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ABSTRACT Remote laboratories have been in use for 25 years now. Whereas several learning oriented
meta-analyses exist, validated and agreed-upon tools for assessing the user experience are not readily
available. The present paper fills this gap by designing and evaluating a questionnaire focused on the needs
of remote labs developers and educators using them. Building from pre-existing tools, a first version of the
User eXperience Questionnaire (UXQ version 20190308) was designed to contain four scales, usability,
utility, satisfaction and immersion. A total of 180 completed responses were collected from two different
remote labs (VISIR and FPGA), in different campuses and in different courses to evaluate the questionnaire.
The questionnaire was analyzed in terms of reliability, using Cronbach’s alpha and McDonalds’ omega, and
validity of construct, through factor analysis. The reliability of the questionnaire and its four subscales is
acceptable, but its validity should be improved. Accordingly, the questionnaire was redesigned to obtain the
User eXperience Questionnaire (UXQ version 20191126), which includes three scales: usability, utility and
immersion, and three questions per scale. This questionnaire was assessed using the same data. Reliability
coefficients are above 0.7 and construct validity is satisfactory. A new questionnaire to evaluate the user
experience in remote laboratories has been designed and validated. The questionnaire, now renamed as
UXQ4RL v. 1.0, is presented and made available in this paper.

INDEX TERMS Engineering education, questionnaire, reliability, remote laboratory, student experience,
validity.

I. INTRODUCTION
It has been 25 years since the first remote laboratories (RLs)
were made known in [1], along with the deployment of the
World Wide Web. Reference [2] identified remote experi-
mentation as one of the most promising areas in engineering
education. Nowadays, this is an active field of development
and research and numerous remote experiments (REs) have
already been designed in many disciplines, e.g. physics,
chemistry, electronics, robotics or biology.

An RE is a real experiment that is accessed through the
Internet; the student sits in a different location than the labora-
tory/experiment. An RL is designed to provide a similar expe-
rience to a hands-on lab and has several advantages. First,
lab management is simplified because it is available 24/7.
In RLs that are professionally offered and shared, teachers

The associate editor coordinating the review of this manuscript and
approving it for publication was Sandra Baldassarri.

are freed from having to update and maintain the system. RLs
can also be shared among different institutions. In this case,
activities and other educational resources can be enriched
by the contributions of the different instructors. Among the
disadvantages, there is a certain lack of trust and support
from the faculty that has not been part of the RL design ([3]
and [4]).

Nowadays, REs require designing, implementing, deploy-
ing and assessing. Whereas the first three parts mostly belong
to the engineering field [5], the literature on assessing REs
is limited. The assessment of learning ([6], [7], [8], and [9])
is thorough and concludes that RLs have positive effects
on the teaching and learning process with an effect size
equal or larger than a hands-on laboratory. Nevertheless,
the data collected from the student experience, although
common, are not systematically obtained and analyzed.
Whereas [6] and [8] published two meta-analyses based on
the results of other papers about the learning effects of the
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RL, this work approaches the problem of user experience
with RLs.

After an RE session or experimentation period, the use
of a questionnaire to explore students satisfaction with the
RL is a common practice. Questionnaires usually include
subjective questions that inquire about the student experience
in the RE ([10]–[12], and [13]). These surveys are intended
to know whether using the RL was easy or not and if the
learning activity was a satisfactory experience. Many of these
questionnaires have been used but a thorough analysis of
them is still missing, and the different groups in the RL
community have never agreed on a shared assessment tool.
In the authors’ opinion, a unified questionnaire will benefit
the research on RE by providing a common metric to assess
the RLs and better measurement tools that will simplify the
improvement processes of these educational resources.

Out of the many existing questionnaires (e.g. those cited
in [6] and [8]), five are considered of the utmost importance in
the RL community, given their popularity and the number of
responses collected throughout the years. The first question-
naire was designed for the UNILabs project [14] by UNED,
in all likelihood the strongest research group on RE [11].
Second and third are the questionnaires developed within
the eMERGE [13] and the VISIR+ projects [9]. Both were
constructed with the contribution of education experts. The
fourth questionnaire was created for NCSLab [12] and it is
the most recent example. Lastly, the questionnaire elaborated
in [15] is included in this list because of its breadth. This ques-
tionnaire contains an immersion scale which has acquired
considerable relevance in the RL community since then.

Table 1 summarizes the features (number of questions and
scales) of these five questionnaires. It shows the use of user
experience questionnaires in RLs has been inconsistent so
far. Different questionnaires have different scales and suitable
validation analyses are still missing.

Prior to this research, the authors used a questionnaire that
built on similar scales: usefulness, sense of reality/immersion
and usability [16].Whereas the statistical analysis included in
this reference is limited, it encompases 15 years of experience
of Web-Lab Deusto in designing, using and evaluating RLs.

However, in the general context of computer applications,
numerous efforts have been made to develop a unique and
validated questionnaire to assess usability and user experi-
ence. In this regard, the System Usability Scale (SUS; [17])
and the Usability Metric for User Experience (UMUX; [18])
questionnaires stand out. SUS is a ten-item questionnaire with
a five-point Likert scale. This questionnaire was validated
as a unidimensional scale [19], associated with a general
concept of usability, but some researchers pointed out that
its items represent two constructs, usability and learnabil-
ity [20]. On the other hand, UMUX is a four-item question-
naire with a seven-point Likert scale, two of them positive
and the other two negative. Later on, a variant of UMUX
called UMUX-LITE, a two-item questionnaire with a seven-
point Likert scale, was developed. UMUX-LITE is based on
the two positive items of UMUX [21], which assess utility

and usability. UMUX-LITE items correlate with the standard
and positive versions of SUS [22]. These findings indicated
concurrent validity of UMUX-LITE. All these questionnaires
have been standardized.

In an educational context, [23] developed and validated
the E-learning Usability Questionnaire. Its third version is a
49-item questionnaire, structured as five-point Likert scales.
It includes seven usability subscales: content, learning and
support, visual design, navigation, accessibility, interactiv-
ity, and self-assessment and learnability. The questionnaire
was thoroughly tested and attained large levels of reliability.
Validity is also assessed in terms of content, criterion and
construct validity, although the results for this last aspect are
left open to further investigation.

TABLE 1. Features of the user satisfaction questionnaires in the RL
community.

However the previous questionnaires do not include
all the remote lab community expectations. As shown
in Table 1, [15] suggested that students’ immersion may be
an important scale when assessing remote labs. Immersion
can be understood as ‘‘a psychological state characterized by
perceiving oneself to be enveloped by, included in, and inter-
acting with an environment that provides a continuous stream
of stimuli and experiences’’ [24, p. 299]. A reference ques-
tionnaire for measuring the sense of presence, understood as
‘‘the subjective experience of being in one place or environ-
ment, even when one is physically situated in another’’, is the
Presence Questionnaire (PQ), focused on virtual environ-
ments [25]. PQ is a 32-item questionnaire with a seven-point
Likert scale. The authors inferred that PQ was an internally
consistent measure with high reliability and that there was
a weak but consistent positive relation between presence and
task performance in virtual environments. A revisited version
of this questionnaire was reported in [24].
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Some other existing approaches, like those based on the
technology acceptance model (TAM), have not been included
because of its lack of fit to an educational context where
students are asked to use a specific tool, an RL, for a limited
time.

Hence, the effort to develop a better measure for assessing
the user experience in RL is warranted, although any new
questionnaire will need to be grounded on the questionnaires
used in the RL community and on the existing efforts in
assessing usability and presence in other computer applica-
tions.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. First,
we frame the scope and aims of this research. We detail next
the methodology and results of the research. Finally, conclu-
sions are reported and future lines of work are highlighted.
References are listed at the very end.

II. AIM OF THE PAPER
According to the agreed need to have a common user experi-
ence evaluation tool for remote labs that builds on the previ-
ous efforts of the different groups, this paper aims to design
and validate a multi-scale user experience questionnaire for
assessing the use of remote labs in engineering education.

III. METHODOLOGY
To pursue the above described goals a new questionnaire was
designed, and data were collected from users of two different
remote labs in different courses. The data were then analyzed
to evaluate the questionnaire, and a redesigned version of it
was proposed.

A. QUESTIONNAIRE PREPARATION
The first attempt at creating the questionnaire object of
this research, i.e. a questionnaire to accurately measure the
experience of remote lab users was based on the following
principles:

–The questionnaire should be easy to answer. Whenever
possible, it should fit on a single page and the final version
should have no more than ten questions.

–All questions should be of the same kind, a seven-point
Likert scale.

–The questions and scales used should be based on pre-
existing questionnaires, especially those cited in the introduc-
tion of this paper.

According to these criteria a first selection of questions on
four scales, usability, usefulness, satisfaction and immersion,
was agreed on. Four questions were adapted for each scale in
the first iteration (UXQ version 20190308). This question-
naire is initially longer than desired to allow selecting the
better performing ones for the next iteration.

B. DATA COLLECTION
Data were collected during the academic year 2018-19 from
five different courses (two groups of Electronics and three
groups of Physics). They used two different remote labora-
tories (VISIR and WebLab-Deusto-FPGA). User experience

TABLE 2. Description of the courses where UXQ version 20190308 was
used.

questionnaires were completed for each remote laboratory
used, and a total of six groups of responses were obtained.
These are detailed in Table 2.

VISIR was used as an integral part of the teaching method-
ology; all the students made use of it in class, at home
and/or in the course examinations. WebLab-Deusto-FPGA
was provided to the students of both Electronics courses as an
additional resource and the students used it mainly at home.

Questionnaire responses were anonymously collected after
having used the RL. Data were exported to a single data set
for their processing and analysis.

Data collection and processing followed the current guide-
lines of Universidad de Deusto Ethics Committee. Given that
data collection is anonymous and does not include personal
information informed consent and formal approval were not
required.

C. QUESTIONNAIRE ANALYSIS
From the collected data, the questionnaire is assessed in terms
of its reliability and construct validity. Content validity is
assumed since it is built from preexisting questionnaires in
the field. The methodology described here will be used both
for the initial version of the UXQ questionnaire (version
20190308) and its redesign (UXQ version 20191126). Both
versions are included in the appendixes.

1) RELIABILITY
Reliability refers to the degree to which the results obtained
by a measurement and procedure can be replicated. Relia-
bility contributes to the validity of a questionnaire, but it is
not a sufficient condition for its validity. One of the main
aspects of reliability is the internal consistency, which mea-
sures whether different items produce similar results or not.

To measure the questionnaire’s internal consistency, Cron-
bach’s alpha coefficient is used and it is obtained from func-
tion alpha from psych R package [26]. This coefficient
represents a measure of scale reliability, and analyzes how
closely related the items of the questionnaire are as a group.
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient usually takes values from 0 to 1.
The higher the value, the more reliable the questionnaire
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is. Values of 0.7 or higher are considered acceptable [27].
A confidence interval for Cronbach’s alpha coefficient at a
0.95 confidence level [28] is also included in the analysis.

A second way to understand the internal consistency of the
questionnaire is as an indicator that all items are measuring
the same latent variable. Two different measures can be used,
McDonald’s omega (ω) and hierarchical omega (ωh) coeffi-
cients [29], which are recommended because of their appli-
cability to a broader variety of factor models [30]. However,
debate regarding which coefficient fits better to describe the
questionnaires’ consistency seems to be still open, as shown
in the literature ([30]–[32], and [33]).

Coefficient omega ranges from 0 to 1 as well and is
equivalent to Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for instruments
for which a single factor model is appropriate and where
each item is associated with the common construct to the
same degree [30]. The construct is a latent variable that
is not directly observable but inferred from the observable
variables that are responses to items. If items are associated
with the common construct to different degrees, then omega is
preferred. The same reference suggests that the hierarchical
omega coefficient may be more appropriate where data are
used to calculate a weighted composite score. Hierarchical
omega also ranges from 0 to 1 and, like the omega coeffi-
cient, it is equivalent to alpha coefficient. Both omega and
hierarchical omega coefficients can be obtained from func-
tion omega from psych R package as omega total in the
reliability coefficient output. Confidence intervals for both
coefficients, at a 0.95 confidence level, are calculated with a
non-parametric bias-corrected bootstrapping procedure [34]
using 500 replicates.

Because of the open debate related to the best coefficient
to describe the questionnaire’s internal consistency described
previously earlier, in this study all these coefficients are cal-
culated using psych R package according to the functions
implemented. The calculations are done both for the whole
questionnaire and for each subscale (usability, satisfaction,
immersion, and utility).

2) VALIDITY
Validity expresses the degree to which a measurement mea-
sures what it purports to measure. The construct validity is
analyzed using a factorial analysis, which, in its turn, is used
for multi scales questionnaires if, based on the correlation
between items, the initial structure of the questionnaire is
reproduced.

To measure the questionnaire’s construct validity, several
complementary analyses are implemented. Firstly, a correlo-
gram is displayed to visually analyze the correlation between
items and identify if the theoretical structure of the question-
naire can be reproduced. The correlogram is obtained from
function corrplot from corrplot R package.
To examine the validity more in-depth, a factor analy-

sis, which is an analytic technique to identify latent fac-
tors (questionnaire constructs) is carried out defining and
measuring some indicators (questionnaire items). There are

two basic approaches to the investigation of underlying con-
structs, respectively, the exploratory and the confirmatory
approach. The exploratory factor analysis (EFA) detects the
constructs that underlie a questionnaire based on the correla-
tions between its items. In contrast, when a specific theoreti-
cal model is known, a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) is
used. Both approaches are used in this paper.

For EFA, the omega function from psych R package
is used. It generates, like an omega chart, the representa-
tion of a minimum residual factor analysis, with an oblimin
rotation [35] and a Schmid-Leiman transformation [26]. This
analysis renders a set of loadings that quantify the relation-
ship between the factors and the items and can be interpreted
as regression coefficients. Results are shown graphically.
On the left side, it presents the loadings of each question on
the general factor. On the right side, it shows the loadings on
the extracted factors. Only loadings with values over 0.2 are
considered relevant and are included in the chart.

For CFA, the theoretical model is based on the initial
distribution of the items per scales, specifically, the addition
of the items on each scale. To identify if the theoretical
model per scale and its coefficients are significant, the cfa
function from lavaan R package is used. Using this func-
tion, the comparative fit index (CFI) is also obtained. This
coefficient ranges between 0 and 1 and is used to compare
the sample covariance matrix to the theoretical model. Values
close to 1 indicate a good fitting and a reference of 0.9 is
usually expected [36].

D. REDESIGN
Based on the methodology described before, the initial ques-
tionnaire structure was redesigned to simplify it and improve
its consistency. The redesigned questionnaire was then ana-
lyzed using the same set of data, although only the answers
to the selected items are considered.

IV. RESULTS
In accordancewith themethodology discussed in the previous
section, in the next subsection the results are presented: first,
we discuss the design of the first version of the User eXpe-
rience Questionnaire (UXQ); second, we describe the data
collected; third, we evaluate the psychometric features (reli-
ability and validity) of this questionnaire; fourth, we discuss
the improvement of the questionnaire; and last, we analyze
the improved version of the UXQ.

A. COLLECTION OF QUESTIONS AND SCALES AND
SELECTION OF ITEMS FOR THE USER EXPERIENCE
QUESTIONNAIRE
The first version of the User eXperience Questionnaire (UXQ
version 20190308) was designed based on the experiences
collected from the usability and user perception assessment
in the remote lab community and the examples collected from
the presence and usability scales described above.

It was designed to include four scales and four items per
scale, with the explicit intention of shortening the question-
naire in a second version by selecting the best questions for

VOLUME 9, 2021 50225



J. Cuadros et al.: Design and Evaluation of User Experience Questionnaire for Remote Labs

TABLE 3. Example of a question of UXQ version 20190308.

each scale. To facilitate the distribution of the questionnaire,
it was drawn up both in English and in the students’ lan-
guage, Spanish. All the questions were formatted as Likert
scales with seven levels of response. An example is shown
in Table 3.

The four scales are usability, utility, immersion and sat-
isfaction. Usability and utility are understood, like in the
UMUX scales, as ease of use and fitness to purpose respec-
tively. Immersion follows the definition found in [24, p. 299]

‘‘Involvement is a psychological state experienced as a
consequence of focusing one’s mental energy and attention
on a coherent set of stimuli or meaningfully related activi-
ties or events [...] Immersion is a psychological state charac-
terized by perceiving oneself to be enveloped by, included in,
and interacting with an environment that provides a continu-
ous stream of stimuli and experiences’’

The last scale, satisfaction, includes more general user
perception questions that cannot be related to the previous
scales.

Table 4 summarizes the sixteen questions, four per scale,
included in this version of the questionnaire and their
justifications.

These 16 questions were randomly distributed to construct
the first version of the UXQ questionnaire (UXQ version
20190308). The questionnaire is included in Appendix A.
Table 5 connects the questionnaire items to each scale.

B. DATA COLLECTION WITH UXQ VERSION 20190308
This version of the questionnaire was used in five courses
in academic year 2018-19. Responses were collected from
191 remote lab users. The experience involved two different
remote labs (VISIR and FPGA), on different campuses and
different instructors took part.

A total of 191 questionnaire responses were collected. Out
of these, 180 responses were complete. Only these responses
were used to assess the psychometric features of the question-
naire (i.e reliability and construct validity). Figure 1 shows
the distribution of the responses to the items of the question-
naire for the 180 complete responses.

C. RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE
The reliability and validity of the questionnaire was ana-
lyzed using these 180 responses. The reliability, like Cron-
bach’s alpha, of the complete questionnaire is 0.91 ± 0.02
(95 % confidence level). Assuming a four factor model,

TABLE 4. Questions in UXQ version 20190308. The questionnarie includes
the text of each question in English and Spanish. Only the English version
is shown here.

omega hierarchical gives 0.73± 0.11 and omega total equals
0.94 ± 0.02.
For each of the four scales that were included in UXQ ver-

sion 20190308: usability, utility, immersion and satisfaction,
reliability was also assessed. Results are shown in Table 6.
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TABLE 5. Distribution of the items per scale. Items are encoded
according to their order in the UXQ version 20190308.

TABLE 6. Reliability measures (95 % confidence level) for the scales of
UXQ version 20190308.

FIGURE 1. Distribution of the responses to the questionnaire.

According to the commonly used threshold (α ≥ 0.7),
the questionnaire provides a reliable measure of the user
experience both in general and with regard to the four scales.

In terms of validity, content validity is assumed within the
questionnaire process as it includes all aspects considered in
previous surveys. Construct validity is assessed by analyzing
the correlation matrix and a confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA).

Figure 2 shows the correlogram of the items in the ques-
tionnaire. The items are ordered according to similarity and
four clusters are extracted by hierarchical clustering. The
questions clusters formed from the responses do not match
the designed scales.

A CFA of these data, indicates that the model and all its
coefficients are significant (95% confidence level). However,
the comparative fit index (CFI) is 0.83 when a reference of at
least 0.9 is usually expected as explained earlier. Hence trying

FIGURE 2. Correlogram of the questionnaire items.

FIGURE 3. EFA for four subscales and a global factor.

to improve the questionnaire may be convenient according to
this index.

To better understand the structure behind the responses to
the questionnaire, exploratory factor analyses (EFAs) are run
for four and three factors (Figures 3 and 4 respectively).

Figure 3 shows that the fourth factor of the model is mixed
with the other factors of the questionnaire and suggests that a
three factor model may be appropriate.

The analysis assuming three subscales shows that the three
resulting factors can be distinguished. The first factor (F1 in
Figure 4) is related to the questions of the utility subscale
(Q04, Q06, Q14, Q16 and some other questions coming from
other scales). The second factor (F2) varies in most of the
questions in the usability scale (Q01, Q08 and Q12). Last,
the third factor (F3) is related to questions on the immersion
scale (Q03, Q05 and Q10). According to these observations,
it may be worth attempting to redesign the questionnaire
using only these three scales and selecting the questions that
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FIGURE 4. EFA for three subscales and a global factor.

TABLE 7. Distribution of the items per scales in the improved
questionnaire. Questions are identified as in UXQ version 20190308.

showed a better correlation to these empiric factors (F1, F2,
F3) from the original scales.

D. REDESIGN OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE
In the next step of the questionnaire development, a subset of
questions should be selected to obtain a simpler questionnaire
that could potentially have an even better performance in reli-
ability and validity. Following the previous results, only three
scales will be considered: usability, utility and immersion.
The satisfaction scale is eliminated.

Each scale is completed to three items to produce a ques-
tionnaire with three scales and nine questions that maps to
these scales, three questions per scale (Table 7 ).

This second version of the UXQ questionnaire (UXQ ver-
sion 20191126) is included in Appendix B.

E. RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY OF THE 9-ITEM USER
EXPERIENCE QUESTIONNAIRE
The psychometric features of this second version of the
questionnaire are assessed from the 180 complete responses
collected in the initial questionnaire. The reliability is
0.83 ± 0.04 (95 % confidence level) like Cronbach’s alpha.
For a three factor model, omega hierarchical is 0.63 ±
0.21 and omega total equals 0.88 ± 0.04.
Table 8 summarizes the reliability for each of the three

scales included in this shortened version of the questionnaire
(UXQ version 20191126).

According to the commonly used threshold (α ≥ 0.7),
the questionnaire provides a reliable measure of the user

TABLE 8. Reliability measures (95 % confidence level) for the scales of
UXQ version 20191126.

FIGURE 5. Correlogram of the redesigned questionnaire.

experience both in general andwith respect to the three scales.
These results must be read attentively since they assume
independence of the items and their features are not affected
by their location in the questionnaire.

In terms of validity, construct validity is assessed by ana-
lyzing the correlation matrix and a confirmatory factor anal-
ysis (CFA) using the same criteria as above.

Figure 5 shows the correlogram of the items in the ques-
tionnaire. The items are ordered according to similarity and
three clusters are extracted by hierarchical clustering. The
obtained clusters match the designed scales of usability, util-
ity and immersion.

Likewise, the CFA gives significant coefficients at the
95 % confidence level. The comparative fit index (CFI) is
0.93 which exceeds the common reference of 0.9. Hence
this questionnaire appears to be valid in terms of construct
validity.

V. CONCLUSION
A first version of the User eXperience Questionnaire (UXQ
version 20190308) was designed. It contained four scales,
usability, utility, satisfaction and immersion, and four items
per scale. All items were supported by previous experiences
and existing literature, and were formatted as Likert scales
with seven levels of response.

To evaluate this first version of the questionnaire a total
of 180 completed responses were collected from two different
remote labs (VISIR and FPGA), on different campuses and
in different subjects. Reliability of the questionnaire was
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assessed, both globally and per scale, using Cronbach’s alpha
and McDonald’s omega coefficients. All results are above
0.7 and hence satisfactory. Construct validity was assessed
exploring the correlation matrix and by EFA and CFA.
According to these analyses, questionnaire responses are not
in agreement with the designed questionnaire structure. EFA
suggests that a three factor model may fit the responses to the
questionnaire better.

Therefore, the questionnaire was redesigned to obtain a
new version of the User eXperience Questionnaire (UXQ
version 20191126) with three scales, usability, utility and
immersion. It was completed to obtain three questions per
scale.

This second version of the questionnaire was assessed
using the same data. Reliability coefficients for the simplified
questionnaire (alpha and omega total) are above 0.7 and
construct validity is satisfactory.

This research has been able to provide a short and vali-
dated questionnaire that should be useful to assess the user
experience in remote labs. This questionnaire, now renamed
to UXQ4RL v. 1.0, is available in Appendix C and on the
authors’ website, http://asistembe2.iqs.url.edu.

VI. FUTURE LINES OF RESEARCH
Further investigations will be needed to validate this last
version of the questionnaire in a real application and within
different contexts of use in remote experimentation. Addi-
tionally, it could be worth exploring the possibility of sum-
marizing the results of the questionnaires in a set of indices
that allows comparing different remote labs user experiences.

APPENDIX
Questionnaires UXQ version 20190308 (Appendix A), UXQ
version 20191126 (Appendix B), and UXQ4RL v. 1.0
(Appendix C) are included as supplementary material to this
paper to preserve their format as designed.
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