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1. Executive Summary 
The eLIPTIC Process Evaluation Plan spells out the rationale, approach and concrete 

methods of the eLIPTIC process evaluation (PE). Its target audience is the entire eLIPTIC 

consortium, especially the Use Case Managers, Local Evaluation Managers and Local 

Support Partners because they play key roles in the PE and should be well informed about 

the purpose and procedure of the PE. A secondary target audience is the wider public, 

because the credibility of the PE results rests on a clear and transparent PE strategy. 

The first two chapters elaborate on the rationale of a PE in general with references to the 

eLIPTIC DoW and the PE literature. A prominent representative of the latter describes the 

ultimate aim of a process evaluation as “to get insight in the stories behind the figures and to 

learn from them” (Dziekan et al., 2013, p. 80). In other words, for the eLIPTIC Use Cases, 

the PE  is meant as an opportunity, to think carefully about who does what and why and what 

has which kind of effect and why in order to improve the overall outcome. 

The document also makes transparent the main quality criteria of the eLIPTIC PE in order to 

facilitate an ongoing reflection about the PE process. Furthermore, it contains three sets of 

questions that will guide the PE processes at each of the three corresponding project and 

evaluation phases: Preparation, Implementation and Operation. These “question banks” will 

be utilised for further adaptations to ensure the specific suitability for the three eLIPTIC 

project pillars:  

• safe integration of ebuses into existing electric PT infrastructure (and others) 

• upgrading / regenerating electric public transport systems 

• multi-purpose use of electric public transport infrastructure 

and for the two eLIPTIC project types:  

• feasibility studies 

• live demonstrations 

The concrete methods for the gathering of various types of data are explained in chapter 7. 

They include online surveys, semi-structured interviews, interactive drawing exercises and 

focus groups. This chapter also spells out the specific times during the project at which these 

methods are to be applied. Finally, the last chapter explains the data analysis procedure that 

will feed into the final formation of conclusions and the way in which these will be cast into a 

final report. 
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2. The Task 3.2 mission according to the DoW 

According to the Description of Work (DoW), WP3 consists of two elements, the Impact 

Evaluation and the Process Evaluation. Their combined and “integrated interpretation I will 

provide the necessary understanding of the effectiveness of the ELIPTIC measures."  

More specifically, the DoW requires that the Process Evaluation Plan (PEP) „describes the 

methodology to collect any useful data/information to evaluate the process, including specific 

datasheets for the data process for each EUC” (ELIPTIC Use Case). It is due in project 

month 6, that is, December 2015. 

The PEP is the main output of Task 3.2, which reads as follows (highlights by the author): 

Task 3.2 – Process Evaluation Plan: 

Task leader: RC, Task members: UNIROMA1, RWTH, EEG members, all EUC 

representatives (contribution to draft and edition of the Process Evaluation Plan) 

Starting at Month 1, Ending at Month 6 

As for Task 3.1, a detailed methodology will be developed (based on the experience made 

in the CIVITAS programme) to assess the consistency and the effectiveness of whole 

process (from planning to implementation, including specific operational tasks and the role 

of communication, information and participation). The plan will encompass the following 

methodological issues: 

i) collection of data/information on EUCs (at any stage of the demonstration/feasibility 

processes) to have a common framework/platform to share and communicate between the 

ELIPTIC Evaluation Group (EEG) and the EUCs; more specifically each EUC will have an 

own sheet (the ELIPTIC Folder) in which typical information/data concerning scope, extent 

and goals of the measure(s) to test, data sources, single EUC context relevant facts and 

figures, representatives and stakeholders involved, steps of the implementation process 

(including drivers and barriers and, at the end of the project, lessons learnt), data collected 

to feed the KPIs (according to what stated in v) Task 3.1) are reported, via an online 

based reporting tool; the EUCs are in charge of collecting and processing tests 

measurements and data, and supplying them to the EEG; 

ii) identification of success factors and barriers (throughout all the EUCs activities) based 

on continuous reporting, feedback and support (from the EUCs to the EEG and vice versa, 

via the liaison body) to ensure a procedure for fast communication, especially in case of 

unexpected barriers; lessons learnt session with all EUCs as part of a WP4 workshop 

series (see tasks 4.5) ) 

iii) inputs for recommendations (from the EUCs to the EEG and vice versa, at any stage of 

the demonstration/ feasibility processes), especially for what concerns WP5 task 5.4 
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The eLIPTIC Process Evaluation is part of wider evaluation activities as illustrated in Figure 

1. 

 

 

3. Refined articulation of a PE’s purpose 

Due to its inevitable conciseness, the DoW cannot elaborate on the purpose of a Process 

Evaluation (PE) in general as explained in the PE literature. Nevertheless, it is important for 

the eLIPTIC Evaluation Group (EEG) and for the use case (UC) representatives to 

understand the basic PE principles and objectives in order to foster their commitment and 

active participation.  

Figure 1. Process Evaluation in the wider WP3 context. Source: 
Corazza, M.V. and Musso, A. (2015) eLIPTIC Impacts 
Evaluation Plan, p. 10 
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One of the aims of this PEP document is therefore to articulate a PE’s purpose very clearly in 

a way that is specifically tailored to the eLIPTIC context and refined beyond the short 

description in the DoW.1  

Van Rooijen et al. (2013), for example, explain that the main goal of the process evaluation 

is: 

“to develop new findings about factors of success, and strategies to overcome 

possible barriers during the implementation phase by analyses of all relevant 

information. Together with the results of the impact evaluation the 

documentation of the process evaluation will be the basis for the information 

and recommendations for other European cities” (p. 79) 

Similarly, Dziekan et al. (2013) elaborate that the process evaluation focuses 

“on the means and procedures by which a measure is implemented. It begins 

during project development and continues throughout the life of the project. 

Its intent is to assess all project activities, negative and positive factors which 

are influencing the measure implementation process and thus provide 

information to monitor and improve the project. (p. 17) 

To the UCMs in particular, it is important to highlight that a PE is not merely a monitoring 

activity, let alone a judgemental audit that mischievously “sniffs around”, eagerly searching 

for any evidence of things gone wrong. It is a much more constructive activity with the 

“ultimate aim I to get insight in the ‘stories behind the figures’ and to learn from them” 

(Dziekan et al., 2013, 80) so that oneself can constructively reflect upon things that could be 

improved and, obviously, that other cities do not have to reinvent the wheel and can reduce 

the trial-and-error components in their own implementation measures. 

This is important, because the complex reality of project implementers “on the ground” is 

typically far from ideal like in a controlled laboratory setting. On the contrary, most measures 

face a multitude or challenges like cultural issues, lack of political support, technical hiccups, 

difficulty to obtain spare parts, public opposition, mis-communication  and many more. For 

any UEM and even more so for anyone trying to implement a similar measure in another city, 

it will be very interesting to know how a certain outcome was produced, which informal 

patterns were at play “behind the scenes”, which unanticipated consequences emerged but 

also which positive factors were utilised and how problems have been overcome and so 

                                            
 
1
 The entries in the bibliography in chapter 8 (and more) were consulted during the creation of this PEP and are recommended 

to members of the EEG, the Local Evaluation Managers (LEM) and the Use Case Managers (UCM) who are interested in more 
detailed background information.  



 
 
 

22-Feb-2016   eLIPTIC Process Evaluation Plan, Deliverable D3.2 by Ralf Brand | 1 0  

 
 
 

Process Evaluation Plan 
 

forth. In essence, then, the PE is about identifying and understanding drivers and barriers. 

Dziekan, K. et al. (2013, p. 82) specify the following types of barriers and drivers: 

• “Political / strategic 

• Institutional 

• Cultural 

• Involvement, communication 

• Planning  

• Organisational 

• Financial 

• Technological” 

In other words, whereas an Impact Evaluation focuses on the input and the output of a 

complex system, the Process Evaluation opens the black box of the system and looks inside 

to understand the cogs, chains and gears that are at work. This can help to detect the 

reasons for “delays, changes, failures but also success of the measure I [and] to avoid 

making the same mistakes again” (Dziekan et al., 2013, 80). If conducted early enough, a PE 

has even a preventative effect by providing insights about how a measure can be improved 

over the course of the remaining time. This is a particularly strong argument for a measure-

accompanied evaluation.  

The description of the objectives of all evaluation activities in the DoW (see the introduction 

to WP3) seems to indicate that the only purpose of all evaluation activities (including the 

process evaluation) is to “provide the necessary understanding of the effectiveness of the 

ELIPTIC measures”. The description of task 3.2, which deals specifically with the Process 

Evaluation, goes further and also talks about “lessons learned” and “recommendations”. 

Even further purposes of the PE should be mentioned, in particular, a certain awareness-

raising effect at very early stages of the project through critical questions about issues 

that might arise, that the literature suggests or that the respondents could – based on a frank 

ex-ante reflection – envisage themselves. Furthermore, the results of the PE should also be 

able to be fed into the Option Generator and into Task 3.6, i.e. the assessment of 

transferability at European level.  

Under ideal conditions, a PE would serve a rather comprehensive spectrum of purposes by 

answering questions such as the following: 

• What do / did we expect to happen? 

• What are we planning / did we plan to do? (technical activities but also communication, 

information, participation) 

• What are the locally specific context conditions that explain our goals and planned 

strategies? (historical, geographical, financial, technological, political, cultural) 

• Who did what in what time sequence and why? 
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• What did happen, exactly? 

• How did it occur? 

• What barriers were encountered (known ones and unexpected ones) and which impact 

did they have on the process of the measure? 

• What fostered the process? (known factors and unexpected ones), how and to what 

degree? 

• Why did happen what happened? (taking into account the locally specific context 

conditions) 

• (How) do the actual results deviate from the expected results? 

• How to explain the deviation from the expected results (if any)? 

• Did what happened meet the expectations? 

While questions like the above have primarily a descriptive and retrospective character, we 

should also include more analytical, self-critical, lateral and future-oriented aspects – even if 

they are speculative: 

• Could the same project-level effects have been achieved with fewer efforts, fewer 

resources, less time? (efficiency) 

• Could the same (or better) macro-level effects have been achieved with completely 

different measures? 

• What should have been done differently and why? 

• What should someone else with similar aims pay attention to and why? 

• What other stakeholders should have been involved and why? 

• What should we not have done at all? 

• What data/information would have been useful to have (before, during, after)? 

• What external factors (e.g. national laws) impacted in what way on our EUC? 

• What recommendations can we give to which actors? (industry, regulators, policy 

makers, media, I) 

The above questions are surely not yet exhaustive and not all of them might be seen as 

relevant to the leg-work of implementers (project partners as well as other future 

implementers). Therefore, the development process of the PEP included participatory 

elements in the sense that some ECUs were invited to nominate issues that should be 

covered during the PE in the context of a meeting of the EEG in Rome in October 2015. 

 

4. Standard Quality Criteria 
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The eLIPTIC PE should meet certain standard quality criteria that apply to any (process) 

evaluation: 

• Credibility: The raw data, interim findings and final conclusions should be publicly 

available (but confidentiality trumps this factor). 

• Transparency: The method description should be publicly available; hence this 

document. 

• Confidentiality: Respondents should be offered complete anonymity in writing; this 

requirement will be fulfilled through an Informed Consent Sheet. 

• Data security: All names of respondents, interview notes, recordings and any other 

“data” should be encrypted; this will be the case for the eLIPTIC PE. 

• Proportionality: The data collection and analysis efforts should be proportionate to the 

intended purpose; hence the possibility for EUC to provide input into the PEP. 

• Manageability: Only such types and amounts of data should be collected that will 

actually be used in further analysis steps; has been considered for this PEP. 

• Traceability: Anyone questioning a certain statement should have the opportunity to 

trace it back to the origin (as long as it does not violate confidentiality); this possibility 

exists by contacting the leader of the eLIPTIC PE task at info@rupprecht-consult.eu.  

• Validity: Care should be taken that questions do appropriately capture the actual issue 

at stake; pilot tests will be conducted to ensure this. 

• Reliability: The data captured should be representative of the standard situation; not of 

a special outlier situation; this has been taken care of. 

• Freedom of bias:  

o Respondent bias: Every respondent will be offered written anonymity (if desired) 

and complete freedom from repercussions for non- or low-success in order to 

facilitate frank answers without self-congratulatory tendencies. (See van Rooijen 

et al., 2013, p.28) 

o Researcher bias: If PE researcher(s) become aware of their own positionality that 

might affect their judgment, they will disclose this in any related report. 

• Ethics: The research process, data gathering process, use of data, dissemination of 

findings should adhere to highest ethical standards; 

• Comprehensiveness: All relevant aspects should be covered; all members of the EEG 

(including EUC representatives) had the opportunity to comment on drafts of the PEP 

in order to ensure comprehensiveness. 

• Evidence based: Wherever possible, factual and verifiable information should be used. 

Nevertheless, subjective opinions should enter the “dataset” but must be declared as 

such; this is a guiding principle of the eLIPTIC PE. 

• Triangulation: A range of sources (interviews, written material, observations, I) should 

inform the final conclusions, especially where incongruent signals are received; this will 
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be guaranteed. 

• Attention to nuances: van Rooijen et al. (2013, p. 28) highlight the tendency “to 

overemphasize highly visible and evident barriers and drivers and to underestimate the 

more subtle and complex ones”. This risk needs to be cognitively addressed and 

actively counteracted. 

• Independence: The design and execution of the process evaluation must not be 

affected by any vested interests of parties involved in the research consortium or third 

parties. 

Please note: Some of the above criteria stand in theoretical conflict to each other (e.g. 

confidentiality and traceability). In case such theoretical discrepancies materialise in a 

concrete way, the PE researchers will contact the EEG to seek their advice. 

 

5. Questions Bank 

The literature on project management in general and on process evaluation in particular 

typically differentiates between three project phases, to which the eLIPTIC PE process 

correspond. Van Rooijen et al., for example, explain:  

• “Planning, preparation and design phase. Options for possible measures are discussed 

* engagement activities for stakeholders are organised * to achieve a high level of 

acceptance. At the end of this phase all planning details are fixed ... 

• Implementation (construction) phase. The measure will be implemented in real life * 

accompanied by information activities for the public * if transport users are affected * 

At the end of this phase the measure starts operation. 

• Operation phase. The measure is opened to the public * specific information and 

communication campaigns to bridge possible information gaps of (potential) users” 

(2013, p. 27). 

The question bank presented below, is therefore also structured along this basic chronology 

of all eLIPTIC UC processes. This list of questions is a direct result of all of the above 

considerations, in particular, the various purposes, quality criteria and time sequences of a 

process evaluation. The actual selection of questions will be further tailored to the types of 

eLIPTIC UCs (TRC, pilots, demonstrators, feasibility studies). The EEG is invited to play a 

strong role in this final tailoring process. 

• Early Stage (benchmarking) 

o In your EUC, what is expected to happen? 

o What actions are being planned in your EUC? (technical activities but also 

communication, information, participation) 
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o What are external context conditions at the meso- and macro-level (regional 

government; national laws; public sensitivities; I) 

o What are the locally specific context conditions that explain your EUC’s goals and 

planned strategies? (historical, geographical, financial, technological, political, 

cultural) 

o How would you rate public support or opposition to your EUC? From whom? 

o What are your known stakeholders and their known or expected vested interests? 

o What problems can you envisage / anticipate? 

o How would you assess the level of awareness / knowledge / acceptance among 

policy makers, stakeholders, the wider public? 

 

• Interim Stage 

o Who has been involved in the planning / implementation process so far? 

(stakeholders and wider public) 

o How has the cooperation worked so far, intra-institutional (other department, I) 

and interinstitutional (utilities, housing associations, I) 

o What information has been provided to which stakeholders and the general public 

so far? 

o Who in your EUC’s wider stakeholder set did what in what time sequence and 

why? Possibly develop retrospective Gantt chart with respondent. 

o What effects / results did occur in your EUC so far? 

o What barriers were encountered so far? (known ones and unexpected ones) 

o What fostered your EUC process so far? (known factors and unexpected ones) 

o How are the measures received by workers, drivers, maintenance personnel, 

office workers, software handlers, I with regards to retraining, comfort, health, 

safety, working hours, toilet breaks, I 

o Has anyone / any stakeholder(s) displayed opposition against the measures? 

o What legal / regulatory issues2 did you encounter so far? 

o Did any activity require certain certificates, permissions, approvals, I? 

o Have you run into any insurance / liability issues? 

o Are there any competing alternative products, technologies available? 

o Why did happen what happened? (taking into account the locally specific context 

conditions) 

o Are currently modifications to your work programme foreseen? 

o Are responsibilities clear and accepted? Are liability issues handled well? Are 

                                            
 
2
 For example: In Germany, only utility companies are allowed to sell electricity 
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there sufficient written agreements? 

 

• Final Evaluation (some questions from the Interim Stage to be repeated) 

o What are the impacts on the pre-identified problems? Were the original objectives 

achieved? 

o (How) do the actual results deviate from the expected results? 

o How can the deviation(s) from the expected results (if any) be explained? 

o Who are the impactees? Are some of them possibly “voiceless”? Have they all 

been consulted at some point along the process – when and how?  

o What are the economic, social, environmental, aesthetic impacts? 

o Have some of your external context conditions changed? (national laws; I) 

o Have some of your locally specific context conditions changed? (e.g. change of 

political majority; landslide; public perceptions; major event; I) 

o What did take more / less time than expected? 

o Are there any positive impacts on problems that were not previously identified? 

o Are there any unintended side-effects (also second-order effects)? 

o Do you expect the achievements to be sustained for the next 5, 10, 20 years? 

o Do the results comply with and/or complement other local policy goals? 

o What are the impacts on space requirements, need for new tools, I? 

o Have you detected or do you expect to have triggered any knock-on effects? (e.g. 

spin-off projects) 

o What do stakeholders, passengers, non-users say? (evidence based, i.e. surveys 

etc.) 

o How do you interpret the acceptability signals from stakeholders and the general 

public? What aesthetic impacts are you aware of, acoustic, olfactory, visual (e.g. 

catenaries in historic districts) 

o Materials, e.g. toxicity in batteries 

o Contractual issues, e.g. with suppliers, with support / complementary partners, 

with citizens (e.g. to mount catenary onto private buildings) 

o Are there any spatial issues, e.g. 

� co-location of infrastructure (e.g. near a subway, bus, taxi, carsharing station) 

� with regards to topography (valley, hill, I) 

� proximity to high-demand centres 

� real estate prices 

� start of bus line, end of line, along the line 

o Anything to report with regards to time 
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� Months, I seasons 

� Day of the week 

� Time of the day 

� Waiting times / idle times 

� Rush hours 

� Timetabling /scheduling 

� Time “under the wire” (catenary) enough to re-charge? 

o Financial implications 

� Real estate value for higher space requirements in depots 

� Changes to fuel costs, maintenance costs, staff costs 

 

In addition to these phase-specific questions, some of the following questions will be 

addressed and discussed at various points of the PE process: 

• Critical Reflection 

o Are all elements of cause-effect chains precisely known; or only assumed; or 

unknown? 

o What should have been done differently and why? 

o What other stakeholders should have been involved and why? Which ones should 

not have been involved? 

o What decisions should have been pre-made? 

o What support was crucial? What support would have been good? 

o What expected obstacles were serious problems? Which ones did not turn out 

problematic? 

o What unexpected obstacles emerged? 

o What data/information would have been useful to have (before, during, after)? 

o Could the same project-level effects have been achieved with fewer efforts, fewer 

resources, less time? (efficiency) 

o Could the same (or better) macro-level effects have been achieved with 

completely different measures? 

o What are relevant political context conditions (all hierarchical levels)? 

 

• Recommendations 

o Policy recommendations (local, national, EU) (re: mobility, energy, I) 

o Especially for EU level policy makers: Specific initiatives like the Railway Package 

etc. 

o What should someone else with similar aims pay attention to and why? 
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o What external factors (e.g. national laws) impacted in what way on our EUC? 

o What recommendations can we give to which actors? (industry, regulators, policy 

makers, media, I) 

 

 

 

 

6. Data Gathering Methods 

The task 3.2 description in the DoW includes only a few references to appropriate evaluation 

methods such as “an online based reporting tool” or “lessons learnt session with all EUCs as 

part of a WP4 workshop series”. Such scarce indications obviously require further definition. 

The specification of the PE methods is guided by some overarching principles, including the 

practicability and proportionality of all reporting demands. They stipulate that the reporting 

burden on the EUCs must be kept within reasonable limits.  

This suggests that the objectives of the PE should be defined as narrowly as sensible in 

order to minimise the information required from EUCs. In terms of data acquisition, it is 

important to utilise data / material that is collected anyway (regardless of the purpose and 

regardless of the collecting WP) to the extent possible. This includes minutes of monthly tele-

conferences, notes of WP workshops, review surveys, Planning and Execution Checklists, 

Risk Identification Forms, UC set-up reports etc. and requires coordination between all task-

leaders that request information from EUCs at some point (Pillar Coordinators, risk 

assessment team, UITP, I) 

It will, however, also be necessary to gather primary data through various means such as: 

• Online survey. This tool will be used as one among several because it makes the data 

entry / information submission procedure very convenient, especially if certain answer 

boxes are pre-defined (where sensible). This will also ensure a high level of 

comparability across the UCs. The structure of the reporting survey will be as follows: 

o General information such as the name of the UC, the current project phase, target 

groups and partners involved in the measure implementation and information 

about the person who completed the form with contact information. Some of this 

information has to be provided in the first reporting period only (at the end of 

preparation phase) and can be copied to the following reporting periods. 

Afterwards, only specific changes have to be reported. 

o Information about UC objectives. This information will have to be reported most 

thoroughly in the first phase – afterwards, only changes to the UC objectives have 

to be reported. 
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o The content section should contain “the documentation of the process barriers and 

drivers as well as of the activities undertaken to deal with the identified problems” 

(Dziekan et al., 2013, p. 85 – see this reference also for sample questionnaires). It 

is envisaged that this section will also include one question about the most 

(second most, third most ...) important barriers and drivers. 

o Risks. A brief separate section will ask about previously identified risks (and how 

they were managed) and about currently perceived risks, the corresponding risk 

management strategies and the planned mitigating countermeasures. 

o Any other comments. 

The PE leader organisation will set up such an online reporting questionnaire, most 

likely with the tools SurveyMonkey or Qualtrics. Each UC will be required to submit 

core data at least once per phase (preparation; implementation; operation). Where the 

nature of the question/answer is suitable to the expression of degrees of 

dis/agreement, Liekert scales will be used. This provides the opportunity to utilise the 

results also for the impact evaluation in quantitative terms. 

• Semi-structured interviews will be another part of the data gathering toolkit in order 

to develop a more in-depth understanding of the inevitably crude information gathered 

through the online survey. PE These interviews should ideally be conducted face-to-

face but will certainly also have to be via telephone or VoIP in many cases. In cases of 

non-face-to-face conversations, the persons conducting the interviews will offer their 

interviewees to share their screen during the conversation so that the informant can 

see live the notes the interviewee is taking in order to ensure the correct representation 

of the respondents’ views. One interview will be held with each UC during each phase. 

• Interactive drawing exercises can complement the interviews, because they can 

stimulate the articulation of tacit knowledge and experiences that would otherwise 

evade the attempt to express them verbally. Various techniques will be employed, 

depending on the situation. Examples are: 

o Respondents will be encouraged to “think out loud” while they draw a map of all 

actors and their relationships as they subjectively perceived it, using different 

colours for different power grades. 

o Respondents will be invited to articulate their thoughts while they draw a 

retrospective Gantt chart. 

• Focus groups can play a valuable role in a PE process and will be held depending on 

needs and possibilities. It is foreseen to conduct focus groups at least within the 

context of each general consortium meeting with a selected group of participants. 

 

The following table summarises the various data categories, methods, sources and the 

respective timing and frequencies. 
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Data 

category 

Method Source Timing 

Written Review of existing 

material 

Monthly TelCo notes Continuous 

Notes of WP4 workshops 

Review surveys 

Planning / Execution Checklist 

Risk Identification Form 

UC set-up report 

Online questionnaire 

Primary 

One per UC, one per 

phase 

Verbal (Telephone) 

interviews 

One per UC, one per 

phase 

Focus groups Attached to consortium 

meetings 

Visual Drawing exercise Optional with interview 

Retrospective Gantt 

Chart 

Optional with interview 

 

Responsibilities: 

Van Rooijen et al. specify very clearly that “data collection for the process evaluation and 

performance of the evaluation itself are the responsibilities of the cities.” (2013, p. 28); the 

pendant to “the cities” in eLIPTIC are the UCs. A more detailed overview of the PE 

responsibilities is provided in the following list: 

• PE coordinator (Rupprecht Consult) Overall PE coordination 

Arrange and conduct face-to-face and 

telephone interviews 

 Arrange and conduct focus groups 

 Prepare and execute data analysis 

 Provide interim feedback to UCs 

  Creation of the PE report 

• Use Case Managers Provide data / information 
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• Local Evaluation Managers Collect & submit information; Enter data in 

online survey; Conversation partner for interviews 

• Local Support Partners (= PE tutor) Remind and discuss evaluation issues with 

UCMs and LEMs; ensure quality of submitted 

information (data validation and completeness 

and plausibility check) 

• All technical support partners Provide „anyway“ material 

 

The crucial role of local support partners deserves specific mention because they are 

expected to serve in a role as reporting “tutors”. This means, that they are expected to 

discuss PE-related issues with UC representatives before the latter file their report or give a 

PE interview and to check the completeness and plausibility of the provided information after 

the submission / provision by the LEMs. 

Data recording and storage: Any related material (reporting sheets, interview recordings 

and transcripts) will be encrypted in order to protect the informants’ identity. In all further 

analysis steps, interim and final PE documents, pseudonyms will be used. The key between 

pseudonyms and real names will be password protected and only accessible to people 

involved in the actual PE process. Care will be taken not to disclose the respondents’ identity 

through reference to their location, position etc. All related data will be stored at computers 

with an at least weekly routine back-up system until 5 years after the end of the ELIPTIC 

project. 

Selection of Data Sources and Respondents: The coordination with other task leaders, 

who will – at some point – request information from the EUCs should include an explicit 

agreement about the position of individuals who should provide the information. The PE team 

will decide at its discretion to also consult with other individuals in order to meet the 

triangulation requirement, especially in case of low-plausibility and incongruent signals. This 

is in line with the general recommendation that “a multitude of perspectives should be sought 

from people inside and outside the measure” (Dziekan et al., 2013, p. 80). 

Sanction mechanism: EUCs that do not submit their information on time at the required 

quality are – after futile warnings and correction attempts – subject to sanction mechanisms. 

The project coordinator is informed about the need for such a mechanism and confirmed its 

responsibility to execute related activities. 

  

7. Analysis and Conclusions 

We assume that the majority of raw “data” for the PE will be qualitative. This material in itself 

does not “speak by itself” but requires an analysis step with the purpose  
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• to detect patterns in the data,  

• to sort and to group similar types of information according to certain parameters,  

• to identify similarities across EUCs,  

• to find correlations and causalities within EUCs,  

• to check for plausibility 

Such analyses and their results are most effective and credible when they are undertaken in 

a structured and transparent way so that the resulting conclusions are “solidly ‘grounded’ in 

the data collected” (DG BUDGET, 2004, p. 89). It is therefore necessary, to operate with an 

explicit analysis strategy, which is guided by the following key principles: 

• “Coding and abstraction. The identification of categories of concepts that are used to 

label data (coding), the grouping of linked categories of data and the conceptualisation 

of the latter at a higher level of abstraction to produce conclusions.  

• Data matrices. The identification of key themes or dimensions and the sorting of data in 

respect to them, hence making patterns across data easier to draw out.  

• Frequency counts. The identification of key themes and assertions and counting the 

number of times that they occur in the data.  

• Time-series qualitative data analysis. The chronological ordering of data to provide an 

account of activities and events in such a way as to identify causal relationships.”  (DG 

BUDGET, 2004, p. 89) 

A Computer Assisted/Aided Qualitative Data Analysis Software (CAQDAS) will be used for 

this purpose. The final decision, which software package will be chosen has yet to be taken. 

Likely candidates are:  

• CATMA - Computer Aided Textual Markup & Analysis 

• COMPENDIUM 

• LibreQDA 

• Cassandre 

• Aquad 

A useful overview of available products is provided by Predictive Analytics Today, which will 

be consulted in the final selection process3. 

The final conclusions and findings of the PE analysis will be articulated in writing in a format 

that is suitable for the intended target audience in terms of writing style, layout, (digital) 

format etc. The content focus will correspond to the overarching goal of the PE in general, 

                                            
 
3
  http://www.predictiveanalyticstoday.com/top-free-qualitative-data-analysis-software/ Another useful resources is 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Computer-assisted_qualitative_data_analysis_software  
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that is, the facilitation of a upscaling and transfer. The final PE results will therefore include 

some illustrative case studies to demonstrate tangibly, which types of drivers and barriers are 

to be reckoned with and how they can be utilised and handled, respectively.  

The responsibility of this write-up process rests with Rupprecht Consult. It is likely that the 

final PE report will adhere to the following structure: 

• The eLIPTIC project and its PE strategy 

• Deviations from the original plan 

• Barriers (with context specific interpretations) 

• Drivers (with context specific interpretations) 

• Recommendations with critical transferability analysis 

 

 

8. Bibliography 

• CIVITAS GUARD (2006), Framework for Evaluation. 

• CIVITAS POINTER (2009), Framework for Evaluation in POINTER. 

• DG BUDGET – Evaluation unit. (2004). Evaluating EU activities: a practical guide for 

the commission service. Luxembourg: Office for Official Publications of the European 

Communities. Retrieved on 22. Sept. 2015 from http://ec.europa.eu/smart-

regulation/evaluation/docs/eval_activities_en.pdf   

• Dziekan, K. et al. (Eds.). (2013). Evaluation matters: a practitioners’ guide to sound 

evaluation for urban mobility measures. Münster: Waxmann. 

• Piao, J. and J. Preston (2010), CBA Recommendations for CIVITAS Evaluation, TRG 

University of Southampton. 

• van Rooijen, T., Nesterova, N., & Guikink, D. (2013). Applied framework for evaluation 

in CIVITAS PLUS II. Retrieved on 22. Sept. 2015 from 

http://www.civitas.eu/sites/default/files/Results%20and%20Publications/civitas_wiki_d4

_10_evaluation_framework.pdf 



PROCESS EVALUATION – INFORMATION SHEET 
 

As active member of the eLIPTIC project you are invited to take part in the project’s Process 

Evaluation (= Task 3.2 in the Description of Work). Please take your time to read the following 

information, outlining why this task is important, and what your participation involves. Please 

ask if anything is unclear. 

 

Who will conduct the Process Evaluation? The consortium member in charge of the Process Evaluation task is 

Rupprecht Consult. The responsible person is Ralf Brand and he will be assisted by Ana-Maria Baston. You can reach the 

Process Evaluation team on +49 221 60605518 or at r.brand@rupprecht-consult.eu 

 

What is the aim of the Process Evaluation? Whereas the Impact Evaluation measures the effects of a project, the 

Process Evaluation tries to explain the reasons for and the processes behind these effects; in other words: the “story behind 

the figures.” It is not the purpose of the Process Evaluation to “dig around” for mistakes or even to blame anyone. It is 

simply to find out why things turned out the way they did. In case of problematic outcomes, the results of the Process 

Evaluation will not affect the eligibility of financial payments from the EU Commission / project coordinator to the Use Cases 

in any way. 

 

Why have I been chosen? You have been chosen because of your role as eLIPTIC Use Case Manager, as eLIPTIC 

Local Evaluation Manager or because of any other related role within the eLIPTIC project. It is foreseen to collect the views 

of around 50 persons in total across all eLIPTIC Use Cases. 

 

What, concretely, does my participation entail? You will be asked to ? 

• engage in an interview-style conversation, either face-to-face, over the phone or via tele-conference. With your 

permission we would like to audio-record such conversations. 

• participate in a focus group meeting with some other people to discuss certain issues (focus group meetings will be 

integrated into eLIPTIC partner meetings). 

• answer some questions in a survey, most likely online. 

• put down some of your thoughts visually, e.g. by drawing a network of actors, by sketching the timeline of your Use 

Case etc. This will be linked to an interview and/or be part of the next series of WP4 workshops. 

 

What happens to the information collected? Collected information may be typed as notes or transcribed
1
 and will 

be analysed for patterns within and across Use Cases. The information will be securely stored for a maximum of 5 years 

after the end of eLIPTIC. Upon your written request by you we will destroy any record we have of the conversation with you.  

 

How is confidentiality ensured? The raw information gathered through surveys, interviews and focus groups will not 

be released to the public! Only anonymised versions (i.e. without references to real names) will be accessible to selected 

individuals of the WP3 task leaders (Uni Rome, Rupprecht Consult, Uni Gdansk and Siemens) and of UITP. If you have 

concerns about this please do get in touch with Ralf or Ana-Maria (contact details above) so we can find a pragmatic 

solution. Reports, scientific papers, posters, lectures etc. for the public will not include any real names, only pseudonyms 

(unless interviewees wish to be named). Care will also be taken not to disclose identities by references to professional roles 

or organisations. The key between real names and pseudonyms will be encrypted and will only be accessible to Ralf Brand 

and Ana-Maria Baston, the core team of the Process Evaluation. 

 

How often and how long will I be asked to contribute? Each participant will be asked to contribute at least three 

times during the eLIPTIC project; during the early, the interim and the final stage. An average interview might last about one 

hour, a focus group session between one and two hours. It should be possible to fill in a survey in 10-20 minutes. 

 

Can the time I spend on such activities be charged to the eLIPTIC project? Yes, the personnel resources 

needed for the process evaluation shall be covered by the planned budget for WP2 activities.  

 

What if I require further information, or have any concerns? Please contact Ralf Brand in the first instance 

(details above). However, if there are any issues or concerns regarding the conduct of the Process Evaluation that you 

would prefer not to discuss with members of the Process Evaluation team, please contact the eLIPTIC project coordinator: 
 

Hendrik Koch Freie Hansestadt Bremen Senator für Umwelt, Bau, Verkehr Nachhaltige Mobilität 

Contrescarpe 72 28195 Bremen. Germany hendrik.koch@umwelt.bremen.de +49 421 361-10455 

                                                 
1 Transcription means that an audio recording will be typed (sometimes even word for word) onto a computer. 



PROCESS EVALUATION – CONSENT FORM 
 
If you agree, after having read the above Information Sheet, to participate in 

the eLIPTIC process evaluation, please complete and sign this form.  

Please note that some points are optional. 

 

 
Please 
Initial 

1)  I confirm that I have had time to read the information sheet provided, and have had an 
opportunity to ask questions and have these answered to my satisfaction. 

 

 

 

2)  I agree that any anonymised information collected may be passed to other members of the 
Process Evaluation team and only to them. 

 

 

 

3a) I agree to the use of anonymous quotations from these interviews or focus groups in reports and 
publications. 

 

   �  

3b) Alternatively: I agree to the use of my real name in any future reports or publications (optional). 
 

 

   �  

3c) Alternatively: I would like to be informed at my below email address if the Process Evaluation 
team is planning to use my real name in any report or publication. If I do not object within 10  
days of such an email I imply my consent to the use of my real name. (optional). 

 

 
 

 

 

 

5) OPTIONAL: I agree that interviews and focus groups might be audio-recorded and transcribed 
as long as these recordings are stored securely on an encrypted computer.  

 

 

 

 

Email Address:  _________________________________________________ (optional) 

and/or Telephone Number: _________________________________________________ (optional) 

 
 
I agree to take part in the eLIPTIC Process Evaluation under the above specified conditions 
 

 

 

    

Name of participant                                            Date 

 

Ralf Brand                                                         22 April 2016 

 Signature 

Name of Researcher   Date  Signature 

 

 


