users, considering their place of residence 

Source: online survey, 5 752 respondents 

 

Finding a job is a service more frequently put forward by users by Romania or Bulgaria, 
(i.e. countries that have just recently joined the EU) than by the other users (48% compared to 
30% for all respondents). 
 

Cross analysis “type of services/age”114 

 

18-24 25-60 Over 60 Under 18
Average % 
for all the 

respondents

General advice (i.e Europe Direct) 63% 58% 61% 61% 59%

Finding a job 31% 32% 3% 11% 30%

Legal advice 20% 25% 21% 18% 24%

Ordering documents or videos 20% 22% 22% 16% 22%
Application for grants 17% 20% 17% 10% 19%
Public contracts submission 11% 14% 17% 12% 14%
Enrolling for events 12% 15% 9% 12% 14%
Other 9% 12% 17% 18% 12%  

Figure 44 : Type of services looked for by users related to their age 

Source: online survey, 5 752 respondents 

 

                                                      
114 The cross analysis takes into account in the on line survey, section “Services”, question 1(“What 
type of services do you usually look for on EUROPA”) and section “Your personal details”, question 3 
(age). According to our online survey typology, respondents were identified with their belonging to the 
following age groups: 18-24 years old, 25-60 years old; Over 60 years old; Under 18 years old 
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– 30% of users visit EUROPA to find a job. This rate reaches 32% for users in between 
25 and 60 years old, but logically falls to 3% for users over 60 and 11% for users 
under 18.  

 

Cross analysis “type of services/disability”115 
 

No Yes

Average % 
for
 all 

respondents

General advice (Europe Direct) 59% 61% 59%
Legal advice 23% 31% 24%
Ordering documents or videos 22% 21% 22%
Public contracts submission 14% 17% 14%
Applications for grants 19% 19% 19%
Finding a job 30% 21% 30%
Enrolling for events 14% 15% 14%
Other 12% 12% 12%  

Figure 45 : Type of services looked for by users related to their disability 

Source: online survey, 5 752 respondents 

 

Europe Direct is the most popular service amongst users (59% of all users look for Europe 
Direct when visiting the website), whether they are disabled or not. However, disabled users 
are much more interested in legal advice than non-disabled users. (31% versus 23%) and are 
less motivated by finding a job, when visiting EUROPA (21% versus 30%). 

 

Cross analysis “type of services/professional situation of the users”116 

 

                                                      
115 The cross analysis takes into account in the on line survey, section “Services”, question 1(“What 
type of services do you usually look for on EUROPA”) and section “Your personal details”, question 4 
(disability). 
116 The cross analysis takes into account in the on line survey, section “Services”, question 1 (“What 
type of services do you usually look for on EUROPA”) and  section “Your personal details”, question 6 
(profession). 
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In work Retired Student Unemployed Average % for
 all respondents

General advice 58% 59% 62% 50% 59%
Finding a job 29% 3% 26% 68% 30%
Legal advice 25% 22% 20% 22% 24%
Ordering documents
or videos 23% 15% 22% 8% 22%
Applications for grants 21% 12% 14% 19% 19%
Public contracts 
submission 15% 8% 10% 14% 14%
Enrolling for events 15% 8% 12% 14% 14%
Other 12% 18% 12% 8% 12%  

Figure 46 : Type of services looked for by users, related to their professional situation 

Source : online survey , 5 752 respondents 

 

– The proportion of unemployed persons looking for general advice or using Europe 
Direct is much lower than the average rate of users (50% compared to 59%). 

– However, 68% of unemployed users visit EUROPA looking for services to help them 
find a job, compared to only 3% of retired users, and 30% of all users. 

 

Cross analysis “type of services/frequency of use of EUROPA”117 
 

A few 
times a 

year

Once a 
month

Once a 
week

Once a 
day

Several 
times a 

day

Average % 
for all 

respondents
General advice (Europe Direct) 56% 60% 61% 59% 57% 59%
Finding a job 24% 28% 32% 35% 28% 30%
Legal advice 18% 25% 24% 25% 26% 24%
Ordering documents or videos 12% 14% 22% 24% 36% 22%
Applications for grants 15% 15% 19% 20% 27% 19%
Public contracts submission 10% 11% 13% 15% 20% 14%
Enrolling for events 7% 10% 12% 20% 22% 14%
Other 16% 11% 10% 11% 11% 12%  
Figure 47 : Type of services looked for by users related to their frequency of use of EUROPA 

Source: online survey, 5 752 respondents 
 

– Regular users (who visit EUROPA several times a day) seem more interested in 
practical services than irregular users: for example, 36% of users who visit EUROPA 

                                                      
117 The cross analysis takes into account in the on line survey, section “Services”, question 1 (“What 
type of services do you usually look for on EUROPA”) and  section “Your personal details”, question 
10 (frequency of use). 
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several times a day order documents or videos, whereas only 12% of users who visit 
EUROPA only a few times a year are in this situation.  

– The same pattern can be found on applications for grants or enrolment for events: for 
these services, rates are much higher for regular users than for irregular users. 
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Conclusion 

Needs are heterogeneous. The answers of the respondents include all the answers proposed in the 
typology of the online survey. However, general advice or request for information (i.e. Europe 
Direct) is the service that users look most for. Finding a job comes in second.  

Users or potential users often look for very specific services answering pragmatic questions: 

– How it is possible to travel in Europe? 

– How it is possible to study in Europe? 

– What are the job opportunities and how is it possible to find a job in European countries? 

– What are the differences of regulations between European countries? 

Services are more or less used depending on users’ profiles: 

– The geographical location, for “finding a job” (for instance for the group Romania and 
Bulgaria, +18% in comparison with the average percentage of respondents), for ordering 
documents or videos, for application for grants and for public contracts submission. 

– The age. Data collected are quite similar to average percentage for all the respondents except 
for services partially inadequate for categories (for instance, “Finding a job” for users over 
60). 

– The disability for some users. Disabled users especially look for legal advice (+9% compared to 
the average percentage of respondents) and, on the contrary, do not look for “finding a job” as 
much as other respondents (-9%). 

– User’s professional situation. Unemployed people, quite logically, especially look for the service 
“finding a job” (+38% compared to the average percentage for all respondents). They do not 
require “general advice” or “ordering documents or videos” as much as other users (-9% and  
-14%). 

– Users’ frequency of use. Regular users (who visit EUROPA several times a day) seem more 
interested in practical services than irregular users: for example, 36% of users who visit 
EUROPA several times a day, order documents or videos whereas only 12% of users who visit 
EUROPA only a few times a year, are in this situation. 

These comments have several consequences: 

– It is possible to adapt services to user’s profiles when the link between a service and a user is 
particluarly strong, 

– It is possible to communicate on or promote a service when it is noticed that this service is less 
used by a specific public, if this public is a target public. 
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Recommendations 

1) To create a database of users for transaction services, supplied by results from e-polls :  

a) Questionnaire used on the evaluation could be a basis for surveys, 

b) Questionnaire could be displayed on pages where services are offered, but also on 
other pages, in order to reach non users. 
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4.3.4.4 Satisfaction of the different target public’s needs concerning services content 
and services accessibility 

Satisfaction in two steps 

1) Satisfaction in terms of content is understood for the purpose of this section as follows: 

– Quality, 

– Completeness, 

– Clarity. 

2) Satisfaction is dealt with the issue of accessibility. Because this issue if of the highest 
importance, it will be exposed separately. 

a) Satisfaction concerning services quality and comprehensibility 

 

Excellent
9%

Poor
11%

Very poor
1%

No opinion
4%

Good
75%

 

84% of users that 
took part in the 
online survey, and 
that find transaction 
services, perceive 
their quality as 
either good or 
excellent 

Figure 48 : Perception of the quality of transaction services 

Source: online survey, 5 618 respondents118 

 

The analysis of the data above leads to the conclusion that the perception of the quality 
closely depends on the accessibility to the service119. 

 
 Excellent Good Poor Very poor No opinion 

                                                      
118 On line survey, part “Services”, questions 2.1 “How would you rate its [services] quality?” Optional. 
Do not take into account users “never” finding services 
119 See part part b) for details 
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Users always finding 
services (480 users120 ) 48% 49% 2% 0% 1% 

Users finding usually 
services (3 813 users121) 6% 87% 5% 0% 2% 

Users finding sometimes 
services (1 325 users122) 2% 53% 30% 4% 11% 

 

Moreover, the perception of the quality of transaction services depends on the profile of users. 
To analyze more thoroughly the profile of these users, a distinction was made between the 
users who tend to find the services accessible123 and those who find them hard to access124. 

– Male users have a stronger inclination to having a negative perception of the quality of  
services offered on EUROPA: if men represent 57% of users who “sometimes” find the 
services on EUROPA, they represent 74% of those users who have a very poor 
perception of the quality of the services provided on EUROPA. It is confirmed for users 
who “always” or “usually” find the services125.  

– The age factor is not very significant, besides one exception: whereas users under 18 
represent only 4% of users who always/usually find the services they are looking for, 
they represent 44% of those who always/usually find the services, but are  not satisfied 
with the quality of these services (they rate the quality as “very poor”). 

– 70% of the users, who always or usually find the services they are looking for, are users 
“in work”, 2% are retired, 24% are students and 4% are unemployed. The employment 
criterion does not give significant information regarding the quality of the services, for 
users who have a positive opinion on the accessibility of the services. One major 
exception must be underlined: 44% of the users who tend to find services they are 
looking for, but have a very poor opinion on them, are students, whereas students only 
represent 24% of the users who see the services as accessible. For the students, the 
accessibility seems less important than the quality of the services provided. 

– The professional criterion underlines one crucial element: users who have a special 
interest in European matters, or for some reason, are more likely to visit EUROPA, have 
overall a higher inclination for finding services on EUROPA: 24 % of users who always 
or usually find the services on EUROPA are civil servants and 8% of them are experts 
stakeholders in European policies (lawyers, consultants…) whereas these two 

                                                      
120 On line survey, part “Services”, questions 2.1 “How would you rate its [services] quality?” Optional. 
Do not take into account users “never” finding services 
121 On line survey, part “Services”, questions 2.1 “How would you rate its [services] quality?” Optional. 
Do not take into account users “never” finding services 
122 On line survey, part “Services”, questions 2.1 “How would you rate its [services] quality?” Optional. 
Do not take into account users “never” finding services 
123 Users who answered “Always” or “Usually” at question 2 of the “Services” section: “Do you 
generally find the service you are looking for on the EUROPA website?” 
124 Users who answered “Sometimes” at question 2 of the “Services” section: “Do you generally find 
the service you are looking for on the EUROPA website?” 
125 But the sample is small: only 9 respondents answered very poor 
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professions only represent respectively 22% and 4% of the users who sometimes find 
the services they are looking for. 

 

b) Satisfaction concerning services accessibility 

 Transaction services are easily accessible for three users out of four 

 
Figure 49 : Accessibility to services 

Source: online survey, 5 834 respondents126 

Usually
65%

Sometimes
23%

Never
4%

Alw ays
8%

 

 

73% of users (out of 5 834 respondents 
using transaction services) always, or 
usually, find the services they look for. 
Even if this result is quite high, it means 
that one user out of four does not find 
services easily (4% do not find the 
service they look for). 

 

 

 Cross analysis “type of services/ability to find the service looked for”127 
 

                                                      
126 Online survey, section Services, question 2 “Do you generally find the service you are looking for on 
the EUROPA website?”. optional 
127 The cross analysis takes into account in the on line survey, section “Services”, question 1 “What type 
of services do you usually look for on EUROPA” and  section “Services” question 2 “Do you generally 
find the service you are looking for on the EUROPA website?”. 
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Always Usually Sometimes Never
Average % 
for all the 

respondents
General advice 60% 61% 55% 44% 59%
Finding a job 35% 30% 30% 29% 30%
Legal advice 25% 23% 26% 24% 24%
Ordering documents or videos 20% 24% 19% 13% 22%
Applications for grants 19% 19% 21% 16% 19%
Public contracts submission 17% 14% 13% 12% 14%
Enrolling for events 13% 15% 12% 12% 14%
Other 8% 10% 14% 23% 11%  
Figure 50 : Type of services looked for by users, related to the ability of users to find the services 
they look for on EUROPA 

Source: online survey, 5 487 respondents 

 

Cross analysis “type of services/ability to find the service looked for”128 

44% of users, who never find the service they look for, usually visit EUROPA in order to 
request information. Amongst all of respondents, 59% of users visit EUROPA in order to 
request information or ask for general advice. It means that part of the users looking for 
services only look for services and not information. If they do not find the service they 
look for, the risk is high to lose these users. 

 

 Reasons explaining why the accessibility is difficult for users are heterogeneous, 
concerning the website lay out, its look, or the lack of navigation tools 

 

“Look and Feel” criteria do not fully contribute to the accessibility of services through 
EUROPA website. As mentioned in evaluation question 1, one of the most important 
weakness of EUROPA is the absence of a common lay out or framework creating a coherent 
image or visual identity.  

Transaction services are difficult to access from the homepage and therefore do not fully 
contribute to enforce accessibility to all basic forms of transactions with the EU. Services such 
as chats, forums or videos are difficult to locate for unfamiliar users. Indeed, during 
benchmark evaluation, evaluators spent a lot of time to find these services.  

There is no site map available at the EUROPA homepage contrary to other public, private and 
web 2.0 websites. 

 

 The language coverage considering the users needs is a crucial issue favouring a 
greater accessibility to services and a higher level of satisfaction 

 

                                                      
128 The cross analysis take into account in the on line survey, section “Services”, question 1 and section 
“Services” question 2. 
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Figure 18: Accessibility of the services in the users languages 
Source: online survey, 5 865 users129 

 

Cross analysis “language coverage of the services/country of origin”130 
 

Belgium, France, 
Germany, Italy, 
Luxembourg, Netherlands, 
Denmark, Ireland, 
United Kingdom, 
Greece, Spain, Portugal, 
Austria, Finland or Sweden

Croatia, Turkey or 
Former Yugoslav 
Republic 
of Macedonia 
(FYROM)

Cyprus, Czech 
Republic, 
Estonia, Hungary, 
Latvia,Lithuania, 
Malta, Poland, 
Slovakia or Slovenia

Other Romania or 
Bulgaria

Average % for
 all respondents

Always 46% 38% 38% 50% 49% 46%
Frequently 41% 32% 43% 34% 33% 40%
Rarely 9% 15% 14% 8% 12% 9%
Never 1% 14% 1% 2% 3% 2%
No opinion 3% 1% 4% 6% 3% 3%  
Figure 51 : Language coverage of the services, related to the geographical location of the users 

Source: online survey, 5 865 respondents 

 

– The analysis by country of residence shows that the opinions diverge depending on the 
country of residence of the users: indeed, users from countries that have not entered 
the EU yet, have more trouble finding services available in a language they are 
familiar with. Thus, 14% of the users of the 3 candidate countries (Croatia, Turkey and 
FYROM) never find services they need, in a language they are familiar with.  

                                                      
129 Online survey, section “Services”, question 4 : “Is the service you want on EUROPA available in a 
language you are comfortable with?” (optional) 
130 The cross analysis takes into account in the on line survey, section “Services”, question 4 (“Is the 
service you want on EUROPA available in a language you are comfortable with?”) and section “Your 
personal details”, question 1 (place of residence). 
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– However, even for these 3 countries, for which the EU does not have any linguistic 
obligations, 70% of the users declare that the language coverage considering their needs 
is adequate. 

 
Cross analysis “language coverage of the services/ ability to find services”131 

Always Usually Sometimes Never Average % for
 all respondents

Always 74% 47% 35% 25% 46%
Frequently 20% 44% 40% 17% 40%
Rarely 3% 7% 17% 14% 9%
Never 2% 1% 3% 14% 2%
No opinion 1% 1% 5% 30% 3%  

Figure 52 : Language coverage of the services, related to the ability to find services 

Source: online survey, 5 865 respondents 
 

When users find services, they are simultaneously highly satisfied by the language 
coverage: 

– 94% of users who “always” find the services they look for, believe that the language 
coverage of their needs in services is adequate (74% of users who always find the 
services they are looking for, find that the services they need are always in a language 
they are comfortable with, and 20% that they are frequently in a language they 
understand). 

– 44% of the users who never find the services they are looking for, believe that the 
language coverage of their needs in services is inadequate. By comparison, only 5% of 
all users share this opinion. 

 

 The perception of target publics concerning the relation between services provided 
and efforts needed to obtain services is contrasted, depending on the ability to find 
the information. 

When users “always” find132, or usually find133 the services they look for134, they are globally 
satisfied by the time needed135 to find them: respectively 95% and 79% of satisfaction (time 
defined as “very short”, or “about right”). 

When users “sometimes” find the services136 they are looking for, they are globally not 
satisfied by the time needed to find them, with only 38% of satisfaction (time defined as “very 

                                                      
131 The cross analysis takes into account in the on line survey, section “Services”, question 4 (“Is the 
service you want on EUROPA available in a language you are comfortable with?”) and section 
“Services”, question 2 (“Do you generally find the service you are looking for on the EUROPA 
website”). 
132 480 respondents 
133 3813  respondents 
134 Questions 2, section Services 
135 Question 2.2, section Services 
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short”, or “about right”), and 55% of users not satisfied (time defined as “much too long” or 
“too long”). The rest of the answers concern the users who do not have an opinion on this 
matter. 

The profile of the users was more thoroughly analyzed, using several users’ 
characteristics (age, place of residence, profession, disability). The statistics provided by this 
analysis did not point out a link between the profile of the users, and their perception of 
the time it took them to find the services they were looking for. One important exception: 
amongst users who always or usually find the services they look for, 38% are regular users of 
EUROPA website (they visit EUROPA several times a day or at least once a day). On the 
other hand, 45% of users who sometimes find the services looked for, are not occasional users 
of EUROPA (they visit the website a few times a year, or once a month) and only 26% are 
regular users. Occasional users are globally less satisfied by the relation “result/cost”. 

                                                                                                                                                         
136 1325 respondents 
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Conclusion 

Users always or usually find the services they look for (73% of respondents). Even if this 
result is quite high at first glance, it means that one user out of four does not find them 
easily and 4% does not find services at all. Compared with the accessibility of 
information (81%), the percentage is lower. 

Users are satisfied by these services (84% of respondents using services), notably 
concerning the adequacy of the language coverage (86% of users). These indicators lead 
to the conclusion that services provided are satisfying.  

However, it is especially crucial to identify if all the strategic target groups have a high 
level of satisfaction. Analysis leads to the conclusion that there are different publics with 
different expectations and feelings about the services provided.  

When users always or usually find the service, they are globally satisfied (97% of 480 
respondents) whereas users “sometimes” finding services are divided (55% of 1 325 
respondents are satisfied). The conclusion is that the issue of the accessibility is linked 
with the issue of the satisfaction. 

“Look and Feel” criteria do not fully contribute to the accessibility of services through 
EUROPA website (absence of a common lay out or framework favouring a coherent 
image or visual identity, no site map). 

Users who never find services especially look for specific services, and not only services 
providing general information. 

86% the users, who answered this question on the online survey, found that the language 
coverage considering their needs was adequate. The percentage is lower for users living 
in Croatia, Turkey or Macedonia (70%). The correlation between the ability to find 
services and language is high: 94% of the users who always find the services they look 
for, believe that the language coverage of their needs in services is adequate, and 44% of 
the users who never find the services they look for, believe that the language coverage of 
their needs in services is inadequate (only 5% of all of the users share this opinion). 

The issue of the accessibility is also addressed through efficiency, especially on the basis 
of the time spent to find the service. When users “occasionally” find the information they 
look for are globally not satisfied (time defined as “too long” or “or much too long” for 
54% of respondents). 

Only 30% of respondents to the online survey do not use transaction services. Users have 
a good opinion of the services provided (useful or very useful for 85% of respondents). 
These indicators lead to the conclusion that the level of coherency between transaction 
services available on EUROPA website and target publics’ identified needs is high. 

However, two risks exist: 

– Because there is no monitoring concerning public needs, the level of coherency 
could vary without any adequate response from the webmasters, 

– Because the knowledge concerning target publics’ needs is quite low, it is not sure 
that strategic publics find in available services what they look for. Even if global 
satisfaction is high (85% of satisfaction), the level of dissatisfaction could be high 
for one strategic public (invisible in the global satisfaction because the number of 
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users within this public is limited). 

 

 

 

 

Recommendations 

1) Some services could be accessible in all the official languages, regarding the high 
percentage of users looking for these services: 

a) EUROPE direct 

b) Job information 

 

Concerning recommendations related to web site coherence, see part 4.5.4.1 

Concerning recommendations related to language, see part 4.5.4.2 

Concerning recommendations related to search engine, see part 4.5.4.3 

Concerning recommendations related to ergonomics, see part 4.5.4.4 
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4.3.4.5 Impact of services provided on EUROPA website 

 The perception of the utility of transaction service varies from one target publics to 
another 

The online survey shows a high level of satisfaction concerning the utility (85% of 
respondents, out of 5 792 respondents). 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%

Very useful?

Useful?

Rarely useful?

Useless?

No opinion

Usefulness of services found on EUROPA (in % of users)

 
Figure 53 : Usefulness of the services found on EUROPA 

Source: online survey, 5 792 users137 

 

Cross analysis “usefulness of the services/country of origin”138 

                                                      
137 Online survey, section “Services”, question 3: “Do you find the services on EUROPA: very useful, 
useful, rarely useful, useless, no opinion?” optional 
138 The cross analysis takes into account in the on line survey, section “Services”, question 3 (“Do you 
find the services on EUROPA: very useful, useful, rarely useful, useless, no opinion?”) and section 
“Your personal details” question 1. 
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Figure 54 : Usefulness of the services provided, related to users’ geographical location 

Source: online survey, 5 792 respondents 

 

– The high satisfaction rate regarding the usefulness of services provided on EUROPA is 
common to all of the users, regardless of the country where they live. One slight 
exception can be pointed out: 19% of the users from Croatia, Turkey, or FYROM (i.e. 
the countries that are candidates to join the EU in the near future), find that the services 
provided on EUROPA are rarely useful (compared to 8% of all users). This could 
possibly be explained by language problems. 

 

Cross analysis “usefulness of the services/age of the users”139 

 

                                                      
139 The cross analysis take into account in the on line survey, section “Services”, question 3 (“Do you 
find the services on EUROPA: very useful, useful, rarely useful, useless, no opinion?”) and section 
“Your personal details” question 3 (age). 
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Figure 55 : Usefulness of the services provided, related to the age of the users 

Source: online survey, 5 792 respondents 

 

– The satisfaction rate regarding the usefulness of services provided on EUROPA is very 
high (85% of the users find them either useful or very useful), regardless of the age of 
users.  

– Amongst users under 18, the satisfaction rate is a little below the average rate (76% of 
the users find the services either useful or very useful). 

 

Cross analysis “usefulness of the services/disability”140 
 

– Users with a disability are slightly less satisfied with the services provided on 
EUROPA: 75% of disabled users find services provided on EUROPA useful or very 
useful, whereas 85% of the overall users have the same opinion. 

 

Cross analysis “usefulness of the services/ability to find the services”141 
 

                                                      
140 The cross analysis takes into account in the on line survey, section “Services”, question 3 (“Do you 
find the services on EUROPA: very useful, useful, rarely useful, useless, no opinion?”) and section 
“Your personal details” question 4 (disability). 
141 The cross analysis takes into account in the on line survey, section “Services”, question 3 (“Do you 
find the services on EUROPA: very useful, useful, rarely useful, useless, no opinion?”) and section 
“Services” question 2 (“Do you generally find the service you are looking for on the EUROPA 
website”). 

 



Ernst & Young – February 2008– Final Report: Evaluation of the EUROPA website 144 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Always

Usually

Sometimes

Never
A

bi
lit

y 
of

 th
e 

us
er

s 
to

  t
he

 
se

rv
ic

es
 th

ey
 a

re
 lo

ok
in

g 
fo

r

Usefulness of the services provided on EUROPA

Very useful?
Useful?
Rarely useful?
Useless?
No opinion

 
Figure 56 : Usefulness of the services provided, related to the accessibility of services 

Source: online survey, 5 687 respondents 
 

– There seems to be a direct link between the ability of the users to find services they look 
for, and their perception of the usefulness of the services provided on EUROPA. 

– Indeed, 97% of the users who always find the services they look for believe that 
services provided on EUROPA are either useful or very useful.  

– By comparison, only 22% of the users who never find services looked for declare that 
services provided on EUROPA are useful or very useful. 

 

Cross analysis “language coverage of the services/usefulness of the services”142 
 

Always Frequently Rarely Never No opinion Average % for
 all respondents

Very useful 24% 12% 9% 8% 1% 17%
Useful 66% 77% 64% 37% 16% 68%
Rarely usefu 5% 7% 21% 23% 6% 7%
Useless 0% 0% 2% 20% 3% 1%
No opinion 5% 4% 4% 12% 74% 7%  

Figure 57 : Language coverage of the services, related to the usefulness of the services found on 
EUROPA 

Source: online survey, 5 741 respondents 

There seems to be a direct correlation between the accessibility of the services in a language 
the users are familiar with, and their opinion on the utility of the services provided on 
EUROPA 

 

                                                      
142 The cross analysis takes into account in the on line survey, section “Services”, question 4 and section 
“Services” (“Is the service you want on EUROPA available in a language you are comfortable with”), 
question 3 (“Do you find the services on EUROPA: very useful, useful, rarely useful, useless, no 
opinion?”). 
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Cross analysis “usefulness of the services/type of service sought”143 

A wide range of services are used but some of them are more used than others (General advice 
or request for information, Europe Direct, and “Finding a job”), therefore the analysis of the 
impact has to be strengthened for these two services. 

Average % for 
all the 

respondents
No opinion Rarely useful? Useful? Useless? Very useful?

Applications for grants 18%

Enrolling for events 13%

Other 10% 19% 24%

Finding a job 29% 20%

General advice or request for 
information (Europe Direct) 56% 46% 47% 64%

Legal advice (e.g. SOLVIT, 
Citizens Signpost Service, etc) 23%

Ordering documents or videos 21% 10%

Public contracts submission 13%

 
Figure 58 : Type of services sought, related with the usefulness of services found on EUROPA 

Source: online survey, 5 752 respondents 

Users particularly look for “requests for information” and “finding a job” (see part 0 for 
details). The perception of the utility of these services slightly varies: 

– Users have a good opinion of Europe Direct concerning its utility (+8% of respondents 
find it “very useful” and -9% find it useless), 

– Users have a positive opinion of the service “finding a job” (-9% of respondents find it 
“useless”), 

– Users have a positive opinion of the service “Ordering documents or videos” (-11% of 
respondents find it “useless”). 

 

                                                      
143 The cross analysis takes into account in the on line survey, section “Services”, question 3 (“Do you 
find the services on EUROPA: very useful, useful, rarely useful, useless, no opinion?”) and section 
“Services” question 1 (What type of services do you usually look for on EUROPA”). 

 



Ernst & Young – February 2008– Final Report: Evaluation of the EUROPA website 146 

Conclusion 

Users find services provided useful (85% of respondents). One user out of ten finds 
services rarely useful or useless. This percentage, even if it is low at first sight, could be a 
stake.  

There is no clear strategy by target public. Related to the lack of monitoring, it is 
therefore impossible for webmasters to adapt their services. 

The high satisfaction rate regarding the usefulness of the services provided on EUROPA 
is common to all of users, regardless of the country where they live. However, 19% of the 
users from Croatia, Turkey, or Macedonia (i.e. the countries that are candidates to join 
the EU in the near future), find that the services provided on EUROPA are rarely useful 
(compared to 8% of all of the users). This could possibly be explained by language 
problems. 

Indeed, there seems to be a direct correlation between the accessibility of the services in a 
language the users are familiar with, and their opinion on the utility of the services 
provided on EUROPA. 

The perception regarding the usefulness is not significantly influenced by the age of the 
users. 

Users with a disability are less convinced by the utility of services (75% of disabled users 
find the services provided on EUROPA useful or very useful, -10% compared to the 
global percentage). 

There seems to be a direct link between the ability of the users to find the services they 
look for, and their perception of the usefulness of the services provided on EUROPA 
(only 22% of users who never find services looked for find the services provided on 
EUROPA, useful or very useful, compared to 97% for users who always find the 
services). 

Users especially look for “request for information” and “finding a job”. The perception 
of the utility of these services slightly varies: 

– Users have a good opinion of Europe Direct concerning its utility (+8% of 
respondents find it “very useful” and -9% find it useless), 

– Users have a positive opinion of the service “finding a job” (-9% of respondents 
find it “useless”), 

– Users have a positive opinion of the service “Ordering documents or videos” (-
11% of respondents find it “useless”). 
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4.3.4.6 Potential users for services 

 The profile of unsatisfied users and under represented users for services is broadly 
the same than for users looking for information 

5 752 users answered the questions regarding the transaction services provided by EUROPA. 
The profile of these users was similar to the profile of the overall online users such as more 
thoroughly analysed in part 3.2.4.3. Therefore, the profile of the potential users can be 
deducted by the analysis detailed in part 3.2.4.6., and the conclusions and recommendations of 
this same section. 

Recommendations 

1) When users specificities are identified, to suggest specific services or utilizations to users. 
This recommendation implies to implement a preliminary, but non compulsory, 
identification of users. Non compulsory because it could reduced the accessibility to 
services (some users do not use information or services if it is necessary to provide 
personal details). For example, users living in Romania and Bulgaria especially look for 
the service “finding a job”. 

2) Communicate or promote about a service when it is noticed that this service is less used by 
a specific public, if this public is a target public. 

a) Some communication tools are more or less used depending users profiles. (see part 
4.4.4.2) 
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4.3.5 Conclusion for the evaluation question 

To what extent the transaction services provided through EUROPA cover the needs of 
the different target publics (utility and effectiveness)? 

Various services are proposed on the website. They are all used, leading to the idea that users 
have heterogeneous needs. 

However, two types of services are especially used: Europe direct and services dedicated to 
job researches. 

The level of satisfaction is high. Three users out of four find the services they look for. The 
language coverage for services is good in the users’ opinion. When users have access to the 
services, they are often satisfied (the level of satisfaction rises with the user’s easiness to 
access services).  

Nevertheless, services are not always visible and they are unknown.  

Yet, some needs are uncovered or badly covered. Some publics have levels of satisfaction 
lower than others. Moreover, without an accurate knowledge of users and their needs, the risk 
is to not be able to adapt the services to a change of needs felt by users. 

Services are useful in the users’ minds. But this perception is intricately linked to satisfaction 
and accessibility.  

The profile of unsatisfied users and under represented users for services is broadly the same 
than for users looking for information. 
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4.4 Q3: To what extent does EUROPA allow for a dialogue with the citizens on 
European issues (effectiveness)? 

4.4.1 Our understanding of the question 

Our understanding of the question 

Key concepts 

“Dialogue on European issues” 

Dialogue on European issues encompasses two issues concerning: 

 Communication, considering that dialogue allows favouring: 

 Transparency of European institutions and, 

 European identity of citizens (European citizenship). 

 Participation, at two different levels: 

 Between European institution and European citizens, 

 Between citizens themselves. 

EUROPA website is therefore a tool for the European Union to reflect open, transparent and 
accountable governments where citizens participate to policy making. Judgement criteria and 
indicators have to provide a correlative image of these issues. 

 

« Effectiveness » 
The effectiveness refers to the fact that expected results or effects have been obtained and that 
objectives have been achieved. In the present evaluation, the analysis of the effectiveness will be 
closely linked with the analysis of the efficiency, carried out in the evaluation question 4.  

 
Understanding of the question 

Among the three common objectives of a website (information, services and forums/dialogue), 
the objective of dialogue looks particularly crucial in this evaluation. 

The EU faces a duty to communicate on its Institutions, successes and challenges. Dialogue is 
therefore especially appropriate because the Commission needs, through its website, to be transparent. 
EUROPA website is an inevitable and central tool for communicating EU affairs to Internet users and 
thereby improving the image of the European Union and its Institutions amongst European citizens. 
More than a simple communication tool, EUROPA has to enable dialogue with citizens in order to 
achieve all objectives and promote citizen’s involvement in EUROPA affairs. 
 
This evaluative question aims at enumerating a) the different tools of communication used between 
the citizens and the Commission and also between citizens b) the different subjects discussed and c) 
the mechanisms of feed-back to contribute to the shaping of EU policies. 
 
Sub questions: 
– Is communication between citizens and the Commission interactive? 
– Is it possible for European citizens to exchange and debate ideas on EUROPA website? 
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Our understanding of the question 
– Do consultations and feedbacks make a contribution from citizens to the shaping of policies and 

activities of the EU possible ? 

4.4.2 Judgement criteria 

Judgment criteria 

I. Effectiveness 
Request for services: Citizens have the opportunity to communicate in an interactive way with the 
Commission144 
Request for services: Consultations and feedback mechanisms contribute to the shaping of policies, 
activities and services of the EU145 
1. Interactivity of the communication between citizens and the Commission. 
2. Possibility for citizens to exchange and debate ideas. 
3. Existence of consultations and feedback mechanisms contribute to the shaping of policies, 

activities and services of the EU 

4.4.3 Limits and obstacles 

The EUROPA website is a means to collect information on the wishes and expectations of 
users. However, it is not a Web 2.0 website: its first and foremost mission is to inform users 
on European related issues. Therefore, EUROPA cannot offer some of the tools available on 
Web 2.0 sites such as Netvibes or Facebook. Although EUROPA aims at creating a virtual 
community of European citizens amongst its users, its purpose is not, unlike Web 2.0 
websites, to create a community whose members will only have one common denominator : 
being users of this site. 

Thus, the measure of the effectiveness of the dialogue between citizens and the Commission, 
through EUROPA, must take into consideration that users probably do not visit this site, with 
the only intention of debating or influencing the European Union affairs. 

These limits have not substantially affected the data analysis. 

 

                                                      
144 Request for services, Evaluation question n°3, judgment criteria n°1 
145 Request for services, Evaluation question n°3, judgment criteria n°2 
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4.4.4 Results, analysis elements and recommendations 

Preliminary comment:  

1) In order to allow a dialogue with citizens on European issues146, EUROPA website 
provides communication tools. These tools allow interactivity between citizens and the 
Commission, debate amongst citizens, or the two of them. The evaluation focused on 
the existence and the quality of these tools. 

2) One of the consequences of interactivity between citizens and the Commission could 
be the feeling for citizens to contribute to the shaping of policies, activities and 
services of the EU. The evaluation focused on this potential impact derived from 
communication tools in order to assess its extent. 

 

Summary of the steps followed during the logical reasoning 

 

I. Tools dedicated to dialogue are already available 

II. Who are the users actually using tools dedicated to dialogue on EUROPA? 

III. What are the actual users’ needs for tools dedicated to dialogue? 

IV. How are target publics satisfied with the existing tools dedicated to dialogue (quality 
and accessibility)? 

V. Is it useful for users to use tools dedicated to dialogue, to bring subjects to the 
attention of the Commission? 

VI. Because dialogue tools users and their needs have been identified, as well as their 
level of satisfaction and the impacts of tools dedicated to dialogue, it is now possible 
to carry out an analysis on potential users. 

 

                                                      
146 The evaluation question is: “To what extent does EUROPA allow for a dialogue with the citizens 
on European issues?” 
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4.4.4.1  Available tools dedicated to dialogue 

 Means of communication are multiple and the level of interactivity proposed is high 

Several communication channels are used on EUROPA as listed in the figure below. 

They can be grouped into three categories considering the ratio number of answers / total 
of respondents: 

– High consultation level (above 30%): mails (46%), on line consultation (46%) and FAQ 
(34%), 

– Medium consultation level (between 10% and 20%): phone (16%), discussion Forums 
(13%), blogs (12%), letter (11%), 

– Low consultation level (below 5%): chats (4%), podcasts (4%), others (3%). 

Communication channels with the highest consultation ratios are traditional channels, that 
is to say commonly used by most websites (mails, FAQ). Internet users are familiar with these 
devices that they generally find on all websites. It is therefore not surprising that these 
communication channels show the highest consultation ratios. These channels are also the 
most identifiable links on the EUROPA webpages. 

Focus groups also clearly demonstrated that, when asked to find something in particular on the 
website or when asked to “find the possibility on the website to interact directly with the EU”, 
a lot of participants naturally directed their search to these “traditional” communication 
channels. 

 
Figure 59 Communication channels 

Source: online survey, 4 699 respondents147 
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147 Online survey, section Interactivity, question 3 “Which communication channels do you use on 
EUROPA?”, several answers allowed, compulsory 
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The FAQ comprise general questions about how EUROPA works and its content.  

"Europe Direct" enables users to enter into contact by phone, email, a web interface ("web 
assistance") or find agencies in the network in Europe. A hotline that citizens can directly 
contact is more efficient than virtual avatars. According to web experts participating to one of 
the focus groups, avatars are considered less attractive than hot-liners. 

These different services can be accessed directly via "About EUROPA", "FAQ", "Contact" on 
most pages either at the bottom of the page or in a menu at the top of the page. 

The EUROPA sub-sites do not feature all these generic links and sometimes have their own 
FAQ, and their own contact page.  Users browsing these sub-sites have to return to the Home 
Page to find the FAQ and the general contact module. This situation is consequently quite 
confusing for internet users. 

Especially through the FAQs, the objectives of EUROPA website are clearly stated. FAQs 
provide an opportunity for an unfamiliar user to develop an extensive vision of the website 
content and of its values. FAQs are very well detailed and answer most questions that a user 
could have concerning the website. 

EUROPA website is one of the public websites that offer the highest level of interaction 
services with forum, chat, games, RSS feeds, videos (live and recorded WebTV) and audio 
files148. For instance, EUROPA website proposes 6 432 different topics in the French forum 
section, which is a relevant figure supporting the great interactivity between publics and the 
Commission. 

Through Europe Direct services, EUROPA hot liners get in touch with European 
citizens, by email or by phone, to provide information for example about European matters or 
European Union policy. Focusing on the email possibility, EUROPA provides an electronic 
mailbox to enable users to ask questions for which they have been unable to find answers on 
the website.  

EUROPA website has considerable resources in terms of visual content that can be used to 
enhance information: videos, photos, music. The content is not always evenly distributed 
throughout the site (empty pages, resources not enhanced). 

EUROPA response time to inquiries is well ranked (benchmark results). Europe Direct 
statistics show “that 90% of telephone enquiries are solved at first contact”. “As regards e-
mails, more than 95% of enquiries are handled within 3 working days”. 

 

 Tools dedicated to dialogue are not well known 

One of the weaknesses lies in the difficulty to access those services from the homepage. 
Indeed, except for the general search engine present on all pages, major services are spread 
across the whole website and not showcased as they should be. The direct consequence is 
that a high percentage of actual users do not know of the existence of available services. 
On the sample of 5 308 respondents, 46% did not know any of the services proposed149. The 
most familiar service is Europe Direct. But only 36% of respondents knew about this service. 

 

                                                      
148 Source: Benchmark, see annex 15 for details 
149 Debate Europe, Europe Direct, European Youth Forum, Your Europe, Your voice in Europe. 
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Figure 60 Knowledge of websites/services dedicated to dialogue 

Source: online survey, 5 308 respondents150 
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This feature was confirmed with focus groups. 

Europe Direct, although quite popular with EUROPA users, is identified with difficulty. 
Focus groups emphasized the fact that, although the service itself was regarded very positively 
by users, a lot of them did not make a direct link between the term “Europe Direct” and the 
actual service. Europe Direct is not uniformly identified. Some links use only the term 
“Europe Direct”, others use “Your direct line” or “Questions about Europe?”, making it harder 
for users to identify this service at first glance. This situation is worsened when you switch 
from one language to another as the translation is not identical for all languages. 

As a matter of fact, “Professionals” and “adult citizens” focus groups, for which participants 
were recruited on-the-spot and interviewed on a one-to-one basis, showed that only 61% of 
users (most of which never used EUROPA before) found Europe Direct in less than 3 minutes 
when asked the question: “could you please find the possibility on EUROPA to ask a question 
directly to the European institutions ?”. A lot of them first went on the “Contact” link. 

A similar question was asked to these focus groups participants: “could you please find the 
possibility on EUROPA to debate/discuss European issues with other citizens (i.e. chats, 
forums) ?”. The ratio for positive answers to this question aiming to find the “Debate 
Europe” webpage is much smaller than for “Europe Direct”: only 35,3% of users found 
Debate Europe in less than 3 minutes. A very high number of focus groups participants 
declared that Quick links on the right-hand side of the homepage were not easily identifiable, 
mostly because they looked to them like advertising.  

The other communication channels available on EUROPA such as “Your Voice in Europe”, 
“European Youth Forum”, “Your Europe” are also quite unfamiliar to EUROPA actual users, 
since an average of only 19% know the existence of these three domains. 

“Your Voice in Europe” is the European Commission's 'single access point' to a wide variety 
of consultations, discussions and other tools which enables the user to play an active role in 
the European policy-making process. 

                                                      
150 Online survey, section Interactivity, question 4 “Do you know these websites/services?”, several 
answers allowed, optional 
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The “European Youth Forum” works to empower young people to participate actively in the 
shaping of Europe and the societies in which they live, and in improving the living conditions 
of young people as European citizens in today’s world. It protects the interests of all young 
people in Europe. As a platform, it is the representative body of its member organisations 
towards institutions and partners active in the youth field. 

Administrations, whether national or European, operate differently. For those unaccustomed to 
the administrative procedures of different countries, this can prove a real obstacle. “Your 
Europe” portal contributes to breaking down this barrier by pooling all this information into 
one single entry-point online, targeting explicitly the cross-border dimension. This supports a 
continuously increasing mobility for citizens and enterprises, ultimately contributing to better 
integration across Europe. 

The extensive content of EUROPA’s portals was not known by most users151. This lack of 
familiarity of portals has certain consequences on the capacity for users to interact directly 
with the EU. Only 18% of the online survey152 respondents are familiar with the “Who’s who 
?” page of EUROPA. 

 

Conclusion 

The EUROPA website provides good opportunities for an interactive communication 
between citizens and the Commission, or amongst citizens. Benchmark approach reveals 
that EUROPA website is one of the public sites that offers the highest level of interaction 
service.  

Several communication channels are used on EUROPA. The most popular channels are 
mails, online consultation (46% of respondents for each of them) and FAQ (34%of 
respondents). They are mostly “traditional” channels, in comparison with other ones 
(chats, blogs, etc.) 

By introducing a “Debate Europe” section, the EUROPA website is designed to 
encourage the dialogue with the citizens, and amongst the citizens, regarding topics 
relative to the EU in general. Other sections such as “Your voice in Europe”, “Your 
Europe and the “European Youth Forum” serve the same purposes. 

However the available debate tools are not well known by users. 46% did not know any 
of the services proposed153. Even if they know the existence of the service, they have 
difficulties to find it. Therefore, the issue is related to the visibility and the accessibility. 

EUROPA website has considerable resources in terms of visual content that can be used 
to enhance information: videos, photos, music.. 

EUROPA response time to inquiries is well ranked (benchmark results). Europe Direct 
statistics show “that 90% of telephone enquiries are solved at first contact”. “As regards 
e-mails, more than 95% of enquiries are handled within 3 working days”. 

 

                                                      
151 See part 4.2.4.3b)  for details 
152 Online survey, section General user-friendliness, question 4 : “Do you know any of these specific 
portals on EUROPA ? If so, which ones do you use ? (you may specify more than one)” 
153 Debate Europe, Europe Direct, European Youth Forum, Your Europe, Your voice in Europe. 
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Recommendations 

1) Centralize all the links toward interactive communication tools in a visible topic easily 
accessible from the Home page but also every pages (a link introduced within the page 
framework). Some techniques could be used on the EUROPA website to showcase 
information (TagCloud, Digg, and tag on articles). 

2) RSS feeds should be made available in more parts. This technology makes it far easier to 
use information especially when information is multi-stranded. RSS feeds customizable by 
themes would be a good solution. 

3) The visual content of the website could be more evenly distributed throughout the site to 
fill out empty pages and enhance resources 

4) The online survey154 showed that some of those who found that the information provided 
on EUROPA “rarely met their specific needs”, also perceived that information as biased 
(“EU propaganda”) : using more dialogue services (ex. Links to forums directly concerned 
with the information on the page) could be an effective way to introduce a contradictory 
debate and annihilate this perception. 

5) To strengthen the promotion of debate tools. Several means are available: 

a) To change the access on the website: 

i) Access through a banner on the right, with logos assimilated to advertisements, is 
confusing for most of users. The access could be proposed directly under the 
heading “interact with the EU” 

 
ii) To develop a targeted promotion on debate tools 

 

                                                      
154 Online survey, Quality of information, question 4 : “Does the information you find on EUROPA 
adequately meet your specific needs?”  
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4.4.4.2 Identification of effective users’ profile for tools dedicated to dialogue 

 Users’ profile depends on the channel of communication used. 

4 699 respondents (57%) used communication channels. The profile of these respondents was 
compared to the profile of the entire sample (8 214 respondents) in order to find substantial 
differences, for each personal detail collected in the first part of the online survey. No 
substantial difference was pointed out (the highest difference is +/- 3%). Consequently, the 
conclusion set forth in part 4.2.4.2 can be extrapolated for the users’ profile for tools dedicated 
to dialogue, and for the comparison with the profile of the European citizens in general. 

However, the use of communication channels is quite dependant of several factors set 
forth hereunder. 
Figure 61 Communication channels related to age 

Source: online survey, 4 699 respondents155 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

18-24

25-60

Over 60

Under 18

Ty
pe

 o
f p

ub
lic

% of answ ers w ithin a specif ic type of public

Blogs

Chats

FAQ

Mail

Phone

Discussion
Forums
Podcasts

Letter

Others

Online
consultations

 
 

This figure shows that young users under 24 communicate on EUROPA through different 
channels compared to older users. Young persons are much more inclined to using blogs, 
chats, forums or podcasts. The older the average user gets, the less likely he is going to use 
any dialogue communication devices. Older persons use FAQ, phone or emails. 

 

                                                      
155 Online survey, section Interactivity, question 3 “Which communication channels do you use on 
EUROPA?” ,several answers allowed. 
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Figure 62 Communication channels related to profession 

Source: online survey, 4 699 respondents156 
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There are no major differences between communication channels used by persons in 
respect to their employment situation. Students tend to use more interactive channels (blogs, 
podcasts). On the other hand, retired persons and workers use the phone and FAQ in bigger 
proportions. Retired persons use emails less than the other categories. Statistics are quite 
similar regardless of the users’ employment situation. 

 

                                                      
156 Online survey, section Interactivity, question 3 “Which communication channels do you use on 
EUROPA?” ,several answers allowed. 
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There are no major differences in the use of communication channels in terms of profession. 
The figure above highlights major proportion differences (+/-11%) amongst workers 
depending on their profession.  

Expert stakeholders in European policies use emails and the phone in bigger proportions. 

Opinion leaders use the phone and write letters more intensely. 

Representatives of political parties are very active on blogs. 
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Figure 63 Communication channels related to geographical situation 

Source: online survey, 4 699 respondents157 
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Considering geographical location, the followings points have to be mentioned: 

– For the group EU 25 (Croatia, Turkey, etc.): the use of blogs, discussions forums and 
podcats is more frequent. The use of online consultation is lower. 

– For the states candidate (Cyprus, etc.): the use of FAQ is higher, the use of online 
consultation is extremely low. 

– For Romania and Bulgaria: the use of Mail and discussion forums is higher, the use of 
online consultation lower. 

                                                      
157 Online survey, section Interactivity, question 3 “Which communication channels do you use on 
EUROPA?”, several answers allowed. 
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Conclusion 

If the users’ profile for tools dedicated to dialogue is quite similar to the average 
respondent, there are specificities depending on channels of communication. In other 
words, effective users of tools dedicated to dialogue have the same profile than users 
looking for information, but blog users for instance are not the same as phone users. 

The main distinguishing factors: 

– The age: Young users especially use blogs, forums, chats and podcats and older 
users :  FAQ, phone or emails. 

– The profession: expert stakeholders in European policies use emails and the phone 
in bigger proportions; opinion leaders use the phone and write letters more 
intensely; representatives of political parties are very active on blogs. 

– The geographical location: the group EU 25 (Croatia, Turkey, etc.), states 
candidate (Cyprus, etc.), and Romania and Bulgaria have specific trends of use. A 
common denominator is the low use of online consultation. For the group EU 25 
(Croatia, Turkey, etc.): the use of blogs, discussions forums and podcats is more 
frequent 

 

 

 

 

Recommendation 

1) Based on specific trends of use for communication channels, it is possible to reach target 
publics if means are concentrated on one popular communication channel. For instance: 
based on the online survey, it was noticed that users located in candidate countries use 
blogs, discussion forums and podcasts more frequently. Yet these channels of 
communication are not used frequently by EUROPA users. It is therefore plausible to 
anticipate an increase of users if stronger means are dedicated to these channels 
(improvement of tools, communication, and promotion). Consequently, the target public 
“users located in candidate countries” should be reached. 
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4.4.4.3 Identification of effective users’ needs concerning tools dedicated to dialogue 

 The dialogue is not a major reason why users come on EUROPA  
Figure 64 : Reasons why a user usually visit EUROPA 

Source: online survey, 5 337 respondents158 
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The reasons related to the theme “dialogue” are clearly the less stated: 

– Express your opinion, 

– Discuss specific European issues, 

– Discuss subjects you cannot discus elsewhere. 

 Interactive tools are frequently conceived as a tool to obtain information 

To the question “For which reasons do you usually visit EUROPA or use its interactive 
services (you may specify more than one)?”159, some respondents give precisions regarding 
the typology proposed160. These reasons refer to information provision: 

– Job hunting, 

– Making claims (including legal) / complaints, 

– Getting in contact with companies, NGOs, academics, 

                                                      
158 On line survey, part “Interactivity”, questions 5 “For which of the following reasons do you usually 
visit EUROPA or use its interactive services?”, optional, several answers allowed. 
159 Source: online survey, part interactivity, question 5-2, open question, optional 
160 The typology was: express your opinion on European policies and positions;  discuss specific 
European issues with fellow Europeans; discuss specific European issues with EU experts; understand 
the EU position on current European and international issues; get specific information relating to 
activities you intend to pursue in other European countries (living/working/studying abroad, job 
hunting, your rights in other countries, etc.); get specific information related to your profession (trade, 
legislation, press release, European programmes etc.); discuss subjects you can’t discuss elsewhere on 
the web. 
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– Travelling information, 

– Getting legal advice or counselling. 

Therefore, users assimilate interactive tools and information. Interactive tools do not cover 
new needs, they allow covering more efficiently needs related to information 

 For users active on communication channels, pieces of criticism are exactly the same 
for these channels than for information: clearness and accessibility have to be 
strengthened. The only difference could be the requirement of state of the art 
technology.161 

                                                      
161 Details will be provided in part 4.5.4.1 (coherency of the website) and part 4.5.4.4 (ergonomics) 
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Conclusion 

Users do not especially visit EUROPA for dialogue. The reasons related to the theme “dialogue” are 
clearly the less stated (more or less 10% of respondents only). 

To date, interactive tools do not cover new needs, they allow covering more efficiently existing needs 
related to information.  

For users active on communication channels, pieces of criticism are exactly the same for these 
channels than for information: clearness and accessibility have to be strengthened. The only 
difference could be the requirement of state of the art technology 

Consequently, there are two solutions: 

– Create the need (promotion, better tools, major place on the website…). 

– Provide means proportionally to the importance of the need, i.e. reduced. 

 

 

 

 

Recommendations 

1) A strategic decision has to be adopted, facing the lack of popularity of dialogue tools: 
a) Create the need (promotion, better tools, major place on the website…). 
b) Provide means proportionally to the importance of the need, i.e. reduced. 
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4.4.4.4 Satisfaction of the different target public’s needs concerning tools dedicated to 
dialogue 

 

Satisfaction in three steps 
1) Satisfaction in terms of content (quality and clarity) 

2) Satisfaction has also to be dealt with the issue of the accessibility. Because this issue is of 
the highest importance, it will be detailed separately. 

 

 

a) Satisfaction concerning content 

 The level of satisfaction is contrasted, and only one user out of four perceives 
interactive services as an opportunity to express themselves. 

Figure 65 Satisfaction concerning interactive services 

Source: online survey, 5 704 respondents162 
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57% of respondents 
believe that interactive 
services provided always 
or frequently meet their 
needs. 

 

                                                      
162 Online survey, section Interactivity, question 6 “Do the interactive services provided on EUROPA 
meet your needs?”. 
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Figure 66 Perception of the opportunity for citizens to express 
themselves 

Source: online survey, 8 212 respondents163 
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26% of respondents 
believe that EUROPA 
gives the chance to 
express their views on 
the EU policy making 
process. The high rate of 
“no opinion” restricts the 
thrust of conclusion on 
this point. However, the 
% of no is higher than 
the % of yes, and it is a 
hint of a suspicion, or 
disappointment. 

 

 Reasons explaining why users are unsatisfied are mainly related to the complexity of 
use, the accessibility and the language coverage164. 

To the question “Do the interactive services provided on EUROPA meet your needs?”165, 
when respondents answered rarely or never, they specified: 

– Interactive services are hard to find. In this case the accessibility is a priority for the 
respondent. 

– Interactive services always push you to send a mail in the end (back to usual 
communication channels). 

– Answers to mailed questions take too long (slow response time), and sometimes remain 
unanswered (no response). 

– No individual processing of a question : pre formatted answer 

– No individual follow-up when clarifications are asked on the answer of a first question: 
same formatted answer is received. 

– Language problems (ex. blogs, etc.) 

– Answers should refer to internal and external information sources 

– Level of complexity / exhaustivity of the answers : too complex / too simple. 

– Interactive services are not concerned with non EU nationals 

– Lack of instant communication channels : get in contact directly with EU officials or 
citizens 

– Interactive services should put into light or summarize different opinions, the best/most 
original answers, comments : editing effort. 

                                                      
163 Online survey, section Interactivity, question 1 “Do you think that EUROPA gives the general public 
the chance to express their views on the EU policy making process?”. 
164 These subjects will be detailed in part 4.5 
165 Online survey, section Interactivity, question 6-2, optional, open question. 
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– Interactive services are too administrative. Their structures are “closed” and “static” (the 
user cannot change it). 

One additional comment was regularly mentioned during focus groups: despite users might 
have the impression that content has been updated, no publication date indicates the last 
update, therefore giving the impression that the content is too static. 

 

b) Satisfaction concerning accessibility 

 Nearly two users out of five do not find the tools dedicated to dialogue. 

  

Did find 
the tools

60%

Did not 
find the tools

40%

 

 

The answers to 
the one-to-one 
interviews show 
that only 60% of 
users did find the 
contact tool that 
is the Europe 
Direct section.  

 

Figure 67 : Accessibility of the contact tools on EUROPA 

Source: focus groups 4, 5.1, 5.2 (51 users) 
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Did find
the tools

61%

Did not 
find the tools

39%

 

Amongst the users 
that are familiar with 
the internet (they 
define their internet 
skills as decent or 
good), almost 40% of 
those users did not 
find the contact tools 
within 3 minutes. 

The online survey 
confirm this point: 
43.4% of users that 
answered the survey 
never use the 
communication 
channels on 
EUROPA, and 30% of 
users have trouble 
communicating 
through EUROPA. 

Figure 68 : Capacity of good or decent users to find the contact tools on EUROPA 
Source: focus groups 4, 5.1, 5.2 (51 users) 

 

One-to-one interviews pointed out tools available for citizens166, such as forums and chats, 
are not as frequently used as they could be. The surveys and interviews tend to prove that 
this interactivity is restrained by the inaccessibility of the contact section (during focus 
groups, only 35% of the users found the Debate Europe section, and only 16% of users 
respondent to the online survey knew the Debate Europe section).  

 

Did find
the tools

35%

Did not
find the tools

65%

 
 

The one-to-one 
interviews 
show that only 
35% of users 
found the 
Debate Europe 
section. 

Most users did 
not find where 
to debate on the 
EUROPA 
website. 

Figure 69 : Capacity to find debate tools on EUROPA 

                                                      
166 Details of the various communication tools allowing people to exchange and debate are detailed in 
the former section. 
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Source: focus groups 4, 5.1, 5.2 (51 users) 

 

 Several reasons could explain why means of communication are difficult to find or 
not really used. They are closely linked to the website coherence and ergonomics167. 

This probably has to do with the insufficient publicity made regarding the forums. Indeed, the 
“Debate Europe” section is not particularly enhanced in the positioning on the 
homepage: interviews clearly showed that many users believe that the icons and links on the 
right of the homepage are links to adverts. Therefore, many of them do not even take a look at 
them. 

The comparison between the results of the interviews and the results of the online survey tend 
to prove that the users who answer the online survey, are more familiar with the website, 
and therefore know the existence of the debate tools (and may have used them already). 
This might be an indication that users, who answered the online survey, frequently use this 
website, whereas users questioned during one-to-one interviews, are at best, occasional users. 

Statistics of the online survey show that only 8% see EUROPA as a means to express their 
opinion on European policies and positions with fellow Europeans. This clearly underlines the 
gap between the Commission’s will to position EUROPA as a means to dialogue and the 
users’ perception. 

To date, RSS Feeds can be subscribed at the homepage for major themes (such as agriculture, 
economics, etc…). Feeds are offered on blogs and on Europe anniversary’s sub-site, but most 
parts in the sub-sites do not have any. But no RSS feed enables to receive news presented in 
press room. Accessibility to RSS feeds is basically not homogeneous. 

The tool used for forums is old and rudimentary. Moreover, it is not easy to follow a 
discussion due to the display method. Added to that, no system informs the user that someone 
has replied to a posted message. The number of people taking part is rather limited. It would 
be worthwhile knowing whether this is due to the way the forum operates or a lack of interest. 

Additional and technical means of communication are used on web pages to interact with 
users. Users may interact with interface systems. For example, mouse-over functions exists 
but are restricted to hypertext links and page content is extremely poor in terms of 
interaction, apart from particular cases (mapping, children’s site). Generally, reactions only 
consist in underlining a word that can be clicked on when the mouse is dragged over it. 
Exception is done for the sub-site “Together for 50 years” which has a much wider range of 
functions that are more evenly spread throughout the site. 

In order to test email and response time to inquiries, our approach was to send an email from 
each website selected in the benchmark and then wait for the answer. As a conclusion, 
responses have been received in less than 3 days, quicker than for other websites 
responses. This delay is all the more reinforced by Europe Direct statistics, showing “As 
regards e-mails, more than 95% of enquiries are handled within 3 working days”.168 

 

                                                      
167 See part 4.5.4.1and 4.5.4.4 for details. 
168 cf: http://ec.EUROPA.eu/europedirect/call_us/how_it_works/index_en.htm 

http://ec.europa.eu/europedirect/call_us/how_it_works/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/europedirect/call_us/how_it_works/index_en.htm
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Conclusion 

The level of satisfaction concerning interactive services is more contrasted than for information or 
services. Only 57% of respondents believe than these services meet their needs. Only 26% of 
respondents perceive these services as an opportunity to express themselves. 

Reasons explaining why users are unsatisfied are mainly related to the complexity of use, the 
accessibility and the language coverage. 

The accessibility of interactive services constitutes a deep weakness: nearly two users out of five do 
not find the tools dedicated to dialogue. The interactivity with non-specialized audiences might be 
more introduced to ease the expression of every citizen. The accessibility of those services from the 
Home page is the major concern. 

One-to-one interviews show that citizens do not participate in debates amongst themselves, mainly 
because of the difficulty to find the debate tools/sections on the website (during focus groups, only 
35% of users found the Debate Europe section, and statistics of the online survey show that only 8% 
see EUROPA as a means to express their opinion on European policies and positions with fellow 
Europeans). This clearly underlines the gap between the Commission’s will to position EUROPA as a 
means to dialogue and the users’ perception. This probably has to do with the insufficient publicity 
made regarding the forums. Indeed, the “Debate Europe” section is not clearly positioned on the 
homepage.  

Users have difficulties in finding the contact details, and thus interact with EUROPA (only 60% of 
users in focus group found the contact tool of the Europe Direct section, 30% of users from the 
online survey has trouble communicating through EUROPA). It is a complicated task, even for 
confirmed users. The contact tools on the EUROPA website seem to be difficult to locate, and 
therefore prevent the users from using them. 

Some of these communication tools are aging and need to be enhanced. Accessibility to RSS feeds is 
basically not homogeneous. The tool used for forums is old and rudimentary. Users may interact 
with interface systems but the interaction is extremely poor. If the interactive services are globally of 
good quality, they are hindered by limited user-friendliness and a lack of showcasing. 

No publication date is given on communication tools to show when it happened for the last time, 
therefore giving the impression that content is too static. 

 

Recommendation169 

1) Good practice to improve accessibility to services like videos, chat, blogs, and forum 
would be to follow what is done for example on the Greenpeace website. Videos, audio 
files, blogs are accessible from the left hand-side of the home page 
(http://www.greenpeace.org/international/photosvideos/audios). This good practice is also 
followed by the International Monetary Fund website where webcasts and blogs are 
accessible from the right hand-side of the homepage (http://www.imf.org/external/). 

                                                      
169 More recommendations are set forth in the part “coherency of the website” and the part 
‘ergonomics” (see part 4.5.4.1 and 4.5.4.4) 

http://www.greenpeace.org/international/photosvideos/audios
http://www.imf.org/external/
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2) Forums are reachable from the top of the homepage on Artesi website 

(http://www.artesi.artesi-idf.com/public/artesi/). 

 
 

3) Providing immediate contact details such as e-mail addresses and telephone numbers on 
the homepage will give the site an open feel and add a personal touch, thus increasing user 
confidence and trust in using the site.  

4) Access to webcasts should be introduced and would contribute to improve EU citizens’ 
loyalty. Webcasts can be used to show everyday’s life of citizens who work inside EU in 
order to give a more humanistic impression of EU institutions. For example, the French 
parliament channel broadcasts on its website debates and reactions from citizens with 
moderation of comments. 

5) Participative tools (Web 2.0) on EU website are not very developed. EUROPA has to 
decide if they want to use web 2.0 services and must be honest with their approach 
towards citizens. EUROPA must not: 

a) Lie or hide part of the communicated information to citizens. If developing web 2.0 
services is chosen, a charter must be established and clearly define rules concerning 
the type of content judged tolerable. 

b) Lie to citizens by using professionals who will add fake comments into the website. 
For example, Sony did this mistake when they launched the PSP. This was very badly 
perceived from a customer point of view. 

http://www.artesi.artesi-idf.com/public/artesi/
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4.4.4.5 Impact of tools dedicated to dialogue provided on EUROPA website 

 Nearly one user out of two perceives consultations and feedback mechanisms as an 
efficient way to contribute to the shaping of policies, activities and services of the EU. 

 
Figure 70 Perception concerning the utility of interactive services 

Source: online survey, 5 668 respondents170 

No opinion
33%

Totally useless
5%

Very useful
12%

Quite useful
34% Not very 

useful
16%

 

 

46% of respondents 
believe that interactive 
services are very useful 
or quite useful 

Data for “people in work” are similar, as well as for students and unemployed people. 
Concerning retired people, one data may be pointed out: 20% of retired people believe that 
interactive services are very useful (compared to an average percentage of 12%). 

Considering publics determined through professional situation, the perception of the utility 
does not differ substantially from one public to another. 

Regarding the typology used in the online survey171, only “Opinion leaders” have a negative 
opinion: 34% believe that interactive services are not very useful (compared to an average 
percentage of 16%). 

Considering the age of users, the perception of utility is broadly similar, except for the 
category “under 18”: 

– Only 8% of users under 18 believe that interactive services are not very useful 
(compared to an average percentage of 16%), 

– 25% of users under 18 believe that interactive services are very useful (compared to an 
average percentage of 12%). 

                                                      
170 Online survey, section Interactivity, question 7 “In your experience, is it useful to use EUROPA’s  
interactive services to bring subjects to the attention of the Commission?”. 
171 Nine categories: Civil servant in national, regional or local administration; Employee in the 
educational sector (e.g. teacher, researcher); Expert stakeholder in European policies (e.g. lawyer, 
consultant); Information multiplier (e.g. journalist, statistics agency); Manager or worker in the private 
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Disabled people’s opinions are similar to non disabled people, except on one point: 25% of 
disabled people believe that interactive services are very useful, compared to a percentage of 
12% of non disabled people. 

Users’ geographical locations have little impact on their perception of the utility. The most 
significant ideas to point out is the high level of satisfaction for two groups of users: 

– Concerning the group “Croatia, Turkey or Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 
(FYROM)”, 18% of users find interactive services “very useful” (compared to an 
average percentage of 12%). 

– Concerning the group “Romania or Bulgaria”, 21% of users find interactive services 
“very useful” (compared to an average percentage of 12%). 

The users’ frequencies of visits do not have a significant impact on the data. 

 

Conclusion 

Nearly one user out of two perceives consultations and feedback mechanisms as an 
efficient way to contribute to the shaping of policies, activities and services of the EU 
(46% believe that it is useful, 21% useless, and 33% without opinion). 

The perception of the utility does not differ substantially from one specific public to 
another (depending on age, profession, etc.) 

 

 

 

Recommendation 

1) Users’ points of views should be collected before editing some articles on the EU website. 
For example, texts are written after having consulted and collected comments from 
citizens during a period of 6 weeks on the OCDE website. Following this period, if 
comments are accepted by webmasters, texts are moved online. Explanations are given 
helping users to understand the procedure (deadlines, timing …). Commentators accept or 
not to disclose their names. This procedure implies citizens in the construction of 
EUROPA. 
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4.4.4.6 Potential users for tools dedicated to dialogue 

 The profile of unsatisfied users and under represented users for tools dedicated to 
dialogue is broadly the same than for users looking for information. 

4 699 users answered the questions regarding the communication channels provided by 
EUROPA. The profile of these users was similar to the profile of the overall online users such 
as more thoroughly analysed in part 3.2.4.3.  Therefore, the profile of the potential users can 
be partially deducted by the analysis set forth in part 3.2.4.6., and the conclusions and 
recommendations of this same section. 

 The specificity of potential users for tools dedicated to dialogue relies on the 
weakness of utilization of these tools. The strategy is facing larger rooms of 
improvements, and it is theoretically possible to target easily specific publics 

As it was mentioned, users do not come on EUROPA to dialogue (one user out of ten).  
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Conclusion 

The profile of unsatisfied users and under represented users for tools dedicated to 
dialogue is broadly the same than for users looking for information. 

The specificity of potential users for tools dedicated to dialogue relies on the weakness of 
utilization of these tools. The strategy is facing larger rooms of improvements, and it is 
theoretically possible to target easily specific publics. 

Consequently, and as it was already mentioned, there are two solutions: 

– To create the need (promotion, better tools, major place on the website…). 

– To provide means proportionally to the importance of the need, i.e. reduced. 

This choice has to be carried out taking into account that the perception of usefulness is 
quite positive (46% believe that it is useful, 21% useless, and 33% without opinion). Yet, 
satisfaction is contrasted. Only 57% of respondents believe than interactive services meet 
their needs. Only 26% of respondents perceive these services as an opportunity to 
express themselves. 

It means that despite of the negative perception of the quality of interactive services, 
users still perceive positively the impacts of such services. 

The conclusion of the evaluation on this point is straightforward: interactive services 
have to be strengthened in order to build on the added value of interactive services. But 
if these services are not improved, they could be abandoning. The real issue is now an 
issue of accessibility and ergonomics of interactive services. 

The bet is simple: by increasing the quality of interactive services, EUROPA could 
attract new users. Moreover, by favouring types of interactive services, it is possible to 
target publics because some specific publics have specific uses of interactive channels. 
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Recommendations 

1) Despite the contrasted satisfaction of interactive services and the low number of users, 
these services have to be strengthened (better accessibility and ergonomics). If they are not 
strengthened, they could be abandoned. 

2) Develop a sense of belonging (citizenship) on the basis of material supports as, for 
instance: 

a) Traveling – Sponsor student trips in Europe: Win free Eurorail pass if you answer 
questions about the EU on EUROPA. 

b) Studying – Sponsor a student to study in another Member state: One scholarship 
(study grant) awarded to a student in different EU related subjects : European affairs, 
EU law, Agricultural engineer, Economics, etc... 

c) Debating – During EU parliamentary sessions or Council of Europe meetings, show 
billboards with the EUROPA logo and the link to "Debate Europe", when media 
interview deputies or Member state representatives. 
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4.4.5 Conclusion for the evaluation question 

To what extent does EUROPA allow for a dialogue with the citizens on European issues 
(effectiveness)? 

 

The EUROPA website provides good opportunities for an interactive communication between 
citizens and the Commission, or amongst citizens; 

However the available debate tools are not well known by users. 46% did not know any of the 
services proposed. The issue is related to the visibility and the accessibility. And users do not 
especially visit EUROPA for dialogue. The reasons related to the theme “dialogue” are clearly 
the less stated (more or less 10% of respondents only). 

If the users’ profile for tools dedicated to dialogue is quite similar to the average respondent, 
there are specificities depending on channels of communication 

To date, interactive tools do not cover new needs, they allow covering more efficiently 
existing needs related to information. 

The level of satisfaction concerning interactive services is more contrasted than for 
information or services. Only 57% of respondents believe than these services meet their needs. 
Only 26% of respondents perceive these services as an opportunity to express themselves 

The accessibility of those services from the Home page is the major concern. 

There is a gap between the Commission’s will to position EUROPA as a means to dialogue 
and the users’ perception. 

Nearly one user out of two perceives consultations and feedback mechanisms as an efficient 
way to contribute to the shaping of policies, activities and services of the EU (46% believe that 
it is useful, 21% useless, and 33% without opinion). 

Consequently, and as it was already mentioned, there are two solutions: 

– To create the need (promotion, better tools, major place on the website…). 

– To provide means proportionally to the importance of the need, i.e. reduced. 

This choice has to be carried out taking into account that the perception of usefulness is quite 
positive (46% believe that it is useful, 21% useless, and 33% without opinion). Yet, 
satisfaction is contrasted. Only 57% of respondents believe than interactive services meet their 
needs. Only 26% of respondents perceive these services as an opportunity to express 
themselves. 

It means that despite of the negative perception of the quality of interactive services, users still 
perceive positively the impacts of such services. 

The conclusion of the evaluation on this point is straightforward: interactive services 
have to be strengthened in order to build on the added value of interactive services. But 
if these services are not improved, they could be abandoned. The real issue is now an 
issue of accessibility and ergonomics of interactive services. 
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The bet is simple: by increasing the quality of interactive services, EUROPA could attract new 
users. Moreover, by favouring types of interactive services, it is possible to target publics 
because specific publics have specific uses of interactive channels. 
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4.5 Q4: To what extent does EUROPA provide a coherent, user-friendly set of 
information and communication tools (efficiency)? 

4.5.1 Our understanding of the question 

Our understanding of the question 

Key concepts 
 
“Coherent” 
Coherent refers to two issues: 

 A common institutional image in terms of graphical chart (standardized look, banners and 
logo), organization of the website to enhance navigation. 

 An organisation of the website without overlaps. 
 
“Efficiency” 
Efficiency refers to effects obtained at a reasonable cost, which lead to identify if more effects 
would have been obtained with the same budget or if other interventions would have obtained the 
same effects at a lower cost. Effects will be assessed through outputs and results identified through 
the three first evaluation question. Efficiency, for the present evaluation, will notably refer to the 
effort needed to obtain the information (number of clicks, time spent, etc). The present approach 
will thus also use the results of the previous ones. 
 
 
“User-friendly” 
User-friendly refers to interface easy to use for people, even spontaneously, especially for novices. 
It is closely linked with the website ergonomics and, therefore, these two concepts will be dealt 
together. The request for service specifies that “The functioning of the web is state-of-the art, 
ergonomic and professional”. Within the framework of the evaluation, “professional” will mean: 

 A website providing information and services in adequacy with professional needs of users. 

 A website with a “professional image” from the visitor’s point of view. 

 A website using state-of-the-art technologies without any deficiencies. 
 
“Communication tools” 
Communication tools are composed of a variety of media. It refers to electronic mode of 
communication such as podcast, video, blog, instant messenger, … 
 
Understanding of the question issues 
The potential public of the website is wide and covers very different kind of dimensions such as 
cultural, linguistic, social, professional/private, visual, intellectual and technical capacities. 
Therefore, EUROPA has to be accessible to all citizens in terms of content (terminology used) as 
well as form (ergonomics, colours, ...). 
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EUROPA provides information for all European citizens. Information has to be easily accessible 
and understandable for all the citizens whatever their social class, language or age… 
 
The aim of this evaluation is to ensure that the functioning of EUROPA is efficiently providing a 
quick and easy access to information for all the target publics. As a result, the set of communication 
tools have to be adapted to the target public. 
 
Sub questions 

– Is the website well structured, clear, efficient and without overlaps? 

– Is setting of the site adapted to the linguistic needs of different target publics? 

– Is the functioning of the site state-of-the-art in term of technology used and ergonomics, and 
is it adapted to the target publics? 

– Is navigation through website (including the flow of information and navigation logic) user-
friendly? 

– Are information and communication tools coherent over EUROPA website and sub sites? 

– Is there an efficient search engine implemented over EUROPA? 

– Is navigation on the website adequately adapted to partially sighted people or to other kinds 
of handicap ? 

– Are the communication tools (both information tools and transactions services) implemented 
in such a way that they can be used at the lower cost / effort by users? 

 

4.5.2 Judgement criteria 

Judgement criteria 

I. Conception of the website 
Request for service:  
“The website is well structured, clear, efficient and without overlaps”172. 
“The setting of the site is adapted to the linguistic needs of the different target publics”173 

 
1. Coherence of the website. 
2. Adequacy between the setting of the site and the linguistic needs of different target publics. 

(Partly answered in the framework of the previous questions). 
 

II. Efficiency 
Request for service: 
“The navigation of the website, including the flow of information and navigation logic, is user-

                                                      
172 Request for services, Evaluation question n°4, judgment criteria n°1 
173 Request for services, Evaluation question n°4, judgment criteria n°4 
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friendly”174 
“The functioning of the web is state-of-the art, ergonomic and professional”175 
1. Communication tools and transaction services are designed to obtain effect at a reasonable cost; 

E.g. without any useless effort / easily (such as efficiency of the search engine). 
2. Ergonomics of the website. 

4.5.3 Limits and obstacles 

EUROPA endorses the task to provide any piece of information related to European affairs, 
and thus, to any citizen. This main principle brings up a lot of other issues:  

– Is the site accessible to any kind of user? 

– Is the site user-friendly? 

– Does the site respond to its duty of informing the users? 

 

These three main objectives can sometimes be contradictory. Indeed, by being exhaustive, the 
website can at the same time be inaccessible because of the excessive use of content. The main 
stake here is to be accessible and informative at the same time. 

As for the previous questions, these measurements must take into consideration that frequent 
users being familiar with the website, there might be a bias on their appreciation of the 
coherency and the navigability of this website. 

These limits have not substantially affected the data analysis. 

                                                                                                                                                         
174 Request for services, Evaluation question n°4, judgment criteria n°2 
175 Request for services, Evaluation question n°4, judgment criteria n°3 
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4.5.4 First results and analysis elements 

 

Summary of the steps followed during the logical reasoning 

 

I. In order to assess the quality of the conception of the website and its user friendliness 
without any overlap with former evaluation questions, three themes are analysed: 

a. Coherency of the website 

b. Adequacy between the setting of the site and the linguistic needs of users 

c. Efficiency of search engine 

d. Ergonomics of the website 

II. Through a cross analysis of these four themes, it is possible to draw a conclusion about 
the efficiency of the website, in relation with former conclusions for each evaluation 
question. 
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4.5.4.1 Coherency of the website 

The following analysis will address the internal organization of the website. The objective is 
to make sure that there is no error, no overlap, and verify that the site is structured around a 
common institutional image, in terms of graphics and navigation. 

 If the users’ perception of the website structure is globally positive, one user out of 
three is unsatisfied. 

 

No opinion
3% No, not clear 

at all
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No, quite 
unclear
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clear
58%

Yes, very 
clear
9%

 
 

67% of respondents have 
a positive opinion on the 
website structure. One 
user out of three is 
unsatisfied. 

Figure 71 : Users’ perception concerning the website structure 

Source: Online survey, 8 213 respondents176 

 The number of dead links and functionless forms is low, and are globally adequately 
processed 

A faulty link includes two possibilities : 

– either the page to which it is intended to go to does not exist 

– or the resource (image, video, Word document, PowerPoint presentation) does not exist. 

The site, despite its considerable size, does not suffer from one common error: broken links 
that can be very harmful to the site’s image in terms of quality.  

An insignificant number of broken links (less than 0.05%) were discovered in the pages 
tested.  

Examples of faulty links: 
http://www.europa.eu/geninfo/whatwasnew.htm 

broken link (repared) : http://www.europa.eu/geninfo/whatwasnew/1997.htm 
http://ec.europa.eu/geninfo/whatsnew_comm.htm 
http://ec.europa.eu/libraries/centrallibrary/whatsnew_fr.htm   

                                                      
176 Online survey, section General user-friendliness, question 3 “Is the structure of EUROPA well 
organized and clear?”, compulsory. 
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http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/new/index_pt.htm   
http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/new/index_es.htm  
http://ec.europa.eu/budget/reform/index_fr.htm 
http://ec.europa.eu/financial_perspective/documents_consequences/index_fr.htm   
http://ec.europa.eu/budget/financialfrwk/index_fr.htm 

 

Furthermore, when this happens, the user is informed that the content he wants to access 
cannot be found. The message does not provide enough information to redirect the user to 
another page. 

 

Examples of unclear error messages: 

Error page not found: http://www.europa.eu/geninfo/sdsd : the message does not provide 
sufficient help.  

Same comment for http://ec.europa.eu/youreurope/nav/fr/citizens/index.ssshtml 
Same comment for the search engine, the message facing an error is: 

“Query Error, Invalid request: cannot parse your query, Go back to reformulate your query” 

 

The majority of broken links are links offering a resource that no longer exists 
(PowerPoint document, text document). 

Entering errors or mandatory keying in of fields are handled by the browser in most 
forms. The messages are simple, clear and help to solve the problem. Messages are also clear 
and precise when errors are handled by the server (the errors are grouped together at the top of 
the page or highlighted next to the field in question).   

Error pages are handled differently depending on sub-sites. For pages not found, some of 
them show a message that users can understand; suggests the user to return to the homepage; 
provides the possibility of sending an email to report a problem and offers solutions to access 
information (link to the site map, to a search engine). However, most of the error pages 
provide an unclear message that is virtually impossible for users and fail to offer a solution. 
Internal server errors (error 500), caused by an incorrect parameter in the query, are very often 
computed with messages enabling a technician to solve the problem but of no use to a user in 
terms of understanding or solving the problem.  

 

 The navigation logic is not the same through the website (menu at the same place and 
with same titles …)177. 

In order to improve navigation logic of users, navigation system should be intuitive and 
easy to use, providing direct access to various content and facilities on the site.  

EUROPA provides access to many theme-related sub-sites: events, Directorates General, 
institutions, projects, information services, interactive services, etc. The tools used to provide 

                                                      
177 Analysis about the easiness of navigation is provided in the section 4.5.4.4 related to ergonomics. 

http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/new/index_pt.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/new/index_es.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/budget/reform/index_fr.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/financial_perspective/documents_consequences/index_fr.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/budget/financialfrwk/index_fr.htm
http://www.europa.eu/geninfo/sdsd
http://ec.europa.eu/youreurope/nav/fr/citizens/index.ssshtml
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users with markers are as follows: the Breadcrumb Trail and the contextual menu at 1 or 
2 levels. These tools are more than suitable to help users find their way around the site and 
organise their browsing on a site such as EUROPA which has significant hierarchical depth 
(e.g. EUROPA > The EU at a glance > Panorama > How is the EU organised? > The 
European Parliament. 

The Breadcrumb Trail is more particularly suitable as it enables users to build a mental 
image of the tree structure very easily and allows them to locate the “Zero” browsing point 
without difficulty. This tool can be found almost everywhere on the site but with some notable 
exceptions (About EUROPA, Newsletter, Legal notice, Activities overview, etc.). This rather 
abrupt disconnection is harmful to the user experience and it impedes a logical visit of the site. 
EUROPA does not make a unified use of “breadcrumbs” at the top of each page, enabling 
the user to know where he is178. 

 

 

 

 

No breadcrumb 

 

Site maps are easy to understand and constitute an alternative method of navigating on the site. 
For that criterion, our approach was to check if a site map was available from the Home page 
and if it is understandable in order to facilitate navigation through the website. As a result of 
this analysis, we did not find any site map at the EUROPA homepage contrary to other 
public, private and web 2.0 websites. Nevertheless, EUROPA puts an index at user’s 
disposal (http://EUROPA.eu/geninfo/info/index_en.htm). This index offers a quick access 
guide to specific information or sources regarding legislation, contacts, etc. The absence of 
site map was criticised by users 179.  

A comprehensive directory (http://europa.eu/whoiswho/public/index.cfm?lang=en) enables 
users to find a person within the institution. The search engine is simple and efficient. Its 
entry points are well designed.  

                                                      
178 This comment was particularly pointed out in focus group 3 (professionals with a principal interest 
for the EU) 
179Focus group and online survey 

http://europa.eu/geninfo/info/index_en.htm
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The framework of pages differs from page to page, particularly for the location of menus. 
The contextual browsing menus make it possible to browse the different sections / sub-
sections in the sub-site or theme chosen.  These menus take different forms and do not all 
provide the same level of browsing comfort. In the “About EUROPA” part, the sections are 
presented in one block and the sub-sections in a different block, with the hierarchical link 
between the two elements not being intuitively understandable. Furthermore, almost all of its 
menus fail to indicate the choices made by the user. 

Use of homepage links, allowing users to go back to the homepage when lost, is not applied 
homogeneously on all pages. 

EUROPA was benchmarked on those three preceding criteria (framework, homepage 
links and site map) with other websites such as: 

• Public sites: European Parliament, Internet Cities, OECD, 

• Private sites: Louvre museum, General Motors, Veolia, Danone Institute, 
Financial Times, 

• Web 2.0 sites: Netvibes, Digg, Wikipedia, YouTube. 

Results of analysis show: 

• EUROPA does not contain within webpages return to homepage link in the EU 
logo. EUROPA website is one of the four out of 31 websites which does not 
contain this type of useful link, 

• Site map on the homepage does not exist when a majority of public websites 
adopt it (10 out of 15 public sites180), 

• The EUROPA framework of pages differs from page to page. Location of 
menus too. We noticed during the benchmark analysis that private and web 2.0 
sites are better ranked than public sites. In scorecard evaluation grid, EUROPA 
belongs to the 8 least easy to use website that was benchmarked. 

 The graphic chart is respected through the website, with exceptions. 

Use of a uniform graphical chart renders websites homogeneous which is important for the 
coherency of the site. Graphical charter of the EUROPA web site is assessed on the basis of 
the following topics: icons, colours/contrasts and fonts. 

Iconography of EUROPA website is not evenly used throughout the site. From one part to 
another, one page might be full of images/icons and another page has no visual content. The 
lack of iconography makes pages less attractive. Pages that are concerned mainly deal with 
institutional topics. 

Use of colours and contrasts is quite well handled. Indeed, the main colour used is blue, 
which is applied to all texts. The background colour for pages with body content is white. 
Therefore, the contrast is pleasant for reading on a screen because it is softer than a 
traditional black and white layout181. The second colour used is orange and yellow, which is 
rarely used for body text and more often used for titles or slogans. This is a wise choice as it 
serves to make pages warmer and more pleasant to view. The combination of both colours is 

                                                      
180 Source : benchmark 
181 These comments are based on the experts review of the website, confirmed by focus groups 4 
(Professionals with occasional secondary interests for the EU) and 5 (adult European citizens) 



Ernst & Young – February 2008– Final Report: Evaluation of the EUROPA website 188 

not systematically applied and pages that only have blue and white colours are less attractive. 
The events-related sub-sites such as Together for 50 years use a much wider range of colours 
and are the most pleasant parts of the EUROPA site in terms of display. 

From time to time, zones with pastel colours are used to make important parts of the page 
stand out. The resulting contrast is appropriate for showcasing the information in question, but 
some pages use this technique too much, which results in a lack of effectiveness. Background 
colours are rarely used for pages, although they are used in an intelligent manner – namely for 
services to children. 

The fonts used are the easiest ones for viewing information on the Internet: Arial and 
Verdana. These fonts are much more readable than serif fonts such as Times New Roman. 
Another advantage of these fonts is that they remain readable even with a small font size (9-10 
pixels). This feature is rarely used to distinguish importance of information provided and make 
the layout more dynamic. The font sizes used are too similar between headings, sub-
headings, summaries, body text, notes etc. Having uniform font sizes makes it necessary for 
the viewer to pay greater attention in order to understand the information provided. Events-
related sites put different font sizes to better use, which makes them much more attractive (for 
example Plan D, Together for 50 years). 

EUROPA webpages sometimes adopt heterogeneous sections and graphical charters. For 
instance, here are 3 pages with different types of graphical charters: 

http://www.europa.eu/pol/inst/index_fr.htm 

http://www.europa.eu/youth/index.cfm?l_id=fr 

http://www.europa.eu/abc/travel/index_fr.htm 

Absence of visual and recurrent landmark give the feeling to users they are lost. 
Therefore, some users need to press backspace to return on previous pages. 

 

 The communication tools provided on EUROPA website and sub-sites are coherent 
but not easily accessible. 

The Europa website comprised several sub-sites. A large part of the Europa site is based on the 
same architecture and the same model. Other parts – sub-sites- have been created more 
recently and use new technologies to a greater extent. 

Syndication is not available everywhere on the EUROPA website and sub-sites. Feeds 
are not easily accessible. Indeed, syndication is possible on the Home Page of the 
Commission Site (http://ec.europa.eu/index_en.htm). It enables users to subscribe to feeds 
based on major themes (agriculture, economics, etc…). Other feeds are offered: on the blogs, 
on the Europe anniversary sub-site etc. but most parts in the sub-sites do not have them. Even 
though they are unable to offer their own feeds, a link to the syndication page (the same as 
the one for the Commission’s Home Page) would make it possible to inform users that this 
type of service is provided by EUROPA. The presence of RSS feeds on a page is not 
always detected by new browsers (Firefox 2, Internet Explorer 7). News is presented in the 
press room section. No RSS feed enables them to be received, but a feed exists in the photos 
section of the press room.  

Forums are open to users to take part in debates on subjects dealing with Europe 
(http://europa.eu/debateeurope/index_en.htm). The system used is perfectible: it is not easy to 
follow a discussion due to the display method and there is no system to inform the user 

http://www.europa.eu/pol/inst/index_fr.htm
http://www.europa.eu/youth/index.cfm?l_id=fr
http://www.europa.eu/abc/travel/index_fr.htm
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that someone has replied to a message posted by him. Only a limited number of subjects are 
available. The number of people taking part is rather limited.  

The blog on EUROPA is not used a great deal. Blogs exist for the Commission members.  

Videos and audio files are used to quite a large extent on the events-related sub-sites. The 
creation of EUTube makes it possible to group together videos which is a good thing if users 
want to find content.  

Very few new techniques are used on the EUROPA site to showcase information 
(TagCloud, Digg, tag on articles). Some parts of the site would clearly benefit from these 
techniques, above all the “tag” and “digg" notions thus enabling users to access articles and 
information.   

 

 The structure of the site does not facilitate an easy and quick access to information / 
transaction services required. 

The previous evaluation questions already mentioned that the access to information, 
transaction services or dialogue services is rather difficult. 

On a general point of view, well structured layout of pages can significantly facilitate access to 
information/transaction services required to users. Layout of the EUROPA web site is assessed 
on the following topics:  type rules, using of screen surface area and organization of the 
content182. 

The most essential type rules are generally well respected: capital letters, paragraphs, bold 
characters for important words, underlining of links, well-balanced row spacing. There is a 
certain amount of freedom in terms of the operational use of typography, for example there is 
no one given way of creating a paragraph, but it is, however, essential for type rules to be 
applied in the same manner throughout the site so that a viewer can comfortably read the 
contents. Some particular cases have been identified where type rules are not respected.  

Moreover, page layout is not mastered (multiple types of layout) and the ‘grid’ system183 
is not used to structure the page in an efficient and intelligible manner. The fact of not 
having a grid makes it slower to read a page and reduces the pace of reading. For an example 
of page incoherent with the grid system: http://europa.eu/geninfo/mailbox/inst_en.htm 
(columns in the middle of the page, margins non homogeneous, beginning of texts non 
homogeneous). 

Some users184 have noticed that the EU website follows the current organization of 
internal services instead of structuring on target publics. 

Citizens are not warned when they leave or enter the EU website. User have the feeling 
that EUROPA is a not clearly identified and states as a kind of aggregator website. 

 

                                                      
182 Source : Usability test results 
183 i.e. a structuration of the page following constant geometrical proportion: same larger of columns, 
same large of intervals, etc. 
184 Focus groups web experts, and professionals 

http://europa.eu/geninfo/mailbox/inst_en.htm
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Content is well organised. Information layout is respected and properly segmented. It is 
very easy to see the various kinds of information displayed on each page: tables, framed areas 
or areas with coloured backgrounds, lists, audio/video features. Models used for pages vary, 
with 1 to 3 columns used but there is no apparent logic to the number of columns used. The 
information or services displayed in these columns varies, depending on the context and 
the part of the site, which makes it necessary to ‘learn’ how to view each page rather than 
being able to browse in an instinctive manner.  

EUROPA attractive visual identity is supported by many areas such as the presence of a 
common symbol, logos, respect of similar colours between web pages, etc... 

 The visual identity of the website is coherent but it lacks of impacts on users has to be 
noticed185. 

The main symbol of the EUROPA website is the European Union flag which is the core 
identity element for EUROPA website and sub-sites. As mentioned in the IPG (Information 
Provider Guide), a standard presentation should be respected within the EUROPA website 
containing an identification banner. Some users deplored the lack of visibility of this symbol 
on the website186 

                                                      
185 The coherency of the visual identity is closely linked with the ergonomics, see part 4.5.4.4 for details 
186 Online survey (open question) and Focus groups (Professionals with occasional secondary interest 
for the EU + Adult European citizens) 
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However in practical term, it appears that this symbol is presented in a variety of ways through 
different graphic techniques, listed below by order of importance: 

– The flag presented as a simple flat icon (45%), 

– A star from the flag inserted in a logo or an illustration (45%), 

– The flag in a realistic photo (5%), 

– The flag in a photomontage (5%). 

Regarding the logo, EUROPA uses a simple icon which features the three symbolic elements 
of the European Union flag: the star, blue and yellow. These symbolic elements are spread 
over the word EUROPA which is written in a script type typography (manually written) with a 
white contour around the letters and a star inserted in the “E”. 

– The logo script font gives the site a “human” touch but it appears that the general 
characteristics of the logo is not fully appropriate: there is a non adequate legibility; no 
version in non-western alphabets is available or found by the evaluator, like for example 
for Chinese people, 

– The white contour around the letters enables good visibility of the logo even if the 
presence of a complex background (photo, shading). Finally, the logo gives the 
impression of a “childish” image (comic strip) which does not correspond to the image 
of the Institution represented187, 

This lack of impact is reinforced by: 

– A shading effect present in a random manner. Although this may provide relief when 
the logo is large (180-200 pixels), on the whole it provides an inadequate graphic 
complexity, 

– Position of the section name displayed; the logo becomes a charter element instead of a 
fully-fledged identity element, 

– The random distribution of the logo which is even replaced by the European Union flag 
on a large number of pages.  

Special logos are used on events-related sites (such as for “Opendays, Together for 50 years”), 
and stand out thanks to dropping the symbolic elements of the flag both in terms of shapes and 
colours. When they appear at the same time as the EUROPA logo, the latter becomes 
almost "invisible". 

                                                      
187 Confirmed during focus groups 
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Conclusion 

67% of respondents have a positive opinion on the website structure. One user out of 
three is unsatisfied  

The number of dead links and functionless forms is low, and globally they are adequately 
processed 

The navigation logic is not the same through the website (menu at the same place and 
with same titles). 

The graphical chart is respected through the website. 

The communication tools provided on EUROPA and sub-sites are coherent but not easily 
accessible. 

The most basic features of the graphic chart are generally applied to the whole site 
(white background, blue text, typography).  

The structure of the site does not facilitate an easy and quick access to information / 
transaction services required. The lack of coherence in page structure (in both logical 
and graphic terms) makes viewing the site laborious because the user has to ‘read’ each 
page in order to learn to use it or find the desired information.. 

The visual identity of the website is coherent. But its impact on users is not always 
confirmed. 

 

 

 

 

Recommendation 

1. The menu of the "50th anniversary of the Treaty of Rome" sub-site is a genuine reference 
thanks to its organisation and its clarity, the hierarchical levels are set out one under the 
other and each choice is visually marked in the browsing system (the “Travelling in 
Europe” and “Panorama” parts are also good examples of this). 

2. The layout of the pages should be chosen taking into account of the common user’s eye 
scanning on Internet: 
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The common reading in “zigzag”188 

3. Framework of pages has to be the same from page to page, particularly for the location of 
the menus 

3.1. Menus should help users to locate themselves, for example by highlighting the 
sections that were already visited. The European Parliament 
(www.EUROPArl.EUROPA.eu) has a very intuitive navigation system that could be 
taken as an example, with a main menu easy to use, and a framework identical for all 
the web pages. The menu on this site gives users a mark to locate him, by 
highlighting the present section which he is visiting. 

3.2. To limit the number of sections in the menus, and use the same menu for all the 
pages. EUROPA could take as an example the General Motors website, in which the 
navigation system is very simple and the homepage contributes to the coherency of 
the website.  

4. Provide a return to homepage link. Another way to make it coherent would be to include 
the http://www.eupora.eu hyperlink in the EUROPA logo. Use of homepage links, 

                                                      
188 Baccino, T., & Colombi, T. (2001). L'analyse des mouvements des yeux sur le Web. In A. Vom Hofe (Ed.), Les interactions homme-système : 

perspectives et recherches psycho-ergonomiques. Paris : Hermès.  

Pottier, A., & Neboit, M. (Eds.). (1995). L'analyse ergonomique du travail par l'étude de l'exploration visuelle. Toulouse : Octares.  

Rousseau, F., Loslever, P., & Angué, J.-C. (1995). L'exploration visuelle d'images publicitaires. In A. Pottier & M. Neboit (Eds.), L'analyse 

ergonomique du travail par l'étude de l'exploration visuelle (pp. 37-56). Toulouse, France : Octares. 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/
http://www.eupora.eu/
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allowing users to go back to the homepage when lost, has to be applied homogeneously on 
all pages 

5. It was noticed that the number of people taking part to forums is rather limited. It would 
be worthwhile knowing whether this is due to the way the forum operates or a lack of 
interest in this communication medium on the part of users. An e-poll could be 
implemented on this subject. Results could distinguish non users from unsatisfied users. 

6. To follow a homogeneous grid system189 on pages. For an example of good practise: 
http://www.stylegala.com/ 

7. The user has to be warned when he enters on the EUROPA website and when he leaves it.  

8. The website has to be built on the basis of the strategic objectives defined, and not on the 
basis of the current institutional organisation within the European Commission “user 
centered” vs. “organisation centered”. 

 

                                                      
189 i.e. structuring the page following constant geometrical proportion: same column width, same 
interval width, etc. 

http://www.stylegala.com/
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4.5.4.2 Adequacy between the setting of the site and the linguistic needs of different 
target publics 

As mentioned in the document “Communicating Europe via the Internet”: “going Local and 
communicating with the general public means speaking the language of the user. 
Information on EUROPA must thus be available in all official languages of the Union as far as 
possible”. 

Considering translation constraints, the language coverage varies from page to page and from 
document to document. The top pages are provided in all official languages of the European 
Union. For specific pages and documents, only the English version is provided. Some 
intermediate levels of translation are proposed (the most common being English, French and 
German). 

 The level of satisfaction is intricately linked to the users’ satisfaction concerning 
language coverage 

As mentioned, the language has an impact on the perception of the content. Users find it 
hard to get all the updated content in all languages190. As the content in English is the first to 
be updated (before other languages), users consult first the English version of the website, 
thinking it is the most recent one. Some non-English speaking users are not very satisfied 
with the quality of the language. Translation of web pages is not always as good as the 
original English version191. 

The level of satisfaction is intricately linked to the language availability for the 
information. If 78% of respondents believe that information provided is frequently adequate 
to their needs, it is the case for only 42% of people who never find language they are 
comfortable with. Similarly, 21% of this specific public believe that the information they find 
is never adequate to their needs (compared to an average of 1%). People who rarely find a 
language they are comfortable with, believe that they rarely find adequate information 
(compared to an average of 10%). 

 

                                                      
190 Based on the Focus Group 2 (EU civil servants) conclusions 
191Focus Group 3 (Professionals with a principal interest for the EU) 
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Figure 72 Language availability 

Source: online survey, 8 212 respondents192 
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Cross analysis “language availability/satisfaction193” 
Figure 73 Satisfaction, in relation with language availability 

Source: online survey, 8 212 respondents 
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192 Online survey, section Quality of information, question 5 “Is the information you want on EUROPA 
available in a language you are comfortable with?”. compulsory 
193 Online survey, section Quality of information, question 5 “Is the information you want on EUROPA 
available in a language you are comfortable with” crossed with question 1, section “Conclusions”: 
“Overall, how satisfied are you with EUROPA?”. 
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Conclusion 

A high percentage of respondents frequently or always find the information in a 
language they are comfortable with (89%) but the level of satisfaction is intricately linked 
to the availability of the information in a familiar language. For instance, if 78% of 
respondents believe that information provided is frequently adequate to their needs when 
provided in an appropriate language, only 42% of people who never find languages they are 
comfortable with have that feeling.  

 

 

 

 

 

Recommendations 

 

1) Regarding the expectations concerning updated information related to the difficulty to 
provide updated content in all languages, a solution could be implemented in several steps: 

a) To distinguish temporary and permanent information. During the time needed to 
scrutinize the website and to separate information content in these two categories, it 
will be interesting to inform the user about the work done 

b) To indicate clearly the type of information (temporary/permanent), the language 
available, 

c) For temporary information, to provide only information in English. This 
recommendation is based on two ideas: 

i) Many users are only confident with the English version, 

ii) The cost of translation is high. 

d) For permanent information, to provide information systematically in five languages (if 
possible) : English, German, France, Italian and Spanish (coverage rate of nearly 
100%).  

e) For information categorized as crucial, to provide information in all official languages. 

The ideal situation would be to have EUROPA webpages in all languages instead of a 
partial coverage. This recommendation appears unfeasible. However, here are some 
recommendations that could improve an important part of the citizen’s complaints 
without translating pages in all languages. 

i) Globally, languages should not be chosen on the basis of the European 
commission’s framework, but should depend on services and messages 
communicated to EU citizens. 

ii) General information accessible to children and publics should be available in all 
languages. For instance, Europa Go, FAQ are only translated in 11 languages at 
the moment. 
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iii) Very specific information intended to specialist or students do not need to be 
translated in more than 5 languages (the five languages providing a coverage of 
nearly 100%: English, French, Spanish, Italian, German) since these people are 
most of the time fluent in another language. 

iv) Explanations should be given to users when languages are not available. However, 
these explanations would have to be translated in all languages.  

v) Pages only translated in English must be avoided because citizens may think they 
are “loosing their identity” within the EU (it was a common feedback during data 
collection). Therefore, minimal number of languages should be raised to 5 
(English, French, German, Spanish and Italian).  
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4.5.4.3 Efficiency of the search engine 

An efficient search engine acts as a : 

– support to find information European citizens need on European matters,  

– support to find information of quality, 

– support for visitors unfamiliar with the website or with Internet. 

The online survey194 showed that only 30% of respondents were familiar with the existence 
of an internal search function on EUROPA. This ratio is very low for a technical device 
allowing users to orientate themselves more easily in EUROPA. A specific effort should be 
made on the visibility of the search function. 

According to the statistics of the online survey, only 10% always find the information they 
look for. 71% find it on a regular basis (for details, see part 4.2.4.5). The issue of the search 
engine has to be appreciated in relation with this data. 

An internal search facility provides users with some means to quickly find stored information. 
This is especially important for large sites with substantial amount of data. EUROPA internal 
search engine exists but could be improved with additional search details such as 
highlighted text. The answers provided by the internal search engine are not always 
presented in a logical order. For example, when requesting information on the Common 
Agricultural Policy, the search engine provides as a first answer a link to the DG “Health and 
Consumer protection” not to the DG “Agriculture”. The answers provided by the search 
engine are not precise enough. The user has to click on the link to know exactly what 
information is on the suggested page. This negative feeling about EUROPA’s search engine 
was stressed during all focus groups. During one-to-one interviews, a lot of users did not 
actually see it when asked to look for designated information. When they actually used the 
search engine, they always stepped back to find another way to find the information (usually 
Google). A lot of focus group participants suggested that the search engine should be 
improved. As for the working groups, EU professionals added to these previous comments that 
they stopped using EUROPA’s internal search engine and always use an external search 
engine instead. Even EU civil servants use Google to find information on EUROPA.  

Users frequently use external search engine. The most popular is Google (69% of 
respondents used it). EUROPA search function is also used quite frequently (60% of 
respondents). The third answer is “EUROPA url directly”, but with only 30% of respondents 
and with the obvious bias that respondents are by definition familiar with EUROPA. 

Respondents, who declared to find information concerning European issues from “other” 
search engines, also included Wikipedia, Mozilla, or Copernic 

                                                      
194 See part 3.2.4.2 c) of the report + Online survey, section General user-friendliness, question 4 : “Do 
you know any of these specific portals on EUROPA ? If so, which ones do you use ? (you may specify 
more than one)” 
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Figure 74 : Use of search engine 

Source: online survey, 8 212 respondents195 

 

This tends to prove that the reliability of the EUROPA search engine is contested but that 
it still responds to a need (60% of respondent used it). For instance, searching for EUR-Lex 
will fail on the EUROPA website. 

The analysis of log files allows drawing a similar conclusion. The analysis was possible for 
56% of the visits on the website. The log files show that access to the EU portal is mainly 
done through public search engines (56%). 30% of visits on EUROPA are made through a 
link on another website. 17% of the visits are made by direct access to EUROPA website.  

 
Access path to 

EUROPA Number of visits in % of total visits 

Missing Data 226 630,00 44% 
Full Data 291 756,00 56% 

Total 518 386,00  

 

                                                      
195 Online survey, section General user-friendliness, question 1 “What type of search engine do you use 
to find information on EUROPA”, compulsory, several answers allowed. 
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The table below summarizes the different types of access. 

 

Access path to 
EUROPA 

Number of visits 
(incomplete data excluded) 

in % of total visits 
(incomplete data 

excluded) 

Search engine 163 473 56% 
Direct access 40 658 14% 
Link on another 
website 87 625 30% 
Total 291 756 100% 

Figure 75 : Use of public search engines 

Source: Log file analysis, 281 756 access 

To complete this analysis, we have specified which percentage the Google search engine 
represents amongst all public search engines. 93% of access is done through Google. This 
percentage is much higher than the one provided through online survey (69%)196. 

 The relevance of results provided by search engine is inconstant and sometimes 
irrelevant 

Queries are typed in French directly in the insert appearing on the Home Page. Here we 
analyse the first two pages of results. Queries are comprised of between one and several words 
and are concerned with accessing information and services. 

Browsing scenario 1 : Life of the European Union 

Query made to the engine  Adhésion Turquie (Turkish Membership) 

Page required http://europa.eu/scadplus/leg/fr/lvb/e50015.htm 

Type of page Lively institutional content 

Number of clicks for access 1 

Quality of results obtained The results provided are very good given that the article presented 
first provides an accurate overview of the situation concerning 
negotiations with Turkey. Furthermore, it was updated relatively 
recently (03/07/2007) 

Browsing scenario 2 : education, exchanges 

Query made to the engine ERASMUS 

                                                      
196 Two points of explanations: 

– The question in the online survey was “What type of search engine do you use to find information on 
EUROPA?”. The frequency of the use was not taken into account. It could mean that Google is more 
frequently used. 

– The data provided by the log files concerns only one day.  
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Page required http://ec.europa.eu/education/programmes/llp/erasmus/index_fr.html 

Type of page             Institutional content 

 Number of clicks for access 2 

Quality of results obtained Good results are provided and the most relevant article appears first. 
The article had also been updated very recently (21/11/2007) 

Browsing scenario  3 : economics 

Query made to the engine Consulter appel d'offre (View Tenders) 

Page required http://ted.europa.eu/ 

Type of page Service for professionals 

Number of clicks for access 3 

Quality of results obtained The results provided are poor and none of them correspond directly 
to the search. It was, however, possible to access the TED through a 
result in the “Taxation and Customs Union” part 

Browsing scenario 4 : institution 

Query made to the engine Constitution 

Page required http://ec.europa.eu/comm/coreservices/forum/index.cfm?forum=debateeurope&lang=f
r 

Type of page General public forum  

Number of clicks for access 2 

Quality of results obtained The results provided are very good. The most relevant article appears 
first.  

Browsing scenario 5 : institutional activity 

Query made to the engine Texte mini traité (Draft reform treaty) 

Page required http://europa.eu/reform_treaty/index_fr.htm 

Type of page  Full “Reform Treaty” text 

Number of clicks for access Not found 

Quality of results obtained The results provided do not make it possible to access the text of the 
mini treaty. In France the term “traité modificatif”(Reform Treaty)  
is not used by the media.  

http://ec.europa.eu/comm/coreservices/forum/index.cfm?forum=debateeurope&lang=fr
http://ec.europa.eu/comm/coreservices/forum/index.cfm?forum=debateeurope&lang=fr
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Browsing scenario 6 : legal 

Query made to the engine Législation européenne (European legislation) 

Page required http://ec.europa.eu/justice_home/unit/charte/index_fr.htmlhttp://eur-
lex.europa.eu/fr/index.htm 

Type of page              Service providing access to European law 

Number of clicks for access Not found 

Quality of results obtained The results provided do not enable users to access the EUR-LEX 
service. 

The performance levels vary depending on the queries made (which were on the whole 
very simple). The quality of service provided is thus somewhat inconsistent. The main 
weakness concerns vocabulary: the engine does not correct spelling mistakes, fails to 
suggest query corrections while the linguistic elements are not adapted on the basis of local 
usage.   
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Conclusion 

The online survey197 showed that only 30% of respondents were familiar with the 
existence of an internal search function on EUROPA. However, according to the 
statistics of the online survey, only 10% always find the information they look for. 71% 
find it on a regular basis. If 81% of users find the information, the search engine is 
maybe not a major concern. Nevertheless, the efficiency of the search engine does not 
refer only to the capacity to find information. It is: 

– a support to find any information European citizens need on European matters,  

– a support to find information of quality, 

– a support for visitors not used to the website, or not used with Internet. 

Users frequently use external search engine like Google. It is the most popular search 
engine (69% of respondents used it to access EUROPA), before EUROPA search 
function (60% of respondents). Log files show that 93% of EUROPA visitors connected 
through Google on one day. This tends to prove that the reliability of the EUROPA 
search engine is contested but that it is still responding to a need (60% of respondent 
used it).  

The relevance of results provided by the search engine is inconsistent and sometimes 
irrelevant. For instance, searching for EUR-Lex will fail on the EUROPA website. The 
answers returned by the internal search engine do not provide many details. Users have 
to click on the link to know exactly what the article/document is about. 

 

 

Recommendation 

1) To improve the internal search engine or to abandon it: 

a) To align with best practices often respected by web 2.0 websites, EUROPA internal 
search engine should first of all delete the “Search” word written in the research box 
when users click in it. This word is unnecessary and does not provide any kind of 
useful information. 

b) Web browser should be configured to select automatically its default language so that 
EUROPA website would be directly displayed into the correct language 

c) Moreover, presentation of results should be improved by highlighting keywords 
entered as it is done for Digg website. 
(http://www.digg.com/search?section=all&s=snowboard).  

                                                      
197 See part 3.2.4.2 c) of the report + Online survey, section General user-friendliness, question 4 : “Do 
you know any of these specific portals on EUROPA ? If so, which ones do you use ? (you may specify 
more than one)” 

http://www.digg.com/search?section=all&s=snowboard
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d) Articles should be organised by type of data, relevance of result or date. 

 
e) To provide explicit description in order to avoid users to click on the link to know 

exactly what information is on the suggested page. Brief description of articles should 
be linked to the heading of articles when results are returned to users. This is the case 
for the Financial Times website 

i) (http://search.ft.com/search?queryText=europe&aje=true&dse=&dsz= ). 

 
f) Searching tips can also be attached next to the search button to teach users how to 

look for an article. This is done for example on the IMF website 
(http://www.imf.org/external/ns/search.aspx). 

 
 

g) Regarding advanced search, additional options and filters should be proposed to help 
users find articles. For instance, OECD’s website filters articles depending on the 
author’s name 
(http://www.oecd.org/home/0,2987,en_2649_201185_1_1_1_1_1,00.html).  

 

http://www.imf.org/external/ns/search.aspx
http://www.oecd.org/home/0,2987,en_2649_201185_1_1_1_1_1,00.html
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h) Features of the search engine could also allow users to filter by type of media (audio 
or video), or type of document (.pdf files, .doc, .txt). Exalead site represents one 
example of search engine with these features (www.exalead.com). 

i) Improving design of the search engine (search options, presentation of results) is very 
important to help users succeeding in their research. The accuracy of the search engine 
also depends on how pages are encoded (source code). The first lines198 of articles 
need to contain catchy words because they often appear as first lines of the research 
document. 

j) The results could be classified by themes (always the same typology). For instance on 
the website http://pme.service-public.fr/ 

i) Current events 

ii) Files 

iii) Administrative tasks and forms 

iv) Selected websites 

v) Contacts 

 
EUROPA website could also take as an example what is done on other websites 
such as the DANONE Institute website. Indeed, on this website, the internal search 
engine organizes the answers according to the category to which they belong: for 
example, if the user is looking for information on metabolism, the search engine 
will offer a list of publications, a bibliography, graphics, and finally, a category 
with all the other results found. Finally, EUROPA search engine should also 
include pictures, videos and pod casts in its searching results. 

k) Indexation of search results could be improved with microformats (key words) in the 
HTML source code. This measure would also increase citizens’ loyalty. 

l) If EUROPA’s internal search function is abandoned, technologies providing smart 
links to an external search engine searching only in the identified website exist 
(example: http://www.w3.org/). It is also possible to use Europe Direct as interactive 
search function. It will however imply increased inputs in order to provide a correct 
level of outputs. 

 

                                                      
198 Please refer to http://www.bloghash.com/tag/Search_Engine/ for additional details on this 
recommendation. 

http://www.exalead.com/
http://pme.service-public.fr/
http://www.w3.org/
http://www.bloghash.com/tag/Search_Engine/
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4.5.4.4 Ergonomics of the website 

 The users’ perception regarding the navigation quality is positive 

 

Poor
6%

Excellent
18%

Decent 
29%

Good
47%

 
 

65% of users questioned 
during one-to-one 
interviews found that the 
navigation on EUROPA 
was easy and 29% decent. 

 

Figure 76 : Ease of navigation on EUROPA  
Source: focus groups 4, 5.1, 5.2 (51 users) 

 The users’ perception regarding the ease of site apprehension is contrasted, but one 
person out of four has a negative feeling. 

 

Negative
24%

Mixed
27%

Positive
49%

 
 

Amongst users that are 
familiar with the Internet 
(good or decent internet 
skills), 49% had an overall 
positive perception of 
EUROPA. 

 

Figure 77 : Perception of EUROPA by users who are familiar with the Internet 

Source: Focus groups 4, 5.1, 5.2 (45 users) 
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Figure 78 : Perception of EUROPA by users who did not know the EUROPA website 

Source: Focus groups 4, 5.1, 5.2 (47 users) 

 

 The perception of the visitors regarding the ergonomics is globally positive. 

As pointed out by participants of the focus “EU civil servants”, pages are too cluttered with 
text.  

As pointed out by participants of the web experts focus group, «EU website’s ergonomics  are 
7 years behind, giving a non-professional impression ». 

The major point addressed by participants of the web experts focus group concerns the identity 
of the website. It is not clearly delimited and promoted because users don’t know if they are 
surfing on EU website or not.  

Nevertheless, global attractiveness of users interviewed is summarized below. 

Excellent
14%

Decent
22%

Good
53%

Poor
11%

 
 

67% of users questioned 
during one-to-one interviews 
found that EUROPA website 
is attractive  

Figure 79 : Attractiveness of EUROPA 

Source: Focus groups 4, 5.1, 5.2 (51 users) 

 

Mixed
30%

Negative
21%

Positive
49%

Amongst users that did not 
type directly the EUROPA 
url, 49% had an overall 
positive perception of 
EUROPA. 
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Appealing
60%

No opinion
5%

Unappealing
6%

Very appealing
10%

Dry
19%

 

The overall look of 
EUROPA is appreciated 
by 70% of users who took 
part in the online survey. 

 

Figure 80 : Overall look of EUROPA 
Source: online survey, 8 212 users199 

The online survey also gives interesting precisions as to the reasons why the overall look is 
considered by 6% of respondents as “unappealing”200 : 

– EUROPA is perceived as messy, cluttered, complex. Pages are loaded with too much 
information encumbering a straight forward access to information. 

– A different look is used on a lot of subsites. There is no common interface which 
remains visible no matter where you are on the europa.eu domain. 

– Different pages coexist on the same topic (ex. EUROPA top level pages and DG’s 
pages) creating a certain confusion for the user. 

– The search engine does not refer to pages but directly refers to documents. There is no 
coherent and/or efficient search function on EUROPA. Most users accessing EUROPA 
tend to access through Google. 

– Some users feel that that they are not targeted by EUROPA’s strategy for the 
information presented is too technical and complex. There is no existing distinction 
made between target publics’ needs (ex. personal / professional needs). 

– Font size is too small. 

– Some users feel that the colours used on EUROPA are not adequate and not user-
friendly. 

                                                      
199 Online survey, section “General user-friendliness”, question 2 : “Please rate the overall look of 
EUROPA”, compulsory. 
200 Following answers are extracted from the online survey. Users sometimes provide answers not 
directly related to the question. For instance for this question, the search engine is mentioned even if it 
is not directly linked with the overall look. However, the evaluator has decided to set forth these 
answers because they give information: the satisfaction on one subject can be closely linked with 
another subject even if it is independent as, for instance, the overall look and the accessibility (search 
engine). 
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 The average time spent one EU website equals to 8m30s201 

Two evaluations were conducted in order to evaluate the average time spent by users on the 
EU website. 

A distinction was made between the users connecting for the first time, that leave when they 
have visited the homepage, which are called “one page visitor”, and the users that remain on 
the website. 

This distinction was made since the data format necessary implied that the time spent by a 
“one page visitor” was equal to 0. Taking into account this category of visitors decreases the 
average time spent by citizens. 

In the first case, if we consider all users (one page visitors included), the results show that for 
the 1 496 visitors taken into account in the data sample, the average time spent on the website 
equals to 4 minutes. 50% of visitors stay less than 1, 20 seconds and 75% of them stay 1,81 
minutes or more. 

If “one page visitors” are not taken into account in the results, the average time spent by 
users on EUROPA equals to 8,51 minutes. 

The table below summarizes mean time, quartiles and the median. 

Figure 81 : Average time spent on EUROPA in minutes (all users included) 
Source: Log file analysis, all visitors 

Number of 
visitors 

Average 
time spent 

standard 
deviation 

Max time Quantile 
75% 

Median Quantile 
25% 

Min time 

  (in min) (in min) (in min) (in min) (in min) (in min) (in min) 
1496 4,38 20,29 545,05 1,81 0,02 0,00 0,00 

 

Figure 82 : Average time spent on EUROPA in minutes (users browsing past homepage) 
Source: Log file analysis, without one page visitors 

Number of 
visitors 

Average 
time spent 

standard 
deviation 

Max time Quantile 
75% 

Median Quantile 
25% 

Min time 

  (in min) (in min) (in min) (in min) (in min) (in min) (in min) 
771 8,51 27,64 545,05 7,70 1,70 0,37 0,02 

 

                                                      
201 ranking EUROPA website around the 50th position if it benchmarked with other websites : 
compared to the activity noticed on French website in November 2007. Source: http://mediametrie-
estat.com/content/fr/presse/200711/CybereStat_Novembre_2007.pdf 
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One limit must be pointed out concerning the time spent by the users on the last page visited: 
indeed, in the database, the last line for each user provides the date and time for the last page 
visited, instead of giving the date and time on which the user left this last page. 

 Good practices related to easiness of navigation have been identified on EUROPA 
and have to be maintained  

Forcing users to subscribe or to register on the homepage before accessing the information 
will not be appreciated and may turn users away. Yet, EUROPA authentication is not 
required at homepage to get into the website content. The absence of registration access 
point strengthens the accessibility to information for each different public. 

Asking users to download an application or a plug-in before entering a site can cause 
annoyance and confusion, hence driving them away and therefore have a significant impact 
on the target publics. On each website tested our approach was to identify if a non standard 
set up software (such as: active X plug in) were required to access the content. We considered 
the content as not viewable if additional software was required. For that topic, EUROPA does 
not need any specific software to display its content. Consequently, EUROPA may be easy to 
access and open to a large kind of target publics, without any barrier restricting access to 
get in. 

EUROPA website is fast downloading website which meets the expectations concerning 
the satisfaction level regarding accessibility of information. The most important factor in 
conveying an efficient oversight is the download time criterion. The homepage should be 
especially small in size and therefore fast to download. It was considered that a homepage 
downloaded below 15 seconds is tolerable whereas a homepage downloaded in more than 15 
seconds is not considered as tolerable. In order to precisely estimate homepages download 
time, we performed this test on a dial up connection with Mozilla Firefox 2.0.  

EUROPA seems to be quite well represented through existence of external links. Indeed 
the number of links referring to EUROPA is the highest figure for the public institution 
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sites, but compared to a private site such as Amazon, progress still needs to be made 
(2 340 000 links). 

As identified through the indicator “Compatibility with different browsers”, EUROPA 
website is compatible with 96% of the web browsers used world wide. As a result, 
EUROPA meets the goal in terms of accessibility to the different types of users. 

 Some visual means (photos, illustrations, font) are dedicated to improve the 
ergonomics, but their use is uneven. 

A recognizable website may be as well supported by the presence of pictures. In the case of 
EUROPA website, little space is given to in the page mask. In this area photos do not 
represent a powerful identity element and are used to illustrate the theme or content displayed 
with varying levels of success. The shots used are generally unnatural, rather “cliché” 
photos202. This choice of photos makes it difficult to identify the site and its content. 

Illustrations are used in a relevant manner to identify services for children 
(http://www.EUROPA.eu/EUROPAgo/welcome.jsp). It appears that those illustrations are not 
used in the other sections of EUROPA. 

Apart from the EUROPA logo, which uses a script font; all fonts used are sans-serif style, 
with traditional design and standard formats: normal, book, medium or bold. In an occasional 
and random manner, they are used in different versions: condensed or italics for example (Plan 
D, EU, at a glance).  Their application is generally consistent apart from in events-related 
sites or sites with special themes: 

– ‘Fun’ fonts are deliberately used for services designed for children, 

– Modern-style fonts are used for events-related sites. 

 EUROPA website is adapted to the resolution of the most common screens. 

Regarding use of screen surface area, the canvass used for the EUROPA site can be adapted 
to the resolution of the screen upon which it is displayed. The minimum resolution for 
displaying the site in acceptable conditions is 800*600 pixels. This minimum resolution 
enables a large majority of viewers, including those who have out of date equipment, to view 
the site in good conditions. The site is perfectly displayed with a resolution of 1024*768 
pixels, which is the current standard. From this point of view, EUROPA provides a high 
quality of image. However, this quality is reduced with screens that have a 15/4 or 16/9 ratios. 
In full-screen mode, the lines of text are spread over a width that is too great to be pleasant to 
read. This kind of screen is becoming more and more common on state-of-the-art equipment 
and will become a future standard. Moreover, the site is not designed to support high screen 
resolution such as 1600x1200. 

 The website is not devised for mobile connection 

Tests were implemented on the accessibility of the benchmarked websites from a mobile smart 
phone, PDA or Black Berry. Tests revealed that EUROPA is not easily readable from a 
Black Berry device and design is affected by navigation. 

                                                      
202 Confirmed during focus groups 



Ernst & Young – February 2008– Final Report: Evaluation of the EUROPA website 213 

 The essential services for users concerning navigation on the website are nearly all 
accessible easily 

Services considered as essential are as follows: 

– Return to homepage, 

– Search engine, 

– Accessing contacts, 

– Changing languages, 

– Help tools : synchronous (FAQ, chat, knowledge base) and asynchronous (telephone, 
email, forum) tools, 

Four of these accessing facilities are present across the whole of the europa.eu site: 
homepage, search, contacts, search engine and languages. There is no direct access to help 
tools on the pages, except for FAQ (partially). 

Location of the services on EUROPA website would be eased by the use of a site map203 
and / or an efficient internal search engine. Indeed, those tools could constitute an alternative 
method of navigating on the site and ease the search of information. 

Another point of view would be to consider search engine as a good way to locate services 
on EUROPA website. But, as mentioned previously, in practical terms, EUROPA search 
engine exists but do not contribute to easily find location of services within the website. (for 
more detail about EUROPA search engine, please refer to the type of analysis “Efficiency of 
the search engine)”. 

 The navigation may imply a number of pages downloaded (clicks needed) too high, if 
it is considered that over four pages downloaded, many users abandon. 

People participating to the focus group n°2 confirmed that a lot of information is accessible 
above 4 clicks away which does not optimize the ergonomics of the website. 

During usability tests, access to target pages via the traditional browsing system204 of the 
europa.eu website was attempted.  The targeted pages are the same as for the test involving 
browsing through the search engine in order to put the two information accessing systems into 
perspective.  

The log files provided complementary information on the surrender rate and on the number of 
pages visited by users. On the basis of the log file analysis, the following flowchart was set up, 
which shows the percentage of EU visitors who left the website after 1 click, 2 clicks, 3 clicks, 
4 clicks and more than 4 clicks.  

80% of users leave the EU website after 2 clicks.  

                                                      
203 Details are provided in part 4.5.4.1 
204 By clicking on links provided on web pages 
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Figure 83 : Surrender rate after few clicks on Europa 
Source: Log analysis, 253 893 observations collected  

 

One click
60%

Two clicks
21%

Three clicks
7%

Four clicks
4%

More than four 
clicks
8%

 
 

Browsing scenario 1 : Life of the European Union 

Query made to the engine Adhésion Turquie (Turkish Membership) 

Page required http://europa.eu/scadplus/leg/fr/lvb/e50015.htm 

Type of page Lively institutional content 

Number of clicks for access 3 

Clickstream quality Access is very quick and logical.  
Enlargement / Ongoing enlargement  / Turkey: the Commission 
recommends that membership negotiations begin 

Browsing scenario 2 : education, exchanges 

Query made to the engine ERASMUS 

Page required http://ec.europa.eu/education/programmes/llp/erasmus/index_fr.html 

Type of page Institutional content 

Number of clicks for access 3 

Quality of results obtained Access is very quick and logical.  
Education, training and youth / Education, Formation / Programme 
Erasmus 

Browsing scenario 3 : economics 

Query made to the engine Consulter appel d'offre (View Tenders) 
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Page required http://ted.europa.eu/ 

Type of page Service for professionals 

Number of clicks for access 3 

Quality of results obtained Access is very quick and logical.  
Public Procurement / Accessing information / TED - Tenders 
Electronic Daily 

Browsing scenario 4 : institution 

Query made to the engine Constitution 

Page required http://ec.europa.eu/comm/coreservices/forum/index.cfm?forum=debateeurope&lang=
fr 

Type of page General public forum  

Number of clicks for access 2 

Quality of results obtained Impossible to access the forum.  
Your point of view about Europe / Discussions 

Browsing scenario 5: institutional news 

Query made to the engine Texte mini traité (Draft reform treaty) 

Page required http://europa.eu/reform_treaty/index_fr.htm 

Type of page Full “Reform Treaty” text 

Number of clicks for access 2 

Quality of results obtained Access is very quick and logical.  
Draft “Reform Treaty” / 

Browsing scenario 6 : legal 

Query made to the engine Législation européenne (European legislation) 

Page required http://eur-lex.europa.eu/fr/index.htm 

Type of page  Service providing access to European law 

Number of clicks for access 1 

Quality of results obtained Access is direct.  
EUR-LEX, the European Union law access portal  

 Navigation through URL is difficult 

According to the latest figures from StatMarket (http://actu.abondance.com/actu0101.html), it 
is estimated that 47% of all website referrals come from URL directly typed into the 

http://ec.europa.eu/comm/coreservices/forum/index.cfm?forum=debateeurope&lang=fr
http://ec.europa.eu/comm/coreservices/forum/index.cfm?forum=debateeurope&lang=fr
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/fr/index.htm
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navigation address bar. Therefore, website’s URL should be intuitive i.e. as close as possible 
to the company's name and should be globally easy to remember. EUROPA website 
homepage address is straightforward. Intuitive URL offers a satisfying level of accessibility 
to information. However, when users go “deeper” into EUROPA, URLs have a tendency 
to get longer and longer.  

 The great majority of links are obvious in their intent and destination 

EUROPA’s content pages are full of links. The vast majority of these links lead to internal 
pages or functional services of the site. The quality of the wording used for links is very 
good: each link uses one or more words that perfectly illustrate the nature of the link 
(destination, meaning). There are however exceptions on some news modules where the link 
is labelled “Read more” for example in the “Debate Europe” section. On the other hand, the 
wording is excellent in an equivalent module on the “50th anniversary of the Treaty of Rome” 
site. 

 The navigation among related pages, and between different sections, is globally 
convenient, but the ease of navigation is lowered by several major loopholes. 

Constantly providing a link to go back to the homepage is essential to ensure that users 
won’t get lost. EUROPA web pages contain links to go back to the homepage but not on all of 
them, especially on the European commission web pages. Absence of hyperlink to go back to 
the homepage does neither enforce the logic of the pathway, nor clarify the way to surf among 
related pages. 

As for example some EUROPA pages which does not contain any button to return to the 
homepage are listed below:  

– Your rights : http://ec.EUROPA.eu/youreurope/index_fr.html, 

– Studying : http://ec.EUROPA.eu/ploteus/portal/home.jsp, 

– Your direct line : http://ec.EUROPA.eu/europedirect/index_en.htm, 

– Contact the Ombudsman : http://www.ombudsman.EUROPA.eu/home/en/default.htm, 

– Europe and Young People http://www.EUROPA.eu/EUROPAgo/welcome.jsp, 

– Easy Reading Corner : http://ec.EUROPA.eu/publications/index_en.htm. 

 The compatibility with different browsers is quasi complete. 

EUROPA is fully compatible with the 5 web browsers selected as part of the benchmark 
approach.  

The Browser statistics below shows that 4 out of 5 of these web browsers correspond to up to 
96.3% of the web browsers currently used in the world.  

Browser statistics - July 2007 

July 2007 IE7 IE6 IE5 Mozilla FireFox Safari Opéra Total (without Safari) 
% of population 20.1% 36.9% 1.5% 1,4% 34.5% 1.5% 1.9% 96,3% 

Source : http://www.w3schools.com/browsers/browsers_stats.asp 

 

Tests were also conducted during usability tests. The following browsers and platform tested 
were: 

– Opera 9.x Windows / Macintosh 

http://ec.europa.eu/youreurope/index_fr.html
http://ec.europa.eu/ploteus/portal/home.jsp
http://ec.europa.eu/europedirect/index_en.htm
http://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/home/en/default.htm
http://www.europa.eu/youth/index.cfm?l_id=en
http://www.europa.eu/europago/welcome.jsp
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– Firefox version 2.x Windows / Macintosh 

– Internet Explorer 6 and 7 Windows 

– Safari 2.x macintosh 

Internet Explorer 6 / Windows: all the pages are displayed properly. There are some Javascript 
errors on certain pages but they do not prevent browsing. 

Internet Explorer 7 / Windows: all the pages are displayed properly. The same problems as 
Internet Explorer 6 also exist with Javascript.  The survey module does not work.  The site 
believes that the browser does not accept cookies, thus refusing users the possibility of voting.  

Firefox 2.x / Windows: all the pages are displayed properly. The scripts are executed properly 
throughout the whole of the site. 

Opéra 9.x / Windows: all the pages are displayed properly. Some Javascript errors occurred, in 
greater numbers than on the previous browsers, nevertheless browsing was possible in all 
cases. Interpreting Javascript is more rigorous Opéra which explains the higher number of 
errors.  

Opéra 9.x / Macintosh: the display, like under Windows, is good. Javascript errors are also 
present here.  

Safari 2.x / Macintosh: all the pages are displayed properly. Some menus are not displayed 
perfectly but this does not impact browsing. However, the same problem as for Internet 
Explorer was observed for the survey module. The site considers that the browser does not 
accept cookies. 

 The navigation on EUROPA and its accessibility are well ranked by partially sighted 
people, even if several criticisms were mentioned. 

The benchmark suggests that many websites do not offer any tools or help for disabled users. 
Moreover, some of them penalize the disabled users by blocking the source code on the pages, 
thus preventing them from changing the font or the size, or by frequently using programs such 
as flash or java scripts (ex: http://www.gm.com/).  

Usability tests reveal that the vast majority of the pages tested were displayed without 
problems. Alerts205 are regularly indicated but do not prevent users from reading the page. 
CSS (page layout) is not always used. CSS enables the content (text, images) to be separated 
from its layout. More widespread use would be necessary in order to make it easier for 
disabled users to read the site. The europa.eu site is accessible to disabled users in 
accordance with the first WAI accessibility standard. This basis enables users to browse 
the site properly. However, the standards are not strictly complied with but the errors found 
are minimal and do not hinder browsing and reading.  

Focus Group 7 (users cut off from communication and information technologies), dealing with 
partially or totally sight deficient persons, enabled the evaluator to collect more qualitative 
data and suggestions on this accessibility issue. 

                                                      

205 Errors indicate the presence of elements impeding the user from reading the page while alerts are 
above all brought about by a lack of alternative content (e.g. for images, illustrations) facilitating  
comprehension of the document for disabled users.  
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Amongst the positive aspects mentioned by the visually impaired users, the most important 
was that, for most of the site, EUROPA is accessible to partially or totally sight deficient 
users. The participants in our focus group gave an overall grade of 3 /4 on the 
accessibility of this website (1 standing for poor, 4 being excellent. For example, only 
websites such as www.handicapzero.org or www.studyvox.ups-tlse.fr would get a 4/4 grade. 
There, compared to an ordinary website, EUROPA is more accessible. 

Regarding the positive technical aspects of the website, the users underlined the fact that the 
hypertexts links provide textual information which allows them to know where they are, and 
which section they are heading for.  Moreover, the list of hypertext links is identified by vocal 
synthesis tools such as JAWS. 

However, some criticism was made regarding EUROPA: 

First of all, the presentation of the pages is not identical on all pages of the website. This 
suggests a period of adaptation for the visually impaired user, as he goes from page to page: 
indeed, the headings and presentations are not identical.  

Besides, the navigation system is not always intuitive for disabled users. The HTML 
source code can be very different from page to page. This is a major problem on pages such 
as: 

http://www.europa.eu/abc/travel/index_fr.htm 

http://ec.europa.eu/ploteus/portal/home.jsp 

http://ec.europa.eu/europedirect/index_fr.htm 

The absence of titles on the pages makes it difficult for visually impaired users to navigate 
from one bloc to another, for the applications they use. For example: on the page 
http://www.europa.eu/index_fr.htm, the titles “Discover the EU”, “Living in the EU”, 
“Interact with the EU” cannot be identified by screen reader softwares. Thus the information 
they have access to, is not classified. 

http://www.handicapzero.org/
http://www.studyvox.ups-tlse.fr/
http://www.europa.eu/abc/travel/index_fr.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/ploteus/portal/home.jsp
http://ec.europa.eu/europedirect/index_fr.htm
http://www.europa.eu/index_fr.htm
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Concerning the access page of the website, the user has the opportunity to choose which 
language he wants. A user using a screen reader such as JAWS, cannot locate himself on this 
page: the links are redundant (hypertext and icons) when using JAWS. This can be very 
disturbing for the visually impaired 
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HTML source code of the page : the icon contains the title “Français – Le portail de 
l’Union européenne”, as well as the hypertext link. As a result, the title is read twice 
by JAWS (application for visually impaired). 

 

<td width="30" height="25" align="right" class="languagespicto"><a 
href="index_fr.htm"><img src="images/hp/lang_fr.gif" lang="fr" alt="Français - Le 
portail de l'Union européenne" width="20" height="17" 
border="0"></a>&nbsp;&nbsp;</td> <td class="languages"> <a href="index_fr.htm" 
class="languages">Le portail de l'Union européenne</a></td> 

 

The users mentioned the internal search engine as a source of trouble: although it is located 
on the top of the homepage, the screen reader mentions it in last position, thus making it hard 
to use. The internal search engine offers too many answers (1500 answers to a random test 
made by one of the users). Considering the number of answers, users point out that he would 
rather use Google. 

Finally, regarding the organization of the pages on the website, the users raised up a several 
number of issues: 

 The screen reader mentions the name of the countries in their shortened form (for 
example, FR stands for France)  

For example on this page of the website: 

 

1

2 
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In French, the sentence circled would be read by the text-to-speech tools as follows: « La 
stratégie européenne en contre … ». 

 

Many graphics appear, that are not fundamental, and that slow down the navigation. For 
example, many graphics appear in the sections of this page  that do not bring any added value 
to the page: 

http://www.europa.eu/abc/travel/index_fr.htm 

The keyboard short-cuts such as ALT+1, 2, 3… which make navigation easier on EUROPA 
are problematic as they are already used for screen readers or other tools for the visually 
impaired users. 

Finally, as it is not very frequent that visually impaired users use transaction services or 
interactive services, no comments were made on these. 

 The compliance with W3C recommendations is good 

Compatibility with the W3C standards is good. The majority of errors detected are not critical, 
users are simply unaware of them.   

 EUROPA style sheets are selected depending on the type of browser at the client side, 

 Text size is not modifiable on all EU webpages 
http://europa.eu/europago/welcome.jsp for sight deficient, 

http://www.europa.eu/abc/travel/index_fr.htm
http://europa.eu/europago/welcome.jsp


Ernst & Young – February 2008– Final Report: Evaluation of the EUROPA website 222 

 Array are often used instead of Cascading Style Sheets and DIV tag,  

A few structural errors in the page elements can however result in them not being legible by 
old browsers. These errors concern under 5% of the pages tested.  

 

Conclusion 

The users’ perception regarding the navigation quality is positive but one person out of 
four has a negative feeling. The perception of the visitors regarding the ergonomics is 
globally positive (70% of respondents). 

The average time spent one EU website equals to 8m30s. 

EUROPA website uses good practises to be maintained or strengthened: 

– EUROPA authentication is not required at homepage to get into the website 
content. The absence of registration access point strengthens the accessibility to 
information for each different public 

– EUROPA does not need any specific software to display its content 

– EUROPA website is fast downloading and meets the expectations concerning the 
satisfaction level regarding accessibility of information 

– EUROPA seems to be quite well represented through existence of external links 

– EUROPA website is compatible with 96% of the web browsers used world wide 

– EUROPA website is adapted to the resolution of the most common screens. 

– The essential services for users concerning navigation on the website are nearly all 
easily accessible (with the important exception of help tools) 

– Some visual means (photos, illustrations, font) are dedicated to improve the 
ergonomics, but their use are uneven. 

– The great majority of links are obvious in their intent and destination 

– The navigation among related pages, and between different sections, is globally 
convenient, but the ease of navigation is lowered by several major loopholes. 

– The compatibility with different browsers is quasi complete. 

Identified reasons of dissatisfaction are: 

– Tests revealed that EUROPA website is not easily readable from a Black Berry 
device and design is affected by navigation (not convenient for professional users) 

– The navigation may imply an excessive number of downloaded pages (clicks 
needed), if we consider that over four pages downloaded, many users abandon 
their search. 

– Navigation through URL is difficult 
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Concerning accessibility for disabled users, EUROPA is well graded by disabled users 
interviewed (3/4). Notably, hypertexts links provide textual information which allows 
them to know where they are (with tools such as JAWS). Even if the access for disabled 
people is very goof on EUROPA, several obstacles were identified: 

– presentation of the pages is not identical on all pages and it is especially difficult 
for visually impaired users to adapt themselves 

– The HTML source code can be very different from page to page 

– The absence of titles on the pages makes it difficult for visually impaired users to 
navigate 

– The user has the opportunity to choose which language he wants. However, for a 
user using a screen reader such as JAWS, links are redundant (hypertext and 
icons)  

– The screen reader mentions the name of the countries in their shortened form (for 
example, FR stands for France). It is unclear for nationals of non designated 
countries. 

 

 

Recommendation 

1) Identity of the website must be clearly promoted in relation with strategic objectives that 
have been defined. To do so, pictures attached as wall papers would personalize and help 
citizens identifying the target of the page. For example, Air France uses pictures to 
represent who is concerned with articles. OECD inserts comments « Information for » in 
the content of body text to target its public. 

2) To include in the navigation bar of EUROPA commission web pages the link to the 
EUROPA homepage.  

3) To highlight the sections that were already visited: menus should help users to locate 
themselves 

4) The site could be enhanced by making routine use of an icon enabling identification of the 
links which are going to open a new browsing page. This system is only used on the “50th 
anniversary of the Treaty of Rome” part. This type of labelling system is increasingly 
used. 

5) The HTML source code has to be homogeneous on all pages 

6) The headings on EUROPA need to be improved on all levels, by introducing more H type 
HTML tags. (especially for the title of each page) 

7) To provide an effective site map and not only and index at user’s disposal. The best 
practice widely adopted in terms of site map would be to propose the site map at the 
bottom of the homepage as for the Financial Times website, or at the top of the homepage 
as for the International Monetary Fund website. 

Website: http://www.imf.org 

http://www.imf.org/


Ernst & Young – February 2008– Final Report: Evaluation of the EUROPA website 224 

 
Website: http://www.ft.com/home/europe 

 
8) Several practises could improve the navigation of disabled users: 

a) To open the source code on the pages allowing to change the font or the size, or to use 
programs such as flash or java scripts; 

b) To offer tutorial on how to use the site without a mouse. 
(http:/www.louvre.fr/llv/commun/accessibilite.jsp?bmLocale=fr_FR). 

c) To provide a contact address to ensure that the website is really accessible to all users 
(http://www.lse.ac.uk/resources/termsOfUse/Default.htm#7) 

d) To offer a low vision version, accessible to visually impaired users 

e) To use all the standards and directives defined by the W3C consortium. See 
http://www.w3.org/WAI/EO/Drafts/PWD-Use-Web/20010104.html 

f) Not enough blank links are provided on the website: these links, that are not visible 
for « normal » users, only appear when using screen readers, and can make the 
navigation much easier for the visually impaired. 

g) Generally speaking, a good understanding of how screen readers work is essential, 
when conceiving a page. It would be a good practice if webmasters were familiar with 
these tools, for instance through specific trainings. 

h) The best practices regarding the visually impaired can be found on websites such as 
www.handicapzero.org or www.studyvox.ups-tlse.fr.  

i)  The insertion of .wav links (audio links) for people who do not use screen readers, 
would be most helpful. It would be very useful for the visually impaired who do not 
use screen readers with text-to-speech functions. 

j) The London School of Economics and Political Science website is supposed to be 
accessible to all users, a contact address are available to ensure that it is really the case 
(http://www.lse.ac.uk/resources/termsOfUse/Default.htm#7).  

k) The most “disabled-friendly” website, which could inspire the EUROPA website, is 
Veolia. It offers a low vision version, accessible to the disabled and uses all the 
standards and directives defined by the W3C consortium. 

l) To propose easy access to increase or decrease the size of letters. Example on 
http://pme.service-public.fr/ 

 
9) To make EUROPA website easily readable from a Black Berry device. Good practice to 

make Europa website compatible with PDA would be to continue to use CSS (Cascading 
Style Sheets) files for standard computer requests, like it is done at the moment, but also 
to create specific CSS files for smartphones requests. Most of the display incompatibilities 
can be solved by adopting CSS style sheets. Moreover implementation at the server side is 
easy and does not require to reprogramming source code of webpages.  

http://www.ft.com/home/europe
http://www.lse.ac.uk/resources/termsOfUse/Default.htm#7
http://www.w3.org/WAI/EO/Drafts/PWD-Use-Web/20010104.html
http://www.handicapzero.org/
http://www.studyvox.ups-tlse.fr/
http://www.lse.ac.uk/resources/termsOfUse/Default.htm#7
http://pme.service-public.fr/
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10) To provide breadcrumb in the same position on all pages. A good practise is to locate the 
page with the text “You are here”. Another good practise is to provide the site map close 
to the breadcrumb.  

11) Some W3C standards should be put in place or reinforced on EUROPA website such as: 

a) Use of style sheets that will vary, depending on the type of media citizens use (small 
screen like PDA, computer laptop and desktop, Braille reader).  

b) Possibility for the reader to increase or decrease the text size, 

c) Layout of webpages should include more Cascading Style Sheets (CSS) and DIV tag 
(HTML tag) instead of using arrays. 
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4.5.5 Conclusion for the evaluation question 

To what extent does EUROPA provide a coherent, user-friendly set of information and 
communication tools (efficiency)? 

 

The users’ perception of the website structure is positive but one user out of three is 
unsatisfied. Globally, the website is not clearly structured. The structuring of pages and their 
content is not homogeneous, and the user has not the possibility to learn easily from its 
previous navigation. The consequence of the unclear framework is a strong issue noticed on 
the accessibility of information and services provided on EUROPA. 

The linguistic coverage is well perceived by users. But expectations are major, and the link 
between satisfaction and language coverage was noticed. Therefore, if the language coverage 
is strengthened, the impact on the users’ satisfaction will be probably direct. 

EUROPA does not always offer the last technologies (forums, access to blackberry, etc.). 
However tools of communication are various and offer a high level of interactivity. 

The navigation logic is not the same through the website. Consequently, the time needed to 
learn how to navigate is high. EUROPA is not a website easily accessible for the first user.  

Information content is complex but not sufficiently organised. When users look for 
information, they often have to perform several navigations on EUROPA. All the users are 
potentially concerned. A high percentage of non frequent users do not find information. Other 
users find information but the time required is too long. 

Communication tools are coherent all over EUROPA. However, even more than for 
information and services, they are difficult to reach. The accessibility to communication tools 
is especially difficult. 

The search engine is improvable. Without improvement, it could be abandoned. 

The EUROPA provides good navigation for partially sighted people. It could still be 
improved. 
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5 Recommendations 

5.1 Strategic recommendations 

1) The analysis of effective users and their needs should be dealt with through a bottom-up 
approach: 

a) Identify EUROPA users, 

b) Identify their needs, 

c) Define a strategy, 

d) Satisfy their needs. 

2) In order to establish a sound strategy, it is necessary to develop tools dedicated to the 
knowledge of users and their needs. A periodic survey could be implemented on the 
EUROPA homepage, based on a shorter version of the questionnaire used for the 
EUROPA evaluation, focused on the part I “Your personal details” and part II (user-
friendliness), III (Information), IV (interactivity) or V (services), depending on which 
focus is required. The link toward the survey has to be permanent and visible (for good 
practises, see http://pme.service-public.fr/, there is a link on the first page « express 
survey », or see http://europa.eu/50/index_en.htm and its “e-poll”) 

3) EUROPA’s communication strategy should be formalised more specifically in a single 
document on the basis of: 
a) EUROPA effective users’ profiles, 
b) Effective users’ needs, 
c) Potential users targeted. 
Priorities by targets have to be defined, and means to reach them. 

4) Collected data could be structured, divided within the following topics: 
a) User identity: age, language, profession. 
b) Needs 

i) Needs concerning the reliability of the information: to what extent does the 
communication through EUROPA succeed in restoring confidence about the 
information provided? 

ii) Needs concerning the citizenship belonging: to what extent does EUROPA 
contribute to this sense of belonging through its content? 

iii) Needs concerning a participative content: to what extent does EUROPA have to 
provide a web 2.0 environment (collective and participative environment) 
supporting the citizens’ adhesion to institutions and Europeans symbols ? 

c) Behaviour facing new technologies: to take into account different behaviours 
i) private/professional 
ii) sedentary/nomad (for instance, concerning the use of 3G cards) 
iii) urban/rural (for instance concerning the connection speed) 
iv) traditional/innovative 

http://pme.service-public.fr/
http://europa.eu/50/index_en.htm
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5) Concerning the strategy and its adequacy with users’ profile, the basic steps described 
hereafter could be followed: 

a) The strategy has to define if all the EU citizens are targeted by EUROPA whatever 
their age, the place of residence, the professional activity, the language.  

b) If the strategy is defined, it has to be decided which potential users will be targeted, 
which are the priorities206. 

c) Then it will be necessary to define which means have to be implemented to attract the 
potential users. 

6) To refine the typology concerning professional situation, we can start off with the 
categories suggested in the online survey207 and identify sub-categories : 
a) Civil servant in national, regional or local administration 

i) To distinguish contractual agent for national, regional or local administration 
b) Official in a European or international institution 

i) To distinguish contractual agent for the EU, 
c) Experts stakeholder in European policies 

i) To distinguish lawyers, paralegal, 
ii) To distinguish consultants and to specify which activities they carry out (EU 

project, medical, professional training…) 
d) Engineers (Mechanical, civil, agronomics) 
e) IT specialists (Webmaster, CIO, web designer) 
f) Doctors, Php students, pharmaceutical operators, 
g) Researchers, 
h) Trainees. 

7) 10% of users do not live in the European Union or in candidate states. It is therefore a 
category of users that cannot be ignored. They have to be taken into account through208: 
a) Specific information, 
b) Adequate channels of communication, 
c) Language coverage for crucial information. 

8) Professional users are over represented compared to the global population. The strategy 
has to be clarify what is the objective of EUROPA : 
a) To strengthen EUROPA as a professional website, 
b) To strengthen EUROPA as a website turned towards the general public, 
c) To follow these two objectives simultaneously, but this could imply a higher level of 

risk. 

9) The strategy has to be amended in order to be closer to the effective users and their needs 

a) To define targeted users profiles, on the basis of the present evaluation (see part 
4.2.4.2) 

                                                      
206 This part of the recommendation will be developed in the recommendations related to potential users 
207 Part “Your personal details”, question 6-2 “What is your professional situation”, open question. 
208 This recommendation is specified in several other recommendations 
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b) To define targeted users needs, on the basis of the present evaluation (see part 4.2.4.3) 

10) The profile of the potential users of the EUROPA website must be taken into account in 
different ways: 

a) to define the new strategy of the website and the means necessary to implement this 
strategy 

b) to provide users with new services at their disposal on the website, 

c) to develop new promotion tools for the website. 

d) to determine which means of communication to use to reach these under-represented 
groups amongst users of the EUROPA website. 

11) To improve the knowledge of users’ needs. Specific and frequent surveys could be 
implemented. In order to refine the accuracy of the data collection, the typology used for 
the present evaluation could be completed as follows : 

 
General information on the EU 

History, treaties, budget, languages, etc… See “EY at a glance” 

Information and data on Member States 

Information on a specific economic sector 

Information, data, statistics on all economic sectors 

Trading in the EU (EU/EU or EU/Rest of the world) : import/export, administrative documents 

Information on EU call for tenders 

Practical matters 

Benefiting from the EU: programmes, grants, etc… 

Living in the EU 

Traveling in the EU 

Studying in the EU 

Working in the EU : Job offers, Information on working possibilities for/around the EU (including 
EPSO) 

Information for EU nationals living outside the EU (rights and obligations) 

Information for non-EU citizens : accession process, legislation, trade facilities, becoming an EU 
national 

Information on EU institutions : how they work, who does what, etc. 

Description of EU institutions (responsibilities, functioning, representation, etc.) 

Names and contacts of EU civil servants 

Information on the coordination between EU and Member states activities, both from a political point 
of view and from a financial point of view  
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EU politician’s responsibilities and achievements 

Information on EU policies and legislation 

Information on EU future policies and legislation 

Information on EU existing policies 

Information on EU existing legislation (jurisprudence, directives, regulations) and their national 
implementation 

Member states opinion on EU related subjects 

Information on EU candidates for Parliament elections 

Presentation of « pro »  and « anti » EU arguments (including EU enlargement) : organizing the debate 

The “eye of the EU” on the news 

“Hot topics” : EU perception of the daily news concerning Europe or the rest of the world.  

“Cold topics” : information dedicated to sensitive issues perceived by citizens within the EU : 
environment, energy, human rights, non discrimination, workers rights, crime, corruption, social 
dialogue/future in the EU, health 

 

12) It was noticed that the number of people taking part to forums is rather limited. It would 
be worthwhile knowing whether this is due to the way the forum operates or a lack of 
interest in this means of communication on the part of users. An e-poll could be 
implementing on this subject. Results could distinguish non users and unsatisfied users. 

13) Based on specific trends of use for communication channels, it is possible to reach target 
publics if means are concentrated on one popular communication channel. For instance: 
based on the online survey, it was noticed that users located in candidate countries use 
blogs, discussion forums and podcasts more frequently. Yet these channels of 
communication are not used frequently by EUROPA users. It is therefore plausible to 
anticipate an increase of users if stronger means are dedicated to these channels 
(improvement of tools, communication, and promotion). Consequently, the target public 
“users located in candidate countries” should be reached. 

14) A strategic decision has to be adopted, facing the lack of popularity of dialogue tools: 
a) Create the need (promotion, better tools, major place on the website…). 
b) Provide means proportionally to the importance of the need, i.e. reduced. 

15) Participative tools (Web 2.0) on EU website are not very developed. EUROPA has to 
decide if they want to use web 2.0 services and must be honest with their approach 
towards citizens. EUROPA must not: 

a) Lie or hide part of the communicated information to citizens. If developing web 2.0 
services is chosen, a charter must be established and clearly define rules concerning 
the type of content judged tolerable. 

b) Lie to citizens by using professionals who will add fake comments into the website. 
For example, Sony did this mistake when they launched the PSP. This was very badly 
perceived from a customer point of view. 
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16) The website has to be built on the basis of the strategic objectives defined, and not on the 
basis of the current institutional organisation within the European Commission “user 
centered” vs. “organisation centered”. 

5.2 Operational recommendations 

17) The objectives of the website have to be clearly mentioned on the website in order to 
avoid any confusion in the users’ mind. 

18) The first page of the website has to propose entries in relation with the user’s profile, as 
for instance: 

a) Individuals 

b) Professionals 

c) Citizens 

A relevant example is provided by the website http://www.service-public.fr/ 

 
For another example on the web: 

http://www.caisse-epargne.fr/asp/modele1.aspx 

The website http://pme.service-public.fr/ offers distinct entries depending on the 
professional situation: 

– Farmer / fisher 

– Artist 

– Craftsman 

– Trader / industrialist 

– Self employed 

 
19) 64 % of users are “frequent users” (weekly visit). This situation could suggest to offer 

different entries on the website depending on the user profile. A tutorial could be proposed 
for non frequent visitors. 

http://www.service-public.fr/
http://www.caisse-epargne.fr/asp/modele1.aspx
http://pme.service-public.fr/


Ernst & Young – February 2008– Final Report: Evaluation of the EUROPA website 232 

20) To provide a set of information, for each target public identified in the strategy, selected 
on the basis of their principals needs (identified through the online survey or with future 
additional data collection tools). Means dedicated to these publics could be: 

a) individualised newsletters,  

b) individualised web pages with a path identified by target public, 

c) files dedicated to categories of needs, 

d) specific entries on the website, depending on the needs’ category : 
For instance, on the website http://pme.service-public.fr/, entries depending on the 
type of activities targeted by the user are proposed (ex. for a the manager of a small 
firm: to create, to manage, to develop/innovate, to sell/give up) 

 
 

21) Facing dispersion of information, some users lose time and develop a feeling of 
dissatisfaction even if they find the information they look for. Several tools could improve 
their situation: 

a) Providing links between pages for complementary information. 

b) Providing “information files” on frequent subjects with list of links or even 
agglomerated information. For examples, see files on 
http://www.ladocumentationfrancaise.fr/dossiers/index.shtml or 
http://www.ic.gc.ca/epic/site/ic1.nsf/en/home  

22) To provide one accessible and updated newsletter. Only one because it has to be visible 
and adaptable. Some websites benchmarked propose as well to send their Newsletter by an 
automatic email on a regular basis. Good practice observed on other websites such as the 
WBCSD (World Business Council for Sustainable Development) would be to propose 
different types of Newsletters updates by e-mail, depending on topics users would like to 
be informed on. The example below shows the 7 newsletters updates members can 
subscribe to.  

(http://www.wbcsd.org/templates/TemplateWBCSD2/layout.asp?type=p&MenuId=OTk&
doOpen=1&ClickMenu=RightMenu). 

http://pme.service-public.fr/
http://www.ladocumentationfrancaise.fr/dossiers/index.shtml
http://www.ic.gc.ca/epic/site/ic1.nsf/en/home
http://www.wbcsd.org/templates/TemplateWBCSD2/layout.asp?type=p&MenuId=OTk&doOpen=1&ClickMenu=RightMenu
http://www.wbcsd.org/templates/TemplateWBCSD2/layout.asp?type=p&MenuId=OTk&doOpen=1&ClickMenu=RightMenu
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This good practice is also proposed on the Internet Monetary Fund website. Members 
subscribe to emails that will be received on a periodic basis to keep them informed on 
some pre-selected topics and languages.  

23) Provide a customizable newsletter where users can select the subject(s) of interest and 
receive - by e-mail - hyperlinks to articles and product release announcements only on the 
subject(s) selected and in the right frequency. This kind of newsletter is mostly used by 
important website with an important numbers of topics and pages. The example below is 
one of the most practical system edited by the Canada's national statistical agency: 

(https://www3.statcan.ca/access/auth/login-eng.aspx) 
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24) EUROPA website should follow good practices adopted by OECD. News are accessible 
through the home page. Titles are immediately followed by publication and modification’s 
dates (http://www.oecd.org). 

 
If the amount of articles is important, it would be useful to add for instance “made popular 
xx hr xx min ago” as it is the case for Digg (http://www.digg.com/news/world_business).  

25) Provide more detailed or explicit descriptions concerning information in top-level pages, 
tests with users could be organised in order to verify if the description is sufficiently 
explicit. 

26) The type of information (technical or political) has to be clearly mentioned on pages. 
Several means are available: 

a) Specific pages, 

b) Specific localisation on pages (a common framework on pages, allowing users to learn 
easily where technical and political messages are localised), 

c) Comment under title for each piece of information. 

27) Use of bullet points rather than sentences could be strengthened, as well as the use of 
synthetic description pages (key issues, key links, etc.). 

http://www.oecd.org/
http://www.digg.com/news/world_business
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28) Improve the communication towards users located in candidates countries : 

a) To improve channels of communication especially used by them (see above and part 
4.4.4.3 for details): 

i) Blogs 

ii) Discussion forums 

iii) Podcasts 

iv) Television 

v) Internet promotion 

29) Develop promotional tools: 

a) Partnerships with television or press 

b) Sponsorships (cultural bodies, sportive events, etc.) 

c) Synthetic information booklet destined to the general public 

d)  “EUROPA ambassadors” designated by DG COMM for the promotion of EUROPA 
on the net 

e) Loyalty development of EUROPA visitors, based on visitors monitoring after their 
connection to EUROPA. 

f) Possibly, contemporary promotional tools: USB keys, interactive visit CD ROM, EU 
achievements map, EU civil servants business cards, exploiting of goods deriving 
from EU programmes (ex. ERDF, programmes supporting cultural outputs, etc.) 

30) Internet  promotion could be carried out taking account of the following ideas: 

a) Promotion within EUROPA website could be enhanced (objective: to develop services 
under-used by current users) 

b) Promotion out of EUROPA website could be enhanced (objective: to reach non users) 

i) The promotional campaign could be based on the number of European website 
visitors. The top 10 of website visited were at the end of 2006209 

(1) Google sites – 156 334 000 visitors  

(2) Microsoft sites – 144 065 000  

(3) Yahoo sites – 99 464 000  

(4) eBay – 86 201 000  

(5) Time Warner Network – 59 475 000  

(6) Wikipedia sites – 46 492 000  

(7) Amazon sites – 40 098  

(8) Adobe sites – 31 550 000  

(9) Ask Network – 30 073 000  

(10) Vodafone Group – 29 727 000 

                                                      
209 Source 13 Sep 06: recent research released by ComScore 

http://www.comscore.com/
http://www.comscore.com/
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ii) The promotional campaign could be based on the number of website visitors at the 
national level210. For instance: 

 

France Germany United 
Kingdom Romania Poland 

1. Google.fr  

2. Windows Live 

3. Skyrock  

4. Yahoo!  

5. You Tube 

6. Dailymotion.com  

7. Free  

8. eBay France  

9. Microsoft Network (MSN) ( 

10 Google.com  

1. Google.de 

2. eBay.de 

3. You Tube 

4. Google.com 

5. Yahoo! 

6. Studiverzeichnis.com 

7. Wikipedia 

8. Gmx.net 

9. Schuelervz.net 

10  Amazon.de 

1.Google.co.uk 

2. Facebook 

3. Yahoo! 

4. Windows Live 

5. Google.com 

6. eBay.uk 

7. BBC Newsline 
Ticker 

8. MySpace 

9.Bebo.com 

1. Yahoo! 

2. Google.ro 

3. Hi5.com 

4. You Tube 

5.Google.com 

6. Wikipedia 

7. The Internet Movie 
Database 

8. Rapidshare.com 

9. Blogger.com 

10 Neogen.ro 

1. Google.pl 

2. Allegro.pl 

3. Onet.pl 

4. Wirtualna Polska 

5. Fotka.pl 

6. You Tube 

7. Nasza-klasa.pl 

8. Interia.pl 

9. Google.com 

10 Wikipedia 

But the promotional campaign could also be based on the category of websites 
EUROPA target visitors connect to. Through this approach, relations could be 
developed with websites depending on their success with targeted publics, or 
their objectives in relation with a strategic issue identified by EUROPA. These 
target publics are likely to go on websites meeting their respective information 
or service needs. For instance : 

– Website of city hall : citizens aiming to debate local issues could be 
potential Debate Europe users, 

– Foreign offices : citizens looking for information on foreign countries 
could be interested by complementary information from an European 
point of view, 

– Website platform for public services (for example, service-public.fr): 
citizens looking for information on government services could be 
interested by European services, which have a global impact on 
national public services. 

31) To create a database of users for transaction services, supplied by results from e-polls :  

a) Questionnaire used on the evaluation could be a basis for surveys, 

b) Questionnaire could be displayed on pages where services are offered, but also on 
other pages, in order to reach non users. 

32) Some services could be accessible in all the official languages, regarding the high 
percentage of users looking for these services: 

a) EUROPE direct 

b) Job information 

                                                      
210 Source : http://www.alexa.com/site/ds/top_500 

http://www.alexa.com/site/ds/top_500
http://www.alexa.com/site/ds/top_500
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33) Since the online survey211 showed that some of those who found that the information 
provided on EUROPA “rarely met their specific needs”, considered that the information 
was perceived as biased (“EU propaganda”), using more dialogue services (ex. Links to 
forums directly concerned with the information on the page) could be an effective way to 
introduce a contradictory debate and annihilate this perception. 

34) When users specificities are identified, to suggest specific services or utilizations to users. 
This recommendation implies to implement a preliminary, but non compulsory, 
identification of users. Non compulsory because it could reduced the accessibility to 
services (some users do not use information or services if it is necessary to provide 
personal details). For example, users living in Romania and Bulgaria especially look for 
the service “finding a job”. 

35) Centralize all the links toward interactive communication tools in a visible topic easily 
accessible from the Home page but also every pages (a link introduced within the page 
framework). Some techniques could be used on the EUROPA website to showcase 
information (TagCloud, Digg, and tag on articles). 

36) RSS feeds should be made available in more parts. This technology makes it far easier to 
use information especially when information is multi-stranded. RSS feeds customizable by 
themes would be a good solution. 

37) The visual content of the website could be more evenly distributed throughout the site to 
fill out empty pages and enhance resources 

38) Good practice to improve accessibility to services like videos, chat, blogs, and forum 
would be to follow what is done for example on the Greenpeace website. Videos, audio 
files, blogs are accessible from the left hand-side of the home page 
(http://www.greenpeace.org/international/photosvideos/audios). This good practice is also 
followed by the International Monetary Fund website where webcasts and blogs are 
accessible from the right hand-side of the homepage (http://www.imf.org/external/). 

 

                                                      
211 Online survey, Quality of information, question 4 : “Does the information you find on EUROPA 
adequately meet your specific needs?”  

http://www.greenpeace.org/international/photosvideos/audios
http://www.imf.org/external/
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39) Forums are reachable from the top of the homepage on Artesi website 
(http://www.artesi.artesi-idf.com/public/artesi/). 

 
 

40) Providing immediate contact details such as e-mail addresses and telephone numbers on 
the homepage will give the site an open feel and add a personal touch, thus increasing user 
confidence and trust in using the site.  

41) The menu of the "50th anniversary of the Treaty of Rome" sub-site is a genuine reference 
thanks to its organisation and its clarity, the hierarchical levels are set out one under the 
other and each choice is visually marked in the browsing system (the “Travelling in 
Europe” and “Panorama” parts are also good examples of this). 

42) Framework of pages has to be the same from page to page, particularly for the location of 
the menus 

a) Menus should help users to locate themselves, for example by highlighting the 
sections that were already visited. The European Parliament 
(www.EUROPArl.EUROPA.eu) has a very intuitive navigation system that could be 
taken as an example, with a main menu easy to use, and a framework identical for all 
the web pages. The menu on this site gives users a mark to locate him, by highlighting 
the present section which he is visiting. 

b) To limit the number of sections in the menus, and use the same menu for all the pages. 
EUROPA could take as an example the General Motors website, in which the 
navigation system is very simple and the homepage contributes to the coherency of the 
website.  

43) Provide a return to homepage link. Another way to make it coherent would be to include 
the http://www.eupora.eu hyperlink in the EUROPA logo. Use of homepage links, 
allowing users to go back to the homepage when lost, has to be applied homogeneously on 
all pages 

44) Regarding the expectations concerning updated information related to the difficulty to 
provide updated content in all languages, a solution could be implemented in several steps: 

a) To distinguish temporary and permanent information. During the time needed to 
scrutinize the website and to separate information content in these two categories, it 
will be interesting to inform the user about the work done 

b) To indicate clearly the type of information (temporary/permanent), the language 
available, 

c) For temporary information, to provide only information in English. This 
recommendation is based on two ideas: 

http://www.artesi.artesi-idf.com/public/artesi/
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/
http://www.eupora.eu/
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i) Many users are only confident with the English version, 

ii) The cost of translation is high. 

d) For permanent information, to provide information systematically in five languages (if 
possible) : English, German, France, Italian and Spanish (coverage rate of nearly 
100%).  

e) For information categorized as crucial, to provide information in all official languages. 

The ideal situation would be to have EUROPA webpages in all languages instead of a 
partial coverage. This recommendation appears unfeasible. However, here are some 
recommendations that could improve an important part of the citizen’s complaints 
without translating pages in all languages. 

i) Globally, languages should not be chosen on the basis of the European 
commission’s framework, but should depend on services and messages 
communicated to EU citizens. 

ii) General information accessible to children and publics should be available in all 
languages. For instance, Europa Go, FAQ are only translated in 11 languages at 
the moment. 

iii) Very specific information intended to specialist or students do not need to be 
translated in more than 5 languages (the five languages providing a coverage of 
nearly 100%: English, French, Spanish, Italian, German) since these people are 
most of the time fluent in another language. 

iv) Explanations should be given to users when languages are not available. However, 
these explanations would have to be translated in all languages.  

v) Pages only translated in English must be avoided because citizens may think they 
are “loosing their identity” within the EU (it was a common feedback during data 
collection). Therefore, minimal number of languages should be raised to 5 
(English, French, German, Spanish and Italian).  

45) To improve the internal search engine or to abandon it: 

a) To align with best practices often respected by web 2.0 websites, EUROPA internal 
search engine should first of all delete the “Search” word written in the research box 
when users click in it. This word is unnecessary and does not provide any kind of 
useful information. 

b) Web browser should be configured to select automatically its default language so that 
EUROPA website would be directly displayed into the correct language 

c) Moreover, presentation of results should be improved by highlighting keywords 
entered as it is done for Digg website. 
(http://www.digg.com/search?section=all&s=snowboard).  

 
d) Articles should be organised by type of data, relevance of result or date. 

http://www.digg.com/search?section=all&s=snowboard
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e) To provide explicit description in order to avoid users to click on the link to know 

exactly what information is on the suggested page. Brief description of articles should 
be linked to the heading of articles when results are returned to users. This is the case 
for the Financial Times website 

i) (http://search.ft.com/search?queryText=europe&aje=true&dse=&dsz= ). 

 
f) Searching tips can also be attached next to the search button to teach users how to 

look for an article. This is done for example on the IMF website 
(http://www.imf.org/external/ns/search.aspx). 

 
 

g) Regarding advanced search, additional options and filters should be proposed to help 
users find articles. For instance, OECD’s website filters articles depending on the 
author’s name 
(http://www.oecd.org/home/0,2987,en_2649_201185_1_1_1_1_1,00.html).  

 
h) Features of the search engine could also allow users to filter by type of media (audio 

or video), or type of document (.pdf files, .doc, .txt). Exalead site represents one 
example of search engine with these features (www.exalead.com). 

i) Improving design of the search engine (search options, presentation of results) is very 
important to help users succeeding in their research. The accuracy of the search engine 

http://www.imf.org/external/ns/search.aspx
http://www.oecd.org/home/0,2987,en_2649_201185_1_1_1_1_1,00.html
http://www.exalead.com/
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also depends on how pages are encoded (source code). The first lines212 of articles 
need to contain catchy words because they often appear as first lines of the research 
document. 

j) The results could be classified by themes (always the same typology). For instance on 
the website http://pme.service-public.fr/ 

i) Current events 

ii) Files 

iii) Administrative tasks and forms 

iv) Selected websites 

v) Contacts 

 
EUROPA website could also take as an example what is done on other websites 
such as the DANONE Institute website. Indeed, on this website, the internal search 
engine organizes the answers according to the category to which they belong: for 
example, if the user is looking for information on metabolism, the search engine 
will offer a list of publications, a bibliography, graphics, and finally, a category 
with all the other results found. Finally, EUROPA search engine should also 
include pictures, videos and pod casts in its searching results. 

k) Indexation of search results could be improved with microformats (key words) in the 
HTML source code. This measure would also increase citizens’ loyalty. 

l) If EUROPA’s internal search function is abandoned, technologies providing smart 
links to an external search engine searching only in the identified website exist 
(example: http://www.w3.org/). It is also possible to use Europe Direct as interactive 
search function. It will however imply increased inputs in order to provide a correct 
level of outputs. 

46) To include in the navigation bar of EUROPA commission web pages the link to the 
EUROPA homepage.  

47) To highlight the sections that were already visited: menus should help users to locate 
themselves 

                                                      
212 Please refer to http://www.bloghash.com/tag/Search_Engine/ for additional details on this 
recommendation. 

http://pme.service-public.fr/
http://www.w3.org/
http://www.bloghash.com/tag/Search_Engine/
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48) The site could be enhanced by making routine use of an icon enabling identification of the 
links which are going to open a new browsing page. This system is only used on the “50th 
anniversary of the Treaty of Rome” part. This type of labelling system is increasingly 
used. 

49) The HTML source code has to be homogeneous on all pages 

50) The headings on EUROPA need to be improved on all levels, by introducing more H type 
HTML tags. (especially for the title of each page) 

51) To provide an effective site map and not only and index at user’s disposal. The best 
practice widely adopted in terms of site map would be to propose the site map at the 
bottom of the homepage as for the Financial Times website, or at the top of the homepage 
as for the International Monetary Fund website. 

Website: http://www.imf.org 

 
Website: http://www.ft.com/home/europe 

 
52) Several practises could improve the navigation of disabled users: 

a) To open the source code on the pages allowing to change the font or the size, or to use 
programs such as flash or java scripts; 

b) To offer tutorial on how to use the site without a mouse. 
(http:/www.louvre.fr/llv/commun/accessibilite.jsp?bmLocale=fr_FR). 

c) To provide a contact address to ensure that the website is really accessible to all users 
(http://www.lse.ac.uk/resources/termsOfUse/Default.htm#7) 

d) To offer a low vision version, accessible to visually impaired users 

e) To use all the standards and directives defined by the W3C consortium. See 
http://www.w3.org/WAI/EO/Drafts/PWD-Use-Web/20010104.html 

f) Not enough blank links are provided on the website: these links, that are not visible 
for « normal » users, only appear when using screen readers, and can make the 
navigation much easier for the visually impaired. 

g) Generally speaking, a good understanding of how screen readers work is essential, 
when conceiving a page. It would be a good practice if webmasters were familiar with 
these tools, for instance through specific trainings. 

h) The best practices regarding the visually impaired can be found on websites such as 
www.handicapzero.org or www.studyvox.ups-tlse.fr.  

i)  The insertion of .wav links (audio links) for people who do not use screen readers, 
would be most helpful. It would be very useful for the visually impaired who do not 
use screen readers with text-to-speech functions. 

j) The London School of Economics and Political Science website is supposed to be 
accessible to all users, a contact address are available to ensure that it is really the case 
(http://www.lse.ac.uk/resources/termsOfUse/Default.htm#7).  

http://www.imf.org/
http://www.ft.com/home/europe
http://www.lse.ac.uk/resources/termsOfUse/Default.htm#7
http://www.w3.org/WAI/EO/Drafts/PWD-Use-Web/20010104.html
http://www.handicapzero.org/
http://www.studyvox.ups-tlse.fr/
http://www.lse.ac.uk/resources/termsOfUse/Default.htm#7
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k) The most “disabled-friendly” website, which could inspire the EUROPA website, is 
Veolia. It offers a low vision version, accessible to the disabled and uses all the 
standards and directives defined by the W3C consortium. 

l) To propose easy access to increase or decrease the size of letters. Example on 
http://pme.service-public.fr/ 

 
53) To make EUROPA website easily readable from a Black Berry device. Good practice to 

make Europa website compatible with PDA would be to continue to use CSS (Cascading 
Style Sheets) files for standard computer requests, like it is done at the moment, but also 
to create specific CSS files for smartphones requests. Most of the display incompatibilities 
can be solved by adopting CSS style sheets. Moreover implementation at the server side is 
easy and does not require to reprogramming source code of webpages.  

54) To provide breadcrumb in the same position on all pages. A good practise is to locate the 
page with the text “You are here”. Another good practise is to provide the site map close 
to the breadcrumb.  

55) Some W3C standards should be put in place or reinforced on EUROPA website such as: 

a) Use of style sheets that will vary, depending on the type of media citizens use (small 
screen like PDA, computer laptop and desktop, Braille reader).  

b) Possibility for the reader to increase or decrease the text size, 

c) Layout of webpages should include more Cascading Style Sheets (CSS) and DIV tag 
(HTML tag) instead of using arrays. 

56) Communicate or promote about a service when it is noticed that this service is less used by 
a specific public, if this public is a target public. 

a) Some communication tools are more or less used depending users profiles. (see part 
4.4.4.2) 

57) To strengthen the promotion of debate tools. Several means are available: 

a) To change the access on the website: 

i) Access through a banner on the right, with logos assimilated to advertisements, is 
confusing for most of users. The access could be proposed directly under the 
heading “interact with the EU” 

http://pme.service-public.fr/
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ii) To develop a targeted promotion on debate tools  

58) Access to webcasts should be introduced and would contribute to improve EU citizens’ 
loyalty. Webcasts can be used to show everyday’s life of citizens who work inside EU in 
order to give a more humanistic impression of EU institutions. For example, the French 
parliament channel broadcasts on its website debates and reactions from citizens with 
moderation of comments. 

59) Users’ points of views should be collected before editing some articles on the EU website. 
For example, texts are written after having consulted and collected comments from 
citizens during a period of 6 weeks on the OCDE website. Following this period, if 
comments are accepted by webmasters, texts are moved online. Explanations are given 
helping users to understand the procedure (deadlines, timing …). Commentators accept or 
not to disclose their names. This procedure implies citizens in the construction of 
EUROPA. 

60) Despite the contrasted satisfaction of interactive services and the low number of users, 
these services have to be strengthened (better accessibility and ergonomics). If they are not 
strengthened, they could be abandoned. 

61) Develop a sense of belonging (citizenship) on the basis of material supports as, for 
instance: 

a) Traveling – Sponsor student trips in Europe: Win free Eurorail pass if you answer 
questions about the EU on EUROPA. 

b) Studying – Sponsor a student to study in another Member state: One scholarship 
(study grant) awarded to a student in different EU related subjects : European affairs, 
EU law, Agricultural engineer, Economics, etc... 

c) Debating – During EU parliamentary sessions or Council of Europe meetings, show 
billboards with the EUROPA logo and the link to "Debate Europe", when media 
interview deputies or Member state representatives. 

62) The layout of the pages should be chosen taking into account of the common user’s eye 
scanning on Internet: 
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The common reading in “zigzag”213 

63) It was noticed that the number of people taking part to forums is rather limited. It would 
be worthwhile knowing whether this is due to the way the forum operates or a lack of 
interest in this communication medium on the part of users. An e-poll could be 
implemented on this subject. Results could distinguish non users from unsatisfied users. 

64) To follow a homogeneous grid system214 on pages. For an example of good practise: 
http://www.stylegala.com/ 

65) The user has to be warned when he enters on the EUROPA website and when he leaves it.  

66) Identity of the website must be clearly promoted in relation with strategic objectives that 
have been defined. To do so, pictures attached as wall papers would personalize and help 
citizens identifying the target of the page. For example, Air France uses pictures to 
represent who is concerned with articles. OECD inserts comments « Information for » in 
the content of body text to target its public. 

                                                      
213 Baccino, T., & Colombi, T. (2001). L'analyse des mouvements des yeux sur le Web. In A. Vom Hofe (Ed.), Les interactions homme-système : 

perspectives et recherches psycho-ergonomiques. Paris : Hermès.  

Pottier, A., & Neboit, M. (Eds.). (1995). L'analyse ergonomique du travail par l'étude de l'exploration visuelle. Toulouse : Octares.  

Rousseau, F., Loslever, P., & Angué, J.-C. (1995). L'exploration visuelle d'images publicitaires. In A. Pottier & M. Neboit (Eds.), L'analyse 

ergonomique du travail par l'étude de l'exploration visuelle (pp. 37-56). Toulouse, France : Octares. 
214 i.e. structuring the page following constant geometrical proportion: same column width, same 
interval width, etc. 

http://www.stylegala.com/
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5.3 Implementation issues 

5.3.1 Priorities 

The following priorities are identified by the evaluation team. This assessment is based on a 
subjective approach of the context, the issues, the results and the impacts considered during 
the evaluation. It is only a proposition for the management, a base to officially define the 
European Commission priorities. 

The numbering refers to the numbering used in part 5.1 (strategic recommendations) and part 
5.2. (operational recommendations) 

3, 9, 10, 13, 18, 19, 20, 21, 28, 
29, 32, 42, 44, 45, 56, 57, 60, 61, 

62, 64

1, 2, 5, 8, 14, 15, 22, 23, 24, 25, 
26, 27, 30, 31, 34, 35, 36, 43, 51, 

54

4, 7, 16, 37, 52, 53, 58
6, 11, 12, 17, 33, 38, 39, 40, 41, 

46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 55, 59, 63, 65, 
66

3, 9, 10, 13, 18, 19, 20, 21, 28, 
29, 32, 42, 44, 45, 56, 57, 60, 61, 

62, 64

1, 2, 5, 8, 14, 15, 22, 23, 24, 25, 
26, 27, 30, 31, 34, 35, 36, 43, 51, 
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5.3.2 Key factors of success 

5.3.2.1 A collaborative approach of the website  

Context 

EUROPA hosts both the European Commission’s website and the general European Union 
website. EUROPA editorial coordination is managed by the European Commission in co-
ordination with all the EU Institutions. 

Top level pages are all managed by the DG COMM (Unit: DG COMM/C2), whereas 
detailed thematic websites of EUROPA are managed locally by independent web teams 
belonging to the Institutions, Directorates-General and Services (DGs) or Commission. 

Operationally, DG COMM/C2 ensures the coordination, overall management, organizational 
and editorial aspects of the site implementation. DG COMM/C2 has direct responsibility for 
the content and design of the European Commission homepage, the inter-institutional pages 
and the overall coordination of the Directorates-General and Services sites.  

The EU Institutions, Agencies and Bodies as well as Directorates-General and Services are 
responsible for the management of their own respective websites. 

In practice, DG COMM faces difficulties in coordinating the management of the different 
DGs internet communication. 

Key factor 

All the recommendations related to the coherence will not be implemented if there is no close 
coordination. 

A strong editorial Committee might ensure that the Commission’s views are clearly presented 
on the Commission website and would ensure coherence and complementarity of published 
content. 

5.3.2.2 The redaction of a clear and specific strategy 

Context 

Presently, the strategy is defined in several documents. It is not specific enough. Target 
publics and their needs are not sufficiently detailed. 

Key factor 

The strategy has to be as close as possible from the management expectations. The 
implementation of recommendations has to be based on this strategy, and have to be coherent. 
If an external service provider is solicited, the strategy will be a guarantee of its accurate 
understanding of expectations. 

5.3.2.3 The elaboration of a calendar and a hierarchy of implementation for 
recommendations 

Context 
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The present evaluation suggests 66 recommendations. It is clearly impossible to implement all 
of them at once in the short term 

Key factor 

The management has to define priorities. It could be done on the basis of the priorities set 
forth in part 5.3.1, but it has to be endorsed by the management. The agenda will be the 
consequence of the definition of priorities. 

5.3.2.4 An accurate assessment of risks 

Context 

The environment of implementation for each recommendation is very specific. Only the 
management within the European Commission could appraise globally the risks related to 
each recommendation, especially: 

– Budget risk, 

– Organisational risk, within the European Commission, within European institutions, and 
in the relation with national bodies. A clear issue is notably to define the allocation of 
responsibilities (DG COM, DGs, external service provider). 

Key factor 

Risks related to each recommendation have to be assessed. The definition of priorities has to 
be done taking into accounts the level of risks. 

5.3.2.5 The anticipation of changes potentially related to the implementation of 
recommendations 

Context 

The present organisation of human resources and processes has an impact on the website 
content. Inversely, if the website is changed, it will be probably necessary to change the 
organisation of human resources and corresponding processes. 

Key factor 

It will probably be necessary to request a transitional coaching in order to facilitate changes 
occurred in human resources and processes. Potential impacts could be heterogeneous and 
deep: 

– New configurations of processes, 
– Trainings, 
– Change in the allocation of tasks, 
– New perimeter for the management, 
– Changes in the tools of management, 
– A clarified process of coordination between different stakeholders, 
– Larger inputs dedicated to communication and promotion (strategy, human resource, 

budget, monitoring). 
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