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Usability

Are there many participation 

requirements/barriers in place?
No references on ICT barriers

Anyone can comment 

Registration required to make budget proposal. 

11,744 people registered 

52, 534 votes for budget proposals. .4,937 budget 

proposals submitted

Yes. barriers(mandatory 

membership for participation, 

excessive personal information 

requests)

None to view/minimal registration to 

participate

Do those requirements limit or improve the 

quantity of participation?
No references on ICT barriers

Meltraud & Hiechlinger (2009) 102,031 participants  

85% budget proposals through Website

 9% budget proposals: regular mail. 

 4% Cologne call center 

 2 % e-mail (Trenel & Marker, 2009, p. 15).   9,184 

comments on the site (Blahut, 2009).

difficult to determine because it 

is not reported

Improve. It's hard to imagine an easier 

registration process, and a more 

onerous process would most likely 

damp down participation.

Do those requirements limit or improve the 

quality of participation?

No references on ICT barriers, but 

literature reports migrants and senior 

citizens were not reached. 100 visitors per 

week followed discussion boards. 50 

suggestions posted. Few discussions with 

each other(Aicholzer & Westholm, 2008)

Online site received most proposals compared to 

traditional methods. 100-120,000 unique users ( city is 

1 million residents).

May improve the quality, but  

difficult to determine because it 

is not reported

Little impact is seen. Given Manor open 

approach, the fear would be a race to 

the bottom in terms of quality, but the 

quality is nonetheless high. 

Is it supported with off-line help?

Yes. This was a multimedia initiative, 

supported with in-person meetings and 

support groups.

Call center, email, written proposals by mail

Yes. They started ‘digital 

literacy school’. Also, they 

prepared several incentives.  

Yes, but it is not well promoted on the 

site itself. Nonetheless, city staff got 

back to me quickly when the 

researchers inquired. 

Are there any obvious problems -- bugs, 

deficient language, annoying pop ups, spam 

-- that limit usability?

Not reported Not reported
No. There are not obvious 

problems.

No. In general the tools are clean, 

simple and functional, although lack of 

help function, although poorly 

advertised off-line help is an issue. 

Relevance

Are users satisfied that the e-participation 

tool services a purpose?
Yes, purpose was specific

Yes, purpose was specific and allowed users to 

engage in a variety of ways, from commenting, to 

communicating to voting

Yes, according to the recent 

survey result. Citizens’ 

satisfaction had been increased 

from 75% (2000) to 92% 

(2004).

Yes, but evaluation has not been 

particularly rigorous. Still, in focus 

groups and surveys, users have 

responded favorably. 

Engagement

Does it help users understand and link to 

broader Democratic processes?

Web site provided clearinghouse for 

project information, decision-making 

process. Also allowed all discussions and 

forums to be accessible. 1,000 people 

took part in the entire e-participation 

project, 100 visits per day to the Web site 

during the height of the project(Aichhlzer 

and Westholm 2009). Online forum 

section posted only 100 weekly 

participants.

Main goals: transparency, proof of city as 

communications/technology leader.

Enthusiastic encouragement from city officials

Citizens felt empowered: 40% of budget suggestions 

made outside work hours.

Yes. This progress can 

increase the transparency in 

policy making process and 

vitalize discussions among 

citizen participants

Yes. Provides info on traditional 

avenues for participation such as 

council meetings, and deepens citizens 

ability to interact with government on 

several fronts. 

Is it supported with other, non ICT-

initiatives?

Multimedia, multiplatform. Community 

"support groups" kept citizens informed

Year-long preparation; Steering committee; Kick-off 

events; Mailing to all citizens; Budget hearings; Call 

center; Public relations campaign – flyers, bus cards, 

posters; Press conferences. Supported with mail, 

email and call center for budget proposals. Multi and 

mass media campaign for awareness

Yes. Other ICT (digital literacy 

school’, sending digital PR 

materials), non ICT(several 

incentives like cash prize) 

No, or at least not in an obvious and 

meaningful way. There is information 

on traditional democratic processes, but 

those processes are not well integrated 

onto the platform, and vice versa. 

Transparency

Does it make the decision making process 

more transparent?

Yes. Government agreed to abide by 

consensus decisions

Yes. Citizens actually created three sections of the 

budget. Citizens had access to government 

deliberation on proposals and city adopted proposals 

with the most online votes.

Yes. Gangnam open all their 

policy reports via online, and 

they broadcast their senior staff 

meeting, too.

Yes. Citizens can see exactly what 

happens to their ideas and complaints. 

Does it provide users with the information 

needed to make informed decisions?

Provided users with "idea pool" where 

citizens could see discussion and 

comment

Yes. Allowed access to all discussion on all aspects of 

the budget items. Variety of tools for learning about 

budget process.  

Yes. They provide all the 

information like policy reports, 

senior staff meeting, e-survey 

result and progress, and 

citizens’ comments on policy 

issues, etc. 

Yes, but could be better. The OpenGov 

section of the e-participation program is 

perhaps its least developed. However, 

citizens have been filling in the gap, 

providing links to additional information. 

Political Equity

Does it improve the inclusiveness of policy 

making?

Yes, but targeted specific groups --not 

whole community

Yes. Targeted specific life-style aspects of the budget, 

but included entire city.
unclear. Not mentioned in data 

Yes/no. It allows for more meaningful 

interaction in a variety of areas and 

entices citizens with virtual currency, 

but does not have a specific digital 

divide plan. 

Does it further disadvantage marginalized 

people/groups?

Seniors and migrants were not well-

reached by the process

Not mentioned in data that any group was excluded. 

Use of telephone and regular mail addressed.
unclear. Not mentioned in data 

It might. Internet access is a must, and 

the attractiveness of these tools might 

devalue citizen input collected in other 

means. 

Community Control

Does the project effectively link citizen input 

to the decision making process?

Yes. Citizen consensus was important to 

the adoption of the proposals related to 

the pool. 

Citizens had almost total control over the decision-

making process from proposal through voting. 

Yes. In the case of e-survey 

there were already more than 

500 cases that were decided 

and implemented following the 

citizens’ survey results.

Absolutely. Very strong in this category. 

At least six citizen generated ideas of 

already come to fruition. 

Are those that make decisions responsive to 

users of the e-participation system?
Yes. Adopted consensus-based proposals

Yes. City lawmakers acted on 300 proposals with the 

most votes. Adopted proposals totally 17 million euro.

Especially officials used a 70 

percent approval rating as the 

basis for moving forward.

Very. Questions on Facebook are 

answered very quickly. Officials give 

direct feedback on Manor Labs. 

Motivations

Are there clear incentives for citizens to 

participate?

Yes. The specificity of the project targeted 

those who would be motivated to 

participate, but the number of people 

targeted was small- 30,000. Not a 

politically sensitive issue. More motivation 

for politicians to work with it.

Yes. Citizens in control of entire process. 

Yes. Gangnam gave survey 

participants mileages, and gave 

policy proposers cash prize 

after they evaluate proposals.

Many, including the chance to influence 

policy, the chance to direct city services 

to fix the problems that effect you most, 

and virtual currency reward system. 

Are there clear  incentives for bureaucrats to 

participate?

Not as clear. It was a pilot project of the 

European E-Voice initiative. 

Government 2.0 was driver. Local government also 

wanted to modernize systems, give citizens 

understanding and more voice.

Yes. The praised officials can 

be compensated by being 

promoted, getting prize from 

the mayor. 

Not as clear, but departments that have 

bought in are reporting fewer 

complaints and a high degree of 

satisfaction with the system. The city as 

a whole has been winning praise for its 

efforts. 

Bottom line

Is there evidence that the e-participation 

system led to better decision making?

Both citizens and lawmakers described 

process as "fair. Did lead to consensus.

Not clear. Government adopted citizen initiatives. Cost 

factors.

Yes, but limited in scope. In this 

case we can believe that the 

current e-participation system 

definitely has political 

effectiveness.

Yes. The quality of ideas, the quality of 

discussion, and the implementation rate 

on Manor Labs is excellent. SeeClickFix 

has clearly helped DPW prioritize in a 

way that is meeting citizen demands 

more effectively. 


