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Executive Summary:

The present del i wky Gnpass E@aMiatidn metmcs and reqicememtB

for Field Trialso defines the main principl
requirements for Field Trials of the project duratiém this contextthis deliverable first

reports the backgrowl and the context of the two pilot sitéSambridgshire (UK) and

Leningrad Region (Russia and thenthe evaluation metrics are defined in two aspects:
technical and behavioural metridhis deliverable is the result dfask 4.1of Work Package

4 and wil 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 institudns 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 TAskfiPolicy Compass evaluation metrics,
scenar o s and requi rThenaskhtss af onrdefute she asnbdigcs, identify
appropriate policy domains to evaluate Policy Caggpapplications araktailthe evaluation
scenarios.In line with the aim, thisdeliverable presestthe two field trel scenarios
(Cambridgeshire (UK) and Leningradregion(Russia and the evaluation metricthat will be

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

1.1.Purpose and Scope

This deliverabledefines the evaluation metrics of Policy Compass and thereegents for

field trials. The evaluation metricare based on a comprehensive state of theanalysis
(SOTA) resulting in the identification o& set ofKey Performancelndicators (KPIs) The

SOTA includes adetailed nvestigation of existing approaeh for evaluating technology
adoption and diffusion. The analysis is broadly distanced into two perspectives: technical and
norttechnical. The evaluations metriase defined in two aspects: technical and behavioural
metrics thafocuses on thesability and reliability of the platform When evaluating any new
technological innovations such as Policy Compass Platform it is imperative that both
technical and notechnical aspects are taken into consideration.

First, technical KPIs are presented based onricseproposed 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, meenance, 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 Technolog¥CTl), a proposal of an integrated model for
evaluation ofPolicy 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 WP4Based on the mets identified in this deliverabjehe 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:

WP41 Policy Compass Evaluation Page9d of 99
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1 Section 2briefly outlines the methodological approaettbpted for defining the
scenarios (i.e. field trial scopesnd deriving the evaluation metrics for policy
compas®latform

1 Section 3 presents the purpose and scope of the two field trials (Cambridgeshire and
Leningrad pilot sites) of the Policy Compass jgot. 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.

1 Section 4 reports in detail the giield trail requirements in terms of both entmyteria
(e.g. system requirements, field trial dates and locations etc.) and tloeitexid (e.g.
quality measurements and resource conditions).

1 Section 5 presents the evaluation metrics in terms of technical and behavioural key
performance indicators.

Finally, the conclusionsre outlined along with aumber of appendicethat include the
additional supporting materials relevant to the Cambridgeshire pilot site scenario.

WP41 Policy Compass Evaluation Pagel0 of 99
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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 twsetsof focused group meetings with policy makers and triafists end
usersyespectively to define the scenarios amgureements

The first meetingoetweenpolicy makersand CCC and ITMO was conductdaetweenthe
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.

Thesemeetings took the form of focus gragnd consisted dhe following:

1 Meetings withdecision makers &CC and ITMO during project meetings to scope
and brain storm field trial scope

1 Follow up virtual meetingwith decision maker€CC and ITMCOto refine the ield
trial scenarios and identify KPlIs

1 Focus groupneetingwith relevant stakeholders and decision makéxSCCand
ITMO to collect feedback from key decision makers regarding filed trial scenario

1 Finalise field trail scenargthrough combination of virtual and physical meetings
betweerdecision makerat CCC and ITMO

Meetings with CCC:

1 18 Nov 2013: ConferenceCall, 2 participantsfrom CCC and Zparticipantsfrom
UBRUN

1 23 Apr 2014: Cambridg& participantdrom CCC anB participantgrom UBRUN
1 17Jun2014: Cambridge, three from CCC and three from UBRU

1 17-18Jul 2014:Spain, 1 participarfrom CCC an@ participantsrom UBRUN

Meetings with ITMO

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

1 17-18Jul 2014:Spain, 2 participantsom UBRUNand 1 participant from IMO

1 7 Aug 2014: St Petersburgy participanfrom UBRUN and1 participant fromTMO

WP41 Policy Compass Evaluation Pagell of 99
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The material used and obtained as part of these meat@gsitiinedn table 1

EMPIRICAL MATERIALS MEDIA EXPLANATION

Virtual Meeting minutes Electronic/paper - Meeting of managers and
decision makers

- Meetings of IT and operations
managers

Emails Electronic documenty - Meeting agendas

- Comments on draft reports and
minutes

- Time schedules and project pla

Focus Group Interview | Electronic/paper - Interview Agenas

Results - Informal Set of Questionga
email and ovethephone

- Notes from focus group meeting

- Follow upphone conversations
andemails

Table 1: Focus Group Empirical Materials

The abovementioned meetingelped produce what informati 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 ITM@ese meetingaere conducted with the

relevant stakeholders and decisimakers at CCC antTMO. An overview of thepolicy

decision making context and involved stakeholdedeicted in figure 2 and5 for the two

pilot stes respectivelyThe aim of these focus groups was to gatherlocalst ak eh ol der
opinion on théwo policy scenarioshat 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 metries 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.

WP41 Policy Compass Evaluation Pagel2 of 99
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r— Reiterative

Policy Making
Scenarios

State of the Art

Literature review Focus groups and

and Initial face to continuous virtual

face meetings
and virtual
meetinas

meetings

KPIs i Technical
and Behavioural

— 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 locatioBambridgeshirelJK and
Leningradc egi on (Leni ndQussidskaya obl ast 6)

In Cambridgeshire, Polic¢ompass 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 peop and adults across Cambridgeshire. The challenges for the future regarding the
Skills Strategy are envisaged as foll ow. Fir
to meet the needs of business improved before the recession and this has derdoastr
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, alongsidesihiss 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 rmé&tag and eparticipation 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 becati#s long standing and successfulco
operaton 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 202018" which is the successor of a series of fddand
regional programs devoted to the creation-gbeernment in 20062013. 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 ofcthdistory 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 problé&SIS Decisim 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 allocatancial resources to the council
through a Community Learningund thats 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 restes 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:

1 bringing together people from all backgrounds, cultures andmacgroups,
including people who can/cannot afford to pay

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

WP41 Policy Compass Evaluation Pagel4 of 99
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1 devolving planning and accountability to neighbourhood/parish level, with local
people nvolved in decisions about the learning offered

1 involving volunteers and Voluntary and Community Sector organisation (VCSO)
groups, shifting | ong term, O0bl oekedd
organised learning groups, and encouraging empgmoyer support informal
learning in the workplace

1 supporting the wide use of online information and learning resources

1 minimising overheads, bureaucracy and administration.

SFA have set out their minimum requirements for local councils such as CCwas:fol

1. have in place a strategy that sets out how they have identified and will deliver a
relevant balance of the objectives set outi@w Challenges, New Chances

2. evidence how they will operate in strong local partnerships to ensure their
objectives arenderpinned 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. devebp and implement a robust financial strategy that adds to their Community
Learning allocation

5. abide by funding eligibility and criteria setoutinthggyency 6 s Fundi ng

To achieve above objectives, the CLT definthd Cambridgeshire County Councildiéit
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 Skila$E 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, oapdoyment, 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 markedybproposal evaluato(seeAppendix8.4for 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 procé@s9lace where
VCSO providers can bid for funding to deliver a project to meet the identified priorities. This
fund is housed omvww.calf.org.uk Figure 2shows all stakeholders involved in the CALF
allocation decigin. 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

WP41 Policy Compass Evaluation Pagel5 of 99
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Figure 2: Community Learning Fund (Stakeholder and Organisation Structurefor Decision Making)

The overall priorities defined in the strategy document at county level are used together with

local priorities based on needs @ach four districts The Skills Strategy was initially

influenced by the community Learning and Skills Partnesshipo 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, theategy 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 DB 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 needsmal ysi s. It
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.
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Example of priorities ktriteria 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 | Unemployed peoplin receipt of JSA
postcode

Homeless or vulnerably housed people Workless parents
People with mental ill health Vulnerable Families
People with disabilities Travellers

Preentry level English/maths and

Economically vulnerable people
language learners

Ex-offenders

Subject

Employability Skills Debt support

Preentry English/maths and language Confidence and selsteem
Access to Apprenticeships/Traineeships Introductions to Volunteering
Healthy lifestyles Getting Ready to Learn
Community involvemeticivic Engagement Business stattip support
Family support Reducing isolation

Geographical Areas

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

Whittlesey: specific wards to be identified by FDC Chatteris- specific wards to be iaified 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 curremtr ocess for CLT funding include
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 opihion o
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-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 lstédters,
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 dicstfor 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 expettedllow 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 exampldéuzzy cognitive map (EM) of the policy model forthe
proposedCCC field trial.

s ™
Personalised learning
\
\_ Aspiration
i J
Digital literacy +0.7
~ ~, 0.8 N\
+0.4 Number of programme \
Praposal 1 specialized for IT o+ Employment skills
beginner (
~ < Social renewal 4
+0.8
- N
~
) Ratio of disadvantage T + Vulnerable group
Proposal 2 learners N
0.2 ) Financial literacy S/
S
~
™ ' . .
Number of programme to |1 07 st . Quality of life
rong communi
social security beneficiary i Y
--------- )

T'#

Social Inclusion

[ Proposal n

Health and well being

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 ardifeitan 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 reflecten the call for proposal.

Introducing ane-participationtool such asAdhocracy 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 categamig the priorities levels will take place online. This tool

is to be integrated oRolicy 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 FCMnodelling, 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 graphiterface to view the priorities

in different district.

To support this, an-participation tool such as Adh@acy 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 causdfect relationship beteen 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 doneiné meetings or questionnaire surveys which
require more resourcdakat 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 causeffect relationship from the model editor to create a discussion session.

The Polcy 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 1 DBIS New Chances 1 Cambridgeshire.net
Provision 1 New Challenges 1 SFA data (The Data Service)
1 FE Skills Strategy 1 CCC Atlas
9 Department for Education policy 48} 1 JSNA
9 Department for Health policy
Unemployment | 1 DWP policy 1 Job Centre Plus (JCP)
Deprivaton 1 Department for Communities and Local |  English Indices of Multiple Deprivation
Government policy 9 CCC Atlas data
Educational 1 Department for Education policy 1% 1 Census data 2012
attainment 1 CCC Atlas data
Acce;s to 1 CCC Transport strategy 1 Local Transport Services
Services 1 DBIS/Defra policy 1 Transport datd CCC Atlas data
Wider priorities- | 1 Department of Healthi Vulnerable older | 1 JSNAs
such as health | people 1 NHS data
and wellbeing, | q Prevention of ill health 1 CCC Atlas data
digital and social| § Department for Communities and Léca
isolation Government Troubled Families
Venues/ 1 District Council information
9 Cambridgeshire.net
Facilities 9 Parish council information
Historical 9 2008 recession 9 CLT Fund data CCC
Information 1 Big Society 1 Funding Register
1 Welfare Reform I CCC Funding spreadsheet
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1 Digital by default 1 District Council data
1 Superfast Bsadband
9 FE reform

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

........ Aspiration
Employment skills
- - - Vulnerable group
- .= Quality life

— - Digital literacy

— . Strong community

.ee. Social inclusion

N -=-= Social renewal

T B3 el — . Health and well being

— Ratio of disadvantaged

- Personalized learning

Figure 4: Example of simulation results for policy impact analysis

Figure 4Figure 4 presentan example simulation results that show the imp&et change on a
concept noddn Figure4, x-axis represats time and jaxis 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 perd 0. The stable concept vector will represent the final consequence caused by
the initial change in period &s shown in the figure,g@icy makers can makeahange on a
concept nodand 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 theatitia of Adult learning funds by

the Cambidgeshire County CouncillThe issues to be tackled and addressed by the platform
are summariseds follows:

- Address the main issue of Il ack of o6l earn
funding in the decision making and local Learner Advisory RaihéP).

- Provide are-participation tool ach asAdhocracyas 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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-  TheFCM editor in the Policy Compass glam will help the decision maker evaluate
effects of different decisions by considering multiple variables at the samefainae
given policy scenario

- The Policy Compass platform will offer a udaendly graphical interfaceettingthat
will enable usrs to view different funding priorities and the impact of policy
decisionsassociated with skills and adult learningdifferent districs through FCMs
for each districtFunding priorities will be defined as concepts in the FCMs and the
impact will be epresented through causect relationships among the concepts.

In sum, the use of Policy Compass touldl seek tofacilitate a betterdecision making
procesdor the allocation of Adult learning funds the Cambridgeshinegion.
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3.3.Field Trial in Leningrad Region

3.3.1.Existing Information Societypolicy-making problemsn the Leningrad RegiofASIS
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 gfolicy-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 ciit 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 poliegaking cyle in the Leningrad Region Administration recently
changed significantly for the better, some shortcomings hinder the achievement of its high
efficiency. This policymaking cycle is depicted ibelow fgure and is described in more
detail indeliverableD1.1.

Reporting to Federal Decision maker Decisions
Government Governor/ =) onactions ) Procedure of
Government new
Programs,
II Co% ialﬂ Projects or
Analytical . glal . Normative Acts
reports N advisory bodies Proposals approval
Infogra hics Y Councils / :> on actions :> bp
grap el
Commissions /
ﬁ e Working groups

' Financing and
Analysis Citizens Imré)l]‘e;r:;?ir:)tr?gon

e-Participation,
C2G, B2G, other

Involvement tools U
Data Analysis Response

Monitoring an Reflection Socio-economic effects
Reporting Measured socio- resulting from the
- . : implementation of actions
Data acquisition <:| economic effects using <:| P
and storage selected indicators

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

As onecan see from the Figue existing regional policynaking problems are the resultaf
decisioamaking system, formeith previous years which failed to be modernized sufficiently

so far. Namely, lack of awareness among citizens about the statieeocioeconomic
situation in the region as well as the virtual absence of interaction between citizens and policy
makers (kown by dashed arrows in the Figieleads tothe aforementioned problemas

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 policiesimplementation currently haveery few tools to influence on the formation of

these policies. Despite the fact that in recent years there are more anthteoretbased
instruments forilateral interaction between citizens and business with the goverrarent
implemented this interactiondevelops slowly This situation leads to the fact that the
observed lack of control of Poliapjaking from the citizens and businesséde reduces
government accountability and it (the government) shows a tendency toosdyenandatory

and "comfortablefindicators that helg to prepare goodeporsto the federal government but

brings little benefit tdocal citizens and business.

Another problem ishe lack oflogical interdepartmentahtegration. Each agensgekdo use
their accustomedhdicatorsandnot interested in their comparison and harmonization with the
indicators used by other departmeantsregions This leads to a mismatch and redutiee
internal efficiency of governmernd their ineffectiveness in comparison with other regions
in Europe and the rest of thveorld.

As a result of all the above, in the Leningrad redi&e in many otherregions we had
instead of "normal” logic of building a thrivgninformation society (Figure)@listorted logic
of the information society as an endtself (Figure7).

| Goals i/""/brosperity-l”""\)
Ny, Safety A
Good N <~ Good = ~ Good .
“._Governance _~ “._ Economy -~ ~___Social protection
.‘/..-{ Better ,-""""'-éeﬁer:nev\}-""""'\_‘ ¢ " Betterhew ""-\”."'J'-Bet'ten'ne\e\"h"""~.I
‘. Data 7 “__ Procedures ~ "~ Communications . Skils -~
— 4 —— —4— A
07 Digital N T~ — o~ I
( Digital ) ( e-Procedures ) '\/ e-communications ) [ e-learning |

. Data

— I —x K
. . (626 )( g2z ) ( G2¢ )
Information Society —— ——w/
Instruments as a Tool P e rome

Figure 6: Information Society instruments as a tool
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Information Society Goals
Federal Law 210

Resolutions 1993, 1555,
451,111, 1184, 1092, ete.

Dlgltal e- Procedures
Data

WEB-Portals

e-communications e- Ieamlng

QOld Old style Lack of
e-Procedures Communications

Skills
Good Good Good
Governance ‘ Economy ’ Social protection
Socio-economic Brosoer
. rosperity
goals unachievable

Figure 7: Information Society instruments as a goal

Indeed, despite the formal introduction of the new scheme of peteking one could
observe that

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

- there isineffective implementation of government programs and projects aimed at
increasing the implementation and use of IT resources

- dissatisfadgbn of citizenswith the results and activities of the governmexists
- there is evidennability of citizens tanfluenceon the policymaking process

Nevertheless, the central government in Russiadw@entlyencouraged local administrations

to take initiatives to realise meaningful socieeconomic resultsaand involve citizens into
process of defining policy priorities and evaluating government performance. However, for
various reasons, theplementation of these initiatives has been laggard

3.3.2.Information Society policynaking in the Leningrad Region (Proposed TO_BE policy
making process)

The policy-making cycle depicted in Figurg looks optimal and only needo establish
mechanisms for providing citizens with the necessary information and anatgtits, and
engage them in dialogue with the policy makers.

It is extremely important toestablishsuch mechanisms to enable citizens to make an
independent evaluation of state plans, prospects and results of their impleméimtored

is forearmed)as well as to creatmissing mechanismasf citizens' influence on the staded
push them tahoose the righgoals andndicators to assess the degredhair achievement
andmostcritical factors affectinguchachievement.

Policy Compasss expectedd offertot he Leni ngrad Regi-makelsa ci t i :
novel platform with auser friendly graphal interface for analysing different indices in
comparison with multiple regions within the Russian Federation and around the world.
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The policy modebased ora fuzzy cognitive magFCM) is expected to allow the citizens
conduct impact analgs, which could show how much impact a policy initiative carake to
the local priorities and Information Society development

The following isanexample fuzzy cgnitive map (FCM) of the policy model for the proposed
Leningrad Region field trial.

Initiativel
(e-workflow
introduatin)

Spending on
economic
development

Goverr:jment
spending
0.4

Regional
GDP
. +0.6
Expenditure on
social protection
Q
Quality of life

Level of citizens
satisfaction with
the activities of
the authorities

Initiative 2
(number @
service)

Speed of public
services delivery

Initiative 3

(Penetration rats
ofbroadband

nets)

Level of public
services.
accessibility

Initiative
(ci t i-gkisn
improvement

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

Presently, peparation of itiatives and their idusion in the regional action programccurs
during their formal justificatiorby their authorswith adequate analytical suppdeppeared
recently) but without consulation with citizens Thatis the reason for the existing problems
with increased eftiency of implemented projects but ineffective goal setting and, as result,
low positive or even negative impacttbése projects

Introducing tools for open data extraction, analysis based on the use of FCM models,
visualization of results and their cetitive discussion will provide an opportunity to involve a
wide range of citizens to poliepaking processes, which should have a positive impact on
the correctness of goals prioritization, formation of optimal projects portfolio and selection of
appropride performance indicators.

Using these tools will allow citizens to better understand and articulate theiraeeddl as

to assess the ability of government initiatives to meet these .neleelsconsequence of this

will be thec i t i abibtynts cdmpae potentially possible with the actual performance of the
authorities and discussion thfese mismatchasany. These new capabilities will become an
instrument of skilled argument and pressure on the paiiaiersthat would force them to

also use of thee 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 whatlL#gingrad Regiorpriorities
should be inthe area of Information Society developmehs a starting pointhe following
metrics and examples of policy documents and data that are available will be considered:
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METRIC

Quality of life (need to purchase fc
exploitation but free for field trial

only)

LINKED POLICY

DOCUMENTS

1 Information Societyn the
Leningrad region 2032018

1 Regional Economic Strategy

1 Regional Administrative Reforn
Strategy

1 Department foinformatisation
and Communication Policy

DATA AVAILABLE

1 Administrative reform Portal:
http://ar.gov.ru/

1 United interagency informatien
statistical system:
http://fedstat.ru/indicators/start.do

Level of citizens satisfaction with
the activities of the authorities

1 Regional Social Strategy
1 Departmental Quality
Management Policies

1 Regular social surveys D@wo
years only: 2013 2014)

Government spending

1 Depatmentl Saving Resourceg
and Efficiency Improvement
Policies

1 Regional Budgetas a separate
document notnachinereadable,
only this year budget electronic by
previous one are hard copies)

9 Departmental Performance
Reports DB

Regional GDP

91 Regional Economa Strategy

9 Industrial development strategy
9 Agricultural Development
Strategy

9 Entrepreneurship Development
Strategy

1 Federal and Regional Strategy
for IT sector Development

1 Regional Budget

91 Reports of the responsible
committees

9 United interagency informati-
statistical system:
http://fedstat.ru/indicators/start.do

Spending on economic
development

1 Regional Economic Strategy

1 IndustrialDevelopment strategy
9 Agricultural Development
Strategy

91 Entrepreneurship Development
Strategy

9 Federal and Regional Strateg
for IT sector Development

1 Regional Budget
1 Reports of the responsible
committees

Expenditure on social protection

91 Regional Economic Strategy
1 Regional social policy

1 Committee on Social Policy
Activity Plan

1 Committee on Healthcare
Activity Plan

1 Regional Ridget

1 Reports of the responsible
committees

1 United interagency informatien
statistical system:
http://fedstat.ru/indicators/start.do

Speed of public services delivery

1 Information Society in the
Leningrad region 20132018

91 Regional Administrative Reforn
Strategy

91 Department for Informagation
and Communication Policy

1 Reports of the responsible
committees
9 Regular social surveys DB

Level of public services

1 Information Society in the

1 Reports of the responsible

accessibility Leningrad region 2032018 committees
1 Regional Administrative Reforn| 1 Regular social surveys DB
Strakgy (might be a problem on integrity)
9 Department for Informagation
and Communication Policy

Venues/ 1 Regional GIS

Facilities 1 Regional Administration

information

Historical Information

1 Adoption of new regulations

1 Unitedinteragency information
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1 Planned events (elections, statistical system:

publication of significant reports, | http://fedstat.ru/indicators/start.do
opening of large enterprises etc.) | {1 Information on the activities of
1 Unplanned significant events | the Ministry of Internal Affairs of
(recession, administrative change| the Russian Federation, which is
closing of large enterprises, actior| located in the network "Internet” i
of foreign states etc.) the form of open data:
http://mvd.iu/opendata/

1 Administrative reform Portal:
http://ar.gov.ru/

1 Federal and regional regulatory
databases

1 Results of the analysis of the
reaction to the events in social
networks

Table 4: Metrics and examples of policy documents and da those areavailable inthe Leningrad Region

Figure9 illustrates an examplef a simulation result that shasithe difference between the
planned reduction in the number of civil servants and the actual number of them. This
analysis presentsthe ineffetiveness 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.

Event: Adoption of the Concept of Administrative Reform. One of the main
components - Optimization of the number of civil servants

Event: Adoption of the State program "Civil Service Reform." One of the main
components - Optimization of the number of civil servants

Event: Order of the President of the RF to
reduce the number of civil servants by 10%

Event: Order of the President of the
Russian Federation to reduce the
number of civil servants by 20%

Event: Order of the President of the
Russian Federation to reduce the
number of civil servants by 20%

1994 | 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | 1998 {1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 { 2008 | 2009 | 2010}

Figure 9: Number of Civil Servants andNormative acts aimed at reducing their number
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3.3.3.Impact of proposed Policy Compass platfornbémingrad region

The main expected effects from the use of the Policy Compass should be attributed to
successful solution of the basic problems of formation andemgntation of policies in the

field of the Information Society development in the Leningrad Region, which have been
described abovereas follows:

- Increase in quality of analytical support of pohicyaking

- Change the management style in favour of mdtention 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 influghee
formation of regional policies.

In general, the use of Policy Compass will acceleratedéwelopment oinformation and
civil societygoalsin the Leningrad region.
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4. FIELD TRIAL REQUIREMENTS
4.1.Entry Criteria

The following are the different set of cmi@ that will be discussed prior to the kiokf
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 defin&izen 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 neitledesirable 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 Trialeiasure that all participants have the right
equipment, network connections and software, and that they alwot&rcorrectly. Correct
functioning of the service must be individually checked before the Field Trial begins. Failure
to pay sufficient attetion 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, rgpectively), 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 peérimubran

than ondall-backperiod should be defined.

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

Trial will be executedetweerproject montk 25-28 for at leastwo 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 contactsescribe 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 contacteave 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 halyst 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 manageris responsible for delivering the specification and execudfahe 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 Teams responsibledr defining the evaluation metrics, collecting
data during the trials and compiling the data for the evaluation score of the Policy
Compass.

- Field trial contacts

CambridgeshireRebeccaMorgan 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 purpgsethey should also have had
responsibility for the activities within WRwhich form the framework for running the
trials.

These functions include:

7 distribution and collection of questionnaires to/from policy makers for the
execution of task.4in WP4 and contributing to @.5

1 the access to the policy process data of the municipality

1 identification and selection of field trialisfse. endusers)

1 preparation and execution of training the field trialists

4.1.4.Pre-Field trial meetings / tests

What: Dates haveto be agreed between the Field Trial Manager and the Field Trial
participants for pré-ield-Trial meetings.

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

Why: PreField-Trial meetings are mostlyor 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 thdield 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 documenitll 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 givento 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 consideratiorewiibde

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 adntnaitve guidelines. Technical
training will allow the trialists to understand and familiarise themselves with how to use the
system and what to do in their evatgy life in order to participate in the policy making
processes. Administrative training wallow 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 pisisties 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 trraanager, user (citizens)
representative, field trial assessor)

- Field trial contacts

- Field trial Log Format and evaluation templates.

- Potential Field trial problems aridll-backstrategies

- Training (training events, content of training, selection of traine

- Considerations for test definitions

- Defined prefield trial tests and integration events

- Establishment of support trial hibhe

- Checking if field trial exit criteria are fulfilled

- Maintenance of the server and client software

- Support on all levels (hnician and administrative)

- The tracking of results and acceptance and obtaining feedbacks during execution to
perform online updates supporting useros

4.1.6.Evaluation requirements

What: Define an evaluation criteria catalogue and an evaluati@thod (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 evaluatioteds.

Why: Evaluation criteria have to be specified measuring the success of the developed
technology and the used applications. Measurements will be defined. Focrgabn the
evaluation method proves the relevance of the measlinese evaluatiomeasures 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 colletata 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 evaluatiethod, 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 aadoptability of the Policy Compass system and to create a
link between various issues related to technological and human evaluation criteriéirigr tes
the Policy Compass system.

It therefore outlines the key human and technical criteria that needincdrporated in the

design of the Policy Compass system and its functionality in order to allow the evaluation
process to ensure that the system meets bot|
agency) requirements in relation to participationpolicy 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
trial 6s pur pose, scope, dat es, $, aatea tando n s
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 L@ will be available odine 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 discugmogress, 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 problemsixargl rhajor 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 nobe 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 tr@a 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 beedefi
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 sysin 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 situatioisconditions which happen during the Field Trial (e.g. iliness

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 |NDICATORS FOR SCENARIOS IN THE UK AND RUSSIA
5.1.KPIs

5.1.1.TechnicalAssessment Factors

In the last years, there have been numerassessment 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 efork 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 supportdloperations involved.

I n the context of Policy Compass, the projec
than past attempts on the assessment of the supporting IT systems during the pilot operation,
keeping however the focal point of the asseent 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 statef-the-art in software development, the technical assessment of the
Policy Compass|ptform 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
ARSystems and s of Bystams eand esoftgyaren @uality i Reguirements and
Evaluaton (SQuaRE) Sy st em and software quality model ¢
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 assessdehthat

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 9128, and provides a new view on how software (#n software
platforms) should be assessed. In more detail, the ISO/IEC 25010:2011 defines as stated in its
official website:

1 A quality in use model composed of five characteristics (some of which are further
subdivided into sulcharacteristics) that rate to the outcome of interaction when a
product is used in a particular context of use. This system model is applicable to the
complete humagomputer system, including both computer systems in use and
software products in use.

1 A product quality model eoposed of eight characteristics (which are further
subdivided into sulzharacteristics) 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 documerit,t he characteristics defined
to all softwar e pr od thesttlsey aencdnsiderednp lbetalsora gsog st e r
match for assessing the Policy Compass platform.

However, since in Policy Copass 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 #Aproduct gual ity model 0o. The product
strucured set of characteristics (each of them including otheickatacteristic), which are

the following:

1 Functional suitability- The degree to which the product provides functions that meet
stated and implied needs when the product is used under speoif@itions.

! 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 functiongeveiaring 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 hich 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 authpezsohs 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 rom one hardware, software or other operational or usage
environment to another.

However, not all subharacteristics of the above mentioned core characteristics are applicable
for the Policy Compass platform. The following table showcases thehsubcteistics of
each category and indicated their relativity to the Policy Compass platform.

netional AR gy
- i
— 3 - -
Functional | | | _r Appropristeness | . __‘ 2 | ]
completeness Time behaviour Co-enistence [ recognizabiity Maturity L Confidentiality - Modulariy Adaptabidty
J \ J
(

Functional Resource B . ™ 0 ity {  avatabilits ‘ at |- . e lisbibty
cOfrectness Wtilization meroperability Learnabily valability ‘ Integrity eusablity Installabibty
G ) . J
Fucyons) Capacity {  Operabil { Fault toler, { Non cepud Analysabi { Replaceabitty
appropristeness Capacity | perability ault tokerance | Non repudiation nakysability weplaceabibty
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[ User error ‘
— ; — r -+ tablit - i
\ protection Recaverabdlity ‘ Accountablity Modfability
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User interface |
_“' ac'.:h;n:s —“ Authenticity L Testabiity
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= Accessibifty

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 suitabilit

Functional Degree to which the set of functions covers all NO Not a technical assessment iissue o
completeness specified tasks and user objectives. design phase
Functional System prowdg; the correct results with the nee NO Not critical to be tested during the project
correctness degree of precision.
Functional The functions facilitate the accomplishment NO Not a technical assessment issue of
appropriateness specified tasks and objectives. design phase
Performance efficiency
Response, processing times and throughput rates
Time behaviour system, when performing its functions, mg YES
reguirements.
The amounts and types of resources used K
Resouce utilization | system, when performing its functions, m¢ YES
reguirements.
Capacity The maximum I|m|'gs of a product or syste YES
parameter meet requirements.
Compatibility
Product can perfon its functions efficiently while
Co-existence sharing environment and resources with of] NO Not to be tested during the project
products.
A system can exchange information with otk
Interoperability systems and use the information that has 4 YES
exchanged.
Usability
Appropriateness Users can recognize whether a system is approp . Not a core technical assessment i
L . L Partially ;
recognisability for their needs, even before it is implemented. behavioural assessment
. System can be used to achieve specified goal . Not a technical assessment issue o
Learrability : Partially
learning to use the system. assessment
. System has attributes that make it easy to operate . Not a technical assessment issue o0
Operability Partially
control. assessment
User error . . . Not a technical assess men tncernsehbagouml
. System protects users against making errors. Partially
protection assessment
User interface User interface enables pleasing and satisfy Partially Not a technical assessment issue o0
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aesthetics interaction for the user. assessment
Accessibility Systemcan be_ used by peop!e_ with the widest ra YES
of characteristics and capabilities.
Reliability
Maturity System meets needs for reliability under nor YES
operation.
Availability System is operational and accessible when requ YES
for use.
Eaut tolerance System operates as intended despite the presen YES
hardware or software faults.
System can recover data affected andgs&blish the
Recoverability desired state of the system is case of an interruy YES
or a failure.
Security
Confidentiality System ensures that data are accessible only to YES
authorized to have access.
Integrity Syst_e.m _prevents unauthorized access to, YES
modification of, computer programs or data.
Actions or events can be proven tavke taken place
Nonrepudiation so that the events or actions cannot be repudi YES
later.
Accountability Qggt(;ns of an entity can be traced uniquely to YES
- The identity of a subject or resource can be prove Nota technical assessment issue of
Authenticity . NO .
be the one claimed. design phase
Maintainability
System is composed of components such tha
Modularity change to one component has minimal impact YES
other components.
Reusability An. a_sselcan be used in more than one system, @ YES
building other assets.
- Effectiveness and efficiency with which it is possil Not a technical assessment insnsaunlgtheo
Analysability . ; NO : . L
to assess the impact of an intended change. design phase and code authoring principles
System can be effectively and efficiently modifi
Modifiability without introducing defects or degrading existi YES

product quality.
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Effectiveness and efficiency with which testteria

Testability . YES Not a technical assessment i ssue o
can be established for a system. design phase and code authoring principles
Portability
System can effectively and efficiently be adapted
Adaptability different or evolving hardware, software or usg YES
environments.
Installability Eﬁectiveness ar)d efficiency with vyhich a system YES
e successfully installed and/or uninstalled.
Product can be replaced by another speci
Replaceability software prodct for the same purpose in the sa NO Not to be tested during the project

environment.

Table 5: Technical Characteristics,Sub characteristicsand Relevance to Policy Compass
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Based on the above presented table, which revealshvehniteria could be measured during the
Policy Compass operation, and based on the fact thdS@®EC 25010:2011 standard does not

define specific attributes (measuring ways) for each one afubeharacteristicshe following list

of indicators ha 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 noteduddd 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.

o : Mandatory/
Sub characteristics KPIs Calculation Type Optional
Average Latency (Total Response Time)/(No. of Requests) M
Time behaviour Throughput (Total No. of Kllobyt?s)/(TotaI Time of o
Operation)
Mean % CPU Utilisation (E (% CPU wutilisatio (6]
Mean Memory Usage (E (RAM Megabytes use O
probes)
Resource utilization Max. Memory Used No. of max Megabytes of RAM Memory o
recorded
Max. Processing Powg max % CPU utilisation recorded o
Used
Ability to expose service
with APIs YES/NO M
Ability to consume
Interoperability services through APIs YES/NO M
% Utilisation of Open
Standards for Dat (Open Standards Used)/(Total No. of Data M
Schemas Used)
Exchange
Accessibility \LAQSQG 2.0 Conformace None/A/AA/AAA M
Max. Concurrent  User No. of Max. Concurrent Users Recorded M
Supported
. . (Concurrent Users at any Instance)/(Total
Maturity Load Size Operation Time) (0]
Simultaneous Requests No. of Simultaneous Requests M
Requests per Second (No. of Requests)/(Total Time of Operation) M
% Monthly Availability 1- ((Downtown Tlme*Mlnutes)/(Month M
Availability Days*2460))
Error Rate (No. of Problematic Requests)/(Total Number M
Requests)
Number of  Software
pr_oblems _|dent|ed No. of Non Critical Software Errors M
without  affecting the
platform
Fault tolerance Number of Hardwarg
pr_oblems _|dent|f|ed No. of Non Critical Software Errors M
without  affecting  the|
platform
. (Total Recoering Time due to Software
Mean time to recover fron :
Issues)/(Total Software Issues resulting to M
software problems
Recoverability r.ecov_ery)
. (Total Recovering Time due to Hardware
Mean time to recover fron .
Issues)/(Total Hardware Issues resulting to M
hardware problems
recovery)
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Mandatory/

Sub characteristics KPIs Calculation Type Optional

Incidents of owership
Confidentiality changes and accessi No. of incidents recorded M
prohibited information

Incidents of authenticatio

Integrity ; No. of incidents recorded M
mechanism breaches
Nonrepudiation Log reports for activities (No. of Logs Report Categones)/(No. of all M
system operations)
Accountability Usemames included i YES/NO M
each log entry
Modularit % Modularity (excluding (No. of components that can operate M
Y backbone infrastructure) individually)/(Total number of components)
Reusabilit % of Reusable Aste (No. of assets that be reused as is)/(Total num M
y 0 of assets)
Modifiability % of Update Effectiveness (No. (.)f updates preformed without notici M
operational problems)/(No. of updates performe
Mean No. of Errors pel (No . of Tot al Errors M
Adantabilit Hardware Change Hardware Changes)
P y Mean No. of Errors pel ( No . of Errors reco M
Software Change Changes)
Mean Installation Duration (Total mlnute_s recorded for installation)/(Tot M
No. of Installations)
Installability % of Installation Errors (No. of Installation containing Errors)/ (Total N M
of Installations)
Mean No. of Errors pe| (No. of Total Errors recorded durin M

Installation Installations)/(Total No. of Installations)

Table 6: Technical KPIs selected for Policy Compass

5.1.2.BehaviouralAssessment Factors

In this section, statef-the-art key performance indicators for tholicy CompasdsProject are
developed, from a behavioural perspective. Hence, the related npaenice indexes refer to the
assessment of thidolicy Compasservices fromaneads er s6 Vvi ewpoi nt , and
regard to their acceptance of using the service and satisfaction from the service. As a result, we
draw from the statef-the-art literature for technology adoption and associated behavioural
evaluation. Several researchers have proposed indicators for evaluating user satisfaction with
innovative and/or new technolodpased services. Johnston (1995) compiled 18 determinants of
servicequai ty that have been used -sénoces)quaity, ensliglingn g e
availability, reliability, friendliness, functionality, access, aesthetics, etc. Parasuraala(il688)

have developed a widely ac c &pmeasdringrserdice Iqualitya me |
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 diemsions of website design, reliability, fulfilment, security,
responsiveness, personalization, information (accuracy, comprehensibility, etc.) and empathy (Li
and Suomi, 2009). SimilarlyZeithaml etal. (2001) have adopted the SERVQUAL model fer e
servicequality 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 informaysters researchers have applied
technology acceptance theories in order to evaluateer vi ces from a user 6s |
past three decades there have been numerous studies regarding ICT acceptance and numerou
information system (IS) acceptanstidies 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 (Tisom etal.,

1991), Motivation Model (Davis &tl., 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 thel Uhiiery of
Acceptance and Use of Technology (UTAUT), which was developédelnkatesh (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 empiricallpekdiyinumerous studies.
The UTAUT model integrates eight previously developed models and theories that relate to
technology acceptance and usenkatesh eal. (2003) observed that IT researchers had a choice
among a multitude of models and were confednio choose constructs across models or choose an
ideal model,thus ignoring the contribution from alternative onekherefore, the researchers
compared the eight dominant modtiat explain technology acceptance behaviour that have been
previously usedy researchers and scholausd 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 Taylor and Todd (1995)
Planned Behaviour models{TAM -TPB)

Model of PC Utilization (MPCU) Thomp®n, 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 Venkatesh et al., (2003)

(UTAUT)

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

Table 8 summarizes the core constructstltod UTAUT model andits root constructghat will be
adopted for evaluating Policy Compass platform respectively
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UTAUT

Definition

Root

Definition

Models

References

Constructs Constructs Derived From
Thg Qegree tg which a| Perceived The degre.e to wh!ch a person believes that using a particular system TAM (Davis, 1989, p.320)
individual believes thal Usefulness enhance his or her job performance.
using the system wil Extrinsic The perception that users will want to perform an activity because it is perg (Davis, Bagozzand
help him or her to attain L to be instrumental in achieving valued outcomes that are distinct from the a MM » bag
. . . Motivation . . . . Warshaw , 1992)
Performance | gains in job itself, such as improved job performance, pay or promotions.
Expectancy | performance(Venkatesh Jobfit Defined as perceived jobit and measures the extent to which iadividual MPCU (Thompson, Higgingnd
etal., p.447). believes that using a PC can enhance the performance of his or her job. Howell, 1991, p.129)
Relative . . L . . . (MooreandBerbasat,
Advantage The degree to which an innovation is perceived as being better than its precy DOl 1991, p.194)
Outcome_ Relates to the consequences of the behaviour. SCT (CompeaandHiggins,
Expectations 1995)
The degree of eas . . . . . (Davis, Bagozzand
associated with the us Perceived The degee to which a person believes that using a particular system would b TAM Warshaw, 1989; Davis,
Ease of Use | of effort.
Effort of the system 1989)
(Venkatesh et al., . The degree to which an innovation is perceived as relatively difficult to under| (Thonpson, Higginsand
Expectancy |, 440). Complexity | 214 use. MPCU Howell, 1991)
Ease of Use | The degree to which an innovation is perceived as being difficult to use. IDT (Mooreigg%enbasat,
The degree to which a) g pjective The personds perception that most| TRATPB, (Thompson, Higginand
individual perceives thal Norm should-or should notperform the behaviour in question. C-TAM-TPB Howell, 1991)
Social important others believ —— — — ; —
he or she lould use the The irdividual's internalization of the reference group's subjective culinck I
Influence . I S . (Thompson, Higginand
Social Factors| specific interpersonal agreements that the individual has made with othg MPCU
new system. o R Howell, 1991)
specific social situations.
Image The degree to whichusef an i nnovation i s per ( DT (Rogers, 1995; Moorand
9 status, in oneds soci al system. Benbasat, 1991)
_Thg _degree t(_) which a Percelyed Reflects perceptlon_s of internand exte_rr_1a|_ constramt_s on behavioand TPB, (TaylorandTodd, 1995:
individual believes tha] Behavioural encompasses seifficacy, resource facilitating conditiongnd technology .
I S et o C-TAM-TPB Ajzen, 1991)
Facilitating an organizational an{¢ Control facilitating conditions.
Conditions technical infrastructurg Facilitating Objective factors in the environment that observers agree make an act easy MPCU (Thompson, Higginand
exists to support use g Conditions including the provision of computer support. Howell, 1991)
the system. o The dgree to which an innovation is perceived as being consistent with ex (Rogers, 1995; Moorand
Compatibility : . IDT
values, needgndexperiences of potential adopters. Benbasat, 1991)
Behavioural o . . . . (Davis, Bagozzand
Intention A measure of the st r engspecifiedfbehaviordés i ntention to perf TRA, TAM Warshaw, 1989)

Table 8: Core Constructs and Root Constructs of UTAUT Model, relevant folPolicy CompassEvaluation
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Another dominant stream of research in the information systems$eahdology evaluation field
focuses on information systems (IS) success including several conceptual and empirical studies.
Among the several existingfudieson IS success (e.g. Bailey and Pearson, 1983; Ives and Olson,
1984)DeLone and Mcessanadel{l99asgairsed 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 bee!
disaussedcorrespondinglyby: Hussein eal., 2007; Hu etl., 2005; Gablest al, 2003; Molla and

Licker, 2001; Seddon, 199and; Seddon and Kiew, 1996). As Gabé al. (2003) note, the
development of IS success modealagh as the DeLone and McLean mpdiels 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_gn, 2009; Wangpipatworegg al.,2009).

The IS success taxonomy and its six success categories are based on a process model of informatior
systems (DeLone and McLean, 20@*Lone and McLean, 1992Additionally, strong cause and

effect relations existong 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 (DeLoaad McLean, 2002). The six major variables of the 18cass

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, usgisfaction, 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 theervices domain. Thexsmajor variables of the 2003 IS success model
are as following:

1. System qualitywhich measures the desired characteristics of-@ormemerce system. It
refers to the quality of usability, availability, reliability, adaptability, and response time
(e.g.,download time).

2. Information quality which measures the@ommerce content issues. The dimensions of this
variable are personalization, currency, relevance, reliability, completeness, easy to
understand and secured f or ngttamsactpresivia thar s e r

Internet).
3. Service qualitywhich is the"overall support delivered by the service provider; it applies
regardless of whether the support is del i’

new organizational unit or is outsoaed to an Internet service provide(DeLoneand
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 measuresucs t o mer s 0
should cover the entire experience cycle of customers from information retrieval through

purchase, payment, receipt, and senacsl,
6. Net benefits h a't

Hu etal. (2005) attempted to establish a suitable and systematic appraisal framework of public
sector eservices success based on the IS SuccesdglNdoesented by DeLone and McLean in 1992,

capture

t he fHbal

which is relevant to thBolicy Compas#®roject.

0 p-Commerce systemmf anda n

a n c eté of eCfomnterce
on customers, suppliers, employees, organizations, markets and even society as a whole.

The Bablebelowsummarizes the relevant KPIs for evaluatitalicy Compas®roject.

Reliability The dependability of system operation.
Flexibility The way the system adapts to changing demands of the
System Intearation The way the system allows data to be integrated f
Quality g various sources. (Wixom  and
Todd, 2005)
- The ease with which information can be accesseq
Accessibility
extracted from theystem.
T The degree to which the system offers timely responsg
Timeliness . ; .
requests for information or action.
Informaﬂon Completeness The degree to which the system provides all neces _
Quiality information. (Wixom  and
Todd, 2005)
Accuracy The userds perception that
Reliability Ability to perform the promised service dependably
: accurately.
Service (Parasuraman,
Quality = - — Zeithaml and
Responsiveness ?/r:/élll::grlrelf; t’:l)ngeggncﬁléséﬁcr;ersm provide prompt ability tg Berry, 1988)
(SERVQUAL P '
Scalg - — - - - -
Caring, individualized attention to firm provides
Empathy
customers.
The degree to which a person believes that a parti
Usefulness information system would enhance hisr her job
Information performance. (Davis, 1989)
Use
Ease of Use The degree to which a person believes Batcy Compasg
system would be free of effort.
User System A degree of favourableness with respect to the systenl (Wixom  and
Satisfaction | Satisfaction the mechanicsf interaction. Todd, 2005)

Table 9: Factors Relevant from IS Success Model Factors fdrolicy Compass PlatformEvaluation
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Integrated Model for Evaluating User Experiencé?oficy Compass

For the purpose of evaluatiniget user experience relatedRolicy Compassechnology and
services, the two noteworthy models (i.6TAUT and DelLone and McLean IS success
model) are integrated, based on theoretical evidences presented in the previous two sections
as depicted ifrigure 10 below.
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Figure 11: Integrated Model of UTAUT and IS Success Model

The integrated research model presentedFigure 10, at t empt s t o Amer ge
dimensions from IS Success model together with UTAUT model as antecedeanterition

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

The acceptance of tHeolicy Compass platforns defined through the behaviour intention to
use the associated senscd heproposedintegrated researcliamework consists ofleven
constructs; one dependent variable sarindependent variables. The dependent variable is
behaviour intention to usRolicy Compasservices, while the independent variables are: (i)
Information quality; (ii) Information satisfaction; (iii) System quality, (iv) System
satisfaction; (v) 8rvice quality; (vi) Service satisfaction;(vii) Social influence; (viii)
Performance expectancy; (ix) Effort expectarany; (x) Facilitating conditions.

Moreover, a keyarrierfor adopting Internebased 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 odeleaman
independent variable. For that purpose we adopt the reseaihesf and Hart (2006) who
identify the factors representing elements of a privacy calculus in-tenmerce domain.
Therefore, under the user satisfaction variables, we add tlane&ar of willingness to
provide personal information (as depictedrigure 11).
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Table 10, as below, provides information about the intended Information Privacy Construct,
relevant in the widelPolicy Compassontext the information has been adoptedbiyev and

Hart, 20069. Four constructs are identified as relevant: perceived Internet privacy risk,
Internet privacy concerns, Internet trust, and personal Internet interest (as services provided
by thePolicy Compasgroject are delivered over the Intethdable10 provides a definition

of each of these constructs.

Perceived risk related to the disclosure of personal informd

Perceived Internet submitted by the relent stakeholdén their specific context (ug

privacy risk cases), in general.
Willinaness t Internet privacy Concerns related to the personal information, submitted ove
gnessio | oncerns Internet by the respondent in particular.

provide personal
information to an
e-service

Trust beliefs rejecting condense that personal rinégion
Internet trust submitted to Policy Compass platformwill be handled
competently, reliably and safely.

Personal Internet Personal interest or cognitive attraction Rolicy Compass
interest platformoverriding privacy concerns.

Table 10: Information Privacy Construct relevant for Policy Compasqadopted by Dinev and Hart, 2006

Willingness ta
provide personal
information

Support i i Citizen’s
Quality " Satisfaction Social
v Influence

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

[ i
. i : !
' P : !
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Quality @ Expectancy Intention |
|

|

|
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|

System ® Effort
Quality Satisfaction Expectancy

Service @ Facilitating
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T
| Gender | | Age | |Experience

]

Figure 12 Integrated Model for Policy Compass Platform incorporating Trust

Summary of the Behavioural (User Centric) KPIs

Tablel11 presents a summary of generic user adoption and satisfaction related KPIs. The KPIs
were determined through a literatusiew and selected such as to be relevant inRtblkcy
Compasgontext.
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KPIs category

Performance Expectayc

KPls
Perceived Usefulness

Evaluation method
Survey after field trial

Extrinsic Motivation

Survey after field trial

Jobit

Survey after field trial

Relative Advantage

Survey after field trial

Outcome Expectations

Survey after field trial

Effort Expectancy

Perceived Ese 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

Facilitaing Conditions

Perceived Behavioural Control

Survey after field trial

Facilitating Conditions

Survey after field trial

Compatibility Survey after field trial
Reliability Survey after field trial
Flexibility Survey after field trial
System Quality 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
Tangibles Survey after fieldrial
Reliability Survey after field trial
Service Quality Responsiveness Survey after field trial
Assurance Survey after field trial
Empathy Survey after field trial
Information Use Usefulness Survey after field trial

WP4 1 Policy Compass Evaluation

Page47 of 99




FP7-612133i Policy Compass D4.17 Evaluation metricand requirements for Field Trials

Ease of Use Survey after field trial
Use Satisfaction System Satisfaction Survey after field trial
Perceived Internet privacy risk Survey after field trial
Willingness to providg Internet privacy concerns Survey after field trial
personal information tq
the eservice Internet trust Surveyatfter field trial
Personal Internet interest Survey after field trial

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

It is worth mentioning thasome of the behaoural KPIs (e.g. System qualitgan also be
measured from the systembs perspective base:
analysis would be performed at a later stéagepart of task 4.5: evaluate the field trials and

metrics data)o studythe relationship between the user perception of the policy compass
platform andits actual technical performance. This will be useful in ordeasgesfhiow the

user perceptiomight varyfrom the actual service provisi@t some instances
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6. CONCLUSIONS

This deliverablehaspresentd both the Cambridgeshire (UK) and LeningRRelgion (Russia
field trial backgroundind the scope of thmolicy decision makingcenarios to be tested in the
project. In addition, the report has in detail outlinedtdetncal and behaviourahetrics for
the evaluation of thBolicy Compass platform.

In terms of evaluation metricKPls have been drawimrom theexisting literature andelevant
constructs that are particularly important for diffusion and adoption of Intbasetd e
serviceshas been included alongith sociceconomic and information privadyctors that

may influencePolicy Compassplatform Moreover,KPIs havealsobeendrawn on practical
knowl edge, such as publ i c b oddiongeirgput fromexpertr t s
work package leaders and consortium partners was used to outline a list of functional,
technical, application, process and wsentred KPIs that need to be considered for ensuring
the successful implementation and functioninghef Policy Compass platform. These KPls
outlined in D41, will be thenused to evaluate the Policy Compass platform through the
remaining tasks (4-2.5) in this WPthrough focus groups and interviews with the relevant
stakeholders and consultatilead bythe Policy Compassgilot partners.
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8. APPENDICES

8.1. Aim of Cambridgeshire adult funding

The CLAS partnership process for iti&nng partnership priorities:

Annual meeting of partnership membership specifically to agree priorities (see chart below)
which would review the following:

T
T

Skills Funding Agency (SFA) funding requirements for Community Learning Trust
Fund budget
Partnership Aecon Plani see Appendix 1
o Evaluate plan and past levels of performance against outcomes
o Refer to up to date policy that affects the prograrmrag.: Public Health
reform Welfare reform, Digital inclusion etc.
0 Review existing priorities
o Discuss new priorigs (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)
CCC MIS performance data on engagent with specific target groups
Data on other provision
Data on impact of learning
Data on district needshealth profiles, demographic, migration, crime,
housing, empl oyment et cé
Impact
o Health, physical and mental
Social relationships
Independence é#f-esteem, seltonfidence, independent living skills)
Volunteering
Further training
Employment
0 Impact on organisations and local communities
Commissioned learner voice activity in each District through VSE partners
0 Survey results
o focus groups

O O oo

O O O0OO0O0o

Decisionsfrom above needs analysis are agreed by the partnership and incorporated in the
Partnership Action Plan. The priorities inform application process guidelines for future
fundingi www.calf.org.uki look at FAQs and gpication form.
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CLAS (Community Learning and
Skills) Partnership model

CLT Fund Partners report on
Allocated against learning funded
priorities i report to through other
partnership means

, pvd

Local working CLAS Partnership identifies priorities Voluntary Sector
groups adopt R for District provision through N partners collect
actions - reportto | consultation, research and partner Learner Voice
partnership experiences and develops action plan. through variety of
Reports to AL&S BOARD activities
Progression and Impact CL contract
Outcome Measurement Direct delivery and
strand through all Sub-contracted delivery
provision T Universal and
Targeted contract
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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:

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

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

1 devolving planning and accountability to neighbourhood/péesél, with local people involved in decisions about the learning
offer

f involving volunteers and Voluntary and Community Sector grou
growing selforganised learning groups, and encouragingleyeps to support informal learning in the workplace

9 supporting the wide use of online information and learning resources

1 minimising overheads, bureaucraarydadministration.

* http://www.bis.gov.uk/assets/biscore/furtiegtucationskills/docs/c/12625-communitylearningtrustpilots-prospectus.pdf page 7)

&

¢ RED - Investigate urgently missing target by some way

but not yet at or above target. Further action

z GREEN - Good performanceperforming at or above target. No action
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Aim 1 ( CLT fund prospectus)
Focus public funding on people who are disadvantaged and least likelyiegopget including in rural areas and people on low incomes with lo

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 ol Progress RAG
learners
Develop the Incorporate BISfi New Ch a|Lynsi Hayward | 201215 | Community Learning is CLT fund | G
Community aims and Ne w C h g Smith developed to meet loc{ transferred tg
Learning Trust objectives December 2011 needs. CLAS
Governance mode Keith Smith partnership
Into CLAS action| Cambridgeshire responsibility
plan Skills Strategy
Funding pane
Service Plan Aduli has met fac¢o
Learning and face or
CLAS Skills electronically
Partnerships morthly.
manage CLT Summary of
fund. decisions
published.
Understand the | Map funding of | FDC Strategic Keith Smith Feb Partnership membel Template being G
funding landscape Community plan 2013 understand the fundin compiled.
in Fenland Learning for Wisbech 2020 then landscape in the distric
Fenland consultation ongoing | so apply for funding tq Refer toCompact

Standing item on
agenda

Area partnership
plan

CCC Compact
funding grid

cover gaps.

Funding grid compilec
and available fo

Group
grid

funding

Template
completed.

Partners to sen
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consultation wher

developing bids.

to Sharon Smith
who will collate

before eacl

partnership

meeting.
Maximise funding | Update the Partnership Jaki Bradley June 13| Partnership agreement | Draft to
opportunities for | Partnership guidance place by Sept 2013 Partnership
Fenland guidance document meeting Summe)

document with
funding element

Arrange initial
meeting for
partners to
discuss

Apply for

funding
collaboratively as
opportunities
arise

Wisbech learning
Community action
plan

Chairs of network
groups

Keith Smith

ongoing

x amount of funding
awarded to collaborativ
projects

Term.

Funding Groupi

initial  meeting
held. TOR to gg
to CLAS meeting
3.7.13
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Allocate Develop targeted| Sub-contractor Richard Walpole| X amount of new Contracts issue{G
percentage of learner targeted learner | CWA learners on targete July 2012. CWA
SFA contractto | programme contract learner programme compiling plans
target learners for delivery.
Standing item on| CCC Guidance
agenda for targeted
learners x amount of learner
progress to  furtér
learning
Allocate Establish new CLT fund District Managers/ | July Fund open for First round ofl G
percentage of CLT Fund guidance applications. application
SFA contract to | processes www.calf.org.uk | Partnership 2012 agreed.
CLT fund Chairs/Lynsi Funding allocation
Agree funding HaywardSmith agreed. Allocations:
allocation for
Districts JB to provide collate¢ Cityi 60,000
information on impac
Standing item on for this fund. South - Cambsi
agenda 20,000
Providers to add an
significart impact herg East Cambs 1
please. 30,000
Huntsi 60,000
Fenland’ 70,000
18.4.13 Summary
reviewed at

Spring Term
CLAS meeting
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Extend fee paying| Message on valu( Vision staement | Keith Smith X Learners are willing t¢ Draft taken to] A
provision of community contribute to thg partnership
and use extra learning for investment in  thei
income to support| learners and future. Jan 13- Vision
targeted contract | stakeholders statement
included in
SFA funded Subcontractor partnership
Community core Community governance
Learning core | Learning contract document  ang
programme promotional
X | ribut material for the
Providers review | New Challenges | Richard Walpole! feeni?lcgranrgers COMBUE! partnership
programme to New Chances CWA '
include elements| Skills Strategy
of fee paying
provision as
appropriate
. X providers who have
Jaki Bradley added fee payin
provision to their
programme
Widen Initial meeting to | Agenda and noteg Jaki Bradley June Increased  access To be organise( A
participation bring 2013 learning from acros{ Summer term
through Development
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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
learning in rural areas.

CWA/CCC adult
learner
engagement aiy

in Chatteris
2.3.13. new
programme being
developed. Y,
learning
champions
engaged.

First Learning
network 5.7.13

Presentation fron|
Liz Stannard,
project Manager
Opportunities tg
use the  bug
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 cacheswertient
Wi den participation and transform peopl e @rundtanses,ieg.i es by suppd
- improved confidence and willingness to engage in learning
- acquisition of skills preparing people for training, employment oresaifloyment
- improved digital, financial literacy and/or communication skills
- parents/carersltete r equi pped to support and encourage their chil dr ¢
- improved/maintained health and/or social weding.

Objective Activity (How) Base document | Lead When Outcomes / impact o| Progress RAG
learners
(What)
Conduct annua Use local data tq Census data, CC{ All sectors | Annually | All available data Priorities reviewed A
needs analysis identify needs research grouj by May | collated to creatq 5/2/13.
data, organisatiol robust needs analys
data Ongoing | document
Standing item or Learner Advisory
CLAS agenda Keith Smith Annually work  canmissioned
by May | Provision is directeq Ferry Project
at known need. undertaking in
) o Fenland. GET grouj
Identify  priorities . compiling results.
annually for| Fenland priority]
additional funding document.
including CLT fund
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 cachéesvwertient

Wi den participation and transform peopl e @sundtanses,ieg.i es by suppd
- improved confidence and willingness to engage in learning
- acquisition of skills preparing people for training, employment oresalfloyment
- improved digital, financial literacy and/or communication skills
- parents/carerslieter equi pped to support and encourage their chil dr ¢
- improved/maintained health and/or social waeding.
Objective Activity (How) Base document | Lead When Outcomes / impact o| Progress RAG
learners
(What)
Develop processes { Upload coursg ALands service All providers | Ongoing | 100% providers us{ CCC contracteq A
communicate information  onto| plan Cambridgeshire.net | provision enteed by
messages abol Cambridgeshire.net bulk upload each term
community learning
to Termly Partner update forn
partners/stakeholdel S meetings and CLT provider
and learners Standing item 0 _ update form template
community learning
provision iS| CLT partners
_ accessible to learnery contracted to atten
\p/)\r/ggggg aft?or;i to End June CLAS partnerships o
Keith Smith | 2013 provide update
Information is
accessible to partne
Use _ and used for referral Cambridgeshire.gov
Cambridgeshire.go and informing| pages being redesigne
_ progression learners
Partnership page t
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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 cachéesvwertient
Wi den participation and transform peopl e @sundtanses,ieg.i es by suppd
- improved confidence and willingness to engage in learning
- acquisition of skills preparing people for training, employment oresalfloyment
- improved digital, financial literacy and/or communication skills
- parents/carersltete r equi pped to support and encourage their chil dr ¢
- improved/maintained health and/or social wading.

Objective Activity (How) Base document | Lead When Outcomes / impact o| Progress RAG
learners

(What)

store public Jaki Bradley

partnership

documents
Clear  progressiol Offer Information| CLT fund | NCS Ongoing | All  learners  have Information leaflet] A
information for| Advice and| progression form.| providers access to traine| ready for circulation
learners Guidance througt guidance advisors | Autumn Term

trained advisors CWA

All SOW to includ 2012

to include
progression CCi:ourse tai Progression iy Monitored at CLT
planning ocumentatio By July planned for in all projects ano
) 2013 provision. Learner{ Community Learning
All providers know their options fo
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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 cachéesvwertient
Wi den participation and transform peopl e &@iundtanses,ieg.i es by suppd
- improved confidence and willingness to engage in learning
- acquisition of skills preparing people for training, employment oresalfloyment
- improved digital, financial literacy and/or communication skills
- parents/carersltete r equi pped to support and encourage their chil dr ¢
- improved/maintained health and/or social wading.

Objective Activity (How) Base document | Lead When Outcomes / impact o| Progress RAG
learners
(What)
progression. provision
Provide training for
frontline staff using
CLT fund 5 no of people
trained.
NCS
providers Learners say they a
Provide given good referra
opportunities  fon Volunteer information.
volunteering Bureau?
Enable curriculunm Use needs analys| ALandS Service All partners | Jan 2014| Needs analysi{ Priorities published off A
planning to minimise and local networkg completed and use
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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 cachéesvwertient
Wi den participation and transform peopl e @sundtanses,ieg.i es by suppd
- improved confidence and willingness to engage in learning
- acquisition of skills preparing people for training, employment oresalfloyment
- improved digital, financial literacy and/or communication skills
- parents/carersltete r equi pped to support and encourage their chil dr ¢
- improved/maintained health and/or social wading.

Objective Activity (How) Base document | Lead When Outcomes / impact o| Progress RAG
learners
(What)
gaps andbverlaps in| to plan| Plan to inform annual www.calf.org.uk
provision and wider collaboratively planning
participation Task and Finish
groups actior May
plans 2013
Develop learnel
involvement
activities Learner voice is at th
Programme centre of provisior] Learner involvemen
ALands Leamer \janagers planning. strategy review
Involvement underway
Use existing Strategy
opportunities in I Learr|1e:c . OIadvisor)
local areas to widej ., . People in| panels funded.
participation Wisbech 2020 communities  have
Waterlees Words | All partners access to learnin 5.7.1:? Legrner survey
. opportunities completed.  Awaiting
REACH project PP analysis.

Chatteris  Adult
Learning Plan
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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 cachéesvwertient

Wi den participation and transform peopl e &@iundtanses,ieg.i es by suppd
- improved confidence and willingness to engage in learning
- acquisition of skills preparing people for training, employment oresalfloyment
- improved digital, financial literacy and/or communication skills
- parents/carersltete r equi pped to support and encourage their chil dr ¢
- improved/maintained health and/or social wading.

Objective Activity (How) Base document | Lead When Outcomes / impact o| Progress RAG
learners

(What)

Improve Initial meeting to| Fenland Diversity Keith Smith All Community | Meeting 18/4/13. Chail A

opportunities for| discuss and identify forum action plan Learning  provision of diversity forum

social renewa| actions. promdes and enable attending

through community, social cohesion

learning Groups sharing
objectives. To  bs
added to this pla
following meeting in
August 2013.
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Aim 3 (CLT fund prospectus)
Maximise the impact of community learning on theiaband economic welbeing of individuals, families and communities
Develop stronger communities, with more sifficient, connected and paztive citizens, leading to:
1 increased volunteering, civic engagement and social integration
1 reduced costs onelfare, health and arsiocial behaviour
1 increased online learning and seifjanised learning
7 the lives of our most troubled families being turned around.

Objective Activity (How) Base document | Lead When Outcomes / impact o| Progress RAG
learners
(What)
Develop model for | Investigate Making an impact | Jaki Bradley | Jan 2013| Standard model availab| Training 19/2/13 A
calculating impact | different models |1 the value of adul for providers. using NIACE
of community (NIACE , FLIF, learning. NIACE model.
learning on SROI and agree
individuals. method for impact
measurement.
Collect Cambridgeshire | All providers
Use above model t(¢ progression data | Skills strategy
produce impact CLT fund/targeteq
report for Fenland | learner
contract/core
contract/other Impact report complete
funded provision Annually | and available for futur¢ CLT projects
by end| planning piloting the
Measure impact | Fenland CLAS All partners | Oct model.
of the Partnership| Partnership Action
Plan
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Aim 3 (CLT fund prospectus)

Maximise the impact of community learning on theiaband economic welbeing of individuals, families and communities
Develop stronger communities, with more slfficient, connected and paxtive citizens, leading to:

1 increased volunteering, civic engagement and social integration
1 reduced costs onelfare, health and arsiocial behaviour

1 increased online learning and setbanised learning

1 the lives of our most troubled families being turned around.

Objective Activity (How) Base document | Lead When Outcomes / Progress RAG
learners
(What)
Annually Action plan
by end review 5/2/13
Oct
Meeting in August
2013 to completg
impact
information  and
set objectives fo
201314
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PROGRESS AGAINST PRIORITES
Priority Progress
GEOGRAPHICAL
1 Specific wards in WisbechWaterlees, Clarksorgtaithe 1 5 CLT projects approved in Whittlesey, Wisbech and Chatteris
1 Rurally isolated villages 1 Community Funding to Volunteer Centre, Fenland for Volunteer Project i
1 March East March East specifically and March generally until end 20lad, Wendy
1 Whittleseyi specific wards to be identified by Hetty Thorntg ~ Coles, Roddons
-FDC 1 Community Consultation taking place in Chatteris, Taster Event 1/3/13.
1 Chatteris- specific wards to be identified by Hetty Thornton| 1 Recruitment drive for new tutofsall Fenland but event in Chattefisl/3/13
FDC
LEARNERSO® NEEDS
1 Raise aspiration of learners to improve engagement with
learning opportunities
1 Access to local learning 1 Whittlesey Learner Voice projettlead Mick McMurrayi CPLT
 Access to information on learning in their local area I Chatteris public meetinglead Richard Walpole CWA
1 Increase Social Cohesion 1 All CLT projectsi see attached summary
9 Access to prgression
1 Learners from any area (outside above specified locations
with an evidenced need
SUBJECT
9 Business start up support 1 Community Funding to N\ES until 30/6/13- lead, Wendy Coles, Roddon
1 Unemployed 91 All about Youi lead Keith Smithi Ferry Project, Luminus
1 Functional Skills 1 Wisbech Literacy projedt 1:1 literacyi lead Chris SteverisWCDT
1 Community Conversations 1 Whittlesey Learner Voice projettlead Mick McMurrayi CPLT
1 Community Involvement 1 REACH Project lead &ki Bradley, CCC Adult Learning and Skills
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Introduction to Volunteering 1 REACH Project lead Jaki Bradley, CCC Adult Learning and Skills
Healthy Living 1 FDC proiecti lead Carl Suckling/Amy Wilson
Budgeting 1 Community Funding to CAB to provide outreach, debt counselling and

Confidence and isolation financial literacy in schools until1l307/2013 lead, Wendy Coles, Roddon
Access to English Language (ESOL) Confidence courséslead Chris SteverisNCDT

Family Support ESOL for Work i lead Keith Smith, Ferry Project Luminus

First Steps in Literacy lead Christine DadelLearning Works

Confidence coursdslead Chris SteverisVCDT

= =4 =4 -8 -8 9

= =4 -4 -9
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8.3. Current priorities defined for CAL fund

Geographicalpriorities
. Specificareasf the City: Arbury, Abbey, FenRoad
. Cambourne

L ear nneeds 0

. FunctionalSkills for peoplewith verylow skills in English,mathsandIT
. Emphasison progressiomwith identifiedroutes

. Acknowledgemenof smalllearningsteps

. Flexibility in deliverymodes

. Improvingemployerengagement

. IAG with afocusonretainingandprogressinggngagedearners

Targeted communities
. Economicallyvulnerablepeople(Debtproblems)
. Homelesghealthandwell-being)
. Olderpeople(digital exclusion/ healthandwell-beingpromotion)
. Peoplewith ill health
L Enablingto leada healthierife
L Linking with healthandwellbeingpartnershiputcomes
L Employersand supportstaffi understandingnentalill -health
L Hiddenlearnersd ati sfknméntalill -health
. Smallgroupsandorganisations
L Presentatioskills
L Volunteeringskills
L Confidencebuilding
L Intergenerationdkarning
. Speakerf otherlanguages
L ConversationaEnglish,supportingemployability,accesgo servicesandsocialactivities
. Travellers
L OnSmithyFenandBlackwellsFarmsites
L Confidenceébuilding, FunctionalSkills anddigital exclusion
. Unemployed
L Thoseatagreateristancerom the jobs market
L Returnto work programmes
L Linking upwhatis alreadyon offer andhelpingpeopleto accessupport
L Vulnerableparentsvantingto returnto work
.Women
L Level3 Study Skills for accesgo learningor work
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. Youngparents
L FunctionalSkills
L Supportingchildren
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8.4. CALF Proposal AssessmenGuidance andScorecard

Community Learning Trust Fund 2013-14

Guidance for assessment of applications

Rolesand Resporsibilities

1 To review and score funding applications against agreed priorities

1 Where a member of the group has a conflict of interest, they should declare their interest and withdray
from the decision making process for that application

Epanel members
1 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 pal decisions will be recorded.

= =4 4 -—a -

All applicants will be notified of the panel 0
Membership

Assessment Panel Members

Lynsi HaywardSmithHead of Service Adult LearnirendSkills

Roy Brown Chair East Cambs CLAS partnership

Tim Cracknell Chair CityandS Cambs CLAS Partnership
Keith Smith Chair Fenland CLAS partnership

Jaki Bradley District Manager Hunts and Fenland

Lynn Norris District Manager CityandS Cambs

Theresa Robinson Senior Accountant Adult LearnirendSkills

Epanel Members
Sue Anderson Burwell Print East

Yvonne Barr Cambridge CVS City andSouth
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Sarah Bye Richmond Fellowship HuntsandEast
Wendy Coles Roddens Housing Association Fenland
Mark Freeman Cambridge CVS City andSouth
David Goldirg CRC City
Joanne King Parkside Federation City

Penny Miller NHS City andSouth
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 andSouth
July 2013
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Community Learning Trust Fund 2013

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

Assessor
: Does the
Name of provider| project
N Forolect address
ame of projec the key
prioritie
s of the Community Learning Fund?
Clearly identifies the targeted groups by the district
Creates progression pathways towards fureming, volunteering or employment
The points below all relate in order to the application form
Is the summary clear and effectiv . .
: : . . Are the project aims clear
with evidence of innovation?
Do_es the appllcatlon_ show cle Is the intended impact on communiti
evidence of need, wth has beel o
and individuals clear?
researched?
Are the methods for outreach a Is there evidence of partner worki
promotion clear? and collaboration?
Are the arrangements defined f Does the provider identify how the
initial assessment andecording of will  signpost to (or provide]
progress and achievement of learne Additional Learner Support?
Does the application show how t
provider will signpost to (or provide Are the key isks identified?
Advice andGuidance?
Are the arrangements for safeguard Are the tutors appropriately qualified
of learners clear?
Does the project offer good value f
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money?

Declaration of interest. Yes/No.

I f O0yesd, please give brief details

Other comments.

Please include here your reasons for giving a score of less than 2 in any category abov
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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 yo
learners,communities and participating organisations. Impact describes what difference it made to th
wider outcomes eg: Learner A reported that the family's diets improved as they eat more fresh fruit anc
vegetables and less processed food. The evidence eeaghthrough 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 \
project to funders, decision makers and to improve the ongoing provision.

Wider outcomes are beming increasingly significant in measuring impact and in the commissioning of
services. This tool gives community learning providers a focused and consistent way of planning ar
capturing these outcomes. It is designed to be flexible to meet the aegdsrcumstances 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 us:
the tool. By building it intoour 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 ma
across a range of agendas and may supplement existing quality impnbaeraagements.

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 fdearners.

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 médtods/tools you will use to capture the evidence. You may have a preferred tg
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. (eegaLr ner sd comment s, | et
guestionnaires, parther comments etc).

8.6. Outcome categories (broad areas of change)

Healthi divided into physical and mental

Social relationships divided into family and other
Volunteering

Employment employability

Progression into further learning

Independencé divided into individual and group
Other
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A

Pl ease match your projectodos proposed out cbimes
will help us to collate and analyse evidence fiaeross the projects, and communicate a powerful message
about what the CLT Fund has achievddowever, 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 yoonC&t€ C
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 yourseMyh a t di fference do we
make? @ rWhoat di fference has it made?o0

Outcome category laHealth i physical
Possible wider outcomes

Increased/decreased physical stamina
Improved/deteriorated physical health
Better/less able to manage physical health
Improved/worsened diet
Increased/decrsad physical activity

= =4 -4 A 4

Outcome category 1bHealth i mental
Possible wider outcomes

Improved/deteriorated mental health
Improved/deteriorated mental w4lking
Reduced/increased anxiety and stress
Reduced/increased incidents of depression
Increased/decrsad involvement in positive activities
Less/more intervention from external agencies

=4 =4 4 4 45 2

Outcome category 2aSocial relationshipg family
Possible wider outcomes

1 Improved/deteriorated family relationships
1 Improvement/deterioration in family routine
1 Strenghened/weakened bond between family members

Outcome category 2bSocial relationshipg other
Possible wider outcomes

Feel more/less supported through increased positive relationships
Increased/decreased support through new positive relationships
Improveddeteriorated existing relationships

Increased/decreased contact with more diverse groups

= =4 4 =4

Outcome category B Volunteering
Possible wider outcomes

1 Increased/decreased interaction with community through volunteering
1 Increased selésteem through giving seething back to society by volunteering
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1 Gain skills for work through volunteering

N. B. Pl ease do not i Tni ctldusd e héeb edci of niee rae nvcoel u rhtae
to the individual that is important.

Outcome category 4Employment/emplgability
Possible wider outcomes

Increased/decreased job satisfaction

Gain new/lose jolvelated skills

Utilising/under utilising skills in the workplace

Improved/deteriorated workplace communications
Increased/decreased career opportunities

Increased/deelased productivity

Gain new/lose employment

Increased/decreased motivation and confidence to seek employment

= =4 4 -4 A4 -5 -5 4

Outcome category 5Progression into further learning
Possible wider outcomes

1 Newly engaged/disengaged with education and training
1 Moving/not mowng on to further education, training, volunteering and/or employment
1 Increased/decreased motivation and confidence to learn new skills

Outcome category 6 Independence
Possible wider outcomes

This includes the capacity for someone to act independamdlynake their own choices.
Outcomes in this category may include changes such as increasedtselh, taking control of life
and feeling included.

Increased/decreased personal responsibility for lifestyle

Increase/decrease in at risk behaviour

Increaseftlecreased ability to carry out dayday 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 sakisolation

Increased/decreased involvement in community life

Increased/decreased access to community facilities

Increase/decrease in communication skills

Increased/decreased sefiteem

l ncreased/ decreased confidence to take par
Increased/decreade sense of purpose toé

Developing a broader identity through new activity

Feeling more/less able to influence decismakers and make a difference

Increase/decrease in communication skills

1 Improved/worse financial capability

=4 =4 4 45 45 4 5 -5 42 -5 -5 -5 -5 -2 2
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1 Less/more involvement with thegiminal justice system

Outcome category 7Other
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 ogldacilities
Save/lose money

Increased/lessened digital inclusion
Improved partnership working

Staff gain new skills

More/less pleasant local environment
Less/more antsocial behaviour
Stronger/weaker links between different community groups
Improved/wase 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 stafbrale
Improved/worsened service to clients
Improved/worsened ways of working
Reduced/increased costs

=4 =4 4 -4 -4 4 5 5 4 5 -5 -5 -5 -8 -5 -5 -8 -5 -4 -4 9

Things to avoid

When defining the difference that you intend vy
wel |l beingé or odi nmprfoev,edd agsu atlihhetsye are too vague
exactly what aspect of wellbeing or life it is that you are aiming to change (e.g. diet, mental health or sel
esteem).

Also make sure that you are describing the change in a \aairtks it clearly to the learner, organisation,
et c. For exampl e, 6reduce crimebé is not an ou
justice systemb i s.

Expect the unexpected
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As your project progresses, it is likely that you wile some changes taking place that you did not predict
at the outset. If these unexpected or unintended changes are important, you will probably want
incorporate them into your impact measurement and report on them in your final report.

To assist you vith 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
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