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	Purpose of evaluation
	Evaluation of tool 

	1
	Evaluate usefulness, ease of use, enjoyment, acceptance, and awareness
	Initial requirements assisted in selecting two tools (e.g. free software, synchronous communication, create predefined shapes). After this, questionnaires and interviews were used. Questionnaires consisted on a combination of different scales (TAM). 

	2
	Evaluate the effectiveness of the modelling process using the notion of breakdowns
	A framework for evaluating conceptual modelling techniques (CMT) was used. The formation of requirements specification and elicitation actions performed, observable modelling actions, modeling phases and milestones, as well as the number and type of communication breakdowns across these stages. Focus group to discuss the modelling. 

	3
	Evaluate the usability and quality of the environment
	Three formative evaluations and one summative evaluation. Observations, logs, questionnaire, interview. 

	4
	Evaluate the usability and interaction
	Measuring the time taken to complete tasks and the quality of solutions (performance data), videotapes/observations, participants' satisfaction using a questionnaire (e.g. ability to share info, perception of even participation, organisation of group)

	5
	Evaluate the usability and awareness support. Compare a collaboration tool to a single-user tool
	User feedback through evaluation questionnaires. Heuristic evaluation based on model by Baker et al. 

	6
	Evaluate the usability
	Survey (SUS and additional questions), interviews, and observations after participants used the tool

	7
	Identify the difficulties faced
	They performed synchronous collaborative process modelling practices and the communicational contents exchanged by the participants in the form of chat messages were obtained from VMTChat’s system logs. Interaction of the participants and their interaction with the system were examined with the help of these data sources.

	8
	Evaluate the usability
	Video recordings to identify frequent activities and deficiencies in the software prototype. Additionally, the evaluation included measuring the frequency and duration of specific interactions, such as creating components and moving them, which provided insights into user behaviour and the overall functionality of the tools. 

	9
	Evaluate the usability of tool, diagram quality, and levels of participation
	Feature exploration and entry criterion identification by researchers for Miro and MURAL. Requirements collaboratively elicited and included in an Excel spreadsheet. MURAL selected and was evaluated using a survey. 

	10
	Identify factors influencing groupware usability and problems
	Questionnaire data, communication transcript, post-experiment group interview transcript. This was validated through a heuristic evaluation method done by four experts based on Nielsen's heuristic evaluation methodology, consisting of two parts: (1) Individual evaluation of verbal info, online questionnaire, and usability analysis, and (2) Problem severity scoring (collaborative), which took place online.

	11
	Measure how features are used
	A three-step evaluation process was employed, which included reviewing video recordings, analysing detailed logs of use created by Calico, and conducting interviews with participants after each session. The evaluation also focused on the design behaviours exhibited by participants and the structure of their design conversations, comparing those who used Calico with those who used a traditional whiteboard.

	12
	Evaluate the usability
	The researcher observed the designers using the software in their daily work and used field notes and interviews.  

	13
	Evaluate the usability
	A survey (SUS and additional questions), interviews, and observations after participants used the tool.












