CitizenScape Self-Assessment


Dear John J O’Flaherty, 
Project coordinator of CitizenScape, 

This questionnaire is part of the MOMENTUM project, which aims at evaluating the impact of eParticipation projects on behalf of the European Commission (EC). With it, we start the second round of self-assessment evaluation to gather data about the impact of eParticipation projects at EU-level. MOMENTUM will synthesize the data in a way to provide valuable feedback on your project results and impact achieved to you, to the EC and the European parliament, as well as to the citizenry, administrators and policy-makers at European, national and regional level. 

The survey will be carried out by MOMENTUM project. In this context, the University of Koblenz-Landau (UKL), Research Group e-government, in their responsibility as project partner, takes care on the overall conduction of the evamualtion. 

Please make sure that the answers you insert are clear and understandable for externals to the project. Kindly note that it will cost you and us extra effort if answers are unclear or too short formulated because then we are obliged to request clarification.
However, this information will be maintained in a secured storage and it will not be communicated to anybody. ALL INFORMATION YOU PROVIDE WILL BE TREATED CONFIDENTIAL. Synthesis will be on anonymous basis.

For further information about the self-assessment please consult the overall MOMENTUM project website. You can also contact us to read about answers to questions you might have concerning the questionnaire via Email at any time. 

Subsequently, the updated questions for the self-assessment questionnaire are presented.

With best regards,
Melanie and Maria
Self-Assessment Questionnaire
	Project identification 
This set of questions aims at gathering information necessary for the identification of the eParticipation projects monitored by MOMENTUM.

	Project acronym:
	CitizenScape


	Information requested for preparing the PEER REVIEW 
This set of questions aims at gathering information necessary for the preparing the peer review of the eParticipation projects monitored by MOMENTUM.

	Comment:

Please provide us with the information requested here at latest until 30th September 2009 since we need some time for prepartion! 
Kindly note that the deadline for delivering the rest of the completed questionnaire is a different one then the deadline for delivering the information requested by this set of questions!

	Peer reviewer

Comment:

Please enter the name of three persons and their email addresses we are allowed to contact as peer reviewers of your project to evaluate your participation system.

Please make sure that the peers you insert here are external to your project and experts in the field, as well as willing to answer the peer review questionnaire. We will ask them for confirmation and if they do not confirm their willingness we obliged to request alternative peers.
	Laia Pujol, lpujol@i2bc.es 

	
	Fraser Henderson,  fraser.henderson@btinternet.com 

	
	

	URL to your participation system (trial) 

Comment:

Please enter the URL to your participation system (i.e. participation system, portal, web application, etc.) that will be evaluated by your peer reviewers In general this means whatever you developed for potentially use, please provide us a link to it in order to allow us to forward this link to our external experts and your peer reviewers to evaluate your participation system. 

Please note that the participation system to which the link you enter here leads to is also the participation system which should lay the foundation for your following answers.
	Bristol: 

www.bristol.citizenscape.net/core/
Donegal: 

www.donegal.citizenscape.net/core/ 

Zilina: 

www.zilina.citizenscape.net/core/ 
Genoa: 

www.genova.citizenscape.net/core/ 


	Reaching the stakeholders and the user 
This set of questions focus on questions that help to assess if and in how far the eParticipation project has reached its user.

	1.1
	Key stakeholders

Comment:

Please enter the key stakeholders who are involved in the project as partners or as external stakeholders to potentially use the participation system (European Parliaments, National or regional Parliaments, etc.)!

Besides, please describe the role they are playing for your project.
	

	1.2
	User
Comment:

Please specify, which users in terms of participation are addressed (e.g. citizens in general, young citizens, citizens of specific regions, unions, companies with specific service focus or of specific branches, etc.).

Besides, please describe the role they are playing within the eParticipation process.
	

	1.3
	Are all key stakeholders included in the design process of the participation system?
Comment:

Key stakeholders are able to influence the participation process or they are affected by the project
	· yes
· partially
· no

	If yes / partially
	Do you think the participation system has benefited from including all stakeholders in the design process of the operational system? 
	· yes
· partially
· no

	
	Please argue your answer:


	If no
	Do you think the participation system would have been benefited from including all stakeholders in the design process of the operational system?
	· yes
· partially
· no

	
	Please argue your answer:


	1.4
	Which means did you use to reach your target users?

Comment:

Please indicate and list the means you used in decending order starting with the mean you used most often to establish contact.
	· Web site
· Email
· Print media such as news papers, magazines
· Flyers, broschures
· Public events
· Social networks in the Internet
· Seminars, Workshops
· Conferences

· Others, please specify



	1.5
	Please list the means you used to establish contact in decending order starting with the mean with which you reached the most impact (i.e. to which means did users react most often by visiting your participation system?).
	

	1.6
	How many people of the users did you contact? What was the desired number of users planned to achieve?
	

	
	Please argue your answer:


	1.7
	Total number of registered users recorded at the participation system
	

	1.8
	Total number of visits recorded at the participation system
	

	1.9
	Total number of posts of arguments recorded at the participation system
	

	1.10
	Total number of votes for an arguement recorded at the participation system
	

	1.11
	Comment:

Optionally, it would be very helpful if you could provide us with some statistics (or access) collected by google analytics or any other tool you are using.!
	

	1.12
	How would you judge the quality of contributions you have received?
	· Poor 

· Fair

· Good

· Very Good
· Excellent

· Not applicable

	1.13
	Do you expect that users will come back to participate again after the project terminates?
	· yes
· no

	
	Please provide arguments for your assumption:


	1.14
	Reflecting on your answers given, to what extent was the effort carried out to reach users worth it in respect to the users effectively reached?
	· absolutely worth
· rather worth

· neutral
· rather not worth
· not worth at all

	
	Please argue your selection and please indicate what if anything you would do differently next time:


	1.15
	Based on critically reflecting the participation achieved through your service offer how would you judge the level of impact that has been reached by your project?

Comment:

Definition of impact:

· Very high impact, i.e. your users active use(s) the participation system and/or the services you are providing and it is likely that they will/would sustainable use the participation system and/or the services you are providing

· High impact, i.e. majority of your user(s) active use(s) the participation system and/or the services you are providing, and only a minority is just visiting it

· Medium impact, i.e. you reached your user but majority is just visiting the participation system and/or services you are providing instead of using it.

· Low impact, i.e. you did not reached your target but could raise awareness through your dissemination and marketing activities but majority is not even visiting the participation system and/or services you are providing.

· No impact, i.e. you could not even raise awareness at your user
	· No impact
· Low impact 
· Medium impact
· High impact
· Very high impact

	
	Please provide arguments for your selection (based on e.g. status of your trial implementation, dissemination strategy, etc.)



	Tools and technology related aspects 
This set of questions evaluates if and in how far tools and technologies deployed impact the behaviour of end users in terms of reaching them and attracting sustainable interest.

	2.1
	Did you implement any quality management mechanism for testing the usability of the tools and technologies applied? (e.g. usability tests before the pilots)
	· yes
· no

	If yes
	Which ones did you use?
	

	2.2
	What measure have you in place in order to secure or protect your platform (e.g. penetration testing)?
	

	2.3
	Do you have any support mechanisms for improving usability? (e.g. to fulfill specific usability criteria)
	· yes
· no

	If yes
	Which ones did you use?
	

	2.4
	Do the technologies and tools deployed comply to the Web Content Accessibility Guidelines (WCAG) 2.0 to meet the needs of people with disabilities?
	· yes
· no

	
	If yes, which level of WCAG is reached? 

Comment:

Success Criteria - For each guideline, testable success criteria are provided to allow WCAG 2.0 to be used where requirements and conformance testing are necessary such as in design specification, purchasing, regulation and contractual agreements. In order to meet the needs of different groups and different situations, three levels of conformance are defined: A (lowest), AA, and AAA (highest).
	· WCAG -A

· WCAG -AA
· WCAG –AAA

· No answer

	2.5
	Which tool did you use to test the accessibility?
	

	
	Please, also provide the URL for the tool!
	

	2.6
	Which eParticipation tools do you use in your participation system?

Comment:

Please also name the products used.
	Multiple answers to choose:

· Argument Visualization

· Chat Rooms

· Citizen/ Customer Relationship Management
· Collaborative Management Tools
· Computer Supported Cooperative Work

· Content Management Systems
· Deliberative Survey Tools

· Document Management System

· Enterprise Resource Planning Systems

· eParticipation participation systems/ tools
· Forums

· GIS

· Knowledge Management Systems

· Natural Language Processing Tools

· Newsgroups

· Online Survey Tools
· Ontology Management Systems

· Process Management Tools

· Search Engines

· Semantic Annotation Tools

· Web Portals
· Web Services Interface

· Web conferencing/meeting
· Webcasting/ Podcasting
· Weblogs
· Wikis
· Workflow Management Systems

· Other (please specify)

	2.7
	Which tools (mentioned before) are mostly used by the target users you indicated?

Comment:

Please name the tools per indicated frequency
	Most often: 
Second most: 
Regularly:
Less frequently:
Not used, although provided:


	2.8
	For which purposes do you use these eParticpation tools in your platform?
	

	2.9


	How would you judge the degree of innovation of the tools and technologies used in your participation system?
	· State of the art 
· Incremental innovation 
· Radical innovation 

· Systematic or transformative innovation 


	Process and service related aspects 
This set of questions judges the process supported through the participation system.

	3.1
	In evaluating your service offers, do you think the quality of the service you are providing to target the legislative process was:

Comment:

The legislative processes are: Drafting, Formation, Implementation and Impact.

If you are targeting more than one legislative process please give an evaluation for each process you are targeting.

	
	Drafting


	· Superior

· Very satisfactory

· About average 

· Somewhat unsatisfactory 

· Very poor

· Not applicable

	
	Formation 
	· Superior

· Very satisfactory

· About average 

· Somewhat unsatisfactory 

· Very poor

· Not applicable

	
	Implementation 
	· Superior
· Very satisfactory

· About average 

· Somewhat unsatisfactory 

· Very poor

· Not applicable

	
	Impact
	· Superior

· Very satisfactory

· About average 

· Somewhat unsatisfactory 

· Very poor

· Not applicable

	
	Please provide arguments for your assumption:
	

	3.2
	Please describe if there was any particular aspect of the service you are providing to target the legislative process that stood out:

Comment:

If you are targeting more than one legislative process please give an evaluation for each process you are targeting.
	

	3.3
	Overall, how would you rate the quality of each of the level of engagement you comply with through your participation process? 

	
	Informing


	· Poor 

· Fair

· Good

· Very Good
· Excellent

· Not applicable

	
	Consulting (Discussing for opinion gathering)


	· Poor 

· Fair

· Good

· Very Good

· Excellent
· Not applicable

	
	Engaging (Discussing, with decision at Politician’s level)
	· Poor 

· Fair

· Good

· Very Good

· Excellent
· Not applicable

	
	Empowering (Decision-making in hands of citizens)
	· Poor 

· Fair

· Good

· Very Good
· Excellent

· Not applicable

	3.4
	What suggestions do you have to help improve the legislative process(es) your project tackles?

Comment:

If you are targeting more than one legislative process please give an evaluation for each process you are targeting.
	

	3.5
	Overall, how satisfied do you think have the user been with the service you are providing for the following levels of engagement:

Comment:

The levels of engagement are: Informing, Consulting, Engaging and Empowering.

	
	Informing


	· Very dissatisfied

· Somewhat dissatisfied

· Neutral

· Somewhat satisfied

· Totally satisfied
· Not applicable

	
	Consulting (Discussing for opinion gathering)


	· Very dissatisfied

· Somewhat dissatisfied

· Neutral

· Somewhat satisfied
· Totally satisfied 

· Not applicable

	
	Engaging (Discussing, with decision at Politician’s level)
	· Very dissatisfied

· Somewhat dissatisfied

· Neutral

· Somewhat satisfied
· Totally satisfied 

· Not applicable

	
	Empowering (Decision-making in hands of citizens)
	· Very dissatisfied

· Somewhat dissatisfied

· Neutral

· Somewhat satisfied
· Totally satisfied

· Not applicable

	3.6
	What suggestions do you have to help improve the levels of engagement your project tackles?

Comment:

If you are targeting more than one level of engagement please give an evaluation for each level you are targeting.
	


	Topic related aspects 
This set of questions gathers data about the topic(s) discussed at the participation system.

	4.1
	Overall, how interested do you think your user would be in the topic you have been chosen for your project?

Comment:

E.g. a specific legislation area such as protection, environment protection, etc. or a specific current draft legislation.
	· Not at all interested
· Not very interested
· Neutral
· Somewhat interested
· Extremely interested
· Not sure
· Not applicable

	4.2
	What do you find most appealing about this topic?
	

	
	Please argue your answer:


	4.3
	What do you find least appealing about this topic?
	

	
	Please argue your answer:


	4.4
	What attributes of this topic do you think are the most valuable to your user?
	

	
	Please argue your answer:


	4.5
	How would you rank the importance of the topic in terms of  keeping the user interested in using your service(s)? 
	· Not at all important
· Not very important
· Neutral
· Somewhat important
· Extremely important
· Not sure
· Not applicable

	
	Please argue your answer:



	Policy related aspects 
Which policies are addressed and how does the project thereby contribute to achieve sustainable impact?

	5.1
	Is the project directed to any policy?
	· yes
· no

	
	If yes, to which policies?

Comment:

Please, choose maximum three policies which are tackled by your project!
	

	5.2
	Which topics of the policies named are addressed through the project?

Comment:

Please, choose maximum three policies which are tackled by your project!
	

	5.3
	Has the policy tackled influenced choice of tools and technologies for the participation system?
	· yes
· no

	
	If yes, in how far?

	5.4
	Has the policy tackled influenced the stage of legislation process you have addressed?
	· yes
· no

	
	If yes, in how far?

	5.5
	Has the policy tackled influenced the level of legislation you are addressing in your eParticipation project (EU, national, regional/local)?
	· yes
· no

	
	If yes, in how far?

	5.6
	Has the policy tackled influenced the topic you have chosen?
	· yes
· no

	
	If yes, in how far?


	SWOT analysis 
Please indicate the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats for the eParticipation project in reaching the target group?

	6.1
	Strengths
	· Provision of a range of eParticipation Web 2.0 legislative process tools for citizens under one brand name

· Strong market operational experience in the UK and Ireland, and strong European market knowledge.

· Low cost structure

· Market-leading Partnerships established

· Customers’ praise of the Public-i technologies in their marketing and PR materials

· Multi-lingual options are available

· Totally customer/partner-focused operations

· Rapid change possible for adapting to market requirements and new Web 2.0 services.

· Market presence of the Public-i Business Partners network

	6.2
	Weaknesses
	· Reliance on Citizens having access to ICT

· Reliance on Local Authority already running Public-i platform

· Support in local languages

	6.3
	Opportunities
	· Deployment of service to all 27 EU Member States who have a common eParticipation requirements

· The pan-European network of Public-i Local Authority users and local Business Partners.

· Collaboration with the European Parliament and its EPLive and EPTV services.

· Growth in the importance of EU legislation in the lives of all EU citizens.

· Growth of the Internet, Web 2.0 and its use for provision of information and online engagement.

· Government policy requirements throughout Europe to provide greater online services for citizens

· Use of regional/local hosting service and network providers 

· Growth of citizens using internet for information and communication, lifestyle and social events

· Slow growth of competition as competitors can provide partial services only

	6.4
	Threats
	· Lack of awareness and interest by citizens in EU-initiated legislation and the European Parliament’s activities in general.

	Please indicate recommendations for the project in order to better use strengths and opportunities, as well as to overcome weaknesses and counteract threats:




	SWOT analysis 
Please indicate the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats you expect for the eParticipation project with respect to keeping target users sustainably interested in the online participation through your participation system?

	6.5
	Strengths
	· Provision of a range of eParticipation Web 2.0 legislative process tools for citizens under one brand name

· Strong market operational experience in the UK and Ireland, and strong European market knowledge.

· Low cost structure

· Proprietary advantage and know-how 

· Market-leading Partnerships established

· Expanding European customer base for Public-i platform

· Customers’ praise of the Public-i technologies in their marketing and PR materials

· Multi-lingual options are available

· Public-i platform  system proven to be market leader in winning tenders

· Lack of competitors for provision of complete eParticipation services

· Small operation thus rapid response time

· Totally customer/partner-focused operations

· Rapid change possible for adapting to market requirements and new Web 2.0 services.

· 100% renewal on existing client base

· Quantified European market knowledge 

· Market presence of the Public-i Business Partners network

	6.6
	Weaknesses
	· Reliance on Citizens having access to ICT

· Reliance on Local Authority already running Public-i platform

· Lack of access to local distribution networks
· Support in local languages

	6.7
	Opportunities
	· Deployment of service to all 27 EU Member States who have a common eParticipation requirements

· The pan-European network of Public-i Local Authority users and local Business Partners.

· Collaboration with the European Parliament and its EPLive and EPTV services.

· Growth in the importance of EU legislation in the lives of all EU citizens.

· Growth of the Internet, Web 2.0 and its use for provision of information and online engagement.

· Government policy requirements throughout Europe to provide greater online services for citizens

· Use of regional/local hosting service and network providers 

· Established and proven technology platform and XML engine.

· European Union trading barriers removed

· Growth of citizens using internet for information and communication, lifestyle and social events

· Slow growth of competition as competitors can provide partial services only

	6.8
	Threats
	· Lack of awareness and interest by citizens in EU-initiated legislation and the European Parliament’s activities in general.

· Reliance on 3rd party suppliers e.g. hosting service, communications network providers etc, and Web 2.0 tools and sources.

· Substitute technology/ products may be developed

· Big difference in detailed legislative processes make localisation more demanding

· A rise in costs of hosting services or network provision

· Lack of funding in identified marketplace

	Please indicate recommendations for the project in order to better use strengths and opportunities, as well as to overcome weaknesses and counteract threats:
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