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Executive Summary:  

The present deliverable D4.1 entitled ñPolicy Compass Evaluation metrics and requirements 

for Field Trialsò defines the main principles and guidelines of the evaluation metrics and 

requirements for Field Trials of the project duration. In this context, this deliverable first 

reports the background and the context of the two pilot sites (Cambridgeshire (UK) and 

Leningrad Region (Russia) and then the evaluation metrics are defined in two aspects: 

technical and behavioural metrics. This deliverable is the result of Task 4.1 of Work Package 

4 and will aid as input to other WPs (WP2 and WP3). 

 

 

 

Disclaimer: The information and views set out in this publication are those of the author(s) 

and do not necessarily reflect the official opinion of the European Communities. Neither the 

European Union institutions and bodies nor any person acting on their behalf may be held 

responsible for the use which may be made of the information contained therein. 
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1.  INTRODUCTION  

The present deliverable 4.1 is the result of Task 4.1 ñPolicy Compass evaluation metrics, 

scenarios and requirements for trialsò. The taskôs aim was to define the metrics, identify 

appropriate policy domains to evaluate Policy Compass applications and detail the evaluation 

scenarios. In line with the aim, this deliverable presents the two field trial scenarios 

(Cambridgeshire (UK) and Leningrad region (Russia) and the evaluation metrics that will be 

used to assess the Policy Compass platform from both technical and behavioural perspectives.  

 

1.1. Purpose and Scope 

This deliverable defines the evaluation metrics of Policy Compass and the requirements for 

field trials. The evaluation metrics are based on a comprehensive state of the art analysis   

(SOTA) resulting in the identification of a set of Key Performance Indicators (KPIs). The 

SOTA includes a detailed investigation of existing approaches for evaluating technology 

adoption and diffusion. The analysis is broadly distanced into two perspectives: technical and 

non-technical. The evaluations metrics are defined in two aspects: technical and behavioural 

metrics that focuses on the usability and reliability of the platform. When evaluating any new 

technological innovations such as Policy Compass Platform it is imperative that both 

technical and non-technical aspects are taken into consideration.  

First, technical KPIs are presented based on metrics proposed in multiple sources for 

Information Systems evaluation, such as public bodies, standardization bodies, and vendors 

and other data communication and network element suppliers and evaluators. These include 

metrics for performance, usability, maintenance, monitoring, etc.  

Next, the behavioural (user centred) KPIs are presented based on existing literature including 

widely known technology acceptance theories. Drawing on the dominant theories applied in 

Information and Communication Technology (ICT), a proposal of an integrated model for 

evaluation of Policy Compass Services is developed, based on Unified Theory of Acceptance 

and Use of Technology (UTAUT), IS success model and inclusion of the perception on 

information privacy. 

  

1.2. Relation to Work Packages and Deliverables 

The aim of this deliverable is to report on the activities carried out as part of Task 4.1, one of 

the first activities of the WP4 and will feed into WPs 2 and 3 as well as providing the base for 

the rest of WP4. Based on the metrics identified in this deliverable, the two pilot sites, CCC 

and ITMO will define the requirements for the trials as part of task 4.3.  

 

1.3. Document Structure 

The deliverable is structured as follows: 
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¶ Section 2 briefly outlines the methodological approach adopted for defining the 

scenarios (i.e. field trial scopes) and deriving the evaluation metrics for policy 

compass platform. 

¶ Section 3 presents the purpose and scope of the two field trials (Cambridgeshire and 

Leningrad pilot sites) of the Policy Compass project. This section highlights the 

existing decision making problems in the Pilot sites and how Policy Compass platform 

will be used to help address the existing issues. 

¶ Section 4 reports in detail the pre-field trail requirements in terms of both entry criteria 

(e.g. system requirements, field trial dates and locations etc.) and the exit criteria (e.g. 

quality measurements and resource conditions). 

¶ Section 5 presents the evaluation metrics in terms of technical and behavioural key 

performance indicators. 

Finally, the conclusions are outlined along with a number of appendices that include the 

additional supporting materials relevant to the Cambridgeshire pilot site scenario. 
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2. METHODOLOGY FOR DEFINING THE SCENARIOS AND DERIVIN G THE EVALUATIONS 

METRICS FOR POLICY COMPASS 

To facilitate the engagement of policy makers and citizens in the field trials, CCC and ITMO 

organise at least two sets of focused group meetings with policy makers and trialists (i.e. end 

users) respectively to define the scenarios and requirements.  

The first meeting between policy makers and CCC and ITMO was conducted between the 

period M2 to M6 in project to:  

a) understand the policy decision making scenarios that will be piloted in the project, 

and  

b) explain to the policy makers the proposed functionality of Policy Compass 

platform, how it can be used to support their policy making processes and define the 

target policy making scenarios.  

These meetings took the form of focus groups and consisted of the following: 

¶ Meetings with decision makers at CCC and ITMO during project meetings to scope 

and brain storm field trial scope  

¶ Follow up virtual meetings with decision makers CCC and ITMO to refine the field 

trial scenarios and identify KPIs 

¶ Focus group meeting with relevant stakeholders and decision makers at CCC and 

ITMO to collect feedback from key decision makers regarding filed trial scenario 

¶ Finalise field trail scenarios through combination of virtual and physical meetings 

between decision makers at CCC and ITMO 

 

Meetings with CCC: 

¶ 18 Nov 2013: Conference Call, 2 participants from CCC and 2 participants from 

UBRUN 

¶ 23 Apr 2014: Cambridge, 3 participants from CCC and 3 participants from UBRUN 

¶ 17 Jun 2014: Cambridge, three from CCC and three from UBRUN 

¶ 17-18 Jul 2014: Spain, 1 participant from CCC and 2 participants from UBRUN 

 

Meetings with ITMO : 

¶ 29 Oct 2013: Conference call, 1 participant from UBRUN and 1 participant from 

ITMO 

¶ 17-18 Jul 2014: Spain, 2 participants from UBRUN and 1 participant from ITMO 

¶ 7 Aug 2014: St Petersburg, 1 participant from UBRUN and 1 participant from ITMO 
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The material used and obtained as part of these meetings are outlined in table 1.  

EMPIRICAL MATERIALS  MEDIA   EXPLANATION  

Virtual Meeting minutes Electronic/paper  - Meetings of managers and 

decision makers  

- Meetings of IT and operations 

managers  

Emails Electronic documents  - Meeting agendas 

- Comments on draft reports and 

minutes 

- Time schedules and project plans 

Focus Group Interview 

Results 

Electronic/paper  - Interview Agendas 

- Informal Set of Questions via 

email and over the phone 

- Notes from focus group meetings 

- Follow up phone conversations 

and emails  

Table 1: Focus Group Empirical Materials 

 

The abovementioned meetings helped produce what information is needed and how the 

information is processed to deliver the desired outcomes through the policy making processes 

in the two scenarios examined at CCC and ITMO. These meetings were conducted with the 

relevant stakeholders and decision makers at CCC and ITMO. An overview of the policy 

decision making context and involved stakeholders is depicted in figures 2 and 5 for the two 

pilot sites respectively. The aim of these focus groups was to gather the local stakeholdersô 

opinion on the two policy scenarios that will be piloted.  

The outcomes of these focus groups were combined with literature to produce the policy 

scenarios (described in section 3) and the evaluation metrics (described in section 5) for the 

policy compass platform. The evaluations metrics are defined from two perspectives in this 

deliverable covering technical and behavioural KPIs. The methodology process used for 

defining the scenarios and deriving the evaluations metrics for Policy Compass project is 

graphically illustrated in figure 1. 
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State of the Art 
Literature review 
and Initial face to 

face meetings 
and virtual 
meetings 

Focus groups and 
continuous virtual 

meetings 

Policy Making 
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KPIs ï Technical 

and Behavioural 

Reiterative 

Reiterative 

Figure 1: Methodology for defining the scenarios and deriving the evaluations metrics for policy compass 
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3. DESCRIPTION AND BACKG ROUND TO THE FIELD T RIALS  

3.1. Purpose and Scope of the Field Trials 

The field trails of Policy Compass will be trialled in two locations: Cambridgeshire, UK and 

Leningrad region (Leningradskaya oblastô), Russia. 

In Cambridgeshire, Policy Compass will be trialled as part of the policy process centred 

around the new Skills Strategy for Cambridgeshire leading up to 2020, a major policy 

decision process for the County. The vision for the Skills Strategy is to improve the skills of 

young people and adults across Cambridgeshire. The challenges for the future regarding the 

Skills Strategy are envisaged as follow. Firstly, the Countyôs performance in improving skills 

to meet the needs of business improved before the recession and this has demonstrated an 

ability which CCC can build on. The percentage of the working population with various 

qualification levels increased and this needs to be accelerated to improve Cambridgeshire's 

competitive position in the global economy. Secondly, alongside this, since the recession and 

subsequent cuts in publicly funded programmes linked to skills, a number of indicators point 

to future concerns. Policy Compass will be used to engage with citizens in Cambridgeshire to 

address these concerns, using its social networking and e-participation power to demonstrate 

the increased effectiveness it can bring to linking citizen opinion with economically effective 

policy making. 

The Leningrad region in Russia was selected because of its long standing and successful co-

operation with ITMO and their interest and commitment to the project. The focus of research 

in the Leningrad region will be the Regional program "Development of the Information 

Society in Leningrad region in 2014-2018" which is the successor of a series of federal and 

regional programs devoted to the creation of e-government in 2002-2013. This choice is due 

to the high importance of this program and the real need to harmonize its goals and activities 

with the interests of citizens, as well as the presence of the rich history of legislative acts and 

their documented effects resulting from the implementation of previous projects and available 

for the analysis. 

3.2. Field Trial in Cambridgeshire County Council 

3.2.1.  Adult Learning Fund allocation decision problem (AS-IS Decision Making Process) 

Cambridgeshire County Council has to respond to the UK Government policy on community 

learning (which is focused on assisting skills development within the local community) on a 

regular basis. For this purpose, the government allocates financial resources to the council 

through a Community Learning Fund that is managed by the national Skills Funding Agency 

(SFA). The council responds to this public policy by assigning a Community Learning Trust 

(CLT) Fund which is used to distribute resources to local training agencies that specialise in 

adult learning. The CLT aims to commission, deliver and support learning in ways that 

contribute directly to the objectives below, including:  

¶ bringing together people from all backgrounds, cultures and income groups, 

including people who can/cannot afford to pay  

¶ using effective local partnerships to bring together key providers and relevant local 

agencies and services  
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¶ devolving planning and accountability to neighbourhood/parish level, with local 

people involved in decisions about the learning offered  

¶ involving volunteers and Voluntary and Community Sector organisation (VCSO) 

groups, shifting long term, óblockedô classes into learning clubs, growing self-

organised learning groups, and encouraging employers to support informal 

learning in the workplace  

¶ supporting the wide use of online information and learning resources  

¶ minimising overheads, bureaucracy and administration.  

 

SFA have set out their minimum requirements for local councils such as CCC as follows:  

1. have in place a strategy that sets out how they have identified and will deliver a 

relevant balance of the objectives set out in New Challenges, New Chances 

2. evidence how they will operate in strong local partnerships to ensure their 

objectives are underpinned by engagement and consultation with communities, 

Local Authorities, Local Enterprise Partnerships and other key local stakeholders 

3. have clear outcomes and appropriate measures capable of evaluation by their 

community and local stakeholders 

4. develop and implement a robust financial strategy that adds to their Community 

Learning allocation  

5. abide by funding eligibility and criteria set out in the Agencyôs Funding Rules 

 

To achieve above objectives, the CLT defined the Cambridgeshire County Council Adult 

Learning and Skills Strategy (Skills strategy framework). The skills strategy is implemented 

through different action plans according to local priorities in four different districts in 

Cambridgeshire. Each district has Community Learning and Skills (CLAS) partnership which 

identify local priorities for funding. The priorities for each district are identified annually by 

Partnership members using a range of information such as DBIS policy, SFA funding rules, 

CCC skills strategy, data on deprivation, unemployment, current availability of provision, 

historical provision, local knowledge of stakeholders, facilities etc.  This process is identified 

in the action plan as a local needs analysis.  Funding decision is made based on scorecards, 

which are marked by proposal evaluators (see Appendix 8.4 for the score card).  

Currently each council has a partnership (community of training providers, schools, NGOs, 

job centre) that has an allocation of funding and an application process is in place where 

VCSO providers can bid for funding to deliver a project to meet the identified priorities. This 

fund is housed on www.calf.org.uk. Figure 2 shows all stakeholders involved in the CALF 

allocation decision. In Cambridgeshire the community learning strategy has been 

implemented by the development of: 

1. The Cambridgeshire County Council Adult Learning and Skills Strategy   

2. Four District Community Learning and Skills Partnerships which identify the local 

priorities for funding  

3. An action plan for the Skills Strategy and each of the 4 Partnerships  

4. Local Learner Advisory Panels which have completed a learner survey and are 

developing learner focus groups 

5. Funding groups to apply for additional funding  

 

http://www.calf.org.uk/
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The overall priorities defined in the strategy document at county level are used together with 

local priorities based on needs in each four districts. The Skills Strategy was initially  

influenced by the community  Learning and Skills Partnerships who propose the priorities for 

their areas which are then passed on to the Learning and Skills Board who subsequently come 

up with the strategy. This is primarily a bottom up approach which has presently evolved into 

a two way exercise.  Presently, the strategy document serves as the blue print for the CLASS 

action plans, but the priorities are largely driven by the local CLASS level needs. 

The priorities for each area are identified annually by Partnership members using a range of 

information such as DBIS policy, SFA funding rules, CCC skills strategy, data on 

deprivation, unemployment, current availability of provision, historical provision, local 

knowledge of stakeholders, facilities etc.  This process is identified in the action plan as a 

local needs analysis.  It is not particularly robust and currently there is no ólearner voiceô in 

this decision making but local Learner Advisory Panels (LAP) are being developed to address 

this and would be the ideal forum for the field trials. 

Figure 2: Community Learning Fund (Stakeholder and Organisation Structure for Decision Making) 
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Example of priorities / criteria considered when allocating funding and deciding learning / 

training needs for people in the Fenland area of Cambridgeshire include the following: 

 

 

Priority Groups  

People living in deprived neighbourhoods identified by 

postcode 

Unemployed people in receipt of JSA 

Homeless or vulnerably housed people  Workless parents 

People with mental ill health  Vulnerable Families 

People with disabilities  Travellers 

Economically vulnerable people 
Pre-entry level English/maths and 

language learners  

Ex-offenders  

Subject  

Employability Skills Debt support 

Pre-entry English/maths and language Confidence and self-esteem 

Access to Apprenticeships/Traineeships Introductions to Volunteering  

Healthy lifestyles Getting Ready to Learn  

Community involvement/civic Engagement Business start-up support 

Family support Reducing isolation 

Geographical Areas 

Specific wards in Wisbech: Waterlees, Clarkson, Staithe March East 

Whittlesey: specific wards to be identified by FDC Chatteris - specific wards to be identified FDC 

Rurally isolated villages  

Table 2: Example of priorities / criteria considered when allocating funding and deciding learning / 

training needs for people in the Fenland area of Cambridgeshire 

 

The problems with current process for CLT funding include the lack of ólearner voiceô in this 

decision making and local Learner Advisory Panels (LAP) are being developed to address 

this. Also, the priority setting in local district is still conducted based on qualitative opinion of 

participants despite of the existence of quantitative data due to the lack of analytic tool. Also, 

the evaluators of proposals are lacking tools to conduct direct impact analysis of the proposals 

toward the local priorities and skills strategy. 

 

3.2.2. Adult Learning Fund allocation decision problem (Proposed TO-BE Decision Making 

Process) 

The prosperity index with regard to community learning, skill, deprivation, unemployment, 

current availability of learning provision, historical data, local knowledge of stakeholders, 

facilities etc. (see Appendix 8.7 for a full list of open data available in Cambridgeshire 
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County Council) are expected to provide the decision makers with quantitative data and 

comparison with other districts to identify priorities in local district for CLT funding. Policy 

Compass will provide decision makers with user friendly graphic interface for analysing 

different indices in comparison with multiple regions within the district.  

Also, the policy model based on fuzzy cognitive map is expected to allow the proposal 

evaluators conduct impact analysis which shows how much impact a proposal can make to the 

local priorities and skills strategy of the council. 

The following is an example fuzzy cognitive map (FCM) of the policy model for the  

proposed CCC field trial. 

 

Figure 3: FCM of the Policy Model for CCC Field Trial 

 

At present, the operation for identifying priorities is carried out without any IT support in 

CCC as mentioned above. The local committee members are invited for an informal meeting 

to discuss and recognise priority levels taking into considering the past performance. The 

intention of this informal meeting is to agree amongst members which priorities will be set to 

high and which to low. This will be reflected in the call for proposal.   

Introducing an e-participation tool such as Adhocracy, will serve the above purpose. Public 

members will be invited to start an argumentation thread to discuss the local priorities. The 

discussion that will assist in categorising the priorities levels will take place online. This tool 

is to be integrated on Policy Compass platform to enable CCC to gain a clearer picture in 

identifying the levels of priorities taking into account the public views.   
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Later, during the FCM modelling, the policy maker can then invite public members to discuss 

the strength of relationships between two concepts. Also they can be invited to enumerate 

possible concepts for developing FCM model that will analyse the impact for the proposed 

funding calls. This FCM is to be integrated onto the Policy Compass platform in order to help 

the decision maker evaluate the effect with a friendly graphical interface to view the priorities 

in different district.  

To support this, an e-participation tool such as Adhocracy may be used along with Fuzzy 

cognitive map. Adhocracy is a web based software tool which facilitates cooperative policy 

drafting, proposal discussion and decision in distributed groups. The quantification of 

concepts and cause-effect relationship between concepts sometimes requires consensus from a 

group of experts and/or citizens if there is no open data available for the quantification. Such 

consensus making task was usually done off-line meetings or questionnaire surveys which 

require more resources that online discussion tool like Adhocracy. In Policy Compass, a 

modeller of FCM will be able to launch an Adhocracy session in the middle of editing of a 

concept or cause-effect relationship from the model editor to create a discussion session.  

The Policy Compass platform will be used to define what the CLT priorities should be in each 

District. As a starting point, the following metrics and examples of policy documents and data 

that are available will be considered: 

 

METRIC  LINKED POLICY  DATA AVAILABLE  

Current 

Provision 
¶ DBIS New Chances 

¶ New Challenges 

¶ FE Skills Strategy 

¶ Department for Education policy 16-24 

¶ Department for Health policy 

¶ Cambridgeshire.net 

¶ SFA data (The Data Service) 

¶ CCC Atlas 

¶ JSNA 

Unemployment ¶ DWP policy ¶ Job Centre Plus (JCP) 

Deprivation ¶ Department for Communities and Local 

Government policy 

¶ English Indices of Multiple Deprivation 

¶ CCC Atlas data 

Educational 

attainment 
¶ Department for Education policy 16-24 ¶ Census data 2012 

¶ CCC Atlas data 

Access to 

Services 
¶ CCC Transport strategy 

¶ DBIS/Defra policy 

¶ Local Transport Services 

¶ Transport data ï CCC Atlas data 

Wider priorities - 

such as health 

and wellbeing, 

digital and social 

isolation 

¶ Department of Health  ï Vulnerable older 

people 

¶ Prevention of ill health 

¶ Department for Communities and Local 

Government - Troubled Families 

¶ JSNAs 

¶ NHS data 

¶ CCC Atlas data 

Venues/ 

Facilities 

 ¶ District Council information 

¶ Cambridgeshire.net 

¶ Parish council information 

Historical 

Information 
¶ 2008 recession 

¶ Big Society 

¶ Welfare Reform 

¶ CLT Fund data ï CCC 

¶ Funding Register ï 

¶ CCC  Funding spreadsheet 
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¶ Digital by default 

¶ Superfast Broadband 

¶ FE reform 

¶ District Council data 

Table 3: Metrics and examples of policy documents and data that are available in CCC 

 

 

Figure 4: Example of simulation results for policy impact analysis 

Figure 4Figure 4 presents an example simulation results that show the impact of a change on a 

concept node. In Figure 4, x-axis represents time and y-axis the concept values. As simulation 

proceeds through different periods, concept vector which consists of concept values transit 

into different state until it reaches to stable concept vector when a concept value changes in 

simulation period 0. The stable concept vector will represent the final consequence caused by 

the initial change in period 0. As shown in the figure, policy makers can make a change on a 

concept node and see how the variables of other concepts change through what routes.  

3.2.3. Impact of proposed Policy Compass platform to Cambridgeshire 

The key expected effects from the use of the Policy Compass platform should be attributed to 

addressing the decision making issues surrounding the allocation of Adult learning funds by 

the Cambridgeshire County Council. The issues to be tackled and addressed by the platform 

are summarised as follows: 

- Address the main issue of lack of ólearner voiceô within the current process for CLT 
funding in the decision making and local Learner Advisory Panels (LAP). 

- Provide an e-participation tool such as Adhocracy as part of the platform to facilitate 

CCC to gain a richer picture in identifying the levels of funding priorities taking into 

account the public views.   
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- The FCM editor in the Policy Compass platform will help the decision maker evaluate 

effects of different decisions by considering multiple variables at the same time for a 

given policy scenario  

- The Policy Compass platform will offer a user-friendly graphical interface setting that 

will enable users to view different funding priorities and the impact of policy 

decisions associated with skills and adult learning in different districts through FCMs 

for each district. Funding priorities will be defined as concepts in the FCMs and the 

impact will be represented through cause-effect relationships among the concepts.  

In sum, the use of Policy Compass tools will seek to facilitate a better decision making 

process for the allocation of Adult learning funds in the Cambridgeshire region. 



FP7 - 612133 ï Policy Compass                                 D4.1 ï Evaluation metrics and requirements for Field Trials 

 

WP4 ï Policy Compass Evaluation                                              Page 22 of 99 

3.3. Field Trial in Leningrad Region 

3.3.1. Existing Information Society policy-making problems in the Leningrad Region (AS-IS 

Decision Making Process) 

Most major problems that could be solved using the results of the Policy Compass project are 

as follows: 

- Lack of analytical support of policy-making, which is due to absence of need for the 

application of analytical tools in previous years 

- Specific traditional management style, which requires certain actions, but does not 

require any practical results or impact  

- Lack of motivation of civil servants to meet the needs of the population and business  

- Political passivity of citizens who understand the lack of attention to their needs as 

well as the lack of factual information and tools to analyse it  

Despite the fact that the policy-making cycle in the Leningrad Region Administration recently 

changed significantly for the better, some shortcomings hinder the achievement of its high 

efficiency. This policy-making cycle is depicted in below figure and is described in more 

detail in deliverable D1.1. 

 

Figure 5:  The Decision/Policy making Cycle adopted in Leningrad Region 

As one can see from the Figure 5, existing regional policy-making problems are the result of a 

decision-making system, formed in previous years which failed to be modernized sufficiently 

so far. Namely, lack of awareness among citizens about the state of the socio-economic 

situation in the region as well as the virtual absence of interaction between citizens and policy 

makers (shown by dashed arrows in the Figure 5) leads to the aforementioned problems as 

part of the policy making cycle. 
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Citizens and businesses, which are the main objects of the impact and consumers of results of 

the policies implementation currently have very few tools to influence on the formation of 

these policies. Despite the fact that in recent years there are more and more Internet-based 

instruments for bilateral interaction between citizens and business with the government are 

implemented, this interaction develops slowly. This situation leads to the fact that the 

observed lack of control of Policy-making from the citizens and businesses side reduces 

government accountability and it (the government) shows a tendency to select only mandatory 

and "comfortable" indicators that help it to prepare good reports to the federal government but 

brings little benefit to local citizens and business.  

Another problem is the lack of logical interdepartmental integration. Each agency seeks to use 

their accustomed indicators and not interested in their comparison and harmonization with the 

indicators used by other departments or regions. This leads to a mismatch and reduces the 

internal efficiency of government and their ineffectiveness in comparison with other regions 

in Europe and the rest of the world. 

As a result of all the above, in the Leningrad region like in many other regions, we had 

instead of "normal" logic of building a thriving information society (Figure 6) distorted logic 

of the information society as an end in itself (Figure 7). 

 

 

Figure 6: Information Society instruments as a tool 
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Figure 7: Information Society instruments as a goal 

Indeed, despite the formal introduction of the new scheme of policy-making one could 

observe that: 

- the setting of goals are not focused on generating positive social and economic effects 

- there is ineffective implementation of government programs and projects aimed at 

increasing the implementation and use of IT resources 

- dissatisfaction of citizens with the results and activities of the government exists 

- there is evident inability of citizens to influence on the policy-making process.  

Nevertheless, the central government in Russia has recently encouraged local administrations 

to take initiatives to realise meaningful socio-economic results and involve citizens into 

process of defining policy priorities and evaluating government performance. However, for 

various reasons, the implementation of these initiatives has been laggard. 

 

3.3.2. Information Society policy-making in the Leningrad Region (Proposed TO_BE policy-

making process) 

The policy-making cycle depicted in Figure 5 looks optimal and only needs to establish 

mechanisms for providing citizens with the necessary information and analytical tools, and 

engage them in dialogue with the policy makers. 

It is extremely important to establish such mechanisms to enable citizens to make an 

independent evaluation of state plans, prospects and results of their implementation (informed 

is forearmed), as well as to create missing mechanisms of citizens' influence on the state and 

push them to choose the right goals and indicators to assess the degree of their achievement 

and most critical factors affecting such achievement.  

Policy Compass is expected to offer to the Leningrad Regionôs citizens and policy-makers a 

novel platform with a user friendly graphical interface for analysing different indices in 

comparison with multiple regions within the Russian Federation and around the world.  
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The policy model based on a fuzzy cognitive map (FCM) is expected to allow the citizens 

conduct impact analyses, which could show how much impact a policy initiative can make to 

the local priorities and Information Society development. 

The following is an example fuzzy cognitive map (FCM) of the policy model for the proposed 

Leningrad Region field trial. 

 

Figure 8: FCM of the Policy Model for Leningrad Region Field Trial 

Presently, preparation of Initiatives and their inclusion in the regional action programs occurs 

during their formal justification by their authors with adequate analytical support (appeared 

recently), but without consultation with citizens. That is the reason for the existing problems 

with increased efficiency of implemented projects but ineffective goal setting and, as result, 

low positive or even negative impact of these projects. 

Introducing tools for open data extraction, analysis based on the use of FCM models, 

visualization of results and their collective discussion will provide an opportunity to involve a 

wide range of citizens to policy-making processes, which should have a positive impact on 

the correctness of goals prioritization, formation of optimal projects portfolio and selection of 

appropriate performance indicators. 

Using these tools will allow citizens to better understand and articulate their needs as well as 

to assess the ability of government initiatives to meet these needs. The consequence of this 

will be the citizensô ability to compare potentially possible with the actual performance of the 

authorities and discussion of these mismatches if any. These new capabilities will become an 

instrument of skilled argument and pressure on the policy-makers that would force them to 

also use of these or similar tools to better meet the needs of the population and economy of 

the region. 

The Policy Compass platform will be used to define what the Leningrad Region priorities 

should be in the area of Information Society development. As a starting point, the following 

metrics and examples of policy documents and data that are available will be considered: 

 

Level of citizens 
satisfaction with 
the activities of 
the authorities 

Initiative1 
(e-workflow 
introduction) 

Initiative 2 
(number of e-

services) 

Government 
spending 

Initiative 3 
(Penetration rate 

of broadband 
nets) 

Initiative 4 
(citizenôs e-skills 
improvement) 

Level of public 
services 

accessibility 

 
Quality of life 

Speed of public 
services delivery  

Spending on 
economic 

development 

Expenditure on 
social protection 

Regional  
GDP 

-0.2 

+0.8 

-0.3 

+0.4 

+0.7 

+0.1 

+0.2 

+0.4 

+0.6 

+0.4 

+0.3 

+0.1 

+0.1 

+0.4 

+0.6 +0.6 
+0.3 

+0.5 

+0.4 
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METRIC  
LINKED POLICY  

DOCUMENTS 
DATA AVAILABLE  

Quality of life (need to purchase for 

exploitation but free for field trial 

only) 

 

¶ Information Society in the 

Leningrad region 2014-2018 

¶ Regional Economic Strategy  

¶ Regional Administrative Reform 

Strategy 

¶ Department for Informatisation 

and Communication Policy 

¶ Administrative reform Portal: 

http://ar.gov.ru/ 

¶ United interagency information-

statistical system: 

http://fedstat.ru/indicators/start.do 

Level of citizens satisfaction with 

the activities of the authorities 
¶ Regional Social Strategy 

¶ Departmental Quality 

Management Policies 

¶ Regular social surveys DB (two 

years only: 2013 ï 2014) 

Government spending ¶ Departmental Saving Resources 

and Efficiency Improvement 

Policies 

¶ Regional Budget (as a separate 

document not machine readable, 

only this year budget electronic but 

previous one are hard copies) 

¶ Departmental Performance 

Reports DB 

Regional GDP ¶ Regional Economic Strategy  

¶ Industrial development strategy 

¶ Agricultural Development 

Strategy  

¶ Entrepreneurship Development 

Strategy 

¶ Federal and Regional Strategy 

for IT sector Development 

¶ Regional Budget 

¶ Reports of the responsible 

committees 

¶ United interagency information-

statistical system: 

http://fedstat.ru/indicators/start.do 

Spending on economic 

development 
¶ Regional Economic Strategy  

¶ Industrial Development strategy 

¶ Agricultural Development 

Strategy  

¶ Entrepreneurship Development 

Strategy 

¶ Federal and Regional Strategy 

for IT sector Development 

¶ Regional Budget 

¶ Reports of the responsible 

committees 

Expenditure on social protection ¶ Regional Economic Strategy  

¶ Regional social policy 

¶ Committee on Social Policy 

Activity Plan 

¶ Committee on Healthcare 

Activity Plan 

¶ Regional Budget 

¶ Reports of the responsible 

committees 

¶ United interagency information-

statistical system: 

http://fedstat.ru/indicators/start.do 

Speed of public services delivery ¶ Information Society in the 

Leningrad region 2014-2018 

¶ Regional Administrative Reform 

Strategy 

¶ Department for Informatisation 

and Communication Policy 

¶ Reports of the responsible 

committees 

¶ Regular social surveys DB 

Level of public services 

accessibility 
¶ Information Society in the 

Leningrad region 2014-2018 

¶ Regional Administrative Reform 

Strategy 

¶ Department for Informatisation 

and Communication Policy 

¶ Reports of the responsible 

committees 

¶ Regular social surveys DB 

(might be a problem on integrity) 

Venues/ 

Facilities 

 ¶ Regional GIS 

¶ Regional Administration 

information 

Historical Information ¶ Adoption of new regulations ¶ United interagency information-
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¶ Planned events (elections, 

publication of significant reports, 

opening of large enterprises etc.) 

¶ Unplanned significant events 

(recession, administrative changes, 

closing of large enterprises, actions 

of foreign states etc.) 

statistical system: 

http://fedstat.ru/indicators/start.do 

¶ Information on the activities of 

the Ministry of Internal Affairs of 

the Russian Federation, which is 

located in the network "Internet" in 

the form of open data: 

http://mvd.ru/opendata/ 

¶ Administrative reform Portal: 

http://ar.gov.ru/ 

¶ Federal and regional regulatory 

databases 

¶ Results of the analysis of the 

reaction to the events in social 

networks 

Table 4: Metrics and examples of policy documents and data those are available in the Leningrad Region 

 

Figure 9 illustrates an example of a simulation result that shows the difference between the 

planned reduction in the number of civil servants and the actual number of them. This 

analysis presents the ineffectiveness of government initiatives aimed at reducing public 

expenditure. Public discussion of the results of such an analysis, if it were, could lead to 

development of effective solutions. 

 

 

Figure 9: Number of Civil Servants and Normative acts aimed at reducing their number 
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3.3.3. Impact of proposed Policy Compass platform to Leningrad region 

The main expected effects from the use of the Policy Compass should be attributed to 

successful solution of the basic problems of formation and implementation of policies in the 

field of the Information Society development in the Leningrad Region, which have been 

described above, are as follows: 

- Increase in quality of analytical support of policy-making 

- Change the management style in favour of more attention to practical results and 

positive impact of planned and implemented actions.  

- Growth of civil servants motivation to meet the needs of the population and business  

- Increasing political activity of citizens, informed and able to actively influence the 

formation of regional policies. 

In general, the use of Policy Compass will accelerate the development of information and 

civil society goals in the Leningrad region. 
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4. FIELD TRIAL REQUIREMENTS  

4.1. Entry Criteria  

The following are the different set of criteria that will be discussed prior to the kick-off 

operation of the Policy Compass platform in the trials. 

4.1.1. System requirements 

What: Before the Field Trial starts, system requirements, such as hardware, software and 

network requirements, have to be defined. Given that the majority of both the hardware and 

software that will eventually be deployed in the Field Trial is (at best) only in the design stage 

at the time of writing, coupled with the rapid pace of change in the mobile device 

marketplace, it is neither desirable nor practicable to specify in detail the hardware and 

software requirements. Instead, guidance is provided as to what must determine nearer to the 

date of commencement of the Field Trial. 

Why: It is critical to the success of the Field Trial to ensure that all participants have the right 

equipment, network connections and software, and that they all inter-work correctly.  Correct 

functioning of the service must be individually checked before the Field Trial begins. Failure 

to pay sufficient attention to this is likely to result in dropouts from the Field Trial and 

rejection of the service by the users. 

4.1.2. Field Trial dates and Location(s) 

What: The proposed start and end dates (these will be subject to compliance with the entry 

and exit criteria, respectively), and the location or locations that will be used for the Field 

Trial have to be defined. These decisions should include parameters, which help to select the 

best time and the best place for the Field Trials. For the dates, a favourite period and more 

than one fall-back period should be defined. 

Why: This is needed to select and determine the best area(s) for the Field Trials with specific 

conditions and to have fall-back solutions. 

Trial will be executed between project months 25-28 for at least two months. CCC and ITMO 

will execute the field trials in Cambridge and Leningrad region respectively as specified in 

D5.3 from Task 5.3. UBRUN and LQD will provide technical support during the trials. 

4.1.3. Field Trial contacts 

What: The Field Trial contacts describe the structure of the teams participating on the Field 

Trials, identify the people that will fulfil specific roles during the Field Trial, and finalise their 

responsibilities / tasks before and during the Field Trials. 

Why: The Field Trial contacts have to be defined to make a clear reporting and responsibility 

structure of the teams and to enable an appropriate Field Trial execution. 

The trial will require the following roles for its preparation and execution: 
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- Field Trial Requirement Analyst Team will be responsible for analysing the 

requirements of the field trial and produce detailed requirements. Also, they will be 

responsible for delivering the requirements for the trial. 

- Trial manager is responsible for delivering the specification and execution of the field 

trials. The person in charge of this role will be the major contact points between the 

trial and the consortium (PMB). Trial manager is also responsible for identifying 

candidate citizens for the trials. 

- Trial evaluation Team is responsible for defining the evaluation metrics, collecting 

data during the trials and compiling the data for the evaluation score of the Policy 

Compass. 

- Field trial contacts 

Cambridgeshire: Rebecca Morgan Rebecca 

<Rebecca.Morgan@cambridgeshire.gov.uk>  

 

Leningrad: Dmitrii Trutnev  

<dmitry.trutnev@gmail.com> 

 

In particular, they are responsible for the preparation and execution of the field trial. 

Their role includes liaison between the municipalities/authorities and the Policy 

Compass consortium. For continuity purposes, they should also have had 

responsibility for the activities within WP4 which form the framework for running the 

trials.  

These functions include:  

¶ distribution and collection of questionnaires to/from policy makers for the 

execution of task 4.4 in WP4 and contributing to D4.5 

¶ the access to the policy process data of the municipality 

¶ identification and selection of field trialists (i.e. end-users) 

¶ preparation and execution of training the field trialists 

 

4.1.4. Pre-Field trial meetings / tests 

What: Dates have to be agreed between the Field Trial Manager and the Field Trial 

participants for pre-Field-Trial meetings.  

A special date has to be agreed for the pre-Field-Trial test of the system before the Field Trial 

starts. 

Why: Pre-Field-Trial meetings are mostly for status reports and discussions of changing 

conditions. The system should be tested by the development engineers before giving the 

devices to the participating citizens and starting the Field Trial. 
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4.1.5. Pre-Field trial training 

What: Training dates for the field trial participants must be defined. The content of the 

training has to be defined and training materials have to be produced. 

For the training and the later use during the Field Trial, a special Technical User Guide has to 

be produced. This document will be step by step guide to using the Policy Compass Platform. 

Why: The participants should be trained to describe to them the tasks they have to fulfil. 

Additionally, an overview of the handling of the Policy Compass Platform and devices should 

be given to the users to help them by their self in handling problems. 

The identification and selection of field trialists will start 6 months earlier than the actual start 

of field trial. The selection will be on a voluntary basis and special consideration will be made 

to include citizens that are directly linked with the target policy domains. To secure enough 

trialists in the field trials, the consortium will start the trialist selection process from the 

beginning. The training will include technical and administrative guidelines. Technical 

training will allow the trialists to understand and familiarise themselves with how to use the 

system and what to do in their every-day life in order to participate in the policy making 

processes. Administrative training will allow the trialists to understand what to do in the case 

of any problems during the trial. 

The users will only need to be familiar with the system and administrative manuals to 

participate to the trial. They would not be required to know the target policy issues or 

processes to make them have the same level of knowledge on policy issues as other citizens. 

The required workshops/training sessions for users will include: 

- Field trial dates and locations 

- Field trial team roles (implementation team, field trial manager, user (citizens) 

representative, field trial assessor) 

- Field trial contacts 

- Field trial Log Format and evaluation templates. 

- Potential Field trial problems and fall-back strategies 

- Training (training events, content of training, selection of trainers) 

- Considerations for test definitions 

- Defined pre-field trial tests and integration events 

- Establishment of support trial hot-line 

- Checking if field trial exit criteria are fulfilled 

- Maintenance of the server and client software 

- Support on all levels (technician and administrative) 

- The tracking of results and acceptance and obtaining feedbacks during execution to 

perform online updates supporting userôs requirements. 

 

4.1.6. Evaluation requirements 

What: Define an evaluation criteria catalogue and an evaluation method (for example 

templates to be filled out by the participants before and after the Field Trial during interviews, 
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balanced scorecard). In addition, measures must be defined which determine the qualitative 

and quantitative aspects of the evaluation criteria.  

Why: Evaluation criteria have to be specified measuring the success of the developed 

technology and the used applications. Measurements will be defined. For each criterion the 

evaluation method proves the relevance of the measures. These evaluation measures were 

developed by synthesising the literature with consultation notes from CCC and ITMO and are 

outlined in tables 6 (technical criteria) and 11 (behavioural criteria).   

The evaluation of the field trials will be done by analysing the collected data during the field 

trial to score the evaluation metrics as well as unstructured interview and indirect observation 

of the users will be used to collect qualitative data from the field trials. 

An early milestone in the project was to agree the evaluation method, which established the 

basic evaluation criteria of Policy Compass. The purpose of this being that having defined the 

criteria, the technical development as well as the preparation of the field trial can start. 

In order to ensure the usability and adoptability of the Policy Compass system and to create a 

link between various issues related to technological and human evaluation criteria for testing 

the Policy Compass system. 

It therefore outlines the key human and technical criteria that need to be incorporated in the 

design of the Policy Compass system and its functionality in order to allow the evaluation 

process to ensure that the system meets both the userôs (citizen) and providerôs (government 

agency) requirements in relation to participation in policy outcomes and decision making 

processes.  

4.1.7. Additional Documentation Requirements 

What: A Field Trial overview document is required for third party use, it contains the field 

trialôs purpose, scope, dates, locations, contact details, assessment process, roles and 

responsibilities, and a description of Policy Compass system 

Why: This is useful as an overall document to help the participants involved and for external 

people to monitor the Field Trial. 

4.1.8. Field trial log requirements 

What: The Field Trial Log will be available on-line during the Field Trial, for use by the Field 

Trial Manager, the User Representative, and the Users. Only the Field Trial Manager will be 

able to enter issues on the Field Trial Log. The Field Trial log format has to be defined.  

Why: All problems/issues encountered during the Field Trial will be entered on the Field 

Trial Log. In such cases, each situation can be followed up for evaluation purposes after the 

Field Trial. 

4.1.9. Progress Updates Definition 

What: Define the how to discuss progress, to record any problems (and to fix major ones) and 

gathering information during the Field Trials. 
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Why: Once the Field Trial is underway, additional requirements come into play. Amongst 

these are discussing progress, recording any problems (and fixing major ones) and gathering 

information for assessment purposes. In fact, the Field Trial cannot be brought to a successful 

conclusion until all the required subjective and objective information has been gathered. 

Without this information, it will not be possible to conduct a thorough evaluation of the Field 

Trial, therefore the duration of the Field Trial, and coverage of the Policy Compass system 

must be planned with this in mind. 

 

4.2. Exit Criteria  

The exit criteria should be met before the field trials can end and will include the following. 

4.2.1. Exit based on measured facts amount / quality  

What: A minimum amount and minimum quality of measure have to be defined. If the 

minimum level is met, the Field Trial may be exited. The amount and quality will be defined 

in the evaluation requirements document. 

Why: The exit criteria will be defined mostly by the evaluation criteria document. This will 

describe which measurements have to be executed to evaluate the system with the highest of 

quality. 

4.2.2. Exit based on system or resource conditions  

What:  Define the minimum of resources (team, system functionality) which is needed to 

produce measurements to be used for the evaluation method. Define the way of proceeding 

with bad conditions. 

Why: If there are bad situations / conditions which happen during the Field Trial (e.g. illness 

of most of the participants, systems crash, etc.) that could not be foreseen at the beginning of 

the Field Trial and disturbs the Field Trial in a very bad way, it must be possible to exit the 

Field Trial or to change / move some parts. The Field Trial teams have to be prepared for 

these kinds of situations. 

 

5. KEY PERFORMANCE INDICATORS FOR SCENARIOS IN THE UK  AND RUSSIA  

5.1. KPIs 

5.1.1. Technical Assessment Factors 

In the last years, there have been numerous assessment frameworks dealing with the 

evaluation of the technical performance of IT systems, targeting different phases of the 

software development life cycle. When it comes to eGovernance and Policy Modelling-

relevant systems, bibliography is full of work that corresponds to the assessment of such 

frameworks, but most of the approaches tackle the context and methodology part that is 
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supported by such systems, without touching (or if they do, they do it epidermically) the core 

IT systems that support the operations involved.  

In the context of Policy Compass, the projectôs consortium will try to put a stronger emphasis 

than past attempts on the assessment of the supporting IT systems during the pilot operation, 

keeping however the focal point of the assessment to the behavioural assessment criteria that 

pursue to identify the appropriateness and ease of use/usability of the system. In this context, 

and following the state-of-the-art in software development, the technical assessment of the 

Policy Compass platform during its pilot operation will be based on an assessment model that 

includes a set of KPIs and criteria that are being extracted from the ISO/IEC 25010:2011 

ñSystems and software engineering - Systems and software Quality Requirements and 

Evaluation (SQuaRE) - System and software quality modelsò standard. Following the main 

directions of this standard, different elements and criteria will be selected and indicators 

specific to each element will be defined in order to produce a technical assessment model that 

can be used for evaluating the technical operation of the Policy Compass platform. 

The ISO/IEC 25010:2011 standard has replaced the previous standard on software quality, 

which was the ISO/IEC 9126-1, and provides a new view on how software (and thus software 

platforms) should be assessed. In more detail, the ISO/IEC 25010:2011 defines as stated in its 

official website1: 

¶ A quality in use model composed of five characteristics (some of which are further 

subdivided into sub characteristics) that relate to the outcome of interaction when a 

product is used in a particular context of use. This system model is applicable to the 

complete human-computer system, including both computer systems in use and 

software products in use. 

¶ A product quality model composed of eight characteristics (which are further 

subdivided into sub characteristics) that relate to static properties of software and 

dynamic properties of the computer system. The model is applicable to both computer 

systems and software products. 

As mentioned in the ISO document, ñthe characteristics defined by both models are relevant 

to all software products and computer systemsò; thus, they are considered to be also a good 

match for assessing the Policy Compass platform. 

However, since in Policy Compass the assessment and evaluation covers a larger scope and 

the platform to be developed is not the only element to be assessed, in this section the focus is 

on the ñproduct quality modelò. The product quality model classifies software quality in a 

structured set of characteristics (each of them including other sub-characteristic), which are 

the following: 

¶ Functional suitability - The degree to which the product provides functions that meet 

stated and implied needs when the product is used under specified conditions. 

                                                 

1 http://www.iso.org/iso/catalogue_detail.htm?csnumber=35733 
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¶ Performance efficiency - The performance relative to the amount of resources used 

under stated conditions. 

¶ Compatibility - The degree to which two or more systems or components can 

exchange information and/or perform their required functions while sharing the same 

hardware or software environment. 

¶ Usability - The degree to which the product has attributes that enable it to be 

understood, learned, used and attractive to the user, when used under specified 

conditions. 

¶ Reliability - The degree to which a system or component performs specified functions 

under specified conditions for a specified period of time. 

¶ Security - The degree of protection of information and data so that unauthorized 

persons or systems cannot read or modify them and authorized persons or systems are 

not denied access to them. 

¶ Maintainability - The degree of effectiveness and efficiency with which the product 

can be modified. 

¶ Portability - The degree to which a system or component can be effectively and 

efficiently transferred from one hardware, software or other operational or usage 

environment to another. 

However, not all sub characteristics of the above mentioned core characteristics are applicable 

for the Policy Compass platform. The following table showcases the sub-characteristics of 

each category and indicated their relativity to the Policy Compass platform. 

 

 

Figure 10: The product quality model view of the ISO/IEC 25010:2011 standard 
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Sub 

characteristics 
Definition  

Relation to Policy 

Compass 

Technical KPIs 

Remarks 

Functional suitability  

Functional 

completeness 

Degree to which the set of functions covers all the 

specified tasks and user objectives. 
NO 

Not a technical assessment issue of the platformôs operation, concerns mainly the 

design phase 

Functional 

correctness 

System provides the correct results with the needed 

degree of precision. 
NO Not critical to be tested during the project 

Functional 

appropriateness 

The functions facilitate the accomplishment of 

specified tasks and objectives. 
NO 

Not a technical assessment issue of the platformôs operation, concerns mainly the 

design phase 

Performance efficiency 

Time behaviour 

Response, processing times and throughput rates of a 

system, when performing its functions, meet 

requirements. 

YES  

Resource utilization 

The amounts and types of resources used by a 

system, when performing its functions, meet 

requirements. 

YES  

Capacity 
The maximum limits of a product or system 

parameter meet requirements. 
YES  

Compatibility  

Co-existence 

Product can perform its functions efficiently while 

sharing environment and resources with other 

products. 

NO Not to be tested during the project 

Interoperability 

A system can exchange information with other 

systems and use the information that has been 

exchanged. 

YES  

Usability  

Appropriateness 

recognisability 

Users can recognize whether a system is appropriate 

for their needs, even before it is implemented. 
Partially 

Not a core technical assessment issue of the platformôs operation, concerns 

behavioural assessment 

Learnability 
System can be used to achieve specified goals of 

learning to use the system. 
Partially 

Not a technical assessment issue of the platformôs operation, concerns behavioural 

assessment 

Operability 
System has attributes that make it easy to operate and 

control. 
Partially 

Not a technical assessment issue of the platformôs operation, concerns behavioural 

assessment 

User error 

protection 
System protects users against making errors. Partially 

Not a technical assessment issue of the platformôs operation, concerns behavioural 

assessment 

User interface User interface enables pleasing and satisfying Partially Not a technical assessment issue of the platformôs operation, concerns behavioural 
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aesthetics interaction for the user. assessment 

Accessibility 
System can be used by people with the widest range 

of characteristics and capabilities. 
YES  

Reliability  

Maturity 
System meets needs for reliability under normal 

operation. 
YES  

Availability 
System is operational and accessible when required 

for use. 
YES  

Fault tolerance 
System operates as intended despite the presence of 

hardware or software faults. 
YES  

Recoverability 

System can recover data affected and re-establish the 

desired state of the system is case of an interruption 

or a failure. 

YES  

Security 

Confidentiality 
System ensures that data are accessible only to those 

authorized to have access. 
YES  

Integrity 
System prevents unauthorized access to, or 

modification of, computer programs or data. 
YES  

Non-repudiation 

Actions or events can be proven to have taken place, 

so that the events or actions cannot be repudiated 

later. 

YES  

Accountability 
Actions of an entity can be traced uniquely to the 

entity. 
YES  

Authenticity 
The identity of a subject or resource can be proved to 

be the one claimed. 
NO 

Not a technical assessment issue of the platformôs operation, concerns mainly the 

design phase 

Maintainability  

Modularity 

System is composed of components such that a 

change to one component has minimal impact on 

other components. 

YES  

Reusability 
An asset can be used in more than one system, or in 

building other assets. 
YES  

Analysability 
Effectiveness and efficiency with which it is possible 

to assess the impact of an intended change. 
NO 

Not a technical assessment issue of the platformôs operation, concerns mainly the 

design phase and code authoring principles 

Modifiability  

System can be effectively and efficiently modified 

without introducing defects or degrading existing 

product quality. 

YES  
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Testability 
Effectiveness and efficiency with which test criteria 

can be established for a system. 
YES 

Not a technical assessment issue of the platformôs operation, concerns mainly the 

design phase and code authoring principles 

Portability  

Adaptability 

System can effectively and efficiently be adapted for 

different or evolving hardware, software or usage 

environments. 

YES  

Installability 
Effectiveness and efficiency with which a system can 

be successfully installed and/or uninstalled. 
YES  

Replaceability 

Product can be replaced by another specified 

software product for the same purpose in the same 

environment. 

NO Not to be tested during the project 

Table 5: Technical Characteristics, Sub characteristics and Relevance to Policy Compass 
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Based on the above presented table, which reveals which criteria could be measured during the 

Policy Compass operation, and based on the fact that the ISO/IEC 25010:2011 standard does not 

define specific attributes (measuring ways) for each one of the sub characteristics, the following list 

of indicators has been devised in order to allow the technical assessment of the Policy Compass 

platform without dealing with the other characteristics of the system, that are assessed based on the 

methodology presented in the following section. It needs to be noted that due to the nature of the 

project and based on the operation conditions of the pilots, some of the below mentioned indicators 

are considered as optional, as their measurement might not be possible, or might not produce 

meaningful results. 

Sub characteristics KPIs Calculation Type 
Mandatory/

Optional 

Time behaviour 

Average Latency (Total Response Time)/(No. of Requests) M 

Throughput 
(Total No. of Kilobytes)/(Total Time of 

Operation) 
O 

Resource utilization 

Mean % CPU Utilisation  (Ɇ (% CPU utilisation probes))/(No. of probes) O 

Mean Memory Usage 
(Ɇ (RAM Megabytes used in each probe))/(No. of 

probes) 
O 

Max. Memory Used 
No. of max Megabytes of RAM Memory 

recorded 
O 

Max. Processing Power 

Used 

max % CPU utilisation recorded 
O 

Interoperability 

Ability to expose services 

with APIs 
YES/NO M 

Ability to consume 

services through APIs 
YES/NO M 

% Utilisation of Open 

Standards for Data 

Exchange  

(Open Standards Used)/(Total No. of Data 

Schemas Used) 
M 

Accessibility 
WCAG 2.0 Conformance 

Level 
None/A/AA/AAA M 

Maturity 

Max. Concurrent Users 

Supported 
No. of Max. Concurrent Users Recorded M 

Load Size 
(Concurrent Users at any Instance)/(Total 

Operation Time) 
O 

Simultaneous Requests No. of Simultaneous Requests M 

Requests per Second (No. of Requests)/(Total Time of Operation) M 

Availability 

% Monthly Availability 
1- ((Downtown Time Minutes)/(Month 

Days*24*60)) 
M 

Error Rate 
(No. of Problematic Requests)/(Total Number of 

Requests) 
M 

Fault tolerance 

Number of Software 

problems identified 

without affecting the 

platform 

No. of Non Critical Software Errors M 

Number of Hardware 

problems identified 

without affecting the 

platform 

No. of Non Critical Software Errors M 

Recoverability 

Mean time to recover from 

software problems 

(Total Recovering Time due to Software 

Issues)/(Total Software Issues resulting to 

recovery) 

M 

Mean time to recover from 

hardware problems 

(Total Recovering Time due to Hardware 

Issues)/(Total Hardware Issues resulting to 

recovery) 

M 
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Sub characteristics KPIs Calculation Type 
Mandatory/

Optional 

Confidentiality 

Incidents of ownership 

changes and accessing 

prohibited information 

No. of incidents recorded M 

Integrity 
Incidents of authentication 

mechanism breaches 
No. of incidents recorded M 

Non-repudiation Log reports for activities  
(No. of Logs Report Categories)/(No. of all 

system operations) 
M 

Accountability 
Usernames included in 

each log entry 
YES/NO M 

Modularity 
% Modularity (excluding 

backbone infrastructure) 

(No. of components that can operate 

individually)/(Total number of components) 
M 

Reusability % of Reusable Assets 
(No. of assets that be reused as is)/(Total number 

of assets) 
M 

Modifiability  % of Update Effectiveness 
(No. of updates preformed without noticing 

operational problems)/(No. of updates performed) 
M 

Adaptability 

Mean No. of Errors per 

Hardware Change 

(No. of Total Errors recorded)/(Ɂɞ. ɞf Total 

Hardware Changes) 
M 

Mean No. of Errors per 

Software Change 

(No. of Errors recorded)/(Ɂɞ. ɞf Software 

Changes) 
M 

Installability 

Mean Installation Duration 
(Total minutes recorded for installation)/(Total 

No. of Installations) 
M 

% of Installation Errors 
(No. of Installation containing Errors)/ (Total No. 

of Installations) 
M 

Mean No. of Errors per 

Installation 

(No. of Total Errors recorded during 

Installations)/(Total No. of Installations) 
M 

Table 6: Technical KPIs selected for Policy Compass  

 

5.1.2. Behavioural Assessment Factors 

In this section, state-of-the-art key performance indicators for the Policy Compass Project are 

developed, from a behavioural perspective. Hence, the related performance indexes refer to the 

assessment of the Policy Compass services from an end-usersô viewpoint, and specifically with 

regard to their acceptance of using the service and satisfaction from the service. As a result, we 

draw from the state-of-the-art literature for technology adoption and associated behavioural 

evaluation. Several researchers have proposed indicators for evaluating user satisfaction with 

innovative and/or new technology-based services. Johnston (1995) compiled 18 determinants of 

service quality that have been used for assessing electronic servicesô (e-services) quality, including 

availability, reliability, friendliness, functionality, access, aesthetics, etc. Parasuraman et al. (1988) 

have developed a widely accepted model namely ñSERVQUALò for measuring service quality, 

which includes five dimensions as following: tangibles, reliability, responsiveness, assurance, and 

empathy. Information system researchers have adopted and modified the SERVQUAL model for e-

services quality, by including dimensions of website design, reliability, fulfilment, security, 

responsiveness, personalization, information (accuracy, comprehensibility, etc.) and empathy (Li 

and Suomi, 2009). Similarly, Zeithaml et al. (2001) have adopted the SERVQUAL model for e-

service quality evaluation and have proposed 11 dimensions: access, ease of navigation, efficiency, 

flexibility, reliability, personalization, security/privacy, responsiveness, assurance/trust, site 

aesthetics, and price knowledge. Moreover, several information system researchers have applied 

technology acceptance theories in order to evaluate e-services from a userôs perspective. During the 

past three decades there have been numerous studies regarding ICT acceptance and numerous 

information system (IS) acceptance studies have focused on the reasons why potential users accept 

or do not accept technology. Many research models have been developed and empirically validated, 
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mainly including the following: The Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) (Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975), 

Social Cognitive Theory (SCT) (Bandura, 1986), Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) (Davis, 

1989) and extended TAM 2 (Venkatesh and Davis, 2000), TAM 3 (Venkatesh and Bala, 2008), 

Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) (Ajzen, 1991), Model of PC Utilisation (Thompson et al., 

1991), Motivation Model (Davis et al., 1992), the model combining TAM and the TPB (Taylor and 

Todd, 1995), the Innovation Diffusion Theory (IDT) (Rogers, 1995).  

The line of research in technology acceptance models was culminated by the Unified Theory of 

Acceptance and Use of Technology (UTAUT), which was developed by Venkatesh (Venkatesh et 

al., 2003). The UTAUT aims to explain user intentions to use an information system and 

subsequent usage behaviour, and the model has been empirically examined by numerous studies. 

The UTAUT model integrates eight previously developed models and theories that relate to 

technology acceptance and use. Venkatesh et al. (2003) observed that IT researchers had a choice 

among a multitude of models and were confronted to choose constructs across models or choose an 

ideal model, thus ignoring the contribution from alternative ones. Therefore, the researchers 

compared the eight dominant models that explain technology acceptance behaviour that have been 

previously used by researchers and scholars and selected the UTAUT model and the updated IS 

Success Model as the basis for evaluating the Policy Compass platform. 

Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA)  Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) 

Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) Davis (1989) 

Motivational Model (MM) Davis, Bagozzi and Warshaw (1992) 

Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) Ajzen (1991)  

Combination of Technology Acceptance and Theory of 

Planned Behaviour models (C-TAM-TPB) 

Taylor and Todd (1995) 

Model of PC Utilization (MPCU) Thompson, Higgins and Howell (1991) 

Innovation Diffusion Theory (IDT) Moore and Benbasat (1991) 

Social Cognitive Theory (SCT)  Compeau and Higgins (1995) 

Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology 

(UTAUT) 

Venkatesh et al., (2003) 

Table 7: Prominent Models, used to study User Behaviour in Technology Adoption 

 

Table 8 summarizes the core constructs of the UTAUT model and its root constructs that will be 

adopted for evaluating Policy Compass platform respectively. 
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UTAUT  

Constructs 
Definition  

Root 

Constructs 
Definition  

Models 

Derived From 
References 

Performance 

Expectancy 

 

The degree to which an 

individual believes that 

using the system will 

help him or her to attain 

gains in job 

performance (Venkatesh 

et al., p.447). 

Perceived 

Usefulness 

The degree to which a person believes that using a particular system would 

enhance his or her job performance. 
TAM  (Davis, 1989, p.320) 

Extrinsic 

Motivation 

The perception that users will want to perform an activity because it is perceived 

to be instrumental in achieving valued outcomes that are distinct from the activity 

itself, such as improved job performance, pay or promotions. 

MM 
(Davis, Bagozzi and 

Warshaw , 1992) 

Job-fit  
Defined as perceived job fit and measures the extent to which an individual 

believes that using a PC can enhance the performance of his or her job. 
MPCU 

(Thompson, Higgins and 

Howell, 1991, p.129) 

Relative 

Advantage 
The degree to which an innovation is perceived as being better than its precursor. DOI 

(Moore and Benbasat, 

1991, p.194) 

Outcome 

Expectations 
Relates to the consequences of the behaviour. SCT 

(Compeau and Higgins, 

1995) 

Effort 

Expectancy  

The degree of ease 

associated with the use 

of the system 

(Venkatesh et al., 

p.440). 

Perceived 

Ease of Use 

The degree to which a person believes that using a particular system would be free 

of effort. 
TAM 

(Davis, Bagozzi and 

Warshaw, 1989; Davis, 

1989) 

Complexity 
The degree to which an innovation is perceived as relatively difficult to understand 

and use. 
MPCU 

(Thompson, Higgins and 

Howell, 1991) 

Ease of Use The degree to which an innovation is perceived as being difficult to use. IDT 
(Moore and Benbasat, 

1991) 

Social 

Influence 

 

The degree to which an 

individual perceives that 

important others believe 

he or she should use the 

new system. 

Subjective 

Norm 

The personôs perception that most people who are important to him think he 

should -or should not- perform the behaviour in question. 

TRA, TPB, 

C-TAM-TPB 

(Thompson, Higgins and 

Howell, 1991) 

Social Factors 

The individual's internalization of the reference group's subjective culture and 

specific interpersonal agreements that the individual has made with others, in 

specific social situations. 

MPCU 
(Thompson, Higgins and 

Howell, 1991) 

Image 
The degree to which use of an innovation is perceived to enhance oneôs image or 

status, in oneôs social system. 
IDT 

(Rogers, 1995; Moore and 

Benbasat, 1991) 

Facilitating 

Conditions 

 

The degree to which an 

individual believes that 

an organizational and 

technical infrastructure 

exists to support use of 

the system. 

Perceived 

Behavioural 

Control 

Reflects perceptions of internal and external constraints on behaviour and 

encompasses self-efficacy, resource facilitating conditions and technology 

facilitating conditions. 

TPB, 

C-TAM-TPB 

(Taylor and Todd, 1995; 

Ajzen, 1991) 

Facilitating 

Conditions 

Objective factors in the environment that observers agree make an act easy to do, 

including the provision of computer support. 
MPCU 

(Thompson, Higgins and 

Howell, 1991) 

Compatibility 
The degree to which an innovation is perceived as being consistent with existing 

values, needs, and experiences of potential adopters. 
IDT 

(Rogers, 1995; Moore and 

Benbasat, 1991) 
Behavioural 

Intention  
A measure of the strength of oneôs intention to perform a specified behaviour TRA, TAM 

(Davis, Bagozzi and 

Warshaw, 1989) 

Table 8: Core Constructs and Root Constructs of UTAUT Model, relevant for Policy Compass Evaluation 
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Another dominant stream of research in the information systems and technology evaluation field 

focuses on information systems (IS) success including several conceptual and empirical studies. 

Among the several existing studies on IS success (e.g. Bailey and Pearson, 1983; Ives and Olson, 

1984), DeLone and McLeanôs IS success model (1992) has gained great attention from scholars and 

widespread attention in the information success literature (Vaidya, 2007). In particular, the IS 

success model categorizes existing IS success measures under six dimensions (these have been 

discussed, correspondingly, by: Hussein et al., 2007; Hu et al., 2005; Gable et al., 2003; Molla and 

Licker, 2001; Seddon, 1997, and; Seddon and Kiew, 1996). As Gable et al. (2003) note, the 

development of IS success models (such as the DeLone and McLean model) has been an important 

contribution towards our improved understanding of IS management. Almost, 1000 studies have 

used the IS success model and approximately 150 empirical studies have examined some or all of 

the relationships in the model (Petter and McLean, 2009; Wangpipatwong et al., 2009).  

The IS success taxonomy and its six success categories are based on a process model of information 

systems (DeLone and McLean, 2002; DeLone and McLean, 1992). Additionally, strong cause and 

effect relations exist among the six dependent variables. The six dimensions are interrelated, 

resulting in a success model which illustrates that causality flows in the same direction as the 

information process does (DeLone and McLean, 2002). The six major variables of the IS success 

model are:  

1) System quality;  

2) information quality;  

3) use; 

4) user satisfaction;   

5) individual impact;  

6) organizational impact  

 

In the IS Success model, system quality measures technical success, information quality measures 

semantic success and use, user satisfaction, individual impact, and organizational impact measure 

effectiveness success of the system measured. 

The updated model of DeLone and McLean (2003) includes six success dimensions to measure the 

success of a system in the e-services domain. The six major variables of the 2003 IS success model 

are as following:  

1.  System quality, which measures the desired characteristics of an e-Commerce system. It 

refers to the quality of usability, availability, reliability, adaptability, and response time 

(e.g., download time).  

2. Information quality, which measures the e-Commerce content issues. The dimensions of this 

variable are personalization, currency, relevance, reliability, completeness, easy to 

understand and secured for (to gain userôs trust when conducting transactions via the 

Internet).  

3. Service quality, which is the "overall support delivered by the service provider; it applies 

regardless of whether the support is delivered by the information systemsô department or a 

new organizational unit or is outsourced to an Internet service provider" (DeLone and 

McLean, 2004, p. 34),  

4. Usage, which measures everything from a visit to a web site and navigation within the site 

to information retrieval and execution of a transaction. 
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5. User satisfaction, which measures customersô opinions of an e-Commerce system and 

should cover the entire experience cycle of customers from information retrieval through 

purchase, payment, receipt, and service, and;  

6. Net benefits that capture the ñbalanceò of the positive and negative impacts of e-Commerce 

on customers, suppliers, employees, organizations, markets and even society as a whole.  

 

Hu et al. (2005) attempted to establish a suitable and systematic appraisal framework of public 

sector e-services success based on the IS Success Model presented by DeLone and McLean in 1992, 

which is relevant to the Policy Compass Project.  

The table below summarizes the relevant KPIs for evaluating Policy Compass Project. 

System 

Quality 

 

Reliability The dependability of system operation. 

(Wixom and 

Todd, 2005) 

Flexibility The way the system adapts to changing demands of the user. 

Integration 
The way the system allows data to be integrated from 

various sources. 

Accessibility 
The ease with which information can be accessed or 

extracted from the system. 

Timeliness 
The degree to which the system offers timely responses to 

requests for information or action. 

Information 

Quality 

 

Completeness 
The degree to which the system provides all necessary 

information. (Wixom and 

Todd, 2005) 

Accuracy The userôs perception that the information is correct. 

Service 

Quality 

(SERVQUAL 

Scale) 

Reliability 
Ability to perform the promised service dependably and 

accurately. 
(Parasuraman, 

Zeithaml and 

Berry, 1988) 

 

Responsiveness 
Willingness to help customers and provide prompt ability to 

inspire trust and confidence. 

Empathy 
Caring, individualized attention to firm provides its 

customers. 

Information 

Use 

Usefulness 

The degree to which a person believes that a particular 

information system would enhance his or her job 

performance. 
(Davis, 1989) 

Ease of Use 
The degree to which a person believes that Policy Compass 

system would be free of effort. 

User 

Satisfaction 

System 

Satisfaction  

A degree of favourableness with respect to the system and 

the mechanics of interaction. 

(Wixom and 

Todd, 2005) 

Table 9: Factors Relevant from IS Success Model Factors for Policy Compass Platform Evaluation
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Integrated Model for Evaluating User Experience of Policy Compass 

For the purpose of evaluating the user experience related to Policy Compass technology and 

services, the two noteworthy models (i.e.: UTAUT and DeLone and McLean IS success 

model) are integrated, based on theoretical evidences presented in the previous two sections 

as depicted in Figure 10 below. 

 

Figure 11: Integrated Model of UTAUT and IS Success Model 

 

The integrated research model presented in Figure 10, attempts to ñmergeò quality 

dimensions from IS Success model together with UTAUT model as antecedents for intention 

to use with an attempt to reveal the role of  perceived service quality towards intention to use 

the Policy Compass platform.  

The acceptance of the Policy Compass platform is defined through the behaviour intention to 

use the associated services. The proposed integrated research framework consists of eleven 

constructs; one dependent variable and ten independent variables. The dependent variable is 

behaviour intention to use Policy Compass services, while the independent variables are: (i) 

Information quality; (ii) Information satisfaction; (iii) System quality, (iv) System 

satisfaction; (v) Service quality; (vi) Service satisfaction; (vii) Social influence; (viii) 

Performance expectancy; (ix) Effort expectancy, and; (x) Facilitating conditions. 

Moreover, a key barrier for adopting Internet-based services is the perceived customer or end-

user perception on information security and privacy (Hogben and Naumann, 2009). 

Therefore, information privacy should be an assessment variable integrated in the model as an 

independent variable. For that purpose we adopt the research of Dinev and Hart (2006) who 

identify the factors representing elements of a privacy calculus in the e-commerce domain. 

Therefore, under the user satisfaction variables, we add the parameter of willingness to 

provide personal information (as depicted in Figure 11).  
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Table 10, as below, provides information about the intended Information Privacy Construct, 

relevant in the wider Policy Compass context (the information has been adopted by Dinev and 

Hart, 2006). Four constructs are identified as relevant: perceived Internet privacy risk, 

Internet privacy concerns, Internet trust, and personal Internet interest (as services provided 

by the Policy Compass project are delivered over the Internet). Table 10 provides a definition 

of each of these constructs. 

Willingness to 

provide personal 

information to an 

e-service 

Perceived Internet 

privacy risk 

Perceived risk related to the disclosure of personal information 

submitted by the relent stakeholders in their specific context (use 

cases), in general. 

Internet privacy 

concerns 

Concerns related to the personal information, submitted over the 

Internet by the respondent in particular. 

Internet trust 

Trust beliefs rejecting condense that personal information 

submitted to Policy Compass platform will be handled 

competently, reliably and safely. 

Personal Internet 

interest 

Personal interest or cognitive attraction to Policy Compass 

platform overriding privacy concerns. 

Table 10: Information Privacy Construct relevant for Policy Compass (adopted by Dinev and Hart, 2006) 

 

 

Figure 12: Integrated Model for Policy Compass Platform, incorporating Trust  

 

Summary of the Behavioural (User Centric) KPIs 

Table 11 presents a summary of generic user adoption and satisfaction related KPIs. The KPIs 

were determined through a literature review and selected such as to be relevant in the Policy 

Compass context.  
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KPIs category KPIs Evaluation  method 

Performance Expectancy 

Perceived Usefulness Survey after field trial 

Extrinsic Motivation Survey after field trial 

Job-fit  Survey after field trial 

Relative Advantage Survey after field trial 

Outcome Expectations Survey after field trial 

Effort Expectancy 

Perceived Ease of Use Survey after field trial 

Complexity Survey after field trial 

Ease of Use Survey after field trial 

Social Influence 

Subjective Norm Survey after field trial 

Social Factors Survey after field trial 

Image Survey after field trial 

Facilitating Conditions 

Perceived Behavioural Control Survey after field trial 

Facilitating Conditions Survey after field trial 

Compatibility Survey after field trial 

System Quality 

Reliability Survey after field trial 

Flexibility Survey after field trial 

Integration Survey after field trial 

Accessibility Survey after field trial 

Timeliness Survey after field trial 

Information Quality 

Completeness Survey after field trial 

Accuracy Survey after field trial 

Service Quality 

Tangibles Survey after field trial 

Reliability Survey after field trial 

Responsiveness Survey after field trial 

Assurance Survey after field trial 

Empathy Survey after field trial 

Information Use Usefulness Survey after field trial 
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Ease of Use Survey after field trial 

User Satisfaction System Satisfaction  Survey after field trial 

Willingness to provide 

personal information to 

the e-service 

Perceived Internet privacy risk Survey after field trial 

Internet privacy concerns Survey after field trial 

Internet trust Survey after field trial 

Personal Internet interest Survey after field trial 

Table 11: Summary of Behavioural (user adoption and service quality) KPIs for Policy Compass Based on 

Literature  

 

It is worth mentioning that some of the behavioural KPIs (e.g. System quality) can also be 

measured from the systemôs perspective based on the technical metrics. Therefore, a cross-

analysis would be performed at a later stage (as part of task 4.5: evaluate the field trials and 

metrics data) to study the relationship between the user perception of the policy compass 

platform and its actual technical performance. This will be useful in order to assess how the 

user perception might vary from the actual service provision at some instances.  
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6. CONCLUSIONS 

This deliverable has presented both the Cambridgeshire (UK) and Leningrad Region (Russia) 

field trial background and the scope of the policy decision making scenarios to be tested in the 

project. In addition, the report has in detail outlined the technical and behavioural metrics for 

the evaluation of the Policy Compass platform.  

In terms of evaluation metrics, KPIs have been drawn from the existing literature and relevant 

constructs that are particularly important for diffusion and adoption of Internet-based e-

services has been included along with socio-economic and information privacy factors that 

may influence Policy Compass platform. Moreover, KPIs have also been drawn on practical 

knowledge, such as public bodiesô reports for this deliverable. In addition, input from expert 

work package leaders and consortium partners was used to outline a list of functional, 

technical, application, process and user-centred KPIs that need to be considered for ensuring 

the successful implementation and functioning of the Policy Compass platform. These KPIs 

outlined in D4.1, will be then used to evaluate the Policy Compass platform through the 

remaining tasks (4.2-4.5) in this WP through focus groups and interviews with the relevant 

stakeholders and consultation lead by the Policy Compass pilot partners.  



FP7 - 612133 ï Policy Compass                                 D4.1 ï Evaluation metrics and requirements for Field Trials 

 

WP4 ï Policy Compass Evaluation        Page 50 of 99 
 

7. REFERENCES 

Ajzen, I. (1991) ñThe Theory of Planned Behaviourò. Organizational Behaviour and Human 

Decision Processes 50, pp. 179-211. 

 

Alshawi, S., Alalwany, H. (2009), ñE-Government Evaluation: Citizenôs Perspective in 

Developing Countriesò, Information Technology for Development, 15 (3), pp. 193ï208 

 

Bailey, J.E., and Pearson, S.W. (1983). ñDevelopment of a Tool for Measuring and Analyzing 

Computer User Satisfactionò. Management Science, 29(5), pp.530-545. 

 

Bandura, A. (1986) ñThe Explanatory and Predictive Scope of Self-Efficacy Theoryò. Journal 

of Social and Clinical Psychology 4 (Special Issue: Self-Efficacy Theory in Contemporary 

Psychology), pp. 359-373. 

 

Compeau, D. and Higgins, C. (1995). Computer self-efficacy: Development of a measure and 

initial test. MIS quarterly, pp.189-211. 

 

Cyberspace Policy Research Group (CyPRG), http://www.cyprg.arizona.edu. 

 

Davis, F. D. (1989) ñPerceived Usefulness, Perceived Ease of Use, and User Acceptance of 

Information Technologyò]. MIS Quarterly 13(3), pp. 319-340.  

 

Davis, F. D. et al. (1992) ñExtrinsic and Intrinsic Motivation to Use Computers in the 

workplaceò. Journal of Applied Social Psychology 22(14), pp. 1111-1132. 

 

DeLone, W.H., and McLean, E.R. (1992). ñInformation Systems Success: The Quest for the 

Dependent Variableò. Information Systems Research, 3(1), pp.60-95. 

 

DeLone, W.H. and McLean, E.R. (2002). "Information Systems Success Revisited", In 

Proceedings of the 35th Annual Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences, IEEE 

Computer Society, pp 1-11. 

 

DeLone, W.H., and McLean, E.R. (2003). ñThe DeLone and McLean Model of Information 

Systems Success: A Ten-Year Updateò,  Journal of Management Information Systems, 19(4), 

pp.9-30. 

 

DeLone, W.H. and McLean, E.R. (2004). "Measuring e-Commerce Success: Applying the 

DeLone and McLean Information Systems Success Model", International Journal of 

Electronic Commerce, 9(1), pp.31-47. 

 

Dinev T. and Hart P. (2006) ñAn extended privacy calculus model for e-commerce 

transactionsò, Information Systems Research, 17 (1), pp.61-80. 

 

ENISA (2009). An SME perspective on Cloud Computing ï A survey, European Network 

and Information Security Agency 

 

ENISA (2011), Security and Resilience in Governmental Clouds- Making an informed 

decision, European Network and Information Security Agency 

http://www.cyprg.arizona.edu/


FP7 - 612133 ï Policy Compass                                 D4.1 ï Evaluation metrics and requirements for Field Trials 

 

WP4 ï Policy Compass Evaluation        Page 51 of 99 
 

 

Fishbein, M. and Ajzen, I. (1975) ñBelief, Attitude, Intention, and Behaviour: An Introduction 

to Theory and Researchò, Addison-Wesley. 

 

Gable, G.G., Sedera, D., and Chan, T. (2003). ñEnterprise Systems Success: A Measurement 

Modelò. International Conference on Information Systems. pp.576-591 

 

Goodhue, D. L. and Thompson, R. L. (1995) ñTask-Technology Fit and Individual 

Performanceò. MIS Quarterly 19(2), pp. 213-236. 

 

Hogben, G., and Naumann, I. (2009). ñPrivacy Features of European eID Card 

Specificationsò, Tech. rep., ENISA. 

 

Hu, Y., JingHua, X., JiaFeng, P. and Kang, X. (2005). ñA Research on the Framework of e-

Government Project Successò, International Conference on Electronic Commerce, ICEC, 

Xian, China. 

 

Hussein, R., Abdul Karim, N. S., Mohamed, N., and Ahlan, A. R. (2007). ñThe Influence of 

Organizational Factors on Information Systems Success in e-Government Sgencies in 

Malaysiaò, The Electronic Journal of Information Systems in Developing Countries, 29(1), 

pp.1 -17. 

 

Ives, B. and Olson, M.H. (1984). ñUser Involvement and MIS Success: A Review of 

Researchò. Management Science, 30(5), pp.586-603. 

 

Johnston R. (1995), ñThe determinants of service quality: satisfiers and dissatisfiersò, 

International Journal of Service Industry Management, 6 (5), pp. 53-71  

 

Li H., and Suomi R., (2009), ñA proposed scale for measuring e-service quality,ò 

International Journal of u-and e-Service, Science and Technology, 2(1), pp. 1-10.  

 

Moore, G.C., and Benbasat, I. (1991). ñDevelopment of an Instrument to Measure the 

Perceptions of Adopting an Information Technology Innovationò. Information Systems 

Research, 6(2), pp. 144-176. 

 

Molla, A., and Licker, P.S. (2001). ñE-Commerce Systems Success: An Attempt to Extend 

and Respecify the Delone and MaClean Model of IS Successò, J. Electron. Commerce Res., 

2(4), pp.131-141. 

 

Parasuraman A., Zeithaml V.A. and Berry L.L., (1988) ñSERVQUAL: A multiple-item scale 

for measuring customer perceptions of service qualityò, Journal of Retailing, 64 (1), pp. 12-

40.  

 

Petter, S. and McLean, E.R. (2009). "A Meta-Analytic Assessment of the DeLone and 

McLean IS Auccess Model: An Examination of IS Success at the Individual Level", 

Information and Management, 46(3), pp.159-166. 

 

Rogers, E. M. (1995) ñDiffusion of Innovationsò (4th ed.). New York: The Free Press.  



FP7 - 612133 ï Policy Compass                                 D4.1 ï Evaluation metrics and requirements for Field Trials 

 

WP4 ï Policy Compass Evaluation        Page 52 of 99 
 

 

Taylor, S. and Todd, P. (1995) ñAssessing IT Usage: The Role of Prior Experienceò. MIS 

Quarterly 19(4), pp. 561-570. 

 

Thompson, R.L., Higgins, C.A. and Howell, J.M. (1991). ñPersonal Computing: Toward a 

Conceptual Model of Utilizationò. MIS Quarterly, 15(1), pp.124-143. 

 

Vaidya, K. (2007). "Applying the DeLone and McLean Information Systems Success Model 

to Measure Public e Procurement Success", CollECTeR 2007, 9-11 December, Melbourne 

Australia, pp.1-16. 

 

Venkatesh, V. and Bala, H. (2008) ñTechnology Acceptance Model 3 and a Research Agenda 

on Interventionsò. Decision Sciences 39(2), pp. 273-315. 

 

Venkatesh, V. and Davis, F. D. (2000) ñA Theoretical Extension of the Technology 

Acceptance Model: Four Longitudinal Field Studiesò. Management Science 46(2), pp. 186-

204.  

 

Wangpipatwong, S., Chutimaskul, W. and Papasratorn, B. (2009). "Quality Enhancing the 

Continued Use of E-Government Web Sites: Evidence from E-Citizens of Thailand", 

International Journal of Electronic Government Research, 5(1), pp.19-35. 

 

Welch E and Wong W. (2001), Global Information Technology Pressure and Government 

Accountability: The Mediating Effect of the Domestic Context on  

 

Website Openness, Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, Vol. 4, pp. 509-

538 

 

Welch E and Wong W. (2004), Does E-Government Promote Accountability? A Comparative 

Analysis of Website Openness and Government Accountability, Governance, Vol. 17, No. 2, 

pp. 275ï297. 

Wixom, B. H. and Todd, P. A. (2005) ñA Theoretical Integration of User Satisfaction and 

Technology Acceptanceò Information Systems Research 16(1), pp. 85-102. 

 

Zeithaml, V., Parasuraman, A., Malhorta, A. (2001), "A conceptual framework for 

understanding e-service quality: implications for future research and managerial practice", 

Marketing Science Institute, Cambridge, MA, working paper, 00-115 



FP7 - 612133 ï Policy Compass                                 D4.1 ï Evaluation metrics and requirements for Field Trials 

 

WP4 ï Policy Compass Evaluation        Page 53 of 99 
 

8. APPENDICES  

8.1. Aim of Cambridgeshire adult funding 

The CLAS partnership process for identifying partnership priorities: 

Annual meeting of partnership membership specifically to agree priorities (see chart below) 

which would review the following: 

¶ Skills Funding Agency (SFA) funding requirements for Community Learning Trust 

Fund budget 

¶ Partnership Action Plan ï see Appendix 1 

o Evaluate plan and past levels of performance against outcomes 

o Refer to up to date policy that affects the programme ï e.g.: Public Health 

reform Welfare reform, Digital inclusion etc. 

o Review existing priorities 

o Discuss new priorities (currently no evidence is required from partners but 

District Manager would do some data analysis) 

¶ Data 

o CCC MIS data (performance against targets, learner engagement, success 

rates, achievement, gender, ethnicity, age) 

o CCC MIS performance data on engagement with specific target groups 

o Data on other provision  

o Data on impact of learning 

o Data on district needs ï health profiles, demographic, migration, crime, 

housing, employment  etcé 

¶ Impact 

o Health, physical and mental 

o Social relationships 

o Independence (self-esteem, self-confidence, independent living skills) 

o Volunteering 

o Further training 

o Employment 

o Impact on organisations and local communities 

¶ Commissioned learner voice activity in each District through VSE partners 

o Survey results 

o focus groups 

 

Decisions from above needs analysis are agreed by the partnership and incorporated in the 

Partnership Action Plan. The priorities inform application process guidelines for future 

funding ï www.calf.org.uk ï look at FAQs and application form. 

 

 

 

http://www.calf.org.uk/
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CLAS (Community Learning and 

Skills) Partnership model

CLAS Partnership identifies priorities 

for District provision through 

consultation, research and partner 

experiences and develops action plan.

Reports to AL&S BOARD

CLT Fund

Allocated against 

priorities ïreport to 

partnership

Partners report on 

learning funded 

through other 

means

Voluntary Sector 

partners collect 

Learner Voice 

through variety of 

activities

CL contract 

Direct delivery and 

Sub-contracted delivery 

ïUniversal and 

Targeted contract

Local working 

groups adopt 

actions - report to 

partnership

Progression and Impact 

Outcome Measurement 

strand through all 

provision
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8.2. Community Learning Trust Aims (New Chances, New Challenges, DBIS, Dec 2010)* 

 
Commission, deliver and support learning in ways that contribute directly to the objectives below, including:  

 

¶ bringing together people from all backgrounds, cultures and income groups, including people who can/cannot afford to pay  

¶ using effective local partnerships to bring together key providers and relevant local agencies and services  

¶ devolving planning and accountability to neighbourhood/parish level, with local people involved in decisions about the learning 

offer  

¶ involving volunteers and Voluntary and Community Sector groups, shifting long term, óblockedô classes into learning clubs, 
growing self-organised learning groups, and encouraging employers to support informal learning in the workplace  

¶ supporting the wide use of online information and learning resources  

¶ minimising overheads, bureaucracy and administration.  

 

* http://www.bis.gov.uk/assets/biscore/further-education-skills/docs/c/12-625-community-learning-trust-pilots-prospectus.pdf - page 7) 

 

  

 

Ƹ RED - Investigate urgently missing target by some way 

ƷAMBER - Acceptable performance but not yet  at or above target. Further action 

ƶGREEN - Good performance performing at or above target. No action 

http://www.bis.gov.uk/assets/biscore/further-education-skills/docs/c/12-625-community-learning-trust-pilots-prospectus.pdf
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Aim 1 ( CLT fund prospectus) 

Focus public funding on people who are disadvantaged and least likely to participate, including in rural areas and people on low incomes with low 

skills  

Collect fee income from people who can afford to pay and use where possible to extend provision to those who cannot.  

Objective (What)  Activity (How) Base document Lead When Outcomes / impact on 

learners 

Progress RAG 

Develop the 

Community 

Learning Trust 

Governance model  

 

Incorporate BIS 

aims and 

objectives 

Into CLAS action 

plan 

 

CLAS 

Partnerships 

manage CLT 

fund. 

ñNew Challenges, 

New Chancesò 

December 2011 

Cambridgeshire 

Skills Strategy 

Service Plan Adult 

Learning and 

Skills 

Lynsi Hayward-

Smith 

Keith Smith 

2012-15 Community Learning is 

developed to meet local 

needs. 

 

CLT fund 

transferred to 

CLAS 

partnership 

responsibility 

Funding panel 

has met face-to 

face or 

electronically  

monthly. 

Summary of 

decisions 

published. 

G 

Understand  the 

funding landscape 

in Fenland 

 

 

 

Map funding of 

Community 

Learning for 

Fenland 

 

Standing item on 

agenda 

FDC Strategic 

plan 

Wisbech 2020 

consultation 

Area partnership 

plan 

CCC Compact 

funding grid 

Keith Smith 

 

 

 

 

Feb 

2013 

then 

ongoing 

 

 

Partnership members 

understand the funding 

landscape in the district 

so apply for funding to 

cover gaps. 

 

Funding grid compiled 

and available for 

Template being 

compiled.  

Refer to Compact 

Group funding 

grid 

Template 

completed. 

Partners to send 

G 
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consultation when 

developing bids. 

to Sharon Smith 

who will collate 

before each 

partnership 

meeting. 

Maximise funding 

opportunities for 

Fenland 

Update the 

Partnership 

guidance 

document with 

funding element 

 

Arrange initial 

meeting for 

partners to 

discuss 

 

Apply for 

funding 

collaboratively as 

opportunities 

arise 

Partnership 

guidance 

document 

Wisbech learning 

Community action 

plan 

Jaki Bradley 

 

Chairs of network 

groups 

 

 

Keith Smith 

June 13 

 

 

 

ongoing 

Partnership agreement in 

place by Sept 2013 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

x amount of funding 

awarded to collaborative 

projects 

Draft to 

Partnership 

meeting  Summer 

Term. 

Funding Group ï 

initial meeting 

held. TOR to go 

to CLAS meeting 

3.7.13 

A 
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Allocate 

percentage of  

SFA contract to 

target learners  

 

Develop targeted 

learner 

programme 

 

Standing item on 

agenda  

 

Sub-contractor 

targeted learner 

contract 

 

 CCC Guidance 

for targeted 

learners 

Richard Walpole, 

CWA 

 X amount of new 

learners on targeted 

learner programme 

 

x amount of learners 

progress to further 

learning 

Contracts issued 

July 2012.  CWA 

compiling plans 

for delivery. 

G 

Allocate 

percentage of  

SFA contract to 

CLT fund 

Establish new 

CLT Fund  

processes 

 

Agree funding 

allocation for 

Districts 

 

Standing item on 

agenda 

CLT fund 

guidance  

www.calf.org.uk 

District Managers/ 

Partnership 

Chairs/Lynsi 

Hayward-Smith 

July 

2012 

Fund open for 

applications. 

Funding allocation 

agreed. 

JB to provide collated 

information on impact 

for this fund. 

Providers to add any 

significant impact here 

please. 

First round of 

application 

agreed. 

Allocations: 

City ï 60,000 

South Cambs ï 

20,000 

East Cambs ï 

30,000 

Hunts ï 60,000 

Fenland ï 70,000 

18.4.13 Summary 

reviewed at 

Spring Term 

CLAS  meeting 

G 

 

http://www.calf.org.uk/
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Extend fee paying 

provision 

and use extra 

income to support 

targeted contract 

 

 

 

Message on value 

of community 

learning  for 

learners and 

stakeholders 

 

SFA funded 

Community 

Learning core 

programme 

 

Providers review 

programme to 

include elements 

of fee paying  

provision as 

appropriate 

 

Vision statement 

 

 

 

 

 

Sub-contractor 

core Community 

Learning contract 

 

 

New Challenges 

New Chances 

Skills Strategy 

Keith Smith 

 

 

 

 

 

Richard Walpole, 

CWA 

 

 

 

Jaki Bradley 

 

 

 

 

 X Learners are willing to 

contribute to the 

investment in their 

future. 

 

 

 

X no learners contribute 

fee income. 

 

 

 

x providers who have 

added fee paying 

provision to their 

programme 

 

 

Draft taken to 

partnership 

Jan 13 - Vision 

statement 

included in 

partnership 

governance 

document and 

promotional 

material for the 

partnership 

 

 

A 

Widen 

participation 

through 

Initial meeting to 

bring 

Development 

Agenda and notes 

 

 

Jaki Bradley June 

2013 

Increased access to 

learning from across 

To be organised 

Summer term 

A 
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collaborative 

Community 

Development 

work 

Workers from 

across sectors 

together to 

identify areas for 

joint working. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Investigate use of 

new Community 

Bus to widen 

participation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

New Horizons 

action plan 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FDC/Roddons/CHS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

? 

sectors. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Increased access to 

learning in rural areas. 

 

CWA/CCC adult 

learner 

engagement day 

in Chatteris 

2.3.13. new 

programme being 

developed. 2 

learning 

champions 

engaged. 

First Learning 

network 5.7.13 

Presentation from 

Liz Stannard, 

project Manager. 

Opportunities to 

use the bus 

identified. Liz 

invited to join 

partnership 
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Aim 2 (CLT fund prospectus*) 

Promote social renewal by bringing local communities together to experience the joy of learning and the pride that comes with achievement 

Widen participation and transform peopleôs destinies by supporting progression relevant to personal circumstances, e.g.  

- improved confidence and willingness to engage in learning  

- acquisition of skills preparing people for training, employment or self-employment  

- improved digital, financial literacy and/or communication skills  

- parents/carers better equipped to support and encourage their childrenôs learning  

- improved/maintained health and/or social well-being. 

 

Objective 

(What) 

Activity (How) Base document Lead When Outcomes / impact on 

learners 

Progress RAG 

Conduct annual 

needs analysis 

 

 

Use local data to 

identify needs 

 

Standing item on 

CLAS agenda  

 

Identify priorities 

annually for 

additional funding 

including CLT fund 

 

Census data, CCC 

research group 

data, organisation 

data 

 

 

 

Fenland priority 

document. 

www.calf.org.uk 

 

All sectors 

 

 

Keith Smith 

 

 

 

 

 

Annually 

by May 

 

Ongoing 

 

 

Annually 

by May 

 

 

All available data 

collated to create 

robust needs analysis 

document 

 

Provision is directed 

at known need. 

Priorities reviewed  

5/2/13. 

 

Learner Advisory 

work commissioned. 

Ferry Project 

undertaking in 

Fenland. GET group 

compiling results. 

 

 

A 

http://www.calf.org.uk/
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Aim 2 (CLT fund prospectus*) 

Promote social renewal by bringing local communities together to experience the joy of learning and the pride that comes with achievement 

Widen participation and transform peopleôs destinies by supporting progression relevant to personal circumstances, e.g.  

- improved confidence and willingness to engage in learning  

- acquisition of skills preparing people for training, employment or self-employment  

- improved digital, financial literacy and/or communication skills  

- parents/carers better equipped to support and encourage their childrenôs learning  

- improved/maintained health and/or social well-being. 

 

Objective 

(What) 

Activity (How) Base document Lead When Outcomes / impact on 

learners 

Progress RAG 

Develop processes to 

communicate 

messages about 

community learning 

to 

partners/stakeholders 

and learners 

 

Upload course 

information onto 

Cambridgeshire.net 

 

Standing item on 

CLAS agenda 

 

Working party to 

propose actions 

 

Use 

Cambridgeshire.gov  

Partnership page to 

ALandS service 

plan 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

All providers 

 

 

 

All Partners 

 

 

Keith Smith 

 

 

 

Ongoing 

 

 

 

Termly 

meetings 

 

 

 

 

 

End June  

2013 

100% providers use 

Cambridgeshire.net 

 

 

Information on 

community learning 

provision is 

accessible to learners 

 

Information is 

accessible to partners 

and used for referrals 

and informing 

progression learners 

CCC contracted 

provision entered by 

bulk upload each term. 

Partner update form 

and CLT provider 

update form templates 

circulated.. 

CLT partners 

contracted to attend 

CLAS partnerships or 

provide update 

 

Cambridgeshire.gov 

pages being redesigned  

A 
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Aim 2 (CLT fund prospectus*) 

Promote social renewal by bringing local communities together to experience the joy of learning and the pride that comes with achievement 

Widen participation and transform peopleôs destinies by supporting progression relevant to personal circumstances, e.g.  

- improved confidence and willingness to engage in learning  

- acquisition of skills preparing people for training, employment or self-employment  

- improved digital, financial literacy and/or communication skills  

- parents/carers better equipped to support and encourage their childrenôs learning  

- improved/maintained health and/or social well-being. 

 

Objective 

(What) 

Activity (How) Base document Lead When Outcomes / impact on 

learners 

Progress RAG 

store public 

partnership 

documents 

 

 

 

 

 

Jaki Bradley  

 

 

 

 

 

Clear progression 

information for 

learners 

 

Offer Information 

Advice and 

Guidance through 

trained advisors 

 

All SOW to include 

progression 

planning 

CLT fund 

progression form. 

 

 

 

Course 

documentation 

 

NCS 

providers 

CWA 

JCP 

 

 

All providers 

Ongoing 

 

 

 

 

Sept 

2012 

 

 

By July 

2013 

All learners have 

access to trained 

guidance advisors 

 

 

Progression is 

planned for in all 

provision. Learners 

know their options for 

Information leaflet 

ready for circulation 

Autumn Term 

 

 

Monitored at CLT 

projects and 

Community Learning 

A 
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Aim 2 (CLT fund prospectus*) 

Promote social renewal by bringing local communities together to experience the joy of learning and the pride that comes with achievement 

Widen participation and transform peopleôs destinies by supporting progression relevant to personal circumstances, e.g.  

- improved confidence and willingness to engage in learning  

- acquisition of skills preparing people for training, employment or self-employment  

- improved digital, financial literacy and/or communication skills  

- parents/carers better equipped to support and encourage their childrenôs learning  

- improved/maintained health and/or social well-being. 

 

Objective 

(What) 

Activity (How) Base document Lead When Outcomes / impact on 

learners 

Progress RAG 

 

Provide training for 

frontline staff using 

CLT fund 

 

Provide 

opportunities for 

volunteering 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Volunteer 

Bureau? 

 

 

 

NCS 

providers 

 

progression. 

 

5 no of people 

trained. 

Learners say they are 

given good referral 

information. 

provision 

Enable curriculum 

planning to minimise 

Use  needs analysis 

and local networks 

ALandS Service All partners Jan 2014 

 

Needs analysis 

completed and used 

Priorities published on A 
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Aim 2 (CLT fund prospectus*) 

Promote social renewal by bringing local communities together to experience the joy of learning and the pride that comes with achievement 

Widen participation and transform peopleôs destinies by supporting progression relevant to personal circumstances, e.g.  

- improved confidence and willingness to engage in learning  

- acquisition of skills preparing people for training, employment or self-employment  

- improved digital, financial literacy and/or communication skills  

- parents/carers better equipped to support and encourage their childrenôs learning  

- improved/maintained health and/or social well-being. 

 

Objective 

(What) 

Activity (How) Base document Lead When Outcomes / impact on 

learners 

Progress RAG 

gaps and overlaps in 

provision and widen 

participation 

 

 

 

 

 

to plan 

collaboratively 

 

Develop learner 

involvement 

activities  

 

Use existing 

opportunities in 

local areas to widen 

participation 

Plan 

Task and Finish 

groups action 

plans 

 

 

ALandS Learner 

Involvement 

strategy 

 

Wisbech 2020 

Waterlees Words 

REACH project 

Chatteris Adult 

Learning Plan 

 

 

 

 

Programme 

Managers 

 

 

All partners 

 

 

 

May 

2013 

to inform annual 

planning  

 

 

Learner voice is at the 

centre of provision 

planning. 

 

People in 

communities have 

access to learning 

opportunities 

 

www.calf.org.uk 

 

 

 

Learner involvement 

strategy review 

underway 

Learner advisory 

panels funded. 

5.7.13 Learner survey 

completed. Awaiting 

analysis.  
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Aim 2 (CLT fund prospectus*) 

Promote social renewal by bringing local communities together to experience the joy of learning and the pride that comes with achievement 

Widen participation and transform peopleôs destinies by supporting progression relevant to personal circumstances, e.g.  

- improved confidence and willingness to engage in learning  

- acquisition of skills preparing people for training, employment or self-employment  

- improved digital, financial literacy and/or communication skills  

- parents/carers better equipped to support and encourage their childrenôs learning  

- improved/maintained health and/or social well-being. 

 

Objective 

(What) 

Activity (How) Base document Lead When Outcomes / impact on 

learners 

Progress RAG 

  

 

Improve 

opportunities for 

social renewal 

through community 

learning 

Initial meeting to 

discuss and identify 

actions. 

Fenland Diversity 

forum action plan 

Keith Smith  All Community 

Learning provision 

promotes and enables 

social cohesion 

Meeting 18/4/13. Chair 

of diversity forum 

attending 

Groups sharing 

objectives. To be 

added to this plan 

following meeting in 

August 2013. 

A 
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Aim 3 (CLT fund prospectus) 

Maximise the impact of community learning on the social and economic well-being of individuals, families and communities 

Develop stronger communities, with more self-sufficient, connected and pro-active citizens, leading to:  

¶ increased volunteering, civic engagement and social integration  

¶ reduced costs on welfare, health and anti-social behaviour  

¶ increased online learning and self-organised learning  

¶ the lives of our most troubled families being turned around.  

Objective 

(What) 

Activity (How) Base document Lead When Outcomes / impact on 

learners 

Progress RAG 

Develop model for 

calculating impact 

of community 

learning on 

individuals. 

 

 

 

Use above model to 

produce impact 

report for Fenland 

 

 

Investigate 

different models 

(NIACE , FLIF, 

SROI and agree 

method for impact 

measurement. 

 

Collect 

progression data ï 

CLT fund/targeted 

learner 

contract/core 

contract/other 

funded provision 

 

Measure impact 

of the Partnership 

Making an impact 

ï the value of adult 

learning. NIACE 

 

 

 

 

Cambridgeshire 

Skills strategy 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fenland CLAS 

Partnership Action 

Plan 

Jaki Bradley 

 

 

 

 

 

 

All providers 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

All partners 

 

 

Jan 2013 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Annually 

by end 

Oct 

 

Standard model available 

for providers. 

 

 

 

 

 

Impact report completed 

and available for future 

planning 

 

Training 19/2/13 

using NIACE 

model. 

 

 

 

 

 

CLT projects 

piloting the 

model. 

 

A 
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Aim 3 (CLT fund prospectus) 

Maximise the impact of community learning on the social and economic well-being of individuals, families and communities 

Develop stronger communities, with more self-sufficient, connected and pro-active citizens, leading to:  

¶ increased volunteering, civic engagement and social integration  

¶ reduced costs on welfare, health and anti-social behaviour  

¶ increased online learning and self-organised learning  

¶ the lives of our most troubled families being turned around.  

Objective 

(What) 

Activity (How) Base document Lead When Outcomes / impact on 

learners 

Progress RAG 

 

 

 

 

Annually 

by end 

Oct 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Action plan 

review 5/2/13 

Meeting in August 

2013 to complete 

impact 

information and 

set objectives for 

2013-14 
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PROGRESS AGAINST PRIORITES 

Priority  Progress 

GEOGRAPHICAL  

¶ Specific wards in Wisbech ï Waterlees, Clarkson, Staithe 

¶ Rurally isolated villages 

¶ March East 

¶ Whittlesey ï specific wards to be identified by Hetty Thornton 

- FDC 

¶ Chatteris - specific wards to be identified by Hetty Thornton - 

FDC 

¶ 5 CLT projects approved in Whittlesey, Wisbech and Chatteris 

¶ Community Funding to Volunteer Centre, Fenland for Volunteer Project in 

March East specifically and March generally until end 2013 ï lead, Wendy 

Coles, Roddons 

¶ Community Consultation taking place in Chatteris, Taster Event 1/3/13. 

¶ Recruitment drive for new tutors ï all Fenland but event in Chatteris ï 1/3/13 

LEARNERSô NEEDS 

¶ Raise aspiration of learners to improve engagement with 

learning opportunities 

¶ Access to local learning  

¶ Access to information on learning in their local area 

¶ Increase Social Cohesion 

¶ Access to progression 

¶ Learners from any area (outside above specified locations) 

with an evidenced need 

 

¶ Whittlesey Learner Voice project ï lead Mick McMurray ï CPLT 

¶ Chatteris public meeting ï lead Richard Walpole ï CWA 

¶ All CLT projects ï see attached summary 

 

SUBJECT 

¶ Business start up support 

¶ Unemployed 

¶ Functional Skills 

¶ Community Conversations  

¶ Community Involvement 

¶ Community Funding to NWES until 30/6/13  - lead, Wendy Coles, Roddons 

¶ All about You ï lead Keith Smith ï Ferry Project, Luminus 

¶ Wisbech Literacy project ï 1:1 literacy ï lead Chris Stevens ï WCDT 

¶ Whittlesey Learner Voice project ï lead Mick McMurray ï CPLT 

¶ REACH Project ï lead Jaki Bradley, CCC Adult Learning and Skills 
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PROGRESS AGAINST PRIORITES 

¶ Introduction to Volunteering 

¶ Healthy Living 

¶ Budgeting 

¶ Confidence and isolation 

¶ Access to English Language (ESOL) 

¶ Family Support 

¶ REACH Project ï lead Jaki Bradley, CCC Adult Learning and Skills 

¶ FDC proiect ï lead Carl Suckling/Amy Wilson 

¶ Community Funding to CAB to provide outreach, debt counselling and 

financial literacy in schools until 31/07/2013 ï lead, Wendy Coles, Roddons 

¶ Confidence courses ï lead Chris Stevens ïWCDT 

¶ ESOL for Work  ï lead Keith Smith, Ferry Project Luminus 

¶ First Steps in Literacy ï lead Christine Dade - Learning Works 

¶ Confidence courses ï lead Chris Stevens ïWCDT 
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8.3. Current priorities defined for CAL fund  

Geographical priorities  

. Specific areas of the City: Arbury, Abbey, Fen Road 

. Cambourne 

  

Learnersô needs  

. Functional Skills for people with very low skills in English, maths and IT 

. Emphasis on progression with identified routes 

. Acknowledgement of small learning steps 

. Flexibility in delivery modes 

. Improving employer engagement 

. IAG with a focus on retaining and progressing engaged learners 

  

Targeted communities  

. Economically vulnerable people (Debt problems) 

. Homeless (health and well-being) 

. Older people (digital exclusion / health and well-being promotion) 

. People with ill  health  

Ŀ      Enabling to lead a healthier life 

Ŀ      Linking with health and wellbeing partnership outcomes 

Ŀ      Employers and support staff ï understanding mental ill -health 

Ŀ      Hidden learners óat-riskô of mental ill -health 

. Small groups and organisations 

Ŀ      Presentation skills 

Ŀ      Volunteering skills 

Ŀ      Confidence building 

Ŀ      Intergenerational learning 

. Speakers of other languages 

Ŀ      Conversational English, supporting employability, access to services and social activities 

. Travellers 

Ŀ      On Smithy Fen and Blackwells Farm sites 

Ŀ      Confidence building, Functional Skills and digital exclusion 

. Unemployed 

Ŀ      Those at a greater distance from the jobs market 

Ŀ      Return to work programmes 

Ŀ      Linking up what is already on offer and helping people to access support 

Ŀ      Vulnerable parents wanting to return to work 

. Women 

Ŀ      Level 3 Study Skills for access to learning or work 
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. Young parents 

Ŀ      Functional Skills 

Ŀ      Supporting children 
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8.4. CALF Proposal Assessment Guidance and Scorecard 

Community Learning Trust Fund 2013-14 

 

Guidance for assessment of applications  

 

Roles and Responsibilities 

¶ To review and score funding applications against agreed priorities 

¶ Where a member of the group has a conflict of interest, they should declare their interest and withdraw 

from the decision making process for that application 

Epanel members 

¶ To report back using the approved form  

Assessment panel  

¶ To attend meetings to decide on funding allocations  

¶ Applications will be circulated for reading prior to the panel meeting.  

¶ Applications will be assessed against the agreed criteria. 

¶ Assessments and panel decisions will be recorded.  

¶ All applicants will be notified of the panelôs decision within 5 working days. 

Membership 

Assessment Panel Members 

Lynsi Hayward-Smith Head of Service Adult Learning and Skills 

Roy Brown   Chair East Cambs CLAS partnership 

Tim Cracknell   Chair City and S Cambs CLAS Partnership 

Keith Smith   Chair Fenland CLAS partnership 

Jaki Bradley  District Manager Hunts and Fenland  

Lynn Norris  District Manager City and S Cambs 

Theresa Robinson  Senior Accountant Adult Learning and Skills 

 

Epanel Members 

Sue Anderson  Burwell Print     East 

Yvonne Barr   Cambridge CVS   City and South 
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Sarah Bye  Richmond Fellowship   Hunts and East 

Wendy Coles  Roddens Housing Association Fenland 

Mark Freeman  Cambridge CVS   City and South 

David Golding   CRC     City  

Joanne King  Parkside Federation   City 

Penny Miller  NHS     City and South 

Steve Rogers  HRC     Hunts 

Angela Spencer City of Ely Community College East 

Wendy Stevenson CP Learning trust   Fenland 

Richard Walpole CWA     Fenland 

Nicky Wrigley  CWRC     City and South 

 

 

July 2013 
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Community Learning Trust Fund 2013-14 

Project Assessment Form 

 

Please give a score out as below for each point and add a comment, if you wish. 

     0 = not met         1 = partly met          2 = fully met          3 = value added 

 

 

Does the 

project 

address 

the key 

prioritie

s of the Community Learning Fund? 

Clearly identifies the targeted groups by the district   

Creates progression pathways towards further learning, volunteering or employment  

 

The points below all relate in order to the application form.   

 

Is the summary clear and effective, 

with evidence of innovation?   
 Are the project aims clear  

Does the application show clear 

evidence of need, which has been 

researched?  

 
Is the intended impact on communities 

and individuals clear?  
 

Are the methods for outreach and 

promotion clear? 
 

Is there evidence of partner working 

and collaboration?  
 

Are the arrangements defined for 

initial assessment and recording of 

progress and achievement of learners? 

 

Does the provider identify how they 

will signpost to (or provide) 

Additional Learner Support? 

 

Does the application show how the 

provider will signpost to (or provide) 

Advice and Guidance? 

 Are the key risks identified?  

Are the arrangements for safeguarding 

of learners clear? 
 Are the tutors appropriately qualified?  

Does the project offer good value for 
   

Assessorôs name  

Name of provider  

Name of project  
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money? 

 

Declaration of interest.  Yes/No. 

If óyesô, please give brief details 

 

Other comments. 

Please include here your reasons for giving a score of less than 2 in any category above. 
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8.5. MEASURING THE IMPACT  OF CALF IMPLEMENTATION  

Impact Measurement is about gathering evidence to show that your project is making a difference to your 

learners, communities and participating organisations. Impact describes what difference it made to the 

wider outcomes - eg: Learner A reported that the family's diets improved as they eat more fresh fruit and 

vegetables and less processed food.  The evidence is gathered through the life of the project and this grid is 

used to record the evidence for each learner. We can then use this data to demonstrate the impact of your 

project to funders, decision makers and to improve the ongoing provision.  

Wider outcomes are becoming increasingly significant in measuring impact and in the commissioning of 

services.  This tool gives community learning providers a focused and consistent way of planning and 

capturing these outcomes.  It is designed to be flexible to meet the needs and circumstances of your 

project.  Cambridgeshire County Council with the support of NIACE, the Department for Business, 

Innovation and Skills and the Skills Funding Agency, is encouraging community learning providers to use 

the tool.  By building it into our practice, we will be contributing to the development of a substantial, 

coherent national evidence base.  On a local level, it will support us to demonstrate the difference we make 

across a range of agendas and may supplement existing quality improvement arrangements.    

At the application stage, you were asked to identify the broad area(s) of change that are most 

relevant to your project. (See list below). This will include outcomes for your organisation and for 

other local stakeholders as well as for learners. 

 

Completing the Wider Outcomes Tool. 

1 Decide which broad areas of change your course/project is aiming to affect. 

2 Who will change? 

3 Select the relevant wider outcomes from the suggested list provided or insert your own. 

4 Decide which methods/tools you will use to capture the evidence.  You may have a preferred tool, 

e.g. SOUL, Star, ILPs, questionnaires etc) 

5 Decide how many individuals you expect to change in this outcome category. 

6 This is the evidence rather than the tool.  (e.g. Learnersô comments, letters from employers, data from 

questionnaires, partner comments etc). 

 

8.6. Outcome categories (broad areas of change) 

1. Health ï divided into physical and mental 

2. Social relationships ï divided into family and other 

3. Volunteering 

4. Employment / employability 

5. Progression into further learning 

6. Independence ï divided into individual and group 

7. Other  
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Please match your projectôs proposed outcomes to the terms from this list, as far as possible.  This 

will help us to collate and analyse evidence from across the projects, and communicate a powerful message 

about what the CLT Fund has achieved.  However, we know that the list is not exhaustive, and you might 

need to formulate your own descriptions of the changes in some cases.  Please talk to your CCC Contract 

Manager to agree your own descriptions.  

It is important to understand what will change. This change might be positive or negative; it might be 

intended or unintended.  When deciding, ask yourself, ñWhat difference do we want this project to 

make?ò or òWhat difference has it made?ò 

Outcome category 1a - Health ï physical 

Possible wider outcomes 

¶ Increased/decreased physical stamina 

¶ Improved/deteriorated physical health 

¶ Better/less able to manage physical health 

¶ Improved/worsened diet 

¶ Increased/decreased physical activity 

 

Outcome category 1b - Health ï mental 

Possible wider outcomes 

¶ Improved/deteriorated mental health 

¶ Improved/deteriorated mental well-being 

¶ Reduced/increased anxiety and stress 

¶ Reduced/increased incidents of depression 

¶ Increased/decreased involvement in positive activities 

¶ Less/more intervention from external agencies 

 

Outcome category 2a - Social relationships ï family 

Possible wider outcomes 

¶ Improved/deteriorated family relationships 

¶ Improvement/deterioration in family routine 

¶ Strengthened/weakened bond between family members 

 

Outcome category 2b - Social relationships ï other 
Possible wider outcomes 

¶ Feel more/less supported through increased positive relationships 

¶ Increased/decreased support through new positive relationships 

¶ Improved/deteriorated existing relationships 

¶ Increased/decreased contact with more diverse groups 

 

Outcome category 3 ï Volunteering 

Possible wider outcomes 

¶ Increased/decreased interaction with community through volunteering 

¶ Increased self-esteem through giving something back to society by volunteering 
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¶ Gain skills for work through volunteering 

 

N.B. Please do not include óbecome a volunteerô ï itôs the difference that being a volunteer makes 

to the individual that is important. 

Outcome category 4 - Employment/employability 

Possible wider outcomes 

¶ Increased/decreased job satisfaction 

¶ Gain new/lose job-related skills 

¶ Utilising/under utilising skills in the workplace 

¶ Improved/deteriorated workplace communications  

¶ Increased/decreased career opportunities 

¶ Increased/decreased productivity 

¶ Gain new/lose employment 

¶ Increased/decreased motivation and confidence to seek employment 

 

Outcome category 5 - Progression into further learning 

Possible wider outcomes 

¶ Newly engaged/disengaged with education and training 

¶ Moving/not moving on to further education, training, volunteering and/or employment 

¶ Increased/decreased motivation and confidence to learn new skills 

 

Outcome category 6 ï Independence 

Possible wider outcomes 

This includes  the capacity for someone to act independently and make their own choices. 

Outcomes in this category may include changes such as increased self-esteem, taking control of life 

and feeling included. 

¶ Increased/decreased personal responsibility for lifestyle 

¶ Increase/decrease in at risk behaviour 

¶ Increased/decreased ability to carry out day-to-day tasks independently 

¶ Increased/decreased ability and resilience to cope with everyday situations 

¶ Increased/decreased ability to contact appropriate professional agencies for help and/or advice 

¶ Reduced/increased social isolation 

¶ Increased/decreased involvement in community life 

¶ Increased/decreased access to community facilities 

¶ Increase/decrease in communication skills 

¶ Increased/decreased self-esteem 

¶ Increased/decreased confidence to take part iné  

¶ Increased/decreased sense of purpose toé 

¶ Developing a broader identity through new activity 

¶ Feeling more/less able to influence decision-makers and make a difference 

¶ Increase/decrease in communication skills 

¶ Improved/worse financial capability 
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¶ Less/more involvement with the criminal justice system 

 

Outcome category 7 - Other  

Possible wider outcomes 

For stakeholders/organisations 

¶ Increased/decreased positive publicity 

¶ Feel more/less positive about local area 

¶ Engaging with more diverse groups 

¶ Increased/decreased uptake of local facilities  

¶ Save/lose money 

¶ Increased/lessened digital inclusion 

¶ Improved partnership working 

¶ Staff gain new skills 

¶ More/less pleasant local environment 

¶ Less/more anti-social behaviour 

¶ Stronger/weaker links between different community groups 

¶ Improved/worse local services 

¶ More/less local sustainability 

¶ Increased/decreased ability to meet organisational objectives 

¶ Increased/decreased positive publicity 

¶ Increased/decreased uptake of services 

¶ More/less effective partnership working 

¶ Increased/decreased staff morale 

¶ Improved/worsened service to clients 

¶ Improved/worsened ways of working 

¶ Reduced/increased costs 

 

Things to avoid 

When defining the difference that you intend your project to make, avoid using phrases such as óimproved 

wellbeingô or óimproved quality of life,ô as these are too vague to be meaningful.  Instead, think about 

exactly what aspect of wellbeing or life it is that you are aiming to change (e.g. diet, mental health or self-

esteem).   

Also make sure that you are describing the change in a way that links it clearly to the learner, organisation, 

etc.  For example, óreduce crimeô is not an outcome for a learner, but óless involvement with the criminal 

justice systemô is. 

 

 

Expect the unexpected 
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As your project progresses, it is likely that you will see some changes taking place that you did not predict 

at the outset.  If these unexpected or unintended changes are important, you will probably want to 

incorporate them into your impact measurement and report on them in your final report. 

To assist you with your planning the following spreadsheet may be useful.  This will be discussed at 

your initial meeting and at contract monitoring visits. 
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         CLT Fund/Targeted Learners - Wider Outcomes: planning and capturing tool 






