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I. OVERALL PROGRESS OF THE PROJECT

- Achievement of Project Objectives

EuroPetition is a trans-European Local Authority service providing distributed citizen engagement and interaction with the European Parliament’s PETI Petitions Committee and the Commission’s Citizens Initiative online procedures using a proven open-source UK ePetitions service and experience, and building on the innovative and state-of-the-art Web 2.0 applications from the LEGESE and Citizenscape eParticipation projects. The project will Pilot Trial the coordination and submission of cross-border and pan-European Citizen Initiative EuroPetitions from 5 regions in ES, IT, NL, SE and the UK. 

So far in the execution of this project, more focus has been given on petitioning on a local level than on a European level.

The project has given less attention to ECI and its possible effects on the project and its outcome than anticipated based on the Grant Agreement. Although introduced while the project was already operational, ECI should be included as one potential dimension to EuroPetition project. 

At this stage of the project’s completion, it’s difficult to assess if the project will be successful in reaching all the set goals. The reality of the proposed approach as well as the capability of integrate the ECI perspective will be (or not be) validated at the trial phase to be initiated in 2010. 

- Implementation of and adherence to work plan 

Overall, the submitted deliverables follow the Work Plan. 

The work plan has not taken into account the implementation of ECI and its possible effects on the project outcome.
- Deliverables and supplied information

All the deliverables have been submitted in a very timely manner and their overall quality is sufficient. 
D2.1.1 introducing the evaluation efforts has been presented on a very general level. The evaluation methods have been introduced on a theoretical level only. Furthermore, this deliverable contains several references to desktop research (as an opposite to actual empirical work). A detailed work plan is missing in terms of evaluation activities. References such as “...could be supplemented by workshops and focus groups” do not sufficiently describe the planned activities on a level of who, where, how, when, why. According to this deliverable, the evaluation data collection is scheduled to be initiated in September 2010 although it is necessary to collect data throughout the project life cycle. This deliverable lists tens of individual research questions over two pages with extensive bibliographical references yet it remains unclear and unspecified, how are all these research questions going to be actually addressed. 

During the oral presentation, the project partners addressed some of the insufficiencies of this deliverable. 

II. PROGRESS WITH THE TRIALS

- Overall results of trial activities 

The trials have not been launched yet. In D3.3 under section 2.1.4 WP2.1 Pilot Trials, Monitoring & Evaluation discussing, agreeing, completing and delivering D2.1.1 Evaluation Criteria and Pilot Trials Monitoring Plan is listed as the MAIN achievement. Considering the low quality of D2.1.1 and the fact that the WP2.1 in terms of pilot trials is yet to be introduced on an operational level in 2010, the overall results of trial activities cannot be assessed at this time.

The trials are to be built on clusters stemming from local and regional level and they are not actively connected on a European level. The trials are going to represent local authority mediated petitioning sites where a moderator modifies the petition text and may also give advice what is suitable to be considered as a petition. Multilingual aspects have been taken into account.

- Technological aspects of the trial 

The platform components have been clearly described. Most of efforts have been put in the building and integration of the petitioning platform. Swedish partner has adopted a slightly different approach from the other consortium members and is implementing the European level of petitioning only. 
The authentication, verification and validation aspects have been discussed within the project. The project has reported its primary intention to be the encouragement of citizen participation over the technical aspects of authentication. Therefore, the project has adopted a validation level approach and relies on simple tools such as IP checking and recapture. 

- Institutional aspects of the trial 

A code of conduct is still under discussions between stakeholders. Many issues are at stake for reaching consensus on the way to operate the platform especially within the Swedish cluster of operators. No contingency plan to assess the embedded risks of the Swedish implementation has been presented. 

The trials appear to be quite separate by nature and defined more on a local level than pan-European level. 

- Legislative / decision-making aspects of the trial 

The legislative aspects appear to be considered in the trials, if they are run as planned. The local decision-making traditions and culture are expected to have impact on running the trials (the Malmo case especially). 
III. DISSEMINATION AND COOPERATION

- Effectiveness of dissemination activities 

The partners report focusing on dissemination activities aimed at the practitioners in year 2009 and adopting a more citizen-focused approach in dissemination in 2010. The overall effectiveness of the dissemination activities of the project remains unsubstantiated for the moment.

- Joined-up activities

The cross-project activities have been demonstrated in D3.3 on page 25. The project reports trying to initiate collaboration, especially with ePower. 

A viability plan for the future exploitation of the platform has been initiated in D2.3.1.

IV. MANAGEMENT AND RESOURCES

- Project management and consortium cooperation 

Each partner has brought a contribution and the project management has been effective.

- Use of resources 

Figures regarding costs and expenses have been provided in D 3.3.

 V. REVIEW RECOMMENDATIONS

- Next steps to the project end 

Finalise the platform integration and launch trials

- Cross-project collaboration 

Better cooperation expected with previous and current eParticipation projects. A concrete connection should be made with ePower and STORK, of which STORK is concentrating on electronic identification. 

- Sustainability after contract ends 

This objective has been addressed. Market roll-out activities together with a preliminary schedule and financing-related issues have been extensively discussed in D2.3.1 pp. 23-43 

- General comments and questions
There is a general concern related to the overall implementation of this project. Half-way has been past and yet there seems to be a lot of work to be completed.

The vision of the risk management could be reassessed after the first 12 month period. The project needs to especially take into account the possible effect of case Malmo on the expected outcome (depending on how things proceed in that respect). 

The elements of ECI and its possible impact on this project’s execution need to be mapped and clarified. Proof is needed on how the ECI process has been taken into account in the context of this project and what might be the possible solution to be implemented in the context of ECI.

It is important to ensure the dissemination of lessons-learnt from this project beyond the actual project partners.
The use of TAM as basis of evaluation actions is outdated. It is not recommended to apply TAM as it is quite an exhausted well. Integrating TAM with SCT is one possible scenario presented by the project. Examining the possibilities of UIBR (Users’ Informational-Based Readiness) or UR-TAM might be another. 

The project is examining the intentions of people engaged in social media in relation to petition online. It is worth noticing that based on previous research, no correlation nor causality have been found between people using Internet for hedonic purposes of use and those using Internet for utilitarian purposes of use – in this case social media activities such as Facebook versus petitioning. Therefore, it is quite an unorthodox approach to recruit reference group and collect comparative data amongst them from the young Facebook users, for example, with an assumption that they’d be the most likely users of online petitioning tools as well. The appropriateness of qualitative and quantitative approaches and their effect on e.g. the representativeness of the sample must be clearly outlined in the future documentation of the project evaluation and other activities. 

Since the pilot sites are moderated, it is the project’s responsibility to assure that the moderators have an extensive enough legal experience and knowledge on decision-making process on a European level. The moderator’s responsibility is vast as they modify the petition text and also have the right to exclude suggested petitions from the site. 

In order to ease up the information exchange between different pilot sites, one common portal type of solution could be introduced or at least its feasibility could be further examined. As it happened due to circumstances, the Swedish cluster appears to be adopting such a one face operational model whereas the other actors in the project rely on separate interfaces. 

The project needs to address the definition of authentication and electronic identification in an electronic environment. In order to do this, the collaboration opportunities with ePower and STORK should be further investigated. The project has made an accusation that the level of authentication used in a physical environment when signing a petition, is enough also in an electronic environment. However, electronic environment is different by nature. How this physical environment authentication can be transferred and how it should be interpreted online, what is its electronic counterpart and how it can be executed. It is of an utmost importance to document these findings and this development as a future reference also for the benefit of projects to come.

It is important to assure that the implementation of the project trials is coherent throughout the project and that the outcome and impact of the project will be presented also on a European level. Although consisting of 5 separate trials, the project should still be treated as one single entity. 
The sites listed as background information in D1.1.1 (online petitioning on pp.19-22) might be an asset in terms of dissemination and recruiting participants to the pilots. 

When attracting citizens to engage in petitioning activities, it may be important to first raise the general level of knowledge in terms of petitioning.

Detailed list of deliverables

	Deliverable no. and title
	Due date
	Reception date
	Approved
	Rejected*

	D 1.1.1 / EuroPetition User, PETI & Commission Requirements.
	30/06/09
	30/06/09
	X
	

	D 1.2.1 EuroPetition First Prototype
	31/07/09
	31/07/09
	X
	

	D 1.2.2 / EuroPetition System Running
	30/09/09
	30/09/09
	X
	

	D 1.3.1 / EuroPetition System Operational in all Trial Regions
	31/12/09
	23/12/09
	X
	

	D 2.1.1 / Evaluation Criteria and Pilot Trials Monitoring Plan
	30/06/09
	30/06/09
	X
	

	D 2.2.1 / Dissemination Strategy
	31/03/09
	26/03/09
	X
	

	D 2.2.2 / EuroPetition Interim Dissemination Event.
	31/12/09
	28/11/09
	X
	

	D 2.3.1 / EuroPetition Initial Viability Plan for Sustainable Operation
	30/06/09
	30/06/09
	X
	

	D 3.1 / Project Handbook & www.europetition.eu project website
	31/03/09
	26/03/09
	X
	

	D 3.2.1a Periodic Progress Report (Jan-Jun 2009)
	n/a
	29/07/09
	X
	

	D 3.2.1 Half-yearly Monitoring Report N:o 1 (Jan-Jun 2009)
	n/a
	30/07/09
	X
	

	D 3.2.2a Periodic Progress Report (Jul-Dec 2009)
	n/a
	15/01/10
	X
	

	D 3.2.2 Half-yearly Monitoring Report N:o 2 (Jul-Dec 2009)
	n/a
	20/01/10
	X
	

	D 3.3 Interim Project Progress Report - Jan-Dec 2009
	n/a
	20/01/10
	X
	


*If rejected, please provide comments in the table below.
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