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Executive Summary 
The goal of this document is to describe the evaluation framework under which the pilots of PADGETS 
have to be evaluated, relative to the goals of the project when started but also relative to emerging 
needs of the stakeholders. PADGETS is a platform with multiple channels of interaction held by different 
stakeholders on the project. For that reason a custom evaluation methodology was needed to measure 
the progress, effectiveness and success of the project. In this document an overall description of the 
framework for the evaluation of the PADGETS pilot applications is given, and is related to the scope, 
structure, methodology of, and interrelation with other work packages.  

The PADGETS evaluation framework was developed in two phases so as to include the first pilot’s results 
and suggestions and in that way conclude to an all-inclusive hybrid methodology which will assist 
PADGETS to evolve and become an effective and proper solution in future relative endeavours. The 
hybrid method is a mingling of existing widely used successful methods and the tools used to perform it 
are thoroughly picked and developed in order to cover every aspect which called for evaluation. The 
current deliverable describes the concept of PADGETS evaluation and provides the guidelines of how to 
properly conduct it. 

PADGETS evaluation methodology has been based on the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM), 
combined with Roger’s factors of innovation and Wicked Policy Problems Theory, either to simplify the 
interaction or to measure the future capabilities and innovative characteristics of the project. Special 
focus has been given on stakeholders, both citizens and policy makes, creating different contact points 
and questionnaires to measure satisfaction and usability of the PADGETS project in various cases. The 
process for gathering the information is detailed documented, using questionnaires, analytics and 
interviews, when target stakeholders was possible to be reached. Pilots in PADGETS ran in two separate 
phases:  first, the Italian pilot was deployed and results acquired; then the results were exploited for   
planning and running the Greek and Slovenian pilots. For that reason the evaluation methodology had to 
be adapted on two different phases of evaluation that changed progressively.  

The hybrid PADGETS evaluation method used both qualitative and quantitative metrics with the usage 
of different tools to measure them, either questionnaires or analytic tools. Two main stakeholders 
existed, policy initiators and citizens, in three different pilots. Citizens’ presence in social media was not 
possible to be tracked from an individual perspective, as there are no analytics from Social Media 
platforms for individuals and no API exists to access them. The only point of interaction for citizens that 
can be measured is the mobile application for subscribing to campaigns. Thus for citizens the evaluation 
framework was based on questionnaires circulated via the social media accounts of the policy initiators.  
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1. Introduction 
The PADGETS project aims at addressing the need of policy makers to better communicate their policies 
and take advantage of crowdsourcing practices while simultaneously leveraging the power of social 
media. On the other hand, the way citizens participate and contribute to the formation of the 
aforementioned policies is going to change as PADGETS platform lets any policy become a reusable and 
communicable web application to be used in relation to underlying content and social activities over the 
web. 

The objective of the work described in this document is to develop a comprehensive and concrete 
evaluation framework appropriate for all the aspects of the PADGETS concept. Thus, this framework 
shall incorporate the evaluation of the developed PADGETS platform, the level of the PADGETS diffusion 
to citizens as well as the extent to which PADGETS decision support systems contribute to better form 
the public policies in comparison with the ways present before the introduction of the innovative 
PADGETS concept. By conducting a proper evaluation the most critical points will arise and thus be 
addressed more concretely. In that way the objectives, impacts and effects of PADGETS solution will 
come to light and thereafter this solution will be adapted properly to future policy making attempts. 

In particular, based on the work done on previous packages, this document constructs, customizes and 
presents the evaluation framework for the PADGETS Pilots, which will be used during the Pilot Operation 
Results task of the project. Thus, this deliverable defines first of all the evaluation methodology that is 
used to measure different aspects of the PADGETS project, like technical performance, quality of the 
messages and the campaigns in any case, quality of the channels for communication, even timing of the 
messages and future perspectives of the platform.  

The current document uses input from previous deliverables produced in the context of WP4 (“Piloting 
and Evaluation”), namely D4.1 (PADGETS Community Building), D4.2 (Pilots Scenarios Planning) and 
initial results from D4.4 (Pilot Operation Results); it has also exploited results from WP3 (“Design and 
Implementation of the PADGETS platform”). The document at hand puts emphasis on the service 
deployment and adoption as well as on the communities’ engagement and - in parallel - it provides a 
comprehensive evaluation framework with concretely defined conditions under which the D4.4 “Pilot 
Operation Results” have been produced. 
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Figure 1: Work Packages and Deliverables Interdependencies 

 

Initially a vast series of evaluation frameworks has been studied, focusing on information systems and 
policy making, and interrelated with knowledge stemming from other ICT projects. The needs, the 
constrains and the nature of the PADGETS project and platform are taken into consideration, and a 
hybrid evaluation framework is then described; this framework runs on the Italian Pilot and is updated. 
Results of the described are processed and analyzed in collaboration with D4.4 for Pilot Operation 
Results, where they are also documented. 

1.1 Structure of the Document 
The first chapter of the document introduces the scope and objectives of the deliverable and explains its 
relations with the rest of the work conducted in the project. The second chapter provides an 
introduction to the theories and practice in current ICT implementation project evaluation that will be 
used in PADGETS evaluation. The third chapter introduces the PADGETS evaluation framework. In the 
final chapter the conclusions derived by the aforementioned work are presented. 
 
Annexes with all the relative questionnaires that have been used for the project evaluation process are 
included in the end of the current document. 
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2. Conducting an Evaluation 

2.1 The Role of Evaluation 
Evaluation is the process of “judgement of interventions according to their results, impacts and needs 
they aim to satisfy”[1].  In other words, “the evaluation offers a way to determine whether an initiative 
has been worthwhile in terms of delivering what was intended and expected”[2]. The main purposes of 
an evaluation process, under the same guide for Evaluating EU activities, are to: 

• To contribute to the design of interventions, including providing input for setting political 
priorities 

• To assist in an efficient allocation of resources 
• To improve the quality of the intervention 
• To report on the achievements of the intervention (i.e. accountability). 

Throughout different stages of an evaluation, there are different steps [3]: 

• Input describes the resources (human and financial) expended on the initiative 
• Output refers to the tangible products developed for the initiative 
• Outcome describes the achievements of an initiative and its immediate or direct effects on 

those who participated in it 
• Impact looks beyond the immediate results of an initiative and identifies longer-term effects, as 

well any unintended or unanticipated consequences. 

These different phases of an intervention can be studied under the following processes [1]: 

• Audit: ensuring the i) reliability and integrity of information, ii) compliance with policies, iii) 
safeguarding of assets, iv) the economical and efficient use of resources, and v) the 
accomplishment of established objectives 

• Monitoring: Assessing progress in implementation for management purposes 
• Evaluation:  Judging an intervention on the basis of results and impacts at the level of 

addressees 

These processes run under different stages of the intervention, can have overlap, but the main focus of 
an evaluation process is to study how the outputs and results of the intervention affect the interested 
parties but also a broader unintended audience. In other words, the evaluation process uses the 
outcomes of in to measure the direct and indirect impact of it. 
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Figure 2: Difference of Evaluation from other information tools (Audit, Monitoring) 

 

An evaluation process can be categorized according to different criteria, such as timeframe when the 
evaluation process takes place, if internal or external groups execute it, and what is the purpose of the 
process (summative/formative). 

Under the scope of time, an evaluation process can be described if it runs before, during or after the 
initiative, in the following categories [1]:  

• Ex ante evaluation is a preparation period that controls that the implementation of the 
intervention runs accordingly to the policy of it, uses cost-effective tools and will allow a reliable 
evaluation process. It should be an iterative method, consisted of different phases, with focus to 
allow the intervention to improve the learning process. 
  

• An interim evaluation examines the ongoing processes for an intervention; it can be either a 
mid-term evaluation or a final evaluation. This evaluation has been built on the previously 
contacted ex ante evaluation, and studies the compliance with the objectives of the 
intervention. The results of this evaluation can be used as feedback for the implementation 
phase to improve the quality of currently running intervention. These results can also be used by 
other, external interventions that just have started, as a learning case. 
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• Ex post evaluation covers all the intervention process, focusing on the impacts, efficiency and 

effectiveness of the intervention. As it is difficult to measure the impact of an intervention just 
after the end of it, it is common to run this type of evaluation some time later the expiration of 
intervention. The results of this process can be used from future interventions, as feedback for 
better performance. 

Evaluation can run either from members of the team that have designed and implemented, running an 
internal evaluation, or from groups outside the initiative team, for an external evaluation. An internal 
evaluation is expected to have better view of the whole processes, but usually it lacks independency 
compared to an external evaluation. For that reason a hybrid evaluation usually takes place. 

Under the goal of an evaluation method [1], the process may be conducted for formative reasons to 
support the initiative team, like managers and people involved, in order to extract better knowledge, 
improve performance, correct mistakes and make decisions; it is usually applied during the 
implementation of the intervention and it is usually an internal evaluation. On the other hand, an 
evaluation can be summative in order to measure the effectiveness of an intervention. It is executed 
usually in order to account how resources have been spent to, report on research results or explain 
expenses, focusing on external parties of the team that are interested in the intervention.   

An evaluation process has four distinct stages [1]” 

• Initially there it is the phase of structuring criteria, indicators, questionnaires, tools and target 
groups, followed by a strategy that the data will be collected 

• The stage of data collection when the qualitative and quantitative data is collected 
• The data analysis phase by using tools and techniques to extract knowledge and results based 

on previously collected data 
• The formulation of judgments phase for the intervention, based on the evaluation criteria 

 

2.2 Evaluation Methods and Frameworks 
In order to evaluate the PADGETS platform, two main methodologies have been analysed because of 
their broad acceptance in the scientific community: the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) for 
evaluating ICT projects and the Diffusion of Innovation methodology to evaluate the effect of a new 
idea. The importance of an adaptive method for PADGETS, based on existing ones like these ones, is also 
highlighted by the Wicked Policy Problems Theory that highlights the need for discussion in modern and 
complex policy problems. The goal of this chapter is to analyse the way towards the formation of a 
PADGETS evaluation framework presented in the next chapter.  

 

Page 10 of 53 

 



         D4.3 Pilot Operation Evaluation Framework 

2.2.1 Technology Acceptance Model-TAM  
The Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) is an information systems theory that models how users come 
to accept and use a technology, initially created by Davis [4]. In TAM, two major factors influence the 
decision of a user about how and whether the technology will be used. In particular the attitude towards 
using an Information System, which finally determines the intention to use it and its actual use, is 
determined mainly by two characteristics of it: perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use, as 
shown in Figure 3.  

• Perceived usefulness is defined as "the degree to which a person believes that using a particular 
system would enhance his or her job performance" 

• Perceived ease of use is defined as "the degree to which a person believes that using a particular 
system would be free from effort".[5] 

• Attitude towards using is defined as “the user’s evaluation of the desirability of employing a 
particular information systems application.” 

• Behavioral intention to use is defined as “a measure of the likelihood a person will employ the 
application”  

• Actual system use is the “TAM’s dependent variable” and defined as “typically a self-reported 
measure of time or frequency of employing the application.” [6] 

 

Figure 3: The different phases of the TAM methodology 

 

Based on this framework, extensive research has been conducted for understanding better and 
predicting user acceptance of various types of IS [7]. The TAM has been used extensively in previous 
research as a basis for the evaluation of various types of ICT systems.  

A list of indicative, yet not exhaustive examples of the aforementioned TAM applications in ICT systems 
evaluation is presented below: 
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• Applying a Modified Technology Acceptance Model to Qualitatively Analyze the Factors 
Affecting E-Portfolio Implementation for Student Teachers’ in Field Experience Placements 

• Acceptance of Mobile Banking Services in Makassar: A Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) 
Approach [8] 

• A Technology Acceptance Model for E-health Services for the Elderly Population in China [9] 
• Student attitudes towards and use of ICT in course study, work and social activity: A technology 

acceptance model approach 
• The effect of Facebook users’ arousal and valence on intention to go to the festival: Applying an 

extension of the technology acceptance model 
• Extending the technology acceptance model to explore the intention to use Second Life for 

enhancing healthcare education [10] 

2.2.2 Diffusion of Innovations 
Τhe Diffusion of Innovations (DOI) theory, described by Everett Rogers  has been used to study the way, 
the reason, and the rate new ideas and technology spread through social systems. Grounded on 
sociology, diffusion is the process by which an innovation is communicated through certain channels 
over time among the members of a social system [11]. The adoption process is a process where an 
individual undergoes a series of stages from first hearing about a product to finally adopting it. On the 
other hand, diffusion process includes the adoption process of several individuals over time. 

Rogers’ five factors that influence an individual’s decision to adopt or reject an innovation are: 

• Relative Advantage: How improved an innovation is over the previous generation. 
• Compatibility: The level of compatibility that an innovation has to be assimilated into an 

individual’s life. 
• Complexity or Simplicity: If the innovation is perceived as complicated or difficult to use, an 

individual is unlikely to adopt it. 
• Trialability: How easily an innovation may be experimented. If a user is able to test an 

innovation, the individual will be more likely to adopt it. 
• Observability: The extent that an innovation is visible to others. An innovation that is more 

visible will drive communication among the individual’s peers and personal networks and will in 
turn create more positive or negative reactions. 

With these indicators, not only the current acceptance of a new Information System is analyzed, but also 
the tendency towards the future acceptance and success of a system are mapped. In other words, these 
factors can be supplementary to the previous TAM methodology in order to evaluate an innovation. 

2.2.3 Wicked Policy Problems Theory 
According to the theory of wicked policy problems, which has been initially formulated by Rittel and 
Weber12, public policy problems have changed dramatically after World War II, so a different approach 
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is required for addressing them. Previously, they usually had clear and widely accepted definitions and 
objectives, so they could be solved by experts through ‘first generation’ mathematical methods, which 
aim to achieve some predefined objectives with the lowest possible resources; this class of public policy 
problems has been termed ‘tamed’. However, big changes that took place gradually in most societies 
increased dramatically the complexity of public policy problems. In particular, societies became more 
heterogeneous and pluralistic in terms of culture, values, concerns and lifestyles, and this made public 
policy problems ‘wicked’, i.e., lacking clear and widely agreed definition and objectives, and having 
many stakeholders with different and heterogeneous problem views, values and concerns. Rittel and 
Weber identify some fundamental characteristics of this new class of wicked policy problems, which 
necessitate a quite different approach from the one used for the tame problems: 

• There is no definitive formulation of a wicked policy problem.  
• Solutions to wicked policy problems are not ‘true-or-false’, but ‘good-or-bad’, and this judgment 

is not ‘objective’, but highly ‘subjective’, depending on personal perceptions and interests of the 
judges and their values.  

• Every wicked policy problem is essentially unique; despite possible similarities among wicked 
policy problems, one can never be certain that the particulars of a problem do not override its 
commonalities with other problems already dealt with. 

• Wicked policy problems have no stopping rule, so planners stop for reasons which are external 
to the problem (e.g. running out of time, or money). 

• There is no immediate and ultimate test of a solution to a wicked policy problem, since this 
requires examination of several types of impacts on numerous persons or groups, and for a long 
time period. 

For these reasons this class of wicked problems cannot be solved by using ‘first generation’ 
mathematical methods, since they lack the basic preconditions for this: they do not have clear and 
widely agreed definition and objectives that can be adopted as criteria for evaluating possible solutions. 
So Rittel and Webber suggest that wicked policy problems require ‘second generation’ methods, which 
combine in a first stage consultation among problem stakeholders, in order to formulate a shared 
definition of the problem, and then in a second stage mathematical analysis by experts. In particular, in 
the first stage discourse and negotiation take place, aiming to synthesize different views and opinions, 
and finally formulate a shared definition of the problem and the objectives to be achieved. Having this 
as a base, it is then possible to proceed in a second stage to a mathematical analysis carried out by 
experts of the well-defined problem. 

Subsequent research on this ‘second generation’ approach to the solution of public policy problems has 
revealed that its first stage can be greatly supported by the use of appropriate information systems 
which allow stakeholders to enter ‘topics’ (meant as broad discussion areas), ‘questions/issues’ 
(particular problems to be addressed within the discussion topic), ‘ideas’ (possible alternative answers-
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solutions to questions/issues) and ‘arguments’ (positive or negative - evidence or viewpoints that 
support or object to ideas) [13] [14] [15]. 

It is therefore important to evaluate to what extent the proposed form of social media use by 
government agencies for supporting public policy making contributes to overcoming the above 
fundamental difficulty of modern public policy problems, i) by enabling more stakeholders to participate 
in relevant consultations, at a lower cost and in shorter time, ii) by revealing topics, questions/issues, 
ideas/alternatives and positive/negative arguments (political effectiveness evaluation), and iii) by 
facilitating convergence (at least to some extent) between stakeholders on the definition of the problem 
the policy attempts to address, the main issues, the main solutions/alternatives, and also their 
advantages and disadvantages.  

2.3 Similar Projects 

PADGETS is a complex information system that is consisted of both a methodology to change the way 
policy making takes place in the new era of social media (i.e. policy gadget) and a series of tools that 
support this methodology (i.e. PADGETS platform and applications). Additionally, there is an interface 
for the PADGETS platform to communicate with one of the stakeholders, the social media platforms 
where citizens consume policy messages. For all the aforementioned reasons PADGETS needs a highly 
customized evaluation methodology, to overcome specific barriers. Similar issues on other projects have 
various approaches, which are presented below. 

FEED: For FEED a hybrid approach based on the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) and an evaluation 
framework for assessing e-participation projects developed in the horizontal support action 
MOMENTUM of the European Commission was developed. For the evaluation process questionnaires 
and interviews were used to evaluate the project. 

LEX-IS: The evaluation methodology has been based on a light framework, to cover different aspects 
from policy making and e-participation; four evaluation dimensions/perspectives: process (that has been 
followed for organizing and conducting the pilot), system (platform), outcomes (e.g. level of 
participation, quality of dialogues and postings, participants’ satisfaction, etc.) and the also context 
(demographics of the participants, interest for topic/Law under discussion, etc.).  

Cockpit: The evaluation methodology of Cockpit had to evaluate policy making through specific tools, 
focusing on the same stakeholders as PADGETS. Nevertheless, it was clear for the citizens that they 
interact with the Cockpit system to form policies, in comparison with PADGETS where it was typically 
system agnostic and interacted with the messages. The developed evaluation methodology was to be 
intended both as a process (collecting, analyzing and interpreting data) and as a product (report, 
conclusions and recommendations for future actions). Interim evaluations about the quality of software 
and internal processes have been developed. 
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3. The PADGETS Evaluation Framework 
The analysis of various evaluation methodologies from the previous chapter, the problems unveiled 
from the complexity of the policy scenarios as well as the technical and business nature of social media 
formed a hybrid methodological approach for PADGETS; the PADGETS evaluation framework is based 
both in quantitative and qualitative metrics that come either from automated methods or through 
scheduled and iterative interviews with the stakeholders of the platform. 

In the paragraphs below, the stakeholders that are triggered through different interfaces of the platform 
are analyzed, and then the evaluation framework of PADGETS is described for every different 
stakeholder group, for the two different phases of the evaluation process. It is stated also clearly in any 
case the evaluation process changed tools or metrics between the two phases of the evaluation, 
explaining the reasons for that decision. 

3.1 The Approach 
The project started with the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) as the main evaluation framework. 
Then, the different nature of Stakeholders (i.e., citizens and policy initiators), the different contact 
points for the platform (i.e., web, mobile web, native applications, social media) and the results of 
collaboration among Partners had resulted to the first version of the PADGETS Evaluation Framework. 
Based on this initial framework, the Italian pilot finished its operations and feedback was taken into 
account to generate the second version of the framework, adjusted to the needs of interaction through 
social media with the citizens and the development progress that have been made with the PADGETS 
platform. On that framework, results collected from Task 4.4 “PADGETS Scenarios Application and 
Monitoring” have been collected and evaluated the framework. (Figure 4) 
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Figure 4: The methodological approach of PADGETS evaluation framework 

 

3.2 Evaluation Methodology 
The process of internal evaluation involved several partners of the PADGETS consortium, since the 
evaluation was designed by NTUA, POLITO and AEGEAN while it was performed from the pilot partners, 
i.e., AEGEAN, PIED, CEGD.  In the scope of the evaluation methodology are the software platform, the 
concept of policy gadget that facilitates policy making on social media and the quality of the campaigns 
(i.e. messages content, multimedia content, proper hashtags etc.). Initially there was an internal 
planning (Ex Ante evaluation) meant to give guidelines to pilot partners where to focus in order to run a 
proper campaign on social media. There was also an interim evaluation subdivided in two phases, one in 
the middle of the project, when the Italian pilot run and gave feedback to the implementation of the 
platform, and one at the end of the project to evaluate the whole process. The goal of the PADGETs 
methodology was to both inform and teach the partners how to perform better in the challenging world 
of social media, but also to account and evaluate the whole project, with outcomes, results and impact 
of the project. 
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Figure 5: The characteristics of the PADGETS evaluation methodology 

 

In the next paragraphs, a thorough description of different factors from the evaluation methodology is 
given. 

3.2.1 Stakeholders  

PADGETS includes two stakeholders groups: policy initiators who run the platform, initiate a campaign, 
publish a message and run the simulation process by using the web and mobile web dashboard and the 
Android Application, and citizens who interact with these messages through their social media account 
or through the Android Application  

These two groups of interest do not have the same experience of usage and do not also have the same 
goals. Thus the Evaluation process ran separately for those stakeholders groups. The evaluation includes 
for each pilot both quantitative evaluation and qualitative evaluation by the two main stakeholders 
groups. 
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Figure 6: PADGETS stakeholders and points of interaction with the PADGETS platform 

 

Policy Initiators have different level and points of interaction from the Citizens. Generally they have a 
better understanding of the tool and they are highly interested to use it for campaign purposes and 
policy making. In particular (Figure 6), they use the Web Dashboard to create a new campaign, manage 
it, create messages and then post it on social media. Then through the same website they can run 
sentiment analysis and the decision support component, see user’s feedback and evaluation. Generally 
this is the main tool of the PADGETS platform. Using the Mobile Web Dashboard they can access 
information on their campaigns even using mobile devices have a different screen size and need 
different layout and information design. Then, they can use the Application (Android) to run a campaign 
and manage it more easily, while the only point of Social Media that is needed is customizing or setting 
up their channels; for policy initiators every interaction with the social media can be done through the 
PADGETS platform. 

Citizens have a different level of interaction; they experience PADGETS as messages (content) that arrive 
to them on their existing profiles and accounts they own on Social Media. Their usage experience does 
not change. That makes them more comfortable to participate and interact with the message in the way 
they have already got used to. They do not understand that another tool is used to post the message, 
except for some platforms like Facebook where a small signature of the application appears at the 
bottom of each message. But even in that case, it is not easily understandable by users. Nevertheless, 
citizens may download their own mobile (Android) application in order to follow campaigns they are 
interested in and comment on them. 
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3.2.2 Stakeholder consultation 

During initial discussions with the Policy Initiators it was found that there was the need to support and 
consult them in various topics about both social media and the usage of the platform. Initially, the 
involved partners should help the policy initiators set up and launch multiple social media channels 
(accounts) they didn’t have before, they worked to support them on the type and the content of the 
messages that were created and how it is proper to reply on social media where every discussion is 
public. In many cases it may be necessary to run various actions to support policy initiators towards a 
community building process, both for established but also for new social media accounts. This is a 
required process that was run both remotely and with face-to-face meetings. On the other hand, it is 
necessary to run sessions to train policy initiators on how to use the PADGETS platform, through either 
the website or the application. These tasks run under the scope of D4.1 PADGETS Community Building 
and D4.2 Pilot Scenarios Planning. 

From the side of the Citizens, they are agnostic of the PADGETS platform as long as they interact with 
messages through social media, using their existing accounts and interfaces, thus no need to consult 
them is needed. Additionally, the PADGETS application for citizens is downloaded through the Play Store 
(Google Android Market) and the citizens should easily understand how to interact with the application, 
as there is middle-man to interact with; only a walk-through guide can navigate application users 
through different components of the application. 

3.2.3 Stakeholder selection 

The pool of Policy Initiators where the project should focus is a process under the scope of D4.1 
PADGETS Community Building; Policy Makers with an existing presence or not who want to give a boost 
on their social media presence and run a policy in a clean, transparent, collaborative way and get 
sentiments, trends and raw replies on their campaigns are in focus. A team known as Policy Initiators 
runs the campaign, thus it must have some basic computer and social media knowledge. 

The tricky part about the evaluation methodology is reaching citizens; as long as PADGETS has no direct 
interface where messages are delivered, PADGETS must reach citizen in indirect ways. The method to 
reach the citizens is through questionnaires published on the accounts of Policy Makers, where Citizens 
have subscribed and where they have already interacted with. Basically it focuses on the quality of the 
campaign. On the other hand, as long as Citizens have downloaded the application, there is no way to 
select which is going to be the pool of Citizens, but there is a relevant selection to give feedback by 
answering on questionnaires and collect analytics from the application. 
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3.2.4 The Adopted Methodology 

The Hybrid Model, which is used for the PADGETS Evaluation Framework, is based on both theories of 
the TAM and Diffusion of Innovations. The evaluation criteria are extracted under the scope of these 
two theories and are presented in Table 1. 

Table 1: Criteria used by the hybrid evaluation framework of PADGETS 

TAM criteria Diffusion of Innovations criteria 

Ease of Use: the degree to which a person believes 
that using a particular system would be free from 
effort 

Relative Advantage: how improved an innovation is over 
the previous generation 

Usefulness: the degree to which a person believes 
that using a particular system would be free from 
effort  

Compatibility: the level of compatibility that an 
innovation has to be assimilated into an individual’s life 

Attitude Toward Using: the user’s evaluation of 
the desirability of employing a particular 
information systems application 

Complexity or Simplicity: if the innovation is perceived as 
complicated or difficult to use 

Behavioural Intention to Use: a measure of the 
likelihood a person will employ the application 

Trialability: how easily an innovation may be 
experimented 

Actual System Use: a self-reported measure of 
time or frequency of employing the application 

Observability: the extent that an innovation is visible to 
others 

 

As mentioned before both quantitative and qualitative evaluation approaches have been used. 
Quantitative approach includes structured questionnaires as well as analytics extracted from PADGETS 
and Social Media. The qualitative approach includes in depth interviews with the stakeholders groups.  

As a result, the tools for the collection of the users’ feeling will be the following: 

• Questionnaires will form the structured information that must be collected during the 
evaluation phase. 

- Structured Questionnaires: closed questions (ranking the answers using a specified scale)  

- Questionnaires for in depth interviews: open questions (leaving the user to express her 
opinion). 

• Analytics from social media  

• Analytics from the platform 
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In order to measure each criterion, various tools or processes are required. An interrelation of these 
criteria to the tools used to measure them can be seen in Table 2. 

Table 2: Criteria per methodology & tools used to measure them 

TAM criteria Tool Diffusion of Innovations 
criteria 

Tool 

Ease of Use Structured 
questionnaires & in 
depth interviews 

Relative Advantage Structured 
questionnaires & in 
depth interviews Usefulness Compatibility 

Attitude Toward Using Complexity or Simplicity  

Behavioural Intention 
to Use 

Trialability  

Actual System Use PADGETS & Social 
Media Analytics 

Observability 

For each stakeholders group and each medium they interacted with (i.e. web dashboard, mobile web 
dashboard, application, social media account) questionnaires were built in their native language, which 
should be shore and consistent. Additionally, questions that must asked during the interviews with each 
stakeholders group have been described. 

3.3 Execution of the evaluation 

3.3.1 Evaluation for Policy Initiators (Phase I & II) 
One type of administered questionnaire addressed to Policy Initiators includes closed questions which 
consist of a number of statements, and the respondents will be asked to state to what extent they agree 
with each statement, in an 1 to 5 scale (1= totally disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, 5 = 
totally agree). The questionnaire will be sent to them by email. Additionally, in depth interviews will 
focus on open questions and will take place through Skype or in person. 

Initially, the Italian pilot, conducted in the Phase I evaluation, ran a shorter version of this questionnaire, 
which can be found in Annex (D), and received feedback have been extremely precious to inform the 
process of updating questionnaires. The final questionnaire for Policy Initiators (1-5 scale answers), as a 
result of the first iteration, includes the following questions as shown in Table 3. 

Table 3: Questions grouped under certain criteria for policy initiators 

EASE OF USE 
The system was in general easy to use.-It was easy to learn how to use the 
system. 
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The system had good error handling and recovery capabilities. 

The system had good error prevention capabilities through warning 
messages. 

EASE OF USE 

“In particular, …” 

 

..it was easy to create a campaign, add various type of content to it (e.g. 
text, video, images) and post them to various social media. 

…it was easy to monitor continuously the interactions of citizens with the 
above content (e.g. comments, likes, dislikes, etc.). 

…it was easy to process citizens’ interactions with the above content (e.g. 
comments, likes, dislikes, etc.) and calculate various metrics/analytics. 

…it was easy to analyze the textual comments of the citizens using various 
text mining techniques, and extract their sentiment (positive or negative) 
and the main terms/topics mentioned. 

…it was easy to run the simulations and calculate future forecasts of policy 
awareness, interest and adoption. 

USEFULNESS 

The metrics/analytics calculated by the system were quite useful. 

The results of the analysis of the textual comments of the citizens through 
text mining techniques were quite useful. 

The forecasts calculated by the simulations were quite useful. 

USEFULNESS 

“The systems was 
quite helpful for my 
campaign in terms 
of…” 

 

…time saving. 

…cost saving. 

…reaching wider audiences (=more citizens). 

…reaching specific targeted groups of citizens I am interesting in 

…reaching citizens’ groups not usually participating in political life. 

…drawing conclusions about the degree of citizens’ awareness about the 
topic/policy dealt with in this campaign. 

…drawing conclusions about the degree of citizens’ interest in the 
topic/policy dealt with in this campaign. 
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…drawing conclusions about the degree of citizens’ acceptance of the 
policy dealt with in this campaign. 

…collecting high quality feedback/knowledge from the citizens on the 
particular topic/policy dealt with in this campaign. 

…identifying the particular problems/issues that exist concerning the 
topic/policy dealt with in this campaign. 

…identifying possible solutions to these problems/issues. 

…identifying advantages/disadvantages of these possible solutions. 

GENERAL ATTITUDE 
My general impression from the whole PADGETS platform and concept is 
positive. 

USE 

I visited the system often in order to get informed on citizens’ interaction 
with and feedback on the content I had posted to various social media. 

I often replied to comments posted by citizens. 

FUTURE INTENTIONS 
I would like to use the platform in my future campaigns. 

I would recommend the platform to other policy makers.  

FUTURE PROSPECTS  

“The whole 
PADGETS platform 
and concept…” 

 

…is a better way for discussing with citizens on various public policy related 
topics than the other existing ‘physical’ (i.e. through ‘physical’ meetings) or 
‘electronic’ ways of discussing with citizens on public policy related topics. 

…is compatible with the policy formulation processes of public agencies. 

…its practical application by public agencies policy makers does not require 
much effort. 

…can be initially applied in small scale pilot applications by public agencies, 
in order to assess its capabilities, advantages and disadvantages, before 
proceeding to a larger scale application. 

…is an innovation highly visible to other public agencies, policy makers and 
the society in general, which can create positive impressions and 
comments. 
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As already described, apart from the questionnaires that have been distributed from distance, there was 
the need for close interviews to unveil any aspect of the system that has been neglected. The open 
questions for in depth interviews can be in Table 4. 

Table 4: In depth interviews for policy initiators, clarifying results from questionnaires  

EASE OF USE 

General impressions of the ease of use of the system in more depth? 

Which part/aspects of it were difficult to use, and which were easy to use? 

Which capabilities/functionalities are not complete and need to be 
increased and strengthened? 

USEFULNESS 

Discuss in more depth and detail the 12 benefits dimensions– what were 
the particular contributions/benefits of the PADGETS platform in each of 
these dimensions – what is the potential contributions of the PADGETS 
platform in each of these dimensions.  

FUTURE INTENTIONS 
Which are the main motivations/drivers in favor and also the main barriers 
to the larger scale application of the PADGETS platform and concept in the 
policy formulation processes of the public agencies? 

FUTURE PROSPECTS 
Discuss in more depth and detail the 5 aspects of the PADGETS platform 
and concept – what happens with each of them and why? 

 

As the methodology already described, at the end of the evaluation methodology the actual usage and 
the practical usefulness of the platform has been assessed. Even if the common sense implies that in 
that section numbers and metrics coming from the platform should be used here, there is a tricky part 
here; the pilots ran under a specific environment, for a specific campaign and period, with messages of 
different quality, in multiple channels that are not controlled by the PADGETS platform. Thus, no metrics 
could come from the PADGETS platform directly. The analytics that can be extracted from the system 
concerning the Policy Initiators are relative to the buzz of the campaign (reach and engagement), but 
also the improvement in the channel of the Policy Maker before and after the campaign. These metrics 
are shown in the Table 5. 

Table 5: Real-usage metrics for policy initiators 

ACTUAL USAGE 
 

Total number of Campaigns done 

Total number of published Messages 

Used Social Media Platforms (SMP) 
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Number of different pages/accounts adopted in the Social Platforms 

Number of involved Countries 

Number of involved Policy Makers (PM) 

Number of Policy Makers’ consultants/contributors 

Number of video and media productions broadcasted 

Total number of used hashtags 

 

3.3.2 Evaluation for Citizens (Phase I & II) 

Two types of questionnaires addressed to Citizens are prepared, one for those using the PADGETS 
mobile application and one for Citizens interacting through their Social Media accounts. The 
questionnaires include closed questions, which consist of a number of statements, and the respondents 
will be asked to state to what extent  they agree to each statement, in an 1 to 5 scale (1= totally 
disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, 5 = totally agree). Links on the Android application will lead 
the Citizens to the questionnaire. As for those interacting through Social Media the questionnaires will 
be posted to PADGETS or each pilot’s Facebook page. Additionally, in depth interviews will focus on 
open questions and will take place in person with special groups of citizens (e.g. students). Phase I 
incorporates only the evaluation concerning citizens on social media, while phase II concerns both 
channels, i.e., the mobile application and the social media. 

3.3.2.1 Citizens using PADGETS mobile application 
The questionnaire for Citizens using PADGETS application actually is simplified compared to what 
information could be extracted, and the reason is quite profound: an application user is quite 
demanding and is easily bored; application users interact with the application for some seconds and if 
they gets bore they leave or even uninstall the application. Below there is a table with the questions 
from the relative questionnaire (1-5 scale answers): 

Table 6: Questionnaire for citizens' application 
EASE OF USE The application was in general easy to use 

EASE OF USE  

IN PARTICULAR 

 

It was easy to view the active campaigns and find the ones that interest me 

It was easy to view for each campaign the policy-related content posted by 
the responsible government agency and the comments of the citizens on it 

USEFULNESS …getting informed on important public policies under formulation by 
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“The whole 
PADGETS concept 
and method provide 
an effective and 
useful way for..” 

government agencies 

…getting informed on other citizens’ opinions and suggestions on such 
public policies under formulation 

…influencing the formulation of public policies by government agencies 

GENERAL ATTITUDE 
My general impression from the whole PADGETS concept and method is 
positive  

USE I used the application often in order to view campaigns in progress 

FUTURE INTENTIONS 

I would like to use again this new channel of communicating with 
government agencies and participating in the formulation of public policies 
by them 

I would recommend to other citizens this channel of communicating with 
government agencies and participating in the formulation of public policies 
by them  

The analytics that can be extracted concerning Citizens on PADGETS application, from analytic engine 
installed in the application and analytics coming from the Google Play store. 

Table 7: Real-usage metrics for citizens' application 

Criterion Metric  

 Number of downloads 

 Number of active users 

3.3.2.2 Citizens interacting through Social Media 
The questionnaire for Citizens interacting through their Social Media accounts (1-5 scale answers) 
includes the following questions in Table 8. 

Table 8: Questionnaire for citizens for evaluation of the campaigns through social media accounts 

USEFULNESS 
“The whole concept and 
method provides an 
effective and useful way 
for…” 

…communicating with government agencies and participating in the 
formulation of public policies by them 

…getting informed on important public policies under formulation by 
government agencies 
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 …getting informed on other citizens’ opinions and suggestions on such 
public policies under formulation 

…expressing my opinions and suggestions on such public policies under 
formulation 

…influencing the formulation of public policies by government agencies 

GENERAL ATTITUDE 

My general impression from the whole concept and method is positive 

It is a better way of participating in the formulation of public policies than 
the usual discussion forums operated by many government agencies in 
their own websites  

FUTURE INTENTIONS 

I would like to use again this new channel of communicating with 
government agencies and participating in the formulation of public policies 
by them 

I would recommend to other citizens this channel of communicating with 
government agencies and participating in the formulation of public policies 
by them 

 

The metrics for Citizens on social media evaluate citizens’ interactions with PADGETS refer to feedback 
generated from users and the audience reached through social media. Table 9 describes the two main 
metrics we can measure per campaign. 

Table 9 Metrics of Citizens on Social Media 

ACTUAL USAGE 
 

Total number of retrieved citizen Comments and feedback 

Citizens Reached 
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The open questions for in depth interviews with the special groups of citizens are shown in Table 10 

Table 10: In depth-interviews with citizens about the policy campaigns. 

EASE OF USE General impressions of the ease of use of the 
application in more depth 

Which part/aspects of it were difficult to use, 
and which were easy to use? 

Which capabilities/functionalities are not 
complete and need to be increased and 
strengthened? 

USEFULNESS Discuss in more depth and detail the 
usefulness and the effectiveness of the 
whole PADGETS concept and method  

 

In a nutshell, the PADGETS evaluation tools and the actions to be taken are presented in Table 11. The 
evaluation framework follows both qualitative and quantitative approaches. Structured questionnaires 
for policy initiators and citizens are going to be sent through emails or in person and through links on 
Android and Facebook page respectively. In depth interviews through Skype or in person will be 
conducted with the Policy Initiators, while in person short interviews with special groups of citizens (e.g. 
students) will be attempted. The actual usage will be examined in terms of metrics that can be extracted 
through platforms, when this is possible. 

Table 11: The PADGETS evaluation tools and actions 

PADGETS Parts of the 
Pilot 

Evaluation 
Tools 

Results Criteria 

• System 
• Policy Gadget 

Concept 

Policy 
Initiator 
Platform 

Policy Initiators 
Questionnaires 

• General Ease of Use 
• Error Handling 
• Error Prevention 
• Create Campaign 
• Monitor Interactions 
• Process Interactions 
• Mine Interactions 
• Run Simulations 

Ease of Use 
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PADGETS Parts of the 
Pilot 

Evaluation 
Tools 

Results Criteria 

• Useful Metrics/Analytics 
• Useful Text Mining 
• Useful Predictions 
• Time saving 
• Cost Saving 
• Reach Audience 
• Reach specific target Groups 
• Reach rare target Groups 
• Awareness 
• Interest 
• Collect feedback 
• Identify Problems 
• Identify Solutions 
• Identify pros/cons of solutions 

Usefulness 

• Create campaign 
• Time saving 
• General Ease of Use 

Complexity or 
Simplicity 

• Reach rare target groups 
• Awareness 
• Interest 
• Collect feedback 
• Identify problems 
• Identify solutions 
• Identify pros/cons of solutions 

Triability 

• General attitude Attitude 
towards using 

• Visit often 
• Replied to messages 
• Use it in future 

Behavioural 
intention to 
use 

• I would recommend it 
• Better way of discussion than 

Observability 
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PADGETS Parts of the 
Pilot 

Evaluation 
Tools 

Results Criteria 

forums 
• Highly innovative 

• Compatible with policy 
formulations 

• Better way of discussion than 
forums 

• Effortlessly applicable 

Relative 
Advantage 

• Compatible with policy 
formulations 

• Effortlessly applicable 

Compatibility 

Policy Initiators 
Interviews 

• Ease of use 
• Specific parts difficult/easy 
• Functionalities to be improved 

Ease of Use 

• Useful Metrics/Analytics 
• Useful Text Mining 
• Useful Predictions 
• Time saving 
• Cost Saving 
• Reach Audience 
• Reach specific target Groups 
• Reach rare target Groups 
• Awareness 
• Interest 
• Collect feedback 
• Identify Problems 
• Identify Solutions 
• Identify pros/cons of solutions 

Usefuleness 

• Main motivations/drivers Behavioural 
intention to 
use 
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PADGETS Parts of the 
Pilot 

Evaluation 
Tools 

Results Criteria 

• Main barriers Complexity or 
Simplicity 

• Better way of discussion than 
forums 

• Highly innovative 

Observability 

• Compatible with policy 
formulations 

• Better way of discussion than 
forums 

• Effortlessly applicable 

Relative 
Advantage 

Policy Initiators 
Analytics 

• Estimated cross-platform 
reach 

• Estimated cross-platform 
engagement 

• Campaign vs. “Business as 
Usual” 

Actual Usage 

• System 
• Policy Gadget 

Concept 

Citizens 
Application 

Policy Initiators 
Analytics 

• General ease to use 
• Easy to find and navigate 

campaigns 
• Easy to see relative content 

Ease of Use 

• informed on public policies  
• informed on opinions  
• influencing the formulation of 

public policies  

Usefuleness 

• positive impression Attitude 
towards using 

• use it often 
• would use it again 

Behavioural 
intention to 
use 
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PADGETS Parts of the 
Pilot 

Evaluation 
Tools 

Results Criteria 

• would use it again 
• would recommend it 

Observability 

Application 
Analytics 

• Daily return rate (%) 
• Weekly return rate (%) 
• Monthly return rate (%) 
• New visits (%) 
• Number of downloads 
• Number of active users 

Actual Usage 

Policy Gadget 
Concept 

Social 
Media 
Campaign 

Citizens 
Questionnaires 

• Communicating with 
government agencies & 
participating 

• Informed on public policies  
• informed on opinions  
• expressing on opinions 
• influencing the formulation of 

public policies 

Usefulness 

• Good general impression 
• Better way of discussion than 

forums 

Attitude 
towards using 

• Better way of discussion than 
forums 

Competitive 
Advantage 

• I would like to see again 
communication through the 
channel 

• I would recommend the 
specific channel 

Observability 

• I would like to see again 
communication through the 
channel 

Behavioural 
intention to 
use 

Social Media See Table 3-3 2 Analytics of Actual Usage 
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PADGETS Parts of the 
Pilot 

Evaluation 
Tools 

Results Criteria 

Analytics Citizens on Social Media 

Interviews with 
spectial groups  

• General impressions of the 
ease of use  

• Part/aspects of it were 
difficult/easy to use 

• Capabilities/functionalities to 
be improved 

Ease of use 

Usefulness and the 
effectiveness of the whole 
PADGETS concept and method 

Usefulness 

 

3.4 Overall Evaluation 
In Table 12 the first column states which parts of the initiative are evaluated under each criteria, the 
next column shows which parts of the pilots are involved and the third one shows the tools used to 
perform the evaluation. The fourth column shows the results of the evaluation and the final one the 
criteria where results match. The results extracted from analytics, questionnaires and interviews may 
apply to multiple criteria even for the same evaluation tool. 

Table 12: Overall evaluation methodology, mapping concepts to components, to evaluation tools, process results and 
methodological criteria 

PADGETS Parts of the 
Pilot 

Evaluation 
Tools 

Results Criteria 

• System 
• Policy Gadget 

Concept 

Policy 
Initiator 
Platform 

Policy Initiators 
Questionnaires 

• General Ease of Use 
• Error Handling 
• Error Prevention 
• Create Campaign 
• Monitor Interactions 
• Process Interactions 
• Mine Interactions 
• Run Simulations 

Ease of Use 
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PADGETS Parts of the 
Pilot 

Evaluation 
Tools 

Results Criteria 

• Useful Metrics/Analytics 
• Useful Text Mining 
• Useful Predictions 
• Time saving 
• Cost Saving 
• Reach Audience 
• Reach specific target Groups 
• Reach rare target Groups 
• Awareness 
• Interest 
• Collect feedback 
• Identify Problems 
• Identify Solutions 
• Identify pros/cons of solutions 

Usefulness 

• Create campaign 
• Time saving 
• General Ease of Use 

Complexity or 
Simplicity 

• Reach rare target groups 
• Awareness 
• Interest 
• Collect feedback 
• Identify problems 
• Identify solutions 
• Identify pros/cons of solutions 

Triability 

• General attitude Attitude 
towards using 

• Visit often 
• Replied to messages 
• Use it in future 

Behavioural 
intention to 
use 

• I would recommend it 
• Better way of discussion than 

Observability 
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PADGETS Parts of the 
Pilot 

Evaluation 
Tools 

Results Criteria 

forums 
• Highly innovative 

• Compatible with policy 
formulations 

• Better way of discussion than 
forums 

• Effortlessly applicable 

Relative 
Advantage 

• Compatible with policy 
formulations 

• Effortlessly applicable 

Compatibility 

Policy Initiators 
Interviews 

• Ease of use 
• Specific parts difficult/easy 
• Functionalities to be improved 

Ease of Use 

• Useful Metrics/Analytics 
• Useful Text Mining 
• Useful Predictions 
• Time saving 
• Cost Saving 
• Reach Audience 
• Reach specific target Groups 
• Reach rare target Groups 
• Awareness 
• Interest 
• Collect feedback 
• Identify Problems 
• Identify Solutions 
• Identify pros/cons of solutions 

Usefuleness 

• Main motivations/drivers Behavioural 
intention to 
use 
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PADGETS Parts of the 
Pilot 

Evaluation 
Tools 

Results Criteria 

• Main barriers Complexity or 
Simplicity 

• Better way of discussion than 
forums 

• Highly innovative 

Observability 

• Compatible with policy 
formulations 

• Better way of discussion than 
forums 

• Effortlessly applicable 

Relative 
Advantage 

Policy Initiators 
Analytics 

• Estimated cross-platform 
reach 

• Estimated cross-platform 
engagement 

• Campaign vs. “Business as 
Usual” 

Actual Usage 

• System 
• Policy Gadget 

Concept 

Citizens 
Application 

Policy Initiators 
Analytics 

• General ease to use 
• Easy to find and navigate 

campaigns 
• Easy to see relative content 

Ease of Use 

• informed on public policies  
• informed on opinions  
• influencing the formulation of 

public policies  

Usefuleness 

• positive impression Attitude 
towards using 

• use it often 
• would use it again 

Behavioural 
intention to 
use 
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PADGETS Parts of the 
Pilot 

Evaluation 
Tools 

Results Criteria 

• would use it again 
• would recommend it 

Observability 

Application 
Analytics 

• Daily return rate (%) 
• Weekly return rate (%) 
• Monthly return rate (%) 
• New visits (%) 
• Number of downloads 
• Number of active users 

Actual Usage 

Policy Gadget 
Concept 

Social 
Media 
Campaign 

Citizens 
Questionnaires 

• Communicating with 
government agencies & 
participating 

• Informed on public policies  
• informed on opinions  
• expressing on opinions 
• influencing the formulation of 

public policies 

Usefulness 

• Good general impression 
• Better way of discussion than 

forums 

Attitude 
towards using 

• Better way of discussion than 
forums 

Competitive 
Advantage 

• I would like to see again 
communication through the 
channel 

• I would recommend the 
specific channel 

Observability 

• I would like to see again 
communication through the 
channel 

Behavioural 
intention to 
use 

Social Media See Table 3-3 2 Analytics of Actual Usage 
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PADGETS Parts of the 
Pilot 

Evaluation 
Tools 

Results Criteria 

Analytics Citizens on Social Media 

Interviews • General impressions of the 
ease of use  

• Part/aspects of it were 
difficult/easy to use 

• Capabilities/functionalities to 
be improved 

Ease of use 

Usefulness and the 
effectiveness of the whole 
PADGETS concept and method 

Usefulness 
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4. Conclusions  
During the development of the evaluation framework a multitude of challenges had to be overcome: in 
fact, the PADGETS platform had various end-points with different stakeholders to reach, while the 
evaluation of the information system should be combined with the evaluation of the messages that have 
been sent. Additionally, there was also the need to evaluate both the current status of the platform and 
also future possibilities. Owing to these reasons, a hybrid evaluation framework was developed based 
on the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) and Diffusion of Innovation factors. 

The recourse to both qualitative and quantitative indications during the evaluation phase was actually 
needed, not only to capture the tendency towards the future usage and exploitation of the project, but 
also as a way to overcome barriers set by social media platforms to track activities and find users’ 
identity. The two cycles of iteration with Pilots provided actually useful feedback from initial work to 
design the latest pilots in a more effective way, to reach a greater audience with messages and engage 
users, but also helped the evaluation framework to adapt with questions and metrics that are more 
targeted to users’ needs. 

To conclude, this document represents a complete evaluation framework that paves the way for the 
upcoming evaluation process of the pilot conducted in the project blueprint. The methodology was 
based on metrics that could be extracted from the PADGETS platform or from social media, taking into 
account the context where the pilots were expected to run. It would be interesting also to consider the 
current evaluation framework as a candidate methodology to evaluate policy making initiatives over 
social media; the PADGETS evaluation framework had to overcome multiple challenges, like the need for 
accounts setup, communication training, community building but also evaluating the actual usage of a 
technical platform through different metrics coming from various social media platforms. 
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5. Annexes 

5.1 Annex A: Questionnaire for Policy Makers 
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5.2 Annex B: Questionnaire for Citizens on PADGETS application 
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5.3 Annex C: Questionnaire for Citizens interacting through Social 
Media 
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5.4 Annex D: Questionnaire for Policy Makers of the Italian Pilot 
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