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Abstract

This report is the EuroPetition project Evaluation Criteria & Pilot Trials Monitoring Plan, planning for evaluation in 5 Regional Clusters to assess the acceptability, democratic impact and viability of the system. It includes plans for the assessment of the assumptions in the D2.3.1 Initial Viability Plan which will feed into D2.3.2 Final Viability Plan.
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Executive Summary

EuroPetition is a 2 year eParticipation Programme Trial Project that is developing, scaling-up and proving an open-source trans-European ePetitions service using the latest Web 2.0 online services to coordinate local, cross-border and pan-European Citizen Initiative EuroPetition from citizens across the EU, and thus strengthen and broaden citizens' participation in democratic decision-making and contribute to better legislation.

EuroPetition is a service mediated by Local Authorities providing citizen engagement locally and distributed interaction with the European Parliament and 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. The project will Pilot Trial the coordination and submission of cross-border and pan-European Citizen Initiative EuroPetition from 5 regions in Italy, the Netherlands, Spain, Sweden and the UK with 16 Local Authorities and involving over 6.2 million citizens across the EU.

This will be achieved by working with clusters of Local Authorities and citizens in each of the 5 pilot territories to build both local and trans-national EuroPetition for submission to the European Parliament and a Citizens Initiative to the Commission. The project aims to create a simple and scalable process which will build local support for petitions and then to migrate these to other territories to achieve cross-border and ultimately pan-European support.

As a web-based service, EuroPetition will complement and enhance at a regional level the European Parliament’s own EP PETI online Petitioning Services
 and EPLive webcasting service
 and EPTV web television channel
, and provide future potential functional and citizen-centred e-participation enhancements to those services.

This report is the EuroPetition project Evaluation Criteria & Pilot Trials Monitoring Plan, planning for evaluation of the EuroPetition Pilot service in 5 Regional Clusters to assess the legislative participation impact of EuroPetition and its relationship to wider aspects of e-governance, to establish the varying contextual issues that need to be addressed in implementing EuroPetition in different legislative, constitutional, political and linguistic environments. It will be a key input to the Viability Plan (D2.3.2) and also the continuing development of the EuroPetition system. 

This plan will also measure how the EuroPetition service contributes to democratic renewal and increased citizen legislative engagement in the 5 Regions, by a 25% increase in citizen participation in local legislative & democratic activities & interactions by the end of the 12 month Pilot Trials period.

The evaluation planning needs to strike a balance between the need to stagger data collection and analysis throughout the project and the need to ensure that the evaluation exercise is able to look at all the changes and innovations created by the project teams over the project duration.  This phased evaluation plan should enable the project team to do this and to produce ongoing and meaningful outputs from the process.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Project context
One of the most traditional ways for the general public to influence decision-making is by organising a petition. E-Petition systems have already been introduced in some Member States both at National and increasingly local levels
 in order to make it easier to gather signatures from a wider audience. The Lisbon Treaty introduces the idea of the Citizens’ Initiative
, whereby citizens will have the opportunity to call on the Commission to bring forward new policy proposals if they have the support of 1 million people from a significant number of EU Member States.  Petitioning is a simple yet effective tool that provides an excellent first step for citizens who want to engage with their Local Council and European Parliament.

EuroPetition will be 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 EuroPetition from 5 regions in ES, IT, NL, SE and the UK and involving over 4.9 million citizens across the EU, to strengthen and broaden citizens' participation in democratic decision-making and contribute to better legislation through applying the latest available innovative ICT tools and concepts in concrete cases, by:

1. Using a specific open source tool – Public-i’s ePetitions system - for e-petitioning to build interest and action around local and European decision making processes

2. Using Web 2.0 tools to support the core petitioning process to build necessary discussion within regions and collaboration between regions involved in the project around the common goals of trans-national PETI Petitions and achieving the threshold of 1 million signatures for the European Commission.

3. Advancing eParticipation: exploring the future course of eParticipation by applying novel tools and applications to the EU decision-making processes, including their scalability with a view to mainstreaming them within institutional environments, with an emphasis on governance, transparency and engagement of civil society in legislative and decision-making processes at all levels.

Specifically this will be achieved by working with clusters of Local Authorities and citizens in each of the 5 pilot territories in ES,IT,NL,SE,UK, in order to build both local and trans-national petitions for submission to PETI and a Citizens Initiative to the Commission.  The project aims to create a simple and scalable process which will build local support for petitions and then to migrate these to other territories to achieve cross-border and ultimately pan-European support.

As EuroPetition will be used in a number of cross-border decision-making cases it will be relevant in promoting eParticipation not only in the context of the Lisbon Treaty but also in many legislative and decision-making processes.

The benefits of this eParticipation will be felt by the wider community. EuroPetition will include social networking technologies and practices to add to the power and utility of the service when used in a political context. Online collaboration sites have been successful in recent years, especially among the young. So EuroPetition will include various tools to enable people with the same interests to form groups which transverse social, administrative or geographic barriers, and help these groups to participate in decision-making on specific EU policies, using innovative ICT tools and applications.

The EuroPetition Consortium of 8 partners across Europe - 5 representing user organisations (4-8 in the table below) and 3 technical organisations (1-3) as follows:

Table 1 EuroPetition project partners

	No
	Partner
	 
	Role
	Country

	1
	The National Microelectronics Applications Centre Ltd
	MAC
	Project Manager, Coordinator, User, Commission & EP PETI Committee requirements and service viability plan.
	IE

	2
	Public-i Group Ltd
	PI
	Technology Platform service provider, service developer & operation of pilot trials
	UK

	3
	Napier University 
	NAP
	Pilot Trials Evaluation
	UK

	4
	Bristol City Council
	BCC
	ePetitions UK experience, User Org/UK Cluster Pilots with Kingston-upon-Thames, Birmingham & North Lincolnshire
	UK

	5
	Dijksman.com
	DC
	Hague & Flevoland User Orgs/NL Cluster Pilot Trials
	NL

	6
	Innovation Institute for Citizens’ Wellbeing 
	I2BC
	Abla in Almería, Córdoba & Málaga User Orgs/ES Cluster Pilot Trials
	ES

	7
	NESTOR s.c.a.r.l. (Università degli Studi di Roma Tor Vergata)
	NES
	Ferrara & Bologna User Orgs/IT Cluster Pilot Trials 
	IT

	8
	Malmö stad 
	MS
	ePetitions SE experience & User Org/SE Pilot Trials
	SE


1.2 This report

This report is the EuroPetition project Evaluation Criteria & Pilot Trials Monitoring Plan, providing evaluation of the EuroPetition Pilot service in 5 Regional Clusters to assess the legislative participation impact of EuroPetition and its relationship to wider aspects of e-governance, to establish the varying contextual issues that need to be addressed in implementing EuroPetition in different legislative, constitutional, political and linguistic environments. This will be a key input to the Viability Plan (D2.3.2). 

This plan will also measure how the EuroPetition service contributes to democratic renewal and increased citizen legislative engagement in the 5 Regions, by a 25% increase in citizen participation in local legislative & democratic activities & interactions by the end of the 12 month Pilot Trials period.

2 Evaluation in EuroPetition
Evaluation in EuroPetition is undertaken as an integral part of the WP2.1 Pilot Trials, Monitoring and Evaluation core workpackage of the project, as described in the Description of Work (DOW) which is recapped below.
The scope of the evaluation is restricted to petitioning. The other e-participation functionality from LEGESE, Citizenscape or webcasting that may also be installed at pilot sites will be included in this work only in so far as it impacts on the petitioning system.
2.1 Evaluation Overview
This evaluation plan is designed to support the efficient and timely realisation of the evaluation objectives identified in the project’s description of work, namely:

· To work with potential system users (local authority and citizens) to establish the most appropriate factors to investigate in order to evaluate the system against the baseline, project objectives and targets

· Evaluation of the operational EuroPetition service Pilot Trials in 5 varied clusters of Legislative Authority contexts, countries and languages against the project objectives and targets.

· To assess the experience and learn the lessons of the EuroPetition system, actors and procedures (what does and does not work, and why) during the pilot trials at local, crossborder and European level, in preparation for subsequent market roll-out of the service to other European countries.

· To evaluate the legislative participation impact of EuroPetition, including its political impact and affect on policy-making processes, its impact on cross-border cooperation between citizens, and its relationship to wider aspects of e-governance.

· To test the assumptions of the Initial Viability Plan (D2.3.1) as a key input to the EuroPetition Sustainability Plan (D2.3.2) in WP2.3.

· To establish further contextual issues that will need to be addressed in implementing EuroPetition in different legislative, constitutional, political and linguistic environments beyond the pilot trial instances.

The on-going operation and support of the EuroPetition service in the 5 Regional Clusters to enable the Pilot Trials to take place.

2.2 Evaluation of the Pilot Trials

2.2.1 Overview

The evaluation will address both the social, contextual and IT challenges involved in the EuroPetition service, and will be both formative (mainly qualitative approaches to learn the lessons and improve the service) and summative (mainly quantitative tools to assess if the project targets are met, and qualitative to explain why). The evaluation will define specific success criteria, as well as citizen and institutional satisfaction criteria (how it helps them engage in the democratic process). It will also explore sustainable deployment revenue models for commercial deployment to the larger Legislative Authorities, and publicly subvented groupings of smaller Municipalities in less favoured regions across Europe.

Democratic legislative participative instruments can have three potential functions:

· Aggregation – in which citizen preferences are recorded and accumulated in order to reach a majority decision.  Most commonly, this function is fulfilled through voting but it can also be achieved through other means as a sub-democratic function.

· Negotiation – in which competing groups that represent the interests of different sub-sections of the community negotiate or bargain across policies to achieve some sort of consensus.

· Deliberation – in which citizens reflect upon and discuss issues, attempting to persuade others to see their point of view, while possibly open to changing their opinion.

EuroPetition will aim to contribute to all three of these functions using ePetitions and their associated collaboration and discussion forums and spaces.  Webcasting of meetings and discussions (where implemented in this project), combined with properly indexed information, can foster the deliberative components of legislative democracy among those who would otherwise be excluded.  Legislative inputs can also be more effective and transparent, for the same reasons.  Where citizens are more engaged, they are more likely to contribute to the aggregative legislative mechanisms.  

The role of WP2.1 Evaluation is to measure the contribution of EuroPetition across these three functions.  The evaluation process will be designed to record objective measures of legislative democratic enhancement using specific success criteria and subjective measures such as institutional satisfaction criteria.

2.2.2 Structuring the approach

The evaluation processes will start by establishing a baseline, measuring citizen’ perspectives on current participation in petitioning and any of the formal democratic. This will be complemented by establishing measures of activities from the perspective of the government bodies, including:
· Formal participation:

· Attendance at meetings or events which will be webcast (if any)
· Numbers of petitions and a count of signatories as compared to the online petition experience

· Volume of feedback to Citizens on questions raised to the council

· Informal participation

· Signatories to newsletters and other information tools

· Participation and diversity in community groups

· Interaction via local media

In conjunction with this, direct surveys and questionnaires will be addressed at citizens to establish a representation of their perceptions of situation. 

The evaluation tasks is running in parallel with WP1 (Project Implementation) by establishing the baseline and documenting the evaluation methodology. This Evaluation Plan is primarily focused on validating the assumptions underlying the User Requirements and Regional Objectives developed in WP1.1. 
The approach is based on that consensus framework established by DEMO-Net  [11] which extends and simplifies the framework used in the Macintosh Study on eDemocracy Practices [14]. It uses the following context attributes to characterise, analyse and benchmark the wider implications of each situation and the impact of EuroPetition:
Table 2 Attributes of e-participation activities

	Context attributes 
	Explanation 

	Governmental levels 
	local, regional, national, supra-national 

	Issues/types of decisions 
	spatial planning, budgeting, legislative procedures and other 

	Issue characteristics 
	complexity, potential for controversy and disagreement etc. 

	Tools and methods used 
	offline and online tools and methods used in the process 

	Scope of the exercise 
	large-scale, small-scale 

	Level of engagement 
	information, consultation, involvement, cooperation, empowerment 

	Stage in decision-making 
	stage(s) in the policy cycle 

	Actors 
	initiators of the project, decision makers involved, stakeholders involved, addressees of the project (public in general, specific target groups etc.) 


These attributes will be used for structuring the analysis and findings in the evaluation reports at the level of individual petitions and also where appropriate for the petitioning processes established at the pilot sites.

In addition to evaluating the operational EuroPetition service in the 5 pilot clusters against the project objectives/targets, and testing the assumptions of the initial viability plan (D2.3.1), this plan specifies the on-going qualitative and quantitative monitoring of issues such as user engagement with the service, multicultural and multilingual issues, political impact and effect on policy-making processes, impact on cross-border cooperation between citizens, as well as wider societal and e-governance aspects.

2.2.3 Regional Trials

The key aim of the 5 Regional Trials operational sites and their evaluation will be to prove the sustainability and potential of the EuroPetition System scale-up and use at National and EU levels, and thus (as required by the description of WP2.1) the evaluation processes is required to determine:

· That the EuroPetition platform does address use of ePetitions in the Legislative decision making processes and  eParticipation needs of local government in various contexts at local, regional, national and European level (as defined in D1.1.1).

· That the assumptions in the initial viability plan are reasonable to sustain the service in the various contexts.

· That the service can be delivered in multiple contexts and languages across Europe on an interoperable operational basis.

· That alternative solutions and services are accommodated. 
· The legislative participation impact of EuroPetition, including its political impact and affect on policy-making processes, its impact on cross-border cooperation between citizens, and its relationship to wider aspects of e-governance.

In addition the final report will include a user engagement section documenting:

· The participation of all user groups: Citizens, Politicians and Institutions

· Involvement of new users

· Multicultural and multilingual issues

· Improvement of decision-making processes

On an ongoing basis the project Partners in each region will monitor the inputs of their local petitioners and identify which petitions may have a cross-border/pan-EU relevance. These will be regularly published at all of the sites. Based on user reaction to these suggestions, the Project Team will then iteratively select and focus on decreasing lists of topical ideas and themes for cross-border/pan-EU petitioning, until a single EuroPetition emerges from the interactive user feedback to this iterative approach.

2.3 Operation of the Regional Sites

To enable evaluation of the pilot trials, on-going operation and support of the EuroPetition service in the 5 very varied Legislative Authority cluster contexts is an essential part of this core WP of the Project. However to ensure that this operation does not conflict or overlap with WP2.1 Evaluation, it is included as a separate task “Operation of the Regional Sites” within this WP, which is planned and managed separately by Public-i.
3 Methodology, tools and instruments

3.1 Introduction

In this section, we summarise the techniques that are potentially available for use in the evaluation of EuroPetition. Our preferred approach regarding eParticipation is a citizen-centred one, that is the work will be looking at the value delivered to citizens rather than internally within an organisation. 
Section 4.2 below considers the research context and motivations in more detail, but for now it is worth noting that other evaluations of eParticipation projects have shown that it is important that our objectives use measures that are pragmatic, realistic and that rely on data that can be obtained through the different methods of data collections we are proposing.

Distributed testing in a multilingual environment means that complex evaluation techniques are infeasible within our budget. The evaluation techniques we use have therefore to be operable by non-experts, using documents in a foreign language, or translated to their own.
With this in mind, we can turn to the techniques that are available and practical.

3.2 Automated measurements tools 

Data collected automatically by the system and by other online tracking tools allow large volumes to be consistently collected across all sites.  Having said that, while these techniques might appear objective, the figures still require interpretation in the light of knowledge gained through discussion with stakeholders.
There are two major sources of data:
1. Application data (logs and database records generated directly by the EuroPetition application) can be used to measure the operation of the system.

2. Web logs can use useful to understand how the application is being used once it has gone live (eg tracking where the users came from)

Some of the important statistics that need to be extracted for each site include:

· Number of live users accessing different areas of the site
· Breakdown of petition and pages visited
· Number of users using feedback options

· Usage patterns

· Demographic information about registered users

· Patterns in use over time

3.3 Stakeholder-oriented Techniques
As noted above, these techniques necessarily involve people with local knowledge and ability to communicate with users in the local language. These techniques are designed to combine formal/structured data with informal and anecdotal reports.
1. Observation: Particularly important during the installation and configuration process, but could also be used with a sample of users to help gain an understanding of any usability issues.  Observation should be as non-intrusive as possible and follow a method of recording events without attempting to interpret them
2. Workshops and Focus Groups Can be used through the project lifespan, for instance to dry run the proposed questionnaires, and establish typical users and test scenarios. These also act as a tool to obtain feedback from stakeholders. The interaction of participations in the groups is seen to generate additional insights by drawing out reflective thinking.
3. Citizen/User Panels, Questionnaires and Structured Interviews Combining questionnaires with observation allows the evaluator to avoid constraining data to preconceived assumptions and enables a broad evaluation of the platform that sits alongside the specific criteria. Structured interviews can also be more appropriate for stakeholders that are difficult to bring together in a single focus group – for instance, elected representatives.
4. Online Questionnaires Online questionnaires allow a larger outreach and can be a tool for gaining feedback from end-users; however there is always the challenge of gaining enough completed questionnaires to produce meaningful data for analysis.
5. Scenarios can be used for obtaining feedback from the stakeholders on the feasibility and desirability of the system’s planned functions and appearance. In this project, given that the core system is well established, if scenarios are used, they will be integrated into focus group/workshop testing and  based on well understood processes, such as ‘creating a petition’ or ‘signing a petition and then discussing the issue’.
Supporting this will be information gathered informally through discussion within the project team and with the other stakeholders in the process. Mechanisms will be developed to allow a route for this information to be included in the evaluation process.
4 Evaluation design
4.1 Introduction 
Given that the EuroPetition project is very much driven by EC-driven programme of implementing existing technology, we can place our evaluation work in the normative/regulative area [18] – that is, we are acknowledging that the main project motivation revolve around what government can learn about the petitioning process and applications, rather than (for instance) a citizen driven campaign to improve democracy. Having said that, EuroPetition will only succeed in the long term if we can demonstrate that it engages citizens and petitioners.
The specific objectives and targets specified in the WP2.1 of the DOW for the EuroPetition project are: 

Table 3 Project objectives and criteria

	Objective
	Target

	· 
	Demonstration of a local and European-wide EuroPetition service. 
(Acceptability & 
Take-up)
	(a) Adoption and operation of at least 1 regional multimedia discussion forum in each in each of 5 Pilot Trial Regions across the EU in ES,IT,NL,SE and UK, 

(b) Adoption and operation of a localised EuroPetition service in each of 5 Pilot Trial Regions across the EU in ES,IT,NL,SE and UK, and resulting in at least 5 local petitions for consideration within each of the regions.

(c) Provision of 1 cross-border EuroPetition from each of the 5 Regions for submission to the European Parliament’s PETI Petitions Committee (5 in total).

(d) One pan-European Citizens’ Initiative EuroPetition where citizens will call on the Commission to bring forward new policy proposals with the support of 1 million people from the Consortium’s 5 EU Member States (ES,IT,NL,SE,UK).

	· 
	Increased participation of citizens in EU issues and/or cross-border issues among EU countries. 
(Democratic impact)
	(a) 25% increase in citizen participation in democratic  processes through participation in ePetitions to their regional, cross-border and EU decision makers, in 5 very different legislative regions across the EU during the project.

	· 
	Sustainable operation of the EuroPetition Service 
(Viability)
	(a) Viability Plan for subsequent sustainable operation of the service across Europe.


As noted above, the approach we are considering is based on the current consensus documented in the DEMO-Net report [11]. We are now in a position to consider how to apply it to the project in question. A key factor is consideration of the points at which evaluation data can be collected, and the appropriate techniques to use at each.
The remainder of this section discusses the approach to be taken in the evaluation process, starting with a brief review of previous work in this area to identify the broader research questions that are raised by e-petitioning. 
4.2 Research context and questions

“…with the spread of Information and Communication Technologies, a new practice has come into force, consisting of aligning the practice of petitions and the use of Internet technologies. This has led to the implementation of appropriate technical components…   today citizens have more instruments to interact with the institutions, to make their voice heard and, eventually, to take part in the policy-making process”[18] 
This section explains the motivations behind the approach taken to the evaluation process and the research questions that will be asked.

4.2.1 The place of ePetitions in the democratic process

As noted earlier, many advanced industrial democracies have adopted reforms designed to ‘transform’ established representative democracies into more participatory democracies with the aim of confronting a perceived decline in public trust of political institutions and the associated symptoms of disengagement. Carman[2] places petitioning between pure representative democracy and direct democracy (bypassing representatives altogether) in a third category ‘Advocacy democracy’. A consequence is that since the policy impact is indirect (mediated by representatives), perceived fairness and openness in the process can be as important as the actual outcome, as evidenced by the following:
“Can anyone name an e-petition to the Prime Minister that has achieved its aims? Each time I have signed one, I have later received an email telling me why the PM cannot agree.” – Letter to Telegraph, 27 May 2009
Raised and subsequently disappointed expectations can lead to increased disaffection with the political process.
Petitions can occupy a number of places in the political process [11]. Although informal (unofficial) petitions arose first, the place of official, formal position of petitions in the political processes across Europe is now assured, if varying a little [10]. Indeed, petitions straddle the boundary between formal and informal political processes as can be illustrated below:
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Figure 1 eParticipation technologies in the democratic process

Online petitions have now been used for a number of years at Local Authority level[10] and the place of petitions in the political process also varies between regions.  For example, in England & Wales, online petitions are being further built into the political system (at least at a local level) as part of the “Local Democracy Economic Development and Construction Bill” currently before Parliament
. In Spain, petitions have a semi-formal role with regions implementing petitions on a pilot basis without a supporting legal framework and Sweden is somewhat in between with a legal right to petition, but no formal duty on councils to consider the petition. 
The participants in the petitioning process, in Scotland at least, have been shown to be generally male, educated and older than the general population (‘the usual suspects’), though potentially less politically aligned so it is possible that by offering a new way of engaging, petitions are bringing new people into the process [2], but it is clear that e-petitions in themselves do not resolve the issue of social exclusion.
4.2.2 Challenges to participation: the EU context
The Lisbon Treaty (which is still in the process of ratification) sets out three democratic principles of governance of the EU:

· Democratic equality: the European institutions must give equal attention to all citizens; 

· Representative democracy: a greater role for the European Parliament and greater involvement of national parliaments; 

· Participatory democracy: new forms of interaction between citizens and the European institutions, like the citizens' initiative.

An important objective of EuroPetition is to support the creation of a EU-wide political space. At this level, language is another factor, and de facto position of English as lingua franca in these debates carries its own risks[9], emphasising the need to include all languages in the debates, and debates in all languages – taking into account the risk of “instrumental narrowing” whereby a limited Euro-English when used as the medium of transnational communication reduces the level of debate: across Europe “social movements do not mobilise in English” – and there is a risk of further alienation from the political process if it is seen to require fluency in English. This emphasises the need to explore the factors that impact on the quality of discourse at the stage in the project when trans-European petitions are implemented.

Citizens can already petition the European Parliament through its Petitions Committee (PETI) committee
, albeit over a restricted range of subjects, limited to: rights as a European citizen as set out in the Treaties, environmental matters, consumer protection, free movement of persons, goods and services, internal market, employment issues and social policy, recognition of professional qualifications and other problems related to the implementation of EU law. The current system is not aimed at supporting a mass expression of opinion. 

The PETI reports for 2007
 and 2008 (draft) were reviewed as part of the evaluation processes. In 2008, 1886 petitions were registered (vs 1,506 for 2007, in itself a 50% increase compared to 2006), of which 40% were declared admissible (compared to 30% in 2007).  According to the report, “the largest cause of inadmissibility relates to the question of competence and its corollary, subsidiarity” - ie issues that should have been raised nationally. 

PETI offers an online form for submitting petition requests, with the recommendation to ask to be able to submit a petition early on in the process to avoid the disappointment of being told rejected (as notes above about a third of petitions are currently rejected).

With this level of inadmissible petitions, it is likely that perceptions of fairness in the process are particularly important and should be a key area of investigation when it comes to evaluation of EuroPetition’s trans-European operation.

Under the terms of the Lisbon Treaty European citizens are given a significant additional right and an important practical opportunity to become even more involved in the EU political process by means of the so-called "Citizens' Initiative". Although such initiatives are supposed to be addressed in the first instance to the European Commission (which, bearing in mind that the right to petition is to Parliament may appear somewhat confusing!) they will eventually provide the citizen with a real opportunity to propose new legislation. This important extension to the petitions process should naturally have repercussions on the work of the PETI Petitions Committee in the future, if and when the Lisbon Treaty is hopefully implemented. This was discussed on a number of occasions in 2008 in the Petitions Committee. 

The Lisbon Treaty introduces the concept of the European Citizens’ Initiative (ECI)
, whereby citizens will have the opportunity to call on the Commission to bring forward new policy proposals if they have the support of 1 million people from a significant number of EU Member States. But the wording of the article is quite open to interpretation, and there is nothing said on the procedures to be adopted (which are obviously of key concern to EuroPetition).

EuroPetition aims to provide the ideal e-petitioning and Web 2.0 interactive forums to provide much of the ECI functionality online and on a pan-European basis. The project will monitor developments with regard to the implementation of the ECI procedures and ensure that the relevant stakeholders are kept informed and aware of EuroPetition’s capabilities and willingness to collaborate with them.
Hopefully, when the Lisbon Treaty is ratified and the ECI is introduced, and its procedures clarified, EuroPetition will provide the pan-European platform to quickly implement the ECI in practice.
4.2.3 Understanding the factors behind take-up

This section looks at Social-Cognitive Theory as an approach that could provide a useful addition to the evaluation process. 
Theoretical frameworks for research on technology impacts can be broadly aligned with quantitative and qualitative research traditions. Quantitative approaches, typically derived from experimental psychology, strongly influence technology acceptance models. Qualitative research approaches on the other hand are typically derived from sociology or anthropology, and strongly influence research on cultural and organisational factors, especially in the use of collaborative technologies. 

A widely used model of software acceptance that goes beyond basic usability and accessibility is the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM). The model derives from behavioural psychology and identifies a number of factors that are claimed to predict decisions to use software, in particular:

· Perceived usefulness: the degree to which a person believes that using a particular system would enhance his or her job performance.

· Perceived ease-of-use: the degree to which a person believes that using a particular system would be free from effort.

As a quantitative approach, the model treats the concepts of usefulness and ease-of-use (usability) as measurable variables, validates these measures through experiment, and proposes that they are determinants of user action. The model has been extended several times to include a range of other factors, such as the ‘social influence’ of peers and superiors in organisations [5], or beliefs about self-efficacy, enjoyment and goal orientation[19]. 

In contrast with TAM, Social Cognitive Theory (SCT) broadens the analysis beyond perceived outcomes and gives prominence to the concept of self-efficacy – defined as beliefs about one’s ability to perform a specific behaviour. Expectations of positive outcomes of behaviour are meaningless if we doubt our capacity to successfully execute the behaviour at all; conversely, previous bad experiences can create a self-reinforcing cycle of expectations of negative outcomes [6]. It follows that coaching and encouragement can be as important to acceptance as the application interface or a marketing campaign.

The concept of Computer Self-Efficacy (CSE) is used to make individuals’ judgement of their capability to perform a computer-based task central to the analysis [5]. These have been used in understanding the decisions of individuals to use an application, generally in a institutional or business context, rather than within a democratic system. As well as applying CSE to internal actors (council officers, elected representatives and their staff) which would be seem a straightforward application of CSE, it seems plausible to use it on the decisions of the external actors (petitioners and citizens) to submit and to sign or discuss a petition online respectively 

The CSE model provides standard questionnaire statements that can be used as indicators for evaluation criteria, grouping questions around self-efficacy (what’s holding me back), expectations of performance outcomes (what will I achieve), personal outcomes (how will I feel), affect (why I like it), anxiety (what I am worried about) and frequency of use of the application [6].

It is important to be aware that in the context of political processes there are some potential weaknesses in both SCT and TAM-based approaches, which indicate that they cannot be used as the sole basis for an evaluation framework.

· The organisational focus: although the petitioned assemblies are organisations, the external actors are not its employees, and the motivations and commitment shown may be very different. 

· The definition of ‘performance expectations’ or usefulness may not be not wide enough to include factors that participants in a political process consider relevant.
Another challenge is that it is entirely optional to use the system, and brief (no long term commitment to learn an application is needed to sign a petition
); on the other hand there is potential for longitudinal studies to identify petitioners and citizens who repeatedly use the system. 

If the focus of our work is the external actors, that is the petitioners and citizens who use the e‑petitioning system, there are obvious parallels between CSE and citizens’ belief in their ability to successfully interact with the political system as a whole. Previous studies of e-petitioning have focussed on the technical and institutional perspectives [10] but the perspectives offered by a social-cognitive approach give us a motivation to start adding social aspects to the evaluation: firstly, by allowing us to judge the efficacy-related factors behind the decision to use the e-petitioning system to participate in a democratic process. Secondly, to identify the impact on fairness of the system as perceived by petitioners of (a) any delays between stages in the process and (b) the role of council officers, particularly at the crucial initial stage of initiating the petition. 

Following this, it is possible to identify a number of research questions which will inform and enrich the evaluation.
4.2.4 Conclusion: General Research Questions

Arising from the above discussion, it is possible to identify a number of supplemental research questions which will inform and enriching the evaluation. In the table below, research questions are listed, and we identify who will be asked, when and using what mechanisms. 
Table 4 General research questions

	Research questions
	Project Object​ive
	From data

	Offi​cers
	Represent​ative
	Moder​ators
	Peti​tioners
	Citi​zens

	To start asking at the beginning and end of the project

	RQ1. What discrepancy should exist between the personal information collected on the Sign Petition page, that displayed publicly on the website and passed to petitioners. (ie balance of privacy vs openness)
	Accept​ability
	
	FG


	
	
	FG
	FG

	RQ2. As well as informal guidance on wording etc, how much support should be given to petition owners in drawing attention to their petition? 
	Accept​ability, Impact
	
	FG
	
	
	FG
	

	RQ3. How can success of social networking (eg Facebook) widgets be measured? What factors affect the actual take up of social networking (Facebook) widgets 

	Impact
	(
	
	
	
	Q, FG
	Q, FG

	RQ4. How inclusive has the new system been? What are the factors that have led citizens to not sign or submit a petition? 
	Impact
	
	
	FG
	Q, SI
	Q, FG
	Q, FG

	RQ5. How comfortable are the participants that the signatures recorded are genuine?  
	Accept​ability, Impact
	
	FG 
	
	
	FG 
	

	RQ6. What level of background information works best? Using what mechanism? (links to websites, documents)
	Accept​ability, Impact
	
	FG
	
	Q, SI
	Q, FG
	

	RQ7. Are there any success factors relating to local political cultures – eg legal formality of the petitions, integration with other political processes 
	Accept​ability, Impact
	(
	FG
	FG
	
	Q, FG
	

	RQ8. To what extent can the petitions support cross-national deliberation in Europe given that multiple languages will be in use? How risk that everyone will communicate in (limited) English mitigated?

	Accept​ability, Impact
	
	FG
	
	FG
	FG
	

	To ask about individual petitions (see next section for detailed data requirements)

	RQ9. Does the length of the signatory phase make a difference? 
	Accept​ability, Impact
	(
	
	
	
	Q, FG
	Q, FG

	RQ10. Does petition category matter (eg redressing a grievance, call for public enquiry, or specific policy proposal) 
	Impact
	(
	
	
	Q, SI
	Q, FG
	FG

	RQ11. How do the participants see the process 

· Expected fairness (when petition submitted) ( was process actually seen as fair (after completion of petition process)? [Was petition a success, did it receive full consideration?]  
· Is the process easy to understand (when petition submitted) ( did process work as expected (after completion) [How well have they have been kept informed?]
· Who is the petitioner (individual, acting with a campaign/ NGO/ or community group?)
	Accept​ability, Impact
	
	
	Q, FG
	
	Q, FG
	

	RQ12. How effective has the analysis of discussions been? (Need to know what is proposed)
	Accept​ability
	
	
	
	Q, FG
	Q, FG
	


Key: 

· Mechanisms: Q = Questionnaire; FG=Focus group; SSI= Semi-Structured Interview (when numbers would not support FG)

The table also shows how it is proposed that these questions will be integrated into questionnaires and focus group scripts.
4.3 Evaluating viability

The EuroPetition Viability Plan (D2.3.1) is summarised as follows:
	Vision
	All of Europe’s citizens using ICT to participate and proactively engage in their local, national and European democratic legislative decision making processes.


	Mission
	To provide the EuroPetition services to grow democratic renewal and citizen engagement across Europe.


	Organisation
	The EuroPetition service will operate as a highly interactive multimedia e-petitioning common pan-European platform.
The EuroPetition module will be provided, maintained and owned by both Public-i (whose Viewfinder and ePetitions components are the core elements of EuroPetition).


	Objectives
	By project end – 5 Country Clusters, 16 Local Authority Users and 4 Regional Business Partners. Collaborative links to the European Parliament’s EP PETI Petitioning Services and EPLive, and to National Petitioning/eParticipation in 3 of the countries.
By 2013  – deployment to 64 Local Authority users, in 11 EU countries through 10 local Business Partners. Integration of EP PETI Petitioning Services and EPLive and 5 National Systems.


	Strategy
	Enhance the EuroPetition platform using Public-i software and appropriate Web 2.0 “best of breed” components as required. Deploy the service on a commercially sustainable  basis, to serve the need for democratic renewal and increased citizen engagement in decision making processes across Europe, by 
(a) targeting further Local Authorities in the existing regions through the Regional Cluster Leaders as Business Partners 
(b) Working through the Business Partners to target National Petitioning and eParticipation initiatives.
(c) collaborating with the European Parliament and its PETI Committee and Secretariat through this project and the eParticipation Action programme to extend the impact of the PETI Petitioning Services and EPLive services to regional level.
(d) Targeting further Local Authorities in high potential regions through further Business Partners. Initially these latter will be those that are already supporting the Public-i web-service delivery platform and are members of the Public-i Business Partners Network. In due course these Business Partners will target their National Authorities and relevant Agencies to adopt the service on their parliamentary platforms also.


	Market Roll-out Activities
	The initial market deployment of the EuroPetition Service will focus on the 5 Member States represented in the project (ES, IT, NL, SE, UK). By the end of this pilot project, these markets will be well known and characterised in detail, will have a presence with reference installations, and will have Business Partners on the ground. 
The market roll-out will then initially focus on signing up a further 12 Local Authorities and a total of 6 Business Partners in 2011, the first full year of the market rollout. It is planned that the key potential users will be Local Authorities, working with local Business Partners. The current UK pricing model is based on flat fees per month for basic use, and then incremental costs based on increased usage above a baseline. Based on the results of the WP2.1 Pilot Trials’ evaluation, suitable pricing models, possibly tailored to each regional context will be clarified and included in the deployment/business plans.
In the second year of market roll-out the focus will be to sign up a further 16 Local Authority users in 9 EU Member States. The experience with the Public-i eParticipation platform is that additional services (such as EuroPetition) are not purchased until year 2 and beyond of a contract, hence the projected slow roll-out. These 44 users will then form the basis for the second phase of market rollout that will target the best of the remaining EU Member States to begin deployment to those further markets in year 3 (2013). The market analysis of section 4 provides the basic information and contacts for this second phase of deployment. The aim is to have 64 Local Authority users signed up and 10 Regional Business Partners by the end of year 3 of the market roll-out after this pilot project ends.


It is planned that the regional Business Partner in each identified territory will be appointed licensed representatives for EuroPetition, and will be responsible for:
a. Recruiting Local and National Authorities and Agencies to operate the EuroPetition system as an added-value service on their existing Public-i or other web-casting services.
b. Installation, training and launch of the service
c. Monitoring and day-to-day operational support
d. Ongoing customer support and management
e. Implementation of EuroPetition upgrades.
Each appointed Business Partner company will most likely already be one of the EuroPetition Regional Partners or part of the Public-i Business Partners Network
 and have an exclusive right to market the EuroPetition services within a defined territory. The basis of this structure is already in place in the eTEN eParticipate project
 where marketing and support agreements have been signed appointing Business Partners as the providers of the Public-i services in the Czech Republic, Denmark, France, Ireland, Italy, Poland, Slovakia, Spain and the UK. However the WP2.1 trials’ results may require modification and customisation of this approach for the roll-out of the EuroPetition service based on the results of the Trials Evaluation in WP2.1.
In practical terms, evaluating the viability plan will require different assumptions to be tested, the first two of which are also addressed under acceptability and uptake: 
· Demand: Asking where the demand to petition comes from (individuals or NGOs), the extend of demand for use of local clusters and cross-regional facilities , and the usage and impact of Web 2.0 functionality
· Assumption of 25% increase in participation 
In addition to these, there are the underlying financial assumptions to be tested:
	Assumption
	How established

	Regional Authorities will pay €6k pa for system - with no variations across EU
	Surveys

FGs

	2 new Potential business partners (BP)  per year (and they accept 35% discount)
	?

	Each BP will sign up two new Local Authority (LA) users per year
	?

	Funding for LAs from national programmes
	Feedback from LA partners

	Days consultancy needed from PI and €700pd rate accepted
	Time records of actual effort needed

Market Survey

	Public-i staff requirements: 1.5FTE 
	Time records


Finally, the viability plan also includes a SWOT analysis which can be validated by interviewing user (LA) management staff.
4.4 Evaluation of the project’s core objectives
The next step is to link the project objective to the evaluation objectives which were listed in section 2.2. The table below shows the relationship between the project objectives and the evaluation objectives, together with the methods that will be used to ensure both have been met.
Table 5 Methods for meeting the project and evaluation objectives

	
	Acceptability & 
Take-up
	Democratic Impact
	Viability

	Project objective:
(see above)
	Demonstra​tion of a local and European-wide Euro​Petition service
	Increase participation of citizens in EU/cross border issues
	Provide sustainable operation (through a viability plan)

	Targets
(See above 
 for details)
	Adoption and operation of different aspects of the system in various environments
	25% increase in citizen participation in democratic  processes 
	Viability Plan for subsequent sustainable operation of the service across Europe

	Evaluation objective
	Evaluation methods

	1. To work with potential system users (local authority and citizens) to establish the most appropriate factors to investigate in order to evaluate the system against the baseline, project objectives and targets
	MA1: Establish user & technical acceptance criteria to demonstrate that the application is locally operational
	MD1: Establish baseline indicators, and methods for measurement of impact, locally, regionally and at EU level
	MV1: Establish organisational acceptance criteria (including installation and ongoing costs, fit with strategies etc)

	2. Evaluation of the operational EuroPetition service Pilot Trials in 5 varied clusters of Legislative Authority contexts, countries and languages against the project objectives and targets.
	MA2: Measure extent to which user & technical acceptance criteria have been met.

Outcomes of quantitative and  qualitative data gathering (questionnaires, focus groups etc)
	Requires positive operational evaluation (else impact is likely to be negative) – See evaluation objective MD4, below
	MV2: Measure extent to which organisational acceptance criteria have been met

	3. To assess the experience and learn the lessons of the EuroPetition system, actors and procedures (what does and does not work, and why) during the pilot trials at local, crossborder and European level, in preparation for subsequent market roll-out of the service to other European countries.
	MA3: Consideration of significance of any deviations from original criteria, or variations from plans that had to be made to ensure that criteria were met.


	MD3: Measure actual impact. 
Consideration of significance of any deviations from original criteria


	(Requires positive evaluation from trials, and/or concrete plan to address issues raised)

	4. To evaluate the legislative participation impact of EuroPetition, including its political impact and effect on policy-making processes, its impact on cross-border cooperation between citizens, and its relationship to wider aspects of e-governance.
	(assumes criteria have been met)
	MD4: Measure actual impact
Outcomes of qualitative data gathering (questionnaires, focus groups etc)
	(Requires positive evaluation, or concrete plan to address issues raised)

	5. To test the assumptions of the Initial Viability Plan (D2.3.1) as a key input to the EuroPetition Sustainability Plan (D2.3.2) in WP2.3.
	(assumes criteria have been met)
	(assumes criteria have been met)
	MV5: Review and testing of viability and sustainability plans (see above)

	6. To establish further contextual issues that will need to be addressed in implementing EuroPetition in different legislative, constitutional, political and linguistic environments beyond the pilot trial instances.
	MA6: Desktop research, review of outcomes of and issues raised in  qualitative data gathering, together with consideration of implications of the other evaluation objectives

Project process assessment
	MD6: Desktop research, review of outcomes of and issues raised in  qualitative data gathering, together with consideration of implications of the other evaluation objectives
	MV6: Review of plans for  market studies, competitor evaluations etc


It is also possible to link the required findings listed in Section 2.2.2 above to the project objectives: 
Table 6 Required findings and project objectives

	Required findings
Will be reflected under this category
 of evaluation finding:
	Acceptability & Take-up
	Democratic Impact
	Viability

	
	

	a. That the EuroPetition platform does address use of ePetitions in the Legislative decision making processes and  eParticipation needs of local government in various contexts at local, regional, national and European level (as defined in D1.1.1).
	-
	(
	-

	b. That the assumptions in the initial viability plan are reasonable to sustain the service in the various contexts.
	-
	-
	(

	c. That the service can be delivered in multiple contexts and languages across Europe on an interoperable operational basis.
	(
	-
	-

	d. That alternative solutions and services are accommodated
	(
	-
	-

	e. The legislative participation impact of EuroPetition, including its political impact and affect on policy-making processes, its impact on cross-border cooperation between citizens, and its relationship to wider aspects of e-governance.
	(
	(
	-

	f. User Engagement Report, documenting user engagement for identified user groups
	(
	-
	-


This plan now goes on to identify a number of additional research questions which will be considered during the main evaluation process.

4.5 Evaluation within a petitioning process
4.5.1 Identifying points for evaluation
Having identified the evaluation methods to use at the project level, we can now move to identify data collection opportunities and requirements embedded into the EuroPetition system itself.

This sub-section considers the processes involved during the life of an individual petition, and considers useful points at which evaluation could be added, relating them to the project objectives of impact and acceptability, using the summary flow diagram on the next page. Note that the diagram reflects the current system and does not include the extensions for regional clusters and trans-European functionality that will be developed during the project.

[image: image3.jpg][image: image2]
All the questions below help to understand the democratic impact of the petition, and those that give an indication of take-up will also be used for evaluating acceptability. The data gathered will support MA2: ‘Measure extent to which user & technical acceptance criteria have been met’.

Table 7 Evaluation data obtainable from the system

	Stage
	Question(s)
	Data from system

	Actors

	1.Initiation
	
	
	

	Submit draft Petition
	How many are submitted

Who are proposing the petitions (contextual issues)
	Database: Numbers and outcomes
MS

	Petitioner

Officer

	Advice over wording
	Who is involved in the process
	
	Officer

	Refer to EU or region
	Why? Ultimate outcome?
	DB: Numbers, time taken, reason  

MS: More on reason
	Officer

Petitioner

	Petition denied (with reason)
	Why?
	DB: Numbers, time taken, reason 

MS: More on reason
	Officer

	Issue resolved
	How and why?
	DB: Numbers, time taken, reason 
	Petitioner

	Petition entered onto system
	How many? How long?

What subjects?
	DB: Numbers, time taken, subject

MS: More on subject categorisation
	

	2.Input and Dialogue
	
	
	

	Open and close
	(Impact of) no of days open
	Time open
	

	Collect signatures
	Volumes 
	Number by day – needs date stamps on  signatures 
	Petitioner

Citizen

	Online debate
	Volumes, subjects, quality

How is the input used?
	Volumes of activity – lots of ways of measuring this but fine

Will refine this when we know more about plans for integrating online debate into EuroPetition
	Petitioner

Moderator

Citizen

	3.Submission
	
	
	

	Liaise with owner
	What are perceptions of process
	MS: Dates
	Petitioner

	Withdraw or resolve and log reason
	How many and why?
	DB: Date withdrawn or resolved 

MS: Dates if necessary
	Petitioner

	Preparation of reports
	Effort required

Perceived value 
	DB/MS: Time taken 
	

	4.Integration/ownership
	
	
	

	Formal/informal discussion
	Perceptions of representatives?
	
	Representatives

	Feedback to owner
	
	DB/MS: Time taken 
	Petitioner

	Comment from owner
	
	DB/MS: Time taken 
	Representatives, Petitioner

	5.Ongoing impact
	
	
	

	Press coverage?

	Has petition raised profile of issue
	-
	Officer, Petitioner: Press monitoring

	Actions by council , EU Parliament
	Does it make a difference
	-
	Representative, Petitioner


Key:

DB: System database and supporting log files

MS: Monitoring spreadsheet, maintained by council/EP officer recording data to supplement and explain data extracted from the system
An important emerging issue is tracking the time element: gaps and delays could be an important element in the perception of the process[2] so we would like to investigate their impact as part of the evaluation. The necessary data collection requirements are set out in an Annex.
4.5.2 Evaluation instruments 
The questionnaires will be designed to the particular stage in the process and types of actor involved. We would anticipate that the level of cross-over between them would be minimal, though there is the option of having one questionnaire with optional sections if that would reduce administration overheads.
Most questionnaires could be supplemented by workshops and focus groups and vice versa, and the balance may change in the light of experience on the ground. The workshops could be supported by scenarios developed by regional project groups if it is felt they will enhance understanding of expectations. 
Questionnaires will be drawn up during the design and implementation phase of the project as described in the ‘Evaluation Tasks’ section of the report.
4.5.3 Use of Social Networking

The leading social networking sites vary between countries and communities of users within them
, and local authorities’ attitude to and use of social networking techniques can vary
; these topics can be explored through focus group and interviews with relevant participants. It is also possible to collect quantitative data relating to usage of social networking and web2.0; from initial discussion with developers it is likely these will be based around:
· How many people joined an associated Facebook group (or equivalent)

· How many visitors to the petition site came from the related social networking group

· How many petition widgets were installed

4.5.4 The details of what can be measured (and therefore the indicators and targets) can only be specified as the capability of the developed tools is clarified. Linking actors, questions, instruments to the evaluation needs
It is now possible to link the actors to the data requirements and identify the most appropriate instrument to use:
	Who 
	When
	Purpose
	Questionnaire
	Focus Group

	Petitioner
	On submission of petition
	Demographics, motivations and expectations of owner, existing engagement
	Online questionnaire once petition has been submitted initially
	With sample., at end of project

	Participating Citizens 
	After signature submitted or debate participation
	Demographics, existing engagement, perceptions of quality of debate
How was the petition found, actions after signing the petition (Emailing/messaging  friend, Signing up to associated campaign website,  add widget to Facebook – would another social network be better?)
	Online questionnaire 
	With sample., at end of project

	Forum moderators
	After petition closed (or at the end of the project?)
	Establish perceptions of usefulness of debates and lessons to learn (eg on moderation, anonymity)
	Online 
	Use SSI (due to limited numbers)

	Petitioner
	On completion of petitions.

FG at key stage in project
	Perceptions of the process, Whether expectations have been met
	Online
	Flesh out issues raised by questionnaires

	Council Officers, process facilitators
	Meeting at end of project, plus one or two at other key stages
	Understand context of processes


	Paper. If used will be used to inform focus groups
	It would be ideal if it was possible to hold a  transnational focus group

	Elected representative (and their  support staff)
	Meeting at end of project, plus one or two at other key stages
	Establish perceptions at the political level
	Paper
	


The above will be supplemented by engagement with local pilot leaders to identify and investigate any unexpected issues. The actual questionnaires and guidelines for focus groups and scenario building will be developed as part of the evaluation process.

4.6 Conclusion

This section has used different routes to identify relevant evaluation criteria and questions which can be applied at different points in the project. 
5 Evaluation tasks
5.1 Overview of timeline

The evaluation will run in five main phases for the formal data collection and evaluation process as shown in the following table:
	Phase
	Timing
	Objective (see Table 5 for explanation)

	Phase one: 

set up
	September - December 2009
	MA1: Establish user & technical acceptance criteria to demonstrate that the application is locally operational

MD1: Establish baseline indicators, and methods for measurement of impact, locally, regionally and at EU level

· Define data to be logged 

· Agreement of key definitions

· Create and translate questionnaires – paper and online versions

· Process for establishing focus groups

MV1: Establish organisational acceptance criteria (including installation and ongoing costs, fit with strategies etc)

· Identify  local evaluation managers

· Agree extent of data gathering (market surveys etc)

Establish pilot plan

	Phase two: 

data collection
	January 2010
	First round of data collection:

· from system

· from actors and stakeholders

	Phase three:

Analysis of initial data and  feedback on initial variability plan
	February – March 2010
	Interim report work:

MA2: Measure extent to which user & technical acceptance criteria have been met. 

MV2: Measure extent to which organisational acceptance criteria have been met

MA3: Consideration of significance of any deviations from original criteria, or variations from plans that had to be made to ensure that criteria were met.

MD3: Measure actual local impact. Consideration of significance of any deviations from original criteria

MV5: Review and testing of viability and sustainability plans

MA6: Desktop research, review of outcomes of and issues raised in qualitative data gathering, together with consideration of implications of the other evaluation objectives. Project process assessment

MD6: Desktop research, review of outcomes of and issues raised in  qualitative data gathering, together with consideration of implications of the other evaluation objectives

MV6: Review of plans for  market studies, competitor evaluations etc – response to D2.3.1

Refocus definitions and questionnaires where required

	Phase four:

Final data collection
	September 2010
	Final data collection (data collected may have been adjusted in light of the interim report)

· from system

· from actors and stakeholders

	Phase five:

Final analysis
	November 2010
	MA2: Measure extent to which user & technical acceptance criteria have been met. 

MV2: Measure extent to which organisational acceptance criteria have been met

MA3: Consideration of significance of any deviations from original criteria, or variations from plans that had to be made to ensure that criteria were met.

MD4: Measure actual impact. Outcomes of qualitative data gathering (questionnaires, focus groups etc)

MV5: Review and testing of viability and sustainability plans

MA6: Desktop research, review of outcomes of and issues raised in qualitative data gathering, together with consideration of implications of the other evaluation objectives. Project process assessment

MD6: Desktop research, review of outcomes of and issues raised in  qualitative data gathering, together with consideration of implications of the other evaluation objectives

MV6: Review of plans for  market studies, competitor evaluations etc – input to D2.3.2

Final data analysis and evaluation report


5.2 Data Collection

These elements are required to support the evaluation work.

	Element
	Required from NAP

	Creation Deadline
	Delivery of data

Deadline
Who
	Analysis deadline
 

	1. Baseline data
	Baseline questionnaire to establish citizen engagement
	August 2009
	September 2009
	Pilot sites
	March 2010

	2. Application installation
	Acceptance checklist (in conjunction with PI)
	September 2009
	September-December 2009
	Pilot Sites
	March 2010

	3. Viewership and website behaviour statistics, including use of Web2.0 tools
	Agreed data content, and delivery mechanism
	October 2009
	Quarterly
	PI
	March 2010 (initial)

November 2010 (final)

	4. Semi-structured interviews with participating officers and members looking at:

a. Expectations/Experiences

b. SWOT

c. Financial assumptions and cost benefit analysis

d. Customer service satisfaction
	Guidelines, suggested questions for SSI 
	November 2009
	February 2010

October 2010
	Pilot sites, MAC/PI
	March 2010

November 2010

	5. Market survey & pricing questionnaire

(Could do mass survey in target markets) 
	Survey form (ideally online, possibly supported by mailout)
	December 2009 (could be later in 2010)
	January 2010 (or later) 
	Pilot sites, MAC
	June 2008

	6. (Online) Questionnaires for

a. Petitioners: on submission and finalisation of petition

b. Citizens: after signing petition/participating in debate
	Online questionnaire (with local translations supplied by regional partners, including integration of links into application)
	November 2009
	February 2010

October 2010
	Online questionnaire: PI

Paper based: Pilot sites
	March 2008

June 2008

	7. Focus groups with citizens and petitioners
	Focus group guidelines and data collection mechanism/ documents
	January 2010

May 2010 (revised following interim report)
	February 2010

October 2010
	Pilot sites
	March 2010

November 2010


Question: Do any of the partners have contacts in a network of local authorities that could be asked to help survey local authorities? 
5.3 Risk management
Along with operation at the pilot sites, the evaluation process is a key factor in risk mitigation at the project level, proving the sustainability and potential of the platform scale-up and customisation as a sustainable Trans-European service. The Pilot operational use of the service will determine:

· That the platform does address the ePetitions and legislative process eParticipation needs of local government in various contexts, and the European Parliament’s PETI Committee and Commission Citizen Initiative procedures at the European level.

· That a viable revenue model can be established to sustain the service in different contexts

· That the service can be delivered in multiple contexts and languages across Europe on an open interoperable operational basis.
This implies that EuroPetition’s definition and objectives may have to accommodate alternative solutions and services as a result of evaluation findings.
The extract from the project risk matrix below identifies the specific risk associated with the evaluation process:
	
	Task
	Risk
	Mitigation

	2.1
	Pilot Trials, Monitoring & Evaluation
	Evaluation factors may differ widely between different stakeholders
	Balancing and scoping so that evaluation can be performed within the project resources. The focus of the project from day one, will be on an evaluation of the prototype systems to determine if initial assumptions that underlie it are valid. So only useful evaluation in that context will be undertaken. 
Agreement and ongoing liaison


This will be addressed as the requirements of the individual pilot sites are refined, but we believe that a core of common success factors can be established.
6 Conclusions and Next Steps
The evaluation planning needs to strike a balance between the need to stagger data collection and analysis throughout the project and the need to ensure that the evaluation exercise is able to look at all the changes and innovations created by the project teams over the project duration.  This phased evaluation plan should enable the project team to do this and to produce ongoing and meaningful outputs from the process.

The evaluation consists of several strands of data gathering.  EuroPetition will only succeed in the long term if it engages citizens in the democratic process – whether as petitioners or signatories; because of this, an understanding of qualitative factors such as the perceptions and expectations of the process is likely to be more important than anything that could be gained through formal analysis of raw data, at least within the constraints of this project.  However there will be some more formal data collection methods:

· The first is the collection of web and application log data recording usage of EuroPetition 
· The second relates to qualitative data collected using surveys and questionnaires but also focus groups and citizen panels
· Finally it must be taken into account that some of the important knowledge is held within the consortium itself and data must be collected from the project participants.

The regional and European dimensions will evolve as the system is specified and developed, and the requirements are further understood.
The recruitment of citizen panels and other participants will be an important factor in delivering the final evaluation, as will the participation of the pilot sites and regional clusters in the gathering of data.  To help start this process a formal briefing will be arranged as part of the next project meeting to ensure that all project partners are fully aware of their responsibilities in this area.
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Project documents
For convenience, a list of project reports is reproduced from the DOW (Description of Work):
	Del. No 

	Deliverable title
	Dissemin​ation level

	Delivery date


	D3.1
	Project Handbook & www.europetition.eu website
	PU
	3

	D2.2.1
	EuroPetition Dissemination Strategy
	PP
	3

	D1.1.1
	EuroPetition User, PETI & Commission Requirements
	PU
	6

	D2.1.1
	Evaluation Criteria & Pilot Trials Monitoring Plan
	PU
	6

	D2.3.1
	Initial Viability Plan for Sustainable Operation
	PP
	6

	D1.2.1
	EuroPetition First Prototype & System Technical Specification
	PU
	7

	D1.2.2
	EuroPetition System running.
	PP
	9

	D3.3
	Interim Project Progress Report
	CO
	12

	D2.1.2
	EuroPetition Monitoring & Evaluation Report
	PU
	24

	D2.3.2
	Final EuroPetition Viability Plan for Sustainable Operation
	PP
	24

	D3.4
	Final Report
	PU
	24

	D3.2.1-4
	Half-yearly Monitoring Reports
	CO
	6,12,18,24


The evaluation process would be expected to have a direct input to the items in italic 
ANNEX: System requirements to support the evaluation process
The main priority is tracking the time element: gaps and delays could be an important element in the perception of the process so we’d like to investigate their impact as part of the evaluation, and also gather data to support recommendations on the optimal time for a petition to be open (based on number of signatures over time as well as petitioner perceptions). 
In detail, the system requirements to support the evaluation workpackage are:
1. MUST have date stamps on signatures: To allow patterns of usage of petitions to be understood.

Should automatically record key petition dates: Initial submission, approval/rejection, open for signatures, closed, discussed by politicians (if relevant), feedback to petitioner,   date withdrawn/resolved. If necessary, this could be done through a simple log table in the database (petition id, datetime, action) that’s updated when a petition moves between stages in the existing system.

Justification: to support automated analysis (and more informative management reports). Time between stages in the petition process is potentially a key success factor, at least in terms of petitioner perceptions. 
Alternative collection: It could be captured manually on a reporting spreadsheet, but auto​mation would be better since it would be consistent and should be easy.

2. COULD record reason for closure of the petition Based on a smallish (closed?) list, to be defined in workshops if not already specified.

Justification: to support automated analysis (and more informative management reports)

Alternative collection: It could be captured manually on a reporting spreadsheet, but auto​mation would be better

3. COULD categorise petition subject: (and ideally type as well) to assist with cross border comparison. May be able to use planned key word tagging, but it would be good to have a fairly structured list so that inter-petition and cross-border comparisons can be made

The data generated will be very useful for the users and managers of the system – adding value to the application beyond the immediate evaluation needs
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� �HYPERLINK "http://www.europarl.europa.eu/parliament/public/staticDisplay.do?id=49"�www.europarl.europa.eu/parliament/public/staticDisplay.do?id=49� 


� �HYPERLINK "http://www.europarl.europa.eu/eplive/public/freetext_page_direct/20061020FTX11892-2101/default_en.htm"�www.europarl.europa.eu/eplive/public/freetext_page_direct/20061020FTX11892-2101/default_en.htm�


� �HYPERLINK "http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2004_2009/%20documents/cm/622/622247/622815en.pdf"�www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2004_2009/ documents/cm/622/622247/622815en.pdf�


� See �HYPERLINK "http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/communities/pdf/886045.pdf"�http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/communities/pdf/886045.pdf�  - UK Local Government White Paper which proposes to set a new duty on local councils to respond to all petitions, including electronic petitions,


� Title II, Article 8b of the Treaty of Lisbon, "Not less than one million citizens who are nationals of a significant number of Member States may take the initiative of inviting the European Commission, within the framework of its powers, to submit any appropriate proposal on matters where citizens consider that a legal act of the Union is required for the purpose of implementing the Treaties."


� See �HYPERLINK "http://www.legese.org"�www.legese.org� 


� See �HYPERLINK "http://www.citizenscape.org"�www.citizenscape.org� 


� Source: Public-i


� �HYPERLINK "http://services.parliament.uk/bills/2008-09/localdemocracyeconomicdevelopmentandconstruction.html"�http://services.parliament.uk/bills/2008-09/localdemocracyeconomicdevelopmentandconstruction.html� 


� More on this issue, particularly relating to the experience at DebateEurope (�HYPERLINK "http://europa.eu/debateeurope/"�http://europa.eu/debateeurope/�) can be found at �HYPERLINK "http://pep-net.eu/wordpress/?p=285"�http://pep-net.eu/wordpress/?p=285� in item ‘Multi-lingual online dialogues’.


� �HYPERLINK "http://www.europarl.europa.eu/parliament/public/staticDisplay.do?id=49&language=EN"�http://www.europarl.europa.eu/parliament/public/staticDisplay.do?id=49&language=EN� 


� �HYPERLINK "http://www.europarl.europa.eu/oeil/file.jsp?id=5595442"�http://www.europarl.europa.eu/oeil/file.jsp?id=5595442� 


� At �HYPERLINK "http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//NONSGML+COMPARL+PE-418.130+01+DOC+PDF+V0//EN&language=EN"�http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//NONSGML+COMPARL+PE-418.130+01+DOC+PDF+V0//EN&language=EN� 


� Title II, Article 8b of the Treaty of Lisbon, "Not less than one million citizens who are nationals of a significant number of Member States may take the initiative of inviting the European Commission, within the framework of its powers, to submit any appropriate proposal on matters where citizens consider that a legal act of the Union is required for the purpose of implementing the Treaties. The procedures and conditions required for such a citizens’ initiative shall be determined in accordance with the first paragraph of Article 21 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union."


� Unless the web browser that is presenting the petition is the application?


� Database, application log and manual tracking by system administrators (eg on a spreadsheet) 


� This will also involve discussion with the developers


� This is likely to be left as an open question for another day, but it is useful to keep it on the agenda at this stage


� See �HYPERLINK "http://www.public-i.info/partners.php"�www.public-i.info/partners.php�


� See �HYPERLINK "http://www.eparticipate.eu"�www.eparticipate.eu� 


� Items in bold may need extensions to the system as detailed in an Annex and are being discussed with the system developers


� In fact, press coverage would be expected throughout the process.


� See overview at � HYPERLINK "http://spartakan.wordpress.com/2009/01/15/links-for-2009-01-15/" �http://spartakan.wordpress.com/2009/01/15/links-for-2009-01-15/� 


� � HYPERLINK "http://spartakan.wordpress.com/2009/04/21/local-government-social-networkin/" �http://spartakan.wordpress.com/2009/04/21/local-government-social-networkin/� 


� Will be developed in conjunction with other project members


� Issue of draft report


� 	Deliverable numbers in order of delivery dates


� 	Dissemination level is indicated as follows:


	PU = Public


	PP = Restricted to other participants in the eParticipation preparatory action


(including the Commission Services).


	RE = Restricted to a group specified by the consortium (including the Commission Services).


	CO = Confidential, only for members of the consortium (including the Commission Services).


� 	Month in which the deliverables will be available. Month 1 marking the start date of the project (January 2009), and all delivery dates being relative to this start date.
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