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2. Background

2.1 Web Content Management System (WCMS)
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2.2 Usability Evaluation
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3. Method
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Figure 1. Usability Evaluation Framework Consistency
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4. Results

4.1 Result of a Heuristic Evaluation
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Table 2. Type of Usability Problems

Usability Factor No. of

1st level 2nd level Problems
Simplicity 0

Simplicity Visual Clarity 4 4
Appropriateness 0
Intuitiveness 2

Directness Accessibility 1 7
User Control 4
Learnability 0
Consistency 1
Familiarity 2

Learnability 14
Informativeness 4
Memorability 0
Predictability 7
Flexibility 0

Flexibility 0
Adaptability 0
Error Prevention 0
Error Recovery 1
Feedback 3

User Support 5
Help 1
Self Sufficientness 0
Task Orientedness 0
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4.2 Usability Testing Result
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Table 3. Task Performance
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4. Conclusion
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