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Executive Summary

1 This is the first of tw@valuationreports on the VOICES projemt urban waste

9 This evaluation broadly attempts tmrroborate the quality of the project and the
participatory processes, and to provide suggestions for improvements in the future

1 The evaluation is based upon d& pillars, or criteria: the official aims stated by the project
(e.g. as exists in the Description of Work); a normative evaluation criterion called
WAYTF2NXIFGA2Y GNIyatradAaAz2yQT YR GKS AYyFSNNEBR
sponsors, etg.

1 Although the evaluatiowoncernghe project as a whole, this first report is centred on
evaluation of the genesis and implementation of the focus graughe main mechanism
used for public engagemernithe second evaluation report, at the end of thejpct, will
follow the use (or noruse) of the focus group outcomes.

1 Thisanalysis is based upon documentary analysis, observation of events following an
observation protocol, and on results from various questionnaires (to participants and
moderators). lterviews will be conducted with various important stakeholders in the
following phase of the evaluation.

9 This report provides a brief description of the genesis of the focus group mechanism. It
describes the rationale behind using focus groups, and détailspecific adaptations made
to the approach to address the current issue of urban waste.

1 The adapted method was piloted in a number of events and then revised with the help of an
advisory group comprising a wide range of relevant experts. Followisgaltiompulsory
two-and-a-half day training event was held in Brussels, which was attended by all of the 33
moderators responsibléor running thefocus groups

1 Subsequently, a total of 100 focus groups were run in 33 different locations throughout
Europe(three in each location, and a fourth in one). The focus groups lasted three hours,
involved 10 participants (on average), and occurred over a single weekend in any one
location (being spread over several weekends throughout March and April, 2013).

9 This reort notes that, theoretically, the focus group approach is apt for the present
purposegbeing a welworn method in social sciencegnd furthermore, isighly positive
about the genesis of the method, given the rigorous development (with trialling and
training)q which is, in fact, relatively rare in the conduct of public engagement.

1 Most of this report considers the implementation of the focus grogps a good design can

still fail if poorly implemented.



Evaluators attended five different focus grauponducted in four different countries over

three successive weekends.

It was observed that wderators stuck to their scripts; provided the relevant information to

help participants appreciate their role; helped ensure a positive atmosphere; and managed
discussions well, allowing them to be largely inclusive (although there were occasional cases

of vocal participants dominating discussions at potential expense of others).

However, there were a number of issues that might have led to a degree of informiass:

these included rooms that were too small (so all breakout groups were in one place, with
concomitant noise and hence no chance to audio record conversations, leading to reliance

on the scribbled notes of sedfppointed scribes); the reliance at pts on output from

(untrained) selfacilitated groups; and the uncertain appropriateness of one of the exercises

asking about future research and solutions, which participants seemed to find more difficult.

Aside from this, we would also suggest a coulminor logistical amendments that might

have ensured more accurate information translatipsuch as by having the notekers

present at the events write on fliphartsinstead ofthe moderators(to enable the latter

more time to think) or indeed, to vite up notes in reatime on Powerpoint to ensure they

were more visible and readable to all.

CNRY G(GKS LI NIAOALIY(GaAaQ LISNBRLISOGABSE (KS S@Syi
information they received, participants were generally clear what the everst aboult, its

aims, why they were invited, and, to a lesser degree, how participants had been selected.

They also concurred that the participants were appropriate for the event.

In terms of the process and information elicitation, the majority of partiotpaagreed that

they had been able to say all or most of what they wanted to say and thought that the

summingup had been accurate. Around 85% thought that there had been sufficient time to

discuss all that needed to be discussddaving a significant mority that thought that

Y2NB GAYS ¢4l a ySSRSR® h¥ (2LA0AE y20 RA&AO0dzaaS|
were noted, with perhaps the most relevant being the financial aspects of urban waste.

Over 98% of respondeit A Y RA Ol 1 SR { K I Nibzfinifle&d, j&thBey i 6 & a5 St
respondent from the entire sample ansred that it was not welfun), and @proximately

99% ofallrespdRSy i1a ¢ SNB SA i Ks&idfledwdnSHéRvent.2 NJ a F I A NX & ¢
Regarding the impact of the event and other outcomes, most exgukid receive feedback

on the event. Around one third claimed to have learnt a lot from the event while around one

KEfF KFER fSINYSR al FS6 ySg (GKAyI&é¢d | NRdzy R |
GOKIFyYy3aS O6GKSANL @GASgaésYIR GKRIIIAKI KRS VNI @FS dXK 2K



changed actually stated that they effectivdigd beerby beingstrengthenedmost being
clearly preenvironment/ antiwaste).

¢CKSNB g1 a Ftyz2ad G20t F3INBSYSyd GKIFG Ad é1

QX

participants on this issueparticipantsthought it wasright that they be consulted (because

they are citizens and we live in democracies) but also that citizensrbkexeant knowledge

on the topic that could lead to objectively good/ better solutions

Over haltthought the eventwouldinfluence future EU policy, although there was a
considerable amount of uncertainty too (only 6% thought the eweatild notinfluence

policy, but about ondl K A NR ¢ S NFhe dndeytaintizMigaly seemed to be concerned
with a lack of trust in the EU or in other stakeholders (industry, politicians) as well as
concern about the practical feasibility of their ideas being implemented (in the face of other
influencing factors, current finances, bureaucratic obstacles/ red tape)

Finally, whenaskedwhat wasbest about the event, participants identified many aspects.
Theythought the events were well run and moderatdtiey enjoyed the different exercises;
they appreciatedriteracting with different and diverse participantdey often enjoyed the
socialaspects and meeting new people; thexere positive about the nature of the other
participants and how they responded to the task (with enthusiasm, seriousness,tbég/)
approved of the atmospherdopen, convivial, friendly, schaly, informal, creative and
relaxed; they thought the topic was good/ important/ appropriatand they enjoyed the
discussions @I NAy 3 20 KSNEQ @A S aandalSdxpidgsing tBek owny R K S |
views, being heard, and helping to actuablve an important problem

Many respondents refused to name any worst aspect of the event, or stated that there was
none. However, some responses indicated tilgaas hinted at in response to a previous
guestion¢ a minority did think that there was infficient time in the event to discuss all
that needed to bediscussed (i.e. an element afformation losg$ poor translation), some
expressedloubts that anything would come from these everdasdothers had rather more
mundane (but far from irrelevant) omerns about the nature of refreshments and the
working environment.

As a general point, there was considerable uniformity of opinions across the different
locations.

CNRY (KS Y2RSNEihe MdnRg walS dehetaly Qidwed Sositively (though
some of the experienced moderatotBought that it was too long for them), as was the
Y2ZRSN}I G2NBQ YIydzdf 62F 9KAOK GKSNB 6SNB FS9
Regarding the running of the focus groups, however, two issues arose fairly frequbatly:

third exercise waghought quite difficult for some participants (requiring a degree of
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creativity), while some moderators reporteddifficulty in the second exercisewith
participants being unclear how to distinguish barriers from concerns.

There were no particularly cleareinds across the thredifferent-agefocus groups, though

the moderatorsgenerally felt that the younger group was perhaps (but not always) the most
difficult to manage.

The moderator€dmain concern about th@rocess was theelative lack of preparation time
allowed.

Our general conclusion is that the focus group component of the project has generally been
highly impressivethe design process (genesis) provided a degree of rigour that is rarely
found in public engagement emts, and the skill and dedication of the moderators helped
ensurethat the design was well implemented.

This report concludes with a number of recommendations for future events like this (related
to timing, resources, and a humber of structural issuas)d sets the scene for the second

part of the evaluation.



1. Overview. This Report and the Evaluation

Introduction: The VOICES Projeantd thisEvaluationReport

The VOICES projgitiews, Opinions, and Ideas of Citizens in Eurépa parEuropearproject that

aims to consult the European public on the topic of urban waste manageamehinvolve it in the

definition of research prioritiesThe project is due to run throughout 2013, using a fegumip

methodology as its main process for gatheringlida® !y GAYRSLISYRSyid S@
commissioned as part of this project (as a-®saintract to the coordinating organizationEcSite) in

2 NR S Marrdbaratedthe quality of the project and the participatory processes, and to provide
suggestions for impnements in the futuré (VOICES evaluation tender documenthis report

represents the first of two to be delivered by the selected evaluators (the current authors). The

focus of this report is on an evaluation of the focus group proceseese the secad report¢ due

to be delivered at the end of the projectg A f f O2yaARSNI GKS aljdzr t AGeé

integrating and contextualising the current results into that bigger picture.

In the rest of this chapter, the issue of evaluationdiscussed, along with a description and
justification of the approach that will be used in this project. Chapter 2 briefly describes the genesis
of the project, and the development and nature of the focus group process (the chosen mechanism
for engaging vth the public). Chapter 3 discusses some findings based on evaluator observation of a
selection of the focus groups. Chapter 4 provides an analysis of participant responses to an
evaluation questionnaire. Chapter 5 discusses the results from questionrs&ireso moderators

for completion after they had run their focus groups. And Chapter 6 sums up the findings on the
focus groups based on the various evaluative elements. This final chapter also highlights the
limitations in this report and sets the scef@ the remaining evaluation activities and the second

evaluation report that will be delivered at the end of the project.
The Nature of the Evaluation

Just as there are uncertainties as to how best to conduct stakeholder engagement processes, there

are urcertainties as to how best to evaluate these. One major area of debate in this area is whether

it is possible to derive a generic evaluation framework that can be used to evaluate all instances of
stakeholder engagement, or whether each instance of engagns so specific in its aims that this

is infeasible. Rowe and Frewer (2004) have argued for the former: they contest that, though the

aims of any particular event might differ at one level, they are similar at a higher level. That is, all
Ayaill ya@da SKREWRSNI SyalFr3SySyadaQx yR AdGa NBfFGABSE

goals, and that similarity is part of what defines them. Various authors have sought, then, to



A0ALMZE FGS 6KIG GK2asS 02YY2y 3JA2RfBAVAFEKG SREORSH?

or otherwise of any event might be judged.

This is not the place to go into a review of different evaluative frameworks (although there are
relatively few coherent examples of these). One framework, elaborated in Hddioés,Rowe and

Walls (2007), sees engagement events (whether involving stakeholders or the pubtioyiestion

systems They conceptualise the fundamental purpose of engagement as the efficient elicitation and
combination of information from all parties inlx@d to produce a comprehensive and accurate

2dz0 LJdzi 06 KAOK YlI& GKSYy o6S dzaSR o0& (KS S@gSyiQa w:
suggest that one way to view the effectiveness of any engagement event is according to the
efficiency with whichinformation enters, travels through, and emerges from it, and their concern is

with recording barriers; structural, behavioural (etcq G KI & OlF'y f SIFIR (2 WAY T2 Ny
some of the entirety of theoretically relevant information is omitted, regted, mistranslated). The
theoretically relevant information comprises all that which might have a bearing on understanding

(and potentially resolving) the issue about which the engagement is concerned. The emphasis on
identifying places of information2la8 & 060 LJ322NJ WAYF2NXYIF GA2y GNIyatl A
nature of theoretically relevant information cannot practically be known (i.e. and hence, they do not
suggest attempting to detail it for to detail it would essentially be to solve the probléhat the

engagement is addressing). Efficient information translation therefore relies upon the presence in an
engagement event of all appropriate stakeholders (who may or may not include the public) that
potentially have information relevant to the pradh. It requires a clear presentation of the
LINEO6tSYZ yR Fff Faa20AraGSR FIrOlaz G2 GK2a$S LI NI
these are contractors for the sponsors). It requires the availability of a suitable environment in which
dialogue can take place between the relevant stakeholders (suitable in terms of physical and time
resources, and in terms of efficient process management, such as by one or more facilitators). And it
requires suitable methods and resources to record and comlihe output from the dialogue

between the stakeholders.

HorlickJones et al have subsequently referred to information translation as a-orééaion (though

higherorder criterionis perhaps a more appropriate expression), in the sense that it essentially
adzo0adzySa Ylyeée 2F GKS 20KSNJ Wy2NXYIF GAPSQ ONRGSNRLE
most of the nine evaluation criteria from Rowe and Frewer (2000) (one of thekbestn evaluation

FNI YSE2NlLaA0Y (KdzaAaX Wil a1l RSTFAYAGA2YQ 02yS 2F (K
GKIFIG GKS@& dzyRSNARAGEFYR YR INB F20dzaaSR 2y (KS | L
many ways, throughout the system, asy instance of noftransparency clearly represents a case in
GKAOK AYTF2NNIGAZ2Y GKIG A&a NBESOrydG Aa o0SAy3a ¥



important, because an absence of time or physical resources would entail the premature completion

2F Ly S@Syi o0STF2NB ff AYyF2NNIGA2YyS 2LJWA2ya oS
relates to the need to ensure the accurate and structured recording and combination of participant
AYVF2NXYIFGAZ2YT WNBLINEK &Sy (¢ abdestd gf & delev@ant paity e@shNdsiitiatO | £
GKSANI GKS2NBGAOFIfft& NBtSOFyld AYyTF2NNIGAEngseh & | 0&
al (2007) (within this paper, and in a number of subsequent evaluations), have argued that most

normative crieria can be easily transformed into criteria that conceriormation

I gAy3a YIFRS Fy | NBdzySyd F2N) 6KS SEA&aGSyOS I|yR
evaluation of all engagement events, it is still worth considering other, more precisaarigdated

to a particular event being evaluategif only for pragmatic and political reasons. Hordines and

colleagues (e.g. Horlielones et al, 2006), in evaluating a major UK public engagement initiative
OWDa bl iA2yKQUOZIZ (K SNBalugtidiScritatizt Jtese TdMNB&I a)aaSsetiof
Y2NXI GAPS ONRGSNAI o6iGK2&aS 2F w26S YR CNBGSNE H.
stated aims and c) a set of criterimferred from the LJ- NIi A Gaksldrsytd & fumber of open
quedsiAz2zya Ay | LI NITAOALI YOG [dzSadAz2yylANBod /S| NIe
specific aims when conducting an evaluation (even though Haltioks et al might argue that these

are often easily translatable into criteria concerning imfi@ation). But whyg some might ask; are

these not sufficient? The reason for this is essentially-#®f R® CANRGX alLlRyaz2NaQ
badly phrased and vague (and arguably, this may even be deliberate), making evaluation difficult, as

the more vage is a concept, the more difficult it is to operationalize. A typical aim, for example,
YAIKG 6S Wiz Sy3ar3asS gAi0K (GKS Lzt A0Qd Ly (GdKAa Ol
AY 6KAOK Hn LIS2LX S WOIFIYS (KNRYAR AKSEKRPZ2KNE Kedf 1
0S I Wwadz00S&aaQd /tSINIez GKAA Aa Ly dzyaldAaa¥Fl Ol
the sponsors might themselves be content with a limited evaluation, it is important to recognise that

most significant eents will have many interested observegsfrom other stakeholder groups,

political parties, nations, academia, and sog@who would not be satisfied with such an evaluation,

YR g2dzZ R O2ydSad AGod ! aAy3d | Wy2 Mivevaluat®e,&an SO f d:
overcome some of these problems (but not all). On top of this, evaluating the success of an event
according to those who took part would seem equally pertinentot least for the participants

themselves, who might not understand the larage of the normative evaluation. This justifies the

consideration of implicit participant evaluation criteria.

The Evaluation approach used here



In the current evaluation, this threlegged scheme is the one that is adopted. That is, the main part

ofthS S@Il tdzr A2y gAff 06S o0F&ASR dzl2y GKS y2NXI GAGS
declared aims of the appropriate parties (the project consortiwponsors etg.will be considered

as a second perspective, as will be the views of the paatits involved in the differenfocus

groups(third perspective). The evaluation relies upon several information sources: a) documentary
evidence (e.g. details of theponsor criteria may be ascertained from project documents); b)
participant questionnaire (given topublic attending events); cinoderator questionnaires (to help

ascertain key aspects of thiecus groupdeing evaluated); d) evaluator observation of varifoasus

goupE dzaAy3I Ly W20aSNDFGA2Y LINE ( 2ndanat@n tiarslati 02 NR L
and e) interviews with relevant parties, to fill in missing g&jmpies of thebservation protocol, the

participant questionnair€in English)plus themoderator questionnairecan be found imppendixi,

2 and 3, respectivelylhere are no interviews in this report; this method (along with documentary

analysis) will form the main information gathering tool for the second report.

Another key point that needs to be made hasethat this evaluation is fundamentally concerned
with the project overall Within this project, the main element of public engagement takes place
through the conduct of focus groups in 33 locations throughout the EU. The fothis pérticular
report ¢ the first of two¢ is on the genesis and conduct of tfaeus groups. We aigto as large a
degree as possible to comment on the quality of these processedthough we cannot make
definitive conclusions at this stage because the ultimate succetb® qirojectwill only be knowable

at its end (or indeed,exveral years after its englas will be discussed in report 2) once the sponsors
(and other stakeholders) have considered and reacted to the output from the focus groups. In short,
Al Aad GKS LINRP2SOGO Fa | ¢gK2tS (ewludlionAsdundarsestaly A y F 2 N.
interested, although the focus group processes are perhaps the most impartformation sub
systemwithin that larger system. The limitations of this report will be considered again in the final

chapter, where the next stepd this evaluation will be considered.
A Final Caveat

Finally, a brief word is needed here on how to translate this report. What this repoot istended

to be is a critical piece, attempting to apportidatame for failures Instead it should be seen as
providing a more cautious critique, indicating areas where there may be issues (such as potential
mistranslation), and providing ideas for alternative ways of proceeslivagild the processes in this
project be deemed useful and worth repeatiggsuch as fo other topics than urban waste, or on

this topic at another timeTo emphasize what we mean, there are various graphs presented in
Chapter 4showing comparisons of responses from participants to the various focus groups: the

reader should notoverinterpret these graphs, or assume that, because participants rébeds



groups at one locatioW KA IKSND G(GKIFy FTy2GKSNJ 6AGK NBaLISOG G2
the formerwere y SOS&al NAf & WoSGGSNDR GKIFIyYy (GKS fahdld G SN
differences in the contexts of théocus groups in the different locationsiight explain (less
favourable) outcomes as much as differences in the relative structures @vietsor the ways in

which theywere implemented. For example, something dampgle as bad weather can completely
undermine an event (the evaluatecan cite one clear example of this from an event held in the UK
several months ago), while the nature of participagttheir range and personalities can have a

major impact on how amvent proceeds (in addition to aspects thate under the control of the

partners, such as the quality of facilitation). Furthermore, the reader needs to recognise that
participants (and indeed, the moderators, whose views are also recorded) not necesarily
omniscient or fair in their assessments. People can be ddighted, opinionated, distracted,
ignorant, political, and even just unpleasant. Thus, to read too much into negative responses from
one or two individuals would be inappropriate. Howevavhen a number of participanis
moderators, or other stakeholders (more relevant to the next report than to thishe up with

similar arguments, then it is as least worth considering what their issues are and what might be done
about them. And finally, asoted at the start of thichapter, there is no universal acceptance as to

the best and only way to evaluate engagement, and as such, it would be wrong to adopt one scheme
and be overly dogmatic about the outcomes from using it. In short, this reportidiather be seen

as a story, perhaps, in places, a cautionary tale, that discusses and analydesuhegroups

hopefully in a thoughprovoking way from which some lessons might be learn



2. The Development of th€roject and theFocus Group Process

Introduction

In this chapter a description of the main elements of the project (so far) will be given. The purpose
of this is to set the scene for the projedntrodudngthe main players and elementandidentifying

0 KS LInEtedSaina hich ompriseone of the threesets ofevaluation criteriag as discussed
previously. DA @Sy G KIF G GKS y2NNIGAGS S@ltdad adAz2y ONRGS
between the different stages of the project will beted, and some brief commentary witie
provided on the balance and comprehensiveness of information flosef(because, as will be
noted, the evaluators were not commissioned until pasy through this process and so for the
most part had only secondand documentary evidence to considehe following sections
therefore consider the genesis and structure of the project, the development of the focus group
methodology, and the training and enactment of the focus groups. The final section provides a
number of evaluative comments and discesghe main bases of the evaluation that follow in the

succeeding chapters.
Project Overview

The VOICES projeftiews, Opinions, andldeas ofCtizens inEurope) is a panEuropen public
consultation focused on the topic of urban wasteianagement, led byEaite (the European
network of science centres and museumand developed in response tihe Science in Society
2013.1.2.11 call on citizen participation in science and technology polibg projectis premised on
usingan experimental focus group metdology as a research and engagememl for consulting
1000 European public citizemsross 27 European countrigs33 locations. VOICES commenced on

the 16" January 2013 withaor@ S| NJ RdzNJ G A2y G F O2&80 2F emdp YAt

The VOICES project is siipaifit not only for its scale as a public consultation but as an exercise in
participatory deliberationits central aim is for itsconclusiongresults and/or recommendations

from the focus groups) tdirectly inform, influence and be formally incorpomteto the European

I 2YYA&aA2yQa LI ikglhe privriidatio® of EyfapearNdBsBdrcNiBe precisely,

the views ofthe consulted European citizensare intended to provide input advice to a
Consolidation Groypwhich will betasked with defiing the priorities for the worprogramme:

W/ EAYIFIGS OGA2yET NB&A2dzZNOS STFTAOASyXN&ammenting Y I G SN
2014.As suchthe VOICES project is an exemplar of the democratization of science and technology
governance and mlation where the inclusion of lapublics in scientific debate isxpectedto

reduce societal barriers to uptake of solutiofthe VOICE®roject may also be significant for its



methodological contribution to public engagement in science and technol®®ST) and its

application of an experimental method for public consultation.

The theme of urban waste is a relevant and pertinent concern for every European .cWidGES
provides an importantor mobilizing the voices of European citizens in the agesetting and

prioritization work for European research on urban waste.

TheFocus Group Methodology

The method chosen to consult the public was a focus group design developed by the main

contractors (Amsterdam University). In the following section,rtit@nale for its choice is discussed.

The methodology for the VOICES focus groups was premised on an Interactive Learning and Action
model, otherwise known as the ILA approach, designed and engineered for agettidg n policy
contexts (see Broerse amglinders 1999,2000; CarosFlinterman 2005; Zweekhors2004). The ILA
approach consists of various participatory methods focused on data collection; organized reflection;
mutual learning and knowledge @weation. The purported benefits of the ILA apach are

transparencyvalidity andreproducibility

According to the project organisers/ contractorletfocus group methodology was selected as an
efficient mechanism for public dialogue focused on personal ideas, values, preferences and
concerns andasan optimum means by which a specified cohort of participantsited by their
denomination of age; might confidently and fluently engage in discussion oriented to their own
personal beliefs, attitudes and praxis concernangopic (herewaste management In recruiting

small numbers to a relatively stable, safe angcaffolded dialogical/ learning/ research
environment, participantsare theoreticallyprovided with the necessary conditions with which to
respectfully and reciprocally interact and shareiimaginative and creative probleiposing and
problemsolving. The focus group method in this context was seen to foster an open and equitable
platform for participants to freely, without hesitation or fear of reprisal or censure, articulate and

reflect onoften complex and in some cases highly personalised abstractions of their daily lives.

The focus group in this instaneeas also recommended for the flexibility it affords participants in
being gradually socialised into the deliberative processoming toterms, without unnecessary
pressure or feeling of harassment or becoming inhibited, with meeting the challenge of critical
engagement; by beginning to feel at ease with each other; and in evolvingoperative and
dynamic collective sense of purpose adéntity. The relatively small number of individuals taking

part in a focus group also contributes to a sense of priority, significance and statatalysing

10



LI NI A OA LJ vy (i & QeffRaty/as an§aged Qvithid & meaBrigfdil exercjsehere they &el

they are actually being listenead.t

An issue frequently impairing many engagemegtnsultation initiatives is the tendency of
commissioning authorities to engage with a plural audience but in atiagith or largely superficial

way. The focus group on the other hand provides for a reduced coverage of opinion and input, but
input whichmay be significantly deeper and richer. The focus griouthis contextprovides for

more penetrative, deliberative and critical debate and thereby is more aligned with a research
engagement process with participants integrated as resegratiners as oppaed to research
subjects This latter point is especially important in the context of rationalising the focus group
method for VOICE®articipants in this context were recruited as {msearchers and knowledge-co

producers, involved in creative imaginesiand futurepredicative work.

The excavation of individual values and beliefs is a highly complex retrieval process; yet the focus
group offers apotentially effective means for individuals to sétfentity and articulate these,
particularly where the dtivation or positioning of specific, personal values has been unconsidered

or dormant. The focus group method in VOI@E&bledvalueswork by being cognisant of values as

a social and cultural abstractiothat form, not in isolation but through a proces of social
interaction. In other words, the focus group for VOICES offered an opportunity for the emergence of
LI NI A OA LJ ayiditie @ont@stafiodz&nd Beconsideration of these, and therefatlwed to

emerge thekinds of conclusions and public achs that consultatios conducted on a oro-one

basis might never reach. The VOICES focus group therefore provided the necessary stimulus and
impetus, forged through collective and shared, experiential learning, and in some instancpiayole

(e.g. in me exerciseparticipants are asked to take decisionsuch as allocating priorities for
European researchpend, where new ideas were practised and honed; where individual ideas
might germinate in response to the positioning of others and as encouraged by the energy of group
interactions. The stated advantage of the focus group as a qualitative research methedeiforé

the potential for focused yet expansive participant discussion where novel, unanticipated and
multifarious insights emerge freelyet not indiscriminatelylmportantly, the focus group method is
Ffa2 LINBRAOFGSR 2y WA YEAGNIINAISHER Qdfy BdellitS RO F Wk &t
own-worlds¢ and so, whilst not necessarily representative, is indicative of the vast range of opinions
and practice that might existnot only across 27 European countries, but within the ten participants
populating each focus group. The sthph yS Ay (GKA& AyadlyoOS ¢2dzZ R
KSGSNr3aISySAite oSiegSSyQo
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In order to foster creative and imaginative exchange between participants, consideration was also
given to the design of the physical enviment of the focus group and what conditions were
necessary to fulfil the ambitions of the dialogue. Thus, the contractors determined that the focus
group space would need to be insulated from external noise disruption and distraction yet arguably
not entirely isolated from its creative locale (the location of focus groups within science museums/
centres/ galleries would provide an important contextual reference, reminder and prompt for
dynamic, imaginative and interactive work), and be arranged in suchyaasao facilitate and
safeguard freedom of movement and expression (allowing proximity and intimacy yet without

personal encroachment and also opportunity for participants to retreat and relax).

Equal attention was given in the design of the focus grotgpghe multifaceted role of the
moderator as focugroup choreographer, orienteer and counsellensuring among many things:
clear instruction and signposting; equitable dialogue; and the overall welfare of participants. As
such the role of the moderair was perceived as inseparable from the overall success of each
workshop. In ensuring that moderators were sufficiently prepared for the specific demands of the

focus group method, training was provided (described shortly).

Table2.1 Focus Group OVERVIEW

I 99 focus groupsconducted at science centres (n=6 in subcontracted locations) in ne
settings such as standard rooms/offices
10 participants per focus group

33locations(n=3 focus groups)

27 European Countries

=A =4 =4 =

Duration of180 minutesper focus groupintroduction (20 minutes); exercises (60 minute

break (15 minutes); exercises (60 minutes); closing (10 minutes); evaluation questio

feedback (10 minutes)

All focus groups auditecorded

I Each science centre provided a naoéier. The notedaker and moderator composed a twa
page report for each focus group: focused on main issues and resolutions emergen
each group.

9 Full verbatim transcripts to also be produced

9 All 3 focus groups organized on the same weekend, albeit in different shifts

I Focusgroup participants provided with shereports a week subsequent to each foc
group. Participants then provided two weeks with which to read and comment orpbyge
summary report.

i Tactics, infrastructure and results of the VOICES methodology fully @éotedhin an open
access portal: the Visible Lafaww.voicesforinnovation.eu

9 The Visible Lab designed to as a community of practice among all moderators of the

groups

=
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http://www.voicesforinnovation.eu/

Table 2.1givesan overview of the focus groupsproviding more detail on the specifics of their
design. The VOICES focus group followed a s&mictured design and consisted of six core

activities, also preented as group exercises (seble 22):

An introduction towaste management

A drawing exercise

A written exercise

Clustering of categories (by the moderator)
Generation of future solutions
Convergence of citizen priorities

=A =4 =4 =4 =4 4

Table 22 Focus Group EXERCISES

Exercise 1. {KINAYy3 YR O2f f Si@d
intuitions/associations on the topic of urba
waste; and awareness raising of urban wa
management in general. Identification
participant knowledge/gaps re: urban waste

Exercise 2. Discussion of barriers, problems and conce
to current urbanwaste management contexi
Short discussion on solutions

Exercise 3. Creative ideas for improvement and solutic
to urban waste issues; translation into
research topics

Exercise 4. Prioritisation of research topics

Participants were supported in their creative visualizations through the use of a variefigitdtion
devicessuch as flicharts, postits and diagrams. These devices were deployed as a means to report
back to participants and concretize their viewsilst operating as bridginggents, linking strands of
conversation and mobilising progress through each phase of the focus group. Furthermore, as noted
in Table 2.1, all focus groups were recorded, while fiakers were expected to be present at the

everts to provide support to the moderator.
The Trialling of the Focus Groups

The VOICES focus group methodology was tested on four occasiormsmsterdam(at the VU
University and at the Ecsite office in Brusselto ensure the validity of the initial quions,
exercises, informational content and operational basis. The pilots included a broad spectrum of
societal profiles including: students; local citizens; expats; and those living in urban anubaon

settings. The participants of one of the four @rscgroups were invited through a recruiting agency in
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the Netherlands. Recruitment agencies in each country were responsible for participant selection

the organization of participant travel to the focgsoup locationand for processing reimbursement

fees. This was orchestrated so as to guarantee access to-degiographic data and to pilot the

focus group script with a population sample analogous to those recruited in the final focus groups.

The outcomes and learning gleaned from the pilot sesgiere thereafter reported to the VOICES

| ROA&2NE DNRdzL) YR AYUGS3aINIGSR Ayl2 (GKS JueA RFyOS
extent of the learning from the pilot session and how much was incorporated as changes and/or

improvements is unknown to usas the trials preceded our appointment as evaluators and

documentary details are sparse.

Anabela Carvalho Department of Communication Science

University of Minho (PT)

Erik Kraak Director, PQR Partners in QualitiResearch (NL
Fiona D. Wollensack Senior Consultant, IFOK GmbH Brussels (BE)

Florian Part University of Natural Resources and L
Sciences, Institute of Waste Management (AT

Janjoost Jullens Advisor, Institut Maatschappelijke Innovat

(Institute forSocial Innovation) (NL)
Copernicus Science Center (PL)
Maarten Goorhuis Senior Policy Expert of the Royal Dutch N\
(ND)
Roberto Caggiano Consultant in waste and waste wat
management, Rome (IT)
Managing Director, StratégConsulting LTD (Ut
Vanya Veras Secretary General, Municipal Waste Euro

Brussels (BE)

The VOICES Advisory Group (for profiles $able 2.3)met, in conjunction with European
Commission representatives and the VOICES project team, ori"tRetBuary 2013, in Brussels, to
review the focus group approach. The Advisory Group, host to expertise in public participation, RRI,
urban waste/environment issues, social innovation, governance and qualitative methodologies in

social research and the soise museum field, was a significant aspect to validating and calibrating
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the focus group approach, with the project team receiving direct input into: the content of the focus
group script; the use of specific terminology, prompts, examples; and alsogesting specific lines

of questioning suitable for citizen dialogue and caveats to some of the focus group challenges. In the
latter instance one member of the Advisory Group warned that it might be too great a challenge for

citizens to formulate researafuestions in the context of urban waste/management solutions.
The Focus Group Training

An important element in the overall process was the training of the moderatdesice, the
moderators from all 33 locations in which the focus groups were to take placeived firm
direction to attend a training event in Brussels. This took place ovesatvwda-half days, from @
March at a European Commission Building in the dinishingaround lunch time on Friday"8
March).Ths session alsprovideda test andverification opportunity for focugjroup materialswith
attendees asked to input any counispecific issues not considered within the text of the focus

group script.

The training event involved introductions to the VOICES projedhe topic of wastenanagement

(one on which few of the attendees would have had any extensive knowledge); to the specifics of

the focus group methodology; and then to the practicalities of running the focus groups. The focus
IANRPdzZL) WAONR LI Q o & G suyy hdwRdRdudsldctitiie RourfexercigeSia turh t = LI
(see Table 2.2)The training involved practising the different exercises, with moderators roughly

divided into three groups according to their experience at moderating, with each group led by a
different member of Amsterdam University staff, and with the training nuanced to reflect the
different skill levels. Often, practising the exercises involved one of the attendees taking the role of
moderator while the others in their group played the role of partiifs, and with the teaching staff

intervening to draw lessons and provide advice.

It should be noted that, though many of those acting as moderators would have considerable
experience as public communicators, the focus group method required a specHistritent in

moderators being adept in empathic and analytical listening; being able to efficiently and effectively

listen, summarize and clarify. The moderators were thus tasked with ensuring their own
interpretations of what participants had said were akg with what participants had meant.

I 2YFTANYAY3I (KS OFfARAGE 2F WINIyatlaAzyQs Y2RSNI
observations on what they understood as the content, emotion and relationship of their statements,

and clarifying psitions through further probing. Moderators were also provided explicit examples of

how to deal with resistance from participants including passivity and dominance.
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On the final morning, the attendees were given further advice on how to handle the daite, wr
summary reports, and conduct transcriptions (of the audio recordings). Moderators also received
translated versions of the script in their languages, but had relatively little time or opportunity to
guestion these. During this morning, teealuation ssuewas also (somewhat belatedly) introduced,
with one of the evaluators present to say a few words on this (opportunistically lrelBgussels at

the time). There was finally a chance then last questions and advice before the event closed.

Thelmplementation: Conduct of the Focus Groups

Recruitment to focus groups followedgeneraland specificprofile criteria illustrated infables 24
and 2.5 General profile criteria followed: gender; age; education; and employment. Specific profile

criteriacentred on: urban/norurban residency; municipal diversity; and type of accommodation.

Table2.4 General Profiling Criteria

Gender 50% male / 50% female
Age All participants over 18. Thereafter:
1 1x focus groupi8-35yrs

1 1x focus group36-50yrs

1 1x focus groups0yrs +
Education High diversity1/3 participants each:

1 lowlevel (none or primary )

1 mediumlevel (lower secondary or
second stage of basic education)

91 highlevel (upper secondary education
and postsecondary
education/university)

Employment High diversity of employed and unemployed:

1 Atleast 1/3 unemployed

1 Atleast 3 participants retired from work

Recruitment agencies were commissioned (by the coordinator) to provide 10 participants to each of
the three focus groups in each location, with two reserve participants to step in should any of the 10
not arrive. The moderators and their organisations hiaaatively little interaction with the
recruitment agencies, save to provide details of times and locations for meeting to them (via the
coordinator). The focus groups in each location took place over one weekend in March or April of
2013. Table 2.6 showthe original intentions for the different events. Note that some of these
events were subsequently changed. For example, the event in Budapest was originally arranged for

16/17 March, but was cancelled due to snow aneareanged for the weekend of 6/7 Aprin the
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case of the Netherlands, insufficient numbers were recruited (the target was 30 participants per
location, with the intent that should any focus group have less than 10 participants, subsequent
groups would have more to make up the total to 369, a fourth focus group with six participants

was conducted.

Table2.5 Specific Profiling Criteria

Urban/Non-urban residency 1 % of participants drawn from urbar
non-urban areas to reflect natione
demographics and distribution acro:
urban and norurban arease.g. Italy:
70% urban, 30% neurban.

9 Urban participants to be recruited fror
bigger cities and provincial towns.

Municipal diversity Participants ideallyto be drawn from
different municipalities (n=5) per eac
focus group of ten participants.

Accommodation type Mixture of those whose dwelling is a
house, flat, and in the case of the latter
those living on high and ground floors

Various focus groups wermttended by one of the evaluators, or by the coordinators or a member of
the Commission¢ in every case acting as a silent observer only. At the end of each event,
moderators distributed evaluation questionnaires to participants for instant completidre (t

evaluation questionnaire having been translated into the local language of the event).

Following the completion of the focus groups, the moderators were tasked with sending a brief
report to the coordinators/ Amsterdam University, as well as tranguogilthe data audio recordings.
Furthermore, they sent copies of the completed evaluation questionnaires to the evaluators, as well

as their own translations of the responses to the open questions in these.
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Countries Venue Focus Group 1 | Focus Group 2| Focus Group 3
EU (dateand (date and (date and
starting time) starting time) starting time)

Austria Wien Museum Karlsplat] 16/3 17/3 17/3
Karlsplatz 8 14:00 10:30 14:30
1040 Wien

Belgium Institut royal des 16/3 16/3 17/3
Sciences naturelles de | Flemish Flemish French
Belgique 10:00 14:00 10:30
Vautierstraat 29,
Brussels

Bulgaria Market LINKS, Sofia, 23/3 23/3 24/3
Bulgaria

Cyprus CYMAR Market Resear 30/3 30/3 31/3
Ltd., Nicosia, Cyprus

Czech Republi| Techmania Science 23/3 23/3 24/3
Center 10:00 14:00 14:00
Tylovamk pT 0 ~Y
complex, gate nb. 5)
301 00 Pilsen

Denmark Experimentarium 6/4 6/4 714
(Center for formidling af{ 10:00 14:00 10:00
naturvidenskab og
moderneteknologi)
Tuborg Havnevej 7,
2900 Copenhagen

Estonia Science CentrAHHAA | 16/3 16/3 17/3
Foundation, 11:00 15:30 13:00
Sadama 1, 51004
Tartu

Finland Heureka, the Finnish 23/3 23/3 24/3
Science Centre 10:00 14:00 11:00
Tiedepuisto 1, Tikkurila,
Vantaa, Finland
(Parking at
Kuninkaalantie 7,
Vantaa)

France Cité dessciences et de | 23/3 23/3 24/3
l'industrie 10:30 15:00 11:00
Rendezvous a l'accueil
général
30 avenue Corentin
Cariou, 75019 Paris
Metro: Porte de la
Villette

France CCSTI Grenoble la 16/3 16/3 17/3
Casemate 2 10:00 14:30 14:00
place Saint Laurent
38 000 Grenoble
France

Germany Deutsches Museum 23/3 23/3 24/3
Bibliotheksgeb&ude 9:30 14:00 14:00

Museumsinsel 1
80538 Miinchen
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Germany Universum® Bremen 23/3 24/3 24/3
(SchauBox) 10:00 10:00 15:00
Wiener StralRe la
28359 Bremen

Greece Goulandris Natural 30/3 30/3 31/3
History Museum 11:00 15:00 11:00
13, Levidou st 145 62
Kifissia- Athens- Greece

Hungary 1222 Budapest, 16/3 16/3 17/3
Nagytétényi Ut 3743, 10:30 15:00 10:30
Campona
Bevasarlokézpont

Ireland SCIENCE GALLERY 6/4 6/4 714
Pearse Street, 11:00 15:00 12:00
Trinity College,
Dublin 2

Italy Citta della Scienza 23/3 23/3 24/3
Via Coroglio 104, 10:30 14:30 11:00
80124 Napoli

Italy Museo Nazionale della | 23/3 24/3 24/3
Scienza e della 15:00 10:00 15:00
Tecnologia
Via S. Vittore 2
20123 Milang Italy

Latvia 8 Poruka str., 23/3 24/3 24/3
Cesis, Latvia 14:00 10:00 14:00
Science center "Z(in)oo'

Lithuania Lithuanian Sea Museun] 23/3 23/3 24/3
{YAtGeyTa {|1030 14:00 10:30
Yt I ALIDIOS [

Luxembourg QUEST S#M31, Rue du | 23/3 23/3 23/3
Puits, Luxembourg. 09:00 13:00 17:00

Malta Allied Consultants | The| 23/3 23/3 24/3
Penthouse | Sean 09:30 14:30 09:30
Building | Psaila Street |
B'Kara BKR 9078 |
MALTA

Netherlands SCIENCE CENTER NEI 23/3 23/3 24/3
OOSTERDOK 2, 10:00 14:30 10:30
1011 VX AMSTERDAM

Poland Copernicus Science 16/3 16/3 17/3
Centre, 10:00 15:00 12:00
000 hpnx 2 @&0oNJ
Y21 OAdzal 126
Warsaw

Poland / Sy G NXHzY b 2 g|23/3 23/3 24/3
avéy 2 ASRI &l 10:00 15:00 10:00
Teatralny 7,
87-Mmnn ¢ 2 NHzZ

Portugal Pavilhdo do 16/3 16/3 17/3
Conhecimenta; Ciéncia | 10:00 15:00 10:00

Viva

Alameda dos Oceanos,
lote 2.10.01,

1990223, Lisbon,

Portugal
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Romania IMAS Marketing si 30/03 10h00 30/03 14h00 31/3 11h00
Sondaje (IMAS

Marketing and Polls),
Bucharest, Romania

Slovakia ACRC Kremnicka 14, 23/3 23/3 24/3
Bratislava 10:00 13:30 10:00
Slovenia Ladlry2@l 1 Al16/3 17/3 17/3
eksperimentov 11:00 10:00 14:00

Trubarjeva c. 39,
1000 Ljubljana
Spain Parque de las Ciencias | 23/3 23/3 24/3
Edf Macroscopio 11:00 16:00 11:00
Av dela Ciencia s/n
18006 Granada Spain

Spain CosmoCaixa Barcelona| 16/3 16/3 17/3
Cl/lsaac Newton 26 10:00 15:30 11:00
Barcelona, 08022

Sweden Riksidrottsmuseet 23/3 23/3 24/3
Djurgardsbrunnsvagen | 10:00 14:00 10:00
26
115 93 Stockholm
Sweden

UK NHM boardroom 23/3 23/3 24/3
Natural History Museum 11:00 15:00 11:00

Cromwell Road
London SW7 5BD

UK Centre for Life 23/3 23/3 24/3
Times Square 11:00 15:00 11:00
Newcastle upon Tyne
NE1 4EP

United Kingdom

Table 2.6 Original Timand Location of the focus groups

Discussion

Focus groups are a wastablished means for conducting social science research, recognised as
having many benefits in terms of establishing how pedjriea group}hink about a particular topic.

The contractors devised their own detailed version of the focus group protocol, with considerable
advice given to thenoderatoras to how to implement the design, recognising the important role
that the moderator might playn eliciting full and appropriate information from participants (crucial
F2N) 322 R WA Y T 2 NBS kevaldatorg, wa hreyha driticisms DfyiH@ generic method, nor
of the specific design aspects of the present cas@edindeed, the instruction ranual produced for

the moderators is to be commended for its thoroughneBkt only was process information
thoroughly translated through the manual, but it was also communicat@d an intense, and also
practical manner to its target audience, the modators, through the lengthy training workshop
held in BrusselsOn top of the use of a number of trial focus groups to test the process, and the

input of a welcomposed advisory panel, the genesis and development of the pratesdd be
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regarded ashighly impressiveWe can recall few (if any) public engagement approaches that have
put so much effort into methodology developmer@ur only real concern with the egrktages of
this project is withthe actuallanguagetranslation issues: at the training eve there were some
concerns voiced about the nature of the translations of the sctipéy were to use We collected

moderator opinions of the process, so we may have more to say on this topic later.

However, A SGUAY 3 | AARS (KS JofdnidSssiesm@SariséHadd Rodaytie ¢ 2 NJ Q
implementationof the method ¢ that is, from how the moderators in fact operationalized the

process, androm whether this specific topiqurban waste and the establishment of research
priorities) is most relevantt addressed using this proceas opposed to anotherEachof these

aspects will beritically consideredn the subsequent pages of this repoft present we have little

G2 are 2y GKS W@AaAoftS 1 0Q3 6 KAOKoestdnlingSbry G (2
the nature of the outputs from the focus groups and how these have been collated by the main
contractor (this is material we have not yet seen, and nor would we have time to consider it before

the due date of this report).

In the next hree sections, we provide an analysis of the focus groups from three different
perspective;2 dzZNBE | & 20 aSNISNRET (KS LifiNdl dchapledditephpitsit®@ T | Y R
draw together the conclusions from the evaluation so dazonclusions largly on the focus groups
themselves, but also, relatedly, on the projectdate. The second evaluator report will continue the

story, following what happens to the information from the focus groups.
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3. Evaluation ofhe Focus Groupsl KS h 0 P&dEEH/elh Q

Introduction: Events attended

Evaluatorsmanaged to attend four different events, including two different focus grdipyshe two

separate evaluatorsjt one event (Dublin)The events were:

§ Paris (France), 23/3/2013;'froup (youngest partipants)

f London (UK), 24/3/20133group (oldest participants)

f Bucharest (Romania), 31/3/2013° 8roup (oldest participants)

§ Dublin (Ireland), 6/4/2013 and 7/4/2013,"2and 3" groups (middleaged and oldest
participants)

The mainpurpose of the obserations wado consider the information translation efficiency of the

processes. Observation is an important addition to simply taking participant perceptions (e.g.
through a questionnaire), as participants become focused on their own contributionsereaoise

without seeing the wider picture, or being aware of processes and activities that might constitute
(relatively) poor translation. Observing multiple events is important, as it gives an impression of the
consistency with which a processisapplietl & I LILJ NBy Gfé& WiA3IKGIQ LINRG2 02
variable interpretatiorby the separate parties running different eveptas well as to get a sense of

how the different contexts (e.g. in terms of nationality, age of participants, and experiefic
facilitators ¢ growing from the first to the third event) impact upon how events are implemented

and the kinds of results they allow to emerde.the discussion below, an attempt is made to avoid
identifying particular locations where potential issueegarding information translation emerged, in

fAYS G6AGK 2dzNJ S@Ffdzt GA2y LIKAf2a2LKe 2F NBYlFAYAY!
A copy of the Observation Protocol that was used to direct the +takeng of the observers can be

found inAppendix 1.
Logistics

Of the venues visited, a couple were large national museums, with the focus groups expected to
begin shortly after opening. Consequently, at two of the events there were large queues and many
people around. At one of these events,trall participants turned up (indeed, only eight of twelve

did so- including two normrappearing substitutes in théwelve), and all of these were late. It is

possible that the general confusion of finding a precise location in a busy venue may have been to
blame (perhaps the participants had turned bpF G SNJ | £ £ = o6dzi O2 dzf?RAMQU FAY
the other, the entrance queue was so long that, had any participants joined this (as opposed to

walking to the front and asking security staff to let thém), then they may have also missed the
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event. Although we cannot say with certainty that venue issues directly resulted in poor attendance,

it is still worth emphasizing that, if future events like this are to beurg organisers need to think
carefullyabout their venue and likely barriers to attendance, and plan accordingly (e.g. start at a

time of day when queues will be small; provide entry passes or clear instructions on what to do in
certain circumstances)t KA & A& I Wi NI y a e that nérsitt@ndidg JpartiifatsA y G K S

create an information hole.

The other main logistical issue concerned the rooms in which the focus groups took place. These
were generally adequate for most purposes in the four different venues attended. There was
sufficient space for all of the plenary exercises, and they were well equipped with all the necessary
materials/resources (as would be expected). However, there are clear issues related to information
translation when the focus groups broke into the small grop exerciseslin all of the four venues,

the breakout groups took place withone room. One of these rooms was large, but in three rooms

the groups appeared somewhat cramped. Noise could have been an issue. However, the main
concern would seem to be thabecause of these logistics, the small groups were not specifically
recorded (using separate recorders). As such, in the group exercises, the only material recorded
would be that written on sheets of large paper by s®ipointed scribes in each group. stunlikely

that all relevant information, or the reasons for solutions written on the sheets, will have been
NEO2NRSRX YR KSYyOSs: AYyF2NXNIGA2Y gAft KIFI@BS 06SSy
Consistency of implementation

One reason fopbbserving a variety of events is to assess the consistency of implementation of the
focus group design. It was clear from observing the different events that consistency was good. The
main elements were implemented in order and roughly according to the fimtended. Only minor
differences were noted. For example, at one event the firgreise in which participants drea
diagram of their avn urban waste situation was steeded by a plenary discussion in which the
facilitator focused on one of the diagramleading a discussion in which all of the group contributed,
with little reference to the other diagrams, while in the other events tmederators carefully
addressed each diagram in turn, talking specifically to the participant who had draMowtever it

is not clear that the former approach was necessarily worse than the latter, as long as all got a
chance to speak (and it may have been that the participants had highly similar situations in the
former, such that theY 2 R S NJ afip2obidh &vas indeed me suitable, rather than constantly

reiterating the same pattern).
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Nature of facilitation

In most cases (and at three of the four venues observed)ptbderatorsrunning the focus groups
were relatively inexperienced. The two/three day training evenBmussels was held in order to
teach themoderatorsthe appropriate skills needed to run events such as this, as well as acquainting
them with the materiakhat they would be using (the nature of the training is discussed in a separate
chapter). Facilitation is an important issue with regards information translatiasg it is the
facilitation that attempts to ensure that all participants get a chance to speak about the issues being
discussed, not just the most vocal; facilitation should also ensure thaisdiems stay otheme and
on-time; that reasons for expressed views are explored; and that discussimsglermany options,

not just one or two. In terms of the events observed, the facilitation at a general level seemed to be
good. Indeed, themoderators as a whole (who, recall, were mainly nprofessionals) clearly had
good science communication/pedagogical expertise and performed in highly professional manners.
Thus, &each eventit was clear to the observers that threoderatorsmadegood efforts toinvolve

all participants, including the quieter ones, atiht they generally kept to time welSome of the
discussiong; in at least two of the eventg became excited, posing control problems fdret
moderators(trying to ren-in very outspoken partipants who started to dominate proceedings), but
these were handledcompetently (with some firmness, when necessaryin general, the
atmospheres at the events were good, with some humour, and with most participants being fairly
well engagedModeratorsdid attempt to sum up results after sessions or exerciggsd practice)

and generally did so fairlsccurately In any case, the presence of one or two ntakersat each

event, along with tape recording apparatus, should ensure that any key points irpldreary
discussions will not be missdddeed, it might have made sense in the plenary sessions to have one
of the notetakers write comments on the flipheet, rather tharmoderator, leaving the latter free

to focus on what participants were saying; afudther, it might have been apt foa notetaker to

write on the computer (using Powerpoint or Woyrdsing the projector, to ensure that their notes
GSNBE Y2NB fS3AofS | yR @éharth ivtesSregiiehtly sderhsd xoOthelL y (i & X
observers tde difficult to read from any distance.

There was only one issue that was observed as a cause for some cdne@ra.event it was evident

that the (nonprofessionalmoderator started to speak to a greater degree than optimal (i.e. at the
expense of listening), and began to not just reiterate issues from participants but to also provide
suggestions as well as personal anecdotes that could have influenced the topics on which the
participants were speaking (thmmoderatordid not write their ideas on the flip charts, but the ideas
themselves were ones the participants were happy to agree with and think about, and may have

been introduced independently had they not been raised bg moderaton. This is the biggest
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danger with usingnoderatorswho are knowledgeable about the subject of concern and have their

own views, particularly when they are not professianat this job However, there is clearly a trade

off between running ewvets like this: though having professional, subjdidinterestedmoderators

would be ideal, there would clearly be extra financial costs compared to the present pcajests

that, we suggest, would not be merited. To reiterate, in most cases the daitit was highly

competent (and even for this one event, it should be noted that the evaluator received other
feedback suggesting that thmoderator had not behaved in a similar way in their previous focus

group). Furthermore anda major positive for thea/OICES project overalbecausethe project has
includedmany focus groups spread over many countrfest 2 f I G SR Yshck &Thigivitich Sy OA S &
areto be expected canessentialypo S G NBI G§SR Fa WNI YR2Y SNNENRO

Process issues

Aside from the factiation, the quality of information translation during the event proper will
depend upon the nature of the separate processes themselves. The focus groups entailed a variety

of individual and group exercisesinterspersedwith presentations by thenoderata on the topic.

The presentation material itself seemed suitable: participants were told all of the important things

they needed to be told (what the event was about, agenda, who were the people/organisations
involved, house rules, overviews on the urbamste topic) using clear slides. There was an
introduction round, which is important for getting people talking. And the exerciseslving

individual inputseemed to be weltonceived If there was one designed element to the process that

may have been iuy SNI 6t S (2 WAYFT2NXIGAZ2Y 23aQY K26SOSN
three. In this, the participants were divided into three groups (usually of sizes three, three and four),
given a large sheet of flipchart paper, and ask®think of ideas forealizing a zeravaste-society,

and note the researcheeded to realize these ideaBhemainpotential issue here is that the groups

were selffacilitated, and the logistics, as discussed, did not allow good recording of all efdhes

hence, sme information loss is almost aared. (It was notable thatmoderatorsdid attempt to
WNRdzy R NROAY QI @A aA (A yiathey Wefe addidRingltbe togicyas iftetaell, G2 S
andto add a degree of facilitation, but thigtill meant that, at anyone time, at least two groups

g SNBE W2y Thi ohtNdhig fagfli@tionis a skilled task. The project team recognised this,

by including an important element of training for those who would be facilitating the processes. But

the participants gt no such training,and were instead expected to effectively moderate
iKSYasSt gSad Ly &dzOK 3IANRdAzZLIAE YdzOK LI26SNI NBaiARSaA
LISYQ o1 a | OljdzA NER & St&gfdni both 2vithiR Andl Befviidn &vi@sYsonNE dzLJ
groups, there was evidence of a democratic ownership of the problem and the pen, and a shared

responsibility for the task. In others, howevérwas observed that one of the more dominant (eut
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spoken) individualsook the pen,and soon stard writing what irall-probability were their own

ideas. In such situations, not everything gets recorded (being ata&tr or scribe is also a skilled

task in which the participants had not been trainedor example, when pewielders were
speaking, they raffg wrote at the same timeConsequently, the amount and specificity of what was
written varied geatly, down to the diligence dhe penwielders. Also, observing the sheets after,

the evalwators found some difficult to deipher, as they were written in ne form, or with various
arrows or symbols indicating relationships. During the subsequent plenary aspect of this exercise, it
is unlikely that all of the issues written on all of the sheets were perfectly represemtegprised

FYR GKF G Yondé df thé derBimadt ddiviFals got considerably more discussion time than

other ideas from more reticent individuals.

As a general point, therefore, this evaluation would caution against the-aserof seHfacilitated
groups, especially when no externatribe is provided to ensure the comprehensiveness of
recording, or there is no tape recording because, for example, groups are held -tlosm a

proximityto each other
The suitability of the questions

One of the issues worth considering is the appropriateness of the questions for the participants.
Indeed, part of the reason for providing information to participants in engagement events is to

ensure that they have the requisite level of knowledge to adesthe issue at hand (as well as to

ensure common framing and information across participants, and hopefully provide an opportunity

G2 FTRRNBaa lye YAaO02yOSLIiA2yadvd ¢KA& A& |y AYL
inappropriate questiong to uninformed participants¢ might be a sign that the communicated
information was not sufficiently relevant, or understandable to participants, or might open up the
possibility of mistranslation at a later stage, where the organisers and sponsors fadrecipe the

severe limits of the information that thengceiveas output (and act on that information as though it

constitutes a kind of truth). Consider trying to build a building on the basis of the blueprints from a

poorly trained group of architects!

There were four exercises in the focus group procksthe first, participants were asked to sketch

out their own experience of urban waste. Being based on personal knowledge this is clearly
appropriate. In the second exercise, participantsre asked toidentify their barriers and concerns

regarding urban waste. Again, this is clearly appropriate, being based pgrticipantsreporting

their perceptions. Setting aside the third exercise for a moment, the fourth exercise asked
participants to apportion three million euros (in the form of three stickers) to variouggselérated

options for dealing with urban waste. This seenp$, an the sense that it requires participants to

YF1S LRtAOe RSOAaA2ya 2y AaadzsSa F2N gKAOK GKSNB
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the sense of this exercise taking place in democratic countries in which participants regularly receive
mandates to vote against competing options (e.g. at electiols3. an exercise in participant rele

LX &8 GKS F2dNIK SESNDA&ES sl a |ftaz @rtdadoftS | a
capacity to prescribe waste management solutioReturnirg to the third exercise, this had two

parts: in the first, participants were asked to consider solutions to identified problems (in small
groups), and then in the second part, in plenary, they were asked to throw out any solutions, no
matter how futuristick y R -FREQEA 2 KA f S reeéting thg SudebibtysokitNgr élament of

this exercise, it is still worth flagging up a coupleatential concerns- as much to do with the way

this informationmay be interpreted oused as anything.

The mainissue here is appropriatenesthe exact wording of the task as appeared on slides (and
translated verbatim in the different languages) was2 KA OK ARSI & R2 @2dz KI @S 1
wasted 2 OASie¢ YR aoKIFi GSOKyAldz2SATRAYR (RSEASSARRS
focus group toolkit, thenoderatorst N5 | 81 SR (G2 &adzZaA3Sady aLYeéndAYyS &2
kinds of researchers, technicians, chemistry, social researchers etcetera who could help to realise

your ideas. What is needdom them regarding technigues, knowledge and options to realize your

ARSI & OKO® ¢NEBE G2 6NARGS R2gy (KS&AS GKAy3Iaové Cd
participantswerel 8 1 SR (2 SELX I AYy G(KSANI ARSI &z NRDKODSSR 6
From the observations, it was interesting note that participants were readily able to provide a

variety of (sensible) solutions to waste problems. Often, however, and as analysis may show, many

of these solutions appeared to be practical, p@iti f = 2 NJ S OdtysdevitKicEortsd tdzii

involve lay or norexpert publics as coreators of research and in the context of me2l&nowledge

production (Gibbons et al. 1994) may always be limited or face a special challenge in the sense of
participh Y1 aQ f2¢6 GKNBaAK2f R 27T & OA Sefperkisé ih De grodtivd SRIS @
of scientific knowledge oA y 2 (1 KSNJ ¢ 2 NR &30 Af SyGRSya AQ/13y yRRGIA (1210 GBdyNJ
WNRAZISQ FlLakKiAzy KSNB G(GKS SSEESyAYo2AT | § OB Rwi ALFAAG
scientific solutions ought to be routed and framed via their social, cultural and/or behavioural
expertise- as it is through this kaleidoscopic lens that science is enridhadicipants were able, for

example, to disgss incentive schemes, or the practical issues of when and how waste should be
collected, or the importance of educating the public in the urban wastdlem, but they were less

able to answer the question as to whagsearchwas needed to solve the pra@hs that had been

highlighted. In a couple of events it was clear to the evaluator thatiibderatorshad to struggle to

get the participants to state what research was needed, even at a generic level (e.g. at one event the
moderator was left with makinga dzZ33S a0 A2y as & dzOK Uelaviowdrasearci?K | (i 6 2
XO0KFQG ¢ andreriRisNGS3H SX NOKKQX |4 gKAOK GKS LI NIAOALI yi
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is that, in order to suggest new research that is needed, it is best if one knows watths

forefront of current research. Likewise, it is unclear how productive was the second part of the
SESNDA&S &1 AYy3 LINIAOALIYGA (G2 O02YS dzld 6AGK Fdz
WTdzldzNRA &2 GaQ | yR K2 & Slogiedi(e.gl &@int vddé WA Kaklin Bk 2 F G S
Wt KEaAaoa 27F 00K S SOMAISIINBIOKRS Hidevi G A AP a 82 DR aSSY Y2
researchers and specialists; if the current project was more determined to answer this question,

then argudly more time was needed to further inform participants about current research projects

and findingsg perhaps presenting them with various research options (social, technological, etc.)

and concrete examples, and then eliciting opinions and preferencegelka these The caveat is

therefore: from exercise three, while the participants were able to elaborate on pragmatic solutions,

GKS NBIFIRSN) aK2dzZ R 6S 61 NB 27F ¢askh® divdotappeaf inthd A OQ &
LI NI A OA LJ v (i & ébsioNJENote dhat Pebplelabids &nd will, answaery question put to

them ¢ if pushedc¢ but one would be unwise to assume thidieir answersnecessarilyhad much

merit.) Were these exercises to be repeated, it might be that more thought should be given to
exercise three and its purpose. As long as the results are notiotezpreted, however, there is no
Yi23a0Q KSNB o6al gSs tdihyXtaskiaalwaF pedhaps nbtsSappropriats, ard LIS y
which might consequently have been spent doing sdrrgg else).

Discussion

¢tKA&d OKILIWGISNI KIFa ONASTFte O2yaARSNBR | ydzYoSN 27
evaluators having attended and observed a small number of focus groups (five in four different
countries). It would have been deable to attend more, but the delay in concluding project
negotiations and in issuing the evaluation subcontract militated against this (and there is a major
lesson here in terms of the commissioning of projects such as this, in which evaluators nedd to be

place as soon as possible to enable them to observe as many events as pssitdencrease the

opportunity for formative evaluation Nevertheless, observations led to a generally positive
conclusion: the events were well and consistently run, ahd facilitation was generally good

(probably due in large part to the comprehensive toolkit and the extensive training event). A few
issues were raised, however, where some information loss might have occurred, notably due to:
logistic limitations (particiarly concerning the small group exercises); facilitator inexperience {over
involvement in the discussion process); the $atfilitated group processes; and some questions that

perhaps could have been better phrased or perhaps were inappropriate forrdsept participants.

In order to get a clearer sense of what was done, and to gain information from all of the events, not

just those observed, a questionnaire was designed to be sent to moderators. This is described in

Chapter 5. In the next chapterthe views of the participantg as ascertainedrom their completed
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participant questionnaireg will be reported, and these may yield some interesting comparisons and

contrasts with the observation evidenpeesented here
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4. Evaluation ofhe Focus Groupsi KS t  NOAOA LI yiaQ t SNAL

Introduction: The Participant Questionnaire

A participant questionnaire was developed based upon a previous questionja@vesed by the

authorg that has beerused in aseveralother UK and Europeagngagement events foassesing

public and stakeholder view# draft of the revised questionnaire was circulated to two members of

the sponsors (the Commission), the project coordinator, and the contractors responsible for
developing the specific focus group process, and commarmtre soughtA copy of thefinal revised

and accepted version of thparticipant questionnaire is shown in Appendix 2. This copy is the
WeNFyatlriAazy =+ SNEA2 yaaftheréevadtdiffeseht Eanguiabefyfte proj@ctS R A y G
08 (GKS O22NRAYL (2 NI avergioNdiffgrs dlightly Ar@mythe Qe2sion disgfidndthe ¢ K A &
Englishlanguage events (held in London, Newcastle and Dulbdifavingan extra paragraph on the

final page that notes that any interview of participanivould probably need to be in Engligimd

asks whether participants would be prepared to be interviewed if this could be done in their own
language (naturally, the English version simply asks respondents if they would be prepared to be

interviewed, withait the proviso).

The moderators were instructed to give the questionnaire to the participants of their three focus
groups at the very end of their events. They were then asked to collect the questionnairds, sen
scanned copies to the evaluators (so thaspenses to closed questions could be coded), and to
translate the answers to the open questions and send these to the evaluators when they loould.
spite of the fact that this was an additional task for them (it was not written into any agreement they
hadwith the project coordinator, though it should have been), the moderators all complied, and we

are grateful for their efforts.

In the following chapter, the results from the 100 focus groups (in the Netherlands, a fourth group
was conducted to make up farlack of requisite numbers in the first three groups, and hence there
were 33 times three plus one group) are analysed. Results from the clggestions are
represented graphically for each question, with summary tables of the data (raw scores) priovided
Appendix 3. Descriptive as opposed to inferential statistics are generally used, as the results are
mainly quite clearFor all of the open questions, participant answers (translated into English by the
moderators) were first transferred into a wordefj and thengroupedaccording to broad similarity

of themes within each location (across the three separate focus groups) by one of the evaluators. A
further attempt to groupthe data intomore conciseghemesacross all of the eventsas undertaken

by the same evaluator in writing this report. The results from this distillation are reported in this

chapter. A more comprehensive coding scheme could not be implemented on so much data in such
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a short time (e.g. including reliability checks using another goderd would in any case be of
dubious merit, given that the data in English will already contain transcription (due to mistakes in
interpreting handwriting) and language translation errors. That is, we caution against the over
interpretation of theopen data, but commendur report hereas an adequate summary tife key

issueghat emerged
Results regarding Information Provision

Recall that the questions in the questionnaire were largely designed to address the quality of
information translation as wellas to address issues to do with participant satisfagtesent impact

and issues of particular concern to the sponsors. The idea of good translation is that all relevant
information should beefficiently, fully, and in a nohiased way, presented to picipants, who are

then given ample opportunity to reflect upon and explore that information, and then to express
their opinions, again, in a full and ndmased way (with such information then being
comprehensively recorded, coded, and summarised by thent organisers)Poor translation is
associated with information losswhen potentially significant information gets lost in the process

somehow (e.g. it is not elicited or discussed).

The first set of questions therefore asked participants whether theljeved that they hadeceived
important informaion of various types, such aghat the eventwas about, whether the aims were
clearly specified, whether it was made clear to participants as to why they were invited, whether it
had been made clear how thparticipants in general were selected, and relatedly, whether
participants believed that those attending were appropriate for the event (the latter question
indicates the presence/absence of other needed information, rather than anything about
information communication by the organisers). All of these are importsyects arguably needed

by participants so that they have adequatdormation about their roles and what is expected of
them. Put another way, it is difficult to argue that tladsenceof suchinformation would, in any
way, be beneficial to participants and the procedsat is,the absence of such inforation is at best

neutral, at worst,negative

The answers to theefive questionsrelated to information provisiorare shown in Tables.#to 4.5
in Appendix 3 For clarity, the datdrom these Tabless plotted in bar charts in Figurela4.5a,
respectively, with Figure$.1b-4.5b using pie charts to present treombineddata acrossall of the

focus groups from all of th@3 locationsfor these questions.

Takingthe individual questionsn turn, qdzS & G A 2 Y Was it dedr $rétrivthe dnformation you
were provided prior to the event what the topic was abodi®s Figures 4.1a and 4.1b show, the
FyagSNI G2 GKA&a g a Afabledpdndedts @ompvisiry arQwiers frdnaNbue g i’z
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2yS 2F (GKS LINIAOALIYGAL |yasSNBR wesSaQT fSaa
pattern was consistent across almost all of the locatigvith every participant in six of the locations

answS N y 3 ¢ tHe@oBeandtable exception being at Copenhagen (where 23 of 30 respondents
FYyagSNBR Wy2Q0 |yRX (2 | YdzOK (Wi adwbn@88ANSSs |
FYy&d&6SNBR Wy2Quad Ly (KS 02y i SEisna FproblénSalthddgh 2 SOG |
might be interesting to check how the recruitment process took place in Copenhagen (i.e. what
information was given to participants). It is also possible that this anomaly may be down to

inaccurate translation of the questian the evaluation questionnaire!
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Figure 4.1a: Summary of responses to the question: "Was it clear from the
information you were provided prior to the event what the topic was
about?"

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Amsterdam (Netherlands)
Athens (Greece)
Barcelona (Spain)
Birkirkara (Malta)
Bratislava (Slovakia
Bremen (Germany)
Brussels (Belgium
Bucharest (Romania
Budapest (Hungary)
Cesis (Latvia)
Copenhagen (Denmark
Dublin (Ireland)
Granada (Spain)
Grenoble (France)
Klaipeda (Lithuania)
Lisbon (Portugal) 7 unsure
Ljubljana (Slovenia) ® no
London (UK)
Luxembourg (Luxembourg
Milan (ltaly)
Munich (Germany)
Naples (Italy)
Newcastle (UK)
Nicosia (Cyprus)
Paris (France)
Pilsen (Czech Republic
Sofia (Bulgaria)
Stockholm (Sweden)
Tartu (Estonia)
Torun (Poland)
Vantaa (Finland)
Vienna (Austria)
Warsaw (Poland)

m yes

E missing
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Figure 4.1b: Summary of the combined responses to Question 2

= yes

unsure

® no

v dzS & ( A 2 y Atohe $tadit pf h& &venty were the aims clearly specified, in particular that the EU

will take up the results of VOICES to define future research and innovation a€tiorte® case, the

NEadzZ Ga INE KAIKEe& O2yaAradSydsz gAdK Fo2dzi o1z 2
Figure 4.2dand Table 4.2¢onfirms that this response was consistent acrostoalitions i.e. there

was no anomaly as for the priews question.The fact that almost all participants acknowledged

OKIFIG GKS& 6SNBE AyTF2N¥SR OGKFdG GKS 90 gAff Wil1S
subsequent question asked, essentially, whether this information was believed (to Gesshs!

shortly).
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Figure 4.2a: Summary of responses to the question: "At the start of the
event, were the aims clearly specified, in particular that the EU will take up
the results of VOICES to define future research and innovation actions?"
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London (UK)
Luxembourg (Luxembourg
Milan (Italy)
Munich (Germany)
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Newcastle (UK)
Nicosia (Cyprus)
Paris (France)
Pilsen (Czech Republig
Sofia (Bulgaria)
Stockholm (Sweden)
Tartu (Estonia)
Torun (Poland)
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Vienna (Austria)
Warsaw (Poland)
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Figure 4.2b: Summary of the combined responses to Question 3

2% 1%

= yes
= unsure

H no

v dzS & ( A 2 y Was itlcl@at t8 YU froth the information you were provided prior to the event
why YOU were invited? Again, participants generally answered in the affirmgti with
approximately threequarter saying¥ & Saadnequarter either stating that they were not sure, or

I vy &g S NARQdres W.ga2at 4.3b show the responses graphidallyle 4.3 shows the datads

with question 2, the Copenhagen participants were less clear about this matter than ttepants

from the other locations: a total of 16 (53%fthem| y & ¢ S NBrRcompgfiigof), ¢the nexnost
negativeevents were Amsterdam and Bremen, with 12 (38%) and 9 (30%) participants answering

Yy203 NBALISOUGAGSted Ly evénsat whithaHe®E wdiekrd N&jativie S NS
responses.
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Figure 4.3a: Summary of responses to the question: "Was it clear to you from

the information you were provided prior to the event why YOU were
invited?"
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Grenoble (France)
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London (UK)
Luxembourg (Luxembourg
Milan (ltaly)
Munich (Germany)
Naples (Italy)
Newcastle (UK)
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Paris (France)
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Sofia (Bulgaria)
Stockholm (Sweden)
Tartu (Estonia)
Torun (Poland)
Vantaa (Finland)
Vienna (Austria)
Warsaw (Poland)
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Figure 4.3b: Summary of the combined responses to Question 4

" yes
unsure

® no

v dzS a G A 2 y Was it madd $eRr Yo y@u how the participants for this event were sele€t€iz

guestion also addresses the selection isgukut concerns the broader selection process. In this

case, participants were less clear about this issue than the previous ones, witQuarter
FyasSNAYy3I Wy2Q 06a4SS ¢ 6t Saandddb)rayd alfurthelS1EoR dtdfingo = |y
that i KS&@ $SNB Wdzyadz2NBQd Ly F2dz2NJ OFasSas 2@SNI KI f
Copenhagen, Barcelona and Amsterdam). Although confusion about selection process can cause
concerns among events participantparticularly when the topic is emotive and there is
disagreement among participants, it is unclear whether it would have much of an effect here, where

most participants were essentially of one opinion regarding the central topic (as will be discussed
shottly). In essence, this may be a case where the absence of a certain piece of information is merely

neutral rather than negative.
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Figure 4.4a: Summary of responses to the question: "Was it made clear to
you how the participants for this event were selected?"
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Ljubljana (Slovenia)
London (UK)
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Figure 4.4b: Summary of the combined responses to Question 5

yes

unsure

15%

H no

B missing

v dzS & (i A 2 Yy Dayou think dravdiedice was appropriate for this evérftable 4.5 (Appendix
3) shows tle answers to this; Figures 4.5a and 4.5b summarise these details grapiisatisgn be
seen from these, the participants endorsed the choice of audience for the event, with over 90%
agreeing with the statement. The only slight anomaly here concerns tje mimber of missing
responses from Sofia. Could it be that the translation of this question was difficult to answer for

many respondents, who subsequently left it blank?

In summary, the focus groups appear to have done a good jatf@ming participants about the

important issues related to their attendance. In every case, the majority of respondents gave

LR AAGADS NBalLRyaSa (2 GKS FAGS ljdzSadAz2zyas NI y3a
Results were fairly consistent across the différéocations, although there were one or two
locationsthat seemed to yield lesgositive results (e.g. Copenhagen), and it might be worth bearing

this in mind in considering their transcribed outputs (should these also prove anomalous in any
way). The onlyissue that might need to be considered in future should this process-benrés the

issue of how clear it was made to those involved about how the participants as a whole were

aSt SOGSR G2 GF1S LINIL o0y20SY {K-Atds quitdiposéiBlaithati 2 a | &
they were!¢ it is just that they did not remember this information). However, this issue is arguably

more significant in cases where views are more polarised than the current one, where a lack of
clarity can feed fears of biad selection. In short, this slight information deficit is not something that

concerns us.
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Figure 4.5a: Summary of responses to the question: "Do you think the
audience was appropriate for this event?"
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Vienna (Austria)
Warsaw (Poland)
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Figure 4.5b: Summary of the combined responses to Question 6

1% 2%

5%

yes
unsure
= no

H miss

Information elicitation

The second component of the translation model concerns how information is elicited from the
participants within the engagemeipirocess (as opposed to being communicated to the participants
by the organisers and, to a degree, by other participants). Good translation requires information to
be fully and fairly elicited from all participants, so that it becomes available for coafimerby

other participants. Aspects of the design of an event, and how it is enacted (e.g. moderated) can

help or hinder such elicitatigrand the free flow of that information within the system

Two questions asked participants their views on whether they had been given adequate opportunity

to talk ¢ i.e. to provide the information to the organisers/sponsors/other participants in return for

(and in response to) the information that they had prewdty received. Tabld.6 records the

LI NI A OA LI y QdeStionr ¥ & & S NANR  #id youkhGve & @peftinity to have your

a | & ahd Figures 4.6a and 4.6b show the responses graphiBsand-large theparticipantswere

very positive:approxmately 98%2 ¥ G KS G241t al YL S AyRAOFGSR GKI
what they had wanted to say (abodliree-quartersA Y RA Ol Ay 3 GKIFIG GKS& KIR
wantedtosay)hyf & | 62dzi m: al AR (KS& OKI2RE thegykbldwanted y I 3 SR
G2 are omn LI NGAOALIYGAHO FyR y2d 2yS8 aliAR GKI G
are fairly consistent across the locations, and suggest that the moderators of the evantigrge

did a good job of ensuring thall got a chance to speak.
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Figure 4.6a: Summary of responses to the question: "During the event, did you
have the opportunity to have your say?"
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Grenoble (France) mall I wanted
Klaipeda (Lithuania) = most
Lisbon (Portugal) = only a little
Ljubljana (Slovenia)
London (UK) m didn't get chance
Luxembourg (Luxembourg ® missing

Milan (ltaly)
Munich (Germany)
Naples (Italy)
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Nicosia (Cyprus)
Paris (France)
Pilsen (Czech Republig
Sofia (Bulgaria)
Stockholm (Sweden)
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Torun (Poland)
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Warsaw (Poland)
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Figure 4.6b: Summary of the combined responses to Question 7
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I 4SO2yR ljdzSadAz2y 2y (GKAa ONRBIFIR AaadzsS FaiSR L} N
GKFGd ySSRSR (2 0S5 RdsdtOarishodRiiEablesdv7 (aPpendik 3)ynd Figuses

4.7a and 4.7bThis is an important issue as time limitations can potentially undermine dialogue
processes by preventing discussions reaching their conclusions or denying the opportunity to discuss

all relevant aspects of an issue (reducing translation efficieaguls were generally positive with
FNRBdzyR yp: 2F GKS (2a4Frt FTyasgSNAy3I weSaQs |t GK2d:
GSNE WdzyadaNBEQd® CAIdzZNBE nodT1l &ddza33Sadta GKSNBE gSNBE ¢
some locations there was ndt aAy3fS NBaLRYyRSyl 66K2 | yasgSN
Birkirkara, Bratislava, Budapest, Milan, Newcastle, Sofia, Torun and Warsaw. In caias28%

of Stockholm respondents answered that there was not sufficient time, as did 20% from Bremen,

and approximately 17% from Copenhagen, Lisbon, Ljubljana and Granada. Indeed, this time issue
gAft 0S NBOGdzNYySR G2 fIGSNIAY O2yaARSNAYy3I NBALRYF
the event. It thus seems that, in some of the locations, ftiateéver reason (perhaps poor timing

related to a particular exercise, perhaps because time was taken up eopidf discussions, or

perhaps just because participants at certain events were more engaged with the issue than at
others)¢ the time was insuftiient. The issue of whether three hours was truly long enough will also

be discussed in Chapter 6 (on moderator views on the event). Clearly, this is an issue that might be

dealt with relatively easily in any4rein of this event by allowing extra time (amtra hour perhaps).
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Figure 4.7a: Summary of responses to the question: "Was there sufficient time to
discuss all that needed to be discussed?"

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Amsterdam (Netherlands)
Athens (Greece)
Barcelona (Spain)
Birkirkara (Malta)
Bratislava (Slovakia
Bremen (Germany)
Brussels (Belgium
Bucharest (Romania
Budapest (Hungary)
Cesis (Latvia)
Copenhagen (Denmark
Dublin (Ireland)

Granada (Spain)
Grenoble (France)
Klaipeda (Lithuania) myes
Lisbon (Portugal) I unsure
Ljubljana (Slovenia) ® no

London (UK)
Luxembourg (Luxembourg
Milan (ltaly)

Munich (Germany)
Naples (Italy)
Newcastle (UK)

Nicosia (Cyprus)

Paris (France)

Pilsen (Czech Republig
Sofia (Bulgaria)

Stockholm (Sweden)
Tartu (Estonia)

Torun (Poland)
Vantaa (Finland)
Vienna (Austria)
Warsaw (Poland)

H missing
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Figure 4.7b: Summary of the combined responses to Question 8
1%

6%

yes
unsure
E no

H missing

Continuing on this theme of information elicitatipBuestion 9 askedi 5 2 & 2 dz (0 K Aayfiyl G KSNE
significant issues related to urban waste that were not discussed, but which should have been?

2 KI G S NBhisigieStrSreghired written responses (an open question), rather than for
respondents to selection an option from several alternatives (a closed quedtiamy participants

RARY QO IyasgSN GKA& ljdzSadAaz2y 4 I frrénsseveni(fioi theé KS v dz)
Brussels focus groups) to 27 (from Bucharest and Naples). Furthermore, many of those who did
NBaLRYyR SAGKSNI adFGSR 2NJ A Y Lok &anpld, @li-bit oné Kf$hHB 6 S NJ
15 respomlentsT N2 Y D NXB y 2 @lf b8t orie lof2Rfroty Yaru@ did the same, and all but two

of the 25from. dzOKI NBa il al AR Wy 2 @articifaNtd fioid duRé of the2locatidhd, a ST F
however, came up with a variety different issues; the most coming from Paris, Munich, Bren,

Milan, Malta and Sloveniavith eight or more different issues raised).

Of the issues that were raised, the following emerged fracrnoss thedifferent locations with the
numbers in brackets after each theme representing thi@imumnumber of partigbants(when two
or over)who clearlyraised a particular issue (the numbers should not be dwverpreted; the data
is primarily qualitative, though the numbgare used to give some sense of significance of the

different issues according their frequercy of expression)

1 Extrahouseholdwaste/pollution including environmental pollutiofe.g. the subway, on the
street, in public areas, in forests, in the oceans, aquifd@) (

1 The financial/commercial aspects of waste disposal (10)

1 What exactly/really hapens with the different types of waste (specifics on recycling,
sorting, landfill) 10)

1 The role of EU/government/public authorities in the problem (6)

1 Waste as anulti-nationalissue(e.g. imported waste) (5)
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Special waste (hazardous, nuclear/radioactfuel/oil, pharmaceutical/medical) (5)
What processes could be standardissetl how(regionally and in EQ)5)
The role of industrproducers(4)

The way to reduce urban waste/ improve current procedures (4)
Waste fromcompanies shops (3

Animal excremen(Horses, dogs, etc(3)

Energy/power consumption as waste (3)

Lack of waste/sorting containers/bins in the street (3)

Personal motivation (for separating waste) (3)

The legal frame/issues e.g. liability distribution (3)

Liquid waste (2)

The matter ofwaste packaging (2)

Prevention (2)

Rethinking the productioltonsumer process (increasing consumer involvement) (2)
Electricequipmentwaste

Wastewater treatment

Promoting the extension of the life cycle of many electronic products
Programmed obsolescerc

Traffic pollution

Air/noise pllution

Waste landscaping

Waste transportation

The use of magnetic cards for waste disposal

Hygiene aspects and pests (personal responsibility)

The amount of waste

Involving society more actively

Large parking lots in oit$

Used clothing and shoes

TheMafia

The behaviour of organizations responsible for collecting waste

= =4 4 A4 -4 A A8 -8 -5 -5 -8 A -2 A A A A A A A -8 -4 - -4 - -4 -8 -8 -2 -2 -2

The dass deposit system

A couple of points are worth noting here. First, the evaluator has attempted to code the responses
into key themes (see the disaien about this earlier). The coherence and comprehensiveness of

the coding is not likely to be perfectfor example, there is an issue of the independence of the
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themes, where some of those the abovelist may better belong in one of the broader themes

might better be collated with others into a different theme. The second point is that the question
a1 SR LI NI A OA urBlary viagté, which iR the fGodzi ol thisi project, yet many of the
answers given (above) are largely outside the projexhit. Nevertheless, we suggest the data
above is interesting and informativebeing useful should a similar event to this be run again. Thus,
there were three themes that were relatively frequently noted: one would appear cleasgrai,

in concerning an-urban/environmental waste (as defined). However, the other two would seem
pertinentto the urban waste problem and its potential solution: one conedhe financial issues of
dealing with wastegn issueon which there was no information in the foggoups) and the other
concernsthe specifics of what really happens to waste in the different pathways. Further questions
were raised about various actors and stakeholders in the issue (authorities, industry, producers),
sources of waste (tranasational, poducers, shops), special types of waste (such as nuclear and
pharmaceutical waste; that are perhaps also beyond the project remity well as somesery
specific concepts (some of which may or may not have been covered in some of the events).
Neverthelessit should not be forgotten that most of the nedf00 participants suggested thab
important issues were exclude@nd as suclthe long listabove shouldnot be seen as a litany of
significant information losses equating to poor information translatibot rather, a list that the
organisers might wish to consider in case there is one or more significant issues that, in retrospect,

they feel ought to have been covered.

l'Y20KSNJ AaadzS O2yOSNYySR gAlGK 3I22R GNlyatlrdAazy A
are understood and recorded by the organisers. One important process that often takes place in
Sy3lr3asSySyid S@Syida Yl &dzlaBT GASINIYRROIRD deheds reldeiSiycK to y 3

the participants what they believe the participants have been sayiag a kind of validity check.
{2YSGAYSaAa aeadf ROMNBY I G GKS SyR 2F |y S@Syds
61jdzSaiGA2yk SESNIAnSsEetimastit just oesSrdtSakei pracelat all (and in such

cases we would argue that this is generally a mistake as means a good opportunity is missed to allow
participants to clarify their views or contest interpretations). One question (Questioask&d:éDo

you think the summingip accurately reflected what was discussed at the evem&aults are

recorded in Table 4.8 and Figures 4.8a and 4.8b.
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Figure 4.8a: Summary of responses to the question: Do you think the
summingup accurately reflected what was discussed at the event?"

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Amsterdam (Netherlands)
Athens (Greece)
Barcelona (Spain)
Birkirkara (Malta)
Bratislava (Slovakia
Bremen (Germany)
Brussels (Belgium
Bucharest (Romania
Budapest (Hungary)
Cesis (Latvia)
Copenhagen (Denmark
Dublin (Ireland)

Granada (Spain)
Grenoble (France) ryes
Klaipeda (Lithuania) [ unsure
Lisbon (Portugal) =no
Ljubljana (Slovenia)
London (UK) ®Nno sum up
Luxembourg (Luxembourg m missing
Milan (Italy)

Munich (Germany)
Naples (Italy)
Newcastle (UK)
Nicosia (Cyprus)
Paris (France)
Pilsen (Czech Republig O
Sofia (Bulgaria)
Stockholm (Sweden)
Tartu (Estonia)
Torun (Poland)
Vantaa (Finland)
Vienna (Austria) S
Warsaw (Poland)
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Figure 4.8b: Summary of the combined responses to

Question 12
40900/\ 3%3%
yes
unsure
mno
B NO sum up
H missing

The data and figures reveal that, while over 90% thought the sumuopnaccuratelyeflected what

was discussed at tlreevent, there were three locations that stand out as somehow different. In

Vienna, there were five missing responses (often indicating that respondedtsdwuble answering

a question) only 58% of respondentsfthen p 6 K2 RAR NB&LR Y RO -thirgai 6 SNBER
respondents said there was no summing up. In Pilsen, 12 of 30 failed to respatith may

suggest a problem in the translation of the question, or that they fotlnd particular question

difficult to answer (e.g. because there was no summing Apd in Vantaa, ajparticipantsanswered
thisquestior o6dzi 2yfeé cm> alAR WwesSaQ [yR (KS 20§KSNJ nn
not accurately reflect the discussions. We therefore suggest thakesextra caution may be needed

in translating the results from these particular evegtalthough we also note that 30 of 33 locations

did receive positive responses to this question.

'4ARS FNRBY (GKS adzyYAy3a dzls ¢ Scim@adSonsiay o &iedBei 6 SR A
the event was weltun overall. One question (13) therefore aské@verall, do you think the event

was well run2 Results are shown in Table 4.9, and are presented graphically in Figures 4.9a and

4.9b. Fortunately, theseresdlt F NS Sl ae& G2 AYGSNLINBGY oy 2F NBa
gra 2dzad 2yS LISNER2Y FTNRY Fft GKS LI NIAOALIYGEA A\

ringing endorsement for the performance of the moderators!
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Figure 4.9a: Summary of responses to the question: "Overall, do you think the
event was well run?"

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Amsterdam (Netherlands)
Athens (Greece)
Barcelona (Spain)
Birkirkara (Malta)
Bratislava (Slovakia
Bremen (Germany)
Brussels (Belgium
Bucharest (Romania
Budapest (Hungary)
Cesis (Latvia)
Copenhagen (Denmark
Dublin (Ireland)

Granada (Spain)
Grenoble (France) m yes
Klaipeda (Lithuania)
Lisbon (Portugal) 7 unsure
Ljubljana (Slovenia) ® no
London (UK) = missing

Luxembourg (Luxembourg
Milan (Italy)

Munich (Germany)
Naples (ltaly)
Newcastle (UK)

Nicosia (Cyprus)

Paris (France)

Pilsen (Czech Republig
Sofia (Bulgaria)

Stockholm (Sweden)
Tartu (Estonia)

Torun (Poland)
Vantaa (Finland)
Vienna (Austria)
Warsaw (Poland)
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Figure 4.9b: Summary of the combined responses to Question 13

1% 19

myes
unsure
Eno

H miss

Another question (14) asked a similar question, but concerNdsl & LJ2 yRiSofial Safisfaction

g AGK (KBowSdliSisgfiwere you with the event overdlld ® wSadz Ga NS akKz2gy
and Figures 4.10a and 4.10here was a greater spread @sponses than to the previous question,

probably a consequence of this question having more options (the previous one demanded a
AONFAIKITF2NBFNR WweSaQr Wy2Q 2NJ WdzyadzNBQ FyagSND
99% answered that they wéB SA G KSNJ WASNEBQ 2NJ WFIANI&Q al dAa
FyagSNBR (KIG GKSe 6SNB WySAGKSNI aldiAafTaASR y2
NEalLR2yRSyiGa 3 @S || ySIFIGABS NBaLRyaSs AoideA Ol GAyY .
patterns were fairly consistent across the different events. Answers to this question therefore, again,

provide a strong endorsement for how the events were handled.
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Figure 4.10a: Summary of responses to the question: "How satisfied were you
with the event overall?"

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Amsterdam (Netherlands)
Athens (Greece)
Barcelona (Spain)
Birkirkara (Malta)
Bratislava (Slovakia
Bremen (Germany)
Brussels (Belgium
Bucharest (Romania
Budapest (Hungary)
Cesis (Latvia)
Copenhagen (Denmark
Dublin (Ireland)

Granada (Spain) mvery
Grenoble (France) i fairly
Klaipeda (Lithuania) ® neither
Lisbon (Portugal) = not very
Ljubljana (Slovenia)
London (UK) m not at all
Luxembourg (Luxembourg m unsure
Milan (Italy) » missing

Munich (Germany)
Naples (Italy)
Newcastle (UK)
Nicosia (Cyprus)
Paris (France)
Pilsen (Czech Republig
Sofia (Bulgaria)
Stockholm (Sweden)
Tartu (Estonia)
Torun (Poland)
Vantaa (Finland)
Vienna (Austria)
Warsaw (Poland)
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Figure 4.10b: Summary of the combined responses to Question 14

196 o 0%

26%

very
fairly

m neither

H not very
not at all

W unsure

Impact of the focus groups

The first two sections have considerdéte flow of information to participants, and the flow of
information from (and between) participants within the focus group procg@sswell as general
perceptions of the focus groups and how they have been.rihjhe end of the process there arises
the issue as to whatvill happen to the results/outputs, and whanpactthese mayhavec on the
participants themselves, and on wider European policy. From an information translation perspective,
if the results from the process are gathered into a report, then nothing further arises from this,
then information loss might be consideraotal, with the project being deemed a failure irrespective
of how well the events themselves hagbne. Of course, impact is difficult to judge at this stébe

issue of inpact is central to the evaluation concerns during the remainder of this project, and will be
the focus of the second evaluation reppriAt this stage all that can be considerednsnediate
impact, andpotential or desiredimpact. In this questionnaireseveral questionsaddressed these
matters: two looked atexpectations for the participants; two looked at immediatapact on

participants, and two looked dhe wider potentialinfluence of results.

The first two questions are essentially elements of oz ad G A2y~ FyR 02y OSNY
expectations regarding their own continued involvement in this issudzS a G A 2 Yy Dopoul 81 SRY
want any feedback from this evergandv dzSa it A 2y wmc dxpedtaByReedback fiom the dz
SOSYWikKE 2 NH I el BelBNdun intéFadtimglavith participant expectations as recorded
here,are one element of impact that may be worth studying. Lack of expected or desired feedback
would, we expect, have aegative(or at best,neutral) impact on participantg in terms d their

views towards the organisers and sponsors, and perhaps even in terms of their behaviour on the

topic of concern (waste recycling).
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Figure 4.11a: Summary of responses to the question: "Do you want any feedback
from this event?"

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Amsterdam (Netherlands)

Athens (Greece)
Barcelona (Spain)

Birkirkara (Malta)
Bratislava (Slovakia
Bremen (Germany)
Brussels (Belgium
Bucharest (Romania
Budapest (Hungary)
Cesis (Latvia)
Copenhagen (Denmark

Dublin (Ireland)

Granada (Spain)
Grenoble (France)
Klaipeda (Lithuania) myes
Lisbon (Portugal) [ unsure
Ljubljana (Slovenia) Eno

London (UK)

Luxembourg (Luxembourg
Milan (Italy)

Munich (Germany)

B miss

Naples (Italy)
Newcastle (UK)
Nicosia (Cyprus)
Paris (France)
Pilsen (Czech Republig
Sofia (Bulgaria)
Stockholm (Sweden)
Tartu (Estonia)
Torun (Poland)
Vantaa (Finland)
Vienna (Austria)
Warsaw (Poland)
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Figure 4.11b: Summary of the combined responses to Question 15
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E no
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Tables 11 and 12, respectively, record the answers of respondents to these two questions, while
theseresults are presented graphically in Figures 4.11a and 4.11b, and 4.12a and 4.12b. The first set

of results reveal clearly (and perhaps unsurprisingly) that the respondents do want feedback from

the event¢ with approximately 90% of all respondents answe W& SaQd CA3IdzZNBE n dmi
some differences in enthusiasm, however. While 100% wanted feedback from a number of locations
(Birkirkara, Copenhagen, Lisbon, Ljubljana, Luxembourg, Pilsen, Tartu and Warsaw), this figure
dropped to 80% or less for othe (Newcastle, Budapest, Bucharest and Amsterdam). Participants

were slightly less positive with regards whether they expected to receive feedback, at 83%, where

only those from Birkirkara and Granada were 100% in expecting this. Those in Newcastleavere th
Y2al &aOSLIWAOKE Fo2dzi NBOSAGAY3I FSSRolk Ol o2yfeé p
(69/70% positive) also in London, Paris, Dublin and Munich. There is no particularly clear pattern

here across locations, and so the results may just reflee personalities recruited to the different

events and their different degrees of scepticism. In short, though, these results suggest it is
important that the participants do receive some subsequent feedback as unfulfilled expectations

have been foundd correlate with low satisfaction in past research (albeit in different contexts, such

as patient expectations of health care e.g. Bowling et al, 2012).
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Figure 4.12a: Summary of responses to the question: "Do you expect any
feedback from the event?"
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Amsterdam (Netherlands)
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Birkirkara (Malta)
Bratislava (Slovakia
Bremen (Germany)
Brussels (Belgium
Bucharest (Romania
Budapest (Hungary)
Cesis (Latvia)
Copenhagen (Denmark
Dublin (Ireland)

Granada (Spain)
Grenoble (France)
Klaipeda (Lithuania) nyes
Lisbon (Portugal) funsure
Ljubljana (Slovenia) ®no
London (UK) B miss

Luxembourg (Luxembourg
Milan (ltaly)

Munich (Germany)
Naples (Italy)
Newcastle (UK)

Nicosia (Cyprus)

Paris (France)

Pilsen (Czech Republic
Sofia (Bulgaria)

Stockholm (Sweden)
Tartu (Estonia)

Torun (Poland)
Vantaa (Finland)
Vienna (Austria)
Warsaw (Poland)
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Figure 4.12b: Summary of the combined responses to Question 16
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H missing

One clear sign of impact is whether participants were in some way changed as a consegfuence

their involvement in the focus groups. One issue is whether participantstleaything from the

event. Question 10therefore I & 1 9RIYou dearn much on the topic of urban waste from this

eventZ Resultfrom this questiong recorded in Table 4.18nd depicted graphically in Figures 4.13a

and 4.13b showed that the majority of respondents claimed to have tesrieast something. Over

oneil KANR 2F GKS {G2aGFt Of FAY -KI2f FK @S AAYSSRYG2 WK G
Yy Sg ( Ke gfclidd 86%ochnibined); only 5% claimed to have learnt nothing new. The responses
FONRP&aa (GKS RAFFSNByld t20F0iA2ya NB NBlFazylofeée
responses ranging from 20% from Luxembourg and 17% from Vantaa and Midmiah,to zero,

from Bratislava, Brussels, Cesis, Klaipeda, Lisbon, London, Sofia and Torun. Of course, there are
various reasons why someone might report learning nothing gesvd most are probably unrelated

to the potency of the event (e.g. being relatpdrhaps to personal knowledge). To establish what is

was that participants claimed to have learnt, there was an open element to this question that asked
participantsdt L ¥ &2dz FSt G4 @&2dz €t SFNYyiG a2YSOGKAy3a Ay NBE I G
There were more responses to this question than the previous open question about missing topics of
discussion. The fewest responses came from Copenhagen (just 10 answered this question), with low
numbers also from Stockholm and Vanaa (13 each). In capnfasesponded from Malta, and 26

from Ireland and Romania.
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Figure 4.13a: Summary of responses to the question: "Did you learn much on
the topic of urban waste from this event?"
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Birkirkara (Malta)
Bratislava (Slovakia
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Budapest (Hungary)
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Copenhagen (Denmark
Dublin (Ireland)

Granada (Spain)
Grenoble (France) malot
Klaipeda (Lithuania) rafew

Lisbon (Portugal)

Ljubljana (Slovenia) m not sure
London (UK) ENo
Luxembourg (Luxembourg H missing

Milan (ltaly)
Munich (Germany)
Naples (Italy)
Newcastle (UK)
Nicosia (Cyprus)
Paris (France)
Pilsen (Czech Republig
Sofia (Bulgaria)
Stockholm (Sweden)
Tartu (Estonia)
Torun (Poland)
Vantaa (Finland)
Vienna (Austria)
Warsaw (Poland)

59



Figure 4.13b: Summary of the combined responses to Question 10

1%

36%

a lot

a few
M not sure

50% HNno

H missing

Respondents gave many different answershis question thoughthese could broadly be classified

ashaving learnt

About the diversity of waste collectioin different municipalities
Facts about wastéwaste pathways; amount producedtc)
Practicalessonghat they might follow

Howimportantis the topic (to resolve)

= =/ =4 =4 =

h i KSNJ Li8wesbdf teeQdpic (especiallydw everyone semed to agree about the
problemand with the participant)

9 Ideas aboufuture innovations

Most of these themes were evident in the responses of participants in most of the locations, varying

to a greater or lesser degreavith certain themes dominant in somgaces, and other themes

dominant elsewhereFor example, in Luxembourg and Newcastle there were a lot of responses that
discussechaving learnt aboutiow waste varied across municipalities or areahjlevin Torun the
participantsproduced a lage list d facts they had learnaibout recyclingSometimes some highly

specific topics were noted, which had clearly been uniquely discussed in certain evéoits

example, seven participants from Ljubljana discussed banana skins and how they had learnt that
these should not be put in with other biavaste. Although several of these themes seemed to map

2yi2 &4LISOATAO SESNDA&ASE TNRBY (KS T20dzda 3INRdzLIA
RA&OdzaaSR Ay SESNODAAS 2y S3s I yHeen igcGssed if deedideS Ay Yy
three), other, notnecessarilyintended lessons had been learnt from the occasion too, notably, how

GKS LI NIAOALI yGaQ O2ftfSH3IdzSa GK2dAKG Foz2d2i GKS

common answer by respondents wadhat they were pleased to discover that mosf the
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participantsseemed to agree about the importance of the problem, and the need to do something
about it. There were no responses that suggested the converse, that people had an exaggerated
view of the isse, though there was the occasional response bemoaning the laziness (etc.) of some
of the participants in their recycling efforts. In short, the events clearly did have some significa

impact on many participants, beirigctuallyas well asiormativelyinformative.

vdzSadAz2zy wmm f221SR 3G I FdzNI KS NDidiparEcipatichth th&8 Sy G A
event change your views on the issues in any wayw Sa dzf 6 a4 I NB aKz2gy Ay ¢l o0
4.14a and 4.14b. Just over half of the entsample responded that their views had changed
WO2YaARSNIOEE&Q 2N Wiz &2 Y&dBSaaBng @F NI SNdzd yrmS N
DADGSY (GKS RAFTFAOdA Ge& 2F OKFIy3IAy3ad LIS2LI SQa GASsa
there was some variability across the locations. For example, those in Athens, Amsterdam,
Luxembourg, Newcastle and Vantaa seemed particularly reluctant to admit changing their views: no

2yS FTNRBY lye 2F (G(KS&S Of I AYSR (i 2erdas aobnd®@®aoff ISR
GK2aS AY . ANJANJFNF YR DNI}YYyFRF OfFAYSR (2 KI @S

To explore reasons for such differences, and establish the way in which views had been changed,
Question 11 also had an open elementtieaf SRY LT @&2dz FStd (GKS S@Syid (
SELX FAY Ay 6KFG éFedé ¢KS ydzyYoSNI 2F gNRGGSYy NBa
Milan) and eight (Vienna) to a high of 22 (Malta) and 24 (Bucharest). These differences did not
necessarnj reflect the dogmatism of respondents, however, as much as their propensity to write
a2YSUKAY3 R2gy>s aiyOS GKS NBaLRyaSa AyOfdzZRSR @K
GKIFG adlrdSR GKIG NBaLRyRSyGa Kl Redihe laherlwgid SR (1 K ¢
accompanied by a claim that, though the respondent had not changed their views, these had been
strengthened or reinforced which is a sign of event impact! Indeed, most of the responses

indicated a strengthening of opinion in the cemt direction, rather than a radical reversal of views,

GAGK y2G I aiay3atsS NBaLrRyasS 2F (GKS {AYyR aL dzaSR
Ol dzaS¢ ®d ¢Kdzax NBalLlkRyasSa Glft{SR o62dzi AYONBI aAy3
what to do about it. Beyond this, many of the responses went beyond suggestions of changes of
opinion to statements of new motivations and behavioural intentian® take the matter more

seriously; to recycle more; to use less plastic, and so on. Thetoestlicate people further on the

topic was a minor issue that was also raised. In short, these respqradeag with those from the

previous questiorg do suggest that the events haveda significant impact on many participants.
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Figure 4.14a: Summary of responses to the question: "Did participation in
this event change your views on the issues in any way?"
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Figure 4.14b: Summary of the combined responses to Question 11
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Another question thataddressedhe issue ofimpactwasQuestion 17whichl 81 SRY &l 2¢ R2
FSSt Fo2dzi GKS 9! 02y adz G AfgrkeledtiigSone dfizd dlose® seBof A & & d
three options, respondents were asked to explain their choidee closed question resultre

shown in the figures belowFigures4.15a and4.1%h) and recorded in Appendix 3 in Table 4.15

¢tKSasS NB@SKHtE |y Ffy2ad Gz2d4Ff F3INBSYSyid GKIG GKA
who responded indicated thai KA a ¢l a W3I22RQY YR AYRSSRXI GKS TA
(Brussels, Bucharest, Grenada, Grenoble, Klaipeda, Ljubljana, Paris, Vantaa, Vienna and Warsaw),

with justthree people in the entire sampley RA OF GAy3 GKIFIG GKAAa Aa | Wol R

Participants were then asked to explain their responsHsis question did receive a lot of written
responses. The fewest number (17) came from Klaipeda (Lithuania), while the most (29) came from
Lisbon. Unsurprisingly, given responses to the closed queshenyast majority of comments were

in favour the public being consulted. Although there were many positive comments, there were

actually only a few general themes that seemed to cover most of these comments.

63



Figure 4.15a: Summary of responses to the question: "How do you feel about the
EU consulting the public on issues like this?"
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Pilsen (Czech Republig
Sofia (Bulgaria)

Stockholm (Sweden)
Tartu (Estonia)

Torun (Poland)
Vantaa (Finland)
Vienna (Austria)
Warsaw (Poland)
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Figure 4.15b: Summary of the combined responses to Question 17

0% _1%

3%

good
unsure
m bad

H miss

Thekey themes(which overlap to some degreelere:

9 Itisjust good (no rationale given)

9 It is good/right because we are the people/ this is a demodraey are the taxpayerga
guestion of rights)

I It is good because the topic ultimately affects the public (the publie aelevant
stakeholders)

f Itia AYLRNIFIYG G2 Ay@2t @S GKS Lzt A0 a LRtAOe
the problem cannbbe solveds A (1 K 2 dzii § KS -a.Ri20 NRe®podsBiyy 3 W2y

9 It is good because it shows that the EU cares ahisupeople/ wants to listen to them
(appreciation for the exercise)

9 Itis good to consult the public because ttay nothave vested interests (unlike politicians,
AYRdzAGNER I f200&Aataxo

9 It is good because the public have relevant knowledge/ experiendectra help solve the
problem (the public as information sourcesith diverse, novel, informed ideas that others
do not have

1 Itis good as it provides the public with insight/ information/ knowledge (i.e. the event serves
an educational/informative role;the public as information targets)

9 Itis good to address this important topic (implying this consultation process will help solve
the actual problem)

7 1tia 32 2 RXIYORAA dzii sudh Eovissitiorshould be done more often/ on other

subjects/ on all subjects
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LG A aas Brgyaskhé information is us@unt of scepticism)

Sometimes respondents expressed a personalstetiion that their voices seemei be being

heard and might make an impactenerally, most of these themes were brought up by respondents

in most of the different locationgi.e. there was no clear pattern of difference)ithough there

were some less positive comments (related to the last theriese were rare. ¥en fewer

comments wereactuallynegativeabout the prospect of the event influencing poligyfor example,

one person commented that they thoughibat scientists werea more appropriate target to be

consulted (than the public), another wondered whether the consultation might wgatuthful

information .g.peoplewould lie about recyclingand a couplevondered whethellJS 2 L SQ& @A S¢
might not be valuable/useful enough to help. brief,howe\er, respondents werextremelypositive

about theprospectof them having an impact through this event.

The next question went further. Instead of asking whether the event should influence policy,
vdzSaidAz2y my &1 SRY wilbade adygdt @AY YOS @KA D JIBIBEIBEH y NS
Results are shown iRigures 4.16a and 4.h6These are generally quite positive, with over half of

the total sample suggesting this event will be influential, although there was also a significant
amount of uncertaity too: while only 6% of the sample thougthe eventwould notbe influential,

over onethird indicated that they wereainsure The most positive respondents appeared to be from

the East of the EU: 97% from&& & o6 [ | G @A 0 | y a6 S NBaRestdidB8@IBmM I & RA |
Bucharest. On the flip side, the more uncertain (sceptical?) were from the South and North of the
EU2yfeé Hm2 FTNRY bSgO0OFradatsS alFAR wesSaQs F2f{t26SR 0
08 GKS fFNBSAal LINR ai24%d, 372 \fron2Granady ahd399 Boin IA1asyeedam.

As with the previous question, respondents were asked to explain their answers. Abatititd® of

all participants gave some form of written response to this question (the fewest came from
Budapest andvienna, with 12 and 13 responses respectively; the most came from Copenhagen,

where 27 of the respondents gave a written answer). Again, although there were many responses,

these seemed to readily group into a relatively small number of themes. The megsieht theme

gl a |y SELNBaarzy 2F K2LS3I Ay 6KAOK (GKS NBaLRY
STFFTFSOG:T 6AlGK2dzi 3AAQGAYy3I Fye F2N¥ 2F NIGA2yLFES o
response to the closed question). To illustrate thik from Dublin, 10 from Milan, nine from London

and Ljubljana, eight from Brussels, Stockholm, Grenoble, Vantaa and Copenhagen, and seven from

Amsterdam, Munich and Klaipeda, gave such responses.
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Figure 4.16a: Summary of responses to the question: "Do you think this event
will have any influence on European research policy?"
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Figure 4.16b: Summary of the combined responses to question 18

2%

35% yes
unsure

Eno

B missing

Of the positive responses, the following wele main themes that emergethnd note that these

overlap to some degree)

T

1
)l

Yes (it will have influence) because th#lye EU) 2 dzf Ry Qi  firideéd $his BXRryise k
otherwise

Yes because we have been told it will (accepting project assertions on this)

Yes because the EU need our views to make a decision (legitimation)

Yes because a lot of Europeans have been consulted (implying theemuisbue has
relevance)

. Sa 0SOlFdzaS ¢ S Q(dBomindniprobigi yequkiiy a GotnAd SokUBOND
Yesbecause citizens have the appropriate knowledge to provide good solutions (citizen
utility)

Yes because the ideas were many/ good/ feasible/ implementable

Yes because this is a priority problem (steps needed now)

Yes because the EU cares about citizens

On the one hand, some respondents had quite a rational response: they thought that influence

would follow because the project people had said that something would, while it would not make

much sense to do this project if the EU were not going to listen. @nather hand, other

respondents were positive because they saw the problem as a necessary one to be fixed, and they

felt that this process was one that would be able to fig itvolving large numbers of appropriate
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stakeholders who had lots of useful &k The positive respondents also, clearly, felt a degree of

trust (or perhaps, at leastvereless distrustfylof the EU and politiciarthan the lesspositive ones

Although the majority of respondents had expressed positive sentiment about influeHoevifoy
from this event, and few were negatiyéhere was still muchuncertainty (i.e. 42% did not answer
WeSaQuad !'a adzOKZ GKSNB gSNB |tyz2ad Fa Ylyeg aoSL
The main potentially negative themes to emerge wasgollows:
9 Unsure (no) because policies are already mappedlmuthe EU)
1 Unsure because other powerful stakeholders (industry etc.) will lobby for their positions
(money more important than citizen opiniongreed; corruptiol
1 Unsure because politicianwill ultimately do what they want (negative comments on
LREAGAOALIYaAaQ AYydSaANRGEL
f !'yadaNBE |a R2¥ Q0GRS SHA O 9 ¢rust ESspecifically as KfposedFo2 LI S
ASYSNAO WLRERGAOAIYyaQs & 062@S
1 Unsure because the granting of research fuddpends on many (additional) factofjsolicy
has its own rules)
T ' yadz2NB 0SSOI dza$S i KOAZEANJ-AUEEAICHE; SNIDA & @@ EpuBH@IS Qudzt A &
relations; no serious intent to listen)
9 Unsure as the theory may seem fine, but will implenagian truly follow (orwill resultsbe
stored in a drawef) (bureaucratic obstaclésed tape/inflexible system
1 Unsure because of the variability in countries/ each needtliryy own solutions(something
Yhight happen elsewhere but not hefe
1 Unsurebecause of the money that is/ may not be available
f  Unsure because the output from these events are little more than common sén§e/ R2 y Q (i
have the knowledge of experts/ solutionsay not be workable

M Unsure as too few involved

In short, there was quite #ot of scepticism expressed by respondents, at the bottom of which
AaSSYSR | tFO01 27F (GNMHzaG Ay WLREAGAOAIYyAaQTI WoA3d 0
some locations where such distrust was particularly evident (Luxembourg, Grektadas, Naples),

and where many sceptical concerns were raised. Beyond concerns about the politics of the situation

and the motivations of the event sponsors (with several participants suggesting this was just a
WLldzo f A0 NBfFGA2ya GENGNDAASKO X K § K 8 NBIS 16 dzA NIORey A & ¢
significant number of respondents suggesting that such barriers might ultimately undermine the
AYyFtdzSyOoS 2F (GKAa LINRB2SOG o6Fa 2yS alARI (KS aiK

were aly relatively few(perhaps a dozen in the entire samplépwever, who suggested that the
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process output might be an inadequate basis for making policy (i.e. because participants were too

few, lacked knowledge, etc.).

In summary, the focus groups had som®act on participants in the sense of providing them with

new knowledge, and although few suggested that their minds had actually been changed, there was
AYLI O Ay GKS aSyasS 2F NBAYT2NDAYy3I NBaLRWYRSy(Gao
more on the issue in future (so it is to be hoped that beneficial actions may follow from the
participants themselves)ror the future, participants wanted feedback on this event, and most
expected to get it: whether this does or does not take place feayg to further positive or negative

impact on participantsln terms of impact on wider poli¢yhis of course, cannot be judged at this

point. However, it is absolutely clear that respondents felt that it is a good idea to consult the public

on issuesike this in such a manner. Although more than half did expect results to actually influence
policy, more than onghird expressed some doubts, with a lack of trust in other relevant
ailF1S8SK2t RSNA o0SAy3a i G4KS KSI Nihatetybe ighargdOSNY G KI

In their own words: the pros and cons of the focus groups according to participants

Most of the questions in th@articipantquestionnaire are informed by a theoretical concept as to

what makes a good public dialog(essentiallygood information translatiojy along witha concern

about event influence (which is seen as the necessary outcome of good translation of public
dialogue aims). However, it is useful to ask participants in their own words what they have found
goodandbad 62dzi 'y S@Syidz a GKA&A OFy NB@SIt |taSNyI
issue. The guestionnaire therefore includeeb additional open questions that asketi9) ovarall,

what was the best thing about theventk gand (200 ovérall, whatwas the worst thing about the

evenk ¢

¢CKSNB 6SNB | ydzYoSNI 2F 02YY2y {KYWhH was yell NB a L2 y

answered, with over 20 responses from every locatidihese themes (with some degree of overlap)

were:
1 Everything(!)
f Having goodinteresting discussions/ sharing views in groop¥’ 2 irf8ryh&ion exchange
1 Having thechance to voiceny opinion and concerns (be heaita free/open conversations
1 The teamwork/ group exerciseteam spirit/ group dynamicésocial aspects of exercises)
f aSSiAy3a AyiSNBaldAyadk RADGSNBESKk RAFTFSNByYyG LIS2 LA
1 The diversity of participants
T I'SENARY3 20KSNJ LIS2LX SQa OASsa YR 2LIAYAZ2YaA
1 The ideas (interesting/ crazgood)
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1 Makingme think more abut the issue

1 The positive nature of the engagement (people were involved; took it seriously; were
interested and positivewere honestwere enthusiastic

1 Sense of responsibility and commitment to the igsdesire for change/ public spirit

1 Helping provile a solution/ hoping will influence events (feeling part of something that will

implement good change)

Learning more on (aspects of) the topic of waste management

The topic itself (interesting and important)

Raising awareness (of all)

Realising that mospeople feel the same as | do regarding wast@mmon concern)

= =4 =2 =4 =

Appreciating that the EUpeople in high levelxares about our opinions (revelation/
satisfaction)

1 The event was well run/ organised/ moderatéthoderator was polite/ kind/ friendly/
professioral)

The presentationgand examples given)

Communications with the moderator/ organisers

The good/ relaxed/ friendly/ positivanformal/ convivial/creative/ openatmosphere

The brainstorming

The dynamism

Interesting tasks

Exercise 3

Exercise 4

The futurevisions

The postits exercise

Good location

The refreshment$ood

Enjoyable/ furh entertaining

Taking part in an interesting event

=A =4 =4 =4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4

The project itself/ fact that it is happening

Thus, there were several elements that were well regarded. Respondents ththegleivents were

well run and moderated and often stated that they enjoyed the different exercises, particularly the

group work. Interacting with different and diverse participants was also a major positive for many:
respondents often enjoyed the socialpgsts and meeting new people (several even wrote about
WYIF1Ay3 FNASYRAQOS YR YlIye 46SNB Itftaz2 @SNE LRaaA
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how they responded to the task (with enthusiasm, seriousness, etc.). This element may have been
enhan®d by the nature of the topie; one on which most seemed to agree (and for several

LI NOAOALNF yiaz GKS WwWwoSald GKAYy3AQ gla FTAYRAy3I GKIG
of the atmosphere in which the exercises took place was an issue qpfefiné acclaimg variously

described as open, convivial, friendly, scholarly, informal, creative and relaxed. This seemed to aid

the discussions themselves, which was noted as the best thimgaloy of the respondents. Hearing

20 KSNRBRQ @A S g aaling idéas, Wafehinfpdriant foryhaniyikcontrast, for others the best

thing was expressing their own views, being lieaand helping to actually solve an important

problem. Beyond these main themes, there was, to a lesser degree, appreciation of ther EU f
AaK2¢6Ay3 OFNB Ay LIS2LX SQa 2LIAYyA2yar ¢gKAfES (G(4KS Y2
but only by a few. These different themes seemed to be spread fairly evenly across the different
locations, that is, it is difficult to pinpoint certaplaces where certain themes predominated or did

not occur.

CAdzZNYAYy3I y26 (2 GKS Wg2NRI GKAYIQ | Fokedainpld) jkisk SOSy i
four participants wrote a response from the 30 attending the focus groups in Vienna, anddidven

so from Brussels. At the opposite extreme, 27 of the Newcastle participants wrote something in
response to this question. However, the writing of many responses doesatessarilycorrelate to

a high perception that an event was poor as taege maprity of all responses was to indicate that
therewasnoWg 2 NA G GKAY3IQ Fo2dzi Iy S@Syld 6AdSd y23 y2i
example, all 16 respondents from Klaipeda who answered this question indicated that there was no

worst thing/ nothing wrong, while 17 of the 18 respondents from Maphnd Bucharest also said

there wereno problens. However, participants at a number of other evedid compile a number of

negative themes, particularly from Newcastle, Dublin, Copenhagen, Munich, Ljubljana, Amsterdam,
London and Malta (albeit that conaes expressed were often minor). Our suspicion is that these

latter events should certainly not be seen as worse than the others, as there seems to be an element

of respondents from some locations trying harder to answer questions than those from athers

f SFRAY3IS F2NJ SEIFYLXSE (2 a2Y$S GNBAy3 G2 3ASydzay
RAAAYOf AYSR (G2 R2 &2 FyR aANKQbE bSHENIKES S dzS a il K3
were consolidated into the following list, witthe main thanesto emerge (and the locations in

which they emergedpeing

i Too short/not enough time to respond or exchange viewsliscuss matters/ too rushed
(London, ViennaBratislava, Luxembourg, ToruRilsen Paris Barcelona, LisbgrBudapest,
Birkirkara Ljwljana Stockholm Cesis Granada Munich, Naples, Bucharest, Vantaa
Copenhagen, Dublin, Tartu, MilaBremen
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=A =4 =4 =4 -4 4 4 -4 -4 -4 -4 = =4 =2 =4 =

= =4 =4 =4 =9

Too long (LisbgmrAmsterdam, LjubljandNewcastle Vantaa Milan, Bremer)

Slow pace of the event (Barcelona, Dublin)

Too much talking on the samthings/ repetition/ could have been more concise
(Amsterdam, Newcastle, Celsis)

Timing (during weekerdacross middle of dayon a Sinday) (LjubljanaNewcastle Granada
Copenhagen, Dublin, Tajtu

Schedule not as planned/ changed at short no{antaa, Milan)

Introduction took too long (Amsterdam)

Could have been a second break (Tartu)

Off-topic conversationgLondon Amsterdam Newcastlg

Opinionated negative/ non-contributing people (some only there for moneyjLondon
Amsterdam, Ljubljanastockholm Newcastle Sofia Dublin

Some participants knew littlediscussion level loWienna Amsterdam Athensg

Some of the ideasbpinions from participants (e.g. crazy) (Nicosia, Bratislava, Torun, Pilsen,
Lisbon, Dublin)

t S2LIX S R2y Qidsiagaipshio adohydzdusly{Stgekholm)

Having to argue with unknown people (Budapest)

Complexity difficulty of the topid questions (Luxembourg, Lisbon, Copenhagen)

No information on financial issues (Vienfari3

Absence of some information e.g. oovi stuff is recycled (Dublin)

Not talking about a specific issue (dog mess) (Barcelona)

Not enough generic information on waste (Budapest)

Not being sure why | was chosen to participate (Copenhagen)

Being asked to leave as | was a reserve, then being asletaly (Copenhagen)
a2RSNI G2NJ RARY QU 1y26 FyasgSNI G2 az2yvyS$S ljdzSadaaz,
Being asked to come up with technological solutiofse imaginative (exercise 3)
(LuxembourgBirkirkara Sofig

Lack of information before the event & 2 O 2 phafe fNgwieastle C#$BCopenhagen,
Dublin Bremer)

Introduction round (Amsterdam)

The first exercise (Amsterdam)

The groupwork (Copenhagen)

Telling other how we separate waste at home (Birkirkara)

The brainstorm exercise with the post its (Amsterdam)
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1 Lackof support from authoritieSEU representativéNicosia Munich
1 A sense that nothing will come from this (opinions will be ignored) (Nic&siatislava
Warsaw CesisGranadaDublin
T ¢KIdG 6S OFyQil OKIy3aS (G4KS $2NXRH 62 NABlFgZ . dzRI
1 Wil the ideas bdinancially feasible? (Paris)
1 The problem itself (amount of wagtepollution) ¢ wrong topic (power supply too)
(Bratislava, TorurWarsaw Dublin Bremer)
t dzZN1J2aS 2F S@OSyid y20 WINIyaLIlI NByd az20AlftfteqQ
Too many participants (Munich)
Participants tocsimilar educationally (Munich)
Location (LjubljanaGrenoble Vantad

Small narrow/ crampedroom (London BudapestNewcastl¢

= =/ =4 =4 4 4

Refreshments/coffee/ food or lack thereof(London Pilsen Newcastle Athens, Vantaa
Dublin Bremer)

The weathelLondon Bremen)

Travelling to the eventLondon Pilsen Barcelona

External noisebad acoustic¢BarcelonaMunich

The climate of the roon(Lisbon BudapestGrenoble Milan)

Uncomfortablechairs (Budapest)

= =/ =4 =4 4 4

Room lighting (Birkirkara)

Before discussing this list, several points need to be made. First, the names of locations from which
participants made the specific criticism are noted, first, because they may be helpful to the
moderators of those events, in the sense of indicating acsjgeproblem to resolve (e.g. poor
refreshments!), and second, becauseting the locations does provide a rough indication of the
prevalence of concesa That is, some criticisms were made by participants from several different

events and may indicate me general problems, whereas criticismoted by participants fronjust

one or two locations may indicate minor or relatively specific issu&econd, the reader should not

read too much into the length of the list and the number of locations in whichageissues were

N} A&SRY (GKA&a fAad Aa +y FGdSYLIG G2 6S O2YLINBKSYyY
points was more generic, and further,istoften the case thathere was onlyone participant in the

location mentiored who raised a partiular point(or at most, two or threey; not the whole sample!

The above list does show a range of difficulties, but by far the most common was that of lack of time
¢ raised by respondents from 24 of the 33 different locations, and often by two or tlesgmndents

from these. This supports the result from a previous question that found a significant minority
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thought that there was not enough time to discuss everything. (This issue will reappear in the next
chapter.) Allied to this critique were a few magpecific observations about where time was perhaps
lost or could have been saved to enable a better use of the jrsach as the slow pace of some
aspects, the repetition in places (possibly the first exercise, which the observer noted could be
repetitive if participants shared similar experiences), and-toffic conversations. Others also
criticised the timing of the events (during weekend/ on Sundays etc.), although it is difficult to know
how this could be countered without raising greater problems.(engecruiting working people).

And others suggested the event was too long, or that it dragged, but these concerns might well
reflect a lack of motivation in certain respondermtsn issue that itself was raised by a fé@wough

far more respondents praéd the character of their colleagues in response to the previous question
than queried them in this oneBeyond this general issue, there are two more that are perhaps
worth noting because of their prevalence. The first is the concern expressed by Batthis event
GYAIAKG O2YS G2 y20KAYy3IEé O NI A X SefectidgéalsoNsBraeldpthieR Sy (i &
concerns about impact that were raised in response to Question 18. The second is the (relatively)
high incidence of criticisms of logistic fact@ concerning room specifications, temperature, travel
arrangements, and especially, the nature of food and refreshments. Perhaps the main observation to
emerge from the latter is that, if these were the worst aspects offtheus groupsthen we might

perhaps consider the event to hawily been a success.
Discussion

This chapter describes the results from a participant questionnaire that was given to all participants

in every focus group in every locatiam the end of their eventThe questionnairevas based on a

previous questionnaire used in past UK and European evaluations of engagement events (involving

both public and stakeholder participantsihich was amended slightly to take accowitsome

specific aspects of the current project, and whighs then was translated into all of the relevant
flIy3dzZ 3Sad ¢KS 1jdzSadA2yyFrANBE Aa GKS2NBGAOFT & A\
evaluation criterion, discussed previously. Responses were received from a total of 995 participants

(almost 100% of the sample).

In general, the results suggest that the focus groups were highly successful events. Participants
generally received most of the important information they (theoretically) might need to effectively

take part in the events. Furtherone, the conduct of the eventa/as such that most participants

were able to have their say. The events were almost unanimously perceived as having been well run
FYR 6SNB SAGKSNI WFFANI&@Q 2NJ WOSNERQ Al GrainFeAy3do
something, and most evinced some impact on their views on the topic (even those who claimed that

their minds had not been changed in any way often reported that their views had actually been
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confirmed or strengthened Regarding other outcomeparticipants wanted and expected feedback

(an important point for the organisers to register), and were almost entirely approving of the events
being conductedwith many feeling that such consultations should be done more oftdojvever,
participants wee slightly less assured about whether the events would actually influence EU policy
on urban waste, with around 40% suggesting they were unsure or thought there would be no
influence. The uncertain respondents generally seemed to be sceptical of the drtisitvess of the

EU and other significant stakeholders (industry, politicians) to accept and act on their
recommendations, or were concerned that other barriers, such as bureaucracy (red tape) would see

GKS NBadz Ga aSYyR dzLJ Ay | RNI gSNE O

Finally, when allved to use their own words to express what was best and worst about the events

in which they had taken part, respondents provided a list of many positive aspects, that ranged from
the organisation and running of the event, to the condecatmosphere, thechan@ to hear ideas

and have themselves heard, the act of exchanging opinions in open discussions, and the social
elements of the eveng A Yy Of dzZRA Yy 3 YSSGAy3 LIS2LA S YR aYl{1Ay3
to name any worst aspect of the event, or tetd that there was none. However, some responses
indicated thatg as hinted at in response to a previous questipa minority did think that there was
insufficient time in the event to discuss all that needed to be discussed (i.e. an element of

WAYT2HNXYEBAZQ 2NJ WLI22NJ GNI yatl dA2yQos FyR a2v$s

O«
NN

these events, while others had rather more mundane (but far from irrelevant) concerns about the

nature of refreshments and the working environment.

In summary, the fags groups were well regarded by most participants, and in many respects should

be seen as highly successful exercises.
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5. Evaluation ofhe Focus Groups 1 KS a2 RSN} G2NEQ t SN&A LIS

Introduction: The Moderator Questionnaire

The Moderators of the focus gups are important stakeholders as well as important sources of
information, and therefore it is necessary gathertheir views on the focus groups order to gain a

full picture of the relative merits (or otherwise) of these processBs acquire thisnformation, a
WY2RSNI 02N [jdzSadA2yylFrANBQ ¢l & RSOSt2LISR o6& GKS
comments to members of the sponsors from the EC, to the coordinator/project manager at EcSite,
and to the head of the main contractors responsifite developing the focus group design (and
running the training session in Brussels). The draft questionnaire was slightly revised as a
consequence ofa number of comments receivedhe final questionnaireversion is shown in
Appendix 4 The questionnaireessentially has threesignificant parts: the first deals withthe

Y 2 RS NI pér2eptir@ of the training event held in Brussels; the second deals with the
perceptions of themoderator manual, which was the prime source of guidance detailing how the
focus groups should be run; and the third deals with perceptions about the focus groups themselves.
In the following chapter, results from analysing the responses are discussed with respect to these

three elements in turn.

It should be noted here that the @stionnaire was initially sent by email to the moderators of all 33
of the different events/locations in the middle of April, with a reminder email sent one week later
(indicating a cubff date for responses of May“; just over one weelafter the remirder emai). By

the deadline, responses were attained franoderators 0f29 of the 33 events/locations (a response
rate of 87.9%y; which is a good response given the extreme time pressure under which the different

organisations were labouring to completeeir analysis of the focus group material.

The first part of the questionnaire askéar detailson the respondent, including one question about
GKSANI SELISNASYOS i Y2RSNYGAy3I wSgSyida tA1S GKA
indicate wheher they were:very experiencedairly experiencednhot very experiencecr not at all
experiencedThe results are shown in Figure 5rishort,they reveal thaapproximately half of the

moderators could be seen as experienced and about half as not experienced. These facts may

partially explain some of the subsequent responses, as will be discussed.
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Figure 5.1: Response to question: How experienced were
you at moderating events like this before this project?

m Very experienced  m Fairly experienced
m Not very experienceds Not at all experienced

Perceptions of the Training Event in Brussels

Recall that themoderators ofall of the events were instructed to attend a training event in Brussels

that lasted several days.

Question 4 in the questionnaire asked respondents to indicate hssfulthey thought the training

had been, on a foupoint scale fromveryusefulto not at all useful Figure 5.yraphically represents

their responses. As can be seen, just over half rated the trainingeigsuseful with most of the
remainder suggesting it wafgirly useful Only three respondents indicated that it wast very
usefuland none at all suggested it wast at all usefulhence the absence of any segment of the pie

chart showing this worst option). Perhaps unsurprisingly, two of those three had indicated in answer
02 0GKS LINBGA2dza | dzSa LISAR S yeOledR kélyKiS BeedsENIsainigd S NB
(Here, and in the remainder of this section, the names/nationalities of the moderatorsniyibe

used to relatevaluefree responses, rather than responses that might be interpretectrégcal in

some manner, as respondents were assured of anonymity in the questionnaire in order to

encourage them to respond honestly.)
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Figure 5.2: Response to question: How useful did you
find the training?

m Very useful m Fairly useful m Not very useful

This question also asked respondents to explain why they had given the rating theligtid.
provided no comment. Of the rest, seasimply stated that it had been positive/effective and had
enabled them to subsequently run their focus groups successfully. Variousgpecdic positives
were also given, as noted in the following excerfrihich have been amended in places to correct

grammar and punctuation only)

(It) provided ample background on the project allowing us to get familiar with the topic
Everything (was) explained clearly

| learned everything | need about focus groups andwiaS Y I y I 3SYSy i X

| would not have been able to run the focus groups without the traing

X useful because it pointed out the possible difficulties of the moderation

=A =4 =4 =4 -4 =4

Xgood organization, péectly prepared material, possibilities to be in contact with
organizers to get answers to the questions
1 I felt | was empowered to run the focus group after the training

1 1 enjoyed the training in groups witmaqual level of experienéé

Even some fairly experienced moderators suggested that, though a lot was ndbrteem, it was

atAftt ayAOS G2 LINIYOGA&aSeéd LYRSSR: &ASOSNIt 20G§KSN
important (and one suggested that they would have liked ewene of this).

On the other hand, there were a few legesitive comments. Onissue was time. Onexperienced

Y2 RSNJI (2 NJ adza Idaglrdhirg wak ovarkilldoii gedple ®ith this much experience
ddZaA3SadAy3 GKIG GKSNB akKz2dAZ R KIF@S 0SSy daidg2 RAT
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GaK2NIé T2NUNWKR ASE BFNIRIYFGFS 06 KAOK ¢g2dz R KIF @S aal
SELISNASYOSR Y2RSNI (2N SOK2SR (GKIFG GKA&a KFER G 1Sy
I aS02yR aftA3IKG ONRGAOAAY gl a GKFEG GKS aONRLIG ot
likednoti 2 KI @S &adzOK | Of 2a$S & GieIsdelindoandduled Vit alteadR ( K S NJ
very strict and even important conclusions or opinions from moderators could not be taken into
consideratioré ¢ KSA NJ O2 y GSlthdl diffeterices érfd listtictiosXin each Third Party's

formal procedureX had not been included when creating the script.

Two other questions tried to explore opinions on the training in greater detail. Question 5 asked
NEalLR2yRSyida a2z KFd | &lLJS Onost2isEfulid $uSseqleNtly hejping/yau tik A R & 2
NHzy (KS 7T 2Sedeml naiNBanedbelkhérged, although the most common concerned the
issue ofpractisingli K S W& €@heRrkidittie @xe2idel, and in particular, practismgderationin

the group tasksA number of participants were also positive about the repetition elemggbing

through the tasks several times (perhaps unsurprisingly, as repetition is the main route to learning).
Several appreciated getting (instant) feedback during such practiséoassand one member of the

training team was singled out by a couple of respondents as being particularly useful/informative.
Otherrespondents highlighted the sharing of experiences with other participants as being a positive
(with one suggesting that B¢ KIFI R S@Sy Gt SIFNYSR Yzaifte TFTNRY
knowledge about waste management was, by contrast, only identified by one respondent as the
most useful aspect.

vdzSaidAz2y ¢ FalSRY aLa GdKSNB I yedKAasmialevedtded G KS
this were to be run in future? That is, would yadd, remove or changel y & (i KIA A&tk the

generally positive appraisal of the trainirgixrespondents answed & Y 2 (i Kok af Bast implied

this or made positive statements abou).ifThe main issues identifiegin rough order of popularity

were:

1 To shorten the event (noted/implied by four respondents, three of whom had rated
GKSyasSt oSa WOSNE SELISNA Sy OS Rdxshort) egehtd rhatchedd S & G
to the experience of the participants, or to start with a common programme and then have
extra modules for the lessxperienced afterwards (allowing the more experienced to leave
early)

1 To havemoretime (suggested byhree responeénts, two of whom werdessexperienced
respondentsY | Y R Ay (hawik)dndi HalOddgi mhoRJtoawork on obstacles produced
by participant§behaviour or any other blocking situati¥n 0 ¢ Kvas@eé&ng in the end of

the third morning but could have beea whole ced A 2 y €
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To educe the amount of ongvay communication (lecturing/presentijdo participants

(noted by two)

Togive moreWl RY A y A & i NI (idn@spe@ts such Edeadlvids érid Biglv to manage

the transcriptiongtwo respondents;

To givemore preparation informatiorin advanceo participants e.g. to allow moderators to

prepare more questionfwo respondent$;

To consider possible cultural differences more (two)

To have the training earlier in the project (one)

To haveincluded moreinformation about the new technological solutions in waste
prevention or recyclingone),

To have the translation to the national language before the traifgmythe script doesn't

change afterwards 0 02y S0

To have a longer lunch break/ breaks (gne)

Tohave a common social event (e.g. first evening) (one)

¢t2 KFE@®S | 6S0aAidS 6KSNB &2dz Oy FTAYR [ttt Ay
YIAf&AE0 02y S0

To hear from the more experienced moderators in the group about their past experiences

(one}

To beclearer on the desired outcome of each exercise (pne)

¢t2 SyadaNB @&2dz R2y Qi ONBIGS FyEASGe yz2y3ad |
O2YLX AOFGSR 6F FlrdzA G 2F 2yS 2F GKS GNI AYySNH
same trainer who wasisicussed positively by two othegssee previously)

To start the training by going through the whole script, with participants playing the

LI NOHAOALI yia 2F F20dza 3INRdzLJA YR GKS GNIF Ay SN
everythingwouldb&S I A SNJ (12 dzy RSNERGFYRXéU0D 62y S0

¢t2 AYUNRBRdAzZOS GKS YS(iK2R2f 23& dza briggalking aR A F ¥ SNB
0KS GAYS Fo2dz2i GKS alryYS (G2LAO ¢S gSNBE I2Ay3I

Although some of these amendments are somewhat corittady (have more time/have less time;

or have less time/include more information, etc.), there do seem some interesting suggestions that

might be useful for informing future training in future events such as this.

Perceptions ofthea 2 RSNI 02 NB Q al ydzl f

The Y2 RS NI (i 2 NE @s d¥skripatilinf a previous chaptercomprises a comprehensive

document detailing how to run the focus groups. A number of questions in the questionnaire asked
Y2RSNI G2NE GKSANI LISNOSLIiA2ya | 0 FardindthekModeddtory dzS a G A :
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ManuaK ¢ wSalLR2yRSyida 6SNB FaiSR (42 GAO01 2yS 27F ¥F2d
very usefuylfairly usefu) not very usefylandnot at all useful Of the 29 respondents, 20 (69.0%)

indicated that the document wasgery usefuland nine (31.0%) said it wéeirly useful Not a single

respondent selected either of the leg®sitive options. This question also asked respondents to

explain why they had answered as they diik respondents provided no answer. Most respartde

were positive and simply noted how comprehensive the guide was, often commending the amount

2F RSGIAt AlG O2yidlAySRd C2NJ SEI YLX ST (62 RSaONM
O2y Ul AYSR AaSOSNBGOKAY3I 0 UK 3he dcripy @aS RStRIEEEt andyst 2y S &
O2YLX SGS LQ@PS SOSNI aSSyX GKS AyadaNdvzOiAzya Ay (i
FYOATdzZA ieéd hy GKS FfALI aARSI K26SOSNE & OSNI
mucho 'y G2 @0SBRNNtUABYZTAaMAASaGAYT AlG O2dz R KI @S 0S
GKS 2yfeée 20KSNJ aLISOATAO O2yOSNya y20SR 6SNB |02
material from the manuainto different languages(noted by one) andalso thatd 8 2 YSGAYS&a (K
YIydzZZ f &arAR 2yS GKAy3a FyR (KS atARSakiKS fS0OGd
(according to one respondent).

I a4SO2yR [jdzSaiA2yls theredaByihing @gut thyddodetatar Markiaithatiyou

would alter to make it moe useful?That is, would yowdd, remove or changel y &  KRiw 3 K €
respondents did not respond, which, given their positive general assessment to the manual, can
LINEOoFoft& o6S dG11Sy Fa AYRAOFGAY3T Wy2 OKittfegSQod !

would change nothing, or stated that everything with it was good/fine/ok (etc.).
The remaining respondents made the following suggestions:

1 Include/attach a promotional video explaining the methodology (possibly with subtitles) (an
idea brought ugoy two respondents)

T al 1S Al Y2NBE O2yaraitsSyd a2z Al VYthelsg&e 0 KS &f
waste production in EU and the last slide did not work very well together witihit 6 I 'y A & a dz
raised by two respondents)

9 Include the translatio in the manual (with some concern expressed about the quality of
translations received)

1 Make it shorter/more compact

1 Havethe first part on doing a moderatioras a separate documentwith a separate
document on the focus group session itself (and ti@spondent had some very precise
suggestions for how such a document could be constructed)

1 Add some more general information about waste management

1 Perhaps add more examples
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1 Add a short explanation at the beginning about the role of science centreseiprtocess
o far me it was important, to tell participants our interest on the propéand tell them that
| am not especially interestedXnurban waste);

1 Add more detail on transcriptign

1 Have more detail of how to report after the focus groups

T Group@®@SNEGKAY3I O2yOSNYyAy3a 2yS SESNDOAAS (23SGKS
82dz KIR G2; aSINOK F o0Ad€é0D

1 Have a clear running timeline for the focus group

T 11 @3S I tFNHBSNJ) WALIANI Ot SQ a2 GKS LI 3Sa R2yQi

N

In short, the Moderator Manual was wvied very positively by the moderators, although a few

suggestions for amendments were also noted.
Perceptions of thé=ocus Group Process

A variety of questions were included in the questionnaire concerning different aspects of the focus

group events and hev the moderators perceived these. The first question in the relevanticec

o0 v dzS &l A2 yWab therd eadudhRinde far all of the exercises? Did any of the exercises take
f2y3ISNI 2NJ aK2NISNJ ' Y2dzyida 2F GAYS sicéntesfeddvihdz S E LIS
the significant issue (for thénformation translationevaluation criterion) oftime, since time

limitations are one of the main ways through which information is lost from any engagement

process (lost in the sense of remainingelitited).

Generally, responses were positivdany respondentgover half)stated that the timing was fine,

and that there were no time issues with any of the events (they had sufficient time to complete all of
the exercises). Several agreed that time was fing, with caveats. One respondent noted that the
various elements around the exercisgrotably, greeting participants, serving refreshments, signing
the consent form, and doing the evaluation questionnajrerere not included in thie estimations

for the process, and took longer than expected, putting pressure on the rest of the event. Another
also pointed out that allowing only 15 minutes for a refreshment break was too short. A couple of
respondents noted thasome events took slightly longer than expedtt or slightly shorter (without
stating which), though overall the time was sufficienty 2 § KSNJ 4dz33S&aGSR GKI G dA
participants, some needed more time for all the exercises as they needed more time to understand
(their) aim(syp ¢ ¢ K 8f partiipade$ature was raised by others: for example, one noted that
their oldest group required more time, and another essentially agreed, noting that their two groups
of older participants were more talkative and probably could have done with more torexpress

their opiniors (this moderator suggested that four hours might have been better than three).
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Of the few who queried the adequacy of the time available, mspondentsaidthat they thought

ayzald 2F GKS SESNDanatBeastatedihaBtheid pagidialnts fvdre aSking fBréa

little more time for discussion; and another wanted more time to debrief participants and
RSO2yadNUz0G 6KIG KFR 0SSy oNARGGSY 00KAOK gl ayQi
like running atight LJX I yYySR a0Kz22f Saazy GKIFIYy FILOAEAGIE GA)
Regarding the respective exercises, there was no particular agreemaatespondentsuggested

that exercise one took longer than expected; another suggested the lastisgeook longerwhile

a third noted that in contrast,the second part of exercise three was shorter than expected,
SaaSydAalrftte o0SOFdzasS Al 61a&a RAFFAOMA G F2NJ LIS2 LY S
shortly).

The next question (1 Sy i o0Seé@2yR (4KS G4AYS A&dadsSz FyR FaiSR
ease or difficulty of running the four different exercises. That is, did you have any problems running

2NJ Y2RSNI GAy3 (KSaSK 2KeKé¢ 065Sil debciibe®pFeviduslyy T 2 dzNJ

The responses will be considered for the four exercises in turn.

Exercise oe seemed to have been the least problematic exercise. The large majority of respondents
(around twathirds) claimed that they had had no problems with thisd that it had been easy to
Ndzy oSo3d al ff LI NI AOALI yia dzyRSNBRG22R GKS Gl a

emerged were:

1 The exercise started to feel a bit repetitive towattie end because most participants had
fairly similar experiaces/ diagrams (noted by two respondents);

The participants were (initially) a bit shy;

There was an issue of keeping to time and allowing all participants to speak;

Many participantstried to include noAamunicipal things like compost in their garden

=A =4 =4 =

Some things in the script and slides were impossible to transléfer (example we don't
collect any waste bags from the streets like in Brussels, but have bins forithewery
LI NG YSY (), odAf RAY 3E

1 Some participants had real difficulties to write or drawrfvlow level of education)

There appeared to be more problems weiercise two(although seven of the respondents wrote

that they had no difficulty with it). The maiproblem (identified by a signif@nt minority of the
respondents)concerned understaridg the concepts obarriersand concernsand preventionand

waste pathway® l'a 2yS NBALRYRSY(Ol y2GSRI a7F2deMiledl NA I 0O
FY20KSN) y2iSR GKFd aGKS oF NNASNBR @& O2yOSNya as
several respondents indicated that theflemselvesRA Ry QG  Fdzf £ @ dzy RSNBUOIF YR |
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exercise and the distinction between the various terms, or how to adequately explain this to

participants. Other difficulties noted included:

9 Difficulty for the m@rticipants focusing on the exercise as they were keen to talk about
solutions (three respondents);

9 Difficulty for the moderators in doing the thematic clustering (two respondents)

1 Difficulty in identifying barriers and concerns due to a lack of fantyliasith waste
YFEylF3aSYSyi 63SYSNIY GAy3 &rdyo WoRiasa Ar® Sibodtéthe 2 y' S I
environment’) (two respondents);

T 5AFFAOdA Gé Ay Y2RSNIGAYy3 GKS Gl &l o6al oAl SEI

1 Difficulty in explaining the task, possibly due to inadequacies itrémslation of materials.

Exercise three also had a couple of fairly frequent concerns (albeit eight respondentisasditky

KFR y2 LINRoftSY 6A0GK AGIZ Iy RhemgirepioBlé&nNdotetdy arAuNdA 6 SR A
a dozen respondentgeemed 2 0SS G KF G LI NOGAOALNI yiGa F2dzyR Al KI
sciFA ARSIa¢s AGLINRPGARS Ayy201G4A0S ARSFa¢és a3z oS
FdzidzNRAAGAO GSNXEAeES GOoGKAY1 O ONBLE A Csblfitiens Ehiclt A Y I Ay
FNE |t NBFReé KSNB (2 yS¢ ARSIFa FyR y2G4X o63SdGuv ai
Gral ola ai22 FoadNIXOGé F2N a2YSd { SHSNI € NBaLR
either suggesting a need for examples, omiiting that they had had to provide a few helping

SEI YLX S& O0LI NIAOALI yiG& y SAadhSrphrasdd zhis Bslayieed forthénO 2 NR A y
G2 06S aY2NB AYALANRYIX G@nX respendent dizirtheti Sotedi tiad A NJ ON.
LJ- NI A Gheldveyeinét ofien able to comment on what type of research this would reguke

& dz3 3 S a  niyidposeikly riot adiseful questiontosaisk LYy GSNBaldAy3Ites GKAE |
0KS S@lfdzZ 6§2NAR 64SS GKS OKILIISNI 2y hoaSNBUSNARQ t €

Finally, exercise four emerged as relatively unproblematic. Almost all of the respondendés w

actually addressed exercise fosaid that they had no problems with this, and that it was easy to
O2yRdzOG® ! 02dzLX S 2F NBALRYRSYWRY SPSys 2 1&65R2 AER
GKNBES YAftA2y (2 &ALISYRéd ¢KS 2yfe& NBFf AaadzsSszI N
NELINBASY Ol 6AGS (KS Zople M Bave putNbeit StickessSo® whiatitBey & LJ
thought were the best ideas, or just ont#®y liked the sound of or had come up with themselves so

were biased towards. . S€2y R (KA&aX FAOS NBalLRyRSyida LINRJAR:
had mixed up the monegllocation exercise with the futuristic component of exercise three, noting

as did prior respondents in response to the previous questiorK I G G KSNB 61 & al RS3N
Ay 3SG0GAYy3a LINIHGAOALIyG&a (G2 GKAY|l 2dzi 2F G(KS 02E
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d0SYINR2aés ¢d3aASGX Ayi2 SNBFOUAi@zNONLA S ARSHZAL 2 f &R
ANRdzLJAZ AG o6l a ai22 FoAGNI OlGéd

Finally, one respondent expressed a problem that they had with all four of the exercises, related to

0KS AaadzsS 2F GAYSd® ¢KF{d Aaz aiKSWMEtesoughtoledllyS G2 1
RNAff R2goy Ayid2z2 UgKéd (KSe& G(GKz2dAKG tA1S GKIG 2
O2yaSlhdsSyidte GKS& aF2dzyR oldKSYaStg@gSaov ySSRAy3a i
ySSR (2 Y20S G2 (KS ySE(G SESNDA&S¢®

ToStF02NI 0SS 2y (KS RAFFSNBYyOSa o0SGoSWhchaf b€ RATFT S
four exercises dgou thinkworked besf{(if any)?Why#% Several respondents refused to identify any

one exercise as better than the others, noting that theynaltked well individually, or that they all

G2N]J SR 6Stf (23SGKSNE 2NJ GKId yed RAFTFSNByOSa
advocates of each of the first three exercises (the fourth was only mentioned by @eehaps

because it was a relativelshort exercise compared to the others), although the first was chosen

most frequently. The first exercise was generally advocated because it was somehow the most
LISNIAYSYy (i O2yONBGST T YAf RN YR JISE E@@eEntal a2 K
2F0SY (K2dAKG (KFG GKS LI NIAOALI yiGa FT2dzyR GKAA (
YR 0S5 OtNd |usi hadi § felate their experiencest was thus a good warmp exercise,

enabling the ice to be broken, and allmg people to readily engage in the issue.

¢tKS aS02yR SESNDAAS sl a 2FGSy | RO20FGSRlose&r2Ayife

t2 LI NI A On-RIF ¥ (I & (3 & éeptddRatural @ | 2 6 SOSNE NBALR YRSy (a
thatthisSESNDA &S | f t 2 ¢ $hR opfiokuBity tdisdydihg @détDl yiel/@Rendithink

deeply about the problem, and made them a bit more con¢edhabout their own position related

to the topic @ hy S NBa&LRy RS ynore skl AcSundestaid thaXiiviewds) ol thed

participant€ T | Y20 KSNJ adz23SadSR G KI (reallylentefed & thastitfe®t 06 SOl d

by examining what has to be improved and they tried to find soluténs.

The third exercise, as noted previously, had sgeeeived difficulties, and yet it was also perceived
by some as the best of the exercisefor the very reasosthat, for others, it was difficult. That is, it
GNBFffa 320 LINIAOALI yiGa GKAY lAYyIés SOSyps 1KS | d
OUKAA Aa |y 20aSNBIGA2Y YIRS o0& (62 RAFFSNByd N
Y2NB LI Stalyid GKS GY2ALKSNBET FyR LI NIOAOALI yi?
ONBIGAGAGEE 2F Al 0SAYy3 GaFNBS (2 dz&aS GKSANI Ty
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In coungrpoint to question 11, question 12 askeéd2 KA OK 2 F (i K $ yot thidkWarkeédE S NDA & S
leastwello A ¥ |y eFivdid>nd Bespeénd to this (which we presume to mean that they thought

none of the exercises were worse), and four more simply stekell i £ f 2F (KS SESND;
Perhaps unsurprisingly, given the answers to question 10, exercise three was thérenjosintly

chosen option. Respondents reiterated their concern that participants found it difficult to think

outside the box/ be cred&t @S ® hy S y 2SR { Kobking Hattkweid Avbek thinkig & & S N.
about solutions more than lookin@forward) into the futureé = | y R | y 2 (i KieiIwasd I G SR
not enough time to generate really interesting creative idéarsd) many of the participats clearly

found it 'sillyX one even said as much in their response email t@ nde

Exercise two was the secomdlost chosen optionThe main reason given was that it was diffiault

for participants and for the moderators toplargely because of the pradrin of defining barriers and

concerns (not helped by translation problems for one). For another, the exercise just seemed to
GRN} 3¢ ! FGSNI SESNDA&S (¢g23 SESNDAEAS F2dNJ g1t a
respondents, there were concerns about hole results might be interpreted: one was not sure

OKIFIG GKS NBadzZ 6a ¢SNB NBFffe& aNBLNBaSydaldargsSe |
GKS RSOA&A2YyA LIS2LX S YIFIRSET Iy20KSNJ ta2 & NYSR
SOt dbEORYAS daz2YS LINILAOALIYGA fgléa OKz22asS Of
perhaps asking groups to rate the ideas of other groups, and not their own). A couple also noted that

GKS SESNDA&AS 61 & &aAYLX ST |y ResinStiSaMASiR 00X A4 oSNEH R S yzo
I 0AlGE D CA Y lwasisalebted BEI&ayddd, HUS onty yne, by a respondent who noted

that by this staged.J- NI A OA LI yia 6SNB y20 OSNEBE AYyiSNBAGSR Ay

Question 13 moved attention on from the nature tife exercises to the nature of the groups
GKSYaSt@Saed LG FalSRY aG5AR &2dz y20A0S lyeg YIF2a22N
SEFYLX S 61 & yeé 2yS SIF&AASNI 2NJ Y2NB RAGevekaDdz G G
respondents (fivi reported no major differenceswhile there was notableontrast between the

other respondents as to which of the three agiailar groups was easiest and hardest.

The youngest group was identified by some as the most difficult, for several reasonsafople,

their memberswere described ast Y2 NB AYUSNBaliSR Ay Yz2ySe GKIFyYy Ay
AGadyvFald GdABAESELI yar@dSéeés avz2ad ONRGAOFE |62 dz
gl yi { 2veréiunibtdrestdd indthe event R S | O K, arl, (inkoSeNshse (perhaps because

2F GKSANI yIEGA2Yy It aAdGdzr GA2Yy Ay (Kk&ontdd OBt a A 2y 0
respondents suggested that the youngest growps the easiest to moderate, describing fthe
membersasd YdzOK Y2 NB Rdx & F dzt dadh dthel &did vBrjk tRsk orientatednd
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did not challenge each other'sidéag G NB A LISOG FdZ I WR V2N (i NatiZOSR OF 2
INRdzLJA F YR (KA Yy hedesppriiéntsugdeSdditiaitisss weee seasiest Hecause the
themselves werdeast tired for thisevent, it being thar first (and moderator tiredness was identified

as a factor by at least one oth&B a LI2 Yy RSy G Fa | NBFaz2y FT2N) OK22ah
most difficul). And forone respondentthe youngestgroup was both good and bad, containing

some who were just there for the money and others who were really keen on finding novel

solutions.

The oldest group also received variable appraiShkey were viewed relatively negatiyeby some

respondents for several reasons, suchfasbeing unused to group work (unlike the youniyt

beingy 2 NB Ay aA ad Sy theirdphionk S 6 MINBIES & I8 V1 kodc@rnedtie topi& S i K S NJ
of the focusgroup ro SAy 3 Y2NBifA BIRNAEA @KAOKXorgddB y2i
Gttt GKSANI LISNB2Yy It SELISNASYyOSaXxX do havibgh a ¥REB R
G f1&8X RdzNA yafdfoil K SE LB$IWHAXNI LINR Ot SYa gingiheir 6+ &G S
frustrali A 2 Xgaig idPcontrast, the oldest group was seen by some as the easiest because they were
GUKS Y2ald | O0OGAQSs SYZEKNANGERADY RYBNOKS & WBNE 2 KI
O2y OSNYy SR | 02dzli (&HnSst dpdniaitdldeietestezhieacki GtHer edgagng in all

exercises T | ydosBABSN2 O GA GBS Ay FTAYRAYy3I ONBIGAGS az2f dzi.

The middle group (aged about -8®) were less discussed, but were agadtied in both a positive

and negative light. They were perceived positively by sdm2NJ 0 SAy 3 Gl K$r Yzaid F
GKFEGAYy3 | 204G 2F Fdzy RA&Odza&Ay 3 | yidR bedoQKI NBI A v 3
02y OSNYyo6SRUO | 02dzi (KS & demRe@dspondént, yiestrondj naafivatisn O 2 Y LIS
of this group made them thbardest to moderatewhile another suggested that they were actually
the least motivated of the groups. Another respondent suggestedt it KA & I NB dzLJ ay SSRS
GAYSé 0SAy3a aF20dzaadSR Y2NB 2V, whidoreicygnparédienioA @S | y F

the older group in wanting to tell stories that were not to the point

Beyond these characterisations, several respondents raised some more generic issues. Factors
related to their own tiredness and their growing experience (from conducting the fidtsaaond

focus groups) were important to some in explaining differences in the easiness in conducting the
different groups. Several respondents also noted the importance of individual personalities within
the groups in determining whether they were easyrnmderate or not,with some groups made
difficult because of particularlgominant or egotisticalindividuals (who could be young, middle

aged or elderly)The level of education of participants was also noted as a factor impacting the ease

of the processAnd finally, sometimes the groups were characterised in ways that that did not
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SOSaalNRfe AYRAOFGS SIasS 2N RAFFAOdAZ Gé 2F Y2RS
f RSNI & 3INRdzL) Sy22e&SR (I ft1Ay3 I hdachibdthel, fidmidalg S A NI LJI
aged group was more sceptical and practical, while the youngest group seemed to be used to a

aSGGAY3 AYy BKAOK (KSe@& InshNdg, thera hpPerredFsaviichl fadtofsitiad 2 LIA Y

(V)]

affected the ease of conduct of the faegroups, and the age of the groups was not necessarily the

most important of these.

¢tKS FAYIf ljdzSadAaz2zy 6mn0 |a1SR NBalLRyRSydGay dal 26
suggesthree waysin which the overall process (from training, to thendoict of the focus groups)

YAIKG 0S5 A YLINE O SI6st rdspondersdpNg t@d ok tifréesyfgestions, though some

I+ @S 2yfteée 2yS3T FYyR 2yS NBALRYRSyG aAavyLie adaldSrt
different themes are summarised, rougtin orderto which they relate to the overall process (from

beginning to end), with the number of respondents who noted a particular issue given in brackets

after each suggestiofif greater than one) The main suggestions were:

1 Better clarity of contrat; work lbad and responsibilities

1 Have considerablymore preparation time Hefore and after the focus groupse.g. for
preparation and for producing/ sendindocumentatiod summaries as well as advance
notice for meeting}y 6 téanscribing this material wafar too much work for one person for
one weekg (10)

1 Include ideas/opinions of the moderators at the preparation stage

1 Provide more practical guidance beforehand (transcriptions, deadlines for sending
documents a list of "what to do" and "until wher); includinga realistic estimation of the
workload it takes(3)

9 Better communication with the project coordinator

1 Translations of the script should be availabkfore the training to givenoderators time to

consider them

Training should start with therfal script

52y Qi ONBIGS (22 Yiryeé R20dzySylia 64l @2AR 20SNJ

Divide up the training different for expertgless timeand noviceg4)

More training, including a full dresghearsal if novice moderators are to be ugéj

Extend the part of training obehaviour management

Allow two people to attend the training (more funding for this)

Have smaller groups in the training to increase their effectiveness

D2y Qi ONBI GS | yEAS( e (esKabaflemicamdwe i Ay Y
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Enhance the practical part tfining
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Include a social programme in the training

ladaArdy | O2yONBGS adzy 2F Yz2zySe O6FNRY SIOK | a
they could geX very littleX depending on the idea of the project manageb

Take greater care with the translatioallow more time for feedback and revision/ rethink

the process (e.g. have translations from the companies inserted directliet powerpoint

file itself) (3

Addhalf a day more time to translate the text and discussrimsultswith other moderators

who will use the script in the same language and need to use the same words

9y adaNE 3I22R O2ydlr Ot o0SG6SSy Y2RSNI G2NE | yR

& dZNLINWRS &02 Yy FdzAA2Y € OHOU

.S OFNBTFdzZ Ay NBONHzZA GAy3 0 Skbddrie, sicB &6Snedrdeg 3 S a i A
KFEgAy3a GGKNBS FTNASYRa FNBY GKS RIYS @GAftlFaASE
Use education level as a way to ensure effectively homogenous gfselestion criterion)

If the aim of the process is to produce revolutionary/novel ideas, then include a group of
alJLINB LINRA I GS LIS2LX S 0alGdzRSydaz SyaAaAySSNERO 0606 dzi
is)

Have four focus groups and use the first as a pilot

Longer for the focus groups (353 hours)allowing more time for discussions (2)

Fewer exercisesand 302 NE GAYS (2 RA&O0Odzaa LIS2L) SQa ARSI a
Three groups in one weednd was too muchd Geliresults were almost certainly influenced

by the level of energy of the moderatdr & L F25d(# o0 dzNJ/

Allow the focus groups to be held at more flexible times suatuaisg the week

Within countries, run different focus groups in different locations (a specific suggestion from

the Belgian respondent, who noted the difficult national issue of having Dutch and French
speaking people)

Have a web site that can provide awverview of everything at once e.g. videos of the

process, timeline with deadlines, documents to download images to involved parties

Bring results edier onto the website dthere is still no more information that at the

beginning 0

Provide participantsvith more information on the topic before the focus grdugsk them to

do a little homework (2)

Allow the moderator more freedom to explain the exercises i.e. not have to use the same
LIKNF aSa Ay GKS Ylydzt 6 (K2dzAaKh2hsPashéer L2 Yy RS
a1 SReEO 0
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1 Allow the script to be more flexible to take account of cultural differences between
countries

Have a betteflooking powerpoint presentation

Usemore examples, ptares, movies to turn on peoples imaginatia@ncourage creatity

Add an activity or an exercise to stimulate participant creativity

OESNODA&S o aK2dzZ R YI 1S dzaS 2F &daz2vyY$S LISRIFI2IA
/[ dzi 2dzi GKS RSTFAYAYy3dI NBaSIFNOK I NBF FaLsSod 27F
Modify exercise 4 so thgarticipants vote on ideas from other groups

The transcription is difficult have it all done professionally

=A =4 =2 =4 4 4 A -

Feedback local concerns from the events to local councils

As can be seen, the respondents produced many different suggestiaasne quite broadand
strategic and others quite specific. The main isguaised by ten of the respondentsconcerned

the preparation time for this project. These thought that considerably more time was needed, not
just to prepare for the event (do the training and dése the materials) but also for producing the
transcriptions and reports afterwards. A number of respondents admitted to feeling stressed about
this. However, it is likely that all parties would admit that this project has had to be implemented
rapidy ace NRAy3 (2 RSIRfAySa o6Se2yR (KS 2NHIYAaASNAQ
more time in any future project such as this. Aside from this, the training issue was also brought up
by multiple respondents, who particularly wanted a separation leetw the training for the more

and less experienced proposing generally less training for the former but more for the latfdre

timing of the focus groups was also queried by a number of participants, who generally felt that it
was asking a lot to do lahree over a single weekend. Probably one focus group a day, of slightly

longer duration, might have gained greater approved.

Discussion

¢KAa OKIFLIGSNI KFa O2yaiRSNBR (GKS Y2RSNI}G2NEQ LIS
responses to a questiorire sent to them after the focus groups had concluded (to which 29 of 33
NEALRZYRSROU®D® ¢KS jdzSadA2yylFrANB |A&1SR o62dzi GKS Y
manual, and the focus groups themselves, as well as asking for general suggestigingasto

enhance the project. Regarding the training, most respondents were fairly pogitivieey

particularly liked the experience of practising the exercises. If there was one major negative issue

with this, it was that a number of the more experiedoaoderators felt that the event was too long

for them. Regarding the moderat@rfhanual, this was perceived even more positively by the

respondents, and there weriew real criticisms of it. In terms of the focus groups themselves, most
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respondents weredirly content with how these had progressed. The two main issues that arose

with these events were that the third exercise was quite difficult for sgragicipants(requiring a

degree of creativity), while there was some difficulty in the second exevdgtbeparticipants (and

indeed, moderators) being uncleam how to distinguishbarriers from concerns There were no
particularly clear trends across the three focus groups, though respondents generally felt that the
younger group was perhaps (but not alygd the most difficult to manage. And finally, the
respondents provided a large number of ideas for further enhancing a project such as this, with their
YEAY O2yOSNYy o6SAy3 | o2dzi GKS NBtFGAGS 101 27
translatioy Q LISNB LISOGAGSE (GKSaS NBadzZ 6a FNBE ISYySNIffe
seen as being effective and comprehensive sources of informatitmwever, thetime barriers

caused by the speed with which the project has had to be implementedth focus groups

41 dzSST SR Ayid2 2yS 6SS1SyR o0ftSIFIRAy3a (2 a2YS8S &aSEK|
lack of time to consider the quality of translated materialdo point to areas where degree of

AAAAA

WAYTF2NXYIFGA2Yy f 2 Zaddddicdtd whird futdrSimpBokdni&n im§ik be achieved
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6. Conclusiong and the Next Report

Content of this Report

This report is the first of two providing an evaluation of the VOICES project. The aim of this report is
to evaluate the genesis and implementation of the focus grogpbe main public engagement
approach employed in this project. Should the results d$ #awvaluation prove negative, then the
overall effectiveness of the project would need to be questioned. However, should the evaluation
thus far prove positive, thistill leaves the effectiveness of the overall projexte confirmed and

this can only le determined atli K S LINBd2T®&s@d@rid report will therefore consider how the

focus group outputs are usedndit will draw conclusions about the project as a whole.

This report begins with a description of the evaluation approach taken here. T&leagion is

essentially based on three pillars, or three sets of criteria. The first is the stated aim of the project as
RSAONAROSRY F2NJ SEFYLX SS Ay GKS LINRP2SOGQa 5S&O0ONA
consult the publido allow inputinto the setting of certain research priorities. The second is the
Y2NXIFGADBS ONRGSNRAZ2Y 2F WAYTF2NNIGA2Y GNIyatlkdrzy!
system, and checks the efficiency with which full, unbiased information is propadatedgt it,

from beginning to end. It considers the focus groups as asgatem within the wider project

system. In evaluating the focus groups it seeks to ensure that full, unbiased information is used to
inform the public participardg (about their role;the topic; the project rationale, etg.)that the

process of the events are managed to ensure efficient information flow to, between, and from
participants; and that information is elicited and recorded in a similarly comprehensive and non

biased manneryf LJ- NI A Odzf  NE GKA& | LILINRBIF OK f221a& F2NJ LI
the views of relevant partieg in this particular case, the participants (and also the moderators);

with respect to the project as a whole this will also involve tleveg of others, such as the sponsors

and other external observers.

The evidence for this evaluation has been taken from documentary analysis, event observation
(following an observation protocol) andjuestionnaires (to participants and moderators).
Interviewing is an important mechanism for gathering evaluation data, and this will be a pre
eminent method used in the next stage of the evaluation. Generally we are pleased with the
content, quality and quantity of data we have assembled to conduct thispiindtof the evaluation,
although it should be noted that we, the evaluation team, were not recruited until fairly late in the
process (one evaluator just happened to be in Brussels during the training event and was able to
observe some of this), and consemtly we had only second hand access to information about early

eventsg such as the advisory group discussions on the content and process of the focus groups
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and hence we are less confident in our evaluative assertions about the gdaesipposed to
implementation)of the approach. The absence of having the evaluation wriiteto the project

also meant that the requirements of the evaluators were poesent inthe expectations of the
various partner organisationsand we can only express our thanthat they were so willing to help

us acquire data (through distributing participant questionnaire, translating the responses to these
into English, and completing moderator questionnaires). Whatever other (formative)
recommendations emerge from this regpone key recommendations that it is absolutelyital to
ensure that evaluation is written into argroject from the outset, to enable evaluators to have
access to early evidence and to preventprisedor contractors and swgontractors later downtie

line.

Following the discussion of the evaluation rationale in Chapter 1, Chapter 2 provided a description of
the early stages of the project (to which we had limited access), essentially the genesis of the focus
group process. The following chapters 43and 5) have presented data on the implemented focus
groupsc¢ from the perspective of an evaluatoobserver, from the perspective of participants, and
from the perspective of the moderators. Appendix 1, 2, 3 and 4 provide copies of the observation
protocol, participant questionnaire, tabulated responses to the participant questionnaire, and the
moderator questionnaire, respectively. The participant questionnaire was translated into the
different languages used at the different focus group locations:esopf these versions are available

from the authors or from the coordinator.
The next section summarises the main results fromfitss evaluation.
Summary of Focus Group Evaluatiomsd Recommendations

The genesis of the focus groups was discussed apt€h?2. Focus groups are a wastablished
method used in sadal science to gain participaniews on a topic. The method used in this project
was especially tailored to address the issue of urban wasttablishing public pracis, perceived
barriersand concerns, solutions (including potentially radical ones), and research preferences. A
detailed guidelindand manualwas produced, and the method was piloted with a small number of
focus groups. Amendments were further informed by an advisory grougpdsing a wide range of
relevant expertise. Thereafter, a compulsory tand-a-half day training workshop was organised in
Brussels, at which all 33 moderatorsthe events were presenfeach of whom was to run three
three-hour focus groups over the cmse of a weekend)Our consideration of the documentation
related to the method development, and attendance at (most) of the training event, left us with a
highly positiveview of the processRarely in public engagement processedhis methodology
desigred so preciselyiet alone pilotedprior to a first event, andarelyis such a thorough training

event organised(indeed, we have not personally encountered an evest thoughtfully and
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rigorously developed a8 KA &> YR y2NJ I NB 6S 6 NB 2F Lyeé &adz
Assuming the recruitment of public participants (numbering about 1000 across Europe) took place
according to the guidelines given to the recruiting agesién the respective caitries (and we have

no reason to doubt this), the project would seem to have married a good process with an
appropriate audienceg A 0K fAGGES SOHARSYOS 2F Fye WAYTF2N)YI
problems can occur with thenplementationof any proessg which iswhy this isconsidered in the

main part of the evaluation report.

The focus groups successfully took place over a number of weekends in March and April &h 2013.
one case, low numbers at one location led to the running of a fourth focospgwith six
participants (in Amsterdam). In total, 100 focus groups were conducted in 33 different locations,
with 995 participants (assuming, as we are led to believe, that all participants did complete the
evaluation questionnaire). This report has ciolesed the quality of the process from the different
perspectives; it does not detail the content of the focus group discussions, as these are reported

elsewhere.

Evaluators attended five different focus groups in four different countries (the focugpgrtmok

place over a small number of weekends: because they overlapped, it was not possible for the
evaluators to realistically attend any moré). general, the different events appeared to have been
well run. Moderators stuck to their scripts; providelll the relevant information to help participants
appreciate their rolehelped ensure a positive atmosphela@)d managed discussions well, allowing
them to be largely inclusive (although there were occasional cases of vocal participants dominating
discussins at potential expense of others). However, there were a number of issues that maiggt

led toa degree ofnformation loss: these included rooms that were too small (so all breakout groups
were in one place, with concomitant noise and hence no chaocaudio record conversations,
leading to reliance on the scribbled notes of sadpointed scribeskhe reliance at points on output

from (untrained) seHacilitated groups; and the uncertain appropriateness of one of the exercises
asking about futureeasearch and solutions, which participants seemed to find more difficult. Aside
from this, we would also suggest a couple of minor logistical amendments that might have ensured
more accurate information translatiog such as by having the nctakers presert at the events

write on flip chartsinstead ofmoderators(to enable the latter more time to think) or indeed, to

write up notes irreaktime onPowerpoint to ensure they were more visible and readable to all).

CNRY (KS LI NI A Gheleleysiwar®highbSragartafadd) & @@eberal point, there
was considerable uniformity of opiniorsgross the different locations)n terms of the information
they received, participants were generally clear what the event was about, its aims, why they

were invited, and, to a lesser degree, how patrticipants had been selected. They also concurred that
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the participants were appropriate for the event. In terms of the process and information elicitation,
the majority of participants agreed that they had bedsieato say all or most of what they wanted to
say and thought that the summingp had been accurate. Around 85% thought that there had been
sufficient time to discuss all that needed to be discussézhving a significant minority that thought
that more ime was needed. Of topics not discussed but witich K 2 dzf R Kd n@gntber v&& y ¢
noted, with perhaps the most relevant being the financial aspects of urban wastdermore, @er

98% of responded A Y RA Ol G SR (0 Kell iure (ifdeéad, fsibBeyféspordend from the
entire sample answered that it was not walin), and approximately 99%f all respondents were
SA U KeBANJ & NJ safisfied Wih @eevent.

Regarding the impact of the event and other outcomes, most expected to receivbdeledn the

event. Around one third claimed to have learnt a lot from the event while around one half had learn

G FTS¢ ySg (GKAyIaédod ! NRPdzyR KFEfF Of I AYSR GKIFG G
although many of those who claimed that theirviégw K| Ry Qi 6 SSy OKIFy3ISR I Ol d:
effectivelyhad beenby beingstrengthenedmost being clearly prenvironment/ antiwaste). There

wasalsol £ Y2&a(d G2GFf F3AINBSYSyd GKI G AG tidglpdrticipants 32 2 R
on thisissue: participantshoughtthat it wasright that they be consulted (because they are citizens

and we live in democracies) but also that citizens halevant knowledgen the topic that could

lead to objectively good/ better solutions. Over half thotughe eventwould influence future EU

policy, although there was a considerable amount of uncertainty too (only 6% thought the event

would notinfluence pdicy, but about ongi K A NR unguga)llZhe @incertainty largely seemed to

be concerned with a lackf @rust in the EU or in other stakeholders (industry, politicians) as well as

concern about the practical feasibility of their ideas being implemented (in the face of other

influencing factors, current finances, bureaucratic obstacles/ red tape).

Finally, when askedwhat was best about the event, participants identified many aspects. They
thought the events were well run and moderated; they enjoyed the different exercises; they
appreciated interacting with different and diverse participants; they often yejothe social aspects

and meeting new people; they were positive about the nature of the other participants and how

they responded to the task (with enthusiasm, seriousness, etc.); they approved of the atmosphere
(open, convivial, friendly, scholarly, anfnal, creative and relaxed); they thought the topic was
322Rk AYLERNIFYyGk | LILINBLNXAFGST yR (KSe& Sye22eSR
and hearing ideas, and also expressing their own views, being heard, and helping to actually solve an

important problem).

When asked what was worst about the event, many respondeat® gno answer or simply stated
Gy20KAY3Ié 2N GKI (iBy tarSha SidsBEcanirory rBspofide das that yh& € was a lack

96



of time, while others criticised the timingf ahe events (during weekend/ on Sundays etc.), were

02y OSNYySR (KId (GKAa S@Syld aYAIAKE O02YS (2 y2iKAY:
temperature, travel arrangements, and especially, the nature of food and refreshments).

We also coa A RSNBER (G KS Ye@asdnmpbriarg dadkabolderd iS thé events as well as
important sources of informationRegarding the training, most were fairly positive they

particularly liked the experience of practising the exercises. If there was oj@ megative issue

with this, it was that a number of the more experienced moderators felt that the event was too long
F2N) GKSY®P wSIFENRAYI GKS Y2ZRSNIG2NBQ YIlydzd ts GK
respondents, and there were few real criticisrof it. Most were also content with how the focus

groups had gonelThe two main issues that arose with these events were that the third exercise was

quite difficult for some patrticipants (requiring a degree of creativity), while there was some difficulty

in the second exercise with participants (and indeed, moderators) being unoledrow to

distinguish barriers from concerns. There were no particularly clear trends across the three focus
groups, though respondents generally felt that the younger group perhaps (but not always) the

most difficult to manage. And finally, thmoderatorsprovided a large number of ideas for further
enhancing a project such as this, with their main concern being about the relative lack of preparation

time allowed. From amformation translation perspective, these results are generally positive: the

training and manual might both be seen as being effective and comprehensive sources of
information (as suggested earlierHowever, the time barriers caused by the speed withcivtthe

project has had to be implementedvith focus groups squeezed into one weekend (leading to some
GSEKI dzaiA2yé YR NBRdAzOGAZY Ay LINRBOSaa STFAOASY
translated materials do padnt to areas where a degree afformation losamight be expected, and

indicate where future improvements might be achieved.

From all of this, our generalssessmenbf the genesis and implementation of the focus groigps

very positive The setup of the process is particularly praiserthy, providing a standard in rigour

that is rarely found elsewhere. Good design can still be undone by implementation, however (which
is not always entirely under the control of the organisers and often affected by events like the
weather or extremelyocal participants). In this case, the skills and dedication of the moderators
helped to implement the process in a generally impressive way. Of course, there are always ways to
improve events such as thigsand typically, these rely on greater resourcparticularly in terms of

time and human/ financial resources. With this in mind, we make the following tentative
recommendations (for the reunning of this project, or the running of a similar project on a

different topic):

1 Involve the evaluators earlien the process
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1 Allow more time for various elements of th@oject, especially for translation of materials
and for moderators to complete their activities

1 Consider reframing exercise two to address the difficulty participants (and moderators) had
in appreciating the difference between barriers and concerns

1 Reconsider exercise three: if novel ideas are to be required from participants, or ideas about
future research, think about using other exercises or providing more information (on
research processes options) to ease the creative burden on patrticipants

1 Extend the time of the focus groups to about four hours, with only one event per day to ease
the burden on the moderatoréand events taking place over two weekends instead of one)

9 Should resources allowpnsider having brea&ut groups in separate rooms and using audio
recording to ensure good translation

1 Think about the role of the noteakers and use them to better effect, e.g. to help the
facilitator by recording informatioand displaying this mordearly to all

1 Provide extra help to brea&ut groups, such as a scribe to capture more information (and

potentiallyreflect back to the participants) (although again this has resource implications)
Follow-up Issues: The Second Report

As noted, this report has focused on the genesis and implementation of the focus groups. According
to the normative criterion, andhe LJ- NIi A O A Lhfgfrédictderia, #hg events would appear to
havebeen successful (albeit with a number of relatiyehinor caveats). However, the focus groups
arebutLJr NI 2F GKS SYGdANB LINR2SOG:X YR (0UKS LINRP2SOGQ
output from these groups on the actual research prioritisation of the EU. The next report will
therefore coninue to trace the information flow from the focus groups to the end of the project, to
see whether the project objectiveare achieved (these correspond to the normative criterion for
success too, as the lack of use of the focus group output at this stagkl equate to complete
information los$. The nexevaluationstage will consider the way the outpuf isas beencondensed

into summary reports (which has been taking place simultaneous to the current evaluation analysis),
and how these reports argreated by theconsolidation groupit will also comment on th@nline
treatment of the material; and it will seek additional perspectives on the focus groups and overall
project (aside from the views of participants)mostly attained through the conduct dafiterviews

with significant stakeholders, such as membef the Commission. Finally, it will consider whether

the focus group method here is the best method to addressghiticularproblem (or indeed, other

problems) or whether there might be other ntlkods that might potentialljpe more appropriate

98



7. Refeences

Bowling, A., Rowe, G., Lambert, N., Waddington, M., Mahtani, K.R., Kenten, C., Howe, A. and Francis,
{d! & 6HAMHO ¢KS YSI &daNBYSyid 27F LI GASyliomaric SELISO
GSadGAy3 2F + YSIF&dNB 2F LI GASyGaQ SELSOGFGAZ2YAS

Broerse, J.E.Wand Bunders J.F.G(1999) Pitfalls in Implementation of Integral Design Approaches
to Innovation: The Case of the Dutch Special ProgrammBiotechnology. In: Leeuwis, C., (ed).
Integral Design: Innovation in Agriculture and Resource Management. Mansholt Institute/Backhuys,
Wageningen, 24265.

Broerse, J.E.Wand Bunders J.F.G.(2000) Requirements of Biotechnology Developments: The
Necessity of an Interactive and Participatory Innovation Progessternational Journal of

Biotechnology2(4), 275296.

CaronFlinterman, J.F. (2005) A New Voice in Science: Patient participation in deciom on

biomedical research. Dissertation Vrije Umigy, Amsterdam (November 24, 2005)

Gibbons, M., Limoges, C., Nowotny, H., Schwartzman, S., Scott, P. and Trow, M. (1994) The new
production of knowledge: The dynamics of science and research in contemporary societies. London:

Sage.

HorlickJones, T., Ree, G. and Walls, J. (2007) Citizen engagement processes as information
systems: The role of knowledge and the concept of translation quality, Public Understanding of
Science, 16 (3), 25578.

HorlickJones, T., Walls, J., Rowe, G., Pidgeon, N., Poorfinga, YR hQwWA2NRI y3> ¢ &
evaluating the GM Nation? public debate about the commercialisation of transgenic crops in Britain,
New Genetics and Society, 25 (3), 2.

Rowe, G. and Frewer, L.J. (2000) Public participation methods: A frameworlaliaait®n, Science,

Technology, & Human Values, 25 (1298

Rowe, G. and Frewer, L.J. (2004) Evaluating public participation exercises: A research agenda,

Science, Technology, & Human Values, 29 (4)}5562

Zweekhorst, M.B.M. (2004) Institutionaliziag interactive approach to technology innovation, the

case of the Grameen Kristi Foundation. Dissertation Vrije University Arasterd

99



Appendix 1: Copy of the Observation Protocol

ObservationProtocol

NB The following schedule suggests aspec® @wd SNIWS (G KI G NS NBfIFGSR (2
The schedule is expressed in the form of various questions: the observer should seek to answer the

guestions and provide explanation/ evidence for their answers.
Information Comprehensivenesfo the aganizers provide full information to participants?)

91 Do the organizers clearly state the aims of the event at the outset?

91 Do the organizers clearly elaborate on an agenda?

1 Do the organizers clearly explain to participants what is expected of them (defimang
task)?

1 Do the organizers explain how they have selected participants/ why they are there?

1 Do the organizers explain what will follow from the event (i.e. what feedback they might

expect and what will happen with the output from the event)?

Information Appropriatenesfairness(Do the organizers fairly frame the problem or is there any

evidence of bias in terms of information provision/ recording/ translation?)

9 At the outset, do the organizers provide a fair summary of the subject being considered, or
do they provide a particular slant, bias or frame that might lead some perspectives to be
focused upon at the expense of others?

1 Does the way in which information is collected suggest any particular bias (beyond, say,
randomness)?

1 Is the process managed such a way that bias is introduced in terms of the information that
is considered or recorded (e.g. participants with one position allowed to speak at the
expense of those with another position)?

1 Inany summing up, is there any bias in the reportindhefdutput from participants?

9 Is participation fair, or do some participants have much greater opportunity to speak and

influence than others (whether due to facilitator bias or event logistics)?
Process Limitations t&ffective Tanslation

1 Is there sufficientime for participants to consider all the necessary information, provide all
necessary information, and think about this information? Are certain debates uneccessarily
cut short because of time limits?

1 Are there any information resourdenitations that hinder the effective consideration of the

topic of debate? That is, are participants asked to discuss an issue or solve a problem on
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which it is clear that extra information might have been made available (report findings,
academic evidere)?

91 Are there sufficient resources (personnel, tape recorders etc.) to enable the full output from
the event to be recorded, or do such resource/logistic deficiencies ensure that there is only a

partial recording of output, or imperfect recording of infoation?
Information synthesis

1 How is the various information outputs synthesized, and are there any apparent
inefficiencies? For example, how are competing priorities compared and contrasted?

1 How are pro and con arguments set against each other?

1 How is sich information displayed to participantsand is it in a way that may help or hinder
them from synthesizing different points of view? [For example, are there whiteboard or
O2YLJzi SNJ aONBSY RAALI I @a 2F LINR | y&eddpy f Aal
F2NY 2F G20Ay3 LINROS&a (2 O2yFANY LI NI AOALN Y
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Appendix 2: Copy of the Parfgants Questionnaire (in EnglishThe

Translation Versioh

Evaluation Questionnaire

Dear Participant,

Thank you for having taken part in tlagent. We would now like to ask you a few questions about it
as part of our evaluation of this project; we would be extremely grateful if you could complete this
guestionnaire. Please be assured that your responses will be treated anonymously. Althoagk we
for your name below, this is just so that we can make contact with you again for the evaluation (with
your permission). Your name will not be cited in any evaluation report or associated with any
comment you make here.

Thanks for your cooperation.

Dr Gene Rowe (evaluator for VOICES)

z

1. 2 KFG Ad 82dz2NJ yF YSK XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX:

2. Was it clear from the information you were provided prior to the event what the topic was

about?

Yes ]
No ]
Unsure ]

3. At the start of the event, were the aims clearly specified, in particular that the EU will take
up the resuls of VOICES to define future research and innovaaions?

Yes ]
No ]
Unsure ]

4. Was it clear to you from #information you were provided prior to the event why YOU
were invited?

Yes ]
No ]
Unsure ]

5. Was it made clear to you how the participants for this event were selected?

Yes ]
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10.

No
Unsure

[
[

Do you think the audience was appropriate for this event?

Yes ]
No ]
Unsure []

During the event, did you have the opportunity to have your say?

| said all | wanted to say L]
| said most of what | wanted to say ]
| was only able to say a little of what | wanted to say ]
L RARYQG 3Sd I OKIFIyOS G2 alf® lFyedKAy?3

Was there sufficient time to discuss all that needed to be discussed?

Yes ]
No ]
Unsure []

Do you think there werany significant issues related to urban waste that were NOT
discussed, but which should have been? What were these?

XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXAXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXPX)
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXAXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXPX)
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXX X XXX DOOOIOOOXARAKK X

XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXAXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXPX)

Did you learn much on the topic of urban waste from this event?

| learnt a lot of new things ]
| learnt a few new things ]
LQY y20G adaNB L fSFNYO yeidikKAy3d ySs
No, | did not learn anything new ]

If you felt you learnt something in relation to urban waste, please explain what it was:

XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX DX
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX XX DX
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX DX X
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX DX
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Did patrticipation in this event change your views on the issues in any way?

Yes, | changed my views considerably ]
Yes, | changed my views to some degree ]
LQY y20 ad:NB 6KSGKSNIL [OKFy3aSR Y& @ASga 2N y:
No, | did not change my views in any way ]

If you felt the event changed your views, please explain in what way:

XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXAXXXXXKXXXXXXXXXXPX)
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX XX DX
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX XX DX
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXAXXXXXXXXXXXKXXXXXXXX DX

Do you think the summingp accurately reflected wat was discussed at the event?

Yes ]
No ]
Unsure ]
There was no summingup [ ]

Oveall, do you think the event was well run?

Yes ]
No ]
Unsure ]

How satisfied were yowith the event overall?
Very satisfied

Fairly satisfied

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
Not very satisfied

Not at all satisfied

Unsure

Oooggn

Do youwant any feedback from this event?

Yes ]
No ]
Unsure ]
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16. Do youexpectany feedback from the event?

Yes ]
No ]
Unsure []

17. How do you feel about the EU consulting the public on issues like this?

LGiQa + 322K ARSI
LGiQa | ol R[LJARSI
Unsure []

Please explain your response.

XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX XX DX
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXAXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX DX
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX XX DX
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX XX DX

18. Do you think this event will have any influence on European research policy?
Yes ]

No ]
Unsure ]

Please explain your response.

XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXPX)
XXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXX X XRRRLRLERLEEBEREX XXX XXX PX XXX XXX

XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXAXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXPX)
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX XX DX

19. Overall, what was the best thing about the event?

XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXPX)
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXAXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXPX)
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX DX
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX XX DX
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX DX
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20. Overall, what was the worst thing about tlegent?

XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX XX DX
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX XX DX
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXKXXXXXAXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXPX)
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX XX DX
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXX XX DX

Finally, we would like to phone a few people afterwards to ask them some more detailed

guestions about the event. Unfortunately, it is likely that interviews will need to be

conducted in English. Would you be prepared to talk to us again iara3hmin. telephone
AYGSNIBASEK 6tftStrasS y20SY aleiayda weasSaQ R2Sa y:
will only recontact a small sample of participants after the event.)

Yes ]
No ]

LY &2dz 48FAR Wy2Q 6SOldzasS @2dz R2 y20G aLSI] 9y:
first language, would you be prepared to be interviewed?

Yes ]

No ]

L¥ @2dz 4aIAR WwWeSaQs LI SIAS LINPOARS GKS RSGFACT:
Home phone number (including area COE)X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X )
2 KIFG A& @82dz2NJ SYFAE I RRNBEAAY XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX:
2 KFG A& @2dzNJ LR2aidlt I RRNBaay PXXXXXXXXXXXXX:
What is the best time to phone you (e.g. weekends, after 6pm):
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXDPX XXX XXX

Once again, thank you for your time. Please hand your completed questionnaire to the event
organizer when you leave.
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Appendix 3:Summary Tables of Responses to the Participant Questionnaire

Table 4.1: Summary ainswers to thelj dzSa G A 2y'Y

azl a

Al

Of SIF NJ FNRY

g KI G

gSNBE LINPJARSR LINA2N) 2 GKS S@Syi
Location yes unsure no total

Amsterdam (Netherlands) 24 (75%) 1(3%) 7 (22%) 32
Athens (Greece) 27 (90%) 1(3%) 2 (7%) 30
Barcelona (Spain) 26 (87%) 1(3%) 3 (10%) 30
Birkirkara (Malta) 28 (93%) 0 (0%) 2 (7%) 30
Bratislava (Slovakia) 29(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 30
Bremen (Germany) 24 (80%) 3(10%) 3(10%) 30
Brussels (Belgium) 28(93%) 0 (0%) 2 (7%) 30
Bucharest (Romania) 29 (97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 30
Budapest (Hungary) 20(67%) 0 (0%) 10(33%) 30
Cesis (Latvia) 29 (100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 29
Copenhagen (Denmark) 3 (10%) 4 (13%) 23(77%) 30
Dublin (Ireland) 28(93%) 2 (7%) 0 (0%) 30
Granada (Spain) 27(90%) 2 (7%) 1(3%) 30
Grenoble (France) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Klaipeda (Lithuania) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Lisba (Portugal) 20 (67%) 9 (30%) 1 (3%) 30
Lubljana (Slovenia) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
London UK 26 (87%) 4 (13%) 0 (0%) 30
Luxembourg (Luxembourg) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Milan (Italy) 28 (93%) 1 (3%) 1 (3%) 31
Munich (Germany) 27(90%) 1(3%) 2 (7%) 30
Naples (Italy) 26 (84%) 2 (6%) 3 (10%) 31
Newcastle UK 29(97%) 0 (0%) 1(3%) 30
Nicosia (Cyprus) 27(90%) 2 (7%) 1(3%) 30
Paris (France) 28(93%) 2 (7%) 0 (0%) 30
Pilsen (CzecRepublic) 28(93%) 2 (7%) 0 (0%) 30
Sofia (Bulgaria) 20(61%) 11(33%) 2 (6%) 33*
Stockholm (Sweden) 19(63%) 1(3%) 10(33%) 30
Tartu (Estonia) 28(93%) 1(3%) 1(3%) 30
Torun (Poland) 27 (90%) 2 (7%) 1 (3%) 30
Vantaa(Finland) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Vienna (Austria) 24 (83%) 4 (14%) 1(3%) 29
Warsaw (Poland) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
ALL 859 (86%) 58 (6%) 77 (8%) 994

*There was one missingaluefrom Sofia
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¢FrofS noHY

{ dzY Y I NB

2 T thestarpobtNEeveiit Averd theSaimls dzS & G A 2

clearly specified, in particular that the EU will take up the results of VOICES to define

Fdzi dzZNBE NBaSIF NOK

FYR AYY20FGA2Y

I OGA2yaKe

Location yes unsure no total
Amsterdam (Netherlands) 32(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 32
Athens (Greece) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Barcelona (Spain) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Birkirkara (Malta) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Bratislava (Slovakia) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Bremen (Germany) 27(90%) 1(3%) 2 (7%) 30
Brussels (Belgium) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Bucharest (Romania) 29(97%) 0 (0%) 1(3%) 30
Budapest (Hungary) 29 (97%) 0 (0%) 1(3%) 30
Cesis (Latvia) 28(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 29
Copenhagen (Denmark) 28(93%) 1(3%) 1(3%) 30
Dublin (Ireland) 29(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 30
Granada (Spain) 29(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 30
Grenoble (France) 29(97%) 0 (0%) 1(3%) 30
Klaipeda (Lithuania) 30(100%) 0(0%) 0 (0%) 30
Lisban (Portugal) 29(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 30
Ljubljana (Slovenia) 28(93%) 0 (0%) 2 (7%) 30
London UK 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Luxembourg (Luxembourg) 28(93%) 2 (7%) 0 (0%) 30
Milan (Italy) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Munich (Germany) 25(83%) 3 (10%) 2 (7%) 30
Naples (Italy) 31(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 31
Newcastle UK) 29 (97%) 1 (3%) 0 (0%) 30
Nicosia (Cyprus) 29(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 30
Paris (France) 29 (97%) 1 (3%) 0 (0%) 30
Pilsen (CzérRepublic) 29(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 30
Sofia (Bulgaria) 32(94%) 2 (6%) 0 (0%) 34
Stockholm (Sweden) 28(93%) 0 (0%) 2 (7%) 30
Tartu (Estonia) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Torun (Poland) 29(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 30
Vantaa (Finland) 29(97%) 0 (0%) 1(3%) 30
Vienna (Austria) 27(93%) 2 (7%) 0 (0%) 29
Warsaw (Poland) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
ALL 962(97%) 20(2%) 13(1%) 995
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Table 4.3: Summary of answers to thiedzS & (Va2 ij/c¥ear éo you from the information
€2dz 6SNE LINPJARSR LINA2N) G2 GKS S@Syid ¢gKe h !

5

Location yes unsure no total
Amsterdam (Netherlands) 17 (53%) 2 (6%) 12 (38%) 31*
Athens (Greece) 25(83%) 2 (7%) 3(10%) 30
BarcelongSpain) 23 (77%) 2 (7%) 5 (17%) 30
Birkirkara (Malta) 26 (87%) 3(10%) 1(3%) 30
Bratislava (Slovakia) 26 (87%) 2 (7%) 2 (7%) 30
Bremen (Germany) 15(50%) 6 (20%) 9 (30%) 30
Brussels (Belgium) 24(80%) 2 (7%) 4 (13%) 30
Bucharest (Romania) 29 (97%) 0 (0%) 1(3%) 30
Budapest (Hungary) 21(70%) 4 (13%) 5(17%) 30
Cesis (Latvia) 26 (90%) 1(3%) 2 (7%) 29
Copenhagen (Denmark) 10(33%) 4 (13%) 16 (53%) 30
Dublin (Ireland) 24 (80%) 3 (10%) 3 (10%) 30
Granada (Spain) 27(90%) 2 (7%) 1(3%) 30
Grenoble(France) 26 (87%) 2 (7%) 2 (7%) 30
Klaipeda (Lithuania) 26 (87%) 2 (7%) 2 (7%) 30
Lisba (Portugal) 21(70%) 3 (10%) 6 (20%) 30
Lubljana (Slovenia) 19(63%) 2 (7%) 8 (27%) 29*
London UK 25(83%) 5 (17%) 0 (0%) 30
Luxembourg (Luxembourg 27 (90%) 2 (7%) 1(3%) 30
Milan (Italy) 28(93%) 2 (7%) 0 (0%) 30
Munich (Germany) 16 (53%) 9 (30%) 5(17%) 30
Naples (Italy) 26 (84%) 1 (3%) 4 (13%) 31
Newcastle UK 28(93%) 1(3%) 1(3%) 30
Nicosia (Cyprus) 25(83%) 4 (13%) 1(3%) 30
Paris (France) 22(73%) 1(3%) 7 (23%) 30
Pilsen (CzétRepublic) 21(70%) 5 (17%) 4 (13%) 30
Sofia (Bulgaria) 20(59%) 4 (12%) 10(29%) 34
Stockholm (Sweden) 19(63%) 3 (10%) 8 (27%) 30
Tartu (Estonia) 18(60%) 7 (23%) 5(17%) 30
Torun (Poland) 27 (90%) 2 (7%) 1 (3%) 30
Vantaa (Finland) 21(70%) 3 (10%) 6 (20%) 30
Vienna (Austria) 19(66%) 4 (14%) 6 (21%) 29
Warsaw (Poland) 27(90%) 3 (10%) 0 (0%) 30
ALL 754 (76%) 98 (10%) 141 (14%) 993

* There was one value missing from Amsterdam and Ljubljana
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Table 44:{ dzY Yl NE 2 F | y 4 ¢ S Ns itinade dléaSo yipubBwtier 2 y Y &

A ¥ 4 A X

LI NGAOALI yia FT2N) GKAEA SOSyld 6SNB aSt SOGISRKE

Location yes unsure no total
Amsterdam (Netherlands) 13 (41%) 3 (9%) 16 (50%) 32
Athens (Greece) 24(80%) 5(17%) 1(3%) 30
BarcelongSpain) 13 (45%) 1(3%) 15(52%) 29*
Birkirkara (Malta) 22 (73%) 5(17%) 3(10%) 30
Bratislava (Slovakia) 23(77%) 5(17%) 2 (7%) 30
Bremen (Germany) 10(34%) 6 (21%) 13(45%) 29*
Brussels (Belgium) 17 (57%) 3 (10%) 10(33%) 30
Buchares{Romania) 26 (87%) 4 (13%) 0 (0%) 30
Budapest (Hungary) 19 (63%) 5(17%) 6 (20%) 30
Cesis (Latvia) 23(79%) 2 (7%) 4 (14%) 29
Copenhagen (Denmark) 10(33%) 3 (10%) 17 (57%) 30
Dublin (Ireland) 16 (53%) 6 (20%) 8 (27%) 30
Granada (Spain) 18(60%) 4 (13%) 8 (27%) 30
Grenoble (France) 18(60%) 6 (20%) 6 (20%) 30
Klaipeda (Lithuania) 19 (63%) 6 (20%) 5(17%) 30
Lisbon (Portugal) 16 (53%) 4 (13%) 10(33%) 30
Ljubljana (Slovenia) 14 (48%) 3 (10%) 12 (41%) 29*
London (UK) 16 (53%) 6 (20%) 8 (27%) 30
Luxembourg (Luxembourg 22 (73%) 5(17%) 3 (10%) 30
Milan (Italy) 24 (80%) 4 (13%) 2 (7%) 30
Munich (Germany) 8 (27%) 9 (30%) 13(43%) 30
Naples (Italy) 23(77%) 3 (10%) 4 (13%) 30
Newcastle (UK) 19(63%) 9 (30%) 2 (7%) 30
Nicosia (Cyprus) 26 (87%) 4 (13%) 0 (0%) 30
Paris (France) 15 (50%) 2 (7%) 13 (43%) 30
Pilsen (Czech Republic) 17 (57%) 7 (23%) 6 (20%) 30
Sofia (Bulgaria) 25(76%) 2 (6%) 6 (18%) 33
Stockholm (Sweden) 11(37%) 1(3%) 18(60%) 30
Tartu (Estonia) 14 (47%) 5(17%) 11(37%) 30
Torun (Poland) 24 (80%) 1 (3%) 5(17%) 30
Vantaa (Finland) 13(43%) 7 (23%) 10(33%) 30
Vienna (Austria) 10(34%) 6 (21%) 13 (45%) 29
Warsaw (Poland) 22(73%) 5(17%) 3 (10%) 30
ALL 590(60%) 147(15%) 253(26%) 990

* There was one valumissing from Barcelona, Bremen, Ljubljana, Naples and Sofia
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Table45Y { dzY Yl NB 27F | y & ¢3oNa&u thinkthemudigncdjadzS a G A2y Y @
appropriate for this event?

Location yes unsure no total
Amsterdam (Netherlands) 29(94%) 1(3%) 1(3%) 31*
Athens (Greece) 29(97%) 0(0%) 1(3%) 30
Barcelona (Spain) 29(97%) 0 (0%) 1(3%) 30
Birkirkara (Malta) 27(90%) 2(7%) 1(3%) 30
Bratislava (Slovakia) 29(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 30
Bremen (Germany) 29(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 30
Brussels (Belgium) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Bucharest (Romania) 29(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 30
Budapest (Hungary) 29(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 30
Cesis (Latvia) 28(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 29
Copenhagen (Denmark) 23(77%) 7(23%) 0 (0%) 30
Dublin (Ireland) 26(90%) 3(10%) 0 (0%) 29
Granada (Spain) 29(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 30
Grenoble (France) 29(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 30
Klaipeda (Lithuania) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Lisbon (Portugal) 27(93%) 2(7%) 0 (0%) 29
Ljubljana (Slovenia) 28(93%) 2(7%) 0 (0%) 30
London (UK) 30(100%) 0(0%) 0 (0%) 30
Luxembourg (Luxembourg 29(97%) 0 (0%) 1(3%) 30
Milan (Italy) 29(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 30
Munich (Germany) 29(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 30
Naples (Italy) 30(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 31
Newcastle (UK) 26(90%) 2(7%) 1(3%) 29*
Nicosia (Cyprus) 26(87%) 4(13%) 0 (0%) 30
Paris (France) 29(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 30
Pilsen (Czech Republic) 28(93%) 2(7%) 0 (0%) 30
Sofia (Bulgaria) 21(91%) 0 (0%) 2(9%) 23
Stockholm (Sweden) 24(83%) 5(17%) 0 (0%) 29*
Tartu (Estonia) 27(93%) 0 (0%) 2(7%) 29*
Torun (Poland) 28(93%) 2(7%) 0 (0%) 30
Vantaa (Finland) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Vienna (Austria) 23(79%) 6(21%) 0 (0%) 29
Warsaw (Poland) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
ALL 919(94%) 49(5%) 10(1%) 978

*There was one value missirigom Amsterdam, Dublin, Lisbon, Newcastle, Stockholm and Tartu
andelevenvalues missinfrom Sofia
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Table4.& { dzYYIFINEB 2F FyagSNRER (G2 (GKS jdzSaGAz2yy
2LIR NI dzyAGe (2 KF@S @2dzNJ al @Ké
RARY

Location all lwanted  most only alittle  a chance total
Amsterdam (Netherlands) 29(94%) 2 (6%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 31*
Athens (Greece) 24(80%) 6 (20%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Barcelona (Spain) 25(83%) 5(17%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Birkirkara (Malta) 26 (87%) 4 (13%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Bratislava (Slovakia) 27(90%)  3(10%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30*
Bremen (Germany) 20(67%) 10(33%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Brussels (Belgium) 24(83%) 5(17%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 29*
Bucharest (Romania) 26 (87%) 3 (10%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 30
Budapest (Hungary) 25(83%) 5(17%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Cesis (Latvia) 22 (76%) 7 (24%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 29
Copenhagen (Denmark) 21(70%) 9 (30%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Dublin (Ireland) 27 (93%) 2 (7%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 29
Granada (Spain) 26 (87%) 4 (13%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Grenoble (France) 22 (73%) 8 (27%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Klaipeda (Lithuania) 28(93%) 2 (7%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Lisbon (Portugal) 18(62%) 10(34%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 29*
Ljubljana (Slovenia) 22(73%)  7(23%) 1 (3%) 0 (0%) 30
London (UK) 19(63%) 11(37%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Luxembourg (Luxembourg) 11(37%) 18(60%) 1 (3%) 0 (0%) 30
Milan (Italy) 26(87%)  3(10%) 1 (3%) 0 (0%) 30
Munich (Germany) 17(57%) 13(43%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Naples (Italy) 23(74%) 8(26%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 31
Newcastle (UK) 24(83%) 3(10%) 2 (7%) 0 (0%) 29
Nicosia (Cyprus) 22(73%) 8 (27%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Paris (France) 22(73%)  6(20%) 2 (7%) 0 (0%) 30
Pilsen (Czech Republic) 25(83%) 4 (13%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 30
Sofia (Bulgaria) 26(79%)  7(21%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 33*
Stockholm (Sweden) 17(59%) 12(41%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 29*
Tartu (Estonia) 24(80%) 6(20%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Torun (Poland) 26 (96%) 1 (4%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 27
Vantaa (Finland) 23(77%) 7 (23%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Vienna (Austria) 20(69%) 9 (31%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 29
Warsaw (Poland) 27 (93%) 2 (7%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 29
ALL 764(78%) 210 (21%) 10(1%) 0 (0%) 984

*There was one value missiilg Amsterdam, Bratislava, Brussels, Dublin, Lisbon, Newcastle, Sofia,
Stockholm and Warsavand tere were three values missifg Torun
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Location yes unsure no total
Amsterdam (Netherlands) 30(97%) 0 (0%) 1(3%) 31*
Athens (Greece) 26(87%) 2(7%) 2(7%) 30
BarcelongSpain) 25(83%) 2(7%) 3(10%) 30
Birkirkara (Malta) 28(93%) 2(7%) 0 (0%) 30
Bratislava (Slovakia) 28(93%) 2(7%) 0 (0%) 30
Bremen (Germany) 22(73%) 2(7%) 6(20%) 30
Brussels (Belgium) 26(90%) 2(7%) 1(3%) 29*
Bucharest (Romania) 28(93%) 1(3%) 1(3%) 30
Budapest (Hungary) 29(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 30
Cesis (Latvia) 24(83%) 3(10%) 2 (7%) 29
Copenhagen (Denmark) 22(73%) 3(10%) 5(17%) 30*
Dublin (Ireland) 27(93%) 1(3%) 1(3%) 29
Granada (Spain) 23(77%) 2(7%) 5(17%) 30
Grenoble(France) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Klaipeda (Lithuania) 28(93%) 1(3%) 1(3%) 30
Lisbon (Portugal) 21(72%) 3(10%) 5(17%) 29
Ljubljana (Slovenia) 23(77%) 2(7%) 5(17%) 30
London (UK) 26(87%) 1(3%) 3(10%) 30
Luxembourg (Luxembourg 18(62%) 7(24%) 4 (13%) 29*
Milan (Italy) 29(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 30
Munich (Germany) 19(63%) 8(27%) 3(10%) 30
Naples (Italy) 26(84%) 1(3%) 4(13%) 31
Newcastle (UK) 28(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 29*
Nicosia (Cyprus) 28(93%) 1(3%) 1(3%) 30
Paris(France) 28(93%) 0 (0%) 2(7%) 30
Pilsen (Czech Republic) 27(90%) 1(3%) 2(7%) 30
Sofia (Bulgaria) 33(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 34
Stockholm (Sweden) 21(72%) 0 (0%) 8(28%) 29*
Tartu (Estonia) 26(87%) 0 (0%) 4(13%) 30
Torun (Poland) 29(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 30
Vantaa (Finland) 24(80%) 2(7%) 4(13%) 30
Vienna (Austria) 22(79%) 2(7%) 4(14%) 28
Warsaw (Poland) 29(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 30
ALL 853(86%) 57(6%) 77(8%) 987

*There was one value missing in Amsterdam, Brussels, Copenhagen, Liskempourg,
Newcastle, Stockholm and Vienna
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¢l 06fS noyY {dzYYINB 2F | yagSNB G 2updadbBatelydzSa i 2
NEFt SOGSR gKIFd ¢gFa RAAOMza&ASR i GKS S@SyidKé
Location yes unsure no no sum up total
Amsterdam (Netherlands) 28(93%) 0(0%) 1 (3%) 1 (3%) 30*
Athens (Greece) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Barcelona (Spain) 28(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 29*
Birkirkara (Malta) 30(100%) 0 (0%) O (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Bratislava (Slovakia) 27(93%) 2(7%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 29*
Bremen(Germany) 26(90%) 1 (3%) 0 (0%) 2 (7%) 29*
Brussels (Belgium) 24(80%) 3(10%) 0 (0%) 3(10%) 30
Bucharest (Romania) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Budapest (Hungary) 25(83%) 5(17%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Cesis (Latvia) 28(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 28*
Copenhagen (Denmark) 26(90%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 2 (7%) 29*
Dublin (Ireland) 29(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Granada (Spain) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Grenoble (France) 28(93%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 1 (3%) 30
Klaipeda (Lithuania) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Lisbon (Portugal) 28(93%) 2(7%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Ljubljana (Slovenia) 28(93%) 2(7%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
London (UK) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Luxembourg (Luxembourg 25(86%) 3(10%) 1 (3%) 0 (0%) 29*
Milan (Italy) 28(93%) 2(7%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Munich (Germany) 24(80%) 2(7%) 0(0%) 4(13%) 30
Naples (Italy) 31(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 31
Newcastle (UK) 25(83%) 5(17%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Nicosia (Cyprus) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Paris (France) 27(93%) 0(0%) 0 (0%) 2 (7%) 29*
Pilsen (Czech Republic) 13(72%) 3(17%) 1(6%) 1 (6%) 18*
Sofia (Bulgaria) 32(94%) 2(6%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 34
Stockholm (Sweden) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Tartu (Estonia) 28(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 29*
Torun (Poland) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Vantaa (Finland) 18(60%) 5(17%) 0(0%) 7(23%) 30
Vienna (Austria) 14(58%) 2(8%) 0(0%) 8(33% 24*
Warsaw (Poland) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
ALL 890(92%) 44(5%) 3(0%) 31(3%) 968

*There was one value missingBarcelonaBratislavaBremen CesisCopenhagenLuxembourg,
Paris, and Tartu; two missing in Amsterdam; five in Vienna; and 12 in Pilsen
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Table 49: Summary of answers to the questiooch SNI £ £ = R2 @&2dz GKAY]
NXzy K €

Location yes unsure no total
Amsterdam (Netherlands) 31(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 31*
Athens (Greece) 29(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 30
Barcelona (Spain) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Birkirkara (Malta) 30(100%) 0(0%) 0 (0%) 30
Bratislava (Slovakia) 29(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 29*
Bremen (Germany) 29(97%) 0(0%) 1(3%) 30
Brussels (Belgium) 29(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 29*
Bucharest (Romania) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Budapest (Hungary) 29(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 30
Cesis (Latvia) 29(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 29
Copenhagen (Denmark) 29(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 30
Dublin (Ireland) 29(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 30
Granada (Spain) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Grenoble (France) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Klaipeda (Lithuania) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Lisbon (Portugal) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Ljubljana (Slovenia) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
London (UK) 29(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 30
Luxembourg (Luxembourg 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Milan (Italy) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Munich(Germany) 29(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 30
Naples (Italy) 31(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 31
Newcastle (UK) 29(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 30
Nicosia (Cyprus) 29(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 30
Paris (France) 29(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 29*
Pilsen (Czech Republic)  30(100%) 0 (0%) 0(0%) 30
Sofia (Bulgaria) 34(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 34
Stockholm (Sweden) 29(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 29*
Tartu (Estonia) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Torun (Poland) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Vantaa (Finland) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30*
Vienna (Austria) 28(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 29
Warsaw (Poland) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
ALL 980(99%) 9(1%) 1(0%) 990

*There was one value missiilg Amsterdam, Bratislava, Brussels, Paris, Stockholm and Vantaa
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Table4DY {dzYYI NB 2F IyagSNBR (2 GKS ljdzSadiirzyy al
2PSNFff KE
Location very fairly neither notvery notatall unsure total
Amsterdam (Netherlands) 23 (74%) 7 (23%) 1 (3%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 31*
Athens (Greece) 21 (70%)  9(30%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0(0%) 0 (0%) 30
Barcelona (Spain) 28 (93%) 2 (7%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Birkirkara (Malta) 24 (80%) 6 (20%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0(0%) 0 (0%) 30
Bratislava (Slovakia) 19 (66%) 10 (34%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 29*
Bremen(Germany) 19 (63%) 10(33%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1(3%) 0(0%) 30
Brussels (Belgium) 27 (90%) 2 (7%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (3%) 30
Bucharest (Romania) 23 (77%) 6 (20%) 1 (3%) 0 (0%) 0(0%) 0 (0%) 30
Budapest (Hungary) 19(63%) 10(33%) 1 (3%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Cesis (Latvia) 20 (69%) 8 (28%) 1 (3%) 0 (0%) 0(0%) 0 (0%) 29
Copenhagen (Denmark) 20 (67%) 9 (30%) 1 (3%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Dublin (Ireland) 28 (93%) 2 (T%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0(0%) 0 (0%) 30
Granada (Spain) 23 (77%) 7 (23%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Grenoble (France) 19 (63%) 10(33%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 0(0%) 0 (0%) 30
Klaipeda (Lithuania) 27 (90%) 3 (10%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0(0%) 0 (0%) 30
Lisbon (Portugal) 24 (80%) 6 (20%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0(0%) 0 (0%) 30
Ljubljana (Slovenia) 24 (80%)  6(20%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0(0%) 0 (0%) 30
London (UK) 24 (80%) 6 (20%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0(0%) 0 (0%) 30
Luxembourg (Luxembourg 21 (70%) 9 (30%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Milan (Italy) 25(83%) 5 (17%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0(0%) 0 (0%) 30
Munich (Germany) 15(50%) 12 (40%) 2 (7%) 0 (0%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 30
Naples (Italy) 24 (77%) 7 (23%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0(0%) 0 (0%) 31
Newcastle (UK) 20 (67%) 9 (30%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (3%) 30
Nicosia (Cyprus) 21 (70%) 9 (30%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0(0%) 0 (0%) 30
Paris (France) 19 (63%) 10(33%) 1 (3%) 0 (0%) 0(0%) 0 (0%) 30
Pilsen (Czech Republic) 16 (53%) 13 (43%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 0(0%) 0 (0%) 30
Sofia (Bulgaria) 25 (74%) 9 (26%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0(0%) 0 (0%) 34
Stockholm (Sweden) 18 (60%) 12 (40%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0(0%) 0 (0%) 30
Tartu (Estonia) 21 (70%) 8 (27%) 1 (3%) 0 (0%) 0(0%) 0 (0%) 30
Torun (Poland) 25(83%) 5 (17%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0(0%) 0 (0%) 30
Vantaa (Finland) 21 (70%) 9 (30%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0(0%) 0 (0%) 30
Vienna (Austria) 19 (68%) 7 (25%) 1 (4%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (4%) 28*
Warsaw (Poland) 18 (60%) 12 (40%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0(0%) 0 (0%) 30
ALL 720 (73%) 255 (26%) 12 (1%) 0 (0%) 2(0%) 3(0%) 992

*There was one value missing in Amsterdam, Bratislava and Vienna
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Table 4.1Y { dzYYlF NBE 27F | y &g S N wantanyfekdbackjfaus this A 2 y Y
SGSy K¢

Location yes unsure no total
Amsterdam (Netherlands) 26(81%) 0 (0%) 6(19%) 32
Athens (Greece) 29(97%) 0(0%) 1(3%) 30
Barcelona (Spain) 28(93%) 0(0%) 2(7%) 30
Birkirkara (Malta) 30(100%) 0 (0%) O (0%) 30
Bratislava (Slovakia) 28(97%) 0(0%) 1(3%) 29*
Bremen (Germany) 28(93%) 1(3%) 1(3%) 30
Brussels (Belgium) 27(93%) 0(0%) 2(7%) 29*
Bucharest (Romania) 24(80%) 1(3%) 5(17%) 30
Budapest (Hungary) 23(77%) 1(3%) 6(20%) 30
CesigqLatvia) 26(90%) 2(7%) 1(3%) 29
Copenhagen (Denmark) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Dublin (Ireland) 26(87%) 4(13%) 0 (0%) 30
Granada (Spain) 28(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 29*
Grenoble (France) 29(97%) 0(0%) 1(3%) 30
Klaipeda (Lithuania) 29(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 30
Lisbon (Portugal) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Ljubljana (Slovenia) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
London (UK) 24(80%) 4(13%) 2(7%) 30
Luxembourg (Luxembourg 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Milan (Italy) 27(90%) 1(3%) 2(7%) 30
Munich(Germany) 26(87%) 2(7%) 2(7%) 30
Naples (Italy) 27(90%) 0(0%) 3(10%) 30*
Newcastle (UK) 15(50%) 6(20%) 9 (30%) 30
Nicosia (Cyprus) 27(90%) 2(7%) 1(3%) 30
Paris (France) 23(77%) 5(17%) 2(7%) 30
Pilsen (Czech Republic) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0(0%) 30
Sofia (Bulgaria) 29(85%) 2(6%) 3(9%) 34
Stockholm (Sweden) 27(93%) 1(3%) 1(3%) 29*
Tartu (Estonia) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Torun (Poland) 25(86%) 1(3%) 3(10%) 29
Vantaa (Finland) 22(73%) 4(13%) 4(13%) 30
Vienna (Austria) 28(82%) 1(3%) 5(15%) 34
Warsaw (Poland) 25(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 25
ALL 886(90%) 40(4%) 63(6%) 989

*There was one value missiitgBratislava, Brussels, Granada, Naples, Stockholm and Torun
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Table 4.2Y { dzY Y| NE

2F | yasBoduexpest VK ST §ABEIGOR yWNEY

Location yes unsure no total
Amsterdam (Netherlands) 25(78%) 3(9%) 4(13%) 32
Athens (Greece) 29(97%) 0(0%) 1(3%) 30
Barcelona (Spain) 26(87%) 3(10%) 1(3%) 30
Birkirkara (Malta) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Bratislava (Slovakia) 26(90%) 1(3%) 2(7%) 29*
Bremen (Germany) 22(76%) 2(7%) 5(17%) 29*
Brussels (Belgium) 25(83%) 2(7%) 3(10%) 30
Bucharest (Romania) 25(83%) 2(7%) 3(10%) 30
Budapest (Hungary) 23(79%) 1(3%) 5(17%) 29*
CesigqLatvia) 26(90%) 2(7%) 1(3%) 29
Copenhagen (Denmark) 24(80%) 5(17%) 1(3%) 30
Dublin (Ireland) 21(70%) 7(23%) 2(7%) 30
Granada (Spain) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Grenoble (France) 22(76%) 1(3%) 6(21%) 29*
Klaipeda (Lithuania) 29(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 30
Lisbon (Portugal) 28(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 28*
Ljubljana (Slovenia) 29(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 29*
London (UK) 21(70%) 2(7%) 2(7%) 30
Luxembourg (Luxembourg) 25(83%) 2(7%) 3(10%) 30
Milan (Italy) 25(86%) 2(7%) 2(7%) 29
Munich (Germany) 20(69%) 3(10%) 6 (21%) 29*
Naples (Italy) 27(90%) 2(7%) 1(3%) 30
Newcastle (UK) 17(57%) 5(17%) 7 (24%) 29*
Nicosia (Cyprus) 28(93%) 0 (0%) 2(7%) 30
Paris (France) 20(69%) 5(17%) 4(14%) 29*
Pilsen (Czech Republic) 29(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 30
Sofia (Bulgaria) 30(88%) 2(6%) 2(6%) 34
Stockholm (Sweden) 23(77%) 4(13%) 3(10%) 30
Tartu (Estonia) 27(90%) 3(10%) 0 (0%) 30
Torun (Poland) 23(77%) 3(10%) 4(13%) 30
Vantaa (Finland) 24(80%) 5(17%) 1(3%) 30
Vienna (Austria) 26(93%) 1(4%) 1(4%) 28
Warsaw (Poland) 24(80%) 0 (0%) 6 (20%) 30
ALL 829(84%) 70(7%) 83(8%) 982

*There was one value missingBratislava, Bremen, Budapest, Grenoble, Ljubljana, Milan, Munich,
Naples, Newcastle, Paris and Vientieere were two valusmissingin Lisbon
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Table 4.13{ dzYYI NB 2F Fya¢gSNhE (2 (GKS 1ljdzSadAz2yyY a5AR &2
FNRY (KA&a S@SyiKE

Location a lot a few not sure no total
Amsterdam (Netherlands) 8 (25%) 18(56%) 4 (13%) 2 (6%) 32
Athens (Greece) 11(37%) 15(50%) 1(3%) 3 (10%) 30
Barcelona (Spain) 11(37%) 17 (57%) 1(3%) 1(3%) 30
Birkirkara (Malta) 11(37%) 18(60%) 0 (0%) 1(3%) 30
Bratislava (Slovakia) 14 (47%) 14 (47%) 2 (7%) 0 (0%) 30
Bremen (Germany) 5(17%) 20(67%) 2 (7%) 3 (10%) 30
Brussels (Belgium) 14 (47%) 16 (53%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Bucharest (Romania) 22(73%) 6 (20%) 1(3%) 1(3%) 30
Budapest (Hungary) 10(33%) 12 (40%) 7 (23%) 1(3%) 30
Cesis (Latvia) 13 (45%) 14 (48%) 2 (7%) 0 (0%) 29
Copenhagen (Denmark) 4 (13%) 21(70%) 4 (13%) 1(3%) 30
Dublin(Ireland) 18(62%) 9 (31%) 1(3%) 1(3%) 29*
Granada (Spain) 15(50%) 12 (40%) 1(3%) 2 (7%) 30
Grenoble (France) 6 (20%) 18(60%) 5(17%) 1(3%) 30
Klaipeda (Lithuania) 12 (40%) 17 (57%) 1 (3%) 0 (0%) 30
Lisbon (Portugal) 11(38%) 17 (59%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 29*
Ljubljana (Slovenia) 7 (23%) 18(60%) 1 (3%) 4 (13%) 30
London (UK) 14 (47%) 13(43%) 3(10%) 0 (0%) 30
Luxembourg (Luxembourg  3(10%) 15(50%) 6 (20%) 6 (20%) 30
Milan (Italy) 6 (20%) 16 (53%) 5(17%) 3(10%) 30
Munich (Germany) 6 (20%) 19(63%) 0 (0%) 5(17%) 30
Naples (Italy) 10(32%) 18(58%) 1(3%) 2 (7%) 31
Newcastle (UK) 6 (21%) 16 (55%) 6 (21%) 1 (3%) 29
Nicosia (Cyprus) 19(63%) 10(33%) 0 (0%) 1(3%) 30
Paris (France) 5 (17%) 18(60%) 517%) 2 (7%) 30
Pilsen (CzecRepublic) 10(33%) 17 (57%) 1(3%) 2 (7%) 30
Sofia (Bulgaria) 26 (76%) 6 (18%) 2 (6%) 0 (0%) 34
Stockholm (Sweden) 8 (28%) 15(52%) 5(17%) 1(3%) 29*
Tartu (Estonia) 11 (37%) 13(43%) 6 (20%) 0 (0%) 30
Torun (Poland) 20 (69%) 9 (31%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 29*
Vantaa (Finland) 1(3%) 20(67%) 4 (13%) 5(17%) 30
Vienna (Austria) 4 (14%) 19(66%) 4 (14%) 2 (7%) 29
Warsaw (Poland) 13(43%) 15(50%) 1 (3%) 1(3%) 30
ALL 354(36%) 501(51%) 83(8%) 52 (5%) 990

*There was one value missiingDublin, Lisbon, Newcastle, Stockholm and Torun
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Table4.14 dzY Yl NB 2F | yagSNAR (2 GKS [dzSadtArzyy
2y GKS AaadsSa Ay lye gl e&Ké

yes, yes, some
Location considerably  degree not sure no total
Amsterdam (Netherlands) 0 (0%) 13(42%) 5(16%) 13(42%) 31*
Athens (Greece) 0 (0%) 6 (20%) 6(20%) 18(60%) 30
Barcelona (Spain) 5(17%) 16(53%) 6(20%) 3 (10%) 30
Birkirkara (Malta) 8 (27%) 17 (57%) 1(3%) 4 (13%) 30
Bratislava (Slovakia) 7 (23%) 13 (43%) 1(3%) 9 (30%) 30
Bremen (Germany) 2 (7%) 15(50%) 6 (20%) 7 (23%) 30
Brussels (Belgium) 8 (27%) 4 (13%) 8(27%) 10(33%) 30
Bucharest (Romania) 19(63%) 6 (20%) 1(3%) 4 (13%) 30
Budapest (Hungary) 2 (7%) 9 (30%) 3(10%) 15(50%) 30
Cesis (Latvia) 7 (24%) 17 (59%) 1(3%) 4 (14%) 29
Copenhagen (Denmark) 0 (0%) 10(33%) 9(30%) 11(37%) 30
Dublin (Ireland) 8 (27%) 13(43%) 6 (20%) 3 (10%) 30
Granada (Spain) 13(43%) 12 (40%) 2 (7%) 3 (10%) 30
Grenoble (France) 2 (7%) 8(27%) 13(43%) 7(23%) 30
Klaipeda (Lithuania) 6 (20%) 12(40%) 6 (20%) 6 (20%) 30
Lisbon (Portugal) 6 (20%) 11(37%) 4(13%) 9 (30%) 30
Ljubljana (Slovenia) 2 (7%) 9 (30%) 3(10%) 16(53%) 30
London (UK) 2 (7%) 6 (20%) 8(27%) 14(47%) 30
Luxembourg (Luxembourg) 0 (0%) 9 (30%) 7(23%) 14(47%) 30
Milan (Italy) 1 (3%) 6 (21%) 8(28%) 14(48%) 29
Munich (Germany) 1(3%) 12(40%) 9(30%) 8 (27%) 30
Naples (Italy) 4 (13%) 9 (29%) 4(13%) 14(45%) 31
Newcastle (UK) 0 (0%) 8(27%) 14(47%) 8(27%) 30
Nicosia (Cyprus) 13(43%) 13(43%) 2 (7%) 2 (7%) 30
Paris (France) 3 (10%) 10(33%) 12(40%) 5(17%) 30
Pilsen (Czech Republic) 2 (7%) 16(53%) 6 (20%) 6 (20%) 30
Sofia (Bulgaria) 16 (47%) 11(32%) 2 (6%) 5 (15%) 34
Stockholm (Sweden) 2 (7%) 16(55%) 3(10%) 8 (28%) 29*
Tartu (Estonia) 6 (21%) 14(48%) 6 (21%) 3 (10%) 29
Torun (Poland) 17 (59%) 7 (24%) 3 (10%) 2 (7%) 29
Vantaa (Finland) 0 (0%) 12(40%) 9 (30%) 9 (30%) 30
Vienna (Austria) 2 (7%) 10(34%) 9(31%) 8 (28%) 29
Warsaw(Poland) 9(31%) 10(34%) 6(21%) 4 (14%) 29
ALL 173(17%) 360(36%) 190(19%) 266(27%) 989

*There was one value missingAmsterdam, MilanStockholm Tartu,Torunand Warsaw
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Table 415:{ dzYYI NB 2F Fya6SNR (2 GKS 1jdSaGA2yyY al 24

LJdzof AO 2y AadadzsSa ftA1S GKAAKE

Location good unsure bad total
Amsterdam (Netherlands) 30(94%) 2(6%) 0 (0%) 32
Athens (Greece) 25(83%) 5(17%) 0 (0%) 30
Barcelona (Spain) 29(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 30
Birkirkara (Malta) 29(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 30
Bratislava (Slovakia) 28(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 28
Bremen (Germany) 29(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 29*
Brussels (Belgium) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Bucharest (Romania) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Budapest (Hungary) 27(90%) 3(10%) 0 (0%) 30
Cesis (Latvia) 28(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 29
Copenhagen (Denmark) 29(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 30
Dublin (Ireland) 28(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 29*
Granada (Spain) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Grenoble(France) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Klaipeda (Lithuania) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Lisbon (Portugal) 28(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 29*
Ljubljana (Slovenia) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
London (UK) 29(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 30
Luxembourg (Luxembourg) 27(93%) 2(7%) 0 (0%) 29*
Milan (Italy) 29(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 29
Munich (Germany) 29(97%) 0 (0%) 1(3%) 30
Naples (Italy) 30(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 31
Newcastle (UK) 27(90%) 2(7%) 1(3%) 30
Nicosia (Cyprus) 28(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 29*
Paris (France) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Pilsen (Czech Republic) 29(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 30
Sofia (Bulgaria) 31(91%) 2(6%) 1(3%) 34
Stockholm (Sweden) 27(93%) 2(7%) 0 (0%) 29*
Tartu (Estonia) 29(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 30
Torun (Poland) 27(96%) 1(4%) 0 (0%) 28*
Vantaa (Finland) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
Vienna (Austria) 29(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 29
Warsaw (Poland) 30(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 30
ALL 951(97%) 30(3%) 3(0%) 984

*There was one value missiiigBremen, Dublin, Lisbon, Luxembourg, Milan, Nicosia and Stockholm

there were two values missing Bratislava and Torun
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Location yes unsure no total
Amsterdam (Netherlands) 12 (39%) 15(48% 4(13%) 31*
Athens (Greece) 14 (47%) 15(50% 1(3%) 30
Barcelona (Spain) 20(67%) 9(30%) 1(3%) 30
Birkirkara (Malta) 22 (76%) 7(24%) 0 (0%) 29*
Bratislava (Slovakia) 16 (55%) 13(45% 0 (0%) 29*
Bremen (Germany) 14 (48%) 13(45% 2 (7%) 29*
Brussels (Belgium) 20(71%) 6(21%) 2(7%) 28*
Bucharest (Romania) 24(80%) 5(17%) 1(3%) 30
Budapest (Hungary) 27 (90%) 3(10%) 0 (0%) 30
Cesis (Latvia) 28(97%) 1(3%) 0 (0%) 29
Copenhagen (Denmark) 13(43%) 16(53% 1 (3%) 30
Dublin (Ireland) 13(45%) 12(41% 4(14%) 29*
Granada (Spain) 11(37%) 15(50% 4 (13%) 30
Grenoble (France) 21(72%) 5(17%) 3(10%) 29*
Klaipeda (Lithuania) 17 (57%) 13(43%. 0 (0%) 30
Lisbon(Portugal) 21(72%) 8(28%) 0 (0%) 29*
Ljubljana (Slovenia) 16 (53%) 12(40% 2 (7%) 30
London (UK) 16 (53%) 12(40% 2 (7%) 30
Luxembourg (Luxembourg 14 (47%) 15(50% 1(3%) 30
Milan (Italy) 19(66%) 8(28%) 2(7%) 29*
Munich (Germany) 16 (53%) 14(47%. 0 (0%) 30
Naples (Italy) 10(34%) 12(41% 7 (24%) 29*
Newcastle (UK) 8 (27%) 20(67% 2 (7%) 30
Nicosia (Cyprus) 22(76%) 6(21%) 1(3%) 29*
Paris (France) 23(77%) 517%) 2(7%) 30
Pilsen (Czech Republic) 13 (43%) 16(53% 1(3%) 30
Sofia (Bulgaria) 23(68%) 6 (18%) 5(15%) 34
Stockholm (Sweden) 17 (57%) 11(837% 2(7%) 30
Tartu (Estonia) 13(43%) 16(53% 1(3%) 30
Torun (Poland) 19 (66%) 9(31%) 1(3%) 29*
Vantaa (Finland) 21(70%) 6 (20%) 3(10%) 30
Vienna (Austria) 8 (28%) 18(62% 3(10%) 29
Warsaw (Poland) 18(62%) 10(34% 1(3%) 29
ALL 569 (58%) 352(36% 59(6%) 980

*There was one value missifiggm AmsterdamBirkikara, Bratislava, Bremen, Dublin, Grenoble,
Lisbon, Milan, Nicosia, Torun and Wars#werewere two values missingfrom Brussels and Naples
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Appendix4: Copy of the Moderator Questionnaire

Moderator Questionnaire

Thank you for collecting the participant questionnaires, and for translating the answers to the open
guestions. These will give us insights into what the participants thought about the focus groups. We
would now like to ask yow the moderators¢ a few questions about your experiences and
impressions of the focus groups. This will help us to understand how to improve events such as this
in the future. We would therefore be extremely grateful if you could complete this questiongaire
which is relatively sho. Although we ask for your name, this is simply so that we can contact you
about your comments in the futuref you agree to thisYou will remain anonymous in any report

that is written on the basis of analysing the results from this questionr@s@eplease be honest in

your opinions.

To answer most questions, simply start typing into the shaded box, which will expand to allow you to
GNARGS a4 YdzOK Fa @2dz tA1Sd® C2NJ 6KS wOf2aSRQ
indicate your anser (as instructed). Also, when you respond, please try to avoid pressing the
WNBOGdzNYQ 1Seé> +ta GKAa OFy R2 2RR GKAy3a G2
the backspace delete key, and this should remove the problem.

z

When you hag completed this questionnaire, please email it directly to me, at:
generowe00@gmail.com

Once again, thank you for your time.

Drs. Gene Rowe and Richard Watermeyer (VOICES evaluators)

About you

1. Name (forcontact purposes only)

2. Which events did you run? (please state COUNTRY, CITY and DATE, e.g. UK, London, 23 and 24
April)

3. How experienced were you at moderating events likelibforethis project? (please tick one
box)

Very experienced (e.g. it is part of my job) ]
Fairly experienced (e.g. | sometimes moderate events) L]
Not very experienced (e.g. | have occasionally moderated syent [ ]
Completely inexperienced (e.g. | have never moderated events befork)
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About the training andmaterials

4. How useful did you find the training? Please tick a box and then explain why you answered as you
did.

Very useful ]
Fairly useful ]
Not very useful ]
Not at all useful ]
Why did you answer thiway?

5. What aspect of the training did you fimibst usefuln subsequently helping you to run the focus
groups?

6. Isthere anything about the training that you would change, if a similar event to this were to be
run in the future? That is, would y@add, remove or changeanything?

7. How useful did you find thiloderator Manua? Please tick a box and then explain why you
answered as you did.

Very useful ]
Fairly useful ]
Not very useful ]
Not at all useful ]

Why did you answer this way?

8. Is there anything about the Moderator Manual that you would alter to make it more useful? That
is, would youadd, remove or changeanything?

About the event

9. Was there enough time for all of the exercises? Did any of the exercises take longer or shorter
amounts of time than you expected? Please explain.

10. Please comment on the ease or difficulty of running the four different exercises. That is, did you
have any problems in running or moderating these? Why?
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Exercise 1
Exercise 2
Exercise 3

Exercise 4

11. Which of the four exercises did you thim&rked bes(if any)? Why?

12. Which of the four exercises do you thim&rked least wel(if any)? Why?

13. Did you notice any major diffences between the three focus groups? For example, was any one
easier or more difficult than the others to moderate? Please explain.

14. How would YOU change the proces®if could? Please suggéistee waysn which the overall
process (from training, to the conduct of the focus groups) might be improved in your opinion.

1.

Thank you for answering this questionnaire. It is possible that one of the evaluators may wish to re
contact you about something you have written here. If gueeto this, please note a contdemail
below; if you would rather not be reontacted, please leave the space blank.

Email:

Now please save this questionnaire with a unique name (e.g. London Moderatoelead return
to: generowe00@gmail.com
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