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Abstract

These Guidelines’ purpose is to inspire and support the thinking and practice of evaluating a broad
range of (invited) citizen engagement processes conceived in support of the European
Commission’s, and other kindred institutions’, policy objectives and files. Equipping policy officers
with accessible tools for systematic evaluation of such processes is likely to encourage broader
interest towards an expanded adoption across policy files. These Guidelines offer practical steps to
applying a consistent framework in conceptualising, planning, contracting, and monitoring an
evaluation of a citizen engagement process. Additionally, the Guidelines offer practical advice on
how to make use of the evaluation findings in terms of informing a decision, prompting action, or
building new knowledge for policy.
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1 Introduction

“Every citizen shall have the right to participate in the democratic life
of the Union. Decisions shall be taken as openly and as closely as
possible to the citizen.”

Treaty of Lisbon, Article 8 A.3*

These Guidelines’ primary purpose is to inspire and support the evaluation of a broad range of
(invited) citizen engagement processes carried out in support of Commission’s policy objectives and
files. Providing accessible tools for systematic evaluation of such citizen engagement processes is
likely to sustain the implementation of quality processes across policy files. The Commission’s
Competence Centre on Participatory and Deliberative Democracy (CC-DEMOS) will support the rest
of the European Commission in evaluating citizen engagement exercises based on these Guidelines.

1.1 How we got here

These Guidelines emerged from a collaborative process involving Commission Policy Officers,
scholars and practitioners of both evaluation and citizen engagement, and build on a series of
conversations within the Community of Practice of the Competence Centre for Participatory and
Deliberative Democracy. The CC-DEMOS is continuously mobilising relevant experts and potential
future users in the development and updating of these Guidelines to ensure they meet extant
needs.

The Guidelines are conceived as a living document, which will be regularly reviewed and amended,
particularly as the Commission implements more citizen engagement activities; but it will also
benefit from the CC-DEMOS’s Community of Practice to ensure these Guidelines are always current
to the needs of the Commission and reflect established practices of evaluation.

1.2 Who should read and use these Guidelines?

The primary target for this document is Commission services which would be commissioning
evaluation, and who would be involved at any stage of planning, implementing or supervising a
citizen engagement process, or who would be commissioning the services needed to carry out such
a process, following the provisions of the Corporate Guidance on Citizen Engagement. It will further
support the development and strengthening of evaluation-related competencies within the
competence cluster on citizen engagement in the Commission’s Competence Framework for
policymakers and researchers.

! https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A12007L%2FTXT
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1.3 Limitations

The scope of application of these Guidelines is citizen engagement processes that represent a form
of “invited engagement” - i.e. citizens are brought together at the invitation of a (policy) authority,
and whose inputs — processed or direct — are intended to support a clearly communicated policy-
relevant objective. Other forms of citizen participation, such as spontaneous protests, civic activism,
or organised campaigning, do not fall within the scope of these Guidelines.



2 What is evaluation of a citizen engagement process and why do it?

2.1 Why evaluation??

The evaluation of citizen engagement in policymaking refers to an inquiry process aiming at a
critical and reflexive assessment of how citizen engagement processes delivered on the objectives
set by those who requested them and those who implemented them. A primary purpose is thus to
validate the quality of the process from a procedural point of view and fine-tune, in a reflexive way
subsequent citizen engagement exercises, including the political follow-up on the outputs at the
appropriate policy cycle stage. Although, many other impacts of citizen participation can occur, over
a longer term, evidence of follow-up might serve as initial indication of the overall impact one or
more citizen engagement processes have had.?

More specifically, evaluation of citizen engagement processes can be carried out to attain one or
more of the following broad objectives:

— Examine intrinsic and extrinsic quality of the citizen engagement process — such as: fairness,
representativeness, accountability, stakeholder and wider public reactions;

— Establish whether the citizen engagement process properly conveyed participants’ inputs (views,
recommendations, deliberations) into the decision-making process;

— Determine how citizen engagement made a difference to a given policy file or over a specific
policy issue;

— Draw lessons from the implementation of a process, expanding the knowledge base on citizen
engagement in policymaking;

— Discover new aspects of planning, implementing, and uptaking of citizen engagement within the
policy context.

Evaluations of citizen engagement processes are expected to produce insights useful within the
policy context where the process itself was conceived and implemented. In other words, their
primary domain of validity and credibility needs always be the context within which the evaluated
citizen engagement process was conceived and took place. It is unlikely that such evaluations
deliver widely generalisable results.

2 Evaluations are commissioned with a purpose to discover, analyse and direct future action, decision-making, and
organisational learning. An evaluation is typically mandated - i.e,, it is done because it is commissioned, and its scope
is pre-decided by the one commissioning it. A common frame of reference for evaluation at the Commission is the
Better Regulation Communication and its associated Toolbox, particularly tools 45-50 within its chapter 6, pp. 377-
439, These tools apply to the assessment of existing policies, programmes and legislation. Citizen engagement is
currently not part of its Toolbox, and is not in itself neither a policy, nor a programme. Therefore, in this sense, there
is no mandate for evaluation of citizen engagement processes.

3 This is only one possible way to look for impact of citizen engagement. The CC-DEMQOS is working on a dedicated study
on the range of possible impacts, their identification and elaboration.
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2.2 What “kind” of citizen engagement?

Citizen engagement in the policymaking context refers to the carefully planned, facilitated and
structured opportunities whereby citizens, upon invitation, come together to share, debate, co-create
and possibly deliberate on recommendations for new policies, on the revision or on the monitoring
of existing ones. These guidelines focus on processes where recommendations or other outputs
from a citizen engagement process in policymaking are crafted as a result of dialogue and
collaboration among the participants, targeting the formats and processes laid out in the the
Commission’s Corporate guidance on citizen engagement. It is now widely accepted that citizen
engagement can contribute to improve the quality of policymaking at different stages of the policy
cycle?, including problem identification, agenda setting, co-creation of recommendations and other
types of solutions to address the issues of concern.

Beyond formal legal and procedural commitments, however, citizen engagement attests to a
broader institutional aspiration to develop policies that are more accountable and resonate with
diverse citizens’ values and expectations about the issue of concern. By considering the proceedings
and outputs of participatory processes at the appropriate stage of the policymaking cycle, a policy
proposal would also be more likely to be contextually relevant, and better attuned to the needs of
those affected.

The JRC has three-decade-long history of designing and implementing innovative participatory
processes and has been regularly coaching and training other Commission services. DG COMM
has also longstanding experience on designing and implementing pan-EU Citizen Panels.

2.3 What frameworks have already been proposed?

The need to conduct evaluations of participatory processes has been acknowledged for at least a
few decades. Despite notable theoretical attempts to devise appropriate frameworks, practical
applications to date remain limited. One of the key challenges is how to affirm the kind of added
value a participatory process has had within the policy file and beyond. To meet this need, an
evaluation has to determine if a participatory exercise was effective or successful - in the absence,
however, of generally established criteria of what either efficient or successful participation is.
Therefore, understandings might differ on the meaning and scope of either of these categories
between engagement activities and formats, highlighting the importance of “grounding” the
evaluation to the underlying context in which the engagement activity was conceived and
implemented.

Over at least the past 20 years, mostly scholars have made several attempts to propose systematic
methodologies for the evaluation of participatory processes only to enumerate the substantive and
methodological challenges in doing so. Widely cited are the works of Rowe and Frewer (2000-
2008), who proposed a normative framework. While still commonly referenced, this framework has
also exhibited some shortcomings of normative approaches, namely in the imposition of a set of
generic criteria, whose application - while valid - does not account for contextual specificities.

4 Including the design, implementation and monitoring or evaluation stages.



https://cop-demos.jrc.ec.europa.eu/resources/corporate-guidance-citizen-engagement

A notable attempt for a comprehensive evaluation framework is the one produced by the OECD,
targeting representative deliberative processes.® The OECD framework offers minimum
foundational standards and criteria for the evaluation of such deliberative processes, and also
emphasise the importance of contextual factors and variables for a complete evaluation design.
Hence, the OECD Guidelines would have limited usability for other types of engagement exercises.
They are very helpful in guiding an evaluator in establishing a process’ compliance with key sets of
criteria that are collectively reflective of the process’ overall quality of implementation. As such,
they propose a set of “standards” for representative deliberative processes against which such
processes can be evaluated.

2.4 Why do we need guidelines for the Commission?

With Communication COM(2022) 404,° which followed the Conference on the Future of Europe, the
Commission has committed to participatory formats, such as pan-European panels or smaller
targeted exercises. Therefore, it now needs to put in place the processes and tools to encourage
good internal practice of citizen engagement. One such tool is the Corporate Guidance on Citizen
Engagement, but in order to ensure accountable and predictable processes, evaluation is necessary.
Indeed, there are several important reasons, which make these Guidelines both timely and
necessary:

— The Commission has been building its capacities and knowledge on deliberative and many other
participatory formats. However, corresponding capacities in evaluation are still nascent. There is
currently a shortage of reliable tools that can be used to reflect on the added value of
participatory processes, to ensure lessons are learnt, and new knowledge retained towards
bettering these processes. Evaluation is one such tool, which can help with new knowledge on
what works, how it works, whether it fulfils its promise, what it means for policymaking and what
lessons can be drawn for the future. Identifying the right contractual instrument to carry out such
evaluation may not be straightforward either.

— The provisions of existing frameworks for evaluation of citizen engagement do not fully meet the
needs of the Commission as they are either limited to a particular format of participation or are
designed to be applied within specific contexts — see above for the OECD example.

— Other frameworks tend to focus on procedural implementation, and so they focus on efficiency
and/or quality. While these are also objectives of the proposed evaluation guidelines, these
frameworks remain limited in terms of learning and reflection on the integration of citizen
engagement in policymaking.

10ccbfcb-en.htm.

& Accessible at https://commission.europa.eu/system/files/2022-06/communication 1.pdf.
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— Partially as a consequence of the above, such frameworks do not necessarily address the
subsequent use of evaluation findings. In the case of citizen engagement, institutional follow-up
on evaluation recommendations might provide the initial indication of impact.” It is therefore
important that a comprehensive framework also offer direction to how the evaluation findings
and conclusions could best be utilised.

7 Impact is not limited to how evaluation results are being considered by policy administrators. The JRC is conducting a
dedicated study on impact, which will complement the provisions of these Guidelines.



3 Evaluation Compass — a tool to guide evaluation scope

For a citizen engagement process, these Guidelines propose a set of criteria to consider in an
evaluation, grouped into five main categories, as defined here: Ecosystem, Project, Participants,
Process, and Outcome. The choice of specific criteria then directs the questions the evaluation will
be seeking answers to; for example, under the category Process “Transparency and integrity”
represents a criterion. While it is not strictly necessary for an evaluation to cover all of the criteria,
including criteria from each of the five categories in the evaluation design would be highly desirable
in order to ensure conclusions are authoritative and no valuable learnings are omitted.

Figure 1 sets out the “evaluation compass” to help orientate the scoping of the evaluation and
inform the evaluator in proposing an evaluation design. It depicts all proposed criteria by these
Guidelines grouped into the five categories.

Figure 1 Evaluation compass - criteria for evaluation across 5 categories: Ecosystem, Project, Participants,
Process, and Outcomes.

CRITERIA

Mandate &

Source: own graphic

The Compass is meant to help Commission users elaborate on the scope of the evaluation. As such,
its function is both to guide and inspire. All specific criteria are explained in Annex 1. Evaluation
Compass detailed, including key sample questions to be addressed in the evaluation. When
developing Technical Specifications for the evaluator, the list of chosen criteria for the evaluation to
consider must be included as a required minimum for the evaluation’s scope. The call for tender
should invite the evaluator to suggest additions to that list and explain how they’ll meet the
Technical Specifications’ requirements.

10



-J The Evaluation Compass does not prescribe methods - instead, the choice of methods should be
motivated by the evaluator in the evaluation design, and be included as part of their tender.

oo
11

Considering the five categories of criteria in the evaluation is the best way to ensure the
completeness of evaluative insights and to acknowledge the complexity of conceiving, promoting,
and organising a meaningful and impactful engagement process. It ensures the evaluation is carried
out in a way to deliver trustful conclusions as it “unpacks” the process while applying a complete
spectrum of analytical lenses. Finally, it attests to the Commission services’ own commitment to
pursue quality, integrity and impact in a transparent and responsible way for all those involved.

The Ecosystem category acknowledges that engagement processes are not happening in isolation
and cannot be seen as standalone activities. It directs the evaluator to consider factors that are
seemingly external to the engagement process, but are related to the ways the problem was
framed or evolved, and how mini-publics emerge and interact throughout the participatory activity.
It also promotes a more inward look into any “theories of change” among the organisers and how
they support making sense of the engagement process.

The Project category concerns matters related to the preparation, planning and implementation of
the specific participatory exercise, including the recruitment strategies used, the stakeholders
involved, or how efficiently set objectives were met.

The Participants category includes criteria that integrate the experience of the participating
citizens throughout the engagement process. It specifically considers how their agency was enabled,
and how their role evolved. It also considers the composition of the participants as a group and this
group’s dynamics throughout the process. Lastly, it addresses the ways in which participants
engage with the issues and with each other.

The Process category looks at procedural aspects that concern the interactions among participants
and other involved actors, as well as the unfolding of and connections between activities that
comprise the participatory process. It is concerned with various factors that influence the overall
quality of the process.

The Outcomes category comprises criteria that are focused on what the participatory process
achieved and delivered, including direct outputs such as recommendations, or more systemic ones
such as what new knowledge emerged and how it was taken up as organisational learning.

‘alm

J Evaluation conclusions need not remain bounded by these categories. Instead, evaluators should be
encouraged to look across their findings and stipulate causal relationships where possible, meta-
conclusions that integrate reflections across the categories, e.g., looking at how participants-relevant
dynamics influenced the application of the methodology; how project considerations may have impacted
the outcomes; how mandates and objectives correspond to uptake of results in policy; how models of
engagement may have influenced organisational learning; how mini-publics co-evolve with public spaces,
etc.

oo«
11l

11




4 Planning and contracting the evaluation

4.1 Evaluation plan

Evaluations of citizen engagement processes need to follow a clear plan detailing the scope,
timeframe and intended outcomes, which is to be used as foundation for the Commission-evaluator
relationship. While these Guidelines are non-specific to a particular evaluation project, the plan is
conceived as an operational document tailored to the evaluation exercise. An integrative part of the
evaluation plan is the methodological approach, listing also the kind and sources of data to be
collected, and how they will be processed to deliver on the set objectives. The evaluation plan must
include:

e Description of the general context within which the evaluation is commissioned; see Section
1 on context and purpose in Annex 3. Sample Technical Specifications.

e (Condensed description of the citizen engagement process that is subject to evaluation, with
clearly stated objectives as stipulated by the Service;

e All the activities that will be carried out by the evaluator, with a clear time schedule for
each activity, alongside the planned schedule for the engagement exercise;

e Details on managing the evaluation process, including important milestones and meetings
with the Service requesting the evaluation.

e Finally, the evaluation plan must detail the data sources to be consulted/processed, the
methods to be used, and the outputs for each activity (deliverables).

The evaluation plan should ideally reflect prior knowledge on participatory processes having gone,
or possibly going, wrong (e.g., poor participant recruitment strategies, putting in question the very
legitimacy of the participatory process), with respect to the agreed scope.

4.2 When to conduct the evaluation

Evaluations of citizen engagement processes should desirably take place alongside the engagement
process itself (mid-term or intermediate), or ex-post — after a process has ended. Deciding on
commissioning an evaluation should therefore happen as early as possible, and ideally at the same
time when the decision to organise citizen engagement for a given policy file has been made. An
intermediate evaluation may be especially useful to provide short-term corrective suggestions,
based on observation and analysis of the engagement process - for instance, from one major
activity or a milestone in the process to the next. Commonly, the findings of an intermediate
evaluation would be integrated into a final evaluation report upon the completion of the
engagement exercise.

4.3 Deciding what to evaluate

Evaluation exercises need to have a clearly defined scope. The scope reflects the reason of doing an
evaluation, as well as its timeframe and planned follow-up. The scope includes everything that is

12



being put under scrutiny during the evaluation, from a given starting point to a given end point (i.e.,
anything that happened outside of that time frame will not be considered by the evaluator).

By defining the scope of the evaluation, a Commission service acknowledges how the participatory
process under scrutiny integrates with the policy context. This then helps define the choice of what
needs to be evaluated. The evaluator would use this in elaborating the evaluation plan including the
strategies and methods to be applied to each evaluation criterion and their assessment. The chosen
time period positions the inquiry in relation to the time frame of the planning and implementation
of the participatory process. This does not apply only to the physical ability of the evaluator to be
present at the appropriate milestone, but rather to know the starting point and endpoint, which the
evaluation has to cover. The scope in any case should always include evaluation of any follow-up,
as well as the range of entities where this follow-up should be tracked.

alm

- J By defining the objectives of and criteria for the evaluation, the scope also implicitly predetermines
what the evaluation could achieve.

v
o
o

4.4 Choosing and working with an evaluator

Both intermediate and ex-post evaluations
would be best carried out by an external and
independent evaluator,® contracted under a

Tips for working with evaluators

suitable procurement instrument, such as a
Framework Contract.® Evaluations need to be
conducted in close cooperation between the
evaluator and the Commission service that
contracted them. The role of the evaluator -
i.e., the full scope of their presence,
responsibility and interactions throughout the
process — must be determined from the
beginning, preferably stated already in the
Technical Specifications used to award a
contract - see Annex 2. Contracting
evaluators on p.26.

Table 1 sets out the logic flow and how
responsibilities are distributed between the

Evaluators should be fully independent from
those who are tasked with the implementation of
the process in order to provide reliable and
impartial insights into the process and deliver
objectively on the tasks.

The role of the evaluators and their presence
throughout the implementation of the
participatory process should be clearly defined as
early as possible, i.e. while conceptualising the
participatory process.

Secure the evaluator no later than the start
of the participatory process, but without
involving them in the planning and preparations.
Treat the evaluator as a collaborator throughout
the process implementation.

Service and the external evaluator. These can be transferred to the Technical Specifications for the

8 While this document refers to an evaluator in the singular, it does not mean the evaluation to be performed by an
individual. Rather, the evaluator is a reference to an organisational entity, which appoints a team of experts in
evaluation to conduct one or more stages of the evaluative inquiry.

9 The Interinstitutional Multiple Framework Contracts for Impact Assessments, Evaluations and Related Studies and
Services in the Field of Communication, EC-COMM/2024/0P/0325, Lot 1, offers a suitable set of instruments to
conduct interim and ex-post evaluations of participatory processes. For any further information and to request
authorisation to use that contract, contact COMM-EVALUATION®ec.europa.eu (DG COMM D.1)..




contract with the evaluator, following the draft presented in Annex 3. Sample Technical
Specifications.

Table 1 Distribution of responsibilities between the evaluator and the requesting Commission Service

Description Responsible
Scope Determines what will be looked at for the evaluation, for what | The Service
purpose, and how it fits within the policy-making context.
Technical The Technical Specifications describe the scope of the The Service

Specifications

evaluation, the objectives, tasks and roles of the evaluator,
nature and schedule for exchanges between evaluator and
commissioning authority, required outputs, intended use.

Plan Explains how the evaluation will be carried out, considering Evaluator: to
the required scope, and details the evaluator’s proposal on a be approved
timeline and specific actions needed to meet the scope by the Service
requirements with a detailed description of all steps
comprising the evaluation. Can be used to monitor the
progress of the evaluation

Methods What the evaluator will use to perform the analytical activities | Evaluator
in the evaluation, following the plan and the design. Methods
would best be chosen by the evaluator, explaining this choice
in the design.

Sources At what the evaluator should look and whom to approach for | The Service, in
data. These can include prior reports and other documentary coordination
sources; relevant databases; officials and stakeholders to with the
approach for interviews, surveys, etc. The Technical evaluator
Specifications can state whether and when the evaluator
would have access to the participants in the engagement
process.

Schedule Details when each activity will be performed, in what The Service,
sequence, during the required timeframe for the evaluation. with input

from the
evaluator

Deliverables | What the evaluator hands over to the requesting Commission | Evaluator

Service, where the results of the evaluation are included.
Depending on how the evaluated engagement process
unfolds, there may be one or more interim reports that the
evaluator should produce before submitting a final synthesis
report with recommendations/reflections.

Use

What the requesting Commission Service as well as other
potentially interested parties, do with the evaluation results.

The Service

Source: Own work

4.5 Common problems and how to avoid them

The Evaluation Compass is a useful tool to help a Commission service conceptualise and direct the
evaluation of an invited participatory process. The criteria it represents are proposed so that
evaluations are carried out not as confirmatory exercises against pre-conceived (normative)

14



minimum standards, but are more exploratory and reflexive in nature to enable organisational
learning alongside its decision support function. Therefore, it is important for both the Commission
service and for the evaluators to recognise some common issues that are often encountered at
different stages of planning and implementing an engagement process:

Beware of the “deficit model”. The evaluator needs to be alert to deficit-model framings that
persist in narratives and communications about the citizen engagement process. It is not
uncommon that citizen engagement processes are set with a narrative of educating and acceptance
politics. This is known as the “deficit model”, whereby citizens are viewed as those who do not know
(enough) and have to be taught and, therefore, accept policies prepared for them. Another iteration
of the deficit model is seen when a participatory format as a means to induce change in behaviour.
Evaluations need to be sensitive to how well planned participatory processes demonstrate genuine
conviction on the part of the organisers in the capacity of citizens to “act”, that is, to address the
questions, to engage in collaboration and deliberation, and to produce meaningful, recognisable
outcomes.

Citizen engagement is not opinion surveying. The deficit model could be deeply ingrained,
often implicitly. This could be recognised if among the motivations to carry out an engagement
activity is to understand participants’ opinions. Opinions are held by individuals, and while they can
change as a result of interaction with others, they are situational. Participants do come to the
engagement activity with pre-held opinions, but any such activity should acknowledge the value of
participants’ contributions beyond opinionated reasoning. Citizen engagement provides for a richer
exchange informed by multiple, often contested, values, beliefs, attitudes, matters of concern, and
knowledge(s) held, that collectively drive reflection, interaction and dialogue, allowing for the
emergence of a collective - sometimes called a mini-public. Exchanges thus go beyond opinions
into co-production, co-creation, and mutual learning, and result in participants’ acquiring agency
over the problem and the shaping of relevant decisions. For evaluations is therefore important to
confirm not whether participants indeed changed their opinions, but how the engagement activity
created space for meaningful interaction, discussion, and deliberation.

Citizen engagement activities are meant to be inclusive, but cannot include everyone,
regardless of how sound process planning is. While an inherent objective of any engagement
activity is to include often ignored and under-represented positions and matters of concern,
inevitably the chosen participants are a very small sample compared to the group they allegedly
represent. Evaluators need to look at both what the criteria for inclusion are, and at how the
recruitment process used produced the sample from which participants were drawn. Recruitment
should be evaluated not just in terms of methodological rigour and how well it meets the stated
criteria, but also in terms of how well the recruitment criteria have been met by the chosen sample
and why they were chosen. Furthermore, evaluators need to look at strategies used to include the
most obvious underrepresented populations who often tend to be excluded from any public
discourse and action, as well as strategies to link mini-publics to the maxi-publics.

Citizen engagement is not stakeholder engagement. Evaluations need to be sensitive to
mislabelling of citizens as a stakeholder. Stakeholders have unique characteristics that citizens -
even when brought together through a participatory exercise — could not have. These concern the
pursuit of a shared interest, the availability of resources and typically clear authority/power
mechanisms. Stakeholders have formal ways of engaging with other peers, including decision-
makers and other empowered actors. Stakeholders may be present or involved in a specific capacity
during an engagement process - e.q., experts, institutional actors, relevant civil society
organisations. Evaluations should examine the roles and influences of such stakeholders and ensure
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they are not overly present or overshadowing the participatory process or its outputs. Sometimes
evaluation would need to look deeper into how mini-publics interact with stakeholders and other
actors, and how certain stakeholders and interests may have influenced the overall context, in
which the engagement activity takes place.

Citizen engagement should not be used to reinforce dominant frameworks or problem
framings. Evaluators should note in case an engagement process appears to seek to “assimilate”
the participants into a pursuit of public acceptance and legitimation of new policies or technologies.
They should closely examine the stated objectives of the engagement process, and situate them
within the broader context of the organisation’s purpose. If the overarching goal is too broad (e.q.
“earn citizens’ trust”), it risks shaping engagement practices while overshadowing more concrete
aims. Then evaluations should look at how closely (engagement) process and outcomes correspond
to initial objectives and expectations to emphasise learnings on framing and theories of change.
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5 Final remarks

Citizen engagement in policymaking is gaining traction but is still a relatively new way of
complementing representative democracy. Therefore, there are ample opportunities to learn not
only in terms of concrete methodological approaches and tools, but more importantly on how such
engagement transforms policymaking itself. These guidelines try to address this important gap by
promoting evaluation of engagement processes as an approach to learning and improvement, as
well as strengthening the evidence base behind citizen engagement in Commission-led policy files.

These Guidelines are intended to be used in all methods that are described in the Corporate
Guidance of Citizen Engagement. The CC-DEMOS can both advise on evaluation and review already
conducted evaluations (i.e. carry out meta-evaluation). Such reviews could help with revisions of
these Guidelines, and will mostly serve to inform continued learning on how different processes,
based on different methods, have contributed to different policy files. Furthermore, such
evaluations would be valuable sources for the expansion of CC-DEMQOS’ already mature training
offer with evaluation-focused content: encouraging the use of such evaluations, demonstrating how
evaluations could help support decisions informed (or inspired) by outputs of citizen engagement
processes, and better recognising and curating emergent knowledge on enabling citizens’ agency
throughout the policy cycle.
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Annexes

Annex 1. Evaluation Compass detailed

Category

Ecosystem

Criterion

Mini-publics

Accounts for how the participants
converge into a mini-public around

the issues addressed by the
participatory process. Particularly

relevant for deliberative processes.

Models of engagement

Directs attention to the
institutional choices and
repertoires for making sense of
participation and deliberation

Relevance to other activities

Ensures that the evaluation
considers the broader context and
does not look at the participatory
processes as an (ad hoc) isolated
phenomenon or an event.

Science-policy-society
relations

Points to culturally ingrained ideas
about the policymaking process,
particularly on issues where
science and policy have not fully
addressed ambiguities, are
hindered by high stakes or
conflicting values.

Spaces of engagement

Addresses the
emergence/evolution of public and
civic space alongside the
engagement process. Looks at the
convergence between location,
situatedness and democracy.

Key questions for evaluation

How do (mini) publics emerge around the un-
derlying issues (e.g. technoscientific perspec-
tives) during the engagement process?

Are there any trade-offs (e.g. any controversies
over who may be negatively affected in the
course of policy-making)?

What divisions emerge and how are they being
recognised and validated in the process?

What kind of engagement is endorsed by the
organising institution?

What are the (implicit) ideas guiding the design
and conduct of engagement processes and
what are the objectives and (defined and im-
agined) purposes of engagement?

What are the organisers’ programme theories
and theories of change? Are they explicit or im-
plicit?

What (other) citizen engagement has been
happening on the same issue?

What are the dominant perceptions on the is-
sue? Who are the “champions” of the issue?

What other activities and actors have affected
the issue and its framings?

How was the engagement process framed in
regards to the policy issue?

How was the engagement process relevant to
and situated in regards to the existing scien-
tific debate on the issue?

What are the persistent societal narratives
around the issue, and have they affected the
engagement process (in terms of motivation,
framing, timeliness, relevance, urgency)?

Where were participants invited to meet and why? Does
that space have any symbolic value, and if so, is that
value known by the participants?

Who are the “owners” of the space where the engage-
ment process took place? Has this “ownership” changed
with the process?

How do people traverse this space on a daily basis, if at
all?

How has the public value of the space evolved with the
activities that took place?

How did the engagement correspond to the activities
that traditionally happen within this space?

Did the space exist as such before the engagement, or
did it emerge spontaneously with the activities?




Category Criterion Key questions for evaluation

. Could the same space be used again for another pro-
cess?




Category Criterion Key questions for evaluation




Category

Criterion

Key questions for evaluation

Process

Accountability

Concerns the existence of lines
of delegation and formalised
commitments by owners and
sponsors. Relevant to process
quality with particular regard to
matters of empowerment and
equality.

Do parties involved know who and why
organises the engagement activity?

Are participants aware of how their in-
put will be used, by whom, and for what
purpose?

Are roles of parties involved clear and
followed?

Are commitments by the organisers re-
garding the process and the use of its
outputs realistic and clearly stated?

Duration, repetition &
timing

Crucial for deliberative and
knowledge co-production
engagement activities
throughout all phases of the
policy cycle. Useful in assessing
if an adequate amount of time
was allocated to an activity and
therefore can be used as an
indicator for the quality and
soundness of the process
design.

How exactly does the engagement activ-
ity relate to a policy file?

Are there several instances of this activ-
ity, clearly demarcated?

How often does a group of participants
meet for discussion and debate?

Material settings

Staying sensitive to those
makes visible the material
relations of engagement
activities. This can be, for
example, sensors used for
measuring air quality in
crowdsourcing activities,
interfaces with which citizens
interact (and the ways in which
they enable or restrict action),
or even the material settings of
engagement events.

What are the objects through which en-
gagement is mediated?

How do they enable or restrict action
and agency?

What are the implicit models of engage-
ment inscribed in or expressed through
the material set-up of engagement ac-
tivities?

Transparency and integrity

Speaks to an assessment of
prevalent power relations. It is
mainly about the availability of
information and the degree to
which it is openly shared with
participants.

What was the framing of the issue? How has
the framing evolved throughout the process?

Were participants presented with all availa-
ble information?

Was this information clear of any bias, and
were existing positions clearly explained?

Have there been issues of concern, conflict,
disagreement, and how were they handled?

Were participants informed of why they are
being engaged and how they were selected?
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Criterion

Capacities and awareness

Assessment on the level of
organisational culture, with a focus on
the outlook for longer-term impacts
and shifts in institutional
configurations.

Follow-up and participant
care

Addresses the sustainability of
engagement activities and allows
to assess how the relationships
with participants are developed
and maintained. This is
particularly relevant for
deliberative approaches.

Information about outcomes

Looks at how the results of the
participatory process (both
outputs and outcomes) are being
recognised and considered by
relevant actors, and at whether
and how such results affect the
policy cycle.

Organisational learning

Assessing change in
intraorganisational problem
framings, discourses, agendas, or
any other political dimension of
relevance, and how these fit in,
or inspired, any structures,
resources, and competences for
curating the knowledge that is
produced through evaluations.
This can also be the scope for
meta-evaluation of such
processes.

Uptake of outcomes by policy

Participants need to be informed
about planned uptake of the
outcomes and when there is no
pre-existing plan for some form
of policy uptake and thus no
formal commitment from
policymakers.

Key questions for evaluation

What new mechanisms or procedures have been
put in place for better engagement process plan-
ning and management?

Have relevant competences been in higher de-
mand, and by whom?

Have existing organisational policies/guidelines
been updated?

How are participants involved in uptake (i.e., any
process follow-up)?

What procedures are in place to follow-up with
participants on the status of their input? At what
intervals? Have any new mechanisms been put in
place as a result of the need to follow-up?

What are participants’ views after a given period
of time after the end of the process? Has some-
thing changed? Have they needed more follow-
up? Were they responsive to any follow-up?

Do the results speak of a particular group only, or
of a larger population?

Is there a mechanism that makes the results
binding in some way or are policymakers com-
pletely free to use the results as they see fit (in-
cluding ignoring them)?

At what stage of the policy cycle would the re-
sults be most fitting?

How have the results of the engagement process
changed views (of organisers, stakeholders, par-
ticipants) on the issue? Has the policy agenda
been affected?

What learning goals did the organisation set for
the participatory process? Which were met and
which weren’t?

What shifts in organisational culture can be de-
tected and attributed to the engagement pro-
cess?

How do existing organisational structures “learn”
from the engagement process? What are barriers
to and muiltipliers of such learning?

Which outcomes were “surprising” to the organi-
sation and why? Which were “disappointing” and
why?

What would the organisation want to do differ-
ently for another process?

What commitment exists on behalf of the
Commissioning Authority regarding the outputs
of the participatory process? Are participants
aware of it?

Which outcomes were considered and which were
not? Why?




Annex 2. Contracting evaluators

Table 2 sets out concisely the steps to take in order to prepare for, contract, and follow-up on
evaluation services. Note that the steps outlined below are compatible with the structure of the
Technical Specifications template provided in Annex 3.

Table 2 Steps to planning, contracting and overseeing an evaluation

Conceptualising

Define the purpose for doing the evaluation — why should a participatory
process be evaluated? What decisions would it help inform? What actions
would it support? What is to be learned?

Decide on the scope - refer to the Evaluation Compass in determining what
the evaluation should focus on. Define the key questions that the
evaluation should answer.

Confirm the start and the end of the evaluation inquiry, also in relation to
the participatory process subject to evaluation. An interim evaluation
(taking place alongside the evaluated participatory process) would require a
different design than an ex-post evaluation (conducted after a process has
ended).

Confirm internally the desired use of the evaluation’s findings and
determine which other Commission Services may benefit from these
findings.

Preparing

Identify which procurement instrument provides evaluation services.

Confirm with the Service in charge of the procurement instrument its
availability and compatibility with the requested services.

Determine a schedule for the evaluation.

Contracting

In collaboration with the Service in charge of the chosen procurement
instrument, organise a procurement procedure. In the Technical
Specification describe the context for evaluation, the specific objects for
evaluation, and the key questions the evaluation has to address. A more
detailed template is available as Annex 3 of these Guidelines.

Define milestones such as the submission of an evaluation plan (the steps
the evaluator fill follow to fulfil the service request) and the conditions for
its approval, as well as the presentation of an evaluation design (what
methodologies will be used by the evaluator to deliver on the request). A
proposal for both an evaluation plan and an evaluation design should be
required as part of the contractor’s bid, and should be considered in the
evaluation of the award criteria.

Define the conditions for review and adaption of the evaluation design,
including proposed methodologies, as well as the expected role of the
evaluator — e.g. the degree of autonomy, the access to participants’ data,
available sources of data, and any restrictions on access to data or data
sources.

Evaluate submitted bids and choose the contractor.

Monitoring

Regularly interact with the evaluator to receive updates on the progress of
the evaluation. Confirm chosen methods are being used as proposed in the
evaluation design.
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Encourage the evaluator to share any findings as early as possible to
determine change in needs or adjust the methods used and the available
data sources.

Engage with the evaluator at reqgular intervals to review the evaluation
process, and consider adjustments, adaptations, and any lessons learned.

Confirm evaluator has access to all necessary data sources.

Closing Acceptance of evaluation findings as deliverables.

Follow-up Review and reflect upon evaluation findings to determine their usability.

Determine how evaluation findings match the preconceived uses for the
evaluation. Confirm any action steps.

Confirm accessibility for evaluation reports and share evaluation findings
with those who may benefit from them, e.qg. other Services.

Consider including evaluation reports in appropriate knowledge repositories,
so they can be used to help expand the knowledge bases on citizen
engagement processes.

Source: Own work

Below are further helpful considerations in preparing Technical Specifications and for managing an
evaluation of a citizen engagement process, with additional suggestions in the example template in
Annex 3. Sample Technical Specifications:

Treat the evaluator as a collaborator. While the evaluator should be independent and not
have a stake in the process or outcomes of the evaluation, they still need to be aware of all
relevant actors who may have a “stake” throughout the participatory process itself. They will need
to reach out to such actors and account for their perspectives, contributions, interests and
positions. The assistance and mediation of the interested Commission service would be
indispensable in this way, and will contribute to the completeness of the evaluation.

Aim to ensure the evaluator’s presence from as early in the citizen engagement process
as possible. An evaluation would be more beneficial if the evaluator could incorporate reflections
based on direct observation over how the process unfolds - both over time and on the spot -
than if it is conducted purely ex-post relying, for example, on available reports describing the
process and its outcomes. An evaluator's direct access to the unfolding process and to the
participants and the other involved actors would be essential.

Include organisational learning objectives as part of an evaluation’s mandate. Limiting
the scope of the evaluation to be a confirmatory exercise or framing it as scrutiny into “what
went wrong”, risks preventing the evaluation from delivering more insightful conclusions,
including its potential to enhance organisational learning over time. Evaluations can encourage
reflection and build new knowledge on how an engagement process has worked, enabling learning
from both the process’ successes and shortcomings in an open, transparent and constructive way.

Communicate to the evaluators expectations for the use of the evaluation findings and
conclusions, and require that evaluators translate them into policy-oriented recommendations.
Evaluators can tailor their recommendations to account for such expectations in order to help the
Commissioning authority advance with the policy uptake of the engagement process’ outcomes.
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— Encourage innovative evaluation designs putting forward new metrics, queries and
wider inputs. As citizen engagement is an evolving field, with budding innovations in methods,
framings, possible outcomes and their take-up, evaluations should acknowledge and remain open
to broadening their designs to reflect such possible variation. It is reasonable to expect that a
single evaluation design can hardly be reused across different evaluation mandates. Instead,
evaluators should be asked to purposefully identify and highlight novelties.

— If evaluation results would be shared publicly, adopt strategies for their promotion and
dissemination, including through updated training/learning offers, open debates and exchange
among interested audiences. Feedback from wider audiences would help inform continued
development of these guidelines, and would strengthen organisational learning opportunities.
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Annex 3. Sample Technical Specifications

This is a generic template modelled after an existing framework contract for evaluation. It contains
a partial outline of Technical Specifications (TS) for procured services for the evaluation of citizen
engagement. Its aim is to facilitate the inclusion of the principles and advice presented in these
Guidelines when such services are to be procured by an interested Commission service. In all cases,
the Commission service has to confirm the availability of a framework contract (FWC) and ensure
the final TS match the template and any additional requirements of the chosen FWC. Users of this
template are advised to use this template as a reference in preparing the actual template within
the FWC of their choice. In case of discrepancy between the structure laid out here and the
respective TS template, the former should be considered with priority. Note that neither prices, nor
award criteria are offered herein, as those are usually defined at the FWC level.

Text in italics is meant as guidance, and is not to be included in the actual TS.

1 Purpose
1.1 Context

Please describe the context of the evaluation here. This should outline the reasons behind the
assignment, as well as providing a description of the CE process to be evaluated, including all
constitutive activities. You can add in Annexes any official documents related to that process,
making sure any sensitive data concerning individuals or other contractors are not revealed, or
appropriate contractual clauses exist regarding the handling and safeguarding of such sensitive
data should they be deemed necessary for the performance of the evaluation contract.

1.2 Aim and Scope

Please describe the aim(s) and the scope of the evaluation here. The scope of the evaluation is
everything that is subject to the assessment. It is defined in reference to the participatory process, in
terms of various dimensions such as the period under consideration, the regulatory framework when
relevant, the territory concerned, the part of a policy file or a programme etc.

This section could additionally include a reference to section 4.5 of these Guidelines. By including
such explicit mention in reference to the evaluation objectives, the contractor would need to
demonstrate that possible “pitfalls” are considered by the evaluation.

1.3 End user of the evaluation

Please describe here how the results of the evaluation will be used, for example, for further
improvement of citizen engagement processes, as a report to the European Parliament or another
institution, to inform a specific course of action, to contribute input to a policy file, etc.

2 Tasks to be performed by the contractor

In order to address the work to be performed, the evaluators will provide recommendations, based
on sound, evidence-based analysis, to the evaluation questions below.
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When answering each evaluation question, and on the basis of the judgment criteria for each of
them, the evaluators will:

e produce conclusions on the current conditions, situation, or context;
e provide precise, practical recommendations for future work and activities;

e summarise their findings per each category of criteria in the Evaluation compass, as well as
any established links made apparent during the evaluation.

2.1 Tasks in general

Example (adjust or amend to address specific needs):

e Propose a detailed methodology to carry out the tasks needed to achieve the requested
results;

e Reconstruct the logic of the citizen engagement process, with a view of its integration
into the relevant policy file(s);

e Conduct research and collect additional primary and secondary data to fill information
gaps; in order to do this task the contractor may conduct interviews, organise polls,
surveys, focus groups, etc. — either on-site or online;

e Provide the datasets collected during the evaluation exercise that might be of use for the
future;

e Answer evaluation questions concerning the activities comprising the citizen engagement
process, focusing particularly on the novelty, effectiveness, and coherence of the selected
activities;

e Draw conclusions and recommendations for each assessment criterion;

e Delivery of an evaluation report that will include a sound analysis of the activities
foreseen, conclusions and recommendations.

2.2 Evaluation questions

You may wish to use the structure below for the evaluation questions. You should formulate your
guestions, add comments where you explain all the elements that you would need to have in the
answer to the question. You can suggest some criteria, indicators and tools, basing on the
Evaluation Compass, or impending knowledge needs. It is useful to include a criterion, an indicator, a
tool that you would want to use for the purpose of evaluation, as well as to ask the evaluators to
elaborate further in the offer. Consult Annex 4. Sample questions.

The evaluators may propose additional evaluation questions / judgement criteria and indicators
which they find appropriate. These can further be fine-tuned and made precise at the inception
meeting with the winning contractor:

e What aspects of intrinsic and extrinsic quality did the citizen engagement process
demonstrate (e.qg.: fairness, representativeness, accountability, stakeholder and wider public
reactions)?;
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¢ How did the citizen engagement process (managed to) convey the participants’ inputs
(views, attitudes, deliberations) into the decision-making process (or policy cycle)? What
considerations for the future have emerged?

e How can (or how did, in case of strictly ex-post evaluation exercise) the citizen engagement
process make a difference to the policy file(s) or enhance the framing of a specific policy
issue?

e What are the most valuable lessons that could be drawn from the implementation of the
citizen engagement process? How could these best be curated and preserved in order to
maximise organisational learning and enhance the knowledge base on citizen engagement
in policymaking?

e What new aspects of planning, implementing, and uptaking of citizen engagement within
the policy context have become evident, and why?

3 Methodology

In their proposal, tenderers should describe the methodologies, data collection and analysis tools
that they intend to use for addressing the evaluation questions and any sub-questions. Tenderers
need to include an explicit reference to the criteria included in the Evaluation Compass presented in
these Guidelines. Tenders should explain how the evaluation methodology will consider each
criterion from the Compass, and give reasons why in case a given criterion is not included in
reference to their proposed methodology. Any additional criteria the evaluators propose to be
included need to be explained. In any case, each category of criteria from the Evaluation compass
must be covered by at least one respective criterion. Tenderers are further encouraged to put any
additional criteria within one of the categories of the Evaluation compass.

Example:

The tender shall describe in detail the data collection methods and analytical tools proposed for
addressing the evaluation questions. The analysis shall include a review of the data to be
collected, including the sources and methods for collection. The evaluator should specify what
sources Wwill be covered by desk research, including any documents indicated in the tender
documentation, as well as additional ones the evaluator deems necessary for inclusion. For all
other aspects of the evaluation, the contractor will have a choice as to the methods used to
analyse information in addition to any desk research. The analytical tools that will be used to
reach conclusions and draft recommendations, on the basis of the initial desk research and of the
new data collected, should also be described. The tenderer must take into account that:

e The study must be based on recognised evaluation methodologies and techniques;

e The choice and a detailed description of the methodology, including the deliverables
must, be part of the offer submitted. In addition, the evaluator must detail the use of the
criteria comprising the Evaluation Compass;

e There should be a clear link between the strategic questions addressed and the
corresponding methodology proposed;

e (Considerable emphasis should be placed on the analysis part of the assessment. In
addressing the strategic questions, quantitative indicators — data, figures, scientific
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evidence - could be used to the extent possible, with the reference source always
indicated;

e The tenderer must present findings and recommendations by explaining the degree to
which these are based on opinion, analysis and objectively verifiable evidence. If opinion
is @ main source, the degree of consensus and the steps taken to test the opinion should
be given. The contractors should list any known limitations to the evidence used and the
methodology applied, particularly in terms of the evaluator's ability to support the
conclusions and explain the mitigating measures taken.

4 Deliverables

Below you will find a proposed structure for the reports, however, you can change it according to
your specific needs.

4.1 Inception report (evaluation plan)

The inception report will present, following discussions with the Commission during the inception
meeting, the agreed upon evaluation design and work plan, the final version of the methodological
tools as proposed by the contractor in its tender and any amendments agreed upon during the
inception meeting, as well as the detailed calendar of activities and milestones. This report should
be prepared no later than 2 weeks following the inception report.!° Moreover, the contractor will
provide a detailed explanation of how it intends to address each of the evaluation questions
(judgement criteria proposed, data and indicators to be collected). The inception report will be a key
reference document throughout the evaluation, which both the contracting service and the
contractor will refer to in order to confirm progress and ensure the evaluation does not deviate
from the defined scope.

4.2 Interim report(s)

Interim reports will be delivered at critical milestones in the implementation of the citizen
engagement process, as defined by the contracting service. Such report will, at the least, provide
information concerning the first results derived from observations, the data collection and analysis
activities carried out during distinct phases of the evaluation.

Special attention should be paid to developments not previously identified, potential new lines for
research and preliminary conclusions or any difficulties encountered together with solutions. The
contracting service may request a revision of the evaluation handbook in view of the findings
reported in the interim report, if it seems this necessary.

10 The contracting service could potentially extend this period, if the complexity of the evaluation process requires it.
Nevertheless, the contracting service needs to refer to the timeline for the implementation of the citizen engagement
process and make sure the evaluation handbook is ready in time for the evaluators to have the needed access to the
activities comprising the process.
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4.3 Final report

The final report will present the conclusions and recommendations of the evaluation, with an
emphasis on the relevance to the stated use of the evaluation results. It will be made up of:

e an executive summary of appropriate length (e.g., 3-6 pages) in English;
e the body of the report itself;
e technical annexes, including the technical details and data used for the evaluation;

e a Power Point presentation of the work done, its conclusions and recommendations.

The report should include at least a description of:
e the purpose of the evaluation, and why it was undertaken;

e the scope of the evaluation, i.e. what was covered throughout the implementation of the
citizen engagement process;

e the design and conduct of the evaluation, including which criteria were addressed, any
comparisons carried out, the methods used;

¢ the evidence found, e.g. structured presentation of the data analysed such as lists, tables, or
graphs when relevant;

e the analysis carried out;
e the conclusions drawn, in the form of answers to each of the evaluation questions;

e the recommendations made, linked to the relevant evaluation questions and supporting the
intended use.

The final report and a slide presentation summarising the whole evaluation study, findings and
recommendations must be submitted in an electronic format compatible with the Contracting
Authority’s computer facilities.

4.4 Other documents

The contractor should submit to the Contracting Authority detailed minutes of any meeting held
between the parties, whether with or without any third parties present.

5 Organisation of the work
5.1 Overall management of the contract

A minimum of 4 meetings (kick-off, inception, interim and final) will take place at the Contracting
Authority's premises or alternatively online via different collaborative platforms (such as Teams,
Webex, Skype for Business depending on the Contracting Authority requirements) to be agreed in
order to monitor the exercise, in accordance with the timetable below.
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In addition, the contractor may be asked to present key findings of the report at sessions attended
by a limited number of Commission experts and managers.

5.2 Interservice/Steering Group

An Interservice/Steering Group,'* made up of stakeholders and managers internal to the
Commission, including the Joint Research Centre’s Competence Centre on Participatory
and Deliberative Democracy, will follow the work for this evaluation. The Group will assist the
evaluators, contribute to the definition of the evaluation work, follow-up the evaluators' work and
make remarks on the deliverables received. The Group will participate in the meetings foreseen in
the previous section.

6 Presentation of the proposal

The tender should be submitted in the language of the Framework Contract which is English.

6.1 Technical dossier

Please describe here what the tenderer needs to present in their offer. The points below correspond
to the defined quality criteria'? based on which tenders will be evaluated:

e Appropriateness and quality of the approach for the services to be requested;
e Methodological quality;

e Appropriateness of the organisation of the work and resources.

6.2 Financial Offer — Total Price

The content of this section will depend on the actual framework contract used.

1 During prior implementations of Commission-run processes, such as the Conference on the Future or Europe and Citizen
Panels, a similar role has been assigned to a Steering Group, comprised of Commission officers and contractor’s staff
directly involved in the process implementation.

12 Framework contracts come with predefined award criteria, which may not be subject of negotiation. The interested
service should explore and confirm with the service in charge of the chosen FWC (e.g., COMM) to confirm potential
flexibility.
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Annex 4. Sample questions

Below are questions grouped in accordance with the criteria included in the Evaluation Compass.
Each page presents a single criterion, with a description of what it targets, and providing sample
questions that the evaluator could address, respectively, to the participants, to the process
“steerers” (understood as those who conceived, commissioned, advised on the participatory process
or serve another role on behalf of the Commission, including contractors in charge of organising
and implementing, and who are in a position to influence the unfolding of the process), to the
involved stakeholders and other third parties (such as experts, other institutions’ representatives,
civil society organisations), and questions that the evaluator could consider by way of observation.
These sample questions can be used to construct questionnaires (and respectively structured
interview protocols) to gather feedback and reflections from each targeted group throughout the
evaluated participatory process. They can be used in the Technical Specifications as examples, or be
proposed to the contractor at the inception meeting (see Annex 3. Sample Technical Specifications),
to supplement methods and data during the evaluation. For some criteria, questions addressed to
the different categories of respondents are equivalent, prompting the evaluator to compare and
contrast the responses in order to formulate conclusions. For others, questions are targeted only to
a particular category of respondent.
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Annex 4. Sample questions

Mini-publics ECOSYSTEM
Accounts for how the participants converge Type of data Sources of data
e qualitative e direct observation

into a mini-public around the issues
addressed by the participatory process.
Particularly relevant for deliberative
processes.

Questions to process steerers
e How much did you know before and after about the [issue]?
e 0On what did you disagree with the other participants? On what did you agree?
e How does the collective opinion of the group [on the issue] differ from what is
known/thought [on the issue] in society? What does that mean to you?

Questions to stakeholders and third parties

Questions to participants

Observational questions
e How do (mini) publics emerge around the underlying issues (e.g. technoscientific
perspectives) during the engagement process?
e Are there any trade-offs (e.g. any controversies over who may be negatively affected in
the course of policy-making)?
e What divisions emerge and how are they being recognised and validated in the process?
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Annex 4. Sample questions

Models of engagement ECOSYSTEM

Requires attention to the institutional Type ofida'ta SORees .Of dafia )

choices and repertoires for making sense of ® qualitative ° rne;ha Pubhcatmns

participation and deliberation e institutional
website

e relevant legislation
(to be indicated by
the commissioning
authority)

e interviews

Questions to process steerers
e What kind of engagement is endorsed by the organising institution?
e What are the organisers’ programme theories and theories of change? Are they explicit or
implicit?

Questions to stakeholders and third parties

Questions to participants

Observational questions
e What are the (implicit) ideas guiding the design and conduct of engagement processes
and what are the (imagined) objectives and purposes of engagement?
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Annex 4. Sample questions

Relevance to other activities ECOSYSTEM

Type of data Sources of data
e qualitative e interviews

Ensures that the evaluation considers the
broader context and does not look at the
participatory processes as an (ad hoc) * observations
isolated phenomenon or an event.

Questions to process steerers
e What (other) citizen engagement has been happening on the same issue?
e What other activities and actors have affected the issue and its framings?

Questions to stakeholders and third parties
e What (other) citizen engagement has been happening on the same issue?

Questions to participants

Observational questions
e What are the dominant perceptions on the issue? Who are the “champions” of the issue?
e What other activities and actors have affected the issue and its framings?
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Annex 4. Sample questions

Science-policy-society relations ECOSYSTEM
Points to culturally ingrained ideas about VD R SIS C eh
e qualitative e interviews

the policymaking process, particularly on
issues where science and policy have not * observations
fully addressed ambiguities, are hindered by

high stakes or conflicting values.

Questions to process steerers
e - How was the engagement process framed in regards to the policy issue?

e - How was the engagement process relevant to and situated in regards to the existing
scientific debate on the issue?

Questions to stakeholders and third parties

Questions to participants

Observational questions

e . What are the persistent societal narratives around the issue, and have they affected the
engagement process (in terms of motivation, framing, timeliness, relevance, urgency)?
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Annex 4. Sample questions

Spaces of engagement ECOSYSTEM
Addresses the emergence/evolution of Type of.da?:a Sources of c!ata
public and civic space alongside the * qualitative * obse.rvatlon .
engagement process. Looks at the - medlé analysis
convergence between location, situatedness e interviews

and democracy.

Questions to process steerers
e Where were participants invited to meet and why? Does that space have any symbolic
value, and if so, is that value known to the participants?
e How has the public value of the space evolved with the activities that took place?
e Did the space exist as such before the engagement, or did it emerge spontaneously with
the activities?
e Could the same space be used again for another process?

Questions to stakeholders and third parties
e How has the public value of the space evolved with the activities that took place?
¢ How did the engagement correspond to the activities that traditionally happen within this
space?
o Did the space exist as such before the engagement, or did it emerge spontaneously with
the activities?

Questions to participants
e Where were you invited to meet and why? Does that space have any symbolic value, and
what does it mean for you?
e Would you come back to the same place, if invited to participate in another process? Why
or why not?

Observational questions
¢ How do people traverse this space on a daily basis, if at all?

¢ How did the engagement correspond to the activities that traditionally happen within this
space?
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Annex 4. Sample questions

Influence and consequentiality PROJECT

Type of data Sources of data
e qualitative e document analysis
e interviews

Checks for mechanisms that directly bind
engagement activities to policyand decision-
making

Questions to process steerers

e - At what point in the policy cycle was the activity organised?

e - How does the engagement activity fit into a policy file? How does it make this policy
different?

e - Are there clearly defined consequences of the activities’ outputs? How are these being
pursued?

e - Who makes decisions concerning policy uptake and influence on decision-making, i.e.,
who defines what counts as a “relevant outcome” and what are the criteria for
“relevance”?

Questions to stakeholders and third parties

Questions to participants

Observational questions
e - How clearly is this position and the related objective communicated?
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Annex 4. Sample questions

Mandate and objective PROJECT

Includes thinking about the explicit and the Typelofidata Sourcesiofidata

implicit rationales and justifications of
organising and conducting a participatory
process. Objectives differ from the mandate
in that they lay out the aims of any given
engagement activity.

Questions to process steerers
e How was the agenda for the participatory process elaborated? Why was the topic
chosen?
e What are the questions to be asked to the participants? Why were those questions
chosen?
o Why was the engagement process conceived?
o Were the stated objectives attained at the end of the process? If not, why?

Questions to stakeholders and third parties

o Were the stated objectives attained at the end of the process? If not, why do you think
that was?

Questions to participants

Observational questions
e Do all actors involved perceive the objectives in the same way, and does everyone agree
the objectives are well-thought out?
e How is the engagement process seen internally by key policyand decision-makers?
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Annex 4. Sample questions

Recruitment PROJECT
Recruitment is an essential aspect of Type of data Sources of data
e qualitative e document analysis

planning and implementing a participatory . .
process, which is legitimate and transparent. e interviews
Evaluations need to carefully assess the

strategy used to recruit the participants,

particularly with a view of the use of criter

Questions to process steerers
e - What was the overall recruitment strategy and were recruitment objectives met?
e - Was the aim to create a representative sample of a population or to engage with
vulnerable/affected communities?
e - How was the group selected and assembled?

Questions to stakeholders and third parties

Questions to participants
e - How were you approached and invited to take part?

Observational questions
e . If the goal was to attain a representative sample, of what was the selected group
representative (demographics, attitudinal or discourse positions)?
e - What methods were used to identify potential participants? How were they validated in
view of the sample criteria?
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Annex 4. Sample questions

Risks preparedness PROJECT
Enables the assessment of how well Type ofida'ta Sources °'f data
organisers and implementers have * qualitative i Interwew;
considered potential negative influences » Observations .
and their impact. Could be interpreted as an e Document analysis

indirect indicator for process quality.

Questions to process steerers
e What has been identified as a risk and why?
e Are corrective measures clear? What measures have been taken during the
implementation to prevent/respond to a foreseen risk?

Questions to stakeholders and third parties

Questions to participants

Observational questions

e Are facilitators/organisers properly prepared to address risks? Has the right responsible
party addressed the risks timely and adequately?
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Annex 4. Sample questions

Stakeholder roles and involvement PROJECT

Relates to actors and their roles who Type ofida'ta Sources of déta

contribute during the engagement activity ~ ® qualitative  Observation

or have an interest in the process or its e Interviews

outcomes e Stakeholder
analysis

Questions to process steerers
e Whose interests are relevant and represented during the engagement activities?
o What knowledge/expertise was brought into the process? What was missing?

Questions to stakeholders and third parties
e Who was missing, but should have been present?

Questions to participants
e Have your interactions been free of direct or indirect external influences or conditions?

Observational questions

e Who (what organisation, entity, interest) was present throughout the process? Why were
they involved?

e Who was missing, but should have been present?

o Whose interests are relevant and represented during the engagement activities?

e What position towards the issue is held by involved stakeholders? How was that
communicated to the participants?

e Have participants’ interactions been free of direct or indirect external influences or
conditions?
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Annex 4. Sample questions

Demographics and group composition PARTICIPANTS
Helpful in reflecting on how the group of Type of.da'ta Sources of data _
participants relates to the purpose or the * qualitative s documentianalysis
policy objectives. For most deliberative C pbseryatlons
formats (and more so when the aim is e interviews

polling or consultation) group composition is
a matter of representing a given population.
T

Questions to process steerers
e - Who are the participants? What are their characteristics?
e - Who is not included and why?
e . Are the participants selected to represent a certain broader population or "public’, do
they include members of NGOs, are there affected and vulnerable actors?

Questions to stakeholders and third parties

Questions to participants
e Who are you?

Observational questions
e - Who are the participants? What are their characteristics?
e - Who is not included and why?
e - Did the composition of the group match the expected composition (i.e., the ones who
showed up were the ones who were actually invited)
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Annex 4. Sample questions

Number of participants PARTICIPANTS
All engagement designs come with a Type of .dai':a Sources of déta
requirement for a targeted number of * Qualitative * Observation
participants. Evaluations need to track e Quantitative e Document analysis
whether this number was attained and look e Participant lists
into any issues that may have arisen in case

not.

Questions to process steerers
e - How many people took part in the engagement activities? How many were needed to
attend? How many were invited?
e - Have there been any challenges in getting to the required number of people?
e . Has there been any participant attrition between activities/stages of the process?

Questions to stakeholders and third parties

Questions to participants

Observational questions

e - How many people took part in the engagement activities? How many were needed to
attend? How many were invited?

e - Has there been any participant attrition between activities/stages of the process?
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Annex 4. Sample questions

relate to normative and epistemic
dimensions over relevant issues in policy- e Surveys
making. Looks specifically for how such

positions enable the participants’ agency in

the process

Subject positions and agency PARTICIPANTS
Helps address the emergence of positions Type of .dai':a SLEIECD déta
among participants and how such positions ¢ Qualitative e Observations

e Quantitative e Interviews

Questions to process steerers

How were participants engaging with the issue?

How were participants engaging with each other?

Around what positions did participants' views converge most readily? Which positions led
to most disagreement? How did participants’ positions diverge or converge with those of
other actors?

Questions to stakeholders and third parties

How were participants engaging with the issue?

How were participants engaging with each other?

Around what positions did participants' views converge most readily? Which positions led
to most disagreement? How did participants’ positions diverge or converge with those of
other actors?

Questions to participants

How much were you able to influence the discussion?
How has your position on [the issue] changed?
Was this [exercise] worth it, and why?

Observational questions

How were participants engaging with the issue?

How were participants engaging with each other?

Around what positions did participants' views converge most readily? Which positions led
to most disagreement? How did participants’ positions diverge or converge with those of
other actors?

48




Annex 4. Sample questions

Subjective experience PARTICIPANTS
Useful for integrating participants’ own Type of .dai':a Sourcesiaf déta
reflections of the process, their involvement ~ ® Qual|t¢.‘:1t|v'e * Obseryatmn

and interaction with others, to understand e Quantitative e Interviews

the influence of any subjective factors on * Survey

the outputs of the process, and draw
conclusions on its overall quality.

Questions to process steerers

Questions to stakeholders and third parties
e - Were participants given space and encouraged to speak freely?

Questions to participants
e Why did you accept the invitation?
e Would you participate again in another opporunity like this one?
e How was the engagement activity perceived by the participants? Are you satisfied with
your experience? How did you find it?

Observational questions
e - Were participants given space and encouraged to speak freely?
e - How willing are the participants to be part of another engagement activity?
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Annex 4. Sample questions

Accountability PROCESS
Concerns the existence of lines of Type of .dai':a Sources o'f SL
delegation and formalised commitments by ~ ® Qual|t¢.‘:1t|v'e * Interviews

owners and sponsors. Relevant to process * Quantitative ® Surveys .

quality with particular regard to matters of e Observations

empowerment and equality.

Questions to process steerers
e What were your objectives with respect to ensuring transparency and integrity of the
process?

Questions to stakeholders and third parties
e Do you know who and why organises the engagement activity?

e Are commitments by the organisers regarding the process and the use of its outputs
realistic and clearly stated?

Questions to participants
e Do you know who and why organises the engagement activity?
e Are you aware of how your input will be used, by whom, and for what purpose?

Observational questions
e Do parties involved know who and why organises the engagement activity?

e Are roles of parties involved clear and followed?
e Are commitments by the organisers regarding the process and the use of its outputs
realistic and clearly stated?

e Are participants aware of how their input will be used, by whom, and for what purpose?
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Annex 4. Sample questions

Duration, repetition and timing PROCESS
Looks into how participatory activities are Type of d'ata? Sources of dat'a
distributed across time, how much time was ® Quantitative » Process de5|'gn
spent on each phase of the process and e qualitative documentation
whether it was sufficient to meet the stated e Document analysis
objectives. (Technical

specifications)

e Surveys

Questions to process steerers
e How exactly did this activity relate to a policy file?

e Why was it important to have that many activities?

e How many activities (attended by participants) did you carry out within this process?

Questions to stakeholders and third parties
¢ How often did you have to be present and/or take part?

Questions to participants
e How many activities did you need to attend?

Observational questions
e At what point in the policy cycle was the activity organised?
e Are there several instances of this activity, clearly demarkated?
e How often does a group of participants meet for discussion and debate?
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Annex 4. Sample questions

Material settings PROCESS
Staying sensitive to those makes visible the iRSiSca S ek
e Qualitative e Observations

material relations of engagement activities.
This can be, for example, sensors used for e Interviews
measuring air quality in crowdsourcing

activities, interfaces with which citizens

interact (and the ways in which they ena

Questions to process steerers
e Why did you choose [the object]?
e How did you expect participants to use/rely on it?

Questions to stakeholders and third parties

Questions to participants
e What was your experience like?
e What was unique in your experience?
e What [object] did you use and how throughout your experience?

Observational questions
e - What are the objects through which engagement is mediated?
e - How do they enable or restrict action and agency?
e What are the implicit models of engagement inscribed in or expressed through the
material set-up of engagement activities?
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Annex 4. Sample questions

Transparency and integrity PROCESS
Speaks to an assessment of prevalent Type of.da'ta SLEIAECD G ‘!ata
power relations. It is mainly about the * qualitative * observations
availability of information and the degree to * interviews

which it is openly shared with participants.

Questions to process steerers

e - What was the framing of the issue? How has the framing evolved throughout the
process?

Questions to stakeholders and third parties
e - Why did you participate in the engagement process?
e - How did you interact with the participants? What were the outcomes of these
interactions?
e - How did you interact with the organisers throughout the process?

Questions to participants
e - Were you informed of why you are being engaged and how you were selected to
participate?
e - Were you treated respectfully by the organisers and other stakeholders present
throughout the engagement process?

Observational questions
e - What was the framing of the issue? How has the framing evolved throughout the
process?
e - Are the participants aware of their "role" in the engagement process? Are they aware of
the "roles" of others (e.g., moderators, stakeholders, policy institution)?
e - Were participants presented with all available information?
e - Was this information clear of any bias, and were existing positions clearly explained?
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Annex 4. Sample questions

Capacities and awareness OUTCOMES
Assessment on the level of organisational Typelof data Sourcesiofidata
e Qualitative e Interviews

culture, with a focus on the outlook for
longer-term impacts and shifts in
institutional configurations.

Questions to process steerers
e - What new mechanisms or procedures have been put in place for better engagement
process planning and management?
e - Have relevant competences been in higher demand, and by whom?
e - Have existing organisational policies/guidelines been updated?

Questions to stakeholders and third parties

Questions to participants

Observational questions
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Annex 4. Sample questions

Follow-up and participant care OUTCOMES
Addresses the sustainability of engagement Typelof data Sourcesiofidata
e Qualitative e Interviews

activities and allows to assess how the
relationships with participants are * Observations
developed and maintained. This is

particularly relevant for deliberative

approaches.

Questions to process steerers
e What procedures are in place to follow-up with participants on the status of their input?
At what intervals? Have any new mechanisms been put in place as a result of the need
to follow-up?
e What are participants’ views after a given period of time after the end of the process?
Has something changed? Have they needed more follow-up? Were they responsive to any
follow-up?

Questions to stakeholders and third parties
e Have you heard back from the organisers after the end of the [process]?

Questions to participants
e Have you heard back from the organisers after the end of the [process]?
e How do you feel about what came out of the [process]?
e How much do you know about what happened with what you and others produced during
the [process]?

Observational questions
e How are participants involved in uptake (i.e., any process follow-up)?
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Annex 4. Sample questions

Information about outcomes OUTCOMES

Looks at how the results of the participatory Type of data Sources of data

process (both outputs and outcomes) are
being recognised and considered by relevant
actors, and at whether and how such results
affect the policy cycle.

Questions to process steerers
e |s there a mechanism that makes the results binding in some way? Are policymakers free
to use the results as they see fit, also ignoring them?
e At what stage of the policy cycle would the results be most fitting?
e How has the policy agenda been affected?

Questions to stakeholders and third parties
e Have your views on the [issue] changed? How is the policy agenda around this issue
changing?

Questions to participants
e What did you learn about the [issue] from this experience? Have your views on the [issue]
changed?

Observational questions
e Do the results speak of a particular group only, or of a larger population?
e |s there a mechanism that makes the results binding in some way or are policymakers
completely free to use the results as they see fit (including ignoring them)?
o How have the results of the engagement process changed views (of organisers,
stakeholders, participants) on the issue? Has the policy agenda been affected?
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Annex 4. Sample questions

Organisational learning OUTCOMES
Assessing change in intraorganisational Typelof data Sourcesiofidata
e Qualitative e Observation

problem framings, discourses, agendas, or
any other political dimension of relevance,
and how these fit in, or inspired, any e Document analysis
structures, resources, and competences for

curating the knowledge that is produced

through

e |Interviews

Questions to process steerers

e - What learning goals did the organisation set for the participatory process? Which were
met and which weren’t?

e - How do existing organisational structures “learn” from the engagement process? What
are barriers to and multipliers of such learning?

e - Which outcomes were “surprising” to the institution and why? Which were
“disappointing” and why?

e - What would you want to do differently for another process?

Questions to stakeholders and third parties
e - What would the organising institution neeed to do differently for another process, and
why?

Questions to participants
e . What could be done differently for another process?

Observational questions
e - What shifts in organisational culture can be detected and attributed to the engagement
process?
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Uptake of outcomes (by policy) OUTCOMES

Type of data Sources of data

Participants need to be informed about S .
e Qualitative e Interviews

planned uptake of the outcomes and when
there is no pre-existing plan for some form * Document analysis
of policy uptake and thus no formal

commitment from policymakers

Questions to process steerers
e Which outcomes were considered and which were not? Why?

Questions to stakeholders and third parties
e Do you know what the organisers will do with the outputs of the participatory process?

Questions to participants
e Do you know what the organisers will do with the outputs of the participatory process?

Observational questions

e What commitment exists on behalf of the Commissioning Authority regarding the
outputs of the participatory process? Are participants aware of it?
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Getting in touch with the EU

In person

All over the European Union there are hundreds of Europe Direct centres. You can find the ad-
dress of the centre nearest you online (european-union.europa.eu/contact-eu/meet-us en).

On the phone or in writing

Europe Direct is a service that answers your questions about the European Union. You can con-
tact this service:

— by freephone: 00 8006 7 8 9 10 11 (certain operators may charge for these calls),
— at the following standard number: +32 22999696,
— via the following form: european-union.europa.eu/contact-eu/write-us en.

Finding information about the EU

Online

Information about the European Union in all the official languages of the EU is available on the
Europa website (european-union.europa.eu).

EU publications

You can view or order EU publications at op.europa.eu/en/publications. Multiple copies of free
publications can be obtained by contacting Europe Direct or your local documentation centre
(european-union.europa.eu/contact-eu/meet-us en).

EU law and related documents

For access to legal information from the EU, including all EU law since 1951 in all the official
language versions, go to EUR-Lex (eur-lex.europa.eu).

EU open data

The portal data.europa.eu provides access to open datasets from the EU institutions, bodies and
agencies. These can be downloaded and reused for free, for both commercial and non-commer-
cial purposes. The portal also provides access to a wealth of datasets from European countries.


https://european-union.europa.eu/contact-eu/meet-us_en
https://european-union.europa.eu/contact-eu/write-us_en
https://european-union.europa.eu/
https://op.europa.eu/en/publications
https://european-union.europa.eu/contact-eu/meet-us_en
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/
https://data.europa.eu/

Science for policy

The Joint Research Centre (JRC) provides
independent, evidence-based knowledge and
science, supporting EU policies to positively
impact society
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