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16/04/2010
Response to the Interim Review Report

	Review Recommendation
	Consortium Response 
& Actions

	1. Finalise the platform integration and launch trials
	OK – in progress.

	2. 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. 
	OK will collaborate with emPower (PI, through FEED).

eID infrastructures like STORK are outside the scope and budget of the project. We discussed them at PEC3, and agreed that NES & NAP would write a brief paper outlining how they could be integrated into a future project. This will be addressed in D2.3.2 Final Viability Plan. (MAC).

	3. 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.
	OK – but our work is progressing as per the DoW workplan.

	4. 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). 
	This will be updated in D3.4 Final Progress Report for year 2. (MAC) when results of the Swedish Cluster are known.

	5. 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.
	The project has provided direct input to the ECI Regulation and a paper on security & authentication.
Once the ECI Implementation Regulation appears, we will focus the EuroPetition system to address its specification (PI).
This will be addressed in the D2.1.2 Evaluation Report. (NAP) & D2.3.2 Final Viability Plan. (MAC)

The Paper will be included in the D3.2.3 HMR3(Jan-Jun10) (MAC).

	6. It is important to ensure the dissemination of lessons-learnt from this project beyond the actual project partners.
	Project will add documents to the MOMENTUM knowledge base, and also ePractice on an ongoing basis.

Based on the conclusions in the D2.1.2 Evaluation Report, the D3.4 Final Progress Report will include an Annex “Cookbook of lessons learned” that will be in a format suitable for wide distribution both on  & offline after the project ends. (PI)

	7. 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 never planned to use the TAM approach - as the evaluation plan explains, we are using Socio-cognitive theory as our starting point, hence the emphasis on self-efficacy: an approach which is novel in the field of eParticipation and which we hope will yield useful insights given the limited evaluation budget.

This will be addressed in D2.1.2 Evaluation Report. (NAP).

	8. 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. 
	Social media activities such as Facebook versus petitioning is described inthe DoW, and given that politically themed Facebook campaigns are constantly starting up (and indeed there is the 'Causes' application), it's not clear that this point is still relevant. 
This will be addressed in D2.1.2 Evaluation Report. (NAP).

	9. 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. 
	OK. Will include as a topic for focus group. Need to be careful to be clear that we are talking about officers who are processing petitions, not moderators of any associated discussion groups. Also, the officers cannot prevent a citizen from submitting a petition if they insist (unless general guidelines on racism etc are breached).
The experience of the Pilot Trials will be reported in D2.1.2 Evaluation Report. (NAP).

	10. 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. 
	This will be explored as part of the Pilot Trials by PI, and reported in the D2.1.2 Evaluation Report. (NAP) from an experience point of view & D2.3.2 Final Viability Plan. (MAC) from an exploitation perspective.

	11. 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.
	The project’s views on the security & authentication of paper & electronic signatures have already been developed, documented, and contributed to the drafters of the ECI implementation regulation. 
This will be shown in D3.2.3 HMR3(Jan-Jun10) (MAC).
The contacts with emPower and STORK will be as in 2 above.

	12. 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. 
	Yes we agree, and will be disseminated as such in WP2.2, to be reported in D2.2.3 Final Dissemination Event (MAC), D2.1.2 Evaluation Report. (NAP) and D3.4 Final Report (MAC).

	13. 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. 
	Good suggestion. Once the ECI Regulation is released as in 5 above. We will disseminate to those ePetitioning sites (PI).

	14. When attracting citizens to engage in petitioning activities, it may be important to first raise the general level of knowledge in terms of petitioning.
	This is incorporated into the introductory text of all EuroPetition Sites (PI), and is covered by baseline and other questionnaires, as well as focus groups, exploring different understandings of the petitioning process in different countries. 

It will be discussed in D2.1.2 Evaluation Report. (NAP)
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