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CitizenScape




26/11/2009
Response to the Interim Review

	Review Recommendation
	Consortium Response 
& Actions

	1. Finalize the platform integration (January 2009) and launch trials
	Done.

	2. Better cooperation expected with previous and current eParticipation projects. A concrete connection could be made with FEED, as Public I is involved in both projects as a main contributor to the platform, at the development and exploitation phase.
	Project continued to work intensely with MOMENTUM, attending all concertation meetings, and will be at the Final MOMENTUM Event on 15th December. CitizenScape has collaborated intensely with LEGESE, FEED, EuroPetition as described in the D3.4 Final Report (MAC)

	3. Sustainability after contract ends - This objective is clearly addressed and is a major strength of this project.
	The D2.3.2 Final Viability Plan has been developed.(MAC)

	4. The vision of the risk management could be reassessed after the first 12 month period
	This is updated in D3.4 Final Progress Report for year 2. (MAC)

	5. Precise the real impact of CitizenScape on the decision applying to the construction of an incinerator in the region of Genova
	This is addressed by CDG as one of their early focused projects strategy and reported in the D1.2.1 Evaluation Report. (PI).

	6. Better assess the extent to which the experience gained in a specific region (e.g. Bristol / ePetitioning) could be transposed in other regions to their rapid benefit 
	This is addressed in the D2.1.2 Evaluation Report. (PI) based on specific comments from each of the regions.

	7. Reassess the commercial/financial scheme of CitizenScape as a sustainable platform and system after the trials period
	This is done in D2.3.2 Viability Plan. (MAC).

	8. External evaluator might be a valuable asset in addition to the current setting where all the evaluation and measurement criteria are internally produced. Evaluation should take into consideration not only the trials as such but also for example dissemination strategy, sustainability plan, and overall project management ( adopting more holistic viewpoint
	Use of an external Evaluator was not envisaged in the Grant Agreement. A more holistic Social Web Auditing approach is documented in the D2.1.2 Evaluation Report. (PI).

	9. If deliverables are returned late or if phases of the project are running late, please provide detailed background information in the deliverables on why and what and when aspects
	OK. All deliverables during Year 2 were delivered on time. (MAC)

	10. Adopting of more critical self-assessment/evaluation, e.g. on p. 12 in D3.2.2 it was said that “deliverables are running to schedule as shown in the latest update” although at least in the eyes of someone outside the project consortium, some tasks seem to have been executed much later than agreed in the original Grant Agreement.
	OK. This is addressed in the D3.4 Final Progress Report (MAC)

	11. One of the set targets of the project is to reach a 25 per cent increase in the citizen participation in their regional legislative process in four different legislative regions across the EU. In order to reach this and the other goals in its dissemination, the project needs to place much more attention and effort in this section.
	Much more effort and attention has been focused in this year during year 2. This is addressed in the D2.1.2 Evaluation Report. (PI)

	12. The calendar section of the site could be further developed so that one can integrate it with one’s personal calendar.
	Good suggestion. This is already implemented in system and is being used in the Donegal Pilot Trial as documented in D1.3.1 CitizenScape System Operational in all 4 Trial Regions, v2.0.

	13. The calendar section of the site could be further developed so that one can integrate it with one’s personal calendar.
	Good suggestion. This is addressed by PI in the D2.1.2 Evaluation Report. (PI)

	14. Maintain clear focus on the users (partners reported having some internal issues in defining the user-requirements, which led to a delay in drafting the particular deliverable) and remaining caution so that the project does not turn into a technology development project.
	All of Year 2, has been focused on the Pilot Trials and Users. The results are reported in the D2.1.2 Evaluation Report. (PI)

	15. As one of the partners is using the project outcome as part of her doctoral dissertation project (i-Public), it should be assured that this will not affect the outcome of this project, the possible dissemination efforts (for example delay those), or direct the project to a possible sidetrack. 
	This has not been a problem during year 2. In fact has benefited the project with the “Virtual Town Hall” concept. This is addressed in the D2.1.2 Evaluation Report. (PI)

	16. Slovakian partner reported low Internet user numbers for his region. The project needs to take this into account and its possible effect on the expected outcome.
	CitizenScape has helped to generate usage in Zilina. This will be addressed in the D2.1.1 Evaluation Report.

	17. D1.3.1 System Operational in all regions. This deliverable was delivered before the system was operational in all regions. Therefore, we would recommend that this deliverable would be revised according to the current situation – if and when the system is truly operational in all the regions. It was stated on page 4 in this deliverable on 15 Jan 2009 that “these sites are not live until 30 Jan 2009”. It is of an utmost importance to receive a deliverable once the sites are in fact “live” and not so much prior to that based on assumptions and expectations. This deliverables as we understood it, was expected to describe the final stage of the system operability and yet it contained numerous comments such as “to follow” or “under discussion” or “in progress” (e.g. discussion with stakeholders from the start of February? or on page 5 the involved officers and community members are not defined in detail, for Zilina external feeds are missing?). Therefore, we wish that this deliverable would be revised accordingly and re-submitted.
	D1.3.1 was revised and resubmitted when the Report was received in November 2009. (PI)
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