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D1.7 Evaluation and Impact Assessment Framework

Executive Summary

1

This deliverable explains how the Mobile-Age Impact Assessment Framework (IAF) was developed and
implemented for and through monitoring and evaluating the activities undertaken during the MobileAge Project (hereafter ‘Mobile-Age’), April 2016-Autumn 2018. It then draws out the lessons and
learning from using the draft IAF to evaluate four co-creation projects producing digital services with
and for older adults using open data. Although the document draws on evaluation undertaken across
all four research field sites of the Mobile-Age project (South Lakeland, UK; Bremen, Germany;
Zaragoza, Spain; and Thessaloniki, Region of Central Macedonia), large amounts of the text focus on
South Lakeland as the main case study. This is based partly on the authors of this deliverable being
located at that site, but the South Lakeland case is also illustrative of some of the issues across all sites.
The deliverable then reflects on the lessons from using the IAF, and on the basis of this learning,
proposes changes to the IAF to more accurately and usefully reflect the evaluation and impact
assessment that could take place.
To summarise the central message of this deliverable. The experience of using the IAF highlighted that
impact assessment was not possible within the timeframe of the projects. This is because the impacts
aimed at by the project are broader and longer term than the outputs of the projects and the outcomes
that they hopefully achieve. These are, respectively:
•
•

•

Impacts: the achievement of social objectives defined for each site, and an increase in agefriendly mobile-based services co-created with older adults in Europe
Outputs: mobile-based service demonstrators (apps and platforms); open data
(identification, collection and creation); a guidebook for co-creating digital services with
older adults; this ‘Impact Assessment Framework’; and policy briefs/reports
Outcomes: the use and dissemination of these outputs.

Whilst the achievement of the outputs is measurable and demonstrable, and will be documented in
the final project report, the achievement of outcomes and finally impacts extends beyond both the
timescale and the agency of the projects; as is argued in section 6 of this deliverable. This is because
they are often achieved via a variety of internal and external intermediaries. Thus, all that projects of
this sort can hope and plan to achieve is the creation of pathways through which impact will occur in
the future. Thus, the conclusion of the deliverable is that the Impact Assessment Framework should
be transformed into an Evaluation and Impact Creation Framework, in order for it to be usable for
future co-creation projects aiming at similar ends.
The structure of the document coincides with the stages of the reflective practice learning cycle (as
depicted in Figure 1). Section 1 accounts for the emergence of the IAF. That is, the various concepts
incorporated and how they shaped the framework as well as the overall philosophy or approach taken
in the development of the framework. Section 2 discusses the first draft IAF and the action
research/learning based use of the framework (or elements thereof) by the various field sites. Section
3 summarises the key lessons learnt from the use of the initial IAF, at the different field sites. Section
4 offers a proposal for an evaluation and impact creation framework—which incorporates the learning
from the field site experiments—and which can be used by other projects to both evaluate
(formatively and summatively) as well as create pathways to impact. Section 5 offers some concluding
comments about the IAF and its future use.
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Figure 1: Structure of D1.7 (based on the reflective practice learning cycle)
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2

Introduction

Monitoring and evaluation is a key requirement for project management. Monitoring and evaluation
formed a key component of Mobile-Age, and assisted us to:
•
•
•

Integrate documentation and reflection into our co-creation process, enabling us to make
changes and improvements as we went along.
Be clear about what we wanted to achieve, how we measured our success and what data
we needed to collect from the start of, and throughout, the project.
Develop a product that is usable, useful, relevant and accessible for older citizens.

However, Mobile-Age was not a straightforward project following solely a linear structure with a
traditional monitoring and evaluation timeframe: e.g. establish a baseline, establish indicators,
monitor progress towards satisfying indicators, evaluate success. Instead, Mobile-Age and any similar
future projects are framed as co-creation: a process which is a combination of a number of research,
design, and management approaches, requiring a unique approach to evaluation. These are spelt out
in section 3 on Developing the Impact Assessment Framework. Below we explain what the evaluation
of the project was intended to demonstrate.
We note here that it is important to hold in mind that this deliverable is not intended to provide an
evaluation of the project itself – the successes and failures of its process and outputs (see also section
5.3.1 below). Instead, it provides an account of the generation, use, and modification of the
assessment and evaluation framework itself, and then proposes a new and improved Evaluation and
Impact Creation Framework for use in future projects. This framework and its operationalisation will
be the subject of deliverable D1.8: the Final Guidebook on the Design and Deployment of Co-Creation
Approaches.

2.1

Brief overview of the Mobile-Age evaluation process

Evaluation within the Mobile Age project followed both an iterative and linear logic. We embedded
evaluation and reflection within the co-creation process (Brandsen & Pestoff, 2006) as part of our
action-research (Zuber‐Skerritt, Kemmis, Altrichter, & McTaggart, 2002) and reflective practice
approach (Reynolds, 2017), and it happened iteratively throughout the project. We also conducted
interim and final evaluations to assess whether the project met its objectives and achieved
outputs/results, and whether it is on track to achieve anticipated outcomes and broader impacts.
Figure 2 outlines the project evaluation cycle, illustrating how the linear and iterative aspects of
evaluation work together.

© Copyright 2018 - Lancaster University
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Figure 2 Project evaluation cycle for Mobile Age 1

Terms such as outcomes, impacts, outputs etc. can be used in different ways and require some
explanation to ensure consistency and clarity. In this framework we use the terms to mean the
following (Crawford & Bryce, 2003):
•
•
•
•
•

1

Inputs: human resources, finances, equipment etc. needed to deliver activities.
Activities: actions associated with delivering the project.
Outputs: the direct immediate results associated with a project. What the project has
achieved in the short term.
Outcomes: short to medium terms consequences of the project (often on the target
audience).
Impact: longer term effect of an outcome (often on broader population or context).

Source: Adapted from

http://evaluationtoolbox.net.au/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=16&Itemid=20
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Task 1.4 Evaluation and impact assessment framework (Leader: ULANC, Duration: M3-M36)
We will develop an evaluation and impact assessment framework to assess the extent to which
Mobile Age will achieve a pre-specified set of key objectives. Each component of this framework
will be refined as Mobile Age unfolds to incorporate the learnings from the prior phases.
Intermediate results will be reported upon in the periodic progress reports.

Objectives of Mobile Age (Grant agreement):
Objective 1: Explore and implement innovative ways to support senior citizens to access and use
public services through personal mobile technologies and based on open government data.
We will develop and demonstrate an innovative mobile platform, based around data analytics
and associated mobile apps to assure more efficient, pro-active and personalised access to
government services and related open government data for senior citizens. The platform will be
built on reusable components and draw on open data and open services.
Objective 2: Develop and deploy co-creation approaches and methodologies to engage senior
citizens effectively in order to realize the benefits of open government data and mobile
technologies for the ageing population.
Objective 3: Develop a situated, practice-based understanding of accessibility, mobility and
usability of services. Based on this knowledge we will develop a best practice guide and toolkit for
service and technology design together with senior citizens.
Objective 4: Develop a framework for impact assessment and evaluation for co-creation
approaches to open service development for the ageing population; in doing so, further
increasing transparency on the performance and take-up of eGovernment services, and also
producing open data on eGovernment service performance.
(Sources: Project Handbook and Grant Agreement)
At the beginning of the project, the following decisions were made about evaluation and objectives:
The evaluation activities for the Mobile Age project included:
1. Evaluation of the co-creation process and its outputs in the Mobile Age project (objectives 1
and 2)
• Evaluation of the co-creation approach with older adults using open data to create
digital services and the deployment of mobile-based services for the ageing
population. The evaluations were carried out individually in each field site, and are
reported in deliverables D3.2-3.5.
• Evaluation of the outputs of the co-creation process: apps platform, the demonstrator
apps for the individual sites and working with, opening up, and co-creating open data.
The evaluations were carried out individually in each field site, and are reported
together in D3.6.
2. An overall Mobile-Age evaluation (objectives 3 and 4)
The development of the evaluation framework for the overall Mobile-Age project is outlined
in this document. This overall project evaluation will evaluate the project outputs, such as
the co-creation best practice guidebook/platform (D1.8) and policy briefings (D1.6), measure
the success of the project and whether we have met our key objectives (bearing in mind the
© Copyright 2018 - Lancaster University
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points about impact assessment made in this document), and identify the key learnings from
the project. It will be presented in the End of Project Report.
3. Impact Assessment Framework (objective 4)
Based on the findings of the evaluations of the co-creation process and its outputs, carried
out in each field site, we formulated and circulated an Impact Assessment Framework (IAF).
The objective was for it to be a tool to capture the outcomes of the project, indicating how
outcomes, short, medium and longer term impact could be assessed, including after the cocreation process and outputs had been deployed. It was intended to be generalizable to
other such projects. Explaining its origins, structure, the lessons learned from it, and the
proposals for its final format, are the focuses of this deliverable. As can be seen from section
4, the format and role of the IAF has been changed in the light of the lessons that we have
absorbed through learning by doing, and reflecting.
The evaluation approach adopted by Mobile-Age thus created a working impact assessment
framework that was adapted in use, reformulated, and then applied by each field site (Bremen, South
Lakeland, Thessaloniki and Zaragoza). Based on the results, experiences and reflections of the sites,
presented as ‘Lessons’ in section 3, an Evaluation and Impact Creation Framework (EICF), provided as
Appendix X, is proposed in this document (section 2, as adapted by the proposals in section 4) to be
used by ‘co-creation approaches to the deployment of mobile based services for the ageing
population’. This framework will be included in deliverable D1.8: Final Guidebook on the design and
deployment of co-creation approaches to provide guidance to others undertaking similar projects.

© Copyright 2018 - Lancaster University
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3

Developing the Impact Assessment Framework

3.1

Introduction

The evaluation methodology undertaken by the field sites is informed by the relevant research
literature, our own action research/learning, reflective practice, and other participatory evaluation
approaches. Our approach is connected intimately to the nature of the project as co-creation. In the
following we explain how the Mobile-Age project developed its IAF from and through its application
of a particular research methodology to the task of co-creating open data services with older adults.
In that sense, it is a historical narrative, and section 4 of this document provides a continuation of this
narrative; a re-assessment of the IAF from the experiences and learning produced by its use.

3.2 The approaches behind Mobile-Age methodology, and implications for
evaluation
3.2.1

Co-creation, evaluation and reflective practice

We would suggest that co-creation can best be seen as a type of action learning or action research
approach. Action research is research (or learning) ‘in’, rather than ‘about’ action (Kemmis &
McTaggart, 1994). It involves an iterative and cyclical process of planning, action, observing and
reflecting, to ensure learning and continual improvement throughout the duration of a project. Simply
put, this involves ‘reflecting on practice, taking an action, reflecting on the outcome of that action on
practice, and then taking further action’ (Taylor, Wilkie, & Baser, 2006).
Action research/learning and reflective practice are concepts originating in educational theory and
practice (Leitch & Day, 2000), whose use has extended to (particularly public) management. At heart,
they express that those who engage in practices such as education and management are also
simultaneously researchers on the effectiveness of their methods, and that research can be highly
effective if it is conducted during the enactment of the practices it studies. Action research (or
learning) acknowledges that “participants in action research programs are co-researchers rather than
research subjects” (DeFillippi, 2001, p. 6) because they are involved in the processes of testing out
hypotheses of ‘what works’, in the context of a specific outcome-oriented project.
In a similar way, reflective practice (Raelin, 1997) is recommended on the basis that:
“project-based learning … must focus on reflective practices by project participants …
the very process of trying to articulate and make sense of project experience with
fellow project participants and other interested parties helps create the narrative
through which experience can be shared and preserved for reference in future project
work” (ibid. op. cit.).
It is in these senses that particularly the formative evaluation of the Mobile-Age project, and the
reflection on it that took place periodically, can be seen as reflective practice. That is, learning from
doing, and applying that learning in shaping future action. In a sense, many researchers and
practitioners are constantly engaged in action research/learning and reflective practice. The use of a
formalised Impact Assessment Framework such as the one presented here provides a shape to
reflection, and a framework for transferring learning to other similar projects.
© Copyright 2018 - Lancaster University
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In this project, such an approach helped to integrate monitoring and evaluation activities into the cocreation process and to initiate improvements throughout the project. This approach was applied to
the phases of the project, as depicted in Figure 3.

Figure 3: Action research/learning approach for Mobile-Age project Research

It was also applied to all project activities and co-creation events/interventions on an ongoing basis.
For this purposes an adapted version of the Kolb (2014) experiential learning model was used (see
figure 4):

Figure 4: Action learning cycle for co-creation activities (based on the Kolb experiential learning model (Kolb,
2014)

Action research/learning can also work with an agile design methodology, where iterations are made
within a feedback loop, enabling developers to continually design, develop, test and refine a product.
In a co-creation model, the iterative feedback cycles, user evaluation and testing of the technical
output become part of the co-creation process. Participants are not only co-creators but also coevaluators, both of the product but also of the co-creation process itself.

© Copyright 2018 - Lancaster University
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Co-creation as an approach to service design has emerged from the world of consumer and business
studies, and marketing – where what is co-created is not a product or service, but its ‘value’
(Gustafsson, Kristensson, & Lars Witell, 2012). In essence, it suggests that involving future customers
in the design of a product or service will help increase the likelihood of its future success, and
addressing ‘customer’ needs is essential in developing a successful product (Gustafsson et al., 2012).
Thus the use of co-creation as a model for the development of services in the Mobile-Age project
essentially rests on a conceptualisation of older adults as ‘end users’ of the services it develops with
them; whose needs should be anticipated in the design process in order to maximise the usefulness,
impact and dissemination of those services. In this sense, co-creation itself can be seen as a method
of ‘creating pathways to impact’ (see section 4.2 below). Gustafsson and colleagues (2012, pp. 314–
315) define (customer) co-creation as a “frequent, bidirectional, and face‐to‐face communication
process that is used when attempting creative problem solving”. These characteristics can be seen to
characterise the co-creation process adopted by the Mobile-Age project through its workshops and
other engagement activities.
Co-creation as the model for Mobile-Age can be understood as analogous to co-design in design
literature. Here co-design refers to a process in which “diverse experts come together, such as
researchers, designers or developers, and (potential) customers and users—who are also experts, that
is, “experts of their experiences” (Visser, Stappers, Lugt, & Sanders, 2005)—to cooperate creatively”
(Steen, Manschot, & Koning, 2011, p. 53). It also encompasses service design, which the same authors
describe as “the process of planning and organizing people, infrastructure, communication and
material components of a service, with the goal of improving the service’s quality” (ibid, op. cit.).
As can be seen from the above, the Mobile-Age project has some unique co-creators, in that older
adults have specific characteristics that need to be taken into consideration. In particular, they have
physical and mental capabilities that differ from younger age groups, and indeed, the purpose of the
Mobile-Age project was to take these differences into consideration as the raison d’etre of the
proposed services; to lesson the cognitive and other burdens that stand between older adults and full
participation in society. This made it important to take into consideration the principles of
inclusive/accessible design (Newell & Gregor, 2000), which can be seen e.g. in the evaluative criteria
which FTB brought to the project. The project acknowledged that there were 3 levels of ‘access’ to
such services (full, mediated, and none) , which depended not only simplistically on ‘access’ to relevant
technologies and the internet, but to the ability to use them as part of meaningful and situated
practices. As outlined in deliverable D1.4, Mobile-Age developed a model for inclusive and accessible
design based on the following key principles:
•

•

•
•
•

Inclusive and accessible design is a multifaceted, multidisciplinary, and pluralistic problem
domain that cannot be addressed by single faceted, single disciplinary and monolithic
approaches.
Any framework or model can only be a guide and a starting point for local adaption and
innovation based on on-going reflection and learning with and by the appropriate
stakeholders.
The best way to develop inclusive and accessible technological solutions is to work directly
and collaboratively with those these solutions aim to serve.
The best way to work with such stakeholders is through a co-creation process that is based
on or centred on, their everyday practices and concerns.
Inclusive and accessible design thus starts with and inclusive and accessible co-creation
process, which is tailored to the local needs.
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•

3.2.2

An inclusive and accessible co-creation process will need to navigate, and bring to bear,
many complex, interconnected, and multi-layered problems, any of which might derail such
a co-creation process.” (D1.4, pp. 151-152)

‘Formative and summative’ evaluations?

The concepts of formative and summative evaluation originate in educational theory, applying to
classroom teaching (Bloom, 1971). However, Bloom was primarily referring to the assessment of
students and their progress, rather than evaluation. The concepts have since been extended to other
design and development circumstances, where formative evaluation involves:
“the development or improvement of a program or product (or person, and so on) and
it is conducted, often more than once, for in-house staff of the program with the intent
to improve.” (Scriven, 1991, pp. 168–169), whereas:
“Summative evaluation of a program… is conducted after completion of the program…
and for the benefit of some external audience or decision‐maker” (Scriven, 1991, p.
340).
Strictly speaking, therefore, formative evaluation is responsible to an internal audience, as its purpose
is to reflexively monitor the progress of development, and ensure that it fulfils criteria set internally,
whereas a summative evaluation is presented for external audiences. In the context of the MobileAge project, the results of formative evaluation are presented (e.g. in the Engagement and Evaluation
reports D3.2-3.6) for transparency and learning, in order that the usefulness and effectiveness of
adopting an IAF can be tested and itself assessed. In the Evaluation and Impact Creation Framework
(EICF) that we develop in Section 4 of this document, formative and summative evaluation can be seen
as encompassing a project’s ‘sphere of control’ – what it can directly affect.

3.2.3

How to evaluate the co-creation process?

Mobile-Age is fairly unique as a co-creation project because it is so long-term or longitudinal, and
because the work was done with older adults, who would not classically be seen as ideal co-creation
participants, who are usually professional or e.g. service providers – experts, to some degree.
However, they are the experts in the everyday practices of their own lives, and in the degree to which
the intended end users of the outputs of the co-creation will be able to use the solutions created. This
is particular to the Mobile-Age project, and the specific reason why a framework for evaluation was
important to develop, but the criteria used will be applicable to other similar projects, and beyond
specifically older participants or rural areas.
Despite the importance placed on co-creation in business environments, there has been little research
on evaluating co-creation as a process (Osborne, Radnor, & Strokosch, 2016). Such as there is tends
to focus on individual products or services, and to focus on an instrumental logic whereby product and
market success are the metric by which co-creation is claimed to be effective. Evaluation is therefore
often simplistic and limited to individual cases. An exception is Gustafsson et al.’s (2012) study of
whether frequency, bi-directionality, face-to-face nature and the addressing of “needs that have been
identified from use experiences” (316) led to the success of co-created services and products, across
334 cases. They found that the first three aspects (frequency, bi-directionality and face-to-face nature)
are all broadly positive, but that when radically different innovations are pursued, the users should
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not be expected to provide them from previous experiences. The latter does not really apply to
Mobile-Age, meaning that the experiences and suggestions of the public co-creators themselves
should be expected to help shape the content of the service.
In adopting the Impact Assessment Framework developed here, the Mobile-Age project applied
(where possible) an action research/learning methodology that evaluated the effectiveness of cocreation as an approach, using shared evaluative criteria across different national and regional
contexts in a series of longitudinal projects. In doing so, it has hypothesised that longitudinal cocreation is effective, and that such a framework for evaluation can usefully be applied to other
longitudinal co-creation projects that wish to develop similar services or products.

3.2.4

The appropriate scope for evaluation activities?

Key to developing an evaluation plan is identifying what aspects of the project need assessing, when,
how and by whom. The table below further outlines the scope of the different evaluation activities
undertaken in Mobile-Age. The ‘how’ aspect is identified within this document.

Focus of
evaluation

Why

Field site evaluation:
Co-creation process

To integrate
documentation and
reflection into the
co-creation process
to make ongoing
improvements and
ensure achieving
objectives.

Field site evaluation:
Technical outputs

To ensure the
OSCPSEP platform
and mobile
demonstrators
achieve objectives
and are usable,
useful, relevant and
accessible for users.

Field site evaluation:
Social objectives

Evaluation of
impacts and
outcomes of overall
Mobile Age project

To assess the
success of the
project, achievement
of objectives and key
lessons learned at
the local sites. Will
focus on evaluating
how outputs,
activities and inputs
helped address the
social objectives
addressed at each
site.

To assess the overall
success of the
project, achievement
of objectives and key
lessons learned. Will
focus on evaluating
the outputs,
activities and inputs.
To evaluate the
‘theory of change’
underlying the
project and assess
the likelihood of
achieving longerterm outcomes or
impacts.

© Copyright 2018 - Lancaster University
18 | P a g e

D1.7 Evaluation and Impact Assessment Framework

When

Iteratively
throughout the cocreation process.
Interim evaluations
will be conducted at
the end of each
phase and as part of
deliverables, e.g.
D3.1-3.5: Senior
Citizen engagement
reports. D3.6:
Evaluation Reports
for Bremen, South
Lakeland, Zaragoza
and Thessaloniki.

Iteratively
throughout the cocreation process;
interim evaluations
at the end of each
phase and at the end
of the project. A
practical evaluation
of the OSCPSEP
platform and its
mobile front-end
components will be
performed through
the development
and testing of the
personalized pilot
service
demonstrators

Interim evaluations
will be conducted as
part of the periodic
project reports. Final
evaluations will be
conducted in phase
3 for inclusion in
final report.

By whom

At each field site by
project partners in
conjunction with
those participating in
the co-creation
process and other
stakeholders.

At each field site by
project partners in
conjunction with
those participating in
the co-creation
process and other
stakeholders.

All each field site by
project partners with
local organisations/
service providers.

Preliminary
evaluations of
shorter-term
outcomes may be
conducted towards
the end of the
project.

All project partners.
Each field site will
feed into the overall
evaluation.

Table 1: Scope of the different evaluation activities undertaken in the Mobile-Age project

3.2.5

The Project Logic approach, and key evaluation criteria and questions

Another common approach to evaluation, which fed into the development the evaluation model, is a
linear ‘logical framework’ or ‘Project Logic’ model. 2 This model establishes the cause and effect
between the project activities and the expected project outcomes or impacts. Creating the Project
Logic involves identifying the long-term outcome or expected impact of a project and then working
back to identify the steps required to achieve this. This includes working out the short to medium term
outcomes, outputs (or immediate results of the project), the activities required to achieve the outputs
and the required inputs (human resources, finances, equipment etc.).

2

When depicted in a flow chart the Logical Framework approach is often called the Project Logic or logic model, and when
shown as a matrix is called a log frame.
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Developing a project logic achieves clarity about a project’s aims, objectives and the outcomes it is
hoping to achieve, and should be achieved collaboratively with project partners, participants and
stakeholders.
Evaluations, within the project logic framework, generally, are based on a number of key criteria and
questions. The European Commission (EC) uses five evaluation criteria 3 for assessing programs or
projects in general as defined by the Commission’s Better Regulation guidelines. These are:
•
•
•
•
•

Effectiveness,
Efficiency,
EU Added-Value,
Impact, and
Relevance.

The OECD criteria4 for evaluation are:
•
•
•
•
•

Relevance,
Efficiency,
Effectiveness,
Impact and
Sustainability.

Figure 5 below outlines how the EC evaluation criteria relate to the different levels in a standard
project logic.

3
4

http://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/index_en.cfm
http://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/daccriteriaforevaluatingdevelopmentassistance.htm
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Figure 5: How evaluation criteria relate to 'log-frame' levels: source, European Commission (2001) 5

In the next section we describe how these criteria were adapted to be applied in the evaluation of the
Mobile Age project. First, a long list of 10 criteria (Relevance, Accessibility and Usability, Inclusiveness,
Transparency/Trust , Quality, Sustainability, Effectiveness, Efficiency, and Learnings) was produced.
These were then refined, through their use and adaptation to the contexts of the different field sites.
In this way, refining of the evaluative criteria was itself part of the project’s reflective practice, and
followed co-design principles, in that possibilities for evaluative criteria were first generated and then
refined, following the ‘diamond’ model of co-creation (see Figure 6). These processes resulted in 7
criteria for formative evaluation of co-creation and its outputs throughout the project, 5 criteria to
use in summative evaluation to measure the quality of the outputs (the digital apps and services),
and 5 further criteria for the ‘impact assessment’ (reconfigured in this document, section 4, under the
heading of ‘Creating Pathways to Impact’).

Evaluation in the European Commission. A Guide to the Evaluation Procedures and Structures currently
Operational in the Commission’s External Co- operation Programmes.
http://www.idee.ceu.es/Portals/0/Actividades/Evaluacion_Comision_EU.pdf

5
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Figure 6: The dynamic of co-creation (based on the Design Council 6 model)

3.3

Developing the Mobile-Age Approach to Evaluation and Impact Assessment

In this section, we explain the elements that constituted the methodological approach that has been
used in the Mobile Age project and that helped shape the IAF.

3.3.1

Our Action Research Questions

The research carried out in Mobile Age covers different types of innovation. The remit of the project
was to study the co-creation of mobile-based services with older adults using open data. This allowed
us to study both the process and the technical outputs of this participatory activity. Initially, two main
types of innovation were identified as the focus of Mobile Age, as illustrated below:

Figure 7: Two main forms of innovation in Mobile-Age

6

https://www.designcouncil.org.uk/news-opinion/design-process-what-double-diamond
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These two innovation areas have been explored in the following Mobile Age research questions:
How can age-friendly open data mobile-based public services be co-created with older adults?
However, each field site also had a specific social objective addressed in the project through the
process and technical innovations 7. Therefore, a second research question deals with the potential for
social innovation and impact created by Mobile Age:
How could Mobile Age’s activities and outputs lead to age-friendly open public services and
environments?
Although the answers to the latter question can only ultimately be answered (if at all) long after the
project end, due to the influence of an impossibly large number of contingent and context-dependent
influences on the outcomes, the hypothesized outcomes are used in a Project Logic model to work
backwards through the stages used to aim at them.

3.3.2

The Mobile-Age Project Logic

The Project Logic approach, detailed in the previous section, was used to map Mobile Age’s Project
Logic as pictured below. The sections from Inputs to Outcomes were evaluated in formative and
summative stages, whereas in the case of Impact, impact assessment planning took place.
Explanation

Inputs

Activities

Outputs

Human
resources,
finances,
equipment etc.
needed to deliver
activities
Actions
associated with
delivering the
project

Mobile-Age

Project researchers, older adults, service providers, carers and other
intermediaries, organizations, services for older adults
Costs of running co-creation process including workshops, hosting and attending
meetings, equipment, dissemination, communication and promotion work

Co-creation process for the development of mobile based services with older adults

The direct
immediate
results associated
with a project,
achieved in the
short term

Mobile based
service
demonstrators
(Apps for each
field site plus
platform)

Open data
(identification,
collection and
creation)

Guidebook/
platform for
co-creating
digital
services with
older adults
(Deliverable
D1.8)

Short to medium

The use of the
mobile based
demonstrators

The use of
open data
identified or

Dissemination
and use of
the

Outcome terms

consequences of

Impact
Assessment
Framework
(Deliverable
D1.7)

Policy
briefs/reports
(Deliverable
D1.6)

Dissemination
and use of
Impact

Dissemination
and adoption
of policy

These were: increased social inclusion (Bremen); extended independent living and reduced
loneliness/social isolation (South Lakeland); a safe and accessible city for older people (Zaragoza); and
improvements to managing health through access to personal health information (Thessaloniki)
7
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the project (often
on the target
audience)

Impact

Longer term
effect of an
outcome (often
on broader
population or
context).

created by
each field site.
Use of the
platform
created to
deploy the
demonstrators

created in the
project in
mobile based
service for
older adults

Guidebook/
platform

Assessment
Framework

reports and
recommendations

Achievement of social objective defined for each site
Increase in age friendly mobile based services co-created with older adults in
Europe

Table 2: Project Logic levels in Mobile-Age

Appendix I provides a more detailed view of the Mobile Age Project Logic.
The Project Logic also detailed expected impacts, outcomes and outputs, which considered the
viability of creating key performance indicators based on assumptions as outlined below:
Project Logic

Key performance
Indicators

Assumptions

Longer term impacts
1.

2.

3.

4.

Local Social Objectives:
Increased social inclusion (Bremen),
extended independent living and
reduced loneliness/social isolation
(South Lakeland), a safe and accessible
city for older people (Zaragoza), and
improvements to managing health
through access to personal health
information (Thessaloniki).
Strengthened innovation and
competitiveness for companies and
public sector/NGO organizations and
increased ability to provide and
manage relevant and accessible
services for older citizens using mobile
technologies and open data sources.
Increased transparency and trust in
public administrations and egovernment services.
Contribution to policy making for a
more inclusive and innovative
European Information Society

It is difficult to
measure these impacts
directly, both because
of the long term time
frame and the multicausality of issues
However, each site
should work together
with their stakeholders
to try to identify local
indicators that address
their local social
objectives.
For example, South
Lakeland worked with
Age UK South Lakeland
to use indicators
already in use by Age
UK in the locality.

1.

2.

3.

4.

The increased access to and
use of personalised and
relevant services by older
citizens will lead to these
positive outcomes for older
citizens and their
communities.
The uptake and use of tools
and co-creation methods by
companies and public
sector/NGO organisations will
lead to stronger innovation
and competitiveness, and the
ability to provide relevant and
accessible services for older
people using mobile
technologies and open data.
The co-creation process and
the focus on evaluation of cocreation projects will lead to
increased transparency and
trust.
Our process innovations will
inform future project design,
technological design, impact
assessment and effective
policy making.
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Medium term outcomes
1.
2.

Increased access to and use of services
based on open data for older citizens.
The adoption and use of tools and cocreation methods by companies and
public sector/NGO organisations,
helping them to realise the benefits of
open data and mobile technologies for
the ageing population.

1.

Access to services will
be established by the
establishment and/or
roll-out of the
demonstrator projects

2.

The development of more
personalized, relevant and
accessible public services for
older citizens will lead to
increased access to and use of
services.
The dissemination of useful
tools and methods will lead
the adoption and use of those
methods by companies and
public sector/NGO
organizations.

Short term outcomes
1.

Older citizens in four sites across
Europe have access to/are using
relevant and accessible public services
through mobile technologies.

2. Companies and public sector
organisations have access to tools and
co-creation methods to assist them
develop personalised, relevant and
accessible services for older citizens
using mobile technologies and open
data.

Are older citizens in
each site using the
services and finding
them relevant/useful?
Are there plans for the
ongoing hosting of
services?
Are tools and
resources publically
available and being
downloaded by
companies or public
organisations?

Outputs/results
1.

2.

The development of more
personalized, relevant and accessible
public services that better suit the
needs of older citizens in four sites
across Europe, including:
a. Development of an Open
Senior Citizen Public Service
Engagement Platform
(OSCPSEP) and tool box to
develop mobile, open data
apps based on this platform.
b. Design and development and
testing of four pilot mobile
services applications.
Development and deployment of cocreation approaches to inform
technical innovations, including
development of a co-creation best
practice guide.

See example
monitoring and
evaluation plans in
Appendices II and III.

The co-creation approach, along
with a situated, practice based
understanding of accessibility,
mobility and usability of public
services will lead to the
development of more
personalized, relevant and
accessible public services for older
citizens.
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2.

A situated, practice-based
understanding of accessibility, mobility
and usability of services and open data
across four field sites.
Development of an Impact Assessment
Framework for deployment of mobile
based services for older populations.
Dissemination and exploitation of
Mobile Age results, tools and resources
to assist companies and public
sector/NGO organisations realise the
benefits of open data and mobile
technologies for the ageing.

3.
4.

Table 3: Operationalising the Project Logic

However, due to the emphasis on ‘co-creation’ within the project, the outcomes initially expected at
the start of the project had to be open to change due to the potential emergence of new issues and
the involvement of new stakeholders. For example, while South Lakeland began the project with a
focus on ‘independent living’, subsequent research and co-creation activities identified that loneliness
and social isolation are key issues that co-creators wanted the mobile applications to address. As such
the Project Logic remained a living document that was reviewed throughout the project. Although a
Project Logic model is useful for mapping out how project activities connect to expected outputs and
outcomes of the project, in reality an open-ended, longitudinal co-creation process such as MobileAge is not such a linear process, but involves many different elements and influencing factors.
The Project Logic thus also provided a potential structure for evaluating the overall project, based on
anticipated outputs, outcomes, impacts, and KPIs. However, while it is possible to evaluate the
activities and outputs of the project within the project timeframe, assessing the longer-term outcomes
or impacts is more difficult to evaluate directly. This is in part because of the time-lag between when
the project finishes and when any impacts might be observable, but also because of the multi-causality
of issues such as social inclusion or loneliness. Likewise, the contribution of a single measure such as
our services is difficult to attribute in a quantitative way to overall changes in the phenomena. As
detailed in section 4.2.1 on the structure of the IAF and the use of indicators, what is more appropriate
for addressing outcomes and impact is making sure that the project co-creates ‘pathways to impact’
from the point when a ‘service concept’ has been co-created and signed off, through to the end of the
project.

3.3.3

A participatory approach to evaluation

As mentioned above, the participatory nature of co-creation, which is central to Mobile Age, also
applies to our monitoring and evaluation approach. Field sites used a participatory evaluation
approach (Burke, 1998; Cousins & Earl, 1992). The principles of this approach are out lined by Burke
(1998, pp. 44–45) as follows. In a participatory evaluation approach:
•
•
•
•
•
•

The process must involve and be useful to the program's end users.
The process must be context-specific, rooted in the concerns, interests, and problems of the
program's end users
The methodology must respect and uses the knowledge and experience of the key
stakeholders.
The process is not and cannot be disinterested.
The process favors collective methods of knowledge generation
The evaluator (facilitator) shares power with the stakeholders
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Using a co-creation process with both formative and summative evaluation allowed the older adults
to be active (and equal) participants in the evaluation process. The process was meaningful for them.
It drew on their expert knowledge about their one practices and they could see how their input
changed the design of the service and applications. Participants and key stakeholders included in the
co-creation (and evaluation) process were:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Older citizens involved in the co-creation process at each field site
Older citizens more broadly
Intermediaries- family members, agency workers etc.
Local councils
Other partner bodies such as NGOs and community groups
Developers (these may be part of local councils) and
Researchers

In practice, each field site decided how they engaged and discussed, and reported on evaluations, with
participants and stakeholders. While the specific form of evaluative activities were decided on a case
by case basis, the framework whose evolution and structure is explained here was applied
consistently.

3.3.4

Evaluating both ‘process’ and ‘product’

Due to the emergent and adaptive nature of co-creation projects, the end product (output) or
projected outcome may not be possible to articulate at the start of the project as it will be shaped and
develop throughout the co-creation process itself. As a result, while a linear Project Logic model is
useful for project planning, it needs to retain some flexibility and be able to be changed and adapted
as the co-creation project develops. For the field sites, the focus of the evaluation was thus on both
the co-creation process and the technical output or product.
Ongoing evaluation of both these aspects happened iteratively throughout the project as part of the
co-creation and action research/learning methodologies. The figure below shows how monitoring and
evaluation are embedded into the co-creation process during the implementation stage. It also shows
how field sites should perform summative evaluation of the overall process and product at the end of
the project (field sites may also carry out interim evaluations at the end of each phase). A longitudinal
assessment of the outcomes and longer-term impacts was not possible within the life of Mobile-Age,
and was not contracted. However in future co-creation projects it may be possible, and is advisable,
to undertake some preliminary assessments, and more importantly to plan outcomes and impacts
through creating pathways to impact, whether or not these impacts are feasibly measurable and
justifiable as an outcome of the project itself and alone. We provide stand-alone ‘Guidebook’ style
advice on how future projects should do this in Appendix XII.
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Figure 8: Framework for evaluating co-creation process and product at each field site
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4

Piloting the Impact Assessment Framework in MobileAge Sites

4.1

Introduction

This section of the document outlines the Impact Assessment Framework (IAF) as it was formulated
and shared among project partners, at the end of Phase 1 of the Mobile-Age project. The structure of
the IAF is given in Appendix IV in tabular form, which outlines the framework in the tripartite form
developed in the early stages of the project. This persisted through its application in the project in
evaluative activities, with the exception that the final stages of assessing short-term outcomes and
impacts did not fully apply to all field sites by the end of the project 8. These stages were projected as
a retrospective process of examining impact, but this been reconfigured as an addition stream of work
that should be pursued in parallel with co-creation activities; to create pathways and practices of
impact. For more detail, see the next 2 sections on lessons learned and the proposals for the finalised
IAF.

4.2

Phases of the evaluation process

Figure 9: An illustration of how the 3 phases of evaluation complement and inform each other

As hinted in the last section, the reflective practice, action research/learning and co-creation
approaches adopted in the Mobile-Age project were translated into three phases of the evaluation
process:

The fact that the impact proved too difficult to assess before the end of the project is in itself a finding and a
lesson from the use of the IAF for a co-creation project (see section 3).

8
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•
•
•

4.3

Formative: Ongoing throughout the co-creation process. An iterative process involving
observation, reflection, and learning through doing. The formative evaluation applies to
both the co-creation process and the development of mobile-based applications.
Summative: Happens at specific times during the project for interim/final evaluations
reporting on progress. Summative evaluations are snap-shots of the project and their
findings, and further inform the formative phase while co-creation is on-going.
Impact: Impact can only be assessed sometime after the project. However, Mobile-Age
attempted to think through a plan for how impact could be assessed, and which indicators
could be used.

Selecting criteria for evaluation in the Mobile Age project

Whatever the stages of evaluation, criteria were needed to guide it. The specific list of evaluative
criteria used evolved throughout the earlier stages of the project. As outlined in the previous section,
due to the emphasis on co-creation within the Mobile Age project, early evaluation was exploratory
and rested on multiple criteria from different sources, to assess the co-creation process as it began.
The criteria were initially identified from inclusive design literature (Bryson, Quick, Slotterback, &
Crosby, 2013; Mačiulienė & Skaržauskienė, 2016) and further elaborated and refined through ongoing
action research/learning (especially in Bremen and South Lakeland). Towards the end of Phase 1, the
criteria which South Lakeland had settled upon were those of the relevance, accessibility, usability,
inclusiveness and transparency of both the process (co-creation) and product (prototype and
demonstrator apps, using open data through a service/platform). As the project aimed at results in
both technical and process innovations we then developed evaluation questions for both aspects (see
table below). We also incorporated these criteria into the IAF as the key evaluative criteria for the
formative evaluation of co-creation phases 1 and 2. The criteria and questions generated by this
process are as follows, phrased in the past tense, although they were to apply during ongoing
evaluations:
Criteria
Relevance
(of process and
product to
participants and
stakeholders and the
problems or needs
to be addressed)

Accessibility and
usability

Evaluation questions: Process
•

•

•

•

Inclusiveness

•

Evaluation questions: Product

Was the co-creation process
relevant to participants and did it
address their needs, interests and
motivations?
Did the co-creation process result in
more personalized public services,
that better suit the needs of users?

•

Was the co-creation process
accessible to participants and did it
enable people to participate in the
ways in which they were able to?
Did the projects manage to engage
people from different backgrounds
and different abilities in the cocreation process? Who was missing?

•

Did all participants actively
participate in the co-creation
process?

•

•

•

Are the platform and the mobile
applications developed relevant to older
citizens, intermediaries and service
providers and do they address and meet
their needs?
Did the design and development of the
technical innovations take into account and
respond to the requirements and
observations developed in the co-creation
process?
Are the design and content of the mobile
applications developed accessible and
easily used by older citizens, intermediaries
and service providers?
Do they meet WGAG 2.0 or other relevant
accessibility and usability guidelines?

To what extent did all participants have a
sense of ownership over the product?
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Were all participants involved in the
decision making and was the
decision making appropriate?
To what extent did participants have
a level of ownership over the cocreation process?
Were the expectations and aims of
the co-creation process transparent
and understood by all participants?
Were decisions that were made
comprehensible and transparent?
Did the co-creation process enable
the establishment of trust between
participants and researchers?

•

•

Transparency/trust

•
•
•

•

•

•

Quality
(comprehensiveness,
completeness, and
understandability)

Is it clear and transparent how the findings
from the co-creation process have been
implemented into the design and
development of the applications?
To what extent do participants and
stakeholders trust the product and trust
the data?
Is the service and information provided of
a high quality? (Based on a measure of its
comprehensiveness, completeness, and
understandability)

Table 4: Initial evaluative criteria and questions for formative process and product innovations

In addition, South Lakeland proposed using more traditional evaluation criteria (a combination of EC
and OECD criteria) for the summative evaluation of the overall project:
Criteria

Evaluation question: project process

•
•

Will the OSCPSEP platform and templates enable the development of new
projects?
Have the demonstrators become permanently established? Can the
services be transferred elsewhere?
Has the project gained a situated, practice-based understanding of
accessibility, mobility and the usability of open data?
To what extent did the co-creation insights inform the technical
innovations?
Did the co-creation process result in more personalized public services
that better suit the needs of users?
How well were the objectives of the project achieved?
Did the outputs realize the benefits of open data?

•

Was a co-creation process a suitable approach for the project?

•

Did the project address the key needs and issues identified by
stakeholders and older citizens?

•
•
•

What have been the key learnings of the project?
What were the unintended consequences?
Were insights and learnings used to make improvements to the cocreation process and the products developed?

•
Sustainability

•
•
•

Effectiveness

Efficiency
Relevance (to
identified problems
or needs to be
addressed)
Key learnings

•

Table 5: Initial evaluative criteria and questions for summative evaluation of project process

After sharing these evaluative questions with other project partners, the project adopted and adapted
them in ongoing formative evaluation. At the end of Phase 1, the following criteria had been agreed
on, and were tabulated and shared back amongst all research partners in their respective field sites,
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to use as the draft IAF. In this version (replicated in Appendix IV), the evaluative criteria for formative
evaluation of the co-creation process and the development of outputs were as follows, with the
following questions used to guide evaluation:
Criterion

Evaluative questions/protocols
Questions about the types of participants in the
Openness and Diversity: The involvement of a
co-creation process (suggestions for
broad range of different older adults (with
demographics survey: age, sex, location,
regards to age, health, socio-economic status,
ethnicity, education, occupation, health and
education, skills, etc.)
disability status, socio-economic status, level of
IT skills)
Questions about measures taken to ensure all
that were interested could take part, i.e.
ensuring there were no physical barriers to
access and that recruitment sought different
groups of people.
Explanation if there were groups that were not
recruited/included.
Ability to participate: The subjective experience Questions to assess if participants felt they
of being able to participate actively in the
could contribute and that the activities and
process)
materials used in the co-creation were
adequate to the level of ability of the
participants.
Transparency of co-creation process:
Questions about how the process was
Understanding the purpose of the co-creation
explained to the participants.
process and what can be achieved
Questions about how participants understood
their role in the co-creation process.
Facilitators’ explanations about measures taken
to show the participants how their input and
decisions made in the workshops were used in
the development of the apps and service.
Involvement and ownership: Sharing control
Questions about how participants felt as active
and responsibility with participants
co-creators with equal say in the process as the
facilitators, and where their opinions and ideas
were taken seriously and influence outputs.
Also if they felt ownership pf the outputs being
created.
Relevance of the process for the participants:
Questions to assess what motivated the
Working with participants needs, interests, and participants to take part, how relevant they
motivations
thought the process was to tackling their issues
and addressing their needs. How much
importance they gave to the co-creation
process.
Effectiveness of the process: The effectiveness
Facilitators’ reflection on how effective they
of methods and interventions with regard to the found the methods and co-creation activities in
project goals
achieving objectives set out before each
workshop. Should be based on reflection and
action learning.
Participants’ learning: What participants learnt Questions about what participants felt they
through taking part in the co-creation process
learned by taking part in the co-creation
workshops and the project.
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Participants’ feedback on output design:
Questions about participants’ views on the
Participants’ views on the outputs being created outputs being created
Questions about usability, accessibility and
style.
Table 6: Formative evaluative criteria and questions/protocols

In the process of developing and carrying out evaluation activities, these criteria were found to overlap
in numerous ways. In particular, the criteria of Involvement and ownership was addressed as part of
evaluating Transparency, and the Participants’ feedback on output design was incorporated in the
content of workshop activities, essentially disappearing as a distinct evaluative criteria. These aspects
should however be maintained as distinct categories in future applications of the IAF in co-creation
projects with older adults.
As seen in Appendix IV – the draft IAF – the contents of the summative evaluation columns in the IAF
were changed from the initial generalized criteria taken from the EC/OECD, to reflect the more specific
questions asked of the app, data, and service that were to be created. The draft IAF thus reorganized
the criteria and questions as demonstrated in the following table; incorporating some of the ‘Product’
questions that originated in column 3 of Table 4 above. As explained in terms of the function of
summative evaluation above, the evaluative criteria mostly reflect a desire to demonstrate success to
external audiences, using accepted and known standards, meaning that the questions are largely
about technical compliance. The evaluations of all field sites’ outputs are reported on in deliverable
D3.6.
Criterion
Facilitators’ learning through the co-creation
process: Researchers’ learning through the cocreation process
Usability of the apps: The usability of design
and content of the app

Functionality of the apps: Apps should be free
of errors and safe to use. The functionality of
elements and features of the app

Accessibility of the apps: Apps should be
developed taking into consideration older
adults’ needs an be accessible to them
Availability of open data: Quality of open data
used in the project

Questions/protocol
Facilitators’ reflections and how the ideas and
design decisions from the co-creation
workshops were implemented in the technical
development of the outputs.
Do the products/outputs comply to recognized
usability standards (ISO 9421-110)?
Is the interface/content easy to use for older
adults, intermediaries and service providers in
terms of suitability, understandability,
learnability, controllability, conformity to
expectations, customizability and error
tolerance?
Does the app provide all the features that were
required in the specification?
Are all the features working well on different
devices (responsiveness)?
Are links to external data sources working?
Are there features for regular updates of data?
Are the design and content of the mobile apps
developed accessible to older adults,
intermediaries and service providers in terms of
compliance to WCAG2.0 at level AA?
Data quality assessment:
Is the data:
• Machine readable?
• Available in bulk?
• Provided on a timely and up to date
basis?
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• In digital form?
• Complete?
• Consistent?
• Openly licensed?
• Publicly available?
• Available online?
Comprehensiveness of data: Open data
Assessing if all the data that is necessary is
available is enough to provide the unique selling available and identifying where more sources of
point (USP) of the field site
data are needed.
Effectiveness of the service: How the outputs
Questions to assess if the service developed by
created helped deliver each project’s USP
the apps is addressing the needs established by
the co-creation process. Does the app provide
the right information/service to the users?
Table 7: Summative evaluative criteria and questions/protocols

4.4

Methods

Methods employed in evaluation can be qualitative (subjective) or quantitative (objective), or a
combination of both. Field sites could choose their own evaluation methods, and we predicted that
there would be a variety of approaches across the sites. Whatever the combination of methods, it was
important to ensure that evaluations were representative and sufficiently robust. This includes
capturing a breadth of opinions and capturing these robustly – i.e. by using the same sets of evaluative
questions. Possible evaluation methods included those listed in the table below. A full list of methods
used in South Lakeland are given in deliverable D3.3 ‘Appendices IV and V: Summaries of methods
used in Phases 1/2 indicating the phase they were deployed’, replicated in this report as Appendix V.
Type/stage of evaluation

Process evaluations

During implementation

•
•
•
•

Project documentation (decision log, activities log)
Reflection journal
Workshop observations
Feedback from participants after each workshop/activity
(through group discussion, interviews or questionnaires)

•
•
•
•
•
•

Interviews with participants and stakeholders
Questionnaires or surveys
Focus groups
Interviews with participants and stakeholders
Questionnaires or surveys
Focus groups

(ongoing monitoring and
reflection)

At the end of each phase
(interim evaluations)
At the end of project

Table 8: Methods used at different stages of evaluation

In practice, ongoing evaluation of co-creation meant that methods of monitoring e.g. progress and
participant engagement – which are central to the evaluative criteria, progressed informally as part of
conducting, reporting on, and planning future workshops and their activities. Summative evaluation
at interim and final stages was usually more formalised, with e.g. workshops devoted to this activity
in South Lakeland, and a switch to more formal quantitative methods such as surveys and
questionnaires. For more information see the individual field sites’ Engagement Reports (D3.2-3.6).
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4.5

How was the IAF applied? Evaluation conducted in each site

The abstracted structure of the IAF required translation to be applied empirically in different contexts,
whilst remaining consistent. Each field site conducted formative evaluation throughout and
summative evaluation towards the end, but also carried out preparation for impact assessment by
identifying indicators for measuring impact; depending on the context of each locality (see table 10
for an example). Each field site focused on a social objective and their evaluation took in consideration
how that social objective applied locally. As outlined above, the aim was to assess the impact of
Mobile-Age following the Project Logic approach to demonstrate how the co-creation process,
outputs and outcomes of the co-creation process lead to impact.
From the original document, these were the social objectives defined for each location:
Bremen

socio-spatial aspects of social inclusion

South Lakeland

extended independent living and reduced loneliness/social isolation

Zaragoza

a safe and accessible city for older people

Thessaloniki

and improvements to managing health through access to personal health
information
Table 9: Field sites' social objectives

4.5.1

Formative

To plan that necessary data would be collected from the beginning of the project for formative
evaluation, project partners were encouraged to create a ‘monitoring and evaluation’ plan that
specified; what would be evaluated; the questions to ask; example indicators; and details of how,
when and who would collect the data needed. The table below exemplifies such detail as it applies to
one of the criteria, extracted from South Lakeland’s monitoring and evaluation plans. Appendix II and
Appendix III provide further examples of monitoring and evaluation plans for South Lakeland and
Bremen respectively.
What is
being
evaluated

Evaluation
question

Indicator

How will we
collect it?

When will we
collect it?

Who will
collect it?

The
relevance of
the cocreation
process

Was the cocreation
process
relevant to
participants
and address
their needs,
interests and
motivations?

Feedback from
participants
about how
relevant the
sessions were.

Questionnaire/
questions at the
end of a session/
interviews)

At the end of
workshops
and end of
each phase.

Workshop
facilitator/
researcher

Workshop and
activity
records/log

At each
session

Attrition rate of
participants
Feedback from
participants that
stopped coming.

Exit interview/
follow up

Follow up
check with
those who
stop coming

Table 10: Example of a Criterion Question and Indicators
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The evaluation of the co-created outputs was on-going through the formative phase by the reflective
and iterative nature of the co-creation process and the agile development approach adopted.
Participants were involved in designing and reviewing the apps in development. Observations and
comments captured during the co-creation workshops helped shape the outputs in informal ways.
Questionnaires and interviews were also used at summative stages to gather more formal feedback
about the products. An example of the questions asked of participants in South Lakeland is provided
in Appendix VI.

4.5.2

Summative

Interim summative evaluations of the overall Mobile Age Project, enabled reflection and
improvements to be made to the overall project and to feed into periodic project reports. A final
evaluation takes place in phase 3: the final reporting process.
Once the apps developed were capable of deployment to users’ mobile devices, user testing with older
adults led to further development and refinement of the apps. Methods for gathering data on the
evaluation of the products thus included:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Feedback in workshops
Observations
User evaluations and field tests
Usability and accessibility tests
Software testing
Feedback from participants after workshop/activity (through group discussion, interviews or
questionnaires)

A practical evaluation of the OSCPSEP (Open Senior Citizen Public Service Engagement Platform) and
its mobile front-end components was performed through the development and testing of the
personalized pilot service demonstrators (in late Phase 2). The platform software was tested at
multiple levels (unit, module, Integration, UI, System and Performance) using standard procedures. A
thorough testing process (defined as T2.6 in WP2) was specified and the final platform adheres to high
quality standards, including high code coverage and test coverage, increased robustness and
reliability.
The technically evaluated, stable prototype mobile services were finally evaluated in field tests at the
Bremen application site, from the senior citizen users’ perspective. First run usability testing was based
on ISO 9241:110 and an accessibility test (the German BIT-V test), which covers WCAG2.0 level AA.
This first run provided insights, to provide a methodology to be taken up by the other field-sites. The
results are in D3.6.
The findings from monitoring and evaluation activities were reported to the following stakeholders:
•
•
•
•

European Commission: Intermediate results of the evaluation reported on in periodic
progress reports and final evaluations in the Final report.
Co-creation participants: Evaluation activities and results reported back to co-creation
participants at the end of each phase, at workshops.
Other stakeholders: An update on monitoring and evaluation activities during each
phase reported back to key stakeholders
Project Board: At regular project management board meetings, as a way to gain advice
and insights on project progress to date and to improve it on the basis of their feedback.
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4.5.3

Impact assessment

In practice, the development of indicators and data for impact assessment stages of the IAF proved
problematic, although a number of sets of potential indicators and baseline data sources were
identified e.g. as outlined in section 3 below for South Lakeland. As explained there, and in more detail,
the issue was that the ‘blue’ section of the IAF leapt forward to attempting to identify objective
measures of change in what we later (section 4.2) call the ‘sphere of interest’, without fully
appreciating that the project could only fully engage with its ‘sphere of influence’. To resolve this
problem we propose a move from impact assessment to creating pathways to impact. This proposal
will be outlined in more detail below.

4.5.4

Outputs

Overall, then, the research and evaluation programme means that the relevant
documents/deliverables that include evaluation findings thus consist of:
•
•
•
•
•
•

4.6

Periodic reports
D3.2-D3.5: Senior Citizen Engagement Report for each site
D3.6: Evaluation report that focuses on the evaluation of mobile services across sites
D1.7: Evaluation and Impact Assessment Framework for co-creation projects.
D1.8: Final Guidebook on the design and deployment of co-creation approaches
Final project report

Summary of entire evaluation process using IAF

The evaluation of the co-creation activities in each site was undertaken in accordance with and as part
of the development of the overall ‘evaluation and impact assessment framework’ – referred to as the
IAF. It was divided in three parts:
•
•
•

formative evaluation of co-creation process and development of outputs,
summative evaluation on finalised outputs and outcomes,
impact assessment and exploitation.

For each part, the framework defines the relevant criteria, indicators and guiding questions which
have been put forward to different stakeholders. In deliverables D3.2-3.5, the evaluations of the
projects’ engagement activities, based on the answers to guiding questions and our observations, have
been structured and documented accordingly.
Formative evaluation, in accordance with our reflective practice approach, was conducted throughout
the whole co-creation process. The focus was on the quality of the process and our interventions. The
purpose was to look for improvements and corrections according to own observations and feedback
from participants. The formative assessment attends to the following dimensions:
(1) Openness and diversity of the co-creation process to a variety of stakeholders: The
involvement of a broad range of different older adults (with regard to age, health, socioeconomic status, education, skills, etc.);
(2) Older adults’ ability and possibility to participate in the co-creation process: The subjective
experience of being able to participate actively in the process as well as the actual degree of
involvement, responsibility and ownership;
(3) Involvement and ownership: Sharing control and responsibilities with participants;
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(4) Transparency of the co-creation process to stakeholders: Understanding the purpose of the
co-creation process and what can be achieved; sharing of relevant information about goals,
plans and decisions made with participants and other stakeholders;
(5) Relevance of the co-creation process for participants: The relevance of the process (or
aspects of it) in terms of participants’ needs, interests and motivations;
(6) Effectiveness of the co-creation process: The effectiveness of methods and the whole
process with regard to the project goals and the concrete process goals;
(7) Participants ́ learning: What participants learned throughout taking part in the co-creation
process.
Reporting on the evaluation of the co-creation process: A detailed description of each field site’s cocreation process was provided in deliverables D3.2 – D3.5; the Senior Citizen Engagement Report,
including how evaluation was conducted in each of these sites.
By contrast to the continuous and iterative nature of formative evaluation, summative evaluation is
retrospective, it focusses on process and product, i.e. output and outcome. The purpose here is to
assess the quality of the output and outcome in order to learn for future co-creation interventions
and to derive recommendations for others who plan similar processes. The summative assessment
refers to three different kinds of output with the following dimensions:
(1) Data (data collected and presented in the guide)
• Availability and quality of data input
• Quality of final datasets
(2) App (app providing access to the data)
• Usability
• Functionality
• Accessibility
(3) Service (online service in which data and app are embedded, and that is offered by a service
provider that maintains it)
•
•
•
•

Value for older adults
Value for intermediaries and service providers
Value for government
Uptake

Reporting on the evaluation of the outputs of the co-creation process: The outputs for the cocreation process - the Mobile Age apps developed at each field site; open data co-created with
participants; and the platform – have been described in detail in deliverables D4.2 – D4.5 Prototype
Demonstration Applications. The evaluation of these aspects of the data and app have been
conducted according to a project-wide protocol and set of standard tests, and are presented in
deliverable D3.6.
Service in the context of (3) above refers to social innovation in the form of a larger online portal that
incorporates the software and data and provides it to the public, hosted by an organization according
to a business model. According to this definition, the demonstrator apps were not a service but an
input for a service. The Mobile-Age project did not contract to provide or guarantee such a service,
which explains why the ‘impact assessment’ of the project proved problematic (see next two sections).
The central point of reference for the evaluation was thus whether and to which extent the service
meets the central value proposition; in this case to provide better information to older adults about
their district compared to existing guides. “Better”, in this context, meant to be of high quality, more
relevant and accessible for users, and more supportive for intermediaries, service providers,
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government and other stakeholders. These aspects could be assessed regarding the demonstrators
only.
The third part of the evaluation was seen as impact assessment, which tries to assess the long term
effects of the output, e.g. in South Lakeland’s case, improving social inclusion of older adults in the
district, as well as the impact of the co-creation method and the technical innovations in terms of
transfer and exploitation according to the exploitation plan (D5.5). This is to be modified in the final
Engagement and Impact Creation Framework, as detailed in the next two sections on lessons, and final
proposals.
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5

Lessons from Pilot Sites

5.1

Introduction

The four field sites of the Mobile-Age project used the same broad IAF structure to frame their
evaluation activities through the course of their project activities: conducting formative and
summative stages of assessment and evaluation, and making plans for impact assessment.
The four field sites used the same evaluative criteria, and headline questions to assess whether they
were being achieved, in their evaluative activities. This was achieved despite the projects in different
countries having slightly different headline ‘aims’. However, each site worked together with their
stakeholders to identify indicators that could be used to assess progress towards these local social
objectives. These are longer-term outcomes and impacts, and in the conduct of the evaluation
activities themselves, the four sites used the sets of evaluative criteria and questions listed in section
2 above.
At key points in the progress of the projects, each field site reported on their progress, not only in
terms of progress towards their indicators and/or aims and social objectives, but also in order to draw
out lessons from the application of the evaluation criteria in their ongoing formative evaluation of
engagement activities. Space does not permit the provision of details on all field sites’ evaluations
here, and it is not necessary in order to lay out how learning was produced. Appendix VII contains the
full text of one such evaluation, from South Lakeland, copied from deliverable D3.3.
Each field site drew out their own learning and lessons from these evaluations, and the text from the
respective ‘learning’ sections of each field site’s Engagement Reports is also provided in Appendices
VIII and IX.
These lessons were drawn out in a number of ways by different partners. For example, Bremen used
the strictly accurate reporting format of drawing out lessons from Phase 1 of their project and
formulating recommendations for consideration in Phase 2, and then reporting on lessons from Phase
2, incorporating how the recommendations had been implemented, which produced further lessons
and recommendations. Lancaster University adopted a similar process, while other partners
streamlined the reporting to lists of lessons learned: in the case of Zaragoza, these were specific to
different districts, and in RCM, the lessons drawn out applied to the whole project period.
This highlights that the general format of the IAF was used as a prompt for evaluation, but that the
process of recording and reporting ‘lessons learned’ was less strictly followed.

5.2

Lessons drawn from applying the IAF through evaluation in the field sites

The following are an edited selection of the lessons drawn out from evaluations of engagement that
are listed in full in Appendix VIII and IX. We focus here on lessons that can be abstracted from the
particular circumstances of the field sites and their projects, and so the lessons and recommendations
are presented at a level of generality.
These are presented as reported, divided into the different recommendations (in Phase 1) and final
lessons (from Phase 2) for different streams of work (see figure 10 below). Some text has been edited
and comments added, for clarity.
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Figure 10: Work streams of the co-creation process, Mobile-Age

5.2.1

Bremen recommendations:

5.2.1.1 Planning:
•

•

•

•

•

Recommendation: Start with an existing group of stakeholders that provide information of
the desired kind for the target audience. Lesson: Get an overview on existing printed
information in the domain of your problem focus and take them as a starting point and
benchmark for an improved service that exploits the full potential of digital multimedia
technologies. One of the main assumptions of Mobile-Age was that co-created services for
older adults would run on open government data. However, governmental institutions did not
provide the most relevant data. Rather, local service providers have proven to be the most
important data sources relevant to older adults.
Recommendation: Establish a project group that helps coordinating different co-creation
contributions by different people (because required skills are spread between different
participants). Lesson: Start a co-creation process in collaboration with a working network of
intermediaries and service providers, who ideally have experience in collecting, editing and
providing information for older adults and an interest in improving their role as information
brokers.
Recommendation: Consider activities that are feasible for other co-creation processes, in
particular if the co-creation facilitators are not researchers but public authorities or service
providers. Lesson: Written personal information of participants may only be collected during
the co- creation process if necessary (e.g. for idea formation), and must be discussed and
explained to participants in advance. The material needs to be tailored to the capabilities of
the persons involved.
Recommendation: Consider activities that support the use of technology in order to ensure a
higher motivation and satisfaction and more effective contribution by older adults. Lesson:
Offer additional training to non-tech savvy participants, should they be interested in learning
more about technology.
Recommendation: Establish transparent decision-making procedures. Lesson: Making the
documentation and communication of activities and its results available to all involved
stakeholders via suitable channels is indispensable for co-creation processes in order to ensure
equal opportunities to exert influence among all involved stakeholders.
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5.2.1.2 Engaging stakeholders:
•

•

•

•

•

Recommendation: Identify the different roles which intermediaries may assume throughout
the co-creation process (data providers, maintenance, recruitment support, future users) and
establish corresponding collaboration relationships. Lesson: Intermediaries can take different
supporting roles (gate-keeper, champion, communicator, data provider) in co-creation
processes. However, the prerequisite for their commitment is that the outcome will benefit
their work.
Recommendation: Recruitment activities must consider the context in which they address
older citizens as potential co-creators. Lesson: When embedding the process in existing
services and activities be aware that only a certain part of the target group might be addressed
(e.g. through the church or in particular neighbourhoods). Consider to organise activities at
different hosts and places.
Recommendation: Engage intermediaries who are ready to support recruiting older adults.
Lesson: Engaging intermediaries for the recruitment requires a deep understanding and
commitment of these intermediaries to the co-creation process.
Recommendation: Establish older adults as experts (also establishes trust). Lesson: In order to
establish older adults as experts the different kinds of experience and expertise that different
people have, need to be addressed and appreciated equally.
Recommendation: Establish procedures to facilitate role shift of participating older adults (e.g.
specialising in a specific co-creation role). Lesson: Consider a core group of older adults as cocreators that engage over the entire process and where each participant contributes to
different tasks that fit her/his interests and abilities and are defined jointly in the beginning.
From the start, facilitators should announce that they will engage additional co-creators when
there is consent that certain additional input or expertise are required.

5.2.1.3 Co-creating a service concept
•

•

•

Recommendation: Make use of methods that relate to defining characteristics (of potential
end users) and that allow establishing a ‘red thread’ (a common theme between different
activities) throughout the process. Lesson: Depending on the problem focus and the service to
be developed, identify methods to define a “red thread” throughout the co-creation process
and connect different activities.
Recommendation: Intermediaries should be considered and integrated as main users of a
service. Lesson: Intermediaries need to be substantially involved in the co-creation of services
for older adults from the beginning. Ideally, the service concept is developed in close
cooperation with the intermediaries in order to ensure its relevance.
Recommendation: Information is a necessary but not sufficient condition for social inclusion.
Lesson: With regard to social inclusion, a service should focus more on specific forms of
participation in the neighbourhood and provide information that is activating, and hence
actively supporting social inclusion. Consider more activating services. This refers to the fact
that many older users will not take up the services, however offered, and therefore “the value
proposition and the announced impact should be more modest”, in order to avoid making
promises that cannot be kept, for impact.

5.2.1.4 Working with (open) data
•

Recommendation: Open data should not be considered to be easily available for the
information needs of the co-creating older adults and other stakeholders as there is a gap
between the data available and the data required for a service that improves social inclusion
by activating people. Lesson: There is a tension between data-driven app development and
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•

•

citizen-driven service co-creation as much of the information identified as relevant in cocreation processes is not available as open data. We are convinced that effective and relevant
services for older adults should not be driven by what data is available, but rather have to be
based on the needs and requirements of the target audience.
Recommendation: Less is more. Concentrate on a few categories of objects and dedicate more
time in their presentation making use of a range of media formats. Lesson: Many older adults
are very busy. Hence, their resources and commitment should be used in the most effective
way (e.g. concentrating on the in-depth development of service concepts or data co-creation)
and potentially allow for richer descriptions (e.g. through video and audio clips).
Recommendation: Consider methods that allow the inclusion of a broader range of older
adults in data collection (e.g. focus groups). Lesson: “Snowball” data collection allows for the
contribution of the collective knowledge of a large group of people. It thereby enables older
adults to contribute.

5.2.1.5 Co-creating software:
•

•

Recommendation: Consider the reduction of prototyping tasks. Lesson: Prototyping tasks
need to be announced and explained well in advance so participants are given the opportunity
to decide if and in what form they want to contribute.
Recommendation: Consider the design of an application beyond the design of the user
interface. Lesson: Full co-creation in software development should not only deal with the user
interface of the app but also provide a back end that it easy to use for co-creators in providing
and maintaining the input.

5.2.1.6 Exploiting and disseminating the service
•

5.2.2

Recommendation: Sustainability remains a big challenge. Lesson: The willingness to commit
to the maintenance of the service increases with the degree of involvement in the process and
the degree of benefitting from its outcomes. Responsibilities for maintenance should therefore
be defined early in the process together with local stakeholders.

Zaragoza recommendations

Zaragoza produced the following recommendations and lessons generalizable to other projects:
•
•
•

Recommendation: Schedule the meetings closer together. Lesson: Sessions should be carried
out in shorter lapses (less than one week between one session and the next)
Recommendation: Continue using profiles. Lesson: Profiles (created by stakeholder) allowed
us to draw a representative picture of the needs of older adults in the district.
Recommendation: Use co-creation as a policy prioritisation method. Lesson: Older
participants understood the co-creation process also as a way to engage with the city council
and improve their neighbourhoods. When deciding on the routes, they specifically selected
some roads which they knew that they wanted to improve. Hence through their selection they
gave priority to the places.

With regard to the service finally produced, they had these observations, mostly on prototype/app
design:
•
•

The design aspects play a more important role than the facility of use.
The scroll bar disconcerts them. They have a hard time sensing that there is more
information on a page than the one seen at that moment on the screen and that they
have to use the scroll bar to view it.
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•
•
•
•
•

5.2.3

They tend to click on an image, not on the underlined text below it.
For beginners the magnifying glass induces them to think that it is a tool to increase the
size of the text.
The pull-down menus are difficult to use.
Icons or images related to a particular text are useful
Although it was not the subject of this study, it was considered of interest to ask the
elderly about the use of social networks (facebook, twitter, instagram). Most of the
people participating in the focus groups were not users of social networks, and also had
the perception that they are very "dangerous".

Region of Central Macedonia recommendations

Finally (before a full exploration of South Lakeland’s lessons), RCM produced these
recommendations and lessons:
1.
2.

3.

4.

5.

6.
7.

8.

9.

Initial gaps between the goals of the researchers/facilitators and the older adults were
overcome through facilitator’s knowledge and guidance.
Older people were very willing to engage in a technology-oriented project and
interested in new technologies, because they know that technology can make their
everyday life more easy and efficient, and bring them closer to family.
Look for culturally specific trusted intermediaries for engagement and impact: in Greece,
the relationship between older adults and their pharmacists and doctors is very personal
and strong.
Possession of, and familiarity with technology such as mobile phones and tablets does
not guarantee knowledge of how to use an app. Further training is required for many
older people.
Good relationships between the older adults and the working team is extremely
important for the co-creation process, and is strengthened by things including:
directness and honesty; informally socializing around formal activities; and discussion
even of personal matters. The trust and cooperation developed is transformative for all
participants.
The number of the workshops is less important than the successful completion of cocreation.
Workshops should be no longer than approximately 2 hours, for two reasons:
a. Firstly, after two hours of co-working, learning and speaking, older adults become
tired or lost their interest, so it was difficult for them to watch and participate
actively and thus meaningless to continue the process, and
b. Secondly, their schedule was really busy and full of other personal tasks or social
activities.
Professional associations and institutions may be less willing than individuals (e.g.
doctors, pharmacists) to collaborate and provide correct and valid data. Identify gatekeepers as soon as possible to reduce effort.
Weather conditions affect the implementation of the process, acting as a critical factor
on attendance and participation.

Having presented these lessons, we now focus in detail on the learning from the South Lakeland
field site.
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5.3

Lessons from applying the IAF in South Lakeland

The IAF was applied as a framework for evaluation at both stages of the project – Phase 1 which
focused on developing a ‘service concept’ and a prototype, and Phase 2 which further developed a
demonstrator app. The IAF also contained criteria for evaluating the short-term outcomes in terms of
use/uptake, and sustainability, and ‘impact’ in terms of the impact of the process on the participants,
the impacts of the outputs for the field site, and the impact of the overall Mobile-Age project. In what
follows, we focus on the lessons from applying the formative and summative evaluation aspects of
the IAF, before highlighting the attempts to operationalise ‘impact assessment’, and the lessons
learned. The use of the IAF made it clear that the evaluation of these latter aspects was problematic
– although attempts were made. As the outcomes of the project in particular were not contracted
beyond the end of the demonstrator being developed, and the longer-term impacts cannot be
determined within the life of the project, these aspects are further addressed in the next section (4)
on proposed re-organisation of the IAF to reflect instead ‘(co-)creating pathways to impact’.

5.3.1

Distinguishing between learning within the project, and learning about the IAF.

Other deliverables (D3.2-D3.5) detail all of the activities and interventions that took place in different
field sites, including details of their evaluation using the IAF. Therefore, this deliverable does not
replicate an evaluation of the project and its constituent activities, using the IAF. Instead, we draw out
here the insights, lessons and learning that emerged from the processes of doing the evaluations and
applying the IAF. Although this is a subtle distinction, it is an important one.
Because the Mobile-Age project was designed from the outset to operate on action research/learning
and reflective practice principles, such that evaluation was conducted throughout the conduct of the
research, it is inevitable that this distinction became blurred. To apply this approach properly, the
learning and lessons from using the IAF were used to iteratively adjust the aims, methods, and process
of the co-creation as the project progressed – in short, to improve it. Therefore, the reflections on the
successes and failures of applying the IAF in this manner, necessarily repeat some of the aspects of
the evaluations reported on in earlier deliverables.
The purpose of this deliverable is to report on the use of the IAF in order to inform future similar cocreation projects, therefore in the text that follows, the generalisable learnings from applying the
IAF in evaluation are highlighted in bold italics.

5.3.2

Formative evaluation lessons

Lessons, organized by evaluative criteria.
Openness: The use of formative evaluation surveys found that we had arranged workshops at times
that suited most older adults. It also highlighted that participants felt that they could contribute to the
different workshops and to the development of the app (properly Involvement and ownership in the
IAF), rating this aspect of the project at either 9/10 or 10/10. The use of the questions from the IAF as
direct prompts in participant surveys thus helped summative evaluation: demonstrating that the
criteria were satisfied after the project.
The evaluation survey revealed that a participant felt the workshops were not always focussed enough
due to differing abilities and experience in the group. This demonstrates that the format and content
of co-creation activities can be re-shaped through using the IAF.
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Ability to participate, Relevance, Openness and diversity were all evaluated early on (in Workshop 3
in South Lakeland), framed as asking about the use or non-use that other older adults made of
technology. This enabled participants to open up, and be more critical of others than they were of
themselves, confirming recruitment findings that older people were not primarily interested in
technological solutions. This finding from evaluation meant that while we needed to build something
initially for the co-creators, we also needed to keep this group of non-users in mind if our project
would have any significant penetration.
Transparency: In evaluation surveys, it was identified that the project was explained reasonably. In
regular formative evaluations, specific techniques for maintaining transparency and ownership
(overviews of the next workshop, and initial reviews of the last) were identified and incorporated into
activities.
Involvement and Ownership: Evaluation also identified that participants were satisfied with the
process, felt that their views were being considered, and that they were shaping both the agendas for
ongoing workshops methodology and the nature of the prototype created at the end of Phase 1. The
use of the IAF thus provided an ongoing check that the iterative research design was progressing as
planned.
Relevance: Only one issue was raised regarding relevance, which was that one participant felt the
workshops were useful for the project, more than the participants. Despite being identified, the issue
could not be followed up because the evaluation survey that identified it was anonymised. This is a
dilemma for evaluation implementation: anonymity allows opinions and feedback like this to be
expressed, but the issue cannot be further probed and addressed.
Effectiveness: Evaluation exercises identified the ineffectiveness of co-creation in recruiting older
adults who might be (already) isolated (itself an Openness/inclusiveness issue). This enabled further
strategies to be adopted in order to seek out the views of people qualified to advise on this issue (such
as NGOs, carers, and other intermediaries) in Phase 2. Formative evaluation is never negative: in
highlighting failures, it can be used to reshape future activities to improve.
Evaluation also revealed that some participants perceived co-creation to be slow, while other
appreciated the support invested in keeping everyone engaged. Evaluation was able to highlight two
sides of a single aspect of progress effectiveness from different participant viewpoints, enabling
facilitators to make a judgement about how to address the differences within the co-creation group.
The use of the IAF is neutral and symmetrical in identifying issues of concern.
Perhaps the most important lesson here is that the lessons can arise from surprising directions. The
use of effectiveness criteria highlighted inclusion issues - that participants were self-selecting and
more expert - which kept the needs of other users highlighted (vital for co-creation), and raised issues
that could be used to further develop pathways for impact and practices of impact.

5.3.3

Further Learning and Reflections about the Co-Creation Process (Phase 1)

The lessons below arose from different streams of the co-creation process and are thus presented
under the work stream headings (see figure 10 above). The lessons focussed on are taken from and
extend those presented in deliverable D3.3 on engagement, which are also provided as Appendix IX
below.
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That report focussed on the learning during the process, i.e. how lessons developed and influenced
other and future engagement activities during the project. This in itself is a lesson from the utilisation
of the IAF: regular evaluation activities enabled lessons to be drawn and applied in subsequent
activities. The lessons presented here arose from applying the IAF’s evaluative criteria to assess how
the project was progressing, in order to improve it during the conduct of the project.
It is important to note first that evaluation as part of normal co-creation activities (as required by our
approaches) raised lessons early on about the inter-relatedness of different work streams. As an
example, we held a feedback/consolidation workshop with our main stakeholders (South Lakeland
District Council and Age UK South Lakeland) early on, which highlighted that the Availability of open
data was limited in the district, and we advised them on the key issues and missing data sets, thus
addressing Comprehensiveness of data at the same time. We highlighted that some of the existing
open data was out of date or unreliable, and that they needed to review how they keep data up to
date. We also established the need to review open data once more in Phase 2. Finally, we also
recognised that older adults themselves had a potential role in collecting open data about social
activities and volunteering activities, which we needed to explore further in Phase 2. All of these were
strictly summative evaluation criteria and issues, but they were naturally addressed in Phase 1 as a
method of getting buy-in from stakeholders, and anticipating future stages of evaluation. This
highlights that the use of the IAF was not strictly phased, anticipated other work streams, and
created pathways for impact (see section 4).

5.3.3.1 Lessons about Exploration and recruitment:
The lessons from this phase arose mainly from consideration of the evaluative criteria of Openness,
Diversity and Inclusiveness. It was found that the co-creation group that was recruited was
representative of an age spread, however it was unrepresentative in a number of other ways, e.g.
public transport users were unrepresented. The main finding was that the nature of the co-creation
process itself (requiring commitment and interest, as well as relatively good mobility and IT skills)
excluded direct engagement with a large number of the intended end-users of the service – the
Mobile-Age app. Those excluded include:
•
•
•

Those not interested in technology;
Those socially isolated and thus difficult to engage;
Those unfamiliar with, put off by the commitment required by, or without confidence to
engage in, co-creation as a longitudinal process.
However, asking these questions about diversity and inclusion through applying the IAF in
evaluation, enabled the iterative and reflexive project to include multiple methods of addressing
these problems.
Although these issues were perhaps not formally acknowledged as such, they highlighted that if the
project were to eventually create use/uptake, sustainability and other impacts – i.e. satisfy the ‘impact
assessment’ criteria - then early on, inclusive and accessible design would need to take into account
the needs of all potential ‘end users’. These were older adults with all three levels of ‘access’ to the
digital services – from fully IT-cognisant to totally digitally excluded. This could only be done by
including those with ‘mediated’ access via intermediaries such as social workers, family and friends.
(see Deliverable 1.4 for more details).
Therefore, early on, it was decided to pursue ideas for other ways of getting ‘buy-in’, or in other words,
creating ‘pathways for impact’ through intermediaries. These include:
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•
•
•

Developing ‘personas’ for use in exercises, to explicitly think through how those not directly
represented would be affected, and thus give them a ‘voice’ in co-creation;
Extending the project to think about involving intermediaries – those who could act as the
missing link to the excluded population;
Developing ideas for potential dissemination and impacts that would similarly reach the
under-represented potential users, which eventually included:
o Local ambassadors
o Speakers to spread the word
o Tablets in local hubs
o Mobile Hubs
o App uploading events
o Changes to service provision
o Helpline (phone or Skype)

These changes to the work programme for the second phase directly resulted from thinking about
how the co-creation process satisfied the Openness criteria of the IAF.

5.3.3.2 Lessons about Idea forming

In this stream of work, the evaluative questions relating to the IAF criteria of Transparency and
Relevance were most relevant. As shown in Appendix IX, the lessons about ‘idea formation’ that arose
from evaluation included some more practical aspects of running workshops, including:
•
•
•

•

the value of smaller focussed groups – for maintaining relevance and effectiveness;
anticipating and preparing for poor attendance, by maintaining a constant signposting of
progress and aims, thus promoting transparency and relevance;
maximising the time available by minimising the detail that co-creators are asked to record
during the workshops – this requirement for transparency and relevance was instead taken
on by the facilitators in summarising and presenting progress back; and
holding internal co-creator workshops to check on progress and reiteratively plan future
events – ensuring that evaluations shaped the project focus.

The more processual and substantive lessons were seen to be:
•
•
•

•
•
•

not being solution-led - allowing the service concept and its features to arise from
participants’ interests and needs, establishing trust;
demonstrating the value of co-creators (to them) to transparently reinforce relevance – e.g.
design principles were agreed with them and used throughout;
acknowledging and responding to different experiences and technological ability with
activity design – this maintained the relevance to each individual whilst preserving the
openness and diversity of the group;
being flexible as to activity focus to allow the preservation of relevance – i.e. by allowing
free discussion of whatever was seen to be most relevant to participants;
developing good relationships between researchers and public co-creators in informal
contact – again to maintain trust and relevance, transparently; and
the importance of early and continuous engagement of stakeholder organisations.

The latter was of particular importance and relevance, as extended workshops with key stakeholder
organisations narrowed focus on points of shared interest between all three groups of participants,
but also crucially, they allowed the project to understand what authorities and intermediaries are able
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to host and support. This ensured that researchers started to build a product that would be supported
after the end of the project. This was important to establish that the co-creation outcomes would be
hosted and supported by the organisations. This reconciled the bottom-up co-creation process with
the need for buy-in from key stakeholders as hosts of the service after the end of the project: in other
words, to establish pathways for impact.

5.3.3.3 Lessons about Co-design and data creation

These lessons relate the usefulness of the usability, functionality, data availability and
comprehensiveness, and service effectiveness criteria of the IAF (formally, summative evaluation).
Training and support: Evaluation, both formal and informal, revealed that the varied technological
skills of participants created challenges, which were able to be taken into consideration by slowing
activities, re-scheduling them, providing individualised support etc. These reflective changes to
practice ensued that the prototype was usable by all.
Working with tangible artefacts: The usefulness of moving away from abstract discussions to showing
websites and apps, at this stage, was a key lesson learned in maintaining participant engagement and
interest (i.e. relevance) and structure discussion. However, this arose spontaneously from the need to
get user/participant feedback as part of co-creation design, rather than from formal evaluative
exercises. The use of IAF criteria will identify lessons, when it is mainstreamed in activities.
Developing a functioning prototype: The importance of developing a robust product emerged
through the exploration workshops. If the app developed failed to work or participants did not find it
usable and functional, their trust in the technology would diminish. This would hamper efforts to build
a personalisable app. Thus, the importance of presenting a working model to participants that was
definitively tested and robust was apparent. Until this stage of development is reached researchers
should take feedback on the existing prototype, re-develop by incorporating participant feedback and
complete several rounds of feedback and implementation until the chosen level of the app desired is
reached. This demonstrates how using usability and functionality criteria should be a normal part of
prototyping in co-creation.
Building an App to be hosted by a specific organisation: Reflecting on how to build a product that fits
with participants’, South Lakeland District Council, and Age UK South Lakeland demands (e.g. trust and
security) is important as a part of a co-creation project, so that the later hosting and running of the
product is ensured. This lesson from summative evaluation highlights that the effectiveness of the
service criteria being considered also prefigures the successful satisfaction of the use/uptake and
sustainability criteria of the short-term outcome ‘impact assessment’ (see section 4).
Co-creators or co-designers: While ULANC researchers were committed to co-creating with our
stakeholders, the complexity of co-creating at a ‘coding’ level for ‘apps’ was realized to be prohibitive.
For some participants it was quite difficult even to participate at the level of paper prototype codesign. On reflection, it was agreed that coding together with participants would be impossible to
focus on with the group of participants in South Lakeland. In Phase 2 researchers agreed to try paper
prototyping in smaller, but similar skill-level groups of participants. This demonstrates that the
formative criteria of Openness and diversity, Ability to participate, and Involvement and ownership,
ultimately required aspects of creation to be done outside of the group, to maintain the meeting of
summative evaluation criteria – i.e. the Usability and Functionality of the app.
Open data: Government open data in South Lakeland (as in other sites) was found to be limited
(availability and comprehensiveness of data) and it was not clear whether this would be expanded in
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the lifetime of our project. The use of these criteria highlighted serious deficiencies in state/local
authority level eGovernment that are important to anticipate in future co-creation projects.
Emphasising the 'co' in co-creation: In general, co-creation workshops with older adults worked well
when participants feel engaged and able to contribute to a product they perceive to be potentially
useful either to themselves, or to the community, in other words, when Relevance and Involvement
and ownership were achieved. Although co-creation asks only that participants are expert in their
own needs, participants showed interest in becoming ‘researchers’ in the next Phase, e.g. identifying
further participants with different needs, who and use different services differently. Reflectively
ensuring ‘Involvement and ownership’ thus led to potentially extending ‘Openness and diversity’:
the use of the IAF had synergistic effects.
Participants also suggested they could talk about our project developments and benefits to their
friends, to facilitate wider publicity and acceptance of the project. The successful use of the IAF to
ensure ‘Involvement and ownership’ thus helped to ‘Create pathways to impact’.
Co-creation and accessibility: Evaluation of the Ability to participate and Accessibility made us
conscious that the Events app was being designed for (and by) the already digitally included. We were
aware from the outset that the majority of older adults in South Lakeland do not have access to the
internet due to cost, or limited connectivity or interest, nor do they have access to a computer, tablet
or phone. This demanded that co-creation in the second phase must have a renewed focus on
involving or accessing this broader potential user group in the next phase of the project. Evaluation
led to the re-formulation of research priorities.
Key lessons for Phase 2: Service and Data Definition
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Plan for training and support for co-creators.
Make it concreate by using physical artefacts (meaningful probes).
Make functional prototypes (even if they are basic).
Consider the needs of the potential hosts for the app.
Co-creation does not need to include coding (co-design is already a major step).
Establish open data sources early (open data might be a big resource constraint).
Involve the co-creators also as co-researchers.
Consider accessibility of the co-creation process.

5.3.3.4 Lessons about Service and diffusion
Phase 1 of the co-creation in South Lakeland was intentionally designed as a demand-driven bottomup process. Therefore we did not expect to develop demonstrator apps in Phase 1. The purpose of
Phase 1 was to understand what loneliness and social isolation meant for the older adults – especially
in terms of their daily lives; identify the resources (and services) that they have available to address it;
and finally, to produce prototypes of what might constitute a technological solution.
As already mentioned, one key insight for the phase was the fact that a considerable proportion of
our target group were already excluded, and therefore did not participate in the co-creation process
and were unlikely to directly use any solution we might develop, unless some pathways to actively
achieving this were created:
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“access to the internet became a significant concern at this early stage of the project.
We were shocked at the low uptake of technology amongst older adults in the district.
With low internet use and poor broadband and 4G access, we worried about who might
use any services that we develop and how might they access it? … we settled on a small
group of dedicated co-creators. However, we were clear from the start that this is likely
a self- selected group and that we needed to make every effort to expand our inputs and
test ideas from the co-creation workshops with other relevant stakeholders,
continuously.” (D3.3)
This made us realise the importance of intermediaries – family, support workers, social workers, local
officials, and so forth. These intermediaries became the key group that we engaged in Phase 2. In
other words, as detailed in the next section, the project became aware that their ‘sphere of influence’
extended only as far as the co-creators and ‘boundary partners’ (intermediaries and stakeholders),
and could not hope to directly act to create the impacts we had initially hoped to assess. Use of the
IAF therefore drew attention to the importance of creating pathways to impact through these
intermediaries, which relied on the Involvement and ownership of the work.
Key lessons for Phase 2: Service and Diffusion
•

Think of how to engage intermediaries to act on behalf of the excluded older adults.

5.3.3.5 Learning from Phase 1 for Phase 2
Finally, interim use of the IAF to evaluative Phase 1 activities raised a series of lessons for Phase 2, that
were summarised thus (emphasis added):
“Engagement: We needed to make sure that we kept our core group of co-creators involved and
engaged in the process. They had made a significant investment and become active co-creators and
co-researchers in the project. We needed to find ways to engage the new stakeholders so that they
take ownership of the project. We also needed to expand the way we interact with all intermediaries
in order to make sure that we capture their perspective.
Agreement: It was important to establish more or less explicit ways of getting agreement, and to
document these agreements, to enhance the links between the various workshops and meetings. It
was also important to get formal agreement early on about the hosting of the social connectedness
apps.
Communication: We needed to make sure that all the stakeholders were kept up to date of progress
and felt sufficiently involved in the project to ensure ownership. We also needed to make sure that
the outcomes of the workshops were fed through to the co-creators (so that they could see the
tangible outcomes of their efforts) and to the other stakeholders (so that they could retain ownership
of the process and outcomes).”
As can be seen from these lessons, the evaluation criteria of the IAF acted to raise early on the
importance of thinking through how to ensure that key stakeholders would own and host the service
outcomes. This is again an aspect of ‘creating pathways to impact’, which we explore in section 4.
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5.3.3.6 Summary of Reflections on Co-Creation Activities in South Lakeland
Evaluation quickly influenced the project’s overall aims and objectives. Outcomes of interviews and
workshops were at times contrary to our initial assumptions, e.g. that ‘a technological solution to
independent living through mobile access to services is both possible and useful’. Instead, in South
Lakeland, the overarching challenge of independent living comes from loneliness and isolation. While
isolation is a comparatively tangible issue that might be tackled through community building and
provisions of facilities through the community, loneliness is an issue that is more difficult to deal with.
We aimed to encourage and facilitate social interaction at the co-creation group level as a minimum,
and in Phase 2, we hoped to reach out to more individual older adults’ issues of loneliness with the
help of intermediaries. In the terms of the next section, reducing loneliness and isolation were our
desired impacts, but we could only approach them through the outcomes of influencing behaviours
in our ‘boundary partners’ in our sphere of influence: the intermediaries.
Thus, in summary, our co-creation activities with various stakeholders while undoubtedly rich and
dense, sometimes defied or changed our plans and assumptions—be it in interviews or workshops or
recruitment. Within an action research/learning and reflective practice approach, we reflected within
our own researchers’ team on every co-creation activity using the IAF, and incrementally changed
pathways to revisit future potential actions. This methodology of progress with research is time
consuming, but respects a multitude of voices and offers lessons on key issues that we might want to
repeat or avoid in future research with older adults.
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6

The Evaluation and Impact Creation Framework (EICF)
as Final Proposal

6.1

Introduction

This section of the document explains how the learning and lessons from use of the IAF in the MobileAge project suggested that its format (as used by project partners, and as detailed in section 2 and
Appendix IV) required some fairly major revisions to make it better fit for purpose for similar future
projects. We make the case for its new format in the following sections. This should not be taken as a
failure of the IAF as it was drafted and operationalised. Rather, it highlights that any Impact
Assessment Framework, or better, any monitoring and evaluation plan, that is utilised in an action
framework and reflective practice approach such as co-creation, is utilised for learning from doing.
Having gone through the process, we are in a position to offer improvements to the framework to be
used in planning and evaluating co-creation.
This section is divided into 3 parts. First, we argue that ‘impact assessment’ was an inaccurate framing
for what the project was contracted, and could hope, to achieve. This means that the IAF itself was
inaccurately titled, and that in particular the final stage of the IAF was almost impossible to
operationalise as an evaluation process within the project. Second, we propose that instead, another
stream of work should have proceeded in parallel with the two phases of co-creation, entitled ‘Cocreating meaningful Pathways to Impact’. This also implies that the IAF be re-named ‘Evaluation and
Impact Creation Framework’ (EICF). Third, we suggest a potential additional stream of work for cocreation, one in which researchers could be involved but which is not necessarily located within future
co-creation projects that might implement an EICF, and that is the ‘Co-creation of Practices of Impact.’
These changes, resulting in the EICF in Appendices X and XI, will be incorporated in the final project
report, and while they are not incorporated in the CIDER interactive guidebook on the design and
deployment of co-creation approaches 9, equivalent and complementary advice on how to use an EICF
in future co-creation projects is provided in Appendix XII.

6.2

Removal of ‘Impact Assessment’ per se from the ‘IAF’

The lesson from the project is that research partners in the different field sites struggled to different
degrees with articulating and operationalising their ‘impact assessment’. In the IAF framework, the
outcomes required ongoing use, uptake and long-term sustainability of the service that was cocreated. In many cases, this falls outside of the time-frame of the project, which was contracted to
roll-out a demonstrator app and service. The ‘impacts’ of the project were framed as being evaluable
for the participants, the field site, and for the broader environment of institutions, NGOs, the private
sector, and older adults across Europe. We argue below that measuring and demonstrating such broad
and deep impacts will always be difficult for similar co-creation projects. Therefore the framework for
evaluating such projects needs to draw back from an over-ambitious claim to assess their impact
before the project end. Instead, what is required is a framework for evaluating and (co-)creating
pathways through which such impact can be accomplished.
Another lesson from our experience with the IAF is that ‘impact assessment’ is a concept that
misdirects attention, as it suggests that early phases of a co-creation should only identify and establish

9

https://co-creation.mobile-age.eu/en/

© Copyright 2018 - Lancaster University
53 | P a g e

D1.7 Evaluation and Impact Assessment Framework
baseline data, along with evaluation criteria and KPIs by which impact can be assessed at a much later
date. It thus postpones assessment and enforces a conceptual hiatus in impact-related activities. The
project partners’ experience of iterative formative and summative evaluation of their co-creation
process and outputs highlighted that such a hiatus was practically impossible. The evaluation of the
effectiveness of the process and of the service in particular highlighted that broader constituencies of
potential older adult users, different categories of intermediaries, and other stakeholders would all
have to buy into the project outputs from a relatively early stage, if impact were to manifest through
Involvement and ownership, leading to use/uptake, and sustainability.
Thus the structure of the IAF was useful and effective in demonstrating its own shortcomings. The
lesson learned was that a project cannot leave ‘Impact Assessment’ until the end of a project. Instead,
impact (pathway) creation should start as soon as the service concept has been co-created. Before
that point, the concept is still in formation, and there is not sufficient buy-in to establish how impact
might be effected.

6.2.1

Example Indicators of impact (South Lakeland)

For the social objectives specific to each individual field site, indicators and measures were based on
the literature for that social objective, and selected or co-created and agreed with the stakeholders of
each region. Using South Lakeland as our exemplar again, the aim was to reduce social isolation with
the objective to help alleviate loneliness, and the first step was to identify indicators for these issues.
To do this, we worked with World Health Organisation guidelines for age-friendly cities (WHO, 2007)
and the eight domains described in them (see figure 11 below). Not all of the dimensions would be
relevant for each of the field sites, however they helped guide the selection of relevant indicators.
Each site addressed separate social objectives that could be mapped onto the WHO age-friendly
domains. Thus, we established how the activities and outputs co-created in each field site during
Mobile-Age should lead to wider impacts.

Figure 11: WHO age-friendly domains
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In order to assess the impact of Mobile-Age in the future, in other words, to engage in impact
assessment planning, we asked “ideally, what would we like to measure, in order to be able to show
impact?” We identified literature on indicators and scales of loneliness, including the Campaign to End
Loneliness Measurement Tool 10, the UCLA Loneliness Scale, and the Warwick Edinburgh Well-being
Scale 11 These scales use series of questions to put a figure on ‘loneliness’, and can be used in different
circumstances. Example questions used to assess loneliness are:
The Campaign to End Loneliness Measurement Tool:
•
•
•

I am content with my friendships and relationships
I have enough people I feel comfortable asking for help at any time
My relationships are as satisfying as I would want them to be

De Jong Gierveld Loneliness Scale:
•
•
•
•
•
•

I experience a general sense of emptiness
I miss having people around me
I often feel rejected
There are plenty of people I can rely on when I have problems
There are many people I can trust completely
There are enough people I feel close to

The UCLA 3-item Loneliness Scale:
•
•
•

How often do you feel that you lack companionship?
How often do you feel left out?
How often do you feel isolated from others?

However, it was decided that given the emerging project focus in South Lakeland on facilitating access
to events, a more event-based assessment and set of indicators would be more appropriate. The
project thus negotiated with Age UK South Lakeland on using their Compass Questionnaire.
This is a tool that Age UK developed to assess older adults and their needs upon first engagement with
the organization. The areas covered by the questionnaire include:
Health

Wellbeing

Money

Home

Social Life

Hospital visits

Mood

Pension

Type of
accommodation

Social visits

Carers

Depressing

Credit

Living
arrangements

Family contact

Medication

Concentration

Savings

Conditions of
housing

Friends contact

Medical conditions

Worry

Benefits

Insulation

Social
engagement
out of house

See https://www.campaigntoendloneliness.org/wp-content/uploads/Loneliness-MeasurementGuidance1.pdf
11
https://www2.uwe.ac.uk/services/Marketing/students/pdf/Wellbeing-resources/well-being-scalewemwbs.pdf
10
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Poor health impact on
family life

Stress

Fuel Bills

Repair

Transport
routine
arrangements

Changes to
habits/routines

Fear

Money
management

Mobility
infrastructure

Telephone

Eating/weight/appetite Anger

Future planning Accessibility in
the home

Internet

Sleeping

Loneliness

Safety

Internet usage

Smoking

Exclusion

Smoke alarm

Internet skills

Drinking

Isolation

Personal alarm

Changes to
social life

Physical activity

Bereavement

Home safety

Being a carer

Area safety

Hobbies and
activities

Condition
management
Walking aids

Table 11: Compass Questionnaire topics, source Age UK.

Below is an initial example list of the indicator questions for social participation that we planned to
use in South Lakeland, which we co-created with local service providers, and for which data might be
extractable from the Compass Questionnaire. The outcome indicators agreed below include social
participation in local events, questions about social connectedness and social isolation:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Opportunities for social engagement
Total number of event sessions provided
Number of clients currently registered as attendees
Number of engagement attendances
Number of new event client registrations
How often do you get social, visitors family or friends to your home?
How often do you have contact with family or friends via telephone, email, letter or Skype?
How often do you get of the house for social engagements?
How many activities do you currently take part in?

As can be seen, many of these areas of data would be highly appropriate to create baseline data for
older people in the area, and to track changes after the deployment of an open data based service.
However, there are the following provisos: demonstrating impact of any project per se, in isolation, is
almost impossible, given the multifactorial nature of the issues of loneliness and social isolation; and
many of the key indicators of interest – i.e. loneliness and isolation – are by their nature self-reported
and subjective. While subjective indicators are important and no less robust than objective ones,
again, drawing causal links between changing indicators and ascribing these to the effects of a project
on the large scale would be very difficult. A more modest ambition for future projects would be to
track impact through longitudinal surveys of older adults engaged with the co-created services.

6.3 Insert a parallel stream of ‘Creation of Impact Pathways’ from the end of the
co-creation of the service concept.
As argued above, rather than ‘impact assessment’, Mobile-Age and future co-creation projects using
open data to address the needs of older adults should instead focus on ‘creating pathways to impact’
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within their co-creation processes. The following sub-sections detail how this should be
conceptualised and operationalised, with examples given relating the framework to the South
Lakeland project, before some concluding sections highlight that aspects of this work stream/process
were implicit in the IAF, and took place as a result of our reflective practice. For stand-alone
‘Guidebook’ style advice to future projects for creating pathways to impact, see Appendix XII.

6.3.1

Introduction

What, in the context of co-creation, is impact? Project impacts are relevant and meaningful changes
that occur for stakeholders, beneficiaries, or for society more generally, as a result of certain actions
or activities of co-creation projects (e.g. Mobile-Age). The problem in managing and achieving impact
is that the project is of limited duration and project impacts often require time and intermediaries to
become realised. Who these relevant intermediaries might be can may vary considerably. In some
cases these intermediaries could be external organisations who are going to use and implement the
outputs of the process (such as NGOs, local authorities, or private firms), it may be external agencies
that supply some of the data sources, it may even be some of the older adults that act as
implementation ‘champions.’ In other cases these intermediaries might be internal such as other
departments within the organisation. Or, in some cases it might be a combination of internal and
external intermediaries. The key point is that it is often the case that, due to the time-limited nature
of co-creation projects, the longer-term, sustainable impacts are achieved via intermediaries who we
do not directly control (what we hereafter call boundary partners). As such, it is important that these
intermediaries take ownership of the project outputs and implement them appropriately in order to
achieve the desired impacts. This means that it is important that the influence of the project decreases
whilst ownership by local partners and beneficiaries increases, as the project develops through time
(as shown in Figure 12). For example, in South Lakeland the intermediaries are external – that is, the
local authority and a local NGO. In Bremen the intermediary is external – the city municipality of
Bremen (via Bremen online). In Central Macedonia the key intermediaries are both internal (the
developers) and external (the suppliers of the open data that serve the health application, the Kapi
centres). In Zaragoza the intermediaries are both internal (the IT department, Office for Elderly
People) and external (the centres for elderly people).
In such a context, of a multiplicity of intermediaries, one can ask how does one then manage impacts?
We would suggest that pathways to impact need to be created by managing the uptake and ownership
of project outputs by the boundary partners to achieve project outcomes. Uptake and ownership
were, it should be remembered, evaluation criteria of the ‘impact assessment’ of short-term
outcomes of the Mobile-Age draft IAF. Project outcomes are defined as changes in the behaviour,
relationships, activities or actions of people, groups, and organisations as a result of our project
actions or activities—which are necessary to achieve impact in the broader sphere of interest.
Designing and managing impact is to create pathways to impact centred on project outcomes – what
is known as outcome mapping (Earl et al. 2001)
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Figure 12: Project outcomes as pathways to impact

The logic of this ‘pathways to impact’ approach is that the project must focus its attention on that
which it can control (project activities) or that which it can influence (the behaviour of boundary
partners/intermediaries)—that is, on project outcomes. Through the co-creation process, the project
produces certain project outputs (data, applications, services, platforms, and so forth). This is the
sphere of control of the project, which must be managed well to ensure that appropriate outputs are
produced. Central to achieving this is the Mobile-Age approach of using co-creation as a methodology
to produce outputs that are relevant and meaningful for the potential beneficiaries. Boundary
partners (actors/organisations) will then use or implement these outputs to realise long-term impacts.
To create pathways to impact is to focus on project outcomes in boundary partners—this is the sphere
of influence of the project. That is, the pathway to impact is the relevant and appropriate changes in
the behaviour, relationships, activities or actions of boundary partners (people, groups, and
organisations) that are necessary to achieve impact in the sphere of interest (i.e. the older adults) - as
presented in Figure 13 below.

6.3.2

A methodology for developing pathways to impact

Outcome mapping is an existing methodology for developing pathways to impact that is used in the
international development field (Earl, Carden, Patton, & Smutylo, 2001; Smutylo, 2005), adapted here
to be more meaningful and appropriate for our purposes. This methodology consists of three
interconnected and iterative phases that can also happen partly concurrently:
-

Phase 1: Design and develop impact pathways
Phase 2: Monitor project outcomes
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Phase 3: Plan for impact assessment

Figure 13: Pathways to impact

6.3.2.1 Phase 1: Design and develop impact pathways
This phase is about clarifying and agreeing our overall objectives, project outputs to be achieved,
desired project outcomes, and relevant boundary partners (and how they relate). Additionally, we
want to understand the outcome challenges for each boundary partner (what they should do to take
up and use the project outputs) and devise strategies for dealing with these challenges. Moreover, we
also want to develop ‘graded markers’ that will indicate progress in terms of dealing with the outcome
challenges. Finally, we want to make sure that certain organisational processes and practices are in
place (in the project) to support the development of these pathways to impact.
1. Articulate and refine social objective of project (in the sphere of interest). What is the overall
intention of the project? In other words, what are the aspects or dimensions that it wants to
contribute to – its sphere of interest. This should have emerged out of the co-creation process
but it is good to articulate it clearly and gain consensus about it, as a first step to designing
pathways to impact.
2. (Re)define the outputs co-created (or to be co-created) by the project. What are the various
outputs co-produced (or to be co-produced) by the co-creation process – for example
methodologies, applications, data, services, platforms, etc. Who might be the potential
beneficiaries of these outputs? An output/beneficiaries table can be developed in a workshop
(see Template 1 and all subsequent template examples in Appendix XI).
3. Identify relevant boundary partners. Boundary partners are those individuals, groups, or
organizations with whom the project interacts directly to take up and implement the outputs
of the project (to meet outcome objectives) and ultimately achieve sustainable impact. These
actors are called boundary partners because, even though the project will work with them to
effect change, it does not control them. They are normally the local intermediaries that work
directly (or more indirectly) with the final beneficiaries of the project. An
output/beneficiaries/partner table can be developed in a workshop (see Template 2
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example). This will help to identity a variety of potential boundary partners. These might need
to be prioritised in order to focus on the key ones.
4. Identify outcome challenges. Once the boundary partners have been identified, an outcome
challenge statement—that describe changes in behaviours, relationships, etc.—is developed
for each of the partners. Outcomes define how the behaviour of the actors will change as a
result of being affected by the project. An outcome challenge describes the ideal behavioural
changes, relationships, or actions of a boundary partner for it to contribute to the sustainable
impact of the project with regard to the final beneficiaries (in the sphere of interest). Outcome
challenges are phrased in a way that emphasises behavioural change. They should be idealistic
but realistic. An outcome challenge statement should be developed for each of the prioritised
boundary partners. A partner/challenge statement table can be developed in a workshop (see
Template 3 example).
5. Develop graduated progress markers (GPM) for each boundary partner. Graduated progress
markers are identified for each of the boundary partner/outcome challenges that the project
is helping to bring about. The GPMs are based on information that the project can gather in
order to monitor achievements toward the desired outcome. The set of progress markers
represents a graduated change model that aims to reveal the depth and complexity of change
being sought in the boundary partner. The progress markers should advance in degree from
the minimum one would expect to see (early encouraging response to the project), to what
the project would like to see them doing (active engagement and commitment), to what the
project would love to see them doing (implying some deep transformation) – see Figure 14
below. A GPM table can be developed for each boundary partner in a workshop (see Template
4 example).

Figure 14: Graduated progress markers (GPMs) for a boundary partner
(impact acceleration)

6. Complete a Strategy Map for Each Outcome Challenge. The project does not control the
boundary partners but can influence them. This influence comes from the fact that the project
members can enable (help or facilitate) these organisations to more become more efficient
or effective in delivering value to their beneficiaries (clients). This influence (or strategies for
influence) can be directed at the boundary partner or to the boundary partner’s environment.
The strategies can be causal (something we can directly do), persuasive (something we can do
to build capacity to do or think in new ways), or supportive (something we can do to support
the partner to do certain things). This taxonomy allows us to consider six different strategies.
This does not mean that we will necessarily have six different strategies (not all boxes need to
© Copyright 2018 - Lancaster University
60 | P a g e

D1.7 Evaluation and Impact Assessment Framework
be completed). However, it allows us to consider the strategy space in a systematic and
comprehensive way. A strategy map (figure 15) can be developed for each boundary
partner/outcome challenge in a workshop (see Template 5 example).

Figure 15: Strategy Map questions

7. Articulate and establish project organisational practices to support pathways to impact
• Active scanning – the project should do active scanning for new opportunities, resources,
etc. that can support the project to achieve its objectives. What are we doing (must we
do) to make sure that there might not already be solutions to the problems we are trying
to address?
• Connecting – keep active dialogue going with boundary partners (especially key
informants). How are we keeping (can we keep) an open dialogue going with our partners?
• Obtain top-level support – present project and benefits to next higher-level decisionmakers to gain support and buy-in. How can we ensure top-level buy-in?
• Share learning – share learning with boundary partners on an ongoing basis. What are we
doing (must we do) to share our learning on an ongoing basis?
• Experiment – continually experiment with options, tools, approaches, and so forth. How
do we make sure that there is an appetite for and culture of experimenting?
• Engage in ongoing reflection – continually reflect to facilitate learning. How do we
establish ongoing reflective practices?
A workshop can be organised to review or develop the necessary organisational practices to support
the pathways to impact development and monitoring (see Template 6 example).

6.3.2.2 Phase 2: Monitor project outcomes
Monitoring is not an end in itself. Monitoring needs to be useful, affordable, light in work, and
understandable. The monitoring practices with be directed towards the pathways to impact
developed in phase 1. Ultimately the purpose of monitoring is learning in order to act in a timely and
appropriate manner to ensure project outcomes. To achieve this we will monitor:
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•
•

Project outcomes: the changes in the behaviours, actions, activities, and relationships of
the boundary partners (boundary partner outcomes) – use an outcome journal
Outcome strategies: the strategies that a program employs to encourage change in its
partners (strategies for dealing with outcome challenges) – use a strategy journal

1. Outcome journal. The outcome journal is a template to record progress against graded markers
for each outcome challenge. An example template is provided in Appendix XI as Template 7. The
completion of the journal (as well as drawing out and recording the lessons learnt from it) is best
done in a workshop (possibly involving some participants from the boundary partners).
2. Strategy journal. The strategy journal is a template to record the progress and effectiveness of
the strategies for each boundary partner. An example template is provided as Template 8. The
completion of the journal (as well as drawing out and recording the lessons learnt from it) is best
done in a workshop (possibly involving some participants from the boundary partners). In the
workshop the following questions can be considered:
• What are we doing well and what should we continue doing?
• What are we doing ‘okay’ or badly and what can we improve?
• What strategies or practices do we need to add?
• What strategies or practices do we need to give up (those that have produced no
results, or require too much effort or too many resources relative to the results
obtained)?
• How are/should we be responding to the changes in boundary partners’ behaviour?
• Who is responsible? What are the time lines?

6.3.2.3 Phase 3: Planning for impact assessment
The project often has only very indirect influence in the ultimate impact of its project outcomes. It can
control its activities and influence the project outcomes in the boundary partners through its pathways
to impact. Nevertheless it would be prudent to plan for impact assessment. The following steps (which
can be done concurrently with Phase 1) can be followed.
1. (Re)articulate and refine social objective of project (in the sphere of interest). What is the
overall intention of the project? In other words what are the aspects or dimension that it
wants to contribute to – its sphere of interest. These should have emerged out of the cocreation process but it is good to articulate things clearly and gain consensus about them, as
a first step to designing pathways to impact.
2. (Re)define the outputs co-created (or to be co-created) by the project. What are the various
outputs co-produced (or to be co-produced) by the co-creation process – for example
methodologies, applications, data, services, platforms, etc. Who might be the potential
beneficiaries of these outputs? An output/beneficiaries table can be developed in a workshop
(see Template 1 example).
3. Articulate your value lenses. Value lenses help us think about different value perspectives:
that is, the benefits that our project outputs might be able to realise in the sphere of interest.
We want to think in terms of both output values/benefits and process values/ benefits. For
example:
• Outcome values/benefits, such as:
• Economic value
• Utility value
• Community or social value
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• Quality of life value
• Process values/benefits such as:
• Learning value
• Participation value
• Knowledge value
• Political value
An output/beneficiaries/benefits table can be developed (or co-created) with the boundary
organisations and or the beneficiaries in a workshop (see Template 9 example).
4. Determine ways of measuring each of the articulated benefits. These measures (or
indicators) can be objective (e.g. in South Lakeland, the number of older adults using the Social
Connectedness app) or subjective (how useful they think the app is). Try and think about both
objective and subjective measures for each of the beneficiaries. A table of objective and
subjective measures (or indicators) for each output/beneficiary can be developed (or cocreated) with the boundary organisations and or the beneficiaries in a workshop (see
Template 10 example).
5. Data and measuring plan. Establish what data is available for each of the measures. For
objective measures or indicators one would need baseline data to be able to claim impact (i.e.
what was the ‘delta’ or difference that the project made for the beneficiaries). For subjective
measures it is possible to frame questions about ‘before’ and ‘after’ for the beneficiaries to
respond to. The data and measuring plan can be developed (or co-created) with the boundary
organisations and or the beneficiaries in a workshop (see Template 11).
As can be seen from Appendix XI, the documentation required by this framework need not be
excessive, although it aims at being comprehensive. More importantly, for the creation of pathways
to impact to be successful, the process must begin early in co-creation of the service concept.
However, it does not make sense to initiate the formal processes described above until the service
concept has been successfully articulated through co-creation. The figure below illustrates how the
rough timings of the different streams of evaluation work in a 2-Phase co-creation project based on
the approaches used in Mobile-Age would be configured.

Figure 16: Timing of evaluation and impact creation work streams

The colours of the evaluation and impact pathway creation bars in this diagram relate to the new
Evaluation and Impact Creation Framework tables, which are provided in Appendix X, and replace
those in Appendix IV, and taken together with the template documents in Appendix XI the three
comprise the EICF.
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6.3.3

Co-creation of pathways to impact – empirical examples from South Lakeland:

In effect, Mobile-Age engaged in the co-creation of pathways to impact without naming it as such. In
addressing ‘Exploitation and dissemination’, South Lakeland stated that:
“When adopting a bottom-up longitudinal co-creation approach, it is crucial in the initial stage to
ensure that the service concept and feedback about the prototype app, and data, is clear and agreed
with any stakeholders who might run the service after Phase 2. In Phase 1, ‘exploitation’ was
addressed in terms of stakeholder buy-in and specifying what would be needed for them to host the
services (if the demonstrator was developed sufficiently). When following a longitudinal co-creation
approach with multiple phases, such as the one in South Lakeland, at the end of the first phase it is
important to gain commitment for the service concept and prototype, and to agree the plans to be
pursued in the second phase of co-creation with those that have agreed to host the service. Designing
something that they agree to host is key to successful exploitation in the final co-creation phase. The
development of a service concept, and a prototype app that could be used to indicate what the final
app and service might become, was crucial to exploitation at the first stage. It allowed the various
stakeholders that might host it in the future to decide if it may be beneficial and supported by their
organisation, and whether they had the resources needed to host it. In South Lakeland this led to SLDC
agreeing to host the app. Co-creation was important here, as they recognised from the participation
of their older adults that they were enthusiastic about its potential. Likewise, the older adult
participants in workshops could see that the solution/service would be supported by the NGO (Age
UK SL) and SLDC staff. This also allowed for plans to be developed about possible exploitation at the
end of Phase 2.
Key Insights: Exploitation and dissemination Stage in Phase 1
•
•
•

Ensure sustainability by creating ownership - SLDC to host the app.
Test prototypes with a wide group of older adults.
Gain feedback from wider NGO, government and academic stakeholders.” (D3.3, pp. 4041)

In this sense, this is not a new stream of work, just that it more accurately reflects that the activity
required is planning and evaluating impact creation rather than assessment.
As stressed in the previous section on learning (3.3.3.5), at the end of Phase 1 lessons were drawn out
about ‘engagement, agreement and communication’ that focused on ensuring that stakeholders and
intermediaries were involved, and that key stakeholders bought in to the project through Phase 2 and
were therefore likely to host the service. This is another demonstration that the project addressed
the need to create pathways to impact without it being framed as such.

6.4

Co-create Practices of Impact

We finish with a proposal for an additional stream of work for a co-creation project. In fitting with the
methodology just outlined, this work stream would attempt to refer back to the conceptual approach
that the Mobile-Age adopted with regard to situated practice. As a reminder, a situated practice
approach was deemed important in working with older adults on how the service concept being
developed in the early stages of the project could meaningfully help them. This approach saw practices
as the pathways to meaningful access – to events, services, and opportunities for social
connectedness. Rather than try to prejudge in abstract which sets of resources and abilities were
conditions for older adults to access relevant digital services, the co-creation process sought to
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identify from older adults themselves what these pathways might be, through attention to their
meaningful practices – those routinized activities through which they brought together competence,
materials and understandings/meanings to achieve social connectedness. Analysing these
constituents of everyday practices allowed the project to identify the necessary conditions for access,
which could be addressed through digital services.
This situated practice approach suggested that studies and interventions in loneliness and social
isolation through the use of ICT need to remain situated in the daily lives of the older adults for it to
be meaningful and relevant. Thus, what is important is to understand (and further facilitate) what they
do, where they go and who they do it with. In terms of ‘impact’ and broad societal outcomes of cocreation, this means that while impact pathways can be identified and agreed with the participants
and stakeholders, it is more important to work out how to implement them in a very grounded and
practice-focused way. It requires identifying measures to be taken to stop the project being seen as a
‘step out of normal work’, i.e. as ‘merely’ a demonstration project or exceptional case study. This is
clearly problematic when the project implementation ends with demonstration, which again attests
to the importance of the pathway approach.
Beyond the demonstator phase, dissemination is clearly the aim of the project, even as the project
members relinquish direct influence over the services and products that they have developed.
Therefore the final stage of impact creation is a stream of work in which the end users – those with
independent access to the co-created digital service – and intermediaries – the NGOs, service
providers, carers, friends and families of older adults who can use the digital services on their behalf
– embed the use of the service as a meaningful part of daily life. The use of the app (in our case) or
other project output will only be a successful pathway to impact if there is uptake of the outputs in
the everyday practices of the target populations, which will translate eventually into the outcomes
and impact.
What would it mean to co-create the practices of use of the app? This would entail working with older
adults in their houses, or other locations, to make sure they are connected to the internet, that they
can use digital and mobile technologies, and can use the app. This would not be a technical assessment
of the digital service’s accessibility and usability, but following through the integration of these
materials and competences to discover meaningful information, that can be integrated into other
valued practices (in our case, of social activity). The final step is therefore to create the new practices
of social connection, and routinize their impact. An infinite extension of researcher resources and
engagement is not practicable, in Mobile-Age or in other similar projects, unless follow-on funding can
be made available. However again, planning can take place. In South Lakeland, workshops co-created
‘ideas’ for the dissemination of the co-created app, which can be taken as a model of how the cocreation of practices of impact might be planned. The ideas created included:
“Ideas around dissemination/marketing of the apps
• Advertising the apps in places that already have digital screens such as GPs and dental
surgeries and in cinemas or other event venues.
• Putting up posters about the apps at notice boards and in places frequented by older
adults.
• Having speakers to introduce and demonstrate the apps at events and organisation
meetings.
Ideas around supporting older adults in using the apps
• Local ambassadors: A sort of village agent for technology. An older adult that was an
expert user, so could assist with training and questions, and also someone that was well
connected, so they could be a catalyst or influencer to other using the apps.
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•
•
•
•

•
•

Negotiating provision of Free Wi-Fi in places were older adults frequent. For example
supermarkets, libraries, charity shops, surgeries, dental practices, pharmacies.
Charity shops providing a Hub/Station: provision of Free Wi-Fi. Maybe a screen or tablets
were people could use the site and with staff that could help instruct older adults to use
the app or respond to queries about how to use it.
Other places identified as possible hubs were cafes (although not everyone would go to a
café on their own) and libraries.
For those older adults that haven’t access to the apps or didn’t want to use the apps
themselves, but that still wanted the information on events and services, it was
suggested that they identified a person to use the app for them and updated them faceto-face on the opportunities available. For example, a neighbour that pops by every week
to check on them could provide the information using the apps.
Intergenerational help: Schools and colleges could host sessions where young people
helped older adults use technology. Maybe link to internship/apprenticeship/gaining
experience for young people.
Changes to service provisions: Carers and support workers to be trained and have access
to equipment to use the apps themselves and to help older adults to use the apps.”
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7

Conclusions

We have presented here an account of the Impact Assessment Framework that was developed in the
Mobile-Age project and used by the four research partners to plan and conduct their evaluation and
assessment processes as part of their co-creation projects to produce digital services for older adults.
We began by explaining how the evaluation processes emerge from the approaches to research and
co-design taken by the project: action research/learning, reflective practice, co-design and
inclusive/accessible design. We explained how a Project logic was developed to work back from the
intended impacts and outcomes of the various projects, through the outputs, activities and resources
that would be required. These different stages were planned to be evaluated in formative and
summative stages, with impact assessment at the end, and the process of developing evaluative
criteria and questions for these different stages was outlined. We explained the ways in which more
detailed monitoring and evaluation plans were developed.
Next, we provided detail about the finalised structure of the Impact Assessment Framework that the
project adopted and utilised. This should probably have been called an Evaluation and Impact
Assessment Framework.
We then went through an assessment of the IAF and its operationalisation, drawing out from project
engagement reports and other material the lessons that had been learned from applying the
evaluation and assessment processes it framed. We drew out lessons about the IAF’s usefulness from
the lessons which mostly applied to the processes and effectiveness of the project itself. We
highlighted that impact assessment was a flawed framing for what the IAF actually achieved, which
was reflective evaluation and improvement.
We then expanded this finding and suggested that impact assessment was not itself a viable ambition
for the project and for other future co-creation projects that are framed similarly: impacts and
outcomes are beyond the projects’ remit to capture and to ‘prove’. We then presented an alternative
methodology for instead co-creating pathways to impact, which plan for methods to ensure the
outcomes and impacts have the best opportunity to manifest, as the agency of the project lessens,
and the agency of stakeholders, public participants, intermediaries and other organisations takes over
the reins. We provided examples of how this would be operationalised for Mobile-Age and similar
projects. We finally proposed that the project’s insights about the importance of studying,
understanding, and influencing ‘situated practices’ lead to a need for follow-up activity beyond
projects, where end users of co-created services are worked with directly to ensure that the services
are embedded in their everyday life practices.
The deliverable D1.8 Final Guidebook on the design and deployment of co-creation approaches
transformed into the CIDER interactive guidebook 12, but does not include a guide to using an EICF,
which is provided instead in this document in Appendix XII.
In conclusion, it should be noted that central to the development and use of the evaluation and impact
creation framework (EICF) is the notion of reflective practice. Thus, the EICF should not be seen as a
‘recipe book’ to be followed, exactly. Rather it should be seen as providing starting points for action,
based on previous good practice. Using and learning go hand in hand. Through reflective practice the
framework needs to be adapted to suit the local specific conditions. And, indeed, its use should be
seen as a collaborative opportunity for learning by all stakeholders involved. That is to say, the process

12

https://co-creation.mobile-age.eu/en/
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of evaluation and impact creation is as important as the outcome. Learning by doing is the life-blood
that makes the framework work. Without it, it is simply another framework.
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8

Appendices

8.1

Appendix I: Mobile Age Project Logic
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8.2

Appendix II: Monitoring and Evaluation Plan: South Lakeland

Each site will also develop their own monitoring and evaluation plan to be used throughout each of the phases. This is a very early draft for the South
Lakeland Site and still needs work. All sites could use a similar template (once we have finalized one) or develop their own.

Impacts
(Long term outcomes post
the conclusion of the
project)

Key evaluation question

Indicator

How will we collect
it?

When will we
collect it?

Who will collect it?

Use of the app/increased access
to relevant services will lead to
extended independent living
and reduced social isolation/
loneliness for older people in
South Lakeland.

It is difficult to assess these
impacts directly, both
because of the long-term time
frame and the multi-causality
of issues. We will not be able
to assess them within the life
of the project but could do
some preliminary research to
gain insights into whether
participants and stakeholders
envisage such benefits thus
far.

Interview with
participants and
stakeholders

At end of project

Researchers

1.

Final evaluation
interviews/
questionnaires with
participants and
stakeholders

In phase 3

Improved ability of council and
local organisations to provide
relevant, accessible and linked
up services for local older
residents through mobile
technologies and open data.

Medium term
outcomes

Older citizens will have
increased access to information
about services and increased
access to public services and
open data through the mobile
platform.

Short term outcomes

Older citizens/intermediaries in
South Lakeland have access
to/are using co-created mobile
service app addressing relevant
and specific needs to that local
population.

2.

Positive feedback from
older citizens,
intermediaries, Council
offices and local NGOs
Evidence of
sustainability/exploitatio
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Key evaluation question
Partnerships in place to ensure
ongoing support and
maintenance of service.

Indicator

3.

n of product in South
Lakeland
Number of downloads
and usage rates

How will we collect
it?

When will we
collect it?

Who will collect it?

At each session

Workshop
facilitator/researcher

3 month trial of app by
participants in South
Lakeland? (with online
surveys?)
Appstore/Playstore
and Mobile Age
analytics
Broader survey with
Age organisation
members

Outputs:
Co-creation process

Accessibility

1.

Were a broad range of people
from different backgrounds and
different abilities involved in the
co-creation process?

2.

Was the co-creation process
accessible to participants and
enabled a broad range of
people to participate in the
ways they were able?

3.

Number of actively
participating senior
citizens
Profile of participants
(age, gender, ethnicity,
level of education,
income, health, disability)
Feedback from
participants and other
stakeholders about level
of satisfaction with cocreation activities and
how easy it was to get to
and participate in
sessions.

Workshop and activity
records/log/observatio
ns
Through
interactions/interviews

When new
participants become
involved in the
project.

Questionnaire/focus
group questions at the
end of a
session/individual
interviews)

At each session

Exit interview/follow
up

Follow up check with
those who stop
coming

At the end of Phase
1, 2 and 3.
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Key evaluation question

Relevance
Was the co-creation process
relevant to participants and
address their needs, interests
and motivations?

Indicator

Inclusiveness
Were participants/ stakeholder
input and suggestions taken
into account?

Who will collect it?

At the end of each
session

Workshop
facilitator/researcher

Feedback from
participants that stopped
coming.

1.

Feedback from
participants about how
relevant, interesting and
useful the sessions were.
Attrition rate of
participants
Feedback from
participants that stopped
coming.

Questionnaire/focus
group questions at the
end of a session/
individual interviews)

Feedback from
participants and
stakeholders about
whether they understood
the purpose and
expected outcomes of
the process.
Feedback from
participants that stopped
coming.
Attrition rate of
participants

Questionnaire/focus
group questions at the
end of a
session/individual
interviews)

Feedback on
developments/project
log.
Number of iterations

Questionnaire/focus
group questions at the
end of a

2.

1.

Were the expectations and aims
of the co-creation process and
the researchers transparent and
understood by all participants?
Was it clear how decisions were
made and was this
communicated effectively with
all participants?

When will we
collect it?

4.

3.

Transparency

How will we collect
it?

2.
3.

1.
2.

Workshop and activity
records/log
Exit interview/follow
up

Exit interview/follow
up
Workshop and activity
records/log

At the end of Phase
1,2 and 3.
At each session
Follow up check with
those who stop
coming
At the end of each
session

Workshop
facilitator/researcher

At the end of Phase
1,2 and 3.
Follow up check with
those who stop
coming

At the end of Phase
1,2 and 3.

Workshop
facilitator/researcher
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Key evaluation question

Indicator

How will we collect
it?

Did participants feel listened to
and valued?

3.

Feedback from
participants and other
stakeholders

session/individual
interviews)

Learning

1.

Were learnings and feedback
recorded and used to make
improvements to the cocreation process?

Feedback form
participants

Questionnaire/
individual interviews

2.

Flexibility of planning
workshops

1.
2.

Report of findings
Feedback from
participants
Evidence of technical
specifications and
requirements

Deliverable

Feedback from
developers
Feedback from
participants about level
of satisfaction with user
requirements.
Number of iterations
Evidence that co-creation
insights have directly
informed technical
innovations
Evidence of change in
assumptions from initial

Comparison of
contract with field

Effectiveness
Did the co-creation process lead
to a situated, practice based
understanding of accessibility,
mobility and the usability of
open data?
Did the co-creation process
identify useful and relevant
general user requirements for
OSCPSEP and applications that
informed the technical
innovations?

Did the co-creation process
make the outcome more

3.

1.
2.

3.
4.

1.

When will we
collect it?

Who will collect it?

At the end of Phase
1,2 and 3.

Workshop
facilitator/researcher

At the end of Phase
1,2 and 3.

Workshop
facilitator/researcher

Interview/questionnair
e/ reflections

At the end of Phase 2
and 3.

Self-reflection?

Questionnaire/focus
group/individual
interviews)

At the end of Phase 2
and 3.

Project notes and
activity log

Questionnaire/
individual interviews)
Output of tech
specifications

Workshop
facilitator/researcher

Project log
Interview with
developers

At the end of Phase 2
and 3.

Workshop
facilitator/researcher
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Key evaluation question

Indicator

relevant, user-centred and
useful for older citizens?

Did the co-creation process help
to develop services that would
assist older people living in
South Lakeland to gain greater
independence and reduce social
isolation/loneliness?

When will we
collect it?

Who will collect it?

Questionnaire/focus
group/individual
interviews)

At the end of each
phase

Workshop
facilitator/researcher

Feedback from
participants and
stakeholders.
User evaluation and
testing
Systems testing
Compatibility with WCAG
2.0

Iterative feedback
through workshops

Throughout project

Workshop
facilitator/researcher

Feedback from
participants and
stakeholders.
User evaluation and
testing

Iterative feedback
through workshops

project to workshop
outcomes.
2.

Feedback/evaluation by
participants and
stakeholders

1.

Feedback from
participants
Feedback from
stakeholders

2.

Efficiency

How will we collect
it?
notes/ Interview with
developers
Questionnaire/individu
al interviews)

?

Were the co-creation sessions
value for money?

Technical output

Accessibility

The development of
personalised, relevant and
accessible services/mobile
application for South
Lakeland using open data
and mobile technologies

Are the design and content of
the mobile applications
developed accessible to older
citizens, intermediaries and
service providers?

Usability
Is the interface/content easy to
use for older citizens,
intermediaries and service
providers?

1.
2.
3.
4.
1.
2.
3.

Questionnaire/focus
group/individual
interviews)

Questionnaire/focus
group/individual
interviews)

At the end of Phase 2
and 3.

Throughout project
At the end of Phase 2
and 3.

Developer

Workshop
facilitator/researcher
Developer
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Key evaluation question

Indicator

How will we collect
it?

When will we
collect it?

Who will collect it?

Throughout project

Workshop
facilitator/researcher

Usability testing
Relevance
Are the platform and the mobile
applications developed relevant
to older citizens, intermediaries
and service providers and
address and meet their needs
and concerns (incl. trust and
privacy)?
Transparency

1.
2.

1.

2.

Did the product evolve with
learning from co-creation
process?
Effectiveness
Is app seen by stakeholders and
participants as having valid
potential for extending
independence and reducing

Iterative feedback
through workshops
Questionnaire/focus
group/individual
interviews)

At the end of Phase 2
and 3.

Developer

Acceptance testing

Is it clear how concept and
design decisions were made?

Learning

Feedback from
participants and
stakeholders
User evaluation and
testing

1.
2.
1.

Feedback on perception
of participants and
stakeholders that
decisions were
transparent.
Documentation of
decision making process.

Iterative feedback
through workshops
Questionnaire/focus
group/individual
interviews)
Project documentation

Number if iterations of
product/adjusting
requirements
Documentation of
decision making process.

Project documentation

Feedback on perception
from participants and
stakeholders

Questionnaire/focus
group/individual
interviews)

Reflections from
developer

Throughout project
At the end of Phase 2
and 3.

Workshop
facilitator/researcher
Developer

Throughout project

At the end of each
phase

Workshop
facilitator/researcher
Developer

Project documentation
At the end of Phase 2
and 3.

Workshop
facilitator/researcher
Developer
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Key evaluation question

Indicator

How will we collect
it?

When will we
collect it?

Who will collect it?

1.

Appstore/playstore
analytics and Mobile
Age analytics

Phase 3

Workshop
facilitator/researcher

social isolation/loneliness for
older people living in South
Lakeland?
Sustainability/outreach
Is there uptake of the service in
South Lakeland?
Are there plans for transfer of
administration/access of
output/software?

Number of downloads
and usage rates

2.

Written intent from
stakeholders

3.

Feedback from
participants and
stakeholders

Project documentation

Developer

Questionnaire/
individual interviews)

© Copyright 2018 - Lancaster University
78 | P a g e

D1.7 Evaluation and Impact Assessment Framework
South Lakeland evaluation questions for co-creation participants, intermediaries and Council/NGO
staff
These are an outline of questions to guide ongoing monitoring and interim evaluations at the end of
Phase 1 and 2 and can be revised for end of phase 3. Individual questions could be used informally in
workshops, through interviews or they could be formatted as a questionnaire.
Co-creation Process

Questions for
Co-creation
participants
(End of Phase 1
and 2)

1. On a scale of 1-10, how
satisfied are you with the
workshops/sessions you have
attended? (1 not satisfied, 10
very satisfied) (prompt for
reasons why if not satisfied).
(effectiveness)
2. Did anything make it difficult
for you or others to attend or
take part in the workshops? If
yes, what would make it
easier? (accessibility)
3. Were the expectations and
aims of the project and the
workshops clearly explained
to you? (transparency)
4. Do you feel clear about your
role in the project? (if yes, can
you briefly state your
understanding?)
(transparency)
5. Have the sessions been useful
and relevant for you? If yes, in
what way? How could they be
improved? (relevance)
6. Have you felt listened to and
that your
suggestions/thoughts would
be taken into account?
7. Was it clear how decisions
about the product were made
and was this communicated
clearly? (transparency)
8. To what extent do you feel
you have influenced the
outcome of the project so
far?
9. What have you learnt from
being involved in the project?
(learning)
10. Do you think it is a good
model for developing
technology and new services

Product (this is different to
user/technical evaluation)

1. On a scale of 1-10 how
satisfied are you with what the
project has produced so far?
(1 not satisfied, 10 very
satisfied)
2. Do you think that what the
project develops/has
developed will be useful and
relevant to you? If not, how
could it be improved?
(relevance)
3. Is what has been developed so
far easy to use? Can you
envisage any issues for
yourself or others?
(accessibility/usability)
4. Do you have any fears or
concerns about what is being
developed? (accessibility)
5. Do you recognise your input
and how you have helped to
shape the product?
(transparency)
6. Have you been given clear
feedback on why certain
decisions about the design of
the app have been made?
(transparency)
7. Would you promote or
recommend the product? If
yes, to whom?
8. To what extent do you think
the product will help older
people living in South Lakeland
to gain greater independence
or reduce social
isolation/loneliness?
(effectiveness)
9. Any other comments?
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Co-creation Process

Product (this is different to
user/technical evaluation)

for those aged over 60? Do
you have any suggestions on
how the process can be
improved? (effectiveness)
11. Do you think the co-creation
process will help to develop
services that assist older
people living in South
Lakeland to gain greater
independence or reduce
social isolation/ loneliness?
(effectiveness)
12. Any other comments?

Questions for
Intermediaries
(family and
agency staff)
(End of Phase
2)

1. On a scale of 1-10, how
satisfied have you been by
what you have seen of the
project and your involvement
in it? (1 not satisfied, 10 very
satisfied) (effectiveness)
2. Did anything make it difficult
for you or others to attend or
take part in the workshops? If
yes, what would make it
easier? (accessibility)
3. Were the expectations and
aims of the project and the
workshops clearly explained
to you? (transparency)
4. Do you feel clear about your
role in the project? (if yes, can
you briefly state your
understanding?)
(transparency)
5. Have the sessions been useful
and relevant for you? If yes, in
what way? How could they be
improved? (relevance)
6. Have you felt listened to and
that your
suggestions/thoughts would
be taken into account?
7. Was it clear how decisions
about the product were made
and was this communicated
clearly?

1. On a scale of 1-10 how
satisfied are you with what the
project has produced so far?
(1 not satisfied, 10 very
satisfied)
2. Do you think that what the
project develops/has
developed will be useful and
relevant to you and/or to
older people? If not, how
could it be improved?
(relevance)
3. Is what has been developed so
far easy to use? Can you
envisage any issues for
yourself or for older people
who are using the product?
(accessibility/usability)
4. Do you have any fears or
concerns about what is being
developed?
5. Do you recognise your input
and how you have helped to
shape the product?
6. Have you been given clear
feedback on why certain
decisions have been made?
7. Would you promote or
recommend the product? If
yes, to whom?
8. To what extent do you think
the product will help older
people living in South Lakeland
to gain greater independence
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Co-creation Process

Questions for
Council/ NGO
representatives
(End of Phase 1
and 2)

Product (this is different to
user/technical evaluation)

8. What have you learnt from
being involved in the project?
9. Do you think it is a good
model for developing
technology and new services
for those aged over 60? Do
you have any suggestions on
how the process can be
improved?
10. Do you think the co-creation
process will help to develop
services that assist older
people living in South
Lakeland to gain greater
independence or reduce
social isolation/ loneliness?
(effectiveness)
11. Any other comments?

or reduce social
isolation/loneliness?
9. Any other comments?

1. On a scale of 1-10, how
satisfied are you with the
project to date? (1 not
satisfied, 10 very satisfied)
2. How inclusive and accessible
do you think the project has
been for older people to get
involved? Who is missing out
on participating and how
could it be improved?
3. What were your expectations
of the project and have these
been met?
4. Do you feel clear about your
role in the project? (if yes, can
you briefly state your
understanding?)
5. Do you think the sessions
been useful and relevant for
those attending? If yes, in
what way? How could they be
improved?
6. Have you felt that you have
been able to take an active
role in shaping the
project/product?
7. Is it clear how decisions about
the product are made and is
this communicated clearly?

1. On a scale of 1-10 how
satisfied are you with what the
project has produced so far?
(1 not satisfied, 10 very
satisfied)
2. Do you think that what the
project develops/has
developed will be useful and
relevant to you and the
services you provide? If not,
how could it be improved?
(relevance)
3. Will it be useful and relevant
to older people? If not, how
could it be improved?
(relevance)
4. Is what has been developed so
far easy to use? Can you
envisage any issues for your
organisation or for older
people who are using the
product?
(accessibility/usability)
5. Do you have any fears or
concerns about what is being
developed?
6. Do you recognise your input
and how you have helped to
shape the product?
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Co-creation Process
8. What have you learnt from
being involved in the project?
9. Do you think it is a good
model for developing
technology and new services
for those aged over 60? Do
you have any suggestions on
how it can be improved?
10. Do you think the co-creation
process will help to develop
services that assist older
people living in South
Lakeland to gain greater
independence or reduce
social isolation/ loneliness?
(effectiveness)
11. Any other comments?

Product (this is different to
user/technical evaluation)
7. Have you been given clear
feedback on why certain
decisions have been made?
8. Can you envisage your
organisation using and
promoting the product? What
would need to happen for you
to do this?
9. To what extent do you think
the product will help older
people living in South Lakeland
to gain greater independence
or reduce social
isolation/loneliness?
10. Any other comments?
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8.3

Appendix III: Monitoring and Evaluation Plan: Bremen

Impacts
(long term outcomes post
the conclusion of the
project)

Medium term
outcomes

Key evaluation question

Indicator

How will we collect
it?

Use of the app/increased access
to relevant services will lead to
extended social inclusion for
older people in Bremen.

It is difficult to assess these
impacts directly, due to the
long term time frame and the
multi-causality of issues. We
could measure the ‘opinion’
of older people and
stakeholders as to whether it
will contribute to these or
gain some preliminary
indications through use of the
app by a group of participants
over a time period.

Could collect indicative
responses through
interviews with
intermediaries in
Osterholz on their
assessment of the
application and its
potential relevance for
their own work and for
older people.

Increased use of services and
visits of places and
institutions by older citizens in
the distrct

Interviews/questionnai
res with local providers
of services, events,
meeting places,
courses, etc.

Support of local stakeholders
(social workers, welfare
organisations, NGO’s,
churches) to provide relevant,
accessible and linked up
services for local older residents
through mobile technologies.
Older citizens will have
increased access to information
about relevant places,
institutions and services within
their district.

When will we
collect it?

Who will collect it?
ifib

Media diaries and
interviews with users
of the app on their use
and related daily
activities

Short term outcomes

Development and uptake of the
co-created mobile age district
guide for older people and
intermediaries in Bremen -

4.

Positive feedback from
older citizens,
intermediaries, Council
offices and local NGOs

Focus groups and user
tests with older
citizens in the district

March 2017 –
December 2017

Ifib, FTB
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Key evaluation question

Indicator

How will we collect
it?

addressing relevant and specific
needs to that local population.

5.

(participants as well as
external)

Partnerships in place to ensure
ongoing support and
maintenance of service.

6.

Evidence of
sustainability/exploitatio
n of product in Bremen
Number of visits on
website, duration of use

When will we
collect it?

Who will collect it?

At each session

Workshop
facilitator/researcher

Successful integration
of the app in official
city portal
Contract with local
partners on
maintenance of the
service
(Bremen.Online,
BORIS)
Number of newspaper
articles, blog posts etc.
on the application
Mobile Age platform
analytics

Outputs:
Process innovation

Accessibility

5.

Development and
deployment of co-creation
approaches to inform
technical innovations.

Were a broad range of people
from different backgrounds and
different abilities involved in the
co-creation process?

6.

Was the co-creation process
accessible to participants and
enabled a broad range of

7.

Number of actively
participating senior
citizens
Profile of participants
(age, gender, ethnicity,
level of education,
income, health, disability,
media use and literacy)
Feedback from
participants and other

Workshop and activity
records/log/observatio
ns
Focus groups with
participants

At the end of Phase 1
and 2.

Exit interview/follow
up
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Key evaluation question

Indicator

people to participate in the
ways they were able?

8.
9.

Relevance
Was the co-creation process
relevant to participants and
address their needs, interests
and motivations?

Transparency

4.

5.

4.

Were the expectations and aims
of the co-creation process and
the researchers transparent and
understood by all participants?
Was it clear how decisions were
made and was this
communicated effectively with
all participants?

5.

How will we collect
it?

When will we
collect it?

Who will collect it?

Feedback from
participants about how
relevant, interesting and
useful the sessions were.
Attrition rate of
participants

Focus groups

At the end of each
phase

Workshop
facilitator/researcher

Feedback from
participants and
stakeholders about
whether they understood
the purpose and
expected outcomes of
the process.
Feedback from
participants that stopped
coming.

Focus groups

stakeholders about level
of satisfaction with cocreation activities and
how easy it was to get to
and participate in
sessions.
Attrition rate of
participants
Feedback from
participants that stopped
coming.

Workshop and activity
records/log

At the end of Phase 1
and 2.

Exit interview/follow
up

Exit interview/follow
up
Workshop and activity
records/log

At the end of each
session

Workshop
facilitator/researcher

At the end of Phase 1
and 2.
Follow up check with
those who stop
coming
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Key evaluation question

Inclusiveness
Were participants/ stakeholder
input and suggestions taken
into account?

Indicator

Workshop
facilitator/researcher

At the end of Phase 1
and 2.

Workshop
facilitator/researcher

At the end of Phase 1
and 2.

Workshop
facilitator/researcher

At the end of Phase 1
and 2.

Workshop
facilitator/researcher

Alignment of workshop
results/outputs and
product development
Feedback from
participants and other
stakeholders on product
Feedback from
participants on
organisation and
communication strategies
and their experiences

Focus groups at the
end of each phase

Feedback form
participants

Focus group

5.

3.

Did the co-creation process
identify useful and relevant
general user requirements for
OSCPSEP and applications that

At the end of Phase 1
and 2.

4.

Learning

Did the co-creation process lead
to a situated, practice based
understanding of accessibility,
mobility and the usability of
open data?

Who will collect it?

Attrition rate of
participants

6.

Effectiveness

When will we
collect it?

6.

Did participants feel listened to
and valued?

Were learnings and feedback
documented and used to make
improvements to the cocreation process?

How will we collect
it?

User tests
Workshop and activity
records/log

Project notes and
activity log

4.

Flexibility of planning
workshops

4.
5.

Report of findings
Feedback from
participants
Evidence of technical
specifications and
requirements

Deliverable

Feedback from
developers
Feedback from
participants about level

Interview/questionnair
e/ reflections

6.

5.
6.

Focus group
Output of tech
specifications

Focus group
Project log
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Key evaluation question
informed the technical
innovations?

Did the co-creation process
make the outcome more
relevant, user-centered and
useful for older citizens?

Did the co-creation process help
to develop services that would
support the connection of older
adults to their district
(orientation, identification,
social bonds, activities)

Indicator

How will we collect
it?

When will we
collect it?

Who will collect it?

At the end of Phase 1
and 2.

Workshop
facilitator/researcher

of satisfaction with user
requirements.
Number of iterations
Evidence that co-creation
insights have directly
informed technical
innovations

Interview with
developers

3.

Evidence of change in
assumptions from initial
project to workshop
outcomes.

Comparison of
contract with field
notes/ Interview with
developers

4.

Feedback/evaluation by
participants and
stakeholders

3.

Feedback from
participants
Feedback from
stakeholders

Focus groups

At the end of each
phase

Workshop
facilitator/researcher

Feedback from
participants and
stakeholders.

Iterative feedback
through workshops

Throughout project

Workshop
facilitator/researcher

7.
8.

4.

Questionnaire/individu
al interviews)

Efficiency
Is the relation of resources used
and outcome/impact
appropriate?

Technical innovation

Accessibility

Development of an Open
Senior Citizen Public

Are the design and content of
the mobile applications
developed accessible to older

5.

At the end of Phase 1
and 2.

Developer
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Service Engagement
Platform (OSCPSEP) and
four pilot mobile apps
based on a co-creation
approach

Key evaluation question

Indicator

How will we collect
it?

citizens, intermediaries and
service providers?

6.

User evaluation and
testing
Feedback from Partners
in Trial sites (ZGZ, RCM)
Systems testing
Compatibility with WCAG
2.0

Questionnaire/focus
group/individual
interviews)

Feedback from
participants and
stakeholders.
User evaluation and
testing
Systems testing

Iterative feedback
through workshops

Feedback from
participants and
stakeholders
User evaluation and
testing

Iterative feedback
through workshops

Is the design and content of the
platform useful and accessible
to service providers?

Usability
Is the interface/content easy to
use for older citizens,
intermediaries and service
providers?
How easy is it to
access/navigate to public
services
Relevance
Are the platform and the mobile
applications developed relevant
to older citizens, intermediaries
and service providers and
address and meet their needs
and concerns (incl. trust and
privacy)?
Transparency
Is it clear how concept and
design decisions were made?

7.
8.
9.
4.
5.
6.

3.
4.

User tests

When will we
collect it?

Who will collect it?

Throughout project

Workshop
facilitator/researcher

At the end of Phase 1
and 2.

Developer

Online survey
Focus group

User tests

Throughout project
At the end of Phase 1
and 2.

Workshop
facilitator/researcher
Developer

Online survey
Focus group

3.

Feedback on perception
of participants and
stakeholders

Focus groups

Throughout project
At the end of Phase 1
and 2.

Workshop
facilitator/researcher
Developer
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Key evaluation question

Indicator

How will we collect
it?

When will we
collect it?

Who will collect it?

Learning

3.

Feedback from
participants on sense of
ownership with product

Focus groups

At the end of each
phase

Workshop
facilitator/researcher

Feedback on perception
of intermediaries

Questionnaire/focus
group/individual
interviews)

At the end of each
phase

1.

Phase 3

Did the co-creation process
translate into the product?
Effectiveness
Is it anticipated that the service
will support the social inclusion
of older people in Bremen?
Sustainability/outreach
Is there uptake of the service in
Bremen?
How is the application used by
older adults?
Do stakeholders support its
ongoing use and is there
commitment for its
maintenance on an ongoing
basis?

2.

1. Feedback on actual
use/user behavior

Developer

2. Feedback on older adults
use practices
3. Feedback from migration
partners/stakeholders

2.
3.

Analytics: number
of
downloads/visits
and user
behaviour
Media diaries,
interviews
interviews

Workshop
facilitator/researcher
Developer
Workshop
facilitator/researcher
Developer
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Bremen Interim evaluation questions for co-creation participants, intermediaries and
Council/NGO staff
These are an outline of questions to guide ongoing monitoring and interim evaluations at the end of
Phase 1 and 2 and can be revised for end of phase 3. Individual questions could be used informally in
workshops, through interviews or they could be formatted as a questionnaire.
Co-creation Process

Product (this is different to
user/technical evaluation)

Methods (Questions to be aligned
with method)

Questions for
Co-creation
participants
(senior
citizens and
other
stakeholders if
actively
involved in
the cocreation
process)
(End of Phase
1 and 2)

13. What do you think about
method xx?
14. Did it inspire you? (Card
game, cultural probes)
15. Did you learn something
about yourself/your district?
(Cultural probes, data
collection curses)
16. Did it help to make clear
what the project is about?
(Card game)
17. Did it motivate you? (Card
game, cultural probes)
18. Did it help you to bring in
your knowledge? (Card
game, data collection curses)
19. Did it make clear, why you
knowledge is important for
the project? (Card game,
Cultural Probes)
20. Did it encourage
discussions? (Card game)
21. Did it help you to imagine
users other than yourself?
(Personas)
22. Did it help you imagine use
cases, screens, problems?
(Scenarios)
23. Did it help you bring in your
wishes regarding the design?
(Paper design)
24. How did you like the (time of
the) introduction of the
tablets? (Tablets)
25. Would you have preferred a
more intense
introduction/course?
(Tablets)
26. Did the tablets support the
data collection (Tablets)?

Product
10. How satisfied are you with the
product? (Satisfaction)
11. How relevant do you think the
product is for older citizens?
(Satisfaction)
12. Would you recommend the
product to someone? If yes, to
whom? (Satisfaction)
13. Do you find yourself in the
product? Do you identify with it?
(Identification/ownership)
14. Do you feel responsible for it?
Would you take part in its
maintenance it in the future?
(Identification/ownership)
15.
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Co-creation Process

Product (this is different to
user/technical evaluation)

Process
1. Was the objective of the
project transparent?
(Objectives and
expectations)
2. What were you objectives?
(Objectives and
expectations)
3. How satisfied were you with
the process? Would you
participate another time?
(Objectives and
expectations)
4. Were the objectives met?
(Objectives and
expectations)
5. Were the expectations met?
(Objectives and
expectations)
6. How transparent was the
process? (Transparency)
7. Were the decisions that
were made comprehensible
to you? (Transparency)
8. Were the requirements and
expectations of the
researchers always clear and
comprehensible?
(Transparency)
9. Could everyone participate
actively? Could you
personally engage?
(Involvement/engagement)
10. Was there something to
learn in the project? Did you
learn something? (Learning)
11. How inclusive was the
process? Who did not
participate? (Inclusiveness)
Questions for
Intermediaries
(not involved
actively as cocreators in the
process)

Not applicable

(social
workers) (End

10. What are the main problems of
older people in the district?
(Relevance)
11. What are the information
needs? (Relevance)
12. What so you think about the
product? (Relevance)
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Co-creation Process
of Phase 1 and
2)

Product (this is different to
user/technical evaluation)
13. What expectations did you
have? (Relevance)
14. Do you think the product is
relevant to older adults in the
district? Why? Why
not(Relevance)
15. Does the product help older

adults (Impact/Effectiveness)
o To orient in the district
o To socialise?
o To get to know the
district?
o To be active?
o To engage?
o To identify with the
district?

16. How do you assess the design
and usability of the product?
(Accessability/Usability)
17. How do you assess the
information provided?
(Accessability/Usability)
18. Does the product have added
value compared to printed
(Accessability/Usability)services
or similar online services?
19. Will you recommend the
product? To whom?
(Accessability/Usability)
20. Will you use the product
yourself? For what purpose?
(Accessability/Usability)
21. Any other comments?
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8.4

Appendix IV: Mobile-Age Impact Assessment Framework
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8.5 Appendix V: Summary of methods used in Phases 1 and 2 in South Lakeland
indicating the phase they were deployed ABCD
Stages
Exploration
and
Recruitment

Method

Formal Meetings

X

Informal meetings

X

Secondary Data

X

Participating/volunteering in
older adult activities at social
meets

X

Interviews

X

Focus groups

X

Discussion

X

Idea Forming

Service and
Data
Definition

Co-design

Service and
Diffusion
(ongoing
stage)

X
X

X

X

X

Calendar
Exercise

Probes

IT possibilities

X

Experiences
of
existing
apps/website
s
Searching
existing
websites

Demonstrator
s

Observation
-- List of
activities and
events of
interest
to
participant

Survey

X

-- List of
government
services
Persona

X

X
Feedback and
Consolidation
Workshop

Stake-holder buy-in
Stages
Method

Planning

Engaging
stakeholder

Co-creating
a service
concept

Working
with open
data

Co-creating
software

Exploit and
disseminate
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Formal Meetings

X

Informal
meetings

X

Participating/
volunteering in
older
adult
activities at social
meets

X
X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Focus groups

X

X

Interviews

X

X

discussions

X

X

Activity
sheet/exercises

X

Cultural Probes

X

Survey
Personas

X
X

X
X

X

X
X

X

X

X
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8.6 Appendix VI: Questions asked of participants in summative evaluation South
Lakeland
ABOUT THE CO-CREATION PROCESS:
How inclusive and open to all older adults do you think the co-creation workshops were? A great
deal/A lot/A moderate amount/A little/Not at all
Did anything make it difficult for you or others to attend or take part in the co-creation
workshops? Yes/No
What would make it easier? OPEN
What type of transport did you use to attend the co-creation workshops? OPEN
Did you need any help or support to attend the co-creation workshops? Yes/No
What type of support or help did you need? OPEN
Were there any barriers for you or others to attend the workshops? Yes/No
What were those barriers? Click to write Choice 1/Choice 2/Choice 3
How satisfied are you with the venue of the co-creation workshops? Extremely
satisfied/Moderately satisfied/Slightly satisfied/Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied/Slightly
dissatisfied/Moderately dissatisfied/Extremely dissatisfied
Why? OPEN
Do you know of other older adults that would have attended the co-creation workshops, but
decided not to do so? Yes/No
If so, what reason they gave you for why they chose not to come? OPEN
What did you think about the length of the co-creation workshops? Far too long/Moderately too
long/Slightly too long/Just right/Slightly too short/Moderately too short/Far too short
Who else do you think should have been involved in the co-creation workshops? OPEN
How much did you enjoy with the activities you took part in the co-creation workshops? A great
deal/A lot/A moderate amount/A little/None at all
What was the activity you most liked? Why? OPEN
What was the activity you least liked? Why? OPEN
How easy or difficult were the materials and activities in the co-creation workshops? Extremely
easy/Somewhat easy/Neither easy nor difficult/Somewhat difficult/Extremely difficult
Were the expectations and aims of the workshops clearly explained to you? Definitely
yes/Probably yes/Might or might not/Probably not/Definitely not
What in your opinion is your role in the co-creation process? OPEN
Have you been given clear feedback on why certain decisions about thedesign of the app have
been made? Definitely yes/Probably yes/Might or might not/Probably not/Definitely not
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Were these decisions communicated clearly to you? Definitely yes/Probably yes/Might or might
not/Probably not/Definitely not
Have you felt listened to and that your suggestions/thoughts would be taken into account?
Definitely yes/Probably yes/Might or might not/Probably not/Definitely not
To what extent do you feel you have influenced the Mobile Age App? A great deal/A lot/A
moderate amount/A little/None at all
Do you recognise your opinions and how you have helped to shape the Mobile Age app? Definitely
yes/Probably yes/Might or might not/Probably not/Definitely not
How satisfied are you with the workshops/sessions you have attended? Extremely
satisfied/Moderately satisfied/Slightly satisfied/Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied/Slightly
dissatisfied/Moderately dissatisfied/Extremely dissatisfied
Have the sessions been useful and relevant for you? Yes/No
In what way? How could they be improved? OPEN
What motivated you to take part in the co-creation workshops? OPEN
How interesting were the co-creation workshops? Extremely interesting/Very
interesting/Moderately interesting/Slightly interesting/Not interesting at all
How important are the issues addressed by the Mobile Age project? Extremely important/Very
important/Moderately important/Slightly important/Not at all important
How important for you was it to take part in the co-creation workshops? Extremely important/Very
important/Moderately important/Slightly important/Not at all important
What did you learn from being involved in the co-creation of the Mobile Age app? OPEN
Would you take part in another co-creation project if you had the chance? Definitely yes/Probably
yes/Might or might not/Probably not/Definitely not
What would you do differently if you were to take part in a new co-creation project? OPEN
How did taking part in the co-creation workshops affected your...
Much Moderately
better better
IT skills

Slightly
better

About
the
same

Slightly
worse

Moderately
worse

Much
worse

Knowledge of local
events
Knowledge of local
services
How else did taking part in the co-creation workshops affected your life? OPEN
ABOUT THE MOBILE AGE APPS CO-CREATED:
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Do you think the app are easy to use? Definitely yes/Probably yes/Might or might not/Probably
not/Definitely not
Can you envisage any issues for yourself or others using the app? OPEN
Do you have any fears or concerns about the app co-created? OPEN
How good do you think the Mobile Age app is? Extremely good/Somewhat good/Neither good nor
bad/Somewhat bad/Extremely bad
How happy are you with how it presents information about events and how to access them (for
example transport and routes)? Extremely satisfied/Somewhat satisfied/Neither satisfied nor
dissatisfied/Somewhat dissatisfied/Extremely dissatisfied
How useful do you think the Mobile Age app is? Extremely useful/Very useful/Moderately
useful/Slightly useful/Not at all useful
Would you use it yourself? Yes/No
Would you use it on behalf of someone else to help them find events? Yes/No
How could the app be improved? OPEN

© Copyright 2018 - Lancaster University
100 | P a g e

D1.7 Evaluation and Impact Assessment Framework

8.7

Appendix VII: South Lakeland’s full evaluation (from D3.3)

NB: References to Appendices, other sections etc. do not refer to this deliverable but to D3.3

Phase 1Openness and diversity
Dimension

Explanation

Openness, diversity and inclusiveness
The involvement of a broad range of different older adults (with regard to
age, health, socio-economic status, education, skills, etc.).
Who was addressed by the recruitment? Who was not addressed?
Who participated in the process?

Guiding
questions

Were a broad range of people from different backgrounds and different
abilities involved in the process?
How representative was the sample? Who was missing?
Were the activities of the process physically accessible
Were there any activities to improve diversity during the process?

Methods/
Sources

Participants
(Interview,
workshops,
focus groups, observations,
questionnaire) as well as observations by stakeholders (interviews)

In Phase 1 we sought to recruit and involve a representative sample of older adults in South Lakeland.
We sought to recruit older adults from rural and urban districts, from a variety of ages, different
genders and those who had differing prior experiences with using information technology.
Our evaluation found that most of the older adults that opted to co-create with us were 65-80 years
old. We compared this age range to Age UK SL’s member profile and found it to be representative.
None of our older adults declared any health complaints. We identified that attending our co-creation
workshops required a considerable amount of planning by those living in rural areas due to the poor
transport infrastructure in the district.
The two evaluation dimensions that we actively sought to address in relation to openness and diversity
related to first the gender imbalance and second the self-exclusion of older adults who did not have
an immediate interest in technology. In relation to gender, as there were more female than male
members in our core group, to attempt to improve diversity we went to several initiatives that were
focussed on men (men’s lunches and men in sheds). Second, we were aware that many older adults
in South Lakeland did not have an interest in technology and/or have access to the internet. To address
this challenging but crucial group, we first interviewed government and NGO staff to try to understand
why this might be and what we might be able to do to make the project more inclusive. We also
attended many events (non-technology focused) that were hosted for older adults to try to better
understand why many of the older adults did not use technology. We also sought to discover what
they do to address their social isolation. Addressing the requirements of this group was identified as
being a key dimension for us to attend to in Phase 2.
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In relation to openness, our formative evaluation survey found that we had arranged the workshops
at times that suited most older adults. While most co-creators attended all our sessions, one explained
that this was not always possible stating that they had missed a session as it clashed with a doctor’s
appointment. Another older adult recorded that, “sometimes my paid work meant I had to miss
occasional sessions.”
Our survey also highlighted that participants felt that they could contribute to the different workshops
and to the development of the app. Indeed, all but two of our co-creators rated this aspect of the
project at either 9/10 or 10/10. One co-creator stated in the evaluation survey that the workshops were
not always as focussed as they might like. They stated that this was due to the differing abilities and
experience in the co-creation group. This is challenging with such a diverse range of co-creators. The
older adult co-creators were self-selecting, and there were not enough to separate them out into
groups based on ability.
Furthermore, our evaluation survey respondents also highlighted that they appreciated that we would
end our sessions with an overview of the following workshop, and that all workshops started with a
review of the previous workshop. This was stated to help those that might have missed the previous
session or to allow for questions and transparency as will be discussed in more detail below.
A recurring theme with our longitudinal co-creators was that they appreciated the recap that we did
at the start of each workshop as it allowed them to catch up and ask questions if they had missed a
workshop. They also stated that they liked that we outlined the aims of the next workshop and asked
for feedback in advance.
Transparency of co-creation process
Dimension

Explanation

Transparency and trust
Sharing all information about goals, plan and decisions made with
participants and other stakeholders
Were the aims of the project and the expectations of the
facilitators/researchers provided in writing and well understood by all
participants? Was it clear what would happen with the output after the
project would be finished?
Was it clear how decisions were made and was this communicated
effectively with all participants? Were decisions logged and fixed in
protocols, which were accessible and written in the language of the
participants.

Guiding questions

Did the co-creation process enable the establishment of trust between
participants and researchers?
Was the process transparent to other stakeholders ?
What could be done in order to improve transparency and trust
building?

Methods/ Sources

Participants (Interviews, workshops, focus groups, observations,
questionnaire)
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Our formative evaluation also asked our co-creators if the aims of our co-creation project were clearly
explained to them. We had handed out information about the aims of the project, and who they
should speak to if they were unsure about anything, to all our participants. For those co-creators that
attended the first two sessions we also spent time explaining this in detail and answering questions.
In our survey, all our participants responded positively bar one. Who stated that they could always ask
questions if they didn’t understand. Another participant stated that, “when suggestions have been
made it is clear at the next session they have been acted upon… We have been informed that decisions
have been made using our ideas and suggestions.” Another stated that, “Thoughts and ideas have
been listened to by the development team and acted upon.” Thus, it was evident that the aims were
clear and that they trusted us.
In our survey we asked them to explain the aim of the project. This is important to evaluating
transparency as we wanted to ensure that they knew what we were seeking to undertake. In the most
part we were delighted with the clarity of understanding. The purpose of the project was captured
very well by one of the participants, “Yes. The project’s aim has always been clear my understanding is
of producing a workable “tool” (hardware) with workable software for use by the elderly with no
previous knowledge of technology.” Another responded, “To engage in the design of the app and give
feedback and advice on design, usefulness, ease of use.” The clear understanding of their role in the
project was perhaps most clearly captured by a co- creator who stated that they felt their role was to
represent those older adults that were not especially technologically competent.
In relation to the one person who was not entirely positive, he/she responded that the project was
explained “reasonably.” While not negative we did not receive any further detail on their completed
survey, it would be that he/she might not have been at the first two workshops, or that the project
had not unfolded in the way that they had expected. The latter explanation is possible due to our
intentionally open-ended co-creation approach.
Overall, the evaluation survey feedback was positive in relation to the transparency of the South
Lakeland co-creation process.
Relevance of the co-creation process for participants
Dimension

Explanation

Relevance of co-creation process for participants
The relevance of the process (or aspects of it) in terms of participants’
needs, interests and motivations
What were the needs and interests that motivated participants to join
and stay in the process?
To which extent and how did the co-creation process address these
needs, interests and motivations?

Guiding questions

How relevant, interesting and useful were the sessions and methods
used?
Did the process have any relevance beyond the participating older
adults?
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Methods/ Sources

Participants (Interviews, workshops, focus groups, observations,
questionnaire)

A further formative evaluation criterion relates to the relevance of the co-creation process for the
participants. Co-creation was a methodology and approach with which the older adults in South
Lakeland were unfamiliar. Indeed, they were unfamiliar with any design methodology. Our evaluation
survey asked them to state if they considered that sessions they had participated in had been
meaningful to them. The responses were all positive but one (again). The most positive respondent
stated on their evaluation survey that, “I have considerable interest in any technology and the sessions
have stimulated thought processes (which is always useful when one gets older!!)” Others stated that
they could see their input into the prototype app. This was something repeated during the final cocreation workshops in Phase 1. Participants claimed that this not only led to great personal satisfaction
with the application but also reconfirmed the ongoing relevance of the co-creation process.
Importantly, one of our less technologically advanced participants stated that, “Yes. Having never used
a smart phone I found the panel very helpful in understanding what can be achieved and how the app
will work and be useful.”
With regard to the older adult that responded negatively, s/he answered a question about whether
participation had been beneficial that s/he did not think the workshops had been useful as “they are
for you not us.” Clearly, this is something that we were disappointed to see recorded. As all the survey
responses were anonymous we could not question this further. We hope that co-creation was clearer
in the second phase, as the app was further defined, and that this will further reaffirm the important
role all co-creators play.
Effectiveness of the co-creation process
Dimension

Explanation

Effectiveness of the co-creation process
The effectiveness of methods and the whole process with regard to
the project goals and the concrete process goals
To what extent did the co-creation process achieve the goals of the
Mobile-Age project and lead to a situated, practice based
understanding of accessibility, mobility and supportive social
innovations as well as the role and usability of open data?
To what extent did the co-creation insights inform the technical
innovations in the Mobile-Age project?

Guiding questions

How well did the co-creation process meet the value proposition in
this particular case, i.e. produce a better information service than
existing ones?
Were all methods effective with regard to the process goals and
was the process efficient?
Could the output have been reached with less input?
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Methods/ Sources

Participants (Interviews, workshops, focus groups, observations,
questionnaire)

The effectiveness of the co-creation process was viewed very positively. As one of our older adults
commented in their survey, “I think the idea of co-creation is genius… More heads to consider all
aspects of the app(s) and their application.” A further positive comment was, “I am loving doing this! It
has been brilliant for my self-confidence being allowed to have a ‘meaningful voice’. THANK YOU!”
Another reflected on one of the issues that we had already become acutely aware of, namely the
ineffectiveness of co-creation in recruiting older adults who might be isolated. Our participant stated
that, “Yes. Need to involve more people who do feel isolated. We are probably all people who are willing
to get involved with projects. I can’t say I fully understand problems of isolation (except ill health).”
Thus, in order to address loneliness and social isolation, the views of people qualified to advise on this
issue (such as NGOs) needed to be developed further in Phase 2. Another interesting insight that arose
from the evaluation regarding its effectiveness was that they claimed that co-creation is very slow.
However, others commented that ongoing support is crucial to allow for people to keep up. Therefore,
the issue of the nature, differing demographics and experiences of older adults that participate in cocreation is one key issue to arise from our evaluation. Our understandings of the pathways to access
that older adults encounter when they seek to address their loneliness and social isolation were
enhanced greatly throughout Phase 1. The lessons we learned have been reported and conceptualised
in D1.4.
Finally, as Phase 1 resulted in the development of only a prototype, its effectiveness was difficult to
evaluate, compared to the demonstrator application at the end of Phase 2.
Overall, the comments from participants show a good level of satisfaction with the process. They saw
that their views were being considered, and that they were shaping both the agendas for ongoing
workshops methodology and the nature of the prototype created at the end of Phase 1.
Learning of participants
Dimension

Explanation

Learning of participants
What participants learnt through taking part in the co-creation
process
Where the learnings ad feedback recorded and used to make
improvements to the co-creation process?

Guiding Questions

Where the learnings ad feedback recorded and used to make
improvements to the products/outputs developed?
What were the key learnings for the project?
What were some of the unintended outcomes?

Methods/ Sources

Participants (Interviews, workshops, focus groups, observations,
questionnaire)
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At the end of Phase 1, co-creators were familiar with all the co-creation stages and the prototype
application. In relation to their learning, it is clear from their feedback that much of their learning
focused on their confidence with both co-creation and technology. This was interesting and very
rewarding, as all of them bar one had started Phase 1 with little confidence in their technological
competence. They responded on the survey by saying, “I learned a lot about apps I didn’t know before
and encouraged me to use them more in general.” Another stated that, “he had learned how apps are
constructed, and how important it was to work with older adults to make it as clear and precise to their
needs.” Perhaps the most encouraging survey response, and one that we will end this section with,
was how it was important for older adults to remain intellectually engaged, “That my brain still works
(!) and that the knowledge I have gained over the years is still valid.”
Thus, in summary, our co-creation activities with various stakeholders while undoubtedly rich and
dense, have sometimes defied our plans and assumptions—be it in interviews or workshops or
recruitment. Within an action research framework, we have taken a step back on reflecting within our
own researchers’ team every co-creation activity and incrementally changed pathways to revisit future
actions. This methodology of progress with research is time consuming, but respects a multitude of
voices and offers lessons on key issues that we might want to repeat or avoid in future research with
older adults.
Key lessons from evaluation and reflections that informed the Phase 2 co- creation process
Here we want to summarise the key insights that emerged from Phase 1 and indicate how they
informed Phase 2.
The target group stakeholders
As a bottom-up, demand-drive co-creation process, Phase 1 rightly started with older adults and with
their needs in trying to understand the core issues connected to loneliness and social isolation. The
process did not assume knowledge or understanding of what this meant for older adults, or what a
solution might look like. However, working with group was difficult for a variety of reasons, listed
above. Most significantly, it was difficult to recruit this group, and the group we did recruit was selfselected as already interested in technology-based solutions and already socially connected. It was
clear = that we needed a different strategy in order to include the perspectives of those already
excluded, and who probably have a limited understanding of, or motivation to engage with, a
technological solution. From our interactions with all stakeholders it emerged that intermediaries were
central to our next phase of co-creation. Intermediaries include service providers and also those who
can use the social connectedness apps on behalf of older adults. This indicated that we might need to
find a way to capture older adults’ preferences and interests in a ‘profile’ that could be used to
interrogate the data-base, and to collect analytical data on searches to inform the planning of the
service providers. Thus, expanding the co-creation process to include (1) older adults, (2)
intermediaries, and (3) service providers, will be key to the overall approach in Phase 2.
The service concept to realise the value proposition
We understood that we needed to expand the group of stakeholders that we must engage with.
However, we needed to give them a sense of what we had in mind as a service concept for Phase 2.
Figure 19 below, is a graphic presentation that we used to explain the potential for Phase 2 and to get
buy-in from the different stakeholders. We highlight a few key points to show how we have taken onboard the lessons from Phase 1.
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Figure 19: Service concept to engage stakeholders for Phase 2

Loneliness and social isolation was the recurring theme throughout Phase 1. The service concept - to
address this through enhancing social connectedness - remained valid for enhancement in Phase 2. For
the older adult participants this meant being able to locate opportunities for relevant and meaningful
social interaction and being able to plan to make use of such opportunities. These opportunities were
organised by the Gateway organisations (typically NGOs such as AGE UK) and the SLDC (the service
providers). The service providers organise social events and communicate this through a variety of
channels (one of which is the Gateway eHub - http://www.gatewayehub.org.uk ). To access this
information older adults use a normal browser, and scan the many listings to find events appropriate
to them. Internet connectedand technically competent users can do this, but they are in a minority,
and the task is relatively onerous. If, however they had a set of apps that could interrogate a database
(using certain preferences) then it would be easier to find relevant events. If different open data sources
could be layered on top of that (such as travel information, weather, facilities, etc.) then it would be
relatively easy for them to decide if they wanted to go to the event and if it was logistically viable. If
they do not have internet access or if they are not technologically confident, they could ask an
intermediary to do so on their behalf (such as a remote family member, or a care worker, a social
worker etc.). For both the older adults and the intermediaries it is important that they can trust the
apps that they work with—i.e. be part of a trusted community. Furthermore, it is important the lessons
learnt from developing the events prototype should drive the co-creation of the social connectedness
apps and that As the older adults used the social connectedness apps it would be possible to provide
certain analytical data to the service providers, which would help them become better at organising
appropriate events. In this service concept there would be a strong incentive for all stakeholders to be
involved.

Phase 2
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Openness and diversity
Dimension

Explanation

Openness and diversity
The involvement of a broad range of different older adults (with regard to age,
health, socio-economic status, education, skills, etc.).
Questions about the types of participants in the co-creation process (we used
demographics surveys to gather data o participants: age, gender, location, ethnicity,
education, occupation, health and disability status, socio economic status, level of IT
skills)

Guiding
questions

Questions about measures taken to ensure all that were interested could take part,
i.e. ensuring there were no physical barriers to access and that recruitment sought
different groups of people. Below Are the questions using at the evaluation
questionnaire to older adults
How inclusive and open to all older adults do you think the co-creation workshops
were?
What other groups of people, if any, do you think should have been involved in the
co-creation workshops?
Did anything make it difficult for you or others to attend or take part in the
workshops? What would make it easier?
What type of transport did you use to attend the co-creation workshops?
Did you need any help or support to attend the co-creation workshops?
Were there any barriers for you or others to attending the workshops? What were
those barriers?
How satisfied are you with the venue of the co-creation workshops?
Do you know of other older adults that could have attended the co-creation
workshops, but decided not to do so?
What did you think about the length of the co-creation workshops? Explanation if
there were groups that were not recruited/included.

Methods/
Sources

Participants (Interview, workshops, focus groups, observations, questionnaire) as
well as observations by stakeholders (interviews)

Participants in the co-creation process
We learned about some of the characteristics of our participants through demographic surveys. We
designed separate surveys for each group that took part in the research as the surveys would be need
to filled in in different situations and conditions. The questions in the demographics survey were about
characteristics including age, gender, ethnicity, location, education, occupation, disability status, level
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of IT skills, socio economic status, and if they lived alone (as this is relevant in the context of loneliness
and social isolation).
We collated demographics data on the following groups of participants:
•
•
•

core older adult co-creator group from phases one and two
intermediaries
respondents who attended the ‘Campus in the City’ event

Of the people who interacted with us in the Campus in the City event and responded to our survey, 8
fit in the older adult category (using Age UK’s definition of 55+), and 10 were potential intermediaries;
as they responded in their questionnaires that they helped older adults to use IT, mobile equipment,
and apps.
In summary, 31 people answered the surveys. Their ages ranged from 20 to 89 years old, with the
majority being older adults. We reached a good balance between male and female respondents, but
the group was not diverse in ethnicity and disability. The majority of participants declared themselves
to have average to excellent computer skills. Of all the respondents, only 2 declared they had poor IT
skills. The majority of them were educated to at least degree level.
The following figure shows the breakdown of all participants in the co-creation process in South
Lakeland for both phases.

Number of people involved per

35

31

stakeholder group across the entire
process

30
25
20
15

13

14

local

other

9

10

public

facilitator

3

10
older adult

intermediary

i

i

Figure 39: All participants to the co-creation process

*please note however that when intermediaries were also part of other categories such as older
adults, local government and other organisations, they are not listed as intermediaries.
Recruitment to co-creation workshops
For Phase 2, the core group of co-creators were recruited automatically from Phase 1.
At the beginning of Phase 2, we tried to included older adults living in managed accommodations who
had less access to technology, and more mobility issues, than our core group of co-creators. We also
tried to identify other groups in smaller villages in the region through Age UK SL and other local service
providers. We have not been successful on those occasions, as explained below.
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Our attempts to improve diversity
Our attempts to be more inclusive, described in the ‘engaging stakeholders section’ of the co-creation
Phase 2 above, showed the difficulties we encountered in trying to engage older adults with mobility
issues, and in recruiting participants from more remote locations. The group we approached at South
Lakes Housing would have brought a more diversity for not being IT users and having limited mobility.
A workshop was organized and delivered at this location. However, some of the mental and physical
problems meant that they could not participate on their own and would have required the support of
their carers in the workshops. This alternative proved unworkable, taking into the account the
workload and availability of carers to attend workshops, as explained in the ‘engaging stakeholders’
section of Phase 2.
Attempts to recruit from remote locations were faced with the problems of villages being unreachable
during periods of bad wintry weather, and issues of safety in organizing events for vulnerable people
in icy weather with the risk of falls and injury. One of the co-creators listed weather as a barrier for
attending workshops, explaining that in bad weather they found driving conditions difficult. Our
attempts to engage in local events in such locations had to be cancelled because of the weather.
Ultimately, we resorted to making sure our methods during the workshops helped the co-creation to
address all types of users, including the use of personas representing the groups that were not present
and constantly reminding all co-creators of that. This was thus an aspect of the iterative nature of the
research and co-creation methodology.
How representative was the sample? Who was missing?
The core co-creator group included one participant with a disability, and the range of IT skills ranged
from poor to excellent. We feel that we were able to include a range of views from the participants,
and from their own experiences with family members and friends, to help to broaden the perspectives
captured in the process. We also continually considered the issues of accessibility and inclusion of all
groups of older adults in discussions in the workshops, and through using tools such as the persona
cards to aid those discussions.
Although the group of co-creators in the project were not the most diverse, they were diverse enough
to show contrasting abilities (IT, motilities, access to information) and opinions. These were made
salient through the discussions.
Pat: “I think it is really important to consult people that you are aiming for… I’ve learnt quite a lot from
other people really. Because I had assumptions about people being the same as me and they are not
the same as me … I think that has been useful.”
Mary: “I certainly echo that…. It has been really stimulating to be able to… not contradict, that is the
wrong word… to challenge each other about things ‘cause that’s really a great way of opening your
mind and learn more and more. “
Some of our co-creators believed we could have been more inclusive and for one of them this meant
including people with disabilities independent of their age. This view resonated with some feedback
we received when presenting the project at conferences or demonstrating the apps to people in the
local area: we received suggestions that the apps we co-created could be beneficial to other groups of
people that had difficulties in taking part in social events, for example people with physical and learning
disabilities. The Social Connectedness app is perceived as a useful tool to aid a broader range of people
with social participation than we first anticipated, but we have not been able to explore that possibility,
or do any research to test if that would be the case.
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Measures to make workshops available
We attempted to make the workshops as accessible as possible to those interested in taking part. The
Gateway Centre in Kendal, our choice of venue for the co-creation workshops, is run by Age UK SL, and
is located adjacent to a doctors’ surgery. There is car park at the location and it has wheelchair access.
The town centre location permitted public transport nearby, including buses and trains, and ensured
that not many workshops were cancelled due to bad weather and poor road conditions to the venue.
The venue and times of the workshop met with the approval of the participants. Other barriers
mentioned by the co-creators showed that coordinating their time commitments with the dates of the
workshops were crucial. One of the participants still worked and being able to arrange the workshop
some time in advance was important to her. It was not always possible to do so, but we tried to keep
last minute changes to a minimum. In Phase 1 we learned the importance of coordinating the
workshops to run at different times to older adult events, after one of the initial workshops had a very
low attendance because another activity happened at the same time. A pattern of holding workshops
at the same time and day of the week in regular intervals was a strategy that worked well with our cocreators and ensured a good attendance for most of the project.
Accessibility was a concern for participants
Their responses to the evaluation questionnaires highlighted that participants were aware that the
group could and should have been more diverse. In a discussion during the evaluation workshop they
showed concern that the app was not as easy to use as they wished it to be, and we discussed ways
that we could try to address that by deploying the app together with training:
“So, we didn’t manage to do something that is a simple as we needed for everyone… So, if that is the
case, then we have to look at it at another angle and that is training, isn’t it?”
Ability to participate
Dimension

Inclusiveness/degree of participation in the process

Explanation

The subjective experience of being able to participate actively in the process.
Questions to assess if individual participants felt they could contribute and
that the activities and materials used in the co-creation were adequate to the
level of ability of the participants.
How much do you feel you contributed to the co-creation process?
How much did you enjoy the activities you took part in during the cocreation workshops?

Guiding questions What was the activity you most liked? Why?
What was the activity you least liked? Why?
How easy or difficult were the activities in the co-creation workshops?
Methods/ Sources
Participants (Interviews, focus groups, observations, questionnaire)
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Participation and contribution during the co-creation process
Responses from the participants in the evaluation questionnaire showed that they felt were able to
engage and participate in the discussions and decisions in the workshops. They expressed that when
progress was made, their input was not being overlooked:
Mary: “We kept going forward and still had a voice”
They were engaged with the process as Nina pointed out in the last workshop: Nina: “I think we all
been here from day one”
Adapting methods and materials to increase ability to participate
Our reflective approach - of constantly seeking feedback, reflecting, planning and adjusting the
contentsof workshops - permitted us to address any issues that marred co-creators’ ability to take
part, as the account below illustrates. At the end of some workshops when there was time available,
we asked participants to fill in a short survey. When a new facilitator started in the project (workshop
18), this is how the participants answered the question “How did you find the activities you were asked
to work on today? Any highlights?”
“Found a little difficult to know how much to write down”
“Didn’t always understand what was required.”
“Need more time to think it through”
“All very good, encouraged exchange of ideas by different exercises”
Those answers might have been discouraging if they were not matched by satisfaction scores of 8 and
9 (in a 1-10 scale ). This helped to indicate that the level of the workshop was not right for its
participants. On reflection, we realized that the new style of co-creation brought by the new member
of staff needed to be adapted. The initial approach was to keep activities brief, in structured exercises,
with the intention of keeping discussion energized, but as shown by the respondents they felt there
was little time to delve deeply into the issues as much as they wished. For the next workshop we
reduced the number of activities and provided more time for discussion.
The feedback to the same question in the next session (workshop 19) resulted in the following
comments:
“Required deep thought. Excellent discussion developed.”
“Positive and interesting “
“Interesting”
“Promoted interesting discussion. Positive, negative etc. exercise was good”
The scores for satisfaction in this workshop were 9 and 10, indicating that the process was successful.
It was worth covering a bit less ground in each workshop to improve their enjoyment of the process
and not discourage them to participate by imposing a pace that did not suit them.

Transparency of co-creation process
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Dimension

Explanation

Transparency and trust
Sharing all information about goals, plan and decisions made with
participants and other stakeholders
Were the expectations and aims of the workshops clearly explained
to you?
Were decisions about the design of the app communicated clearly
to you?

Guiding questions
Methods/ Sources

Were you given clear feedback on why certain decisions about the
design of the app had been made?
Participants (Interviews, workshops, focus groups, observations,
questionnaire)

Participants’ perceptions of communication transparency
The responses to evaluation questionnaires and workshop discussions with the co-creators showed
that they felt our co-creation process was transparent, and that they were happy with how decisions
were communicated to them. Their accounts describe being able to ask for clarification if anything
was not clear.
Strategies for transparency
We believe this was achieved by how the workshops were delivered. During Phase 2, there were
updates in almost every workshop of how the technical development of the app was progressing: the
links to their comments and requests could be seen in the progress being made, through prototypes
of software demonstrations. Another strategy we adopted in Phase 2, was to email participants after
the workshops with a summary of the discussions, recounting what was achieved in each session. See
Appendix XX for an example of the emails exchanged with participants. The short feedback survey
after workshop also included the question “Were the expectations and aims of the workshop clearly
explained to you? Y/N”. This allowed us to keep a constant picture of whether there was clarity in
communications.
This is what one of the participants had to say about the notes summarizing the workshops:
“You’ve been doing these really comprehensive notes…. I could read them after the meeting,
and then before I came I could read them again, and that is really helpful for me”
Participants themselves noted the effect of such emails was noted , and their responses showed that
we achieved a greater clarity of how decisions and progress were made:
Pat: “It changed over the weeks, from the period when we started.”
Mary: “It was much more clear defined for us that… where we were heading.”

Relevance of the co-creation process for participants
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Dimension

Explanation

Relevance of co-creation process for participants
The relevance of the process (or aspects of it) in terms of
participants’ needs, interests and motivations
Questions to assess what motivated the participants to take part
and how relevant they though the process was to tackle their
issues and addressing their needs. How much importance they
gave to the co-creation process.

Guiding questions

How else did taking part in the co-creation workshops affect
your life?

Methods/ Sources

Participants
(Interviews,
observations, questionnaire)

workshops,

focus

groups,

Technology was a motivator for our participants
The participants’ responses show that they felt the workshops were relevant and they were satisfied
with the sessions. They felt the issues being discussed were important and interesting. Their main
motivation in taking part was their interest in technology.
“I like to get involved in new things particularly new technology that I find relevant and
interesting to me. I also like helping other people.”
“I was initially told that it was a workshop to learn how to use tablets etc. I then discovered
that I was really interested, so continued.”
“The concept of co creation in general and an interest in the technology.”
“I had tested a device to help older people lose weight and become healthier and was
suggested by age concern to join this project”
Relevance of the issues discussed
One of the participants suggested that we could have explained from the start that we wanted to
tackle social isolation and loneliness (although this objective was only established through the
workshops). That is how she would explain to others what the co-creation process was about:
“Primarily I would tell them that we are addressing issues of loneliness, exclusion in the elderly and to
give older people an opportunity to reach out to events that they may wouldn’t otherwise.”
They also saw themselves as representatives and advocates for older adults, giving a voice to the
problems that others in their age group were facing.
Relevance of sessions for participants, and the impact on their lives
This passionate account from Mary showed how much her participation in the workshops meant to
her:
“That’s what I found really brilliant about the process, I’m not retired but I found it stimulating
and at my age I particularly found an enormous amount of pleasure in it. Being able to uses
skills that I had in my career that I’ve never thought that … Having a voice is… I was really
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depressed when I first started this (there is nothing to do with this, but I’ve been in a horrible
period of time – three years) it was a brilliant thing for me to come to.”
Nina added
“Its job satisfaction as well… you don’t get that anymore when you are older”
Other comments in the evaluation questionnaire also pointed to the positive impact of taking part in
the co- creation process for our co-creators:
“Gave me a sense of purpose and importance”
Effectiveness of the co-creation process
This criterion doesn’t rely on specific feedback from participants. It is based on the facilitators’
reflections on the process. The planned objectives, descriptions and outcomes of the workshops were
described in detail in previous sections of this report, and the sections below reflect on these.

Dimension

Explanation

Effectiveness of the co-creation process
The effectiveness of methods and the whole process with regard to the
project goals and the concrete process goals

Guiding questions for Facilitators' reflection on how effective they found the methods and coreflection
creation activities in achieving objectives set out before each workshop.
Methods/ Sources
Researchers’ documentation

Effectiveness with regards to the outputs and outcomes
We set out to co-create and develop a working demonstrator that delivers a digital information
service, based on open data from local services. To an extent, we have almost managed to do so. We
have co-created a demonstrator that works and that delivers information on local events, services and
volunteering based on open data from local organisations. However, we did not manage to produce a
service that was suitable for all users, and our co-creators show their disappointment about this factor:
“initially we were supposed to look at something that non- techy non- user people … would be able to
use. As it stands now I don’t think it is the case. We have to have something attached to that that is
proper training to people – anybody that doesn’t understand touch screen or any of the technology
wouldn’t be able to get anywhere with it. They would be frightened to death of it.”
The next stages beyond the project, when the Social Connectedness app and services will be fully
deployed, will help judge if the outputs and outcomes generated through our co-creation process will
prove to be workable, and furthermore, sustainable. We will continue to work with our stakeholder –
older adults, intermediaries and stakeholders, and commit to a further informal review of progress
and impact assessment after 12 and 24 months. Only after it has been deployed and adopted by the
local population we will be able to assess if the overall aims of the project will be achieved.
Effectiveness of methods applied in the co-creation process
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We worked with a variety of methods in co-creation workshops with older adults and in working with
other stakeholders in other interventions. Focus groups and interviews proved good methods to use
to engage with participants, and gather insight about their priorities and practices. Formal meetings
and ad-hoc encounters worked to build and maintain relationships with local service providers. In the
workshops, what seemed to work best was to keep open discussion to the initial phases when the
group was getting to know each other, and the aims of the project and the service concept were being
defined. However, later in the process, open discussion led to some sessions to lose some focus as
these opinions from the co-creators show:
“Sessions been very useful to me. Quite a lot of detours away from the subject.”
“The only point that I can raise is that someone from the team could keep co-creation
participants ‘on topic’. That is, as a chairman would in a meeting…”
In reflection, methods that help to keep discussion focused on specific subjects helped with the
progress of the co-creation process. Such methods include activity sheets, lists, prototyping and
demonstrators.
Lastly, it might have been interesting to use cultural probes (see section 3.4.1.2) in the ‘engaging
stakeholders’ stage of co- creation. We could have developed some very simple probes to advertise
the project to local older adults through the networks our stakeholders have. The cultural probes
could have been used as an invitation to the co-creation process, and a self-selecting tool to find those
that were interested and willing to take part.
Participants’ learning
Dimension

Participants learning during the co-creation process

Explanation

What participants learnt through taking part in the co-creation process
Questions about what participants felt they learned by taking part in the cocreation workshops and the project.
What did you learn from being involved in the co-creation of the Mobile-Age
app?
Would you take part in another co-creation project if you had the chance?

Guiding questions
Methods/ Sources

What would you do differently if you were to take part in a new co- creation
project?
Participants
(Interviews,
workshops,
observations, questionnaire)

focus

groups,

Learning about technology issues
The recruitment posters at the beginning of the project offered participants help with mobile devices
and apps. Their responses demonstrate that some feel that their knowledge of apps and technology
indeed improved.
“I learned what an app is. Also the importance of the ease of operation of it for the elderly.”
“About apps which I hadn't used before…”
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“Shown me how an app could be used to pull lots of individual apps and websites together
under one app.”
Other types of learning
However, their participation in the project affected other areas of their life. These included increased
listening skills, understanding the points-of-view of others, self-awareness, and meeting other people.
Their accounts provide evidence that the co-creating process was enriching for them provided
possibility to reflect upon themselves:
“To listen more to other people’s experiences rather than make assumptions based on my own
interesting to hear what other European countries felt was important for elderly people.”
“That other people have ideas that are important and that I had not thought of.” “Meeting
other interesting people including those from the University”
They showed interest in taking part in other co-creation projects and want to continue developing the
work with Mobile-Age by getting involved in the implementation plans, by helping other older adults
to use the Social Connectedness app.
Participants’ feedback on output design
Feedback on the app under development was always sought informally during co-creation workshops.
The first opportunity to assess a working version of the Social Connectedness app was in workshop 20.
Below are the average scores awarded to the app on that occasion (the 7 co-creators’ responses
averaged):
Dimension

Participants’ feedback on output design

Explanation

Participants’ views on the outputs being created
Questions about what participants’ views on the outputs being created.
Questions about usability, accessibility and style.
Do you think the app are easy to use?
Can you envisage any issues for yourself or others using the app?
Do you have any fears or concerns about the app co-created?
How happy are you with how it presents information about events and how
to access them (for example transport and routes)?
How useful do you think the Mobile-Age app is?

Guiding questions

Would you use it yourself?
Would you use it on behalf of someone else to help them find events?
How could the app be improved?

Methods/ Sources

Participants
(Interviews,
workshops,
observations, questionnaire)

focus

groups,
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How easy was it to use the app? Scored 6.85 out of 10.
How easy was it to find information using the app? Scored 6.71 out of 10.
How enjoyable was your experience of using the app? Scored 7.71 out of 10.
Would you use the app in the future to help you find and attend events? 6 out of 7 said ‘yes’.
Their feedback from this workshop generated a series of improvements to the apps, including how
searches were organised and displayed. The next chance for user feedback was during the Campus in
the City event in March 2018. Feedback on users’ views of the app were collected again at this event.
Eleven out of 18 said they would use it themselves. When asked if they would use it on behalf of
someone else to find them events, 16 out of 18 said they would. People’s feedback was after limited
and brief use of the apps. Those already used to IT use were impressed with how simple it looked, and
how easy it was to use and navigate. The people providing feedback on this event had no previous
involvement with the app. They were also satisfied about the variety of information the apps
presented about attending events.
“I thought it was an excellent app. I thought it was well put together. It allows for a lot of
accumulation of data all in one place. I thought it was really fantastic!” excerpt from an
interview with one of the intermediaries, recruited through the Campus in the City event.
The last formal feedback we collected was from the core co-creator group at workshop 22. They
assessed the app after spending about two weeks using it during the ‘cultural probe’ experiment. The
prolonged use, combined with having to work with a new device, gave rise to a number of complaints
about the app and the mobile technology.
As noted before, they were disappointed that the app was not as easy to use as they had intended it
to be.
“People new to technology might have difficulty finding some of the search features as they
are at the moment.”
“A person not used to using apps would need training”
Many of the issues had to do with learning to use a new tablet, e.g. not being able to adjust settings
for their liking, and having problems with touch screen and buttons. One of them wanted to send
screenshots and did not manage to, because the buttons were too difficult to press simultaneously.
The facilitator had problems trying to accomplish the same task.
Those that tested the demonstrators in detail asked for the information on Services and
Volunteering to be increased and the areas it cover to be expanded.
“Information in app needs to be better and more consistent. Volunteering and services need
to go beyond age concern”
Another area that needs to be improved is the quality of the open data being used in the app. The cocreators that had used the app for weeks reported numerous problems with the information coming
out of searches, mainly concerning dates, time and exact locations of events. We believe this will be
resolved once the access to Compass eHub database from Age UK is secured.
There are still issues to solve with the app demonstrators. The co-creators’ feedback helped the
development of the app and it will still have to be further refined as more people start to use the app
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It highlights the importance of these two stages. It also highlights that the activities that take place in
these stages are inextricably interlinked. Co-creating software includes not only the technical
development time, but also the time expended by non-technical staff who work with research
participants and undertake workshops around the development of technical features.
more frequently. Use testing in last months of the project will help with that task. Deliverable D3.6
will include a summative assessment of the demonstrators created in South Lakeland.

Summative evaluation of phases one and two
Facilitators’ learning through the co-creation process, in Phases 1 and 2
Most of the setbacks of the project happened during planning and engaging stakeholder stages, when
plans did not come to fruition; for example in recruiting further participants and organizing events and
collaborations. With regard to the planning and running of the workshops, there were a few changes
to the plans of the workshops when it was necessary to accommodate the requirements of the group
and to adjust the level to ensure all were able to participate.
The longitudinal co-creation approach we used is lengthy and requires great commitment from all
involved. For facilitators and local organisations, this commitment is translated as financial costs.
However, for the same reasons, we were able to learn much from the co-creators. We explored
different issues in each individual workshop, and altogether they provided rich insight into various
aspects of the service concepts and the software that was designed. Because the same group
participated throughout of the entire co-creation process, time was saved because it was not
necessary to continually re-explain the project, to rebuild rapport or to regain trust.
The workshops provided a rich way to list requirements for the service and software developments.
The discussions were also important for negotiating priorities and agreeing the direction of
development. In non-participatory methods and design, those decisions have to be done by the
developers based on data from previous research or still waiting to be validated through thorough
user testing. The advantage of a co-creation process is the ability to make such decisions together with
the users, testing and changing them while development is still happening. For that to happen, it was
important to have facilitators with experience in both software development and in running cocreation processes throughout the entirety of the co-creation process.
Input and costs
In the following, we provide an overview of the input and costs for the co-creation activities
described above.
Human resources
This table represents an approximation of the efforts expended on each of the co- creation stages by
Lancaster University employees. It is only indicative but provides a good idea of the percentage of time
involved in the different stages during in a bottom up co-creation approach. What it highlights is that
co-creating software accounts for slightly less than half of the total time, while co- creating the service
concept accounts for 25% of the time.

© Copyright 2018 - Lancaster University
119 | P a g e

D1.7 Evaluation and Impact Assessment Framework
Estimated proportions of human resource per co-creation stream

Co-Creation
Activities

10%

5%

25%

10%

35%

15%

Further, what we have highlighted in this breakdown is only the time of Lancaster University
employees. What is missing from this table are the contributions of volunteer/unsalaried co-creators,
and stakeholders. Co-creation required the time of many government staff, NGO staff and volunteers
as well as the time of the older adults themselves. Much of their time was expending in the ‘co-creating
a service concept’ and ‘co-creating software’ stages, and to a lesser extent on the ‘working with open
data’ stage.
Estimating the relative effort between the different stages is difficult for several reasons. First, the cocreation model and the stages of co-creation changed half way through the project and therefore it is
not possible to go back and specify the relative effort stage by stage retrospectively. Second, and as
we have demonstrated in this report, there is not a clear delineation between the different stages. Cocreation is not a linear development method – meaning we do not move from one stage to another
sequentially. We move backwards and forwards, as required. Unlike with some other development
methodologies there is not a formal signoff stage by stage. Further, the stages have huge overlap and
it is common for events such as workshops and interviews to simultaneously cover multiple stages of
co-creation. We pick up on this observation in our first lesson for co-creation in a subsequent section.
Other costs
Other costs incurred in the co-creation process include the costs of organising and attending the
interventions. They include costs of travel for each facilitator to go from Lancaster to the SL venue,
refreshments (cakes, fruit and coffee/tea) for participants in the co-creation workshop and the
materials used in the workshops (printed material such as activity sheets and journals, plus stationery
such as pens, markers, blue tack and stick notes).
There have been a total of 56 interventions in both phases of co-creation and 21 of those were specific
co-creation workshops. The average cost of a co-creation workshop with two facilitators and held in
the South Lakes was approximately £50.
Additional equipment costs incurred totalled £1,424.60. This comprised the tablets, wi-fi network
device and a SIM card; equipment needed for participants to use on workshops (cultural probes,
developing and testing the apps) and in events where a demonstration of the app was required (focus
groups, interviews, public events).
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There were no costs incurred in data acquisition, as only open data was used in our co-creation
process, with no plans for paying for data in the future.
There are still interventions to be conducted, which are linked with the outputs created, including user
testing of the apps and meetings to negotiate the adoption and deployment of the service and apps
that will also incur costs not yet determined.
Further summative and impact assessment
Further summative assessment, including the usability and functionality of the app as well as the
assessment of the quality of the data and service provided, are reported in deliverable D3.6.
Assessment of the outcomes and impact of Mobile-Age project in South Lakeland will only carried out
after full deployment of the service and app are. For further information on the timing of impact
assessments seethe D1.7 deliverable on the evaluation and Impact assessment framework.
Summary and lessons learnt: Phases 1 and 2
The non-linear nature of the co-creation process
We adopted the Mobile-Age co-creation model outlined in the introduction above (figure 2) as a guide
for planning the co-creation process, however in practice our co-creation process is better expressed
by the model below:

Figure 2: A different visualisation of the co-creation process in the South Lakeland field site

In our reporting above we followed the more linear structure of the co-creation model in the
introduction of this document (figure 2). However, what we found in practice was that the activities
and methods followed in the central three stages of the co-creation tended to produce insights and
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findings relevant to all stages simultaneously. For example, when working with (open) data we
discovered that the quality of the data available limited what we had imagined in the service concept,
and already placed certain constraints and demands on the software we might be able to build. Thus,
the central stages (service, data, and software) needed to be calibrated against each other,
continuously. Consequently, we were continuously aware that the output of the co-creation process
was more than the sum of the parts (apps + service). The apps only make sense in the context of the
service and the service can only exist through the app. The open data, although independent and
exchangeable for open data from any other region, is crucial for both app and service to be meaningful.
Likewise, planning, implementation and evaluation frame and define the whole approach, while
recruiting and engaging stakeholders is the flipside of exploiting and disseminating. The relationships
built throughout the co-creation process lead to renewed engagement and continued participation in
the process, as well as shaping and directing the exploitation and dissemination of the service. These
two stages influence each other, as well as influence the co-creation work at the centre of the diagram.
Hence, because all these stages or elements are mutually reinforcing (or limiting), they are always in
play, either in the foreground or in the background. This dynamism is required but also makes the
process complex to manage – especially as an emergent process. This is something that caught us out
at times and meant we needed to be very flexible in how we managed the project. The overall
approach must be flexible and agile. This requirement may conflict with other requirements about
inclusiveness, involvement, communication, and ongoing engagement.
Principles for co-creation workshops
We have found that central to each workshop (irrespective of stage) there were essentially two stages
– one of divergence followed by convergence. For example, in workshop 10, older adults considered
which services were important to them. The initial list was extensive, but after discussion, the list was
narrowed down to a handful of important services. Indeed, the work in every workshop can be
represented by this idea of divergence followed by convergence. The methods that supported
divergence were multiple (such as cultural probes, brainstorming, etc.). The methods that supported
convergence were, for example, personas and paper prototypes. Central to all of these methods is the
ideas of visualisation. Visualisation through techniques such as post-it notes, tables, Figure 41: the

dynamic of co-creation workshops

playing cards, and so forth served both divergence and convergence processes. We can represent
this in Figure 41 above:
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Using the double diamond design model to plan workshops and the methods that are more suited
for each stage.
Given the point above, we suggest that it might be good to use the double diamond model (taken
from the UK Design Council) as a template or structure to design any workshop intervention—see
Figure 42 below. Not all workshops will use both ‘diamonds’ of activity, but it will always be working
on one of the diamonds. Thus, for each workshop there must be activities that focus on divergence
and others that focus on convergence.

Figure 42: The double diamond model of design

Learning and Reflection on engagement
Longitudinal involvement of co-creators
Whilst recruitment of a larger number of participants to our project would have been ideal, our group
of seven regular attendees has allowed the researchers to develop good relationships. It also has
maximized output from the two-hour sessions. However, it was noted that if recruitment to the project
increased in future stages, sessions with small groups might still be ideal if the pragmatics allowed for
this. However, reviewing the literature and reports on other co-creation projects, it became evident
that co-creating with the same group of older adults over a two-year period was not typical. This
reframed our approach to co-creation. In-depth and longitudinal co-creation with older adults was an
approach that we believed would benefit the development of our service and app for older adults.
Indeed, due to the lack of specificity that comes with the category ‘older adult’, in terms of abilities,
age, socio economic status, gender, ethnicity, origin etc., large samples and thus representative
demographics in co-creation projects with older adults are impossible to achieve. Instead, one lesson
was that having a familiar of group of co-creators, for a sustained period, who were happy for us to
follow their practices as they experienced co-creation and accessed technology, would be an
important strategy in Phase 2. Securing this group of older adults thus was not only a necessity in
terms of older adult participation, but also was a potentially unique contribution to understanding cocreation.
Further, due to our substantive and challenging focus - loneliness and social isolation - we believe that
this could only have been successfully undertaken through at least a two-phase longitudinal cocreation approach. What this two-year period afforded was in-depth insight into the perceptions and
practices of older adults. We cannot conceive how such a complex societal issue could be understood,
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a service concept explored and specified, and an appropriate software application to have been cocreated with older adults, in any shorter time. Thus, we suggest that a two-year multi-phase co-creation
methodology is necessary when a project’s problem and service concept addresses substantive and illdefined issues. Conversely, this suggests that if co-creation cannot be longitudinal due to financial or
other pressures, that care is taken to ensure that single phase and short-term co-creation is only
adopted when the problem and possible service concept is clear and defined from the outset.
Expanding our understanding of ‘users’ (new personas created in Phase 2)
Three new personas were added to the three already identified in Phase 1. They represent different
groups of intermediaries with different motivations and practices through which they help older
adults. We also believe that they could be users themselves of the Social Connectedness app and
engage with the apps in different ways to those used by older adults.
The personas emerged from the insights gathered in interviews and focus groups, in interventions with
intermediaries. Persona D, James represents carers and support workers helping older adults daily
through their jobs. For this group, the app could become a powerful tool in delivering services and
supporting their clients. Persona E, Ian, represents volunteers that attend older adults with their IT
problems. They could interact with the app when clients come for advice on how to use it. This group
have the potential to disseminate the app among the local population. If they are convinced that the
app is useful they could recommend it to the older adults they see in their sessions. The last is persona
F, Hazel. This persona represents children and grandchildren that help their elderly relatives to stay
active and independent in their communities. This group work with older adults in two ways. First, they
give instructions on how to use mobile devices and apps. Second, they can also use the app themselves
to help plan activities, provide suggestions, and access information on behalf of older adults. The app
could help such people to be involved with their elderly relatives without taking away their
independence. For the full description of each persona, see Appendix VII.
Stakeholder engagement requires intense time commitment
The commitment of time required in a longitudinal co-creation process means, for the organisations
involved, the commitment of resources. The open nature of the co-creation process, in particular the
approach we adopted in SL that started from a ‘blank canvas’, makes planning before the interventions
start very difficult. A project like Mobile-Age works across a series of departments and services within
an organization and affects people from frontline staff to the top management. Commitment to
regular workshops could be a burden on resources and cause serious disruption to services if not
planned carefully. We were lucky to be able to count on the commitment of various stakeholders
engaged in the project, and how generous they were with their time; to attend the numerous meetings
and interventions organized.
For future projects, organisations should be made aware of the benefits and commitments required in
agreeing to take part in co-creation activities. We hope that the detailed descriptions of the process
here will help to better articulate the benefits for organisations in engaging in co-creation processes,
and prevent the pitfalls we encountered.
One idea is to run a co-creation workshop at the first meeting with a stakeholder, so they can have a
first-hand experience of what is involved in the process and judge for themselves if co-creation is an
approach viable to be pursued, suitable to their resources and how much they are able to commit and
be involved.
Can a co-creation project be truly inclusive?
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The objective that we set out to achieve was to recruit a broad range of older adults to guarantee a
variety of points of view from people with different needs. However, taking part in the co-creation
process requires commitment of time and interest in the subject of the co-creation. We were only able
to engage with those that had willingness and interest in being engaged. Accessibility issues were not
the main barrier to overcome in improving inclusion, but the lack of interest in anything related to
technology.
Duty of care to older adult co-creators
Participants’ responses in the evaluation surveys and discussions about the co-creation process showed
that their participation had a great impact on their lives. They have learnt and developed skills in using
IT and gaining knowledge of local services and information. Their participation in the workshops and
the media event have boosted their confidence. For one of them, participation helped with their
emotional wellbeing. What impact might the end of the co-creation process have in these participants,
and how might we mitigate any negative effects? Are there viable options to continue their
involvement in the deployment of the service? These are questions that we will continue to explore
in the last months of the project and will try to answer in the Evaluation and Impact Assessment
Framework deliverable D1.7.
Learning and reflection on outputs and outcomes
The importance of trustworthy open data
One of the main barriers of the solution we created is the need for extremely reliable sources of data.
User generated data could bring a greater source of new events, but without their being vetted, there
is risk for vulnerable users of misleading, inaccurate or commercial material becoming trusted. The
older adult participants repeatedly raised issues of trust throughout the research. The risks here are:
•
•
•

being sent to an event at the wrong place or wrong time;
being sent to an event that doesn’t take place (no one being responsible for changing the
database);
going to events organised by people that wanted to take advantage of them or that wanted to
sell products.

Differently to a general population with better IT skills, a service to non-experts needs to have a way
to protect its users. For us this was solved by the idea of a trusted community formed by approved
providers of open data. There might be a role here for older adults that are both users and registered
volunteers to upload data and moderate the service in the future. This is something to be considered
in the next stages of the project.
Open data is not as complete or at appropriate level of detail needed for the apps
The open data currently used in the apps comes from listings in local government and local
organisations’ websites. They capture the information that comes from other organisations and
venues that who hold or host the events. General information about times, place and description are
usually included, but the project uncovered that there is a plethora of information that would make
attending the events accessible to older adults, that is missing or presented inconsistently. The
completeness of event information in our abstract concepts of the app does not match the reality of
the open data available. This was identified once the demonstrators started to be tested in our
workshops.
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The table below summarises the accurate information that is necessary to provide to older adults,
and how it needs to be presented in order for apps like ours to use it consistently:
CATEGORY

DESCRIPTION

Name of event:

Short but meaningful

Category:

Meaningful to older adults and not organisers that clearly
indicate the content of the event

Venue

Include post code and GPS location

Date

Individual occurrences of an event. Not a date range

Time

Description

Cost

Accessibility of
the event and
venue
Is booking or tickets
required?

Contact name
Contact number

Website

Standardised time entry (for example 22:00 or 10pm?) and
separate occurrences for events at multiple times
Should be short and clear and explain the content of the
event
Identify costs and when discounts for older adults apply
(explaining the rules)
Information about accessibility of the events and venues for
people disability as well as older adults with reduced mobility
stipulating if they might need support to attend.

State if there is a requirement to book or buy tickets.
Information how bookings can be made and tickets bought
If possible a person the older adults can contact about the
event
Phone numbers users can phone for information
A link to the event listing on a website and not just to the
venue website

Co-creators’ insight: the app is not enough
During the cultural probe activity, participants were required to use the Social Connectedness app in a
new tablet provided by the project. The experience of learning to use a new device in addition to the
new app, led to insights into the difficulty of using the app for a technological novice. During the
feedback activity after the cultural probe, participants expressed interest in supporting other older
adults in using the app. Some suggested that this support be delivered by involving older adults in
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training other older adults to use the app and mobile devices such as tablets, and by providing sets of
instructions.
Thus, in summary, our co-creation activities with various stakeholders while undoubtedly rich and
dense, have sometimes defied our plans and assumptions—be it in interviews or workshops or
recruitment. Within an action research framework, we have taken a step back on reflecting within our
own researchers’ team every co-creation activity and incrementally changed pathways to revisit future
actions. This methodology of progress with research is time consuming, but respects a multitude of
voices and offers lessons on key issues that we might want to repeat or avoid in future research with
older adults.
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8.8

Appendix VIII: Lessons from other field sites’ Evaluations

NB: References to Appendices, other sections etc. do not refer to this deliverable

8.8.1

Bremen

Lessons Learned
As the purpose of the evaluation and impact assessment is to draw conclusions for similar processes
in the future, we will here draw some lessons learned for our subsequent co- creation process in the
second phase. 13
Planning
a)
To select a district where already an editing group existed that provided information for senior
adults and to start recruiting co-creators from and with this group turned out to be a good choice and
should be repeated with regard to subsequent co-creation processes.

b)
Given the broad range of contributions that are necessary for developing an interactive district
guide that is relevant, up-to-date and accessible, we found that each of our participant had only some
of the necessary abilities. Therefore, we question whether the recruitment of one single core group
over the whole co-creation process is indeed the best model. Our partner in the data collection phase
that had developed several printed district guides for older adults in other districts of Bremen followed
a two level model. She established a project team of intermediaries working with older adults to plan
and coordinate the process and asked them to recruit focus groups to identify relevant objects and
provide information. This model may be extended to other tasks such as specifying requirements for
software design or editing of texts as well.
Recommendation 1.2: Establish a project group that helps coordinating different co-creation
contributions by different people.
c)
In an action research project there is a time conflict between research-related activities and
the practical co-creation activities required from the participating older adults: In order to get a better
understanding of the members of our core creating groups, their personal background, relation to the
district, digital literacy etc. we spent some time to develop cultural probes that demanded a lot of
time by the participants as well. On the other hand, more support in introducing the tablet PC was
desired.

13

Please note that the lessons learned were also used for the interim good practice guidebook.
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d)
There is a need to be transparent about the decisions to be made during the co-creation
process and to reach agreement on the appropriate decision-making method, i.e. open idea
generation and discussion, choice between a few alternative options or discussion of and consent on
a preferred solution by the research team. Important is also that such decisions are documented in a
transparent and accessible way.
Recommendation 1.5: Establish transparent decision-making procedures.
Engaging stakeholders
In general, it can be said that engaging stakeholders worked best through the collaboration with local
stakeholders and existing groups. Promoting the project on two district fairs did not work well.
e)
Role of intermediaries. Intermediaries were as equally important and helpful as the cocreating older adults with regard to field exploration, recruitment of participants, idea forming up to
the service development and sustainability considerations. Depending on the topic area their role in
the co-creation process differs (from information providers and/or supervisors, topic experts to future
users).

f)
“Cold recruiting”, e.g. on fairs, markets etc. did not work well, as one intervention showed.
Recruitment may be effective when starting from already existing groups and aligning with their
interests (e.g. older citizens’ computer group). Nevertheless, there is a dilemma of recruiting for welltargeted and well-framed activities, and simultaneously keeping the co-creation process open.
Recruiting people for a co-creation process, lasting about half a year, with only vague objectives and
tasks unfamiliar to most older people is a great challenge. We had to provide a notion of the project’s
objective and what people would commit themselves to for about half a year, what kind of input, in
particular what local knowledge, we would like them to contribute. As these issues are difficult to
communicate clearly, for the information event and the kick-off meeting we were looking for a venue
which is easy to reach for people in the district and a host that is trustworthy. We asked the head of
the local district government of Osterholz and he agreed to open the assembly room of the district
council and welcomed participants at both meetings. All participants received a participant
information sheet (as approved by Lancaster University’s ethics committee) and signed a consent form
(see D6.3 for details).

g)
For our process, it was important to establish the co-creators as experts (of the process of
ageing) and to appreciate their local knowledge. This established an engagement of mutual respect
between the project team and participants, as both parties wanted to learn from the other.
Establishing the participants as experts was facilitated through methods such as the card game or the
cultural probes. In particular the cultural probes and related individual interviews were one of the
interventions that resonated with participants most. They further helped to establish a trusting
relationship with the participants. They also manifested the expert status of the participants with
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respect to knowledge about the district and their experience of becoming older. What was particularly
helpful with probes throughout the process (idea forming as well as evaluation) was their ability to
prompt participants to reflect about their everyday life. In subsequent interviews and focus groups,
participants were much better prepared to give an account about for example their mobility and sociospatial inclusion within the district.
Cultural probes sensitised participants about certain aspects of their everyday practices and were
hence tremendously helpful in identifying needs and resources.

h)
During a co-creation process, participants need to „find“ their role from a customer/user of a
service to service designer. The co-creation facilitators hence need to think about ways to facilitate
role shifts and consider the following questions:
•
•
•
•

What is the role/contribution from administrations, software developers, facilitators?
What does this role entail and what are necessary skills and knowledge?
How are older citizens enabled to assume such a role?
What may be barriers for role-shifting?

In the different phases of a co-creation process different capabilities are required. In a permanent
core group there always will be some participants that cannot contribute in a certain phase. Therefore
we believe it is worth investigating to assemble different participants for each of the phases rather
than one core co-creator group. This allows for defining expectations more clearly and more
satisfactory for the participant because of better role performance. Overall, there are several areas in
which co-creators may engage:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Identify information needs
Identify gaps between information needs and existing services/data
Perform editorial work
Collect, create, and validate data
Define technical specification / systems requirements
Plan and perform usability testing and system evaluation

Regarding older citizens’ possible roles in a co-creation process our experiences from the first phase
particularly show, that the role model proposed in the D1.9 (State of the Art in Participatory Open
Data Approaches) focuses too much on technology design and disregards the co-creation of the
content of a service.

Co-creating a service concept
i)
Personas were an important co-creation method. On the one hand they helped to anticipate
future users, on the other they helped to tease out the defining characteristics (socio-economic, social
relations, general health & mobility, attitude towards technology) of older adults. Personas were
developed based on the participants and complemented with statistical information on the key
characteristics. They enabled participants to discuss matters of concern not only from their
perspectives but also by taking other people’s perspective. In particular, with respect to sensitive
aspects such as financial constraints or limited mobility, personas helped participants to articulate
needs without feeling intimidated to speak about themselves. The personas were subsequently used
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to develop use case scenarios and facilitated communication in the concept developing, co-design and
evaluation stages. Personas and scenarios also served as a red thread throughout the co-creation
process, connecting different activities (such as identifying information needs to, map design).

j)
Given the low internet use among older adults they may not become the main users of a
service such as a local district guide. If the topic is nice places and walks those intermediaries that
organise and advertise walk for older adults in their district may be the direct users and the guide
should be designed in a way that supports planning and advertising their offers.

k)
We learned that there is a dilemma that most people who are socially excluded or at least not
well included, because of poor social status, being unemployed or having language problems etc. will
not volunteer for co-creating a district guide on nice places. Even better situated older adults with
limited mobility did not participate to co-creation workshops. Therefore, the value proposition and
the announced impact should be more modest and restrictive. Addressing intermediaries should be
effective in this respect as well. The focus should not only be on future users, but also on
(complementary) existing services these intermediaries provide. They can facilitate contact with
different experts for e.g. identifying needs, services, or relevant content.
Recommendation 3.3: Information is a necessary but not sufficient condition for social
inclusion. Consider more activating services.
Working with (open) data
l)
Overall, we had to realise that very little data is available on the content identified as most
relevant by our participants (social, cultural, leisure activities). Some participants engaged heavily in
collecting data, while others were ready to name objects of interest but not to collect or validate
detailed data on attributes. During the process we decided to focus on fewer categories and less
content than foreseen, and instead to focus on those objects that currently are not found online and
that are rather difficult to describe. It is hence not advisable to keep the process open for too long but
rather to focus on fewer aspects and work on them more intensively.
As the content creation on nice places was seen as most valuable by the participants and also local
stakeholders, we will focus on nice places in our next phase and investigate further the specific,
additional information needs of older adults and intermediaries (e.g. also with respect to features that
are not based in data but for example on videos of walks).

m)
To develop a comprehensive district guide that contains detailed and relevant information on
many different kinds of relevant resources, turned out to be too much work for a group of older
volunteers. Even though we reduced the categories of objects to be represented in the digital
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neighbourhood guide, we propose to further reduce objects. Instead, we propose to focus on nice
places and walks for the next district.
Recommendation 4.2: Less is more. Concentrate on a few categories of objects and dedicate
more time in their presentation making use of a range of media formats.
n)
In our first co-creation process, a team of local service providers supported our process by
conducting structured focus groups with different groups of seniors in order to identify places and
institutions of interest to them and the most interesting aspects in each case. As mentioned already,
overall 12 focus groups were conducted which led to almost 20 nice places and about 100 institutions
of interest. The snowball data collection process of data about nice places and walks, informal meeting
points and points of interests was a necessary supplement to the small core-co-creation group, putting
the content generation on a much broader and more representative set of sources, needs and views.
However, among the first eight groups four were in a church environment, leading to a bias, which
needed to be compensated by finding other groups e.g. the men´s breakfast club.

Co-creating software
o)
For involving end users into co-design activities, open questions regarding the were at times
misleading, because the participants often answer intuitive and spontaneous. It is more effective to
propose a selection of different existing examples and discuss the advantages and disadvantages.
Personas helped participants to reflect on other users and anticipate their requirements (e.g. nonnative speakers, new residents).

p)
Overall, the design of an application is more than the design of the user interface and also
includes the design of the data base and other back-office functions, e.g. user administration. For
example, the data tables that were used for data collection were also the blue print for the database
model of our service. The decision to develop two different tables for nice places and facilities to meet
other people was taken by the ifib team and discussed with the technology partners FTB. It was based
on considerations of different data models (objects and attributes). The result was communicated to
the participants but not discussed. They did not feel competent nor interested in how we would
translate their needs into technical requirements.
Recommendation 5.2: Consider the design of an application beyond the design of the user
interface.
Exploiting and disseminating the service
q)
Even when intermediaries participate in the co-creation process and conceive themselves as
users they may not automatically take responsibility to maintain the whole service. In the case of
Osterholz, we could start with an already existing online editing group. However, they were the only
one of this kind in Bremen. In a second district, we have to meet the challenge to find someone else
who will take responsibility for taking care of the content. Technical hosting will again be provided by
bremen.online within the existing contract.
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In the following chapter we will describe the co-creation activities in our 2nd co-creation process. For
each of the co-creation streams we will present how the recommendations were taken up and
implemented. A final review will follow at the end of the evaluation section of Bremen Hemelingen.”
(100-105 D3.2)
Lessons learned
In the first co-creation process in Bremen Osterholz we learned a lot with regard to all streams of our
co-creation model and developed a set of recommendations for the second co-creation process in
Bremen Hemelingen. In the following we recall these recommendations, show what actions had been
taken and what lessons learned can be drawn.
Planning
Recommendations
Actions to be implemented in
derived from Osterholz 2nd co-creation process

Actions taken in Hemelingen

Mrs. Hilmann, our partner from the
first co-creation process had edited a
Identify a district in which a
printed district guide for Hemelingen
printed neighbourhood guide
in 2016 in collaboration with the
Rec. 1.1: Start with an
already exists as a basis for
network “Alte Vielfalt”. She provided
existing group of
data and identify the group of
these data for our intended digital
relevant data providers
people that produced it.
guide
In the early phase of idea formation, the focus shifted from a comprehensive guide on services to
more in depth information of nice places and walks. Therefore, the relevance of available open data
decreased. We will hence not maintain this recommendation as a general rule. However, the existence
of printed guides is still a good starting point as they provide the benchmark for an improved digital
multimedia service.
Lesson 1.1: Get an overview on existing printed information in the domain of your problem
focus and take them as a starting point and benchmark for an improved service that exploits
the full potential of digital multimedia technologies. One of the main assumptions of MobileAge was that co-created services for older adults would run on open government data. This
has not been the case for Bremen. Governmental institutions did not provide the most
relevant data. Rather, local service providers have proven to be the most important data
sources relevant to older adults.
Identify a district in which a network of service Members of “Alte
providers already collaborates and which may be Vielfalt” became part
Rec. 1.2: Establish
interested in extending their collaboration to the of core project group.
project group of local
development of a digital district guide.
stakeholders
The printed district guide had been developed with several intermediaries that cooperated in network
“Alte Vielfalt”. They were editing a second edition of a district reader. They agreed to engage in the
core project group in order to support a complementary service to these printed guides. The
collaboration with the Network “Alte Vielfalt” was helpful and beneficial to the process in several
respects:
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•
•
•
•
•

It enabled us to have a positive press-coverage featuring relevant local stakeholders.
It supported the recruitment of older adults.
It served as a means to legitimise the project in front of the local district council as
something regarded beneficial by local stakeholders.
It ensured that we would develop a service relevant to local services providers.
It ensured the sustainability of the service, because local stakeholders volunteered to
maintain it.

However, we realized that only those members of the network participated who benefited most
directly from the new service.

Rec. 1.3.:
Consider
activities that
are feasible

Cut down on the cultural
probes pack, to make it less
time consuming for
participants and facilitators

The cultural probes were reduced to a
questionnaire booklet, that allowed us to gain
an overview about our participants’
technology use practices and relationship
with the district.

In the second process, the probes pack had been reduced to a questionnaire instead of several tools
for self-documentation. This was not well accepted by all participants. We had to realise that there is
no “one-size-fits-many” option for probes and that this kind of method may not be suitable outside of
research contexts. We found that amongst our target audience, a particular mistrust is prevalent when
it comes to the disclosure of any kind of personal information.
Lesson 1.3: Written personal information of participants may only be collected during the cocreation process if necessary (e.g. for idea formation), and must be discussed and explained to
participants in advance. The material needs to be tailored to the capabilities of the persons
involved.
Allow more time in the co-creation We introduced the tablets
earlier on in the process.
process for participants to get
acquainted with technology.
We offered some additional
Rec. 1.4.: Consider
Offer support clinics outside of the training to non-tech savvy
activities that support use
core co-creation activities.
participants.
of technology
We addressed this recommendation through a number of action points. Learning from Osterholz, we
introduced the tablets earlier on in the process and offered some additional training to non-tech savvy
participants. The training sessions were welcomed by our collaborating service providers as well as
participants. For the co-creation process itself however, we had to realise that our training sessions
were not sufficient to enable digitally illiterate participants to fully engage in technology-related
activities and overcome, the imbalance in technological know-how amongst our core group of older
adults.
Lesson 1.4: Offer additional training to non-tech savvy participants, should they be
interested in learning more about technology.
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Rec. 1.5: Establish
transparent decisionmaking procedures

Establish a procedure to document
the process and decision-making to
all participating stakeholders.

We documented all our
activities in a blog and
circulated meeting minutes.

As pointed out above, the decision making process was meant to be more transparent (e.g. through
our activity blog). However, only few participating older adults consulted the blog, partly because they
did not look for information in the internet; partly because they felt no need to follow the decision
making process. In contrast, the blog was used and found useful by our core project group of service
providers and intermediaries

Engaging stakeholders
Recommendations derived
from Osterholz

Actions to be implemented in 2nd cocreation process

Consider the different roles of
intermediaries and explain expectations
Rec. 2.1: Identify the role of
well in advance (e.g. role of local
intermediaries in co- creation
government, role of service providers in
process
process)

Actions taken in Hemelingen

Network “Alte Vielfalt”
became our gate-keeper;
local government endorsed
the process

The close collaboration with intermediaries was beneficial to the co-creation process in several
ways:
•
•
•
•
•

They acted as gate-keeper to local government and supported the recruitment of older
adults (see also rec. 2.3)
They acted as champions of our project and endorsed the process during council meetings.
They acted as communicators by promoting the project in the local newspapers, their own
publications and the district fair.
They served as data providers with data about their own services and resources.
They will ensure the sustainability of the service.

Rec. 2.2: Consider
Identify a network/group of service We conducted the neighbourhood
context in which older and care providers which can host walks in cooperation with a senior
adults are invited to the co-creation process within the citizen meeting centre as part of
participate
context of their work.
their service offers.
In Hemelingen, we aligned our co-creation process closer to the services and resources of local social
care service providers and intermediaries. Older adults were invited to participate as part of the
Lesson 2.2: When embedding the process in existing services and activities be aware that only
a certain part of the target group might be addressed (e.g through the church or in particular
neighbourhoods). Consider to organise activities at different hosts and places.
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service offerings of these service providers. We hence, circumvented “cold recruiting” as in Osterholz
but embedded our project as part of existing services. For example, the meeting places offer a variety
of courses and meetings. They were ideally positioned to adopt our tablet courses as part of their
offers. Likewise did the neighbourhood walks fit well to the services provided by some of our
collaborating service providers. Recruitment is hence more effective, as these service providers are
already actively involving a broad range of older adults from the district. The drawback might be that
some people might not feel addressed by certain places/organizers (e.g. the church, a certain
neighbourhood).

Rec. 2.3: Engage
intermediaries to
support recruitment

Identify a network/group of service For our first round of focus
and care providers, which facilitate
groups, network members
recruitment within the context of
(“Alte Vielfalt”) recruited some
their work.
of their customers.

Intermediaries facilitate the recruitment of older adults mainly in two ways:
Explorative focus groups with groups of older adults with very different skills and needs. These
included:
•
•
•
•

A group of older adults with mental health issues
A group of older adults who regularly participate in activities from the protestant church
congregation in the neighbourhood of Hemelingen
A group of older adults from a seniors residence home
Recruitment of older adults for walks and walking workshops through the intermediaries’
communication channels.

As we were aiming to collaborate with service providers whose service portfolio could potentially be
complemented with the digital district guide, we expected that they would also provide the most
effective access to older adults interested in and in need of such a service. This was only partially true.
In particular, the group of older adults with mental health issues and the group of older adults from
the senior residence home did not participate in the co- creation activities beyond the two scheduled
focus groups. This way of recruitment however, allows validating the service idea with groups of older
adults that cannot participate throughout the whole life cycle of such a project.
Lesson 2.3: Engaging intermediaries for the recruitment requires a deep understanding and
commitment of these intermediaries to the co-creation process.
If activities such as cultural probes are While conducting the walks, many of
reduced (rec. 1.1), find new ways of the participants had a lot of knowledge
Rec. 2.4:
establishing older adults’ expertise early to share about the district. The walks
on in the process and allow them to became a lived experience of
Establish
older adults reflect on their practices for identifying demonstrating expertise (e.g. about
needs and resources.
the district).
as experts
As argued earlier, it is important to establish older adults as experts in a co-creation process in order
to level out some of the power imbalances that are present in any collaboration project. The walks
and walking workshops were an ideal format in which participants could demonstrate their local
knowledge and expertise. They were particularly helpful for prompting participants to speak about
Lesson 2.4: In order to establish older adults as experts the different kinds of experience and
expertise that different people have, need to be addressed and appreciated equally.
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certain places, streets, etc; something that was at times more difficult for our participants in Osterholz,
when they had to report on nice places in a closed workshop environment. In addition, some
participants had above average technical expertise, e.g. on Open Street Map or video editing

In Osterholz we experienced that participants found it difficult to shift between different roles and
tasks throughout the co-creation process. For Hemelingen, we proposed to identify interests and
abilities of the participating older adults, and include them accordingly. For example, we included
some older adults only in a few focus groups because they would not commit to a long process.
However, some participants experienced this fragmentary user participation as dissatisfactory as the
vision and idea for the service had to be continuously negotiated throughout the process as
participants joined and left the process. We therefore assume that a core group of older adults as cocreators is still the most suitable form.
Lesson 2.5. Consider a core group of older adults as co-creators that engage over the entire
process and where each participant contributes to different tasks that fit her/his interests and
abilities and are defined jointly in the beginning. From the start, facilitators should announce
that they will engage additional co-creators when there is consent that certain additional
input or expertise are required.
Co-creating a service concept
Recommendations derived from Actions to be implemented
Osterholz
in 2nd co-creation process

Actions taken in Hemelingen

The walks served as a red
thread, that served for the
Rec. 3.1: Consider methods that Use methods that connect
definition of attributes, the
connect different activities and different activities and
collection of data and also the
relate to defining characteristics allow for the refinement of
design of the front-end.
of the target group.
the target user groups.
Personas and scenarios were helpful methods for providing a red thread through our co- creation
process in Osterholz. This works however only in a somewhat stable group of participants. As we
planned to conduct a more open process in Hemelingen, we needed to design the process in a way
that we could use other methods to connect different activities and keep the project somewhat
framed. In Hemelingen, the walks served as a red thread through which we defined attributes,
collected data and also design the front-end. The walks themselves hence became a reference point.
And even though not all participants participated in all walks, they were similar enough to serve as a
joint reference. This was for example also facilitated through the template questionnaire that we had
developed for the walks and which participants completed while walking.
Lesson 3.1: Depending on the problem focus and the service to be developed, personas &
scenarios or walks may be suitable methods to defined a “red thread” throughout the cocreation process and connect different activities.
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We considered the
intermediaries and services
providers as organizers of
joint walks for older adults in
Rec. 3.2: Consider
Identify intermediaries, such as
a disseminating role. Since
intermediaries as main service and care providers and
users of a service
investigate how a digital service could some of the members of the
support their work.
core project group, provide
activities, such as walks for
older adults, the service is
meant to support their work
by facilitating the planning
and organization of joint
activities for older adults.
In Hemelingen we collaborated closely with intermediaries by involving them substantially throughout
the whole process. They contributed in many respects (see Rec. 2.1 above).
Besides their support of our work a main reason was that we considered them as target group of the
service and thus considered them as future users. The guide is valuable since it serves as source of
information to which they can refer when asked by their clients. In addition, we worked out a
supporting functionality for those service providers offering walks to senior citizens.
Lesson 3.2: Intermediaries need to be substantially involved in the co-creation of services for
older adults from the beginning. Ideally, the service concept is developed in close cooperation
with the intermediaries in order to ensure its relevance.
Beyond the mere provision of
information about nice places, the
Identify and implement
digital district guide now provides
potential services that
information about walks. In addition,
Rec. 3.3: Consider a
could complement the
local service providers offer walks to
service that is more
information provided in a
older residents as part of the digital
activating/beyond
digital district guide.
district guide service.
information provision
As outlined in the introduction to this report, there is a difference between providing information
about services and providing services as such. We have moved beyond mere information provision
with the Hemelingen demonstrator and potentially a step further towards (online) interaction and
activation.

Working with (open) data
Recommendations derived from Actions to be implemented in 2nd co- Actions taken in
Osterholz
creation process
Hemelingen
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Plan ahead to collaborate with
various data owners (e.g. service
providers) and allow sufficient time
for data creation during the cocreation process.

Rec. 4.1: Take into account that
information identified as relevant Offer a user-friendly backend for
inputting data to participants.
may not be available as open
data

We obtained the
data from the printed
district map.
We offered a userfriendly back-end
solution for data
input.

We initiated early on in the field work in Hemelingen a survey on existing data (also in printed versions)
and collaborated with data providers. We also offered user-friendly back-end solutions for data input.
This is the only viable way we see for the use of data in co-creation processes.

Rec. 4.2: Less is more. Concentrate on a few
categories of objects

Agree on specific objects to be explored in
more detail.

The work with data on so many different kinds of services in Osterholz was highly time consuming.
Many of the participants engaged in the validation of information about meeting places, service
providers etc. Such tasks can also be performed by others. The resources and expertise of older adults
seem to be better used for tasks relating to objects that are not dealt with in the available guides and
directories, i.e. nice places and walks In Hemelingen, we concentrated on walks only and had the
advantage of exploring a service around walks, much further than the nice places in Osterholz. This
focus also aloud to include different multi- media features in our service (e.g. spoken comments and
video clips were produced by some of our participants.)

Rec. 4.3: Consider
methods for “snowball”
data collection

Neighbourhood walks included
around 46 older adults from the
Use methods that allow a variety
district that contributed
of older adults to contribute to
comments on relevant aspects
the data collection.

We had about 46 older adults participating in six neighbourhood walks. Such activities had a lowthreshold. Participants contributed to the further refinement of attributes and data.
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Towards the end of the project, several teams of older adults worked on individual walks. It was
hence useful that the data collection tasks could be easily separated.
Lesson 4.3: “Snowball” data collection allows for the contribution of the collective knowledge
of a large group of people. It thereby enables older adults to contribute.
Co-creating software
Recommendations derived from
Osterholz
Rec. 5.1: Consider the reduction of
prototyping tasks

Actions to be implemented in 2nd co-creation process
Devote specific sessions to prototyping and only
involve those older adults interested.
Establish procedures to feed the continuous
development back to participants.

Early on in the process, we conducted a number of focus groups to evaluate the design and
functionality of the Osterholz demonstrator. We then conducted one paper prototyping session that
was announced in advanced as being more technical. We started with a comprehensive overview over
the objectives and tasks of the design session. We then left the decision to participants if they
preferred to do the paper works themselves or not. They decided to jointly discuss the design in the
group and leave the paper work to the facilitators.
Subsequently, the technical team presented their progress on digital versions and received feedback.
Overall participants found this reduced prototyping tasks adequate. In order to increase the use of
technologies, we encouraged participants to use the back-end of data creation and a software for
creating slide shows.
Lesson 5.1: Prototyping tasks need to be announced and explained well in advance so
participants are given the opportunity to decide if and in what form they want to contribute.
Rec. 5.2: Consider design of application
beyond design of user interface

Consider design of data structures and back-end
functionality for data maintenance.

The first walks and workshops were used to defined the data structures and attributes of the walks
and the stops. The content management systems had been adapted and the description of the walks
got beyond a set of attributes with texts.

Sustainability
- Identify local stakeholders that can sustain the maintenance of the
service early in the process (e.g. identify ways in which the service
serves their interests/supports their work).
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Rec. 6.1: Sustainability
remains a big challenge
Members of “Alte Vielfalt” became part of the core project group and subsequently took over
responsibility for the service maintenance (tablet courses, walks).
Lesson 6.1: The willingness to commit to the maintenance of the service increases with the
degree of involvement in the process and the degree of benefitting from its outcomes.
Responsibilities for the maintenance should therefore be defined early in the process
together with local stakeholders.

8.8.2

Zaragoza

Lesson learned from district 1
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Lesson 1.1: Sessions should be carried out in shorter lapses (less than one week between
one session and the next)
Recommendation 1.1: Schedule the meetings closer together
Lesson 1.2: Recruitment of older adults through Senior Citizen Centre was successful and
effective.
Recommendation 1.2: Continue to work with Senior Citizen Centre for next districts.
Lesson 1.3: Collaboration between Elderly Care Department and Open Data Unit was helpful,
supportive….?
Recommendation 1.3: Continue collaboration with Elderly Care Department.
Lesson 1.4: Profiles (as defined by elderly care department) allowed to draw a
representative picture of needs of older adults in the district.
Recommendation: Continue using profiles.
Lesson 1.5: Older participants understood the co-creation process also as a way to engage
with the city council and improve their neighbourhoods. When deciding on the routes, they
specifically selected some roads of which they knew that they wanted us to improve them.
Hence through their selection they gave priority to the places.

Lessons learned from district 2
•

•

The only change we introduced to the process was based on recommendation 1.1
(scheduling of interventions). This worked very well and we will continue with this timing
also for district 3.
Lesson 2.1: Facilitators can learn about how older adults use digital technologies and inform
the 2nd co-creation process (re-design of council Website).

Lessons learned from District 3
•

After having conducted the process three times, we feel that we have developed and tested
a robust methodology for future participation projects.

Lessons Learnt
Introduction
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As the purpose of the evaluation and impact assessment is to draw conclusions for similar processes
in the future, we will here draw some lessons learnt for our subsequent co-creation process in the
second phase.
Planning
The creation of groups beyond adjusting to previous profiles, has not generated any problems in any
of the 3 districts. This not only contributes to the participatory nature of the older people's collective,
but also to the availability of a network of senior centres in which they collaborate and attend
regularly.
Based on this selection of participants, the creation of a group capable of working in a coordinated
manner is facilitated on the one hand by the existence of a facilitator, which promotes this dynamic
as well as the elders' own experience in working with other groups of people. The ease of achieving
these first two aspects in the co-creation process allows for an agile process that, as has been
mentioned on other occasions, involves technical instruments and tools that, without excessive
complexity, have proven useful and effective in promoting these co-creation processes.
The transfer of these instruments, tools and techniques to others, or group facilitators does not
represent, by their simplicity, an excessive level of difficulty.
Finally, the support that new technologies have been able to make to this process both in what refers
to the publication in data as well as in the use of these technologies and in the use of new technologies
for the development of the activities (handling of GPS, maps, etc.) have been an important support to
facilitate the process.
Engaging stakeholders
As already mentioned above, the project is based on the participation of public services and citizenship
directly, although there are participants who, although in many cases of a public nature, sometimes
represent the highest level of difficulty for their involvement in the project. For example, while the
commitment of nearby agents, although not directly linked to the project (directors of departments,
meetings of representatives... have not generated difficulties, when it is necessary to involve other
public services, even of a municipal nature, for example, Carrying out and responding to the proposed
improvements of older people has meant a higher level of difficulty.
Co-creating a service concept
In order to improve the contribution of the participants, thus improving the co-creation process, the
intention was to combine two aspects: one, the statistical reality of the elderly group and the profile
(situation, characteristics, etc.) of those older adults, and the result of the project itself, age-friendly
routes.
In this sense, it was assessed by the municipal department affected (Seniors Department) that the
main characteristics that could affect mobility in an urban environment were conditioned in a generic
way by age and specifically by those physical and, sensory disabilities. In this way it was decided to
create groups where on the one hand, all were informed of the need to take into account the target
audience (older citizens) to whom the routes were destined and on the other hand, the group itself
had participants who not only did these profiles were taken into account, but they belonged to
themselves. However, it is significant, for example, that some of the improvements they proposed
made reference, not only for example in the case of physical accessibility to the ease of movement of
a wheelchairs or an elderly person with a crutch, but also the possible mobility of children's trolleys.
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The methodology would be based on giving the group the concrete definition of the profiles that we
understand that may be affected but combined with the real participation of people with those same
limitations.
The dissemination of this type of routes through open data does not represent an interest precisely
for the group that has elaborated them since they are the ones who know them best. However, the
mentioned difficulties of access to new technologies by older people we understand that it is advisable
to encourage other people to send information to the webpage through other means.
The simple information via the web page does not in itself represent a strong motivation for the use
of this new service such as friendly routes. It is understood that it must be supplemented in the 3
different ones, through dynamization processes that favour, for example, the organization of small
groups of citizens walking through these routes that not only encourage the use of the same, the
physical exercise, inclusion and social relationship, but also stimulates the interest to make other
urban routes in their own district or in others that they may access through the webpage.
Working with (open) data

Recommendations derived from Centro

Actions to be implemented Actions taken in Delicias
in 2nd co-creation process
& Almozara

Open data should not be considered to Explain the open data that When they have to decide
be easily understandable by citizens as can be consulted through
the route of the friendly
there are data that are difficult to
visualization services such as route we paint in the
understand on their own and there is a collaborative maps that
need for visualisation services and
place the resources on the
indicators to explain them.
map of Zaragoza.

collaborative map all the
resources that can be
useful

Lessons learned
The older people who have participated in this evaluation have a lot of free time and could take great
advantage of the use of information technologies by having adequate training and adaptations. And,
although in the use of computers and the Internet network are not shown as priority issues for them,
it is increasingly difficult for them to approach these information technologies. In addition to having
more free time they are enthusiastic, and when they overcome the initial barriers, tend to develop
great interest in the possibilities that the web page offers them, which facilitates their gradual interest
in the use of this tool.
The following are the most important conclusions regarding the usability of the web page evaluated:
•
•
•
•

•
•

Older people do not reject the incorporation of technology
Older people are able to learn to use technology
The design aspects play a more important role than the facility of use.
The scroll bar disconcerts them. They have a hard time sensing that there is more
information on a page than the one seen at that moment on the screen and that they have
to use the scroll bar to view it.
They tend to click on an image, not on the underlined text below it.
For beginners the magnifying glass induces them to think that it is a tool to increase the size
of the text.
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•
•

The pull-down menus are difficult to use.
Icons or images related to a particular text are useful

Although it was not the subject of this study, it was considered of interest to ask the elderly about the
use of social networks (facebook, twitter, instagram). Most of the people participating in the focus
groups were not users of social networks, and also had the perception that they are very "dangerous".
Regarding the methodology used, the difficulties have been the following:
•

•

•

The number of participants in each focus group. In some cases it was too big. This
experience allows us to recommend sessions of approximately 8 people in each group, since,
on the one hand, they require a lot of attention, for their knowledge in NNTT and, on the
other hand, they are very participative.
The layout of the room is also very important, since while you are using a computer, you
have to follow a line of debate and some computer rooms do not have the right disposition
for it.
A good internet connection.

However, despite all these problems, older people who have participated in this evaluation
congratulate each small advance, and appreciate finding a web page in which to interact. In addition,
they greatly appreciate the fact that they are asked for their opinion on something that directly affects
them
Reflection on co-creation process
On the Web, usability is a necessary condition for the survival of the sites, since navigators leave the
website, if it is difficult to use. The City Council of Zaragoza, aware of this reality, decides to conduct a
usability evaluation of the elderly people web page, where the participants have had the opportunity
to express their opinions.
It is important to note that all the focus groups have agreed with the following statement:
"The web page for elderly people of the City of Zaragoza is an accessible, clear and easy to
understand and use". They are generally satisfied, both for its design and its contents.
However, some improvements are proposed for its usability.
Outcome
Outcome is the use of the output. The website for older adults have only been communicated for
testing purposes.
The first version of the website went online on the 7th of November 2017 and was continuously
improved throughout our fieldwork. Log files between the start date and the 11th of April 2018 show
the following statistics.
The statistics corresponding to the old website show that, for the period from 1st September 2017 to
11 April 2018, 99,425 visits have been recorded.

8.8.3

Region of Central Macedonia

Lessons learnt
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At the beginning there was a gap between the goals of the researchers/facilitators of the service and
the co-creators. Very soon it was realized that older adults were very clear of what they wanted and
needed from us. Thus, facilitator’s knowledge and guidance, combined with ideas and needs of older
adults ended in a balance and the goals of both sides are accomplished.
It was very easy to recruit older people for a technology-oriented project. Being familiar or not with
technology, they are still very willing and interested in new technological ideas.
This is because they know that technology can affect their everyday life in a more easy and efficient
way. Moreover, technology brings them closer to their beloved persons (children, grandchildren etc.).
It must be added that in Greece the institution of family is very significant and the relationships of
family members are still very strong.
Another lesson regards to outside stakeholders, such as pharmacists. Most of the older adults have
their own pharmacists that are very familiar to and trust them (like their doctor). That will help us to
be in contact with them and ask them to participate to the final stage of the app, when their
contribution will be necessary.
It is worth mentioned that in Greece the relationship between older adults and their pharmacists and
doctors is very personal and strong.
The older adults were unfamiliar with co-creation processes. Nevertheless, they fully understood the
whole procedure very easily and were very willing to actively participate.
Moreover, they had many ideas to propose to the co-working team, a lot of questions have been asked
and many issues asking for clarifications were risen.
Almost half of them were, at some level, familiar with technology and held mobile phones and tablets.
This does not mean that they are familiar of how to use an app, to understand which button they have
to push, how they can and what steps must follow to get the information they need.
We believe that we need two more workshops to accomplish the frequent and right use of the
application.
The good relationship between the older adults and the working team is extremely important. The
most crucial aspect of that relationship was, first of all, the immediacy and straightness between
facilitators/researchers and the older people. Arriving at the workshops early and informally
socializing with the older adults and discussing with them, for various issues (apart from the
technology and the co-creation procedure), including even personal matters, was crucial for the
successful co-creation procedure in total.
On the other hand, after each workshop was finished, the facilitators stayed in the room with the
older people in order to chat with them or to advise them in issues concerning technology and use of
tablets, mobile phones etc.
The participants were very happy and honored that a team of employees and academics was dealing
with them and very soon and easily became intimate with the members of the team of RCM and AUTH.
The trust and confidence that these people shown to us was amazing and thus unforgettable. Many
of them really felt the need to share with us some personal issues and even personal stories. One lady
told us that she was really upset because of the death of her son and the whole procedure was helping
her to feel more vivid and dative.
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The number of the completed workshops plays a minor role to the successful completion of cocreation procedure. At our case we managed to complete the co-creation procedure within five (5)
workshops, a number that we believe is small regarding the initial goals, the complicated content and
the ambitious achievements of the co-creation procedure.
Combining that with the fact that the participation was really very high and we have to handle with
many people with different levels of IT literacy and personal needs, it was really a feat implementing
the procedure so far during this time.
Taking advice from the manager of Open Care Centre the duration of the workshops was
approximately 2 hours. This was due to two reasons:
•

•

Firstly, after two hours of co-working, learning and speaking, older adults become tired or
lost their interest, so it was difficult for them to watch and participate actively and thus
meaningless to continue the process, and
Secondly, their schedule was really busy and full of other personal tasks or social activities.

Regarding the collaboration with the external co-creators and the availability of the open data, we
faced many serious problems:
•

•

•

Firstly, was the Greek Organization of Health Services (EOPPY). They were not co- operative
and were unwilling to provide the requested data about the availability of free doctors’
appointments.
Secondly there are problems regarding the format of the data of the work shifts of the
doctors at public hospital and health clinics. AUTH forced to develop an application to
correct and updated them regularly.
The Pharmacists Association of Thessaloniki did not provide us with synchronized and
updated data.

All the above-mentioned problems taught us the following lessons:
•

•

•

Although, at an individual level, doctors and pharmacists were willing to provide their
assistance, their official associations were not agreeable to collaborate with other
institutions and provide correct and valid data.
The communication with these associations was also extremely difficult. It demands a lot of
effort to find the right person that handle the data and additionally the right person that is
responsible for the permission of their elaboration.
The weather conditions play also a role to the implementation of the process. The heat and
high temperature can turn out to be a critical factor on attendance and participation.

As a matter of fact, we were forced to postpone for a week a workshop during last summer, because
of the very high level of the temperature in Thessaloniki (there was heatwave).
Thus, we are obliged to schedule the workshops according, among many other parameters, to
weather conditions (especially during the summer period).

© Copyright 2018 - Lancaster University
146 | P a g e

D1.7 Evaluation and Impact Assessment Framework

8.9 Appendix IX: Learning and Reflections about the Co-creation process – South
Lakeland
Organised by co-creation work stream.
Lessons about co-creating: exploration and recruitment
1. Initial recruitment: Our experience of recruiting older adults through social events for a
‘technology’ oriented project did not yield as many participants as anticipated. There was limited
interest in what they saw as a ‘technology use’ project among older adults. We were aware that this
may be an issue after our first meetings with stakeholders when they informed us of the low
percentage of internet access in SL. Therefore, it was difficult to pitch the project to older adults in
South Lakeland.
2. Reaching the isolated and socially excluded: Older adults who attended the co-creation
workshops and other social events were already actively seeking ways to cope with issues of loneliness
and social isolation. Thus, they were a self-selecting group. It is a significant and difficult challenge to
reach out to those who were already isolated and do not participate in social events. Asking people to
talk about others who are isolated was one way to address this issue but was clearly limited.
3. Representativeness of co-creators: South Lakeland co-creation participants in Phase 1 were
already familiar with technology. While only one participant was an experienced user, recruitment
across a wider cross-section of participants that related to our three personas would have been useful.
4. Unfamiliarity of co-creating: The idea of co-creating is something alien to older adults in SL.
It took time and explanation to allow our co-creators to understand the process. Providing more
information with examples of the stages and the possible outcomes at this early stage is crucial. The
best way we found to do this was to provide examples of other co-creation projects.
5. Rural typography: Travelling to workshops is expensive and time consuming in a rural area.
Thus, this has been off-putting to older adults who live a significant distance from Kendal, and
particularly for those participants who rely wholly on public transport. This is a significant challenge
when working in a rural area.
Key lessons for Phase 2: Exploration and recruitment
•

Frame the project in ways that directly connect to the needs of older adults.

•
•

Use intermediaries to represent the perspective of those already excluded.
Allow for multiple different ways to participate in the co-creation process.

•
•

Find different ways of communicating the process and benefits of co-creation.
Think of different ways to take the process to the older adults.

Lessons about ‘idea formation’
6. Not being solution-led: In co-creation there should not be a fixed technological solution in
mind at the outset. This was challenging due to the limited exposure that our participants had to
technology and the lack of experience of its development. This was particularly challenging in the early
stage of the project as researchers did not have, nor was it the objective to have, a solution in mind
to demonstrate to them. This was disconcerting to some participants at the early stages of the project.
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Our use of examples of technologies developed in previous projects worked well to increase
participant enthusiasm and dispel their fears about the complexities of technology. We demonstrated
several simple and user-friendly gadgets to demonstrate what co- creation can deliver. Thus, finding
a balance between shaping the project yet leaving the possible technological solutions open is a key
lesson.
7. Demonstrating the value of co-creators: While co-creation has been a difficult concept for
participants to grasp, one lesson to allay any concerns has been to demonstrate how their input in
previous workshops was considered. This was achieved through the creation of ‘design principles’. For
example, the themes of trust, screen design, cost, passwords etc. were captured and shared amongst
participants as design principles that would feed into the design stage. This was a crucial step and
enabled participants to easily understand how their input would feed into the development of
technology. Participants felt that the workshops gave them the opportunity to create and give back
to society by developing for their community (older adults) as well as contributing something
worthwhile in their retired life. It emphasized the value of their experiences and contributions.
Sustaining their valued contributions throughout the project was crucial.
8. Co-creators have a wide range of experiences and technological ability: Due to the range of
technological skill levels amongst participants, as well as their varied needs for independent living,
designing and running a homogenous exercise/task was challenging. It was important to remain
flexible. Workshop activities were modified based on the response/engagement of participants. For
example, in our third exploration workshop, only two participants attended and researchers
redirected activity by instigating discussions and exploring issues surrounding access to government
services. It was also important to split participants into small groups and have a number of facilitators.
9. Developing good relationships amongst co-creators: Another key lesson was to develop good
personal relationships between the older adult and researcher co-creators. Arriving early was
important as many of the participants would want to engage in informal discussions with the
researchers. This was important to not only identify any issues in advance of the workshop, but also
to gain their trust and to answer any questions. Similarly, once the workshops finished, most
participants stayed on to chat with the researchers on a more personal and informal basis.
10. Size of the group of co-creators: Whilst recruitment of a larger number of participants to our
project would have been ideal, our group of seven regular attendees allowed the researchers to
develop good relationships. It also maximized output from the two-hour sessions. However, it was
noted that if recruitment to the project increased in future stages, sessions with small groups might
be used if the pragmatics allow for this.
11. Preparing for poor/sporadic attendance: One challenge for our co-creation research was that
the number of attendees could vary from workshop to workshop. Some participants sometimes could
not attend every workshop and thus there was the challenge of keeping participants up to date with
progress. This meant the introductions to the aims of the workshops were often extended to ensure
all participants understood the current session aims in addition to what had been achieved thus far.
Part of the reason for sporadic attendance was that all participants had to travel considerable
distances to attend the workshops, which was both a time and a financial investment for participants.
This highlighted the need for a ‘plan B’ implemented in workshop activities, which could be as simple
as ‘let the participants discuss issues of importance to them amongst themselves’. Due to time
constraints, it was important for researchers to be mindful in steering discussions in a direction
relevant to the project when participants digressed or became too involved or emotional about
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unrelated issues. It was, however, noted that such discussions could throw light on important
peripheral issues.
12. Limited time duration of workshops: Following advice from Age UK SL regarding
concentration spans and availability of older adults, workshops were scheduled for two hours only.
We also built in a tea-coffee and cake break after one hour. Being mindful of the rural location,
researchers were sensitive to the fact that participants had to factor in time to travel in and out of
town. However, there were sessions where there was insufficient time to cover the entire topic. This
was due to varied skill levels and our requirement for participants to record and discuss their activities.
Future workshops would minimise the detail that co-creators are asked to record during the
workshops.
13. Engaging stakeholder organisations: The importance of holding an extended stakeholder
workshop prior to commencing the design of activities for subsequent co- design workshops cannot
be underestimated. In SL, such an event presented an opportunity to disseminate the results of the
recruitment drive and workshop activities to both organisations. The consolidation workshop with
SLDC and Age UK SL staff was instrumental in narrowing down our focus into a cross-section of themes
that matched participants’ interests and needs with their own interests. It was also crucial to
understand what the authorities/intermediaries are able to host and support clearly. This ensured
that researchers started to build a product that would be supported after the end of the project. It
was important to establish that what we co-create as a solution would be hosted and supported by
the organisations. Thus, it became clear that while co-creation methods are very focused on a bottomup approach, working from the requirements and aspirations of users, it was important not to lose
sight of the fact that researchers needed buy-in from Age UK SL or SLDC as a means to host the service
after the end of the project. It was imperative to incorporate considerations of stakeholder resource
prioritization into methodologies. See Appendix IV for methods used in Phase 1.
14. Internal co-creator workshops: A crucial lesson was to schedule multiple rounds of internal
meetings between ULANCs researchers to reflect on data and workshop running experiences. These
were important to check our understanding of the data and the ideas that were being formulated.
They also led to changes in the planned workshop activities or refining the content already planned..
Key lessons for Phase 2: Idea Formation stage

•

Do not be solution-led. Remain open a flexible in terms of what might constitute a
solution.
Demonstrate value to co-creators early on.
Assume that co-creators have a wide variety of experiences and views of the value of
technology.
Foster good relations within the group of co-creators.
Manage the size of the group of c-creators (assume discontinuation and the
unforeseen).
Limit duration of workshops (probably a maximum of two-hours).

•
•

Engage stakeholder organisations early and keep them in the loop.
Have regular internal co-creation workshops to learn and reflect.

•
•
•
•
•

Lessons about co-creating service and data definition
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15. Training and support: As with the previous stage, the varied technological skills of participants
meant that running some activities in this stage was challenging. Some people needed guidance with
basic laptop/mobile phone use skills. For example, in the design workshop on investigating the
potential of an ‘events’ app, some participants were able to complete the exercise independently,
whilst others required guidance through some/all of the exercise. Thus, it was difficult to maintain the
interest of all participants and to complete all the exercises planned without leaving some participants
behind. For example, in one workshop there was insufficient time to populate a mock paper prototype
as planned.
16. Working with tangible artefacts: The usefulness of moving away from abstract discussions to
showing websites and apps, at this stage, was a key lesson learned in maintaining participant
engagement and interest and structure discussion. It also met their need for advice on how they use
technology (e.g. search facilities).
17. Developing a functioning prototype: The importance of developing a robust product emerged
through the exploration workshops. If the app developed failed to work or participants did not find it
user-friendly, their trust in the technology would diminish. This would hamper efforts to build a
personalisable app. Thus, the importance of presenting a working model to participants that was
definitively tested and robust was apparent. Until this stage of development is reached researchers
should take feedback on the existing prototype, re-develop by incorporating participant feedback and
complete several rounds of feedback and implementation until the chosen level of the app desired is
reached.
18. Building an App to be hosted by a specific organisation: Reflecting on how to build a product
that fits with participants, SLDC, and Age UK South Lakeland demands (e.g. trust and security) is
important as a part of a co-creation project, so that the later hosting and running of the product is
ensured.
19. Co-creators or co-designers: While ULANC researchers were committed to co-creating with
our stakeholders, the complexity of co-creating at a ‘coding’ level for ‘apps’ was realized to be
prohibitive. Design codes are written and produced ultimately by the developer (the computer
scientist). For some participants it was quite difficult even to participate at the level of paper prototype
co-design. For example, where we wanted to provide a picture of a blank mobile phone screen, asking
participants to fill up the screen with icons they wanted on the screen it seemed difficult to run the
exercise. On reflection, it was agreed that coding together with participants would be impossible to
focus on with the group of participants in SL. In Phase 2 researchers agreed to try paper prototyping
in smaller, but similar skill-level groups of participants.
20. Open data: Government open data in SL is limited and it was not clear whether this would be
expanded in the lifetime of our project. Researchers had to undertake further independent research
on open data/services existing in the SL region, relating to the domain of independent living.
21. Emphasising the 'co' in co-creation: In general, co-creation workshops with older adults work
well when participants feel engaged and able to contribute to a product they perceive to be potentially
useful either to themselves, or to the community. Researchers agreed that some participants who are
more enthusiastic about the project could be used as ‘researchers’ in the next Phase. They could
perhaps inform researchers about their friends who have different needs and use different services
differently. They could also talk about our project developments and benefits to their friends to
facilitate wider publicity and acceptance of the project.
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22. Training and research: In this Phase, many participants made a ‘request for support about
how to use specific applications’. For example, when we asked how easy it was for some participants
(e.g. Nina) who acquired information by accessing e.g. Facebook, Julie who shies away from
technology wondered if there was a way to teach her how to use Facebook. Our researchers
responded that they could “not necessarily teach you how to, but have a way for you to access that
information”. Teaching would not be an appropriate method for our research, first because it was a
separate activity altogether not related to the project, and second because Age UK SL runs training
workshops where Julie can easily access training on how to use Facebook. George was uncomfortable
using Facebook because of privacy issues.
23. Co-creation and accessibility: As already acknowledged, we are conscious that the events app
is being designed for the digitally included. However, we have been aware from the outset that the
majority of the population of older adults in SL does not have access to the internet due to cost, or
limited connectivity or interest, nor do they have access to a computer, tablet or phone. Crucial in our
work then is to co-create a version of our events app, and subsequent apps that will be beneficial to
the ‘majority’ of older adults in South Lakeland. Reflecting on how to co-create with this group will be
crucial. A renewed focus on this group was required in the next phase of research.
Key lessons for Phase 2: Service and Data Definition
•

Plan for training and support for co-creators.

•
•
•

Make it concreate by using physical artefacts (meaningful probes).
Make functional prototypes (even if they are basic).
Consider the needs of the potential hosts for the app.

•

Co-creation does not need to include coding (co-design is already a major step).

•
•

Establish open data sources early (open data might be a big resource constraint).
Involve the co-creators also as co-researchers.

•

Consider accessibility of the co-creation process.

Lessons about co-creating service and diffusion
24. As already mentioned earlier in the report Phase 1 the co-creation in South Lakeland was
intentionally designed as a demand-driven bottom-up process. Therefore we did not expect to
develop demonstrator apps in Phase 1. The purpose of Phase 1 was to understand what loneliness
and social isolation meant for the older adults – especially in terms of their daily lives; identify the
resources (and services) that they have available to address it; and finally, to produce prototypes of
what might constitute a technological solution.
25. One key insight for the phase was the fact that a considerable proportion of our target group
is already excluded, and therefore did not participate in the co-creation process and were unlikely to
directly use any solution we might develop. This made us realise the importance of intermediaries –
family, support workers, social workers, local officials, and so forth. These intermediaries became the
key group that we engaged in Phase 2, as we will show below.
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Key lessons for Phase 2: Service and Diffusion
•

Think of how to engage intermediaries to act on behalf of the excluded older adults.

Summary of Reflections of Co-Creation Activities in South Lakeland
26. Our initial work on the project began by seeking to put in place the work plan specified in the
project proposal. However, early in the process, researchers realised that exigencies that arise
unannounced can interrupt planning and action. For example, initial interactions over ethical approval
with the university administration arguably compromised time which should have been dedicated to
negotiating access and accomplishing the recruitment mission. A further unforeseen obstacle related
to the EU referendum, which enforced a ban on promoting and advertising our project via SLDC or
anywhere else , because it would have to be promoted under the auspices of the EU. Therefore,
advertising was only possible by word of mouth. In order to keep to the committed timeline of work,
as outlined in the project grant agreement, researchers went ahead with initial workshops in June,
despite low recruitment levels. Researchers realised the challenges of recruiting older adults to a
technology-based action research/learning project. However, workshops became increasingly
engaging once the participants and researchers established good working relationships. In spite of
this, planned activities occasionally were limited (e.g. for lack of participants). Flexible plans were thus
essential for workshop activities. Additionally, it became clear through the three June 2016 workshops
that spacing out the reugularity of workshops was a good strategy to keep participants engaged.
Weekly workshops tended to become a burden and too much commitment for our participants
whereas fortnightly events were more acceptable.
27. Outcomes of interviews and workshops were at times contrary to our initial straightforward
assumption that a technological solution to independent living through mobile access to services is
both possible and useful. Instead, in South Lakeland, the overarching challenge of independent living
comes from loneliness and isolation. While isolation is a comparatively tangible issue that might be
tackled through community building and provisions of facilities through the community, loneliness is
an issue that is more difficult to deal with.
28. Within this context the researchers have engaged with issues of accessibility to services and
data and thus the aim has been to co-create a solution that improves independent living through
provision of better access to information and services—be it transport, weather or traffic, for example,
at local events of interest. Through this we aimed to encourage and facilitate social interaction at a
group level as aminimum. In Phase 2 with the help of intermediaries, we hoped to reach out to more
individual older adults’ issues of loneliness.
29. Thus, in summary, our co-creation activities with various stakeholders while undoubtedly rich
and dense, have sometimes defied our plans and assumptions—be it in interviews or workshops or
recruitment. Within an action research/learning framework, we have taken a step back on reflecting
within our own researchers’ team every co-creation activity and incrementally changed pathways to
revisit future actions. This methodology of progress with research is time consuming, but respects a
multitude of voices and offers lessons on key issues that we might want to repeat or avoid in future
research with older adults.
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8.10 Appendix X: Tabulated version of Evaluation and Impact Creation Framework (EICF)
The tables provided over the next three pages provide the evaluative criteria, methods to be used, participants to provide data for evaluation, the timing and
questions, protocols or action guides for the three ‘phases’ of the EICF. They are colour-coded to match the bars in the following figure, which diplays how
the evaluation activities would be roughly timed in an ideal co-creation project. The dotted red line displays when the definition of the service concept should
be completed at the end of ‘phase 1’.
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Methods

Criteria

Sources
When
Protocols

Formative (co-creation process and development of outputs)

•
Reflective practice
o
Project documentation
o
Reflection journal
o
Workshop observations
•
Focus groups
•
Feedback from participants after each workshop/activity (through group discussion, interviews or questionnaires)
•
Evaluation questionnaire
Openness and diversity
Ability to participate
Transparency of coInvolvement and
Relevance of the
The involvement of a
The subjective
creation process
ownership
process for the
broad range of different
experience of being
Understanding the
Sharing control and
participants Working
older adults (with regards
able to participate
purpose of the coresponsibility with
with participants
to age, health, socioactively in the
creation process and
participants
needs, interests, and
economic status,
process
what can be
motivations
education, skills etc.)
achieved
•Participants
•Participants
•Participants
•Participants
•Participants
•Stakeholders
•Facilitators
•Stakeholders
•Stakeholders
•Facilitators
•Facilitators
•Facilitators
•Facilitators
•During co-creation
•During co-creation
•During co-creation
•During co-creation
•During co-creation
process, interim and final
process, interim and
process, interim and
process, interim and
process, interim and
reports
final reports
final reports
final reports
final reports
•Input to D3.2-3.5, D1.5,
•Input to D3.2-3.5,
•Input to D3.2-3.5,
•Input to D3.2-3.5,
•Input to D3.2-3.5,
D1.7 and D1.8
D1.5, D1.7 and D1.8
D1.5, D1.7 and D1.8
D1.5, D1.7 and D1.8
D1.5, D1.7 and D1.8
Questions about the types
Questions to assess if Questions about how Questions about how Questions to assess
of participants in the coparticipants felt they
the process was
participants felt as
what motivated the
creation process
could contribute and
explained to the
active co-creators
participants to take
(suggestions for
that the activities
participants.
with equal say in the
part, how relevant
demographics survey: age, and materials used in Questions about how process as the
they thought the
sex, location, ethnicity,
the co-creation were
participants
facilitators, and
process was to
education, occupation,
adequate to the level understood their role where their opinions
tackling their issues
health and disability
of ability of the
in the co-creation
and ideas were taken and addressing their
status, spcio-economic
participants.
process.
seriously and
needs. How much
status, level of IT skills)
Facilitators’
influence outputs.
importance they
Questions about
explanations about
Also if they felt
gave to the comeasures taken to ensure
measures taken to
ownership pf the
creation process.
all that were interested
show the
outputs being
could take part, i.e.
participants how
created.
ensuring there were no
their input and
physical barriers to access
decisions made in
and that recruitment
the workshops were
sought different groups of
used in the
people.
development of the
Explanation if there were
apps and service.
groups that were not
recruited/included.

Effectiveness of the
process
The effectiveness of
methods and
interventions with
regard to the project
goals
•Facilitators

Participants’
learning What
participants learnt
through taking part
in the co-creation
process

Participants’
feedback on output
design
Participants’ views
on the outputs being
created

•Participants
•Facilitators

•Participants
•Facilitators

•During co-creation
process, interim and
final reports
•Input to D3.2-3.5,
D1.5, D1.7 and D1.8
Facilitators’
reflection on how
effective they found
the methods and cocreation activities in
achieving objectives
set out before each
workshop. Should be
based on reflection
and action learning.
Does the process
comply with ISO
9241-210 (HumanCentred Design for
Interactive Systems)?

•During co-creation
process, interim and
final reports
•Input to D3.2-3.5,
D1.5, D1.7 and D1.8
Questions about
what participants felt
they learned by
taking part in the cocreation workshops
and the project.

•During co-creation
process, interim and
final reports
•Input to D3.2-3.5,
D1.5, D1.7 and D1.8
Questions about
participants’ views
on the outputs being
created
Questions about
usability, accessibility
and style.
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Methods

Summative (finished outputs and outcomes) – measuring the quality of the outputs
• Reflective practice
Project documentation
Reflection journal
Workshop
observations
• Focus groups
• Feedback from
participants after each
workshop/activity
(through group
discussion, interviews or
questionnaires)
• Evaluation
questionnaire
Facilitators’ learning
through the co-creation
process: Researchers’
learning through the cocreation process

•
•
•
•
•
•

Sources

• Facilitators

•
•
•
•

When

• During co-creation
process, interim and final
reports
• Input to D3.2-3.5, D1.5,
D1.7 and D1.8
Facilitators’ reflections
and how the ideas and
design decisions from the
co-creation workshops
were implemented in the
technical development of
the outputs.

• Full user testing after the
co-creation process
• Input to D3.6, D1.7 and
D2.10

Criteria

Protocols

Interviews
Focus groups
Survey/questionnaires
User testing
Software testing
Compliance testing

Usability of the apps: The
usability of design and
content of the app

Stakeholders
Facilitators
Developers
Other older adults

Do the products/outputs
comply to recognized
Dialogue Principles standards
(ISO 9421-110)?
Is the interface/content easy
to use for older adults,
intermediaries and service
providers in terms of
suitability, understandability,
learnability, controllability,
conformity to expectations,
customizability and error
tolerance?

Functionality of the
apps: Apps should be
free of errors and safe
to use. The functionality
of elements and
features of the app
• Developers

Accessibility of the
apps: Apps should be
developed taking into
consideration older
adults’ needs an be
accessible to them
• Developers

Availability of open
data: Quality of open
data used in the
project

Comprehensiveness
of data: Open data
available is enough
to provide the unique
selling point (USP) of
the field site
• Participants
• Stakeholders
• Facilitators
• Developers
• Other older adults

Effectiveness of the service: How
the outputs created helped deliver
each project’s USP

• Full functionality
testing after the cocreation process
• Input to D3.6, D1.7
and D2.10
Does the app provide all
the features that were
required in the
specification?
Are all the features
working well on
different devices
(responsiveness)?
Are links to external
data sources working?
Are there features for
regular updates of
data?

• Full accessibility
testing after the cocreation process
• Input to D3.6, D1.7
and D2.10
Are the design and
content of the mobile
apps developed
accessible to older
adults, intermediaries
and service providers in
terms of compliance to
WCAG2.0 at level AA?

• During and after
co-creation process
• Input to D3.6,
D1.7, D5.7 and D2.10

• During and after
co-creation process
• Input to D3.6,
D1.7, D5.7 and D2.10

• After co-creation process
• Input to D3.6, D1.7, D5.7 and
D2.10

Data quality
assessment:
• Machine readable?
• Available in bulk?
• Provided on a
timely and up to date
basis?
• In digital form?
• Complete?
• Consistent?
• Openly licensed?
• Publicly available
• Available online?

Assessing if all the
data that is
necessary is
available and
identifying where
more sources of data
are needed.

Questions to assess if the service
developed by the apps is
addressing the needs established
by the co-creation process. Does
the app provide the right
information/service to the users?
Does the app comply with IS_
9241-11 (Usability, Definition and
Concepts)?

• Stakeholders
• Facilitators
• Developers

•
•
•
•
•

Participants
Stakeholders
Facilitators
Developers
Other older adults
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Methods

Criteria
or phase
Sources
When
Protocols
or
actions

Short term outcomes Co-creation of pathways to Impact
• Analysis of public data
• Monitoring the changes in web traffic
through the apps, including
appstore/playstore analytics (if
available) and the product analytics
• Survey/questionnaires
• Interviews
Use/uptake
Sustainability
Criteria based on Assessing if local
the numbers of
organisations have
users and
adoptedand will
analytics of the
maintain the apps,
apps and
data, and
platform
platform.
• Participants
• Participants
• Stakeholders
• Stakeholders
• Facilitators
• Facilitators
• Developers
• Developers
• After apps
• After apps have
have been
been deployed
deployed
• Input to D1.7,
• Input to D1.7
D5.7 and D2.10
and D2.10
Questions to
Explanation of
participants and
plans for the
stakeholders to
ongoing hosting of
establish if older
services
adults in each
Questions about
site are using
how the process
the apps and
was explained to
services
the participants.
Questions to
Questions about
explore if older
how participants
adults find the
understood their
apps and service
role in the couseful and
creation process.
relevant
Questions
Numbers of
assessing if the
users based on
data will be
app analytics
maintained
(particularly where
data is co-created).

•
•
•
•

Workshops
Templates
GPMs
Strategy Maps

• Workshops
• Outcomes journal
• Strategy Journal

• Evaluation questionnaire

Design and develop impact pathways
Clarify and agree: overall objectives, outputs, outcomes, boundary partners,
outcome challenges and strategies, and ‘graded progress markers’.

Monitor project outcomes
Monitoring is learning in order to
ensure project outcomes. Monitor
Project outcomes in an outcome
journal, and Outcome strategies in
a strategy journal

Planning for impact assessment
Activities to influence the project
outcomes in boundary partners through
its pathways to impact.

• Participants
• Stakeholders
• Facilitators
• Developers
•After co-creation of service concept (end of Phase 1)

• Participants
• Stakeholders
• Facilitators
• Developers
• After co-creation of service
concept (end of Phase 1)

• Participants
• Stakeholders
• Facilitators
• Developers
• Concurrently with Phase 1.

Articulate, refine and get consensus on social objective of project (in the
sphere of interest).
(Re)define the outputs co-created (or to be co-created) by the project.
E.g. methodologies, applications, data, services, platforms, etc. Who might
be the potential beneficiaries of these outputs? An output/beneficiaries
table to be developed in a workshop (use Template 1).
Identify relevant boundary partners. Those individuals, groups, or
organizations with whom the project interacts directly to take up and
implement the outputs of the project and achieve sustainable impact.
Develop output/beneficiaries/partner table in a workshop (use Template
2) and prioritise.
Identify outcome challenges. for each of the partners. An outcome
challenge describes the ideal behavioural changes, relationships, or actions
required to contribute to the sustainable impact of the project with regard
to the final beneficiaries (in the sphere of interest) (use Template 3).
Develop graduated progress markers (GPM) for each boundary partner.
Based on information that the project can gather in order to monitor
achievements toward the desired outcome (use Template 4).
Complete a Strategy Map for Each Outcome Challenge. Strategies can be
causal, persuasive, or supportive, and addressed to boundary partner or
their environment, making a six-cell map (use Template 5).
Establish organisational practices: Active scanning; Connecting; Obtain
top-level support; Share learning; Experiment; Engage in ongoing reflection
(use Template 6).

Outcome journal. Record progress
against GPMs for each outcome
challenge (use Template 7) in a
workshop.
Strategy journal. Record progress
and effectiveness of strategies for
each boundary partner (use
Template 8) in a workshop:
• What are we doing well and what
should we continue doing?
• What are we doing ‘okay’ or
badly and what can we improve?
• What strategies or practices do
we need to add?
• What strategies or practices do
we need to give up (produced no
results, require too much effort or
too many resources)?
• How are/should we be
responding to the changes in
boundary partners’ behaviour?
• Who is responsible? What are
the time lines?

(Re)articulate and refine social objective
of project (in the sphere of interest).
(Re)define the outputs to be co-created)
by the project.
Articulate your value lenses:
Outcome values/benefits (Economic
value, Utility value, Community/social
value, Quality of life value)
Process values/benefits (Learning value,
Participation value, Knowledge value,
Political value).
Develop/co-create output, beneficiaries,
benefits table with boundary
organisations and/or beneficiaries in a
workshop (useTemplate 9 example).
Determine ways of measuring each of
the articulated benefits with the
boundary organisations and or the
beneficiaries in a workshop (see
Template 10 example).
Data and measuring plan with the
boundary organisations and or the
beneficiaries in a workshop (see
Template 11).
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8.11 Appendix XI: Templates or worksheets for developing pathways to impact in
the EICF
Template 1: Project Outputs / Beneficiaries table
Project Outputs
Mobile-Age co-creation methodology
Social connectedness application

Events open data API

Potential Beneficiaries
Local authorities
NGOs working with older adults
Facilitators
Older adults
Social workers working with older adults
Family members of older adults
Software developers

Template 2: Project Outputs / Beneficiaries / boundary organisations table
Project Outputs
Mobile-Age co-creation
methodology
Social connectedness
application

Events open data API

Potential Beneficiaries
Local authorities
NGOs working with older adults
EU Projects & Facilitators
Older adults
Social workers working with older
adults
Family members of older adults
Software developers

Boundary Organisation
Local authority & local
authority association
Key NGOs
Other relevant EU projects
NGOs and Local authority
Local authority
App stores
API hosting platform

Template 3: Boundary organisation / Outcome challenge statement
Boundary organisation
Local authority – South
Lakeland District Council (SLDC)

Outcome Challenge Statement
The project intends to see SLDC adopt, host, maintain and
further develop the social connectedness application as part of
their customer connect program.

NGO – Age UK South Lakeland

The project intends to see Age UK SL adopt the social
connectedness app in their interactions with older adults as
well as training older adults to become independent users of
the app. The project also intends to see Age UK SL maintain
and further develop the events database as part of the
compassehub.com
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Template 4: Graded Progress Markers for a boundary partner table
Boundary Partner: Local Authority – South Lakeland District Council (SDLC)
Would expect to see
•
•
•
•

•

Would like to see

Attendance & active
participation in joint
meetings
Clear commitments to
collaborate
Interest in outputs of the
project
Verbal commitments to
host and maintain the
social connectedness (SC)
app
Some user testing of the
SC app

•
•
•
•

Active engagement with the
app
The SC app becoming part of
their existing strategies
Formal commitment to host
and maintain the app
Explicit resource allocation
for the SC app

Would love to see
•

•
•

The app becoming part
of their long term
engagement strategy
for older adults
Commitments to host,
maintain and further
develop the SC app
The SC app becoming
embedded in an
integrated strategy (and
infrastructure) to
combat loneliness and
social isolation

Template 5: Strategy map for boundary partner / outcome challenge table
Boundary Partner: Local Authority – South Lakeland District Council (SDLC)
STRATEGY

Causal

Aimed at the
Boundary partner

•
•
•
•

•
Aimed at the
boundary partner’s
environment
•

Persuasive

Have regular
meetings with SDLC
Train SDLC in using
SC app
Develop relationship
with SDLC IT Dept.
Look for funding
opportunities

•

Make SDLC aware of
national policy
initiatives around
loneliness
Engage with Cumbria
County Council

•

•

Supportive

Make sure SC is
compatible with
the IT
infrastructure
Assist them with
funding
applications

•

Give their projects
media exposure
when we get it for
our project

•

•

Help them to work
on their customer
connect strategy
Give them some
analytical data to
help make the
business case

Put them in
contact with other
partners that we
are working with
that can help
them such as Age
UK national,
cabinet office, etc.
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Template 6: Organisational practices to support pathways to impact
Project: Mobile-Age Project (South Lakeland)
Active scanning
What are we doing (must we do) to make sure that there might not
already be solutions to the problems we are trying to address?

Connecting

How are we keeping (can we keep) an open dialogue going with our
partners?

Obtaining toplevel support

How can we ensure top-level buy-in?

Share learning

What are we doing (must we do) to share our learning on an ongoing
basis?

Experimenting

How do we make sure that there is an appetite and culture of
experimenting?

Ongoing
reflection

How do we establish ongoing reflective practices?
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Template 7: Example of an outcome journal for boundary partner
OUTCOME JOURNAL
Work Dating from/to: October 2018
Contributors to Monitoring Update: Lucas Introna, Niall Hayes
Outcome Challenge: The project intends to see SLDC adopt, host, maintain and further develop
the social connectedness application as part of their customer connect program.
Low = there is some evidence for this
Medium= there is some good evidence for this
High= there is some strong evidence for this
Who in BP?

EXPECT TO SEE
LMH
OOO

1 - Attendance & active participation in joint meetings

OOO

2 – Clear commitments to collaborate

OOO

3 - Interest in outputs of the project (SC app, etc.)

OOO

4 - Verbal commitments to host and maintain the social
connectedness (SC) app

LIKE TO SEE
OOO

5 - Active engagement with the app

OOO

6 - The SC app becoming part of their existing strategies

OOO

7 - Formal commitment to host and maintain the app

OOO

8 - Explicit resource allocation for the SC app

LOVE TO SEE
OOO

9 - The app becoming part of their long term engagement
strategy for older adults

OOO

10 - Commitments to host, maintain and further develop the SC
app

OOO

11 - The SC app becoming embedded in an integrated strategy
(and infrastructure) to combat loneliness and social isolation
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Template 8: Example of a strategy journal for boundary partner
STRATEGY JOURNAL
Work Dating from/to: October 2018
Contributors to Monitoring Update: Lucas Introna, Niall Hayes
Strategy being monitored: Develop relationship with SDLC IT Dept.
Description of activities:
- Invite IT director to co-creation
workshops
- Invite SLDC developers to co-creation
workshops
- Develop relationship with key staff
associated with IT department
Effectiveness:
- Have not been able to get Director to
meetings (he is very busy)
Outputs:
- Plan to identify other potential contacts
Follow-up required:
- Get number of IT Director’s PA to see if
time can be found in his diary
Lessons:
- Must find a way to get into busy
peoples diaries (awareness). Video of
project?

Template 9: Project Outputs / Beneficiaries / Benefits (or values) table
Project Outputs
Mobile-Age co-creation
methodology

Potential Beneficiaries
Local authorities & NGOs working
with older adults

Potential benefits / values
- More relevant service
design
- More participation by
citizens

Social connectedness
application

EU Projects & Facilitators
Social workers working with older
adults

- Better service to older
adults

Older Adults

- More social connectedness

Family members of older adults
Events open data API

Software developers

More app development for
older adults
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Template 10: Objective and subjective indicators for benefits
Project Outputs
Mobile-Age cocreation
methodology

Potential
Beneficiaries
Local authorities &
NGOs working with
older adults

Potential benefits / values

Indicators

- More relevant service
design
- More participation by
citizens

Objective indicators
- # projects using
methodology
- # services created using
methodology
- # participants taking part
in co-creation
Subjective Indicators
- Usefulness of
methodology
- Effectiveness of
methodology

EU Projects &
Facilitators

Social
connectedness
application

Social workers
working with older
adults
Older Adults
Family members of
older adults

- Better service to older
adults

- More social
connectedness

Objective indicators
- # uptake of services by
older adults
- # participants at events
- # intermediaries using
app
- # of family and friends
using app
Subjective Indicators
- Find services appropriate
and meaningful
- Feeling of being more
connected
- Feeling less lonely

Events open
data API

Software
developers

More app development for
older adults
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Template 11: Data and measuring plan
Potential benefits / values
- More relevant service design
- More participation by
citizens

Potential Beneficiaries
Objective indicators
- # projects using methodology
- # services created using
methodology
- # participants taking part in cocreation

Data sources / collection
- Survey of Local Authorities
and NGOs
- Post-implementation focus
groups

Subjective Indicators
- Usefulness of methodology
- Effectiveness of methodology

- Better service to older adults
- More social connectedness
More social connectedness

Objective indicators
- # uptake of services by older
adults
- # participants at events
- # intermediaries using app
- # of family and friends using app
Subjective Indicators
- Find services appropriate and
meaningful
- Feeling of being more
connected
- Feeling less lonely

- App analytics
- Survey of users (via app?)

Existing survey of users
Compass assessment
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8.12 Appendix XII: ‘Stand-alone’ Guidebook for implementing an Evaluation and
Impact Creation Framework
The following document is intended to be used by future co-creation projects to plan and carry out
their Evaluation and Impact Creation stream of work. It should be used in conjunction with the
CIDER Interactive Guidebook found at https://co-creation.mobile-age.eu/en/.

Evaluation and Impact Creation Framework
The following sections explain the rationale behind an action learning, reflective practice approach
in evaluating your project and creating pathways to impact, and then describe in more detail how a
three-strand process of evaluation and impact creation might be done. In doing so, the following
sections set out a framework for Evaluation and Impact Creation. The Introduction explains the
rationale behind adopting such an approach, and then the subsequent three sections describe a
framework, which can be applied according to the following rough timeline. The final section briefly
proposes an additional stream of activity.

Figure1: Timeline of Evaluation and Impact Creation Framework

In this timeline, the orange, green and blue colours refer to the tables in each of the respective
strands of the framework, which contain summarised advice on applying evaluative criteria or
creating pathways to impact, as appropriate. These tables are in the respective sections of the
framework.
•
•
•

Formative evaluation
Summative evaluation
Creating pathways of impact

Introduction

The main objectives of this stream of activity are to:
•

Integrate planning and evaluation into your project from the start

•

Undertake continuous reflection and adaptation of co-creation activities using an action
learning model
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An important early stream of activity is the planning 14 of the evaluation of co-creation interventions.
From the start of the project, the core team should define “what” will be evaluated (e.g. the process
of doing the project, and the ‘product’ or outputs) and “how”. The evaluation is, of course, very
much dependent on the context and domain in which your co-creation activities take place, and may
be refined as the co-creation activities proceed.
Evaluation is often seen as the ‘not so nice’ part of co-creation projects, often because it is imposed
onto a co-creation project by the funder or some external entity. The approach to evaluation
outlined here is different. Firstly, this evaluation approach emerged from our co-creation projects
with older adults—in other words, it was designed as something meaningful from the start.
Secondly, we believe that evaluation and impact creation has to be continuous, add value to all the
stakeholders involved, and be proportionate. As such, we would suggest that traditional approaches
to impact assessment do not lend themselves to reflexive and participatory approaches such as cocreation. With this in mind, we suggest that all evaluation and impact creation activities—especially
projects that involve older adults—are based on three principles:
- It is done as an ongoing reflective practice through action learning (continuous)
- It is a participatory process (add value to all stakeholders)
- It is focused on the project’s spheres of control and influence (proportionate)
(1) The evaluation process is based on continuous reflective practice through action learning.
Evaluation and impact creation activities, like this guidebook 15, can be seen as active opportunities
for learning and innovation. This requires and action learning (or reflective practice) approach.
Below we have a figure of such an approach—based on the Kolb learning cycle

Figure 2: The Kolb Learning Cycle

With this learning cycle in mind projects will, with every co-creation activity, do something, reflect
on what they have done, deduce what they have learnt, and then plan to do certain things
differently. They will also do the same for the project as a whole. This distinction—between the
project activities and the project as a whole—introduces the distinction between formative and
summative evaluation. Formative evaluation is an ongoing evaluation process that is directed at the
development or improvement of ongoing co-creation process and activities (as well as the
documentation of lessons learnt for future projects). In contrast, summative evaluation of a project

Use Template I: Co-creation Planning Template, below.
This and all subsequent mentions of ‘Guidebook’ refer to the fact that this document should be used in the
context of the CIDER interactive Guidebook - https://co-creation.mobile-age.eu/en/

14
15
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(or major phase of a project) is conducted after completion of the project or phase, both to capture
lessons learnt and to evaluate outputs of the project. It also, most often, is done for the benefit of
some external audience or decision‐makers. Thus, in using this guidebook and our evaluation
approach it is important that both formative and summative evaluation is done within the context of
continuous learning (Figure above).
(2) The evaluation approach outlined here is a participatory process that adds value to all
stakeholders. Co-creation is a participatory process and because evaluation is seen as intrinsic to cocreation activities, evaluation is also co-created. As a participatory process—rooted in the cocreation methodology—the evaluation approach outlined here:
• Involves, and is useful to, the project's end users.
• Is context-specific, rooted in the concerns, interests, and problems of the project's end users
• Respects and uses the knowledge and experience of all the key stakeholders.
• Is not, and cannot be disinterested process
• Favors collective and participatory methods of knowledge creation
• Shares power with all the stakeholders
These principles ground our approach to evaluation and impact creation, as will be evident below.
(3) The evaluation approach outlined here is focused on the project’s spheres of control and influence.
The evaluation and impact creation activities are appropriate and proportionate because they are
focused on the project’s spheres of control (the project team) and its spheres of influence (co-creators
and key intermediaries). Why is this important? The problem in managing and achieving impact is that
the project is of necessity limited in duration and project impacts often require time and
intermediaries to become realised. As such, it is often the case that longer-term, sustainable impacts
are achieved via intermediaries (what we call boundary partners). Because of this, it is important that
these intermediaries take ownership of the project outputs and implement them appropriately in
order to achieve the desired longer term impacts. This means that it is important that the influence of
the project decreases whilst ownership by local partners and beneficiaries increases as the project
develops through time. For our purposes these intermediaries were NGOs working with older adults,
local government organisations providing services to older adults, and so forth. Beneficiaries included
the older adults themselves, but also the public and private sector. In such a context, one can ask how
does one then best manage impacts? We would suggest that pathways to impact need to be created
by managing the uptake and ownership of project outputs by the boundary partners to achieve project
outcomes.
In terms of the project flow and logic one might represent the evaluation and impact creation
activities (or streams of work) as is depicted in the figure below.
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Figure 3: EICF project logic and flow

We now want to provide some practical guidance and help with these three streams of work.
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Methods

Criteria

Sources
When

Protocols

Formative (co-creation process and development of outputs)

•
Reflective practice
o
Project documentation
o
Reflection journal
o
Workshop observations
•
Focus groups
•
Feedback from participants after each workshop/activity (through group discussion, interviews or questionnaires)
•
Evaluation questionnaire
Openness and diversity
Ability to
Transparency of
Involvement and
Relevance of the
Effectiveness of the
The involvement of a
participate
co-creation
ownership
process for the
process
broad range of different
The subjective
process
Sharing control and
participants
The effectiveness of
older adults (with
experience of
Understanding the
responsibility with
Working with
methods and
regards to age, health,
being able to
purpose of the coparticipants
participants needs, interventions with
socio-economic status,
participate
creation process
interests, and
regard to the project
education, skills etc.)
actively in the
and what can be
motivations
goals
process
achieved
•Participants
•Participants
•Participants
•Participants
•Participants
•
•Facilitators
•Stakeholders
•Facilitators
•Stakeholders
•
•Facilitators •Stakeholders
•Facilitators
•Facilitators
•Facilitators
•During co-creation
•During co•During co•During co-creation
•During co•During co-creation
process, interim and
creation process,
creation process,
process, interim and
creation process,
process, interim and
final reports
interim and final
interim and final
final reports
interim and final
final reports
•Input to D3.2-3.5,
reports
reports
•Input to D3.2-3.5,
reports
•Input to D3.2-3.5,
D1.5, D1.7 and D1.8
•Input to D3.2•Input to D3.2-3.5,
D1.5, D1.7 and D1.8
•Input to D3.2-3.5, D1.5, D1.7 and D1.8
3.5, D1.5, D1.7
D1.5, D1.7 and
D1.5, D1.7 and
and D1.8
D1.8
D1.8
Questions about the
Questions to
Questions about
Questions about how
Questions to
Facilitators’ reflection
types of participants in
assess if
how the process
participants felt as
assess what
on how effective they
the co-creation process
participants felt
was explained to
active co-creators with
motivated the
found the methods and
(suggestions for
they could
the participants.
equal say in the process
participants to
co-creation activities in
demographics survey:
contribute and
Questions about
as the facilitators, and
take part, how
achieving objectives set
age, sex, location,
that the activities
how participants
where their opinions
relevant they
out before each
ethnicity, education,
and materials
understood their
and ideas were taken
thought the
workshop. Should be
occupation, health and
used in the corole in the coseriously and influence
process was to
based on reflection and
disability status, spciocreation were
creation process.
outputs. Also if they felt tackling their
action learning. Does
economic status, level
adequate to the
Facilitators’
ownership pf the
issues and
the process comply
of IT skills)
level of ability of
explanations about outputs being created.
addressing their
with ISO 9241-210
Questions about
the participants.
measures taken to
needs. How much
(Human-Centred Design
measures taken to
show the
importance they
for Interactive
ensure all that were
participants how
gave to the coSystems)?
interested could take
their input and
creation process.
part, i.e. ensuring there
decisions made in
were no physical
the workshops
barriers to access and
were used in the
that recruitment sought
development of
different groups of
the apps and
people.
service.
Explanation if there
were groups that were
not recruited/included.

Participants’ learning
What participants learnt
through taking part in
the co-creation process

•
•

•Participants
•Facilitators

Participants’ feedback
on output design
Participants’ views on
the outputs being
created

•
•

•Participants
•Facilitators

•During co-creation
process, interim and
final reports
•Input to D3.2-3.5, D1.5,
D1.7 and D1.8

•During co-creation
process, interim and
final reports
•Input to D3.2-3.5, D1.5,
D1.7 and D1.8

Questions about what
participants felt they
learned by taking part in
the co-creation
workshops and the
project.

Questions about
participants’ views on
the outputs being
created
Questions about
usability, accessibility
and style.
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Formative Evaluation
Formative evaluation continuously evaluates the co-creation process to ensure that it is adding value
to all the stakeholders and achieving what the process is supposed to achieve – that is, active and
meaningful participation by all the relevant co-creators. For formative evaluation there are two
interconnected aspects to consider. First, there is the accessibility of the co-creation process—when
setting up and planning the project: in other words getting appropriate older adults to see themselves
as relevant co-creators and participants in the project. Second, it involves ensuring that the cocreation process functions as an ongoing relevant and meaningful activity for all the stakeholders
involved (but especially for the older adults).
Evaluating the accessibility of the co-creation project (as a whole)
Our research has shown that:
Older adults often exclude themselves from the co-creation process, a priori. This might be for a
number of reasons such as a lack the confidence to participate in the process, a lack of appropriate
resources, and so forth.
• Older adults often have limited experience of being involved in creating services for themselves
and therefore do not see or appreciate the relevance or potential of such approaches.
• The co-creation process can be time-consuming and make significant demands on older adults.
They would tend to see this in terms of opportunity cost and opt to get involved in activities that
are immediately relevant to them.
Thus it is important to make sure that the co-creation project is relevant, meaningful and accessible
to older adults (as, and while it is being planned). We suggest in this planning that a number of issues
be considered, as outlined below. A template is provided with some questions that can guide your
evaluation 16 .
•

Criterion
Openness and Diversity: The involvement of a
broad range of different older adults (with
regards to age, health, socio-economic status,
education, skills, etc.)

Ability to participate: The subjective experience
of being able to participate actively in the
process)
Transparency of co-creation process:
Understanding the purpose of the co-creation
process and what can be achieved

16

Evaluative questions/protocols
What sort of older adults (or other
stakeholders) do you want to include in the cocreation process (in terms of, for example, age,
sex, location, ethnicity, education, occupation,
health and disability status, socio-economic
status, level of IT skills)
What measures can you take to ensure that all
that who are interested can take part - for
example, ensuring that there are no physical
barriers to access and that recruitment seeks
different groups of people?
Explain if and why there are groups that are not
being recruited/included.
What will be done to ensure that participants
feel that they have the expertise for, and can
contribute meaningfully in the co-creation
process?
How will the process be explained to the
participants?

Use Template II: Co-creation Planning Template, below.
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Involvement and ownership: Sharing control
and responsibility with participants

Relevance of the process for the participants:
Working with participants needs, interests, and
motivations

How can you help the participants understand
their role in the co-creation process?
Explain measures that you will take to show the
participants how their input and decisions
made in the co-creation workshops will be used
in the development of the apps and service.
How will the project ensure that participants
feel like active co-creators, with an equal say in
the process to the facilitators? What can you do
to ensure that they feel and take ownership of
the outputs being created?
What will motivate the participants to take
part?
How will the process be relevant to tackling the
issues they are concerned about, and address
their needs?

Evaluating the co-creation process itself
For formative evaluation of the co-creation process itself we recommend the following criteria
(based on inclusive design) to be considered.
Criterion
Ability to participate: The subjective experience
of being able to participate actively in the
process)
Transparency of co-creation process:
Understanding the purpose of the co-creation
process and what can be achieved

Involvement and ownership: Sharing control
and responsibility with participants

Relevance of the process for the participants:
Working with participants needs, interests, and
motivations
Effectiveness of the process: The effectiveness
of methods and interventions with regard to the
project goals

Evaluative questions/protocols
Ask if participants felt they could contribute,
and if the activities and materials used in the
co-creation were adequate to the level of
ability of the participants.
Ask how the process was explained to the
participants.
Ask how participants understood their role in
the co-creation process.
Explain how facilitators take measure to show
the participants how their input and decisions
made in the workshops are used in the
development of the apps and service.
Ask if participants feel they are active cocreators with an equal say in the process as the
facilitators, and where they feel their opinions
and ideas are taken seriously and influence
outputs. Also, ask if they feel ownership of the
outputs being created.
Ask what motivates the participants to take
part, and how relevant they think the process is
to tackling their issues and addressing their
needs. How much importance do they place on
the co-creation process?
The facilitators should reflect on (and learn
from) how effective they find the methods and
co-creation activities are in achieving the
objectives set out before each workshop.
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Participants’ learning: What participants learnt
through taking part in the co-creation process

Ask what participants feel they learn by taking
part in the co-creation workshops and the
project.
Participants’ feedback on output design:
Ask participants’ views on the outputs being
Participants’ views on the outputs being created created, and about usability, accessibility and
style.
We suggest that the formative evaluation is undertaken based on the reflective practice learning cycle,
which leads to the following steps:
1. Plan the co-creation activities (as outlined in the co-creation streams in the CIDER interactive
Guidebook). For this we provide a template 17 to help prompt you on what to think about in
this planning process. If this is not the first activity, look at lessons learnt from previous
intervention activities to make sure that the planning reflects the lessons learnt. This planning
is best co-created with the stakeholders (but minimally within the team).
2. You then do the co-creation activity. It is important that somebody is designated to take on
the role of recording what happens. Not just what went well but also what did not really work,
or go as well as one would have expected.
3. Record the co-creation activities (afterwards) using notes and input from all the stakeholders
and reflect on the outcomes. For this we provide a template 18 to help prompt you on what to
think about in this reflection process. This reflection process is best co-created with the
stakeholders (but minimally within the team).
4. Create a record in a project reflection journal of what lessons were learnt and what you would
do differently next time. A template is provided for this purpose 19.

Use Template II: Co-creation Intervention Planning Template
Use Template III: Co-creation Intervention Record and Reflection Template
19
Use Template IV: Co-creation Project Reflection Journal
17
18
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Methods

Summative (finished outputs and outcomes) – measuring the quality of the outputs
• Reflective practice
Project
documentation
o
Reflection journal
o
Workshop
observations
• Focus groups
• Feedback from participants
after each workshop/activity
(through group discussion,
interviews or questionnaires)
• Evaluation questionnaire
Facilitators’ learning through the
co-creation process: Researchers’
learning through the co-creation
process

•
•
•
•
•
•

Sources

• Facilitators

•
•
•
•

When

• During co-creation process,
interim and final reports
• Input to D3.2-3.5, D1.5, D1.7
and D1.8

• Full user testing after the
co-creation process
• Input to D3.6, D1.7 and
D2.10

Protocols

Facilitators’ reflections and how
the ideas and design decisions
from the co-creation workshops
were implemented in the
technical development of the
outputs.

Do the products/outputs
comply to recognized
Dialogue Principles
standards (ISO 9421-110)?
Is the interface/content
easy to use for older adults,
intermediaries and service
providers in terms of
suitability,
understandability,
learnability, controllability,
conformity to expectations,
customizability and error
tolerance?

Criteria

•
o

Interviews
Focus groups
Survey/questionnaires
User testing
Software testing
Compliance testing

Usability of the apps: The
usability of design and
content of the app

Stakeholders
Facilitators
Developers
Other older adults

Functionality of the
apps: Apps should be
free of errors and safe
to use. The
functionality of
elements and features
of the app
• Developers

Accessibility of the
apps: Apps should be
developed taking into
consideration older
adults’ needs an be
accessible to them

Availability of open
data: Quality of open
data used in the
project

Comprehensiveness
of data: Open data
available is enough
to provide the unique
selling point (USP) of
the field site

Effectiveness of the service:
How the outputs created
helped deliver each project’s
USP

• Developers

• Stakeholders
• Facilitators
• Developers

•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

• Full functionality
testing after the cocreation process
• Input to D3.6, D1.7
and D2.10
Does the app provide
all the features that
were required in the
specification?
Are all the features
working well on
different devices
(responsiveness)?
Are links to external
data sources working?
Are there features for
regular updates of
data?

• Full accessibility
testing after the cocreation process
• Input to D3.6, D1.7
and D2.10
Are the design and
content of the mobile
apps developed
accessible to older
adults, intermediaries
and service providers
in terms of
compliance to
WCAG2.0 at level AA?

• During and after
co-creation process
• Input to D3.6,
D1.7, D5.7 and D2.10

Participants
Stakeholders
Facilitators
Developers
Other older adults
•
• During and after
co-creation process
• Input to D3.6,
D1.7, D5.7 and D2.10
Assessing if all the
data that is
necessary is
available and
identifying where
more sources of data
are needed.

Questions to assess if the
service developed by the apps
is addressing the needs
established by the co-creation
process. Does the app provide
the right information/service to
the users? Does the app
comply with IS_ 9241-11
(Usability, Definition and
Concepts)?

Data quality
assessment:
• Machine readable?
• Available in bulk?
• Provided on a
timely and up to date
basis?
• In digital form?
• Complete?
• Consistent?
• Openly licensed?
• Publicly available
• Available online?

Participants
Stakeholders
Facilitators
Developers
Other older adults

• After co-creation process
• Input to D3.6, D1.7, D5.7 and
D2.10
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Summative evaluation
Summative evaluations can be undertaken either at intervals or towards the end of co-creation
activities. Summative evaluation aims at assessing the quality of the outputs, rather than the process,
of a co-creation project. In contrast to formative evaluation, it is more outwardly directed – it does
not address an internal audience of a project’s participants and stakeholders but intends to
demonstrate that the outputs of the process are of a sufficient quality, to a (possibly only potential)
external audience. Summative evaluations enable reflection and can input into periodic project
reports.
Methods
You can use a variety of methods for different aspects of summative evaluation, and these include
interviews, focus groups, surveys/questionnaires, user testing, software testing, and compliance
testing [hyperlinks to relevant methods sections]. Informal feedback in co-creation workshops can
also be recorded and used to aid summative evaluation.
What does the ‘quality’ of outputs and outcomes mean?
In the Project Logic approach as applied to co-creation projects, the outputs are the digital apps, the
databases of open data on which they draw, and the services through which these are connected and
made useful and meaningful to older adults. This means that they enable their better access to local
services and, e.g. in the case of Mobile-Age’s South Lakeland example, to opportunities for social
Access to meaningful services can be facilitated by co-created digital services, but genuine access
is based on other dimensions, summarised in this diagram from Mobile-Age’s “D1.4 Final Study
on accessibility, mobility and open data”. Addressing these dimensions can be considered by a
co-creation project.

Box 1: Access factors for older people’s social connectedness.
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connectedness. The issues are thus of access, and better access, to services, and these are the
outcomes that will realise broader impact (see next section). A co-creation project will facilitate better
access to services through digital solutions, but older adults also have differential access to these and
to other resources (see box 1).
Regarding access to digital solutions, older adults can be placed on spectrums both of different
degrees of ownership of, or access to mobile devices, and of skill and competences in using them.
Although the former can be addressed by your project through ‘creating pathways to impact’ (see
next section), summative evaluation focuses on whether your project’s outputs address the latter
issue. As potential and actual users, project participants (older adults themselves and/or
intermediaries and other stakeholders) are experts in how to design the project outputs to be properly
accessible to their intended beneficiaries 20.
This is why the evaluative criteria for summative evaluation focus on three sorts of outputs/outcomes
– apps, data, and the digital service – using the following five criteria. Full details of how the summative
evaluation criteria were developed and applied in the Mobile-Age project are available elsewhere 21.
•

Usability of the apps

•

Functionality of the apps

•

Accessibility of the apps

•

Availability of open data

•

Comprehensiveness of data

•

Effectiveness of the service

Usability of the apps
Evaluating this criteria can involve participants, stakeholders, developers, and facilitators. User testing
can establish if the co-created apps:
•

are suitable to the task;

•

are self-descriptive;

•

are easy to understand;

•

are easy to learn;

•

are easy to control; and

conform with user expectations, being;
o suitable for individualisation;
o error tolerant;
o easy to read regarding the interface elements (size and contrast; easy to use
(regarding navigation); and working with accessibility functions (large text and
displays, read-over).
These criteria are taken from the process-oriented standard ISO 9241-110’s definitions of ‘usability’
as the “extent to which a product can be used by specified goals with effectiveness, efficiency and
satisfaction in a specified context of use.” This standard has now been superceded by ISO/IEC
•

Visser, F. S., Stappers, P. J., Lugt, R. van der, & Sanders, E. B.-N. (2005). Context mapping: experiences from
practice. CoDesign, 1(2), 119–149. https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/15710880500135987
21
Deliverable D3.6 of the Mobile-Age project: www.mobile-age.eu.
20
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25010:2011 22, and by the 2018 standard ISO 9241-11 23 and all of these criteria, or others based on
them 24, can be tested through standard Likert 25 questionnaires given to users after testing.
Functionality of the apps
More simple to assess, the apps under development can be constantly tested by the developers, and
again in a summative manner, to ensure that: no errors occur caused by programming code or the
unavailability of data; the apps work on different devices (desktop, tablet, cell phone); and there is a
mechanism to maintain, update and retrieve up to date data.
Accessibility of the apps
In order for the apps a project develops to be available to as many older people as possible, it needs
to be accessible, and this should be assessed by the developers. Accessibility (in the digital sphere) is
defined by European standard EN 301 549 "Accessibility requirements suitable for public procurement
of ICT products and services in Europe" 26 which requires compliance with WCAG2.0 27 at level AA. This
can be done in tandem with using the German BITV-test 28, and then reported using the Web
Accessibility Initiative (WAI) tool 29 and/or the ANDI browser add-on or bookmarklet 30. A checklist for
WCAG2.0 provided by WebAim 31 will help a project document compliance.
Availability of open data
The apps that a project co-creates will not be not be of much use, and will not enable project outputs
and outcomes to transform into impact, unless the open data they require is available. Checking the
availability of open data can be done at interim stages to answer the following questions:
Is the data:
•

Machine readable?

•

Available in bulk?

•

Provided on a timely and up to date basis?

•

In digital form?

•

Complete?

•

Consistent?

•

Openly licensed?

•

Publicly available

•

Available online?

https://www.iso.org/standard/35733.html
https://www.iso.org/obp/ui/#iso:std:iso:9241:-11:ed-2:v1:en
24
https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/0869/ddf2b666e5d72878bb626073672ad32e4f67.pdf
25
https://jalt-publications.org/files/pdf-article/jalt2013_001.pdf
26
https://www.etsi.org/deliver/etsi_en/301500_301599/301549/01.01.02_60/en_301549v010102p.pdf
27
https://www.w3.org/TR/WCAG20/
28
http://www.bitvtest.eu/bitv_test/intro/final.html
29
https://www.w3.org/WAI/eval/report-tool
30
https://www.ssa.gov/accessibility/andi/help/install.html
31
https://webaim.org/standards/wcag/checklist
22
23
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This can be followed by the recording of measures taken, and to be taken, to improve the availability
and/or quality of data.
Comprehensiveness of data
Strongly linked to the criteria of availability, you can assess:
•

whether the open data available is enough to provide the unique selling point (USP) of the
outputs that your project is co-creating;

•

if all the data that is necessary is available; and

• where more sources of data are needed.
This is a task that participants, stakeholders, facilitators, developers, and other older adults can all
engage in, throughout the co-creation activities; but also it should be assessed formally at interim
stages. If the open data available is not comprehensive for the aims of the project, then decisions need
to be made about purchasing data, or partnering with organisations that can make such data available.
Effectiveness of the service
The ‘service’ here means the online service in which data and apps are embedded, and that is offered
by a service provider that maintains it. A co-creation project periodically or in conclusion evaluates
whether the service provides value for older adults, intermediaries and service providers, and the
relevant governmental actors, and furthermore that it is suitable to facilitate broader uptake (the
desired outcome of your project).
This evaluation thus assesses whether the project’s outputs help deliver your project’s USP, and can
ask if the service developed addresses the needs identified and established by the co-creation process.
For example, does the app provide the right information/service to the users? This can be tested
subjectively through user satisfaction surveys.
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Methods

Criteria
or phase
Sources
When
Protocols
or
actions

Short term outcomes Co-creation of pathways to Impact
• Analysis of public data
• Monitoring the changes in web traffic
through the apps, including
appstore/playstore analytics (if
available) and the product analytics
• Survey/questionnaires
• Interviews
Use/uptake
Sustainability
Criteria based on Assessing if local
the numbers of
organisations have
users and
adoptedand will
analytics of the
maintain the apps,
apps and
data, and
platform
platform.
• Participants
• Participants
• Stakeholders
• Stakeholders
• Facilitators
• Facilitators
• Developers
• Developers
• After apps
• After apps have
have been
been deployed
deployed
• Input to D1.7,
• Input to D1.7
D5.7 and D2.10
and D2.10
Questions to
Explanation of
participants and
plans for the
stakeholders to
ongoing hosting of
establish if older
services
adults in each
Questions about
site are using
how the process
the apps and
was explained to
services
the participants.
Questions to
Questions about
explore if older
how participants
adults find the
understood their
apps and service
role in the couseful and
creation process.
relevant
Questions
Numbers of
assessing if the
users based on
data will be
app analytics
maintained
(particularly where
data is co-created).

•
•
•
•

Workshops
Templates
GPMs
Strategy Maps

• Workshops
• Outcomes journal
• Strategy Journal

• Evaluation questionnaire

Design and develop impact pathways
Clarify and agree: overall objectives, outputs, outcomes, boundary partners,
outcome challenges and strategies, and ‘graded progress markers’.

Monitor project outcomes
Monitoring is learning in order to
ensure project outcomes. Monitor
Project outcomes in an outcome
journal, and Outcome strategies in
a strategy journal

Planning for impact assessment
Activities to influence the project
outcomes in boundary partners through
its pathways to impact.

• Participants
• Stakeholders
• Facilitators
•
• Developers
•After co-creation of service concept (end of Phase 1)

• Participants
• Stakeholders
• Facilitators
• Developers
• After co-creation of service
concept (end of Phase 1)

•
• Participants
•
• Stakeholders
•
• Facilitators
•
• Developers
• Concurrently with Phase 1.

Articulate, refine and get consensus on social objective of project (in the
sphere of interest).
(Re)define the outputs co-created (or to be co-created) by the project.
E.g. methodologies, applications, data, services, platforms, etc. Who might
be the potential beneficiaries of these outputs? An output/beneficiaries
table to be developed in a workshop (use Template 1).
Identify relevant boundary partners. Those individuals, groups, or
organizations with whom the project interacts directly to take up and
implement the outputs of the project and achieve sustainable impact.
Develop output/beneficiaries/partner table in a workshop (use Template
2) and prioritise.
Identify outcome challenges. for each of the partners. An outcome
challenge describes the ideal behavioural changes, relationships, or actions
required to contribute to the sustainable impact of the project with regard
to the final beneficiaries (in the sphere of interest) (use Template 3).
Develop graduated progress markers (GPM) for each boundary partner.
Based on information that the project can gather in order to monitor
achievements toward the desired outcome (use Template 4).
Complete a Strategy Map for Each Outcome Challenge. Strategies can be
causal, persuasive, or supportive, and addressed to boundary partner or
their environment, making a six-cell map (use Template 5).
Establish organisational practices: Active scanning; Connecting; Obtain
top-level support; Share learning; Experiment; Engage in ongoing reflection
(use Template 6).

Outcome journal. Record progress
against GPMs for each outcome
challenge (use Template 7) in a
workshop.
Strategy journal. Record progress
and effectiveness of strategies for
each boundary partner (use
Template 8) in a workshop:
• What are we doing well and what
should we continue doing?
• What are we doing ‘okay’ or
badly and what can we improve?
• What strategies or practices do
we need to add?
• What strategies or practices do
we need to give up (produced no
results, require too much effort or
too many resources)?
• How are/should we be
responding to the changes in
boundary partners’ behaviour?
• Who is responsible? What are
the time lines?

(Re)articulate and refine social objective
of project (in the sphere of interest).
(Re)define the outputs to be co-created)
by the project.
Articulate your value lenses:
Outcome values/benefits (Economic
value, Utility value, Community/social
value, Quality of life value)
Process values/benefits (Learning value,
Participation value, Knowledge value,
Political value).
Develop/co-create output, beneficiaries,
benefits table with boundary
organisations and/or beneficiaries in a
workshop (useTemplate 9 example).
Determine ways of measuring each of
the articulated benefits with the
boundary organisations and or the
beneficiaries in a workshop (see
Template 10 example).
Data and measuring plan with the
boundary organisations and or the
beneficiaries in a workshop (see
Template 11).
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Creating pathways to impact
The third stream of work in evaluating a co-creation project is to ensure as far as possible that the
outcomes of the project will result in the desired impacts. The ‘impacts’ of a project can be thought of
as being valuable for the participants, the field site, and for the broader environment of institutions,
NGOs, the private sector, and older adults across Europe. We argue below that measuring and
demonstrating such broad and deep impacts will always be difficult for co-creation projects.
Therefore, the framework for evaluating such projects needs to draw back from an over-ambitious
claim to assess their impact before the project end. Instead, what is required is a framework for
evaluating the (co-)creation of pathways through which such impact can be accomplished.
Thus rather than ‘impact assessment’ (as the impacts are uncertain, will take place after the project
end, and are complex to ascribe to a single project), we call this ‘creating pathways to impact’ – a
formulation familiar from academic research councils 32.
When to co-create pathways to impact?
As described in the Introduction to this section, your Project Logic works backwards from the desired
long-term impacts of a project to identify: the short to medium term outcomes and direct outputs (or
immediate results) of the project; the activities required to achieve these outputs and thus; the
required inputs (human resources, finances, equipment etc.).
The outcomes of co-creation projects are the ongoing use, uptake and long-term sustainability of the
services that are co-created. This requires ‘buy-in’ from broader constituencies of potential older adult
users, different categories of intermediaries, and other institutional stakeholders from a relatively
early stage. It can be evaluated in terms of their Involvement and Ownership of the process and
outputs, and the Effectiveness of the process (these are formative evaluation criteria).
This means that the co-creation of pathways to impact should start as soon as the service concept has
been co-created (i.e. at the end of stream 3). Before that point, the concept is still in formation, and
there is not sufficient buy-in to establish how to achieve impacts.
Co-creating pathways to impact
Project impacts are relevant and meaningful changes that occur for stakeholders, beneficiaries, or for
society more generally, as a direct or indirect result of co-creation projects. It is often the case that
longer-term, sustainable impacts are achieved via intermediaries (what we hereafter call boundary
partners), who must take ownership of the project outputs and implement them appropriately in
order to achieve the desired impacts. This means that the influence of the project decreases whilst
ownership by local partners and beneficiaries increases (as shown in figure 4). Of course, sometimes
project partners are also boundary partners, in which case the relevant organisational units (e.g. local
authority departments) act as partners.
Therefore, the project must create pathways to impact by managing the uptake and ownership of
project outputs by the boundary partners to achieve outcomes: defined as changes in the behaviour,
relationships, activities or actions of people, groups, and organisations as a result of our project

32

https://www.ukri.org/innovation/excellence-with-impact/pathways-to-impact/
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actions or activities. Thus co-creating pathways to impact is centred on project outcomes through
what is known as outcome mapping 33.

Figure 4: Ownership of a co-creation project over time

This is to say that the project’s sphere of control is limited to its inputs, co-creation activities and
outputs, but its sphere of influence extends to the boundary partners and their changes in behaviour:
the outcomes. This should extend beyond the project’s life to create impacts in the broader sphere of
interest, as illustrated in figure 5.

33

https://www.outcomemapping.ca/download/OM_English_final.pdf
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Figure 5: Project spheres of control, influence and interest

The project thus must produce appropriate outputs, through using co-creation – participatory and
reflective practice design - that are relevant and meaningful for the potential beneficiaries.
Phased co-creation of pathways to impact.
Outcome mapping 34 is a suitable methodology used in the international development field, which can
be adapted for this purpose. It consists of three interconnected and iterative phases that can also
happen partly concurrently:
•
•
•

Phase 1: Design and develop impact pathways
Phase 2: Monitor project outcomes
Phase 3: Plan for impact assessment

Phase 1: Design and develop impact pathways
This phase is about clarifying and agreeing a project’s overall objectives, outputs to be achieved,
desired outcomes, relevant boundary partners and how they relate. Also it requires understanding
the outcome challenges (what each boundary partner should do to take up and use the project
outputs) and devising strategies for dealing with them using ‘graded progress markers’, and finally
making sure that certain organisational processes and practices are in place (in the project) to support
the development of these pathways to impact.
1. Articulate and refine social objective of project (in its sphere of interest): What is the overall
intention of the project and its sphere of interest? Articulate this clearly and gain consensus
early, through co-creation processes.

34

https://cgspace.cgiar.org/bitstream/handle/10568/70174/ILAC_Brief07_mapping.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed
=y
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2. (Re)define the outputs: What are the outputs the project will co-produce - methodologies,
applications, data, services, platforms, etc.? Who are their potential beneficiaries? Develop an
output/beneficiaries table 35 in a workshop.
3. Identify relevant boundary partners: Who will take up and implement the project’s outputs
to meet outcome objectives and ultimately achieve impact? Who are the intermediaries that
work directly or indirectly with the beneficiaries? Develop an output/beneficiaries/partner
table 36 in a workshop and prioritise them to focus on the key ones.
4. Identify outcome challenges: How will boundary partners achieve outcomes? Develop an
outcome challenge statement for and with each of the boundary partners in workshop(s),
describing the ideal behavioural changes, relationships, or actions required to achieve
sustainable impact on beneficiaries in the sphere of interest. Emphasises behavioural changes
idealistically but realistically. Record in a table 37.
5. Develop graduated progress markers (GPM) for each boundary partner/outcome challenge.
Again, develop GPM tables [hyperlink Template VIII] with partners in workshops. GPMs
measure progress towards achieving outcomes through behavioural change extending from
minimal to deep transformation (see figure 6).

Figure 6: GPMs

6. Complete a Strategy Map for Each Outcome Challenge. These maps 38, to be developed in
workshops with partners, create the project’s strategy for influence: helping or facilitating
these organisations to deliver value to their beneficiaries (clients). This influence can be
directed at the boundary partner or their environment, and can be causal (things the project
can directly do), persuasive (building capacity to act in new ways), or supportive (helping
project partners to act), giving six possible strategies to consider in a systematic and
comprehensive way (see figure 7).

Use Template V: Project Outputs/Beneficiaries table
Use Template VI: Project Outputs/Beneficiaries/boundary organisations table
37
Use Template VII: Boundary organisation/Outcome challenge statement
38
Use Template IX: Strategy map for boundary partner/outcome challenge table
35
36
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Figure 7: Questions for establishing an Outcome Strategy Map

7. Establish project practices to support pathways to impact: Answer the following questions
in workshop and record them 39
• Active scanning: What can the project do to identify existing solutions to aims?
• Connecting: How is the project maintaining open dialogue with its partners?
• Obtain top-level support: How can the project ensure top-level buy-in?
• Share learning: What is the project doing to share learning with boundary partners on an
ongoing basis?
• Experiment – How does the project ensure continual experimentation with options, tools,
approaches etc.?
• Ongoing reflection: How does the project establish and maintain reflective practices for
learning?
Phase 2: Monitor project outcomes
Monitoring should be directed towards the pathways to impact developed in phase 1 focussing on:
Outcome strategies: the strategies used to encourage change in its partners (strategies for
dealing with outcome challenges) – use a strategy journal 40.
Project outcomes: the changes in the behaviours, actions, activities, and relationships of the
boundary partners (boundary partner outcomes) – use an outcome journal 41.

Use Template X: Organisational practices to support pathways to impact
Use Template XI: Strategy journal for boundary partner
41
Use Template XII: Outcome journal for boundary partner
39
40
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The project’s outcome journal records progress against GPMs for each outcome challenge. Complete
it periodically, drawing out and recording the lessons learnt from it, ideally with boundary partners.
The strategy journal should likewise record the progress and effectiveness of the project’s boundary
partners’ strategies in a workshop with them. In the workshop the following questions can be
considered:
•
•
•
•
•
•

What are we doing well and what should we continue doing?
What are we doing ‘okay’ or badly and what can we improve?
What strategies or practices do we need to add?
What strategies or practices do we need to give up (those that have produced no results, or
require too much effort or too many resources relative to the results obtained)?
How are/should we be responding to the changes in boundary partners’ behaviour?
Who is responsible? What are the time lines?

Phase 3: Planning for impact assessment
Despite only having very indirect influence on the impacts of project outcomes, it is prudent to plan
for impact assessment. The following steps should be followed concurrently with Phase 1:
1. (Re)articulate and refine the project’s social objective and sphere of interest as in Phase 1.
2. (Re)define the outputs the project will co-create as in Phase 1.
3. Articulate the project’s value lenses.
Value lenses help the project think about the benefits that it might have in its sphere of interest, in
terms of both output values/benefits and process values/ benefits such as:
Outcome values/benefits:
• Economic value
• Utility value
• Community or social value
• Quality of life value
Process values/benefits:
• Learning value
• Participation value
• Knowledge value
• Political value
The project should develop (or co-create) a relevant table 42 with boundary organisations and/or
beneficiaries in a workshop.
4.
Determine ways of measuring each of the articulated benefits. These measures (or indicators)
can be objective (e.g. number of older adults using the project’s outputs) or subjective (how useful
they think they are). Think about both objective and subjective measures and/or indicators for each
of the beneficiaries with boundary partners and/or beneficiaries in a workshop (see Template 10
example) and record them in a table 43.

42
43

Use Template XIII: Objective and subjective indicators for benefits
Use Template XIV: Objective and subjective indicators for benefits
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5.
Data and measuring plan. Then establish what data is available for each of the project’s
measures/indicators. Remember, objective measures or indicators require baseline data for the
project to be able to claim impact, whereas for subjective measures it is possible to frame questions
about ‘before’ and ‘after’ the project, for the beneficiaries to respond to. Co-create again with the
boundary organisations and/or the beneficiaries in a workshop 44.

Co-create Practices of Impact
We finish with a proposal for an additional stream of work for a co-creation project. While impact
pathways can be identified and agreed, it is also important to work out how to implement them in a
very grounded and practice-focused way. There must be ‘buy-in’ from the project’s beneficiaries.
What would it mean to co-create practices of impact? It would entail working with older adults in their
houses, or other locations, to make sure they are connected to the internet, and can use digital and
mobile technologies, and the services the project co-create, in everyday life contexts. This may be
beyond the lifetime of the project, but plans can again be co-created with boundary partners and
beneficiaries in workshops.

44

Use Template XV: Data and measuring plan
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Templates
Template I

Co-creation Planning Template
Co-creation project name
Objective of intervention
Place of co-creation process
Participants
Activities planned (and
purpose)
Resources required

Name of project
What is the objective of the co-creation process?
Where is it taking place?
Who are the relevant co-creators that need to be involved?
What are the sort of activities that are planned? Brainstorming,
co-design, cultural probes, and so forth. What are the purposes of
these activities? What might be the specific challenges for older
adults?
What resources are required? Who is responsible for them?

Evaluation planning: How
are we going to ensure:

Checks that you are planning for an inclusive co-creation process

Openness and Diversity
Ability to participate
Transparency of co-creation
process
Involvement and ownership
Relevance of the process for
the participants

What are you doing to ensure involvement of a broad range of
different older adults (concerning age, health, socio-economic
status, education, skills, etc.)
What are you doing to ensure that all co-creators are able to
participate actively in the process?
What are you doing to ensure that all co-creators understand the
overall purpose of the co-creation process and what might be
achieved?
What are you doing to ensure that you share control and
responsibly with all the co-creators?
What are you doing to ensure that all co-creators needs, interests,
and concerns become reflected in the process?

Template II

Co-creation Intervention Planning Template
Co-creation project name
Objective of intervention
Type of intervention
Place of intervention
Participants
Activities planned (and
purpose)
Resources required
Lessons from previous
intervention

Name of project
What is the objective of the co-creation intervention?
What type of intervention? Workshop, review, focus group,
questionnaire, and so forth
Where is it taking place?
Who are participating as co-creators?
What are the activities planned? Brainstorming, co-design, cultural
probes, and so forth. What are the purposes of these activities?
What resources are required? Who is responsible for them?
Were there lessons from the previous intervention that need to be
considered?

Evaluation planning: How
are we going to ensure:

Checks that you are planning for formative evaluation of process
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Ability to participate What are you doing to ensure that all co-creators are able to
participate actively in the process?
Transparency of co-creation What are you doing to ensure that all co-creators understand the
process overall purpose of the co-creation process and what might be
achieved?
Involvement and ownership What are you doing to ensure that you share control and
responsibly with all the co-creators?
Relevance of the process for What are you doing to ensure that all co-creators needs, interests,
the participants and concerns become reflected in the process?
Effectiveness of the process What are you doing to ensure that you use the time and resources
of the co-creators (and the project) effectively?
Participants’ learning What are you doing to ensure that you enhance and capture the
learning of all the co-creators?
Participants’ feedback on What are you doing to ensure that you give opportunity for
output design feedback and that you take effective action on feedback from all
the co-creators?
Template III

Co-creation Intervention Record and Reflection Template
Co-creation project name
Objective of intervention
Type of intervention
Place of intervention
Participants
Activities planned
Outcomes achieved
Lessons learnt

Name of project
What was the objective of the co-creation intervention?
What type of intervention? Workshop, review, focus group,
questionnaire, and so forth
Where did it take place?
Who were participating as co-creators?
What were the activities that took place? Brainstorming, codesign, cultural probes, and so forth?
What outcomes were achieved?
What lessons were learnt—in terms of process and/or outcomes?
What would you do differently next time?

Formative Evaluation of
intervention
Ability to participate Were all co-creators are able to participate actively in the
process? Why or why not? What would you do differently next
time?
Transparency of co-creation Did all co-creators understand the overall purpose of the coprocess creation process and what might be achieved? Why or why not?
What would you do differently next time?
Involvement and ownership Did you share control and responsibly with all the co-creators?
Why or why not? What would you do differently next time?
Relevance of the process for Were all co-creators needs, interests, and concerns reflected in
the participants the process? Why or why not? What would you do differently next
time?
Effectiveness of the process Were the time and resources of the co-creators (and the project)
used effectively? Why or why not? What would you do differently
next time?
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Participants’ learning Did you enhance and capture the learning of all the co-creators?
Why or why not? What would you do differently next time?
Participants’ feedback on Did you give opportunity for feedback and are (or were) you able
output design to take effective action on feedback from all the co-creators? Why
or why not? What would you do differently next time?
Template IV

Co-creation Project Reflection Journal
Project Name:
Date / Co-creation
intervention

What we learnt?

What we will do differently?

Template V: Project Outputs/Beneficiaries table
Project Outputs

Potential Beneficiaries

Think of all the outputs (not just final outputs
but also process outputs)

Template VI: Project Outputs/Beneficiaries/boundary organisations table
Project Outputs

Potential Beneficiaries

Boundary Organisation

Template VII: Boundary organisation/Outcome challenge statement
Boundary organisation

Outcome Challenge Statement
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Template VIII: Graded Progress Markers for a boundary partner table
Boundary Partner: Local Authority – South Lakeland District Council (SDLC)
Would expect to see

Would like to see

Would love to see

Template IX: Strategy map for boundary partner/outcome challenge table
Boundary Partner: Local Authority – South Lakeland District Council (SDLC)
STRATEGY

Causal

Persuasive

Supportive

Aimed at the
Boundary partner
Aimed at the
boundary partner’s
environment
Template X: Organisational practices to support pathways to impact
Project: Mobile-Age Project (South Lakeland)
Active scanning
What are we doing (must we do) to make sure that there might not
already be solutions to the problems we are trying to address?

Connecting

How are we keeping (can we keep) an open dialogue going with our
partners?

Obtaining top-level
support

How can we ensure top-level buy-in?

Share learning

What are we doing (must we do) to share our learning on an ongoing
basis?

Experimenting

How do we make sure that there is an appetite and culture of
experimenting?

Ongoing reflection

How do we establish ongoing reflective practices?
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Template XI: Strategy journal for boundary partner
STRATEGY JOURNAL
Work Dating from/to:
Contributors to Monitoring Update:
Strategy being monitored:
Description of activities:
Effectiveness:
Outputs:
Follow-up required:
Lessons:

Template XIII: Project Outputs/Beneficiaries/Benefits (or values) table
Project Outputs

Potential Beneficiaries

Potential benefits / values

Template XII: Outcome journal for boundary partner
OUTCOME JOURNAL
Work Dating from/to:
Contributors to Monitoring Update:
Outcome Challenge:
Low = there is some evidence for this
Medium= there is some good evidence for this
High= there is some strong evidence for this
EXPECT TO SEE

Who in BP?

LMH
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OOO
OOO
OOO
OOO
LIKE TO SEE
OOO
OOO
OOO
OOO
LOVE TO SEE
OOO
OOO
OOO
Template XIV: Objective and subjective indicators for benefits
Project
Outputs

Potential
Beneficiaries

Potential benefits / values

Indicators

Template XV: Data and measuring plan
Potential benefits / values

Potential Beneficiaries

Data sources / collection
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