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I. OVERALL PROGRESS OF THE PROJECT

- Achievement of Project Objectives

CITIZENSCAPE’s objectives are particularly focusing the completion of the interactive technical platform which will support and enhance the participation of citizens to concrete decision making at a local level. A good level of cooperation between the two technical partners and the 4 end-users has been installed and the system has been implemented in the 4 regions for trials. The project seems to be on good tracks.

- Implementation of and adherence to work plan 

The submitted deliverables fully stick to the Work Plan.

- Deliverables and supplied information

All deliverables have been submitted and their overall quality is good. Although the technical aspects have been discussed in the deliverables, more emphasis on the end-user requirements could have been placed as this is a citizen-driven project. 

Many deliverables have however been submitted significantly later than expected and contain overlapping information with each other. The lateness in their delivery is not properly justified in the provided documents. 

The CitizenScape platform to be integrated for the trials seems effective in terms of services and performance. Very much weight is to be given to the sustainability of the platform, which is a good point.

II. PROGRESS WITH THE TRIALS

- Overall results of trial activities 

The trials have not been launched yet, as the platform has actually been installed in each of the 4 trial sites at the end of January 2009. The consortium has implemented a quite pragmatic and flexible tools policy for building and enhancing the platform: borrow, buy, build…

No feed-back of the questionnaire sent to end-users has been presented yet.

As for the other projects, one site is more mature than others for experiment (here: Bristol). Other trial sites should take advantage of this experience for saving time, as they have to deploy services with a much lesser level of experience…

- Technological aspects of the trial 

The platform components have been clearly described and specific target will be addressed by each site (noise for Bristol, rubbish waste for Genova, waste and building performance for Donegal, regional development strategy for Zelina). Most of efforts have been put in the building and integration of the CitizenScape platform.

Video seems to be the most powerful support for communication with + training of users

However, it is unclear based on the provided material whether the modularity has been followed in the actual component design. The planned trials are missing some of the features discussed in the Grant Agreement such as RSS News feed, Blogger, and Wordpress. The prototype, which was launched six months late, was lacking some of the very core features listed in the Grant Agreement such as blogs and newsletters. No expected delivery date on these missing yet crucial elements were provided in the deliverable. Deliverable 1.2.2 refers to “intention to open the container out so that anyone can create widgets” (page 6). However, more details are needed in order to assess when? how? who? why not yet operable?
- Institutional aspects of the trial 

A code of conduct is still under discussions between stakeholders. Many issues are at stake for reaching consensus on the way to operate the platform. Partners mention that local authorities want to moderate (control ?) the debates…

It seems however that each local administration supports the project and is interested in its outcomes. A good connection has been established as well with the European Parliament. 

A strong background and experience is available in Bristol regarding e-Petitioning through an open source online tool.

Zelina region is a quite recent administrative creation. Citizens don’t really feel the region exists yet. Citizenscape could contribute in building citizenship at a regional community level…

- Legislative / decision-making aspects of the trial 

A good complement is offered to the Web TV Parliament system. 

As in other projects, many differences can be noticed regarding the way the different countries will use the platform and activate the available functions, depending on their geographical situation (Northern Europe, Southern Europe, Eastern Europe)

The legislative aspects appear to be considered in the trials, if they are run as planned.

III. DISSEMINATION AND COOPERATION

- Effectiveness of dissemination activities 

Workshops have been organised by the consortium in 2008 and have raised a good amount of interest. Not so many events have however been organised at this stage by the partners (first interim dissemination event planned in Zilina in April 2009).

Furthermore, the dissemination strategy (D2.2.1) does not describe in detail how in practise this project will collaborate and link itself with the other projects as identified in the Grant Agreement.

- Joined-up activities

Efforts are being made for making the Public-I based platform a tool enabling eParticipation in other places and for other purpose than environment. A business plan for the future exploitation of the platform has been initiated.

IV. MANAGEMENT AND RESOURCES

- Project management and consortium cooperation 

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

- Use of resources 

Most of partners are late in efforts spending, especially regional bodies, as trials have not been launched yet.

MAC
 
actual effort (12.9) under estimated effort (15.6)
= - 17 %

Public-I
actual effort (13.8) under estimated effort (18.8)
= - 26 %

BCC

actual effort   (4.7) under estimated effort (7.2)
= - 35%

CDG

actual effort   (6.9) under estimated effort (8.8)
= - 21 %

DCC

actual effort (6.5)   under estimated effort (8.2)
= - 20 %

RDA

actual effort (15.4) above estimated effort (13.2)
= + 16 %

The actual cumulative effort (60.2) is slightly under the estimated one (71.6) but consistent with the total effort forecasted for the whole duration of the project (104.8).   

No figures provided regarding costs and expenses in the periodic progress report.

V. REVIEW RECOMMENDATIONS

- Next steps to the project end 

Finalize the platform integration (January 2009) and launch trials

- Cross-project collaboration 

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.

- Sustainability after contract ends 

This objective is clearly addressed and is a major strength of this project.

- General comments and questions

The vision of the risk management could be reassessed after the first 12 month period

Precise the real impact of CitizenScape on the decision applying to the construction of an incinerator in the region of Genova

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 

Reassess the commercial/financial scheme of CitizenScape as a sustainable platform and system after the trials period

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

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

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.

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.

The calendar section of the site could be further developed so that one can integrate it with one’s personal calendar.

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.

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. 

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.

Detailed list of deliverables

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

	D 1.1.1 / CitizenScape User & technical Requirements for all sites
	30/04/2008
	30/06/2008
	X
	

	D 1.2.1 / CitizenScape First Prototype & System Technical Specification
	30/06/2008
	22/12/2008
	X
	

	D 1.2.2 / CitizenScape System Running
	30/09/2008
	14/01/2009
	X
	

	D 1.3.1 / CitizenScape Operational in the 4 User Regions
	31/12/2008
	15/01/2009
	
	X

	D 2.1.1 / Evaluation Criteria & Pilot Trials Monitoring
	31/03/2008
	03/10/2008
	X
	

	D 2.2.1 / CitizenScape Dissemination Strategy
	31/03/2008
	01/04/2008
	X
	

	D 2.3.1 / CitizenScape initial Viability Plan for Sustainable Operation
	30/06/2008
	27/06/2008
	X
	

	D 3.1 / Project Handbook
	31/03/2008
	27/03/2008
	X
	

	D 3.3. / Interim Report
	12/08
	01/09
	X
	

	D 3.2.1, D 3.2.2 / Half-yearly Monitoring Report
	6,12/2008
	7-8,12/08
	X
	


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

	Deliverable Title
	Comments

	D1.3.1 System Operational in all regions (D)
	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.
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